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Résumé

Présence d’un auteur dans
quelques textes chinois pré-bouddhiques

comme étant I’ auteur.

C. Harbsmeier analyse de nombreuses citations, Pour conclure, il distingue
cing degrés de présence de Pauteur dans les textes chinois antérieurs 2 I’intro-
duction du bouddhisme : 1) propos rapportés d’un auteur s’adressant a un
public physiquement présent [ex. : les Entretiens de Confucius ] : 2) I’auteur
présumé, dont le nom constitue le titre dy livre, est difficile & situer ; on ne con-
nait ni les dates ni les circonstances de son existence [ex. : Laozi] ; 3) il y aun
«je » qui se présente explicitement comme le créateur de textes, adressés 2 un
public indéfini [ex. : Qu Yuan] ; 4) il y a un « Je » qui se présente comme auteur

ensemble constituant un livre [ex. : Sima Qian].

Les traducteurs qui donnent 3 ’auteur une présence qu’il n’a pas dans le
texte original commettent une faute herméneutique.
V.A,
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Authorial presence in
some pre-Buddhist Chinese texts

Qu Yuan J# & (ca. 343 - ca. 277 BC) is often celebrated as the first
Chinese poet who put his name to his work. And there certainly is no
reticence about the first person in the poem, “Encountering Sorrow”,
which is generally attributed to him. Looking through the 374 lines of
the Lisao B:E% | I count no less than 74 occurrences of the first-person
pronouns wo £, wu &, yu £:, zhen %, yu . The grammatical variety of
first-person pronouns in this text Is unique in ancient Chinese literature
as far as I have been able to ascertain. The grammatical distinctions
between these pronouns are interesting and important, but they need not
concern us here, except that we note that the first two may be singular
or plural in reference, whereas the others always refer to the first person
singular.

Qu Yuan is communicative in a still more personal mode where the
first-person pronoun (very often yu ) is no longer just an appended
poetic signature at the end of a poem:

TEHHINES No matter that no one understands me,
HRBEHES - (1] truly keep the sweet fragrance of my mind.
BRI %54 High towered the lofty hat on my head:;
BRIz B8 - The longest of girdles dangles from my waist.
(Chuci, Lisao 117 f£.1)

Even when there is no Chinese pronoun present (the non-bold pro-
nouns), it remains somehow significant that an English translation (like
that of Hawkes 1959, from which I have quoted) will naturally intro-
duce it where it is not there in the original. On the other hand, in a con-
text like the present one, one should probably not allow oneself the
licence to introduce first-person pronouns where there are none. In any
case, there can be no doubt that this poetry is strongly ego-centered, not
only in the sense of the second couplet, but particularly in the sense of

L. Couplets 59-60 as translated by Hawkes 1959: 82. I believe gou %j must mean
“truly, really” here and cannot be taken to introduce a postposed conditional clause.
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the remarkable first couplet. And Qu Yuan does speak of his inner life as
quite separate from what is uttered:

] =T 245 Keeping my feelings unexpressed,
Eg[ﬁiﬁg;rﬁt%é o how can I live forever in such a state?

LithFs

(Chuci, Lisao 258.)

Note the variation between zhen B¢ and yu # as first-person pro-
nouns.

B 72¢4 > f11%? Who understands my innermost feelings?
(Chuci, Lisao 140.)

Given the traditional interpretation of his poetry, it is not surﬁ)rls;?g
that Qu Yuan had a most profound impact on the history of a?tb grz r:g
and personal expressiveness in Ch.1¥1a. Hls mﬂuepce 'Wen y
poetry. Consider the case of the Laozi in this connection.

Authorial presence, and the first-person pronouns
in Laozi and Zhuangzi

Traditionally, there was a division of labour ir} anc.ient China betheiI;
the person who uses the knife or the brush to inscribe texts on Var'1tQ
materials and the person who creates the texts that spec1a11§ts in wri glg
write down. Writing was originally a spemahged craft and it remaine: 1 a
menial, often an anonymous task. The function of t.he e'dlt.or/compt e;
was separate both from that of the originator' of the linguistic conten foa
the text and from that of the person responsible for the production o
iven inscribed material object. _
glvlsIré lgjgg?fguthor asserts] his persistent authorial presence as a w;z'z‘elr1
in the Laozi #F , although there are many statements in the te’)lith w ﬁlfst
use first-person pronouns. The Laozi is an acroamatzg text. ZS i
thing to note is that, unlike the Zhuangzi #EF , the Laozi nev;r %1 o
unambiguously non-plural first-person pronouns yu & or yul . Theell
no preface in the book. There is no Postface. pr exactly ar A
understand the first-person pronouns in the Laozi? I want to study ni_
question afresh in the context of the ethnography of literary commu
ion i ient China.
Catlscz)nnig gzgznobservations are hard to illgstrate simply because th:r}i
concern absences. For example, if we restrict our attention to first-p
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son pronouns that refer to the auctor? of a text, then it turns out that
forms like “I think that”, “I suspect that”, “I feel that”, “I assume that”,
“I presume that”, “I expect that”, “I presuppose that”, “I posit that”, “I
maintain that”, “I argue that”, “I contend that”, “I suppose that”, “I deny
that”, are interestingly rare in many pre-Buddhist Chinese texts. (A
striking exception is the Shangshu %= , which makes regular use of
nian 7% and si /& , with sentential complements to mean something like
“think that”.) The proper form of denying something is simply to say bu
ran X “it is not so”, which is couched in an objective mode where the
author is not part of the picture he paints. The preferred form is object
language. In memorials and the like, it has always been common to say
things like “T hope that”, “I beg (you) that”, and so on.

The first, simple, task must be to assemble the evidence, to see how
the authorial “I” is used. We need to know what kinds of things are
predicated in our texts of the authorial “I””. I start out with the traditional
Wang Bi £ text, consulting the variants in Shima Kunio’s wonderful
edition of 1973 and collating Gao Ming 1996 for the versions of the text
excavated at Mawangdui & F3#:, and try to provide painfully literal
translations.® By highlighting the alternative “I/we”, T am not suggest-
ing that there is serious doubt, in each case, whether one should choose
one reading or the other. I am only drawing attention to a problem area

for translation which is easily — indeed pervasively — overlooked in the
translations I have seen.

AZFii#k » What other men teach,

FRIREZ » I'we also teach it:

52%2% » The strong and the violent one,

TSHIE does not come to his natural death.

EiG AR » 1/we shall make this the beginning [=F§ ] of teaching.
(Laozi 42, Gao Ming 1996: 33.)

Here the author chooses to conform with the others: he reflects on his
teaching as compared to that of others. He comments on his own, per-
sonal, starting point in teaching. He takes a stance which he explicitly
relates to himself. But does he pose as the writer of these lines? We note
that there is no Laozi yue ¥ H to introduce the chapters or saying any-
where in the text. This is the decisive difference to texts like the Men-

2. It is worth noting that authorship is not limited to men in ancient China: the lyrical
“I” in many songs is a woman. Whether these songs, like many Frauenlieder of the Ger-
man Middle Ages, were written by women, is impossible to ascertain.

3. For the translations, compare Karlgren 1975: 1-18, which I have freely adapted to
my purposes wherever desirable.
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cius or the Wenzi % F . The question then is whether dthe casle (fa tohzez
[ 1 issi thing that is understood, namely :
Laozi is one of omission of some ' naerstood, namely Lot
hether we have a genuinely differen : _
el a writer o in hi i intermediate compil-
i without an interm
ich a writer speaks in his own name T
1):12 redactor. Moreover, we need to ask exactly whalt it is th’z}t prevents
i - ouns in the plural as “we”.
s from taking the first-person pronoun: .
’ Keeping questions of this order in mind, I shall now consider the rest

of the relevant evidence:

» The softest thing in the world, o
%ﬁﬁgifié@% » Crushes against the hardest thmg in the world,
iﬁﬂﬁé’ AZE[ o The non-existant enters where there is no space. .
B M%ﬁfﬁf‘%}z/ﬁ 2% » Therefore I/we know that the non-action has an
=it FEE A

advantage. ' ‘
A EZ# + The teaching without words, -

42 % 7 3% » And the advantage of non-action, ) ‘
5’5?%3‘ %2 » Few in the world come to apprehend it.

(Laozi 4, Gao Ming 1996: 37.)

e o ot e softest hing in he world and sbont the non
observations about the sof \ avout the non-
existant. Then he goes on to what hf: presents as an explicitly Je v

ion: he says wu shiyi zhi ERLIE ,,therefore I/we knoyy . He

et o i o, o sy

gllro zc())gllci?tll:na(li)g‘llfthfiflltgor_’s1pgrsocnhfﬁg ;filj;lsz; to;fx Eersonal psycho-

logg‘:gggggrrtl;oir};tzﬁ; Ir)ezl;(iln ier:ﬁhz text why we §h0:131 zot:: Eftztl)llse lt;;
“ ” , sinc

;Z?g :giz;zin;hzngs: 6t:h‘ize‘‘II(’I’l,Oi‘:/ w;(}\?lglgotc zzznj to matter whether it

could be understood as a collective first-person pronoun.

ind
¥ o The sage has no constant [heart/] mind,
%}E\&%i%u > He has the people’s [hearts/] minds as his own.
smaEE2 o The good one, /we treat him as good;'
7:§;§ EHjr# - And the bad one I/we also treat him as good,
#83% o So he obtains goodness. _
giﬁ{%’z > The trustworthy one, I/we trust him, .
7?1"5% FE> ~ And the untrustworthy I/we also trust him,
=
B btains trust. . ]
g&ﬁ;%gz%ﬁ%l + The sage’s attitude to the world is [contracted/] self
rfg:%a}ﬁ{lﬁigﬁfb o For the sake of the world he muddles his [heart./] mind.
E&i%E%E B » The people all direct their ears and eyes to him,
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EAEEZ o And the sage treats them all as children.
(Laozi 49, Gao Ming 1996: 59 has no first-person pronouns here.)

One might insist that Laozi considers the publicly, generally, recog-
nized “good ones”, and he contrasts his own subjective attitude. He
takes an independant, a “private” stance. But there is another possibil-
ity. The “I” of the text may refer to the sage, not to Laozi. In that case,
we would have a case of unmarked direct speech. The rhetorical form
here would be remarkable. The text would pass imperceptibly from
report to direct speech and back to report,

HEERHY o What is well planted will not be pulled up.
FHOEAB o What is well embraced will not be pulled away.

THRRUEEIETE © When sons and grandsons with it [i.e. the Way] sacrifice, it
will never cease.

B2 E Cultivate it in the person,

HEEJYE o And the inner Power will be true.
EZHE Cultivate in in the family,

HIEETHE o And the inner Power will be abundant
B Cultivate it in the village,

HEET5E > And the inner Power will be durable,
BEZHF Cultivate it in the state,

HET5¥ o And the inner Power will be ample.
BZHET Cultivate it in the world,

HET4 o And the inner Power will be universal.

WL EE - Hence by aid of your own person you should [observe/] judge
[other] persons,

DI B » Byaid of your own family judge [other] families;

LB - By aid of your own village judge [other] villages;

LIFRERSE - By aid of your own state Jjudge [other] states;

PIRFERRT o By aid of the world Jjudge the world.

BLAIR TAR? How do Iwe know that the world is like this?

UL » By aid of the above.

(Laozi 54, cf. Laozi 21, Gao Ming 1996: 88.)

The text presents a long list of assertions, but then there is the sudden

apparently personal question: “How do I/we know that the world is as I/
we describe it?”
has just read to find the Justification. This rhetorical figure recurs sev-
eral times in the book. But in some cases
answered in what follows so that ¢i Hom
_ “what follows™;

The question refers the reader back to the chapter he

» the metatextual question is
ust be taken cataphorically as

LUE&E By open correctness one governs a state,
s AL By covert strategems one carries on war,
DSEEECR T » And by making nothing one’s business one seizes the realm.
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Z A IS EAREL?  Whereby do I/we know that this is so?
= S . .
A e the following: o
;é%%gzﬁ Ief there are many prohibitions in the re:_ﬂm,
’ﬁﬁ&ﬁ%“éi Then the people will get the poorer for it. @
E%%U%U%& If the people have many instruments of grfo {t
E57 8% » Then the state will get the.: more da‘rkene or it.
%1475 If the people have many skills an(.i tr'lcks,
247748 o Then the strange implements will mcreasef.d o known
. A¢§§§ The more laws and ordinances are made widely s
25{%% o The more thieves and malefactors there will be.
Eﬁ(@ AF Therefore the Sage says:
; 'e have no actions,
%ﬁggf\)ﬁhe’;‘hﬁg fhe people will be transformed of themselves.
® - I'we love stillness,
%ggﬁﬁhe{}he: fhe people will be corre.cted of themselves.
Y I/we make nothing my bu.smess, ‘
%g?%’viheghen the people will be ennf:hed of themvelves.
Frdmar Ifl/we have no [extravagant] QGsugs? ves .
TfﬁE% E4% o Then the people turn to simplicity of themselves.
(Laozi 57, Gao Ming 1996: 102 ff.)

i rans-
There is no internal evidence in the text that pre;lventtis uts pffr:cr);:l) r: o
ing “ that this is s0?”. The other first-
lating “how do we know ) |
noun% are irrelevant because they are part of direct speech

FKTFEEREA Allin the world call my/ou]r Way great.

AE o i ars to be unlike [others]. ‘ ‘
%j@;iwﬁi ; 3013 %ist because it is great, therefore it appears to be unlike
{others]. ke fothers|
Sew L 1es o , )
/Eg ‘ gﬁg}%;rieol ’I?hen a long time ago it would have counted as slight.
%‘7@ zzg? I/we have three treasures
#=7i% © And hold and guard them:

—F2%% - The first is kindliness.

el d is frugality. ‘
:E%E&;;E“S;% f: Tlhe tht';grd is not to dare to be the foremost in the world.
é‘u@ﬁ“% B I am kindly, and therefore I am capable‘ of courage,

{zﬁ‘aﬁ(“z s 1 am frugal, then therefore capable .of hberahlt(}if,

%E& ;E—J:%'Ff‘a 1 do not dare to be the foremost in the‘:‘ world, -
?“(ﬁ“)}c%‘%% o Therefore I can become the leader of 1nstrumeneou.s

j“é?&‘ﬁ% + Now to reject kindliness and go on to belcourag ,

%{ﬁg% » To reject frugality and to go on to be liberal, et

@ B 4% 5 To reject being hindmost and go on to come first, |

T5R © s death. o .

%iu""igl&}}};e’agow as for kindliness, if you go to batt'le with ;t you will wi

ﬁ% EU?E}/; If you fight a defensive battle with it you will be safe.

7‘%‘{‘%%&2 » If Heaven wants to save someone,

Lj\%‘ifsﬁz o Through his kindliness it protects him.

(Laozi 67, Gao Ming 1996: 158.)
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Laozi comments on public opinion. He then goes on to identify cer-
tain appearances that are liable to arise with respect to his person. At
first thought, it seems most implausible to understand the first-person
pronouns here collectively and translate them as “we”. Laozi adds a
rather personal comment: It is precisely because he is indeed great that
he is unlike others. Laozi is aware of the uniqueness of the sage in gen-
eral, and of his own uniqueness. The crucial notion is that of du 5 (lit-
erally: “alone”) But there is nothing in these texts to suggest that what
we have here is writing rather than a saying by Laozi. And, on reflec-
tion, we had better be entirely clear what the internal explicit evidence
is against taking the personal pronouns in the plural. “We are the only
ones” is logically as well formed as “ alone”. Why exactly are we sure
that we have an individual “I” speaking to us?

MSAE  Those who
FTB A TEMAE -
ARGESFIR R «
foot.
AEFBTTIETT » This is called moving where there is no march,

. Rolling up one’s sleeves where there is no arm,

hiEEy o Attacking where there are no enemies,

HIELL o Grasping where there are no weapons.

AR » Among disasters none is greater than underrating the enemy.
BRAIER o If we underrate the enemy, we come close to losing my/our
treasures.

WTEARAD Thus hostile armies are pitched against each other,

HEWES o Then those who feel grief will
{(Laozi 69, Gao Ming 1996: 168.)

[use weapons/] carry on wars have a saying:
We dare not be the host but would rather be the guest.
We dare not advance one inch but would rather withdraw one

conquer.

It looks as if, at the end of this passage, it is made clear that the

whole piece should be read as a text with a personal touch. “If T under-
rate the enemy I come close to losing my treasures.”
refer back to formulations like those in chapter 67 if i
hensible. But there still is that — albeit remote —
tive first-person pronoun,

This must surely
tis to be compre-
possibility of a collec-

ERAREE » If Iwe greatly had wisdom,
FIRKIE © And were to travel on the great Way,
WERERE o I/we would only fear paths leading astray.
KEHEZE > The great Way is level and easy,
ITTAZFEL » But people love by-paths.

LR 5 The [princely] courts are well kept,

HIEEE - But the fields are all weed covered,

AEE o And the granaries are empty.

HRCAR » People wear patterned colourful clothes,
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¥l - And on their belts they have sharp swords.
BRI £ » They are filled with food and drink,

B EHER o And of precious wares they have a surplus.
F#815% o This is called the boasting of thieves.
FEEMEL o It is indeed not in accordance with the Way!
(Laozi 53, Gao Ming 1996: 79.)

Laozi sets out with a reflection in which he imagines himself in a cer-
tain situation, and he is surprised that other people behave differently,
“love by-paths”. At the end of this passage, there is no need to say that
the person who is calling this “the boasting of thieves” is primarily
Laozi himself. The “I” does not, in this chapter, speak explicitly as an
individual writing the chapter.

It seems unnatural to translate the wo ¥ as “we” here: the reflection
seems almost on a personal level. And yet: can we exclude the possibil-
ity that the text speaks of the collective attitude of a group? What are the
decisive grounds for this? )

That possibility becomes even more remote as we turn to the next
relevant chapter:

HEREH  Mylour words are very easy to understand,

HEZTT » And they are very easy to practise.

FFEEEH But in the whole world no one can understand them,
HBETT » And no one can practise them.

B %% These words have their ancestry,

HAEE - And the [Laozi’s]deeds have their guiding principle.
JemESEA] - It is because people have no understanding,

BLIFT4 o Therefore they do not understand me/us.

i E A+ Those who understand me/us are few,

HIF2#H & - But those who take me/us as their model are prominent.
RBLUEE A M8 E o Therefore the sage is clad in sack-cloth, and his jewel he
hides in his bosom.

(Laozi 70, Gao Ming 1996: 173.)

Laozi speaks here as the author of words. We do not know whether
these were written or spoken. He reflects on their effect on the world.
Laozi is confident about his words and deeds: “These words have the
ancestry. [My] deeds have their guiding principle.” Then we get a dite
piece of personal information on his real worry: lack of general reco,
nition. At the same time a proud assertion: “Those [presumably few
who take me as their model are prominent.” Without humility, Lao
subsumes himself under the concept of the sage: we are given to unde
stand that his position is a humble one, limiting him to sack-clot

clothes.

_Mental, tragic one: we have a case of
ures and values that the common cro

;)}f terminology for his most impor
ere are no appropriate concept
omenclature. “I don’t know its fa

—
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) Exactly why do we exclude “our words

T}{i:refore they do not understand us”
few - What exactly do we know
important?

“”? Exactly why do we exclude
. ’J;hose who understand us are
about this “I” that makes the distinction

The isolation of the wo % comes out forcefully in the following'

4 B 4 o 1QCe i
BB o Discard learning and there will be no

WEZH0T 0 Between “Yes o

e ] » and "Nay”,
TE?E%@? How great is the distancg?
HFHZHTE  Between good and bad,

iﬁ/ﬁé‘%ﬁ? How large is the distance?

Ztﬁj ;@;% * Heof whom others are in awe-struck fear,

%@E ; ° He must be In awe-struck fear of others, ’

;’“E’ Aééﬁg%éﬂa ° Waxing, it has not reached its limit.

2 ng( The‘ common people look happy,

;({jg%i Asif enjoying a tailao sacrifice,

&%{g;g{ A\nd as if ascending a tower in spring.

ﬁ[@% gz;ﬁ;&ﬁ I: I/we alone am/are still, with no sign of anything yet

{;%{%%J%ﬂﬁﬁj;%% I ll;e a béiby that has not yet started to smile. e

iy am despondent, like someone who has nowhere to seek
Bogeas

%ﬁ ggﬁg ' The common people all have affluence,

b _{/wa alone am/are like someone who is left out

HEAZ LBR Iwe have a stupid man’s heart, .

PIPES 5 ABBHE © All confused J am/we are

I/ﬁj;%%% * {/we alone am/are all dull and dalrb.u tthe vulgar people are Pright
. \%@ > The common people are astute,
HHIIRG o Lwe alone amyare depressed.

WAL, > The comm
\ on people all have their purpose
MTEEE AR o And I/we alone am/are foolish arﬁi rEstic%

BEEA
BEFA + Iwe alone am/are [Mawangdui: wish to be] different from others

MEAR o And Jwe s fo X
the Way), € set store by receiving nourishment from the Mother (i.e.

(Laozi 20, Gao Ming 1996: 319.)

T . .
7h0n};er£:gzl{‘0; of the Greeks have their perfect equivalent in the
b4 A Tthe common crowd”, The pose of the thinker is a senti-

the se.zlf—satisﬁed, inspired melan-

wd live by.

t this is not a collective alienation?
ge, feels stupid and confused is that
tant concepts. He does not say that
s, he describes the psychology of
mily name.” Of course he knows that

But hoW exactly do we decide tha
One point on which Laozi, the sa
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oncepts do not have family names. We have deliberate I\}I)er}ioxgﬁcag(;g
. : is 1 i “the Mother”, an
t only is it described as
of the central concepts. No scr fother’, and %0
fusal to tie important concep ;
rth, we also have a playful re ' . it |
gayful it may appear, but it is not jocular in the spirit of Zhuangzi

i i in chaos
EWERL » There was a something achieved in chaos,

° it was born before Heaven and baljth.
g§§%3§§¥£ \’Vaauiet, empty, s.tanding alone it doeg noteihange,
/}%f:}”r?ﬁﬂi?ié + 1t completes its orbit@, is never exposefdt }tlz ws;nr;i;d .

F LUK TR © One may regard it as the mother o .
EAHEL - I/we donot knovx{ its/her name. Jiwe say: “the Way'"
357> [ o If forced to give it an appellation we : )i-“the ey
se ke 4 EI7K > And if forced to give it a st’),'le Iiwe say:

lzf\éﬁ o The Great is called “the“Recedmg -

ﬁﬁaﬁ o The Receding is called )‘the Far Awgy .

EF o The Far Away is called “the Returning”.

éﬁ{zﬁ'}( ~ Thus the Way is great, .

oK~ Heaven is great,

Bk~ Earth is great, o sroat

%ggﬂéﬁﬁd \h’ilfftll:lu]r? tahzgc‘gnﬁnes of space there are four Great Ones,
f’rﬁ' AEE—E - And Man occupies one of these places.

G » Man takes Earth as his model, el

#EK + The Earth takelsl H\c;;wer;saist Shf; (:321 el,

RIEE es the Wa , .

gg%ﬁﬁ’* f{ ie\urleint}tlikWay takesywhat is naturally so as its model.
(Laozi 25, Gao Ming 1996: 350.)

At certain points it is as if Laozi personalises certa_lin' generﬁl oglse;v;;
tions and makes them into a part of his personal conviction rather tha

objective wisdom.

v R T2+ The one who intends and wishes to capture the world and
this, - . ‘

\g’gjg%?%a > Ifwe can see that he definitely will not succeed.

;&'F%EI\S%’% » The world is a daemqnic object,

Rul ¥t - And it cannot be mampulgted.. .

£ B> - He who manipulates it will _rulix it, .

# o And he who holds onto it will lose it.

igg%ﬁé% > As for creatures, some choose a path, others follow,

EEKEL M - Some breathe lightly, otherz}?eavﬂy,

:" "B - Some are strong, others weak, ‘ _

%]{i:ﬂ;% o Some break things to pieces, others are .broken into pieces.

,%J;{gﬁ}\%‘iﬁ ~ Therefore the sage eschews excessiveness,

i:% He eschews luxury,

Z# o And he eschews grandeur.

(Laozi 29, Gao Ming 1996: 377.)

noun in a strict referential sense: we are tempted to translate
“one”. There is an important question of what the stylistic force of this

is; whether we should not feel constrained to reproduce the Chinese
effect by retaining the “1”
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But how exactly are we sure that the insight here is not a collective
one: “We can see..”?

Even within the context of Taoist “metaphysics™ there is, occasion-
ally, what we are inclined to read as a characteristic personal touch.

Laozi declares his philosophy of life not as an impersonal doctrine but
as a personal strategy:

EEMES - The Way constantly practises non-action,

MET 2% o And there is nothing it does not get done.

BREFBESF + If lords and kings were able to keep to it,

BYSE(L > Then the myriad creatures would be transformed of themselves.
{ETRIARAE » If when there is transformation desires arise,

EILZ LI 28, » Then I/we shall restrain it with the simplicity of the
Nameless.

EA B - Given the simplicity of the Nameless

KHINGIERT o Then one surely will be free from desires.
THKEARE » If one is free from desires and thus gains peace,
ATHEESE o Then the world will be at peace of itself.
(Laozi 37, Gao Ming 1996: 425-426.)

There are cases when we are not inclined to take the first-person pro-

we” or

so that we get a much more lively rendering:

BEEE® - Favour and disgrace are like something frightening,

BREH And honours as well as great calamities are [transient] like the body.
[EBEEISH? What do we mean by “favour and disgrace are like something
frightening”?

25T o Favouris the lowliest thing.

B EE » When you get it you still get frightened,

%2 %% © And when you lose it your still get frightened.

JEFHEEE L o This is what we mean by
frightening”,

FHEAEIEE? What do we mean by
are [transient] like the body”?
EFLIERBE > The reason why one suffers great calamities,
B > is because one has a body.

KBS -+ When one gets to the point that one has no body,
SH{TE? What calamity is there for one?

MO LIS %K+ Therefore someone who is so honoured that he takes his body
to be the world,

EHOHFRTF o One can still entrust the realm to.

R E%FTF+ Someone who is so stingy that he takes his body to be the world,
HHFERT o One can still entrust the realm to,

(Laozi 13, Gao Ming 1996: 278 has only two first-person pronouns.)

“favour and disgrace are something

“honours as well as great calamities
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i ; g E= mmon in the Laozi, but
The explicit pronouns wo # and wu ¥ are co

e points are clear: .
SOI?) "lghe unambiguously singular first-person pronouns are abse

i A
theZIiilfollzere is no first-person pronoun that refers to the author of the text

i e is
as engaged in the composition or production (’),f _thathverty rte7x(;. glfl'ltlet:;lese
E = “my/our words”, in chapter 70, .
ne reference to wu yan &= these
Zre not the concrete words of the book W; hazz.szllie“l\\V/IE:I/la;ﬁ(Si}l:ed o
ion i ing 1996: 350, & & 58 :
sion in chapter 25, Gao Ming gl el
ive i i t”, does not change this p : .
ive it a name] I/we call it great”, : patis
lg)eing talked about is general language policy, not concrete formu
e Laozi text.) . |
o ;g Whereas the first-person pronouns are common in mani Cltl}?gr?ri;
none of them are autobiographic uses, so that even 1{11 Weltfln fe; e
ield no biographica
first-person, the self-references y . "
g:(iept thit the Way of person/s involved was widely regarded as gre
h. 70). ' . _
¢ 4) Tile explicit “you” referring to or appeahng to the ;ga(lilelr Sacn(intqo
pletely absent in the Laozi. This is a crucial point on whic

dwell.

Zi F “you”, or other words with this kind of mean_ing, never refer t(g rtltlg
reader in Cﬁinese prose literature. Direct addl"ess is to th.e htst(e;rliei:;,a ' o
the recipient of letters, memorials and the like. In ancien hina fhis
form was not transferred to larger-scale b(()i(()jks. Tl(lie:(eiarenssees i
t have overtly addresse .
oman counterparts, do no oV _ .
gxample the following has to be within the scope of direct speech

FAE S FEBILE - JRED o Confucius and you are all dreams. And
i S :
I calling you a dream is also a dream. (Zhuangzi 2.)

There is no clear evidence that Zhuangzi addressed h(iis re?i)zrssllllf
with a second-person pronoun. But some}(ligzv \(;\I/le \;f;)llilretnu(;n e
i he did. We s
ised if one found an example where . :
P:;l:setion of the explicitly addressed public at several E(I)’l,nts beL(;\;vI.lbigu_
! We must now remember that yu ¥ “I”, like Zu i . arle uerson” s
ously singular. The phrase yu yi ren 2 / F— A “I, the s1n;gdeb;; Singui A
current in early Zhou literature. And the prSo‘nounQ \ix;cr)luregmarly 8
e . - e
without the addition of yi ren — A . Si1 ‘
allzrrlnbiguously singular first-person pronouns, and so does Chuci.
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The case of the Zhuangzi

The following could not, according to the rules of pre-Han Chinese
thetoric as I understand them at this stage, involve Zhuangzi addressing

his reader, except if we assume that breaking rhetorical rules is exactly
what we would expect of Zhuangzi.

SREERIERRS - BRR, > BT s - EREW - REIE0I 2
HIBE - BB R B T RTE IR ? HEBE - Haksk PHER
W - BEEFEHTR ?

You and I having been made to argue over alternatives, if it is you not I that wins, is
it really you who are on to it, I who am not. If it is I not you that wins, is it really I
who am on to it, you who are not? Is one of us on to it and the other of us not? Or
are both of us on to it and both of us not? (Zhuangzi 2, tr. Graham 1981: 60.)

In his translation Graham takes Zhuangzi to be addressing the reader as
“you”. This is plausible for a Westerner and perhaps to westernised mod-
ern Chinese, but such a reference is exceedingly rare according to the rhe-
torical conventions of pre-Han Chinese. Most modern punctuated editions
(except Guan Feng Rige ) will take this to be part of Chang Wuzi’s speech,
in which case there is no reference to the reader of the book. We need a set
of neat examples of the reader being addressed by ruo % (“if”) before
such an interpretation begins to be plausible. Words like zi F “you” can-
not refer to the reader of a book, only to the listener within as
the addressee of a letter or memorial.

This is the general rule throughout pre-Buddhist literature. And yet
Zhuangzi can address his readership in an unusually communicative chap-
ter like “Rifling Trunks”, thus demonstrating that there is nothing somehow
completely unthinkable in addressing the readership. The exception shows
up the element of manifest cultural choice in the rule:

tory, or to

FRAHEE #

Have you never heard of the age when inner Power was perfect? (Zhuangzi 10,
ed. Wang Shumin 1988: 360, tr. Watson 1968: 111, tr. Graham 1981: 209.)

I 'am extremely keen to find more examples of this sort, especially in
other pre-Buddhist authors,

By comparison with the Laozi, the Zhuangzi strikes one in several ways
as a much more personal book, as has been often noted. For one thing, a
character by the name of Zhuangzi figures prominently in the book. For
another, autobiographic first-person pronouns might seem to abound in

that text. One might even want to cite to the opening of chapter 3 as a
case in point:



234 C. HARBSMEIER

EAAEE - SHEET -
Giles (1889: 48) My life has a limit, but my knowledge is without limit.
Graham (1981: 62) My life flows between confines, but knowledge has no

confines.

These translators take this to be an autobiographical reflection. But
there are other versions:

Watson (1968: 50) introduces a second-person pronoun. Your life has
a limit but knowledge has none.

Liu Kia-hway (1969: 46) translates, not implausibly by “human life
is limited”: La vie humaine est limitée; le savoir est illimité.

As for the translations into modern Chinese: Ye Yulin (1964: 48) is
ingenious in using a form that retains the ambiguity between singular
and plural: & AL #7585 - Zhang Mosheng (1993: 135) simply has:
e B - Chen Guying (1991: 94) freely and plausibly opts
for the plural: FF 4R BIREL .

One notes, from a grammatical point of view, that, if Zhuangzi had
written yu 4% or yu ¥ , there would have been no ambiguity: Giles and
Graham would have been right, everyone else would have been wrong.
I want to investigate the varieties of the modes of first-person refer-
ence in the Zhuangzi, and ultimately I want to reconstruct a “bestiary of
first-personae” in that book.

Mostly, wo 3% or wu & “1” refers to the Zhuangzi who is a part ofa
story about Zhuangzi that is being told in the book that bears his name:

T [BLR S DIEH AEE . B RBHA - BYREE - B
B AR ? el !

1 will have Heaven and Earth for my coffin and coffin shell, the sun and moon for.
my pair of jade discs, the stars and consteilations for my pearls and beads, and the

ten thousand things for my parting gifts. The furnishings for my funeral are alread:
prepared — what is there to add. (Zhuangzi 32; tr. Watson 1968: 361.)

Here Zhuangzi is an embedded persona in a story, not the author o
the book. T am not at this stage concerned with these cases of self-referenc
The authorial “I”” is absent throughout most of the book, but that mean
there is all the more reason to pay careful attention to the deviating case:
Here are apparent representative examples of the authorial “1” in'th

Zhuangzi:
N AEN  BERET HBEY  WARBEATET?

Is the life of man inherently confused like this? Or am only l/are only we cat
fused, and among the others there are those who are not confused? (Zhuangzi 2.
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H e s
niﬁczzetzlthehauthpr, wo :_Fja » 18 contrasted with the others
o heant vyt elre 1ls nothing in the context which definit
§ a piural reading: “or are on]
: Y we confused”
pronov.;n may be self-referential but it i o
even i
eve h;i)s ai;ll:;l;lgegee;alierl. to re(:ifer to the group constituted by the author
oteric audience. Certainl
: ’ . y the first-
pre;}egt l?lmself as the writer of a whole book or any parli e()rfs;)tn focs nor
IS - . .
1s part of a quite unusual internal dialogue where Zhuangzi

g

sren A, but sig-
ely or absolutely

S DB+ PN TS » BRSABE ?
Ted joints, nine openings, six viscera all present and complete, which
, whic

should I [or: we] recognise as .
1981: 51.) gnise as more kin to me than another? (Zhuangzi 2, tr. Graham

? g I
ig%\ % E \Ebézﬂ l:l% E&J]Dﬂ@ .
EVen the daelnonlc Yu COuld not undel Sta“d you, alld What am ] lO] L arew l p'
e wej su

posed to manage to do about it [i.e. h
: .e. how
ed. Wang Shumin 1988: 56, tr. Graham f gg%izsqul)p)osed 10 tnderstand]? (Hhuangzi 2

The plural remains possible,

Eg%ﬁ% ] Ilf}rlom my [or: our] point of view,
—+%.Jm 7 The starting points of good
gizg and the path of right alndg w(;oﬁzss e humaneness,
;}q\éﬂéghé are hopelessly confused. ’
(L:,Z,;u 3 ,.\%% How should T [or: we] be able to tel] the diffe
angzi 2, ed. Wang Shumin 1988: 79.) erenee.

JEEEAIE AR R 2 I A
not human?
FIBAZIERT? And

7t ! that what I [or: ;
(Zhuangzi 6, beginning; ed. Wang Sh[s; i:;vel]Q(gagl;l ;l(l)l;n)an is not from Heaven?

KASRL + Th :
BHLIL it bothers mefus with e e Vi @ bods.
I'SE&L%{% s it gives me/us peace in 0121 age
E{&g{% ° it gives me/us rest in death.

EEEE Therefore mylour considering life as good

?
¢ HowdoI [or: we] know that what I call Heaven is

4. See Zh j
uangzi 12,end, for a less spectacular but stiil relevant case of authorial yu %
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i d.
THFR LIS ESEAD o is exactly the reason why I/we consider death as goo
(Zhuan;zi 6, ed. Wang Shumin 1988: 223.)

i ay.

One might argue that the authpr relates ina peiso:éﬂ H\ZZ)}; tt(;tggeg\zc);

There is an apparent contrast with th.e Laozl.dB_u t(})l e i O

to insist that all these may be .plausﬂ)}y rea 1r;l h}:we iy por

is that even when read in the singular, they ' iy per

:;izl;silrfdividual ring to them in this contexti We still do no
; ical “I” uthorial “I”. .

amOblngiPig;Cl?; 1hée;,§tr;1§rsisalﬂ}?1’? is more manifestly present in .the

Zhgg;agz?withoué any overt pronoun or pseudo-pronoun whatsoever:

B4R - However, ]
HE ‘me!] try to say it: . 1

é%%%ﬁ;%%ezgﬁ%%%y? How do I [or: we] know that what T [or: we] call
K T TR ¢

knowing is not ignorance? .

é%ﬁ%ﬂ%ﬁﬁ%%ﬁ%ﬂZ?E%ﬂ%‘B ? How do I {or: we

ignorance is not knowing? . '

ngI;mangzi 2, ed. Wang Shumin 1988: 79.)

1 know that what I [or: we] call

e et me try to say it: ‘ e
ﬁiiﬁgﬁ o Heaverr}; practices non-action and because fofht;a; l):(f;r;erestful'

INNIET tices non-action and because O <
Hhde % DL 7 % » Earth prac

(Zhuangzi 18, ed. Wang Shumin 1988: 642.)

i i i-grammatical-
j ing &5 “beg”, if we do take it as a semi-gra
he object of ging ¥ “beg”, i ‘ : alicar
. erg transjitive verb, would have to be the reader in fhlS g:rssshe;g
;Silthor seems to make a polite request addressed to his rea p-

The phrase recurs almost literally:

BEsk - B2 This may be so, but let me try to explain this.
FIEN R A A
(Zhuangzi 2, ed. Wang Shumin 1988: 70.)

d = = . \M

. - . t
text under discussion being explicitly present in that tex

¥ lain this.
#aRz o Letme try to expl ‘
Z%fﬁangzi 10, ed. Wang Shumin 1988: 349.)

it i i i at th

In this coherent set of examples, it is tempting to cfonsf:;(‘) ;};1 .
articular use of changshi ¥#\ represents some.th{ng od g phiS -

gf the writer Zhuangzi, a feature that was then imitated by ;

The possibility, in English, to translate “let us try to gxpla;;e 1i;§egs§
cally quite irrelevant. The point is that the author, as he isin the p
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in the book. There are similar well-known cases involving speech habits
of Confucius. The “trying” is not a collective trying, it is not a collective
but an individual pose, a pose close to, but not identical with, the tradi-
tional Western dubitatio, “hesitation”.

Authorial presence is a matter of degree, and it will not come as a
surprise to anyone that there is more of it in the Zhuangzi than in the
Laozi. Large parts of the book Zhuangzi have a presupposed omniscient
and ultimately impersonal sage “I” as the authorial persona. But there is
another note in the Zhuangzi. It turns out that the question of the rheto-
ric of authorship in the Zhuangzi is sometimes extremely complex and
almost post-modern.

I shall consider the opening lines of the first chapter of the book as an
example. The first thing mentioned is a bei ming 415 “Northern Dark”.
And we only understand this reference if we realise that the author does
not really intend to make a reference to anything at all. Commentators
like Sima Biao & & suggest that this is at the North Pole. The place is
imaginary. The next thing we hear of is a fish, and the same is true of this
fish. It is no use speculating whether it was a whale, as some commenta-
tors do: the thing is a figment of the writer’s poetic and philosophical
imagination. Next comes a little philological scandal: the fish is called a
kun # “spawn, tiny baby-fish”, just as the vast sea in the North is called
the fianchi Rt “Pond of Heaven”. It is no use explaining this away as a
scribal error for some name of a gigantic fish: the name is a playful fig-

ment of the author’s imagination. There is, of course, a philosophy
behind this apparent incongruousness: what we must describe as a
gigantic fish might still be, in a cosmic perspective, sub specie aeterni-
tatis, a tiny fish. The author teases his congenial readership into this

insight. Many later commentators were unable to enter into this world
of flippant rhetoric.

What all this complex rhetoric does, however, is to force the reader to

?: speculate on the author’s underlying intention as opposed to the overt and
_ covert linguistic meaning of the text. We are not told about the fish and

eferred to as a chi M, “pond”: the usage is provocative, certainly not
aive, but neither is it mystical in a technical sense, as we often find in
he Laozi. The Zhuangzi cultivates the traditional Western rhetorical
ategory of the aprosdoketon, “the unexpected”, sometimes to the point
here one comes to expect the unexpected. Even when Zhuangzi
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quotes the “Jests of Qi” as an authoritative text, we suspect an authorial
intention of ridiculing the insistence on references to historical authori-
ties. What kind of a serious “authority” are the “Jests of Qi”? We read
this source with suspended belief.

Then, in an abrupt change of rhetorical perspective, the reader is
faced with a short passage of philosophical poetry. The giant bird is
described as ye ma ¥ % , “floating vapour”, and minute dust blown
about by the creator breath: the reader suspects he is hearing the Mas-
ter’s Voice, Zhuangzi himself. Or does he? He has no way of being sure.
Before the reader has made up his mind on this, the perspective changes
radically again. Zhuangzi invites the reader to join the bird in the sub-
jectivity of its mystical flight, to see the world through its eyes. He does

“this by first inviting the reader to join his own subjectivity: “Is what
appears as the blue of the sky the true colour of the sky, or is it just an
optical effect of distance?” When this our world appears thus to the
bird, then it stops.

We are almost metaphysically clevated. But, abruptly, the reader is
brought down to earth with perfectly mundane reflections on the amount
of water needed to float a boat. Parenthetically inserted into this, again, a
surely trivial reflection on how mustard seed would float in a puddle: are
we to take this as Zhuangzi’s serious discourse? Surely we have parody
of mundane pedestrian thinking. His rhetoric keeps us guessing.

After all this parenthetic material, Zhuangzi returns briefly to straight
poetic and reasoned narrative: the bird faces south. Then, abruptly,
Zhuangzi enters the psychological world of the cicada and the turtle-
dove: a new change of philosophical perspective. The discourse of these
little animals is entirely from their own world of undergrowth and
bushes. Abruptly again, Zhuangzi goes on to an ordinary and reasonable
human perspective: surely, one has to make sure that one has prope.
supplies according to how far one intends to travel. These little animal;
have a hopelessly narrow perspective. “What do they know?” Sure

small intelligence does not reach large intelligence.

Zhuangzi’s conclusion, introduced by the potentially pompous
yue #CH , “therefore it is said”, is a sequence of oxymora, “contrad
tions in terms”, in which he rises above these various perspectives:
person with a perfectly developed self has no self; the person with §
itual achievements has no achievements; the renowned sage has
fame. Thus the momentum of the liberation from omniscient-sage mod
of authorship represented in the Laozi leads not only to an occasio
personal authorial presence, but to a highly complex ironic display
assumed authorial personae. This is manifest in the first chapter of

Untergang, wihrend der Fei
. 3 Fel d’
wird. (Kdster 1967: 94.) nd, falls er das G

ene
98.)

AUTHORIAL PRESENCE IN PRE-BUDDHIST TEXTS 239

book, common i

tions of it in ‘zgeﬂrletsléeo?ltrﬁerbChipters, and there are quite a few reflec
e book. Soon aft i it i

tum was : . erwards, this init

century B(lig)sgozhe're 18 none of it left in Huainanzi {%TE? I(I;Z?enci

(ca. 221—30,9 AD? lileil;;)niﬁang I ' (Qied 312 AD) or Xiang Xiu %I;?

AD). , y none of it in the Liezi %|F (third century

Ay

, & , “attributed, fic-

voices, an authorv:vi;(})lz\gi g:r;glt;or vy;lo }?ssumes a whole range :):f

N : avoids the ordinar i

sayin . stra

ree}l]def o1£ ;lgztau‘thor of this piece of writing am tellingyyou 1%225212?13 ch;

which is assurifgi’fxmy Cglrrem honest opinion as fol]ows’ ”, the mocel
roughout, for exa o ©

AD—ca. 100 AD). Lu Deming [/ mple, by Wang Chong £ (27

‘ 5 (A i L °
Zhuangzi comments very much to tﬁe(poDir?ts' O his preface to the

Y e . .
BERNZEZE o The literary zest® is lush and profound.

IEEAR o His [seemi i
e oL, ingly] straightforward formulations are as if turned round

In the Xunzi % F the typical uses of wo # outside

mperaonal quotation is

FEEE TEITE e T NEW i)
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BREOTNE RO EREHE -

When our thoughts are unclear we cannot quite fix affirmations or negations.
So lange unsere Uberlegungen nicht zu klaren Ergebnissen fiihren, sind wir noch
nicht in der Lage, bestimmte positive oder negative Aussagen zu machen. (Xunzi

21.68, Koster 1967: 281.)

There is nothing personal in the following:

HWIERTIEE - B BRTEE > B0 ERRE > BB -
Thus he who disapproves of one/me and is right is one’s/my teacher. He who
approves of one/me and is right is one’s/my friend. And he who flatters one/me is
one’s/my worst enemy. (Xunzi 2: 1; Knoblock 1988, 1: 151.)

Often wo #% must be understood impersonally or in the plural:\'

BRUBTFE [JE4] - BERTHE -

If we act according to Mozi’s Against Music then we will
chaotic. (Xunzi 10.)

cause the world to be

%

AZ P BINERZ -

What other men detest I detest also. (Xunzi 3, end; Knoblock 1988, I: 180.)

Other translations (Koster 1967: 28: “das verabscheue ich auch”;
Kamenarovic 59: “je le déteste, moi aussi”) all invite us to read this as a
personal report by Xunzi on his own attitude, whereas the Yang Liang
48 (fl. AD 818 ) commentary, quite rightly, takes the intention to be

general:

BAFETLERTAL

What the talented will desire or detest is not necessarily diffe
nary people’s [desires and dislikes].

rent from the ord
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spuriously personalise
the statement, th i i
et . personalis > thus distorting the i
ot : (g)rl.gl'nal. Ich nenne das Behauptungen V(il Phangisrsgnfl
pinions of men with uncontrolled phantasies.” o

The varieties of the authorial “1
In ancient Chinese literature

The constituti
tutive features of textuality are manifestly problematic ;
stly in
(II]SCI‘lpUOHS, letters and

Compi'lation, editorial redaction
to II)F dlsconcertingly separate.
We were to treat such te i
. . Xts as written
it . Statements by g
g to convey hls.thoughts to a general public (gresnei?gfé

There may be reason to tone down the personal touch of this by tak:
ing the wu % in the plural. The personal note would certainly seem &

be out of place in the context of this phrase in a way that such authoris

first-person reference is not out of place in Zhuangzi 2.
Consider, however, the following which comes closer to authoriz

presence:

BE AR - BEIERTR-
Under such circumstances, then even if there is no ruin as yet, I/we say of
that they are not in control of the world. (Xunzi 18.15; cf. Koster1967: 226: %
leugne ich doch nicht, daB sie noch im Besitz der Weltherrschaft waren.”)

There are many, many other cases like Xunzi 17.81 shi xu yan ye &
=+b “This is empty/insubstantial talk”, where translations like Koste

redomina
gne e b It])telyaSUCh context—bopnd quotations. But already in that text
contextualised &;vare that what is said may begin to be intended as dX ’
- ed s atement, where the « ”, while physically ad e
lence within earshot, is aware that h Y addressing an

i . C i M D 2 Y
3 1 s gfé

e

e will indirectly reach a wider

belong into this category: they are

6. Ldisregard, for the time bei

ng, the compli i
ons and the bronze inscriptions. pricated question of the oracle-bone inser ip-
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2 B, BAFHE o .
HEBLE  BYTIHE
m%zzgygégﬁgém

EREZE  BYTHE -
%‘Eliﬁstiaks of Tnatters relating to Yu. We can, then

t... )
Con’gllalics is what King Wen had accomplishe
conduct. ... e deods o

i the de iiversal

(MTzhilSlgel?rte;/[ei Yi Pao 1929: 172. Compare Schmidt-Glin
0 , tr.

follows Metl.)

iversalize love in
d. We can, then, universalize love in

iversalize love in conduct.
f King Wu. We can, then, universa e o o

. . e ot
As an interesting borderline case, one mlght mf:r;?or; }Egeyule ;:;ESZ\ -
ing himself in self-quotation, as in the famous faishi g
e ReCOT: erbi:arlrclio.re or less context bound to his concrete phys-
i i Speaker'rrln hg]s pronouncements. To varying degrees he mayastzﬁ ;
1cgl audience 1dienC€ expecting these to be rememberqd gnd r'epf el
gﬁ%i ;(1)1(;250116 The éxtent to which this hap§)etr.15 1r211 ﬁg{ngtg;?eltz; gn
cch i nslation .
oy Sp}(:eChigsvsgi?éllfr?trﬂcﬁgzgtatrxexllore suitable term — 1 (?al}l)ﬂ}; ‘;
SeCOI’l’dly’ t“;f’e resented in implicit quotation, where a'booik 1sb u:l
ot th? ] ifnplicitly attributed to a speaker, the attrlbutlondellm %
i fmm Sa}})’mg h the title of a work. The Laozi is a text thgt prﬁ oe "
e rotu gsuch quotations, which by the nature of things 21\1/1 4
gariggs I;roenS:rr::tSely and openly context bound than }clhre:ttesrgzeczho\;/lw éich
e i i i e, but the u
. hiStOﬂCﬂleth; zggiglvgggl&ttg;gctﬁa? context which it is. of(tiertl ha;g
inusetc}(l)?lvsirirclztte{fhe presumed author Laozi &7, of uncertain date a ]
or . )
existgn o Wouldigihzugztigr?ltl}it:o“ri" presenting himself as the creatox; 1(:
band tg'er}el 15 addressed to a certain public. To varying deggegs, ;
hor abetr Kés from the concrete audience he is addressing an .e% ;
o abSt?Z‘;r eneralised audience in mind. The eunuch M~?nng343w
in ;ﬁg gﬁlﬁé gZOO is a case in point, and so is Qu Yuan JE/ (ca.
in 2
27;c?1fr)t'hly there is the writer, the “I”” presenting hlmsgf ari ;lhie%ii
: d a certain written document, Wher.e edito s
Wh? Com}l:()s\:rriter’s scribal intentions and show his responsi i
mdlcartiﬁt:):il :ct Hanfei 3 (died 233 BC) poses as such a writer 1 pk
t)hfet;xz anonymous collection Hanfeizi #3F¥ .

7. I S]lau aballd()ll the term “auctor’” as soon as I hear of a less ()[feﬂSlVe way
S :

putting the matter.

tural register of autobio
China?

themselves? Archilochos: thyme
- menos. ... Cicero’s “Consolatio”,
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Fifthly, there is the writer-editor, the
person who composed certain written
himself responsible for the overall arran
an integrated “book” through an editoria
Sima Qian & & (ca. 145 - ca. 85 BC) 1
who even introduces cross-references
text.

Finally, one might be tempted to introduce the compiler-editor, the
“I” presenting himself as the person who is responsible for the overall
arrangement of certain materials from different sources. Liy An 22z
(179~122 BC) and Lii Buweij B TE (ca. 290-235 Be) might appear to

be cases of such compiler-editors. However, it is characteristically diffi-
cult to find passages wher

e these editors refer to themselves in the first

person.
If we now turn to the instances where a
some sense or another as the author of
tions arise. We have already noted the i

“I” presenting himself as the
documents and who declares
gement of these documents in
1 policy and editorial remarks,
S a case of such a writer-editor,
to other parts of his book into his

person refers to himself in
a given text, further complica-
mportant question of whether he
lic reader, whether he ever dram-

atises this dialogue in something like the form “You might say... But I

tell you...” The answer is, he does not.
But there are im
Chinese texts:

1) How do writers pose for their audie
ised poses? What is the cultural re
in pre-Buddhist China?

2) To what extent and how do writers explicitly place passages in
their writing in a personal-life autobiographic context? What is the cul-
graphic contextualisation in pre-Buddhist

portant further questions concerning pre-Buddhist

nce: what are their standard-
gister of authorial personae “masks”

3) To what extent do we find the fictionalisation of the authorial Self?

_ What is the cultural register of prosopopeia?

4) To what extent could authors explicitly address their writings to

thym’ amechanoisin pemasin kyko-

written as advice to himself after the
eath of his beloved daughter, Tullia.

5) What is the cultural register of sustaine
mong writers?

6) To what extent could authors correct their own use of language
rough such phrases as “or rather”? What is the cultural register of sec-
nd thoughts on one’s own formulations in pre-Buddhist China?

d and explicit inner conflict
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Questions of this order are legion. Few of them have been investi-
gated by a “historical critical method”. Historically well-founded
answers to these questions will severely restrict the range of plausible
translations in all those Chinese texts where one of the grammatically
possible readings would attribute to a pre-Buddhist writer authorial
ploys and devices that were alien to the culture at a given stage.

Aside from questions of historical grammar, historical lexicography,
the semantics of sentences, and so on, there are crucial dimensions of
the historical anthropology of literary communication which should
define and limit the options translators have when approaching tradi-
tional Chinese texts. We need more than W.V.O. Quine’s Principle of
Charity (interpret in such a way that a maximum of statements you k‘
interpret turn out to be true) and more than Richard Grandy’s Principle
of Humanity (interpret in such a way that a maximum of the statements
you interpret turn out to be consistent with each other). What we need is
a Principle of Hermeneutic Austerity: Do not attribute to texts of a cer-
tain culture, time and genre semantic features and rhetorical devices
that are not a plausible part of the literary communication in that cul-
ture, at that time, and in that genre. This may sound plausible to the
point of triviality. It is therefore all the more surprising that this princi-
ple is so consistently overlooked in translations from classical Chinese.

Concluding remarks

Some relevant contrasts between different varieties of authorial *
must be distinguished. Firstly, and crucially, one has to emphasise t
fact that the non-explicit authorial “I” is often much more personal an
individual than the explicit authorial “I”. ‘

There is the important question of the scope of authorship claimed
the authorial “I””:'is it a passage in a chapter, a sequence of passages
episodes, the chapter as a whole, a sequence of chapters, or a whe
book?

There is an important progression from the abstract, untensed aut
ial “I” which construes itself as the author of the whole text or pass
to the tensed author who construes himself as being at a given stag

the production of his text.
There is the basic difference between an author who construes

role as emotionally expressive versus the authorial “I” which pos
transmitter of fact and judgment.

the individual author at
the “Self”, aallbu

‘ concgptual field of the authoria
the historical dynamics of the e
of the authoria] “1

AUTHORIAL PRESENCE IN PRE-BUDDHIST TEXTS 2
45

T ) .
here is the difference between the authorijal “1»

as the producer of
oral text versus the i
a
as the author of the written text, thorial

There is the contrast between t

T that construes itself
I” that constryes itself

he authoria] “7» that construes itself or

unfocussed general audience.
tor'l\’/l:;gz 1st I:he co;trast between the authorial “I”
$ the author that poses as th i
There fs 11 . as the transmitter
. ontrast between the g i
' uthor
hlstorlcal person versus the authorial “ .
tional character;
There is the contrast betwe
versus the authorial
There is the co
generic, collective
vidualistic “I”.
Flpally, among many other
mention the distinction betwe
crete author versus the abstrac

that poses as the crea-
of messages.

I” that poses as a rea]
that poses as an explicitly fic-

ast en the authorial “7”
I” that poses as subjective,
:ltrast between the authorial “1”
I/we” versus the authorial “1”

that poses as objective

that poses as a
that poses as an indi-

edlstgnctiol?s along these lines, one might
n the authorial “I”” as referrin
_ orial * erring to a con-
tt ph}lllosophlca} I” that no longer refers to
0 the generalised philosophical notion of
I'shall no i in thi i
t continue in this recitation of relevant contrasts within th
113 &3 M 3 In e
i/ : ..My point 1s that, unless and unti]
e o utloq of such contrasting constraals
¥ Chinese literature is given proper close
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Chinese Classigal.Literature:
a Selected Bibliography

Chuci, “Songs of the South” (Loewe 1993: 48)

ion of the
Zizhan 1995: Neat critical text and excellent prose trznsl;ftxg/l;] zt e
Chg?der parts of the collection, including a detailed study
e 0%, genumel ptarttS ;)f ﬂlﬁ\? ?r?tkéresting translations and
i 6: Incomplete text, ;
Dong Chuping 193
1 . N Su -
n)(()'tf;l 1982: Useful edition for cursory reading: all chtarg;te;rseacrsndse
Fu 1iled with bopomofo transliterations, and the commentari
p
. Wi i i i first edi-
Hailx?]?elsnlfgg; With Pinyin transcriptions, improved version of the fir;

i 959. S
H t;grgl gfl(l)uqi et al. 1984: Concisely annotated useful translation
u .

i ’ k.
of the book. Useful supplement to Chen lehqn s more useful wor
Lim Boon Keng 1929: Bilingual, and a useful crib

ibubeiyao FHi &5 edition, which
Takeji Sadao 1964: Includes reprint of Sibubeiyao FHH} S edition, w

provides the early commentaries and a complete index.

Huainanzi, “The Huainan Master” (Loewe 1993: 189)

ipi 4. Useful complete translatiqn. . '
Con 2?1?1% li?)ng 1993: Careful philological translatlgn, w:f‘l:nigzrs
Chir?notatioi. Full philological edition by the same author is ann :
Larre et al. 1993.
1985. . N .
E'e BVIVaeI;Cdian 1969: Photographic reprint of t.he first edition (zifi r1192An .
ml 989: Carefully punctuated, collated edmon.on tt}'le pfsic; By tge.r editimi
) i iti h, in conjunction ;
ble edition, to be used, though, !
Ezlr]tsizulaﬂy the works of Yu Dacheng and Zhang Shuangdi
Morgan 1934,
Wallacker 1962.
i1995. . |
n gujfrlleggé 1969, 2 vols.: Singularly useful set w1t‘h.textuacl1 riote:, "
Thane Shuangdi 1996: By far the best annotat.e.d edition to da et,itUde
Zh?lrzltit bibliography. A philological orgy of diligence and exac .

Graham 1960: One of Graham’
Wang Qiangmo 1993,
Xiao Dengfu 1990: Best edition of the te

Yan Beiming ez a/. 1991: Useful
Yang Bojun 1979: The standard critical edition,

Cheng Shude 1990: My preferred colle
_ Couvreur 1950 Fluent French
Lau 1983, revised 1992: The

iu Baonan 1933: Standard ¢

ian Mu 1987: The authoritative trans]

ang Bojun 1965: The authoritati
mainland,
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Laozi, “The Old Master” (Loewe 1993: 269)

Gao Ming 1996: The best critical e
text, sumptuously annotated.

Henricks 1989: Convenient edition and translation of the new manuscript
finds.

Karlgren 1975: A moving document from the grand master who had
declared all his life that Laozi was ultimately untranslatable.

Lau 1983: Bilingual edition of the traditional as well as the silk manuscript
texts.

Shima Kunio 1973: The standard variorum edition of text and early com-
mentaries, excluding recent manuscript finds.

Wing Tsit Chan 1963: Annotated
on the traditional text,

dition of the Mawangdui version of the

translation with a survey of scholarship

Liezi, “Master Lie” (Loewe 1993: 298)
s finest achievements as a translator.

xt and a rich selection of its com-
mentaries, with detailed annotations.

complete translation,

Lunyu, “The Analects” (Loewe 1993: 313)

ction of traditional textual and exe-
getic commentaries.

translation with painfully literal Latin trans-
on Zhu Xi’s interpretations.

best Western translation, but still to be used

lation systematically based

with care.

ollection of pre-modern commentaries. Liy

Baonan ( 1791-1855) showed remarkable philological Jjudgement in this

compilation.

ation on Taiwan, often highly edify-
ing reading,
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Zeng Xiujing 1991: Singularly useful collection of early commentaries
gleaned from a wide variety of sources, conveniently presented.

Mozi, “Master Mo” (Loewe 1993: 336)

Li Yushu 1976: Serviceable translation.

Mei Yi Pao 1929.

Sun Yirang 1936: The old standard edition.

Wang Huanbiao 1984: Careful, annotated translation.

Wau Yujiang 1993: The new standard critical edition of the text, also availa-
ble in a very beautiful interlinear version (Xinanshifandaxue 1992).

Shangshu, “Book of Official Documents” (Loewe 1993: 376)

Couvreur 1951: Very convenient traditionalist translation.

Gu Baotian 1995: Disciplined, concise edition, always useful to compare.
Jiang Hao 1990: Serviceable complete, annotated translation.

Karlgren 1950: The standard literal translation of the old parts.

Legge 1892, vol. 3: Usefully annotated and very beautifully printed.

Qu Wanli 1977: Convenient traslation, probably by a student of the grand

old author.
— 1968: Masterful concise traditional annotation.
Ruan Yuan 1980, 2 vols.: Photographic reprint, conveniently collects the
ancient commentaries.
Yang Renzhi 1993: Moderately useful, often careless modern annotate
edition.

Ed. Harvard-Yenching
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Xunzi, “Master Xun” (Loewe 1993: 178)

Deng Hanqing 1994: A i
" A popul
the'z philosephice] bopular plain comment

22,1966: Photogr.

Jiang Nanhua 1995. Inte

Testing complete i i ;
Knoblock 1985, 3 vols - Nicely annotated, pur e CORiS€ annotation.
rior to Koster, below,

notated, but as 3 translation much infe-
Koster 1967.

3 Q print. Concise but th i
v / oroughl
Y:r/gz chizlrlzzfzazz) 11997:..Mas.terfu¥ concise annotation:g;l ﬁ};lfczrjgit:i‘g;‘]
q 5: Solid philological contribution in the traditional vein

Zhuangzi, “Master Zhuang” (Loewe 1993: 56)

Balfour 1881,
Cao Chuji 1982: Very
Chen Guying 1991: R

concise and quite helpful.

evised versio ibei origi iti
the beoy translated : n of the Taibej original edition, Perhaps

Giles 1961 (first eq 1889), umber of translations that exist,
Graham 1981: Painfy
Guo Qingfan 1961: Th

1ly intellectualised.
e classical edition, i
mmentaries.

Institute Sinological Index Series, Supplement no

edition of the o]d co

20

i Lafitte 1994,
:‘ L_iu Kia-hway 1969,
 Liu Jianguo 1993: Useful crib,

Shi/Shijing, “Book of Songs” (Loewe 1993: 415)

Chen Zizhan 1993: Talkative edition, with complete literal unrhymin
translation. An attractive work.

Couvreur 1934: Fine French translation with painfully literal Latin pa
phrase based on standard Song interpretations throughout.

Gao Heng 1980: Concise, dry modern annotation.

Karlgren 1950: The standard literal translation, curiously poetic in its p
saic literal awkwardness.

Qu Wanli 1959: Masterful traditional annotation ' Wang Xiangian

Ruan Yuan 1980: Photographic reprint, good source for the Mao comme ;
taries. :

Yuan Yu’an 1992: Serviceable complete, concisely annotated edition. Watson 1968: Overly smooth

Wilhelm 1969 (reprint),
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2
Yang Liugiao 1991: Careful philological edition.

g 1991: Useful crib. . .
égani (;f(i%iiagn%%b" Talkative and interesting rambling commentary by
an :

intellectual. . |
Zhglrllgnzlt“:i ?;88: Highly original, thoughtful running commentary.
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