Fu IN THE MAWANGDUI
MANUSCRIPTS OF THE LAOZI
AND IN THE REMNANTS OF QIN LAW

CHRISTOPH HARBSMEIER

1. Introductory remarks”

In Grammata Serica Recensa, Bernhard Karlgren defined without
argument or elaboration: fi “not (esp. not able to, not willing to)
(Shi)” (Karlgren 1957:136). I wish to argue that Karlgren here concisely
made a basic point which supplements (without invalidating it) the
important insight in Ding Shéngshi (1935) that fii is linked to the
transitivity of the verb which it negates. My conclusion is that fi is
basically restricted to verbs describing human dispositions or actions.
With verbs describing dispositions or actions the success of which is
beyond human control, fii has the force of ‘to fail to’, as in fii dé ‘fail to
get it’. With verbs that describe actions the success of which is within

* I profited from thorough advice and singularly useful criticism on an early
draft from Yu Min in Peking. I wish to dedicate the present essay to him. Zhu
Dexi’s initial doubt and final support has given me the courage to publish my
results. Angus C.Graham has given generous help and incisive criticism, as
usual. Hans Bielenstein and Goran Malmqvist have pointed out to me, at the last
minute, that Bernhard Karlgren was in the habit of glossing fii as ‘be unwilling
to, be unable to’. Sgren Egerod, Halvor Eifring, and Lu Jianming have
contributed helpful comments. None of these scholars should, of course, be held
responsible for any of the results or the mistakes which remain.

! Editors’ note: Most Chinese names and expressions in the running text, here
represented in pinyin, are given in Chinese characters in the appendix (glossary)
or in the references section.
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human control fif means ‘refuse to’, as in fii ting ‘refuse to listen to him’.
Fii jian must mean either ‘refused to see him, refuse to look at him’ or
‘fail to catch sight of him’. On my hypothesis it cannot mean ‘happened
not to see him’.> My translations in no way suggest that I want to take
fit as a main verb. My verbal translations are only an attempt to focus
and over-emphasise the special force of the negation.

It might be objected that the meanings ‘not manage to, fail to’ and
‘refuse 1o’ are too different to be plausibly attributed to the same particle.
But actually the English He failed to answer my question is ambiguous
between a reading where he made an unsatisfactory answer and another
reading where he did not make any answer at all. This shows that the
English fail to can have a comparable range of meanings.

The uses of fii in the oracle bone inscriptions have been studied in
Takashima (1973, 1988). More recently, Zhi Qixiing (1990:113f.) notes
that while a verb negated by fii can never be interpreted as passive, verbs
followed by bit frequently are so construed: a phrase like fii zhén has to
mean ‘does not shake (the object)’, while bt zhén can mean ‘is not
shaken’.3

Moreover in the language of the oracle bones there are interesting
restrictions on the position of the object when a verb is negated by fii.
We frequently bave [bit wo TRANS.-VERB] ‘he TRANS-VERBed me’,
but apparently we never have [fii w§ TRANS.-VERB].

On the other hand there is no doubt that at this early stage of the
Chinese language fii is far more frequent than bz with verbs that have an
explicit object.

As far as I know, the studies of the particle fif in Classical Chinese
that have been published so far have been based on the printed editions
of early texts. Meanwhile it turns out that the Maiwangdul Ldozi
manuscripts, for example, contain 40 examples of fii, versus only two in
the editions of Wang Bi's (226-249 A.D.) commentary and in those
editions listed in Shima Kunio (1973). Again, the 79 examples of fii I

2 One factor that sometimes confuses the picture is the stylistic figure of
variatio: “the semantically non-contrastive free variation between near synonyms
for rhetorical effect” where Chinese writers, especially from Han times onwards
but also before that time use fif instead of but simply for euphonic reasons.

3 Jidgiwén héji (Peking: Zhonggué shehuikéxuéyuan lishiydnjitsud, 1982), no.
36443 vs. 36427 and 36428.
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have collected from the material partly translated by A.T.F. Hulsewé as
Remnants of Ch’in Law* provide a textually reliable testing ground for
any interpretation of fil. In Herbert Giles’ text of the Sinz! there is u.ﬂoﬁ
a single occurrence of the character fil. But in the bamboo strip version
Sinz! bingfd (1976:981.) 1 find no less than six cases of fit on one page
of printed text. .

Hudindnzl freely uses fif, whereas all the five relevant cases of fit in
Gudnzl occur on two pages of this voluminous text only. In Xinzl Ewa
is only one genuine occurrence,” the other three being in a quotation
from Shijing and in the spurious last chapter. Shangjinshii has only two
cases of fif, both with an explicit object, and both preceding the verb gdn
‘dare’ (ed. Gao Héng 1974:141). .

Simi Qidn habitually replaces fii by the more current bit in adapting
from Zhangudcé and similar sources, but there are plenty of onocqau.oom
of the particle in that book. The usage of fit in Shiji may now be studied
in detail in Shiji sudyin (Peking: Television Publishing Co, 1989).

The complex case of the C hiangiafdnlis is particularly instructive. ,;anm
are plenty of fit in chapters 1 to 5, one case in chapter 25, (ed. Lai
Yanyuén, p. 201) and then suddenly 12 cases in chapter 29 alone. A full
treatment of the problems of fi in the Chingiafdnli will become
conveniently possible as soon as D.C. Lau’s planned concordance to the
book has been published. Here are some striking finds:

18 1 Sp R

‘He treated arrogantly and refused to show respect to the emissary.’
(Chingifanlii, ch. 3, ed. Lai, p. 42)°

In conversation with the ruler, Gongsin Cub has advised that

¢ Hulsewé (1985), hereafter quoted as RQL.
5 Xiinzi 3.22.
8 Cf.:

HHA-

‘keep at a distance and refuse to let in’ to be discussed below.
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ARy,

‘If [in spite of my recommendation] im [i
> you do not employ him [i.e. the
Lord of Shang] you ought to kill him.’ ~

But when Gdngsiin Cud reports his conversation to the Lord of Shang
he pretends that he has expressed himself in slightly but significantly
stronger terms:

BB Rz,

‘If [in mv:a.&. my recommendation] you refuse to employ him [i.e. the
Lord of Shang] you ought to kill him.” (ShJji, ed. Takigawa, 68.3)

One may, of course, disregard the variation between biz and fi
semantically, but it is my submission that the difference is indeed
grammatically as well as semantically significant. Gongsin Cud’s
varying use of negatives is psychologically important.

Throughout the Chingiifdnli, fii negates deliberate acts of appraisal
such as yi ‘approve as’, and also in special cases like the following
where fii seems on the face of it to have an inanimate subject but looks
as if it means ‘determine not to”:

HHHE.

“The Spring and Autumn Annals refuse to criticise this.” (Chiangiafinli
ch. 5, ed. Lai p. 75)

BZEBFRRZBARELES.

‘When it writes about it he refuses to approve that the grandee got

established but ought not to have got established.” (Changiafinli
o Latp 69 .’ (Changiafdnli ch. 4,

. BAMEEH. ...

. RAH .

‘If you refuse to chew it, you will fail to understand its import.

If you refuse to discuss it, you will not understand its meaning.’
(Chianqguafanlic ch. 29, ed. Lai p. 227) .

The second line shows clearly how fii always can be replaced by the
unmarked general negative bi.

I most heartily agree with Huing Jingxin (1958:10) when he insists
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against Ding Shéngshu that Han rewritings like those we find in Shiji
certainly must not be taken as evidence to prove that there was no fi in
the original text. Even the absence of fit in an ancient text may still be
due to a Han taboo rather than pre-Han usage connected with Han
Zhiodi whose name was Lid Filing and who reigned 86 to 74 B.C. In
pious deference many texts will have been rewritten to avoid using the
character fi that unfortunately occurs in his name. In some cases some
scrolls compiled into a book may have been rewritten 10 observe the
taboo, others may not have been. In any case, the taboo problem in
connection with the emperor Lii Fiiling greatly complicates our evidence
in the sense that it certainly will have led to the removal of a part of our
crucial grammatical evidence the size of which it is now hard to
determine. Moreover, in principle there is even a possibility of
overcompensation for the taboo by later scribes. All this we need to keep
in mind when discussing the grammatical particle fi.

Like so many other older features, the particle reemerges in the literary
and often archaizing Wénxudn where I count 98 instances of the particle,
whereas in the more colloquial Shishud xinyti there are only two stray
cases of the particle.

Let me briefly outline two well-known accounts of fit and then argue
for a third account which I am arguing for in this paper.

1.1. The anaphoric object hypothesis

The anaphoric object hypothesis, argued in detail in Ding Shéngshil
(1935), and until today by far the most widely accepted theory, maintains
that fit is a negative particle incorporating an object particle and
corresponding to bit zhi. Boodberg (1937) has argued that fi is indeed a
phonetic fusion of these two morphemes. In the present corpus of texts
the attractiveness of this thesis comes out neatly in a very large number
of cases, and often even the old commentaries support the reading:

RAEURKERBR? HFAE.
‘How would the trouble with such a person be that he cannot manage?
It is simply that he refuses to do this.” (Méngzi 6B2, ed. Shén, v.,mH.Nv

Here Zhao Qi glosses:
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BRAZE.

‘He only does not do it, that’s all.

One significant problem for the anaphoric object hypothesis on the
etymology of fit is the disastrous and well-known fact that the hypothesis
does not even begin to provide a plausible explanation for the carliest
recorded forms of Chinese, the oracle bone inscriptions, the older parts
of Shijing. Whatever the strength of the phonological arguments on
reconstructed pronunciations in Boodberg (1937) and elsewhere, the overt
and unreconstructed evidence of the pre-classical texts of the oracle bone
inscriptions is quite inconsistent with the view that fii in these texts is to
be understood as a fusion of a negative with an anaphoric object
pronoun.

Li Shiixiang (1955) took account of this historical fact and preferred
to speak of fit coming to be felt to contain a resumptive pronoun in
classical Chinese. Hudng Jingxin (1958) on the other hand (like Huang
Jinhéng 1977) felt he had found so much counterevidence even in the
later period that he abandoned the attempt to explain fi in terms of
anaphora altogether.

In some cases there are full nominal objects after the verb negated by

fie:
BERT. STFEND. SEERFL.

‘In the beginning I respected you. Now you are a prisoner of Li. Now I
refuse to respect you!’ (Zudzhuan, Duke Zhuangzi 11, Couvreur I: 154)

The co-occurrence of fii with final yi is interesting and important. As
A.C.Graham has pointed out a significantly large number of the neat
counterexamples to the anaphoric object hypothesis occur in this pattern.
In this pattern fii indicates either temporally that a prospect is not
realized or logically that something expected to be the case is not.

I shall argue that a simple failure to respect which is not based on a

deliberate choice or decision would be bt jing. A decision no longer to
respect is fit jing.

AABRRBHT. SBRBRT. REBE?

‘It is in the real nature of man that they invariably love their sons.
Now you refuse to show love for your own son. How can you love your
ruler?’ (Hdnféizl 36.5.17)
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I shall return to this interesting sentence below. At this stage I note that
in cases of this sort there is repetition of the object. A.C. Graham
(1983:64) notes: “Evidently the repetition of verb and object counts as
a form of resumption, allowing the use of fii.” Indeed, there is a paraliel

sentence of this kind:

428: PRER. HBPEEX.
“The order said: those who conform to the rule are to be rewarded. Those
who fail to conform to the rule are to be executed.” (Hdnféizl 36.4.44)

As we shall see, what you fail to do in spite of being ordered to do it is
often expressed with fii ‘fail to’ because there is a failure to meet an

expectation as expressed through the law.
One might add another case of this sort of repetition:

EAT B AL,

“The sage too refuses to harm men.” (Ldozi, Mawangdui B, ch. 60)

. Note that Mawangdui manuscript B has the rén, whereas manuscript A

omits it. (D. C. Lau fails to mention this reading in his variorum notes.
Since there are two cases of bit shang rén in the preceding lines one
might explain the intrusion of rén in Manuscript B by some E:.a of
scribal laziness, so that one might in the end follow D.C. Lau’s reading.)

ARBEXRAFBHERR.
BHBRERR.
BARHMBERE.

‘But even if the common people have supreme knowledge they will
refuse to take the liberty of plotting against one (i.e. the king).

The courageous and powerful will refuse to take the liberty 8.5: one.
Even if they are in a majority they will not presume to override one.’
(Shangjinshi, ed. Gio Héng 1974:141)

The example is in any case uncomfortable for the emphatic 360:.5&%
The use of the particle yI ‘also’ explicitly indicates that there is no
contrast here, and therefore one might be excused for thinking that there
can be no question of contrastive stress.
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dZABEFX...
“If after two months one has failed to install an overseer, ..." (RQL 106,
A99) .

Note that the context, as far as we have it, does not suggest an
resumptive ‘(install an overseer) for it’, but the phrase zhi séfi does occur
in the context.

ABR. TR, HBRFEHIFH.

‘Others would surely buy them, but the children are small and should not
be separated (from their mother). So this refers to the fact that one
refuses to sell the child’s mother.” (RQL 201, D 96)

Note that here there is no specific customer in the context. We cannot
read ‘refuses to sell the mother to him’. Here the refusal to sell the
mother on her own is exactly what the law requires. This refusal does
not conform with the generally predominant pattern in the Remnants of
Qin law.

EESEEmMHBAREA. ..

‘Men and officials who accompany the mission and who fail to qualify
as (or act as) private retainers...” (RQL 229, D159)

HRERERATHEIAT -

‘Gan Mio was not well-disposed toward the Duke and refused to speak up
in favour of the Duke.’ (Zhangudcé, Han 1.20, ed. Zhii Ziigéng, p. 1400)

B L. ..

‘If by chance he fails to meet the right generation...". (L§ji, Rixing, ed.
Couvreur II: 607)

Feéng shi is here understood as something one can try to do. Fii converts
a verb that would not normally be construed as involving an action, a
trying into such a verb of trying.

The current notion that fii incorporates an object zhi can only be
maintained if one assumes a pervasive tendency towards redundancy,
because as is well known, the zAi which is supposed to be incorporated
in fit is often repeated immediately after fii. Compare the German Ich
gehe mit ihm mit ‘I'll go along with him’,

FU 9
AKETFHFEZM.

“The great states will also refuse to follow it.” (Mozl 18.22)

BERZE X MHTRLHEE.

sE 3k 2 A1 AR BE A

‘I have heard it said that as to speaking of duty but refusing to act it out,
it is clear that such behaviour is contrary to rule. It is not that Chud
failed to recognize this. It is a matter of emoluments winning over duty.’
(Mozi 49.84)

CHBZER. _
‘When they are deceased, then one refuses to forget them (i.e. one’s
parents).” (LY, Tangong 1.9, Couvreur 116)’

Shisanjing zhisshii p. 1275, middle, confirms our reading. I shall claim
that fii transforms what might otherwise be an incidental, involuntary
thing to do (forgetting) into a voluntary negative verb phrase: ‘refuse to
forget, i.e. keep in mind’.

BFE: BTRAE, UPHIER.

wERYmAHIL. FZHR.

BAEEARLAL, HZHR.

HERUL, HZER.

“The gentleman says: “If you have no restraint within, then if you look
at things you will fail to see them clearly.

If you want to see things clearly and you do not follow ritual, then you
will fail to get hold of them.

Therefore if in going about business you do not act according to ritual,
people will refuse to respect you.

If you utter words not in accordance with ritual, people will refuse to put
their faith in them (or: you).”” (Liji, Liqi, ed. Shisanjing zhiishit p. 1440,
tr. Couvreur II: 651)

7 For a related fii wang ‘refuse to forget them’, see Lji, ed. Shisanjing zhushi
p. 1598 bottom. Cf. also Chiici, Chénjiang, ed. SBBY 13.2b:
FHERMNALE.

‘Later generations praised him and refused to forget him.’
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What is negated by fii is something that one may try to do, not
something that one just happens to come to do. The non-main four
negatives are bii. One could also try to read them as “fail to’ or as ‘refuse
to’ but the Chinese does not force us into such an interpretation.

FEEUAI I R AT 35207

“The King of Qin considered Gongsiin Hio a partisan of the Duke and
refused to listen to him. (Zhanguécé, Han 1.20, ed. Zhu Zigéng p.
1400)®

If I understand the semantics of fii zhi ting the phrase could never mean
‘he did not hear of it".’
The standard idiom is fii ting ‘refuse to listen’:

REBHAE. LA TEmHI.

‘Méngchéngjiin was about to invade Qin. Those who (tried to) dissuade
him were in the thousands, but he refused to/would not follow their
advice.” (Zhangudce, Qin 3.3, ed. Zhi, p. 564)

A definitely late example might be added as a curiosity:

Bk,

“Xie Yi did not have suspicions about it.” (Shishuo xinyii 24.8, ed. Yang
Yong, p. 580)

At this point neither refusal nor ‘failing to’ seem to be involved. Fi has
lost its idiomatic force. The case is interesting: as far as I know fi yi is
unattested in pre-Han literature. If I found the phrase, it would constitute
neat counterevidence against the paraphrase ‘refuse to, fail to” as I
understand it, unless that is the context should make it plausible that what
is involved is a deliberate decision not to have doubts about something.
This would seem to be a very difficult psychological feat indeed.

8 Huéng Jingxin (1958:12, nos. 49 and 50) provides two additional examples
from the Zhoull.

ARTH-

“You were unwilling to listen to Bidn.” (Zhangudcé, Qi 1.5, ed. Zhi, p. 480)
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In some cases we have bit without an object and fi followed by zhi:

HFHRZA, BERAZRYE. EFASXK.

‘As for a person bent on revolution, the talented ruler will refuse to (for
an explanation of this gloss for fii see below) admit him into the court,
and the gentleman does not'® cultivate friendship with him.’
(Liishichangii 4.3, ed. Chén p. 206)

Xiinzi provides a parallel with bit instead of fi but without the object
pronoun zhi:

EEZA. HWERAY, tRRIFERASE-

‘As for a recalcitrant person, the enlightened ruler does not admit him to
his court, and the knight does not speak to him when he meets him in
the street.” (Xiinzl 27.85)

Quite often, the verb negated by fii is followed by zh which is supposed
to be present already in the fit. This is well known and does not, perhaps,
need- detailed documentation at this stage.

My intuition is that there is more to fif than just its connection with
transitivity. The question is exactly what?

1.2. The emphatic hypothesis

Pulleyblank (1978) attacked the anaphoric object hypothesis and pointed
out what he saw as a host of counter examples which proved it
fundamentally wrong. Pulleyblank proposed instead that fii should be
seen as an emphatic negative particle often incorporating some kind of
contrastive emphasis: “The primary function of the ju-sheng negatives in
-t seems to be ... to give relative prominence to the fact of negation
rather than to what is :nmwaa:.: Let me call this the emphatic

hypothesis. :
The emphatic hypothesis is entirely compatible with the anaphoric

10 F; would have been perfectly acceptable for bu in this context.

1 Op. cit., p. 118. Pulleyblank has abandoned this hypothesis in his forthconring
contribution to the Festschrift for A. C. Graham.
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object hypothesis: one can imagine that fii is both emphatic and
etymologically contains an object pronoun.

There is some late glossographic evidence which might be taken to
support the hypothesis that fii is an emphatic ncgative to which
Pulleyblank has drawn attention:

HERZEHM.

‘Fii is a deeper form of bi’ (HE Xid (129-182 A.D.) on
Gongydngzhuan, Duke Hudn 10.3 and Duke Xi 26.2, ed. Sibitheiydo 5.4a
and 12.3b)

By the time of Hé Xii the distinction between bit and fit had changed
character, of course. But H¢ Xiii's intuition is important to take into
account.

Here, however, is a standard case where emphasis on the negation
seems out of the question:

HANE: RAMRTHEE, WAKR...

‘He said to Gongshi: “When, as you are riding a boat, that boat is
leaking and you refuse (fail) to block (the hole), then the boat will sink.
.." " (Zhangudce, Han 2.8, ed. Zhd, p. 1429)

The natural emphasis, if any, is on the verb, or on the whole negated
verb phrase. Contrastive stress on the negation alone in such very
ordinary cases would be misleading. Of course, one can point out that
‘not blocking™ here is understood as being in contrast with ‘blocking’.
But this form of contrastiveness will apply to strictly all negations and
can therefore not be used to distinguish between them.

Mere emphasis without contrastive stress on the negation is too elusive
and subjective a notion to provide any testable and objective grammatical
criterion. The thesis that fii involves this elusive kind of emphasis
remains ultimately unrefutable and to that extent quite uninteresting. In
short, Popper’s principle of falsifiability is useful in grammar as
elsewhere. Grammatical theories are sound and important to the extent
that they clearly risk objective refutation but happen to survive such
efforts at refutation.

The fusion theory is a good theory in so far as it runs a neat risk of
clear refutation: it is clear what counts as an exception. The theory that
fit is an emphatic negative is a poor theory in so far as it fails to specify
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exactly what would count as refutation and thus runs no sporting risk of
obijective refutation. (It will necessarily go forever unrefuted. Not because
it is true, but because it is insufficiently substantial to admit of decisive
refutation.)

The present paper is an attempt to argue for an alternative account which .
tries to avoid the conclusion in Huing Jinhéng (1977) that there is no
grammatical distinction between bi and fii and that the only reason why we
see bii more often than fi is that the latter takes more strokes to write.

1.3. An alternative proposal: the refusal hypothesis

I wish to argue in some detail that fi in the texts here under &moc.mmwon
is used to make negative phrases which involve a failure to do something
which is due to the subject and not just to external circumstances.

My claim is that [fé + VERB] may consistently be glossed and
understood as ‘refuse to VERB the object’, ‘be unwilling to VERB the
object’, ‘abstain from VERBING the object’, “‘decide not to VERB the
object’, ‘be unable to VERB the object’, ‘fail to VERB the object’,
where characteristically (but not always) the object of the transitive verb
that follows fif is understood rather than expressed.

Consider the interaction of the negatives in the following:

Rz, HERWP?
fLFE: EEHIL. dndhdE. .
FEHREMERE. BHIRE .

“When mourning for one’s father and mother, is it acceptable to refuse
to discontinue the mourning (after the prescribed period is over)?
Confucius said: “The former kings established the ritual rule that after
the proper period one must refuse to carry (the ritual) out. That is the
ritual rule.

It is not as if one failed to be able to avoid discontinuing (the mourning).
The thing is that one is concerned about offending against established
rule.”” (L¥ji, Zéngzi wen, ed. Couvreur I: 446)

One notes that the object pronoun is here incorporated into two separate

negations. .
The possibility of glosses such as those I have suggested by itself,
however, is a treacherous criterion. The semantic crux is this: fii never
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negates what is construed as an entirely involuntary action of the subject
which is only due to external circumstances.

In some cases one has to extend the notion of deliberateness, but this
is only natural. One would, for example, not hesitate to agree that ‘refuse
to’ involves deliberateness. But as we shall have occasion to note below,
a newspaper heading like “Sums that refuse to sum up” is a perfectly
acceptable English way of personalising the sums, and the possibility of
such occasional extension of the pattern does not vitiate the principle that
‘refuse 10" is basically something deliberate to do.

According to what T call the refusal hypothesis fii does typically
incorporate an object, and it does typically transform what otherwise
might be an intransitive verb that follows it into a transitive verb. When
we see fii gui we do not translate ‘fail to be valuable’ but rather ‘refuse
to treat as valuable’. Here is-an instructive instance where this
grammatical decision becomes relevant:

KEERIL. FRIBES.
EHRERR. REBRRE.

‘Precious stones grow in the mountains. When you treat them you do damage
to them. It is not that we fail/refuse to value or appreciate them. But their
integrity is less than complete.” (Zhangudce, Qi 4.5, ed. Zhii p. 609'%)

However, fii may turn out to incorporate an anaphoric object not in the
way of rdn which in some sense always corresponds to rii zhi and would
appear to be a fusion with the reconstructed pronoun *an which also is
a part of yan (which corresponds to yii zhi). Fii may in the relevant
respect be somewhat like yi ‘use, using, by, using it, by it, with it’,
which typically may incorporate an (implicit) anaphoric object but which
often does govern an explicit object, and which remarkably often does
govern the explicit object zhi.

One typical observation to support my interpretation is the
ubiquitousness of fii dé ‘fail to get or achieve it” for which there must be

12 Zhi emends his text on the basis of a later quotation in a commentary to
Hanslui. Mido Wényuin (1987:400) and Féng Zudmin (1983:322) are properly
conservative and retain the main features of the textus receptus. J. L. Crump
(1970:163) translates: “Jade is found in the mountains and only when worked
does it flaw. The final product is still valuable but its pristine wholeness is
lost.”
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hundreds of examples versus the rarity of fii shi. Note that one fails to
get or achieve what one is trying to get or achieve. We expect and find
qiti ér fii dé ‘seek but fail to obtain it’.13 We have zhui ér fi ji ‘follow
after but fail te reach’.!® Fii j{ ‘fail to reach it’ is common elsewhere.””

Compare again the very common occurrence of fit shou ‘refuse to
accept’ (e.g. Zhangudce, Chii 4.5, ed. Zhi, p. 832 et passim) versus the
remarkable scarcity of fi shi **fail to lose’. What we do get is wit shi
‘avoid losing it’. Shi zhi ‘lose it’ is common in LdozL ' Particularly
interesting is the combination wit shi zhi meaning ‘make sure not to lose
it’ in Xunzi 17.46. B shi ‘not lose it’ is also common.'” In Hdnshi
waizhuan 4.11 we have a parallelism between bit shi’ ‘not get it (the
business) wrong” and fii & ‘refuse to flatter him’.

If we did find a case of fif shi the present account predicts that the
meaning would have to be ‘refuse to let go of’. This is indeed the
meaning I do find in the exceptional cases. I line up all the cases I have
managed to find:

FH: HZHABEFPHE,
B—BNEERETHLZ.

“The Master said: “This was the manner of Hui: he made choice of the
Mean and whenever he got hold of what was good, he clasped it firmly,
as if wearing in on his breast, and refused to let go of it.”” (Lyi,
Zhongyong, ch. 8, ed. Shisanjing zhushi, p. 1626)

James Legge translates the last phrase: “... and did not lose it” thus
missing the point of this particular moral exercise. Couvreur p. 32
translates correctly both in the Latin and in the French: “... et ne la

13 Méngzi TB30.
¥ Ljji, Wensang ed, Couvreur II: 554.

15 B.g. Zhanguécé, Qi 3.6, ed. Zhu, p. 573; Béshii wiixingpian, ed. T\Em.vm.
51,52; Chiicf, Yuiny6u, ed. SBBY 5.2a.

16 1 dozi 3.2, 29.2, 64.4; Méngzi 2A1, 6A6, TA3; Xiinzi 3.33, 4.21, etc. The
combination occurs sixteen times in Xiinz{ alone.

Y of Liozi 73.2, also in Xinzi 12.24, 27,82; Liishi chiingini 10.4; Hdnfeéizi
8.6.23, 25.4.4; Guanzi 2.101-4, 2.67-5, 1.47-10, 1.18-6, 1.9-7, 1.46-3, 2.67-13.



16 CHRISTOPH HARBSMEIER

laissait plus échapper.” The ambition of the present grammatical account
is that it should force us to make the correct interpretation of such
passages.

B Z T35 2k
FZTHE.

‘Therefore he will hold on to it and refuse to let go of it.
He will keep close to it and refuse to be separated from it.” (Bdshi
wikixingpian (copied after 207 B.C. and before 195 B.C.) ed. Pang, p. 85)

Our grammatical point is again of significance for the following:

FARBRIE, BEHK.

‘The sage is unable to create the right moment. But when the right
moment arrives he refuses to let it pass.” (Zhdangudcé, Qin 3.2, ed. Zhu
p. 264)

Note that you do not become and remain a sage by luck. The sage must
have ‘a way’ of doing things. There must be something deliberate about
his not missing the right moment.

Another symptomatic case is the common fii zhi “fail to understand it,
fail to recognise it’. We do have wii huo zhi ‘I am confused about i’18
and bit huo ‘not be confused (about it)’.! In Zhudangzi 28.15

SARER.

we should probably translate ‘How should they not be confused about
this?” A pathological state like that of confusion is not negatable by fi.
In any case, we never have, as far as I have been able to ascertain, fii
huo “*refuse to be confused about it’. If I found an instance, I would
expect the context to encourage me to read: ‘refuse to allow oneself to
get confused by it’.20

8 Cf. Zuzhuan, Duke Hudn 15.4; Gudyii, ed. Shijiéshiji 5.4b, Hdnfeizi 34.15.5.
19 Xiinzi 5.37, 12.25 and 28.39; Zhudngzi 10.28.

20 Cf. a possible case in fii mi ‘refuse to be led astray by’ in Bdshi wiixingpian,
ed. Pang, p. 65.
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On the other hand we do have

i T 34 .

‘When they missed the mark they refused to regret it.” (Zhuangzl 6.5)

to be compared to ‘How do I know that the dead do not regret (bu mzs
that in the beginning they sought life?” (Zhuangzi 2.81)
We have phrases like

IS

‘(Things often) are alike but are not the same.” (Zhangudce, ed. Zhi, p.
1139) .

where léi clearly is a transitive verb. In cases like

AARZ. ,
“They cannot be made to resemble them (dogs and horses).’(Hdnféizi
32.18.12)

one might object that this is a special derived use of léi which cannot be
used to demonstrate that the word is a transitive verb. But consider this:

B RIEmE. FEREMIE.
‘Many formulations look wrong but are right, many look right but are
wrong.” (Liishichingii 22.6)

REZ.

‘Qin is of this sort.” (Xtinzi 16,67, cf. 21.84)

We also have bix léi ‘not be like it, not be of the same kind as it” (Zud-
zhuan, Duke Zhuang m.mvvﬁ but not fii léi “*refuse to be of the same
kind as it’ in the concordanced pre-Han texts. According to the present
hypothesis we should never find this combination.

We have

2L Cf. Mojing A 87, A.C.Graham 1987:334; Graham considers that bu léi in
Mojing must be taken to mean ‘not be alike’.
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VP AE!S i

‘be like it but not (really) be it"™=~

and

P Z

‘things" being like each other'™

and there is no doubt about the transitivity of si:

BRENZLR.

“The ruler of Xin Ling resembled this.” (Xiinzl 13.48)

Si may be ‘also be negated:

HZAMUAR

‘When you look at him from a distance he does not look like a ruler of
men.’ (Méngzi 1A6; cf. Zhuangzi 17.10 and 17.11, 17.12, 17.14)

According to the present account we should not get fii si “*refuse to be
like® because the word cannot be construed as an action verb. Indeed, we
never seem to get this combination in the indexed pre-Han literature at
least.

On the other hand we do have fii ruo ‘fail to come up to’ e.g. in
Meéngz 6A9 (two examples to be discussed below), and fit ri “fail to
come up to’.>* One may ask

HE5RAERT.

‘Is that not of the same kind?" (Zhuangzi 2.48)

2 | fishichiingiii, p. 605; Zhuangzi 20.5 and 27.3; Zhanguéce, Wei 1.4, ed. Zhi
p- 1139.

23 | fishichiingii 22.3, 22.6 (two examples).

2 E.g. in Zhangudce, ed. Zhd, p. 360 (two examples), and ibidem p. 450;
Siinbin bingfd, ed. Zhang, p. 188 (three examples). Cf. also Hudindnzi, ed. Lid
18.22a (three examples).
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According to our account we should not ordinarily expect fit hud to mean
anything like ‘he is not alive’. So when we see a phrase like

FZRERR. BER.

this should not mean ‘your master is dead, he is not alive’. Indeed we
find that this passage refers to the master of Liézi. This master is highly
alive but, according to a wizzard, he is doomed to die. The wizzard tells
Liézi about the prospects for his master: “Your master is a dead man. He
will fail to survive [this]).”’ (Zhudngzi 720, cf. . A.C. Graham
1984:97).

We have the famous wii sang wo ‘1 have lost B%mo_mwa. but if we
ever found fii sang my prediction is that this would come to mean
something like ‘refused to bury him’ rather than ‘did not lose it’. We
commonly find fii ying ‘refuse to respond to it’ and never fi gdn “*refuse
to affect it’. We have

R J B

‘Only after moved (by something) will he (i.e. the sage) respond (to it).”
(Zhuangz! 15.11) :

In reporting a strange experience Zhuangzi illustrates the transitive nature
of gdn:

FHBEH.

‘A peculiar magpie brushed against my forehead.” (Zhudngzl 20.67)

We commonly find guai zhi ‘be amazed at it’,%® but we never find fi
guai “*refuse to be amazed at it’. Bit yi is ‘not to chance upon, not to

’

happen to meet 7 yii zhi is ‘to happen to meet it/him’.2® We never

B Zhuangzt 2.3.
2% -
Zhuangzi 6.776 etc.
2T ZhuangzY 19.65f, three examples.

2 E.g. Zhuangz! 19.60.
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get fil yii ‘*refuse/fail to happen to meet him/it’ except in an inscrutable
entry of the Yijing.”

If we were to find the construction fii féng we would predict that this
could not refer just to the absence of any chance meeting, but has to
refer to a meeting one was looking for but that did not materialize, as is
indeed the case in the sage’s meeting with a properly receptive world fii
féng shi.3® This sort of case is marginal in so far as the failure to meet
is due to chance (shi) and not to any lack of effort or ability.

We have wir zhi *hate him™*! but rarely, as far as I can see, fii wit. In
Zhangudocé (ed. Zhi, p. 85), we first learn that

BRNEZ.

‘Han and Wei are bound to take exception to/resent it (i.e. Chi).”

and then contrasting with this we have

£ IUE#E

‘if the four states fail/refuse to take exception to it (i.e. Chii).”

The contrastiveness of fii is, of course, exactly as predicted by
Pulleyblank. But there is no reason to attribute the contrastive force to
fii itself.

We have

RZMBE.

‘They will fear him like bursts of thunder.’ (Zudzhuan, Duke Xiang fu 3)

but if we found fii wéi, we would read this as ‘refused to allow oneself
to be scared by".

FHEORELR .
‘To refuse to be scared by strongmen is determination.” (Bdshi
wiixingpian, ed. Pdng p. 65. Cf. also ibidem p. 58)

2 Under hexagram 62, ed, Harvard Yenching Index Series p. 38.
%0 Cf. Liji, Rixing, ed. Couvreur II: 607.

31 zuszhuan, Duke Yin 1.3.
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We have bit jir ‘not be frightened by it’,32 but apparently never fi ji
“*refuse to be frightened’. We have nit wé ‘get angry with me”*? but I
have yet to hunt down an instance of fié ni.

EAEZ.

means ‘the sage will be ashamed of it” (Zhudngzy 12.80)

but do we ever get fit xia? Xii zhi is ‘smell it’,3* but do we ever have
fii xiie “*refuse to smell it’? .

We do not expect passive constructions with wéi to be negated with
fit. If we did find such a passive construction, I would predict that such
a construction must have a very special meaning: the grammatical subject
of the construction must somehow refuse to be verbed by the logical
subject. This is exactly what happens in the one such instance that I have
found:

nma,w?.wﬁ.mamomcﬂwnm#&. HhE. REEZ.

‘As for Shen Zhuan, the senior ministers refuse to associate with him;
the citizens refused to allow themselves to be employed by him, and
therefore you will win over him.” (Zhangudcé, Qi 1.1, ed. Zhil p. 470).

At first sight the present example looks like a very nasty demonstration
of the limitations of current analyses of fi, but on closer examination it
turns out just this sort of examples shows the crucial semantic force of
fit most clearly. In defence of the resumptive object hypothesis one might
insist that a pseudo-object of wéi is understood. After all we could have
bit wéi X yong ‘was not used by X’.

As a result of the above persuasion the King of Chii decided that he
would not send the man away fii zhii zhi, something which the king had
originally planned to do.»

Examples could me multiplied. My point is that they do fall into a

32 Zhuangz! 17.64.
33 Zuszhuan, Duke Huan 10 fu 2.
34 ZhuangzY 4.78.

35 Zhangudce, Qi 1.1, ed. Zhi p. 470.
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neat pattern: what is not construed as deliberate or as depending on the
actor rather than the circumstances cannot on that reading be negated by
fit. However, I must here report an instance which despite appearances
is less than comfortable for the present account:

ERRHEERK. CEHFEWE.

‘Pleasure, anger, sadness, fear, love, hate, desire: these seven things we
fail to study but are capable of.” (Lfji, Liyun, ed. Shisanjing zhishi, p.
1422, bottom)

The fact that we can translate “fail to’ here just glosses over the fact that
this failure is not the failure to achieve what one has been trying to do.
The failure to do something one is expected to do in a wider sense (like
having learnt something which one is capable of) can be marked by fi.

It is important to keep in mind that the possibility of smuggling a
‘refuse to’ or a “fail to’ into the translations of verb phrases with fii by
itself proves very little. The semantic test is the deliberateness or at least
the quasi-deliberateness of the action denied.

In translating fii by verbs 1 am aware that I will have offended many
grammatical sensibilities. But this convention of translation is not
essential to my point. The essence of the matter is not the verbality in
the translation but the modal or semantic nuance. I note in any case that
even if fil were to be interpreted as a grammaticalized verb it would have
to be described as a highly “deficient” grammaticalized verb - to use the
terminology of Latin grammar. Fii can take no adverbs, it cannot be
negated, it can take no nominal object, and so on. The test of my
hypothesis is not whether it turns out that we can abstractly and
theoretically argue for the quintessential verbality of fii or not. The test
is whether it turns out to be helpful in the interpretation of ancient
Chinese texts to regularly gloss fil by such English verbs as ‘to refuse to,
to abstain from, to fail to, etc.’. ;

The theoretical question whether a highly specialized negation of this
sort ultimately should be called a verb or has to be called a particle is
‘academic’ in the sense of being for my present purposes insubstantial.
I shall therefore not spend any time at all arguing for the verbality versus
particle-nature of fif, just as I shall not join the extended learned (and
necessarily speculative) discussion concerning the likely etymology of the
particle. Instead, I shall devote all my attention to the question of how
in practice one should best gloss the negation fi in the various contexts
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in which it occurs in order to capture what appears to be the precise and
subtle force of the word in those pragmatic, semantic, and syntactic
surroundings. The test is simply whether or not my gloss does or does
not help to clarify the sentences in which fut occurs. The reader can
decide for himself to what extent they do on the basis of the
documentation provided.

Now when you refuse to or fail to do something it is. typically
expected that you should do it, as when you refuse to say hello (to
someone). Thus the scope of the negative verbs like ‘refuse’ often tends
to be something that is known in the context. When the ‘main’ verb is
transitive, the object is often known. According to classical Chinese
grammar what is known can be omitted, so this object we would expect
to be omitted, especially if it is the pronoun zhi. But this syntactic
peculiarity (whether motivated by etymology or mistaken folk etymology
of ancient times) is not necessarily the whole story about the semantic
function of fii in classical Chinese.

When you refuse or fail to do something this is often (though not
always) in contrast with what other people do manage to do, as when
you refuse or fail to turn up at a meeting. Thus there often (but not
always) is contrastiveness involved in a failure or a refusal to do
something. But this contrastiveness or emphasis is not necessarily the
whole story about the semantic function of the particle.

Consider this: ,

.

‘He will refuse to do it.” (Méngzi 3B1, Shén p. 414)

Here Zhao Qf glosses fii as bit yir which is pretty close to the gloss Iam
arguing for in this paper. I sympathize with D. C. Lau’s translation of this
passage: ‘“He would still rather not do it.” Zhao Qi’s gloss here is
suggestive, but evidently it fails to qualify as incontrovertible evidence
that he understood fii generally to have the meaning biy yi. One might
plausibly argue that Zhao Qi based his gloss on the context rather than
the meaning of fi. Indeed plain bit wéi by itself often comes to mean bi
yit wéi. My point is that bt wéi does not have to mean this, that it is
unmarked for the relevant distinctive feature, that it could mean ‘he
happened not to do it’.
Compare:
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*BRZ. HB. RiARKEM.
“When the order tells you to do something and you refuse (fail) to do it,
then that is called failing to carry out the law.” (RQL 212, D120)

Clearly, the anaphoric object hypothesis has no problem with this, and
yet it seems to me that my gloss brings out an important additional
nuance. In most instances my account should be seen as complementary
to the anaphoric object hypothesis rather than as being in competition
with it.

In any case we should not fail to note that we also have similar
examples which for the anaphoric object hypothesis are less than
comfortable:

FH: & (read ) BTE, BHFER, ERHZR.

‘The Master said: Seeking out obscure things and performing amazing
deeds so that later generations have something to speak of: I refuse to do
this.” (LIji, Zhongydng, ed. Shisanjing zhisshi, p. 1626, _uo:oauov

Here is another text where the old commentary seems to support my
gloss:

HZH#%e.

D3R E AR BN

‘It is in the nature of the eye that it desires colours. If the mind refuses (or:
fails?) to take pleasure in them, then even if the five colours are in front of
one, one refuses to look at them.” (Liishichiingiii 5.4, ed. Chén p. 272)¥

Here Gao You glosses fii shi as

ARz M.

This, again, is consistent with the anaphoric object hypothesis and it also
lends support to the account presented in this paper. The fact that in
some contexts we understand bil jidn as ‘does not wish to see/visit” does
not affect our point. My claim is that we do not for grammatical reasons

3 Cf. Zhu Xi, Sishi jizhi, ed. Chéngsha 1985, p.37.

37 There are two exactly parallel sentences in the context.
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have to understand bit jian in this way. I maintain that the phrase is
unmarked for the nuance here at issue. The proof of this is simple
enough: bit jian in other contexts often has to be understood as ‘not to
see’ as in bit jian ér ming ‘being enlightened without seeing’ 38

Again I find:
RMSZ, THZARR.

“When these (the rice and the soup) are given with abuse, a passer-by in
the street will refuse to accept them.” (Méngzi 6A10, Shen p. 784; cf.
Meéngzl TA34 and Jingfd p. 71) :

Zhio Qi’s gloss corresponds to mine: bit kén shou ‘he is unwilling to
accept it’, although one must keep in mind that Zhao Qi nowhere defines
fii, bit kén yé “fii means ‘not to be willing to’ ” and that his gloss here is
simply due to the context. But similar objections might be raised against
all glosses in early commentaries. They explain not abstractly the
meaning of a word or expression as such, but the meaning of that word
or expression in a given context. The idiom fii shou ‘refuse to accept’ is
ubiquitous in pre-Han literature.>® Accepting is like giving, listening to,
obeying, replying, paying attention to: these are things which one
naturally might refuse to do. And here comes the crux: what one refuses
or fails to do is always construed as something voluntary. What is
negated by fié in classical Chinese tends to be something that one might
hope to do or fear to do. It is never some state such as that of being
deaf, dumb or blind, although it can occasionally be an action like
standing up. If a verb meaning something like ‘be stupid’ were found to
be preceded by fii I maintain that we would have to read this as ‘refuse
to consider (someone) as stupid” etc. In other words, the use of fii affects
the way we read the verb that follows it. It forces us to read these verbs
as action verbs or quasi-action verbs, just as the English verb ‘refuse 1o,
fail to’ ordinarily forces us to find a complement of this sort when the
verb is transitive.

However, we find derived uses of ‘refuse’ as in the caption: *“‘Sums

3% Hinfeizi 21.18.39.

¥ Cf. e.g. Zhanguéce, Dong Zhou 7, ed. Zhi p. 21 for two examples.
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that refuse to add Eu.io The sums ought to add up. But they don’t.
They refuse to. In English, some people might say that certain kinds of
fit ‘refuse to behave as they should according to the hypothesis proposed
in this essay.” This shows that the English verb ‘refuse to’ has certain
derived meanings in which the original pregnant meaning of the word
(and its selection restrictions) are weakened. I think something of this
sort happens when we have to translate fit as ‘fail to” etc.: but the crucial
point that a refusal and a failure to do something have in common is
clear enough. In both cases there is an obvious expectation, and that
expectation is not met. The difference is that it is not met for
diametrically opposed reasons. In one case because the agent did not
wish to meet the expectation, and in the other because he, wanting to
meet the expectation, was unable to live up to it. This bifurcation of the
meaning of fit remains puzzling, but it is an ordinary phenomenon in
natural language polysemy.

BB AR, WA miE.
GZHNFELR, MER M.

‘At the time of Yu there were floods in nine out of ten years, but the
waters refused to rise on this account.

At the time of Tang there were droughts in seven out of eight years, but
the shores never receded.” (Zhudngzi 17.73)

Here is an example from a logical text:

VAPV =L

2 DA B B 1 B f b

‘If by heading for it you could get money, then refusing to head for it
would be taking the doubt as grounds for fixing which you prefer.” (A.C.
Graham’s translation; Mojing A75)"

One must point out that sud yi certainly is not ‘the doubt (i.e. the
psychological process of doubting)® but ‘what one is doubtful about (i.e.
the matter which is in doubt)’, but as far as his translation of the particle
fit is concerned 1 obviously sympathize with Graham’s version.

40 The Economist, June 24, 1989, p. 17.

4l The translation is taken from A.C. Graham (1987:321), but emphasis, of
course, is mine.

Fu 27
RE. B3B8, THk. FHh. WTH.

‘Speaking generally of heavy objects, if one fails to pull them up from
above, if one fails to receive them from below, and if one fails to force
it from the side, then their going down will be straight.” (Mojing B27;
contrast the translation in A.C.Graham 1978:393)

My account here would force me to insist that the Mohist construes the
possible interference with the natural vertical falling process as
deliberate, as an action.

In his bilingual Hong Kong edition of 1982, D. C. Lau has drawn
attention to the problem of fii in Ldozl A.F.P.Hulsewé’s RQL, on the
other hand, acknowledges a debt to Pulleyblank’s new interpretation of
fit as an emphatic negative.

Let me now turn to a detailed and complete survey of fil in the Ldozl
against the background of selected passages from the selected other
sources.

2. Fii in the Mawingdui texts of Ldozi

There is a large set of examples with fif where (contrary to Pulleyblank’s
suggestion) the contrastive stress has to be on the verbs rather than on
the negation:

ZUEANTHE .

BTy 36 J

“Therefore the sage acts but refuses to be possessive (about what he
does). He achieves but refuses to possess (what he achieves).” (Ldozi ch.
77; cf. also Jingfd p. 91)

D. C. Lau emends this text (without arguing for the emendation in any
detail) to read: .

AT g

and translates: “The sage benefits them yet exacts no gratitude.” He thus
introduces a prounoun where the text has none, and omits it where in
theory he claims it has to be understood.
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The contrastive stress, if any, would be on the verbs you and ji. These
are the words that are being contrasted.

Yu zhi is a current idiom for ‘there is such a state of affairs’. But fii
y&u cannot ever mean anything like ‘there is no such state of affairs’.

T 35 A .

i 3545 .

i 35 52 .

Bz iHZHE.

‘(The Way) gives birth but refuses to be possessive about things.
It works for them but refuses to exact gratitude from them.

It lets things grow but refuses to exercise authority over them.
This is called mysterious power.” (Ldozi ch. 51)

Note that the object is as absent after the transitive verbs shéng ‘give
birth to’, wei ‘work on behalf of’, and zhdng ‘let grow’ as it is after the
equally transitive verbs you ‘claim possession of’, shi ‘exact gratitude
from (?)’, and zdi ‘exercise authority over’.

Contrastive stress, if any, is not on the fii. The contrast is between
shéng and ydu, between wéi and shi, between zhdng and zdi. Examples
of this sort are remarkably common:

z., BZ.

ETIHH -

KmighE.

ZIFZE.

‘It gives life to them, nourishes them.

It gives life but refuses to claim ownership.

It fosters up but refuses to claim authority.

This is called the mysterious virtue.” (Ldozi ch. 10)

ERBHMAEXRT -

“Cause Qin to fail to take possession of it (i.e. the city she is besieging)
and to lose the empire.” (Zhangudce 3.12, ed. Zhi p. 586)

Fi, here, negates not ownership but the success of an attempt to obtain
ownership. This is exactly as my hypothesis would predict.
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BREABENZE, TAFEH.
T YET 3k ..

o 354

BTy i 3 41«
FKMEHFRDBE.

“Therefore the sage dwells in the business of non-action, he practises the
teaching of non-speaking.

The myriad creatures arise, and he refuses to take initiatives.

He acts but refuses to exact gratitude for this.

He achieves results but refuses to dwell on them.

And precisely because he refuses to dwell on them, therefore he will
refuse to be separated from them.” (Ldoz¥ ch. 2)

AEREAHED.

FHR kK.

‘He does not boast about himself, therefore he has achievements.

He refuses to brag (about his achievements), therefore he is able to last
long.” (Ldozi ch. 22)

It is hard to see how fii and not the verb which follows should ‘be
emphasized here. On the other hand it is easy to see why we could not
have fii in the first sentence: fil tends to be anaphoric and is incompatible
with the explicit zi ‘himself’.

ek AL R

“(The Way) achieves its results and conducts its business, but it refuses
to lay an explicit claim to ownership of them.” (Ldozi ch. 34)

YA

AR R

“His work is accomplished but as far as his person is concerned he
refuses to brag (about it).

His achievements are established but as far as his fame is concerned he
refuses to claim ownership (of them).” (Hudindnzi, ed. Lig 19.4b).

KitRL.
T
QDR

‘Heaven and Earth are great.
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They give birth [to things] but refuse/fail to love them.
They bring things to completion but refuse to claim ownership of them.’
(Liishi chiingiii 1.4, Chén p. 44)

BFzZRYH. FzmkL.
REMH,. CZmsH¥%.

‘As for the gentleman’s relation to things, he cares for them but refuses
to treat them with benevolence.

As for his relations to the people, he treats them with benevolence but
refuses to treat them as close relatives.” (Méngzl 7A45, Shén p. 948)

Here the contrastive stress, if any, is on ‘treating with benevolence’,
‘treating as close relatives’. The emphatic hypothesis scems most
uncongenial. .

Jid Yi, Xinshi,*> has a sequence of five examples that one might
usefully compare:

R,

“None refused to treat him as their parents.’

B0 .

‘None refused to follow him.

HfEth.

‘None refused to trust him.’

R AL

‘None refused to support him.”

R,

‘None refused to help him.’

However, the dating of the various parts of the Xinshi remains highly
controversial.
Fii wéi means ‘refuse to do or to take action’.

42 Chapter Daoshd, ed. Qi Yuzhang (Taibei: Zhongguéweénhua zizhishe, 1974),
p. 924.
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HITMEMTERER.

‘If he (the sage) simply refuses to take (assertive) action then everything
will be well-ordered.” (Ldozi ch. 3)

Here the anaphoric object of wéi is far from clear although I suppose one
might still insist that the verb remains ‘essentially’ transitive. Fi
precedes a transitive verb certainly used in a context without a clear
antecedent for an implicit anaphoric oE.aQ.S

Here is another case where contrastive stress simply cannot enter the
picture:

FHmMAE. EHhdb.
FEWMAE. BRfrH.

‘Injuring myself and thereby profiting the state, (this) the minister
refuses to do.

Injuring the state and thereby profiting the ministers, this the ruler does
not do’ (Hdnféizi 19.6.34)

Adherents of the anaphoric object hypothesis have to admit that bit and
fit occupy exactly parallel syntactic positions here. Neither the fusion
hypothesis nor the emphatic hypothesis can say anything helpful for this
sort of parallelism.

The verbal negation hypothesis allows us to have a ry: hurting himself
is something the minister will refuse to do (although he might think of
doing this). Harming the state in order to benefit a minister is something
a ruler simply does not do (and which he would never contemplate doing
in the first place). Of course, even without such an explanation (which
may sound forced) the refusal hypothesis is in no serious difficulty at this
point: we do say happily that ‘he does not smoke and refuses to drink
alcohol’ without this causing us to question the distinction between
‘refuse to’ and ‘does not” in English.

Compare:

43 1t is, in any case, not clear what Chinese word an understood object pronoun
2hi would refer back to. D.C. Lau translates: “He simply takes no action and
everything is in order.” He interprets 26 as if it were synonymous with ga
‘therefore’, disregards what he himself considers as an obligatory anaphoric
component in fii and makes no atlempt to understand the significance of the
distinction in the text between fii wéi on the one hand and wii wéi on the other.
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Ak, FohfTh, MEZ.

‘Even if the public politeness has not yet declined, if one has spoken and
(the ruler) refuses to act (according to one’s words), then one leaves
him.” (Méngzi 6B14, ed. Shén p. 863)

Here it is natural to assume an anaphoric pronoun as understood.

ERR T HAE .

“This referred to those whom no one prevents but who refuse to act.”
(Méngzi TA39, Shén p. 941 reads bi for fiv)

D.C. Lau, reading fii, none the less comes to translate: “What I said the
other day referred to those who failed to act even when there were no
obstacles™ (p. 283). I sympathize with this translation, but at the same
time 1 must point out that it is entirely inconsistent with D.C. Lau’s
professed stance on fii. Lau translates as if he held something like a
refusal hypothesis.

BURARGEDAWH. REEDRTHE. .
“Therefore the sage does not (refuses to?) travel but does get known; he
does not (refuses to?) show himself but he does get famous; he refuses
to act but he does get accomplished.” (Ldozi ch. 47)

D.C. Lau: “Hence the sage knows without having to stir, identifies
without having to see, accomplishes without having to do it.”" The ‘it’
is natural enough according to the anaphoric pronoun hypothesis, but
what does it ‘refer back to in this context? Note that Lau is entitled to
‘stir” for xing because he adopts the bt of the printed versions for his
text. The first ten characters of this quotation are not preserved in the
Miwingdui manuscripts and all Shima Kunio’s editions have bi instead
of fit. D.C.Lau copies in the text from the traditional editions without
taking account of the different grammar in the Miwangdui text.

It is hard to imagine how one plausibly could read contrastive stress
into the following kind of use of fif wéi:

FO 33
EF8: FALZA. EXZX, RAHA.

“Mencius said: “As for an unritual ritual, or an undutiful duty, the great
man will refuse to engage in these.” " (Méngz! 4B4, Shén p. 551)*

Zhao Qf glosses:

HEKAFARE.

In general Zhao Qi tends to gloss the rarer marked negative fii by the
more common unmarked bi. (It is a significant argument in favour of the
anaphoric interpretation of fi that we never seem to. have the
combination [sud fit + VERB] meaning anything like ‘what one does not
(or: refuses to) VERB" in pre-Han Chinese texts. In any case, 1 have yet
to come across this combination. Similarly, I have yet to find [fi zi +
VERB] ‘refuse to VERB oneself".)

BEE, HAhM.
‘If T became a success, I would refuse to do this.” (Méngzi 7B34, Shén
p. 1014; two examples)

Fi in front of the co-verbal weéi creates a special problem:

FYREmENE.

... the myriad creatures turn to it but (the Way) refuses to act as a ruler
for them ..." (Ldozi 34)

On one reading of this, fil provides the object of wei and at the same
time it negates the verbally used zhii ‘act as a ruler’. We do not translate
‘it is not for them that he is a ruler’.

Hdnféizi provides an instructive parallel to this use of the co-verbal
wer

SHERFZF, LFBZHAY,

S ANEZHBNE,

Bz HHE.

‘Suppose there is an untalented son. When his parents are angry with
him he refuses to mend his ways on this account.

4 Cf. Hudindnzi 18.16a for two further examples.
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When his compatriots berate him he refuses to do something about it on
this account.

When his teachers and superordinates instruct him, he refuses to change
on this account’ (Hdnféizi 49.7.1)

There is a fine logical point: the scope of the negation fi here is
definitely not the transitive (co-)verb wei but the verbs after this. We
cannot translate ‘It is not for them that he changes’. Thus, strictly
speaking, the fii negates one verb and incorporates an anaphoric
pronominal object of another (co-)verb.

For the way in which fi can occasionally apply to a whole verb phrase
rather than a verb, compare:

RIBRA.
‘And then one refused to actually use (the plan).” (Liji, Tangdng,
Couvreur It 227; cf. also Tangong, Couvreur 1:228)

IR

‘One refused to actually kill him.” (L¥ji, Tangong, Couvreur 1:230)%

For the precise force of the idiom fit bian compare the following:

BOREFREMEL. ST 2.
“Therefore if in governing a state you have no laws there will be chaos.
But if you keep to the laws and refuse to change/adapt them, then there

will be confusion.” (Liishichiingii 15.8, Chén p. 935)

Here the contrastive stress, if any, or the emphasis, is on the bian at least
as much as on the negation. On the other hand we clearly have a case of
a refusal to do what the circumstances require.

RERUTOR. HEERME.
¥ 5 R
5 RRRM. :

“However, he went no further than this. He refused to share with him the
throne of Heaven.

45 Cf. also p. 232. Hudng Jingxin (1958:13, exx. 72-87) provides a selection of
additional examples of this kind.

Fu 35

He refused to adminster together with him the heavenly offices.
He refused to enjoy with him the heavenly emoluments.” (Méngzi 5B3,
Shén p. 694) :

Note that here again fif negates a main verb phrase across a co-verb to
which, according to the anaphoric object hypothesis it supplies the object.
Zhao Qi explains:

EQHR. HHIERR.
‘When a king or a duke honours the talented he should share with them
the heavenly offices.’

This is just the observation which motivates the use of my ‘refuse to’,
but of course it can equally well be taken 1o motivate ‘empbhasis’. For bit
yil in the same functions see examples 1-12 in Huang Jingxin (1958:15).

RTHS.

“The people of the world will refuse to associate with him.” (Jingfd p.
18)

Fii can refer to the indirect object of the verb yi ‘to give’:

RRESM. ..

‘Chii actually refused to hand over the territory to, them.” (Zhanguoce,
Chii 1.2, ed. Zhi p. 709)*

There are many cases where contrastive stress seems thoroughly
uncongenial, but where at the same time the anaphoric object hypothesis

finds little support:

o 95 R R DL R K. .
‘Because (the sage) refuses to oppress them (or: abstains from
oppressing them), therefore (the people) do not find him oppressive.’

(Ldozi ch. 72)

% For fil yii yan ‘refuse to give it to him’ see e.g. Zhangudcé, Zhao 1.2, ed. Zhi
p. 869. There are two relevant examples on the same page.
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In both cases yan should probably be construed as a transitive verb with
an omiited object. It is clear that contrastive stress is out of the question
for this example. Indeed such stress would make the English translation
sentence almost incomprehensible.

R BT R
J& L B 3k 4,
R SR 5 R .

“Therefore (the sage) takes his place at the head of the people, but they
refuse to regard him as obstructive.

He takes his place above the people, but the people refuse to regard him
as burdensome.

The whole world supports him enthusiastically and refuses to find him
oppressive.” (Ldoz! ch. 66)

In the following passage the natural contrast is between the stinging and
the pouncing, so that again the contrastive stress is precisely not on the
negative:

R AT AL

BOEEHNE.

‘(One who possesses virtue in abundance is comparable to a new born
babe.) Poisonous insects and snakes (refuse to >) will not sting it.
Predatory birds and forocious animals (refuse to >) will not pounce on
it.” (Ldozl ch. 55)

FEPTRTHBE.

‘Even if the uncarved block is small, the world refuses to presume to
treat it as its slave.” (LdozI ch. 32)

Note that fit here does not incorporate the object of gdn but the object of
the complement of gdn, i.e. the verbalised noun chén. This is a regular
phenomenon with verbs like gdn, ‘dare to’, dé ‘manage to", aiid néng ‘be
able to” and is perfectly consistent with the anaphoric object hypothesis
because anaphoric zii may also occur in front of such verbs and be the
object of their complements, especially after the negation wéi ‘not yet,
not quite’.

Fu 37
Az Bk, TR,

‘He is able to aid the natural course of things, but he refuses to
presume?’ to take (assertive) action.’ (Ldozi ch. 64)

A. C.Graham has drawn my attention to Ldozi 38 where wéi zhi is used
to mean ‘take assertive action’ in opposition to wii WEL

Contrastive stress in English yields the wrong emphasis: the stress
would have to be on the verb ‘take (assertive) action’.

And one does find pairs of sentences where we have apparently
unmotivated free variation between the two negations:

MR, UENTZ.

DRZENMHE, URBRUEZ.

“What was provided by his mother he did not eat, but what was provided
by his wife he ate.

In his elder brother’s house he refused to live, but in Wu Ling he lived.”
(Méngzi 3B10, Shén p. 469)

Of course, there is nothing more strange about this than about an English
sentence like He did not eat anything and he would not drink anything
where did not may be said to be used in the sense of ‘would not”. But
this in no way suggests that it does not make excellent sense to look for
a significant difference between ‘would not” and ‘did not’. One can
easily construct English examples where fails to, abstain from is used in
apparently indiscriminate alternation with did not, but this should not
cause the grammarian to consider these phrases as synonymous.

BrREMBE. FEBMAH, k-
“To leave this peaceful dwelling empty and to refuse to live in it, to
abandon the correct way and mot to follow it, that is lamentable!”

(Méngzi 4A10, ed. Shén p. 507)

Already Zhao Qi conflates fif and bit in his expanded paraphrase:

“1 Fii giin “refuses to take the liberty to, fail to have the courage to” comes again
in Hdnfeizl 6.5.37 and 15.1.90 and is common elsewhere. One may say that the
‘refuse 1o’ or ‘fail 10” does not add anything decisive here, but it does make
explicit the relevant semantic feature of gdn: that it is voluntary and object-
directed.
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HEEEERTRGR.

“To refuse to follow and dwell in these things, this may be lamented.’

Note that Zhao Qi has an explicit object after the verbs which are
negated by fil.

RMHE, KLz,
BWMAH, SFZH.

“To feed (someone) and refuse to love him, that is to treat him like a
pig.

To love someone and not to respect him is rear him like a wild animal.’
(Mengzi 7A38, Shén p. 936)

Here I simply have no idea why we have fil in the first instance and bi
in the second. Such free variation between semantically distinct forms is,
of course, common in many languages including classical Latin and
Greek. I would have expected the number of cases of this sort to have
been larger than it turns out in the sample under discussion.

Fit ai is ‘refuse to love, (contrary to expectations:) fail to love’

HyHE.

¢... fail to love (even) one’s (own) son’ (Hdnféizi 10.9.62)

In case one suspects this to be a stray example, compare the following:

SHERT ...

‘Now you fail to love (even) your (own) son...” (Hdnféizi 36.5.17)

Here contrastive stress would be on ‘your own son’ rather than on-the
negative. One might insist on ‘Now you refuse to show love even 1o
your own son.” But there is no need to do this, and in any case the trick
unfortunately does not always work, as we shall often find in what
follows.

One distinct and coherent set of examples which is difficult to
reconcile with the emphatic hypothesis (but often works very well for the
anaphoric object hypothesis) involves the meaning ‘to fail to’. In the
following we have a contrast between secking and not getting.
Contrastive stress on the negation rather than the verbs is out of the
question:

FU 39
BARZER.

“The men in the hostel looked for them, but failed to find them.’
(Méngzi 7B30, Shén p. 1004)

RZN%E, HRUFE.

‘If he gets them (a basketful of rice and a bowlful of soup) he will
survive; if he fails to get them he will die.” (MéngzI 6A10, Shén p. 784)

This is perfect for the emphatic hypothesis. Indeed, one is tempted to say
that in the very frequent idioms like fii dé ‘fail to obtain’, fii qii “fail to
take (possession of) or: fail to pick out’,*® fii gdn ‘fail to have the
courage to, refuse to presume’, fii néng ‘fail to be able to’, fi ké X “fail
to be X-able’, fii rén ‘fail to be able to bear’,*® fii zhi “fail to arrive™™
the specific force of fii has something contrastive about it. But
unfortunately I do not know how one would go about proving this.

The object of dé often turns out to be verbal:

HAZGMBB/R.
‘Duke Huan went to see him three times but failed to obtain an
“audience” with him.” (Hdnfeizl 36.11.3; cf. also 36.14.36 and 36.14.38)

Note that fii here supplies the anaphoric object not for the verb that
follows it but for the verb jidn ‘have an audience with’.

WZzmBR. HZBH.

WzmEE, fs28%.

HrmHEf. FZEE.

‘What you look at but fail to see is called subtle.

What you listen for but fail to hear is called rarified.

What you grope for but fail to get hold of is called intangible.’ (Ldoz! 14)

“3 For the latter meaning, cf. the opening lines of Liishi changia 9.3.

4 Cf. LYji, Zéngzi wen, ed. Couvreur 1:437£,; Shisanjing zhushi p. 1393 bottom,
1394 top, for two examples. See also Chingiifdnli ch. 1, ed. Lai p. 8:
RBHBA-

‘It cannot bear to record the day.’

%0 L1, Téngong, ed. Couvreur 1:127.
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Here the failure to see, to hear and to get hold of is far from deliberate.
The gloss ‘refuse’ is excluded. But so is contrastive stress on the
negation: we would be inclined to stress precisely the seeing, hearing and
getting hold of in English intonation. Saying that ‘not seeing’ is in
contrast with the expected ‘seeing’ will make the emphatic hypothesis
largely vacuous because strictly speaking every negation constrasts with
a corresponding assertion, although there are some syntactic idiomatic
collocations (the so-called negative polarity items) like ‘not caring a fig’
where one might insist that there is no positive equivalent.
The fif in this context is regular and seems idiomatically significant:

RMZABHBERT.
W2 i3k ..
W 22 T 3% 14 .

‘How rich is the power of the spirits and ghosts!

You look for them, but you fail to catch sight of them.

You listen out for them, but you fail to hear them.” (L1, Zhdngyong 16,
Couvreur p. 39)™

Here the contrastive stress, if any, is on the catching sight of them and
on the hearing them. _

Compare the current wéi zhi wén ‘have never heard of it (mostly
because there is no basis for it)’ with our fi wén “fail to (be able to) hear
(what one is listening out for, or what one would have liked to hear)’.5

BRBR TN Z

ELEBB/E.

“Whoever wishes to take thé empire and govern it I consider will
definitely fail to achieve his aim.” (LdozI ch. 29)

Note that jii is an intransitive verb ‘last long’. The following example
therefore poses a tricky problem for the anaphoric object hypothesis.

51 Cf. also Liji, Tangong 2.2.10, Couvreur 1:220. For three cases fii jian ‘fail to
see or find what you are looking for’, see Liji, Wensang, ed. Couvreur 11:554.

52 Cf. Zhangudce 3.3, ed. Zhi, p. 269 for a case of fii wén in which what is not
heard is what someone would be interested to hear.

Fu 41
R A. XHRATF.

“If Heaven and Earth fail to be able to make these last long, how much
less (can) men (achieve lasting results)?’ (Ldozi ch. 23)

Fii néng “(contrary to expectations or hopes:) fail to be able to’ comes
nineteen times in Hdnféizi alone. This sort of idiomatic collocation makes
it imperative to look for semantic motivation rather than for purely
syntactic analysis. There is, in my view, very good reason why we do
not find fi jiang ‘not be about to’ whereas we have fit néng all the time.

R, FHBH, RZURT, SR
FOTIE, #HNM.

“If it was not right or not according to the way, then if you enfeoffed
him with the whole world he would refuse to take note of that.

If you gave him one thousand horses he would refuse to cast a glance
at them.” (Méngzl 5A7, Shén p. 653)

Fi git ‘refuse to take note of” is a fixed idiom.

ERARE....
3 B2 5.

‘He refuses to eat what is not his proper food, ...
He refuses to pay special attention to his younger and elder brothers.’
(Hdnshiwaizhuan 1.25, Xi p. 26)

Note incidentally the slightly complex object after fii. This is a Han
innovation as far as I can see.
Many contexts allow for either a refusal or a failure to do something:

HBER.
‘[Benevolence, dutifulness, observance of the rites, and wisdom do not
give me lustre from the outside, they are in me originally.] It is just that
I have refused (failed) to think about this, that is all.” (Méngzi 6A6,
Shén p. 757)

Here the contrastive stress in the translation, if any, is on ‘think about’.
The same observation applies to the following:
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AAFRREE. ABRHER.

‘Everyone has something which is more noble than himself. One just
refuses (fails) to think about it that is all.” (Meéngzi 6A16, Shén p. 696)

It would never occur to one to think of stress or emphasis on the
negation. Again, fii si works like an idiom ‘fail to focus on, refuse to
think about (what you are expected to focus on or think about)’.

FzHERIE, BhED, RTRBADL, MEZETH.

“That the pliable overcomes the rigid, that the weak overcomes the
strong, this no one in the world fails to understand/recognize, but no one
is able to put it into practice.” (Ldoz ch. 78)

The relevant nuance is this: fit zki is ‘fail to understand’,>® whereas bit
zhi is ‘not know’. When Confucius says

A

“This I fail to understand!’ (Liji, Z&éngzi wén, ed. Couvreur 1:463)

his point is that he knows about a certain abuse, but fails to understand
or condone it.>* )

The difference intended by bit zhi and fit zhi is something like the
difference between ‘does not know’ and (1) ‘refuse to engage in
cognition’, or (2) ‘fail to (be able t0) understand or recognise (what he
ought to or would like to understand)’. Thus my theory predicts that we
should have things like fil wéi ‘refuse to engage in (assertive) action” and

fit zhi ‘refuse to engage in (assertive) cognition’.

53 Cf. Liishichiingii 9.4, ed. Chén p. 498; ibidem 15.8, ed. Chén p. 935; and
Zhangudce, Qin 1.5, ed. Zhi p. 142, as well as Zhangudcé, Qin 4.8, ed. Zhi p.
273: Weilidozi, ed. Zhong p. 77. .

4 For fii shi ‘fail to show awareness of’, see Liji, Tingong, ed. Shisanjing
zhushii p. 1275 top. In the meaning ‘be known’, as in Linyit 1.1, the verb zhl
can certainly not be negated by fii simply because in this meaning zhf is not a
transitive verb.

Fu 43

EBHUZSHRPEERB:
EHEREMIEF ZHAME T ZH
PEWBIER?

FHE: REER, HZ®RER:
AR, HZHR.
REFFPHNE:

A THR? AR F?
HHARAZH?

‘Great Purity asked No Beginning about these words: “In this case which
is right and which is wrong, No End’s refusing to engage in cognition
or No Action’s knowing?” .

No Beginning said: “Not knowing is deep, knowing things is shallow.
Refusing to engage in cognition is an inward matter, knowing about
things is an outward matter.”

Then Great Purity looked up and sighed, saying: “Is the refusal to engage
in cognition knowledge, and is knowing ignorance? Who understands the
knowing that does not know?”’ (Zhuangzl 22.59)

A. C. Graham (1981:163) treats fii as plain bit + zhi. Pulleyblank
(1978:119) posits a totally arbitrary difference in emphasis. I believe that
I provide a semantic account of the role of the negatives in this passage
which explains why the author picked one rather than another negative
in the various contexts.

Note particularly that in ‘Is knowing ignorance?” fii would have been
quite unacceptable, because then we would have to translate ‘Is knowing
a refusal to engage in cognition?” which is not a sensible question to ask
in the context. Thus I would argue that the distribution of negatives in
this instance is not as arbitrary as it may seem at first sight.

MERE. FEHBA.
‘He who knows refuses to speak. He who speaks fails to understand.
(Ldozi ch. 56)

MM, BRI
“When one knows but refuses (fails) to speak up, that is not called
“being mistaken”.” (Hdnféizi 43.3.12; three similar examples in this

context alone)
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BZARTE. AMAEH. £EFIK.

“If one reveals it, one will go uncharged. But if one knows it but fails to
reveal it the whole group is to be executed.” (Weilidozi, ed. Zhong p. 56;
there are four more exactly parallel passages on the same page)

The point here is that if one knows one may reasonably be expected to
speak up or to reveal it.

I expect a failure to act in a certain way in spite of superior knowledge
to be marked by fik:

AT, KAFHE. ...
MWL, RJHEHEH.

‘If one recognizes someone’s worth but refuses/fails to elevate the
person, then that cannot be called honouring the worthy. ...

If one recognizes his worth but refuses to serve him, then that cannot be
called honouring the worthy.” (Bdshi wiixingpidn, ed. Pang p. 80)

In any case, it is interesting to see how relatively stable the fii is in this
context:

BEIIHHEAHE. EBHEN.

HimsEs. 2ARED.

... and if Ximen Bao failed to understand how one uses (the water of the
river for irrigation), then this is his stupidity.

If he did realize it but refused (failed) to speak up on the matter, then
this is disloyalty.” (Liishichingia 16.5, Chén p. 990)

Here fii supplies the object to yong and has the whole verb phrase as its
scope.

Evidently, even if some version of the refusal hypothesis should in the
end turn out to be correct, the present suggested glosses for fii are
evidently not a panaecea for all sentences in Ldozi in which the character
occurs. I still cannot account for this sentence:

EPWHZ kR

(Ldozi ch. 4)

But then I have never thought I understood this sentence in the first
place.

Fu 45
3. Fii in the Remnants of Qin law

Fii in the Remnants of Qin law poses surprisingly few problems. Fil
generally precedes transitive verbs and very clearly tends to refer to
failures to do what one is supposed to do. The difficult cases will all be
taken up in detail below.

As a random sample of the unproblematic typical cases 1 shall first
present translations of some of the earliest occurrences of fi in the
recently unearthed Remnants of Qin law:

B AR T a0, RUEREZ IR

‘If someone from the prefect and cheng rank downwards knows about
this but refuses (fails) to take the matter up for judgment, then this is
clear avoidance of the ruler’s clear law.” (RQL ed. Peking 1978, p. 15)

B AT, W4 R PHAIARE.

“These are all serious crimes, and for the prefect or assistant to fail to
clearly realize this is very inappropriate.’ (RQL p. 16)

ARBB/E, ULSEH. .
‘If the prefect and the cheng fail to apprehend these, the prefect and th
cheng are to be denounced.” (RQL p. 16; cf. Weilidozl, ed. Zhong p. 77)

BAoREE. NEKkHE HEZAE. BHE.

‘When in case of selective circulation of cash or coins the chiefs of the
groups of five of the stall keepers refuse (fail) to denounce this, and the
officials are not diligent when making their rounds, all are guilty of a
crime.” (RQL 57, A45)

METRARRNLE, BURRZ.

‘If more than a year has passed and the office has refused (failed) to
enter (the right amount), or if the Ordinance has not been followed, in
both cases this will be sentences according to the Statutes.” (RQL 62,
A40)

Among the 79 cases of fi that I have managed to find in the Remnants
of Qin law, 59 cases where such that the verb negated by fii does not
occur in the context and where fii cannot be rendered by a negation with
contrastive stress. In 20 of the 79 cases the negated verb does reoccur in
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the context, although by no means all of these may naturally be taken to
involve contrastive stress.

In 67 out of the 79 cases, fii designates a refusal or failure to comply
with laws, statutes, regulations or general duties. Of the examples where
no failure to comply with rules is implied at all, four involve the current
idiom fii néng “fail to be able to do (what one should be able to do)’, which
is close enough to the original meaning and poses no special problems.

Two tricky examples involve the idiom fi y4. One might try to
exaggerate the contribution made by fii here and try to translate: ‘decide
that one does not wish to’, as in:

SRR AR,

‘It is not as if Yao and Shiin decided that they did not want this. It was
unobtainable.” (Sinbin bingfd, ed. Zhang p. 20; cf. Zhangudce, Qi 3.7,
ed. Zhil p. 575 and Zhdo 5.4, ed. Zhi p. 1085)

It looks as if the ancient Chinese way of saying ‘I refuse to’ is to say fil
yir. Here is a case where this does not involve an inappropriate failure to
do something:

Higsmhak. mE.

“If the former official decides he does not want this, one should not force
him.” (RQL 40 A22)

I agree that these two examples are uncomfortable for my analysis, but
they do not seem to me to be fatal.

For fii yix we have a rather interesting pair of examples. Consider first
a standard use of fi in front of one of the verbs for ‘to give’ and then a
later variant:

A RMRBIET.

PAETHT.

EEH: EHT?

BFH: TR, 8HT.

“The Baron of Zhi requested territory from Huédnzi of Wei.

Huinzi of Wéi refused to give it to him.

Rén Zhing asked: “Why did you refuse to give it to him?”

Huinzi replied: “He asked for territory without reason. Therefore I
refused to give it to him.”” (Zhangudcé, Wei 1.1, ed. Zhi p. 1133)

HiaRMRUET -

HFHRHEZ.

‘Earl Zhi asked for territory from Xuanzi of Wei.

Xuinzi decided that he did not want to give it to him.” (Hudindnzi, ed.
Lid 18.7a)

Yi Yué emends this to
BIpKZ

a less than happy suggestion. In any case fit yir is an idiom in Qin
Chinese. .

In spite of these attempts at an explanation the idiom fif yit remains
very puzzling.

There are some more puzzling cases:

hE. HebtUREZ.

‘He fails to get to serve his fine as forced labour. If he has been
dismissed, orders should be given to have him serve his fine as forced
labour, in accordance with the statutes.’ (RQL 63, A41)

This failure is according to the rules. We have noted the frequent idiom
fit dé “fail to achieve, fail to manage to’. Thus while special for the
technical language of the legal documents, this poses no problem for my
general hypothesis.

But here is a more tricky case:

HEE. R AL2Z.Z 5HF - ZRAR E. BN,
‘When (the culprit’s) household members, the (village) chief and the
(members of his) group of five shall be tried for his (crime) that is called
“the same punishment as”. When (the Statutes) say “reverse the
punishment” then one should refuse to try them.” (RQL 159, D 18. For
two examples zuo zhi ‘try him’ contrasting with fii zuo ‘refuse to try,
abstain from putting on trial’ cf. RQL 96, A82.)

As the standard negation of dang ‘shall, should” bit dang “shall not’ is
ubiquitous in the Qin legal texts, as my account would predict it should
be. The single exception here under discussion is special in that it
involves a refusal imposed by the law. One might be tempted to explain
the case by neg-raising, i.e. by saying that fii dang zuo is the result of
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raising the negation out of dang fii zuo ‘one should refuse to try him”.
Similar mechanisms can be seen at work in English sentences like ‘I
don’t think she’ll come’ which is used to say what would more
transparently be expressed by ‘I think she won’t come’.

The one remaining difficult fii for my present account is this:

TERA? BAZREARRERZE, P&,
MR hBZ, MELHEZiEd.

‘What is the meaning of “to involve others by concealing”? To involve
others by concealing means A taking along his clothes and hiding these
in B’s house, whereupon he announces that these are lost, wishing to
cause that B will be considered as having stolen them, whereas in fact
he (contrary to expectations and suspicions) did not steal them, that is
the meaning.” (RQL 240, D185)

There is no suggestion here of a failure to steal, even less of a refusal to
steal. I can only sheepishly submit there is, at least, a failure to meet
clear expectations or suspicions.

In Zhudngzi 1 find a passage which is worse for my analysis:

HERHBLEHAR.

“His falling foul of you will not take a long time.” (Zhuangzi 24.54)

In this sort of case Ding Shéngshl as well as Pulleyblank have no
explanation to offer. Neither have I. The case is very interesting because
it shows what kind of evidence one would have to accumulate in order
to disprove the present analysis.

4, Concluding remarks

If tomorrow we find fii yi as a (perhaps emphatic) variant of bit yi
meaning ‘not act (or be) in accordance with one’s duty’ then we shall
have found counterevidence to my thesis. Having written this I come
across the following:

REHFILUERS.

If this meant: “The large state did not behave in accordance with the
demands of duty and informed my humble city of this’, this would be
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most uncomfortable for my present analysis. But the phrase means
nothing of the kind. We must translate: “Your distinguished state refused
to regard this as being in accordance with duty and informed my
unworthy city of this.” (Zhangudcé 88, Qin 2.15, ed. Zhu p. 253, cf. I.1.
Crump p. 92)

Gido You glosses this passage as I predict and, I hasten to add, as Ding
Shéngshilt would have predicted on the basis of his fusion theory:

3 SCARBA g A

" “fii yi means ‘does not consider it as in accordance with duty’.”

The textual history here is fascinating. We are told that “one edition has

fit for bir (ibidem). We know that Gdo You’s text must have read fit yi

because he happens to have found the phrase difficult and because he has

given us a gloss for it. Fii yi being the lectio difficilior, Zhi Ziigéng is

surely right when he reads the text as I have reproduced it here.
According to our account,

AL B

cannot mean ‘ChSu Fii was not a loyal man” but comes to mean ‘refused
to treat him as loyal’ (Chingiifdnlit ch. 3, ed. Lai p. 46).

Huéng Jingxin (1958, no. 60) provides the following example for a use
of fi in front of an intransitive verb:

HiigRIR. P CHRE .

‘On another day I asked for the ring, but you, Minister of State, refused
to consider this as proper, and I refused to presume to repeat my
request.” (Zudzhuan, Duke Zhio 16, fu 3, ed. Shisanjing zhushi p. 2079,
bottom)

Hudng construes the zhi zhéng fil yi as ‘you, Minister of State, were
unrighteous’, but Yang B6jun (1981:1379) glosses correctly:

330, AP XA

This is as Ding Shéngshu would predict. It does not decide between his
interpretation and mine.
If I saw the graphs
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i

I would, together with Ding Shéngsh1, read fif hdo but tend to translate
not just ‘not (happen) to like (it)’ but ‘refuse to like’.> Fit yue would
have to be ‘decided he did not like” as in

REAEAMBE. %hEZ.
“The Lord of Méngchéng had a retainer and decided that he did not like
him. He wanted to expel the man.’ (Zhangudcé, Qi 3.8, ed. Zhi p. 577)

The story ends well in every way. Having been told that he yit zhii Zh
‘wanted to expel him’ we now hear:

THh%. -

‘He decided he would not expel the man.” (Ibidem)

The pattern where someone wants to do X to someone but decides not
to do it to him (fif X) is common:

. BREZ. ...

®EH: &F. T

‘(The King of) Chil grew angry and was about to take legal action
against the man. ...

The King of Chii said: “All right.” And he abstained from taking legal
action against him.” (Zhangudce, e.g. in Hin 2.10, ed. Zhi p. Kuwv.

I expect a current expression like fi git ‘refuse to pay any attention to,
refuse to even look at’ (passim), fi chii ‘refuse to let out’,>® fit riv
‘refuse to let in’,>’ fii si ‘refuse to die for him’,® fii tii ‘refuse to take

55 Cf. Zhudangzi 6.19 which is unfortunately opaque in the relevant respect.
% Zhangudce, Chit 2.8, ed. Zhd, p. 791.
57 Zhanguéce, Han 3.11, ed. Zhi p. 1480.

%8 Sanbin bingfi, ed. Zhang, p. 174.
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this into account’,” fi xié ér git ‘refuse to say farewell to someone and
leave’,%° wing zhé fii song means ‘refuse to send off those who go
away’.5! Note incidentally, that bit zhi song in this context would be
unacceptable. Fui jiin is current for ‘refuse to rescue’,%? but an
expression like fii kong ‘not get scared’ (and indeed a causative usage of
kong to mean ‘cause to be scared’) would be curious and would need a
very special context in order not to count as counterevidence. Fi na, if
indeed it ever occurs, and if my hypothesis turns out right, has to mean
‘refuse to get angry (at someone or something)’ and not “(happen to) not
get angry at him’. Fii ming meaning ‘not be called [so-and-so}” would
be a counterexample to my hypothesis, whereas fii wéi ‘refuse to act as,
refuse to do it should be current.®® Fi rit ‘refuse to enter’ would not
create a problem, neither should ji ér fii na ‘keep at a distance and refuse
to let in’® but fii zai ‘not be inside’ would be prima facie
counterevidence against my hypothesis.

If fii rdn ever meant ‘happen not to consider to be the case’ then that
would be neat counterevidence to my claim. If I saw the construction I
would be inclined to interpret it as ‘refuse to consider (it) as so/right’
and not just as ‘(happen) not (to) think of it as being so’. Fil yué would
have to mean ‘refuse to be amused’ and it will presuppose that someone
has been trying to amuse. The phrase should never simply mean ‘happen
to be &mv_ommna,.& Similarly for fii shi ‘refuse to (not: happen 10)

 Zhanguéce, Zhao 1.3, ed. Zhi p. 881.
8 Zhangudce, Qi 6.6, ed. Zhii p. 690.
81 Siinbin bingfd, ed. Zhang p. 130.

62 Zhangudce, Qi 1.6, ed. Zhi p. 487; Zhangudce, Yan 1.3, ed. Zhi p. 1513;
Siinbin bingfi ed. Zhang p. 95; Jingfa p. 60.

63 Cf. Zhangudce, Han 3.5, ed. Zhu p. 1468; Zhangudce, Yan 2.11, ed. Zhi p.
1629.

8¢ Chingiiafdnli ch. 4, ed. Lai p. 65.
65 Cf. the famous story of the man who is fond of swearing and of using extra-

vagant language in Liishi chiingiit 9.3, where his audience, the mén rén, are said
to fil yué: ‘refuse to be amused [by his verbal efforts]’. I used to think of this
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consider as right or correct’. In any case I refuse to consider as correct
any hypothesis on fii which does not run a very well-defined risk of
being proved wrong by future evidence.
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Appendix: Character glossary

(expressions not found in this list, may be found in the references
section; the number between brackets refers to the page of first
occurrence)

3 bian (34)

A bt (2)

Y bt ding (47)

N b hui (17)

Rk b hud (16)

y Y/ bil jian (24)

7R T T B bl jian ér ming (25)

A bit jing (6)

N bit j (21)

rE®% bit kén shou (25)

A% bt I1&i (17)

AEA bl shang rén (7)

Rk bi shi (15)

A bl wéi (23)

Al X B bt wéi X yong (21)

A bl WS (2)

A bl yi (48)

i bl yii(19)

A5 b yi (35)

A b yi (23)
N b yi wei (23)

AR bl zhén (2)

rz b zhi (5)

A bl zhi (42)

AZik bii zhi song (51)

E chén (36)

= dang (47)

L ghAR dang fii zud (48)

7 dé (36)

< 318 féng shi (8)

i) fa (1)

9%  fil 3i (38)

i f bian (34)

%, REtdh fii, bt kén y& (25)
5 H fis chid (50)
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fii dang zud (47)
fé dé (1)

fa & (15)

fi féng (20)

fi féng shi (20)
fi gan (19)

fd gan (37, fn.47)
fa g (41)

fa guai (19)

fi gui (14)

fi hué (19)

fa huo (16)

fa ji (15)

fa jian (2)

fii jiang (41)

fa jing (6)

fia jin (51)

fa ju (20)

fir k& X (39)

fii kéng (51)

fia 1&i (17)

fid mi (16, fn.20)
fi ming (51)

fii néng (39)

fi nd (21)

fi qi (39)

fa ran (51)

fa rén (39)

fa ra (18)

fi it (50)

fi ruo (18)

fi sang (19)

fa shi (15)

f shi (42, fn. 54)
f shi (24)

fi shi (51)

fii shou (15)

fii s1 (42)

fia si (50)

fa si(18)

fi ting (2)

fa ta (50)

fia wang (9, fn.7)
fi wéi (30)

fia wei (20)

fiit wén (40)

fa wo (2)

fa wi (20)

fi xié ér qu (51)
fi xid (21)

fa xin (21)

fi yi (10)

fi yi (48)

fi ying (19)

fit you (28)

fa yi (20)

fa yu yan (35, fn.46)
fia yu (46)

fia yue (50)

fir zai (51)

fid zhén (2)

fa zhi (16)

fii zhi ting (10)
fi zhi (39)

fi zhi zhi (21)
fi zi + V (33)
fi zuod (47)

gan (3)

gan (19)

Gio You (24)
gi (31, fn. 43)
guai zhi (19)
Guiinzi (3)
Hdnshiwaizhuan (15)
Hanshi (14, fn. 12)
Han Zhaodi (4)
Hé Xia (12)
Hudindnzi (3)
jian (39)
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jill (40)

ja (28)

jut ér fi na (51)
kong (51)

1ei (17)

Lid Filing (5)
Miwangdui (1)
ménrén (51, fn. 65)
néng (36)

nit wo (21)

qii ér fa dé (15)
rin (14)

rén (7)

rd zh1 (14)

shéng (28)

Shijing (3)

shi zhi (15)
Shisanjimgzhiishit (9)
shi (20)

shi (28)

Shishuo xinyii (5)
Shajing (6)

si (18)

Sanzt (3)

sud fi + V (33)
sud yi (26)

Wing Bi (2)

wing zhé fi song (51)
wéi (21)

wéi zhi (37)

wei (28)

wei (36)

wei zhi wén (40)
Weénxudn (5)

wii huo zhi (16)
wii sang wo (19)
wi wéi (31, fn. 43)
wi shi (15)

wi shi zhi (15)

wil zhi (20)

N

[

N S R R E D

Fo

xing (32)

xi zhi (21)
yan (14)

yan (36)

yi (6)

yi(14)

i (7)

Yijing (20)
yong (44)

you (28)

you zhi (28)
yi zhi (19)

yi (4)

Yi Yue (47)
yi zh1 (14)

yi (35)

yu zhi zhi (50)
z3i (28)

z€ (31, fn. 43)
Zhangudcé (3)
zhing (28)
Zhao Qi (5)
zhi (8)

zhi (42, fn. 54)
zhi zhéng fi yi (49)
zhi sefi (8)
Zhouli (10, fn.8)
zhi (33)

zhui ér fi ji (15)
i (29)

zud zh1 (47)

59



J.C.P. Liang and R.P.E. Sybesma (Eds.)
From Classical FU to 'Three Inches High*
Swdies on Chinese in Honor of Erik Ziircher
Leuven/Apeldoorn
Garant
1993 - First edition
X + 194 p. -24 cm
D/1993/5779/53
ISBN 90-5350-249-1
NUGI 941

Cover: Bert Brys
© The authors and Garant Publishers

All Rights reserved. v
No part of this publication may be reproduced,
stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted in any form or by any means,
electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording or otherwise
without the prior permission of the copyright owners.

Garant
Tiensesteenweg 83, 3010 Leuven - Kessel-Lo (Belgium)
Koninginnelaan 96, 7315 EB Apeldoorn (The Netherlands)

NI

32101 038345938 CONTENTS
List of Contributors vil
Preface ix

CHRISTOPH HARBSMEIER

> Fii in the Mawangdui manuscripts of the Laozi and in the
> Remnants of Qin law

~

™ HENRIETTE HENDRIKS

w Where do events take place: setting the spatial frame in
2 Chinese children’s narratives

o~

JIANG SHAOYU
Colloquial words in Hui Lin’s Yigiejing yiny:

L1 PING
The acquisition of the zai and ba constructions in
i~ Mandarin Chinese

Q
~ J.C.P. LIANG
& Cultural transposition in translation

p
& PETER PEVERELLI
% The category of adjective in Chinese grammars

SHEN JIAXUAN

N A meta-linguistic adverb hao in Mandarin Chinese

2 RINT SYBESMA
™~ Duration, frequency and the Postverbal Constraint

JEROEN WIEDENHOF
“Three inches high’ in Mandarin

61

85

103

121

129

141

153

183



