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“Would you tell me, please, which way | ought to go
from here?”

“That depends a good deal on where you want to get
to,” said the Cat.

“I don’t much care where - ” said Alice.

“Then it doesn’'t matter which way you go,” said the
Cat.

“ - s0 long as | gesomewhere” Alice added as an
explanation.

“Oh, you're sure to do that, " said the Cat, “ifuyonly
walk long enough.”

(L. Carroll, Alice’s Adventures in Wonderlap@hapter

VI - Pig and Pepper)

“Was that a paradox?” asked Mr. Eskine. “I did not
think so. Perhaps it was, Well, the way of paradoise
the way of truth. To test reality we have to seenitthe
tight rope. When the verities become acrobats, ave ¢
judge them.”

(O. Wilde, The Picture of Dorian GrayChapter 3)



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Acknowledgments p. 7

Introduction p. 8

1. Gongsun Long/AFREE : the character

1.1. Nomina sunt ominatheMingjia 4 % and Gongsun Long p. 11

1.2. Gongsun Long’s life: an outline p.21

1.3.The two Gongsun Longs in history: who's who — Aebraccount on Gongsun
Long’s name p. 38

1.4. T/NFREE, #I AL | ..or wasn’t he? — Gongsun Long’s place of origin 4.

1.5.Gongsun Long: &y, a Mohist or.. none of the two? p. 46
1.5.1. TheRuhypothesis p. 48
1.5.2. The Mohist hypothesis p. 51

1.5.3. An alternative interpretation: Gongsun Longoamnshisf1- p. 54

2. Gongsun LongziAFREEF: the text

2.1. The Gongsun Longziext structure and the so-called “original chagtp. 60

2.2.Gongsun Longzi Variations on a theme Paozangi&ji and Shuofuzit?F

editions face to face p. 70
2.3.Gongsun Longz Other editions p. 79
2.4. TheGongsun Longzhrough the ages p. 84

2.4.1. A commentary written by..Xie Xishe#f#ii%? p. 94

2.4.2. TheSuishusE omission and the debate on Bleoubai lurK~F 76>
p. 95



3. The “original chapters” : Baima Lun Bf&&% and Zhiwu Lun f8%5&

3.1.Crossing the Gate...And a white horse is no morerseho p. 102
3.1.1. Baima Lun structure and content p. 108
3.2. Translating the “original chapters”: a premise .1p3
3.3.Baima Lun Translation p. 126
3.4.The paradox is not a paradox..? Final considersition the White Horse
argument p. 137
3.5.Pointing at things is no pointing: the originalibf the Zhiwu Lunin the
Gongsun Longzi corpus p. 139
3.6.Zhiwu Lun Translation p. 146
3.6.1. Structure and parallelism in t@iwu Lun p. 157
Conclusions p. 163

Appendix A : Additional translations

Gongsun Longzitranslation oflifu B /F chapter 1 p. 169
Kongcongzitranslation ofGongsun Longhapter 12 fL# 455 MU AFRFEF 1+ )

p. 173
Appendix B : Rare texts
Xie Xishen’s preface to th@ongsun LongZii 7 /A FARE+ 5 ) p. 177
Preface to th&houbai Lun(Z 22 FEH#9%) p. 177

Appendix C : Gongsun LongziChinese text Shuofu/Daozangvariants)

Baima LunH 55 p. 179



Zhiwu Lun 5%
Jianbai Lunf% (536
Tongbian Lun@&ss

Mingshi Lun% & 7

Bibliography

Abstract

p. 182
p. 182
p. 183
p. 185

p. 186

p. 233



Acknowledgements

First of all I want to thank my advisor, Prof. Tama Lippiello, for sharing with me all
these years of hard work since | was an undergtadstudent; moreover, Prof.
Maurizio Scarpari, Prof. Attilio Andreini and ProRiccardo Fracasso were always
supportive and ready to give me good advice.

I would also like to mention all the people thaipeel me and supported me during my
stay in the Netherlands: Prof. Barend J. ter HBar,Paul van Els, Prof. Karel L. van
der Leeuw, Prof. Burchard J. Mansvelt Beck, andtal guys of thavenyanreading
group. A special thanks goes also to Prof. Rudadigér for his warm welcome and
useful suggestions during my stay at Heidelberg/éhsity.

Last but not least, here come “the near and the @®as”. | want to thank my mother
for being there for me anytime | needed her, supgpme and accepting me as | am,
and Andrea for his irreplaceable support, tendemtp care and patience. Finally, a
warm embrace goes to all the friends that sharedpati: Chiara, Berenika, Gaia,
Giulia, Karolina, Kiru, Marcello, Marta, Mirko, P&m Patrizia, Rafat.



INTRODUCTION

The present work is organized in three interrelgpagts, each analysing a
different aspect of th&ongsun Longzt or better say th&ongsun Longzunder
different aspects. The first chapter is dedicadhe literary and pseudo-historical
figure of Gongsun Long, dissolving a few doubtsusexl on a possible case of
homonymy, and providing an hypothetical reconstomcof the main events of his life
as it is traded down by the tradition. The limitaplicit in such an enterprise are
obvious, since it is clear enough there is no pGohgsun Long himself ever existed,
but our intent is far from the purpose of achievhgtorical truth, so that a literary
sketch based on almost fictional narratives wiltssaur needs: in fact, our goal here is
trying to dispel the aura of superficiality and/taiity that settled on his character — and
consequently on all the arguments and debatesiatsbaevith him - due to the harsh
criticism his and our contemporaries both conteduto address to him. We will
discover that Gongsun Long was not merely a cougr&ainer - an aspect which was
utterly marginal in his active life — as he waswymatrily an expert politician and a shrewd
diplomat, positively using his refined rhetoricéills in governmental practice. This is
an important step in the necessary revaluation led Gongsun Longziand
requalification of its fame: if the character whoseme is associated with the text and
who became famous for discussing some of the tapiish are included in it is using
the materials which were at the basis of the comtipasof the Gongsun Longzin
diplomacy, politics or teaching, this will necessé&ad to a different consideration of
the paradoxes not as merely casesioértissemenfor their own sake, but as proper
argumentative techniques.

The second chapter is dedicated to the structutbeddongsun Longziwith a
detailed comparison of textual variants occurriegaeen the two most ancient editions
available to us, thBaozangedition and th&huofuedition. As it will be shown, though
the Daozangedition is usually acknowledged as the best oilethgs is not completely
true as a few controversial passages are undoyltetter understood in the light also
of the valuable contribution provided by accurateparison with the variants included

in the Shuofuedition. In this part the overall structure of tleat is described, showing



its essentially composite nature; such consideratielp to debunk the myth of textual
unity as far as our text is concerned: in fads improper to talk o& text when dealing
with the Gongsun Longziwhich is rather to be considered a later editiba collection
of individual texts with a proper history, that masobably underwent corruption and a
process of later rearrangement. A particular atianis paid to the distinction made
between “original chapters’B&ima Lunand Zhiwu Lur), which will be object of
further more detailed study in chapter 3, and ‘igpred chapters”Jffu, Jianbai Lun
Tongbian LunMingshi Lur); a brief description of the philosophical contand main
topics treated in the latter is provided, in ortiegive the reader all the essential points
of reference required for a better understandiag af the topics object of discussion in
chapter three. The chapter ends with a rebuttahefpossibility that th&songsun
Longzi might have been misnamed 8koubai Lunand that these two compositions
could be one and the same text.

Finally, chapter three is dedicated to the so-dditeiginal chapters”, th&aima
Lun and theZzhiwu Lun which are both considered as independent andidhdil units,
part of a broader collection. After the paradoxetha origin of these argumentations
are discussed and illustrated with appropriate awts, the two chapters are taken into
consideration under a formal point of view, giviagcount of dialectical tropes and
rhetorical techniques applied in the expositionshef topics at issue, with a particular
stress on the relationship established with forstalcture and construction of the
argument in particular in the case of #lewu Lun due to the peculiarity that will be
analysed below. | have proceeded to a carefulpre&ation and detailed explanation of
the philosophical meaning of the contents of thige chapters, proposing a new
personal view in interpreting the highly controvarserminology theGongsun Longzi
makes use of, trying to identify useful key termsd adisentangle those essential
conceptual knots that must be thoroughly undersianodrder to make sense of the
whole texts. Finally, an accurate commented tréiosikeeping in consideration textual
variants analysed in chapter two follows.

Aim of the present study is to provide fresh ingsgand possibly open the way
for new interpretative approaches useful in theeustanding of th&€&ongsun Longzi
also keeping in mind the precious contributionsegiby recent scholarship and the

epochal change our understanding of classical Ghingord underwent after the



startling archaeological discoveries in thesefastyears disclosed a brand new path to
be taken, forcing us to face some challenging ssueh as the question of authorship,
of textual unity and stability, the interrelatiomshoetween the written and the oral,

which have become central issue in the dialoguk aiicient Chinese texts and cannot

be ignored or overlooked while approaching a sdieally rigorous interpretative task.
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CHAPTER 1

Gongsun LongZ/A$REE : the character

1.1 Nomina sunt ominathe Mingjia 42 % and Gongsun Long

Gongsun Long is &dianzhefE# (diversely translated as expert in argumentation,
debater, persuader) @ianshi %+ (a shi expert in dissertatioh)who lived in the
Warring States period, in a span of time comprisetiveen ca 320-250 BZ been
born - or at least have been living long — in that&of Zhao. Apparently, he had also
disciples — as far as an episditetheHuainanzi Daoyingxurif i 71 JE3 tells — but
only one is cited by name, Qi Muk:7*, briefly mentioned also by Liu Xiang in his
Bie L& while recalling the fatal meeting between his Masind Zou Yan, which
caused Gongsun Long to be demoted.

Only later Gongsun Long has been classified asrabee of theMingjia 4 %; this
quite constraining label, commonly translated asht®| of Names”, aims at the
identification of a group of people skilled in amgentation and sharing a peculiar
common interest in “names”, being part of the wjdead broader phenomenon of the

flourishing of politico-philosophical debates digithe Warring States period (475-221

These terms — and my personal preference for trsgirwhen talking about Gongsun Long - will be
discussed in detail at pp. XXX.

2According to Hu Shifii&, the date of birth should swing between 325 ansl BIC., and the date of
decease should be about 250 B.C. (See Hu Shi, p9@3,0; 1968, p. 90 ad., 1997, p. 169); according
to Hu Quyuanti#hld and Chen Jinkufk#tif dates would be (314-249 B.C.) (See Hu and Chen,
1987, p. 4), Pang PE£ suggest (325-250 B.C.) (Pang Pu, 1979, p.1) andy\lamguang? %t
proposes (320-250 B.C.) (Yang Junguang, 1991, ); f@r Qian Muf$f2 the lifespan of Gongsun
Long would have lasted between 60 and 70 yearsndpdss assumptions mainly on tihanguoce
B 3%; following his reasoning, we would have (320-245CB. For a more detailed attempt of
reconstruction of the precise dates see Qian M84189p. 40-44.

® The anecdote with original text is quoted at pa@e

“Liu Xiang %1111, 1965,juan 38/5b, p. 338.

®> The source is quoted also by ®iiji Pingyuanjun liezhuaft! 7t )5 ¥1/{#ch. 76 (Sima Qian, 1963,

p. 2370, note 2).
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B.C.). The termMingjia never shows up before the Han Dynasty, and wascinised
by Sima Tanw]f#% (165-110 B.C.) in his so-callediujia zhi yaozhi/N%22 %5

®(Shiji ch.130¥, where its specific focuis identified exactly in “names’zhuanjue yu
ming A 4). The term has been used ever since to classifisaaf the so-called

Logiciang in the Dynastic Historiesbibliographical catalogues and other similar
bibliographical records.

For a long time, theningjia has been underestimated and dismissed as a “safool
people with no deeper insights nor a steady mgrddtit merely interested in logical
paradoxes and linguistic jokeer se to the point that Gongsun Long has been recently
defined a kind of “intellectual prankstér’As it will be further discussed, this way of
thinking is absolutely too restrictive and prejutic as there is a much profound inner
substrate on which these apparently purely acadpuzzles rely, being far away from
a pure form oflivertissementor its own sake.

In my opinion, this rather hostile negative appfoderives at least in part from an
incomplete, muddled or partial knowledge of theiglogical background of Gongsun
Long’s thought, as we can detect it and reconstitutttrough the scattered episodes
collected in many examples in the Masters’ literatdor many of the scholars who
ventured into translation and textual analysis led Gongsun Longzdidn't know

much? — or thought it wouldn’t be necessary to go inéptth, or even know anything at

®A list of six “schools” of thoughtXin-yangF&l:, RufE, Mo £, Ming 4, Fa 7%, Daode j&1%)
identified by Sima Tan, each followed by a shorsaliption, included inShiji Taishigong zi xu
KHZAHFF ch. 130(See Sima Qian, 1963, pp. 3288-3293).
'Sima Tan’s view would be politically oriented, d®tfinal goal of the synthesis of all the diverse
approaches represented by the six “trend” he iflesti and that reflect the reality of the politico
philosophical debate still taking place all aroumch — should be to reach an encompassing superior
knowledge and unifying vision to be applied praatic in governmental practice. See Smith 2003,
according to whom for Sima Tan the wqia would be “a style of practice [..]defined by thpuwlitical
application” (p. 148).

he names associated with thiéngjia mentioned in thédanshu Yiwenzhare altogether seven : Deng
Xi BLHT, Yiwen 73, Gongsun LongAf4#E, Cheng Gongshengk /A4, Huizi (Hui Shi) 2 (# i),
Huang Gong‘thl/.& and Mao GongE4; the Zhuangzi Tianxigit 1K ch. 33 adds Huan Tuai [
(Zhuangzi jijiefit: 745 /#, 1948, p. 298).
“All quotations from Dynastic Histories are takeworfr the Siku Quanshulj#4:# online version,
http://skgs.leidenuniv.nl/
°Fraser, 2005,ttp://plato.stanford.edu/entries/school-names/
19 Cheng Chung-ying criticizes also those who holdirtropinions having a superficial or partial
knowledge of the whol&ongsun Longzi‘we need to have a full view of Gongsun Longight of his
existing writings and we can not simply draw cos@as on one or two chapters from the five essays
attributed to him.” (Cheng Chung-ying, 1997, p. 139
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all — about Gongsun Long’s career as diplomat,ndsvidual original thinker and as
debater.

The predictable result is, most of these attemptawislation lack in accuracy and are
guilty of ingenuity and presumption; they apply ostly elaborated post-modern
speculative approaches, indebted to formal-logigropositional calculds, which were
for sure far beyond any presumable original intamthe author(s) of these texts might
had conceivetf, wished to convey or even imagined to expresshimése antiquity,
arriving at the point of a neverending auto-reféegvicious circle of one-way streets.

This is the reason why an entire paragraph of teegmt study will be dedicated to
an as much as possible accurate reconstructiorong$ain Long’s life, to go back to
basics and see the text through different Eyasd understand itniore sinic6, an
attempt to show on an informed basis what can bad-what absolutely cannot be —
postulated without any forcing about the philosophthought that finds its expression
in the collection of texts collated, gathered tbgetand transmitted to us as a sole
corpus known assongsun Long%’?.

Now going back to the origins of th#lingjia appellation as literary and

philosophical category, after Sima Tan’s first atpe of classification, we find Ban Gu

YThis logico-mathematical approach is employed festance by Chmielewski, Chikoski, Fung Yiu-
ming, Lai Whalen, Lucas, Rieman, Reding among athen intersting survey on some of these attempts
can be found in Volkov, 1992, pp. 23-24, note 7cdding to the Chinese scholar Zhou Changzhong
J& E &, Gongsun Long’s thought would be anyway a logie,dyut still very basic, a kind gfoto-ogic,
lacking the further decisive step leading to thebetation of a properly structured philosophicaitemn;
according to him, Gongsun Long wasn'’t able to depe true formal logic as he couldn’t rely on an
acquired solid knowledge in the field of naturalesces, which at his time were still at a very titgr
point (on the contrary, for instance, of what hapmgkin ancient Greece), nor he engaged in a sy§tema
study of grammar, which strengthens formality aeglutarity of a logic system, transforming logicara

logico-formal system based on inferendex#h [. . . [ RVE#AT T BRI, AkAalEH [ .. ]

B4 (See Zhou Changzhong, 1991, pp. 80, 95-98; quotatide found at page 95).

12| personally find Bo Mou’s attitude quite outrageaand inappropriate, as exemplified by the stateme
that “the primary purpose [..] is to enhance oudermstanding of a thinker's ideas and their due
implications of philosophical significance via redat effective conceptual and explanatory resources
whether or not those resources were actually ugethé thinker himself/herself. [..] To elaboratedan
understand the thinker's ideas does not amounigtoifig out exactly what explicit ideas she actyall
thought off..].” (Mou, 2007, p. 467).

13 Essentially, our aim is to do what Boltz calls enstand the textsiore sinic (Id., 1985, p. 313). On
this topic, and the avoidance of the use of conteany logic superstructures see also Lucas, 2005, p
350.

1 Boltz, 1985, p. 313.

15 “The work known since the™7century as th&ung-sun L’ung-tz was compiled at some time between
the 4" and the B centuries [..]” (Graham, 1986 p. 163), while single chapters or clusters ofptées
were already existing as individual texts with ager history and evolution before their final satient
and assemblage in ti@ngsun Longzi
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FE[E (32-92 AD)’s: in hisHanshui%®E bibliographical catalogue, the Han historian
provides an even more marked normative attemptysfematization of the diverse
trends of thought that developed during the Wari@tgtes period into literary and
cultural categories, defined by clear-cut boundari®an Gu identifies nine different
philosophical streamgiy liu JLii) , and engages himself in an factitious and rather
improbable attempt to let any of them derive fraame ancient Zhou bureau or official
department; in the specific case, téngjia stems apparently from the entourage of
protocol officers working for the Office of Rites (K&, = HMATEE ] )™ as
previously stated also by Liu Xiang (79-8 B.C.) in hisBie lu Bl#&k :

P E i) =a

Strange as it may seem, this apparently bizarmp@steriorireconstruction, even if

figment of a later process of homologation andesysttization?, nonetheless happens
not to be totally ungrounded: in fact, th@ngjia experts’ true intentions have been
considered akin to — if not even sometimes coingdiith - the Confucial ideal of
zhengmingE44. %°

The focus of the Dialecticians’ discourse is for¢edhift to a more ethic level: Ban
Gu tries his very best to make a Confucian out oh@asun Long and his peers, stating
that the true hidden aim of their speculations oattually be devoted to the
realization of a superior goal, nothing less thiam €Confucian rectification of names;

this is clear sign of the Han tendency to morala@ed reallocate any individual

®The tradition of theMingjia probably derives from the Office of Rites. In anity titles ming) and
ranks were not the same, and the rites also differeheir regulations. Confucius said: ‘It is nesary
that words ihing) be rectified! If words are not rectified, theresgh will not be in order. If speech is not
in order, then state projects will not be complétéithis is [the Mingjia] strength. But when it is
employed for overfine distinctions, the it is omlgstructive and divisive.” (tr. by Kidder Smith,@) p.
144; about the ascription of each trend of thougta particular official department see also p.)1$ke
also Makeham, 1988, p. 10.

Y ju Xiang, 1965juan 38/6b, p. 338.

18 “Text that were written in Han times[..] are wiggrnard Karlgren has called ‘systematizing texisit
do not simply record ancient customs but ‘repretiemtendeavours of the Confucian school to determin
what the beliefs and rites should properly be’.b¢lsang, 2002, p. 3; Karlgren’s quotation is takkem
Karlgren, 1946, p. 203). Anyway it mast be alsorifttd that, as Csikszentmihalyi and Nylan
conveniently pointed out, “the impulse to assignyebeliefs to academic ‘schools’ predicated onttex
based traditions corresponds more closely withgdreealogizing tendencies of the Eastern Han and pos
Han periods than with the early Han realities.” ikEsentmihalyi and Nylan 2003, p. 60). On the
necessary shift and projection onto the Eastern plamod of the notion of terms such “school”,
“scholastic lineage” and “text-based tradition"e sdso Nylan, 2000.

19 Confucian, of course, but not only (See for ins@Bmith, 2003, p. 142, note 35).

% See Graham, 1978, p. 198.
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persuader in a grand plan of systematization aasisification, a polished categorical
scheme through whose lenses interpret, understahdlassify any cultural product of
human thought. This *“ethic shift” in considering etiMingjia’s literary and
philosophicalcontents was aided by the almost obsessive attetiigse thinkers paid
to the correctly fitting use of appropriate namesléscribe the corresponding actualities
these names are conventionally called to signify;ta the obviously unpopular
tendency to dialectically thrash and prove them ngrahose who are unable to
understand the crucial necessity for a correct aluttorrespondenceming-shi

4, B (names-actualities), or cannot break through edeny-thinking categories to
extensively perceive the complexity and the mallgglof language, a challenging yet
fascinating possibility and exercise for the mingt lat the same time a threat to a
coherent appropriate use of language and consegossible subversion of meanings
and corresponding roles.

Nevertheless, as Michael Nylan brilliantly remarké&af course it makes no sense to
think of ‘schools’ ¢hia)®* in the pre-Han [..] period, if ‘schools’ impliefrist sectarian
divisions between well-defined groups. Evidencetlfa pre-Han period shows that the
Warring States thinkers [..] borrowed from one &eotcontinually, apparently without
fear of crossing potential lines between the varimeholastic lines’¢hia) established
by various thinkers. [..] Such eclecticism contidwgpace in Han, long after Ssu-ma
Tan's catalogue divided works in the imperial ccfien into six main categorie¥”
let’'s not even talk about the attempt of leadingkb@ach supposed “trend” or “school”
to any bureaucratic department like in Ban Gu'®nstruction: as Ryden suggests, “the
Han use of the term[..] is a classifying notion lggp to ‘certain tendencies’ of
thought®®, and | would argue even further, that in the dpecase in Han times its use
- due to the institution of categories apt to dfgsthe materials stored in the Imperial
Library** — is merely literary and functional and didn't meaeally any “school”,
“trend” or even “thought” associated to individalinkers of the past: it is just a sort of

useful classification for books, nothing more th#e labels on the shelves of our

2L4In Tan’s time,jia meant ‘people (with expertise in something)” (Smi2003, p. 130, 147; Petersen,
1995, in particular pp. 3, 34-40). For a brilliadissertation on the anachronistic employ of thenter
“school” before the Eastern Han, see Csikszentryiilaald Nylan 2003.

22 Nylan, 1999, p. 50, note 82.

% Ryden, 1996, p. 5.

*The writer looks at the contents of the imperiakdry and classifies the books setting out theatiro
features which define each group identifiedd.,(p. 8).
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contemporaries bookstor&s.Finally, | personally agree with Petersens’ gehera
definition ofjia as “person” and of the variojia described by Sima Tan as exp&tta

a specific field or masters of a particular teclweig“when a name denoting a field of
learning is postfixed bghia, a person especially cognizant within this fieddreferred
to, this ‘specialistchia being a derivation of thehia referring to persons in gener&t”
accordinglyMingjia would mean “name specialisf&”

Gongsun Long’s unconventional attitude, his tastestibverting reality and making
use of language paradoxes to outtalk opponentstfwh political or dialectical) at his
own please caused him to be eventually assimilatedcourt jesters” — more
conveniently called “ironical criticd® (#%& huaji or guji*), which is an interesting
interpretation yet unfortunately not fitting thesea The association probably arose
becausauji means “a quick-witted person (who) can [delibesdtadix up similarities
and differences?, which sounds evidently familiar to those who knthat Gongsun
Long was used to engage himself in debating ana®gargumenfs. Anyway,
considering him a sort of court jester or profesalentertainer is quite bizaffeand if
we take as a starting point Yenna Wu'’s definitidnttee “four essential elements of
satire” (aggression, judgement, play and laugfterpivotal characteristic and
protagonist of the ironical critics’ speech, we esily see that nor in anecdotes on
Gongsun Long’s life nor in the collection of textsat bears his name there is any

appreciable trace of satire. Even if - accordingvailable sources - in at least three

%> Here comes the necessity for a more accurate @whrdnic distinction of the peculiar meaning
associated to the term, according to different agh use and necessarily contextualized in a terta
period of time.

“6 The interpretation of Sima Tan’s usejiafas “expert” is supported also by Csikszentmihahd alylan
(seeld. 2003).

" petersen, 1995, p. 34.

21d., p. 35.

29 On this specific topic see for instance Knechtt@8l, Pokora 1973, Trauzettel 1993 and 1999, Wu Y.
1998 and 1999.

%0 0On the origin of the termuaji, seelidai xiaoshuo biji xuarf {% /]~ # % 7058, 1958, p. 260.

wu Y., 1998, p. 15

%2 Knechtges remarks that “the ternua-chi[..] in the early period meant something like ‘srtioo
talker™, another aspect in common with the figofeéGongsun Long. (See Knechtges, 1971, p. 83).

% The character of theuaji resembles in demeanour and appearance the Shalezspgaster or fool;
“almost all of thehua-chistories collected in thRecords of the Historiamvolve a jester who makes a
moral point to his ruler by means of a witty speédhof sarcasm and irony’ld.), in a sort of indirect
remonstrance.

*1d., p. 4.

16



occasion¥ Gongsun Long expressed himself in the rhetorisahfof persuasionshui
#2)%, and though we can recognize a moral intent indtismpts to persuade the
aristocrats to whom he addresses his speechesliglamat doesn’'t make any use of
sarcasm, humour or irony.

Eventually we can perhaps admit a topical and éooakuse of (a sort of) witin
his rhetoric, at least if we interpret it in terna§ Freudian “sophistic thought-

"38 or “sophistical [..] wit®®, with which Gongsun Long’s speeches share a

witticism
common tendency to top words with an apparentlyi@band nonsensical c43tsoon
dispelled by adamantine and seemingly incontraviertieasoning; though even if the
figure of Gongsun Long might superficially resemtiies sort of “jesters” — because of
his impressive dialectical skills, use of the teghe of absurdity and disinterested
promptness to remonstrate to correct ruler's behaviising the “art of persuasidt’

he is for sure no trudwaji, as there is no research of comic pleasure in his
argumentations. Evidently there is an obvious éaitement? component in the kind of

public court debatey{ ##%)** in which Gongsun Long engaged and enjoyed himgelf,

% In addressing King Zhao of Yan, King Hui of Zhaudan admonishing the Prince of Pingyuan, trying
his very best to convince them to stop any fightoepse hostility and adopt a more kingly behaviour
% |n any case, as Kroll remarks, “the arts of ‘dispion’ (pien) and ‘persuasion’ (shift) were ascribed
to the same person as mutually connected skillsdl{(K1985, p. 126); therefore it is no surprisefital
Gongsun Long getting to grips with this differeathniques of the rhetoric.
7 wit[..]is exclusively verbal, and pertains to gjnistic expressions of comic incongruity. Wit isltg a
compressed form of humor and is normally confinedepigrams, anecdotes, repartee and plays on
words.[..] (it) is somewhat artificial and delibeely manufactured”; moreoever, “wit is especially
common in the speeches attributed to the WarriageStpersuaders, and in fact it was one of thegtmo
effective rhetorical instruments.” (Knechtges, 19%&kpectively pp. 79-80 and p. 85)
% Freud, p. 158; the definition is applied by Freted“stories whose facades are logical instead of
g:gomical", which reinforces the opinion that Gongsumg has very little to do with comic.

Id., p. 161.
“0 At least, such they sound — and are intentioreily deliberately conceived to sound so - at ana@eer
public’s ears.
“l pokora, 1973, p. 59; moreover, “ironical critisgile they may have borrowed a lot technically from
comedians and similar people, directed their aintisedy towards the realization of concrete poétiand
social plans. Only a few of the ironical critics aeause of ‘dramatic’ techniques to achieve themsai
but all of them without exception uttered witty asdphisticated speeches to master some difficult
situation.” (d. P. 62); see also Wu Y., 1999, p. 35.
2 Also Harbsmeier underlines the fact that most bty Gongsun Long acted as an entertainer at court;
however, | don't’ agree with his view of Gongsunnigoas a sort of jester involved in a comic kind of
entertainment: Gongsun Long was primarily a diplbmwad an official, though we can admit that he
might have indulged in court debates with the deuisitent of proving his skills as debater by
challenging opponents and at the same time amusiogblic (see Harbsmeier, 1998, p. 271, 360;
1989, p. 142).
3 Yi seems to assume both the form of persuasibm)(and of argumentatiorbian). According to
Crumo, “disputation is somewhat different from pmrsion, but the difference resides mostly in how
much your opponent is allowed to say” (Crump, 19646, note *). For an analysis of the tecnique and
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the extent that we can talk of a real dialecticrfpenance”; still there is no apparent
interest in our persuader — if not secondary arithteoal to the real final goal of the
discussion — to achieve an intentional comic effattmost we can only say that he
shrewdly and consciously plays on the amusing disex predictably aroused by his
argumentations, turning the situation to his owwaadage.

Gongsun Long as a protagonist of various anecauotdglirect or indirect quotations
of his - or of the paradoxes that he became farfayare scattered through most of the
Masters’ Literature masterworks; this fact seemsgenly contradict those who claim
that Gongsun Long was a useless thinker of mingomance or that he didn't leave
any strong trace in the development of Chineseghpsince his cannot be considered
as a proper “teaching” rooted in a moral grountheal at a higher goal, articulated in a
clearly-structured theory.

The truth is, at least according to all these safees (though at times unpleasant and
caustic) to him and his topics for argument, Gongkong was one of a kind you
couldn’t simply feel indifferent about: love him bate him, scorn him or praise him, he
was maybe ill-considered yet well-know. The thirskef his own time were unable to
ignore him and couldn’t help using him as a (badjneple, talking about him, quoting
his arguments, condemning his devilish ability iscdssion and blaming his demeanor
as he was not openly showing (apparently, | woliklel fo stress) sufficient devotion to
the pursue of morally-oriented superior primarylgegust to tell everybody that he, his
methods and his immoral arguments were to be aslpitieplored and disdained at any
cost.

As Oscar Wilde shrewdly wrote, “There is only ohéng in life worse than being
talked about, and that is not being talked af8uth the end of all these complaints —
maybe dressed with a flavour of envy for his skille result is that Gongsun Long’s
most famous topics for discussion and paradoxe&rayen to everybody, a matter of
fact nobody can deny.

A distinction must also be driven between theegudghistorical Gongsun Long, an

official in the performance of his duty, fulfillingliplomatic tasks, and the brilliant

characteristics ofi, see Liu XieZl#l(ca 467-ca. 532)'$Venxin diaolongsC LrHERE ch. 24 Yidui i #
(Zhongfa Hanxue Yanjiusud' £ E2AF 52T, 1968; for a translation, see Shih Yu-chung, 19p0,191-
201), written around 502 A.D.

“\ilde, 1998, p. 44.
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dramatis personaeanimating debates, dialogues, and witty anecdqgtessibly —
according to the tradition and the fame that gresuad him even at his time — one of
the most skilled debaters ever.

These are just a few tasty quotations to startdimguGongsun Long and his main

field of interest — or at least what he is remeratdor:

INFREEREE 2 AT
(Zhuangzi - Tianxi& di sanshisant 7 KT #=1=)

Huan Tuan and Gongsun Long were followers oftia@zhe*’

INFRREHTREDURE, BUIRISE, HEESE, R AT EL R

(Huainanzt® - QisuxurifFg+ #& 30 ch. 11)

Gongsun Long distorted argumentations and answereds back, distinguished
similarity and difference, separated hard and wiigecouldn’t go the same way as the

masses’

INTREER BRI B 4%
(Huainanzi - Quanyanxuffis 1 2255l ch. 14)

Gongsun Long made a name for himself as brillialketr.

ATREEEEE e, TS REEIRE BiThe S, MERZE, MR
(Lun Heng - Anshu piagfiffi- 22#E )

“>See Guo Qingfan, 2005, p. 1Zhuangzi jijieft -4 /#%, 1948, p. 294.
“6 Dated By Graham to about 200 BC (Graham, 19828p.
“’See also Watson, 1968, p. 376 (“Huan Tuan and Gmnhgeng were among such rhetoricians”) and
Graham, 1986, p. 284 (“Huan Tuan and Gongsun Long of the sajshigrty..”).
48Hualnan2| honglie jijief FI B 2158 & i, 1989, p. 369.

°“presented to the throne and sequestered in 18EB. (Smith, 2003, p. 146, note 47).
50See also Larre et al., 1993, p. 144: “Gongsun Loagpait les arguments et retournait les refutations
distinguait le semblable du different, discernaiDlur et leBlanc; mais il ne put suivre la voieatummun
des hommes.”; Graham, 1978, p. 174 : “Kung-sun Lengaged in unreasonable disputations and
shocking assertions, distinguished the same afetdift, seprated thehien-pai”
*Huainanzi honglie jijie 1989, p. 472.
*\Wang Chong, 1966\nshu piartZ £ (ch. 83),juan 29, p. 2.
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Gongsun Long wrote a discourse @anbai. He split utterances to help dissect
sentences, devoting himself to twisted talk. Henditbllow reasonable criterions, he is

of no use for government’

INFREERRE R LA A 1>
(Yangzi fayan - Wuzi juan € 1155 & 14— ch. 2.8)

Gongsun Long turned his innumerable deceptive winrtdsa method.

NERFEA S [ AR, SN UARE, BEMRE, MREHES, FmA

ik, RIARAERD %S

(Yantie Lun-Zhenshi di sanshiyi juan li##855 08 =+ —8N)

Gongsun Long said: “To discuss means to debatevagts, that's the reason why you
cannot but fix your attention on a topic and reflen it; concentration and reflection
broaden each other, and their broadening each tehes back to dispute; when it

comes to contend without letting others have théehethen you get into my humble

domain.”

N2 BIEAVE, RGBT, BB, JERRth®®

(Wenxin diaolong - Zhuzi di shidC.CoifigE: 3% -4 +t)

The arguments about the white horse and the orphealéby Kung-sun [Lung-tzu] are
exercises in casuistry, but they lack logical vffidand it was not without reason that
Wei Mou compared them to the notes of the dwl.

Let’'s now give a closer look to the life and deedishis eclectic personage whose
merit — or guilt — is to have fascinated most; whils brilliant controversial skill in
subverting reality and puzzling opponents with watbble paradoxes and language

**Translation is mine; see also Smith, 2003, p. R&ding, 1985, pp. 478-479; Graham, 1978, p. 174:
“Kung-sun Lung wrote essays abaftien-paj making hair-splitting analyses of propositionssying
himself with perverted statements and unreasor@tgarisons, of no use for government.”

>4yang Xiong#kE, 1992, p. 34-35.

*yantie Lun 1974, p. 73

*’See Zongfa Hanxue Yanjiusuo, 1968, p. 53.

*'See Shih Yu-chung V., 1970, p.134; this quote seter an episode recorded fhuangzi Qiushui
#1-+ #k7K ch. 17; however it is not properly reported hexg,Wei Gongzi Mou compared Gongsun
Long to a frog but never to an owl (See also Lawramgnl 995, p. 133 note 26).
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jokes, Gongsun Long shows also a multifaceted chaaas we will see, in his official
career he unravels delicate thorny diplomatic issaed proves to be not only a
deserving opponent in the debate arena but alsappreciated advisor to kings and

princes of his age.

1.2 Gongsun Long’s life: an outline

Talking about the “life” of a character whose higtal authenticity is uncertain- as it
is however normal when it comes to most ancientohcal figures - is always
hazardous and can easily meet harsh criticismadh fGongsun Long’s dates of birth
and death are already by themselves an argumertidoussion that involved many
scholars; his “authorship” of th@ongsun Longzihis narrative presence and role in the
text and in anecdotes related to him can probadyce him to a mere literary artifice,
a purely fictitious character.

Why, then, getting involved in this delicate ahdrhy task? First of all, according
to the conspicuous number of quotations in clakdiests (both with literary and
historical or pseudo-historical intéfjt there’s enough evidence that a “diplomat
Gongsun Long” most likely existed — notwithstandirtbe Gongsun Longzi
“authorship” issue; my main concern is, to underlihat the figure of a politically
active and pragmatic character (at least accortirogir sources) has been associated by
the tradition to a text criticized for being abstraveird, inconclusive and even a pure

sterile paradoxical joke for its own sake instead.

*® For instance, talking about th®hij liezhuan®7C511{#, a sharp statement by Timoteus Pokora
underlines a crucial matter, that “the biographigsto present certain characteristics of theiroksrby
recording their own speeches and writings. Thusaihe of such a biography is not necessarily that of
documentation but sometimes that of literatureartf (Pokora, 1973, p. 51), an aspect that, even if
strictly speaking - puts to question their histatidgour, nevertheless doesn'’t belittle their bagghical
value.
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Aim is to show, at a second time, how these logimpimentative skills and
linguistic jokes were not merely a form divertissementexpressed and developed in
the text in a pretty schematic and dry way, theuntb an effective pragmatic
verification as rhetoric techniques, as they wectually part of a well-established
repertoire on which Gongsun Long — but obviously hisn alone — drew, applying
them in the practical context of real life expedento solve delicate diplomatic
controversies in a brilliant and disarming Way

Let's see now how and in which circumstances Gomgsang gave proof of his

cunning intelligence and sharp tongue.

As said before, references and anecdotes that eaeabily found in plenty of
classical Chinese works allow us to draft an apipnake biography - at least in broad
terms — of Gongsun Long’s life, tracing his movetseacross the Six States and
resuming the offices held at various courts as sellor and diplomat, always keeping
in mind that absolute reliability of the sourcegdi$or this purpose (even t&hiji) can
be put to question, that this attempt of chronologyains at a pure hypothetical level
and must be considered as a general reference frahedp the reader contextualize the
supposed author(?) and the text.

» 298 B.C. (264/265 B.C. ?pongsun Long is aetainer at the court of Zhao
Shengififs, Prince of Pingyuan{:J7#; at the Prince’s court, he entertains
animated debates with Kong Chudr?, a descendant of Confucius, discussing
two of the most famous paradoxes ever attribute@aogsun Long: theBai
ma [HF] and ‘Zang san €r T —H ] . The episodes are attested in the
following sourcesiiishi Chungiu Youshilan — Tingyds FCEMK A MG - TS
13/4.2; 1) TS : Gongsun Longzdifu BifF ch. ¥KongconZ® - Gongsun
Long juand fL# 1 AFRFEARVU; 2) T —F | : Lishi Chungiu Shenyinglan —
Yinci 2 KEKEES- E§F/Kongcongzi - Gongsun Long juan4

**This topic will be the core issue discussed in G&ap.
®9seeKongcongzifL# 1, 1995, pp. 36-39.
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L7 AFREEARDU. If we consider year 264 as the date when theogiis
between Gonsun Long and Kong Chuan took placegme scholars ¢, then
we should explain how can it be that the famousatielis quoted also in the
episode reported by thHdezi Zhongnichapter, which in that case would have
happened some twenty years earlier. Chronologncalngruence is typical even
in Chinese sources like th#hiji, which pretend to be historical: boundaries
between history, myth and fiction are feeble andreld, and this peculiarity of
Chinese literature gave birth to a kind of “fictedrhistory” that couldn’'t be
more far from our Western standards of historical historiographical rigour.
We should keep in mind this characteristic of Chengpseudo)historical
accounts, considering also the corrupted natur¢heflLiezi receptus single
anecdotes, even if probably inspired and baseéaat in part on real events,
should rather be considered examples of valuablathge rather than reliable
records of historical truths; moreover, as saidvabaharacters are almost for
sure fictitious pretexts to expound a specific pader's thought in exemplary
tales. In fact, it is typical of Chinese literatut® invent pseudo-historical
personages that could be made to represent anythingpeaker desire.
Now considering the speculative experimental charaof our attempt of
chronologizing Gongsun Long’s life, the core issige of course not the
achievement of an historically exact reconstructiouat rather the sketch of a
picture as complete and all-accomplished as pa@ssibthis half historical-half
fictitious personage we are dealing with. At leasficture coherent with the
idea that his (almost) coevals had of him.

I'm more inclined to accept Kou Pao-koh's hypotk®sbf the debate taking
place in the year 298 B.C., which appears more eoewnt and more
philologically grounded. Moreover, it might solvel aour chronological
problems, except for the fact that in this case di@ogue with Kong Chuan
would have happened before Gongsun Long becantaiageat the court of the

Lord of Pingyuan, or we should admit that he wasaaly a retainer at the court

®! See Hu Quyuat i fdand Chen JinkufiRitH, p. 20.

62 Watson, 1958, p. 238. On the topic of historieiability and historical allusion as employed fret
Shiji, see chapter V, pp. 135-181.

% Kou Pao-koh, 1953, p. 13.
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of Pingyuan but served him discontinuously, and tia occasionally served
King Huiwen of Zhao as counsellor (ca 281/280 B.€9gm this point of view,
the embassy to King Zhao of Yan (284 B.C.) woulgehbeen undertook as a

sort of diplomatic mission in the name of the std#tZhao (see below).

As the Gongsun Longzi Jifichapter and thé&ongcongzi - Gongsun Long
chapter are too long to be extensively quoted asdried directly here, we will

limit ourselves to consider thelishi Chungiuquotation below, while Chinese
originals with full text English translation of nerof the two other sources can

be found in Appendix A at pages 169-176.

In the Ldshi Chungiu Tingyachapter only a string of characters reminds us of
the famous debate between Kong Chuan and Gongsumg: Lo

[FLEEZRRAFREE -+ ] ®* while more satisfactory narration is to be found

in the chaptelinci 18/5.3:

FLEE, NPREEANBLGR A ERUE PN, TRIMEE, B =2F, AFRESZ
P HEREE, FLEEAE, i, REMH. R, fLEREl, PEEELLZEH
D “EHENREECS IR, T LEE 0 R, REE TR =R, BESREE
o FEARARTRE, SR 2 R e, SRS mEEw, A~
MBI G T 2 IGre s m IS 7 27 FREARE, IR, ARk
FEE : “ONERELILZRRE O CHAFLBSRRE, ABRERERE) . 7 %

Kong Chuan and Gongsun Long were arguing at thideese of the Lord of
Pingyuan. So profound and involved were their arguois that they reached
the proposition “Zang has three eatsGongsun Long’s discussion of the

®%[.] Kong Chuan’s debating with Gongsun Long” (Kriock, Riegel, 2000, p. 291).

®*See Chen Qiyolii 7k, 1990, p. 1186.

®Knoblock and Riegel’s translation fills the gap lwit parallel sentence of the same episode takem fro
theKongcongziin brackets in the Chinese and English texts);lseoblock and Riegel, 2000, p. 457.
®™zang san € j& —F/H (as in theKongcongzi — Gongsun Lorahapter) is one of the most famous
unsolved paradoxes associated to Gongsun Long, iEvisnvery naturequa paradox is in my opinion
questionable. Three main interpretative trends lmandentified in trying to give sense to this puzgl
expression, whose final ultimate explanation cobkl eventually given only by a dialogue which
unluckily has not been handed down by the traditkirst of all, it must be said that the same paxad
occurs in other sources with a findl particle, and , of course, each theory convenjetitts to take
advantage whether on one or another textual vafiariact, as Graham with his usual precision retgin
us, “This paradox is also known in two other formsiEt — F cited in this form by the old commentator
on Kung-sun Lung iz (quoting theLU-shih ch'un-chiypassage just given) and by Liu SHEGE (fl. 244
A.D.), who mentions it as a typical sophistry witthaexplaining it. [A/N to be found in th&aiping
Yulan referred just to théianbai Lun(Taiping Yulan A %, 1968,juan 464/7a, p. 2264] b) jif = F
This is found in a version of the story of K'ung'@in in theK'ung ts'ung ti, otherwise almost identical
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statement “Zang has three ears” was so extremehplex that Kong Chuan
was unable to respond, and after a short timedtterlexcused himself and
left. The next day, when Kong Chuan came to cdb#,Lord of Pingyuan
said to him, “Gongsun Long’s discussion was extigmaricate.” “Yes, it
was,” Kong Chuan replied. “He could almost have en@éng have three
ears. Although this is so, his position was diffide maintain. May | put a
guestion to your grace? The claim that ‘Zang hasetlears’ is difficult to
argue because it is contrary to the facts, whetlgaglaim that ‘Zang has
two ears’ is easy to argue because it affirms dlogsf | wonder whether your
grace will follow what is easy and agrees with famt what is difficult but
contrary to fact?” The Lord of Pingyuan did not lsgfbut the next day he
said to Gongsun Long. “Never again, sir, engagdisputation with Kong
Chuan!( In him reason prevails in the propositiodraated, whereas in you
the proposition triumph over reasofi®)”

> before 296 B.C.(%° Gongsun Long apparently serves as attendant ®@r th
Prince of LiangZ#, and prevents him to kill a peasant who involtihtar

happens to cross his line of fireXit Xu Zashi er #5449 afterwards,

with that in theLi-shih ch'un-chitl(Graham, 1986, p. 146).These are the three possible interpretations:
1) Zang is nobody but a John Doe, or “Jack”, ash@ma prefersIfl., 1978, pp. 226-227): just a
commonly used name in examples like in the Mohiahdhs hypothesis supported for instance by
Graham: “Tsang' was used by the Mohist dialeatigias a typical proper namdtl(, pp. 146-147). See
also Reding, 1985, note 97, p. 423. Gongsun Lomg hwuld then be trying to prove that “Zang has
three ears”, applying the same demonstrative psogssd in th@ongbian Lun@# s (sum of concrete
parts or single items perceived plus the cateduyptart or item belongs to: two physical ears +"ess
sort of countable unit of measure that must be someamplicitly admitted when dealing with thingst i
Rolf Trauzettel's words, “the meta-basis of thea&jrgg about things is added to the basis where the
individual things that had been discussed areesktdind is considered to be part of it, as formiitd it

one basis” (Trauzettel, 1993, p. 24). Moller eveggests that names wouldn’t be mere conventional
signs, but should rather be considered “real elé¢sriera present world1d., 2000, p. 107); if we assume
his point of view, then names should be treatecheé- @onsequently counted — sisi & (actualities),
supporting this first interpretation of thedhg sah paradox. 2) Zang is a phonetic loan wojidjiezi
&5 and stands foltf (“sheep”, see th&hongwen da cidianf SCKEEH, 1962, Vol. XXI pp. 60-61
and Vol. XXIX pp. 168-169); the paradox should kbad as “a sheep has three teeth”, highly resemblant
to theTongbian Luranimal examples (for instance “sheep having teetn if the character usedfis

and not’f") or the famous lost parado $an zd %t/¢ = (“a chicken has three legs”, quoted in the
Gongsun Longzi Tongbian Lwand in Zhuangzi Tianxiach. 33, seeZhuangzi jijie 1948, p. 297), to
which also Graham likens it (Graham 188®. 147; see also Trauzettel, 1993); this theamgsf its
ground on the final4- considered as a noun (“teeth”) and not a finatigar 3) The whole expression
refers in a shot to the conclusion reached by Gamdsng in his argumentation in thkanbai Lun

EX 3 (where by the way the expressiii— appears): that is to say , in a white and hardestthree
independent yet interrelated components @re preservedi) in their own inalienable form even when
combined with each other @ —F). See also Gao You's commentaryLiidsshi Chungiu Yincchapter
(Chen Qiyou, 1990, pp. 1188-89 note 6).

®%noblock and Riegel, 2000, pp. 457-458.

9Zhongsharrf111 was conquered by Zhadi in 296 B.C., that means that Gongsun Long’s en@un
with Wei Gonzi MouZ/A1-7& - if ever happened - must have taken place bdfosedate. (See Yang
Junguang, 1991, p. 130).

"°The same episode is reported in Yieen leijuti SUHE juan 66, still with the Prince of Liang%# as
protagonist, whileTaiping yulan K -8 juan 457 andZhuangzi Yipiant 7-i# % have the Prince of

25



Gongsun Long moves to Wé#, where he has contacts with Wei Gongzi Mou
B/ T2 (ca 320-245 B.C’}, Prince of Zhongshani'[li (Liezi Zhongni
H|¥- fifi 2 ch. 4,ZhuangziQiushuiit - #k7K ch. 17).”?

QEHIR, REMERE, RATHE, oK, BEATTE, RERITHE
1k, ATERIL, EEREEL, RER, SOHMTH, HEARER T HR
oo “Fik, 7 RELKEAINRR « “BREECE, W@ A, {7
27 ANFREEENE - “EERERAZE, RRBEZAE, bPZH: WEA
i, i, T R TEIEH o OLEATLLRWE, SERM, 508
GUAm R, BN EZ, W SRAEMRKISG THAE, 2
AATERRKMERRM, 4R AREZ SRS A, BEGRH T MR
FEIR, 7 RFRELTFE L, AR, ER, B ek APl
R, BEAEE, DRfES i, ™

The Prince of Liang went hunting; as he saw a flotkhite wild geese, he
got off his chariot, drew the bow and was aboushoot them. There was a
passer-by on the path, and the Prince ordereddstop, but he didn’t. The
flock of white wild geese got frightened. The Penaf Liang got angry and
wanted to shoot the passer-by. His carriage attén@dangsun Long got off
the chariot and grabbed the arrow saying: “You Mgjerestrain Yourself.”
The indignant Prince of Liang lost his temper apglied angrily: “Long,
you're not with Your Prince, you take the sidelwdttman instead, how can it
be?” Gongsun Long replied: “In antiquity at the ¢irof Duke Jing of Qi, the
sun was fierce and drought stroke for three ye#ws;oracle response was
that it was necessary to perform a human sacrifiog; then it would have
rained. The Duke descended the Hall and kowtowdtk “@nly reason why
I'm striving for rain is for my people, now it isenessary to let a human
being be sacrificed and only then will it rain; durmble person will satisfy
the request.” Having said that he didn't die, an@ined abundantly covering
places at a distance of a thousdndhow could it be? Because he was
deferent towards Heaven and kind to his people. NbwLord wants to
shoot a man because of the white wild geese. ItilsatyMy Lord doesn't
differ from a tiger or a wolf.” The Prince held Hiand and got on the chariot
with him; back to the Palace he entered the Graaltlathd (people all) cried
hail to the Prince; (the Prince) said : “How prapis, indeed! Today they

Zhou J&F (See Chen Zhu, 1937, p. 6); finally, the Chineskokr Yang Junguang supports the
hypothesis that the protagonists of the episodeldhme Gongsun Long and the King of Wei instead of
the Prince of Liang, but without providing any tgatonvincing argumentation(Yang Junguang, 1991,
pp. 134-135).

““prince Mou of Wei was the reputed author of a $aaiork in four sections which is no longer
extant.”(See Watson, 1969, p. 185, note 16).

"Hu Shi doubts that the dialogue ever took plaltk, (1997, p. 169); | personally agree, as most priybab
this is “fiction”, a later rielaboration of exempyafigures involved in a debate, possibly usedidaatic
material; in any case, it is highly resemblant thattwo speakers involved are simghamatis personae
fictitious characters employet! hoc

"Interesting graphic variant of Gongsun Long’s nasezmingly, this is the only occurrence referred to
Gongsun Long in the received texts.

"See Chen Zhii#itE, 1937, p. 6; see also Liu Xiang, 1%65uan 39/9.a-b, p. 344, where Gongsun
Long’s name characters though show no variantsCH® Min {7 reports three almost identical
versions of the same episode in Traping Yulan F#HIE (juan 832, 457, 390), all quoting Zhuangzi,
though the anecdote unfortunately has not beerepred in the received homonymous text (Ho Ch'i
Min, 1956, pp. 24-25).
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also went hunting, and they all got game, but myt fpuovided me with good
advice in return.®

Here below is the passage from thiezi where Prince Mou of Zhongshan is
harshly reprimanded and mocked by Yuezheng Ziik 18 for cultivating

friendship with Gongsun Long and appreciating kigchings, an attitude — as

we will see - totally opposite to that describedhaZhuangzipassage:

TILA TR, BB EA T, AR BE G, RS, misdE AL
FREE. BIETHZIERZ, AT RHE: [HIRPZIAFREENR?) 58
H: TAFRBEZ 2 A, ATHERN, B, fxiemArd, BATMHEZ,
REMES, RENED, BAZR, BEEEERs, | AT RERH
DA RREE AR 2 GERTILTE, | FEE: TEREEZRILEL ]
FHRECIE, BEAMEKETE XS HLS, TR [L.JAHEA
=, L. JAKHES, MREAR, | KAEKMm, FrBsh. | &
FARE: TFAAEEEmMUA LM, LHAEFR, [ JERIEE, (L.
TERHS, BAlkh, IECREARIENRt, | SEFBE: T
ANRFECISE R, AR TERE, TR Z, | A FRRARAE
BH: [EEfRE, Eidfam. | °

Prince Mou of Chung-shan was the cleverest of times ®f the lord of Wei.
He liked to go around with clever people, took nterest in state affairs, and
delighted in the sophist Kung-sun Lung of Chao. Mke Yieh-cheng Ti-
yil laughed at him for this. Prince Mou askedi-Ji: ‘Why do you laugh at
my taste for Kung-sun Lung?’ [Tizyi answered N/A] ‘Kung-sun Lung is
the kind of man who goes ahead without a teachsd, studies without
having friends to advise him. He is nimble with li;igue but eccentric, a
syncretist who belongs to no one school, a lovethef extraordinary who
talks wildly, trying to confuse men’s minds and wierbal victories. He
studies with men like Han Tan.” Prince Mou looked\wg and said: ‘Why do
you give such an exaggerated account of him? Leh@ae you justify it."’
[Tzu-yh answered N/A] ‘I laugh at the way Kung-sun Lufogpled K’'ung
Ch'uan[..]” You are Kung-sun Lung’s disciple, of course ityaur duty to
gloss over his defects. | will tell you the mostrageous case of all. This is
what Kung-sun Lung said when he was making a fédhe King of Wei:
“[..]By pointing it out, you fail to reach it; [..A white horse is not a horse.
An orphan calf has never had a mother.” There iembto his perversion of
reason and sense.’ [Prince Mou answered N/A] ‘Yoetgnd that these
sublime sayings are outrageous simply because o't enderstand them; it
is your own attitude which is outrageous. [..] Véitlh pointing, you reach
everything; [..] “A white horse is not a horse”,dagise the name diverges
from the shape; “An orphan calf has never had ahert because when it
had it was not an orphan calf.’ [YUeh-chengiy# said N/A] ‘You think
that all Kung-sun Lung’s mouthings make good seksen if he blew them
out of another hole, you would go on believing hiRrince Mou was silent
for a while. Then he took his leave, saying: ‘Allore to call on you another
day and discuss the matter agdfh.’

S Translation is mine.

"*Seel eizi zhud!| 151, 1960, 1960; as this specific editions bears no pagebers, seZhongnich. 4.
" On chronological incongruity of this episode, page XXX.
8See Graham, 1990, pp. 86-90.
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The praising tone of theiezi, which abruptly turns to open reprimand in the
Zhuangzj should not deceive the reader: of course, it nmestontextualized
within the interpretation proper to a determinediqdophical trend, from a
partial point of view and according to the prinepladvocated and the aims
pursued by those belonging to that very same cuakethought. In the light of
these basic preliminary considerations, to delmeane as far as possible
impartial (if ever possible) overview and dispeé tbhadows of suspicion and
mistrust towards Gongsun Long and his highly tecdinparadoxical jargon, |
would like to strike a blow in his defense and utide the fact that this simply
reflects the subjective point of view and the matar philosophical orientation
of the compilers of the two composite editorialledtion. It must be always kept
in mind that we are considering multi-layered teadjted by many “authors”,
through many subsequent stages in a complex edgiogess, affected by
possible later interpolations, by corruption — Ibevaluntary or involuntary,
physical or ideological - and possibly superimposedralizing intentional
structure. Characters are mostly literary pretdéatsdiscussing hot topics and
issues, fictitious one-dimensional embodiments aftipular ideas supporting
specific opinions, functional to support a certdiasis or way of thought, or on
the contrary to deconstruct that of an adversafycddrse an analysis of the
reception of Gongsun Long’s thought and deeds fferént philosophical
traditions, though fascinating, goes beyond thepscof delineating the
philosopher’'s features and life main events, wistl remains here the our
focus: therefore what is most important here i$ itheeems almost certified that
Gongsun Long had philosophical intercourse withRnace of Zhongshan, and
that seemed relevant enough to his contemporarieave it handed down. Here

is the passage taken from thleuangzi Qiushuchapter:

NFRFERI TR H . “REDBAEEZE, RMICRZAT AR, B
EXE G AARAR, FIANET G INESTZE, BN 2R BHUSEEDR

" On the meaning and correct interpretatiomaifia 55, see the excellent Petersen 1995; according to
Petersen, the term seems to identify the authora biilk of anecdotes and compilations of didactic

stories, records of popular culture used by Zhues\gpntemporaries as a rich source of argumerdativ

exemplathis kind of materials would fit well in Yenna Wditerary category okiaoshuo/)Nift, “a group
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o SEMALTZE, TEREZ, NHEELANMEL 2 Hz b b 2 4 54
PN, BRILT, 7 AT RERARE, IRImRHE:  “THEARK
I RET 2 SR BEH  CEEEE L HBER T T2 B, ARTHR
BB, EKRIREIGRFIE, BRUERI IR, R ELR S, SCERER
th, HIRME 82K, MR EE, HWIRER, RFERERHAE
T2 B EAERARAN, MARERR, TRRKmA, &ZifEH:
RTHZE, RRUBILKR; THzm, NRUBHLE, &2, +
IR, KBRS 5 B2y, JVELR, MERAINE, RAKE
RS, RLZ MRS, JOIRRIEC RS, © Tleigh 2 kEH.2,
BEEINE, BUHRA KM, BIRMARRIEZRE, MBI TR 23
, ERERECA L, pEEEST L, MAABHMER, HIREA R L,
M B R 2RI, e REE 2 BT SRR, AT
b, FERDUME, TR BRIV, AT 2R, RCTRE, FIhHEL
MR Z LIS, R LR, REMEER, M, ~NF2 -+
FER ! A RARHRFER T2 ST U 2 RAGEIRE, SURHHATR
, EREmEE, 474K, e, KkTa3k 7 ARENKm
A, EHRMAT, Tkt *

Kung-sun Lung said to Prince Mou of Wei : “Whenadswoung | studied the
Way of the former kings, and when | grew older ineato understand the
conduct of benevolence and righteousness. | relemhaiifferent and
sameness, distinguished hardness and whitenesgraved that not so was
so, that the unacceptable was acceptable. | codéalithe wisdom of the
hundred schools and demolishes the arguments ofsa d¢f speakers. |
believed that | had attained the highest degreecodmplishment. But now |
have heard the words of Chuang Tzu and | am beeitHeby their
strangeness. | don’t know whether my argumentshateas good as his, or
whether | am no match for him in understandingnd fnow that | can’t even
open my beak. May | ask what you advise?” PrinceuMeaned on his
armrest and gave a great sigh, and then he logked the sky and laughed,
saying, “Haven't you ever heard about the frogthi caved-in well? He said
to the great turtle of the Eastern Sea, ‘What finave! | come out and hop
around the railing of the well, or | go back in aa#le a rest in the wall where
a tile has fallen out. When I dive into the watdgt it hold me up under my
armpits and support my chin, and when | slip aboubhe mud, | bury my
feet in it and let it come up over my ankles. |Karound at the mosquito
larvae and the crabs and the polliwogs an | setenibiae of them can match
me. To have complete command of the water of onelevialley and to
monopolize the joys of the caved-in well — thighie best there is! Why don't
you come some time and see for yourself?’ But leefive turtle of the
Eastern Sea had even gotten his left foot in th# ke right knee was
already wedged fast. He backed out and withdreittl@, land then began to
describe the sea. * A distance of a thousand Ihocaimdicate its greatness; a
depth of a thousand fathoms cannot express howiteepn the time of Yi
there were floods for nine years out of ten, artdtgevater never rose. In the
time of T'ang there were droughts for seven yeansad eight, and yet its
shores never receded. Never to alter or shift, mdretor an instant or an

of miscellaneous sayings, anecdotes, and brief talnich) overlapped with various philosophical
discourses|..], had folk origins[..] and presumablgre presented to the rulers for their information
thereby serving some political and moralistic fumes[..].” (Wu Y., 1999, pp. 3-4).

Petersen’s article shows also that the traditiantdrpretation ofbaijia as “one-hundred schools of
thought” or “- philosophers” applied to the WarriSgates period is totally anachronistic, as its mmea
wasn’t conceived as such at least until the Eastam

895eezhuangzi Qiushuth. 17 Zhuangzi jijie 1948, pp. 146-147, Guo Qingfan, 2005, pp. 597)603
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eternity; never to advance or recede, whether tiamtity of water flowing in
is great or small — this is the great delight & Bastern Sea!’ When the frog
in the caved-in well heard this, he was dumfoundaih surprise, crestfallen,
and completely at a loss. Now your knowledge carewvdn define the
borders of right and wrong, and still you try telsto see through the words
of Chuang Tzu — this is like trying to make a masggarry a mountain on
its back or a pill bug race across the Yellow Rivéou will never be up to
the task! He whose understanding cannot grasp th@sate and subtle
words, but is only fit to win some temporary gaiis-he not like the frog in
the caved-in well? Chuang Tzu now — at this verymant he is treating the
Yellow Springs or leaping up to the vast blue. T ithere is no north or
south — in utter freedom he dissolves himself ia fbur directions and
drowns himself in the unfathomable. To him theredseast or west — he
begins in the Dark Obscurity and returns to theaGhoroughfare. Now
you come niggling along and try to spy him outigrsfome name to him, but
this is like using a tube to scan the sky or antawheasure the depth of the
earth- the instrument is too small, is it not? Ybbetter be on your way! Or
perhaps you've never heard about the young boyhofuiging who went to
learn the Han-tan Walk. He hadn’t mastered whatthp.tan people had to
teach him when he forgot his old way of walking,tkat he had to crawl all
the way back home. Now if you don’'t get on your wggu're likely to
forget what you knew before and be out of a jobling-sun Lung’s mouth
fell open and wouldn’t stay closed. His tongue kttecthe roof of his mouth
and wouldn’t come down. In the end he broke intaraand flec*

> 284 B.C%* A short anecdote set in ZHZois reported in theHuainanzi
Daoyingxunit s 1--1& &5, where Gongsun Long, who is about to move to

Yan 7 on a diplomatic mission, talks with a mysteriodsstiple” :

HH, NPREEERZRE, FHANH 0 “NIMEREE, FEAREEE, ~ A
FAAGRIMEH © “FAErE, 7 ARBEBGEDFH 0 P NisA e
F27 BEH EA, T NFREEH - “BLZBTRE, T REA, 1ER
MeE, B E, ML, HEFEFL, —FFmisk, %H 2
N ptt, Rif R -,

In the past, when Gongsun Long was in Zhao, he tgaidis disciples: “I
would not accompany talentless people.” There wagiest dressed in a
brown robe tied with a belt; when interviewed, hads “I can shout”.
Gongsun Long, turning back to his disciples, askssin: “Is there now
anybody in the house who is able to shout?”. Thagwered: “None”.
Gongsun Long replied: “Thou shall be registered ragnitne disciples.” After
a few days, they set off to request an audientkeetding of Yan. They came
to a river bank, and the ferry was on the oppasiterside. They let the one
good at shouting cry, he cried out once and thg feame. Therefore we say
that a sage deports himself this way, as not t@s@pny talented schol&r.

81See Watson, 1968, pp. 185-187.

8 Kou Pao-Koh, 1953, p. 12.

#The episode seems to prove that Gongsun Long waallctravelling from state to state to offer his
advice, still having Zhao as a point of referendenet a proper native land.

#seeHuainan honglie jijie 1989, p. 398-399.

®Translation is mine; see also Morgan, 1969, p. 122.
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The King Zhaoli¥ of Yan #& brings together the sovereigns of five states in
order to attack the State of®ithis is the reason why — as anticipated above -
Gongsun Long moves to Yai¥ on a diplomatic mission, trying to dissuade
King Zhao i§ and make him withdraw from his proponements of dishi
Chungid” Shenyinglan - Yingyan? &M #EE- E5). Gongsun Long
attempt is even praised in thHdishi Chungiuitself an exemplary act of
persuasionshuo i) tout-court [AFRHFEZ ST - DUE Fe J B 22 1 2 1,

ANFREESRMEIH ELME L, BREH « W, FAREEEZ, 7 AREE
o “BEREZARt, 7 EH: “MMH?” NREH . “BEKRE
AR, BER Pzt HEOEE, KRERRZ ; M RLEERR
ZBRE, KRE@mEZ ; MENMILAIRE, KR I ; HA R L
A, AREH EDUER | et EREZATE, &
FEth, FRUMKEZ AL, » EMRLIE, *°

Gongsun Long persuaded King Zhao of Yan to abdahshuse of weaponry.
The King declared, “Perfectly splendid! |, the Umity One, hope to plan
how to do with my guests.” “I humbly suspect thla¢ king will not carry
through with the plans.” “Why?” asked the king. “Ahe time, your great
majesty wanted to destroy Qi. All tisi of the world who shared that desire
were boundlessly supported by your great majestgps@ with knowledge of
the dangerous passes and critical strongholds ,jrmQivell as the relations
between lord and ministers in Qi, were boundlesslyported. But those with
such knowledge who did not want to destroy Qi wmerely supported by
your great majesty. In the final analysis, it Was tlestruction of Qi that was
regarded as the true achievement. Now, your gregsty may say, ‘| very
much want to adopt a policy that will abolish trse wf weapons.’ But of the
knights of the feudal lords, those present at ygnetat majesty’s court are
skilled at warfare. It is thus that your subjecbws that the king will not
carry through with the plans.” The king could nespond”

> 283 B.C™ Gongsun Long moves to Zha, where he acts as counsellor in

dealing with Qin & (Lushi Chungiu Shenyinglan - Yinci

®In the 28" year of reign of King Yan Zhat#2 £ (See Qian Mu, 1934, p. 40).

87 «compiled in 239 B.C.” (Knoblock and Riegel, 20@0,1); “TheLushi Chungius reliably dated to the
years around 239 B.C.” (Smith, 2003, p. 132, nyte 9

8% _]in Gongsun Long'spersuadingking Zhao of Yan to lay down his arms as well m$iis responding
to the encounter at Kongluo” (Knoblock and Rie@€i00, p 291)

8Knoblock and Riegel, 2000, p. 465.

“Knoblock and Riegel, 2000, pp. 465-466.

IAccording to Chen Qiyo{¥#f: w7 ¥k, it happened in the 34vear of reign of King Zhao of Qs F (see
Yang Junguang, 1991, p. 137).
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R R ER - £5E 18/5.2): Qin and Zhao stipulated a mutual defense
treaty, but Qin attacks Wéit, while Zhao comes to the aid of Wei reneging

on the treaty. Qin sends an envoy to Zhao, as Zhatearly violating the

agreement; Gongsun Long, invited to help solveditgation, succeeds in
the task subverting evidence, showing that actually Qin’s fault not to

support Zhao in his attempt of giving aid to Wei:

Zeffz i, &, OBMERIKE - “BALsk, R, Wi ;M
IR, BBz, 7 RN, RECLB, @iz, REAH,
EANGEHEH © “WH RZPrksy, #Be  B2PTRS, R,
AR, MmNz, IRt T RS PR, PERE L
HNFREE, ARRBEH ¢ URWLUEMEIMER EH - HEsBez, 48 E
AR, JLIEfh, 7 %

At the meeting at Kongxiong, Qin and Zhao joinegitiher in a treaty, which
said: “From this time forward, Zhao will supportrQn whatever Qin desires
to do, and Qin will support Zhao in whatever Zhasices to do.” Shortly
thereafter , Qin raised and army to attack Wei, aingo wished to rescue the
latter. The king of Qin was displeased and senta to reprimand the king
of Zhao. “Our treaty says, ‘Zhao will support Qmwhatever Qin desires to
do, and Qin will support Zhao in whatever Zhao desito do’. Qin now
desires to attack Wei, and Zhao on account ofwfgses to assist Wei. This
is contrary to our treaty.” The king of Zhao remartthis to the Lord of
Pingyuan, who told Gongsun Long. Gongsun Long s&du too may send
out an emissary to reprimand the king of Qin sayiligs Zhao’s desire to
assist Wei, but now the king of Qin alone refusesupport Zhao. This is
contrary to our treaty”

Here comes out the brilliant debater, who with@mtrovertible argument and a
logic trick checkmates his adversary with a masteke, subverting the

commonsensical way of thinking and defeating hisoment by force of words.

> 280/281 B.C* Gongsun Long discusses with King Huiwef3Z (298-266
B.C.) of Zhao on how to cease warighi Chungiu Shenyinglan - Shenying
= IR HEE - 55 )€ 18/1.5)
This is one of Gongsun Long’s best plea to a sogerand act of persuasion,
struggling to convince the King to emend his peous attitude, as —

’See Knoblock and Riegel, 2000, pp. 456-457.

d., p. 457.

*In the 18 year of reign of King Huiwen of Zha#1#£ 3. - (See Yang Junguang, 1991, p. 138). Also
Ignace Kou Pao-Koh dates this episodes to ca 281 (®l., 1953, p. 12).
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surprisingly, at least for Gongsun Long’s detrastorit would be expected by a

trueshi 1 in manifesting loyalty to the throne:

R THARED . “BAFEERFMERMAR, ARAMETR2” 2
WEEEE . “BRsE, FER T2, FERT, RablEs Aih
, WEHE, 4. BEA AR, MEGEAE  RBEa, wEmkE
T, AR EAGRL, PR M EANEE, TR b, WERS
TR (.. ], %

King Hui of Zhao said to Gongsun Long, “I have emnd®red for more than
ten years now to abolish the use of weapons ofbwtihave not succeeded.
Is it impossible to abolish the use of weaponryPhé idea of abolishing
weapons,” replied Gongsun Long, “requires for itscess a mind that loves
all the world universally. Such universal love canbe brought about with
empty words but requires concrete deeds. Now, whén and Lishi were
absorbed by Qin, your majesty dressed in mourgar; when you attacked
Qi to the east and took a walled city, you celadtahe victory with liquor
and a feast. When Qin gains territory, your majesturns; when Qi loses
territory, your majesty feasts. This contradicty anention to love the word
universally, and this is why you have been so ucss&ful in abolishing the
use of weaponry.”[.%f

Interestingly enough, in this passage two of thelioal mohist concepts and
technical terms appeaydn bin{gf: “cease war, abolish weaponry, lay down
weapons”) andjian'ai F% (“universal love”, “impartial caring”); the
occurrence has been widely used to try to provera & affiliation to the
Mohist, or a juvenile early training experiencedaaMohists schodi. Now
Gongsun Long is evidently against the use of vicder the fact can be easily
proved by efforts lavished in preventing wars aadflicts scattered throughout
the sources here examined while trying to drawr&rgo of him through his life;
however this specific terminology is alien to Gamgd.ong’'s usual vocabulary,
and, most of all, never shows up in the bundleeafst named and known as
Gongsun Longziacorpusthat for simplicity at this point we can considfenot
an original coherent creation on his own handeast a partial heredity of his
rhetoric skills. As | will argue in paragraph 1.2@pages 51-54 below, | find it
hardly demonstrable that Gongsun Long was ever hisfltn any proper sense

of the word.

®Knoblock and Riegel, 2000, p. 442.
96
Id.
% Also Reding points out this point in common thamn@sun Long should have shared with the Mohists
(Reding, 1985, pp. 429-430; 434).
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> ca 259/257 B.C?invites the Prince of Pingyuan not to follow YunQis ) 's
subtle advise and consequently not to ask for dargement of his fiefdom
(Zhanguoc® Zhao san - Book ofrao #[#5- #i = King Xiaochengdi liu
FRKES S or Qin zheng Zhao Pingyuan jun shi ren ging jiu yu Wei
ZRBH R B A A GERUR B, Shiji Pingyuanjun liezhuaoh. 76).

Here is thezhanguoceversion of this episode, drier and shorter thanhitzad

narration reported in th&hiji (which follows straight after), and with no exjiic

moral judgment given about Yu Qing’s behaviour:

R, TIRAENGERABL, SRR, KR, EW
VPR, BETEE o TRARM 2, R, mfg R
, HEEZ M, HAZT), EANZS), e, | @EH o [,
Wik, AfREEME, RVEEH . TEEEEREY), mELUR
W, HEZGEC -, ZERCA, A/ DB, RKEE LUK
RIRAGEIED), (BRI RS, —MREIE, AoRMH, SRR
H, MG, HEFE, Aoz, | CEEER - [RERZS,
) TR, 1

Ch'in attacked Chao. Then Lord P’ing-yuan, Chaorghelispatched a man
to seek help from Wei and Lord Hsin-ling of Wei §&th troops. When the
Wei forces reached the walls of Han-tan the Chtmops withdrew. Y
Ch’ing wanted to use this incident to increase LBfithg-ylan holdings, so
he said to the king of Chao: “It was the power afrd P’ing-ylian which
avoided harm to the state without so much as uaisgldier or breaking a
weapon. Now to use a man’s power and neglect tangWwis achievement is
not proper.” “True”, said the king and increasedd.®’ing-yian holdings.
Kung-sun Lung heard of it and gaining audience Jitlid P’ing-ylan he
said: “You were given the fief of Tung Wu-ch’engtiout ever having
overturned an army or killed an enemy general.tAd heroic officers of
Chao deserve a higher rank than you, excellenclyybu have been made
chief minister because you are related to the rbgake. You took the fief of
Tung Wu-ch’eng instead of refusing it because afrylack of merit, and you
accepted the seal of minister of Chao instead fokieg it because of a lack
of ability. Now that, for the first time, you haweicceeded in relieving the
state’s troubles, you immediately want an increaseyour fief. In this
manner the king's relatives will get the fiefs vehthe king’s citizens do all
the good. If | were to make your plans for you, edbency, | would say you
should refuse an increase in land.” “I accept ymummands”, said the Lord
P'ing-yiian, and he refused the fif.

%|n 259 B.C, according to Hu Quyuan and Chen Jinfdn 1987, p. 5); in the'®year of reign of King
Xiaochengi Z %+ (265-245 B.C.), while Zhao was menaced by Qinprtiog to Yang Junguang,
(Id., 1991, p. 139).

% Composed between 26-8 B.C.

19 7hang Qingchangfi# &% and Wang Yandong: #E##, 1994, p. 499.

lCcrump, 1979, pp. 347-348.
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Similarly, as said above the anecdote is reported @ the Shiji in a more
detailed way, and, in particular, with a more stegsmoral connotation in its

tone:

IR LUE B 2 AR R 24 TR B s &, A RBER 2, W REFEEH

“HERHERINAR LIS BE B 2 [EHRRE A B it d, A2 P27 VHREH : ©
R, 7 BEE  “WHPRT, HESEE WA, FELUE B RE A i
A, BIRRIRME R, FEUEBATM, TR AR, TR %
BES, BZMAEIRREERE, SRS EYE, JRE LA B R,
AAGERAFHPER T e R, RHBCZIR MR A GFohth, AR, H R
PRECRRE, Ak, BRARLDIE  FARK, LUEAEE, By, 7
SRR R R, 10

[..] Excellency YU wanted to request a fief for therd of P’ing-ylan
because [the Lord of P’ing-ylan caused] the Lor#isihg-ling to save Han-
tan. Kung-sun LungAf%FE heard of this and hitched up his carriage that
night to see the Lord of P’ing-ylian. “I've heardtlexcellency YU wants to
request a fief for you because [you caused] thel Lafr Hsin-ling to save
Han-tan. Is this true?” “Yes,” said the Lord of mjiylian. “This will never
do. The king raised up your Lordship to be Primenister of Chao was not
because [men with] your intellect or ability weretrio be found in Chao.
That he ceded East Wu-c’heng as your fief was roabse he thought you
had merit and other men of the state lacked acdshmeénts. Rather, it was
because you were kin. When Your Lordship receives Rrime Minister’s
seal, you did not decline, saying you were incapabhd when the king
awarded you land, you did not claim that you hadnmerit; this too was
because you were kin. Now you would seek enfeaffnfier the Lord of
Hsin-ling’s rescue of Han-tan. This would be a kias receiving a city, whit
his merit calculated as that of a commoner of thtes This will certainly not
do. Moreover, Excellency Y{ will have two optioiishis scheme succeeds,
he will lay claim on you with the right half of thally [to your fief]. If his
scheme fails, you will owe him a favor for nothildy Lord must not heed

him.” The Lord of P’ing-ytian did not heed Excellgntii's advice!®

» Old age (before 251 B.C.) Gongsun Long is still at Pingyuan’s court, and at
this time his remarkable rhetorical fluency and iegsive dialectical skills have
already gained him a considerable crowd of enenmesrder to get him out of
the way and neutralize his sharp tongue, the sfa@ 7% sends Zou Ya#i[ii
to discuss with him (Liu Xiang'8ielu) : defeated, Gongsun Long is dismissed
by the Prince $hiji ch. 76) (this must have happened necesshgfpre 251
B.C. when the Prince of Pingyuan di&%.

1925ima Qian, 1963, pp. 2369-2370.
1%Nienhauser, 1994, pp. 206-207.
%yang Junguang reports that, according to tHghiji Pingyuanjun Yuging liezhuan

SR -PRCE S juan 76 and thetiuguo biao/< [ the Prince of Pingyuat-Ji# should have
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As the Shiji witnesses, the Lord of Pingyuan apparently accogtedt favor to
Gongsun Long for many years, at least until whenalready an old man, was
overtalked in discussion by Zou Yan, and fell isfdvour with the prince;
finally the Lord, who had always shown himself wig to listen to Gongsun
Long’s advice before, in contrast with his previdaenevolent attitude decided
to dismiss him: maybe the Lord was ill advised} jusgatively impressed by
Gongsun Long’s last performance or even influerme@revious disagreements
we are not informed abdd?, a sign of the caducity of honors and favors grdnt
by men.

Here is the quite impersonal and terse commenttabongsun Long’s dismissal
in the Shiji:

VIRB R ARREE, NFREEE DR A 2R, RAMTIEE, 52, JIils
g,

[..]The Lord of P’ing-ylian treated Kung-sun Lungyevell. Kung-sun Lung
was skilled in disputing on “the white and hard”.h#w Tsou YeniBfiT

passed through Chao and spoke of the supreme weey,Lprd of P’ing-
yiian]demoted Kung-sun Luri§’

A more detailed account and description of the gnuts discussed during the
meeting between Gongsun Long and Zou Yan is giyel Xiang:

PALAATIEE, R RARBEN R 28, W ARIER &
BEOLARIEL -, BFH o R, R TR IE =2, MERES T
o WEE, DUBREMEAAHE, il AFREL, ArEadds, LT,
NG, NEHEM, SR RNEEFTT, NEERHETR, &7,
HORE R 2, K EBSESCLARR, AEELURRTE, PELER, SIAERRIA
FERILE, i, ERE, KPS mHEE, FeEERF, W &
108%%@%0 109

died in the 15 year of reign of King Zhao Xiaocheri§# i T (265-245 B.C.), that is to say 251 B.C.;

the author quotes also tBéiji Zhao Shijiasl 5t -#i1t: 5% juan 43, according which the Prince should have
died in the 1% year of the same reign instead, but claims itet@ bistakeSee Yang Junguang, 1991, p.
131; see also Nienhauser, 1994, p. 207 (text atelma5) : “The Lord of P’ing-ylan died in the &énth
year of King Hsiao-c’heng of Chao (251 B.C.)

1%More probable, Gongsun Long had already somehoptedised the Lord and that's why he had been
slightly reprimanded by the latter before, for itging in linguistic jokes contrary to good senseileh
discussing with Kong Chuan (see pp. 169-172), biltout such serious consequences.

1%sima Qian, 1963, p. 2370.

Njienhauser, 1994, p. 207.

198 Note the use of the veruoin this occasion, which clearly proves the factt thas kind of court
debate was public and performed in front of an @uck; see also Kroll, 1985, pp. 121-122; 127.

199 ju Xiang %171, 1965 juan 38/5b-6a, p. 338.
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The State of Qi sent Zou Yan to Zhao; the Princéiofgyuan granted an
audience to Gongsun Long and his disciple Qi Mtizey discussed the
“white-horse-not-horse” argument and questionedzZaibout it; Zou Yan
answered® “This is not admittable. The disputation recogdizkroughout
the world has ‘five wins and three arrivdls; of which correctness in
phrasing is the least. The disputant distinguistesarate kinds of thing so
that they do not interfere with each other, arrange sequence different
starting-points so that they do not confuse eabkrotdredges his ideas and
makes his meanings intelligible, and clarifies whathas to say; he shares
his knowledge with others and does not busy himsgt misleading them.
In this way the winner does not fail to make hinpand the loser finds what
he is seeking. When it comes to elaborating stgleotider to put up a
pretence, adorning phrases in order to make noesehshe other’s case,
using subtle comparisons to make him shift his gdywstretching what he
literally says so that he cannot get back to hia @ea, to behave like this is
harmful to the Great Way. Engaging in tangled debatnd competing to
keep talking the longest cannot but be harmful ¢éingp a gentlemant*?
Those who attended all commended him.

To better focus and visualize Gongsun Long’s lif@nmmevents — at least those more

“historical”, as concerning meetings with membefstte aristocracy which give us

some point of reference in trying to fix approximatdates, here is a simplified version

of the scheme drawn by Qian Kt

HESCE | RS INFRBEWFAE S I - DU Fe i 0 MR slof 72
RS e WAL SN T
7l REEHAIR N BB B B T R e A IR 1
[ BB FRERBBR N FRBE 2B RI LR BE RN 1
HEZERCE | PR AR PR Se A B SO 2 TR AE )
[ ZR[B B R E B AR INFREERE T IS 7752 BHAEIE IR
I LS e M B 22 i AR ST B RIS | LRI AT A B FLAE
ke
[ NEVEES INFRBEZ 28 IR LR AT

10 This first lines of the translation and the last enine, while the more consistent part in the reidsl
taken from Graham(see below note 106).

The expression is evidently another paradox whapkagation went lost; see Graham, 1978, p. 20.
112 Graham, 1978, pp. 20-21.

1135ee Qian Mu, 1934, pp. 40-42.
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1.3 The two Gongsun Longs in history: who’s who

A brief account on Gongsun Long’s name

What is probably more striking about tBongsun Longzin particular - and the
Logicians’ works and speeches in general - is drybtne apparent complete absence
of a didactic-didascalic tone and ethico-politicatent underneath (typical of the
contemporary Masters Literature instead), whickhes most peculiar characteristic of
these texts and, at the same time, their greaif@isutly. When it comes to their scope
and public, no final solution supported by ultimaeidence has been given, nor a
definitive agreement has been reached among seHtdet and West.

Chinese scholars tried long to bring Gongsun Lbagk to the right “Way”, and
great impulse to this attempt has been a misleadaog in theShiji, conveniently and
indiscriminately used to justify and argument Gamduong’s hypothetic affiliation to-
or provenience from the Confucian circle. Thisdiysupportable theory can be easily
denied both by a more accurate and systematic awppaof the sources and by a
quick chronologic calculus. It is interesting hawenote how it came that Gongsun Long
was to be taken — or better sagigaken — as one of Confucius’ disciples, and to
identify and put into evidence where this theoryneafrom. As it will be discussed
below, the source of confusion can be identifigdeasimply in a case of homonimy.

The three quotations here taken into considerati@nall from theShiji chapters
where a “Gongsun Long” character is mentioned. &Ip ldissolve any doubts and to
facilitate comparison between the quotations, they already divided in two blocks:
one referring to theConfucian Gongsun Lorigcoherently taken fronshiji Confucius’

discipleschapter 67) and the_bgician Gongsun Lorig

Here is the first quotation, talking about the “@aran Gongsun Long”:

> NREE, 7oA, D=

14Sima Qian, 1963, p. 2219.
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Gongsun Lon® zi was Zi Shi, and he was fifty-three years youndeaant
Confucius**®
(Shiji Zzhongni dizi Liezhuaoh.67)

But we do also have two more quotations for a Gondgong expert in dissertation (the

“Logician Gongsun Long"):

> MR AFREE, 2B R R R
(Shiji Mengzi Xunging Liezhuarh.74)

And in Zhao there wa&ongsun Longwho debated on “hard and white” and

“similarity and difference™’

> ATREEEAE A RS
(Shiji Pingyuanjun Liezhuach.76)
Gongsun Longvas skilled in debating on “hard and whit&”

By this first comparison, is it almost already selident that the two characters can

hardly be the same person. The confusion aboutethe® characters has been
nourished further on by Zhang ShoujiesF#i (fl. 725-735)'sShiji Zhengyisl Ft1E 3%
annotation tdshiji Zhongni dizi liezhuah? it- /2267 %1{# ch. 67 - according which
Zi Shi would have been a dialectician experjiambai*?° — and by Sima Zher 5

(fl 720 A.D.) 's Shiji SuoyinstFi5%FE annotation taShiji Mengzi Xunging liezhuan
Sk HTEIE ch. 74 — according which Gongsun “Bing” would have been

15See also Nienhauser, 1994, p. 83.

11%Sima Qian, 1963, p. 2349.

¥’See Nienhauser, 1994. 185.

1185ima Qian, 1963, p. 2370.

119See Nienhauser, 1994, p. 207.

1205ima Qian, 1963, p. 2219-2220, note 1.

121According to the commentary to théezi and theZhuangzj the Logican’szi would have been Bing

x.
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Kongzi's disciplé®? in fact mistaking one for another, and giving&lly confounding
interpretation.

Moreover, in theShiji SuoyinSima Zhen quotean interesting graphic variant of
Gongsun Long’s name - used, according to the authdhe Kongzi JiayufL -5 #&-
ANFREE. Sima Zhen states that, if we take for granted tthezi of this disciple was Zi
Shi, than this variant is not completely out of taxt: the components of the character
long #& used here are a storshif7) surmounted by a dragoloig i#E), instead of the
usual simple dragon charactdor(g #£). A few scholar¥® in order to support the
hypothesis of the dialectician himself been calle®hi, even suggested that this could
be a case diewen® 3L, and tried to use this rare and unique occurrasca piece of
evidence, supported in their attempt also byBhéshui beif7kf# inscription which
lists a certaitAF:#EA 2% but here again we go in a vicious circle, asBhishui bei
Is a list of Confucius’s disciples(!).

This distorted interpretation is supported alsoYang Shent3{& (1488-1559)
and even by the famous Qing scholar Kang Youlel % (1858-1927%% in the
preface to his commented edition of thenyu Fi#f, while listing main features of
Kongzi fL+'s disciples, he identifies the Confucian Gongswnd. as an expert of
jianbai ( [AFRBERE ) ).

Leaving apart for the moment any further specufetiabout the name issue in itself,
and coming to an indicative age calculus of the $wpposed-to-be-one characters, it is

utterly impossible that the two Gongsun Longs cdagdbne and the same person: as far

as the first one is concerned (tli@chfuciari one, when Kongzi died in 479 B.C. in the

122Sima Qian, 1963, p. 2349 note 1.

12340 Ch’l Min cites Gui Youguangd#£ ¢, Liang YushengZ E#li and Jin Shoushef:Z H (See Ho
Ch’i Min, 1956, p. 22). Contrary to what Ho claimiin Shoushen openly and firmly supports the
opposite hypothesis (H E/AFREELFE—, | Jin Shoushen, 1922, p. 3) and probably Gui Yougsang
position according to Ho is only dew to a noteha former’sShiji commented edition (Sed.), which
quotes théBaishui beils /KA inscription (see end of page 14 and below noteth&)only true supporter
of the “Confucian” Gongsun Long hypothesis seemset@iang Yusheng.

125ee Liang Yusheng, 1981, pp. 1205-38Baishui beisee p. 1206, on Gongsun Long see pp. 1227-28.
125 Kou Pao-Koh identifies the source where Yang Seepresses this view in th@haoshi shanfang
bicongVZE [LFEZ%*} (Seeld., 1953, p. 7; for a complete quotation of the araditext, see Hu Daojing
BEER, 1992, p. 7).

1%65ee Jin Shoushen 1922, p. 3.

12Kang Youwei, 1984, p. 1.
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A1* year of reign of King Jingi% of Zhou/, his disciple Gongsun Long, named Zi Shi
and 53 years younger than the Master would have B@eyears old; about the second
one (the togiciar?), in the 58" year of reign of King Nar of Zhou (approximately
257 B.C.) when Zhad#i attacked Qir&, Gongsun Long was already a retainer at the
court of the Prince of Pingyuan, where he discussigid Kong ChuanfL%# (314-249
B.C. according tshiji Kongzi Shijias 5t- fL115¢), Kongzi's great-grandson (sixth
generation'¥® It is crystal-clear that more than two hundredrgeseparate the life-span
of these two people, and that any conjecture engit of consider them as one doesn’t
have any historic, philosophic or even logic gradfid

The idea that the Logician Gongsun Longisvould have been Bingt (accepted
also by theShiji Suoyinat the top of this page) comes from thkeuangzi Xuwugui
A RIS chapter 24, where a trend of thought ascribed tertain Bing” is
acknowledged by Zhuangzi among the five most ingrarphilosophical movements of
the time : [ SRAESEGEN, BEHIKT7%H]) . Cheng Xuanyingii L 's

commentary glosses the quote stating that Bing isngSun LonglF#,

ARREET.

, probably because in this particular episode Zgmieis having a talk
with Hui Shi, notably Gongsun Long’s acquaintanelp is also mentioned as one of
the five outstanding philosophical trends, thatoisay theRu {7, the MohistsZ, the
Yanghists#5 = #5%&, Bing & = AFRHE (?) , Hui Shi K7 = here Zhuangzi's

interlocutor, 2 it .

1285ee Wang Guan, 1992, p. 26; also Yang Junguaresdta impossibility that the dialectician Gongsun
Long could have been the same person listed inSthig Zhongni dizi liezhuarch. 67 as one of
Confucius’ disciples, restating that more than twmdred years separate this man and the person who
discussed with Kong Chuan, Confucius’s nephew @&stehdent of six generation. (See Yang Junguang,
1991, p. 131).

129 An excellent exposition of — and solution to — tesue of the two Gongsun Longs is given also by
Ignace Kou Pao-koh (1953, pp. 7-9).

13%ere the binomialuzi refers to the philosopher Hui SHil.

1315eezhuangzi jijie 1948, p. 214.
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A second coherent reference is to be found inLileei Zhongni¥!|-7-{ffJ& ch. 4,

where Yin Jingshu4%Jl& 's commentary states that Gongsun Lorm’'&as Zi Bing
r%léi%lSZ%J 133.

However the assumption is not totally convinditigas there is no clue that Gongsun
Long ever attracted such a huge retinue of dissifdegrant him similar consideration —
even if Gongsun Long himself happened to have plssi- or that the current of
thought in which the so-called Logicians or Diaieeins can recognize themselves did
actively played such an important role in the pdolehical panorama of the period.

Nevertheless, the most trustworthy and authorgatgsertion supporting the idea
that the dialectician’s name would have been ZigBoomes from the preface to the
Gongsun Longziattributed to Xie Xishergiffiig: [AFREET, AR, 4£ibE,
F¥FJ '* From one point of view, we must keep in mind tamhost for sure the
author of this preface was also handling most efdgame sources we are now relying
upon; from another point of view, we cannot exclad&iori he could possibly be privy
to some crucial information or have at his dispasalrces that went lost during the
ages.

Here is Ho Ch'i Minfili% F’s schem&® | useful to sum up and describe in a graphic
way the above-mentioned situation about the twogSon Longs and themi, even if

Xie Xishen’s stament is not taken into account:

1% 2According to Xu Fuguad®:#£#, Yin Jingshun added here & character only by convention, as a
general rule, but it is a commentator's personaloghand cannot be trusted. (See Xu Fuguan, 1982, p
11).

1335ee Ho Ch'i Min, 1956, p. 20.

3¢ Ho Ch'i Min speculates that Bing’s true identityomd be: 1) Song Xingi#* according to Hong
Yixuan #tfE/E (1765-1833); 2) Zi M@~ according to Di Qinjiangi2i&iT; 3) Wei Gongzi Mou
B4 according to Hu Daojingfi&##. (Ho Ch’'l Min, 1956, p. 6).

1%%Jin Shousher:=% 1, 1922, p. 1-2.

13%Seeld., p. 21. The Chinese scholar provides also an eafitn of the four possible hypothesis about
the two Gongsun Longs (1.Gongsun Long being botbesdxin jianbai and Confucius’ disciple; 2.
Gongsun Long expert ifianbai and Confucius’ disciple as two different persons;Gdngsun Long
expert injianbai being “Bing”, chief of one of the five great trendfthought identified in th&huangzi

4. Gongsun Long expert jilanbai and “Bing” ", chief of one of the five great trend§thought, as two
different persons), each followed by a detailetl dissources, authors or commentators supportiag th
one particular theoryid., pp. 21-22).
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Finally, we can conclude that, across the Spring Aotumn and Warring States
period there have been two homonymous Gongsun Long:
1) aRuy one of Kongzi's disciples, whosewas Zi Shiff1, who was 53 years
younger than the MasteK@ngzi JiayuandShiji Zhongni dizi liezhuanh. 67) ;
2) alogician whosezi might have been Bingk (or Zi Bing 1), a skillful

debater well-versed ifianbai arguments, living during the Warring States

period.

1.4 T/AFREE, #AHL] or wasn't he?

Gongsun Long’s place of origin

i B AR A FREE. .

According to what we have seen by now, we can statea certain confidence that
the bad name gained by Gongsun Long for being decipherable and mocking
character, associated to almost undisentagle amgsmeéhich are not only part of his
dialectical repertoire, but also object of a crgatiand almost incomprehensible text is
for sure well-deserved.

Moreover it is not only Gongsun Long’s name andiaffon — as we have already

seen, and as it will be soon discussed below, ctispd/ — that are subject of an

137 Shiji ch. 73; see Sima Qian, 1963, p. 2349.

43



animated debate and clash between scholars omtdr@retation and reconstruction of
original sources, but also indentification of hiotirer country is controversial and
problematic, because of the few fragmentary an@noftontradictory information
available to us. Though apparently not our mainceam this discussion not only can
provide us further evidence of Gongsun Long’s datuaements across the Six States,
reconstructing an hypothetical map, but also cdp tiscern which could be references
to the Confucian Gongsun Long instead, reinforawg previous conclusions on the
existence of a case of homonymy.

After skimming available references, here is agrad schematic summary of the
diverse “nationalities” attributed to the Logici&ongsun Long, according to major
sources which expressed themselves on this tojic,relative accurate bibliographical

recalls.

Zhao

Zhao is the state most frequently acknowledged dly eChinese sources as eligible
cradle of our persuader, though of course no utBmpaoof able to dispel any doubts for
good can be provided when dealing with such an@edtpotentially corrupted sources;
what we know for sure and can tell so far is thah@sun Long, if not a proper native of
Zhao, was a kind of “foster child” to this sta#s, he spent a considerable part of his life

in attendance at the Zhao court.

Hanshu YiwenzhiZ#25 7%, Huainan honglie — Qisuftraiezl % Liezi
Zhongni |4 fi/&*®% Zhuangzi Qiushui #:¥- #k/k (Sima Biao I E's

commentaryy’®, Nanhua zhenjing shii#EFASH — Qiwu lun 247", Qiushui

13%uainan honglie jijie shang ce1989, p. 369.

39 iezi zhu — Zhongni piafill -5+ /27, 1960.
197huangzi jijie 1948, p. 146.

“INanhua zhenjing zhushi988, vol. 16juan 2, p. 297.
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Fk/k2 ch. 17, Tianxia X F**2 ch. 33, by Chen Xuanyingk Z¥%; Shiji Zhongni dizi

liezhuan — ZhenyfquotingMengzi & 1)***

Wei i

It is not surprising that Wei could have been cdesed as Gongsun Long’s place of
origin, since according to literary sources wheang he was politically active in this
state; this fact can easily lead to the conclusiia he was not only offering his advice

and attending upon Wei, but that he might alsodye there.

Liishi Chungiuvingyan/= F.&Fk- JE=ch. 18/7(Gao You&#%'s commentary)*

Wei &

This is possibly a mistake fdi; the fact that this hypothetical origin is suggesin the
Zhengyilets us suppose that it is most probably due tdusoon with the homonymous

Confucius’ disciple.

Shiji Zhongnidizi liezhuan - Zhengi i+ /&2 7 ¥ f#1E# (quoting Kongzi Jiayu
FLT-ZE)°

Chu %

As above, also in this case there’s a high prolmliiat the Logician Gongsun Long
had been mistaken with the Confucian Gongsun Long.

13d., juan 19, p. 498.

*3d., juan 35, p. 672.

1**Sima Qian, 1963, p. 2219 note 1.
145 Chen Qiyou, 1990, p. 1215, note 9.
15Sima Qian, 1963, p. 2219 note 1.
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Shiji Zhongnidizi liezhuan jijie &2 50- /e FFI{E4EM#E (quoting Zheng Xuan

%B 2)147

1.5 Gongsun Long: aRu, a Mohist or...none of the two?

IR A FREE, A A F R 2 e

The scarce information we were capable of collgctbout the life of Gongsun
Long, as we have already seen, are scattered owey miverse classical sources
belonging to different trends of thoudft Of course this situation has severe
consequences on the objectivity of these accoumtlsam the judgement each text
provides of our persuader, giving voice to dispanaterpretation of his moral and
political role on the scene. Of course similar mmemnhave not gone unnoticed, and
inspired various imaginative hypothesis — in mosses even supported by sources,
which however happen to be subjective and deefiliyanced by personal feelings and
even intellectual envy.

Many later — even contemporary - attempts of moiradi Gongsun Long’s conduct,
for instance, flew into a sort of parable of thest sheep” with a Confucian flavour,
about a young disciple who studied aRwand only later diverted from the Way. As an

example, let’s just have a quick look at this pgefaomZhuangzi

147|d.

185ima Qian, 1963, p. 2349.

199 To be honest apart for thieu and Mo hypothesis, there is also another alternative otian those
exposed in this chapter, that is a Daoist hyposhesipounded only by Guo Morddi##, and applied
mainly to Hui Shi; as it has never been taken auosideration by any other scholar — nor beforelater

— we can assume it to be marginal in the contexttudies on Gongsun Long, therefore it has been lef
out of our present discussion; those interestetkgpening the topic can personally check Guo Maruo’
materials [d., 1951, pp. 52-53). | would suggest also to hawar@ful look at Ignace Kou Pao-Koh's
criticism and deconstruction of Guo Moruo’s Dadigpothesis (Sekl., 1953, pp. 88-90).
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“When | was young | studied the Way of the formergs (c i), and
when | grew older | came to understand the condfidbenevolence and
righteousness{(.%.217). | reconciled different and sameness [l ),
distinguished hardness and whitend#g# 1), and proved that not so was
so, that the unacceptable was acceptable. | codéalthe wisdom of the
hundred schools and demolishes the arguments odsh df speakers. |
believed that | had attained the highest degreecdmplishment®*

This anecdote — if read literally — really give®gnds to believe Gongsun Long a
perverted Confucian indeed!

Another interpretative trend plays on the technjaejon that Gongsun Long has in
common with the Mohist Canons in particular; aidgdthe evidence of large part of
these texts which penetrated into the last chapfetse Gongsun Longzithe supporters
of this hypothesis can take advantage also of Gongeng’s “pacifism”, as the use of
a typically mohist terminology — terms suchfasgong?EX% or jian'ai #£% - works
in their favour.

For the sake of simplicity, we will call these twoain hypothesis emerged on
Gongsun Long’s possible affiliation th&t hypothesis” and the “Mohist hypothesis”,
and we will proceed straightforward to examine therdetail. Our task is, of course, to
try to be as objective as humanly possible, skimtvid clearly an external intervention
and superimposition of ideas, identify what cansgag be relied upon, and finally
extrapolate an image of the “real” original Gong&uomg — being he a historical or just
a fictitious character, still we need to do justicéis true intentions, considering him in
an absolute value reclaimed by the usenfmuse) other debaters and scholars made of

this figure, to subdue him to expressive and naeaxigencies.

1*%7huangzi jijie 1948, pp. 146-147, Guo Qingfan, 2005, pp. 597-603
%1See Watson, 1968, pp. 185-186.
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1.5.1 TheRu hypothesis

As already anticipated in paragraph 1.3, the maason why Gongsun Long has
been forced to fall within thBRu">?is the accidental homonymy with one of Confucius’
disciples; the truth is, there are indeed a feward®ceptive clues that might go astray,

and lead to believe there are grounds to consideg&un Long &u

» First of all, his education (as he himself declanethe Zhuangzi- or better say,
as the author/compiler of this anecdote put it ion@un Long’s mouth ):
“When young, | studied the way of the former kings=*.i&)” (Zhuangzi
Qiushu); The ideal training of a proper Confucian, indeed

» Political engagement: Gongsun Long’s political eyegaent clearly stands out
in many anecdotes; nobody can deny that Gongsug la@s mainly an expert
politician who put his dialectical skills to usestiaely involved in the political
scene of his time.

> Yinwenzi 73+ and Kongcongzi both quote Confucius’s statement on
zhengmingE4, making it the basis and pillar of theingjia*>% similarly, also
the Hanshubibliographical catalogue associates the quotatiothe mingjia :

(2 FE, EHREE, SEAMAR, @R, fL7+H 0 [XdiE
4 F ! AARERIERIE, SANERIE AR, J ) ; quoting the Master is
considered sufficient proof of Gongsun Long's Camdn background and
affiliation

» In an anecdote set in Wei, Gongsun Long is destrizBng a chariot, and in
particular he seems to be entrusted with the effitile of carriage attendant; as
riding is one of the Six Artslig yi /S2£) the episodes lends itself easily to

support the Ruhypothesis”

%2 gee Yang Junguang, 1991, pp. 239-240; Zhou Changzi 991, p. 2.
133 See Kou Pao-Koh, 1953, p. 9.
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> In Gongsun Longzi Jifeh.1*** Gongsun Long is reported quoting an anecdote
on Kongzi as authoritative source to support higiarent

> Still in Gongsun Longzi Jifah. 1, Kong ChuailL%¢, Kongzi's descendant, asks
Gongsun Long to be accepted as diséil¢o a Confucian’s ears, the idea of a
descendant of the Master betraying his ancestatls, gommitting himself to a
different kind of teaching sounds utterly unaccblgaat least in principle),
better say inconceivable; therefore Gongsun Longtnme a true Confucian
himself

» Confusion aroused between a “Logician Gongsun LgAgBing) and Kongzi's
disciple (Zi Shi) because of their homonymy (Semageph 1.3)

» Origins of the members of the “School of Names” identified by Ban Gu in

theHanshubibliographical catalogue as stemming from theqarol officers
G FE R, EHHRTEE)

These remarks seem to cast reasonable doubts @ogkibility that Gongsun Long
might at least have had some contact withRhenclave, which is no surprise at all as
they by nature occupied official positions and heffice at courts; we should keep in
mind the unnegligibile fact that at that time neurmontable limits or strict boundaries
were raised between thinkers belonging to differenéntations, and that cultural
interchange was on the agenda, to the point thas 4nearthed manuscripts testify,
disclosing us brand new horizons - we cannot ewsn wgith certainty who really
thought and said what: as Watson pointed out, therM§ States persuaders should all
be considered a sort of “eclectit®” who enriched their individual thought at times
manipulating and reelaborating in an original distive way ideas borrowed from other
persuaders of different — if not opposite — opision

First of all, we should consider the fact that vions enough - none of this sources
was authored by Gongsun Logn; these quotation®pdirt what later scholars, editors
and thinkers — even probably his disciples, whaeedthe Gongsun Longzi Jifu
thought of him, and especially what they decidechamd down about him, maybe

**See Yang Junguang, 1991, p. 240
155 eeid.

%Vatson, 1958, in particular chapter V; see alsaNylL999, p. 19.
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adding an extra aura of respectability, a more ifaslble version covered by a
glittering coat of moral conformity.

Knowing what we know about the skills, main intéseand characteristics of
Gongsun Long, it is clear enough that he cannatdnsidered properly “Confucian”, at
least if we associate the term to the sematic wuséveve are used to according
traditional academics so far — that is, a discgfl€€onfucius’s thought in a canonical
way, and presumably a member of a school repregpmme of the three lines of
transmission that derived from the original teagtohthe Master.

Defining Gongsun Long “Confucian” doesn't fit at,ainless we consider the term
“RuU’ under a different light, and in the specific cage Michael Nylan's eyes,
broadening and diversifying its significance asiifging at least three different types

57 If we stick to the

of Ru “ ‘true Confucians’, ‘classicists’, and ‘careemleaucrats
starting point that “well into the Han times, tbarpusthat we now call the ‘Confucian
Classics’ was regarded as the common literary dgiofall well-educated peoplé®

and that “even the self-identified Confucian mastef the Han period are best

described as ‘eclectics™, thus tlidomain includes also all learned people mastering
classical®® culture and expertise in multiple fields of highél knowledg&® only in

this case can Gongsun Long be considered legitiynatéRu’, as he combines political
commitment and broad learning with a peculiar egéin what — surprisingly — comes
out to be considered a task of a “truBu (at least in Han times)lun tongyi
A (1)1 “discuss similarities and differencé®® a topic often associated also with

Gongsun Long in particular - and thengjiain general.

5Nylan, 1999, p. 19.

158 Id.

139 |Intending “classical” in its broadest meaning -+ swictly referring to what later became known as
Confucian Canon.

180 As Michael Nylan points out, “th¥en tiieh lun[..] (Gale, 1967, p. 15), recording the Salt anzhir
Debates of 81 B.C., shows opponents of the Jurslhan their position by citing texts now considered
‘Confucian’ (e.g., theOdeg. Even more tellingly, the same text identifies ‘a8’ some ‘thousand’
advisors to Kinh Hslian of Ch'i at Chi-hsia, thoutjese advisors reportedly included Tsou Yen, Shen
Tao, and T'ien P’ien[..].” (Nylan, 1999, p. 37, Bdl2).

161 Nylan, 1999, p. 39, note 19; references can baddn two chapters of thdanshy ch. 43 Weixian
zhuan (EER L+ =FEEENU =) and ch. 88Rulin zhuan (EER/\ 1)\ EHEE T+ )\).
Nylan provides only the reference to fRelin chapter.

8%Even if in the specific case referring to téenxin Diaolong Andrew Plaks provides an interesting
translation of the similar (at least to a certakteat) expression [ ¥ 7E[F# ] (“different examples
with a common meaning”), which might be — in myrdpih — useful also for a better understanding ef th
Tongbian LurandMingshi Lun (Cai Zong-qi, 2001, p. 169).
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1.5.2 The Mohist hypothesi§?

Though to a certain extent more coherent, the dssiom of Gongsun Long’'s
thought to that of the Mohi$f doesn’t do justice to the originality of the Loigic. The
truth is, he actually shares with the Mohists adbuof common examples and topics for
discussion, though it is undeniable that methodplof use and development of
argumentative techniques - as well as opinionsesgad - are evidently opposite.

Here comes again the question of the shared “a@lltproduct” and “cultural
heritage™: different thinkers will always show slarities and have points in common,
as every persuader is — like we also are — infleérxy the culturahumusin which he
grew up. All of them owe some inspiration to ottrends of thought, though without
any detriment to their uniqueness, and must thexehi® considered singularly as
autonomous persuaders. With these preliminary deraions clear in mind, let us see

now what might link Gongsun Long to the Mohists.

» Use of similar technical terminology in tl@ongsun Longz{in the so-called

“corrupted chapters®® and in particular inGongsun LongziTongbian Lun

%according to Wang Guan, first supporters of thisesfionable hypothesis were Lu Shefigh
(Western Jin period, ca. 265-317); according toh@na, {I. 291 A.D.) (d., 1986, p. 162) in hisMobian
zhuxu Z=HHERF, and the Qing scholar Zhang Huiyds = (1761-1802) in hisShu Mozi jingshuo
jiehou FEHE 7K iE%, where the author states not only that Gongsunglsothought should have
stemmed from the Mohist theories, but also thatlaity the way of thinking of Hui Shi, Shen#il t-and
Han Feizi should also have derived from Mohist éags. (See Wang Guan, 1992, p. 14). Actually, if
we read the only extant part of Lu Sheng’s worgreface preserved in his biography in fiveshu & &,
what we discover is not that he was anyhow supmprthe “Mohist hypothesis”, but just that he
assembled scattered surviving parts of what weren(ght have been) the original writings of the
Logicians, and edited MohisExplanationsandCanonsin a more organic way. (See Graham, 1§.
162-163).

164 See Z)hou Changzhong, 1991, pp. 3-4; Yang Jungu#®ed,, pp. 240-241; Wang Guan, 1992, pp. 14,
18-20, 74. Wang Guan is not convinced himself @anhgsun Long might have beeiMa, but quotes a
list of Chinese scholars who supported the “Mohigtothesis”: Lu Sheng, Wang Ronfi& /i, Zhang
Huiyan 3% 2=, Sun Yirang f##67%, Wu Feibaiffi#E &, and Hu Shi.

165 See paragraph 2.1.

51



W ch. 4,Jianbai LunEX 15 ch. 5 andMlingshi Lun4: #5 ch. 6 ) and the
Mohist Canons, in particular, the tef lei*®®

> Similar examples are used in argumentatioity, — A —/( ), B 5a
In the table below you will find just a few examplef argumentations common

to both theGongsun Longzand the Mohist Canof¥; of course the Mohist

assert opinions contrary to those supported by &amgong:

B | il NRREEF | FRl

/INHR HE S, FRIEFREH, ERST ERSEIS

€ - B [ AR AHS M, B 5 B AAHS R, R =

T B—H i, B2 1 3 A —H, HAE,
BRI, SAEAF AT,

FERT | A—Hh, B 5 A4,
B iR A BX [ AR A
A S, R S,
BRAE, 7, AT,

> [EIt yan bing (“cease the war”): Gongsun Long openly shows aifigac
political attitude, recalling the Mohist principlesf fei gong 3E% (“against

offensive war, “condemnation of offensive war”) giah'ai 3% (“universal

1%55ee Wang Guan, 1992, p. 18-19. According to th&capiGongsun Long, Hui Shi and Mao Gong
should have belonged to a wing of the Mohist sclpaoticularly interested in - and devoted to dititsc
and rhetoric. For an extensive analysis of the leirsee Lucas, 2005, pp. 358- 363. After careful readin
of Lucas’s considerations, | am personally inclinedccept Graham'’s translation of the term asdkin
while the author’s choice “sort” seems to matchygrartially and under certain conditions (sde p.
361), a concept than can maybe a bit more vagoetystill more properly be called “kind”. Lucas
himself quotes Cheng Chung-ying’s personal comnaiitio in his endnotes, which properly states that
“sorts are natural kinds plus intensional kindsl,(p. 365 note 26). Finallyei are better translated —if
necessary — as “kinds”.

*"The table was inspired by Xu Fuguan's discussiosimilarities between Mohist Canons aBdngsun
Longziarguments (See Xu Fuguan, 1982, p. 13).

1%8The scholar Jin Shoushen calls Gongsun Lobig aMo 3|52, such as a sort of “irregular” Mobhist, that,
even if later he diverted from the Mohist teachirgsl when young he was philosophically raisedinp
the traditional tracks of Mohism, possibly everaiMohist school, and so necessarily akin to theee (S
Jin Shousherxit, p. 4) . In particular, it is interesting to repbere what Jin says further, justifying his
position by considering the heterogeneousity offtélels of interest of ancient philosophers, shgdin
light on that aura of ambiguity and that elusivedaoline that carachterizes many thinkers, whiah th
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love”, “impartial caring”), and explicit referende the concept ofan’ai in the
Lushi Chungiu(see the dialogue with King Huiwen of Zhao at pag2-33°°

» As it appears immediately self-evident to the reamfethe Gongsun Longzi
large interpolations from the Mohist Canons wereduas patches to fill in lost
parts ofGongsun LongzTongbian Lunch. 4,Jianbai Lunch. 5 andMingshi
Lunch. 87°

We might agree that evidence is quite weak. Asafaryan bing is concerned,
Mozi's and Gongsun Long’s positions are not the esalwhozi is against aggressiofei(
gong but not as absolute value, as he supports thed mfea preventive “just war”
instead, while the Logician seems to be contragotdlicts in themselves, whatever the
reasons behind them.

About the “corrupted chapters”, though they showaclresemblances and even
quote entire strings of text from tihvojing, this has no particular relevance or meaning
in the attempt of classifying Gongsun Long as a ipland it is not surprising at all
anyway: as we had the occasion to point out elsesytad as Graham so brilliantly
expounded, the editors of these corrupted chaptesasly draw on thélojing to fill in
gaps and missing portions of text. Moreover, quotststill (try their best to) respect in
content what are supposed to be the two oppositespphical positions of opponent
and philosopher, which is especially clear in thsecof thelianbai Lurt’™.

Finally, we should consider that, apart from fRe the Mohist were the only real
organization clearly recognizable beyond reasondblgbts as a proper “schotf?
with a strictly hierarchical structure, requiringficial inscription in quality of
“disciple” and demanding submission and obedielmca master. The simple fact of
advocating rulers to stop fighting and proposityslipporting a natural inclination and
a visceral desire for peaceful cohexistence isematugh for being considered a true
Mohist: this is rather a sign of the times, ase®f a more general tendency and shared

tradition vigorously tried to smooth over and uaifr by a rigid strict organization and classificatioto

clearly defined static schools, brearing precisuiti and borders of acceptability as regarding to

conformity of thought.

1%95ee Yang Junguang, 1991, p. 241; it is exactlyue of this Mohist terminology by chance put in
Gongsun Long’s mouth that allows Hu Shi to dectaat in the end the persuader would have been just
FE% Uk, (Hu Shi, 1968, p. 104).

1%Seeld.

"Seeld., p. 242.

172 5ee for instance Lewis, 1999, p. 60.
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feeling of uneasiness and insecurity in respethéosocio-political scene, governed by
violence, abuses of power and principle of “surknfathe fittest”, which characterized
the Warring States period.

As Feng Youlan states, “during the Warring Stgtesiod, owing to the fierce
fighting of the time, there were many persons wheaphed pacifism. Thus Mencius
opposed aggression, and Kung.sun Lung also adwbcatsation of war. This current
was general to the age, and it is certainly noaibse of this doctrine that Hui Shih and

Kung-sun Lung became famou€?

1.5.3 An alternative interpretation: Gongsun Long & bianshi &+

All shi were persuaders. However, though aHi
persuaded, there were men of several differingttoss
among thert’*

By now, we have clarified that Gongsun Long wasreatly aRu, nor aMo, and that
even Han categories like that idingjia are a bad match. It is time to find out who or
what Gongsun Long really was, and a way to expies®herent with the line of
thought exposed and the reasonings unravelleceiprévious pages. My own choice is
for “bianshi Htt: or “bianzhé #f#, all-purpose terms that can fully express the
aspects considered by now: the political role dreldfficial charge ghi) of somebody

7> who is not a full-time philosopher in the

skilled in argumentation and debatbsga()
Western sense of the word, but rather a politieidike all Warring States persuaders

should be also considered.

13 Feng Youlan, 1952, p. 195. See also Kou Pao-K@&631pp. 86-88.
174 Crump, 1964, p. 4.

> For a definition ofbian, seeShuowen Jiezift SCfi#5, 1981, p. 756 WU T 742k); Lu Xing
discusses the definition as follows: “Shuo WenZlig# SCfi# 5 [..] defines the word bian as 1) bigi
(argumentation and disputation); 2) bigih (making distinctions); 3) bia## (making changes), and 4)
zhi ¥ (achieving justice and order).” (Lu Xing, 1998 88).
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Feng Youlan (Fung Yu-lan) seems to be the firsttexmporary scholar to use the
terms bianzhé’® and bianshi to define the seveMingjia'’’ quoted in theHanshu
bibliographical catalogue, assessing a term thairadably the most faithful to the

original spirit which animated the debates of thpeesuaders: [ &5 i FTF 14 &,
TERREERR RS, | Yand T4 5HF, HREL, | 17°

To be more precise, the philosopher distinguishetd/éen a faction of real sophists
(understood in our commonsensical disparaging $enshe ‘FE#E5" (guibianjia) -
among them, clarifying that these thinkers would dydy interested in pernicious
language jokes, emerging from a movement of pewpieg to oppose the rule-by-law
system imposed by the newly established abusivergowents of the Warring States
period®® on the contrary, the trudingjia would devote themselves to their rulers and
put their dialectical skills and the achievemesmtsched in their work on language to the
complete exclusive disposal of the ruling class olhi employed them
effectively: [di] »fFaFES AIBFSE Y 2 E’J’éﬁ“*‘]”ﬁﬂfl 2R, 1

However, in a later stage Feng adjusted the ti@jgdf his previous statements and
orientated it towards the juridical sphere, idemi@ theMingjia as attorneys; this was
partly because of Deng Xi's fame, but his conjeetan the juridical character of the
Mingjia is supported, according to his opinion, by a pgessa theZhanguocevhere the

==182

diplomat Su Qin uses the binomidhgming zhi jiaff| 4 2 Z2-°, giving rise to further

1"®There was one group of philosophers which was knaw the School of Namesifg chia% %) by
Han scholars, but which during the Warring Statesogl was generally known as the School of Forms
and Nameshsing ming chidf|4: %), or as the ‘Dialecticianspfen chef#).” ( Feng Youlan, 1952, p.
192.

"1n 1932 Feng Youlan already drew an ulterior digton among thdianzhe identifying a ‘he tongyi

(B FIE, “reconcile similarities and differences”) factigpai Jk) and a i jianbai” (BE52 4, “separate
hard and white”) faction; according to this clasifion, Hui Shi would have been part dfe" tongyi
faction, while Gongsun Long a member of thdi fianbai” faction: Fﬁﬁﬂ‘%%é@%ﬁﬁﬁ,
WHFE G, BERAT, HySE AR ZON HERE T EEIRY), —URERT AR,
—IRER"BER AT A LUEREE, RELLAT P Y E, | (Feng Youlan, 1964, p. 326). In fact,
the hypothetic distinction is not so neat and isders are quite blurred: it is hardly said tha faw
Mingjia whose texts were traded down by the tradition d@adtusively with only one of these two main
field of interest (he tongyi and i jianbai”), while actually the two topics seem rather togzet of a
broader discourse articulated in two interlackiramains with equal relevance and considered on the
same level; on the topic see also Xu Fugfe#i, 1982, p. 10, Zhou Yunzifl =2, 1994, p. 132)

" eng Youlan, 1964, p. 320.

"Feng YoulanYuan Ru M@ f# 5, in Feng, 2004.

%%Feng Youlan, 1964, p. 321.

181|d.

8See Feng, 1952, p. 192, note 1 and 1968, p. 65.
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speculations on the supposed origins of this grappif people, having in common a
particular interest in language, paradoxes and safeng himself stated that the basic
reason of his change of mind in regard to the defim of the Logicians would be the
absence of a proper identifiableidnshf class during the Warring States period

This is of course not true, as early Chinese sautttemselves largely employ terms
like bian andbianshi just think ofMozi, Mengzj Zhuangzior Hanfeizi'®* Even if we
want to recognize a strong Han intervention in ¢ké@ing process of these texts, we
cannot deny that their core material still dategn®oWarring States, and, even admitting
a work of general invasive emendation, reorgaromatind even rephrasing of these
texts, we cannot conclude that it's all a big Hargéry.

Therefore, | still agree thaianshior bianzhenot only can be employed in a Warring
States historical context, but also it is highlgaemmendable to apply them to define
persuaders of this age, such as Gongsun Longeggthbably are the only appropriate
because: 1)they don't apply Western categoriesttdadly alien sphere, 2) they do not
even make use of later Han division into “schoalsthought.

Hu Shi instead is pretty confident in defining Geag Long asbianzhe
nevertheless, it must be underlined that he doesmisider thebianzhe group of
thinkers the original spontaneous expression ofmdependent brand new trend, but

rather a sort of Bie Md' 3I]52'®° a later collateral evolution generated by theflowt

of a spurious group of “dissidents”, who gave bittha personal rielaboration yet
unequivocably rooted in the Mohist cradfé.In particular, Gongsun Long would be
just a late representative of this trend, crowngfaime.

| personally agree with Kroll, who stated that “t@&ankuo/Han period seems to

have abounded with pien shih, the name appliedvamdering persuaders’ (yu shui

TR Tz, MG, 1, [ —%, ERERETIE A, (B0 1IEEE Lih
—FEN, AL, AZE, HHAEEE, | (See Feng, 1968, p. 63). Feng Youlan's statement
leaves the reader a bit puzzled, as the teianzheis incontrovertibly used already in early classical
sources to define precisely Hui Shi and Gongsurglas shown above: “the Warring States hadwts
name for sophists — nMingjia but bianzhefz#+#, ‘disputers’ or ‘debaters’. Indee@huangzichapter 33
applies this term explicitly to Hui shi and Gongdiong.”(Smith, 2003, p. 143).

184 «Bjanche [..] ne désignent pas, a notre avis, ér@le de penseurs bien délimitée. A cet égardstil e
significatif qu'un philosophe comme Hanfeizi quilsge a une critique acerbe de tous les débatteers
connaisse pas une école de dialecticiens. [..pfdnistique apparait chez Hanfeizi comme une a#itud
générale at qui nest pas dun seul penseur. Effe amnsidérée plutdt comme une forme de
dégénérescence.” (Reding, 1985, p. 460).

185 |dea supported also by Liang Qict‘ﬁ&@ﬁ (1873-1929) (Sekl.,1923, p. 165).

18 Hu Shi, 1997, p. 170.
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3718 Gongsun Long in my opinion was one of these iitial wandering
persuadersypushiif 1, youshi jiaif# 15, youshuo zhi shifizi.2 18 youtan zhi shi
Weakz £)'% and “advisor on rulership® who proposes a particular governing
technique or method, propounds a certain politiagenda and pursues official
appointment at court, in order to concretize hiditipal program enacted by the
occasional local lord. Gongsun Long isi@mnzhe in the true sense of the word: an
expert in dissertation, discrimination, argumewiatidistinction drawinf*; a skilled
dialectician, a word magician and a shrewd politjceapable of outtalking even the
most experienced opponent; a cunning rhetor of siimmcomparable ability, having
great familiarity with the tricks and traps of dphacy and politics. He is rieunor Mo,
he is just a persuader, a politician (in the etygmal meaning of the term), “directly
concerned with political action, he has speciallslkand is willing to put them at the
service of anyone in powet®?

If we really want to find Gongsun Long an affiliati at any cost, then | would rather

dare call him aZonghengjiafiifi s

(though we have already discussed long the
limits of applicability of such classifying termilogy and its lacks). Even if a little
bold, we cannot deny that our persuader has famylidooth with all rhetorical
techniques (including persuasion) both with diplognaat the highest levels, two
qualitities he shares with persuaders such as thtseorganized under tlr®nghengjia

category.

87 Kroll, 1985, p. 126. For a charming descriptiorthiir mastering of dialectics see Levi, 1992, -
52. Oliver (1971, p. 84) classifigmushui(or youshiiff1:) in three categories: storytellers, professional
persuaders operating at feudal courts and diplenagéents, though according to my own opinioni, at
least the last two categories overlapped most eftitme as functionaries were often sent as envoys
abroad. On this topic, see also Xing Lu, 1998, .véhereyoushuiare defined as “persons who engaged
in shui (N/A persuasion) activity by travelling around aadting as political consultants to kings of
various states”.

18 Sima Qian, 1963, p. 189%ianjing zhongwan shijia di shi lith #{h 5 {5 55+ /5ch. 46 ). Ashi,
according Crump, is “specialist in governing [.fhan who has learning [..] offering his servicéd. (

1964, p.2).

189 Kern, 2000, p. 229.

%0 Sjvin, 1995, p. 20.

91 On bian, even if applied in a Mohist context, see the esite discussion by Chaehyun Choid,(
1999).

192 Crump, 1964, p. 9.

198 “The school oftsung-hengprobably originated with officials who were emissat (Crump quoting
the Hanshubibliographical catalogudd., p. 90; Crump thinks that the termonghengjisas used in the
Hanshushould simply mean “politicians or diplomats”, dde p. 93-94) ; see also p. 89, Wilhelm, 1957,
p. 313 and Kroll, 1985, pp. 123-124.
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Being “argumentation”l{ian) his forte, nevertheless he proves to (or, att|desis
reported to) be skilled also in the technique oéruasion” ghui), while interacting
with King Zhao of Yan, King Huiwen of Zhao and therd of Pingyuan; in fact, these
anecdotes - if we consider the very form in whilclyt were transmitted - undoubtedly
fall withing what Nylan calls “political persuasioi”.

According to Kern: “ ‘persuasion’ [..] is a gener@rm for all oral attempts to
influence rulers except one’s own [..] restrictedthe activities of those ‘wandering
persuaders’ beyond the borders of their own stdteThough | agree that persuasion is
unqguestionably a typical rhetorical technique fiagyuanentation, mastered especially by
“wandering persuaders” in the Warring States peribdwouldn’'t exclude so
categorically that it might be occasionally dirette one’s own ruler too, and | see no
reason to limit the sphere of persuasion only withtbe borders of one’s state. Not to
mention the fact that | would challenge anybody esgctly what “one’s own state” or
“‘one’s own ruler” would mean for these ambitiougsiders, used to the practice of
serving diverse rulers during one’s lifetime, readyserve anybody willing to employ
them and to give them the chance to put into pradheir socio-political agenda.

Eventually, my opinion is Gongsun Long was indeddaned scholar, who when
young had the chance to study what was consideethtlispensable milestones in the
“cultural luggage” of a cultured person, accordiagontemporary schooling standards;
moreover, in the course of this kind of training tieveloped skills of rhetoric and
persuasion to the utmd3t He decided to take up politics as a career, @uwdrbe an
independent wandering persuader and finalyaashi a “scholar-official” who put his
rhetorical techniques to the service of sovereigvijout belonging to any organized
group of thinkers whatsoever. As Maspero pointet] ‘@iors commenca une lingée de
Dialecticiens et de Sophistgsen tchg appurtenant en principe a toutes les écoles, qui,

discutant sur les nommjing plus que sur les idées, dissertant sur les diefisi et les

19 Nylan, 2000, p. 211.

195 Kern,2000, p. 235.

% Though “nowhere in early texts do we find a redpable persuader asserting that someone was his
teacher, nor do we discover any name connectedthéteachingof rhetoric: this despite the fact that
argumentationgien) and persuasiorsfiu) are acknowledged to be essential skills fahin, or adviser

to a ruler”(Crump, 1964, p. 100). | suggest thahedind of transmission or teaching of these kifd o
techniques, possibily in a master-disciple relaiop, must have been available at the time.
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197

distinctions, sont commun comme I'Ecole Nominalistaing-chid*”/, and Gongsun

Long was just one of thiesganzhe member of all and none “school”.

197 Maspero, 1955, p. 442.
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CHAPTER 2
Gongsun Long/AFREE T : the text

2.1 The Gongsun Longzitext structure and

the so-called “original chapters”

The decision as to what constitutes a ‘part’ aéx,tand
therefore the question of which ‘parts’ of the texist
be found to relate to which (and to what wholejtsslf
an interpretative act?

First of all, a short premise must be made as veel e clarify what we mean here
with “original chapters” and, consequentely, “cqted chaptes”. The distinction is
used to identify how the individual texts assemhiegether as part of theongsun
Longzi can be divided in two groupings, accordingly toitheonservation. The
definition “original chapters” usually identifieee Baima LunandZhiwu Lurt®®, which
seemingly are in better conditions and present i rsiable structure: they share a more
organic inner structure, an almost coherent argtmtige process and logic
development of reasoning, similar grammatical ardh&l usages and common lexical
choiced®. They probably represent the exposition of thetransient core of rhetorical
arguments used by those persuaders later clasagimdhgjia— among whom Gongsun
Long stands out.

Now we should spend a few words about the “cordipteapters”, those which show

clear logical incongruencies and even contradistion their argumentations, visible

198 Sharrock and Morales, eds., 2000, pp. 14-15.

199 Graham considers “original” also the first issigcdssed in th@ongbian Lun(the so-called “Left and
Right” argument), as it shows resemblances withgtiaenmar and style of thigaima LunandZhiwu Lun
rather than with the last three later chapterduding the one in which it appearsl( 1986, p. 137; pp.
193-195). About thdaima Lun he states that “thEssay on the White Horsxisted in substantially its
present form at least as early as tedntury A.D. (d., p. 158).

00 4 es traités du Gongsun Longzi qui n'ont pas despges communs avec le Mojing [i.e. Bema
Lun and theZhiwu Lur} sont aussi nettement mieux organisés du pointude de la forme et de la
pensée.” (Reding, 1985, p. 389).
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signs of textual corruptions or evidences of latextual reelaboration and
reorganization. According to Graham, chapter 4n& @ were forged between 300 and
600 A. D. , shamelessly copying from the Mohist @™ About the first chapter (the
Jifu), it is crystal clear that it was written onlyeatas a sort of narrative biographical
note or premise to the collected work, a text presly compiled by Gongsun Long’s
followers or disciples, written in the third persemploying a praising tone. As far as
the other chapters are concerned, not only isssipée to indetify parts of the Mohist
Canon&® that were irresponsibly used to fill in textuatumae of th&Songsun Longzi
ch. 4, 5, 6, but these show also respect of Tarpggiial taboo®® and substantial
differences in the choice of grammatical partickesd wording if compared to the
“original” chapters.

As Baima Lunch. 2 andZhiwu Lunch. 3 will be object of a detailed discussion and
attempt of translation in the next pages of thesg@néwork, we will limit ourselves here
to highlight a few main characteristics of tB®ngsun Longzin general, but paying
attention in particular to the “corrupted chapterfsir a broader attentive discussin of
these latter, we refer the reader to Graham’'s eevig/ork, Studies in Chinese

Philosophy & Philosophical Literature

> Discursive structur@ is employied in chapters 2,4,5, where the dialmigifve

and take assumes the typical argument-counteramjursequenc® an

20d., 1957.

292 Graham, in his still insuperable work of textuatonstruction, has singled out all the passagestha
paralleled in the Mohist Canons, providing the seey references to crosscheck the correspondences
between the two texts. See in particular his tabld., 1986, p 137.

23 5ee Graham, 1957, pp. 171-174; both the commeatatythe episode of Yin Wen and the King of
Chu in theJifu seem to respect Tang Emperors’ name taboos: “Eiirsthcomparison between the two
versions of the story of Yiin Wel3Z and the King of Chyi in th&ongsuen Long tzygnd theLeushyh
chuenchiowshows that in the former the charactetsand{s have been replaced by and#E, evidently

in order to avoid the taboos of the Tarng Emperbagtzong X% (Shyhmin K, 627-649) and
Gautzong =i5% (Jyh 75, 650-683). The former taboo was observed throughba dynasty and
sporadically as late as 1003, but the latter lajis&8D6. Now these two characters are completebgab
from the commentary as well as the text. Of theo#arly Tarng taboos, the Taoist Canon editiothef

commentary provides only one example i#if (Taytzong) and one of luajffi, the personal name of
Gautzuur=ifH (618-626)[..] Since the commentator tries whenguassible to give Gongsuen Long’s
arguments a moral or political interpretation, afin uses such characters#@isandil, the absence of
two such common charactersf@sandi5 can hardly be accidental.” (pp. 172-173).

24 “matching of response to query in the formal gesireourt debate [..] yidui #¥” (Cai Zong-qi,
2001, p. 166), presumably reproducing in outlinguarents of the same kind of the debate with Kong

Chuan, or providing materials for discussion, vwatldidactic intent in order to prepare somebodyhis t
kind of intellectual challenge.
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Objector or Opponent, who embodies common sensendgo (questioning) — a
Philosopher or Persuader, (answering). As Changlidag underlined, “it is
interesting to note that chapters 2, 4, 5, whiah raspectively entitle@aima
(White Horse),Tongbian (Understanding change) adi@dnbai(On hardness and
whiteness), are in dialogue form, observing theegerconvention oDakewen
M (A response to a guest’s queries)Ztruke lunnard: % ¥ (A host-
guest dialogue), not unlike the Platonic dialogifés.

> Two chapters, 3 and 6, were apparently conceiverkages®’

» The Gongsun Longziopens with a posthumous composite introduction,
highlighting overlapping episodes on the life off@sun Long and drawing
attention on the paradox — or, better say, thetdebthat made him famous, that
is the “White Horse” argument, which is reportedrihg been discussed with
Kong Chuan at the court of the Prince of Pingyuan.

» The “Corrupted chapters” were filled in with pori® taken from the Mohist

Canons

Jifu BFRF?%: the title means “collection of anecdot®§"and can be found written with
the characteji JF or with its graphic variant’; posthumous, it is written in a narrative
style and was probably compiled by disciptéss it talks about Gongsun Long in third
person. In case there were any doubts on its ¢at@position, at the very beginning we
find the expressionliti gud’ /N[E. The chapter shows a stratified composite naitire:
reports the dialogue between Gongsun Long and K@hgan, which is partially

repeated in two slightly different versions, sugjgey that the various anecdotes were

2% Goldin, 1993, p. 9.

2% Chang Han-liang, 1998, pp. 27-28.

27 pang Pu thinks that th#hiwu Lunis also a dialogue, though avoiding to introdueedhect speech by
the verbyue H(see Id., 1989, p. 54); as tlAéiwu Lunis one of the best preserved and probably oldest
chapters, | find it hard to believe that the edittirat assembled tli&ongsun Longziwould not intervene
in the text if they thought it was actually meaanthe a dialogue conveniently insertigge at the
beginning of each line, therefore I'm considerindnére as a “treaty” or at least a text dissentativ
nature.

208 A precise account of all sources of and refersroethis chapter is provided by Graham (1986
179).

295ee Zhou Yunzhi, 1994, p. 73.

“apart from the use of the third person and the titpes of the anecdote of the debate with Kong
Chuan, a ulterior proof of the later compositiorttef Jifu is the use of the expressitin guo /<[E to talk
about the Warring States period, which is neved ldore the Qin (See Pang Pu, 1989, p. 41).
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seemingly cut from other sources and sewed togethsr full-text translation is
provided in Appendix A, | will not dwell further othis chapter, adding only a few
remarks on internal literary quotations: the epésofl Confucius and the King of Chu
cited in the dialogue can be found als&ongcongzi - Gongsun Long judnin Kongzi
Jiayu-Haosheng fL75#%- 474 chapter 18" and in theShuoyuan-Zhigongs: % -

7.

% chapter 1#% the discussion between Yin Wen and the King of @ed by

Gongsun Long as example is reported also in ltishi Chungiu Xianshilan —
Zhengming? Fo &K ek - T4.16/8.3".

Tongbian Lun &% 3&: the chapter is clearly corrupted; three partiafigomplete
arguments bearing examples only superficially smdre put together in one chapter,
giving to the reader - unable to follow what is g@Bted as a consequential line of
thought, yet clearly is not - the strong impressaira botched collage of dialogues
taken from different sources and assembled together hurry, a superficial editing
without a closer and responsible look at the resammgs and topics of their contents.
Seemingly, the title was inspired by thazhuank{# (Xici zhuan®&3i/#)? of the
Yijing 5#%%° which dates from the Western H&h The binometongbian i@ is
composed by two words that, taken independenthgadly mean “changei( %) by
themselves, and respectively: thng 1# means change as the endless continuous
evolution in motion from one stage to another, irhamonious and fluid linear
progression without interruptions ; Bjan % means change as the overcoming of
opposite pairing polarities in contrast. As Tiane@than assumes, “wherebmn
suggests becoming in light of differentengexpresses the kind of becoming in light of

continuity — a becoming from one event to anotf&r.Tongis “continuity through

2Wang DemingT- 7R, 1998, pp. 109-110.

214 ju Xiang, 1987, p. 349; compiled by Liu Xiang, tBauoyuarwas presented to the throne in 17 B.C.
(Loewe, 1993, p. 444).

“35ee Knoblock and Riegel, 2000, pp. 401-402.

2Micixhuan shang di wu zhad§ 778 -5 7.2, in Zhouyi quanjidi 5 4fi%, 1989, p. 475.

215 Graham, 1988 p. 164; according to PlaksTéngbiari would mean “continuity and variation”,

“usingtong i as the verb for ‘carrying through changsif:##] and saying that ‘continuity is achieved
through ‘changes’##HIli#]” (Cai Zonggqi, 2001, p. 184).

219 oewe, 1993, p. 221.

27 Tian Chenshan, 2000, p. 442; see also p. 450.
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change®*®

, though entails a second meaning, denoting theagiment of a thourough
comprehension of changes and the ability to bela@eerdingly going along with the
natural movement of changes — nothing but a metdpindhe flow of theDao. Finally,
the title is usually translated as “Understanditnguaye”.

The whole chapter, in fact, is about the necessitydistinguishing between
similarities and differences, in order to name gBirproperly; in particular, the last
example on colors has stimulated the imaginatiosoaie scholaf®, who tried to read
it in wuxing 17 terms. | personally disagree, as in my opiniongkample plays on a
rudimental version of color theory, applied tpambai-like kind of argument: what the
persuader is saying here is another way of exprgstfie non-compenetrability of
component terms in a compound — similarly in Jrabai Lun “Blue and white are not
yellow” — this is clear enough, and the reason wWigysum of white and blue as having
teal as result is judged “not admissible” is thailesthe colors blue and white are “pure

colors” (zhengseF {4)?%°, “teal” for our persuader is not. In fact, it shdbe a “mixed
color” (jiansef#£4), result of the melting of white and blue in aaldusion, but if we
assume as a starting point that under any cirmassarverything remains preserved
(zang in its own nature and integrity, then if we mixie and blue what we will have
is not teal but a white/blue grid of dots, stillrpeived as teal to the naked eye at a
certain distance, like the minuscule separate edlalots of which printed images on
magazines we discovered are made of, if examineérua microscope. As Solomon
points out, €h’'ing mixed withpo is not a blurring of two things, but a third thingth
visible parts [..], a tint where we find the twoitaad in a mixture where the visible parts
suggest their undiluted former selvés”

Still it is undeniable that there are some integwitradictions in many parts of the
chapter, gaps that, as said above, Graham btillishowed were filled in with parts
cut fromMozi JingxiafE 7€ T andJingshuo xiaf£#t F. According to Graham, three

main arguments are discussed in this chapter @reftRight, Sheep and Ox, Blue and

218

Id.
29 Hu and Chen, 1987, p. 56; Zhou Yunzhi, 1994, gp7Z, 104.
220 wcorrect’ as it describes a color in which itfadt there are no traces of any other color [..ppposed
to one which is known or felt to be the productahixture” (Solomon, 1981-83, p. 271). See alsog-un
Yiu-ming /& #HH, 1986, p. 279.
2211d., p. 256.
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White) while according to Hu Quyuan and Chen Jinkum text should be divided in
two main argumentatiofs; | am personally inclined to follow this latter,high is

more complete, and will be discussed step by step Ibelow:

1% argumentation

—fE— : A new element can never be called by the formame of its individual
components, which still preserve their nature Ibatreow involved in a new compound,
thus they change in form but not in nature. Newe$s, according to threing-shione-
to-one necessary relationship and in obedienedéagminga new compound deserves
a new name. The example chosen says that in “therétis no “one”, though of course
two is the result of the sum of two units; neveldbs, “two” still represents a brand new

independent “oneness”.

“FFEELA a new compound is — and of course will always-beade of the sum of
its component parts, which have to drop their oagproper names as individuals when
united together to form a new “one”, but are stdcognizable and identifiable as
constituent parts in the new compound; in the $pecase, “right’ and ‘left’ can be
added to produce the ‘two’ of numeration, butre]ther taken alone may be thought of

as (tWO111'223

IEA224%5: in my opinion, this is not a proper argumentatioritself, but simply the
final conclusion of the previous two, stating thladugh things modify their external
appearance and name when they undergo changend#teie is still preserved. Finally,

we come up to have a kind of “change” that is nptaper, radical one.

22 gee Hu and Chen, 1987, p. 49. The authors onlyigeoa very schematic list of the main
argumentations (which | am using here as refereirceChinese) while explanations of the main
arguments are mine.

22 30lomon, 1981-83, p. 238.

224 According to Yu Yuefiii# and Tan Jiefls# /i, bu might be a later interpolation; see Yang
Junguang, 1990, p. 211.
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2" argumentatiorfin turn divided in two)

FEHTIHE The “animal examples” aim to demonstrate thatb&tong to
BRI the same kindl€i %5) at least two characteristics in common are

required?> similarly, only one missing feature is declaredt ®nough to classify
elements as belonging to different kiffdsUnfortunatley there is no clue which would
be the correct discriminating criterion. The exaenpl & - FE%E introduced at the end
of the first block resemble the reasoning expressedhe zang san er/ji san zu
(s = H/%: = &) paradoxeS”: the author sums the concrete number of animaltéee
the abstraczangt concept of “foot”, stating thakxéio and sheep have five hooves”
(“4F. “EJ& 1) while “chicken has three feet# & =).

HLL AR These two examples on colors were alrelisbussed above

SPSEES S

Jianbai Lun B2 B : The chapter is partially corrupted and, as Gramamarked,

“since pre-T'ang commentators knew Whvhite Horsebut not theHard and Whitewe

may conclude that the two cannot have been partsnefbook, and that there are

grounds for suspecting that tHerd and Whitedid not yet exist??®

% Hu Quyuan and Chen Jinkun quote Erga classification criterion for certain species (ttsafor birds
having feathers, for oxen and sheep having fug general standard of reference that should wak al
with the “animal examples” in th&ongsun Longz{ld., 1987, p. 54). In fact, the text is corrupted and
some parts of the reasoning are missing, confusesen contradictory (see also Zhou Yunzhi’s ariglys
Id., 1994, p. 72-73); as a result, no coherent coitevialid for distinguishing similarity and differea is
identifiable in the text. Here is a small table @hireports the results of the comparisons betwken t
animals quoted in the examples :

. -
A | / /
A | A | & /
B & (AR /
AE|AE| / | AN

%6 5ee Zhou Yunzhi, 1994, pp. 69-70.
22’ See note 67 at pages 24-25, where an analysistnpretation of the paradoxes is given.
“%Graham, 1988, p. 161

66



TheJianbai Lunhas a dialogic structure, and deals with the guesthether a hard and
white stone jlanbai shiE H£7) is made of two (philosopher’s point of view) tir¢e
(opponent’s point of view) different components, end the common thought is of
course personified by the latter and supportsdea that qualities necessarily melt in
each other while forming a new compound elemganlfai ying % #£7), therefore
giving three as a result. Gongsun Long (or who&lee on his behalf) instead thinks
that qualities are — and remain — always and nedgsseparate from each other
(jianbai li B2 1 #ff) and somehow preserved in their original integistypporting a point
of view based on a sort of principle of antitypywelB when they are accidentally
concretized in a particular object, they shouldcbasidered only associated to this
object, the final result of the equation for itsrgetwo.
The origins of the famous compound term by whica thapters is named remain
unclear; according to Makehdfi} the compound would refer to an ancient sophism
preserved in an almost original version in tieshi ChungiuOnly in a second time the
expression would have entered the MoKlahonsfirst and then th&songsun Longz
if we consider th&€€anonsas primary source of the “corrupted chapters” vioeversa,
if we take theGongsun Longzio be earlier or contemporary but still independé&hius
the binomial would have undergone a gradual prooésshange in meaning, finally
acquiring thestatusof technical terrft>. Graham’s interpretation instead states that
“pre-Han and Han references are not to a sophisail,abut to the technical use of
chien-pai“as-hard-and-white” for the mutually pervasive iangral[..] After the Han
the usage was forgotten[..] and a second explanatppeared, that the problem of
hardness and whiteness might be a dispute ovaethpering of swords mentioned in
the Lu-shih ch'un-chiid®®* In my opinion, a convenient synthesis of the two
orientations must be drawn; as a matter of factcaresay that:

1) there actually was a an anecdote on the tengefiaword using the terfranbai,

that can be found more or less in its original fanntheLlshi Chungiy

229 Makeham, 1989.

*%Also Sima Biaow] % (c. A.D. 300) espressed doubts whetfismbai should be considered a kind of
disputation on inseparables or a paradox in its ngimt (see Graham, 1978, p. 176).

#Graham, 1988, p. 160.
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2) the termjianbai does apply — and it is quite incontrovertible e the thorny
unsolved question of the mutual pervasiveness/mowagiveness of qualities as they
can be perceived and experienced in concrete pkatiobjects;

3) the debate on the mutual pervasiveness/non-gigeress of qualities concerned
both the author/authors of tld&anbai Lunboth the compilers of the Mohi§€anons
who expressed two opposite views on the topic;

4) also the dialogue narrated in the anecdote ertdmpering of swords faces the
same debate between two characters, each supponingf the very same two possible
opposite views already identified in thianbai Lunand in the Mohis€Canons

Therefore

5) the wayjianbai is used in the “tempering swords” paradox on ode sind in the
Jianbai Lunand MohistCanonson the other side is substantially the same, afela®
to the very same core nevralgic issagpdo qualities melt in each other and amalgamate
homogeneously when there are reified in a conaijiect? In this case we would have
three distinc elements jran, bai andshi, all to be considered on the same existential
level — which fuse in each other giving birth to@wv comprehensive entity, subsuming
in itself all the previously separated items; therejianbai shiwould count for three;
or b) do they preserve their individuality in a somewinaifferentiated state still when
contained in the particular object? In this speaifase, which expresses the persuader’'s
point of view,jianbai shiwould count for two: jjanbai shif2 {1 = (824 jianshi) +
(14 baish) = 2], two separated sensory reaffighat cannot be perceived at the
same time due to the limits of human nattieidentifying different aspects of the
stone, which in itself is qualified by both whileettwo qualitites remain separated one

from another yet indissolubly attached to the stdinis clear that in this case the three

232 3ee Chan Chi-ching, 1998, pp. 37-38; Pang Pu,, §895-17.

Z%Qualities belonging to different realms of expedes cannot be combined to form a single sign”
(Chan Chi-ching, 1998, p. 38), and “Gongsun Longuates that two different occasions of perception
are exclusive and separatel[..] hardness is noaledén seeing the white and whiteness is not tedda
feeling the hard” (Cheng Chung-ying, 1997, pp. 158): see also Pang Pu, 1989, p. 15; Chen Guimiao,
1975, pp. 138-139; Hu Quyuan and Chen Jinkun, 188738-39; Yang Junguang, 1991, p. 164. In spite
of my usual scepticism | must admit Thierry Lucsistcessful formal treatment of the argument turrs o
to be very helpful and quite fitting; | quote hdmies conclusions about the graphic representation he
provided, to which I still send the reader backddretter understanding (see Lucas, 1993, p. 2itdhe
Discourse on Hard and White [..] two axes are tfepresent; (1) the thing-axis T containing among
other things this concrete stone a; (2) an axi®@Baining two different sorts s and t, for ‘seeirgid
‘touching’. [..] | summise that Kung Sun Lung’s wtying universe of discourse is neither the sebfl

the set S, but the combination TxS. [..] TxS camahe two different elements (a, s) and (a, 8,dhe-
perceived stone and the hand-perceived stone.’al, k993, pp. 242-243).
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elements do not share the same existential leselsimilar to the horsg’, which is
only a concept/sign without a referent, a stonenoaexist as a material object without
any qualities.®*®

Trying to determine with precision which use of teem and which anecdote came
first is almost an impossible task, what can bd &ai sure is thafanbai was — if not
properly a technical term in itself since the vdrgginning — at least a couple of
qualities used as examples that became a birpnantonomasia“‘a general term for
distinct but mutually pervasive properties, of whitardess and whiteness are taken as

the typical example[..]**

Mingshi Lun & & : it is a kind of brief programmatic “preface”( actually
postface) written in a narrative form, in which terdinal principle ozhengmingE4;
(rectification of names) is discussed, togethemwtie crucial relationship between
names ifiing 44) and their corresponding actualitieshi(#)**". After the Qin and Han
Dynasty it is normal for the prefacgu(/¥) to be put at the end of a text and, if we
consider the fact that theongsun Longzas we know it was clearly assembled in a
period later than the materials in it were formethttherefore as Pang Pu states this
chapterqua Gongsun Longzpreface is put in a correct position inside Bengsun
Longzichapter sequenté. To support the standpoint thaing andshi should be in a
one-to-one relationship, as to a name should naxdBssorrespond one and only
actuality, a few examples with the indexichiki 1%/t (that/this) are drawn: the name
used to signify “this” cannot be used at the same to signify “that” and viceversa or
we would end in chaos, as different names woul@g@icable to the same actuality
and the same name could be represented by twoatiffactualities. To avoid such a
situation that would spread to all social stratahwobvious negative recoils and ill-
omened consequences on public ordgr, must correctly interpret and perform
accordingly their correspondinging, without exceeding the limits imposed by their

semantic and performative scope — that is to satypwvercoming their proper “position”

zz: Clearly the author here refers to fambasmaparadox, which will be object of the third chapter.
Id.

2% Graham, 1978, p. 171.

237 Chen Guimiao, 1975, p. 39; Pang Pu, 1989, p. 69.

2%3ee Pang Pu, 1989, p. 6, 69.
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(wei i7)?*°, in harmony with the normative principle pfiengming This means also a
necessary fluidity and adaptability in the namimggess: ashi accidentally undergo
change, they don’t correspond to their previoieg any more, requiring a necessary

adjustment of their name to express their new ¢mmdat best.

2.2Gongsun LongziVariations on a theme

Daozangi&jik and ShuofuzRFF editions face to face

The most famou§&ongsun Longziersion is apparently tHeaozangi&jisk editiorf*°
(accomplished in 1445), which has been used agerefe canonical text in the
centuries and, in particular, from the commentdryan Kejun i r/¥J to hisDaozang

collated editioA** (1802) onward, it is also almost unanimously aditeel as the
earliest and most reliable complete textual veféforsource for subsequent editions.

239 Weiis the correct position each actuality has to prigpeccupy and conform to so that names are
successfully rectified (Pang Pu, 1989, p. 28).

20seeDaozangvol. 27, pp. 168-175. It is necessary to point out hbes, apart from the six-chapter
Gongsun Longzihe two chapterBaima LunandZhiwu Lunare also extensively quoted elsewhere in the
Daozang and precisely in th&lanhua zhenjing yushi zalu — juan shamiyE EFSEREHEH - & F
(Daozangvol.15, pp. 959-961); the editor of this text isokvn and identified in the Northern Song
scholar Chen Jingyudhi :{ 5t (1024-1094), who is recorded to have completetingdihe preface to the
Nanhua zhenjingn 1084 (See also Graham, 1964-65, p. 128). Wosdahapter version, which shows no
striking variants (especially thghiwu Lunis almost identical) in respect to the correspogdities of the
Daozangsix-chapter version, may allow us to speculat® @ls a possible dating of the six-chapter
Gongsun Longzias much earlier as the whd)@ozangcollection official publication date. Also Reding
remarks that “cette édition du Daozang date de 1#é&is remonte probablement a une version antérieur
faite a I époque des Song vers le debut du dowzigigcle.” (Reding, 1985, note 7, p. 387). Anywasy,
no evidence is given for a precise dating of tlkechiapter version, thBaozangpublication date has still
to be considered as general reference.

van  Kejun, in his Gongsun Longzi ba XAFREETFEX  writes  explicitly
- [ME GEK) A%7E#, | (“Only the Daozangedition is quite good”); see also Yang Junguang,
1991, p. 154)

2423ee Yang Junguang, 1991, p. 152. As far as Westtwlars are concerned, see for instance Graham's
authoritative assertion that “the Taoist Canoniedlif..] is consistently superior to others. [..]JeVdre
bound to accept the Taoist Canon reading as tle&dldifficilior.” (Graham, 198@), a statement that
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The only remarkable attempt to controvert this geh#end and demonstrate that the

Shuofusft 76 editiorf*® by Tao Zongyi'sFi524% (1316-1403) should be considered

earlier instead is that by Zhang Zongxidfdgk 55+, which in my opinion remains

unfortunately too unsubstantial and speculativieaize a real effect on textual exegesis.
Apart from that, it mustn’t be forgotten that tbielest version is not necessarily the
truest or closest to the original elaboration @& source material, being also aware that
“original” doesn’t make much sense in the procesgext production in the Warring
States period. Anyway, what we can tell for sur¢het theDaozangand theShuofu
editions clearly present textual variants, and th&ivo cases at least tisuofuversion
seems to be more consistent with the general mgaofithe argument being treated.
The fact that subsequeBGbngsun Longzeditions seem to be moulded whether on the
Daozangeither on theShuofd* suggests in my opinion that they were both comsitle
authoritative sources. Table (1) shows all text@alants (in most cases homophones)

in the two edition¥'®, listed in order of appearance:

1)

Daozang| Shuofu | Occurrences

Edition | Edition Chapters
B Bt 1 BVIE
Jk P 4 BV (3), @i (1)
% ¥ 1 Pe:
A 21 All chapters
H ) 1 BN
i H 1 BRI

couldn't help influencing all later attempts of piging textual reconstruction and translation oé th
Gongsun Longzi

25eeShuofu juart7, pp. la-6a.

240n this topic and on the possibility of tiuofutext as been earlier than tBmozangedition see
Yang Junguan, 1991, p. 153; the scholar Zhang Zangxn his collatedshuofuedition (1927) suggest
this hypothesis, based on the analysis and congmaiié compilation dates of three Ming Dynasty
chaobenf» & in theShuofy whose authors - except one - are identified asibiically traceable.
2*Fundamentally on thBaozang as highlighted by Yang Junguang, 1991, pp. 158-15

2%*The appearance of this kind of acoustic varianty maggest a stage in the process of textual
reproduction based on transcription under dictati@nwe will see below.
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I M 1 BT

=5 @ 1 B RF

= P 5 S (1), W5 (3),

EX M (1)

% 1 fBim
T i 2 $Gip =
- o 1 A A
T H: 1 LSk
=) h 1 EX
e P 1 EX 5
B A 1 2B

It can be easily spotted that tBaima Lunand theZhiwu Lunshow almost no
relevant variants, and seem to be quite stableordiwg and to have already achieved
an overall steady and accredited textual compaositmost of the variants are to be
found in those chapters which are also considdredater and most corrupted ones,
especially in thelifu (which was compiled for sure after Gongsun Longsatt, as we
have already seen), in td@nbai Lunand in theTongbian Lun

The table below couples textual variants face taefaquoting respective
pronounciation reconstructions according to the mast acknowledged systems. The
acronym Ch. stands for “character”; textual vasaih the first column th®aozang
variant, in the fifth theShuofuvariant) are paralleled, each followed by phonetic
reconstruction in Karlgren’s and Baxter's systemsd acontemporary Chinese

pronunciation irpinyin transcription:

Ch.
Ch. DZ | Karlgren | Baxter | Pmyimn SF Karlgren | Baxter | Pinyin
B *tsiak tsjek ji Bt | *sio srjo shi

e *b’jan bjenX | bian & | *b’ian bjenX | bian

M *dz’og dzoj cai ¥ | *dz'og dzoj céi
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P *'0 ‘io yu T | *giwo hju ya
H *fiag nyiX | ér | *niar nyeX | &r
i *diwar | ywij Wei M | *diwor | ywij Wei
B *mlidg | mjiwH | miu # | *mlisg | mjiwH | mid
A *giwad | hjw+jH | wei # | *gwia hjweX | wei
*ko kuH gu % | *ko kuH gu
#P *i&n lin lin H | *lian lien lian
| *Zziom dzyimx | shén | H | *kiog gi qf
A *g'iang | gjang | giang | 98 |*g’iang | gjang | giang
& *Ziag yiX yi | *dia yaeX ¥
pal *tieg trje zh A | *tigg trigH | zhi
Bl |*miing | mjaeng | ming | HI |*tsok tsok zé

i(*tsiak or tsjek)Bit (*sio or srjo) are apparently unrelated — lexicallypmpétically
and graphically, and are probably to be consideratmple scribal mistake, of minor
importance if we consider that it appears in thle tf the first chapter (thdifu) but
doesn't affect the understanding or meaning oftéixein itself. i has a graphic variant
written with the foot radicatu { , the same aBf. It is not improbable thd#f might
have been first misread and mistaken for this gcapdriant, and, during an ulterior act
of copying substituted with hiéi. About Bfi(*tsiak or tsjek), in other edtitions it is
commonly found in the title of the first chapter thfle Gongsun Longzalso in his
graphic homophonous variait.

The couplesif/## (*b’ian or bjenX) 4/-F (*dz’og or dzoj),ME/ME (*diwar or ywij),
ZIB (*mlidg or mjiwH), &/ (*ko or kuH), %1/ (*tieg or trje) are all constituted by

homophonous charactét§ and can be considered examples of classifier msffa

247 “In ‘Loan Charcters in Pre-Han Texts”, 1-9, BerrthaKarlgren explicitly excludes characters
belonging to the sameiesheng(N.A. 7%, homophonophoric characters) series from his aiglgf
possible loan charactergafiezi {&{&5°) since they are by their very nature ‘authorizem’be used
paronomastically for one another.” (Kern, 28060ote 33 p. 187).

248 Boltz, 1997, p. 270.
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except for the coupl&l/# (*ko or kuH) ; moreoverf® is a common loan word for
324 50 asH is used forkn?®® this evidence allows us to consider the severale:

mentioned couples as acoustic variants, which may to a procedure of text

reproduction by dictation. The characi@rnot only is a loan word fdi#, but its use is

so widespread that it is simply considered as ansomgraphic variant of the former
one. About#f/#E, actually there would be a lexical difference, finst graph meaning
“to debate” and the second “to discriminate”; hoemgwvthe use thé&huofuversion
makes of#f is not occasional but systematical, suggesting ith& using it as a
synonym forff.

The characters”. (*ziog or yiX) M (*dia or yaeX) are not in the same rhyme
category, but their graphic similarity and commase was final particles can easily
justify the textual variant as a copying mistakdexical textual variation of secondary
importance, as in the specific case it doesn’t fiydtiie text meaning dramatically. The
case of H(*niog or nyiX) /i (*niar or nyeX) is alike, as the two characters don't
rhyme even if there seems to be a slight assonédntehey are both final particles and
the fact that in the two versions of the text theacurrence and substitution is
alternate®®* suggest some kind of copying confusion or texinstability.

The two couplest:(*ziom or dzyimx)A:( *kiag or gi) and¥#](*midng or mjeeng)/
HIJ( *tsok or tsok) are proof of evident scribal errors gdtg in theDaozangversion,
as its variants don’t make much sense in the passhgre they appear in the text, or at
least the correspondirghuofuvariants seem more coherent. The first couple appea

theJianbai Lun and it is quite evident that the most logicalickas H:

249%5ee Karlgren, 1957, pp. 275-276.

#0Seeld., pp. 228-229, and Shaughnessy, 2006, p. 17.

#The variants appear in the first chapter, in tledodjue between Kong Chuan and Gongsun Long, when
the former is asking the philosopher to acceptédsna disciple (See below).

Shuofu Jifu:  #L%: [LIAREAEA: LG A IR I, 352 sl 23 sk 7
BEF Sy S T4 I e S 2 L . ],

Daozangifu.: FL%: [JARHRIEA: DL G 3k B, 3 25 ORI HI 3258 2 26 7
BEESEE 2 S, A4 E L AE 2l - .
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DZ H: WA, REKITH, WEE, eI, REdik S rlath? )
SHH: WEE, REHFTE, WEES, e HiE, Redik & rlah?)
“Some thing is white in it, but it doesn't fix the/hite’. Some thing is hard in it, but it
doesn't fix the ‘Hard’. What is not fixed is uniwal, how could it ever be fixed to the

stone then?”

The coupléll/ I instead appears in tivdingshi Lun

DZ fnitt.e e, &t ATE s, BREE,
SH &t et &by ArE it fll R,

By parallelism with the sequent sentence, the sarheth versions

DZ=SH ik 2 I, il 2 RAERE L, BIPREE .,
it is possible not only to fill in a gap where hacacter droppedithz Ik ) |

which is of great help to understand the meaningalso to deduce that the appropriate
variant to chose in this caseli§. The sentence, playing on indexicals to explai th
necessary unambiguous relationship between namgsactoalities, runs like this:
“Knowing that ‘this’ is not (the same as) ‘this’ &that ‘this’ is not in ‘this’,then (&)
you don’t name it (so).”

About /2 (*"0 or Yjo)/ T (*giwo or hju), the two particles were not homophoRtius
and — as Pulleyblank underlined — they also hatihdisusages until the Warring States
period, when their scope started to overl#p: gradually substituted}, which in

modern Chinese is used as a simplified charactertife former one, and whose

meaning is now considered perfectly interchangeakdet can be proved in analysing

#2See Qiu, 2000, pp. 361-362: 42 yt and T~ yi were both used as prepositions whose usages were
strikingly similar. But in antiquity they were byormeans homophonous [...], so they cannot be treated
simply as different writings of one and the samerdvo(Possibly due to dialectical or temporal
differences, the prepositions’y} and {F}may well represent differentiated forms derivedrfr what

was originally one word. Yet some linguists maintéhat at a relative early stage there was a certai
difference between their usage as prepositions)[...]"
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and counting the occurrences of the two partiates $election of classical teXts the
shift to the preference of the usefidffrom the Warring States period onwards seems to
be a gradual one. It is interesting to note th&ijerthe Daozangeditions only use$?,
the Shuofuquotes both the two particles, as it happens istroontemporary classical
texts. Of course this cannot be considered a diefinproof, as the use @f/F can also
be influenced by regional or dialectical uses orabscribe’s own personal preference,
anyway it gives the impression that tBaozangwas further normalized in order to
present a highly consistent level of textual comiity and homogeneity, possibly trying
to write “ancient style”.

There are also four cases of diffraction that imecdntire strings of text or sentences
which alter the meaning and influence the integireh of the text; one of these is in
the Baima Lunand will be discussed later on in Chapter 3, Hestow are two

sentences, both taken from thengbian Lun

SFEBURMER A i AR IR, 42 FEE AR 2 IR, R,

Probably in theDaozangversion the== character has been somehow overlooked,
omitted and in second moment added in the textferwumately in the wrong place; the
Shuofuparallelism makes the sentence run smooth and s saherent with thesus
scribendiof the text; my translation is “Sheep and oxenedifinly in that sheep have

253 All the data collected and listed in the tableoebn the occurrence of the partidie and 7= were
collected from the textual versions used as refaren thelCS Ancient China Text Concordance Series
(See Bibliography):

BT
Lunyu 174 | 8
Mengzi | 489 | 45
Laozi 282| 1
Mozi 614 | 35
Zhuangzi| 762 | 23
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incisor$>* and oxen don’t. However, saying that a ox is tlwé 6ame as) a sheep and a
sheep is not (the same as) a ox is not admissible.”

DZ AAF Bl A, A5
SF AR i Fe <

In this case, in both versions grammar and strecioe respected, it is the meaning that
changes (though slightly) according to the versiarefer to; the meaning of the whole
sentence is also highly controversial, because Grabam has proved - this is one of
those quotations that wereni&)taken from the Mohist CanoA¥ The meaning is
“[..]they are notDZ adjacent SF contiguous one to the other, though their béday

adjacent SFcontiguous one to other would not do harm to tpesition”.

The last example comes from thianbai Lun

DZ #5H R, o AN [, —. — A B
FEHA B, U . R

v
St
i
Rl

Similar to the first case examined regarding Tangbian Lun here we have an
example of erroneous repetition of a string of ahtars in both versions: in the
Daozangwe havefi R &, written twice, in theShuofut~ 7B has been rewritten and
mistaken as the beginning of the following sentefit¢e final translation should keep
in consideration both versions and try to syntleetizese two contributions in what we
can supposed to be a sentence as close as possilblee hypothetical original,

eliminating superfluous ininfluential repetitionsin perceiving “white” and in

%4 This is a mistake probably due to the fact that phthis passage what filled copying blindly frahe
Mohist Canon; in reality both sheep and oxen haw@sors. See Graham, 1986pp. 143-145 and
Solomon, 1981-83, p. 241.

%5 | am conscious of the reader’s difficulty in unstanding sentences taken out of context; howeser, a
my aim here is not to give a commented translabiohto point out textual variants and differences
between theDaozangand Shuofuversion | will not dwell on a detailed summary atwohtextualized
explanation of this and the following passages,thuto stay focused on the topic and discuss purel
philological matters. The general meaning of thistfexample is that having only one different
characteristic is not enough to decide whetherthirigs belong or not to the same kihef)

#%Graham, 1988, pp. 142-143; Graham shows that the original megof the expressioh &= |

in the Canons refers in fact to the tallying of segs.
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perceiving “hard”, what you see and what you d@e'® remain separate. One and the
other don’t mutually compenetrate, therefore theyseparate.”

Finally, we can conlude that the study of singlepes of variants and of switching
strings of text in the conflation obtained by themparison betweerShuofuand
Daozangeditions — giving no priority or primacy to any thie two versions - prove the
compresence of what can be identified as occasiemafs derived from a process of
writing by memory or under dictation (acoustic deglical variants) and at the same
time what are clearly identifiable as copying nksi® (scribal errors), testifying the
multi-layered structure of th@ongsun LongZi’ and showing the traces of the diverse
nature of the subsequent stages and modes of tegpraduction it went through. Of
course we cannot tell whicktrata came first, or which portions of the text could be
more loyal to an hypothetical antigraph. We canyonbtice the evidence of the
concomitance of a process of direct copying androbral transcription still visible in
the received text, and state the fact that critmaihts are sometimes better solved
following theDaozangversion, while other times it is ttf&huofuversionto be superior.

Morevoer, the apparent stability of the first twohapters”, confirmed by textual
variants analysis, leads to the conclusion thaddheo had already acquired a steady
structure well before the others, and further sugpthe hypothesis that the various
arguments exposed in ti@ngsun Longzshould be considered singularly, each as an
individual accomplished text on its own with a sgpa textual history, and not as if
they were conceived as a homogenemrpusor unitary text>®, as a unique string of
thought developing and unravelling trough a logiogoessive philosophical percourse
from beginning to end.

Finally, even if according to Yang Junguang the mgmece of textual variants

between théaozangand theShuofueditions should lead to the conclusion that we are

%7 See Kern, 2002, pp. 171-172.

%8 What Boltz calls “the compositional structure afrlg Chinese texts”Id., 2005, p. 51); as Kern
remarks while summarizing Boltz’s contribution hetintroduction to hi§ext and Ritual in Early China
“in their particular forms, the received versiorigt® classicatorpusare likely to represent not so much
the integrity of a single authorial composition hilie final result of editorial interpretation and
rearrangement. The texts we have are fundamernitaltgposite in nature’ and we are no longer in the
position to routinely equate any received text wéthparticular authorial hand (not to mention the
biographical circumstances of an author, which rofia a perfectly circular fashion, have been
reconstructed only from the text identified witke therson.” (Kern, 20@5 p. xvi).
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facing two different lines of transmissfof} after an accurate analysis | would rather
say that what we have here is two witnesses tipaésent a single line of transmission

in the textual lineage of th@ongsun Longzi

2.3Gongsun Longzt Other editions

Apart from theDaozangand theShuofueditions, a few more have been edited and

published®, and, according to the brief list of names given the scholar Chen

Xianyou, the following should be the most remarkathes: Zhou Ziyi'd# v X Zihui
F-3C editiorf®, published in the middle of the War#i B period (1573 — 1620) of the
Ming B8 Dynasty; Ma Su'sEfi (1621- 1673)Yishif#%5 edition (1670); Qian Xizuo's

£ FELiE Shoushan ge congshiF|LIB#E editiorf®, published during the Qingh
Dynasty in the 24 year of the Daoguangi ¢ Period (1844); the Chongwen shuju’s

2= H )5 Zishu baijia -4 5 % edition, published the first year of the Guangeuniéd

Y44 of the Qing Dynasty (1875).

#9Yang Junguang, 1991, pp. 153-154.

%0 See Chen XianyoBRZE#k, 1990, p. 11 and Yang Junguan, 1991, pp. 152-4/65¢ | refer to when
speaking of “editions” means different full-textidications of the collective work commonly called
Gongsun Longzand constituted by a certain number of chaptexwitzed to it as a whole since the first
two printed versionaozangand Shuof we can rely on, and not to single chapters osgges which
happen to be partially (or in same rare cases ®talty) reproduced, included or quoted in oth&ariry
works.

*IThis textual version is the same that appearedhénldate Ming Era in th&/efang yikan “Shi'er zi”

edition ZE 75T <+ —1Y7A; followed by theDaozangedition, it is to be found also in thdingjia
jiyao 4 Z#E % section of theZhongguo zixue mingzhu jichenlglE - £:4, &4£ 5%, edited by Huang
Jiefi 7R in 1978.

%62SeeShoushan ge congshu juas, pp. 1a-13b.
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Of course this list doesn’'t exhaust the topic; ¢a8) is a more complete survey

guoting all major editions:

D

3)

Author Collection title Epoch Commentary | Notes

Tao Zongyi Shuofui 55 Yuan/Ming No commentary| Textual variants

(I respect to th

Daozangeditiorf®
(1316-1403)
Daozangi# i Ming (1445) Commentary Considered

(author's  name*“orthodox” version
not specified)

Yang Shen |Yang Shengaf® xianshend Ming Commentary

A pingzhu xian Qin Wuzi quan shu attributed to Xig

(1488-1559)

(PN A ST R e T oy

Xishen

(1488-1559)

wu se pidiarsongsun Longzi
Bt Z RS T
JE e AR N FREE T

(995-1039)
Yang Shen | He zhu mingjia pidian zhuzi quaMing Commentary
A shu — Yang Sheng’an xiansheng (author's  name

not specified)

Ouyang Qing
W BT
Ming

Wuzi shuf. &3

Ming

(239 year of
the Jiaging
Period Zif =

1544)

Commentary
(author's  name
not specified); no
original preface
by
Qing
(according to the
Siku
written in the &
the

preface

Ouyang

U

quanshy

year  of
Jiaging  Period

5 = 1526)

Gongsun Longzin

1juan

83\ more extensive and detailed comparison will failoelow.
*Hao 5 of Yang Sherd%14 (1488-1559), Ming Dynasty poet and literati.
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Zhou Ziyi
T3
(RET)
(1529-1586)

Zi hui 1%

Ming (1577)
Wanli Period

=

(1573-1620)

Commentary
(author's  name
not specified); in

1juan

Same edition to b

found in the

Congshu Jicheng

Zheng Zilong Ye Fang YikarShi'er zi Ming Commentary bySame edition a
(ed.) BTG <2 Zhou Ziyi Zhou Ziyi's
B 1-HE
(1523 — 1598
Xie Rushao | Ershi jiazi shu—+% & Ming Commentary
i (6" year of the attributed to Xie

Wanli  Period Xishen

[ = 1578) | (995-1039)

Printed by the

Jifan Chongde

Shuyuan

HIESEER
Feng Xian Qin zhuzi hebianMing ? ?
Mengzhen | %cZ&37-O4 (30" year of the
BB Wanli  Period
(ed.) HE = 1602);
(1548-1595) orinted oy

Mian Miaoge

LAz
Zhong Xing | He ke wujia yar& % L% = Ming Commentary
R (author's  name
(1574 - 1624 not specified)
Zhang Yang Sheng'an  xianshehiling (5" year| Commentary
Maocai pingzhu Xian Qin wuzi shu of the Tianqi attributed to Xie
(ed.) ﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁ‘ai?jﬁ%ﬁ'ﬁiﬁiﬂ%/}i Period:\ffl%z Xishen
IRAT R 1625); printed (995-1039)
(Ming) by Zhang Sh

Hengqiu ge

o5 FOAAEK "8
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(1755-1816)

¥ = 1810)

(995-1039)

Chen Renxi | Zzhuzi gishangt &1 & Ming Commentary Two chapters
(ed) (6™ year of the attributed to Xig missing gZhiwu
[ (=85 Tiangi Period | Xishen Lun and Mingshi
(1581-1636) KRk =1626) | (995-1039) Lun)
Gui Zhuzi huiharg +5 5% Ming Commentary Two chapters
Youguang (6" year of the (author's nameémissing (ifu and
(Guang Xifu) Tiangi  KHk | not specified) Tongbian Luip
fim A7t period = 1626)
CLEEHT)
(1506-1571)
Fu Shan Shuang hong kan jibei cun Ming/Qing Commentary byTwo chapters
{810 FEALFEENH 1T Fu Shan missing
(1607-1684) (Jifu and Mingshi

Lun)
Ma Su Yishi#E 5 Qing No commentary | Different chapte
il (9™ year of the ordef®®
(1621- 1673) Kangxi Period

HEHE = 1670)

Xin Congyi | Gongsun Longzi zhu Qing To be found in
Ry NFREE TR (1787) Yuzhang congsh
(1760-1828) di’ er ji

BEEE

A
Yan Kejun | Daozangi#iji collated edition | Qing Commentary
i A] ) (7" year of the (author's name
(1762 — 1843 Jiaging Period | not specified)

B = 1802)

Zhang Mohai jinghuSEiE4> 7 Qing Commentary
Haipeng (15" year of the attributed to Xie
SRV Jiaging Period | Xishen

?5Gongsun Longzchapters order in th¥ishi is the following :

v <EEEER>

e, <LH@H .
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Wang Ershi'er zi guanshuQing Commentary
Rangtang o eE (13" year of the (author's  name
FidE Daoguang not specified)
Period &Y =
1833) ;
published by
R
Qian Xizuo | Shoushan ge congshQ@ing Commentary
8 Sl GE (24" year of the attributed to Xie
Daoguang# J. | Xishen

(1801-1844)

Period = 1844)| (995-1039)
Chongwen | 7ishu baijia 7 5% Qing (First year Commentary
shuju of the Guangxuattributed to Xig
=y HE Period Xishen
Changbai Ninghanzhai congshu Qing Commentary
Majiashi R Yok == (22" year of| (author's name
Gy SN SIEEN the  Guangxu not specified)
(?) Period

Y4 = 1896)
Chen Li Gongsun Longzi zhu Qing No commentary
B INFREETIE

(1810-1882)
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2.4 TheGongsun Longzithrough the ages

To some extent, research on the literary classicani
investigation about the conditions and processekedf
establishment®®

Now that we have explored all the major editionshefGongsun Longzit is time to
have a closer look at the alternating fortunesxduged though the ages, to see how it
came to be the text that we know as it appearsytadats current form. A ride though
the ages with a little help from dynastic historges private scholars’ bibliographical
entries is what we need to get an overall viewhef textual history of th€&ongsun
Longzi and achieve better understanding of the reasorts lédato its composite
stratified nature and structure, letting a few @lpoints emerge.

The first record of th&ongsun Longzs to be found in th&ian HanshupijiE £

%2°" under themingjia 4 %

bibliographical catalogue, whereist recorded in 14ian
section, and the homonymous author is definedtaacher from Zhadfi, dialectician

involved in debates gjanbai B% 4:
INFREEF PO AT D 2% R 1 2

The presence of two anecdotes in Liu Yigifftgess (403-444 A.D.)'sShishuo
Xinyu 38755 confirms the actual existence, tradition and tmaission of at least two
fundamental arguments discussed by — and attritot€&bngsun Long, corresponding
to what became the supposed to be core “origina#ipters of theGongsun Longzi
(Baima Lunand theZhiwu Lur). Both anecdotes appear in chaptévdnxuesl . , the

first is anecdote n. 16:

26 \Wuy and Sha, 2007, p. 55.
%™ a dénomination de l'unité matérielle de texteféiit selon que le rouleau était en soie ou en
bamboujuan pour I'un,pian pour l'autre.” ( Drége, 1997, pp. 242-243.

?85eeQian Hanshu juan 30 — Yiwenzhishi i #ESR =+ BO0ESE +,
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16. %M%Em TBARE] &, SIRNERNCH, EUERWILE:
(EBAR?) ZFH: [E ) SRNRERA: DEER, BGE? REE
TfERR, SEREROIN S g, BFHE, 2%

16. A questioner once asked Yueh Kuang about titeraent “Meaning do
not reach” ¢hih pu chif). Yieh for his part made no further detailed asialy
of the words or sentence. Instead, he directlyeskilie handle of his sambar-
tail chowry chuwe) and struck it against the table, asking, “Doagitch or
not?” The questioner said, “It reaches.” Yieh thifed the chowry and said,
“If it reaches, then how can it be removed?” Atstipioint the questioner
realized what he meant and accepted it. The brefifiieh’s statements and
the perceptiveness of his ideas were all of this$d

And the second one, anecdote n. 24:

24 HILAEDRE, FEbOLTE BB, AimlloRE, TR AR BORE,

EARE S, boyEE: DEERES AR, ERMAFRAR]) 20

24. When Hsieh An was young he requested Juan Yalk@about Kung-sun
Lung-tzu's “Discourse on the White HorsePdi-ma lur). Juan wrote a
treatise and showed it to Hsieh. At the time Hsikth not immediately
understand Juan’s terminology and repeatedly cuesdi him until he was
satisfied. At the end Juan said with a sigh, ‘it just the man who can talk
who’s hard to find, but precisely the man who polm@ explanations who's
equally hard to find*?

As further proof of the existence Gongsun Longz+ or at least of parts of the text
as we know it in this period, the Jin scholar Zhang Zhi#: (fl. ca. 370 CE) quotes
theBaima Lunin his commentary to thidezi>’® TheGongsun Longzk also mentioned
in theJinshu& 2 but, contrary to expectations, not in the biblaygrical catalogue: the
Gongsun LongzZWhite Horse argumentbai ma fei ma (HfEIER) is quoted as the
reference source to emend the homopHeneharacterff§ used in a similar expression
(BIRIEE 2 HfEmE) 274

During the Southern and Northern Dynasties periwd, have two traces of the

Gongsun Longzipne of which is however misleading; the first evide is given by the

*9See Liu Yiqing®I#5 5, 1982, Wenxue di siCE: 50U, p. 10.

?%See Mather, 2002, p. 105. The temmi and its possible meaning and translations willfimther
discussed in detail in Chapter 3.

“MSee Liu Yiqing®I#5 5, 1982, Wenxue di siCEL 50U, p. 13.

?’’See Mather, 2002, p. 111.

"*Seeliezi zhu - Zhongni piafil 1-#E- f/E%, 1960; see also Wang Guan, 1988, p. 9.

*“Seelinshu juanl27kaozhengg & &R —H -+ tLE#H,
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author Liu XiaobiaoZ|Z#% (Liu Xun #l£) (462-521 CE) in hissuangjue Jiaolun

B #872im, when talking about a “yellow horse” and “jadelohicken” paradoxical

debate (I[..1ZEE 2B, M2 HERE ) quoted in theWenxuanCE?™, fact

that is considered by Wang Guan reliable eviderideenexistence oGongsun Longzi
between the Weil (386-534/535) and Liandg? (502-556) Dynastie$’®. Graham

explains accurately the supposed origin of the qméd’, which according to him
would recall theGongsun LongzZiongbian Lun

The commentator Li Shafr %8 (whose preface is dated 658) explains the
“yellow horse” by a reference to the paradaxs #4 — [..], ascribed to the
dialecticians in theChuang-tz.2”® For the “jade-blue chicken”, he quotes a
letter (no longer extant) of Feng Yenf{7, first century A.D.):
[)E%E2 F#E, A e, “[.] and the argument about the jade-blue chicken
will present no difficulty”. The two sophistriesesa therefore to have had
different origins, but to mention them togethe} hecame a literary cliché.
[..] Now according to a very obscure section of thaderstanding Change
(i.e. Tongbian Lup, “sheep” together with “ox” is not “horse” or “ken”,
“blue” together with “white” is not “yellow” or “jae-blue”, but “horse” is to
be preferred to “chicken”, “yellow” is to be prefed to “jade-blue”. [..] If
we could be sure that Liu Hslin was the originafothe cliché, this would
put his date as late as tHe @&ntury A.D*®

However, according to David Knechtges’ commentedndiation of the
Wenxuan “the bronze horsdifma <) and jade cockhiji Z£%f) were supernatural
objects discovered in the Yizhai&/!l (Southern Yunnan?) area. Emperor Xuan of the
Han dispatched Wang Bao to bring them back to #ptal. Wang however, died of
illness en route. Seélan shu 25B.2830, 64B.2830. Thddan shu ‘Treatise on
Geography’ (28A.1600) says that the bronze horsejaste cock were found on Mount

?There is actually also another similar example migg part of a speech that Gongsun Long addressed
to the Lord of Pingyuan in theinxu, quoted injuan 39 (SeeWenxuan quanyil995, p. 2785, note 31 at
page 2788, and Liu Xiang, 1985uan 39/7a)

*’*See Wang Guan, 1992, p. 9.

?'See Graham, 1986, pp. 147-148.

278 Shan Z=3 (630-689) wrote a commentary for the collectiofvirgy detailed notes on the
numerous allusions.” (See Nienhauser, 1986, p. 891)

?"%Seezhuangzichapter 33ianxia 18" thesis.

20See Grahanibidem
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Yutong H [ of Qingling &1 prefecture [..]. See alsBhuijing zhu(37.6.59), which
also records a ‘Eulogy to the Bronze Horse and Tami’ attributed to Wang Bao?®!

This statement in my opinion contradicts only intpahat asserted above by
Graham, as in our eyes Li Shan’s explanation ddirbstconsidered a quite reasonable
— within its obvious proper limits of attainabilitypossible evidence in itself as a far as
the preservation of th&ongsun Longzis concerned, though it is quite clear that a
further distinction must be drawn.

In fact, in the light of these lastly acquired dat@ can affirm with a fair degree
of certainty that the two expressions seem to hewelated origins and to hint to pretty
different objects. Consequently, the quotation frbeng Yen'’s lost letter would be a
true reference to a missing paradoxical argumehnilevtheWenxuarfbronze horse and
jade-blue cock” would by chance echo to a previgost) paradox, yet having almost
nothing to do with it. Finally then, as a conseqeenof Liu Xiaobiao’ s
misinterpretation of the origins of thtWenxuanquotation and its erroneous overlap on
the actual one and only paradox, t&enxuancan't be considered as evidence in
reconstructing the textual history of tB®@ngsun Longzi

The second attested reference comes from Rl (572-640)'sPoxie Lun
S5, included in the Buddhist Cano®dzang jing KiEifE) and presented in the
year 622: [ AFRFELER Him, JR=RIEIT, BB AMUIE, | >

This piece of evidence, though short, providesseful information: it does not
only confirm the existence of tlianbai Lunas a textual unit of its own, but identifies
also Gongsun Long as its “author” and quotes oneerapparently puzzling expression

(G =E.JEF4] : Yang Liugiao®#i#F suggest that it is probably an excerpt of a

logical passage in a broader argumentation whigdhtrhiave been integrant part of the
Jianbai Lunat that timé® but the Chinese scholar sensationally fails togeize a
famous political claim which has been associateth another persuader’s political

program, Tian Bat .28,

#lgee Knechtges, 1982, p. 344, note LL. 49-50 toGpital Rhapsody.

BPpoxielunfiZ I n. 2109juan 1, T52, p0477a12-13, in Takakusu Junjii a7 El and Watanabe
Kaikyoku 34 IE (eds), 1924-1932.

83 See Yang Liugiao, 1988, p. 1.

284 The complete expression i§3E — 2 IE L7 Fi{f1) .Tian Ba was apparently a member of the Jixia
Academy, who among others claimed the establishiwfemtbrand new political system, freed from what
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There is actually also another possible refereanegxample of contamination

regarding a speech that Gongsun Long addressée toord of Pingyuan in th¥inxu,

( TATRFEREERE B TEEENM TR, @Esm, mitesrr, 11 )%

which seemingly has been partially quoted in thenxuan juan39’® ([--

m FRZAT, LR KFZF, 1), even if there is no direct reference to Gongsoing

as the utterer of that sentence. Neverthelessr@diogoto my opinion, there is no such
blatant resemblance or self-evident connection éetwthe two cases to justify
enthusiastic speculations of tM¥enxuandrawing from a supposed-to-be Gongsun
Long’s later minor saying, an hypothesis rathefetahed.

A stunning fact is, th&Gongsun Longzcompletely disappears in tHeuishy
whose bibliographical section was complied betw6d@ and 658" the hypothesis
according to which th&ongsun Longzin this source would be recorded with a
different name aShoubai Lun- a title whose author is identified with Gongsumng
even by his disciples in thiEfu chapter — is broadly discussed below (see pp.029-1

Unfortunately, in the seventh century there is appiy no trace of th&ongsun
Longziat all, and the text appears again only in the éght century Zhang Shoujie’s
BRSTET (fl. 725-735)Shiji Zhenyi 8250 E# annotation to theShiji 525 chapter 74
Mengzi Xunging liezhua: %7171 2 here we find a direct quotation from t@éan

Hanshu AijiEEE, stating that theGongsun Longzis recorded in the bibliographical

catalogue in 14ian ( [ZSCEAREEF U] ).28

according his opinion was the pernicious and aratstic attempt of recreating the Golden Age ofe&ag
rulers of antiquity and at the same time liberdtedn the tyranny (in the Greek sense of the wafd)
Egemons of his age. However, occurrences of thisemsion and anecdotes on the character are quite
late Shiji ZhengyistFL1EZ and Taiping Yulan X *F-{H%E), while there are no references in Masters

Literature. See Liu Weihu&l|Ef4€ and Mao Runtiangi#8H, 1992, pp. 234-239; see also Yang

Junguang, 1991, pp. 315-316.

“°See Liu Xiang, 19648 juan39/7a.

28°5eeWenxuan quanyil995, p. 2785, note 31 at page 2788.

’See Wang Zhen-ping, 1991, p. 52: according to Cireé56 A.D. (Creel, 1970, p. 96).

“8Sima Qian, 1963, p. 2349. The Chinese scholar Yamgjao argues that the received text should be
dated to the Tang period, when individual mutilaitexh manuscripts on bamboo were probably collected
together by scholars as chapters of the articul@edknown to us a&ongsun Longzithough there is no
material evidence, Yang's speculation of a fluidgressive textual construction sounds seductivee (S
Yang Liugiao, 1988, p. 3)
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In the ninth century there is almost no mentionthed text, even in the Japanese
catalogue Nihonkoku genzaisho mokurokul A<EE/EZEH 425 compiled by

Fujiwara SukeygiiJii /=t (d. 897/898 7°short before 891, a sort of inventory of the
books stored in Japan which survived the fire i5°87 However, this is also no
ultimate proof of the unequivocal vanishing of Bengsun Longzias “the original
catalogue is lost, and only a simplified versiordemaometime between the late twelfth
and the early thirteen century still exists toda$§”moreover Sukeyo seemingly used
the Suishubibliographical section as a referefiéewhere - as remarked above - the
Gongsun LongZpr some inexplicable reason is already missing.

We happen to be more lucky since the Song periedtha Gongsun Longzis
mentioned in theTaiping Yulan &K I (completed in 982%% it is a brief

=

stereotyped presentation of the author, ascribed twe Huan TanfEiE 's Xin Lun
Fraw%, and a short explanation of the text main argunfieait ma fei mai 5 3£ %)

which traces out parts of the opening sentenckefBbngsun Longzi Jifahaptef®® :

289he catalogue is also know EH®nchou genzaisho mokurokssf] 5 Hi4E £ H #+ or Sukeyo mokuroku
FE A H

2%See Fujiwara Sukeyo, 1978; Loewe, 1993, p. 253pR0KL.975, p. XxXi.

#15ee Pelliot 1902, p. 331; Hall et al., 1999, prb-346.

292See Wang Zhen-ping, 1991, p. 47.

2935eeld.

294t was compiled in one thousamthiianby a team of sixteen scholars headed by Li Fé&iig (925-
996) in response to an imperial mandate dated O@ihpleted in 982, it took the emperor an entirer yea
to read it (at the rate of threzhiilan a day). For this reason the original titlEai-p’ing tsung-lei
K45 (A General Classification Book of the T’ai-p’ingeRin Period) was changed to the present
one.” (See Nienhauser, 1986, p. 745); for an aisabfshe period and process of compilation seegdae
1968. According to Graham, it should have been detag in 983id., 1986, p. 171).

299..] Thus, it is most likely that the Hsin-luwas presented (to the throne A/N), in 26 or 2D.A.
towards the end of Huan Tan’s life. Of course, workthe book must have begun much earlier.” (See
Pokora, 1975, p. xxviii).

2O N AR, AP s, [ BRI, [ A AIEEL, ABLIEES, 50
ATl ta, SHBETU4 R, BIER, FIEft, | wish to draw your attention to the the expression
shoubai~F H(Gongsun Longzi Jifii jianbai B2 5 (Xin Lur): the scholar Yang Junguang underlines that
the Jifu [“FE .25 becomes B2 .25 in the Xin Lun which is a later text in respect to the
Gongsun Longzi Jifuand should consequentely quote from the formdr,ibis not the case. The author
suggests thatF would be a mistake fo#, and uses this hypothesis to ground his opiniab @ongsun
Long never wrote &houbai Lupnor he ever was a member oloubaifaction (-F k) among the
dialecticians as believed by Fung Yulan, and anytkay the binomial Shoubai should be referred to as

a topic for discussion rather than a text. (SeegYdmnguang, 1991, pp. 148-149). The problem of
Gongsun Long’s potential authorship of tBaoubai Lunwill be discussed thouroughly in paragraph
2.4.2 at pp. 95-100.
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FERE Oy H: TARREEABIRFRE L, 2B A 25, | RYIUE,
HABRIEEE S AL GBI, G, BIEG, ¥

Gongsun Long was a dialectician of the time of$ire States, who wrote an
essay on hard and white. He formulated analogiegesting things, claiming
that white horse is no horse: he said that “whiseivhat denotes the color,
while “horse” is what denotes the shape. Colorasthe same as shape, and
shape is not the same as color.

Another interesting reference in thaiping Yulanis tojianbai debatesji@nbai bian
EX 9%$) and to theang san efi& — F paradox, even if there is no explicit reference to
Gongsun Long having been involved in discussingghepics®

The Gongsun Longzis quoted also in th&/enyuan yinghuaZsli#:#:%%° whose
compilation started in 982 and was accomplishe®86 by an équipe of scholars
comprising also some of the literati that alreadgkt part in the compilation of the

Taiping Yulan such as Li Fang=ii (925-996) and Xu Xuaffz&% (916-991). The text
where theGongsun Longzis quoted, entitledNi Gongsun Longz#E/AfREE+, was
compiled by the Tang scholar Wang Méiif:3°° and has almost nothing to do with the
Gongsun Longzas we know it: it is a short chronicle on how avtten (in the year 671
A.D., second year of the Tang Xianheng perigd==£>) the author came into
possession of &ongsun Longzin 6 pian tied up in ljuan®® . Most important, as
Graham states, “the unknown author of this esssy gives the titles of the spian,
which are those of the book as we know it. Thariaus ad quem’ for the composition
of theGongsuen Long tzyig its present form can therefore be fixed at 672.

Both in theJiu Tangshué £ (a) and in theéXin Tangshudi/FE £ (b) theGongsun
Longziis recorded in Juan under themingjia 4 5% section, and there we find the first
explicit references to two commentaries, which uizately went lost before the Song

Dynasty: in ljuan each, their authors are identified in Jia Dayin<fZ (fl. 676) and
Chen Sigusfi il &:

29’SeeTaiping Yulan 1968, 464.5a ; punctuation is mine.

2%geeTaiping Yulanl968, 464.7a.

2935eeWenyuan yinghudf Zofilt - 2L 30)\, pp. 3971-3973.

30 5ee Yang Junguang, 1991, p. 149.

301« a3 deuxiéme année de Hien-heng (671) ... un paMntWang m’a montré son livre (de Kong-souen
Long), en tout 6 chapitres, formant un rouleau.6Pao-Koh, 1953, p. 14).

%25ee Graham, 1957, p. 171. Also Kou Pao-Koh suggestextus receptut have acquired his actual
form during the Tang dynastid(, 1953, p. 14).

90



a) NFREET =& M X [EEN e
N4 B 0
b) AFREEF =& Bl EARE & (]

[N
B RPREARRE T — &>

As Graham notes, “the titles in the bibliographytiod Old T'ang Historywere taken
from the Ku-chin shu-luii4 E#, a lost abridgement of the lo€thln-shu s&-pu

#EEIUES compiled in 722. Thélew T'anggives the same three titles among the books
which it says were catalogued during the Kai-y#&n: period (713-741)3%

In the Song period, the first evidence we have itheDaozang as the Song scholar
Chen Jingyuarfii 5t (1024-1094) inserted two chapters of thengsun Longzitext

as we know it Baima Lunand Zhiwu Lun in his Nanhua zhenjing yushi zalu

P HE EAC AR 8% which is dated 1084 The text bears an anonymous

commentary, and both text and commentary show aéxtariants if compared to the
Daozangofficial version of the complet&ongsun Longziwhich is not possible to date
with precision.

The two commentaries to th8ongsun Longzby Jia Dayin and Chen Sigu are

quoted also by Zheng Qig#ftf (?1108/1104-?1162/1166) in Ki®ngzhi— Yiwenlie
- B0 (1161), where it is stated that tB®ngsun Longaivas in ljuan, and that

of the 14 original chapters only 6 were 1t What is most important, Zheng Qiao is
the first one to talk explicitly of “lost chapters”

Chao Gongwu %&£ (c.a. 1104 — 1183/11717?) in hidunzhai dushu zhi

ERzE s 25300 also writes about the two commentaries:

33 SeeJiu Tangshu juad7 EREERN L,

304 SeeXin Tangshu juaB9 HiE ER T+ Lo

$9%Graham, 1988, p. 151.

$%%seeNanhua zhenjing yushi zalwan shangin Daozang 1988, vol. 15, pp. 959-961.
9’See also Graham, 1986p. 152.

%%3ee Yang Liugiao, 1988, p.2.

309Seetunzhai dushu zHiR7F &= LR T 1 3% 74 47a.
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INREEF =B, AEESGESIRA R, B S, HRRREE R 2
AR, TR UBANREET 8,

p=11108

B

The Gongsun Longzis in threejuan. The bibliographical catalogue of the
Tangshurecords it under théMingjia category. Once Chen Sigu and Jia
Dayin both wrote a commentary which cannot be ifiedt today. In the
fourth juan of theKongcongzthere is &5ongsun Longah onejuan.

Zhao Xibian #4775+ (1131-1162) in his appendix to Chao Gongwu's wddnzhai

dushu fuzhBl 75382 53 restates once more that:

BRfi o, EORRR S 2 2R, AR

Once Chen Sigu and Jia Dayin both wrote a commentaich cannot be
identified today.

The Gongsun Longziappears then in Chen Zhens@##Efz (1190/1211?7 —
1249*)'s Zhizhai shulu jietitl 75 Z44% 5, where it is recorded in Ban; the author
states that Gongsun Long was a dialectician confiiogn the state of Zhao and
dedicated to thebai ma fei mé& and ‘jianbai” arguments, underlining also that the
original text, according to thdanshubibliographical catalogue, was constituted by 14
pian but that in contemporary times only 6 chapters ewereft:

( TEALNFRBE, HBEIRERB O 2PEmL- - TSR, SEAR, 1)
Finally, in theSongshizk 5, the Gongsun Longzis reported in Jjuan under the
mingjia section, with brief annotation on Gongsun Long asman from Zhao
( TARREET—& Al S
In the Ming period th&ongsun Longzs reported in Song Lia#j# (1310-1381)'s
Zhuzi biani# 1-%# in 3juan and 6pian, with a complete list of the six chapters which

compose the work as we know'ft interestingly enough, the first chapter bears the

310,

$1According to Graham, fl. 1235. (Graham, 1886. 151)

$12See Chen Zhensun, 1888an 10 &2 -+ 4 54 2a/2b. Chen’s statement is reported word-by-word
also in Ma Duanlin il (1254-1323)'sWenxian tongkacl§kiE#% (See Ma Duanlin, 1963juan 212
B+, p. 1740)

$135eeSongshi juar?05 K& H L.

$1%See Graham, 1986p. 151.
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same character variant that appears inGbegsun Longzi Shuogditior®™> we have a
Shufugitff instead of difu.

In the Ming Dynasty workBaichuan shuzhif)II#E%E by Gao Ru &ff,
accomplished in the 19year of the Jiajing#i% era (1540), the&Songsun Longzis
described as a text in 6 chapters collected juah, with a commentary written by an
unknown hand (" LA, Ritek A4 ) )30,

Finally, it is included in theYishi %5, edited by Ma SuE5# (1621- 1673) in the
Qing period; theYishi contains the whol&ongsun LongZext, ordering chapters in a
slightly different sequené¥ from other editions and quotes also a wide selrotif
anecdote¥® on Gongsun Long's life and teachings, introdudimgdamental characters
we have already encountered in the first chaptéh@fpresent work, such as his patron
Zhao Sheng, Prince of Pingyuan, Wei Gongzi Mounderiof Zhongshan and the
debaters Kong Chuan and Zou Yan.

According to theSiku quanshu zongmu tiy&Bii 4= 244 H #2223 compiled during
the years 1773-1782), 8 of the original idn went lost during the Song Dyna¥ty
and the same happened to the two Tang commenédtigsited to Jia Dayin and Chen

Sigu; according to this source, a new commentarggsedly the received one) and a

$15%5ee paragraph 2.2 at page 70.

$1%See Yang Liugiao, 1988, p. 2.

$'SeeYishi juan147 #5242 — 5 IU-1-. About different chapter order see note 265 aef@®)

$8These miscellaneous anecdots are taken precisety 8hiji juan 76 — Pingyuan jun yuging liezhuan
di shiliu $1F0& -t RE B SIE S 75, Shiji juan81 — Lian polin xiangru liezhuan di ershiyi
SREBN+— REBEHENSIESE =1 — ; Zhanguoce juarR0, juan 21 andjuan 28 B;EH %& -+

. BT +—, £ °+J/\ ; Kongcongzi juan xia — Rufu di shi)eGongsun Long di shiyand Zhijie di
shigi fLE B T FIRE+ - . AFREFH+— , SEHF 1+t (Quoted respectively according this
order); Lishi Chungiu “Shen ying lan di liu — Yinci” (= R HEE 5575 57 ; Huainanzijuan
shi’er “Dao yin xun” #:rd 4+ - JEEFI; Liezi juan di si “Zhongni bian” %45 00- {h /25,
Zhuangzi waipian “Qiushui” di shigiand zapian “Rang Wang” di ershiba it ¥4 #oKFE+

. HER CREEE AN,

¥95eeSiku quanshu zongmuan 11748 — /5 -+t i — -+t HEFHE—.

$0Xu Fuguan, 1982, p. 10; Wang Guan is even moreiggedating the vanishing of these 8 chapters
before the Shaoxinff & era of the Southern Song Dynasty (1131-1162)jdtkat would be supported
also by Zheng QiaoFongzhi; Wang remarks also that the preface attributedi¢aXishen — presumably
dated to the Yingzongzs= era (1032-1067) - quotes already only six chajeee Wang Guan, 1992, p.
10). The hypothesis is supported also by Zheng'Qigongzhj Chen Zhensun’ghizhai shulu jietiand

Ma Duanlin’sWenxian TongkaoYang Junguang on the contrary is convinced thaStlohapters went
lost during the Northern and Southern Dynasties {&ng Junguang, 1991, p. 154).
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prefacé? in 1 pian were compiled by the Song scholar Xie Xish#iZ (995-
1039y%

2.4.1 A commentary written by...Xie Xishergi# & ?

In fact, serious doubts arise on Xie Xishen's arghip of the commentaly, whose

attribution is based mainly on the assertion made the Siku quanshu zongmu

(Rt A EAT BT B 55 3% due to the following critical points:

1)

2)
3)

4)

5)

First of all, there happens to be an unusual spatibn of the author's Dynasty
preceding Xie Xishen’s final signature; as Grahdates, “the note at the end of the
prefacé® ascribing it to Hsieh Chiang [..] must have beedeal after the end of the

Sung, since it mentions the dynasty”

The author signs using Xiezs 7 (Xishen#iii4) instead of hisning 4 (Jiang##)

The use of the formulal &#f 7 & /-] at the end of the preface is in at least
bizarre, and never seen before in classical ¥#xts

Any reference to - or quotation of this commentaryabsent in Xie Xishen’s
works*?® and in theSongshbibliographical catalogue

Most versions do not give any account of the contargrat all; when quoted, in

many cases the commentary appears to be recor@gegmagmous

$2according to Wang Guan, the preface would have heritten in the YinzongiisZera (1032-1067);

see Wang Guan, 1992, p. 10.

%22Also the famous Qing scholar Sun Yiraffgih i (1848-1908) in his ZhayiLi% gives for granted that
the author of theGongsun Longzcommentary is Xie Xishen (See Sun Yirang, 1989,79). The
ambiguous question of Xie Xishen's authorship agarding commentary and preface will be further
discussed below.

323 A full text translation of this commentary canfbend in Perleberg, 1952.

$245eeSiku quanshu zongmu fulu juah7, VU JE 448 B %R — 5 1.

325 Max Perleberg provides also a translation of tteégue attributed to Xie Xishen: skk, 1952, pp. 17-

19.

$%5ee Graham, 1986p. 150.
%27 5ee Wang Guan, 1992, pp. 11-12; Yang Junguand,, p9954; Yang Liugiao, 1988, p. 2.
$%835ee Yang Junguang, 1991, p. 155.
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6) There is a difference in tone between prefacei¢tréind the commentary (praising):
actually, “the commentary accepts the value of ksag Lung's arguments, and is
therefore not from the same hand as the prefacehwdssumes a sceptical attitude

towards them3*°

From these considerations we can easily argueittimthighly improbable that the
received commentary was actually written by Xie h€s in person, and that the
commentary that appears in tbaozangand subsequent editions may be the result of
the conflation of the two Tang commentaries by D&yin and Chen Sigu, edited or

rewritten by a later scholar in Xie Xishen’s ndrfie

2.4.2 The Suish$&Z omission and the debate

on the Shoubai Lun<~F B

We have already seen that in ®eishuthere is no trace of th@ongsun Longzi
as such, while the title reappears in the Tang slymaistories; as it is easy to imagine,
this abrupt omission — and the subsequent reappmara gave scholars food for
thought until finally an hypothesis was formulated;cording to which during this
period of “vacancy” thesongsun Longzivould have not disappeared completely, but
for some unexplicable reasons just be recordedruand#éferent name .

According to the twentieth century scholars Luanaddi ##FHH, Wang

Fuyarr>! JE&87¢, Sun Luf&ik>®, Y.P. MeP* and Jean-Paul Rediti§ theGongsun

$29Graham, 1988, p. 150.

%095ee Wang Guan, 1992, p. 12. Graham goes even fusttaging that “it may be concluded that the
preface was added to the book in the Ylan dynastgter, and that the anonymous commentary was
henceforth assumed to have been written by theoaoftthe preface” (Graham, 1986. 150).

$\Wang Fuyan in higianbai yingli bian® (4 &%t argues that the text original title should haverbe
exactly Shoubai Lunand that only during the Tang Dynasty it was geghintoGongsun Longzi(See
Wang Guan, 1992, p. 9).
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Longziwould be recorded under the titiSHoubai Luh 57 A7 in theSuishufg &, this
hypothesis drawing mainly on tl&ongsun Longzi Jifehapter itself, where Gongsun
Long is said to be author of afoubai zhi luh 5723 )3

As we have already se€fy in Huan TanfE#®’'s Xin Lun #7if versior®’
preserved in th@aiping yulan kK Ff#1%3% the same sentence quotegiaribai zhi
lun” TE2EH 7% , which is more coherent with the over@bngsun Longzcontent
yet strange if compared with thlfu chapter quotation, on which the latéin Lun
should have drawn. We find here a more logical gmuainded expression instead, that
attributes alianbai Lunto Gongsun Long™ it is hardly said whetheshou ¥ is a
scribal error forjian %%, as some scholars hint at, or if we are facing tifterent
textual traditions, one of the two bearing laterrgptions or an attempt of emendation
in order to more easily classify Gongsun Long dmGongsun Longzassimilating it
to theshoubai par¥ Fk, having its focus in this anonymo8soubai Lun

Apart from theldifu chapter, the Tang scholar Cheng Xuanying’s commgita

the Zhuangzi Tianxiachapte?*®° asserts without casting any doubt Gongsun Long’s

$32See Yang Junguang, 1991, pp. 148-149.

3335ee Y.P. Mei, 1953, pp. 407-409; in particular,469.

334 Reding, 1985, pp. 387-388.

$%5yang Junguang, 1991, pp. 148-149.

3¢ See anecdote at page 90.

%3t must be reminded here that fragments supposecomtee from theXin Lun might be possible
forgeries, as the text went lost “in either thethepentury (according to Yen) or the Southern Song
(according to Sun)” [Yen is Yan Kejuk 7] #) and Sun refers to Sun Ping§i#53 N/A] (See Pokora,
1975, p. xxxi).

*®*Taiping Yulan 1968 juan 464/5: [EFEHR H : ARREEANEIRR L, BERAZH, EOEUE,
HEERIES: EEES A4 R, UL, @IFF, B, | Translation of this brief
quotes, supposed to come frofin Lunch. 11Lishi #ria- Hf=, have been given by 1) Timotheus
Pokora (See Pokora, 1975, p. 135): “Kung-sun Luag @ dialectician who lived at the time of the six
Kingdoms. He wrote a treatise on ‘Hard and Whited ao illustrate his theory, said that a whitedwois
not a horse. To show that a white horse is notrachdne said that ‘white’ is that by which one nartie
color and ‘horse’ that by which one names the fofitme color is not the form, and the form is not the
color.”. 2) Angus C. Graham (See Graham, 1957,7p. dnd Id., 1964-65, p. 132; the latter version is
partial, therefore I'm quoting here only the firabre complete one, which | also find more convigcin
“Gongsuen Long was a dialectician of the time & 8ix Kingdoms. He wrote an essay on ‘Hard and
White'and used things to illustrate his case, sayirat a white horse is not a horse. To show thatriot

a horse, he said that ‘white’ is that by which ar@nes the colour, and ‘horse’ is that by which one
names the form; the colour is not the form andfdhen is not the colour.”

33%Similarly, Gongsun Long is remembered as authoatjfanbai” zhi lun <92 # also in theLun

Heng - Anshu pianch. 83 fiffi- £&HiR: [AFREEFRAOZMm, SRR, Bihes,
HEEPE W, SR, ) (See Wang Chong, 1968nshu piartZZE5 ch. 83juan 29, p. 2.).
%0Zhuangzi jijie 1948, p. 298Nanhua zhenjing zhushii988, vol. 16, p. 372.
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paternity of aShoubai Luff"; similarly, Zhang YouchadEfz&(? — 757 A.D.) 's work
Chongxu bai ma fei ma luffi H 5 3EEF and Chen Jingyuan’s introduction to the

Baima Lunand Zhiwu Lunin the Nanhua zhenjing yushi zalould contribute to
corroborate the §houbai = Gongsun Longzi] hypothesis, with the help of the
cataloguing of thiShoubai Lurin onejuan under theDaojia 1& 5 section of theSuishu
bibliographical catalogf&’. Finally, also Bao Biadifl2’s commentary (ca 1147, date
which is reported in the prefac¢&)to theZhanguo céi &% asserts that he authored a
Shoubai Lurt**

In my opinion, theShoubai Lunhypothesis is not at all convincing; in fact,
scientifically reliable bibliographical evidencenche given that th&houbai Lurcould
hardly have ever been @ongsun Longzi'in disguise”: in fact, theShoubai Lun
disappears in thdiu Tangshuand Xin Tangshu- where we do have the proper
Gongsun Longz only to reappear in Zheng Qiad'®ngzhj where we find not only a
Shoubai Lunin onejuan under theDaojia section, but also @ongsun Longzproperly
catlogued under thBlingjia section! This suggests the idea that the two telesys
referred to separate independent textual items,tladfor some unkown reason the
Gongsun Longavas not classified in th8uishy maybe because it disappeared, it was
damaged or went temporarily lost. At a first glartben, the two literary works seem to
be unrelated texts with autonomous textual histamg — most likely — individual
original content.

To summarize the situation:

Suishu (Jiu-Xin)Tangshu = Tongzhi
No Gongsun LongziGongsun Longzi Gongsun Longzi
Shoubai Lun No Shoubai Lun Shoubai Lun

underDaojia section underMingjia section Gongsun LongainderMingjia section,
Shoubai LurunderDaojia section

%ICheng Xuanying’s statement is reported also inZtheu Qi /& #7’s Mingyi kao4: # % juan 8, dating
back to the Ming dynasty (sdetp://skgs.leidenuniv.nil/

%2See Xu Fuguan, 1982, pp. 11-12. The Chinese schidarfinds ungrounded the hypothesis of the
one-text-two-names.

%3 Graham, 1988 p. 155.

%44 Zhanguoce1985, note 3, p. 700 (chap®@nao san Qin zheng ZhaoPingyuan jun shi ren gimgyu

Weilt] = Ze BT J5 A GTROA BE)

97



Unfortunately, we cannot examine and crosscheckStimubai Lunas it went
lost, the only surviving evidence of its existeranad sample of its contents being a
preface to the text, bearing a highly crypticalnocise summary of the main topics
treated, written by the Ming author Cheng YunzhudfgZiit>*. After several
frustrating attempt§®, | must admit | wasn’t able to produce a defirétiffuent and
completely satisfying translation myself, as reathp much is implied and omitted in
this obscure preface; we must face the fact thattekt is so elliptical it precludes an
exhaustive logical reconstruction and a thourougimmrehension of its original
significance.

However, a few considerations can still be madeualbdhat seems to be the
general meaning of thBhoubai LunWhat emerges from analysis is, first of all, an
assonance with some formal and grammatical strestiypical of th&Gongsun Longzi
and a few common lexical choices as far as techtecas are concerned, apparently
employed by both th&houbai Lurand theGongsun LongziThe predictable result is,
we can identify entire strings of text that — hypaically - could even be put in
Gongsun Long’s mouth. Here below are a few examialksn form theShoubai Lun
paired with utterances attributed to Gongsun Lamgpther sources, showing a high

compatibility rate especially with thetiwuf54#” kind of argumentation:

EA AR, BRI, RMEZHE/R 4] Shoubai Lunprefacé®’
[FERZE, EARG ] Zhuangzi Tianxiah.33

TEfERZE, AW Liezi Zhongnich. £%°

[§7Z] Shishuo Xinyeh. 4.16°

5 Quan Zuwang®fH1 %2, 2003, pp. 807-809. Due to scarse availabilityl;text Chinese version of the
preface can be consulted in Appendix B at pagesl¥87

%4 | am in debt to Burchardt Mansvelt Beck and Rafatbur for their irreplaceable help and useful
suggestions in this thorny task.

%’See Appendix B, p. 177.

%8 Zhuangzi jijieft 7-4E 1%, 1948, p. 297.

%9 Liezi zhu — Zhongni piafl|+:- fHJEF, 1960

% ju Yiging #1388, 1982, p. 120.
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[MifaERR, &A% +8) Shoubai Lunpreface
[sadEfs, m$53ERE] Gongsun Longzi Zhiwu Lush.3°?

Notwithstanding these evident similarities, at g@me time we cannot help
notice the use the preface to Bieoubai Lurmakes of a decidedly daoist jargon — with
an almost alchemic flavour - using words suchgasyhuang zhi baif i 2 1%
zhenbaiEL [, wanbian &%, xingming !, tiandi K#1*3 shanshud¥#4>>* shen
#13%° shenhuati{t.. Nowhere has Gongsun Long ever shown the sligiéstest in
such arcane science: could it be here that helyieaplored even this virgin field of
knowledge? We cannot tell for sure, but at the sime this is also a possibility we
cannot deny at all, considering the multifacetesqeality we are dealing with and the
wide-spread eclecticism which characterizes therM@aStates intellighenzia — as most
recently unearthed manuscripts further testify.

Finally, we can draw a few conclusions about thedgme to th&Shoubai Lurand

its hypothetical authorship by Gongsun Long:

» The Shuobai Lunand the Gongsun Longziaccording to their concurrent
appearance in theongzhj seem to be two different texts; at least, we nsgly
that they probably deal with different topics.

» What's left on theShoubai Lunhas a daoist content (coherent with its

classification under thdaojia section in bibliographical catalogues), but shows

%135ee paragraph 3.6, p. 147.

%2 As we have already seen, there are two exampkidenith colors as such in thongbian Lun|
also previously tried to show that these examptesnat to be interpreted in the light of the FiveaBes
(wuxing #.1T) theory(see p. 64) nor — as the preface to$heubai Lurhere might mistakenly suggest —
are they an allusion to alchemic elements expreissad encrypted language. If we assume for a momen
the alchemic interpretation to be right, in thasedauangshould be interpreted as golthi silver, being
huangbaia properwaidan 4+t (outer alchemy) technique in the quest for immiyt§Hu Xuechen
BB, 1995, pp. 1359-1360)ging might stand forcengqing® 7, that is laminar malachite (Peng et
al., 2007, p. 37; Pregadio, 2006, p. 245) hnfbr jasper or agate jasper (Bradley and Barnes3,.19p.

51, 102). This interpretation is quite factitiouslan the end doesn't provide any illuminating $imo to

the interpretation of the text; it is much easgeconsider colors simply as what they are, justrgigts.
¥3TheGongsun Longzlways usesianxia %X T, nevertiandi.

%4 This term in particular demands attention, asefens to the alchemic process of refinement and
purification required in the distillation of ariat.

%5 Actually, there is one occurrence sifenin the Jianbai Lun but in this particular context it assumes
the meaning of “faculty of sight” (also in a compauwith jian 52.), like if shenwas a kind of “eyesight
daimori. (See Appendix C, pp. 182-183).
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resemblances with cryptical sentences potentialiyt @f Gongsun Long’'s
repertoire.

Possibly, we can argue that tBeoubai Lurand theGongsun Longanight both
contain arguments in which Gongsun Long was intedesind/or potentially

related to him or to the cultural entourage he hgéal to.
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CHAPTER 3

The “original chapters” :

Baima Lun B &34 and Zhiwu Lun 835

We will now proceed to analyse in a detailed angllizay way the two chapters
that are rightly considered the more ancient cétbe@Gongsun LongzitheBaima Lun
HE# and thezhiwu Lunfs#i@ (commonly known as chapter two and three of the
whole corpug. Each chapter is considered as an independenttiough conceptually
related to the ideas and concepts treated by tiex texts part of th&ongsun Longz+
especially thelianbai Lunand theMingshi Lun.

In support of the theory of these texts as being thore genuine and

“original” 3>

product of those group of thinkers and persuadees identified as
Logicians, we can’t help notice that the conceptpressed in these two texts in
particular seems to be somewhat consequentiat,least we can say that they share a
common basic knowledge and present a similar ing&apve approach, expression of a
certain cultural sphere and intellecttmimusfrom which the philosophical contents
discussed here emerged and developed.

The two texts are taken into consideration fromfedént points of view
concerning inner structure, argumentative contehgtorical tools and dialectical
techniques employed. Finally, a commented tramsiatonsidering the contribution
given by the textual variants distinguishing tB&ozang and Shuofu editions is

provided.

% «Original” of course is not meant to refer to texistence of the hypothetical (or, better say, icelp
existence of aJrtext, of which these two chapters would closely resembht least more than the other
chapters. “Original” means here peculiar elaborataf a certain trend of thought that found its
expression in such arguments like those debatduese two texts, which appear to be less corrugpted
edited in respect to the other chapters colleastedéGongsun Longzitherefore possibly more respectful
of the starting formulation of the contents enthind to the first assemblage they assumed aemritt
transposition of what was mainly an oral teachergertaining cue or debating material.
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3.1 Crossing the Gate... And a white horse is no moeehorse

RIS 2 o] 1 5 22 35

According to Angus C. Graham, “tHessay on the White HorS& existed in
substantially its present form at least as earlthasf' century A.D.” and, what's most
important, in support of what we have already séaids to be noted that Chang Chan
and the Shih-shuo hsin-yu refer to it as an inddpehessay, without mentioning any
collection of Kung-sun L’ung’s writings®**

The text usually appears as second chapter irGtimggsun Longzcollection,

and reports a dialogue between two not better fipghliictional characters, a dialectical

%"Hanfeizi Wachushuo zuo shang di sanshifetE 4S5 /2 35 =+ (Hanfeizi jijie w15,
1998, p. 261.

%8 The use of a ‘white’ horse as argumentative objeotised also a debate, as a few Chinese scholars
claim that this may be not an occasional matchatdeliberate and meditated authorial choice: it fac
antiquity precise names distinguished horses agmprtb their color, which determined also the
appropriate occasion in which the animal shouldeh&een used. White horses in particular were
considered as a very distinct kind and used alsohfgh-ranking sacrifices, oaths and covenant
ceremonies. It would have been easier and almtst\adent for the contemporary audience to thiflao
white horse as a kind apart from other horses duis particular sacrificial connotation, and instively
differentiate it from a common whatever-color horseaking it easier to follow Gongsun Long’s
apparently puzzling reasoning and argumentatioe. did hypothesis is supported for instance by Pang
Pu: M AKLIB A IIER, FHETGL, JRLULIEA B O 4, AET A A RER R (

WAL T REEMAGE) . A% LR, BLARRESS Y A LRF BT A R L EL]) (S

ee Pang Pu, 1989, p. 9). Anyway, horse sacrificae wrobably seldom performed as horses were highly
valuable and difficult to purchase yet strongly @ehed for (but not only) military purposes, evethdy
were still sporadically used as sacrificial victjnis particular, the ritual slaughter by drowninfjtbese
animals seems to be somehow related to the cutitéévto He Bo, or to river gods in general (Sterckx
1996, p. 68; Lai, 1990, p. 337), and an interesgiregedent for the sacrifice of a white horse kdahto

the water cult - occurs in théanshu(See Sterckx, 1996, p. 68, note 76). However tipothesis might
sound fascinating, the scarce available informaabtout frequency and ritual prescriptions of horse
sacrifices don't let it possible at the moment tlioe the imagery aroused in the contemporariethby
dialectic stratagem of a horse with the hide o&gipular color as exemplificative figure. Jean Leven
proposed a metaphorical reading of the “white Horshich would also allude to the “talented manisi
because of this “arriere-fond simbolique qui s'etnt au cheval”: “la phrase renvoie immédiatement,
par transformation lexicale et métaphorique, levahévoquant 'homme de talent (Levi, 1993, pp. 31-
32).

#9Which means Graham correctly understoodBa&ma Lunas an single text with an individual textual
history: to these considerations, we can add thstlidwed also a quite stable structure by the t&weas
recorded; see Graham, 128¢. 158.
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couple constituted by an opponent and a persu#itetatter commonly idetified with
the figure of Gongsun Lon{j°

To those who, in approaching this text, try to Hagt we are not dealing here
with a dialogue, confronted with the crystal-cleaidence given by the patent serial use
of the particleyue H, | would simply reply with Drege's candid statemeéivoire
l'irruption de la langue parlée dans les manussfrifgvec notamment l'apparition des
dialogues.®®*

The White Horse argument, even if broadly discusaed developed by
Gongsun Long, was almost for sure not first elateatdy him in person. Hu Quyuan
and Chen Jinkun even make an interesting attemghda that the paradox was well
known and already used as a topic for discussi@utakixty years before the famous
dialogue between Gongsun Long and Kong Chuan hatholed by the tradition should
have taken plaé®. The argument is in fact used by the diplomat $u % while
discussing with the King of Qin in théhanguoce Zhao di’ er - Qin gong Zhao Suzi
weiwei Qin Wang#kEIHI% — - RUHERF4iHE T according to the
tradition, Su Qin died in the first year of King &jing {&i#f of Zhou )&, in 320 B.C.,
sixty years before the debate between Gongsun bodgKong Chuan allegedly took
place (approximately in the year 264 B.C.); acangdio these data, not only was Su
Qin living in a previous period, but he also defirntbe paradox with nonchalance as a

typical example of an argument common to the rejrerof a so calledXingming*®*

%0 A more detailed analysis of structure and mairiuies of theBaima Luncan be found below at
paragraph 3.1.1. (See pp. 108-123).

*Drege, 1997, p. 250.

%2See Hu Quyuan and Chen Jinkun, 1987, p. 20.

%3 Zhang Qingchangi% i and Wang Yandong: #E4#, 1994, p. 459.

%4 As Creel underlines about tl#anguocepassage, “this is the only passage[..]that spebkitleer a
‘HSING-ming(J¥44) school’ or a hsing-ming(Jf144) school’, in such manner that it might be supposed
to be that of the Dialecticians” (See Creel, 197085, note 37); | would argue on this basis and on
references to King Wen as a supportexiofymingin the Hanshy that the binomial applied to a non-
“Legalist” context, though uncommon, seems to haeen evenly understood at least until Han times as
referring to a shared underneath conceptual umit,réet expressing any “altered signification” ispect

to “Legalist” thought as supported by Makeham (Makm, 1990-91, p. 92). | also agree with Creel about
the misuse off|l andJ as perfectly interchangeable synonyms, and | fiiredrendering of Xing as
‘performance’ suitable though with a reservationthe sense thaHsing-mingis to usemingto demand
shih[..]so that title (ning) and actual performancehih) guarantee each otheitl( pp. 82-83; see also p.
104), though as Makeham points out (Makeham, 199(p. 93-94, 106), it sounds far too simplistic to
plainly juxtaposehsing-mingand ming-shihconsidering them equivalent( p. 82).Shihform a certain
point of view finds its correspondent of the palaility in which it is involved irhsing in the sense that
names have to fit and to mean the correspondingnliti¢s they do effectively name. Accordingly|es
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jlam TR 2R, EH TAKREER] h, CmAaRER, HiEAaKcsth, |,
as if it was already part of a well-establishedrpus of literary topoi typically
associated par excellence to the Logicians ¢fttl&Ve must recall here that scholars

doubts the historicity of the figure of Su &i) but anyway it doesn't really matter if

have to correspond to their actual particular inadon in a determined person, who has the duty to
perform them properly, externalizing through denmeanone’s personal interpretation of the semantic
universe evocated by their title; an attitude tmag to be testified by unimpeachable actions, secis
consistent — at least, on the ideal side - witlatinorms prescribed since antiquity. As Hu Shiesta'to
rectify names is not to go back to their ideal nieg®, nor to use names so ‘judiciously’ as always t
imply ethical judgement]..], but to name things @ciing to their actual individual characteristid$iu
Shi, 1963, p. 127). In brief, following Makeham,eds must match words, and in particularirig does
not refer to office but to the claim to posses daie ability or competence” (Makehaidl,, pp. 96-97):
“as regard the binding power of the verbal clainis stems from its being a ‘performative utteraf(dd.

, p- 109). In this sense, Creel's assumptionxiregming“was the practice of comparing an officer’s title
with his performance to determine whether theyesponded”ifl., p. 86) seems to fit perfectly in some
specific cases, and is supported also by KidderttSr{2003, p. 143); yet interpretingingming
exclusively as ‘performance and title’ as a criterion for gagig office and evaluating officials, as a
“technique for personnel controlid(, p. 91) is definitely too reductive and substdhtiaistaken. See
Creel,id., p. 85, Makeham'’s criticismd_, pp. 96-97) and also Lau’s review of Creel's woxko proved
the latter’s philological analysis at the basigha “performance” interpretation to be somewhattfaor

at least lacking (Lau, 1973, pp. 122-123).

About xing, John Major already provided us with an accurdkenplogic and etymologic analysis, based
mainly on Karlgren’sGrammata Serica Recen$&SR in the quotation, N/A):Hsing /| consists of
ching # ‘well’ (GSR #819, 1sieng as phonetic, plus ‘knife’. It is phonetically itecal tohsing/Z. The
usual meaning ohsing Jf is ‘punishment’. [..] a secondary set of meanifgs hsing involves the
concept of criminal law in general, producing ‘mbdémitate’, ‘behaviour’. (it is this last meanthat

is stressed by Creel, 1970)."(Major, 1987, p. 282 analysis can be further completed by Makekam’
“the ancestral form ohfsing /il was ching #, which, in bronze inscriptions, has as one ofbiasic
meanings ‘law/pattern/standard/model'. [..] tiengJ¥ graph [..] until some time in the Eastern Han did
not exist and for this reason was always repreddmydnsingJfl.” (Makehamiid., p. 102). Roger Ames,
while analyzing occurrences of the binomial in theanziand in theHanfeizj interprets “the political
application of this ‘name and form’ abstraction‘ascountability’[..]"(Ames, 1994, p. 47); let's hava
closer look at his translation of a passage takem Hanfeizich. 30, which quotes: “Those in high
offices are promoted on the basis of name; whdtheesage N/A] is unsure about the name, he retorns
check the performance. He matches performance sigaiame and uses the results.[..]". The
correspondence between names and actual perforn@eneebinding prerequisite of a sincere official
devoted to his superior and as an evaluation stdridalearly expressed, yet nothing new, as Canfuc
had already advocated the same principles and valasturies before (on the pragmatical aspect of
zhengmingand its application to a socio-political contexgesLevi, 1993) . As far as the term
“accountability” is concerned, | do not see anychém introducing a new technical term in the sfieci
case: in my opinion, we are facing here a cleamgt@ of zhengming tout couds expressed ibunyu
12.11, even if applied to a “legalist” context;ste@vidence seems to me just to testify the wellAkméact
that the urgent need fahengmingwvas a shared primary issue in most thinkers’ ageratm@rdless of
their specific political and philosophical orieritet. About the possibility okingmingas a contraction of
xingjia fIZ (= fajia 1£%) andmingjia 4 52, proposed by the Western Jin commentator Jin ZBuo

(fl. ca. A.D. 208), | find it untenable because de@pllebt to Han literary categories, as we haveadlye
seen that the terjrma meant anything but “school” before the Han (Makeha&90-91, p. 92).

%°The termxingming Ji144 is used also by the commentator Zhang ZB&ii: in a note to thd.iezi
Zhongnichapter, while talking about Gongsun Long’s nonweotiional attitude and tendency to subvert
teachings of established organized schoRlsgnhdMo), to none of which he chose to belong. (S&=i
zhu%I|-f-3%, 1960).

%6 see Pokora, 1973, pp. 51-51 note 5, and Masp@as, 1
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we assume Su Qin was a historical figure of¥por if it was he or somebody else
instead to have pronounced these words: what readlfers here is the fact that the
paradox was given for granted, as ascertained fopidiscussion, typical of a certain
grouping of people sharing a common interest foglege jokes, but not necessarily —
and what’s most important, not exclusively — aeliettual property of Gongsun Long.

Liu Xiang's Bie lu 3l# quotes: " AFRBEFFEE ZimLUERT, | *%nd a
fragment from Huan TadEE’s lost Xin Lun #rif preserved in theéBaishi liu tie
HESME  quotes: TAFRBER FamH HEIESS, ARREHE. RkAE, EAFH,
AR, RBAsiREE | 3%° The episode is reported also liishi Chungiu Yingi
commented by Gao You.

Here is a small table to sum up the versions inclvit is Gongsun Long the

horseman described in the anecdote:

Liu Xiang #[7] | Bie Lu Bl/#k
(77-6 BC)

Huan TarfE7E | Xin Lun @i
(23 BC-50 AD)
Gao YouE#s | Lushi Chungiu zher, FRFRK

(fl. 205-212)
Luo Zhenyu Guji congcan Tang xie ben yu gu leishu di yi zhong
R R R S A HE S

(1866-1940)

%7 Reding considerd this passage as a later intdipojaedd., 1985, note 44, p. 470.

%8 ju Xiang %11, 1965,juan 38/6b, p. 338; alike in th€huxue jifJ£:5E (Yang Junguang, 1991, p.
140).

%9See Pang Pu, 1989, p. 7 and Xu Fuguan, 1982, mnliiteresting translation and study of fragments
and anecdotes supposed to come fromXineLun has been accomplished by Timotheus Pokora, herein
two anecdotes and a quotation on Gongsun Longnafeded, the one coming from tAaiping Yulan
discussed at pp. 89-90 and the episode just gineetabout Gongsun Long insisting in crossing tite g
without paying taxes, resorting to the white-homs¢-horse argument (Pokora, 1975, p. 124): “Kung-su
Lung often argued thus: “A white horse is not askdr People could not agree with this. Later, when
riding a white horse, he wished to pass throughfritnatier pass without a warrant or a passport. tBat
frontier official would not accept his explanatioriier it is hard for empty words to defeat reality&n
alternative translation is Harbsmeier’s: “Kungswmb kept arguing that a white horse was not a horse
but people would not agree with him. After thisrbde a white horse and wanted to pass a customs poi
without a licence (enabling him to take a horsé.olihe custom official was unable to understand him
[..]- This goes to show that empty words have a tiane removing facts.” (Harbsmeier, 1998, p 303).
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Actually, in Hanfeizi Wai chushuo zuoshad§3E1-4 Mt /= 1= ch. 32 the
episode has Ni Y{& as protagonist:

WEL, RN, EREEM, FFABIERMRER FoRHE, JRA RS mEE
, RIS 20, B EREAIRERS — B, BEEE AR — A, 3T

Ni Yieh was a skilful dialectician among the Sung#aintaining the
argument that “the white horse is not the horse” oliercame the debaters
beneath the Grain Gate of the capital of €A'iOnce when he rode a white
horse and came to a pass, he had to pay the of$&tor the white horse.
Thus on playing with empty terms, he could triungser the whole country,
but on investigating facts and examining features could not deceive
anybody?*"

370 Ni Yue, described as a skilful debater of thealikicademy in theHanfeizj is quoted also in the
Huainanzi Shuoshanxuff: - 5 [LFIl ch. 16 andRenjianxun A[# 3l ch. 18 Huainan honglie jijie —
shang xia cef:FavPEZIEEM- - T it, 1989, respectively at p. 527 and pp. 618-619)thmLushi
Chungiu Junshou piaft K &#k- £5FH ch. 17.2.2 (Knoblock and Riegel, 2000, p. 24l in theLun
Heng Shizhi piarafii- # %1% juan 26 (Lun Heng jiaoshiia ik, 1990, pp. 1084-1085); in the first
two sources he is followed by a host of discipled & all these anecdotes he is actively involvethe
debate of another paradowdn jie we bu i # A fi%); finally, he appears briefly in a line of the
Wenxuan di liu ce Ilun wu lianzhu - Lu Shiheng yadhu wu shi  shou
SRR S AR s ER- [ LA EEER 718, mentioned together with Hui ShMenxuan 1986, p.
2391). For a survey on the character see Liu Weltliig4£ and Miao Runtian il H, 1992, pp. 228-
234. Guo Moruofix# tried to demonstrate that Ni Yue and Mao B###if were one and the same
person, providing that Mao Bian’s name in certanrses is writtenZ% (Kun Bian): & would be a
mistake formao 7., similarity betweeni?. and 5 would be self evident, and finally. would have been
either mistaken folZ, or changed intgi (See Guo Moruo, 1996, pp. 267-269; see also Redi®gp,
note 50, p. 471). | personally don't find this ehtion philologically sound and convincing butheat
confused, as Liu and Miao also do ($dg p. 229). Also Kou Pao-koh quotes Guo Moruo’s lilipsis
without giving to much weight to ut: as he convetli points out, what is really important here &t 8O
much if we can identify Ni Yue as Mao Bian, but flaet that the “White Horse” was an argument for
discussion already established, well-know and usklsd by other persuaders than Gongsun Long,
possibly even before the latter became worldwidadias for his exposition of the paradox. See Kou,
1953, p. 110.

*Hanfeizi jijie HIE 74 f#, 1998, p. 269.

372 The famous Jixia Academy.

373 Reding specifies that horses were taxed becaagentere considered sacrificial animéd.( 1985, p.
479). See note 358 of the present study.

3™\ . K. Liao, 1959, pp. 37-38. Check also Christopdrlt$meier’s (partial) translation of the anecdote
(Id., 1989, p. 152) and Jean Levi's French translatithi Yue était un sophiste du Song
particuilleerment habile, il avait réussi a cloeebec a tous les philosophes de I'Académie Ki-ksia
Ts'ien démontrant qu'un cheval blanc n’est pasleval. Lorsque, monté sur un cheval blanc, il wbul
passer la frontiére, force lui fut d’aquitter awdaier les droits sur les cheveaux. Tan qu'il estle
plan du discourse, un rhéteur peut triompher deunypays; sitét qu'il se trouve confronté a I'épre du
reel il ne trompe plus personne.” (Levi, 1999, pp9-320).
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This anecdote casts serious doubts on Gongsun &£@aiernity of the White
Horse argument, but also on the concrete posgilwfitidentifying the real “original
argument” — or better say aoriginal argument”.

Actually, Gongsun Long himself was apparently mesgnest than the later
tradition: he is explicitly reported declaring te famousbecause othe “White Horse”
argument’®, but never dared to claim himself to be its ineentmerely its most famous
debater (!), as we can see @ongsun Longzi Jifich. 1, where Gongsun Long is
described while discussing the topic with Kong Ghiia%¢ and later on with Zou Yan
#1417 at the court of Zhao She§}i%, Prince of Pingyuan”Js.

What we are dealing with here is clearly a topicdiscussion, or better say “a
“persuader’s tropé”® a famous — or at least well known, and immedjatetognizable
as such to contemporaries - argumentative exampliehwseemingly was not an
exclusive of Gongsun Long himself, not even ofdbecalled Logicians. It was a wide-
spread theme of common use in a certain kind décligal skirmishes and employed
by a distinctive circle of persuaders, a flashytsece probably derived from a shared
cultural lore of anecdotes which was meant to beclshg or challenging enough to
arise the public’'s interest in order to gain afttemt and starting from which it was
possible to build a whole structured argument. GangLong himself didn’t invent
anything, he was a persuader who apparently drem fthis cradle cauldron of
examples, picking out the “white horse” one, firglith particularly congenial to his

argumentative skills and techniques, enough toitumto his forte.

$75«Eor nobody can really deny that Gongsun Longrhasle his name because of his well-known thesis
‘White Horse Is Not Horse’Raima Fei M3.” (Cheng Chung-ying, 2007, p.463).
376 Crump, 1964, p. 39, 45, 62.
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3.1.1Baima Lun: structure and content

The Baima Lun has ever since bewildered scholars East and Weatty
attempts have been undertaken in order to providdear-cut logic account and
explanation of the arguments discussed, and tovahthe reasoning of the puzzling
paradox which gives name to this chapter.

The whole argument is about the claim that a whaese would be no horse,
evidently discussed from two different points oéwi that of the persuader, who is
talking about the compound term “white horse” andyimg on its double possible
interpretation as a linguistic item or as a corer@bject, and the opponent, who is
talking of real horses and applying the law of refece deducing that a white horse
necessarily is a horse.

TheBaima Lunhas a dialogical form and consists of seven questhd-answer
exchange¥’ between an opponent representing a commonsepsitdl of view and a
persuader who supports an intriguing paradoxicaérjpmetation of what was a
commonly accepted truth, an acknowledged examplethe Mohist Canons
demonstration of the law of infererfé® fact that predictably charges the argument of
even a greater power of attraction because of itreserent choice and subversive
reading of the topi¢®.

The opponent poses questions and formulates ceaugtenents to the
persuader’'s argumentations and answers, thougletsestuck in the persuader’'s web,

an exemplary use of the argumentative techniguéndtiction”: “asking questions of

"7 See Graham, 1986p. 169.
378 See these two quotations from the MoMisto Qu/INHR, respectively n. 14 and n. 171 (155, fE1;

FerkE, FEh, BE, Eh EEES, FEH, | “Awhite horse is a horse. To ride a white horse
is to ride horses. A black horse is a horse. Tde ria black horse is to ride horses.”

[Tl AR RFIE R A TG th, ARMER AR R, BETRE, FAREEMGAEE, |
“* He rides horses’ does not require him to ridiehorses without exception before being deemeaiti®
horses: he rides some horses, and by this critésioleemed to ride horses On the other hand ‘Hs doe
not ride horses’ does require that he rides nodsoes all; only then is he deemed not to ride twise
(Graham , 1978, pp. 485, 491; for the Chinese &&d,also Jin Shoushen, 1922, p. 5).
379 “We also assume that he has not departed so lgdfoam ordinary use that his thesis loses its
paradoxical relevance — that is, the belief musbbe that is related enough to ordinary assertions
make it really puzzling and not just ‘entertainmérfHansen, 2007, p. 477).
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one’s opponent, to lead him to agree to certaimpes, after which one’s argument
becomes almost irrefutablé®

These seven give-and takes can be divided in figenaentative block&’, each
comprehending one or more question-and-answer sghexeept for the last one that
reports the persuader’s final argumentation; thennapics discussed in each block are
the following™® (in brackets the number of the corresponding exgés as found in the

translation in paragraph 3.3 (pp. 126-137):

1. (1-2) What denotes shape is not the same as whatefecolor

2. (3) Seeking white horse is not the same as sedlarspe

3. (4) A horse with a specified color is no more jtsirse”

4. (5-6) Equating horse with a certain color and hosselld lead to the
indiscernibility of horses of different colors

5. (7) A horse which picks out a color is not the samhex horse which

doesn’t pick out a color

Wang Guan correctly understands the whole mainnaegti as an example of

conditional syllogisr™>

Major premise (da gianti KFi#¢) :
[ a8 T, |
Minor premise (xiao gianti/NFiE) :
[EFEFTUMIEH, BFEFL e, |
Conclusion (duan’an [ %):

M H SIS,

In fact, if we assume that the whole White Horsalatjue plays on the
application of modus ponensrgumentative form, then we should reformulate the

conditional syllogism in this terms:

%0 Goldin, 1993, p. 15.

%1 Mou, 2003, pp. 495-497.

%2 The summary is a revised version of Cheng Chung'gi(1997, pp. 150-151).
$3jWang Guan, 1992, p. 18.
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If a white horse is not a horse, then what denitteshape is not what denotes the color
“horse” denotes the shape, while “white” denotesdblor®*

Therefore a white horse is not a horse

The objector then goes on answering by revertiegatigument using th@odus

tollensdevice®® as we will see afterwards in the translation.

As Harbsmeier points out, “the ancient Chineseuageg [..] makes the sentence
bai ma fei maambiguous between two interpretations: (a) A whitese is not a horse,
and (b) ‘White horse’ is not (the same as) ‘hot€e’'While the opponent would be
furiously attacking the statement on interpretat{@h Gongsun Long would quietly
persist in defending his statement under the iné¢aion (bj®’. The opponent accuses
the persuader of denying what is an incontrovextfhtt testified by phenomenological
experience — that is, that a white horse is a hdsefrom the persuader’s words it is
clear that he is not negating the obvious fact thavhite horse is a horse; on the
contrary, he himself at a certain point candidlyngd and reinforces the statement that
of course a (physical) white horse is a horse,thatlall real horses need to have colors
to be (real) horses. The persuader is just claintiag calling a white horse simply
“horse” is improper because a white horse and wieateorse are not exactly the same

thing, therefore their names are not perfectlyrattangeable. As Zhou Yunzfi =<

4 n fact, for the persuader what denotes the sisapet what denotes the color.

35 See Harbsmeier, 1998, p. 305.

386 As Graham also remarked, “the sophist [..] allbatthorses of all colours answer to the name ‘horse
but it does not follow for him that a white horseai horse unless their names are interchangedlie.”
1986, p. 190).

%7 Harbsmeier, 1989, p. 152). See Thompson, 199548p-483 and Vierheller's distinction between
object-language (“the one used to speak about thie\wf objects”) and meta-language (“designatimg t
set of properties the underlying concept implig®erheller, 1993; quotations at page 182). Actyall
both arguments can be considered valid if consitlareheir respective filed of reference; the padser

is talkking on a linguistic level while the opponenton a concrete level
NFREERE T4 EEABIEE, mEEELA ) E5AERE. (Cheng Guimiao, 1975, p. 15).
See also Zhou Changzhong, 1991, pp. 72-75.
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points out®®

, it is not a matter of having or not having colbut of having a specific
color or having any possible col8¥.

In fact, in we reason in terms of concepts of ‘nsien” (connotationneihan
M) and “extension” (denotatiomaiyan}+it), from the point of view of “intension”
baima is richer in meaning, while from the point of viest “extension” ma has a
broader scop&’ Therefore it is not possible to catlaa baima since their intension
and extension are differént “all names represent distinct entities and trenefire not
identical in reference®?

Also from a semiotic point of view, as Chang Haamlj remark§? “if one
follows de Man’s advice to read the sentence dilgr (i.e., semiotically rather than
semantically), then the statement is correct becadste horse contains two signifiers
and two signified, or, in Peircian terms, a qughsplus a sinsign.”

What his opponent doesn’t get is, Gongsun Longtssabverting reality, he is
just playing with language, talking in meta-langealis whole argumentation is about
what can be said and made logically unassailabteigin absolutely contrary to
commonsensical laws of inference and physical ewmdein the real world.
Substantially, what he wants to convey — and somvdriicise — is the fact that we can
say almost anything and make it theoretically adibis though our words do not
match reality! Therefore it is implied a need fahengming a revision of all
appellations in order to make them fit their copesding reality would be required, a
urging task and quest for clarity that in tBengsun LongZinds its more accomplished
expression in thélingshi Lun “this” must be called only by “this” name and é&th
must be named with one and only name, “that”. Téxsyader in the dialogue seems to
be fully aware of the implicit danger in the misusielanguage, but there is also a
cunning taste in the fact that if you don’t achievehorough comprehension and master

SR RA G LA, R 5 EAX ], (Zhou Yunzhi, 1994, p. 64; see also pp. 60-
66, 126).

39 Which means comprising in itself all possible ¢s)and entailing the possibility of expressing afy
all these possible colors a particular thing -his tase a horse — can have.

39 Chen Xianyou, 1990, p. 5; Xu Fugu#ni&#i, 1982, p. 8.

%91 Hu Quyuan and Chen Jinkun, 1987, pp. 7, 25.

%92 Cheng 1983, p. 349

393 Chang Han-liang, 1998, p. 12. Again still followia semiotic approach, “ *horse’ (without colornca
exist no more than a pure concept, or a sign withoy referent; but a white horse can be a padicul
object. So the signs ‘white’ and ‘horse’ put togetian refer to a material object. Yet Gongsun kzong
reminds the inquirer that ‘white’ and ‘horse’ asparate, remaining two distinct signs.” (Chan Qfiig,
1998, p. 35). See also Andr§, 1998.
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a deep knowledge of the use of nafffeand of what their scope and reference should
be (or, better say, are meant and understood tarbéyief if you don’t master names
than you shall perish by the names, like the oppbtiat is fooled and outtalked in the
Baima If you master names you can win people, that isstrewd outer pragmatic
aspect of Gongsun Long’'s thought, so conceivedrderoto make it appealing and
fascinating in sovereigns’ and rulers’ eyes; shik underneath goal is higher. What
Gongsun Long is saying on the one side is “you kean make words signify what |
want, | can make people be stunned by my reascmidgtherefore there’s nothing |
can’'t obtain by only means of words, though deeepéand misleading”. On the other
side, he is more subtly conveying the feeling tihare’s something rotten in all this
circus going on. Actually, the loose unrestricteshge of all these cunning words is a
symptom of the moral corruption of contemporaryisty; where prevarication and
deceit are tolerated and even admitted as londhep are effective, and traditional
relationships and socio-political roles are sulmabrt

Fundamentally both the philosophers={57Ef5) and the opponent's
(5 ) thesis are true in their respective speculatpleese: while the philosopher
is talking about what can be potentially said istedict talking — that is, he is talking on
a pure conceptual level - the opponent is speakirupncrete terms, as if there were a
real horse made of flesh and bones and ready tmden in the very same place where
the debate is taking plad&. White horses of course are horses in the realdybiit at
the same time we cannot deny that “white horse” gdww differ from the generic
utterance “horse”, which cannot give expressionht particular restricted color that
“white horse” needs to express.

Moreover, for the persuader his opponent’s thesmildv be unsustainable
anyway because in that case different actualitiesldvcorrespond to the nanmeg
while the relationshiping-shimust and can be only unambiguous and excluSfe.

This texthas been variously and colorfully interpreted inumerable different
ways, just to quote some of the most eminent exesniplhas been read by Graham as

an argument about whole and p&rtby Chad Hansen as a case of mass meusus

394 «_e langage correct est synonyme d’une maitrijelg la réalité [..].” (Reding, 1985, p. 492).
%9 gee also Zhou Changzhong, 1991, p. 72-75, 82n Ghémiao, pp. 14-16.

3% Chen Guimiao, 1975, p. 39.

%97 Graham, 1986 and 198@which includes a reelaboration of the former.
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mass product in his highly controversial mass-ntheory®® by Feng Youlaff® and
Cheng Chung-yinj° in terms of abstract universals or by Chmielewaiplying set
theory’™. 1 will not dwell on an extensive summary and dethexplanation of the
main interpretative trend¥ arisen around and about tBaimacontent, as my aim is
not as much to criticize others, but to expressomg point of view and possibly give a
personal contribution and new insights useful foptioving a further understanding of
this fascinating text.

However, spending a few words on Chad Hansen'’s igblyh controversial
mass-noun hypothesis is unavoidable. The mass-hgpothesis is based on Hansen'’s
assumption that Classical Chinese nouns should wor§general principle as mass
nouns rather than as Indo-European count nounss @hunouns should be “singular

terms naming ‘stuff#®®

scattered through space and time.

Moreover, working on the Mohist Canons, he pos@dandividual corporeal
stuffsti # and compounds of this stuffan 3, and distinguishes two possible ways in
which stuffs of different kind can be combined it@npound according to their very
nature: mass sum and mass product. A mass sune isuth of two corporedl, the
result of which is the union of the two stuffs tlgat not compenetrate each other in the
final resulting compound; a mass product is therggction of two incorporeal stuffs,
which cannot be properly calléi] and interpenetrate each otA¥rAccording to him,
the persuader in thBaima Lunwould be applying the mass sum procedure to the
compoundbaima

First of all, on the linguistic level evidence that was ever considered as a
mass noun are very scarce, since the use of pagsférs in pre-Qin Chinese — even if
not systematic nor common — proves on the contthagy horses were definitely

counted, using the classifipt It for individual horse®” andsi & or shenggf for team

%% Hansen, 1976 and 1983.

39 Feng Youlan, 1952.

%% Cheng Chung-ying, 1983 and 2@07

401 See Chmielewski's articles published in the tirparsbetween 1962 and 1969 in the Polish review
Rocznik Orientalistyczny

402 Sych a survey can be found in Fung Yiu-ming, 2000 provides also a summary of Hu Shi's
interpretation.

43 Hansen, 1983, p. 148.

404 See Hansen, 1976, pp. 191-198 and 1983, in patipp. 30-37, 148-171.

405 «There are five cases pf with a numeral ancha‘horse’, all in theZuo zhuanfour of which being in
the same passage (chaphao6).” (Peyraube, 1998, p. 49; see also Harbsme839,1p. 158 and 1998,
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of four horse¥®. Dan Robins suggests that classical Chinese nooodd be free to
work whether as count nouns or as mass nouns diegeo the context in which they
are usef’, and especially on the classifier they occur #fth This opinion is not
shared by Harbsmeier, who at the same time seewmntoadict himself in part, as he
cannot deny the ambiguity characteristic of mamgsical Chinese nouff$and is even
forced to acknowledge at least one occurrencediZ liouli &% where ‘mais indeed
used generically*®. However, Robins himself states that “when ancetdje forces
individuation on a noun, normally that noun funocas a count nouft?, fact that by
nature would lead us to consider “white horse”fisrse” as a count noun.

We can conclude there is no need nor valid and inoimg proof for the
sustainability of a mass-noun hypothesis appliethéointerpretation of thBaima Lun
in particular - and of Classical Chinese texts #mmlight in general. In particular, |
don’t think Gongsun Long here is summing whitefsaurfd horse-stuff, but rather that
the process of his reasonings resembles more paoighalecomposition, decomposing
“white horse” in its basic component terms, “holike-shape” and “white color’= &
= Hf4 + JE. The opponent considers the persuader guilty eforigg the
fundamental issue that the reference of individaaihs uncombined must necessarily
change accordingly to their new condition when thagpen to be combin&d

Finally, 1 would like to add a few more words abailie possibility of
considering the whol®aima Lunas an example of analogical reasoning. | think the

formal construction of the argument is much mommglex and structured than it might

p. 315). There would be also one occurrencpi @ pre-nominal position in th®engzibut its meaning

is quite controversia(Peyraube, 1998, p. 63, note 22).

4% Wang Lianging, 1994, in particular see chapterSke also Robins, 2000, p. 157.

“97 In fact also Boltz opts for a “neutral charge” @fassical Chinese nouns in respect of the count
noun/mass noun classification. (See Boltz, 19853pp-310).

%8 “\'hen a noun occurs with a classifier, it dividesreference according to a principle of individoa

that is associated with the classifier, and not thia¢ is associated with the noun. Thus, even thdhg
noun’s reference is divided, the noun itself fumes as a mass noun.” (Robins, 2000, p. 157; seeals
170-171).

49t seems here Harbsmeier stubbornly denies theilplitysof ma behaving ambiguously more to
contradict Hansen out of sheer pig-headednesstthaapport a coherent opinion based on evidence.
Otherwise it is not clear why he first agrees (1989160) and then against evidence refuses (1298,
317, 319) to understand the expressi@n ma /<% occurring in thezhouli /i as “the six kinds of
horses”, which is indeed the most plausible meaiirthis case. See Yang Tiany#k 5=, 2004, p. 472
(sectionXiaguan simali si - jiaoren & B =15 #50U- £ N).

“195ee note 395; Harbsmeier, 1998, p. 319.

11 Robins, 2000, p. 180.

“12 See also Harbsmeier, 1998, p. 308.
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seem at a superficial look, and the reasoning isensound than what would be the
result of an analogical reasoning process; thowgh &rgumentative techniques share a
common aspect in not ensuring the truth of the g@sn in question but merely
confirming its formal validit§*®, this is not enough to support Reding’s hypothesia
Baima Lunthat could be “read as one single, although vetycamte, argumentative
analogy*'* which is rather the case in most persuading scereven involving the
character of Gongsun Long himself - described bytela’ Literature. In fact, if we
hypothetically admit just for a moment that the Vweh@aima is an example of
analogical reasoning, than the question is what #hipposed analogy would stand

415,

for"™: actually there is not even the slightest proofaaf attempt of accomplished

analogy-making, unless we suppose the correspontbng of this equation is
missing'® and that it was a sort of prelude preceding the gfatext where the “White
Horse” argument is developed that went lost. Ofrsewe can speculate endlessly on
what a possible parallel term could be suitablesidsstituting by analogy the “White
Horse” example, though we have no evidence thisth@swuthor(s)’s intentions and, as
our only source is th&ongsun Longzas we know it, | am quite confident in rejecting
this interpretation, opting for a reading of thehite horse” as topic of discussion or
persuader’s trope instead.

Though there is no explicit coherent expositionaof articulated structured
theory in theGongsunLongzi, no systematic treatment on a speculativellef the
technical terminology involved and concerned, we aeduce that conceptually

qualities (shuxing/&#£)**" operate as concrete univer§dlsand can be predicated of

43 “An analogy cannot prove the truth of an arguméntcan only show its formal validity. Any
inference, to be correct, has to fulfil two conglits: its premises must be true, and the argumest bau
formally valid. Argumentative analogies only prdeemal validity[..].” (Reding, 1988, p. 48).
““Reding,ld., p. 49.

“15 For an excellent treatment of the structure amdeuure of analogical reasoning see Volkov. 1992.
418 ysually in traditional classical literature theohterms involved in a process of analogical reaspni

if not explicit — are quite easily detectable framgiled allusions in the text; the persuader in tjoas
wants them to be understandable because his gomlost cases is imparting an ethical teaching or
conveying a fundamental meaning: there’s no paoikieieping this interrelation obscure.

“" Fung Yiu-ming remarks that, as far as Gengsun Longzs concerned, only simple terms are used to
mean abstract entities (Fung Yiu-ming, 2007, p.)582io agree with him, though | interpret what he
calls “abstract entities” in terms of “concrete ugrisals” (See note below).

“18“The intuitive idea of a concrete universal foprperty is that it is in an object that has theperty
and has it in such a universal sense that all aibgrcts with the property resemble or participatéhat
paradigmatic or archetypal instance.” (Ellermar88%p. 415-416). The term “concrete universal” was
first employed by Hegel, who discussed it in mariyhis writings as it is a cardinal concept in his
thought; however, it is possible to find a moreeesive treatment of this issue at the beginninthef
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shi ‘& (actualities, wu ¥ in action) in a way somewhat similar to Aristodeli
categorie$™®.

Moreover, there happens to be also a fundamentfiérelice between
qualitie$®® color belongs to a kind of qualities that | wowdll “accidental”, which
seems to pertain to perceptive qualftiésas long as they qualify some thing they are
also necessary, although we could admit, followartpeoretical line of thought, that a
horse without color (which, of course, in the readrld is not possible) would still
nevertheless be recognizable as a horse. On theaogrit is the horse-like shape that
makes a horse look like, be like and fundamentadiy horse. | think we all agree with
Gongsun Long that a colorless horse (like a Mumglass transparent horse) would still
be a horse in our eyes, while if we paint it blagkie or white, this doesn’t change it
into a pig by magic: it's still a horse. Therefoteyould distinguish shape as a quality
belonging to a different kind of “structural” quiadis, to be considered on an ontologic
level different fronf? - and more essentfaf than - the quality of color (or smell, or

second volume of th8cience of Logicdedicated to the Doctrine of the Notion. (He@€l02, pp. 599-
844; see in particular Section One - Subjectivitiiapter 1 “The Notion”, pp. 599-622 ). Gongsun L'sng
shuxing seem to share with Hegel’'s concrete universal #maesself-determining and self-defining
activity of a unity that thinks itself, at the santine negating this very identity with itself by
encompassing also the particularity, the possjbditall the exterior concrete manifestations inickhit

can appear enacted and embodied in reality. The explicit formulation of this standpoint in the
Gongsun Longzian be found in th@ianbai Lun wherejian B2 andbai E are not only preserved in the
stone (the particular) but are also somehow preseiv themselves! A H i, FEkifimEtL] . (See
pp. 66-69 of the present study; Chinese full-textt be found at pp. 182-183). However, I'm conscious
that this chapter is partially corrupted and thasrot be considered an ultimate proof of the uydegl
line of thought which runs through this collectiohtexts, and might not necessarily reflect whas e
original meaning of the composer of tB®ngsun Longziespecially if we consider each chapter as an
individual unit. On the other hand, it is also tthat theGongsun Longzis an edited version of these
original individual texts, that might be the protlo€ a systematizing intent whose effect are predusy
the speculative efforts of editors and compilersulgh the ages, who might have desired to makmk |
more coherent by making concepts unexplained oaidrsxplicit — or at least what they thought these
concepts were - in the so-called original chaptév&reover, has we have already seen (pp. 67-88,
“hard and white” non pervasiveness/pervasivenggsnaent is probably older, and in any case discussed
not only in theGongsun Longzit is a topic for discussion in its own right thraflects what was probably

a major concern of its age. Eventually, | would jusderline the fact that an interpretation in thexms

is coherent also with thBaima content, and that even if a definition hinting eeiplly to universals is
nowhere provided in this text, we are still allowedtry to deduce at least what seems to be thedbg
functioning of these “qualities” on a theoreticgbessibly even unaware - level.

“1% As Reding points out, “Aristotelian categoriesghurn out to be types of predicate”. (3ee 1986, p.
358).

420 See Acton, 1936, pp. 424-425.

42! phenomenological qualities that can be perceitiesligh senses; see also Cheng Chung-ying, 1997,
pp. 159-160.

422 5ee Zhou Changzhong, 1991, pp. 24-26. Im Manyuhercontrary strongly remarks the opinion that
both color and shape “exist on the same level sfrabtion” (see Im, 2007, p 171-172; quotationade
172), and opposes any attempt of interpretatioteims of universals. | would like to stress hereeon
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texture, or whatever else we can consider “accaldfit*. Following Cheng Chung-
ying’s interpretatiof>, shape and color should be different kind of digaiof different

and graded importance, as we have already poiniedbat he specifies also that they
are perceivable at the same tfAfeIn fact, we can agree that shape can be perceived
through various senses: the sensory moment of lgyqtieerefore coincides with that of
shape, which can share the same sensory médiufhis important intuition would
explain one of the dubious passages inBagna Lun at the end of the text, in the fifth
block, the opponent (7) distinguishes two positjahsli bai & and 2)bu li A<E,

ascribing the second one to the persuader:

(NEA AE R RER S B O .28, [SERIDZRBEE A BN EA S

more that the kind of universals I'm talking of aret Platonic universals, but concrete universahsl
that I’'m not accountable here of what the authatheftext thinks all things — concrete and abstrace,
but only of the functioning of attributes (thatskape, color, etc.) that qualify things making thehat
they are.

423 pctually, as Mary Garrett points out, “knowledgaded to be regarded as a sequence of progressive
acts of perception”, starting with “pattern recagm”. (Garrett, 1993, p. 114).

42Graham was the first to have the intuition that iteris subordinate to horseftl(, 1986, p. 209) and,
as Harbsmeier (1998) had further elaborated, thaumthcompletely focused, “there is no symmetry
between ‘white’ and ‘horse’. They are not constrasdpart of the same order” (p. 307) apdi“white’
andma“horse” are not perceived as being of the samerbfge310, note 2; see also page 321); though |
would rather draw a distinction between “white @®l and “horse-like (shape) than between “white”
and “horse”. Finally, also Cheng Chung-ying recagnia different status to different kind of quakti
“our use of language is such that some perceptiogdepty is more stable and constant than others in
comparison. For example, a horse can be whitekbhalow, and so on, and still remains in a horse
shape [..].” [d., 2007, p. 544). See also Reding: “Notons encore queiaé ‘xing’ [..] désigne une
propriété inaliénable; la couleur ‘se’, par contree propriété indéterminée.” (Reding, 1985, p.)413

%5 See Cheng Chung-ying, 2007, p. 546.

426 « ywhite’ and ‘horse’ are perceived to receive ithmeanings from perception of color and shape.”
(Cheng Chung-ying, 1997, p. 155). Of course it'sthathorsedoesn’t have any color, it's just that horse
doesn’t express any particular color so it comgrisdtself the potential to express all colors.

427 Somebody might argue that, in considering the tevkind hard stone” instead, we counted two
constituent elements and not three including tbeesshape. This example involves a more completx uni
than the “white horse”, because we have two qealitiredicated of an only actuality. Both qualitieter

to one same actuality, which therefore must bediatem to both the two qualities when we decompose
the actuality. As shape can be perceived at the gsame as one other sensory quality, what we have i
our decomposition is two different sensory momenotse tactiie moment when we perceive “hard-
texture” and “stone-shape” together, and one Visumament when we perceive “white-color” and “stone-
shape”. Thus a “hard and white stone” should cdontwo, each unity further decomposable: a “hard
stone” (hard-texture + stone-shape) and a “whdaest (white-color + stone-shape).

28 SF stand for th&huofwariant, DZ for theDaozangvariant.

117



1) li bai : The first position, “separating whit&®, seems to be
a very simplified explanation of the law of infecensupported by the
opponent: “when having a white horse you can’tygay don’t have a
horse”; as Graham remarks, the opponent now prtitas{..] having
a white horse is deemed having a horse by ‘sepgratif the
white’.”**® Therefore herdi bai means affirming that if you have a
white horse then you can deduce from this essemtiplirement that
you indeed have a horse: you take away the whtkwdhat you get —
what's left - is a horse: thus this position idedl‘separating white”.
2) bu li ~Ef: “not separating”; usually this expression represent
the Mohist point of view of the mutual pervasiveneand
inseparability of qualities in a single thing, suels the typical
example of the “hard and white ston@agbai sh). However, in this
case it describes the persuader’s positiorwho claims that you
cannot deduce that a white horse is a Hofskterally “when having

a white horse you can’t say you have a hofd&”.

If we assume that shape and color, though expigsgialities of different kind
and level, still are perceived in the very same moimthen it would make sense for the
persuader to be of tHru li position, while in the case of the “hard and wisitene” as
we have already seen, two different senses arelviedo causing two different
subsequent sensory mométits

These considerations clarify why in this particudase it is the position of “not-

separating (white and horse)” that is associateth whe persuader, who should

2% think Hansen misunderstood the passage in atinip the positiorli bai to the persuader; he was
mislead just by the fact that usually the two posi are inverted (see Hansen, 1983, p. 167).

430 Graham, 1988 p. 206.

“¥Also according to Tan Jiefu the positiobu* Ii” 7REf is held here by Gongsun Long, though he
interprets fi” B as “to appear, be manifest”, and then remarks abaording to thelianbai lun bai
would bezang “preserved”, latent, but not permanently perceigat a subject’s eyes. (Tan Jiefu, 2006,
p. 148)

432« yWhite Horse is not Horse’ [..] Kung-sun Lung fact didanything but separaté/hite and Horse.”
(Lai, 1997, p. 55).

33 The idea is that White Horses, ‘combining colod ahape’, are in the sort, say, ‘color-shape’, ahil
Horses, ‘described by shape only’, are in a difiesort, say, ‘shape’. Because there is no combimat
no ‘pervasion’ of color and shape, we have to wligtish those sorts.” (Lucas, 2005, p. 362).

434See p. 68 of the present study.
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normally support the contrary position, however emstbod with a substantially
different meaning’®. In addition to this, as we will see below, ifstspecific case we
are confident in choosing tHeaozangtextual variant: in fact, thBaozanglesson not
only is specular to the first part of the sentepiaosing the definition of the positidin
bai, but it is more coherent for the second positi@mul be opposite and contrary to
the first one.

Graham was partially right in saying that “in Clseephilosophy things are
generally conceived not as being their shapes,abutaving shape and colouyu
hsing yu sef /24 ). What they ‘have’yfu) might in principle be either outside them
or inside; but the former alternative (which in teestern tradition contracts the thing
to a ‘substance’ from which the ‘attributes’ cangeeled off) has non place in pre-Han
philosophy. Colour as much as shape is conceivéusate the thing [..J*°.

However, | would make a few adjustments to thisesteent: first of all, things
necessarily have shape, but apart from color treey ltave also scent, texture etc.:
saying that things are considered as only havidgpe and color’ is reductive.
Moreover, color is not a necessary quality charagteg) every thing: glass and water
are colorless unless we add some pigment, likeaicedases which smell but are
invisible. Secondly, as we have already seen whennwrizing thelJianbai Lun
content at pages 66-69, in tB®engsun Longazttributes are considered at the same time
particularized inside a thing and preserving tlegistence in themselves, so they might
somehow exisboth outside and inside: hence my interpretation imgof concrete
universals.

What actually disturbs our understanding of the itevinorse” is the horse-like
shape, which is not clearly identifiable as a “@dpshape, like for instance a pyramid
or a sphere. Let’'s make another similar examplentterstand how the compound term
“white horse” functions in the text we are exam@jifior instance: “red ball”. In “red
ball” we can identify a red color and sphere shapeh qualify the ball. Of course the

color is “accidental” (a ball can be of whatevedotlh) while the sphere shape is

35 1t must be underlined once more that “not-sepagithere doesn't refer to the non-pervasiveness of
different qualities.

43¢ Graham, 1986, p. 100. In particular, when talkifighe White Horse argument Graham clarifies that *
‘a white horse is white’ affirms not that it is tpart which is the colour but merely that it ‘hae tolour’

(yu seH)[..]. Nor is it denied that a white horse has dhape of a horse, only thatistthe shape.
(Graham, 1988, pp. 210-202).
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necessary and sufficient condition for a ball toableall. Comparing it with the “white

horse” we will have:

“red ball”:  [red color + sphere shape]

“white horse: [white color + horsey shape]

Even if it sounds odd to think of a horse-like slhamaking an effort we can
compare it to a cake mould with a horse shape,wisia kind of bone-structure for the
horse. Therefore a more coherent graphical repraten is not the classical ofié in
which the “white horse” would be identified by thleared area where two sets of equal
status — one symbolizing “white” and the othemiifging “horse” — are secant and
interpenetrate each other, but rather the pict@ewy which suggest the fact that

“horse” is an extension of “white hordd*

While the horse-shape is a necessary attributeeg@thorse can be recognizable
as horse and properly called as such, the whiter dsl just an accidental quality,

therefore belonging to a subsidiary category oflaites.

“3’See for instance Zhou Yunzhi, 1994, p. 94; Hu Quyarad Chen Jinkun, 1987, p. 27.
38 Hu Shi, 1968, p. 978 and 1994, p. 175; Wang GL@82, p. 41.
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All things can work as qualities, and when workiag qualities they seem to
operate as concrete univerdaisWhile it is intuitive for us to recognize what indo-
european languages we call adjectives as qualities,less natural to remember that
even what we consider nouns can qualify things ias€ical Chinese without any
apparent morphological modification, for instant®rse”; therefore, in order to try to
clarify this point, | am formulating an exampledsse as possible to the functioning of
Classical Chinese, using an adjective derived feonoun: “dog bone-biscuit”. “Dog”
in this case doesn't fix a dog-like shape but fératvthe biscuit is made for, therefore
being of secondary importance and of a differem¢li¢han the bone-like shape, which
Is a fundamental constituent element of the biscuit

| am not trying here to give a definition of whhirigs are for Gongsun Long, as
he himself never makes the necessary step furtheefine them theoretically; all that
we know is that what fills in these shapes, thshftand-bone, the “stuff’ — to use a term
dear to Chad Hansen — of which shapes are thenlgestructures arghi, actualizations
of wu. The temptation to read them as “substarfé®& quite strong, and Harbsmeier
makes a seductive association with the tehiZ; still he accurately clarifies that
Gongsun Long himself never uses this terminofégyWhat we can tell for sure is the
thought expressed in tl&@ongsun Longziepresents the preliminary stage and the first
step on the way to the subsequent theoretical gdtibo of the concept of substance.

Now a warning is necessary: tBaima Lunas such is not — and never had the
claim to be the accomplished exposition of a stmgxt theory or of the thought of
Gongsun Long - or whoever shared the general I[fnthaught and understanding of
gualities and things expressed in the collectionexts that were assembled in the
Gongsun Longziand that therefore we can reasonably supposexpett to have had

at least something in common at their editor(s)eseyAs underestimating the

439 See Zhou Changzhong, 1991, p. 32; the Chinesdascimderlines the fact that there would be no
relationship of subordination between what he callsstances (individuahi) and categories (what | call
more generically “qualities”). However, Zhou digiiishes a sort of universal abstract categorie® fro
those who are concretized and embodied in objectssort of Platonic dualisnid;, p. 39).

449 Cheng Chung-ying, 20@7p. 545.

“4Compare the following passage from a possibly-e8ntury source: * Naming the colour first and
thereafter the substance (cl#), that is something that applies to all things] &@ns a practice which the
sages have consistently followed.” That which wdi#dvhat is declared white is a word for a subst&an
(chih) like ‘horse’, as in ‘white horse’. This is imparit evidence on early Chinese grammatical
sensibilities, but we hasten to add that KungsungLbimself never uses the terchih ‘substance’.”
(Harbsmeier, 1998, p. 310).
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philosophical value of the text considering it jastonsensical joke is a mistake, taking
it too seriously trying to read it as a theoretib@aty is equally a misreading. The
persuader is not mistakenly or naively supportingeory apparently denying the law
of inference and fighting against the strict logjiceental process of his opponent. The
paradox is just a paradox. The persuader is modkm@pponent, showing that with a
cunning use of word anybody — even the most skittedker, supporting the most
reasonable point of view — can be mocked. The pdeudoesn’t state a truth, and is
perfectly conscious of being supporting somethibgoéutely outrageous: he is just
proving that he can utter something amazing, copntacommon sense and logic, and
playing with metalanguage still make it sound reasde enough to trouble his
opponent and make him even contradict himself,ghatiis clear that it is his opponent
to be right. It is obvious thbai maargument wouldn’t stand the test of a closer and
attentive analysis, but as long as the two chammdpeak on different levels (the
persuader talking about language and non-identitywo different terms, the opponent
talking about concrete objects in the real world)si just impossible to solve the
paradox, and the debate turns to a sort of thehtpantomime, still not from
philosophical meanings. This is to say that Gondsang is not “confusing the scope of
names when compounddd® unable to “distinguish between subclasses and
members*® nor “guilty of an elementary confusion of class miership with
identity”*** he is perfectly aware that “the paradoxical cosidn is false*® even
before getting started! Though he couldn’t find amponent smart enough to logically
prove wrong what the occasional opponent — as @tebably the public at court -
intuitively perceived as false.

In the end, thdBaima Lunis not about language in itself, not even abouatwh
can — or cannot — be said; it's all about the iefethip between what can be said and its
verification in reality, the expressive potentiliand power of language; on a
speculative ground we can postulate propositioas dhe logically admissible with an
unassailable reasoning, though they cannot standest in the real world, where they

would be discarded by concrete experience. A speduader can say almost anything

442 Hansen, 1976, p. 193.
43 Hansen quoting Chmielewski, 1983, p. 162.
44 Graham, 1988 p. 196.
445 Hansen, 1976, p. 163.
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and demonstrate it to be true at words, catchingngsepared with a smooth reasoning,
subverting traditional categories of thought andtigly the discourse on a different
level, from concrete to purely speculative, andifficult to master yet effective and

vital in government.

3.2 Translating the “original chapters”: a premise

Corrections, and judgements about ‘intended’ ayh'
and-wrong’ characters should be recorded as paheof
critical apparatus, either in notes separate frém t
transcription or inserted within an edited versafrthe

text [..]. To include such decisions in the traiggon
itself, that is, by changing the characters fronatme
manuscript actually has to what an editor thinks th
manuscript intends, deprives every other reader and
scholar who must rely on that transcription of the
chance to decide independently what the manuscript
actually say$*®

Before getting started with the translation of 8&ma Lun | would like to
spend a few preliminary words on the choice | madgelecting the version to translate
here. First of all, | do agree with Harbsmeier tttae text of Kungsun Lung makes
reasonably good sense as it stands and does ndtterwial surgery to become
interpretable*”. missing parts (if ever) would still be missingeavif we “shuffle
cards”, and Graham’s attempt of reassemblage bas@éuy on number of characters
per bamboo-strip clearly fail the test in the light dcently unearthed discoveries,
turning out to be not quite attainable and too sfzive since we have no proves the
individual strips composing the text bore exactly eharacters each, and there is no

evidence that the text didn’'t undergo previous dgemand corruption even before

446 See Boltz, 1999, pp. 596-597; even if here Bdltzlearly talking about the transcription proceks o
bamboo manuscripts, | still find his strong claior the preservation of textual integrity valid alfeo
corrupted texts in general.

7 Harbsmeier, 1998, p. 311.
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having been copied on paper — as Graham atfueshen it was still written on
bambod®®. Therefore, | rather prefer to take into examté as it is, respecting the
pericope order in which th&extus receptupresent itself. As far as emendations are
concerned, | already exposed before | systematicgkbgrated th&huofuandDaozang
versions, a task nobody has undertook béfraowever, the two versions show little
semantic differences at least as far as the “alguomapters” are concerned; we are
talking here mostly of stylistic differences, orsgbly “regional*** uses. Apart from
this, | proposed only minimal modifications in orde respect as much as possible the
text as we know it, and not to run the risk of nfigidig it in order to make it correspond
to my personal view and interpretation of the téself. Finally, | reduced punctuation
to the minimum — essentially full stops and quotatmarks - in order to avoid as much
as possible what Berman defines as “deforming tecids”, in particular
“rationalisation” and “destruction of rhythn{§?

The difficulty of understanding, interpreting amdrislating th&ongsun Longzi
is no secret, and we are probably not far fromhtiat saying that there are as many
suggestions for emendation as there are stariskyy practically every scholar who
was seduced by the idea of translating the textdeadt with the text somehow felt
authorized to manipulate it, integrating at his/bem please the Chinese original so

48 Graham suggest that the text was mutilated betwreei” and the 11 centuries, due to discrepancies
emerging by comparing tHgaozangtext and commentary: sée, 1986, pp. 176-177.

49 Which is most probable instead; | personally ddhht the text was in perfect conditions when iswa
copied on paper, it is most likely that it was attg damaged and that the scribe who copied it haieal
with individual fragmentary slips the strings tyinghich were already gone rotten. Graham’s ideal
scenario of perfectly preserved yet unbound stsp®t too realistic (Graham, 1986. 177).

4% The only translation that occasionally quotes aleoShuofuedition is that by Kou Pao-koh (1953),
though it doesn’t quotes all textual variant ocenages as | did.

45! Karlgren (d., 1929-30, pp. 178-183) has suggested these suppmée stylistic variants to be proof
of the existence of a bulk of ancient dialects showdifferent articulated grammatical structures, a
would be evident by a closer analysis of clasdidasters Literature. Chad Hansen seems to thinkgalon
the same line of thought, stating that “there appedave been different Chinese languages in anhcie
times as in modern times. It is plausible to suppthst, like modern Cantonese and Mandarin, thely ha
significant differences in grammar” (Hansen, 188p. 78). As my knowledge of phonology doesn’t
allow me to speculate further here whether hishems effectively sustainable, | will limit mysdlh a
brief quotation of this intriguing yet challengihgpothesis, which might deserve further analysis.

452 Berman’s “dephorming tendencies” in translatioe described in Berman, 1999, pp. 52-68. The
scholar talks about “rationalization” in these termiLa rationalisation porte au premier chef sus le
structures syntaxiques de l'original, ainsi que set élément délicat du texte en prose qu'est sa
ponctuation. La rationalisation re-compose les gdgaet séquences de phrases de maniére a lesearrang
selon une certaine idée dedtdre d’'un discours.” [d., p. 53). About “destruction of rhythms”, again
stress is put on punctuation: “la déformation petécter considérablement la rythmique, par exaraple
s’ attaquant a la ponctuation. [..] le morcellemdatla phrase opéré ‘scientifiquement’ par les wste
rompt le rythme mimique de la phrase][..]d.( p. 61).
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that it would make sense by force — even in th@ssg@ges where there are clear signs
of later interpolations or missing pericopes, remdethemselves guilty of voluntary
textual corruptioft®, at best case scenario still irreparably altetirggoriginal meaning.
Assuming to be able not only to guess which wegedbmpiler’s true intentions but
also to reconstruct entire missing passages onlytoytion without solid philological
grounds — mainly relying on personal feelingstrugy hybris

In my opinion, what we have to deal with is thett@ itself, whatever its state
of preservation — be it exceptionally good or, msour case, corrupted — and not a
revised edition forgedd hocto support our personal opinion, even if perhapsvated
by good intentions. | basically agree with Hansed Boltz, who remark that so often
“reliable” criterion for emendation is just persbnaclination, “no more than a
particular person’spinionabout what the text ‘ought’ to mean, often basedi@more

than her or his own philosophical and linguistiegispositions ***

453 As Thierry Lucas candidly pointed out, “it would loolish to expect every detail of sometimes
uncertain texts to fit into the reconstructiofd.( 2005, p. 351).
454Boltz, 1985, p. 311; see also Hansen, 1983, p. 103
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3.3Baima Lun: Translation

A short premise must be made, as the whole dialognée correctly interpreted if two
technical key-words are correctly understood ingleuliar meaning they assume in the
Gongsun Longzi

Fei 7F: “not equivalent to, not the same as, differeaft (%5 A 51, A #)**°

Ke 7 “logically admissible**®, “acceptable®’

Abbreviations:

O = Objector

P = Persuader

SF =Shuofuedition

DZ = Daozangedition

[ ] = variants; when underlined, they indicate thetual version chosen
£l = absence of a corresponding variant in one oftloeeditions

{ } = maodifications to the original text

%5 |n particular, as Boltz underlined, what's mosprtant is the difference betweési 3 andbu 7:

“the former negates verbal predicates, the lattergates nouns or what are sometimes called noun
predicates. [..] when a noun followsba A~ it functions as a verbal predicate; when noungtfan as
‘verbs’ (intransitively) the general meaning isltehave or act in the way the noun in question alpic
behaves, or is expected to behave.” (Boltz, 200@2f). For an analysis of the different use$eofind

its employment with the above mentioned meaningGleen GuimiadiiZ&#k, 1975, pp. 16-17; Chen
XianyouBRZE#k, 1990, p. 6; Graham, 1978, pp. 120-123.

456 Chad Hansen confuses the correct and fundameeghing ofke, translating it throughout his texts
and articles as “assertable”, “acceptable” and ‘iaditnle”(see for instance the emblematic case Hanse
198%, p. 103, but also 1976, p. 195, 200 and 1983; eafeer criticism, he still keeps on using
“assertable” in 2007, pp. 475-476, respectivelyenagt and 10, p. 487 note 36) in an almost
indifferentiated way; it seems that for him somethi which is simply assertable is also
admissible/acceptable, misunderstanding the fadtdahmost any utterance grammatically permitted by
the language in which we express ourselves is fdde”, while “admissible” and “acceptable” both
imply the possibility to logically argument, supp@nd demonstrate a statement. See also Harbsmeier,
1989, pp. 135-136.

457 “Note that what everybody calls ‘acceptabled)(is a form of words, sentence or claim. And thesa
thing is said to be not necessaréy ‘objectively so’. (Harbsmeier, 1989, p. 131)
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Block 1

(D)O(EN™% THEIEB AT, |

(LPH: [FT, |

(2)0H: Mk, |

(2)PH: BHEF UMM, AFFTLmed, madIEmphiE aEIES"™
o |

Translation

(1) O: “To say that ‘white horse is no horse’,hattadmissible?”

() P: “It is admissible.”

(2) O: “How can it ever be?”

(2) P: “ ‘Horse’ denotes shape, ‘white’ denotesocpivhat denotes color is not what

denotes shaf¥, therefore | say that ‘white horse’ is no ‘horse’.

Comment

The dialogue opens with the opponent questionirgg atimissibility of what in his
opinion is a truly outrageous statement, contrarydod sense. The whdBaima Lunis
structured like this, with the persuader answeangrguing from the starting point of a
topic introduced by the opponent’s questions ondabzed replies. The core issue of
the whole dialogue finds its expression here, efifst exchange: these few lines focus
the persuader’s opinion - that is it possibleupport the statement that white horse is
no horse under certain conditions- , and revealwloich ground he is able to maintain
such a bizarre position and how he will proceeduiag it. It must be remarked the
particular meaning the veffiei assumes in the persuader’s eyes, “not so, notaime s

58 Theyuewe would expect to open the dialogue and introdheefirst question is missing; as all the
other lines are introduced lgpyewe can add it with confidence.

459 « ‘denote’ [..] means a name referring to thingsitt meet what its associate@scriptivecontent
specifies.” (Mou, 2007, p. 499). Actually Bo Mouagling on Russell, doesn't apply this definitiorthe
termming which he translates as “signify” instead, bubl gill think that “denote” suits the terming
best.

400 T jg 2 A S USLHARS | (Zhou Yunzhi, 1994, p. 128).
1 See Tan Jiefu, 2006, p. 26:FEHHI A @EER AW, .. . |
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as”, so that the sentende/53EE not only doesn't meand &5 ~/2&/5 , but is also
compatible with admitting that in the real world/5/2/5. This fact allows the
persuader to change continuously perspective — franrealm of thought to reality -
thus mocking and confusing the opponent even more.

| would like to draw attention to my use of bracketvhich tries to account for the
fundamental difference in the two characters’ appho in fact, the opponent takes into
consideration a whole sentence as if it was arste of a matter of fact regarding a
real concrete horse (‘white horse is no horse’ye $£)0O), while the persuader’'s
reasoning is more subtle and tricky: he is tallohgvords and word use, not of concrete
objects. More precisely, the persuader is drawirggindtions between correct and
incorrect definitions: ‘white horse’ is a more sifiecand defined term in respect to the
generic ‘horse’, therefore it is not possible to&g the two terms, which clearly are not
superimposable nor perfectly interchangeable, Ismxdwhite horse’ expresses an
additional informative content which ‘horse’ doestgntially and theoretically include
but doesn’t concretely express in language practitete horse expresses shape and
color, while horse doesn’t provide any informatimm color, therefore they are not the

same.

Block 2
(3)OH: B AR HEEM, RefHEELEIEEMYS 0K AG[SFEE/IDZ
B H] 2 FEBMH, |

(3)PH: TSREEREE /I E, KAKEREANTE, AKHEHREIR -1,
PR —H BERREN, FORANERMERE A AR, w7 A A IR

o WERE WM LUEARSS, MATLUER RS, 2AKIIEEEFER, |

Translation

%2 Following Yu Yue’s emendation (Tan Jiefu, 2006, 25), Kou Pao-koh (1953, p. 30, note 3),
Perleberg (1952, p. 85), Johnston (2004, p. 273R.Wei (1953, p. 421), Qian Mu (1934, p. 48), ¢Pan
Pu (1979, p. 13), Wang Guan (1992, p. 42) and sth#r considerye t as a loan word foye 15,
treating the sentence as a question (see also ieidas 1998, p. 307, note 2), but personally | agvéh
Graham doubting that the two particles were intengeable (se&d., 1986, pp. 190-191); following
Graham, | translate it accordingly as a statens# pelow).
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(3) O: “There being a white horse one cannot sayetlis no horse. About what cannot
be said there not being horse you say is no Atrséhere being a white horse is
deemed there being a horse, how can it be thaita whe is no horse?

(3) P: “If you were looking for a horse, both adi or brown horse could be brought;
if you were looking for a white horse, a black @eown horse couldn’t be brought. If a
white horse on the contrdfy is a horse, what you were looking for would be and
the same thing; if what you were looking for waseaand the same thing, white
wouldn’t be different from horé&. If what you were looking for was not different, i
would be like the case of the black horse and the/b horse that are admissible in one
instance and inadmissible in the other, how cdpef It is clear that admissible and
inadmissible mutually exclude each other: therefidaek and brown horse are the same
as they can correspond to there being a horsegdmurtot correspond to there being a

white horse. Indeed it is true that “white horsehb “horse”.

Comment

The opponent is applying the law of inference @ gtatement since the very beginning;
it is quite clear from his reply bgnodus tollensas he makes a concrete example and
deduces that a white horse must be a horse bedheee is a concrete living creature,
a white horse here just in front of us, then impossible to say there is no horse. “Itis
deemed so” means that this is an accepted anddstmatie and the common logical way
of interpreting reality, a matter of fact the ewvide of which nobody can deny — or at
least the opponent thinks so. However, the persuadetinues bymodus tollens
arguing on a concrete level, but without admittiegplicitly that the opponent is

actually right. The persuader ingeniously shifts #igument, and takes a long logical

53 The first two lines of the opponent’s reply showesly thorny construction of the argument, which ca
be more smoothly formulated like this: “if thereasswhite horse necessarily there’'s a horse; of what
necessarily is a horse you say is no horse.”

464 Keeping in mind that the persuader is explainirgelv would be the consequences of the opponent’s
reasoning if we deem a white horse to be a horsensider heraai to have an adversative meaning.
Graham translates it as “after all” (128¢. 190) and Harbsmeier as “other” (1998, p. 305).

% agree with Tan Jiefu’s interpretation (200626) and with Perleberg’s translation, which conside
the sentence meaning that “white” and “horse” wdutdthe same thing, and that the white horse being
white would not make it differ from horse, litesall ‘White’ would not make it different from ‘Horsé
(Perleberg, 1952, p. 85). See persuader’'s argudntwhere he explains that those who hold the
position that ‘white horse’ is not ‘horse’ maintatimat if there would be no difference at all betwee
“white horse” and “horse”, if white horses and hesrsvould be called without distinction by the same
name, than “white” would also be the same as “Horse
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detour, forcing the challenger to admit that logkfar a horse of a specific color is not
the same as just asking for whatever horse. Witkpatifying any color, it must be

supposed that a horse of whatever color would he, fivhile on the contrary if

somebody is looking for a horse of that very cotmly a horse with the hide of that
color would be fine: unless we admit that all hersge the same and that color is
indifferent, but then how to explain that in oneseanly a horse of a particular color
would satisfy the request? In Fung Yiu-ming’s worttke argument embedded in the
paragraph can be naturally elaborated as follo®stf @ white-horse is horse , it would
be no difference between yellow-horse (or blacksépin response to seeking white-
horse and seeking horse. (2) There is a differe(®eTherefore, white horse is not
horse.*®® The opponent is forced in self-contradiction, dxexe the persuader's

reasoning is incontrovertible.

Block 3

(4)0OH: LB HEBALIER, RTIFEAEAZEHR, RTEEAF, |
(4)PH: T BEAGCHA HE, FEEAHENCEELRAE, WAHIESEL,
FEEEE AWM, BEE (FE S h, WHAEEEN, |

Translation

(4) O: “You deem a horse with color not a horset Biere are no colorless horses in
the world, is it admissible (to say that) there moenorses in the world?

(4) P: “Horses necessarily have colors, that's wigre can be white horses. If horses
didn’t have colors, there would be mere horses: ltowld then we pick out white
horses? Therefore ‘white’ is not the same as ‘Hor¥¢hite horse’ is ‘horse’ and
‘white’ combined; ‘horse’ and ‘white’ combined isorthorse’, Therefore | say that

‘white horse’ is no ‘horse’.

“%¢ Fung Yiu-ming, 2007, p. 530.

*5"n= i, seeDaozangcommentaryDaozang 1988, vol. 27, p. 170; Wang Guan, 1992, p. 12 it
Tan Jiefu, 2006, p. 26; Graham, 1886. 188. Xu Fuguan on the contrary kegpgll on the assumption
that the following character would liec. and notyi £, the syntagm) meaning “horses as such”; but
examining theDaozangversion in particular it is quite clear that théeimded character i8 ., therefore

it is more coherent to follow the commentary andsider it agfi .. (Xu Fuguan, 1982, p. 9).

“%8 Following Qian Mu (1934, p. 49) and Chen Zhu (198765), | add dei beforemain order to make
sense of this sentence, though there’s a high piiityathat the sentence is mutilated and that w fe
characters are missing (see Graham, 4986188, Kou Pao-koh, 1953, p. 33 note 3).
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Comment

The opponent fails to notice where the argumentesged by his adversary in the
preceding exchange in Block 2 is faulty and misiegdlosing the opportunity for an
effective counterargument: in fact, “even grantkdtt[..] seeking white horse is not
seeking (any) horse, white horse neverthelessrigehi%® So he looks for a way out and
shifts the topic on an absurdif{ that — he is sure — even the persuader can’tcshg t
true, that the consequence of denying a white hiordee horse would be negating the
existence of horses at all, since he accuses ttseiguer of claiming that only horses
without color would be horses.

However the persuader candidly replies that of s®unorses have color; if they
wouldn’t, it could not be possible to talk aboutiterhorses; then he goes on, but on the
linguistic level, distinguishing “white” from “hoes, and adding that “white horse” is a
combination of both the two elements, thereforis tot the same as horse as such. As
Harbsmeier points out, “here the sophist usesdtteer subtle argumentative device of
showing that the conclusion he wishes to demomsigatctually implicit in what his
opponent is sayind*, a strategy as we will see the persuader will §iagiagain just

below in the next exchange.

Block 4
(5)0H: IEREEAE, FREESH, &8 A4 Y2H 5 A0 LR L2
%o AR, MHEHBEIEERRA], |

GPH: DA HEEAEE, BAERREAEEE T, |
(6)OH: HR*], |
B)PH: TUFEARAEEEREE RGN, BREEREZUEEAIESE[SFH/

DZ @], LIERAHBMLNAEL A K, WRE AR, R T2

%9 Cheng Chung-ying, 1997, p. 152.
470 A case ofeductio ad absurdunBee also Harbsmeier, 1998, pp. 306-307.
4! Harbsmeier, 1998, p. 307.

472 Fuming 1844 is a compound name; see Yu Yue's definitiohfg44, #8341 and Yang Liang
¥i{i’s commentary taXunzi zhengmingij v-1E44 chapter 22 :[3f, 78t (both quoted in Tan
Jiefu, 2006, p. 28 and Wang Guan, 1992, pp. 24S#9.also Graham, 1978, pp. 187-188.
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Translation
(5) O: “You deem horse not Y&t combined with white ‘horse’, and white not yet

e*”® the union of

combined with horse ‘white’. To call by the compduwvhite hors
horse and white combined is to call them by thamas when uncombined when they
are combined: it is inadmissible! Therefore | shgtt‘white horse is no horse’ is
inadmissible.”

(5) P: “If there being a white horse is deemeddhmring a horse, is it admissible to say
that there being a white horse is deemed therengabrown horse ?”

(6) O: “It is inadmissible.”

(6) P: “To deem there being a horse different fribrare being a brown horse is to
differentiate brown horse from horse. To differate¢i brown horse from horse is
deeming ‘brown horse’ to be no ‘horse. To deemwrdiorse’ to be no ‘horse’ and at
the same time to deem ‘white horse’ to be ‘horday is like flying creatures diving in

a pond and inner and outer coffin in different plElcThese are the most perverse and

confused words in the world

Comment

The opponent tries to have the better of the peiesuan his own linguistic ground,
accusing him now of form a new compound term usingpmbination of the same
names the individual components had before beconmag of the compound,
substantially contravene ttehengmingprinciple. In fact, in becoming part of a new
compound the component parts undergo a changespeceto their former individual
status, therefore a new name must be appropriakelgen to name the compound in
order to respect and correctly interpret the vextyire of the new form they assume.
The persuader distracts the opponent once moréhdyging again topic and turning

back abruptly to reality. First he asks the opporanobvious question, making him

43 «The sophist gives a triumphantly flowery rhetatipicture of the inconsistency in which he fedls t
objector would involve himself. The stylistic flash is rather important, because it shows that the
dialogue as we have it is [..] related to a realagion at court.” (Harbsmeier, 1998, p. 309).

47 Graham, 1988 p. 188.

475 “To compound the name ‘white horse’ for horse avtite joined together is to give them when
combined their names when uncombined” (Graham, -BE64. 146).
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admit that though still deeming that a white hass@ horse, a white horse is not the
same as a horse of another color, in this cas@wnbone; then he goes on using this
very same answer against him. The persuader bhiklsdeceptive argument with
mastery as a sort gbrites using areductio ad absurdurtechnique: if a brown horse is
not a white horse, but the white horse before whsrae, then the brown horse is not a
horse, and round we go that differentiating a bréverse from a horse and at the same
time assimilating a white horse to a horse is anptontradiction! The persuader
concludes with a couple of picturesque metaptidts underline the complete absurdity

the opponent got stuck in.

Block 5

Before getting started with block five, | want tarfy that | agree with Harbsmeier on
these last sentences, that also in my opinion dearlg the persuader’s final
argumentation, thus the useyafe E here doesn’t mean a change of character in the

dialogue, but just the continuation and furtheralepment of the previous argumént.

(7.0)PPH: T BB RARE S HHE A 2 g, [SFR/DZRMEA A B R HEA
Bih, METUAEREBMUBAAEBHE, FaAELEE, MILAa R ORT
LI[SF 4/DZ FH B Eth, |

Translation
(7.1) P: “When there being a white horse one casagtthere is no horse, it is called
‘separatind® white’. ‘Not separating’ is when there being a tehiorse one cannot say

there is a horse. The reason why it is considetieelé being a horse” is because of the

47® Harbsmeier remarks the importance of this onlyaa@ptly frivolous “triumphantly flowery rhetorical
picture”, suggesting that “the stylistic flourish iather important, because it shows that the gisaas

we have it is not entirely thought of as an algebdésputation but as related to a real situatibocaurt.”
(Harbsmeier, 1998, p. 309).

" See also See Kou Pao-koh, 1953, pp. 34-35. Ocottieary, Graham considers these passage to be the
opponent’s words. (See Graham, 1886. 206)

4’ See Kou Pao-koh, 1953, pp. 34-35.

47 Graham thinks the passage here is corrupted ana flew characters are missing; see Graham,a].986
p. 191.

80 The meaning here is “leaving aside”, “not consiugt
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sole “horse” that is considered as there beingraehdt is not because there being a
white horse that you considered it there being @eéholherefore what is deemed there

being a horse that cannot be deemed ‘horse’ isfiars

Comment

Those who hold the positidnbai Eft 4 and separate off the white think that if thera is
horse of whatever color you can deduce that it lose indeed and therefore call it
“horse” and say “there is a horse”, notwhitstandimg color. It is because they consider
the word “horse” not as having the double referesfdeorseshi & and at the same time
of horse-shape, but they superimpose the two mgsnithus saying that “horse”
(indifferentiated) can be used to name a horse lrdtewer color without any further
qualification and specification. If you have a leof whatever color, according to this
position you will have a horse anyway, and youall@ved to call it generically “horse”
and still be in the right.

AHERTHES @ —mm =

l

A5 impliesf &

Those who hold the positidou li #~Eff and don’t separate off the white deem that if
there’s a white horse — if we are aware of its cabo are in the position of physically

perceiving the color and realizing it's white - tbé's not “horse”, because only horse

“81 An alternative translation is, following Tan JigR006, pp. 29-30), that “there being a horse cahao
called ‘horse-horse™, choosing thigaozangvariant and considering the term horse-horse aiich &f
double reference (shape-shape) which of courseotdy® used to name a horse, while white horse is
characterized by two different qualities (color asdape). See Tan Jieful 2 A5 4G 45,
EEAFIE 4, 1 (1d., 2006, p. 29). We can also interpret it accordinthe fact that if white horse is
the same as horse, then white is not different ffmrse, or that white and horse interpenetrate each
other, therefore white is not separable from haseach horse-part is also white; by substitutibiten
horse would be equal to a horse-horse, as the whbie horse would be horse, and the horse in the
compound white horse would also be horse (see Pand 989, p. 52 note 1; Wang Guan, 1992, p. 46;
see also Graham’s private communication with Jan-Ra&ding: “The white component of the horse
can’'t be a horse, because then ‘white horse’ wbela ‘horse-horse’.” (Reding, 1985, p. 407). Finall
this kind of reasoning might even bring us backhmJianbai Lunand Tongbian Lurway of counting,
summing constituent parts to individuals; accortling/hite horse would be “horse” twice and cournt fo
two: horse as a sort of countable unit of measndeaahorse as physical animal (See pp. 14-15 ribtd 6
the present work; see also Qian Mu, 1934, p. 5& hht
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alone would correspond to the name “horse”. Thegnmdé¢here being a horse as the
perfect identity of horsehi & and horse-shape, which cannot of course be called

“horse/horse” or horsey horse, therefore by congarit is called just “horse”.

AHERTHEAE EfE

l

A AR doesn't implyH &

The final passage ending wittma ma yel5 54 is highly controversial;
personally, | find no existing translation satiséag. We can consider various
hypothesis that, due to the evident difficulty lo¢ text, might all be valid. For instance,
the secondnacharacter at the very end of the sentence coula &@pying mistake, a
repetition; in that case | would rather choose Mfa@zangversion, the meaning being
that “ ‘there being a horse’ cannot be called ‘eor©r we can consider the former
character in thisna-macouple a mistake fobai — thus the final sentence of the
pericope would be a sort of redundant assertionthef persuader’'s assumption
concluding the first part of his final closing speeAnother hypothesis is that the text is
corrupted and a few characters — nineteen accotdiyaham’s reconstruction - must
be missing®. | personally tried to make sense of the senteadt is, which is
definitely no easy task, though I think its meanaggit stands is a sort of reformulation
of the one-name-one-thing theory: the persuadenisegy even arrives to the point of
admitting that tautology theoretically would be thay kind of admissible predication,
as only one name can be predicated of one singlesmonding actuality without
breaking the rules athengmingMoreover, if we keep in consideration my attempt of
translation, the persuader underlines the fact ahedncrete horse cannot be treated —
both theoretically and pragmatically — as its nahogse’, because clearly the two have
different properties, and the flesh-and-bone hassexactly that thing that can't be

reduced to ‘horse’.

82 3ee Graham, 1986p. 191.
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(7.2)PH: " HEARNEH, S22, AEESHEHTAN, ErAEIEAHR
o EMEISEFT/IDZA i BB LE, AEEA EN[SEFT/IDZMN G, &
WAL, HMESH B T LUEE, EREIEA S, BHEAEEE, )

Translation

(7.2) P: “White is not fixed to what it makes whitad so it can be put aside. In “white
horse”, White is fixed to what is white, but whatfixed to what is white is not White.
‘Horse’ doesn’t pick out any color, therefore a wroor a black horse both can
correspond to it; ‘white horse’ picks out a coltherefore) brown or black horse are
both excluded because of their color. This is #ason why it is white horse alone that
can correspond to it. What doesn’t pick out a cotonot what picks out a color,
therefore | say that ‘white horse’ is no ‘horse’.”

Comment

Two key concepts are exposed in this passage bpdtsiader: first of all, qualities
such as colors present themselves in two formsinahanging theoretical entity and its
concrete realization in the real wotid

The absolute “White” in its purest and indifferexiéid form is of course not attached to
any specific concrete thing, nor it is becauses manifested that it becomes what it is;
its existence is prior to its manifestation, whislperceived as quality in an actuality.
“White” remains and is preserved apart from an aragerial being it might be linked
to, though it can be concretized in individual alge in its particular accidental
manifestations, what is reified and appear to eass is not the “White”, but expresses
itself as “white”, its transitory accidental aspect

“83 pulleyblank has underlined the peculiar usavef ™t as the affirmative form ofei, in that case
having the grammatical function of copula (see d&ddlank, 1959, pp. 179-180), and in particulaugs

“to mark off a noun or noun phrase which is thea slubject” [d., p. 182). Accordingly, since in the
sentence the exclusive correspondence of whiteehmrsvhat is asked for is already signalled by the
presence oflu # | translate it as a marked structure treatirgas copula, strenghtening the fact that it is
just the white horse that can correspond and npb#rer. On the use ofei see also von der Gabelentz,
1953, pp. 313-315 and Schindler, 1936, pp. 575-584.

84 What Stevenson calls “particularized applicationshis universal concept”, see Stevenson, 1991, p.
301.

136



Secondly, the persuader resumes the topic of tnqus exchange in block®, that
what expresses a particular color cannot be equatesdmething that can potentially
express any color but practically doesn’t manigest in particulaf®® while looking for
a white horse, our request could be satisfied skadly by a white animal, when
looking for a more generic horse than we could dpga#ly feel contented also with o
black or brown horse as we didn’t manifest anyipaldr request regarding the color of

its hide. Thus it is improper to say that a whitede is exactly the same as a horse.

3.4 The paradox is not a paradox...?

Final considerations on the White Horse argument

Though it is generally accepted that tbaima argument is structured as a
paradox, recently his authenticity as such has Ipegno question by Fung Yiu-ming,
who suggests that the “white horse” wouldn't be aapox at aff’, but rather an
exemplary argument for discussion.

Chen Guimiao suggests that, as the persuader andpponent develop their
reasoning starting from two different points of wjeboth their arguments are
potentially valid and true, and not even in conitidn*®® “the question is whether it
(thebaimaargument N/A) is logically acceptable, whether caa make a logical case

1 489

for it”™, not that it corresponds to truthn order to clarify this point and also to dispe

Fung Yiu-ming's claim, first of all it is necessatyg correctly identify the whole

paradox, in its complete form: the sentence in tiess not that “white horse is no

48> See Tan Jiefu, 2006, p. 30.

488 «Horse as such is indeterminate with regard t@cahd hence is not the same as horse as fixeaeon t
white color.” (Cheng Chung-ying, 1997, p. 151).

“87 Fung Yiu-ming considers tHeimaargument as a persuader’s trope, as a “paradigemwdinple” but
not a real paradox. Ség, 2006, pp. 17-18.

“88 Cheng Guimiao, 1975, pp. 14-16.

89 Harbsmeier, 1989, p. 136.
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horse” as most scholars mistook it to be, but thawvhite horse is no horse’ is
admissible” Therefore, Chen Guimiao is right iatstg that no principle of truth is
involved. Applying Thierry Lucas’ informal classiftion of “paradoxes”, would still
lead us to classify theaimaat least as a “paradoxical arguméiftfor discussion: a
paradigmatic example indeed, as Fung Yiu-ming ctlyestate8®, to which it is
nevertheless impossible to deny a certain aurahohgical puzzling effect — a reaction
typically aroused by paradoxXés- and eventually even an underlying delight o th
persuader in playing with words, enchanting an et in astonishment.

Finally, if we examine thebaima argument in the light of von Quine’s
perspective and confronting it with his formal cléisation of paradoxés® we can
conclude that — being the paradox in question “itevhorse is no horse’ is admissible”
— it is a case of veridical parad8% In fact, the statement is not true, as it would
contradict the law of inference, but still it isgloally admissible if we consider it an
exercise of metalanguage instead of a matter gbkteembership: as the persuader sets
to demonstrate, uttering “white horse” is not tlane as saying “horse”, as “horse as
such is indeterminate with regard to color and kesmot the same as horse fixed on
the white color*®®. Indeed we can’t deny that extension and intensfahe two terms
are different, thus under this conditions it is &hible to say that “white horse” is no

“horse”. Therefore we can assume that the paraslexpiaradox indeed.

9% Lucas, 1993, p. 216. Lucas, though not providingystematic analysis, distinguishes four types of
“paradoxes”; 1) “in a restricted sense of a worgasadox is an argument which looks correct butctvhi
leads to contradiction”; 2) “in a slightly extendednse of the word, a paradox is an argument which
looks correct but which leads to a conclusion whiaits common sense”; 3) “in a more extended sense,
we can speak of paradoxical argument [..] not ardmhit contradiction, it does not hurt common sense
yet the argument looks very tricky and it is thguament itself, not its conclusion, which hurts tabits

of thought”; 4) “in a very loose sense of the waadharadox is any surprising assertion, any puahieh
pretends to make sense, which is not supportedduneents but which requires our close attentiobeto
understood.” Lucas further argues thattbh@nawould be of the third kind.

91 Fung yiu-ming, 2006, p. 18.

492 \herein is it paradoxical? Merely in its initialr of absurdity. [..] May we say in general, thérat a
paradox is just any conclusion that at first sousdolsurd but that has an argument to sustain itelend

I think this account stands up pretty well.” (voni@e, 1966, p. 3).

493\/on Quine, 1966, pp. 3-20.

49%1d., p. 5.

49 Cheng Chung-ying, 1997, p. 151.
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3.5 Pointing at things is no pointing:

the originality of the Zhiwu Lun in the Gongsun Longzi corpus

Whenever you find a contradiction, distinguish two
different meaning$®

The Zhiwu Lunis usually numbered as the third chapter in@Goegsun Longzi
collection; the text has a distinctive featuretractural characteristic that distinguishes
it from the others included in tH@ongsun Longziin fact, it is the only one — together
with theMingshi Lun which however due to its nature of programmaireface’ needs
to be considered in different terms and doesn’'stitute a case of proper exceptien
which has a narrative formulation instead of th@ested dialogic one, assuming a
treaty-like structure and the form of an essay, andarticular of an “essay on
designation*®’. Though the fact is quite self-evident — showedtsy intricate textual
construction, full of inner cross-references, whilnggests rather an uninterrupted
exposition of a concept in a narrative style, amel tcomplete absence of any sign of
explicit quotation of direct speech (if not why antj while all the other chapters are
constellated byyue?) — still Perleberf® Pang P#° and Chen Lanfulfif i
astonishingly treat th&hiwu Lunas a dialogue between persuader and opponent,
dismembering the text in individual units more esd corresponding to what in his
opinion would be the lines assigned to two charagteor is it any better to separate it
in blocks corresponding to hypothetical theses amitheses as Forke and Nfido.
The predictable disastrous result of these highyasive methods is to completely
misunderstand the meaning of the wholeéxt

The Zhiwu Lunpresents itself as a closed unit, an individus e its own right

which presents a complete and exhaustive treatrokmhe main issue: that things

49| ucas 2005, p. 354.

49’ Rieman, 1980, p. 305.

4% perleberg, 1952.

49 pang Pu, 1979, pp. 20-26.

% Comment on th&hiwu Lunquoted in Wang Guan, 1992, pp. 53-54.

* Eorke 1901-1902 and Mei 1953.

%2 5ee also Graham's negative comments on this wigating theZhiwu Lun (Graham, 1955, p. 296).
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necessary have to be pointees in order to be ciegs’, and at the same time the act
of pointing per seis not the same as the process in action of p@rdtrthings. As we
will see later on, due to its structural charasteri the Zhiwu Lun can be also
considered an example of what Dirk Meyer recenéfri:d “argument-based text&®
that is to say texts whose framework is consciowstyctured in order to generate
argumentative force starting from a semantic wehintérrelations and correlations
generated by the very disposition of textual bogdblocks, and not appealing to - or
drawing from - any other external established aifftive source in order to gain
attention and consideration. This issue will betHer analysed in detail in paragraph
3.6.1, where an accurate reconstruction of theristmacture is provided.

The text employs — and plays with - a very limitedcabulary and its
akwardness is aroused just by the use of the zeimvhich evidently assumes different
meanings and nuances according to the particutarrnce. This is the challenge and
the task we have to face and accomplish if we wantleal successfully with this
astonishing text.

The termzhi #5°* literally means “finger"®™ and accordingly “to point, to
indicate”. As we have already sé&h paradoxical expression includimdi similar as
form and construction are concerned to the famesushi fei zhififg§3Ef& paradox -
part of the opening sentenece with which Zlnewu Lunwelcomes us - are to be found
in theLiezi Zhongnias one of the seven paradoxes ascribed to theibhogi similary in
the Zhuangzi Tianxiachapter among the so-called “21 thesis” also cameutl part of
the mingjia repertoireand finally in theShishuo Xinyuthis fact clearly qualifies the
topic in all respects as a typical argument focalésion common in the cultural sphere
gravitating around the Logicians’ circle.

Almost every scholar who confronted himself witlstkext developed a proper

interpretation ofzhi, translations of which are consequently innumesapérsonally, |

%3 “Argument-based texts develop [..] semiotic webstieir attempt to construct meaning.” (Meyer,
2008, p. 38); in these kind of texts, meaning isstaucted by relating the different building bloakih
each other.”Ifl., p. 82). See in particular Part 2, chapter 6.1.

%4 A sample of different definitions afi by various Western scholars is provided by Red2@§)2, p.
190 and Graham, 1955, p. 282; a summary of Chisebelars’ interpretation can be found in Yang
Junguang, 1991, p. 193 and Cheng Guimiao, 197%143.

%% The Shuowen Jiezift SCfi#5 defineszhias 15, FEth, | . SeeShuowen Jiezi1981, p. 607
(+ 4% E593T).

% See pp. 98-99 of the present study.
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am inclined to keep close to the etymological megntto point”. As we have already
said, not only is the interpretation of this ternghhy controversial, but also it is
extremely difficult to detach and identify the @ifént meaning it acquires in the diverse
occurrences throughout the text. The trick to sdhe puzzle and give sense to the
otherwise non-sensical Zhiwu Lunfundamentally is to distinguish three different
meanings and uses ofir"® these three aspectsafiare:

f& 1 the theoretical act of pointing, pointing asksugs an object of thought; potential
pointing, or the “act of referenc®”

&% . pointees; things pointed at, that are objecthef concrete act of pointing in
action, or “objects of referencg® the modification produced inu after having
been reached effectively layi;

¥tg : the denomination attached to things which érésult of the pointing coming in

contact with things™*

| would like to add one more clarification and t@w attention on a fundamental issue
that has been so long overlooked, that is the foneddal difference betweerhi andzhi
in action. In factzhias such, as the act of pointing in itself, can lsereceptual object,

so it exists in the world and can be pointett?athough it is not a concrete tangible

7 Reding defines the text “paradoxical” and its stme “dilemmatic” (Reding, 2002, p. 190).
Personally | don't find any clue that could leacctmsider the essay toto as a paradox; the author(s) of
the Zhiwu Lundisplay language jokes playing on all the possibémningshi can assumemnaking fun of
the reader. However, | am afraid these text seeore paradoxical to a Western reader’s eyes than to
Chinese mother-tongue’s, who can more easily amgraily solve the riddles while reading; though we
can acknowledge the status of paradoertahi fei zhili5FEf5. Moreover, | don’ t find convincing
Reding’s hypothesis of théhiwu Luncore issue being whether pointing at non existimiggs is pointing

or not (see Reding 2002). It seems to me that Rading himself to build an even more complicated
paradox in which he gets almost lost.

%% Cheng Chung-ying distinguishes “the symbol or named to refer to a thing/(#5), the act or
process of referencd) and the object of referencé&”).” (Cheng Chung-ying, 1997, pp. 169-168; ).
Also Chan Chi-ching identified corresponding diéfet aspects okhi, though interpreting them in
saussurean words, calling the thedgrespectively sign#), signifier ¢54) and signified £748). (See
Chan Chi-ching, 1998, p. 36. Characters in bracketanine). See also Kou Pao-koh distinction betwee
“signe”, “signifié” and “signifiant”. (Kou Pao-koH 953, pp. 37-43, in particular note 1, p. 39).

°%9 Cheng and Swain, 1970, p. 138.

*1% | bidem

TR SRR B A T BE R AEE, IR R BURE & T BB R BUN A EHFAE, 8BRS &

LR (6] . 1 (Wang DianjifE 23, 1979, p. 193).
*1235ee also Cheng and Swain, 1970, p. 142.
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object™® However, there remains something obscure abeuehy nature of the act of
zhi as such: though theoretically it can be an objéceference, at the same time it is
still different somehow from other things as seaghjirit cannot point to itselt*, which
means that potentially it can acquire the stafusbgect of reference, but in reality it
cannot since it can’t be pointed at. This sounkls Russel's famous paradox of the
barber who shaves anybody in the village who daesrdve himself®

In the moment in whictehi is activated by the mental gnoseologic process,
while it is in action though not yet attached tmfs — so not a “pointing” in the sense
of what denotes things, nor the pure act of poinéis such — as act-in-action according
to theZhiwu Lunis what doesiot exist in the world"® Thierry Lucas states, “chih are
and are not in the world.[..] chih are always cbiflsome objects*”. That means | am
operating one more distinction, betweanas-suchand zhtin-action, which is not the
same asvuzhi the temporary denotations things receive afteingabeen pointed at
and not having been named yet. The meaninghotve have to keep in mind in my
opinion are four and not three, of which one isagipular state of being of one of the
basic meanings. This is for sure one of the sowstesnfusion and greatest difficulties
of the text when we have to translate it.

Since the very first sentences, the text introdubestwo fundamental polar
terms of discussion, that &hi together withwu, which, we are told, is all that exists in
the world. Wu is the set of all potential actualities, which ke tbeginning present
themselves in an indifferentiated and amorphous®$faa sort of scatterequiddity:
this is what appears to our senses, that are aldmborate these data only through the
action of the mind, which activatesi, the “faculty that discriminates the boundaries of

the substances or stuffs referred to by naffésind concretely operates on reality in

*13 Since “a name can point to an abstract entity e as a concrete physical reality”. (Kao and
Obenchain, 1975, p. 286).

TR RERIR I A T IR R R A s - - JURERIERRMREZ B &, | Xu Fuguan,
1982, pp. 16-17; see also p. 18.

*15See von Quine, 1966, p. 4, 13-14; Russel, 19862p-228.

*1% “A5 a concrete action the act of reference isarobbject of reference” (Cheng and Swain, 1970, p.
141; see also pp. 144-145). Cheng and Swain disEhgbetween “act-of-reference-as-pure-act” (what |
call “pointing as such”), and “act-of-referenceths-act-which-concretizes” (“pointing in action{)d.)

7 ucas, 1993, p. 249.

8 This is truly what Graham calls “the experience tbé undifferentiated world which precedes
language.”; though he was talking about Zhuangsi,definition fits conveniently also here. (Graham,
1967, p. 25).

*9 Hansen, 1983, p. 30.
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order to make it understandable for us. Only afteving been individualizé& in
concrete delimited objects with clearly defined deys wu becomeshi, actualities,
“phenomena”, all the actual reified particular niesiations oftianxia in action
(xianshiEL ), things-for-us, intelligible for our understandiand usé** Wurepresent
all possible manifestations tiinxia in potency @ianzaiZ7£), while shi are all actual
manifestations ofianxia in action @ianzai7&f£)°*% the whole phenomenic world is
given by all the possibleu and all thosevu that becamehi®

Actualities are nothing else that an elaboratedigarofwu, wu in action and no
more only in potency, they are concretized thingsl dhus things-for-us, in a
relationship with us us through the indispensablariting” first, and then naming in a
second moment. In facthi acts as a principle of individuatitit in the indifferentiated
mass ofwu (things) it cuts out the borders sii (actualities), thus transformingu in
knowledgeable and understandable objects of owlléstual discoursé”. Zhi is a
performative operative device in the process thinowdich we identify actualities: by
the act of pointing at thingzlf) one produces references to the things ¢h) that
become individual in the moment in which they apnged at £hi wy. Zhiwuundergo
the gnoseologic judgement of the subject, mediatedenses; potential objects)
have to be pointed at and individualized by the efczhi"®® so that they can be
introduced in the sphere of subjective knowledgeubh the act of pointing that makes
them things-for-us.

Still this is not the final stage of our gnoseotogrocess. Actually, the passage
from wu (andzhiwd to shiis not straightforward, there is still one internag¢d stage, a
sort of membranehiwu have to be filtrated through before they can becemeHere
we have have one more final question to answerpasdibly one dichotomy to solve:

which is the relationship betweemuzhiand ming? Are they in the end one and the

20 7hou Changzhong, 1991, p. 32.

*21 Zhou Changzhong, 1991, pp. 25-27.

22 5ee also Zhou Changzhong, 1991, p. 25-27, 32.

% 7hou Changzhong, 1991, p. 57.

%24 5ee also Cheng and Swain, 1970, p. 139.

0[R2 EmiE, | Wang Guan, 1992, p. 50.

5% Xu Fuguan, pp. 13-18, 48-49; still | would notiaer at the point of talking of the formation of
“images” in the subjective conscience, as the auttaes. Gongsun Long is for sure not applying a
Kantian model.
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same or is there a basic difference? There isrdiffee indeedf’, as Cheng and Swain

strongly remark, “naming is not the act of refeeit®. Solving this nevralgic issue

will lead to disclose the intermediate stage in gm@seologic process we just talked
about?®.

In fact, to acquire a proper knowledge of things, understand them and
consciously fill them with meaning they have to p#wough our sense organs and be
interpreted and reelaborated in order to be definedconcrete and concretized
“actualities” hi) with the decisive act of namirit). If “names could be seen as signs
we use to mark our understanding of things viaggtion and conceptiof™, then they
are the result of the subsequent level of undedstgn interiorizing and conveying
reality through our own sensory experience and ept@l activity: names are a
conscious human product, the “embodiment of sigth sense™? that is the further
elaboration, consequent to the act of pointing itsdesult — the denotation of things
(wuzh), which turns them in individual - and thus maredge - knowledgeable objects
- into a corresponding articulated system of nansimvention¥®® Of course naming is
not the same as designating things by pointingeant where with designation we mean
“using linguistic terms to point to or call atteottito certain aspects of physical reality,
and especially to things” naming instead actively involves our mind in aative
proces* interacting with things and not only defining thieorders by simply pointing
at them. Below is a graphic representation of thwles process as described in the

Zhiwu Lun

27 Substantially that identified also by Kao and Qifein, respectively between the “referring-
identifying role” and the “predicative-assertivéa’ (See Kao and Obenchain, 1975; see in partiqpa
285, 298-300).

% Cheng and Swain, 1970, p. 141.

%2 Note that Cheng and Swain are evidently rightdmplaining that the greatest fault of tAkiwu Lun

is that it doesn’t explain how and why the act eference occurs (séd., 1970, p. 152). My following
considerations and hypothesis are based also oaverall picture | could reconstruct for myself rfto
vital information on the gnoseologic process scattéhrough th&ongsun Longzind provided also by
other chapters, in particular for the role of sensgelianbai Lun on naming se&lingshi Lun Anyway,
the Gongsun Longanever explains the seemingly positive role playgdhe human mind as activator of
the gnoseologic process, so we can only supposét tthaes necessarily play a fundamental role @n th
basis of available data.

0 T & AR, A%, ) Tan Jiefu, 2006, p. 21.

*3Cheng Chung-ying, 1997, pp. 169-168.

°32Bao Zhiming, 1987, p. 436.

3 “For Kung-sun a designation is an act involvingirtentional relationship between a person, a noun
and a thing.” (Rieman, 1977, p. 187).

°34 Rieman, 1980, p. 305.

*%1d., p. 314.
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3.6 Zhiwu Lun: Translation

Due to its particularly cryptic nature and its ceecformulaic statements, the
Zhiwu Lunlends itself well to be reduced in an inextricgolegle of symbols by formal
logic. As | have already stated, | can see no @adr improvement for a further or
better understanding of the text in the attemsicttematize it with the help of predicate
logic>®® — on the contrary; those who tried it couldn’t yic® a more consistent or
coherent translation than more or less any othieolac It is undoubtedly a precious
work of mental engineering but doesn’t help evdittla with translating the text at all.
Therefore | am proposing a classical translatioaylme a bit old-fashioned but still
effective, and | doubt our fourth-century B.C. pexder — for sure no expert in predicate
calculus- would have anything to argue against it.

In translating | think we must repeat ourselvesaamantra the rules Graham

formulated for himself before getting started wiitle Zhiwu Lun

I. Each key word or phrase must be given the sameninge#hroughout
[]

il. The same grammatical construction must be givers#éimee function in
consecutive or parallel sentences. [..]

iii. The way in which each sentence in the originalofed on to the

preceding sentence must be respected]..]

Now we are ready to start. | tried not to modifye ttext at all unless where truly
necessary; though due to the difficulty of the téxdivided it in individual numbered
sentences and employed punctuation at least i ¢mdeoordinate constituent part of
sentences. Colors are required by the inescapadtessity of isolating individual

building blocks that recur in parallel in the tekighlighting the characteristic of its

%3 See for instance Rieman 1980; Kao and Obench&irs)ls semantic analysis in terms of “namative
complex” doesn'’t provide more encouraging results.
%" See Graham , 1955, p. 295.
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highly symmetrical formal structure. As usual, inadkets are highlighted textual
variants existing between tibmozangandShuofueditions. Here is the legend:

Abbreviations:

SF =Shuofuedition

DZ = Daozangedition

[ ] = variants; when underlined, they indicate tbetual version chosen

{ } = modifications to the original text

N @ N

Translation

No thing is not the same as its pointee, and pairdas such is no pointing (at things).

Comment

In order to become a “thing”, the indifferentiatethss of things must undergo our
process of pointing, as only after having been fagirat - and out - and individualized,
can we talk ofa thing: in our mind every thing correspond to anthfor-us, since it is
the only formwu can assume that we can understand and know; thussfaou are
alwayszhiwy pointees, things pointed at. As far as the sedwifiof the sentence is
concerned, as we know already the act of pointsxgueh is not the same as when it is
activated and is no more an object but a processoiion involving also a relationship

with wu.>3°

*%%Fei negates nominal constructions, not verbal: it His hegative proper to the non-verbal sentence [..]
that specializes in negating nouns and nominaltoact®ons” (Sian, 1971, pp. 409-410); thereforergve
translation that treatiei asbu, and translates accordingly that “there is noghirich is not pointed at”
or alike is grammatically wrong (see for instanegl&berg, 1952, p. 93; Zhou Yunzhi, 1994, p. 491dPa
Pu, 1989; ). To misunderstand the role and the mgaof fei since the very beginning can seriously
hinder any attempt of translation and interpretatid the text, in which terminology — and espegwiall
proper understanding and correct use of it — iolabdy fundamental. On the use fdi see also
Pulleyblank 1959 and 1978.

3 There is also another possible coherent translatia interpretation of this last part of the seoe
which occurs also below in sentence 12, considdtiadfirstzhi as the act of pointing in action, and the
secondzhiin terms of pointeezhiwy like Cheng and Swain (1970) and Kao and Obenc{i#iii5) and
also Kou Pao-koh (1953) do. However, they don'nsée keep in consideration the specific meanfag
has in particular in th&ongsun Longziusing it simply as a whatever negation. Moredf/ere follow
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2) IR RIS, > e mT LR .

Translation
If in the world there was no pointing, things cauitcbe called so.

Comment

Pointing is the act of individuation that, when ieated, gives birth to the process
through which we cut the borders of things out friti@ indistinct mass of things, thus if
there was no pointing we wouldn’t be able to dailhg)s “things”, since they would be

not pointed at, not individualized and so beyondeammprehension.

3) JEfEHE, K MM alFEE T,

Translation

If there was no pointing as such, could world dndgs be called pointing?

Comment
The question is if all that exists in the world Webbe able to point and thus to make the
things pointees in case there was no pointing & @inymore. This question is

fundamental, since it is the starting point of Wteole argument that follows.

my interpretation of the circular structure of theiwu Lun(see below pp. 157-162), considering the
opening sentence of the chapter as the answeettash rhetorical question which closes the tehent
Cheng and Swain’s translation doesn’t seem td*&tsonally | find the attempt to negate what wdagd
an identity assumption of obvious self-evidence playing with words — saying that “pointing is no
pointing” — exactly the kind of paradox Logiciangne fond of, though also the other interpretatian c
be valid.

>4 On the punctuation of this sentence, see Perleh8&8g, p. 94.

**1\Wang Guan shifts here the positions of the consea;Wang Guan, 1992, p.49.
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4) [ i, | K 2P b
5) [71] tt, [ T2 .

Conclusion ™.

6)LL | K P2 % K LT | >

Translation (4 -5 - 6)

4)Pointing (at things) is what there isn't in thend.

5)Things are what there is in the world.

6)To deem what there is in the word as what tharé in the world is not admissible.

Comment

The author(s) now answers the rhetorical questastypated in sentence 3 and explains
why it is not possible for things to point at thexlves and be pointees in absence of
pointing; the answer is rather simple, as thingsvainat concretely exists in the world
while the action of pointing doesn’t exist (rememb®at pointing does exist only as a
pure act, but not when it is in action). Therefar@ cannot treat things and pointing in

the same waywu cannot be pointing and cannot play the same rdlgipg has.

7) KT,

Translation

There is no pointing (at things) in the world ahohgs cannot be called pointing.

Comment

*42 Note the close parallelism of the polar tenms# andyou 4, both recurring in the final conclusive
statement that synthesizes the first two striatiy@sponding definitions afhi s andwu 4.
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In the world there exists nothing like pointingaction (which, as we have already seen
in sentence 4, is what doesn’t exist in the worlings do not point at anything and

cannot be considered as the act of pointing.

8) T TR #, FEFEHL,

Translation

What cannot be called pointing is no pointing.

Comment

What cannot be called pointing, that is to say dhirfas it was just underlined in
sentence 7), of course cannot be the same asngpititit was pointing, then of course
it could also be called pointing indeed.

9) H5 %, R " -

Translation

It is no pointing, and no thing is not the samé&sapointee.

Comment

This sentence works as a sort of closure for tkiié block formed by sentences 7 — 8
— 9; at the same time it recalls the final syntagraentence 8 above, reconnecting us to
the very beginning of the text, to a statement weectearly invited never to forget once

more, that is that things are their pointees.

100 KT, [T

Translation

There is no pointing (at things) in the world ahohgs cannot be called pointing.
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Comment

This is a sort of reprise, a refrain identical wséntence 7 that at the same time recalls
the opening of sentence 4, creating a ternary rhytf (5-6) 7 (8-9) 10]. It serves the
purpose to sum up the textual block above and mntie reader the important
standpoint which is the result of the previous oeasy, in order to prepare him to face
the following step in the argumentation.

11) I H e =, e .

Translation
It is not the case that there is no pointing ashisaad no thing is not the same as its

pointee.

Comment

Actually, we know there must necessarily be pomtif not, there would be no things

intelligible to us. But there is pointing indeedhdait is proved by the fact that we can
tell there are things, which to be things for usstnbave been pointed at and to be
pointees. If pointing as such would not exist, tla#gso things couldn’t be the same as
their pointees. But things are their pointees,nsteed there must exist some pointing,
though the process in action of pointing at thilgsa mental action that does not

concretely exist in the world.

Translation
(It is the case that) no thing is not the samésapointee, and pointing as such is no

pointing (at things).

%43 “when fei occurs at the beginning of a verbal sentence, &etlyiwe have a structure in which the
whole verbal sentence is nominalized, and servéiseasominal predicate of the sentence. What we hav
then is a copular sentence whéenegates the nominal predicate composed of the radized verbal
sentence.” (Sian, 1971, p. 411).
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Comment
This sentence, the very same we first encounterdteabeginning, marks a whole new
textual sequence or “canto”, as we will see innle&t paragraph; thus it is perfectly

coherent that it opens also the first line of a falmost) parallel textual block.

13) R PSS
14) E[SFFIDZ Rz & A4, (R .,

15\ R BT s, 3k R .

16) LI [FRB&TR .~ {emend with %) 5 % [RZ T84,

17) B¥5#E, | RTZFTH .

Translation (13 -14-15-16-17)

13)There is no pointing (at things) in the world.

14)Each thing has a name which is not deemed pginti

15)To call “pointing” what is not deemed pointirgydssigning a double referertao
what is not considering pointing.

16)To deem there being what is not deemed poirdsghere not being what is not
deemed pointing is not admissible.

17) Moreover pointing is what has a double refeeandhe world.

** | introduce this emendation Iysus scribendlisee the almost parallel construction in senténce
¥ | don't agree with Wang Guan’s explanation jidin as the sum of [#§] and [~%#E] . (Wang
Guan, 1992, p. 51).
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Comment
Again this new block starts with the refrain thiaére exists no pointing as process in
action in the world, but what should call our atiem is the fact that here the author(s)
underlines a fundamental issue, clarifying what hihigave been a bit confusing until
this point, that is the role of names in the whmlecess of pointing. What we discover
is, first if all, that all things have names, amdhat's most important, that names of
things are not the same as their “pointind&"ming s different fromwuzhi Then the
text goes on building his argument in the same wmy did with the block
comprehending sentences 4, 5 and 6; though thetwteulacks an element to be
perfectly parallel, it is formally highly resembtaconcluding the argument withya...
PLeveeee %4 structure, one of thGongsun LongZavourite, followed by a statement
that share the very same structure with sentent@élack of symmetry might even be
intentional since, according to Dirk Meyer, it igjaite common argumentative trick to
employ a structure which revolves around what agpér seems just a out-of-tune
parallel line, in order to gain the reader’s aitem@and introduce a new topf§ which
is actually what happens here wjitan (double reference). It it théhiwu Lunitself to
tell us thatzhiis what constitutionally has a double referenceaut, it is at the same

time the act of pointing as such and the pointinilpiags or pointing in action.

18) R <. v I -

Translation
There is no pointing (at things) in the world, ahthgs cannot be said to be without

pointing of things.

Comment

A new block starts, still with the same refrain,avimg a subtle web of inner cross-
references and helping to beat the rhythm of tkie ke second syntagm fundamentally
stresses the fact that things cannot be withouttimg (interpreted in the sense of

> See also Cheng and Swain, 1970, p. 141; Kao aeddhain, 1975, p. 291.
*¥7 See Meyer, 2008, pp. 78, 138.
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wuzh), which is quite obvious as in the moment in whieéd can call them “things”,
they must have been pointed at. As we will seeljekiw, the whole block of sentences
18 — 19 - 20 doesn’t add anything really new to tlscussion, but rather further

clarifies the main results of the preceding arguiaisoms.

10) I e e .

Translation
They cannot be said to be without pointing of tlsitguzh), and it is not the case there

iS no pointing as such.

Comment

The whole block is a chain of the same block thshbone” scheme: reprise of the last
part of the previous sentence (things cannot beéh doc us without pointings,
understood in the sensewtizhj therefore they cannot be without pointing at, ahd
then reprise of a previous argument that sendsaok and preludes to and introduces
the conclusive statement of the textual block, Whecalso the last of the three blocks

structured in this way.

20) JEAJETE A, o

Translation
It is not the case that there is no pointing ashisaad no thing is not the same as its

pointee.

Comment

> Following Graham, both Rieman and Cheng and Sweainpletely overlook sentence 20, which in my
opinion is a mistake: this is an inescapable bladke pericope — and in the text overall — palisle, as
will be clear observing the scheme in the next grash at page 157.
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Here is the final statement of this second macgusece or “canto”, which is exactly

the same that closed the first sequence in sentehcand starts with the final syntagm
of the previous sentence thus building a web ofsreferences. As we have already
seen, there must be pointing as in the moment iohathings can be identified as such,
they must have been involved by pointing and idexttias a pointee, which is the result

of pointing in action.

21) FRHEHEFE, FREMIEREH,

Translation
Pointing at things is not the same as what is niotipg, and pointing and things

combined are not the same as the act of pointing.

Comment

The first syntagm has a really complex formulatibof it just means hat pointing in
action is not the same as things; moreover, pa@ntombined with things is also not
pointing, which is clear enough: pointing at thirgsd things together (whose final
result arezhiwy cannot be the same as the pure act of pointleg,leecause pointing as

such cannot point at itself.

22) 1 K T IEmis,
23) X MY,
24) K T A a1,

==}

Translation (22 — 23 — 24)

22)If in the world there were no pointings of théngvho in the end would say what is
no pointing?

23)If in the world there were no things, who in #®d would say what is pointing as

such?
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24)If in the world there was pointing as such baitpointings of things, who in the end
would say what is no pointing, and that there ar¢hing which are not their pointees?

Comment

This portion of text presents three rhetorical ¢oes in a row whose meaning can be
paraphrased as follows: 22) if there were no déioia of things deriving from the
action of pointing, there would be no sense initglabout what is no pointing - that is
things - because without this denotations we wdulde able to obtain pointed things
(things to which is attached a denotation), whist the only we are able to deal with;
23) if there were no things at all, there would malo sense talking about pointifiy
as its exclusive object of reference are thingg;iRthere was the act of pointing as
such, but not its progressive manifestation incagtit also would be useless to talk of
things and pointees because withabitas pointing in action we wouldn’t be able to
individuate things in the mass of allr>°.

25) H.I<HE[SFi/DZ [ H %6, 245> SFT/DZ iAW Jh B4 s,

Translation
Moreover if the pointing inherently in itself is @®ed no pointing at things, how come
that it depends on things and in the moment in Wwhids combined with them it is

deemed pointing at things?

Comment
This final rhetorical question brings us back te first instance, which is also in all

respects the correct answer to it, thus buildingreular argumentmoreover, if we

considered also a possible didactic intent impliad the development of the
argumentation exposed in tA@diwu Lun arrived at this point the reader has been given

9 TER TR, UK F4ERS, | Tan Jiefu, 2006, p. 19; see also p. 23.

0 See also Cheng and Swain, 1970, pp. 142-143.

%51 See Graham's definition and analysis of the teri@iaham, 1978, pp. 187-188.

*Dai 1 is a technical term employed also in the Mohist @& it is quite rare to be found alone as
usually is used together withi % (bidai 4 1%); when it occurs alone, it means “wait on, depent
See Graham, 1978, p. 202.
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all the necessary tools and notions in order talide to articulate an appropriate answer
and argument a coherent explanation. The contradiagh the statement is only
apparent, since we know already tlhi as the act of pointing as such arid as
pointing at things have two very different statagl @ange, so it is easy now to elaborate
an argument as answer to this question, which immeta sort of “teaser”: it challenges
the reader to build a brand new original argumeahimself, starting from and
inspired to the example of the “facsimile”, the qoete exemplificative argumentation

just given.

3.6.1 Structure and parallelism in theZhiwu Lun

Structure is undoubtedly a fundamental issue thahat be overlooked when
dealing with theZhiwu Lun even a careless reader should have noticedhbaekt is
full of repeated portions of text, even entire seoes, but it is not possible to have a
clear and complete perception of how important emrasistent the use of symmetrical
and parallel constructions is in this essay. Tlweeeh graphic representation that allow
an appropriate analysis of these issues is requimddcing this task, the recent work by
Dirk Meyer on argument-construction in what he de$ “argument-based texts” and
“authority-based texts®®is definitely inescapable.

Vladimir Spirin had already developed a somewhailar approach, taking into
primary consideration the structural composition texts, basing his analysis and
graphic schematization of texts in particular ore theature of parallelism or
‘parallélisme structurel® however, the very limit of this method is undeeil by the
author himself, who remarks that only a canonizext,twhat can be considered a
‘canon’ or jing, can be described by his formal representationpcehending nine

elements disposed in a square As the Gongsun Longziof course cannot be

53 See Meyer, 2008.

°5 Spirin, 1991, p. 39.

%% « 'examen de multiples exemples de schémas comiplettexte améne a la constatation stivante: ils
comportene en général neuf éléments. [..June ¢efjanisation a été mise en oeuvre consciemmeni et [
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considered a “canon”, any attempt to apply thiseswh to its content is doomed to falil,
as — we discover when trying to inscribe the pg@soin a nine-element square — it
rather works in groups of four or six parallel etts, no more. This would further
corroborate the hypothesis that theiwu Lundue to his higly complex interwoven
structure, articulated in three different partshria intratextual quotations and inner
cross-references, can be qualified as what Dirkéviegfines “argument-based text”, in
which “author(s) [..] develop complex systemati@lgsis of a given philosophic topic
by combining these units into larger meaningfulitesd, that is, the pericope, the sub-
canto, canto and finally the text overall [..]. Theilding block of the argument-based
text thus does not represent an isolated unitjrbthe truest sense of the word, it is a
building block of a larger whole’®®

The scheme below is a graphic representation oZthiwu Lun where each
letter corresponds to a syntagm and indexed leftteisate parallel syntagms; when in
brackets, syntagms are not properly parallel thosigbwing high resemblance with
other syntagms marked by corresponding letterstetsetor group of letters (which
correspond respectively to individual syntagms, semtences composed by two
syntagms) are framed and linked by lines when |[gdr&n the left part of the scheme
are reported the numbers assigned to the sententes translation given in paragraph
3.6. As we will see, the inner structure of #tewu Lunfollows the scheme below:

Section One
“Hinge”
Section Two (specular to Section One)

Conclusion

c’est par référence a son utilisation qu'on a reg@u terme de ‘canonjifg). [..] Réciproquement, un
texte qui par schématisation s'inscrivait dansalmodele est un texte canonisé.” (Spirin, 199142
43). A more articulated exposition of Spirin’s medhof graphic representation can be found in Spirin
1976.

%% Meyer, 2008, p. 251.
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Conclusion

21) Q R
22) S T
23) S T
24) s" T
25) U (R)

The first striking feature that stuns the read¢erathecking the scheme is the
incredible specularity and regularity that seemrute over the development of the
whole argument, and its almost architectonic coestsn. The text can be divided in
three parts or macro-sequences, two specular “saatod a conclusion. Both cantos
starts with the very same sentence, which markbélganning of each Part One (the A-
B sequence), followed short after by C. The semeamcresponding to C in the scheme
is the refrain we talked about befde(tianxia wu zhi [ X F2$5] ), a sort of reprise
that reinforces the concept and help keeping irdnaoncepts through the musicality of
the text, which has almost a riddle-like rhythmhamced by the short strings of text
constituted by parallel units. It opens the secamhtence of each canto, thus
establishing an A-B-C fixed block, and then marke first part of the opening
sentence in Part Two (both) and Three. Actuallywaswill see, we should rather
consider Part Three as a sort of bridge betweetwbeantos and not properly a part of
the First Canto.

The First Canto appears divided in three partgesponding to the two parts in
which the Second Canto is organized, except far ttrd part, thecoda of the First
Canto, a few lines that only apparently break thareetry between the two macro-
sequences. In fact, this third part is no mistéke,most probably has been consciously

build up this way, formulated in these terms angeemlly inserted at this very same

%" See p. 151, 153 of the present study.
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point of the text. Part three has a pivotal roléha argument constructitfi since it
reports the first assumption of part two, shadiigtl on it, and at the same time
discloses what will be the final conclusion of tBecond Canto. It is the key for
understanding the two cantos, a sort of hinge atowhich they are articulated and
unravel the reasoning since this focal point. A& éme, Part Three clarifies what has
been said and foretells what we are going to realdtlae topics discussed, focusing the
reader's attention on what is really important, ebhiare the key terms and the
arguments discussed, while the other groups ofeseas aim at disclosing the
argumentation of the reasoning and may be lababagecessary intermediate passages,
“mechanical” parts of the demonstration.

The symmetry between the two cantos is further dimgel by the fact that Part
One of both cantos ends with parallel sentenceynanetrical couple at the end of te
First Canto and another similar one at the endhef $econd Canto. Each of these
sentences plays on the polarity betweeri andyou £, shares the same grammatical
structure (ayi ...... weill--- - #y construction) and the same expression in order to
introduce in the First Canto — and to clarify ire tSecond Canto - the terms object of
thevyi...... wei construction:tianxia zhi suo ...... [KNZpr - -] . Part Two in
both cantos is almost specular, though one eleimsemissing in the Part Two of the
Second Canto in order to have a perfectly regutactire, the hypothetical counterpart
of C; thus, we might suppose two scenarios: 1)téxé is not corrupted, nothing is
missing and the argument was intentionally buil$ tay in order to gain attention
thank to this lack of symmetry that strikes foresthie trained reader’s eye; 2) the text is
corrupted and one syntagm is missing; we would exfyt the correct reconstructed
sequence should be C-H, thus perfectly identicéh wie beginning of both Part Two
and Three in the First Canto. Both tlghuofu and Daozang editions lack a
counterbalance to sentence C occurring here, sontight tell us thehiwu Lunhad
been transmitted in its actual form after havingr-having not - undergone corruption
between the®and &' century®® : we cannot tell if the text reads just like thisif one
sentence is missing, anyhow the reasoning can gevem without an element coupling
with C.

°%8 Applying Meyer’s terminology, what would be calledsynthesizing element (see Meyer, 2008, p.
106, 109).
%9 See note 15, p. 13.
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Though this apparent “hole” in Part Two of the SetdCanto, we can still
appreciate the “fishbone” cross-reference structifirelentical building blocks, which
characterizes the last two sections of each caméezicely, sentences 7 — 8 — 9 and 18 —
19 — 20) and inscribes them in an argumentativenciia

The conclusion has also a strictly regular strgtuwvith a central body
constituted by three rhetorical questions in a rewilar in wording and phrasing. As |
have already disclosed, my hypothesis is this rieagtioquestion is a sort of “teaser” for
the reader, challenging him to try to make his pstarting from the knowledge he has
acquired by reading the text until the end, and tive correct answer would be the first
one (A — B), in a sort of circular structure.

Finally after this analysis having a look at thagjric schematization of the text,
| think that beyond any doubt théhiwu Lun qualifies as a text in which “the
compositional structure [..] is consciously desijrie mimic the so-called ‘logical

structure of the argument®

%0 Note however that, as Cheng and Swain remarkeds ‘interesting, in view of past discussions of
chain sorites in Chinese philosophy, to see thhbabgh there are some examples of this form irCihié
Wu Lun the Chih Wu Lunas a whole is much closer to an axiomatic systean & chain.” (Cheng and
Swain, 1970, p. 146).

51 Meyer, 2008, p. 84.
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CONCLUSIONS

| would like now to draw a few final speculativenotusions on th&ongsun
Longzi but with a particular attention devoted to @& ma Lunand theZhiwu Lun
exposing some considerations | came up to afteanpawndertaken the systematic study
of these texts. My final remarks deal mainly on Kwed of origins and evolutionary
process we can postulate for such arguments —henddrresponding texts in which
these arguments are expounded — how they wereigedcnd developed. As there are
no explicit descriptions on how persuaders werénécdh in order to acquire the
necessary dialectical skills to pursue their caneerlluminating clue on the methods of
teaching employed or the subjects taught, no “refarimer” left for us to study, all
we can do is try our very best to read throughtéixés we have, trying to deduce which
could have been the dynamics of teaching, learrand practicing rhetoric and
dialectics in the Warring States period.

| would distinguish two hypothetical scenarnits corresponding to “political
and educational arend&* the “teaching scene” and the “public debate” (haiat
court). Moreover, | would further divide the “publdebate” scenario into two possible
occasions, the dialectical skirmish and the contgérgainment.

In the “teaching scene”, we should expect a mast@lving his disciples in the
study of an argument at large, essentially anetahange, taking “the shape of didactic
conversation®™” but probably supported also by a written drafiotshould help the
student to memorize and internalize the variousggess of the argumentation and to

study it more closely. This sort of draft might leagiven birth to a dialectical exercise,

*52 My hypothesis is a further elaboration of Lu Xisg“The first (setting) was the political realm wae
you shui or bian shi served as advisers to theskihd the second arena for rhetorical activitiess the
realm of education where intellectuals taught teeidents various subjects using a lecture andidise
format.” (Lu Xing, 1998, pp. 64-65). Lu Xing posités a third possible scenario, that is the Jixia
“Academy”; however, due to consistent doubts raibgdNathan Sivin on the existence of a proper
structured institution recognizable as an “Acadeimythe Qi capital, | prefer to leave it aside asgble
scenario (see Sivin 1991 and 1995). On debatesihgbdblic at court or in private settings, seeoals
Kroll,1985-86, in particular p. 121; Crump, 1964.

53 u Xing, 1998, p. 2.

%54 Crump, 1964, p. 36.
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thus working as a guideline or framework of refee=ra sort otanovaccio®, a sort of
repository of ideas, arguments and — what’s mopbiant - counterarguments in order
to learn how to defend even the most undefendaiséipn; with these drafts disciples
were trained and motivated to enact simulated cli@leexchanges in similar situation
setad hocby their masters in order to test their improvemeanthe application and
practice of their rhetorical skills. In my opiniothis hypothetical draft ocanovaccio
would represent just a first nearly extemporaneocosipilation, and not the final
polished formulation and neat organization of thguenents as we read them today in
the received text. In fact, these kind of moremedi texts belong to a later stage in the
evolution of the topic, which in the meantime slibblve acquired a certain notoriety;
at the same time, a tradition in the developmenhefargument along set of established
focal passages— even though not necessarily apgdara fixed order - and touching a
certain number of key terms and crucial core issheslld have been already developed

TheBaima Lunis probably a typical case of an argument “borid’@sa a funny
anecdote though not deprived of a deeper philosaplhmeaning, an example of what
Lewis identifies as “oral sayings employed for tdag™® it was most probably
written down in a second moment, possibly as a sbrtsuasoriae®’, a rhetorical
exercise for didactical use, and as a kin@arfovacciofor practicing argumentation in
debate simulations.

This argument apparently became famous “worldwidi@é to its great appeal
and thus entered rightfully — though not exclusgivein the repertoire of the Logicians;
in parallel to the oral diffusion of the argumettitere developed a written tradition in
which the didactic drafts used for teaching wowdgresent a first rough formulation,
that later evolved in more refined and polishedsiears®® supposed to be coherent on
general rules: therefore, it is now clear enougtt thost texts recorded in tiBongsun

Longzi — though mainly dialogic in nature - are not exaenscriptions of actual

%55 A schematic outline or draft given to actors asddias a cue in T&entury Italian improvised drama,
the Commedia dell’Arte (“Italian Comedy”, or mortetally “Comedy of Art”).

%6 | ewis, 1999, p. 6.

*™The exercise of writing fictitious speeches fostorical characters involved in actual, usually lee
documented, situations.”(Goldin, 1993, p. 9).

%8 See Kroll, 1985-86, p. 122.
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debate¥®, nor even extemporaneous sketches, but meditatstligts of intellectual
thought and samples of artistry through words.

Though there is no ingenuity, no naivety in thesal feditions, whose argument
construction and formal structure is for sure redt to chance, still | would read the
BaimalLun not as the aseptic and predetermined exposition fop to toe of the of the
argumenttiout court as it would happen with a text which is conceigatte the very
beginning as a written product, but consideringo alse influences given by its
improvisational character which necessarily mustehgot into the written text, thus
making it assume also a polymorphic nature.

The somewhat uncomfortable dislocation of quest@md answers in thiextus
receptuds probably the clear sign of a later rearrangemerdgdiyors who had to deal to
a bundle of bamboo strips in disarray. Still, indual building blocks seem to show
extreme cohesiveness and little variation, whitlusesuppose, as we have already said,
a high level of textual stability, hinting to a gbtext with a history.

Written drafts were most probably used also by erasthemselves when
preparing a debate — similarly as accountants prepa harangué’. Here we come to
the first type of hypothetical “public debat&" which often took place at the court of
the various sovereigns, mainly because persuadmes wgually making a living serving
as officials or living as retainers at the locailds’ and princes’ courts. Thus the court
would be the most obvious location of these “diabat skirmishes”, in which usually
one persuader challenges another one on a certgiimant. Being capable of
defending one’s theses and outtalking the oppomrastnot only a matter of intellectual
prestige, as most often winning a debate also mpa@aserving the patronage of the

local lord, protecting one’s position at court amk’s office’* see the case of Gonsun

%9 Crump, 1964; in particular p. 77.

*"°This opinion is shared also by Harbsmeier: “whathage of Kungsun Lung’s dialogue on the white
horse is not a transcript of an actual discussRather it seems to be a paradigmatic summary of the
ways in which Kungsun Lung was prepared to argaehtrageous thesis. None the less, this summary is
a unique piece of direct evidence on the argumieetaractice of the Chinese sophists.” (Harbsmeier
1998, p. 304).

"1 disagree with Sivin, who claims that “philosophearely carried on oral debates with living risal
(Sivin, 1991, p. 21). Though we can assume thatt mdé not even all — literary characters are often
fictitious, still we should admit at least that tbae-to-one dialogue and debate format, of whigh th
received literature abounds, should somewhat desevhat was a common contemporary phenomenon
happening at court, involving real flesh and bodelsaters, though not necessarily the legendaryefgyu
traded down by the tradition.

"2 3ee Kroll, 1985-86, p. 121.
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Long, who, defeated by Zou Yan, was promptly disedswithout regrets by the fickle
Lord of Pingyuan after many years of honoured setvi

The last possible stage for these debates to thee ps still the court, but
involved in a different kind of activity, that ightertainment”. The practice of playing
jokes or telling funny tales to delight kings ame@it guests was a common activity in
courts, however when carried on by professionaysaters | would not consider it as a
simple example oflivertissement tout coyras | still see a hidden intent in what seems
just a foolish non-sense. As we have already geeadoxes were often used to express
truths and convey meanings in a disguised way, &®ra of indirect criticism or
persuasive discourse in order to avoid the sowveeigrath but still trying to impart a
teaching or suggesting food for thought to the jutbhe hope was to find somebody
receptive to the disclosure of this deeper sigaifae reading through the lines of these
bizarre proofs of dialectical ability. Actually, @rding to the sources Gongsun Long
himself never employs paradoxes just for fun: heallg contextualizes them, applying
them to the solution of delicate diplomatic isswesn dialectical challenges, but he
never embodies the role of the jester as such.

However, it is undeniable that debates betweenupdess sounded fascinating
and weird, so there is still an entertaining congmanin their taking place at court,
which must not be underestimated. Moreover, puleicates were also the best form of
advertising for a persuader, who could displaydhiarp tongue and show off his skills
in order to gain a lord’s attention, who might érigued enough to decide to employ
the persuader in the political practice of hisessaadministration.

From this point of view, | definitely agree with Kes idea of “textual
performance®?, rather than accepting a static nature of thetewitext and a passive
role of a mute reader. | would rather argue fawiag text, that is alive and is lived and
experienced through its frequentation and practiceught back to a new life in a
slightly different actualization each time it isrfmgmed, a fluid composite unity which
is ready to be moulded and to undergo change aogpra individual interpretation and
occasional realization.

However, a necessary distinction must me made leetviexts with a dialogic

structure included in th&ongsun Longztollection — such as tHgaima Lun- and the

3 Kern, 2008, p. xviii.
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Zhiwu Lun As we have already seen, this particular essagepts itself as an
argument-based text, thus needs to be consideckst ardifferent point a view. In fact,
argument-based texts gain their argumentative forara the formal organization and
disposition of the arguments treated, and the iroress-references build between
elements of different pericopes thanks to struttéeatures and rhetorical devices
which let the reader elaborate immediate linkstheeoconstitutive part of the argument.
Consequently, this typology of texts without anyults is the conscious cultural
product of a meditated plan of exposition of a aerttopic which leaves nothing to
chance, thus is “written in naturé® and should be considered a text to be read — and
possibly discussed — but not as approximate doafprfactical use.

Though the originality of the formulation of tEdniwu Lunstructure, its contents
are not detached from the general line of thoughhing through all the texts included
in the Gongsun Longzithe main issue is still the necessary relatignfletween names
and actualities, and the process through whichirleiscapable relationship happens.

Finally, keeping in mind these considerations, ve@ clare to postulate the

Gongsun Longzs a “handbook of dialectit?® or “textbook on logic®’®

though not in
the Western sense of the word. In fact, it is npta@per manual or primer as we would
expect it to be: it doesn’t provide precise defams and extensive descriptions of
rhetorical techniques and dialectical tropes; mdtat formulates arguments and
counterarguments, expounding almost complete delaterder to provide a concrete
sample of how a thesis can be developed in oralopractice, and — what's most
important - from both sides of the coin - showirgyht is possible to treat a topic from
opposite points of view still discussing it in ausd and coherent way.

Finally, who was Gongsun Long then? A fictitiousudcter without any doubts,
an authoritative figure used to legitimate the igs and the episodes associated with
him, though possibly inspired to a real flesh-atds man living in the Warring States
period, who came to populate a few tasty anecdmtesinspire an entire collection of

dialectical writings named after him; a politiciand official who was fond of — and

" Meyer, 2008, p. 311.

*"™Reding, 1986, p. 369; though this smart definitisnemployed by Reding with reference to the
Mohists, nevertheless in my opinion it fits perfeaiso the very nature of ti@ongsun Longzi

> Volkov applies this term to “Chinese logical tieatin the form of collections of examples” (Volkov
1992, p. 3).

" See Crump, 1964, p. 118, 120.
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extremely skilled in — debate and argumentatioshrawd diplomat and refined scholar
with an almost unreachable ability in playing widinguage and turning situations to his
own advantage by weaving a web of cunning wordsi@“maitre de rhétoriqué® as
Kou Pao-koh defines him. In fact, he was for swseanly a jester or a minor character
animating the Lord of Pingyuan’s court: he is ddmemt as a propdsianshi a debater
who didn’t belong to any particular grouping or Hsol”, an independent thinker
serving at court capable of logical subtleties ulsief diplomatic practice, sharing a far-
seeing and cautious political vision.

Though | am conscious of the enormous limits andaithfulness of
comparative thinking, still it is undeniable thdt we closely examine with an
unprejudiced look Freeman’s definition of Gorgiage will find many intriguing
similarities with our persuader’s own conditiondgscribed until now: “he was not only
an ambassador, but a consummate speaker as \ei§ [speeches written as exercises,
probably as models for his pupit®. Keeping in mind the obvious peculiarities and
necessary differences between the two particulaiogmlitical and cultural situations
of ancient Greece and early Chiffaa framework of reference highlighting a highly
compatibility rate of a somewhat similar scenasbpowing at least a few evident
common points in the processes of transmissiontradiition of knowledge — oral and
written - cannot be completely ignored.

"8 Kou Pao-koh, 1953, p. 131.
"9 Freeman, 1953, p. 359; see also Crump. 1964,.p. 98
%80 u Xing, 1998, p. 5, 42.
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APPENDIX A: Additional translations

Gongsun Longzi translation of Jifu & chapter 1

Chapter 1 — Anthology of deed¥*

Gongsun Long was a dialectician of the time of 8ie States: since he was
dissatisfied with the confusion about names and thetualities, thanks to his great
talent he elaborated the theory of “preserving WhitHe formulated analogies
subverting things, in order to support the thedr{poeserving White”. He said: “White
horse is no horse. White horse is no horse becaus&” is what denotes the color,
while “horse” is what denotes the shape. Colorasthe same as shape, and shape is
not the same as color. Therefore, if I'm talkingpabcolor, combining shape with it is
not appropriate, vice versa if I'm talking aboutaph, it is not suitable for color to
follow. Now, to combine these two element to formeahing is wrong. If you are
looking for a white horse in a stable and therease, but on the contrary there is a
black one, still it cannot correspond to there e white horse. And if it cannot
correspond to there being a white horse, than &nmmehat there is not what | am
looking for, and if there is not what I'm lookingrfthen in the end a white horse is no
horse.” He put forth this distinction in order tectify the relationship between names
and actualities and, in doing so, changing the avorl

Gongsun Long and Kong Chuan met at the court ofPitiece of Pingyuan of
Zhao. Chuan said: “l always heard it said that goe a righteous man, and it's been
long since | desired to become Your disciple; hosvevdo not accept that You deem a
white horse not a horse. | beg You to disown suchréfice, so that | could ask You to

accept me as disciple.”

%81 See also Harbsmeier's and Reding’s partial trainsis (Harbsmeier, 1989, pp. 152-153 and Reding,
1985, pp. 430-432).
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Gongsun Long answered: “What you said is absurdatWlm a famous for is
jut the “white horse” theory; now if you make mesmiiss it, then | have nothing more
to teach you. Moreover, he who wants to get himaethaster does so because his
knowledge and his learning are inferior to the m&st Now you make me dismiss my
theory: this is teaching me first and then taking as a master; to teach somebody first
and then take him as master is absurd. Moreoveriate horse” is no “horse” is a
statement accepted even by Confucius. | heardthieaKing of Chu stretched his bow
Fanruo and fixed a Wanggui arrow to shot alligatond rhinoceros in the Yunmetig
park, but lost his weapon. The Ministers of thetlagfd the Right gave the order to look
for it, but the King said: “Halt! The King of Chwst his bow, a man of Chu will get it,
why still looking for it?”. Confucius heard this drcommented: “The King of Chu is
human and righteous but not accomplished yet . & that a man lost his bow, and
that another man would have found it, must he rezcédg be a man of Chu?”. In this
way Confucius distinguished a man of Chu from whatalled a man. The fact that you
accept that Confucius distinguished “man of Chuwhir“man” and you don’t accept
that | distinguish “white horse” from “horse” is &rd. You cultivate the Confucian
doctrine but refuse what Confucius himself accepifegbu want to study with me but
you make me dismiss my teachings, then even itulccoultiply myself for a hundred
times, | couldn’t be worth as before.”

Kong Chuan kept silent.

Gongsun Long was a guest at the court of the Poh&ngyuan of Zhao; Kong
Chuan was a descendant of Confucius. Kong ChuarGmegsun Long and said: “I am
from Lu, and | heard of Your wisdom and Your nobtenduct. It's been long since |
desired to become Your disciple, now finally | mbuheet You. There is only one thing
among Your teachings that | cannot accept, thitas You consider a white horse to be
not a horse. | beg You to dismiss the teachingwhate horse is no horse so that | can
ask You to become Your disciple.”

Gongsun Long answered: “What you said doesn't msse. My teaching
consists in deeming a white horse no horse. Ifiyailke me dismiss this theory, then |
have nothing to teach. To leave me without anythingeach and then study with me is
absurd. One who wants to study with me must condide wisdom and knowledge

%82 | ake area in contemporary Hubei province.
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inferior to mine; now asking me to dismiss the tiyethat white horse is no horse
means demanding to teach me first and then takmg$mmaster; to teach me first and
then taking me as master is absurd. This situatiowhich you want to teach me
reminds me of when the King of Qi questioned YinnV&he King of Qi asked Yin
Wen: “I keep scholarg® in great esteem, how can it ever be that theroie in the
State of Qi?”

Yin Wen replied: “I would like to know what Your Nksty means with
‘scholar’.” The King of Qi didn't answer. Yin Wersked: “Now if there was such a
man - loyal in serving his prince, filial towardss Iparents, faithful to friends, agreeable
with neighbours — putting into practice these fkunds of exemplary behaviour could
he be said to be a scholar?” The King of Qi ansa€iEexcellent! This is exactly what |
mean by ‘scholar.” Yin Wen then asked: “If Your Maty had such a man at his
service, would You promote him to the rank of a#i@” The King answered : “This is
just would | want but cannot get.” At that time tkmg of Qi greatly esteemed courage.
Thus Yin Wen inquired: “If there was a man thatthe middle of the crowd of your
court, would be insulted but in the end wouldn’ted@o react, would Your Majesty
anyway promote him to the rank of official?” Thenl§ianswered: “He is a great man
indeed, but not to react to an insult would beshainour! If he is dishonoured | would
not promote him to the rank of official.” Yin Weaplied: “This man, even if he doesn’t
react to the offences suffered, didn’t fail to hondhe four kinds of exemplary
behaviour for which he was deemed a scholar. Ifrdajesty in one instance would
promote him and in the other wouldn’t, then ishi itase that he who was said to be a
scholar in the end is not so?” The King of Qi didahswer. Yin Wen continued: “If
now we consider a sovereign that wants to govesrrdign in such a way that who is
guilty is punished and but who is innocent alikeggttwho is deserving is rewarded but
who is not alike, and then he complains that peapé ungovernable, is he right in
thinking so?” The King of Qi answered: “No.” Yin Wesaid: “I see that this is the way
in which Your subordinates govern the state of Qiie King answered: “Admitting
that 1 govern my state this way, trusting your wsrdhen though people are
unreasonable | should not dare to complain, idn& what you are saying?” Yin Wen
replied: “I said so, should | dare to not to spe#k@r orders say murderers must be put

*835hi+- in the Chinese text.
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to death and offenders must be punished. A manfedus Your orders and that, been
insulted, did not dare to react completely resp¥otsr will. But you said that he who is
insulted and doesn’t dare to react is a dishonourad; calling him dishonoured you
punish him though he is innocent; he is innocent hevertheless Your Majesty
punishes him, crossing his name out from the lisdfbcials and not promoting him.
Thus in doing so you punish him. This man is inmb@nd Your Majesty punish him. If
you consider dishonoured he who doesn’t react toault, then you should consider
honourable he who reacts, and if You considers honourable, You should also
promote him to the rank of official; in promotingrhYou reward him. Thus doing so
Your Majesty rewards him without him deservingTihe one You reward is the one
Your subordinates would put to death. What is atsmem the higher ranks is forbidden
by law. Reward and punishment, true and false lafewa confused, and even if a man
was worth ten times the Yellow Emperor he will het able to govern this country.”
The king did not answer. For this reason | compatg words to those of the King of
Qi: you know how to criticize my theory that whherse is no horse but you don’t even
know how to justify your criticism. This is like ¢hcase of he who pays lip service when

praising scholars, but is incapable of distinguigithose who are really so.
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Kongcongzi - Gongsun Long di shi'efLE 7 AFREE £+

The text is reported, bearing minimal differendashe Wanwei bie zangd Z= 5]k or

Siku weishou shumilil R Y2 H by Ruan Yuarbiot (1764-1849), edited in 1822,

Gongsun Long was a guest at the court of the Pmideingyuan; he kept in
great consideration forms and names and considen#@ horse no horse. Someone
said to Zi Gao: “This man talks petty words butaghe causes harm to the Great Dao,
why don’t you got to him and set him right?” Zi Ganswered: “The flow of the Great
Dao manifests itself in the world, why should | worbout that?” The other one
replied: “Even if things are this way, you havedwit since you belong to this world.”
Zi Gao went to Zhao, where he met Gongsun Longhatdourt of the Prince of
Pingyuan, and he told him: “I am from Lu, and | ttkaf Your wisdom and Your noble
conduct; it's been long since | desired to becomertlisciple. Things being so, there
is only one teaching among Yours that | cannot picdBat is that you consider white
horse to be not a whit¥ horse. If You will truly dismiss the teaching thiat“not
horse” then | can ask You to accept me as Youriglest Gongsun Long replied:
“What you said doesn’'t make sense. My teaching istsxé deeming white horse no
white®®® horse. If you make me dismiss this theory, thérave nothing to teach. To
leave me without anything to teach and then studly me, isn’t it absurd? One who
wants to study with me must consider his wisdom lamuivledge inferior to mine; now
to teach me to disown that white horse is no wffiteorse means demanding to teach
me first and then taking me as master: this isadatissible. This situation in which you
want to teach me reminds me of when the King ofj@astioned Yin Wen. The King of
Qi asked: “I keep scholars in great esteem, howthere are none in the State of Qi.”
Yin Wen replied: ““Now if there was such a man yab in serving his prince, filial

towards his parents, faithful to friends, agreeattb neighbours — putting into practice

%% This is a clear mistake in the formulation of famous paradox on the white horse, most probably a
later interpolation.
585
Id.
586 Id.
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these four kinds of exemplary behaviour could hes&id to be a scholar?” The King
said: “Excellent! This is exactly what | mean bghslar'!” Yin Wen asked: “If Your
Majesty had such a man at his service, would Yampote him to the rank of official?”
The King answered : “This is just what | want bahnot get.”

Yin Wen continued: “If this man in the middle oftlesrowd of your court would
be insulted but in the end wouldn’t dare to reaculd Your Majesty anyway promote
him to the rank of official?” The King replied: “l& scholar would be insulted and
didn’t dare to react he would be dishonoured. | it promote him to the rank of
official.” Yin Wen replied: “ Even if he didn’t darto react to the offences suffered, he
hasn't lost those qualities for which he was deemestholar. Thus if your Majesty
wouldn’t promote him then he who was consideredrmbkar before might be no scholar
in the end? Your decrees provide for murdererset@utt to death and for offenders to
be punished. People fear your orders for this meatwerefore he who suffered an
offence and didn’'t dare to react completely respetbur laws, but Your Majesty
doesn’t promote him to the rank of official: thiams punishing him. Moreover if You
consider dishonoured who doesn't react to an o#fertben you should consider
honourable he who reacts; the one you reward isrileeyour subordinates would put to
death. What is accepted in the higher ranks isidddn by law. Reward and
punishment, true and false are mixed up and codfws® even if a man was worth ten
times the Yellow Emperor he will not be able to govthis country.” The King of Qi
didn’t answer. Moreover that white horse is no @it horse was accepted even by
your forefather Confucius. | heard that the KingQifu stretched his bow Fanruo and
cocked a Wanggui arrow to shot alligators and rtémos in the Yunmentf park, but
lost his weapon. The Ministers of the Left and Right gave the order to look for it,
but the King said: “Halt! The King of Chu lost Hi®w, a man of Chu will get it, why
still looking for it?” Confucius heard this and comanted: “The King of Chu is human
and righteous but not accomplished yet. Just satyaiman will find it and that’s all,
must he necessarily be a man of Chu?” If it istlsen Confucius distinguished a man of
Chu from what is called “man”. The fact that yowegt that Confucius distinguished

“man of Chu” from “man” and you don’t accept thadlistinguish “white horse” from

%87 Again the same mistake in the formulation of theaglox.
%% | ake area in contemporary Hubei province.
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089 is absurd. You cultivate the Confucian doctring tmfuse what Confucius

“horse
himself accepted; if you want to study with me pott make me dismiss my teachings,
then even if | could multiply myself for a hundrghes, | couldn’t be worth as before.”
Zi Gao didn't say a word, he withdrew and announcetis words are cunning and
flawed, seductive but irrational; this is the reasdy | didn't answer.” Another day the
Prince of Pingyuan gathered a crowd of guests amnded Zi Gao. The Prince of
Pingyuan said: “Sir, You are the descendant ofge,sgou didn’t consider a distance of
a thousandi too much to come on a visit with the intent of nmakiGongsun Long
dismiss his teaching of the “white horse”. Howewren if it has not been decided yet
if it's right or wrong, you want to go back, howrca be?” Zi Gao replied: “When a
principle reaches its purest form, that it is salfdent. How could it ever stand in my
departure!” The Prince of Pingyuan asked: “Candrtabout this doctrine of the “purest
form”?” Zi Gao answered: “This doctrine draws cosgtply on the Classics and the
Commentaries, | do not dare to consider it an wfemine. TheChungiurecords that
six fish-hawks took off. At a first glance they asi&, but at a closer look You realize
they are fish-hawks. “Fish-hawk” is like “horsesiX” is like “white”, thus You see its
being white but after checking you know it's a ler€olor is distinguished by a name,
essence manifests itself in outer appearance. tering “white horse”, name and
actuality fit each other. It is like women-dyersirdy silk and linen black, white, blue
and yellow; even if the names of the colors aréeddht, the substance is the same. This
is the reason why th8hi have “white silk”, and not “silk white”. Theiji has “black
robe”, and not “robe black”. Think of “black ox”rddark warrior”: of this kind of
examples there are plenty. First you pick the ¢dlen you name their substance. What
pools together all things is what the sage recagnas constant. A perfected man’s
speech values the correspondence between thingsprameciples, not complicated
argumentations. It is like Yin Wen, who subvertkd King of Qi’'s words, because they
weren’t coherent with his laws. What | said to Gsung Long is, | greatly esteem his
wisdom and rejoice in his conduct. Even if he woudidmiss the “white horse”
teaching, his wisdom and his conduct would remaichanged. If it is so, then |
wouldn’t have made him lose what he has to teadhhB persists in predicating so, to
the point that principles went lost. Of those watitis King of Chu said about a man of

°% Here the paradox is correct, thus providing evigefor the previous wrong occurrences as later
interpolations.
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Chu who lost his bow and the fact that a man of @buld have got it, my forefather
Confucius investigated the basic idea: the King tedrto show his open-mindedness
but in fact in saying so he narrowed them. Thishiss reason why the Master said it
would have been better just to claim that a manldvbave found it and that’s all. Thus
in what the King said he made a distinction in ee$po “Chu” and not to “man”. If you
use this argument as analogy then it clashes ghangh the former one. In saying
simply “man” we mean a generic man, like when we ‘$@rse” we mean a generic
horse. Chu in itself is a state, white in itselfaicolor. If one wants to broaden the
meaning of “man”, it is appropriate to leave o@ht”; if one wants to rectify name
and color, it is not the case it is appropriatéetove out “white”. If You truly examine
these principles, then the distinctions drawn by@anin Long are disproved.” The Lord
of Pingyuan said: “Sir, Your words are excellentarms of principles indeed.” Then he
turned to the crowd of guests and said: “Can Gomgsung answer to this?” Shi You, a
guest from Yan, replied: “As far as rhetorical argnts are concerned, he will; but
when it comes to principles he won't.”

Gongsun Long discussed again with Zi Gao at thertcofi the Prince of
Pingyuan. They debated about principles arrivinthatpoint of discussing that “three
(components) are preservéd” In debating so Gongsun Long reached the top in
eloquence and analytical acumen. Zi Gao didn’t anssad abruptly withdrew. The day
after they met again. The Prince of Pingyuan saidhat Gongsun Long formerly
argued is a true example of eloquence. Sir, whaYalo actually think about it?” Zi
Gao answered: “It is, indeed. He was able to prtha “three (components) are
preserved®, however difficult. | would like to ask Your Majgsanother question.
Now to make the three (components) to be presdsvertremely difficult and actually
wrong. To say that two (components) are presersexktremely easy and actually true.
I don’t know if Your Majesty would rather comply thiwhat is easy and right or what
is difficult and wrong.” The Lord of Pingyuan coultlanswer. The day after, he told
Gongsun Long: “You shouldn’t debate with Kong Zids@n him principles win over
rhetoric, but in you rhetoric wins over principl&ghen rhetoric wins over principles, in

the end one is necessarily defeated.”

% More commonly interpreted and translated as “Zsagthree ears”; about this famous paradox and
my interpretation of its meaning, see note 67 gep&®4-25 of the present study.
*10r “zang to have three ears”.
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APPENDIX B: Rare texts

Xie Xishen’s preface to theGongsun Longzi(# FiEAREETFIRF)%

INFRARES, WENFR, AAFE, TR, A DI E 2R, AR, KR PR
M2, VIREEES, MEfRf, SEEHATEE, FEE NG, 4rH: T
R TZREE A TR, T=2) m MEEE) 2T, FEERIERE, A
M Frdim, SEAFRELITE @S, WLERGE, fEABENES, RBMEd, &obs
H, ARKREFST A, BEPNR RN R, KEFOSCUARR, #iEE
VIR, B, S| NBEARIEE ; ik, FRE, J FREE M
o XEEREINT- AR, SEEFHKH: [ARECH AW, 1T, 2L
ﬁﬁ?$ BT S, %Wﬁt— BN 2D, Az, | B,
A RARUZFER, HFHERTTR, ARTEE N, SEEAE, ZLUE
ﬁﬁﬁ AL HTES hﬁ RAEMEAAMSRM, Hit+=: [AFRREREBEAZA,
REMRA 2D, FEE 2, ] A Eak! KRR

Preface to theShoubai Lun (EREE#%)"

IR A E S R AR EALS, BHES, oM, D-UEEH, RS
H, —WRER VEMR oz e, mHlE HEEE, TREAERS, %E
IEFE, RUMRRE SRR HEEETY, R, mASTEm>. KA
FREEF 20, MFECRHTAH, KE\NBH AEPE, THETEZH, B6HE
F. BRI, FRARE, AR, RIE2IS, RATUS, BRI,
A RN, EATEY, F AR, HERIRE, T sgiE, BT, Rt
AR, A IEMEAY, AR R, KHEREE, MEASRIE ; SEZY, =A%
W, M4 K, ff@%/ﬁﬂ RHGEHI, 4 BLfE ; BUORHE M2 YY), HEEfsmA
ez, Rz, REREW, famERE, EMmEE ; JEfEimtE, misdEHE, 2o
fi, — R, TRHIE-, B8 TE g BRa, EHINE, WZRRmE, Hig
NHH REEA, &R0, BHZR, #PReR, AR, miEpe, miE
e, ARz, RO, HRH, KRR, MO, REEES, W
%, HEAM, BREEM, RHTAGER, 4Bk, ERA1E, B, Kz,

/

W

%92 Taken from Jin Shoushen’s edition (Jin Shoush®@2lyuanxu&)¥, pp. 1-2). For a translation see
Perleberg, 1952, pp. 17-19.
°9 Quan Zuwangi#H %, 2003, pp. 807-808.
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WEEE Y, 1EACAZEE, W4 B, MR, BE, MR, MEEALE, 7%
fRJEE, —mZE, HEM, EAEN, 4@z, MEEPTRE, AB'HIE, HIE
Ao DRBLMERH, HIEAEE, J@EMER, eSS, BepsE HORERIE R
o, ENEAR, RuhBER, WERRAERD  FEEREW, MEA W,
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APPENDIX C:
Gongsun LongziChinese text

(Shuofu/Daozangvariants)

Abbreviations:

SF =Shuofuedition

DZ = Daozangedition

[ ] = variants between the two editions

@ = absence of a corresponding variant in oneefwo editions

Gongsun Longzi — JifSF&R/DZ B AT

INFRBENBIRF[SFHHDZEE th, A4 B ZHEL, RE[SFYIDZM 2T E 45T H
2. B BUELLSE A[SFHEDZE G OIS AR t, AEAIEEH S A4
B[SF/DZ@|E ET LA B, AIFREIEEN, REGAAIIEAER, 5%
HIEARER, 56 URMIEm, sk BB[SFT/DZA e, AT A G2 EAR
ANATLUEA B, AeTRUEA ARAIFTR B TR, CRIREREIES, ARHE
SHHDZEALLEAEIML R TH, BERLZEGHEYERES, ZH: [FEELES
Ao WA oh T MBS AL AR 2R [SFR/IDZH], 1HEMARHIZERE 2 26 7
| BEH: T ST, 24 [SFOIDZE] T LLA K Z i [SFH/DZHE].,
EREE LS, HARAN 2 & DU BLEL R Anth, A BER 2 e umitz il [
SE&IDZ@), Segmigini s Bi7, HAKIER PR 2T, FERRE RS
P Ol RS O R ES s MRS, AhdRke, £H: [k, AR
SIEANGZ, RT, ] PRz B TR RSh, FEATDAS
2B, et | 2 e B4 A[SFT/DZR AT A, Fiefh/e 5idE A[SFT/
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DZR] il AN FE8E B S [SFT/IDZRRFTRR 17, SoAMEfMRirmIEf e 2 prie, #k
BMEE LT AR M A FEE AR E TR, | FLZRELUER, AREHEVRE 2%
th, FLERILF 2B, ZRELEES, ZE0HEEH  TEEEMIE T RS o4 2 BEi
H2AT, MR 2 HARIASE R, SRETARBUEA B A U4 2 [SFE HIDZL
A2 H], SBEREIIERNZB[SHIIDZOZEE A0 . | AFREH @ T4k
2 ER, REZ2LIARAIEREL, HREEZNIREEELIZ, HLLEm ) 2[SF
FIDZA RELE R, HIRARE[SFTIDZAFEH LI BLEL IS 2 Ridtth, S BHEL T
RS Re Mgz th, JeBumiin.e v, Sedz prLABEE P £ 2 i/ 7
X, BEZEICH 0 [FENEAF L, [SFM/DZLAREE L, i, | FXH
o TRRBIREZ i £, BEELE, FCHAS A AN[SFTIDZR], SRS
o FHIAIZE, AZAHNE, BEPEHIE, AhiTrE -, ] mEH © [[SFE/DZ
=), WESFTE I, ] ACHESIAEUAE T, £H 0 [PrEmR[SF/
DZw|#5th, J RREEBE, [SFFDZREFCH o [tk NERKEZ R
RAET AR, FHLUAEF, | £H . [fEtth, RfgmAEEt, SR
ARG RER, ] F3CH - [[SFIHE/DZME] GG AFIAR LI T, & A S
AT HFT LAy sk, i — LA B — AR B A2 prad B )09t F, ] &+
HLUE, FCH - [5F AEREEE, ANAFRAPEZ, HIERRIEZ, ADHI
B, BOANEZ, MRANZAREMAF, | BEH: (R, ] FXH: T
FLRE[SHH E/DZEL iz 8y, e, ] £H @ [FEABBERE LA ZEN
EARPREAAHES A, BARERE, | FCH : [E2HERT, EZTHZEAN
F, BAEM, NAREZSE REMEAT™, 2atzsth, mEH R
MAFF Eh, sH2EIEzh, MIFMm EE2MNRERE, Ao &EM, %
EFE 2, WM EE 2 th, B EERRIE LR th, SRR S
FOIDZIM] £z oA B3R, M AREHRE 2h, REDMEE .2, EZFEE
Zﬁ%&oLZﬁ%ﬁ%Zﬁ%&oﬁ%%%ﬁ@m&%mﬁ%o%+ﬁ%K%
i, J o EELDE, WHELL T2 S AU E, FREEAE IS, NEpTLIE
P AV /3 S A N 1IN SIE 3 o =P
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Gongsun Longzi- Baima Lun B #

(H): "TAKEETF,

H: "Hl, |

H: Mdk, |

H: TEEF LB, B4, prilafat, s demPiiH BEESR, |

H: TAABA RIS, RS A RSN, A AERA[SFHE/DZE H]
Z IR,

H: TRISERSHE TR, KASKEREATE, oK hENERRk—, ek
—HAFE RGN, FRANRMEREA AR, B HARIER, i
ﬁ/%gmﬁﬂu@ﬁ/%ﬁz:ﬂuﬁ%ﬁal%o %E/%Zéﬁ%%%o il

H: TR A GRHES, R FFAEAZER, RTEETT, |

H: TEEA KA A5, EEEAERNCHEZRAE, SAEFERN, 5L
FGELEh, SBEASH, SHAEIERL,

H: TEEREARE, BREERH, GXEAEAAREEHAEUAMRESS, R
A, MHBEIEERA, |

H: TUAAER/AR, BARSAEERSETF

F: ToRA,

H: TR RARAESZERES RSN, REEREZRIIER%IER[SFh/

DZ@)|, UESEZAIFE ML AL A K, ARE AR E, R T2
S ALEFL,
THABEA RS A0 <, [SEE/DZAHEE A B AR AR A S,

Wt R A IRERUE 2AEE, IFAEAERAAN, MR ARIMATLSFS
IDZFE G,
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H: THARNEH, S, BEESAEAt, EPraaEad, K&
HEEMSFT/IDZR Ll T RIEFTLUE, BEHAEM[SFTIDZR] ., EREE
i, MMERSRTLUER, MEHIEAERM, BHABHES, |

Gongsun Longzi — Zhiwu Lurfg #%#&

Wi dEra T e IErE, R M ERWELGEY, a8 K T rleaie ¥, et
KT ZPriEd, MARTZAt, URT AR T 2R, KT
FEIMA AN AR W, AARRFEAJEf R th, FEFEA W RIEEL, KT ER AT
AtEH. FEAIEEL, FEAIREE YA, WIRIEEE MfRIEEH, KT
fEHE[SFTIDZINM 2 5 H 4 R 2 4a . RAFERE 2R R M2 TE, AR
R DGR, HIFE R TPk, R TMEEA, WA EEd, R~
BAEHJEA AW, JEAIHEAY IS, IR, FREYIEHEN, XT
HEMIRHESR IR, K T EEREAGRRTR. K M A TR EREASRR IEe. 1<AR Y
FEtE, HIHG[SFMUDZIE] B 2345, 22FF[SFT/DZI ] Jh

B2y T,

Gongsun Longzi - Jianbai LurE® B34

(H): "B Baa=7nF, |

H: " AR,

=R O

H: "wl,

H: MMk, |

F: THEERAS 5 R ) e G ER AR T

H: THFT A AR A, /S HATROR AR MR T2 At Z[SFT/DZR] 54
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F: TR H A B 4G Ho gy A B B, R4S H AT B A5 He AT R [SFE /D Z 2]
o (REECHME S, |

H: TR M EAATUERA, R VERAALGE A, BAAaAESh, k=" F[SF
HIDZD] o |

H: TA At IEmimmtdl, |
F T H AR oA G DA R, H B R J
F: TAGH A5 HER R [SHEUR fL/IDZ B BB FLT#E, [SFEA REE/DZD]—— A4
B, BEtE, L,
H: Tz HAZBAEARR, “HEFFRENE&EE, HIERF |
H: "WHERNERATH, MRS REHITER, REAMREF[SFEL/DZ ] A,

—
k=
o

H: TR, R BRI, B RS [ R L [SF/DZE ],

H: T[SFT/DZRA A —H, BA W E[SFT/DZRA A, MAMEATRME, A
RE[SFAE R RLISIDZA], B H B, BN AR B, iSRS
IDZFEZ NHE.

H: T HAREES, FAREH, NrlGHEE, NrliRfEn, HETH, HEDIHH,
EX Ik [SFF/DZAN A TR, |

H: TEBCORELG A BN, AREZABMEME, HABAYME, K FARAHE
MmEs. FEARE AERAAY T, A& LRAammas, JEREZA
o AR EIRER S AT, i, B E T, ) SESFEIDZA] R T,
HAELLE, DL TS R B B AN B R, #s WL U, B DL mF
AT S 5 BP0 TR, AR B o, R RHEES, Bt s R T BB IE,

J

Gongsun Longzi- Tongbian Lun @34

E]- r :ﬁngo |
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P fg—,

= J

H: T2/ 4HF

H: I A,

H: T “HLEY, |

H: T A,

Fl: T 4 R[[SFA/DZ3E] —[SF./DZD]F, |
H: FAR,

H: T/ R[[SF4/DZE] —[SF/DZD)F, |
H: FAR,

H: TERAWHE P, |

H: Twl,

H: TRESIEAREE A T,

H:Tal,

H: DA R,

H: e,

H: Mg, |

H: ", |

=

TR AT, AN AR,

H: § mji e s, —HEBRARM,

(H): T EEAES, FaFE

F: Mk,

Fl: TRBLARMERL, A R, M[SF@IDZEF 2 FE¥th, [SFEIDZO)Z I
FHRT], BABEAMSEE, FAATAA, PoiiFhEzimftRn, &

BAMH AR, FrEa/A, KA, AR, FFER, &H: a5k

Bl o SERE RS, MSEFAR AR T A MR AR T,
PR LA AR, HEA[SFZIDZOE e, TFEAE. AT,
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AHEERE R ., Wil FEAER BRI, MR, AR L, %
BEHE [RARIEEED o FEALIERE, BB DIZESEIS, MRH HLUESR
%, BE[SF4IDZiBEL4L IR, |
T[SFHHDZER. |

FLLAE, ALHEIHE, |
Mk,
T ENHELTAR R [, R AE[SFE/DZAR MAR[SFE/DZ ] AEHETS
th, RNEHGHEME, 58 KirE A b A8, —[SFT/DZR])E A7, —[SF
TIDZIRI AT, EPFHARERE, BHIERE RSN, HAREREZ[SFT/DZA]

m

!I.'

o O

B [SFM/DZE8] ==, M HERET A aAEt, 8RR ZBERMA AN

h, KlEeEE, BABEERZR, FAAMHEMmAAE, AARRHIH A, 55 mm i
HaZRt, WHZRSE, FHSM, LB BHMED, HERP 2AER

FMMAAHE, WAESAPIEESRM, JEEREA EEEEOTES, SHRP®H
o WA IE PEEIEA LIRS, |

Gongsun Longzi — Mingshi Luri& &

KU BILFTERYW, WL ILET A @S B, 5 LR LT E RS AL,

T, FEAL, ALEETALRIEM, LUHFTIEIE PRI, SeHpTiE, HIEE EH
ﬁ%&oEE%E%E%@&J&@DE@%Bw%$ﬁﬁﬂ%o%ﬁ
[SEH/DZIM) 4 A MEFAR IR RE ATT, §H M T AME T L B A AT, HPUE &
i, ANE AL, S s P RIME A, HRBAT#E, B E T R ME T it
AEATI, FELUE T L, DUE T E B, SR [SF@IDZ) B I [SFT/DZIRA]

e JEE IR[SFT/DZ AR AT, A AR HL I B T e BAR AN T, R4 B, 0t
Z IEEN 2 AR [SFRIDZIA ARTE . 0 2 At i 2 AR I R GE
th, BRE, HZUERFLLBEELIRE, 2Rk, T2PE,
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Abstract:

Il presente lavoro si pone come obiettivo il geftamuova luce sulla struttura e il
contenuto delGongsun Longziconcentrandosi in particolare sui cosiddetti ftap
originali”, ovvero quelli considerati i piu fededid una ipotetica formulazione originaria
— scritta e/od orale - degli argomenti discusdBaima Luned il Zhiwu Lun Dopo aver
preso il considerazione la figura pseudo-storickiadgore putativo, Gongsun Long
viene fornita un’analisi della struttura complessoel testo, incluso anche un accurato
studio delle variati testuali esistenti tra le deesioni piu antiche del testo ricevuto (le
edizioni dello Shuofue del Daozang. Infine, un’esaustiva trattazione dei contenuti
filosofici del Baima Lune delZhiwu Lun corredata da una traduzione commentata,
chiude il lavoro

The present work aims at shading new light on thecture and content of tl@ongsun
Longzi focusing in particular on the so-called “originghapters”, those who are
considered more truthful to an hypothetical origjiieamulation — written and/or oral —
of the topics discussed, thBaima Lun and the Zhiwu Lun After taking into
consideration the pseudo-historical figure of théapive author, the persuader Gongsun
Long, an analysis of the overall structure of teet is provided, comprehending an
accurate study of textual variants existing betw#en two most ancients versions
available of the received text (th&huofuand the Daozang edition). Finally, an
exhaustive treatment of the philosophical conterfitthe Baima Lunand Zhiwu Lun
accompanied with a commented translation, concltitesgvork.
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