Titles in The Formation and Development of Academic Disciplines in
Twentieth-Century China Series

Learning to Emulate the Wise: The Genesis of Chinese Philosophy as an
Academic Discipline in Twentieth-Century China

Edited by John Makeham

Sociology and Anthropology in Twentieth-Century China:
Between Universalism and Indigenism

Edited by Arif Dizlik, with Guannan Li and Hsiao-pei Yen

Transforming History: The Making of a Modern Academic Discipline in
Twentieth-Century China

Edited by Brian Moloughney and Peter Zarrow




Learning to Emulate the Wise:

The Genesis of Chinese Philosophy as an
Academic Discipline in Twentieth-Century China

Edited by John Makeham

The Chinese University Press




Learning to Emulate the Wise:
The Genesis of Chinese Philosophy as an
Academic Discipline in Twentieth-Century China

Edited by John Makeham
© The Chinese University of Hong Kong 2012

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may

be reproduced or transmitted in any form or by any
means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopying,
recording, or any information storage and retrieval
system, without permission in writing from

The Chinese University of Hong Kong.

ISBN: 978-962-996-478-8

THE CHINESE UNIVERSITY PRESS
The Chinese University of Hong Kong
SHA TIN, N.T., HONG KONG

Fax: +852 2603 6692

Fax: 4852 2603 7355

E-mail: cup@cuhk.edu.hk

Website: www.chineseupress.com

Printed in Hong Kong



No matter whether in ancient times or modern, nor East or West, when the
culture of a people reaches a certain level, then without exception the culture
of that people will have a type of philosophy.

—Wang Guowei (1906)

Every philosophical system has its special spirit, its unique appearance; each
age, each people, has its philosophy.
—Feng Youlan {1931)

Any cultural system has its own philosophy, otherwise it does not constitute a
cultural system. Accordingly, if one acknowledges China’s cultural system,
then one naturally acknowledges Chinese philosophy.

—Mou Zongsan (1963)
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About the Series

The Formation and Development of Academic
Disciplines in Twentieth-Century China

john Makeham, Series Editor

The series is the principal outcome of three annual workshops held in
Canberra, Beijing and Hong Kong between 2007 and 2009 on the topic of
“the Formation and Development of Academic Disciplines in Twentieth-
Century China.” Our aim in these workshops was to construct a histori-
cally informed multidisciplinary framework to examine the complex
processes by which traditional Chinese knowledge systems and indige-
nous grammars of knowledge construction interacted with Western para-
digms to shape the formation and development of modern academic
disciplines in China. The modern disciplines were formed as intellectuals
sought new roles for themselves in the context of dramatic political
change. New institutions—above all academic (schools, universities) and
media (newspapers, book publishing)—provided the social basis for
much work on specialized disciplines from the late Qing through the
Republican period. The mutual interaction of traditional Chinese and
modern Western knowledge paradigms and institutional practices shaped
the formation and development of modern academic disciplines in China.
Modern scholarship remains largely silent about how different
domains of traditional knowledge practice responded to common chal-
lenges and the consequences of this for subsequent disciplinary develop-
ments. To what extent were new knowledge systems viewed as tools in the
recovery of tradition rather than its abandonment? What were the
thematics, conversations, controversies, and dominant modes of argu-
ment across these domains as they responded to the new challenges? To
what extent and under what conditions did practitioners of traditional
forms of learning concede authority to Western knowledge paradigms?
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Specifically, we have sought to understand and analyze how tradi-
tional forms of Chinese scholarship were adapted to new knowledge para-
digms; to identify the role played by indigenous “grammars” (inherited
problematics and standards of rational justification) in shaping the
formation of academic disciplines, and the concrete forms in which these
grammars interacted with Western paradigms and concepts; to demon-
strate how indigenous grammars of knowledge construction, and their
ongoing complex interaction with Western paradigms, decisively influ-
enced the formation and development of individual academic disciplines;
and to examine the significance of the growing trend toward the indi-
genization (bentuhua) of knowledge systems and how it relates to broader
contemporary concerns about the indigenization of knowledge in many
social science and humanities disciplines.
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Chapter 5
Hu Shi and the Search for System

John Makeham

Where can we find a congenial stock with which we may organically link the
thought-systems of Modern Europe and America, so that we may further
build up our own science and philosophy on the new foundation of an
internal assimilation of the old and the new?

—THu Shi (1922)'

This chapter argues that intellectual historian Hu Shi #13 (1891-1962)
presented pre-Qin masters (zi F) writings as the foundational texts of
Chinese philosophy in his The Development of the Logical Method in
Ancient China and Zhongguo zhexueshi dagang [An outline of the history
of Chinese philosophy]. I show how Hu creatively appropriated John
Dewey’s concept of “genetic method” and used it to give a central place to
“logic” in the historical development of Chinese philosophy. By placing
philosophers and schools of thought in an historical narrative, Hu sought
to use “historical method” to reveal the unfolding course of this inner
logic over time: the system of Chinese philosophy. I identify the connec-
tion between Hu’s own “logical method” and Dewey’s genetic method
and Wilhelm Windelband’s views on the goals of writing a history of
philosophy; and draw attention to the role that the “history of Chinese
philosophy” genre played in articulating Hu’s vision of Chinese philos-
ophy, and twentieth-century notions of “Chinese philosophy” more
generally.

In chapters 2 and 3 I argued that over the course of the first decade of
the twentieth century, the confluence of three factors—the revival of
interest in Masters Studies (#7T4), the impact of Meiji scholarship on
the evaluation of Chinese philosophy, and the re-introduction of Yogacara
philosophy in China—contributed to logic’s (#EEE, 48, ZEHE) being
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regarded as a necessary precondition for the existence of “Chinese philos-
ophy.”* Intriguingly, regardless of whether scholars at the time (Chinese
and Japanese) acknowledged or denied the existence of China’s own early
traditions of logic, the ensuing discourse played a vital role in shaping the
nascent form of Chinese philosophy as an academic discipline. It is little
wonder Hu Shi’s watershed 1919 publication Zhongguo zhexueshi dagang
FEHFA R 7 [An outline of the history of Chinese philosophy)—based
on his 1917 Columbia University PhD dissertation, The Development of
the Logical Method in Ancient China—devoted large sections to topics
such as Confucius’ rectification of names, Mohist disputation, Hui Shi,
and Gongsun Long, as well as Xunzi’s theories about names, mingxue
4% (or logic as Hu regarded it).”

Hu Shi’s intellectual development was, of course, profoundly influ-
enced by his dissertation supervisor and teacher, pragmatist philosopher
John Dewey (1859-1952), on the matter of logic. He relates, for example,
that when he took Dewey’s class on “Schools of Logic,” “it inspired me to
decide upon ‘The Evolutionary History of Chinese Philosophical Method’
as my dissertation topic.” Moreover, even before taking Dewey’s class, “I
had already read his writings, one of which was called “The Various Stages
of Logical Thought.’ ... In the essay Dewey maintained that the process
of thinking for both humankind and individuals has to proceed through
four stages.” The second stage “has to be founded upon a fondness for
disputation and the practice of open discussion, and then this will lead to
thinking consistent with logic. This point greatly stimulated my interest
because in Chinese we refer to logical thinking as bian % (disputation).”*
The young Hu Shi also had a special fondness for the pre-Qin masters
because “it seems as if the future of Chinese philosophy will depend
greatly on the revival of those eatly philosophical schools.... The sort of
soil suited to the transplantation of the most outstanding results from
Western philosophy and science can be found among these schools.”>

Particularly noteworthy is that Hu also specifically praised Zhang
Binglin F4AB¥ (Taiyan K#) (1869-1936) for his contributions to the
revival of Masters Studies:

In modern times, scholars such as Sun Yirang #3 (1848-1908) and
Zhang Binglin poured all of their energies into developing Masters Studies.
Hence, nowadays, Masters Studies—which formerly was an appendage to
classical studies——has actually become a specialist field of learning.... Only
with Zhang Taiyan did Masters Studies develop in a systematic fashion,
quite independent of the Masters Studies used merely for textual collation
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and the glossing of old terms and phrases [in Qing evidential and textual
scholarship].®

Clearly, Hu had been inspired by Zhang in regard to Masters Studies. One
obvious example is that just as Zhang Taiyan did not use the term mingjia
to refer to the School of Names represented by Gongsun Long and Hui
Shi, but used it more generally to refer to works on logic such as Mozi and
Xunzi, Hu Shi made the following comments in his 1918 essay “Hui Shi,
Gongsun Long de zhexue” M - 2 FRFEATITEE [The philosophy of Hui Shi
and Gongsun Long]:

In ancient times there never was a School of Names (& #). Irrespective of
to which school of philosophy one might refer, they all had a basic scholarly
method. This method is the “science of names” (mingxue £5% [luoji ]
[IM: this is Hu's own gloss]) of that particular school.... Because each school
had a science of names (£ %££), there was no “School of Names.” Nevertheless,
research on the science of names produced by the later Mohists was a little
more profound than that produced by other schools, that is all.”

It follows that Hu would similarly have been well aware of the new field of
early Chinese logic that had been opened up by Zhang and other late-
Qing scholars. The major innovation taken by Hu was to draw upon this
newfound interest in logic and its connection with Masters Studies as the
basis for writing a history of Chinese philosophy.

1. Histories of Chinese Philosophy before Hu Shi

For much of the twentieth century the writing of histories of Chinese
philosophy and the ongoing elaboration, refinement, and re-telling of
those histories were instrumental in defining and sustaining the develop-
ment of the discipline of Chinese philosophy. Crucially, particular
aspects of traditional thought and scholarship became identified as
exemplifying Chinese philosophy. There was a precedent for this in nine-
teenth-century Germany, where, it has been argued, “the history of
philosophy was indeed part of philosophy—philosophy understood as an
academic discipline.... To know the history of philosophy in detail was
seen as a prerequisite for philosophizing. This was a widespread belief in
the 19th century.”® The significance of this is suggestive, given Hu's debt
to German philosopher Wilhelm Windelband’s (1848—1915) A History of
Philosophy with Especial Reference to the Formation and Development of its
Problems and Conceptions (discussed below).
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Hu Shi made a seminal contribution to the writing of histories of
Chinese philosophy in China. He was not, however, the first scholar to do
so. As already noted, quite a few histories of Chinese philosophy written
by Japanese scholars at the turn of the nineteenth century provided
models for Chinese scholars. In addition, two Chinese scholars had
already produced the first Chinese histories of Chinese philosophy: Xie
Wuliang’s #f44t (1884-1964) Zhongguo zhexueshi FEPEL [History of
Chinese philosophy]; and Chen Fuchen’s Bifif /% (1859-1917) Zhuzi zhexue
7 T4 [Philosophy of the [pre-Qin] Masters] (1914, manuscript) and
Zhongguo zhexueshi B4 % [History of Chinese philosophy] (1916,
manuscript).

Xie Wuliang, who had studied in Japan in 1903 and 1904, was
working as an editor with the publishing house Zhonghua shuju F##F
when he published Zhongguo zhexueshi, the first general history of
Chinese philosophy written by a Chinese scholar in 1916. In the preface,
Xie acknowledged the achievements earlier scholars had made to the
genre of the history of Chinese philosophy: “When it comes to writing a
book describing the origin and development of a single school of thought
(B4JK), none is more precise than Zhu Xi’s Yi-Luo yuanyuan lu %5535 5%
{Records of the Yi-Luo school]. When it comes to writing a book that
draws together the schools of thought in a single dynasty, none is more
detailed than Huang Zongxi’s #5553 (1610-1695) Song-Yuan ru xue'an &
TEHiEER S [Case studies of Song and Yuan ru] and Ming ru xuean WfGEER
[Case studies of Ming ruj. The stylistic layout of each is also close to what
today we call histories of philosophy.”

Unlike these compilations, however, Xie set himself the goal of
writing the first general history (that is, one not restricted to a single
dynasty or a single period such as the pre-Qin period or the Han period)
of Chinese philosophy, spanning individual thinkers and schools from
Confucius until the Qing dynasty.” The next such general history, Zhong
Tai’s slig& (1888-1979) Zhongguo zhexueshi SFETTEESE, was not published
until 1929. (Hu Shi’s Zhongguo zhexueshi js not a general history, despite
the title.} Japanese scholars had already produced a number of general
histories of Chinese philosophy. Their model for the writing of general
histories was provided by nineteenth-century publications by German
scholars such as Wilhelm Gottlieb Tennemann (1761-1819), Georg
Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1770-1831), Heinrich Ritter (1791-1869), Albert
Schwegler (1819-1857), Albert Stockl (1823—1895), and Wilhelm Windel-
band, among others. Xie also included a discussion of the genesis of
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Chinese philosophy in the high antiquity of the sage kings and cultural
heroes. In these respects the book resembles some of the Japanese histo-
ries of Chinese philosophy already published, as does the periodization
scheme adopted as the broad framework: Ancient (£#), Medieval (1),
and Early Modern (3£{t). From the 1880s Meiji historians had begun to
write national histories for both China and Japan, many of which were
translated and adopted for use in China as textbooks. In this process the
model of the general history came to displace that of the dynastic
history.® Zhang Taiyan’s early views (1900) on revising the way national
histories were compiled rejected the dynastic approach in favor of a four-
part periodization: Age of Uncultivated Simplicity (BmgR{t), Age of
Humanism {AXE#4E), Age of Full Development (83 K:{L), and Age of
Decline (FE###4L). Similarly in his 1901 “Zhongguoshi xulun” [ 5 £
#% [Prolegomena to a history of Chinal, Liang Qichao JZ/# (1873-1929)
adopted a tripartite division: Age of Antiquity (£ i), Medieval Age ("1it),
and Modern Age (EH#)." Hu Shi’s Zhongguo zhexueshi dagang also
subscribed to a tripartite periodization for the history of Chinese philos-
ophy: Ancient, Medieval, and Modern. The ancient period extended from
the time of Laozi to that of Han Fei. He also referred to this period as the
Age of Masters’ Philosophy.™

Xie outlined the task of writing a history of philosophy as follows: “to
describe the broad trend of changes in philosophy since its beginning; to
discuss individuals in the context of their times; to select key doctrines;
to examine differences and similarities in thought; and to adopt the genre
of historical biography.” This approach combines the narrative form of
intellectual history, historical biography, and analysis of concepts.
Although Xie stated that he selected the key doctrines of the individuals
and schools included in the volume and described those doctrines using
the methods of classification employed in modern philosophy-—meta-
physics, epistemology and ethics—his lack of familiarity with Western
philosophy quite possibly contributed to the book’s failure to generate
much interest among his contemporaries. This lack of familiarity with
the content and scope of Western philosophy is evident in the following
comments: “In ancient times, it was dacshu i {methods of the way)
that always constituted the learning of men of education and the
gentleman. [So long as] one was up to the task of learning, then the way
would be found therein. When ancient officials lost [responsibility for
learning], then learning became scattered [amongst the people] and came
to be called ruxue, daoxue and lixue. The Buddhists call it yixue 555 in
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the West it is called zhexue. The actual referent in each case is the
same.”

Chen Fuchen was appointed professor of history at Peking University
in 1913, and in the following year he started teaching a course called
“Masters Philosophy” (zhuzi zhexue 3-TEE). In 1915 he began offering
“The History of Chinese Philosophy” (Zhongguo zhexueshi HEELS).
(As continued to be the practice, students in the Division of Letters could
take a range of courses offered by other departments.) Lecture notes
based on each course are preserved in Chen’s collected writings. The
course on Masters Philosophy is significant because it confirms that the
writings of the pre-Qin masters were classed as philosophy at Peking
University no later than 1913, two years after the establishment of the
University and one year before the establishment of the Philosophy
Department {(Zhexue men 45E2M). In fact, Masters Studies courses had
been taught at the Imperial University (Jingshi daxuetang FHiA54), the
forerunner of Peking University, since at least 1902. According to a publi-
cation compiled by students who graduated from the Philosophy Depart-
ment of Peking University in 1925, courses “related to philosophy” were
taught in the teacher’s college part of the university (the forerunner of
Peking Normal University): ethics, education, psychology, interpersonal
morals, biology, and Zhou-Qin masters.

The first point to note about Chen’s Zhongguo zhexueshi is that its
coverage barely steps out of the prehistoric era: it starts with cultural hero
Fuxi {R% and finishes with the legendary Jiang Taigong 35K4.'® The
second point is that Chen clearly privileged ru teachings over Masters
texts. In the preface, after having also commented on the importance of
daoshu in early Chinese philosophy, he concluded: “The methods of the
ru provide the ultimate model. When Zhuangzi discussed the learning of
the eleven lineages beginning with Mo Di and Qin Huali, he did not list
Confucius and Mencius. This is because the daoshu proceeded from the
rujia.”'® After he died in 1916, the History of Chinese Philosophy course
at Peking University was taken over by historian Chen Hanzhang Btz
(1863-1938), and then by intellectual historian Ma Xulun B4{f (1885—
1970). When Hu Shi took up his position in the Philosophy Department
in 1917, he joined Chen and Ma in teaching the course."”

2. Zhongguo zhexueshi dagang

In the preface to Hu’s Zhongguo zhexueshi dagang, President of Peking
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University Cai Yuanpei #5505 (1868--1940) identified four distinguishing
features of the book:

1. It gave extensive attention to verifying authorship and textual
authenticity.

2. It began the history of early Chinese philosophical thought with
Laozi and Confucius rather than with the sage kings of antiquity.

3. It placed the various masters on an equal footing rather than giving
preferential treatment to one group or sub-group.

4. It provided systematic accounts of the schools and their development
over an extended period."

According to intellectual historian Yu Yingshi £&2£0#: “In regard to
these four points, of course Hu had been influenced by Western history
of philosophy, but at the same time [Hu’s approach] was compatible with
the inner development (RTEEERE) of evidential learning. If there are only
external influences and no internal basis [for a change in intellectual
orientation or paradigm], then it can only be called a ‘conquest’ and not a
‘revolution.””® Yu proceeds to draw particular attention to the second
and third points, identifying them as bearing the hallmarks of a truly
revolutionary approach to historiography. He identifies them as the inevi-
table products of the unfolding of the “inner logic” and “inner develop-
ment” of Qing-dynasty evidential learning.®’

Hu’s own recollection suggests a more complex situation:

Dewey’s analysis of systematic thought helped me to understand the basic
steps of ordinary scientific research. He also helped me [to understand]
Chinese classical learning (i #8487) of the past several thousand years—
in particular of the past three hundred years—as well as the methods of
Chinese historians, such as kaojuxue 988 and kaozhengrue #iH4:. In
English, [ translate these traditional methods of research as “evidential
investigation” (the investigation of evidence), that is, evidence-based
investigation. Something should not be believed if it lacks verification. At that
time very few people {(indeed, no-one) had thought of the methodological
points in common shared by modern scientific methods and China’s ancient
evidential investigation. I was the first person to talk about this. I was able to
do this because of what I had learned from the theory in the relevant parts
of Dewey’s thought,”!

This does not, of course, mean that Hu was not influenced by develop-
ments closer to home, particularly the revival of Masters Studies.”” As
with his predecessors in China, Hu also identified logic as a distin-
guishing feature of classical Chinese philosophy, arguing that Chinese
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philosophy had developed various logical methods that had been over-
looked. He also emphasized the role of ordered structure and system.
Thus in the preface to his 1917 dissertation, The Development of the
Logical Method in Ancient China (Chinese translation 1919), he wrote: “The
most important ... task in a work of this kind is, of course, the interpreta-
tion and construction or re-construction of the philosophical systems.”*
As discussed in chapter 2 of this volume, this dual emphasis on logic and
on providing ordered, systematic accounts of thought and schools of
thought had its origins in Japanese scholarship of the late Meiji period.

3. Genetic Method

The model for Hu's system came via Dewey’s pragmatism, which Hu
regarded as a method and not a theory, the spirit of which was “experi-
mentalism” (P8 E3%). According to Hu, experimentalism consists of
two methods: the laboratory method and the genetic method, The labo-
ratory method eschews certainties and absolute truths and is character-
ized by the ongoing replacement of old hypotheses with new ones. The
genetic method studies how and why something came about, in order to
understand what it is. I believe that Hu’s “revolutionary” contribution
actually lies in his idiosyncratic interpretation of Dewey’s “genetic
method™ (or as applied to history, “historical method”). Dewey had cred-
ited Darwin’s theory of the origin of the species as freeing-up a new
logic—one no longer constrained by a teleology or by immutable or abso-
lute truths—that could be applied to morality and values. In particular,
he understood this “new logic” to refer to “process” and “enabling condi-
tions” rather than cause and effect. He referred to this new logic as the
“genetic method”™ “The genetic method, whether used in experimental or
historical science, does not ‘derive’ or ‘deduce’ a consequent from an
antecedent, in the sense of resolving it or dissolving it, into what has gone
before.... The antecedent is of worth because it defines one term of the
process of becoming; the consequent because it defines the other term.
Both are strictly subordinated to the process to which they gave terms,
limits.”

Hu Shi maintained that “the consequence of applying the evolu-
tionary perspective to philosophy is the production of a type of ‘historical
method.”” He glossed historical method as zusun de fangfa HIREIH #% (the
method of grandfather-grandson; presumably a rendering of Dewey’s
“genetic method”), stating that “Dewey never regarded an institution or a
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doctrine as something autonomous; he always regarded it as a segment,
one end of which is its enabling cause and the other end of which is the
effect that it brought about. At one end is its grandfather; at the other end
is its grandson. Once both ends have been grasped, then it will never run
away again!”*® The opening sentence of the first substantive paragraph in
Hu’s Zhongguo zhexueshi dagang states:

Generally, a particular theory does not just fall out of the sky. If we are able
to study it carefully, we will certainly be able to find that the theory has had
many antecedent causes and many subsequent effects. For example, in an
essay, the theory is simply one part of the essay. That part certainly does not
arise and depart without leaving traces. For sure there will be a relationship
of receiving and opening up, of inheriting what has preceded and ushering
in what is to follow. If the causes of the theory are not understood, then
its true import cannot be understood. If the effects of the theory are not
understood, then its place in history cannot be understood.?

Later he stated: “T have always sought to find the cause and effect of every
single thing and institution rather than regard them as autonomous
things lacking any trace of where they have come from or where they go
to. This attitude is the historical attitude.... The historical attitude is an
important element in pragmatism.”

Whereas for Dewey, the genetic or historical method was concerned
with identifying “process” and the conditions/circumstances under which
something comes into existence, Hu’s (mis-)understanding of Dewey’s
notion of genetic method® led him to conceive of historical change as
involving isolatable chains of causes and effects. The following remarks
are from Hu’s 1919 clarion call to “re-organize the national heritage®
(MR )

In regard to old learning and thought, I have only one positive proposal and
that is to “reorganize the nation’s past” Re-organizing consists of finding
an ordered sequence within disarray; of finding canses and effects within
complete disorder; of finding real meanings within rubbish and nonsense;
of finding true values within arbitrariness and superstition.... Therefore, the
first step is to organize a logical sequence. Because very few of the former
scholars who studied the ancient books had held the outlook of historical
evolution [the genetic theory of history], they were not particular about
origins and learning and the causal relations of thought. Therefore, the
second step is to find out how all learning and thought arose, and after
arising, what influences and results it had.”
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In other words, Hu Shi assumed not only that history is a matter of evolu-
tionary progression, or historical development, but also that there is a
logical sequence, a causal relationship, between one historical event and
another. Importantly, he applied this thinking to his understanding of
the history (and internal dynamics) of Chinese philosophy, distinguishing
two threads (xiansuo §13): external (4M9) and internal (A&Y). “External
threads” refers to social, political and other contextual factors; “internal
threads” refers to “a kind of method, a philosophical method, the foreign
name of which is logic.” He maintained that “logic” here refers to some-
thing broader in compass than mingxue %% or lunlixue . “External
threads simply undergo change, whereas no matter how many changes an
internal thread experiences, it can never move from a definite path [of
development].”*® Elsewhere he explains: “The particular perspective
adopted in this book seeks to grasp the logical method (247 %) (logical
method [ #:), that is, the method of thought} of each philosopher or
each school of thought. I take this to be the central topic of the history of
philosophy.”

What was this fixed path of development, this inner logic, which Hu
identified with the application of his logical method to Chinese philos-
ophy? His most succinct account is provided in his 1921 essay on the topic
of the “threads” in Chinese philosophy where he presents Laozi and
Confucius as marking the beginnings of Chinese philosophy. Whereas
Laozi was strongly opposed to all forms of social institutions, Confucius
maintained that social institutions could and should be improved. “After
Chinese philosophy experienced the appearance of these two systems (&
&%), its inner thread (A78)—its method—continued to change but not
move beyond [the parameters delineated by] these two types.”* Hu does
not deny that context also has a bearing on this inner thread, but this
inner thread has its own integrity:

Thought necessarily develops according to context: as context changes, so
too must thought change. In all cases, if a particular method cannot adapt to
new demands, then new methods will develop. Some of these methods will
adjust to the various former methods in order to adapt to the new demands.
If one is able to identify the changes in method, then one will be able to
grasp the thread of thought. Thought “inherits what has gone before and
opens up what is to come”™—it has a definite thread and does not fluctuate
erratically, in a completely undisciplined fashion.®
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Central to the inner thread of traditional Chinese philosophy is the
concept of names {#), with one parameter being marked by Laozi’s
method of “no names” (#4), the other by Confucius’ rectification of
names (IE4). The Mohists’ attention to names and actualities (&)
occupied a position in between. Hu proceeded to apply his method to
identify Ji Kang & (223-262), Lu Jiuyuan FEJLIH (1139-1192), Wang
Yangming FRGH (1472-1529), and Tan Sitong FFAFA (1865-1898) as all
inclining to the “no names” persuasion, and Mencius, Xunzi, and Dong
Zhongshu #4F (179-104 B.C.) as inclining to the pro-names persua-
sion. “The internal thread consisted of these two great systems (FR&i).. ..
The two schools of Cheng-Zhu and Lu-Wang controlled thought for over
nine hundred years, and during this period there were seventy or eighty
different interpretations of ge wu 584, In reality, however, this was still in
the orthodox tradition of the ‘name and actuality’ [internal thread of
discourse. The two positions] differed only in a change of their direction:
should ge wu be inwardly focused or outwardly focused?”* In other
words, the thread of traditional Chinese philosophical thought was
bound by the parameters of name and actuality discourse which was
animated by a dialectical tension between philosophers who argued that
names had a social role to play and those who disagreed.

The genetic method inspired Hu to trace Chinese philosophy to its
origins, to find a “congenial stock” to match Chinese and Western
thought systems. In The Development of the Logical Method in Ancient
China he claims that the ge wu 1% (reaching out to things; extending
knowledge; rectification of thoughts) and zhi langzhi ZERHN (extension
of pure knowing; extension of innate knowledge of the good} methods of
the Great Learning functioned as the de facto logical method for the past
one thousand years and that as a consequence early material had been
overlooked or misunderstood, resulting in “modern” (since the tenth
century) Chinese philosophy’s having become narrowly focused on issues
surrounding conflicting interpretations of ge wu in the Great Learning:
the approach associated with Zhu Xi #&3% (1130-1200) concerning the
steady and sequential accumulation of knowledge through the investiga-
tion of things versus the approach associated with Wang Yangming
concerning the intuitive grasp of knowledge through inner reflection:

The new schools of the Sung and Ming rejuvenated the long-dead
Confucianism by reading into it two logical methods that never belonged
to it.... [viz.] the theory of investigating into the reason in everything



174 - John Makeham

for the purpose of extending one’s knowledge to the utmost, which is the
method of the Sung Schook; and the theory of intuitive knowledge, which
is the method of the School of Wang Yang-ming.... T believe that the
revival of the non-Confucian schools is absolutely necessary because it is
in these schools that we may hope to find the congenial soil in which to
transplant the best products of occidental philosophy and science.... The
emphasis on experience as against dogmatism and rationalism, the highly
developed scientific method in all its phases of operation, and the historical
or evolutionary view of truth and morality—these which I consider as the
most important contributions of modern philosophy in the Western world—
can all find their remote but highly developed precursors in these great non-
Confucian schools of the fifth, fourth, and third centuries B.C.%

Hu devoted particular attention to the period he refers to as the age
of logic, featuring Confucius’ rectification of names: “The problem of
Confucianism ... was one of establishing an ideal world, a world of
universals, of ideal relations, for the real world to imitate and approxi-
mate”; the Book of Change (in which he identifies the 64 hexagrams as
early words/names and links them with Confucius’ rectification of
names); Mozi who emphasized actualities () and not just names; the
Neo-Mohists (including Gongsun Long and Hui Shi) and inductive logic
(something that did not develop in the West until Bacon) and paradoxes;
Zhuangzi and Hui Shi: “Chuang-tzu’s philosophy of evolution ... resulted
in a fatalistic conception of progress and in a logical theory which denies
all distinctions and thereby all reality of knowledge™; and Xunzi: “It was
against this philosophy [of Zhuangzi] that Hsun Tze [Xunzi} seems to
have directed his attack in his attempt to rescue philosophy from
skepticism.”?®

Thus rather than privileging a small, select group of masters or one
or two schools (%) of thought as representative of early Chinese philos-
ophy, Hu’s “logical method” enabled him to incorporate a broad spec-
trum of pre-Qin masters as foundational in the early flourishing of
Chinese philosophy. With Hu Shi, the transformation from masters to
philosophers was complete. The key for Hu was being able to identify the
“inner logic” revealed by the “logical method” of each philosopher or
school of thought, central to which was the concept of ming 4 (names/
terms). And by placing these philosophers and schools of thought in an
historical narrative, the “historical method” {genetic method} was able to
reveal the unfolding course of this inner logic over time: the system of
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Chinese philosophy. That is why Hu made the task of writing a history of
Chinese philosophy his most pressing goal.

No matter what we study we must set about by attending to its historical
aspects. If we study philosophy or literature, we must first study the history
of philosophy and the history of literature. Politics is the same. If we study
social institutions, we must first study the history of changes in those
institutions, looking for the relationship between cause and effect, for what
is crucial in regards to what comes first and what comes after. It requires us
to find system (F%%) in literature, philosophy, and politics where there is no
system.>’

The mantra of system and systematization also dominates a 1920
proposal to establish a National Studies Institute at Peking University.
Although the author of the proposal is not attributed, Hu Shi seems a
highly likely candidate. Having made the argument that the key rationale
for putting traditional scholarship in order was to avoid the disdain of
Westerners, who found China’s traditional scholarship to be chaotic and
disordered, the author writes:

Only after the various venerable gentlemen of the Qianlong {1736-1795} and
Jiaging [1796-1820] periods appeared did the old form of scholarship begin
somewhat to gain order and system (FEHEF ). ... These gentlernen were able
to apply themselves to matters of nomenclature and glossing old terms, yet
even o, a great many paths to normative principles remained overgrown and
uncleared. Thus today if we want to expound and propagate our country’s
own scholarship, it is even more crucial that the paths to it be first put in
order.... Putting this scholarship in order consists in using scientific method
to analyze the doctrines of people in former times so that the boundaries
separating them from one another are clearly distinguished, and their
systems (%) [of thought] are not compromised.*®

In his preface to Hu Shi’s Zhongguo zhexue dagang, Cai Yuanpei
identified two difficulties in preparing a history of ancient Chinese
philosophy:

The first is the problem of materials. With books from the Zhou period,
authentic and forged texts are mixed together. Even with authentic texts,
incorrect or simplified characters are common. If it were not for the efforts
of Qing “Han Learning,” then the materials that we have would have many
mistakes. The second is a problem of form (JE#). Ancient Chinese scholarly
works were never compiled as systematic records. If we want to compile them
systematically, there is nothing we can rely on to do so in the writings of the
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ancients, so we have to rely on the histories of philosophy by Westerners,
Hence, without having studied the history of Western philosophy, an
appropriate form cannot be constructed.”

For Hu, system is not only an object of research but is also central to the
methodology informing that research. In the Reading Guide (#3) pref-
acing Zhongguo zhexueshi dagang, Hu outlines the steps involved in
writing a reliable (®/#t) history of Chinese philosophy. Having empha-
sized the fundamental importance of textual criticism and acknowl-
edging the advances made in Qing-dynasty evidential scholarship, he
explains that the historian’s task is to interconnect (F#) the philosoph-
ical doctrines and theories of individual schools such that those doctrines
and theories become ordered and have system (HEHA F ). Only when
this has been achieved can the following three sequential goals be
achieved: clarifying change (#i4#), seeking causes (3R[), and setting forth
an evaluation (#F#). Clarifying change is concerned with tracing the
historical transmission of theories and the influences between schools, so
as to identify the “thread of intellectual change” over time."* Seeking
causes aims to uncover the causes leading to the rise, decline, and trans-
formation of individual schools. Finally, in setting forth an evaluation,
the aim is to make a judgement about the theories of a particular school
on the basis of the outcomes and influences generated by its doctrines
and theories.

Hu’s “historical method” was, however, not inspired solely by
Dewey’s “genetic method.” The very first title listed in the bibliography of
Hu’s Reading Guide to Zhongguo zhexueshi dagang—German philoso-
pher Wilhelm Windelband’s A History of Philosophy with Especial Refer-
ence to the Formation and Development of its Problems and Conceptions—
provides an important clue to this. In the Introduction to his History,
Windelband identified three tasks for the history of philosophy:

(1) To establish with precision what may be derived from the available
sources as to the circumstances in life, the mental development, and the
doctrines of individual philosophers; (2} from these facts to reconstruct the
genetic process in such 2 way that in the case of every philosopher we may
understand how his doctrines depend in part upon those of his predecessors,
in part upon the general ideas of his time, and in part upon his own nature
and the course of his education; (3) from the consideration of the whole to
estimate what value for the total result of the history of philosophy belongs
to the theories thus established and explained as regards their origin.

il
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Windelband further stipulated that “To establish its facts the history of
philosophy must proceed to a careful and comprehensive examination of
the sources.”*? The similarities with Hu’s approach are unmistakable.

4. Philosophy and Genre

Chinese scholars continued to write new histories of Chinese philosophy
during the 19205 and 1930s.* Indeed, the writing of histories of “Chinese
philosophy” and the continued elaboration and re-telling of those histo-
ries has sustained the discipline known as “Zhongguo zhexue.” The
modern Chinese concept of zhextie has been defined through an ongoing
process of selective historical recovery and discovery in which various
aspects of traditional scholarship have been identified as exemplifying
Chinese philosophy. Now while this can often be seen as having led to the
disciplinary conflation of Chinese philosophy and the history of Chinese
philosophy, we should also bear in mind the important role that genre
plays in philosophical discourse.

As an illustration, consider the impact of genre in Neo-Confucian
philosophy. Hilde De Weerdt has pointed out that the recorded conversa-
tion (§E#k) genre enabled Neo-Conrfucian teachers in the twelfth and
thirteenth centuries to draw together “passages and ideas from the entire
classical corpus in order to explain Neo-Confucian concepts and beliefs,”
enabling themselves to become the locus of authority. This contrasts with
the genre of the traditional interlinear commentary where “authority is
primarily vested in the classical text as it is.” When the recorded conver-
sations genre reached its apogee in the thirteenth century with the publi-
cation of various versions of Zhu Xi’s recorded conversations, this
confronted Zhu’s first- and second-generation disciples with two basic
questions: “how to transmit Neo-Confucian philosophy after the passing
of the core masters, and, how to preserve the personal voice and interac-
tion that had become emblematic of Learning of the Way philosophizing.”
This situation led to the development of new genres of texts: lexicons of
Neo-Confucian terms and the notebook. The exemplar of the lexicon,
Chen Chun’s BRI (1159-1223) Beixi ziyi JL#F % [The correct meaning
of terms], is characterized by an arrangement in which the entries were
designed to be read “as connected elements in a coherent moral philos-
ophy and as steps in a program of learning that joined understanding and
moral action”*
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Zhen Dexiw’s 1% (1178-1235) Xishan xiansheng Zhen Wenzhong
gong dushuji TILSeA FUBAHERT (Reading notes], in which cases (an
%) were used to construct argument, may also have influenced the subse-
guent development of the case genre. In her introduction to a recent
collection of studies of the case genre as developed in China, Charlotte
Furth maintains that in the late Ming, when the Cheng-Zhu Learning of
the Way (ii#}) tradition was splintering into factions “the very idea of a
single doctrinal line of transmission from antiquity via the Song to the
present Ming-era masters was increasingly hard to maintain.... The genre
of the case (an, xue'an) encouraged a different way of doing philosophy. It
accommodated debate among partisans who had to back their positions
with evidence and who could rely on no transcendent or unquestioned
authority of sagely transmission to fall back on.”**

The subject of Hung-lam Chu’s chapter in the same volume on case
studies is the sub-genre of xuean 8 —which Chu translates as “Confu-
clan case learning.” Drawing upon the tradition of recording a master’s
words and deeds, late-Ming xuean presented this material not as canon
or history but as evidence, “and the body of the text on him called for the
reader’s evaluative judgment (verdict) of the case put together by the
author-compiler.”*® Focusing in particular on Huang Zongxi’s Ming ru
xue'an WHEE [Case studies of Ming Ru], Chu argues that rather than
promoting a particular notion of orthodoxy or a hierarchy of competing
doctrines and schools, the aim of the work was to provide students with a
set of dossiers on the many different modes of learning practiced by Ming
ru, leaving it up to the student to contemplate these cases for their own
edification and guidance just as the Chan Buddhist conternplated “public
cases.” This may be so, but we should not underestimate the role that
Huang (and his fellow compilers) had in determining who should be
represented in the collection—as Chu himself notes, Li Zhi 2= (1527-
1602) is conspicuously absent—and which selections from their writings
should be included. Julia Ching, for example, argues in the introduction
to her translation of Ming ru xue'an (1987), that Huang organized his
work around two central figures—Liu Zongzhou 5%/ (1578-1645) and
Wang Yangming—allowing Huang to advance his own views indirectly.*

So too, the genre of the “the history of Chinese philosophy” was an
innovation with its own philosophical impoert. In China, the mature
exemplar of this genre is Feng Youlan’s #5% i celebrated and hugely
popular Zhongguo zhexueshi "R E [A History of Chinese Philos-
ophy; 1934 (English translation, 1937)]. (Hu’s Zhongguo zhexueshi dagang
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was only the first part of an anticipated general history which was never
realized. It covers only the period of the masters.) Feng’s Zhongguo zhex-
ueshi, and its later iterations, decisively shaped subsequent understanding
of Chinese philosophy. Like Hu, Feng wrote his histories of Chinese
philosophy to introduce system where none was apparent. Writing at the
very end of his life, Feng opined that the single most important contribu-
tion of Hu's Zhongguo zhexueshi dagang was to have provided Chinese
philosophy with a “formal system.” “At that time, the method of
conducting academic research on the history of Chinese philosophy
followed that of Huang Zongxi’s Song-Yuan ru xue'an. Because Chinese
philosophy does not have a formal system, the first task of the historian
of Chinese philosophy is to re-organize (¥#3#) the actual system of the
thought of individual philosophers.”*® Feng was also impressed with
another “formal” aspect of Hu's presentation, one which, like the “history
of Chinese philosophy” genre, greatly facilitated the locus of authority to
shift to the narrator. Brian Moloughney provides the following account
of Feng Youlan’s reaction to the publication of Hu Shi’s Zhongguo zhe-
xueshi dagang:

Whereas in the past writers had expressed their thoughts through
commentaries on the classics, and it was those classical texts that featured
prominently while the author’s own words were presented in smaller
characters, with Hu Shi’s book his own words dominated: “They were printed
in large characters going all the way up to the top of the page, while his
quotations of ancient authors were indented and in smaller characters”. In
other words, this reversed what Feng Youlan believed to be the normal order
of things.... [He saw] it as a significant departure from past practice.

Nevertheless, as with Hu, Feng did not believe that Chinese philos-
ophy was in fact devoid of its own inherent system. To this end, he
had long distinguished “formal” (J&3) system and “real” (%) system.
Identifying this real system, however, requires a particular sort of
perspicacity:

The fact is that Chinese philosophers were accustomed to express themselves
in the form of aphorisms, apothegms, or allusions, and illustrations....
Aphorisms, allusions, and illustrations are thus not articulate enough.
Their insufficiency in articulateness is compensated for, however, by
their suggestiveness. Articulateness and suggestiveness are, of course,
incompatible.... These sayings and writings of the Chinese philosophers are
0 inarticulate that their suggestiveness is almost boundless.... According
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to Taoism, the Tao (the Way) cannot be told, but only suggested. So when
words are used, it is the suggestiveness of the words, and not their fixed
denotations or connotations, that reveals the Tao.”

It was precisely their ability to articulate the suggestiveness of those
sayings and writings in the systematic format of a “history” that allowed
intellectual historians like Peng Youlan and Hu Shi to promote their
particular visions of the “inner logic” of “Chinese philosophy.” And in
doing so, they helped secure a fundamental role for the “history of
Chinese philosophy” genre in prescribing “Chinese philosophy’s” linea-
ments and trajectories.
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