INTRODUCTION

Larer MorisT LoGic, ETHICS AND SCIENGE AFTER 25 YEARS

A. C. Graham's Later Mohist Logic, Ethics, and Science-was a landmark in
the study of classical Chinese thought. By far the most thorough,
disciplined, and systematic reconstryction and interpretation of the later
Mohist texts ever published, Graham’s work opened up new vistas in the
study of ancient Chinese philosophy and science.

The later Mohist writings had intrigued readers ever since their
rediscovery by Qing dynasty philelogists after centuries of neglect. Even
a cursory glance through these six books of the Mo-izii' 8T reveals:
fascinating remnants of sophisticated theories about knowledge, language,
argumentation, ethics, geometry, mechanics, causality, space, time, optics,
and economics. The texts thus seemed to contain crucial missing pieces
of our picture of ancient Chinese thought. They showed that an influential
school of third ¢century B.C. thinkers were strougly interested in the
philosophy of language, epistemology, and logic, areas once thought to
have played little role in ancient Chinese intellectual discourse. They
seemed to hold clues concerning fundamenital questions about the
character of early Chinese thought and parzllels and contrasts between
ancient Chinese and Western philosophy and science. And they promised
to shed light on technical notions crucial ta understanding other ancient
texts, such as the Chuang-tzii £ F, Mencius %1, and Hsiin-2i 7. Only
the later Mohist writings, for instance, give a detailed account of the
terminology, procedures, and theory of pien B (‘disputation’), the major
style of argumentation and debate in anciéent China. The texts are thus
a key to grasping — 10 cite just one example — the full import of the
Chuang-tziW's dazzling ‘Discourse on Equalizing Things’, which consists
partly of a critique of pien.

' Tor mainiain consistency with Graham's usage, Chintese words in the Introduction
have heen romanized according to the Wade-Giles sysiem, the srandard among schalars
until the 1980s. In the supplemeniary bibliography, the current standard, the Hanyn
Pinyirr system, has been followed, excepn in the case of certain proper names.
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Liule wonder, then, that the early decades of the twentieth century
saw a surge of scholarly interest in the later Mohists, facilitated by the
1894 publication of Sun Yijang's i comprehensive commentary on
the Mofz&2 and fueled by contact with Western philosophy and science.
Impréssed with Western logic and scientific method, Chinese intellectiials
such as Hu Shih ## and Liang Ch'i-ch’ao B were eager to explore
what Hu called “the development of the logical method” in their own
tradition, and the iong-neglected later Mohist texts appeared to be records
of a pivotal episede in that development. Besides its inherent inrerest,
Mohist thought seemed to be a rich native source on which to draw in
molding a new, modern Chinese identity that preserved traditional
characteristics while learning from the West.

Yet the later Mohist texts — two books of brief ‘canons’; two of
‘explanations’ of the canons; the ‘Smaller Pick’, a largely coherent essay;
and the ‘Bigger Pick’, a collection of fragments — were 50 corrupy, their
grammar so difficult, and their terminology se obscure that much of this
rich cache of ancient scientific and philosophical knowledge remained
frustratingly inaccessible. Early twentieth-century researchers such as
Liang Ch'i-ch’ao, Luan T'iac-fu S8, and T an Chich-fu SR achieved
breakthroughs in pinning.down the divisions between canons, identifying
systernatic corruption, and interpreting nonstandard graphs, But despite
significant progress in these and other areas, decades of intensive scholarly
attention had vet to produce a reliable edition of the wext.

Editors Gﬂmnw:% approached the texts piecemeal, modifying and
explicating each canon or explanation until it seemed to make sense,
then moving on to the néxt. Emendation and interpretation depended
heavily on educated guesswork, with little attention paid to the immediate
or the broader context of each bit of text. Philological and interpretive
proposals were seldom constrained by a systematic account of the sources
of textual corruption and a coherent, general interpretation of later
Mohist philosophy relating jt to the cenwral themes and problems of
classical Chinese thought. Textual emendation too often lapsed into
undisciplined conjecture, interpretation into hasty identfication of Mohist
concepts with newly familiar Western ones. The result was a plethora of
studies proposing emendations and readings of varying plausibility, few
of which inspired confidence. OQne could legitimately doubt whether
significant stretches of the text would ever support a genuinely credible
interpretation,

Against this background, Later Mahist Logic, Ethics and Science
represented a monumental step forward. Griaham’s book was the first to
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provide a systematic, detailed analysis of the structure, grammar, and
vocabulary of the texts. He placed rigorous constraints on textual
emendation, resulting in an Eﬁn:&a& edition that frequently convinces
even where his Eﬂnau..nnm:c: of a particular passage may not. His study
of later Mohist gramimar, techrical terminology, and stock examples
facilitated interpretation of obscure passages and revealed that many
once thought corrupt were intelligible nearly as they stood. And Graham
fit these contributions into a coherent, comprehensive interpretation of
the major themes of later Mohist phitosophy and the details of Mohist
semantic theory, epistemology, logic, ethics, and science. His work made
these difficult, damaged, yet extraordinarily rich texts more accessible
than ever before, contributing remendously toward the systematic
reconstruction of later Mohist thought and deepening our overall
understanding of classical Chinese philesophy:
* %k

In retrospect, the major achievements of Later Mohist Logie, Fthics
and Sciérice fall into three interdependent areas. The first is Graham's
philological work in reconstructing the texts and emending aberrant
graphs (see §1/2) 2 much of which stands as a paradigm of incisive,
rigorous textual criticism. Building on the insights of Sun Yijang, Liang
Ch'i-ch’ao, and especially Luan T'iac-fu, Graham meticulously
re¢onstructed the stages of the Cgnons' history, traced the likely causes
of textual corruption, and methodically established the beundaries of
each canon and explanation, Part of his contribution lay in collating,
systematizing, and drawing out — in some instances brilliantly — the
implications of earlier scholars' results, which he was scrupulous in
crediting. But beyond this, Graham’s work is exceptional among editions
of the Canons and Explanations for the systematie, disciplined constraints

adopted to guide graphic emendation and textual transposition. The
-critical rigor introduced by these constraints renders his the most reliable

and invaluable of all modern editions.

Graham’s philological achievements were due to critigal acuity,
peerless mastery of the ancient and modern literature, and meticalous
adherence to two simple but compelling principles {xii—xiii). The first
is that *graphic emendation should not be the first but the last resort,”
unless strongly justified by parallelism, comparison between a canon and

? intratextual veferences o section and page numbers are to Later Mohist Logic,
Ethies, and Seience.
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its explanation, a systematic pattern of corruption, or confusion between
graphs for technical terms and more familiar graphs, The other is that
1o the greatest extent possible, the divisions benveen sections of the text
should be settled on formal, textual grounds, before considering
interpretive issues,-as should transpositions of phrases or passages. These
principles grew out of Graham’s well-founded misgivings about the
unmethodical conjectural emendation that had characterized many
previous edidons (73). Surictly followed, they greatly reduce the chances
of editorial "errors of commission’ by helping to ensure that emendarion
and transposition are justified by systematic considerations about the
fEeXt.

Indeed, in the few places where doubts can be raised about Graham’s
emendations, the reservations are usually due 10 disagreement about the
relative priority of these principles or to an occasional lapse in applying
them. An example of the first sort of case is Graham’s emendation of pi
% (‘other™ to Jan 8 (‘converse”) in the explanations to Canons A 73
and A 74, maindy on the grounds that the latter, easily corrupted technical
term better fits the contexi. The case for this cmendation is suggestive
but not filly conviricing, since pi ¥ irself is a technieal term fully
intelligible in this setting. An example of the latter sort is Graham's
reconstruction of the text ‘Names and Objects’ out of transposed pieces
of the ‘Smaller Pick’ and fragments from the ‘Bigger Pick' and the
canons (§1/2/8). Graham ._.E.n.._.._am this reshuffling on the grounds that
the entire 'Bigger Pick’ — and presumably much of the ‘Smaller Pick’

— is an area of general textual fragmentation (xii). Yet, as he recognizes.

{108), the latter text opens with what appears to be an introduction to
an essay on pien B¥ (disputation}, is inteiligible as it stands, and thus
could equally justifiably have been left alone.
One proposal has been raised concerning how these methodalogical
principles could be supplemented and strengthened.* Graham suggests
that the téndency oward ‘guesswork’ in many editions of the Cunons is
due to editors” uncritically allowing their — necessarily tentative and
fallible — interpretation of the meaning of the text to guide emendation,
To eliminate guesswork, he suggests, criteria are needed “by which to
settle most textual problems before, not in course of, exploring the
meaning” (73). Bat warranted emendation need not, and generally can
not, be as independent of interpretive issues as this remark implies. The

? See¢ Chad Hansen, review of Laier Mahist Logie, Ethics and Science, Philosopiy Eaxt
and West, 37/2 (1987, p. 243,
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question is rather whether interpretation-driven emendation rests on a
rigorous, systematic account of the content of the text, or merely on the
editor’s intuitive hunch about how a particular passage ought to read. In
fact, careful, systematic interpretation js a fundamental elemént of the
Justification for emendations based on graphic similarity, parallelism, or
casily confused technical terms. A more precise, complete statement of
philological principles would explicitly recognize the role of systematic,
methodical interpretation in supporting, and often motivating, textual
emendation. A brilliant illustration of such an interplay of interpretive’
and textual hypotheses is Graham's own proposal that min B in the!
explanations to Canons A 32 and A 71 is a graphic-error for an archaic l
graph once used 1o writé the word mao $ (194) — a suggestion that, if
correct, helps to untock crucial elements of the Mohists’ semantic theory. |

A second major area of achievement in Liater Mohist Logic is Graham's *
detailed study of the téxts’ grammar, surnmarized in an invalusble chapter
(§1/3) that should be read by every advinced student of classical Chinese.
Here his central contention; buttressed by interpretation and analysis of
many sample passages, is that the grammar of the Canensand Explanations
is generally sirict and regular. Hence, he convincingly shows, familiarity
with the texis’ grammar is a preréquisite for a disciplined, convincing
interpretation, and a systematic aceount of the grammar tends 1o support
some interpretations of individual passages and weigh strongly against
others.

Beyond its value in interpreting the texts, Graham’s grammar raises
several issues that could fruitfully be pursued in future research. One
potential weakness of the approach he takes is that, given the brevity of
the Mohist texts, their corrupt state, and their terse style, the discussion
sometimes seems to move toe quickly from the observation that certain
formulations do not occur in the texts to the conclusion that the writers
intentionally avoid them, presurnably as a grammatical rule. Further
research comparing Graham's conclusions with the wider pre-Han
literature and building on more recent studies of classical Chinese
grammar might serve to buttress his conelusions or identify areas for
revision. Another direction for research would be to replicate the study
in Later Mohist Logie while distinguishing more rigorously between syntactc
and semantic analysis and between grammarical analysis and
recommendations for regular English translations. For example, the
discussion of the particle combination ye che % amounts mainly to a

" Coneerning the tirst two of these issues. see agaib Hansen, p. 2432,
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proposal about translation, namely that the combination is fanctionally
cquivalent to ‘unquote’ and so can be translated by placing quetation
marks around the preceding word or phrase (140), What is nieeded is an
analysis of the grammatical function of the two particles, which might
well reveal that the role of the pair is distinct from quotation.

The findings of the grammatical analysis could also be strengthened
by explicitly acknowledging the interdependence between grammatieal
and interpretive hypotheses and defending such hypetheses jointy, as
part of 4 comprehensive theory covering syntax and semantics. This
approach would eliminate the risk of circularity that sometimes threatens
-appeals to grammatical analysis to support interpretive conctusions in
the translation (§2/4}. The worry — illustrated again by the discussion
of ye che ¥ — is that readings of passages are sometimes justified by
appeal to conclusions about grammar drawn from sample interpretations
that include the very passages in question.

The third area in which Later Mohist Logic makes remarkable
contributions is in interpreting the later Mohist philosophical and scien-
tific theories. Graham’s insightful discussions of technical terminology
(§1/4} and stock examples (§1/5} are major contributions to our
understanding of Mohist thought, which can be expected to serve as a
cornerstone for all future study. Especially valuable is the systematic
light his work throws on how the details of the Mohist theaories fit together.
An outstanding example is his painstaking analysis of the interrélations
between central concepts in the Mohists' serantic theory, including chih
i (uphold), fa % (standard), yin B (criterion), mao $1 (characteristics),

| yi B (appropriate), and chik 1k {stay). And Graham'’s account of one
A particular technical term, chien-pai BH (‘as-hard-to-white'; see A 66 and
| p. 280, supplics a key to understaniding the structure of the Canany,
|yielding a erucial justification for his conclusion that all of Canons A
_, [-75 are what he calls “definitions’, or explicatiens of terms.

Two reservations terper this praise and point te directions in which
further research is needed to corroborate and develop Graham's results.
In a few places, encouraged perhaps by his interpretive successes, Graham
reaches surprisingly definite judgments about the significance of passages
that, despite his efforts, remain obscure or doubtful, A prominent instance
is his reading of ‘Expounding the Canons’ §2, a reconstructed piece of
the “Bigger Pick’ that Graham interprets as referring to what the sage
desires or dislikes ‘a priori’ on behalf of all (246). The text here is so
uncertain that any interpretation is necessarily speculative; yet Graham
has enough confidence in his reading 1o make it the keystone of his
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account of later Mohist ethics. Passages such as this. call for further
interpretive scrutiny.” .

Second, the worries aboult circularity elicited by aspects of the
grammatical analysis arise again in the treatitient of some of the technical
terminology. One especially commendable feature of Later Mokixf Logiv
is the_extensive crossreferencing between the introductory chapters on
grammar and werminology and the translation of each canon and
explanation.® The cross-references often convince immediately, by
showing how different parts of the text are jointly explained by a unified,
coherent interpretation. But in a few places they tend to conceal the
extent to which readings of particular passages are speculative or neglect
plausible alternatives. For on following them up, one sometimes finds a
general interpretive claim justificd by appeal to interpretations of
individual passages, which in nun rest mainly on the original general
claim, rather than on arguments for their superiority in explaining the
relevant passages.’

For instance, two introductory sections, §1 /4/1% and §1/5/8, present
the general claim that the term Asien 5% should be interpréted as ‘a
priori’, justifying this reading by eiting phrases from ‘Expounding the
Canons’ §2 and Canons A 93 and B 57 in which it is rendered that way.
Beyond these translations, no argument is given to show that this technical
term from the Western philosophical tradition betier captures the import
of the Chinese than does the ordinary word ‘beforehand’, which, as
Graham points out, is what ksies typically means in pre-Han texis (188),
Yet the notes to the ranslations of these three passages cite §1/4/13 and
§1/5/8 to justify interpreting hsien as ‘a priori’, again without explaining
why this is a more compelling reading than ‘beforehand’ (248, 342, and
429). Here an explicit account is needed of how the proposed general
interpretation best elucidates the passages concerned.

*® % ¥

*Qther important passages where further sttention is particularly nedded inciude
Canons A B0, A 51, A8R, B2, B %, and B 10,

® Similarly helpful features include the detailed. wide-ranging textual references
accompanying each seetion of the text, comprehensive Chinese and English indices.
a depiction of the two-row version of the canons prior 1o their aceidental reshuffling
inlo columns, and a reproduction of the complete Taoist Patralogy edition of the
wexis, all of which combine to make Later Mokist Lagic an absolutsly indispensable

reference,

" This problem was first noted by Hansen in his review, p, 241,
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In praising Graham’s many interpretive achievements, I have been
focusing on the numerous details of his account that are convincing or
clearly make solid contributions to our understanding of the later Mobists.
I have not yet mentionred the most prominent aspect of his interpretive
work, his account of the overall aims of the text and the fundamental
nature of later Mohist ethics, semantics, logic, and epistemology.” This,
unfortunately, must be considered the area in which further study is
teast likely to corroborate his conclusions.

Graham’s general interpretation (21 ff.) is that the Jater Mohist
lexXts represent an attempt to grapple with a problem of authority or
justification by developing a form of rationalism similar in some respects
to the strand of Greek thought epitomized by Parmenides, Socrates, and
Plato. According 10 Graham's narrative, a ‘metaphysical crisis’ led the
later Mohists to conclude that appeals by earlier thinkers to {%en &
(heaven), to the authority of ancient sages, or to human nature could
no longer suffice to justify solutions to the ethical and political problems
that beset their turbulent age. Instead, like the Greeks, the later Mohists
held that such problems can be definitively solved only by reason and
logic — or, in their terms, by ‘disputation’ {pien ¥}

Troubled by the relation between knowledge and temporal change,
the Mohists embarked on the detailed study of ‘disputation’ and in
course discovered the notion of logical necessity, which provides a kind
of certainty impervious to temporal change. The fundamental aim of
later Mohist philosophy is to exploit this discovery to rebuild Mohist
doctrine from the ground up. The Mohists seek to rationalize the
utilitarianism of Mo-tzii, the founder of their school, by developing a
systernatized ethical theory based on. definitions of ethical terms and
facts about benefit, harm, and human desires and dislikes. In this way,
the teachings of Mo-tzli can be re-established on an unshakable
foundation,

* For a concise, accessible swmmary of Grahan's interpretation, see pp. 137-170
of his Disputers of the Tap {Open Court, 1989), much of which is.a revised version of
Later Mohist Logic §1/1. Students of the canons should note that Grahanm there modifies
his interpretation of Canons A 50 and A 51 {see pp. 142-143, where the canons
Tabeled A 40-41 are’in fact A B0-51).

" Graham's interpretation of later Mohist thought is not an isolated account of
a single school, but a majer component in & broader narrative of classical Ghinese
philusephy as a dialectic between ‘rationalism’ and *anti-rationalism’. (See Disputrrs af
the Tao, p; 7 and pasiim,} The motivation and grounds for this account thus derive no
ouly from the later Mohist texts, but froon Graham's overall interpretarion of classical
Chinese phitusophical discourse, and 1o u ceriain extent, the two stand or £ll wgether.
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Toward this end, Graham proposes, the Mohists set out in the Canons
to provide a general survey of the basic concepts of all knowledge, which
they organized into four disciplines, corresponding to the four objects
of knowledge identified in Canon.A 80. These are ‘description’, the
study of how to relate names'’ to ebjects; ethics, the study of how to
act; the sciences, the study of objects; and ‘disputation’, the study of
names.'! This fourfold scheme, Graham suggests, provides one of the
two fundamental organizing principles of the Cenens. He proposes that
the canons divide into two parallel halves, each of which divides in turn
into groups-of canons corresponding to the four disciplines. The first
half of the corpus — Canons A 1-87 — presents 'definitions’ of terms
pertinent to the four distiplines, the second — Canons A 88-8 82 —
examines basic ‘propositions’ in the disciplines. (See the tables on pp.
30 and 230.)

According to Graham, the Mohists held thar two of these disciplings
— ‘disputation’ and the sciences — yiekd knowledge that is logically or
causally necessary and unchanging. The other two, ‘description’ and
cthics, yield knowledge that is contingent and transient, enduring only

as long as the names we use or the desires we affirm ‘stay’ (chik k) in

objects (presumably, that is, until the objects perish, we change our basis
for maming things, or we change the ends for which we act). ‘Disputation’
vields a priori knowledge derived from analyzing the definitions of names.
In ‘deseription” and the seiences, it establishes what can be known a
priori; in ethics, it determines "what is desired or disliked ‘a priori’ for
the sake of men” {47}, which follows necessarily (pi ) from the
‘essentials’ (rh'ing B) of moral concepts as given in their definitions.
The Mohists™ ethics is fully systematized (45), the mdral concepts forming
a chain of interlocking definitions ultimately. resting on the undefined
primitives 'desire’ (i #) and. ‘dislike’ (wu B). Hence by establishing
what is desired or disliked a priori, ‘disputation’ Furnishes a néecessary,
a priori, eternal justification for Mohist ethics.

This is not the place for an exhaustive assessment of this inter
pretation, but in the contexti of reviewing the current status of
Graham’s work, a4 summary of the major critical challenges 10 it is in

1 For the Mohists, ‘name’ (ming ) is 4 general term tor all words.

' Graham later preferred to call the Brst discipline *discourse’ instead of
‘description’ and the fourth “argumentation” instead of *disputation”. See Dasputers af
the The, p. 139,
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order.'* Toward this end, I will review three major ohjections to Graham's
account. Let me note at the outset that neither the brief sketch just
givent nor the discussion helow does justice to Graham's elaborate case
for his views. To appraise the full weight of his arguments, readers are
urged 1o consult his overview of later Mohist thought (§1/1) and
translation of the texts. The remarks that follow are necessarily
contentious; their point is not to convince so much as 1o indicate some
of the areas where controversy lies.

The first objection is thai the proposed fourfold organizational
scheme does not explain the structure of the Canons adequately.” The
probiem is that, apart from the division at A 87," the scheme seems at
odds with many observations about the structure and content of the
texts. On the one hand, the Canons and Explanations do not conform in
a transparent way to the fourfold scheme. The texts are not formally
divided inte sections corresponding to the four disciplines, nor are there
subheadings or other explicit indications that this is the plan of the
work, By Graham's own count, the ‘definitions’ divide into at Ieast six
sections, not four, with more than a quarter of them — 24.0of 87 —
falling outside of the fourway-scheme (sec the tablte on p. 30)." If the
texts were indeed organized according to the fourway plan, it is difficult
to see why the canons in the two extra sections were not divided among

% For more detailed comments, see the valuable reviews of Later Mokist Logic by
Christoph Harbsmeier and Chad Hansen and especially Jane Geaney's detaited
discussion. No reader today should consalt Graham's book without also considering
the issues raised by these critics. For Harbsmeier's review, see Bulfletin of the School of
Oriental and African Studies, 43/3 (1980), 617-619. Hansen's review, previously cited

.above, is in Philosophy East and West, 37/2 (1987), 241-244. Geaney's article §s A

Critique of A, (&, Graham’s Reconstruction of the ‘Neo-Mohist Canons”, Journal of the
Awmerivan Oriental Sociery, 119/ (1999}, 1-11. Grzham responds to some of Hansen's
remarks in his review of the latier’s Language and Logic in Ancient China, Harvard
Jeurnal of Asiatic Studies, 45/2 (1983}, 692-703,

'* On this point, see Geaney, pp. 24, and Harbsmeier, p. 618

" There are grounds for questioning whether this division should be drawn after
Canon A 87 or A 88, A 88, which treats varieties of similarity and difference. follows
immediately after A 86, on similarity, and A 87, onr difference, and thus could have
been intended o form a group with them.

1 A group of twelve ‘definitions’ (A 40-51) Falling benveen. those for the proposed
second and third discipiines form what Graham labels a 'bridging sequence’ on
‘knowledge and change’. (A much shorter ‘bridging sequence’ also ocetirs in the
‘propositions” (B 13-16).) Another group of twelve canons (A 76-87) lying between
the ‘definitions' and “propositions’ Graham idenrifies as an *Appendix’ on ambiguous
words. .
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the sections for the different branches of knowledge.!® Nor do the
‘prepositions’ seem to correspond to the fourfold division. The second

of the four disciptines, ‘ethics’, lacks a corresponding set of *proposi-

tions’,'” and, as in the *definitions’, an extraneous sequence of canons

appears before those grouped under the third discipline.

On the other hand, the content of many canons does not seem to
correspend to the discipline to which the scheme assigns them. It is
difficult to understand why the six ‘definitions’ assigned to ‘description’,
or relating names to objects, treat “cause’ or ‘reason’, "unit’, and four
terms related to thought and knowledge, but no specifically semantic
notions. Canons A 31-32 explain ‘speech’ and seem to be mainly about
semantics, but fall into the section Graham labels ‘ethics’, which also
includes “definidons’ of ‘life’, ‘sleep’, and ‘dreaming’ (A 22-24). Several
of the ‘propositions’ assigned to ‘disputation” would seem to fall more
naturally under the sciences.'” Other canons that do not seem illuminated
by the label ‘disputation’ include B 47, which discusses whether the heat
of a fire is a property of the firé or the pérson who feels it, B 50, about
freeing oneself of doubt, B 51, a rebuttal of fatalism, B 69, about leading
and *..o:csm_um* and B 53, which seems to be mainly about F&sm a name
1o refer to an object in the past, and thus would seem to belong in a
section on name-object relations.” A skeptic might argue that the simplest,
most natural explanation of these and the other incongruities between

¥ For instance, in the ‘bridging sequence’, Canon A 42, on the notion of a limit,
A 15-46, an ransformation and loss, and A 4749, oo rotation and movement, would
seem to fall naturally under the heading of geometry and the sciences. In the
"‘Appendix’, Ganon A 78 seems clearly 1o be about names, A 79 name-object relations,
A 80 knowledge, and A 84 ethics or conduct,

1" Graham suggests that since the Mohists had already set forth a series of ethical
propositions in ‘Expounding the Canons’, they omitted themn from the Canons, This
exptanation-would be plausible if the case for the fourfold scheme were ntherwise
quite sirong, but the scheme faces ather difficuldes.

* Exampies include B 43, on whether the ‘five phases’ follow 2 constant succession
relation; B 52, on an issue in mechanics; B 36, an obscure passage about submerging
a brambie: B 60, apparently a version of Zeno's paradox; and & 62, which explains
that 4 spherk is always ‘apright’.

" Graham groups this variety of topics under ‘disputation” because “thronghout
this series ... the problems are conceived as soluble or the plane of names without
ohservation of objecis” (399). Most of the issues discussed are indeed treated by
reasoning, rather than empirical observation. But the same-is true, for instance, of
Canons B 30-31, on ¢conomics, which on the fourfold scheme fall under the sciences.
And that these issues are treated mainly by reasoning seems thie grounds for treating
them as a single discipline devoted 10 deducing implications a privvi from definitions
of names,
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the texts and the four-way scheme is that the Canors are not. after all,
organized into four branches of knowledge. Precisely what principles do
guide the organization of the (lznons — and to what degree Graham’s
proposals capture genuine patterns in the texts — is thus an important
topic for further research.

The second major objection te Graham’s interpretation is that it
splits into two distinct fields what for the Mohists appears to have been
a single theory of pien {disputation), incorporating semantics and
rudimentary principles of logic and rhetoric.” According to Graham's
account, the later Mohists drew a sharp distinction hetween ‘description’
(mainly semantics), the first of the four branches of knowledge, and
"disputation’ (largely, but not entirely, logic), the fourth branch.
‘Description’ provides procedures for consistently describing, or fitting
narmes. 1o, transitory objects and yields judgments whose correctness is
contingent and temporary. ‘Disputation’ studies a priori, necessary
relations betweeén names, but not relations between names and objects,
Its judgments fellow by strict necessity from the definitions of names.

Several chservations have led critics 10 question the proposed
distinction. Some of the canons Graham assigns to ‘disputaton’ seem
best explained as treating relations between names and objects, not only
relations between names. For instance, the explanations to Canon A 74
arxd B35 both depict pien (disputation) as a disagreement over which of
two converse terms, such as ‘ox” and ‘non-ox', ‘fits’ an ohject, and as
Graham observes, what is deemed "ox’ or ‘non-ox’ in pien is “the actual
object in front of our eyes” (39}. On the other hand, some canons
assigned to the ‘description’ section appear to address argumentation as
well as semantics. The explanations to A 97 and B 1 allude to discourse
with an opponent, suggesting that these canons treat not only name-
object relations but disputation. The canons on ‘description’ and
‘disputation’ also share much of the same terminology (252),

A further point is that different parts of the texts apparently refer
to the fields of ‘description” and ‘disputation’ by the same name — pien
B (disputation). Pirn is explicated in three places: Canons A 70-74 and
their explanations, Canon B 35 and its explanation, and 1he opening
paragraph of the ‘Lesser Pick’ {'Names and Objects’ §6). All three
discussions depict pien as a matter of distinguishing whether semething
is ‘this’ (shik ) or ‘not-this’ (fei %) — typically with respect 10 some

* Conceming this point, see Geaney, pp. 3 and 7-10.
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term, such as ‘ox’, and by refevence to a ‘model’ (fa &) or ‘exemplar’
{hxizo mﬁ for the kind of thing denoted by the term. Despite this similarity,
however, on Graham's interpretation these passages treat fundamentally
different subjects. The canons and explanations clarify central notions
in ‘disputation’, while the 'Lesser Pick' discusses the distinct field of
‘description’. This claim is puzzling, especially because Graham also
suggests that the ‘Lesser Pick' was written after the Canons. His view
entails that in the Cunins theé Mohists discovered the study of necessary,
a priori reasoning and called this field pien, but then in the ‘Lesser Pick’
set aside this discovery and reverted to using the term piéen in an older,
broader sense, in which the fields of ‘description’, ethics, and the sciences
are treated as branches of pien (31).

A simpler explanation of these observatons, a critic might argue, is
that all the passages in question refer to the me@.mnmiQ. the canons
providing a detailed theoretical basis for the practice of pien as described
in the ‘Lesser Pick'. On this alternative interpretation, instead of the two
distinct fields of ‘description’ and ‘disputation’, the later Mohists
recognize a single activity concerned with how 10 properly distinguish
the extensions or referenis of terms in disputes over whether some thing
is x or not-x, where ‘X’ is-a term denoting some ‘kind’ (z $2). This ficld
comprises semantics and logical norms bearing on the consistent use of
terms. Some of its judgments follow by necessity from basic principles of
logic, such as the law of excluded middle, some form of which is at work
in Canon B 35. Others are contingent and fallible, as the ‘Lesser Pick’
wams (‘Names and Objects’ §12), because semantics depends partly on
contingent, often conventional judgments of similarity.

Further study is needed to identify the strengths and weaknesses of
Graham’s interpretation and this alternative. In particular, research is
needed to explore 1o what extent the Mohists recognize, as Graham
contends, a distinction between necessary judgments, obtained by
reasoning alone, and contingent “descriptions’ of things. Further
clarification is also needed of the theoretical roles of terms such as pi &6
{'necessary’), chik IL (temporarily "staying”), ko "] (logical possibility or
normative permissibility), tang # (the semantic ‘fitting” of language to
reality), shik B (*this' or ‘this-kind"), z'u It (‘this’ or ‘thishere’), and
jan #& ('s0’). Graham's work has contributed tremendously to our
understanding of these notions, but many questions remzin o bhe
answered.

The third major challenge to Graham’s general aceount is that salient
features of the texts seem difficult to recencile with the proposal that
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the later Mohists discovered the notion of necessary, a priori reasoning
and applied it to construct a systematized ethical theory. Two sorts of
questions have been raised: general doubts about whether the Mohists
were indeed engaged in this sort of system building, and specific ones
about whether their etliics forms such a systemn.

One concern is that the organization of the texis generally does not
seem to reflect the kind of coherent, systematic theoretical structure
Graham finds in them.*! For instance, the Canons are not arranged in z
way that miakes it obvious how the different *definitions’ ¢onnect into a
system to suppert the *propositions’. An illustration is provided by the
very first canon and explanation, which explicate the word ku ¥ (cause,
reason) in a narrow sense equivalent to ‘necessary condition’ and
introduce specialized terms for *necessary condition” and ‘necessary and
sufficient cendidon’, Rather than fitting into a tighty knit system of
definitions and theorems, the narrow sense of ku is largely ignored in
the rest of the Canons, and the two specialized terms never reappear.
Moreover, immediately after introducing these terms, the text shifts to
a different, unrelited topic, the notion of the ‘unit’.

A sccond general concern is whether the Mohists can aptly be
described as constructing a systern devoted to a priori derivation of the
consequences of definitions when they seem to lack many of the
conceptual tools requisite for such a project.” They develop no explicit
concepts of definition, premises, conclusion, ar proof or demonstration.
Without question, they recognize and apply sophisticated logical and
semantic relations and principles such as excluded middle and non-
conrtradiction. But the suggestion that they produced what is in effect an
axiomatic theory seetns sirained, since many of the components of such
a theory, mznﬁc&bm the very notion of ‘derivation’ or ‘demonstratoen’,
seem to be missing. The proposal that they explicitly discovered the
notion of logical necessity calls for further study as well, since their use
of the term pi £ (‘necessary’ or ‘must’), does not distinguish between
logical necessity, causal necessity, and c&:mwﬁo:.ﬁ.

mvnnmmnm—q» and miost seriously, the ethical texts do not seem to fit
Graham's characterization of them as presenting a “fully systematized,”
“beautifully simple, complete and consistert™ theory (45) intended “to

¥ See Harbsmeier's comments, p. 618, The example concerning Canon A 1 and
its explanation is his.

* This point is adapted from an unpublished paper of Hansen's.

¥ See Harbsmeier, p. 618.
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establish benefit, harm, and the moral concepts as desired or disliked 'a
priori’” {47) by defining the moral concepts in terms of benefit and
love, whith are defined in turn in terms of desire and dislike (47-48),
As presented in the texis, the ethical theory seems neither systematic,
simpie, nor complete. Its 'definitions’ are scattered throughout the canons
and take on the appearance of a system only if rearranged.* The crucial
passage about “what is desired or disliked ‘a priori’ on behalf of men”
does not appear in the received texy; it is the result of transposing frag-
ments from a corrupt, obscure section of the ‘Bigger Pick’ ("Expounding
the Canons’ §2). The term ‘benefit’ is in fact explained in terms of
pleasure, not desire.” And the texts lack ‘definitions’ for the terms ‘love’
(ai B), ‘collective’ (chien ), and ‘intent’ (chih &), gaps that Graham
fills by positing a lost text comtaining definitions of these and other
terms (§1/6/2). The theory as he presents it is thus the result of a
complex process of rearrangement, transposition, rephrasing, and
speculation. Critics have naturally questioned how well this interpretation
explains the texts as they siand.™

In summary, challenges have been riised to Graham’s account of
the organizing principles of the texts, to the proposed distinction between
‘description’ and *disputation’” — and thus the identificarion of a distinct
discipline concerned with necessary knowledge derived from a priori
analysis of definitions — and to the ckiim that the Motists déveloped a
systematized theory to provide an a priori, rationalist justification for
their ethics. These challenges point to numerous topics for further
research on the organization of the canons, the web of ‘Mohist concepts
related to semantics, logic, and necessity, and the nature of the later
Molhist ethical theory.

# The central moral terms are presenited in Canons A 7-14. The canons on
‘benefit’ and ‘harm’ arc A 26-27, separated from the mioral tevms by canons on
service, commands, courage, life, slecp, dreaming, and calmness. The canon on ends,
or ‘being for’ something, is A 75, falling after all the ‘definitions’ on geometry and
disputation, and that on *desires’ is A 84.

% Canon A 26 reads, “Benefit is what one is pleased to get.” Graham pamphrases
this as a definition in werms of ‘desire’, explaining that *hecause of the inconvenience
that desire unlike dislike necessarily precedes achievement, the word used ... has to
be hsi ¥ ‘be pleased™ (47). Graham's reasoning here is difficult to fallow, since ‘be
pleased” and *desire’ are distinct concepis that are not equivalent or interchangeable.

* Several of the points in this paragraph are raised in an anpublished paper by
Hansen, though he is not responsible for the formulation given here.
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Later Mohist Logic had a remendous, in some ways decisive, imipact
on European and American schiolarship on early Chinese thought. It
established convineingly that a grasp of ancient theories of language,
knowledge, and dialectics is essential to a complete understanding of
classical Chinese philosophical discourse, and it made major steps toward
filling in the details of those theories. [t corrected the faulty picture of
ancient Chinese thinkers as uninterested in abstract phitosophical
questions concerning language, knowledge, and logic, and it refuted
once and for all the myth that the classical Chinese language is somehow
an inadequate vehicle for rigorous or abstract reasoning and analysis.”
(Indeed, Graham shows convincingly thai the Mohists had a sophisticatec,
precise system of logical quantifiers (§1/3/6) and conjunctons of logical
implication (§1/3/11).) Above all, Graham's work made the Fater Mohist
writings fully available to students of Chinese intellectual history, specialists
and nomn-specialists alike. By establishing a usable edition, furnishing-a
complete translation with notes and commertitary, and presenting a
systematic, strengly argued interpretation of Mohist thought, it removed
barriers to study of the texts aned provided a quick, sure route inic the
world of these fascinating ancient thinkers., Anyone who has siudied the
Canons with the help of Later Mohist Logic knows well the extent of the
reader’s debt 1o Graham as a teacher and guide through the texts.

Indeed, in some respects, Later Mokist Logic has heeu almost too
influential. The book is simply monumental, the product of immense
learning, meticulous philological work, and a powerful interpretive
sensibility. Given the magnitude of Graham's achievement and the
daunting abscurity of the texts, many readers have understandably tended,
with a mixture of gratitude and relief; to accept his philological and
interpretive proposals as authoritative, even decisive, rather than as
ceontributions to be tested and built upon in further inquiry.

By contrast, the impact of Later Mohist Lugic in the Chinese scholarly
literature has been vanishingly small. Publications on the later Mohists
in Chinese have appeared at a rapid pace since 1978, Particularly
encouraging is the growth in research on Mohist science and mathematics
by specialists in the history of science. Yet Graham’s work seems largely
unknown or unread by scholars writing in Chinese. This is regrettable,

# This misconceprion unfortunately persists insome quarters, See, for example,
Ray Billington. Understanding Eastern Philssaphy (London: Rotdedge, 19497). p. 87,
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{or on perusing the literature, the scale of Graham’s contribution to our
understanding of the texts becomes readily apparent. One finds oneself
in another intellectual world, where writers are in effect inlerprenng a
different tex1, which the reader cannot help but suspect is hopelessly
¢orrupt in places. Textual and interpretive issues for which Graham
presents compelling solutions go unresolved or unrecognized. A pressing
task for those concerned to establish stronger relations between the
Chinese and international scholarly commurtities will be to introduce
Graham'’s work 10 Chinese scholars and to clarify — and, where possible,
resolve — differénces between his conclusions and those of leading
Chinese specialists.

Graham’s work made [ater Mohist thought more accessible than
ever before, but that access still does not come easily. Later Mohist Logir
is a difficalt book. To understand Graham's translations, one must learn
his interpretation of later Mohist terminology and theory and dip
frequently and deeply into his extensive notes and commentary, without
which the texts' condensed style and technical content would render
any transtation only slightly less impenctrable than the eriginal Chinese.
Laier Mohist Logir is more of a handbook er companion to the later
Mohist writings than a conventional translation, Invaluable as it is, this
handbook does not eliminate the need o get one’s hands dirty mastering
the details of the texts. But the rewards are well worth the effort, for
careful study yields precious insight into early Chinese thought as a
whole and a rich taste of a-sophisticated approach to language, mind,
and knowledge distinci from those that have dominated the Western
philasophical tradition.

Here lies the lasting value of Later Mohist Lugic, Eikics, and Science. By
presenting a comprehensive account of the structure, grammar, and
terminology of the texts, along with detailed analyses of Mohist theories
and insightful, sometimes brilliant, readings of individual canons and
explanations, Graham’s book provides indispensable resources for
focused, fruitful research and debate on later Mohist thoughl. At the
samne time, by offering a vigorously argued interpretation of the aims.
and themes of later Mohist philosophy. it poses a stimulating challenge
to interpreters and sets 4 high standard for rival accounts to match,
Graham himself did net claim that his work had ‘solved’ the €Cenons
definitively. To the contrary, he emphasized that "many obscurities
remain, and my explanations will not always convince others as easily as
myself” (xiit). His work answers many questions about the later Mohists
while raising yet more for us to pursue. Chief among the book’s many
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great merits is that it ﬂ-.ci&am the tools with which to desoina lmn:d:m. !
principled way.™

“hristopher Fraser
Deparuneit of Philosophy i Part I
The Chinese University of Hong Rong
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# My thauks te Dan Robins for comments on an earlies version of this Intro-
duction.




