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Chapter4

Confucius and His Disciples in the Lunyu: The Basis 
for the Traditional View

Paul R. Goldin

ThereisanemergingconsensusthatthereceivedtextoftheAnalects(Lunyu
論語),thoughregardedthroughoutChinesehistoryasthebestsinglesource
forthelifeandphilosophyofConfucius,1didnotexistbeforetheHandynasty.
TheworkofscholarssuchasZhuWeizheng朱維錚,JohnMakeham,andMark
Csikszentmihalyihasleftlittledoubtthatthetextwasredactedsometimedur-
ingtheWesternHan.2Thisdoesnotnecessarilymean,however,thatthecon-
tentsmustdatetoaperiodlaterthanConfuciusandhisdisciples.3Aworkthat
wascompiledinacertaincenturydoesnotnecessarilyconsistofmaterialdat-
ing fromthat samecentury.4Thus, thenew insights regarding the relatively
latecompilationoftheAnalectsdonotinvalidatethetraditionalunderstand-
ingofthetext’sphilosophicalimportance.Inthischapter,Ishallpresentsev-
eralexamplessuggestingthattheAnalectsreflectsanintellectualenvironment
fromlongbeforetheHandynasty.Thesedistinctivefeaturesofthetextwould
havetobeexplainedbyanytheoryofitsorigin.Thesameevidencewillalso
supportthetraditionalchronology,whichpostulatesthesequenceAnalects–
Mozi–Mencius–Laozi–Xunzi.

1 E.g.,Creel1949:291:“Allscholarsseemtobeagreedthat,whilesomepartsoftheAnalectsare
subjecttoquestion,thebookingeneralisourbestsinglesourceforConfucius.”Creelwas
alreadyaware,itshouldbenoted,thattherearenosecurereferencestothereceivedtextof
theAnalectsfrombeforetheHan.

2 ZhuWeizheng2002:97–123;Makeham1996,2006;Csikszentmihalyi2002,2004:28ff.
3 Despite,e.g.,Weingarten2009:598:“thetextualmaterialfoundinthereceivedLunyu may

haveoriginatedanytimebetweenConfucius’sdeathintheearlyfifthcenturyBCEandthe
secondcenturyBCE,orevenlaterinthecaseofinterpolations.”SeealsoWeingarten2010:199.
Stumpfeldt2010:24:“Inthepasttwodecades…ithasbeenrecognisedthatthematerialin
the[Analects]ishighlyheterogeneousinnatureandofvaryingauthenticity”(withoutany
references).Closeparallelsbetweentwolinesfrom*Yucong3語叢三(amanuscriptfrom
Guodian郭店)andAnalects7/6and9/4showthatatleastsomematerialintheAnalectshas
trulyearlyorigins:Cook2012:2.866–868;LiXueqin2009:293–297.(Notethatthereisanearlier
editionofLiwithdifferentpagination.)

4 ThisissimilartoLiLing’s(2008:213)analogyofanancientChinesetextasaglassofwine,
withthewine(thetextualcontents)andtheglass(theeditioninwhichthetextualcontents
havebeentransmitted)tobedistinguishedanalytically.
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 Evidence from Intellectual History

TheAnalectsmakenomentionofphilosophicaldevelopmentsthattookplace
afterthefifthcenturyBCE.Moststrikingly,thetextneverreferstotheconcept
ofphysicalself-cultivation.5Thispointiswellillustratedbyacomparisonof
theConfucianAnalectswiththeMohistAnalects(sometimescalled“Moyu”墨
語 in Chinese), a set of documents with a very similar structure and thus,
thoughprofoundlyneglected,anaturalcomparandum.6First,awordaboutthe
two texts. When I refer to the Confucian Analects, I shall restrict myself to
chapters1–15,asIaccepttheargumentofD.C.Lauandothers,onthebasisof
observationsbyCuiShu崔述(1740–1816),thatthelastfivechaptersofthere-
ceivedtextarewritteninadifferentstyleandbelongtoadifferentera.7

Theinformaltitle“MohistAnalects”iscommonlyusedtorefertochapters
46–50oftheMozi 墨子.ThesesectionsrelatediscussionsbetweenMoDi墨翟
(d.ca.390BCE)andanarrayofinterlocutorsconsistingofdisciples,political
figures such as territorial lords, and representatives of various dissenting
schoolsandpointsofview.Themostfamouspassageintheseriesappearsin
chapter50(“Gongshu”公輸),whichtellsofMoDi’sroleindissuadingthestate
of Chu 楚 from attacking Song 宋 with siege machinery invented by one
Gongshu Ban公輸般.8 But this is the least useful portion of the text for a
numberofreasons,inadditiontoitssuspiciousnarrativemode.Thechapter
includesvirtuallynoinformationonMoDi’sphilosophyandmakesonlypass-
ingreferencetohisdisciples.9

Forchapters46–49,however,theepithet“Analects”fitsverywell,asthelan-
guageandcompositionindeedremindthereaderoftheConfucianAnalects.
Thetextpresentsonebriefepisodeaftertheother,withaminimumofdetails,
alwaysculminatinginateachingfromthemouthoftheMaster.Somescholars
accepttheMohistAnalectsastheMohistequivalentoftheLunyu—thatis,as
anauthoritativerecordofMoDi’slifeandsayingscompiledafterhisdeathby
hisdisciples.10Therearesomethornyissuesofdating,however,anditisclear,

5 Slingerland2000:139.
6 See,e.g.,Ding2011.
7 Lau1992:265–275.Thisisnottosuggestthatchapters16–20canbetreatedasablockfrom

asingleextraneoussource.
8 For the controversy regarding Gongshu Ban’s given name, see the commentary inWu

2006:13.50.749n1;Goldin2005:158n45.
9 Luan1957:119.
10 E.g.,Zhang(1936)1975:11.46.412,atthebeginningofthe“Gengzhu”耕柱chapter.Zhang

alsocitestheopinionofWangKaiyun王闓運(1833–1916).WuYujiang(2006:1027)cites
theopinionsofHuShi胡適(1891–1962)andLiangQichao梁啟超(1873–1929),bothof
whomcomparethesechapterswiththeLunyu.SeealsoZhengJiewen2006:1.1–4;Jiang
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atanyrate,thatthereceivedversionhasbeenstandardizedbysomeeditor.11
(MoDi’sdiscipleQinGuli禽滑釐,forexample,isreferredtoasamasterinhis
ownright.)12Nevertheless,thosescholarswhotreattheMohistAnalectsasa
genuinedocumentfromtheperiodjustafterMoDi’sdeathmustconsiderit
oneofthemostprecioustextsinthehistoryofChinesephilosophy.Notonly
woulditqualifyasoneoftheoldestsurvivingworks,butwewouldhavetore-
garditasaMohistyulu語錄,arecordoftheMaster’sspokenteachings.13In
othercases—notablythatofZhuXi朱熹(1130–1200)—whereathinker’syulu
isextant,itgenerallycomestobeoneofthemostcarefullystudiedtextsinhis
oeuvre.InthecaseoftheMohistAnalects,however,Iknowofonlyonesuch
intensiveinvestigation:ZhengJiewen’s鄭傑文Zhongguo Moxue tongshi中國

墨學通史,publishedin2006.14
Thislackofattentionmayexplainwhythemostimportantdifferencebe-

tweentheMohistAnalectsandtheirConfuciananaloguehaseludedcritics:
theMohistAnalectsdiscussagreatervarietyofphilosophicalpositions.For

1985:477–478;WangDongzhen1981:51–52.Japanesescholarstendtotakeanopposing
view;e.g.,Yoshinaga2004:34–69;Watanabe1973:538–539.Botharguethatthesechapters
are among the latest in the entire Mozi. (See also Ding 2011.) Durrant (1977–1978: esp.
265–266)observesthatthegrammaroftheMohistAnalectsisdistinctincertainrespects
fromthatofotherportionsoftheMoziandsuggeststhatdifferencesintheintendedaudi-
ence(i.e.,notnecessarilydifferencesindate)mayaccountforthese“textualcontrasts.”

11 Therearetwonotoriousproblemsofdating.ThefirstinvolvesMoDi’sinterviewwithQi
Taiwang齊大王,whichostensiblymeans“KingTaiofQi,” in“Luwen”魯問 (Wu2006:
13.49.718).SuShixue蘇時學(fl.1865)andothersidentifiedthisasareferencetoTianHe
田和(d.385BCE),otherwiseknownasLordTai太公,whousurpedthethroneofQiin
391BCE.SeeShiji46.1886–1887.Somescholarshavesuggestedthatbecauseofthetitle
“KingTai,”thereceivedtextofthe“Luwen”mustdatefromafter357BCE,sinceitwasonly
inthatyearthattheTianfamilybegancallingthemselveskings.However,theissueisnot
sosimple.First,theJapaneseeditionofHōryaku寶曆7(=1757)notesthatoneversion
readsQi dafu齊大夫—inotherwords,“agrandeeofQi”ratherthan“KingTaiofQi.”In
addition,BiYuan畢沅(1730–1797)pointedoutthattheparallelpassageinTaiping yulan
346.4adoesnotevencontainthecharacterda/taiatall,yieldingsimply“thekingofQi.”
Thereisnoconclusiveevidence,therefore,thatthephrasereferstoTianHe.Notethat
Forke(1922:579n7)isthoroughlyconfusedregardingthedates;thebestsummaryisstill
tobefoundinQianMu1956:§§64–65,70.Thesecondproblemismorecomplicatedand
hastodowiththefigureofLordWenofLuyang魯陽文君,whoappearsinseveralanec-
dotes.Foranoverviewoftheissues(ifnotaperfectsolution),seeHeHao1994.

12 SeeLuan1957:118;LuoGenze1958:194.
13 Tan1995:21.
14 ZhengJiewen(2006:1.4)writesatthebeginningofhisstudythattheMohistAnalectsare

“themostoriginalmaterialoftheMohistschool,andthereforeinwhatfollowsIshallrely
chieflyonwhatisrecordedinthesefivechapters”(更爲原始的墨家資料。所以，以
下主要依據此5篇所記).



95ConfuciusAndHisDisciplesInTheLunyu

example,A.C.Grahamsuggestedthatoneofthepassagesaddresseswhathe
called“Yangism”:15

MasterWumasaidtoMasterMo,“Iamdifferentfromyou.Icannotlove
universally.I lovepeoplefromZoumorethanpeoplefromYue,people
fromLumorethanpeoplefromZou,peoplefrommydistrictmorethan
peoplefromLu,peopleinmyfamilymorethanpeoplefrommydistrict,
myparentsmorethan[other]peopleinmyfamily,andmyselfmorethan
myparents.Igobywhatisclosertome.Ifyoustrikeme,ithurts;ifyou
strikesomeoneelse, itdoesnothurtme.ForwhatreasonshouldInot
resistwhathurtsmeandresistwhatdoesnothurtme?BecauseIexist,
there are [cases] where I [might] kill someone else in order to benefit
myself,butthereareno[cases]whereI[might]killmyself inorderto
benefitsomeoneelse.”
 MasterMosaid,“Willyouconcealyourprinciple?Willyoutellpeople
youropinion?”
 MasterWumasaid,“WhyshouldIconcealmyprinciple?Iwouldtell
people.”
 MasterMosaid,“Thenifonepersonispersuadedbyyou,oneperson
will want to kill you in order to benefit himself. If ten people are per-
suadedbyyou,tenpeoplewillwanttokillyouinordertobenefitthem-
selves.Ifthewholeworldispersuadedbyyou,thewholeworldwillwant
tokillyouinordertobenefititself.”

巫馬子謂子墨子曰：我與子異，我不能兼愛。我愛鄒人於越人，愛魯

人於鄒人，愛我鄉人於魯人，愛我家人於鄉人，愛吾親於我家人，愛

我身於吾親，以為近我也。擊我則疾，擊彼則不疾於我，我何故疾者

之不拂，而不疾者之拂？故有我，有殺彼以利我，無殺我以利彼。

 子墨子曰：子之義將匿邪？意將以告人乎？

 巫馬子曰：我何故匿我義？吾將以告人。

 子墨子曰：然則一人說子，一人欲殺子以利己；十人說子，十人欲

殺子以利己；天下說子，天下欲殺子以利己。16

WhatiswrongwithMasterWuma’s“principle”(yi義),MoDiargues,isthatif
everyoneintheworldweretoactonit,theresultwouldbedeathandhard-
ship.17 To judge from his own examples, Master Wuma is from Lu; some

15 TheassociationofMasterWumawithYangismgoesbacktoSunDaosheng1982.
16 “Gengzhu”耕柱(Wu2006:11.46.645).Cf.thetranslationinMei1929:219–220.
17 Graham1989:61–62.
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commentatorsequatehimwithadiscipleofConfuciusnamedWumaShi巫馬

施(b.521BCE)orwithoneofhisdescendants.18Whetherheisreallya“Yan-
gist,” that is to say,a followerofYangZhu楊朱, is impossible todetermine,
because little isknownaboutYangZhu’s teachings,and the term“Yangism”
(like thecorrespondingChinese termweiwo為我)hasbeenusedpromiscu-
ouslyinthescholarlyliteraturetocovermanydifferentideas.19

Still,itisevidentthattheMohistAnalectsareawareofanimportantnew
movementinChinesethought:concernfortheselfandthebody.Elsewhere,
MoDisays:

Supposeyousaidtosomeone,“Ishallgrantyouacapandsandalsbutcut
offyourhandsandfeet.Wouldyoudoit?”Hecertainlywouldnot.For
whatreason?Becauseacapandsandalsarenotasvaluableashandsand
feet. Or you might say, “I shall grant you the world but kill your body.
Wouldyoudoit?”Hecertainlywouldnot.Forwhatreason?Becausethe
worldisnotasvaluableasone’sbody.20

今謂人曰：予子冠履，而斷子之手足，子為之乎？必不為。何故？則

冠履不若手足之貴也。又曰：予子天下，而殺子之身，子為之乎？必

不為。何故？則天下不若身之貴也。

ThiswasaverycommonideainWarringStatesChina:worldlypossessionsare
notasvaluableasone’slifeandlimbs.(Itisclose,incidentally,tothekindof
position that some later testimony associates withYang Zhu himself.)21The
Annals of Lü Buwei(Lüshi chunqiu呂氏春秋),forexample,appearstoborrow
Mozi’simage:

18 See the comments by Su Shixue and Wu Yujiang (Wu 2006: 11.46.647n9). Wuma Shi’s
nameissometimesreadWumaQi旗/期;seethecommentaryofChenQiyouinChen
2002:18.1240n18.However,itispossiblethatsomeotherMasterWumaisintended;earlier
inthesamechapter(Wu2006:11.46.643),MasterWumaisquotedassaying,“Tosetaside
menofthepresentandpraisetheformerkingsistopraisedecomposedbones;it isas
thoughacarpenterweretoknowdecomposedwoodbutnottoknowfreshwood”(舍今
之人而譽先王，是譽槁骨也。譬若匠人然，知槁木而不知生木). This does not
soundliketheopinionofadiscipleofConfucius.

19 Goldin2003:204ff.
20 “Guiyi”貴義(Wu2006:12.47.670).Cf.thetranslationinMei1929:222.
21 E.g.,Liu1989:13.436(“Fanlun”氾論):“Keepingone’snaturewholeandprotectingone’s

purity,nottyingdownone’sbodywith[material]objects—thisiswhatMasterYangpro-
posed”(全性保真，不以物累形，楊子之所立也).
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Supposethereisamanhere.Hecutsoffhisheadinordertoexchangehis
cap [i.e., for a better one?] and kills his body in order to replace his
clothes.Theworldwouldcertainlythinkhimdeluded.Whyisthis?Acap
iswhatadornsthehead;clothesarewhatadornsthebody. Ifonekills
thatwhichisadornedbuttreatsasessentialthatwhichadorns,thenone
doesnotknowwhatthingsarefor.

今有人於此。斷首以易冠，殺身以易衣。世必惑之。是何也？冠所飾

首也，衣所飾身也。殺所飾而要所以飾，則不知所為矣。22

OtherpassagesintheMohistAnalectsreinforcethereader’ssensethatMoDi
hasknownaboutsuchargumentsforsometime.Considerthefollowing:

MasterMozisaid, “Thescholarsoftodayhandletheirbodies lesscare-
fullythanamerchanthandlesarollofcloth.Whenamerchanthandlesa
roll of cloth,23 he dares not sell it recklessly; he must choose the best
ones. Scholars of today do not handle their bodies like this.Whatever
theirwillsdesire,theydo.Intheworstcases,theyarepunished;inthe
bestcases,theysufferthestainofdefamation.Thus,thescholarsoftoday
handletheirbodieslesscarefullythanamerchanthandlesarollofcloth.”

子墨子曰：今士之用身，不若商人之用一布之慎也。商人用一

布，不敢繼苟而讐 [=售 ]24 焉，必擇良者。今士之用身則不然，意之

所欲則為之，厚者入刑罰，薄者被毀醜。則士之用身，不若商人之用

一布之慎也。25

Foralltheirmoralisticpretensions,“thescholarsoftoday”arerecklessandend
upendangeringthemselves.MoDihimself,ofcourse,isnotsympathetictothe
ideaofsavingone’sskinatallcosts,26andaswehaveseen,hecannotaccept
theargumentsofMasterWumauncritically.Nevertheless,heisportrayedas

22 “Shenwei”審為(Chen2002:21.1463).Cf.thetranslationinKnoblockandRiegel2000:557.
ThesamechapterattributesasimilarargumenttoaphilosophernamedZihuazi子華子
(Chen2002:21.1464).ThelatterargumentalsoappearsalmostverbatimintheZhuangzi 
(Guo1961:9B.28.969ff.;“Rangwang”讓王).

23 FollowingWuYujiang’scommentary:thesecondbu布intheoriginaltextisexcrescent.
24 FollowingBiYuan’scommentary.
25 “Guiyi”(Wu2006:12.47.672).Cf.thetranslationinMei1929:225.
26 Considertheoft-citedstoryofMengSheng孟勝(d.381BCE),aMohistmasterwhopre-

ferred to die rather than betray the honor of the school (“Shangde”上德; Chen 2002:
19.1266).Cf.ZhengJiewen2006:1.67–69;Kanaya1997:1.312–313,404;Graham1989:44–45.
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beingsocomfortablewithsuchrhetoricthatheiswillingtoadaptittohisown
purposes.

Whether or not we identify the theme specifically as “Yangist,” it is well
knownthatthisconcernforone’sownhealthandwell-beingcametoplaya
significantroleinChineseintellectualhistoryfromaboutthefourthcentury
BCEonward.AndyetthewholeideaisabsentfromtheConfucianAnalects.
Othertermsfamiliarfromthematerialisticparadigmofmostself-cultivation
discourse,suchasyinyang陰陽,arelikewiseunattested—instrikingcontrast
toatextlikeMencius2A.2,whichmustbereadagainstthebackgroundofphys-
icalself-cultivationtheoriesthatMenciuswishedtodiscredit.27

[ThediscipleGongsunChou公孫丑said],“Iventuretoask:whereinlie
yourstrengths,Master?”
 [Mencius] said, “I know words. I am good at nourishing my flood-
likeqi.”
 Iventuretoask,“Whatdoyoumeanby‘flood-likeqi’?”
 “Itisdifficulttosay.Itisthekindofqithatisgreatestandfirmest.Ifit
is nourished with uprightness and is not damaged, it fills the space
betweenHeavenandEarth. It is thekindof qi thataccompanies righ-
teousnessandtheWay.Withoutit,[thebody]starves.Itisengenderedby
theaccumulationofrighteousnessandisnotobtainedthroughsporadic
righteousness.Ifthereissomethinginone’sactionsthatdoesnotsatisfy
theheart,then[theflood-likeqi]starves.”

敢問夫子惡乎長？

 曰：我知言，我善養吾浩然之氣。

 敢問何謂浩然之氣？

 曰：難言也。其為氣也，至大至剛；以直養而無害，則塞于天地之

間。其為氣也，配義與道；無是，餒矣。是集義所生者，非義襲而取

之也。行有不慊於心，則餒矣。28

Mencius’stheory,inanutshell,isthathabitualgoodconduct,notmeditation
orgymnastics,iswhatproducesahealthyphysique.29Itishardtoimaginehow
this dialogue could have proceeded without an awareness of traditions like
that of The Internal Enterprise (Neiye内業), which explains how nourishing
one’s qi can be used to attain a heightened state of intelligence and well-

27 Fortheobservationaboutyinyang,seePines2002:701.
28 Mengzi zhengyi6.199–202.Cf.thetranslationinLau2003:61ff.
29 Goldin2011a:42.
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being.30Insum,bothMoDiandMenciusseemtobewellinformedaboutcon-
temporarypracticesofphysicalself-cultivation;theConfuciusoftheAnalects
doesnot.

Tomovenowtoanotherphilosophicalinnovationthatseemstohavetaken
placeafterConfucius,butbeforeMoDiandMencius:theMohistAnalectsdis-
playanawarenessoftheschoolofShennong神農,theDivineFarmer.31This
isespeciallynoteworthyinthatargumentsattributedtofollowersofShennong
arediscussedintheMencius,asweshallseepresently.

“AmongtherusticpeopleofthesouthofLu,”wereadintheMohistAna-
lects,“therewasoneWuLü.32Inthewinterhemadepotteryandinthesum-
merheplowed;hecomparedhimselftoShun”(魯之南鄙人有吳慮者，冬陶夏

耕，自比於舜).WuLübelievesthatthereisnouseintalkingsomuchabout
ethics:alloneneedstodoisattendtothedailylaborsnecessaryforsurvival.
MoDihasadevastatingresponse:

MasterMozisaid,“Ihavecalculatedthis.Iconsideredplowingandfeed-
ingthepeopleoftheworld.IfIamsuccessful,Ishalldotheplowingof
onefarmer.Dividethisamongtheworld,andonewillbeunabletolet
eachpersongetasingleshengofgrain.Evenifonecouldgetashengof
grain,itisobviousthatthatisnotenoughtosatisfythosewhoarestarv-
ing in the world. I considered weaving and clothing the people of the
world.IfIamsuccessful,Ishalldotheweavingofonewoman.Dividethis
amongtheworld,andonewillbeunabletoleteachpersongetasingle
chiofcloth.Evenifonecouldgetachiofcloth,itisobviousthatthatis
notenoughtowarmthosewhoarecoldintheworld.”

子墨子曰：翟嘗計之。翟慮耕而食天下之人矣，盛，然後當一農之

耕，分諸天下，不能人得一升粟。籍 [=藉] 33 而以為得一升粟，其不

能飽天下之飢者，既可睹矣。翟慮織而衣天下之人矣，盛，然後當一

婦人之織，分諸天下，不能人得尺布。籍而以為尺布，其不能煖天下

之寒者，既可睹矣。34

MoDigoesontoclaimthathisvalueasateacherisfargreaterthanitwouldbe
asafarmer,sinceateachercanteacheveryonetoplow,whereasafarmerplows

30 Roth1999.
31 Fortheseminalstudyofthesubject,seeGraham1986:67–110;alsoGraham1989:61–74.
32 BiYuannotesthatintheparallelpassageinTaiping yulan822.8a,WuLüiscalledWuXian

吳憲.
33 FollowingBiYuan’scommentary.
34 “Luwen”魯問(Wu2006:13.49.720).Cf.thetranslationinMei1929:248–249.
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singly.ItisimpossibletosaywhetherthisWuLüwasinfactanadherentofthe
Shennonggroup,sincethetextdoesnottellusanythingmoreabouthim.But
thewholeepisode,includingMoDi’srebuttal,iscomparabletoMencius’sen-
counterwithXuXing許行(3A.4),whoisidentifiedexplicitlyasapractitioner
ofthewordsofShennong.35XuXing’stenetis:“Theworthy[ruler]plowsand
eatstogetherwithhispeople;hegovernswhileheprepareshismorningand
evening meals” (賢者與民並耕而食，饔飧而治).36 When Mencius hears
aboutXuXingfromhisdisciple,heproceedstodismantlehissimplisticposi-
tion:

Menciussaid,“MustMasterXusowgrainbeforehecaneat?”
[Hisdisciple]said,“Yes.”…
“DoesMasterXuwearacap?”“Yes.”
“Whatkindofcap?”“Hiscapismadeofplain[silk].”
“Didheweaveithimself?”“No,hetradedgrainforit.”
“Why does MasterXu not weave himself?” “It would interfere with his
plowing.”

孟子曰：許子必種粟而後食乎？曰：然 …
許子冠乎？曰：冠。

曰：奚冠？曰：冠素。

曰：自織之與？曰：否。以粟易制。

曰：許子奚為不自織？曰：害於耕。37

MenciusgoesontoshowthateventhemetalinXuXing’splowmusthavebeen
acquired from someone else. A harmonious society, Mencius demonstrates,
musthavevariousprofessionalsdevotingtheirenergiestodifferenttasks.For
Mencius,whobelievesthathumanbeingsaremoralanimals,suchprofession-
alsincludespecialistsinethicslikehimself.ButthekeytohisrefutationofXu
Xingisechoed,ifnotanticipated,byMoDi’sargumentintheMohistAnalects:
itissimplynotefficientforeveryonetofarm.Menciusstressestheimportance

35 Cf.Mei1934:132–133;Hsiao1979:220n21;YangJunguang1992:228–229,304–305.QianMu
(1956:§113)identifiedXuXingwithoneXuFan許犯,whoissaidin“Dangran”當染(Chen
2002:2.98)tohavestudiedwithQinGuli;seealsoQian1930:56–57.Thisideahasbeen
refutedseveraltimes;see,inadditiontotheabove,Tong2005:2.658–661;Fang1937:143–
144.

36 Mengzi zhengyi11.367.SeeZhaoQi’s趙歧(d.201)commentaryforthetermsyong饔and
sun飧;JiaoXun(1987)alsocitestheconcurringopinionofWangNiansun.

37 Jiao1987:11.369–370.Cf.thetranslationinLau2003:113.
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ofoverseers,MoDithatofteachers;botharereallytalkingaboutthedivision
oflabor.38

IntheConfucianAnalects,Confuciusandhisdisciplesaresilentonthisis-
sue.Therearevarioushermitswhoappearhereandthere,andwhocriticize
Confuciusforreasonsthatareofteninscrutable.Butnoonemakesacasere-
motelyresemblingthoseofWuLüandXuXing,whetherasanargumenttobe
advancedortoberefuted.

Last,theabsenceofanyprobingdiscussionsrelatingtoxing性andqing情
mustbementionedtoo.39AsA.C.Grahamhasshown,qing(oftenwritten請)
is a widely attested philosophical concept from the Mozi onward,40 but the
termappearsonlytwiceintheAnalects(13/4and19/19),andinneithercaseis
itamatterofanycontroversy.Asforxing,wearetoldpointedlybyZigong子貢
(i.e., Duanmu Ci端木賜, 520–456 BCE) that it is one of the concepts never
discussedbyConfucius(Analects5/12).Theonlyotherappearanceofxingisin
Analects17/2,whereConfuciusstates,“Bytheirxing,peopleareclosetoone
another;theygrowdistantfromoneanotherthroughpractice”(性相近也，習

相遠也).Notonlyisthequotationdoubtfulbecausechapter17isspuriousin
its entirety; the fact that Confucius and his disciples would have contented
themselveswithsuchathinaccountofxingsuggeststhattheywereuninter-
estedin,andperhapsuninformedof,theragingdebatesoverxingthatcharac-
terized philosophy in the ensuing centuries. (As examples, consider the
positionstakennotonlybyMenciusandXunzibutalsoinsuchtextsasthe
recentlyexcavated*Xing zi ming chu性自命出 [Natural Disposition Emerges 
from the Mandate].)41Zigong’scommentwouldseemtoconveythattheterm
wasknowntoConfuciusbutthathedidnotthinkitdemandedextensivein-
vestigation.

38 ForotherreferencestothisconceptintheMozi,see,e.g.,WangDongzhen1981:203–204;
Okamoto1992:21ff.

39 Onemightalsonotetheabsenceofsu俗(vulgar),awordthatisnotcommonintexts
frombeforethefourthcenturyBCE(Pines2005–2006:185).Forageneraldiscussionofthe
languageoftheAnalects,seeCharlesN.Li1996.

40 Graham1978:179–182;alsoGraham1986:59–65.Arecentconferencevolumecontainstwo
helpfuloverviewsofqing:Puett2004andHarbsmeier2004.

41 See, e.g., Goldin 2005: 36–57. The conversation in “Tangong” 檀弓 (Sun Xidan 1989:
10.270–272)betweenYouzi有子andZiyou子游aboutthereasonsforleaping(yong踴)
atafuneralleadstoananalysisofqingthatisofapiecewithsuchtextsasXing zi ming 
chuandeventhe“GreatPreface”(Daxu大序)totheOdes.Thefactthatsuchdiscourseis
entirelyabsentfromtheAnalectsunderminesthecommonplaceassumptionthat“Tan-
gong” can be considered alongside the Analects as a record of Confucius’s speech and
actions.IamindebtedtoKennethW.Hollowayforthisreference.
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InAnalects9/14,Confuciusstatesaviewpointthatmightbeconstruedasa
forerunnerofthetheoriesofXunziandtheGuodianmanuscripts:“Ifanoble
manweretodwellamong[theNineBarbarians],whatcrudenesswouldthere
be?”(君子居之，何陋之有).Theimplicationisthatpeoplewithoutthebene-
fitofinstructionbyanoblemanwillbeascrudeassavages(and,bythesame
token,thatsavagescanbecivilizedwiththerighttraining).42Yet,unlikemost
Hanwriters,43heseemstohavefeltnoneedtoassociatetheseideaswiththe
keywordxing.

 Evidence from Philosophical Vocabulary

The philosophical vocabulary of the Confucian Analects does not reflect
changesintheintellectualworldthattookplaceinthethirdandfourthcentu-
riesBCE.ThelinguistictestspioneeredbyBernhardKarlgren(1889–1978)have
proventobealmosttotallyinvalid;theywerequestionableevenintheirown
day,andtheplethoraofWarringStatesandearlyimperialmanuscriptsdiscov-
eredsincethe1970shaveshown,onceandforall,thattextswerenotcomposed
inamannerthatwouldsupportKarlgren’sassumptions.44Butthesedevelop-
mentsdonotdisqualifythestudyofphilosophicalterminology,whichinevita-
blyreflectstheintellectualorientationsofanauthor’sexpectedaudience.For
example,aknowledgeablereaderwillknowthatatextdiscussing“qualia”in
connectionwithconsciousnessandperceptioncannotdate frombeforethe
twentiethcentury,andnotforanyarcanelinguisticreasonsbutbecausethe
word was coined—in its specific philosophical sense—by Clarence Irving
Lewisin1929.45

Or,totakeanexampleclosertothephenomenonthatIshalldescribeinthe
Analects:whenatextemploysatechnicaltermwhosemeaningchangedover
time,itsusagecanbehelpfultohistorianswhowishtoplaceitinitsintellec-
tualcontext.ThomasS.Kuhnhaspointedoutthatinthehistoryofscience,
onesuchtellingwordis“planet,”whichcanbeindicativeofanentireunderly-
ingsystemofthought.Ifaworkofastronomyreferstothemoonasa“planet,”
areaderhasstrongreasontopresumethatitwaswritteninignoranceofCo-
pernicus.46Anothertermthatcanbeusedasabenchmarkis“element”; ifa

42 SeeGoldin2011a:220–224.
43 Goldin2011b:228–232.
44 See the trenchant comments by Rudolf Wagner in Allan and Williams 2000: 130; also

Shaughnessy2006:40–41;LuoShaodan2003.
45 C.Lewis1929:121.
46 Kuhn1957:45–77.
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textreferstoEarth,Air,Fire,andWateras“elements,”itisclearlyoperatingac-
cordingtoanontologicalsystemotherthanthatofmodernchemistry.Natu-
rally,notallwordsareequallyvaluableforthissortofanalysis.“Mastiff”has
hadessentiallythesamerelativelynarrowarrayofconnotationsforcenturies.
“Perversion”hasnot.47

ThefirstoftwolexicalitemsthathaveoddsensesintheAnalects—or,more
precisely,antique-lookingsenses—iszhong忠.Inmostphilosophicalwriting
fromtheEasternZhouandHan,zhongmeanssomethingverycloseto“loyalty,”
but this is obviously not what the disciple Zeng Can曾參 (505–436 BCE?)
meanswhenheidentifieszhong忠andshu恕asthekeystoneofConfucius’s
ethics(e.g.,Analects4/15).AsIhavearguedelsewhere,48thezhongoftheAna-
lects is related toaword that ismore typicallywrittenwith thegraph中 in
bronze inscriptions and the Exalted Documents (Shangshu 尚書), where it
bearsthesenseof“beingimpartial,”“beingunbiased,”sometimesspecifically
“hearingbothsidesofacase.”OnlyfromtheShenzi慎子(attributedtoShen
Dao慎到,b.ca.360BCE)onward,itturnsout,isthesenseof“loyalty”attested.
Theoldermeaningdidnotdieoutimmediately.Thereareothertexts,suchas
MoziandZuozhuan左傳,wherezhongisusedtomeaneither“loyalty”or“im-
partiality,”dependingonthecontext.Butbythetimewegettotheworldof
Sunzi孫子andXunzi荀子,zhonghasscarcelyanymeaningotherthan“loyal-
ty.”(Andthisdetailwouldalsoseemtothrowintodoubtthetheorythatthe
Sunzi istheoldestChinesephilosophicaltext—older,supposedly,thaneven
Confucius.)49TheuseofzhongintheAnalectsisthusmarkedlyconservative,if
notarchaic.

For that matter, the whole “Golden Rule” approach to moral reasoning,
whichinformstheconceptsofzhongandshu,doesnotseemtohaveremained
popularafterthetimeofConfucius’sdisciples.50Confuciansandnon-Confu-
ciansalike—whetherMoDi,Mencius,thephilosophersoftheLaozi老子and
Zhuangzi莊子 traditions, or Xunzi—soon preferred to base their ethics on
otherfoundations.ShuistakenseriouslyinShizi尸子;51thistext,nowextant

47 Davidson2001.
48 Goldin2008b.Forthesakeofeconomy,Ishallnotrepeatalltheexamplescitedinthat

study.
49 E.g., He Bingdi 1999; Chang 2007: 1.412n38; esp. M. Lewis 1990: 285n5. In Mark Edward

Lewis’s view, military manuals were the first philosophical texts in China and indeed
launchedthephilosophicalburgeoningoftheWarringStatesperiod.Anotherproblemis
thattheSunzireferstocrossbowsandtriggers(Pines2002:703).

50 Goldin2011a:15ff.
51 Qunshu zhiyao36.625.
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onlyinfragments, isattributedtoShiJiao尸佼(alivein338BCE),52butnot
enoughisknownaboutittopermitstronginferences.53

Thesecondtelltalephilosophicaltermisdao道.Whenitappearsasanoun
intheAnalects(inotherwords,notintheverbalsenseof“tolead,toguide”),
daomeanssomethinglike“rightorexemplaryconduct.”Itisnotthecosmo-
logicalconceptknownfromtextssuchasLaoziandXunzi.Themaindifference
betweendaoinLaoziandXunziisthatdaogeneratesHeavenintheformerand
isdictatedbyHeaveninthelatter;arelateddifferenceisthatdaoinLaozihas
noinherentmoralorientation,whereasforXunzi,daoisthebedrockofmoral-
ityitself.Butotherwise,theusageissimilar:daoistheinalterablestructureof
theuniverse,whichweshouldlearntoperceiveandapplyinourdailylives,
ratherthanstrugglingbootlesslyagainstit.54

WhenNeo-ConfuciansreadtheAnalectsintheMiddleAges,theyassumed
thattheworddaohadthesameconnotationsinConfucius’sidiomasitdidin
theirown.Thus,whenConfuciussays,“Ifonehearsdaointhemorning,itis
acceptabletodieintheevening”(朝聞道，夕死可矣;Analects4/8),ZhuXi’s
commentaryreads,“Daoistheprinciplebywhichthingsareastheyshouldbe”
(道者，事物當然之理).55ThatmayfitZhuXi’snaturalisticmetaphysics,butit
isanachronistic.ThereisnoattemptintheAnalects(orinMencius,itshould
benoted)torelatedaotonaturalprocesses;indeed,theConfuciusoftheAna-
lectsespousesnocosmologicaltheoryofanycomplexity.Theclosesthecomes
tomakingastatementaboutthecosmosistheclaim—againinchapter17—
thatHeavenspeaksthroughtheregularprogressionoftheseasons(Analects
17/19).MichaelJ.Puett,amongothers,hasarguedthatsystematiccosmologies
emergedonlyinthelateWarringStatesperiod;56thus,itstandstoreasonthat
Confucius’sdiscourseisfreeofthem.

 Evidence from References to Other Philosophers

References to other philosophers within various philosophical texts provide
theframeworkforanoverallchronology.Examiningwhorespondstowhom,
andwhociteswhichprecedents,isgenerallyanundervaluedtechniqueinthe
studyofearlyChineseintellectualhistory.Forexample,Ithinkitcanputto

52 Qian1956:§90.
53 Fischer(2012:e.g.,5,12,42)takesitasanauthenticworkbyShiJiao.
54 Goldin2011a:81ff.Thisaccountisterser,butperhapsmoreprecise,thanGoldin1999.See

alsotheanalysisof“foundationalnaturalism”inPeerenboom1993.
55 ZhuXi1983:2.71.
56 Puett2002:145–200.
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restthenaggingquestion“WhatisChinesephilosophy?”overwhichmuchink
hasbeenspilledinrecentyears.Inmosttwentieth-centuryscholarship,“Chi-
nese philosophy” corresponded more or less to the Chinese bibliographical
categoryofzi子orzhuzi諸子,“masters.”(Sometimestextsmorestrictlyclassi-
fiedasjing經,“canons,”wereincludedaswell,inasmuchastheAnalectsand
MenciusarerecognizedastwooftheThirteenCanons,andotherjing,suchas
theZuozhuan,alsocontainconsiderablephilosophicalmaterial.)Morerecent-
ly,somescholarshavequestionedthepracticeofdelimitingsuchinquiryac-
cordingtotraditionalChineseclassificatoryschemes.DonaldHarperhasused
thephrase“naturalphilosophy”torefertotraditionsinvolvingmedicine,divi-
nation,exorcism,andotherpracticesthatheterms“occult,”arguingthat“phi-
losophy”neednotberestrictedtotheelevated“Masters”literature.57Others
haveaskedwhether“Chinesephilosophy”referstoanycoherentsubject,and
whethertheveryconceptishopelesslypollutedbyWesternphilosophicalpre-
suppositions.58

OneglanceatthepersonageswhomXunzimentionedbyname(usuallyin
theprocessofrefutingthem)willrevealthecontoursofwhatheconsidered
his field of study: most prominently, Confucius, Mo Di, Mencius, Laozi,
Zhuangzi,Sunzi,andShenDao—inotherwords,allthenamesthatwouldap-
pearinatextbookof“Chinesephilosophy.”Hehashardlyanythingtosayabout
medicine,divination,orexorcismanddoesnot,asfarasIcanrecall,namea
single“occult”specialist.Thus,evenifoneisreluctant,forwhatevercircum-
spectmethodologicalreason,tocallXunzi’senterprise“philosophy,”therecan
belittledoubtthatMastersliteraturewasregardedinitsdayasconstitutinga
coherentsubject.

Suchreferencescanalsoimplyasequenceofdebate:Xunzirespondedto
Mencius;MenciusdidnotrespondtoXunzi.(Therearesimilarphenomenain
Western philosophy: Aristotle responded to Plato; Plato did not respond to
Aristotle.)59Andherewefindimpressiveevidencesupportingthetraditional
chronology.Considertable4.1:

Itmustbeborneinmindthatthetextsinthischartwerenotcomposedata
singlemomentintime,andthus,thereisconsiderablechronologicaloverlap
amongthem.Oneaspectofthetraditionalviewthatmustberevisedisitsten-

57 Harper1999:813ff.
58 Defoort2001andtheresponseinRaud2006;seealsoDenecke2010:1–31,326–346.Van

Norden(1996)hasdefendedaconceptionofChinesephilosophy,alongwithaconsider-
ationofitsvalue.

59 Taylor1969:100–105,116–138.
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dencytoassociatesingletextswithsingleauthors;60recentworkhasshown
thatthisisanunlikelyscenarioforanytextfrombeforethetimeofXunziand

60 Atendencythatgoesbackforcenturies,incidentally;witnessSimaQian’s(Shiji74.2343)
assertionthatMenciuswrotetheMencius,aclaimthatfewWesternscholarswouldtake
seriously(e.g.,Hunter2014:58–74,incontrasttoDong1997:151–154).

Table4.1 MentionsofMastersin“Masters”texts

Text Figures cited

Analects (nonebelow)
Mozi Confuciusa(andnonebelow)
Mencius Confucius,bMoDi,cSongKengd宋牼(andnonebelow)
Zhuangzi Confucius,MoDi,eSongKeng,fLaozi,gShenDaoh(andnonebelow)i

Xunzi Confucius,jMoDi,kMencius,lSongKeng,mLaozi,nShenDao,o
Zhuangzi,pSunziq

a Mostfamouslyin“FeiRuxia”非儒下(Wu2006:9.39.428–433),butseealso“Gengzhu”(Wu
2006:11.46.643;alludingtothedialogueknownfromAnalects13/16)and“Gongmeng”公
孟(Wu2006:12.48.692).

b Toomanyinstancestocitesingly.
c Mencius3A.5,3B.9,7A.26,7B.26.
d Mencius6B.4.
e ThecompoundRu-Mo儒墨appearsasmanyasseventimesintheZhuangzi;forspecificrefer-

encestoConfucius,seeLittlejohn2010.
f “Tianxia”天下(Guo1961:10B.33.1082).
g Again,toomanyinstancestocitesingly.
h “Tianxia”(Guo1961:10B.33.1086–1088).
i MenciusisnotnamedinZhuangzi,butthereareallusionstophrasesinthereceivedMencius,

e.g.,“theendpointsofhumanityandrighteousness”(renyi zhi duan仁義之端),whichisfa-
mousfromMencius2A.6(“Qiwulun”齊物論;Guo1961:1B.2.93).

j Manyinstances,e.g.,“Jiebi”解蔽(WangXianqian1988:15.21.393–394).
k Again, many instances; one of the harshest is “Yuelun”樂論  (Wang Xianqian 1988:

14.20.379ff.).
l Primarilyin“Xing’e”性惡(e.g.,WangXianqian1988:17.23.439).
m “Feishi’erzi”非十二子(WangXianqian1988:3.6.92);“Tianlun”天論(WangXianqian1988:

11.17.319); “Zhenglun”正論 (WangXianqian1988:12.18.340–345);and“Jiebi”(Wang
Xianqian1988:15.21.392).

n “Tianlun”(WangXianqian1988:11.17.319).
o “Feishi’erzi”(WangXianqian1988:3.6.93);“Tianlun”(WangXianqian1988:11.17.319);

“Jiebi”(WangXianqian1988:15.21.392).
p “Jiebi”(WangXianqian1988:15.21.392).
q Obliquelyin“Yibing”議兵(WangXianqian1988:10.15.265–266);seeKnoblock1988–1994:

2.331n4.
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HanFei韓非(d.233BCE)—andeventheydidnotproducetheeditionsofthe
textsthatbeartheirnamestoday.61Zhuangzi,inparticular,containsmaterial
thatmustrangeacrossacoupleofcenturies.62

Nevertheless, the overall pattern is not easily reconciled with the notion
thattheAnalectsincludesmaterialfromlongafterthetimeofConfuciusand
hisdisciples.63Ifthatwerethecase,wewouldexpecttofindreferencestothe
samelaterpersonagesmentionedintheothertexts.Inthisvein,itisalsoworth
repeatingArthurWaley’s(1889–1966)observationthat“thepictureofConfu-
ciusgivenintheAnalects…differsfromthatofallotherbooksinthatitcon-
tainsnoelementsthatbearpatentlyandobviouslythestampoffolk-loreor
hagiography.”64HandynastyrepresentationsofConfuciushavehimperform-
ing all sorts of superhuman feats (such as lifting portcullises with his bare
hands),butsuchfantasiesarenowheretobefoundintheAnalects.65

…
There are two general hypotheses that would account for the evidence pre-
sentedinthisstudy.Thefirstiswhatmightbeconsideredanupdatedversion
of the traditional understanding: the Analects consists largely, if not almost
exclusively,ofsayingsanddiscussionsfromthetimeofConfuciusandhisdis-
ciples.Thesecondwouldbethatthetextderivesfromalaterperiodandwas
craftilycomposedsoastoavoidembarrassinganachronisms.Readersmustde-
cideforthemselveswhichhypothesistheyfindmoreplausible,butIshallcon-
cludewithsomereasonsfordoubtingthesecond.

ThenotionthattheredactorsoftheAnalectswouldhaveavoidedanachro-
nismsisanachronisticinitself.EarlyChineseliteratureisfilledwithanachro-
nisms;theyareconcomitantsofahistoriographythatprizedmoralaccuracy

61 Fischer2008–2009;seealsoM.Lewis1999:57ff.Foranauthoritativetextualhistoryofthe
Xunzi,seeGao2010.ForHan Feizi,thebeststudiesremainZhengLiangshu1993andLun-
dahl1992.

62 Forarecentcriticismofthecommonplaceunderstandingthattheso-called“InnerChap-
ters”(neipian内篇)representanauthenticcoreoftheZhuangzi,seeKlein2010.

63 It is equally problematic for the so-called “accretion theory” advanced in Brooks and
Brooks1998,wherethemethodologybehindtheirnoveldatesis laidoutinappendix1
(201–248).Theirreasoningisfallacious:whiletheyarecorrectthatdifferentchaptersdis-
playdifferentthemesandstyles,BrooksandBrooksseemtoassumethattheonlywayto
explainsuchphenomenaistopostulateauniquedateofcompositionforeachchapter.

64 Waley1938:14.
65 “Zhushu”主術(Liu1989:9.312).TheclassicstatementofthisproblemisGu1982.Fora

recentoverviewofthevariousimagesofConfuciusinlatereras,seeNylanandWilson
2010.



108 Goldin

overfactualaccuracy.66Moreimportant,craftilycompiledtextsthatpurport
toberelicsfrommucholdertimesstillbetraytheirengagementwiththeintel-
lectual world into which they were released. As Alexander Campbell (1788–
1866)wroteofThe Book of Mormon:

This prophet Smith, through his stone spectacles, wrote on the plates
of Nephi, in his book of Mormon, every error and almost every truth
discussedinNewYorkforthelasttenyears.Hedecidesallthegreatcon-
troversies;—infantbaptism,ordination,thetrinity,regeneration,repen-
tance, justification, the fallofman, theatonement, transubstantiation,
fasting,penance,churchgovernment,religiousexperience,thecalltothe
ministry,thegeneralresurrection,eternalpunishment,whomaybaptize,
andeventhequestionoffreemasonry,republicangovernment,andthe
rightsofman.Allthesetopicsarerepeatedlyalludedto.67

Examples can be readily drawn from Chinese history as well. Most modern
scholarsconsidertheLiezi列子tobeaspuriousproductoftheSixDynasties
andnotthetextbythesamenamelistedintheHanshu漢書bibliography.68
Notsurprisingly,recentworkhasbeenabletoshowhowtheLieziwouldhave
resonated with literati of that period.69 Similarly, Wang Su 王肅 (195–256)
claimedinhisprefacetoThe Family Sayings of Confucius(Kongzi jiayu孔子家

語)—aworknowwidelythoughttohavebeendoctoredbyWanghimself—
thatitwaspresentedtohimbyoneofConfucius’sdescendants,andthathe
considerediturgentlynecessarytopublishthetext,asitconfirmedmanyof
thepositionsthathehadtakenagainstthefollowersofZhengXuan鄭玄(127–
200).70Thus,ifitdidnotspeaktotheintellectualconcernsoftheearlythird
century,School Sayings of Confuciuswouldneverhaveappeared;alesschari-
tablejudgmentwouldbethatWangsimplycobbledittogethertoprovidedoc-
trinal cover for his opinions. This subtle inability of questionable texts to
escape their milieu is discernible even in works that contain genuine older

66 Goldin2008a.
67 Campbell1831:93.ThepresenceofGreeknamessuchasTimothy(3Nephi19:4)issuffi-

cientformostnonbelieverstodoubttheorthodoxaccountofThe Book of Mormon.For
moreonCampbell’scritiqueofThe Book of Mormon,see,e.g.,Gutjahr2012:42ff.

68 The two most influential opinions have been those of Ma Xulun 1925 (a summary of
whichappearsinYangBojun1979:301–305)andGraham1986:216–282.IntheWest,the
casefortheauthenticityofLieziisnowusuallytakentobehopeless,butseveralChinese
scholarsstilldefendit(e.g.,MaDa2000).

69 Yuan2005;Dippmann2011.
70 Kramers1950:91ff.;Goldin1999:138n53.
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materialwithinthem.Afterall,muchoftheLiezi,andindeedalmosttheen-
tiretyofSchool Sayings,consistofpassageswithparallelsinlesscontroversial
texts.

WhenweturntotheConfucianAnalects,bycontrast,weseeverylittlethat
wouldhavebeengermanetotheprimaryphilosophicalquestionsoftheearly
Han.Thereisnodiscussionofthestructureoftheuniverse,theimperialman-
date, the science of gauging Heaven’s intention on the basis of signs in the
naturalworld,ortheproperritualandsumptuarydistinctionsforthevarious
ranksinthesocialhierarchy—whichwere,tojudgefromtheworksofLuJia陸
賈(ca.228–ca.140BCE),JiaYi賈誼(201–169BCE),andDongZhongshu董仲舒
(ca.179–ca.104BCE),theissuesthatexcitedphilosophersatthehighestlevel.71
Bycontrast,oneofthemostovertconcernsoftheAnalectsistodiscouragethe
adoration of ghosts and spirits because they provide no useful moral guid-
ance.72Thisviewpointwouldsurelyhavearousedcontroversyduringthepe-
riodwhenConfuciuslived,thatis,thetransitionfromBronzeAgereligionto
themoresecularworldviewssuitedtotheteemingsocietyoftheEasternZhou.
ButintheHan,itmightalmosthaveseemedquaint.

Thisdifficultyshouldremindusthatanytheoryofthecompilationofthe
Analectsisincompletewithoutanaccountofthepurpose.Peopledonotcom-
pose,record,andthenpreservetextswithoutsomereasonthat,intheirminds,
justifiestheeffort.MysuggestionisthattheAnalectswasrecordedtoprevent
Confucius’steachingsfromdisappearingatatimewhenthoroughgoingsocial
andpoliticalchangesthreatenedold-fashionedmethodsoftransmission,such
asoraltransmissionfrommastertodisciple.Thesurvivalofideasinthisnew
context could not be guaranteed if they were not written down. Mark Csik-
szentmihalyihasgatheredcompellingevidencetoshowthattheAnalectswas
“closelyassociatedwiththeofficeofgrandtutortotheHeirApparentformuch
oftheWesternHàn,”andit isaplausiblehypothesisthatthebookwaspro-
ducedatthatmomentforuseintheeducationofimperialprinces.73Butthe
weightoftheevidencesuggeststhatwhoeverwasresponsibleforcompiling
thistextbookincludedanoverwhelmingproportionofgenuinematerialwith-
init.

71 Goldin2007.
72 Goldin2011a:13–14.
73 Csikszentmihalyi2002:149.
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 Epilogue

Readerswillhavenoticedthattheforegoingispredicatedoncertainconvic-
tionsaboutthenatureofideas:theyhavedistinctidentities;theyarenotinter-
changeable;and,aboveall,theymattertopeoplewhoholdoropposethem.
Iobjecttothenotion,occasionallyexpressedinthisvolumeandabundantly
beyond,thatbecauseourknowledgeofthehistoryofthisorthatancienttext
remainsimperfect,wecannotpermitourselvestosayanythingdefiniteabout
thephilosophythatitadvances,orthatattemptingtotakeitsideasseriously
canonlyresultinanaïvereformulationoftraditionalistprejudices.Tobesure,
textsarecontinuallyinterpretedandreinterpreted,andnotextthatgainsan
appreciable audiencecanhave thesamemeaning forevery reader. (“Jamais
deuxpersonnesn’ontlulemêmelivre,niregardélemêmetableau,”according
toMme.Swetchine.)But Iwillalwaysbe fundamentallyunpersuadedbyan
argumentaboutaphilosophicaltextthatdoesnotaccountforthephilosophy.
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