ON MENCIUS USE OF THE METHOD OF
ANALOGY IN ARGUMENT
by D. C. LAU

It is not unusual for a reader of Mencius to be left with the impression
that in argument with his opponents Mencius was a sophist with little
respect for logic. Not the least contributory factor to this impression is the
type of argument which centres round an analogy. Yet it is difficult to
believe that a thinker of Mencius' calibre and teputation could have in-
dulged consistently in what appears to be pointless argument or that his
opponents were always effectively silenced by non sequiturs. The fault, we
suspect, must lie with us. We must have somchow failed to understand
these arguments. There are extenuating circumstances. In every case the
bare bones of the argument alone are recorded, the background necessary to
its understanding being tacitly assumed. There is no doubt that a good deal
could be assumed to be familiar to the readers of Mencius' day, including
assumptions accepted alike by Mencius and his opponents as well as the
philosophical views peculiar to each side and also, of course, the method of
analogy as used in argument. But for the modern reader, however, at least
some of these things may be unfamiliar, and we can understand the diffi-
culties he finds in these arguments. The purpose of this paper is to examine
the passages containing such arguments afresh, making explicit as much of
the availabie background as is useful, and then to see if we could gain a
better understanding of the way the method of analogy works and judge
whether, by the standards of the time, Mencius was not an honest and
skilful exponent of the method. The passages we shall examine are the first
five chapters of Part I of Book VI and Chapter 17 of Book IV, Part L.

* * * *
VI.A.1. Kao Tzu said, “Human nature is like the willow. Y3l is like

cups. To make morality? out of human nature is like making cups out of
the willow."”

L 1 have deliberately left the word i #% untranslated in all these passages from
Meneius, because in some cases it is not possible to retain the continuity of the argument
if the word is translated, as there is no cne English equivalent which will do in all
contexts. The reader can substitute “right”, “righteous”, '‘rightness’, “duty” or
“dutiful”’, according to the demands of English usage in each case.

2 “%en »i” has been translated as “morality’’ and not as “benevolence and yi" for
two reasons. Firstly, by Mencius’ time jer yi was almost always used as a single terrn
meaning “morality”, Secondly, in his opening statement Kao Tzu said only of i that
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Mencius said, “Can you make cups b
willow? Or must you do violence to the will
cups? If the latter is the case, must y"ou, then, also do violence to a map
before you can make him moral? It is these words of yours that will lead
men in this warld in bringing disaster upon merality,”

y following the nature of the
ow before you can make it into

VI9I.A.2. Kao Tzu sazid, “Human nature is like whirling water. Give |t
an outlet in the east and it will Aow east; give it an outlet in the west and it
will flow west. That human nature shows no preference for either becoming
good or becoming bad is like water showing no preference for eithes
flowing east or flowing west.”

Mencius said, “It is certainly the case that water shows no preference
for either flowing east or flowing west, but does it show the same indiffer-
ence to flowing upwards and flowing downwards? Human nature being
good is like water seeking fow ground. There is no man who is not good
just as there is no water that does not flow downwards,

“Now with water, by splashing it one can make it shoot up higher than
one’s forehead, and by forcing it one can make it stay on a hill. But can that
be said to be the nature of water? It ig the special circumstances that make

it behave so. That man can be made bad shows that his natyre is open to
similar treatment.”

These two arguments are best taken together as they constitute differ~
eént attempts on the part of Kao Tzu at elucidating, by means of different
analogies, a basic thesis which s capable of varying interpretations. In
VI.A.6, Kung-tu Tzu quotes Kao Tzu as saying, “There is in human
nature neither good nor bad”. In our first passage, the analogy put forth by
Kao Tzu is that human nature is like the willow and morality like cups, and
that to make morality out of human nature is like making cups out of the
willow. The point of the analogy is this. The willow is the raw material out
of which cups can be made, but this possibility has no basis in the original
nature of the willow. It is no part of the nature of the willow to be made ingo
cups. Similarly, not only is morality not in original human nature, it is
something alien to it. Thus to make man moral is as arbitrary and artificial
as making the willow into cups. By means of his analogy, Kao Tzu is
interpreting his thesis as meaning that man is natyrally a-moral,
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it was like cups; benevolence was not mentioned. In VI.A.4, as we shall see, Kao Tzy
was explicit on the point, “Benevolence”, he said, “is internal, notr external; 37 is
external, not internal”, This, as we shall also see, can oniy mean that in Kao Tzu's
view benevolence was part of original human nature while ¥ was not. When he said
that human nature was like the willow and that yi wag like cups, he was making the
same point, If, in the next sentence, he were to say that making “benevolence and ¥
out of human nature was ljke making cups out of the willow, he would not only be
inconsiatent with what he had just said, bue alse contradicting what he said in VI.A4.
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Mencius’ basic objection to this is that human beings are in fa;:lt no}tl:
a-moral. They have a natural tendency towards moral bf:ha;lour,‘ l;‘: : Ol;i i
this tendency is weak and often submerged by the habnf o l{;gf)ls 1;: be-
haviour. This is 2 point to which we shall return. F_or the time being, he y
concentrate on Mencius' objection to the analogy 1ts§lf. On the Itl:rne. an'ts,
it is obvious that we cannot make cups out of the. willow by fo o\mon,rg;t;l
nature and that we have to do violence to its narurc_ in order to do so0. On ak:
other hand, were we to draw the parallel conclusm‘n that we can;ot m :
man moral except by doing violence to hi?: nature this _would have disastrou
consequences for the authority and prestige of morality. i

There are two points which Menc;us. .does not state buht z ic e
implicit in his objection. It is perh.aps legitimate to deal with ¢ e:::a:;l
they had been made by Mencius. Firstly, when we say that it is n : fag
te do vielence to man’s nature in order to mal.{e.h1m moral, we are moral
making a moral judgment. We are saying that it is bad to n.'lake dmen mt rai
But if man is by nature a-moral, moral judgmenlts are .artlﬁc.lal‘ and unna lufor
things for him to make. Yet the paradox is that in stating this it is nal-tlura o
us to make it in the form of a moral judgment. This weuld seem to fsﬁo_\:l alel(:l
the making of moral judgments is inescapable a,nd 80 cannot b.e artifici and
unnatural. Hence given a position like Kao Tzu's we have no right to say
it is bad to make man moral and yet this seerms tl.le natural thlng for.us tofs;ys.

Secondly, if man is by nature a-moral', it is as much a vlolatlcu'lldoh ‘:e
nature to make him immoral as to make him moral. Ka(.) Tzu shIou lsihke
said that to make man immoral, no less t‘han to make .hll'n?l {nora, was o
making cups out of the willow. As he ormtte.d to do this, 1tfls very iaS);on-
anyone hostile to morality to draw the one-51.ded‘_ and there ore w::ol i con-

clusion that it is only making man moral which mvolvec! dou‘ug‘ viole ot
his nature. The next step would be to argue falsely th:}t since it '1;. l-:mr}a uh
for man to be moral it must be natural for him to be mmmora’l. 1 :t is : il}:
Mencius said to Kao Tzu, ““It is these wor;.is ?’f yours that will lead me

i i inging disaster upon morality”. ‘
e ‘;‘;f:i l:orl;:rl:?egr?tlgby Kao Tzi on Menciuvs' objection to his anlafle;lgy 1:
recorded and no linking passage between the two chapters ls.su,pp t:e ,t i:rn
can only conjecture that Kao Tzu must have ?ccepted Mencius’ o ]?: o
as valid. He, then, puts forth a new anzlogy, »iz., that human nat‘ulri logers
whirling water which will flow indifferently east or west as an outle s
itself. In so deing Kao Tzu is giving up his earlier interpretation o s
thesis that there is neither good nor bad i|:1 human nature, an 1nterpre:2 rl 0
capable of being misrepresented as meaning that mor.aliry r1.mslcounCI o
human nature, in other words, that man is naturally immoral. h FStFT-, e,s e
accepts that morality is not alien to human nature, though he sti l:vlds o
maintain that man shows no preference for el_ther the good or the Z .
becomes good or bad as he happens to be guided one way or the other.



176 D. C. LAU
This analogy is worth more serious consideration because it repres-
ented more accurately Kao Tzu's true position. Perhaps Kao Tay Never

different interpretations, so does the description. The views of both Kao
Tzu and Mencius can be locked upon as different interpretations of the fact
and 5o also of the description. At any rate, the way Mencius criticised Kao
Tzu’s second analogy shows that he at least looked Upon it as an elucidation
of this ambiguous thesis of anonymous authorship. What Kao Tzy was
doing was to interpret the statement that human nature can become either
good or bad as meaning that human nature shows no preference for becom-
ing good or bad and so as meaning that it is equally easy for it to become
good or bad. And this is, presumably, also the meaning to be given to his
own thesis that there is neither good nor bad in human nature, Whether the

Mencius rejects the analogy because, for him, te say that man can be
made either good or bad does not imply either that it is equally difficult to
make him good or bad, or that it is equally natural for him to become moral
or immoral. For Kao Tzu’s a2nalogy he substitutes one of his own. It is true,
humar nature is like water, but it is, in itg preference for the good, like water
in its tendency to ow downwards, This, in Mencius’ view, was a better
analogy, because though water shows a definjte preference for low ground

make man moral is to 80 against his nature, as Kao Tzu’s first analogy with
the willow can be taken to imply, Mencius wanted to say that the contrary
is the case. It is more natural for man to be moral and so easier {6 make him
good. “There is no man who js not good just as there is no water that does
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t flow downwards.” Though Mencius does not produce ‘argumv.;nts t}l;
no ort of his view here, eisewhere he does try to produce ev1deqce 'ors e
suﬂgness of human nature. Briefly it is this. We all have thelbegnnmngtive
= i ly and without ulterior motive,

ity i 1 feel pity, spontaneously a T motive

O b ara buby il have the shik fei chih

i ing towards a well, We all have

he sight of a baby creeping .
:';1‘:1 eﬁ 5gF- 22> which distinguishes right from wrong and appro;es of t::
i happen to choose
i i i f what we in fact choose. If we

right, irrespective o . 0 10 choose the

i ction and feel a sense o

ong, we disapprove of our own a n an
wrgurﬁ;nt under consideration Mencius iz content to wolrk Ka{.)t h'I;it;
ar . 1

is vi hows that the analogy w
d to his view. Firstly, he s > an;
o iy el i ing that it is difficult to make

i is 3 ted a2s meaning that i
willow is likely to be misrepresen . . jeis difficult to make

it is natural for him to be immoral an
man good because it is na o A e chis 1 an-
Tzu and probably never inten ¥ .
acceptable even to Kao ) pended by him. When
i i iti the analogy with whirling ,
Kao Tzu shifts his poesition to _ pongus
is is sti alogy because Kao
that this is still not a satisfactory an :
B staben i i d the thesis that human
i i i hat this was based on
was mistaken in thinking t : 1o thests that human
i d or bad. The mistake lies in thinking
nature can become either goo mistake lies i ing that to
i t it is equally diffic
e either good or bad implies tha :
say that man can becom . b s eduslly cificult
i her. This is not the case,
easy for him to become eit 2 ‘
:r:an }:)od because it is, in a legitimate sense, more natural,for him tT be
|:orz1lg What Mencius has done is, in fact, to turn Kao Tzu's ﬁr?i:. ana ogi
" sid:; down. It is making man immoral that is analogous to making C}:Es
. i
:;lgt of the willow, because it is natural for man to become moral just as i

natural for water to flow downwards.

* * * *
VI.A.3. Kao Tzu said, “That which is inborn is what is meant by

‘ - M LS 11 )
re'. o ‘ . ?
natuMencius said, “Is that the same as “white is what is meant by “‘white
]

“Yes.” _ . hice
“Is the whiteness of white feathers the same as the whiteness of wh

. T
ow and the whiteness of white snow the same as the whiteness of white jade?
sn

“Yes LA} d
! i the nature of an ox an
*In that case is the nature of a dog the same as

?),
the nature of an ox the same as the nature of a man?

3 For a fuller treatment of Mencius' thiogyhtha:zhu{?ai{% :{zn!;;e ;; f}?:%cm;;;
i : ntzyy .
“ ies of human nature in Mencius an -yu_
Ozhme‘:; and African Studies, 19353, Vol. XV, oP- 541 _165). £ % R H£", there is good
4 Although the present text reads “shc"ng chih wet ssr;ér Forla dim'ussion s good
on to believe that originally % was stm:ply written H;;( i o
i Yii Yieh ® W Ch'iin ching p'ing vt B §8 7 18, Huang ring ching chich he
point see i3 BZ K 8 chiian 1394, pp. 16b—172.) The two words, l:g“mmg ate,
fien & iLl;t: robably slightly different in pronunciation, but the statexﬁ:;l o e
wef;;;;'s’ wpas at least tautologous in its written form and an exact pa
toei

wei pai.



which are described by Statements of avertly identical form. “That which is
inborn is what is meant by ‘nature’ " and “white is what is meant by ‘white’ >
are both tautologous in form. The second feature is that the
fact suggested by Mencius in an attempt to elucidate Kao Tzu’s initial

. in the first instance, at a]l clear
as to the implications of his own statement.

Mencius shows the difference between the two statements by saying
that it follows that if white is what is meant by “white” then the whiteness
of white feathers is the same as the whiteness of white snow which in turn
is the same as the whiteness of white Jjade. By the same token, it follows that
if that which is inborn is what is meant by “nature” then the nature of g dog

but
]
towards making good the lacter omission we can make some attempt.

The reason for the failure of the analogy is this. The term “nature” is
a formal, empty term. We cannot know, in specific terms, what precisely
“nature” is, uniess the thing of which it is the nature is first specified. On
the other hand, the term “white” has a minimuym specific content, We can
know, up to a point, what white is without having to be told what it is the
whiteness of. What is even more important is that when we specify the
thing which is white—say, feathers or snow or jade—we may know more
about its characteristics, but these must include the minimum specific
content that we know from the term “white" per se. If this condition is not

while whether a thing is “white” or not depends on whether it includes the
character which we define as whiteness independently. In other words, in
the expression ““the nature of x”, the term “nature” is a function of the
term “x”, while in the expression “‘the whiteness of white feathers”, the

term “whiteness” is not a function of the term ‘“feathers’ but has an in-
dependent value of its own,5

§ There is also a formal difference between the two expressions which is a result
of this distinetion, In the expression “‘the whiteness of white feathers”, the term
“white” is a constituent of the term “white feathers”. This is because whiteness is ot
included in the essence of feathers but is an independent character which has to be
explicitly mentioned if it is “white feathers” and not stmply “feathers” that we wish to
mean. The same is not true of the expression *“the nature of a dog”,
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. . ’ .
It is not indicated how Kao Tzu made use of his thesis that “‘that wll'ilcbh
tisn o : .
is inborn is what is meant by ‘nature’.” One suspects that this may wet
i i ure.
cont ted with his view that zppetite for food and sex is humalj. ]fa .
c . . _
E:fr;n; 4) He might have argued that all living creatures ared bornl wtt“happ -
Tor isis “ ** and so also “huma
i t therefore this is “nature” a
or food and sex and tha ‘
the © d thus, he would certainly have been helped by the
e e by e ‘ f Mencius, of using the word “‘nature” to
i time of Mencius,
ice, current by the .
P oan ecifically “human nature’ when the context did not demand gre:-atgr
gan s 1 e
:I}:an u:ual precision. (When there was need for precision, the. term
. : )
ture of man” was used, as we have seen in VI.A.j above.) If in ml:am g
atu 1 " o
E}h an nature'” one says only “nature”, it is easy to assume that. urnt
um . - -
ture” shares with the nature of other animals characteristics which go to
nawur
“nature’’ sans phrase.
make up the essence of “na ' ' ‘ -
"Vlgncius’ argument was designed to expose this unconscious alisumg
! - ..
tion and to show that it was mistaken. He exposed it by explicitly as 1fng the
: ture of an ox
i f a dog the same as the na
ton, “In that case is the nature o 3 x
Td the f a man?” No one coul
he same as the nature o
and the nature of an ox t e oot vay
iti who was not prepared to go a .
return a positive answet a8 . A ot Tn dbis wey
imals is identical in every respect.
that the pature of afl anim: : : s VA
Mencius shows that what the nature of x is depends on what ﬁ;: is. Thm nan
: i i t sufficient grou
1 i etite for food and sex is no
shares with animals the app ' . ot sufficent grounds
i i i whoie of “nature”, much le :
or equating this with the ; : f
f:‘h mc}am natgure" Thete may be something else peculiar to huﬁnan 'bemgd
: . i iug’ view there is, an
ich i an nature, and in Mencius’ vie
which is the essence of hum encias’ view there i, and
ity i i stinguishes him
is I i lity is peculiar to man, and di
this is morality. Mora | rom
animals. It is worth mentioning that nowhere does N?en}tims’ c%eny fhat
' i All he asserts is that it is no
L d and sex is human nature. ;
et o ro0 i t part, precisely because,
even the most important part, p aus
whole of human nature nor ' .  precisely becanse,
i i i it fails to mark him from the dfw
being shared with all animats, elnsist
on sfying that this constitutes the whole of human nature thend j.;rfe il bave
i is no diffe
i lusion that the nature of a man
to accept the logical conc ent
that of'i dog or an ox and this not even Kao Tzu was prepared to accep

» * * *

IV.A.17. Ch'un-yi K'un said, “Is it required by the rites tilft, in
giving ;nci re-‘ceiving, man and woman should not touch each other?

Mencius said, "It is”. ot 2 hand 10
“When one’s sister-in-law is drowning, does one stre

lp her?” ‘ o .
he l:’“Nm to help a sister-in-law who 1s drowning is to be a brute.hIt 113
. .. ou
required by the rites that, in giving and teceiving, man and woman s ould
no‘z touch each other, but to stretch out a hand to help the drowning s
. . "
in-law is to use one’s discretion (ch‘dan HE).
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“Now the Empire is drowning, why do You not help it?”
“When the Empire is drowning, one helps it with the Way;

sister-in-law is drowning one helps her with one’s hand. Would ¥
me help the Empire with my hand?”

when a
o1z have

fully justified, for the argument turns out to be of consider
and it is this complexity that hides the point from us on a ¢
The question raised by Ch'
Empire in disorder, He draws an
drowning woman. The point Ch*
to use one’s hand to rescye 3 sj
involves a breach of the rule that
receiving, touch each other, so

able complexity,
asual reading,
un-yi K'un concerns the salvation of an
analogy between this and the rescue of a
un-yti K‘un makes is that just as one ought
ster-in-law who is drowning, though this
man and woman should not, in giving and
ought one to be prepared to make some
concessions in one's attempt to save a drowning Empire. The means for
rescuing a drowning person is the hand, while the means for saving the
Empire is, as Mencius points out, the Way. In either case the end Is not in
question; what is in question is whether one is justified in using any means
that involves a breach of the ethical code in order to realise the end. To
understand this argument, it is therefore necessary to say something about
the nature of the means mentioned in each cage. '
Let us first take the case o

, but does not affect its nature. After the person is
rescued, we would not know, unless we are told, by what means the rescue
was effected, and what is more, it does not matter. We shall call this “instry-.
mental means”. If we turn to the salvation of the Empire, we find the case
to be different. But first let us see how the salvation of an Empire in disorder
was understood by Mencius and Ch'un-yii K‘un. In their time, the common
way of describing an Empire in disorder was to say that it lacked the Way
(wu tao 3% 3 ). Hence 1o save the Empire is to provide it with the Way.
When the Empire has attained order it would be in possession of the Way
(yutao F7 3§ ). We can see from this that the Way is a different kind of means.
It becomes part of the end it helps to realise, and the end endures so long as
the means remains a part of it. Remove the Way at any subsequent time, and

the Empire will revert to disorder. We shall call this “constitutive means”.8

¢ T am aware that the distinction between instrumental and constitutive means is
crude one. Roth form and matter would come under the latter term—and the Way
is in fact form, as it furnishes the Empire with a regulative principle. I have not taken
the discussion further, partly because this rough disti I
for my limited purpose of elucidating the argument we are considering,

and partiy
because z mare detajled discussion will take us too far afield,
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There is another difference between the hand a.nd the Way: Theml::)r;d
is only one of a number of possible means for rescuing a drov.:mlr]lfn;:i ® a;
One could equally use a stick or a rope, F:hr::xe?:;re‘,vg;w :n and s s
adequate a means for the purpose as any other. Th & 7 the other
i ique means for the realisation of the desired end of saving
;ﬁgi’rf. aOunnrzlq-::a::uld, of course, use a watered down w:rsanh‘.ofdt.lfxi;.:3 rzz);
instead, but then the end realised wou{d be less perfect.f lsh 1distinc‘
between the hand and the Way, though it does not f.ollow rom the sne-
tion between them as instrumental and COTlStltl.‘lth n:xeans.., 1; no -
connected with it. The less any specific technique is required in the rea -
tion of an end, the less specific the inst‘run"xental means. Fcl:r msta;lce];lum
things other than a screw-driver will dfwe in a screw, l;ut ;1 most any blunt
object can be vused to hammer in a nail. The‘ rescue of a 1rcav\.rrung gn o
involves no specific technique. Hence the variety of po:s,slb e meaﬂi  the
other hand, in a sense constitutive means are always unique. \;ary t et:lUtive
and you vary the end as well. This is pa{-tlr:l‘.tlarly true where t ;: consvl utive
means furnishes the principle of org?msatmn. ‘For 1nstan_c;, i {:n?rhi lwa
mould slightly the resulting shape :ﬂ‘l’ ‘accoF;ilr;gly, be different. y
i i rinciple, and as such it is unique.
e r;iu\:ra:::ie of lzhe hand is in itself morally .neutral. In tfle case und;é-
consideration this is wrong only because there is alrulc agams}t1 ma:n: d
woman touching each other and because the drowning persofn ;pp s o
be a woman and the rescuer 2 man. All the same we are a\c:1 :e -
dilemma, On the one hand we have a duty to save life. Qn th.e ot t:t"Ll e a0
have a duty to observe accepted rules of conduct..The situation is st h et
there is no way of saving the life of the dr(‘)tvmng worlna_n extct?p en}; e
breach of a rule of conduct. We weiih up (r:,lk ufm) :E:tr:h::n:zts; r::iave}iife
the conflicting claims and come to the conclusion o o i
far outweighs the duty to observe r?iles of colrtdu.cti e ;e \:r;;g N ogwever)
possible because we can appeal Fo basic mo.ral .prmcllp_e. hereforeyi,mpossmle
is not moraily neutral. It & basic moral principle. It is t ore impossible
the use of the Way to be wrong in the manner the use of the hand
il::ong. And even if, for argumentl’s se;ke, \Ze ;e:etiair::: :::'}:1 ::; i:;;gi :l;;
breaking some rule of conduct, :
::Z?:::fﬁ::la:y tiire is no gma:u'al principle more basic to which we can appeal
for j]i:ft;ﬁ::: ?lz.w turn to the analogy. The main difficulty with this a.gal(:lgli
is to see how it is meant to hold. For th.e rr_loment let us lca\l;e amnebmh
difference between instrumental and constitutive means and loo 111.11:.00113'10
the Way and the hand simply as ;nﬁans_. If we a}e ::) ;:t‘::p;::( : tZ s; e Oi};
exactly, we have to take it in the fo owing way. Ju e oo use oue
ister-in-law, though this involves the breac ofarule
::::::t,r Zicﬁuosl:r\:e use the Way to save the Empire, though in so doing
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we err in a simifar manner. This as we have just seen is both an im i
.blllt-y and an absurdity. Moreover, this interpretation of the analo r POdSSI-
it trivial, and was unlikely to have been what was intended b g(};h‘erl o
K‘un. ¢

‘ A more likely interpretation is this. In using one’s hand, whe i
involves the breach of a rule, one is resorting to a compromis; In - t‘hls
the Empire, if need be, we should also be prepared to CDI’II]JI’OII.II'SE: s;'wﬁg
Way is too lofty for the ruler, we should offer him a watered down v for
of.it. This, as we have seen, is different in kind from the comprom?:?n
using one’s hand, for in adopting the use of the hand we have chosenm
means perfectly adequate to the realisation of the end, while in adoptig .
watered down version of the Way we are compromising on the end aps wflla
T‘o the extent the Way is watered down, to that extent the end we reali .
\-\-’1‘“ fall short of the perfection we aimed at in the first place. Furtl'usrmc:u-se‘.3
this is a doubie compromise. Firstly, one is compromising on the Wa ,
Secondly, one is compromising on one’s own standards. On our analp “
the compromise of the Way is to be justified, as we have seen, paradoxicagl‘{’
by an appeal to the Way itself. Even leaving this aside, Mencius showz
clearly that in his view there can be no justification for compromising on the
W.ay at all. He thinks that as soon as one realises that what one has been
doing is wrong one should rectify the wrong immediately and completely,

Difficulty cannot be used i i
as a pretext for allowing an injustice t
unredressed. ¢ : > g0 o

un-yij

Tat Ying-chih said, “In the present year we are unable to change over
to‘a ta.x of one in ten and to abolish custom and market duty. What do you
think if we were to make some reductions and wait for next vear before we
put the change fully into effect?"” '

‘ Mencius said, “‘Here is a man who appropriates one of his neighbour’s
chickens every day. Someone tells him, “This is not the way of the gentle-
man’. He answers, ‘May I reduce this to one chicken a month and wait for
next year before stopping altogether?”

. *“If one realises that something is morally wrong, one should stop doing
1t as soon as possible. Why wait for next year?” (II1.B.8)

This shows clearly thac Mencius would not approve of watering down
the Way .in face of difficulties, Mencius feels equally strongly about not
ccrm.promlsing on one's own standards, because he thinks that a man who is
wfllfng to do so is not the man to put others right. He says, “One who is
willing .to,l‘)‘end himself will never be able to straighten others”, (TIT1L.B.1)
zillfejsz’l.tr:,v i .l;z;ve never heard of anyone who can bend himself and rectify

If we take the compromise on the Way in this fashion, the analogy with
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the use of the hand is not an exact one. Firstly, in the case of the rescue of
the drowning woman there is no constitutive means corresponding to the
Way in the salvation of the Empire. Secondly, in deciding on the use of
one's hand one is not accepting something less than the rescue of the
drowning person. The hand is a perfectly adequate means for the realisation
of that end. But in using a watered down version of the Way one is accepting
as one’s end something less than restoring the Empire to perfect order. If
we wish to make the analogy more exact, we have to modify the facts of the
situation concerning the rescue of the drowning person and to envisage
something like this. We have no means of rescuing the drowning person
outright and zs a second best we decide to throw him a plank for him to hold
on to for the time being. Even in this revised form the analogy does not hold
completely. Whether we have the means to rescue a drowning person or not
is a matter of fact, but whether we insist on the Way as means seems to be a
matter of choice which depends more on our moral standards than on
external circumstances.?
There is another way of revising the analogy to make it more exact, and
that is by introducing the element of instrumental means into the case of
the salvation of the Empire. In the time of Mencius, when philosophers
travelled from one state to another, trying to gain a hearing, they had often
to rely upon courtiers and favourites for access to princes. The temptation
must have been at times great to enlist the help of those who were far from
being men of honour. It is easy to argue that association with an unsavoury
character was a cheap price to pay if in return 2 prince could be persuaded
to adopt the Way in the government of his state. This would be parallel to
the argument for using one’s hand to rescue a drowning person though this
involves the breach of a rule of conduct. We have seen that the general
objection to this is that one can never hope to straighten others by first
bending oneself, but Mencius has in fact something more specific to say
about this problem. There were certain traditions about Confucius’
behaviour in just such circumstances. In the Analects there is an account of
Confucius having an audience with Nan Tzu, the notorious wife of the
Duke of Wei. Tzu-lu did not hide his displeasure and to placate him Con-
fucius had to swear that there was nothing improper in what he did.
{VI.28) There must have been other traditions concerning incidents of a
similar nature, for we find Mencius expressing incredulity at these tradi-
tions which he took to be tetally unfounded.

? Mencius thinks that & prince should not look upon himself as incapable of
adopting the Way in his government. This can be seen from his remark to King Hui
af Liang, “For this reason, that Your Majesty fails to become a true King is a case of
not doing 50 and not a case of not being able to do so'’. ([.A.%) Of the subject who thinks
of his prince as incapable of becoming a good ruler, Mencius has this to say, “To say
‘My prince will never be able to do it' is to do him harm”. {IV.A.1)
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Wan Chang asked, “According to some, when he was in Wei ¢
1 Con-

fucius had as host Yung Chii and in Chs he
Ch
o i st ¥ i t he had the royal attendant Ch;

_ Mencius said, “No. That is not s0. These were fabricati
bodies. .In Wei Confucius had ag host Yen Ch'ou-yu Thlcat'lf .
was a sister of the wife of Tzu-lu, M;j Tzu said to '-I‘zu-tl: “q‘[ef'()f Mi 'I"zu
would f?ave me for a host, he can attain high office’, Tzu-luu’ Confu.cms
Confutilus who.said, “There is the Decree’. Confucius advafCPOfFCd this to
ance with th.e rites and withdraws in accordance with yr, an!zl‘:'f:s o roord.
success or failure says, ‘There is the Decree’. If in spite of’ this I:: l?:.?lt:;:l : :

8

hosts Yung Chii and the ro i
. . val attendant Ch
ignoring both y7 and the Decree, . . | Fiuan, then he would be

ons by busy.

and the royal attendant Chi Huan he would not be Confucius.” (V.A.8)

:.-:d, Il:)u}: what is likely to happen is simply the degradation of one’s own
ora .Icf aracter to no purpose, as such people will never permit the Way to
prevs&l‘h‘or shcfuId such a thing happen they would be the first to suffer
I 1shla3t.mterprctat:on of the analogy is most likely to be the one tl"lat
encius had in mind, and we can see that Mencius’ i
, us’ final question “Would
you have me help the Empire with m ” a
‘ ‘ t ¥ hand?”’ was an expression of exas-
f;;?;:)nn.l.Ch. un-}(;u K‘un, in suggesting that Mencius should makeasa
I8¢ 1n order to save the Empire, did not realis i
. . e that th
such a compromise was so high as to defeat itg VEry purpose. " price for

» ] - »

VLA, . .
| .I A 4. Kao Tzu said, “Appetite for food and sex is nature. Benevo-
ence is internal, not external; i is external, not internal” -

Mencius said, “Why d
1 C You sa - Ja
external Yy doy ¥ that benevolence is internal and yf i

white’ §
s the same whether one treats a horse as white® or 3 man as white

® Following Yi Yiieh I read % ol |
e : < H B Bz, repeati 2 ]
pﬂpal'g (1 éb. }::e Same comment i3 also to be found in his KE es}lu:n )i ;;ia;}zs 3:'! -:.?'#m"
& sfir vi v chid I ey chung 7 ¥, Shanghai, 1936, PP. 19—20). =
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But I wonder if you would think that the ‘treating as old’ is the same
whether one is treating a horse as old or a man as elder? Furthermare, is it
the one who is old that is y7, or is it the one who treats him as elder that
is yi?"”’

“My brother I love, but the brother of a man from Ch'in I do not love.
This means that the explanation lies in me. Hence I call it internal. Treating
a man from Ch'u’s elder as elder is no different from treating my own elder
as elder. This means that the explanation? lies in their elderliness. Hence I
call it external.”

“My relishing the reast provided by a man from Ch'in is no different
from my relishing my own roast. Even with inanimate things we can find
cases similar to the one under discussion. Are we, then, to say that there is
something external even in the relishing of roast?”’

VI.A.5. Meng Chi Tzu asked Kung-tu Tzu, “Why do you say that yi

is internal ?”
“It is the putting into practice of the respect that is in rme. That is why

I say it is internal.”
“If 2 man from your village is a year older than your eldest brother,

which do you respect?”’
“My brother.”
“In offering wine, which would you give precedence to?”

“The man from my village.”
"“The one you respect is the former; the one you treat as elder is the

latter. This shows that it is in fact external and not internal.”
Kung-tu Tzu was unable to find an answer to this and gave an account

of the matter to Mencius.
Mencius said, “[Ask him,] “Which do you respect, your uncle or your

brother? He will say, ‘My uncle’. “When your younger brother is acting the
part of an ancestor at a sacrifice, then which do you respect? He will say,
‘My younger brother’. You ask him, ‘What has happened to your respect
for your uncle? He will say, ‘It is because of the position my younger
brother occupies’. You can then say, ‘[In the case of the man from my

% In transleting yiek ¥ in both instances as “explanation', I am reading it as
shuo B,. In classical works the common form of the character was 3, whether the
meaning is “to please” or “to explain™, Mencius i3 exceptional in that the distinction
between the two forms is generally observed in it. But even in Mencius, the character
is not always written &, when it means “to please”. It is, therefore, reasonable to
suppose that the form used in any passage reflects no more than the reading adopted
by some editor in the course of the transmission of the text. There is no reason why
we should not depart from the existing reading when the sense of the text demands it,
as in the present case. Dr. A. Waley has also expressed dissatisfaction with the reading.
In his Notes on Mencius, he writes, “The ¥ is unintelligible, The sense seems to be
‘make me the determining factor’.” (Adsia Major, New Series, Vol. I, p. 104}, However,
ke made no suggestion 4s to the emendation of the reading of the character.
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village] it is zlso because of the position he occupies. Normal
t . . - mal re
° m}\’;illder gmther' temporary respect is due to the man from my viil
. - . LY
et eIn Meng Chi Tzu heard this, ‘he said, “It ig the Sari’l village’,
. ) e
wi ether I am respecting my uncle or my younger brother. [t ; tespect
satd, external and does not come from within.” -7t as Thave
- M i« . .
5 Kung-tu Tzu said, “In winter one drinks hot water, in sum
oes that mean that even food and drink can be 2 m‘ . mer cold,
external "’ atter of whar jg

Spect is dye

. As these two arguments deal with the same problem, wh i
1.nta:rna[ or external, they are best taken together, There, e e i i
liminary points which must be made if we are to understa d these o
limina nd these argy-
Firstly, Kao Tzu begins by saying that appetite for food i
nature, and although this is not discussed in the sequel it | fand oy
portance. The fact that Kao Tzu states thig before raisinls f;l " oblem
about ys shows that Kao Tzu looks upon the problem as c~gnt ¥ PTOblFm
_human nature as well. To say that yi is external thou hb : conlcemm'g
mt?rn_al is to say that benevolence js part of human nath;r ;ne"of—"nce .
This implies that to say something is internal is to sg t}ft "lt A
human nature. That this implication is accepted by Mznciz can b ooy
from one remark he made in VI.A.6. Mencius says tht;re “B X Canl ” o
?E]J]segvincc ?f the rites and wisdom, are not weilded into éef;ﬁ‘;:ee:::;'?'
ad them from the very beginning. It is sim o
;hc rr:itter". Ic-iIere Mencius impligs that if Ecifn';l;?xtirfgn?: e\:';ii?t?:t: o
rom the outside, then it is not inherent ; o
is inherent in my nature is internal antdur]lc?: };:titrt;r;. t(;o;‘:r;e[y, Whate‘_'ef
worth re'membering i1s that with Kao Tzu’s statement that a' n?th;f Food
and sex is nature and that benevolence is internal Mencius !;Pemc iy
What. Menf:ms objects to specifically is the position that 7 is omeen
Mengus' vcliew is that yz, no less than benevolence, is internajlu 8 extemmal
o 2::11 ]}], neither Ka.o Tzu nor Mencius liked arguing in the abstract
bout benevolence and yi. They preferred 10 deal with concret
‘s‘ltuatwns which exemplify these abstract qualities. Mencius sa E:! oo
'.I_‘he content of benevolence is the serving of one’s parents: tgs oo
yiis obedience to one’s elder brothers”, (IV.B.27) and g a.?’ “eTconte'm .
child who does not know love for his parents, and wﬁe l-l,h o o
respect for his elder brothers. The love for one’s lparen,ts is bn votenee: i
;?ISpecft for one’s elder brothers is ¥ (VILA.15) We ::;ng:;cii e
wpect . ’ . rase
oy ‘r;:]?;e \:grsd}folzg' :::;it};s: :onlgv;re ?;e s Part;nts is the typical benel:ro!ent
elders is ich & ] ]
We can, tha.::n, understand why Kao Tzu anc: ;Izt:ltciwu:l:goljl;yp;lcany e
conduct their arguments in terms of the concrete examples they tfs:; e
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Thirdly, when the word yi is translated, the argument may seem
forced and artificial, for in Chinese the same word yi can be applied to an
act which is right as well as to the agent who does the right act, while in
English if we use the word “right” for the act, some other word like
“righteous” or “‘dutiful” has to be used for the agent. The use of two
different words in translating a single word in the original destroys the
apparent continuity of the argument.

Furthermore, the dichotomy between ““internal” and “external” is too
simple for the statement or the solution of the problem. Kao Tzu and
Mencius both start from the position that benevolence is internal and part
of human nature, because benevolence is the outward manifestation of love
which, without any doubt, is part of the original make-up of man. The
question is whether ¥¢ is equally well-rooted in human nature. In the case
of henevolence, we can decide whether an act is benevolent or not by
referring to the motive. If it is motivated by love, then it is benevolent. But
in the case of 1, the facts of the situation are more complicated. Whether an
act is yi does not depend only on the motive, but also on whether it is
fitting in the situation.® What makes the position worse is that the very
existence of a specific motive for acts that are yf is, at times, challenged.

This problem, however muddled it may seem to us, must have appeared
to be of crucial importance to Mencius. By Mencius’ day the opposition
between hsing ¥ “human nature” and ming 4y “the Decree of Heaven”
must have become acute. The sort of view that Mencius was trying to
combat must have been something like this. In human nature there are
simply appetites—for food and sex, for instance—and emotions like love,
and it is unnatural for man to do anything for which his nature does not
equip him with a motive. It is all very well to say that it is the Decree of

Heaven that man should be moral, but if it is unnatural for him to be moral
it would be unreasonable to expect him to obey the Decree. For this reason
the question whether yi was internal or external was a vital one for Mencius
and his contemporaries.

Let us now examine the first argument. The starting point is the act
which is typically y{, wiz.,

(1) the act of treating someone old as elder.
The analogy is then drawn by Kao Tzu between this and

(2) the act of treating someone white as white. _
It is argued that in (2) I treat someone white as white solely because of his
whiteness which is external to me. That is to say, whether I treat him as
white or not depends solely on external circumstances. There is nothing in

19 In the Chung yung W ¥ (ch. 14), “yi” is defined as “ficting” (4% % H ).
This is more than just a meaning gloss by a near homophone, because the character
was criginally written B, thus showing that it was cognate with the character K.
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mine either, Therefore ¥, of which (1) is a typical example, is external.
Mencius answers by pointing out that the analogy fails to hold. Thijs he

does by producing two parallel statements, one about {2) and one about (1),

and showing that though both are rrye one is positive and the other negative;

(2.1) To treat a white horse ag white is no different from treating a
white man as white:

(1.1) To treat an old horse as old is different from treating an old man
as elder.

The failure of the analogy rests on two points of difference, In treating an
old man as elder, respect is evinced, but not in treating an old horse as old.
In (2.1), the question of internality does not arise in either of the two cases
because respect does not come in, but in (1) it is not true that nothing except
circumstances external to the agent is relevant. Respect is relevant and
respect is internal to the agent. Furthermore, the term ¥t applies to the
agent as well as to the act. (In this respect y7 is like benevolence.) Kao T7u's
position is unsatisfactory on two counts, Firstly, it is based on ¥i only as
applied to an act. Secondly, even there, he has failed to take into account
the fact that an act which js % involves respect which is a quality of the
agent.

Having failed in his analogy between an act which is ¥yt and an act
which is indubitably external, i.e., between (1) and {2), Kao Tzu then tries
to show that there are differences between an act which js ¥t and a benevo-
lent act. For this purpose he brings in

(3) the act of loving one’s brother.

He makes two parallel statements, one about {3} and one about (1), and
shows that though one is positive and the other negative both are trye:

(3-2) I love my brother but I do not love the brother of 4 man from

Chin;
(1.2} Itreat the elder of a man from Ch‘u as elder in the same way as [
treat my own elder as elder.
Since (3) is agreed by both parties to be a typical benevolent act and bene-
volence is indubitably internal, this discrepancy between (1) and (3), in Kao
Tzu's view, shows that ¥t is not internal, In fact, Kao Tzu goes on to say,
it shows more. It shows positively that yi is external. Why do I love my
brother and not the brother of a man from Ch'in? The explanation lies in
his being my brother. In other words, I love him because of his relation to
me. “The explanation lies in me.” Og the other hand, I treat the elder of a
man from Ch‘u as elder Just as I treat an elder who is my own kith and kin
as elder, because in either cage my treatment is due to his age and this is 2
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circumstance external to me. If my trea\_tn}ent of an e[de:: as elder dlepends

lely on external circumstances, then, it is conclu.ded, ¥i is external.
/Y Mencius accepts what Kao Tzu has said about the fach as true
but tﬁgzltr:; show that it does not prove what Kao.Tzu claims that it proves.
In order to do this, Mencius brings in a fourth kind of act,

the act of relishing roast.
Of tlS: there can be no doubt as to its inte.rnality on tpe part of;{:.% t:I";t:;
because he has said at the outset that appetite for food is nature. :] ol ihis
one can make precisely the same statetlnent as about (1), a stateme
is supposed to prove that yf is external: .
1 I()4}.)2) I relipsh the roast provided by a man from Ch'‘in in the same way
as I relish my own roast.

Thus Kao Tzu failed to establish the extern.a[i‘ty .of ys either Lhrougt:
the similarities (1) shows to (z) or througlll the dissimilarities gl)' s ‘iaw’sties
(3). Mencius refuted the former by showing that there are d1;su‘n‘t a.nt es
between (1) and (2) overlooked by Kao Tzu, and the latter tfy ds ow;:tgween
there are dissimilarities between (4) ar?d (3) of the same kfn z;s e
(1) and (3}, though there is no question of acts of relishing foo g
exter'rll‘ﬂ;‘. second argument opens with Kung-Fu Tzu's statement -t;.:atw::
considered y{ to be internal because in perfolrmmg.acts wl.nih a;e 1&2 ne i
putting into practice his respect. Howe.ver, it t_:onsmts main T}‘r o’ : gm o
Tzu’s attempt to establish the externahty.of Yt Meng Chi Tzu’s .z:) rgltxo e
is as follows. There is a man from my Trlllage who is a year seni ;to o :
eldest brother. Although under normal circumstances I resglect m)I;/I treat:
in offering wine I give precedence to the man from my vi Aag:}.l. iz' freat
ment of the latter is determined by externfl[ circumstances. As is s a0 ace
which is yi, yf is external. Apart from FhlS, 'the.re is a fu}'th&r ;;o;nwording
Meng Chi Tzu seems to be making. b?r 1rr{.p11catxon. By his carefu rording
he seems to imply that there is a d1st1nc?t10n between showing resptrm! <
treating as elder: “The one you respect is the former; the lone yorl{l o o
elder is the latter.” The line of reasoning appears to.be as fo lows.' c:tpe o
a quality of the agent and so any action w?nch evinces respect 13 i © tht;
But whether T treat the man from my village as elder d;pent s otemal
occasion, and since this is the case my treatment varies according to er.‘:l orne

circumstances. It, therefore, cannot e.vmce respect‘ which is ;1 peiz car_mm
disposition. If respect is not im;ol\fed in all acts which are y{ then

is of the internality of yi. ,
e thl:{]zzlii: replies by pro:r}':ding a new example. One respects one’s ur;ile;
but when one's younger brother is acting the part of an ance.-s,ltzrncius
sacrifice then one respects one’s younger brother. pn th_e smrfz:.u::e:ﬁvI ne s
seems to be providing an example of his own which reinforces Meng
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i’i‘zums1 :i:atse, b‘ut in fact he wag undermin.ing the distinction between reg
g reating as elder that Meng Chi Tay Wias trying to establ; e
o.wn example Mencius hasg substituted the Younger brith sfa o o his
villager. There is no question of treating one’s younger b cfrl e o
even when.he .is ac.ting the part of an ancestor he isgstill ;zt "31? as'e[der’ o
15 due to him in his special position is respect. Thus in M:ﬂs ‘Jm’non ot
though one’s act is stif] determined by external circumstance:u;: nitr:'ltile,
. ’ e-

te eng Chi Tzu seems willin 8 to accept this distinction between normal and
~emporary respect but argues that, in that case, acts which are yi are externa)
1 spite of the fact th=%t they evince Tespect because they depend on ext .
circumstances. Mencius' reply is that even of el
{(5) the act of drinking
1t 18 true that it is conditioned by external circumstances:
(5-3) In winter one drinks hat water, in summer cold

Of (1) which is also condit; i
o itroned by external tircumstances we can equally
{1.3) Normally I respect m
¥ ¢ldest brother, byt ; fferi i 1
s Precedence to the man from my village, o ering vne Lgive
Mg:::i,ul;yals-:o:;u:ﬁ the;z ( f‘ 1) c;n be said of (5) which is indubitably internal
u at the fact that (1.3) can be said of (1) d ,
Te . oes not show th
ﬁ ;;c?i;e-:nrtl; F u.rthem;;re, by drawing an analogy between (1) ac:; ( sjt
Isreturning to Kung-tu Tzu’s openin « i ’
return 3-tu Tz g remark: ““T put into practi
my respect. 1’}3 '1an act which is 47 one puts into practice one's resp ecz -
in anrlfct of drinking one is motivated by one's thirst e
Mene 3::’ ?f'gl.ltm;nts are obviously not conclusive, but this is in part due to
I ‘mrted purpose. All ke set out to do. ; b
that his oppenents fiiled to i ettty of oy T 0 shaw
establish the externalit . i
: y of yi. He did
attempt.ta go beyond this and to establish positively that ¥t was in:err?afit
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case of all acts which are ¥4, and this his opponents either deny or deny to be
significant. (2) There are the external circumstances. These are irrelevant to
benevolent acts. But in the case of acts which are y¢ these determine the
matter of precedence in particular situations. In the case of drink, these
decide what we want in different seasons. (3) The relation which the object
of respect has to the agent. In the case of benevolence, the patient is a
relative of the agent. In the case of yi, there need be no special relationship
at all. In the case of food, there is no special relationship either. As acts
which stem indubitably from what is internal show no uniformity in the
possession or otherwise of these characteristics, so acts which are yi display
an ambivalence in the similarity and dissimilarity they show to these acts.
The result is that no conclusion can be drawn from the success or failure of
these analogies.

The problem whether i is external in contrast to benevolence which is
internal must have been an issue of some importance, as we find that the
later Mobhists were also interested in it. In the logical chapters of Mo tzu,
viz., chapters 40 to 45, there are three places where this problem is dis-
cussed. I shall quote only the longer passage from the Ching shuo hsia
chapter, because this is comparatively free from textual difficulties and is a

ucid statement of the Mohist position:

Benevolence is loving; yi is benefiting. He who loves and he who
benefits are here; he who is loved and he who is benefited are there. Of the
one who loves and the one who benefits we cannot say that one is internal
and the other external. Neither can we say this of the one who is loved and
the one who is benefited. To sayll that benevelence is internal and ys is
external is to select the one who loves and the one who is benefited. This is
selection with no consistent basis. It is like saying that the left eye goes out
and the right eye comes in. (Ssu pu ts‘ung k‘an 14 3§ ¥ F] ed., ro.212-21h),

At first sight the Mohists seem to have brought order to an otherwise untidy
problem, but on closer examination one sees that this is achieved only by
ignoring certain factors that Kao Tzu and Mencius took into account. In
defining yi in the way they do, the Mohists are looking upon it as exactly
parallel to benevolence. As benevolence is a disposition to love, so is yi a
disposition to benefit, others. Both are relations obtaining between an agent
and a patient. In respect of the agent both benevolence and y7 are internal; in
respect of the patient both are external. In the view of the Mohists, whoever
says that i is external though admitting that benevolence is internal must
be guilty of inconsistent selection. He must be taking the patient in the case
of yi and the agent in the case of benevolence. Though the Mohists were
defending the same position as Mencius, the basis for their defence is

11 Read 4% as iN.
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:!i:-ti?::z ;fnjl:: Zptable to Mencius. Mencius was quite clear that yiw

the one who is 018;::1::1'_:[ co.uld FIOF possibly be applied to the patient i; an
3i?' Mencius knew fil 18 !J;z or 13 1t the one who treats him as elder -tha: ‘It
‘o the agont there wras nwe tll:at when hoth benevolence and ¥ were appli l:
by the Mohices (s - ac- p;:od lem. But he was also aware of the fact ignir:d
could be made our fi:r cﬁiﬂzn;ﬁgg itnot ::;i:;fis, a;d it \;ras here that a cage

. . .. . 1ty. Part f

:: :::::2 ?elﬂ_gdyl is that it should be “fitting”’, :nd thisom;::l: :}?ilt‘;?sffor
s 1§ y2 depends, to no small measure, on external circumstanc:: ;:

that yi was external, and jt i5

between agent and patient j i i
zonents };md to disml:t thetulsz.glfamo]; ttl?e r:ri;;epresem s and bis >
ue to the refusal on the part of the Mohists to take into a i

g:::ziz slr:;i:r:tli\;z ht.he pro.b.lem oft ¥t and this refusal is, in tuffl?l:iz'; izr::.lrz
o ooy Mot I;SICIIJOSIIIOH. Fizrstly, they define i as benefiting, and by
oo o nder it ndependent o.f the ethical code. A “fitting” action
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ON MENCIUS’ USE OF THE METHOD OF ANALOGY IN ARGUMENT  [g]}

than the other. As it is not through his action that more has resuited, this
does not add to his merit.17 External circumstances!8 are powerless to add

to the benefit for which I am responsible. (11.6a.2-3)

All these passages show that in the view of the later Mohists external cir-
cumstances are irrelevant to the moral assessment of the character of the
agent. S0 long as a man has both the will and the capacity to benefit the
world or his parents, whether in fact he succeeds or not is immaterial,
because success—and even opportunity—depends on favourable conditions
over which he has no control and for which he can take no credit.1? Thus yi
is removed from the contaminating influence of external circumstances only
through denying it application to actions. In this way the problem with
which Mencius and his opponents were concerned was by-passed by the
Mohists. This hardly justifies their claim that the problem itself rested on

confusion and inconsistency.

* * # »

Not only is one of the problems discussed between Mencius and Kao
Tzu also discussed by the later Mohists but the method of argument as well.
In the Hsiao ch'i chapter?® we find logictans of the Mohist school writing
on the different methods of argument amongst which is to be found the

method of analogy:

Analogy is to put forth another?! thing in order to illuminate this thing.
Parallel is to set [two] propositions side by side and show that they will both

do. (11.8z.3-5)

Here an analogy drawn between two things is distinguished frem one drawn

between two statements. We have seen that both methods were used by

Mencius. The analogy between “That which is inborn is what is meant by

‘nature’ " and “White is what is meant by ‘white’ "’ is an analogy between two

statements and would come under “parallel” in the Mohist classification.
The Mohist chapter goes on to discuss the method:

17 This sentence is cbscure, as the text is almost certainly corrupe.

18 Emend ¥, to .

19 The Mohist position that in morsl assessment it is the agent and not the actions
that should be emphasised seems to have some relevance to a problem concerning
moral goodness in Western philosophy. If we define moral geodness as goodness which
is realised only when an agent chooses to do his duty from the motive of dutifulness
the question arises whether 2 man who acts dutifully more often than another neces-
sarily realises more moral goodness. Those who feel uneasy about returning an
affirmative answer may find a cettain appeal in the Mohist position.

28 For a more detailed discussion of the Hsiao ch'al see my Some logical problems
tn ancient China (Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Vol. LIII, 19352-33, pp.
t8g—204).

21 Read 4, as 4.
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Things may have similarities, but it does not follow that therefore they
are completely similar. When propositions are Parallel, there is 4 limit
beyond which this cannot be pushed.? (11.8a. +-8)

seen a case of Mencius suggesting an analogy to illustrate his opponent’s
thesis, and this was criticised after his opponent accepted it.

It is perhaps worth pointing out that the use of analogy is often the
only helpful method in elucidating something which is, in jts nature,
obscure. Two ¢xamples come readily to mind. Theories about the mingd are
often presented throy gh the medium of models, and so are physical theories
of the atom. In either case the models are not only heipful in enabling us to
see something of the “structure’ of the mind or the atom which 1S Not open

centuries B.C. in China the method of analogy, Indispensable for certain
types of philosophical problems, was in wide use,®® so much so that the
only surviving treatise on the methods of argument deals with it in some
detail. Seen in the light of the Mohist treatise, Menciug was, indeed, a very
skilful user of this method, who never fajled ro throw light on philosophical
issues that were discussed. This is an impression somewhac different from
the ineffective debater that he is sometimes made out to be,

_—

% Emend IE ta g

%2 There js a story about the famous sophist Hui Shih in the Shuo yian which
illustrates this point:

Someone said to the King of Liang, “Hui Tzu is very good at using analogies when
putting forth his views, If your Majesty could stop him from using analogies he will
be at a loss what to say™.

The King said, “Very well. [ will do that”,

The following day when he received Hui Tzu the King said to him, “If you have
anything to say, I wish you would say it plainly and not resort to analogies”,

The King said, “No*.

*“Then were you to say to him, ‘A tan is like a bow, but has a strip of bamboo in
place of the string’, would he understand 7

The King said, “Yes, He would”,

Hui Tzu said, “A man who explains necessarily makes intelligible that which is
not known by comparing it with what ig known. Now Your Majesty says, ‘Do not use
analogies’. ‘This would triake the task impossible™,

The King said, “Wel] said”. (SPTK ed,, 11.6b~7a)

Hui Shih’s explanation of the function of analogy can be seen to be similar to
that given in the Hsiao eh' iz,



