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Abstract

Chapter Thirty-eight of the common version of Laozi elaborates on the value
sequence of ‘virtue’ ({Z), ‘human-heartedness’ (1~), ‘righteousness’ ( # ) and
‘propriety’ (& ), which embodies the core values of the book. However, the
sentences of * FEMEE T MELAR - FIER Z 1M A LIS’ conflict with its following
text ‘_FA- 2 MMELLE » E&E 2 MA AR, and also are not consistent with the
degenerative order shown in of f&, 1=, 2§, and i, in ‘JCE MR R FEM £
There are many scholars during the past two thousand years participating in the
discussion, and different versions of text arose, but none of them could solve the
problem perfectly. In the last century, Mawangdui silk book Laozi was unearthed,
and its sentence of ‘ F %’ is as * | {8 f /% i & DA /% and does not have the
sentence of ‘ N f&’. This proves to be the most appropriate version that solves all
the problems and makes the context clear and consistent. As for ‘&A%’ and ‘&

PARS’, they refers to whether one is without unintentional or not in doing things.

Key words:
Shangde L 1% and xiade T 1%, wu yiwei & LAES and you yiwei A DA,
degenerative order, Laozi Chapter Thirty-eight
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1. Introduction

Chapter Thirty-eight of the common version of Laozi elaborates on the value
sequence of ‘virtue’ ({Z), ‘human-heartedness’ (1~), ‘righteousness’ ( # ) and
‘propriety’ (/i&), which embodies the core values of the book. In some versions, the
book is divided into two chapters: “The Classic of Virtue’ (f2#£) and “The Classic of
Dao’ (G&#%), and Chapter Thirty-eight is at the first in the ‘Classic of Virtue’, which
shows its importance. The text of the chapter in the common version Laozi is as

follows:

EERTE  RUETE TR RO o LA MmAILE » TEBZ
AR o ECRZ MR » LRBZMALR » EigfRz msls g - Rl

B o BUREMRRE » RIEMRI  RAOMEE - REMRIE o Kig -
G ZWMRLZ B © BTaE ﬁz%ﬁ'ﬁ,_\z%‘ o B LARL KR HJF » A Hl
JEHE » AR HHE o SR o

However, there are different versions and interpretations of the two sentences ‘ I
EME ST MLAR 0 NEE 2 A A . They links up the contexts and closely
engage with the philosophy behind and thus, are very important. Therefore,
although the problem is complex, there are still a large number of scholars during
the past two thousand years participating in the discussion, but the problem is still
full of debates.

According to the following contents from ‘& & ﬁ'ﬁfﬁ 2 to R FM &M, the
five levels mentioned in the first half of the text — *_Ef&’ (highest virtue), ‘ T {2’
(lower virtue), ‘ {7 (highest human-heartedness), ‘ 2%’ (highest righteousness),
and ° L 7§’ (highest propriety) - are arranged in an order of one-by-one
deterioration. This can also be seen from the features used to describe the five
levels. For example, the nature of * -1’ is ‘ff /% fii /6 PL /5. Even without delving
deep into the meaning, there would not be any doubt that it conforms to the
central tenet of Laozi — ‘f /%’ (no coercive actions) and thus is the best of all

levels.” Compared with ‘_Ef2’, the third level ‘ 1"’ has degenerated from ‘f /%’

' Wang BiEifli, Laozi daodejing zhu jiaoshi % - E1&FE {1 FE, commentary by Lou Yulie #5
#4 (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 2019), p. 93.
For the word ‘f /% °, T adopted Roger T. Ames and David L. Hall’s translation: ‘non-coercive

action’. Roger T. Ames and David L. Hall, Dao bu yuan ren: bijiaozhexue shiyu zhong de laozi &

g N——LER ik iy (#F)  (Beijing: Xueyuan chubanshe, 2006), p. 78.
1



to ‘f% .2’ (coercive actions), but they both have the feature of ‘# L f%’. The feature
of ‘ £3’ is ‘52" and “A LA, having changed from the absence () of LA/ to
the being () of it.” The last one ‘_Lji§’ is given the worst description - ‘if there is
no response, bares his arms to apply force’ (5,2 F& » RIE#EE Mi{2)." From the
features above, an order of deterioration is clearly shown, but the sentence of &
is written as “ N{E 5% 2 1A LAE in the common version of Laozi, and therefore is
same as the feature of ‘I 2% ’. This is inconsistent with the degenerative order
presented later. However, there are many different versions of this sentence
advocated by scholars during dynasties. The reason is that in the circulation of
Laozi, scholars noticed this problem and made alteration to the text according to
their own understanding, but no matter how they changed it, it was for most of the
time difficult to be consistent with the context. Therefore, scholars held their own
opinions and the debates exist for two thousand of years.

Until 1973, the silk book versions of Laozi was unearthed from the Mawangdui
Han Tomb f§ EHEJEZEL, which provided a more reliable and consistent version of
text and almost solved the problem. However, there are still related issues needed
to be further resolved. Firstly, it seems that there has been a lack of a more
complete review of the discussion of previous scholars and moreover, there are
misunderstanding towards each others’ interpretation among them. Secondly, after
the excavation of the silk Laozi, the academic community still has not reached a
consensus. Some scholars object to the silk version. Among these opinions, there
are some questionable. Thirdly, if the issue of version is solved, the meaning of 4
PARS” and ‘A LAES still needs to be investigated and clarified.

This essay takes the above questions as its core. It will firstly explores the
versions and interpretations in the past and restore the picture of the discussion.
Secondly, it will explore into the two earlier versions - silk version from
Mawangdui and the Han bamboo slips % ffi version collected by Peking
University, and make examination through time and context, to find out the one
that can be consistent with the whole context of the chapter and restore the

original form of the it. Finally, on the basis of the determined version, the meaning

3 The phrase ‘LA%%’° has many different interpretations during centuries and is a central problem

that will be discuss later. Thus, I will not give it a translation here. However, it is obvious that ‘LA
f%’ refers to a negative state in the context of Laozi.

4 The translation for ‘5,2 & » HI % i # .2~ is adopted from Paul J. Lin’s. Paul J. Lin, A
Translation of Lao-tzu's Tao Te Ching and Wang Pi’s Commentary (Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan Press, 1977), p. 67.



of ‘ML and ‘A LAES” will be explored.

2. Review and examination of past debates

There are many different versions of the two sentences of *_E =5 i #& LA/ and
“RERS M4 BAES throughout centuries. For the first sentence, it is also written
as b {8 4% 5% 1] f€ N 53 in other versions. For the second, there are even more
different ones: "N % 2 MMLAE’, NEBZMA AR, TEBZMERR
and so forth. When the two sentences are combined, the results will become more
diverse. In this section, the existing different versions will be examined one by one

to clarify the disputes.

2.1. ‘AR AR » TERZMAMURE”

In the existing previous annotations, * - & M5 LA » NIEE 21 A AR
(People of highest virtue do not do things coercively and do not ‘LA%%’. People of
lower virtue do things coercively and do ‘LA 3’) is the earliest version. Heshang
Gong 1] I/~’s Daode zhenjing zhu B & E 87t and Yan Zun J& & ’s Daode
zhenjing zhigui 38 & 8 % $5 %, both in Han dynasty (202 BCE - 220 CE), are

representatives of it.

2.1.1. Heshang Gong’s Daode zhenjing zhu

Heshang Gong’s Daode zhenjing zhu is the earliest of the existing annotations of

Laozi. The Laozi text and his annotations related are listed as follows in the table:*

Laozi’s text Annotations of Heshang Gong
ISR BREL R AR
ﬁﬁﬁﬂéj’l% ’ m/.\\L)L%%;E%m °

> However, among the existing annotations of Laozi, there are some of them in which the
annotations of a scholar does not coincide with the Laozi’s text that it has quoted itself. This is
due to misunderstandings and false alterations by readers reading these annotations afterwards.
Therefore, the editions of different scholars listed in the following titles are based on what the
scholar originally meant rather than what is written in their annotations.

¢ All Heshang’s annotations in the table were quoted. from Heshang Gong i L A,
‘Daodezhenjing zhu & {5 E #83:°, in Laozi jicheng # T 8K, ed. by Xiong Tieji HE#{IE and
PHALE (Beijing: Zongjiao wenhua chubanshe, 2011), vol. 1, p. 156.

3
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M52 JHE =i
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Heshang Gong interprets ‘f /%’ as ‘to follow the tranquility of the Dao and do
not do changes and actions’ (5B Z## » EATUES), whereas for the feature ‘3.2
shared by N&, F{~, E3 and _Lii&, he gives different interpretations according
to their nature: ‘to conduct education and orders and dealing with government
affairs’ (F3204y » fEBUEF), ‘to practise human-heartedness and do favour’ (F3{= &),
‘to get rid of scourge’ (£ % AT ), and ‘to formulate propriety and rules, and to
impose order for the manner of rites’ (R G il & » /7 i{#).” However, Heshang
Gong’s version has a key problem: the sentence of ‘ N f&’ makes the context
unreasonable. As mentioned earlier, the five levels of < &>, ‘N4 < (= ° k
Z’and ‘ L7 should be a sequence of degeneration, but the feature of “ N &, if we
look the sentence as a whole, is exactly the same as that of ‘ #%; and if we look at
its features separately, the feature of its /%2 is certainly inferior to {2 /%’
and is same with ‘ f=" and *_F 3%°, but its feature of ‘45 LA/’ is actually not as
good as that of ‘fELLES’ of “_F{~" and confusingly, is same as that of *_F.Z&’. In this
way, it does not correspond to the degenerating order of ‘virtue (fZ) —
human-heartedness ({~.) — righteousness (%) — propriety (i)’ as shown in later
text from ‘2= 71" onwards. Regarding this, Heshang’s annotation only gives
it a far-fetched explanation by using ‘having nothing to do with reputation’ (2
2R ES) to explain the ‘MDA of “_Ef#’, using ‘acquiring reputation for one self’
(5% 2 HU 44 98) to interpret the ‘A LA of * N {&’, using ‘Accomplishments have

been made and things are done and there is nothing to do with manipulation’ (%1

7 Heshang Gong {1 _E/, ‘Daodezhenjing zhu 3&EEEALIE", p. 156.
4



HAL o HELLBUES) to explain the ‘fE LA of “ 47, and using ‘to act for the sake of
self’ (B1fELARS C) and so forth to interpret the ‘“H LAf%” of “ L 3%°% He puts ‘fE LA
5% and ‘A LA’ into a new semantic context each time according to what &, {—,
2%, 3 mean respectively. He did not give a consistent interpretation and thus

seems far-fetched.

2.1.2. Yan Zun’s Daode zhenjing zhigui

In Yan Zun’s Daode zhenjing zhigui ;L_LL.\,L\%“‘ {6 that we see today, the Laozi
text is written as * LAEME S T AR > NS Z M A LA, different from
Heshang Gong’s.” Later scholars rarely had doubts about this. For example, Gao
Ming =B quoted, ‘Only Yan Zun’s version goes as “ - {E & f% i fEA RS » N fR
ZTMA LU However, in fact, the version that Yan Zun saw should be *_I- {4
ML » N{ES 2 WA LA, that is, “fE A’ should be “‘f& LA and
therefore is the same as Heshang’s version. There are two pieces of evidence.

Firstly, Yan Zun interprets the sentence of &, saying:

EAEZA R R RS BRI LOE 0 RUHZEME o L BRI R
ﬁ’ﬁ ,D\E.%?*ﬂé IS NTE ﬁ'ﬁ4t{n"'EEA,m$T ° o RN RIR IR - 5 SEHAC T A
A ME T AR AR 2 A& TR -

Looking closely at this paragraph, the previous texts ‘&7 & 7EMEFTE’ [having
no thoughts in one’s mind], /&% #&% [tranquil and has no coercive actions] and
‘LB ZZ [mysterious and lonely] are the interpretation of *_F{#f /%°, whereas
the last sentence ‘£ M Ju il » #& 170 A KIS 2 # T3 [Things like this are void in
themselves. It cannot be known who has done it] emphasizes that an emperor of
virtue does not take his own merits in his heart. He has no ‘self’ and no coercive
actions, and therefore treats all the merits as ‘void’ and ‘it cannot be known who
has done it’. From this aspect, it should be the interpretation for ‘& LA /%’ rather
than ‘1 /5, because the latter means ‘there is nothing that cannot be done’ and
is no connection with Yan Zun’s commentary, whereas DL is closer to it.

Secondly, Yan Zun’s Zhigui was annotated by Gushen Zi % jifl - afterwards,

8 Heshang Gong {1 _E/, ‘Daodezhenjing zhu 3&EEEALIT, p. 156.

° Yan Zun & &, ‘Daode zhenjing zhigui 38 &% & & f5 87 °, in Zhengtong daozang 1F #fi & ik
(Shanghai: Hanfen lou, 1923), Dongshenbu yujuelei il £ 7%, Book 375, Neng shang #&
vol. 7, p. 1a.

10 Gao Ming &iHH, Boshu laozi jiaozhu BEHE TFIE (Beijing: Zhonghuashuju, 1996), p. 2.

' Yan Zun j#&3&, ‘Daode zhenjing zhigui EEEL$FE, vol. 7, p. 3b.

5



whom was thought to be Tang (618 — 907 CE) scholar Tang Kuo )% by Chao
Gongwu 58 /2 B..” Gushen Zi’s annotations were also given to Laozi’s text. He
notes ‘_F{E 6 53°: ‘Everything develops naturally’ (¥ B A t); notes ‘i A5
‘to credit accomplishments to the Nature’ (1 K t1); notes ‘ N &% 2 : “(to wreck
spirit in vain’ (FE A i t) and notes “Mi A LL%S ™ © to credit accomplishments to
oneself.” Gushen Zi interprets ‘# /%’ and ‘A A /%’ using the idea of crediting
accomplishments to Nature or oneself. However, the phrase ‘A LA /%’ could
certainly be explained as ‘crediting accomplishments to oneself’, but ‘to credit
accomplishments to Nature’ does not match with ‘# R £3°. Looking closely at its
meaning, it is rightly explained in the way of ‘f LA £’ rather than “f &~ /5 .
Moreover, it is ‘#% A3’ that is opposite to ‘45 A%, which further proves that if
the text Gushen Zi saw was ‘€ 1~ /%’ but not ‘% LA /%, he would have not
interpreted them using another opposite phrases of ‘Ijj i X and “Ijj % A . In
addition, in the note for Yan Zun’s words, Gushen Zi said ‘Fi 3 b {& % 7% ifij % DA
1%’ [This is what it means by ‘_F & 4% 5 [ # DA £3°]. It can be seen from this that
the sentence of ‘_Ef%" in the version of Yan Zun that Gushen Zi saw was ‘&L 5%’
rather than ‘#& R £5°. If this is not the case, his comments should not violate Yan’s
explanation; even if he disagrees with Yan, he would have given specific
explanations.

Based on the above two points, it can be seen that the version of Yan Zun and
Gushen Zi was originally * {5 &5 77 flE DLES - NS Z 1M A LU, exactly the
same as Heshang’s. The reason why ‘fl LA /%’ is written as ‘# A %’ in the book
that we see today might be the wrong alteration of later generations according to
other texts.

Since it is the same as Heshang’s version, it also has the same problem at the
order of the five levels. Yan Zun’s words ‘%7 I35 o f » #810 A KIR 2 & T3 is
the interpretation of ‘& DA /% of  F #°, but throughout his annotation for the
sentence of * {3 2 1fi & LA £%°, there is no explanation for ‘A PA%% . For the
sentence of * [ {~°, Yan says, ‘The emperor’s goodness flows everywhere. He
possesses but not take them.”” This explains the ‘ # DA £ of < L {~’. For the

sentence of ‘ I 3%°, Yan says, ‘He owns land, passes on heirs, and have endless

12 Chao Gongwu $E/A I, Junzhai dushu zhi jiaozheng 538 & EAR 7, collated by Sun Meng £%
& (Shanghai: Shanghai guji chubanshe, 1990), p. 468.

3 Yan’s original words: “FE3i VU & M AHL. Yan Zun &8, Daode zhenjing zhigui E{E B IE
B, vol. 7, p. 5a.



descendants.” This explains the ‘45 LA’ of ‘| %°. His interpretation does not
fully explain and distinguish between “ff LA%%’ and A LA%S’, and the context in
which he puts in explanation changes back and forth and not consistent. Gu
Shenzi’s notes have the same problem. He explains ‘f& 1~ /%’ (ought to be ‘fELLE)
of ‘_ Ef%" as ‘to credit accomplishments to the Nature’, explain ‘LA of “ N’ as
‘to credit accomplishments to self’, explains ‘# LA 53’ of * 1= as ‘to surrender
kingship to sages’,” and explains ‘5 BA %’ of * | &’ as ‘to pass the throne to

descendants’."

It can be seen that the interpretation strategy of Yan Zun and
Gushen Zi is similar to Heshang’s, that is, putting the two ‘A%’ and G PAS%’ in
different semantic contexts and giving ° LA £ ° different meanings. Their
interpretations appear right, but it cannot be comprehensible unless the semantic
context changing is allowed. This might not be the original meaning of Laozi. Let
me ask, if the 5 LAES” of “ N1’ means ‘to credit accomplishments to self’, then ‘ |
1= is inferior than N {#’, does not it also credit them to self and why Laozi defines
it as ‘% LA /% °? Similarly, if the ‘fE LA /3" of * F{~° menas ‘to pass the throne to
descendant’, then ‘* N1’ is at a higher level than ° 1=, does not it also pass to
descendant and why Laozi defines it as ‘& PA&S’? Therefore, it is clear that Yan
Zun and Gushen Zi’s interpretations are still not able to bridge the meaning of the

context.

2.2. ‘REEERMIELR » TRRBZMA LR’

Song (960-1279 CE) scholar Ye Mengde HE£:{S wrote an annotation Laozi jies -
fi#. His version is * LfEMERMIELAR » T1EE M A LA Compared with
Heshang's version, the only difference is that it changes ‘fELAES of * L2 to “JELA

7 °. The two characters ff and JF are synonymous, and therefore his

interpretation is also the same as that of Heshang. Ye says,

ISR - Eth - {ERERRZ - MAEEIR L RS - ERRZMmE

4 Yan’s original words: & L{#i 7 FZ A . Yan Zun J&3&, Daode zhenjing zhigui EE B IE
B, vol. 7, p. 5a.

15 Yan’s original words: ‘5 B t1’. Yan Zun/ii&, ‘Daode zhenjing zhigui EEERL LR, vol. 7, p.
la.

16 Yan’s original words: “{# 7-£& 1", Yan Zun/§i&, ‘Daode zhenjing zhigui J&E/EERL LR, vol. 7, p.
la.

7 Ye Mengde #2213, ‘Laozi jie # T-f#’, in Laozi jicheng # 15X, ed. by Xiong Tieji RE#H &
and Chen Hongxing [##[E (Beijing: Zongjiao wenhua chubanshe, 2011), vol. 3, p. 552.

7
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His understanding is the same as that of other annotations mentioned above.
However, how he interprets * /=" and all the sentences afterwards is not available,
because his Laozi jie was lost, and what we see now is only the version compiled by
Qing (1644 - 1912 CE) scholar Ye Dehui # % # from the quotations of other
annotation works.” Unfortunately, both Laozi text and Ye Mengde’s commentaries
from ‘ F{=’ onwards was lost. However, even if his commentaries still exist, it can
be inferred from the version of the text that it is difficult to avoid the problem of

the five levels.

2.3. ‘FEBEMERS » TEBZMERR

In Wei (220-266 CE) scholar Wang Bi Fifii’s Laozi daodejing zhu# 3B fELE, it
goes as ‘ LEMES MR » TR ZMA LR’ same as Heshang’s version.
Many scholars of later generations, seeing this, have no doubts of it. For example,
Qing scholar Bi Yuan #{t and Xi Tong 1 and contemporary scholar Gao
Heng & ¥, all quote it as this.”’ However, the text of Laozi that Wang Bi saw
should not be this. It should be * F{EfER AR - NERZ A A5 Namely,

the two iLL” were originally ‘4. This can be inferred from the annotations of him.

2.3.1. The sentence of ‘_F{&’

Looking at the sentence of ‘ | f&’, the text in Wang Bi’s book is *_I- {54 /5 ij & DA
5%, but his commentary is not consistent with it. Inferring the meaning of the text,
it is actually based on the understanding of *_F & & % [fj # /1~ /% °. There are two
proofs. Firstly, Wang says:

—

8 Ye Mengde%%’?:af, ‘Laozi jie 1fi#’, p. 552.

® Xiong Tieji 8 and Chen Hongxing L2, Foreword to ‘Laozi jie# T-fi#’, in Laozi jicheng
T4 (Beijing: Zongjiao wenhua chubanshe, 2011), vol. 3, p. 546.

Wang Bi i, Laozi daodejing zhu jiaoshi - EEFSIERE, commentary by Lou Yulie 54,
p- 93.

2 Bi Yuan®#{, ‘Laozi daodejing kaoyi & F3EfEKE# 52, in Laozi jicheng % T3 K, ed. by Xiong
Tieji BE#SIE and Chen Hongxing Bf#AL)E (Beijing: Zongjiao wenhua chubanshe, 2011), vol. 9,
p. 742. Xi Tong 2&{H, ‘Laozi jijie # F-2Ef#’, in Laozi jicheng # 1K, ed. by Xiong Tieji H&fH
Hand Chen Hongxing &L E (Beijing: Zongjiao wenhua chubanshe, 2011), vol. 13, p. 16. Gao
Heng 5 ¥, Chongding laozi zhenggu FEF]# ¥ 1E i, 2nd edn. (Shanghai: Kaiming shudian,
1948), p. 85.

—_
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ELJ\J: ,._,\z)\ DEJ\_EH% Z_‘ lu\/\ /u\ /n\ij‘unxﬂa ’ ﬁ ﬁ e /\\\T% Z:?‘zﬁﬁ
& DR - oA 7R LS

In this paragraph, Wang gives commentary to the contents related to * I &’
However, all the text of Laozi is covered except one part — ‘fE L%’ - there is no
any related explanation for it. Surprisingly, he mentions ‘# i /& 2 i € 1N /5,
which means Wang exactly interpret the text in the way of ‘f 4~ /%’ rather than
FELURS.

Secondly, in Wang’s commentary for the two sentences of ‘L%’ and ‘T {&°,
there is no any mentioning of ‘#& PA%%’. The first time of its appearance is in the

part where he comments for * /=", His words in context is as below:

NERMAGZ » RRTERZ 7 o WO %Zﬁ'ﬁﬁu\’%ﬂj LR - TR
o M2 AR AL » S LR MDA -

This is where ‘ffLA/3’ appears the first time. In this paragraph, %ZT oz A
DA S 41 serves as a conclusion of his commentary for’ N f%E° and the words
afterwards are the comment for ‘_{~°. The sentence ‘A% 3% » TR /5 1
echoes with the the description of ‘1=, which is ‘& Z & i fig 5. It can be
inferred that if the sentence of ‘4%’ that Wang saw was as *_F {84 75 11 fiE DA B,
then his explanation for ‘fLAf%’ would have been given earlier but not such late.

Some scholars spotted these. Qing scholar Yu Yue ### says in Zhuzi pingyi
% 7-7Pi% about the sentence of *_Ef%,

The phrases ‘f& /%’ and ‘ff A%’ seem to be indistinguishable. The following text
goes, * FAZRy 2 i flE LA’ . The meaning of ‘%’ and /%2 are totally different,
but they (L% and _{7) are both described as ‘ff Af%’, which obviously makes
no sense... It being written as ‘fELA/%” (in the sentence of * [:{&") is a mistake due

to the similar description of * F-{~"*

Another Qing scholar Xi Tong 22 says, “Today, Wang Bi’s version is referred to as

“4% DA £ ”, which was a change made by somebody who did not understand it

2 Wang Bi Eifii, Laozi daodejing zhu jiaoshi % ¥ 38 AL FE, commentary by Lou Yulie 5
%4, p. 93.

% Wang Bi Fifls, Laozi daodejing zhu jiaoshi # {38 EFF #F#, commentary by Lou Yulie 15
FU, p. 93-94.

2 Yu Yue’s original words: ‘i /% BIMEDURS - RUBERRIE ] o F XK @ BERBZ - MR o KK
B2 o HFRWE ﬁ'ﬁl‘J SR HATEHR o L ASEEUEE » YT s
H ©’ YuYue &, Zhuzi pingyi i ¥ 7P (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1954), p. 152.
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according to Heshang’s version. This is clear if we look at Wang’s annotation.””

Jiang Xichang ## & also think so.”

2.3.2. The sentence of ‘&’

For the sentence of * N {’, Wang Bi’s version today is written as * |25 2 [fi A LA
5%, However, according to his annotation, the text he saw should be ‘& 5% 2 Tfii
A A ES . There are two proofs. Firstly, He says,

MRS - R - HINLE LAY - SEER AT - RS2 » AR
R » BEBIES © 4L A AREER o BUNMER A RE

In Wang’s annotation, there is explanation for Laozi text of CREEARE and ©F
%5 5% 2, but there is no related comments for ‘A PA/%’. However, looking closely
at his words — he three times makes comparison between | {&’s feature of /%2’
(coercive actions) and their opposite consequences: ‘#3 (gain) and ‘2’ (lost), ‘F%’
(accomplish) and ‘BX’ (failure), and ‘% 44 4’ (the generation of concept of ‘good’)
and ‘AN &’ (the response of ‘bad’). He is emphasizing the opposite outcomes -
“HAES’ (limitations of the person’s actions). All these are explanation for ‘A A%’
rather than “H LA .

Secondly, Wang says, ‘FLANBEMER MR 2% » 8 NMEH > CHEigEi 2
[Those who cannot act according to non-coercive actions all belongs to the level of
&, namely, 1=, #, and 7S Ei]." From this, for Wang’s understanding, (=", ‘3%’,
‘i are included in ‘R f&’. This can proof that the version he saw and explained
was ‘JEA . This is because he interprets ‘fELAES as ‘MR L’ (no partiality) and
B LA as “HmAL (with partiality).” If the feature of ‘ N {2’ was ‘A A%, then

o

he would not have consider * £’ to include /., ‘3%’, and ‘5’, because if “ P& is

partial, how could it include the non-partial ‘ B4=? If it was so, it would seem that

% XiTong’s original words: ‘4 Eili AR THELARS ]+ 298 AR _LAF =W - Bl ERFEEMA ¢
Xi Tong 22, ‘Laozi jijie# T- 4%, p. 16.

% Jiang Xichang ## &, Laozi jiaogu # T-#%5f (Shanghai: Shangwu yinshuguan, 1937), p. 245.

¥ Wang Bi Fifls, Laozi daodejing zhu jiaoshi # {38 {EFSF #F#, commentary by Lou Yulie %5
FU, p. 93-94.

% Wang Bi Fifl5, Laozi daodejing zhu jiaoshi # T EEFFKE, commentary by Lou Yulie 5
4, p. 94.

» Wang comments on ‘B~ ‘SELARE - SEFTIR R o B SRR AL o SRS 2 i A DL
A, and comments on _EZ: ‘ZAFEIGE © BRI © ° This shows that he interprets ‘f& DA/
and ‘A5 PAES” as whether one has partiality or not. Wang Bi L, Laozi daodejing zhu jiaoshi #
FIEERGEREE, commentary by Lou Yulie #7551, p. 94.
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‘N1 is even superior to ‘N fE° and the degenerative order will be more
confusing. Therefore, Wang’s version should originally be ‘T~ & & /% 1fii 5 A~ 5%
rather than N2 /% 145 DA% . This is also supported by Tao Hongqing F ¥ B,
Ma Xulun J5#Ufi, and Jiang Xichang ## 5 ."

However, Some scholars have a different conclusion, thinking that the text that
Wang saw should be ‘&% 2 i # LA £%°. Boduoye Tailang % %7 K EB, Rudolf
G. Wagner, and Bai Xi 142 all support this. They mainly rely on two arguments.
Firstly, Song scholar Fan Yingyuan i t’s Laozi daodejing guben jizhu # 38

RS AEEIE quoted Wang Bi's words as © N5 2 i LA SRR 5t
Secondly, they think Wang’s words of ‘ff LA /% 3% » & Fir {& £ th° follows the
sentence of ‘N & 1% 2 i/ LAf% tH’ and thus should be explaining <~ {#’ rather
than ‘_F {7~ However, these arguments are questionable and not true. There are
three proofs. Firstly, as analysed above, Wang’s saying of ‘LA » TR/ 1
connects with ‘B 2 fl&AT{REFL - # EAT 55 2 mi LUt and therefore it explains
‘A=’ rather than “ N {#’. Secondly, Wang says, ‘A2 £~ » #[EE DS E

&> [To clarify the highest virtue and lower virtue, Laozi arises * | &’ in contrast

* Tao Hongqing says, “ N&ERZ A LARS » DAFINEEA » Bl BA) SCIE H R o {35 8 A8 w] EDEE
AT AR Z - {EK FERMAZ N ER AR OREFEAR) B o hiERE
XERBZEE o .. A LCAEA DU - HIBL B3] At il - Bl A=~ Fnd 8 4] A AR
R o L BEERMAAREFAANR SIEELRAE I LR MR 71 IR Z 754 < Tao
Hongqing P& E¥, Du zhuzi zhaji 7874 7FL3C (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1959), p. 2.

Ma Xulun says, " EAJEEMEARR » FHEFEAAR o QAR N /EMREIE - A8 B4
R o AMHARPEA DAR » HUBR B3R A) R SMORFIE W o Ma Xulun JERUA, Laozi Fiaogu
7K (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1974), p. 369.

Jiang Xichang says, * [ EfEfEEMMAR] » 5 LEZE » METIE 216 o DR800 K
ARt e TFERZIMAARR] » & MMEZHE » MATARZI » MHERKA AR o Jiang
Xichang ## 8, Laozi jiaogu & T-Fafi, p. 245.

3! Fan Yingyuan VUJJC, Laozi daodejing guben jizhu # - 3E {58t AREEFE (Shanghai: Huadong
shifan daxue chubanshe, 2010), p. 68.

%2 Bai Xi says, TEXH ¢ [N ERZMA LGS o MUUEE - MArREmAEL] o [HDUEH )
Bz MR AR LSRR EE TIEDLRS ) o GRS SIS > WIS THEDARS ] fifs T4 DA
Rl o RIARETTSCREE © T EET SCREART R THUR ] B KER CRGRERAIRE S

M%) /& [H ] ©’ BaiXi H%&, Xihan zhujianben laozi shouzhang “xiade wei zhi er wu yi wei”
kaoshi PHVEPTHA (1) E& [ TER MR | B, Zhexue yanjiu #E2H5E, 2 (2015),
p- 28.

Rudolf G. Wagner says: ‘SX1M » {EMESCH| I EEalfE TS o 35 —infks & B
HiE —HESEME - Eoiohe T AR 7 T ] #I2E o Rudolf G. Wagner, Wang Bi
laozizhu yanjiu Fii{E T 1E)WFSE, translated by Yang Lihua #37%# (Nanjing: Jiangsu renmin
chubanshe, 2008), p. 545.

Boduoye Tailang % % ¥ KEF has roughly same argument as Bai Xi and Wagner. Wang Bi
F 55, Laozi daodejing zhu jiaoshi & T E{EAL T A%HE, commentary by Lou Yulie 571, p. 98.
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with °_Ef#°]. As the features of * L%’ and * Ff&" were thought by him to be
contrast, * N f&° should then be ‘% 2 Ifi A /4~ £°. Otherwise it will not be at the
same level with _Ff#’s “f /5 1 i X /%, because only ‘/ A /%’ stands at the
opposite to ‘& A % . Nor could ‘A LA’ and ‘ # DA /5’ matches. Thirdly, as
mention earlier, Wang considers ‘_E{#’ to contain ‘_£{~’, * £ 2%, and *_Lii&’, but if
the feature of * 4%’ is ‘non-partial’, which is how Wang interprets ‘fLA%3’, how
could it be able to serve as a summary of ‘F# and ‘L&, which were thought to
be ‘partial’ by Wang? This is a more powerful evidence, as single characters could
be changed during the circulation of a book, but what an author means through the
context is more persuasive and less possible to be changed. Therefore, Fan
Yingyuan’s quotation of Wang Bi seems to be a mistake, with the five characters
“F{E 5% 2 1M’ being redundancy due to mis-copying or misunderstanding. This can
be proved by that we do not see these five characters in today’s Wang Bi’s
annotation. Therefore, Wang’s version should originally be ‘ &% .2 i A 5,
and both ‘G LA’ and ‘LA’ are wrong.

2.3.3. The sentences of ‘ F{=’ and ‘ £ 3’

After restoring Wang’s version of the two sentences of ‘4%’ and T f#°, his
understanding for ‘ /" and ‘ =3’ is then needed to be examined, in which ‘A
5% and ‘A LAES are the core texts that determines whether he will be troubled by

the problem of the degenerative order. Wang says,

LA MRt o - 5 AL S AR M DAR - 2 hE
F o METIPTIEET &2 - 2MEihiE - Bt » - W F S A LA
Rt o IEARBERE - AUATHETE SCGaR & o MIFERR  REEHR » RS ZIE
RRER o W EigR 2 MR ZHE - JIEEETZ -

Wang interprets ‘LASS” as ‘M f5° [partiality] — _E{7°s “fELASS” means ‘fEFT R &
[no partiality] and ‘% ;2 & {f £A” [impartial love], whereas | 2&’s ‘& LA’
refers to ‘2 NHEFE [the love that fails to be impartial] and ‘ZFEFHIE » BIE KL’
[to detest the abuser and protect the righteous, to help this and attack that],” and
‘ L7ig’ is even worse: ‘MREAEAR » RIA B2 H AR [to argue back and forth

3 Wang Bi Eifii, Laozi daodejing zhu jiaoshi % ¥ 38 AL #FE, commentary by Lou Yulie 15
74, p. 94.

3 Modified from Lin’s translation. Paul ]J. Lin, A Translation of Lao-tzu's Tao Te Ching and Wang Pi's
Commentary, p. 71.
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about the details, and disagreement between two opposing parties would arouse
anger and grudges].” This is how Wang interprets these three levels from the
angle of ‘impartiality’ or ‘partiality’.

Looking at Wang Bi’s annotation for this chapter as a whole, his version should
be * EARMER ML » NERZMANE . Here, HEASS and A A F’ means
the their outcome - although * F:%’ does not involve coercive actions, it can bring
everything to properness and there is nothing that cannot be done, whereas for ‘ |
%, although coercive actions are adopted, there are always things unachievable.
For ‘_Ff~" and ‘_#’, his version is the same as Heshang’s, written as ‘#LA /%" and
‘& LAES’ respectively, and he interprets them as ‘impartiality’ or ‘partiality’. His
interpretation solves the conflict between the five levels due to his unique text

version of Laozi. However, his interpreting ‘LA’ as “{fi /% [partiality] does not

comply with common sense and is far-fetched and needs further examination.

2.4. ‘EEEMRMESR » MERZMELR’

The version of * FAEMER M MEAFS - TR T ELLR was firstly seen in Tang
scholar Fu Yi {#2%’s Daodejing guben pian E{EAL AR, It is said to be collated
by Fu Yi through the version from Xiang Yu JH7]’s concubine’s tomb and other
ancient versions.” However, the book has only the text of Laozi and no
annotations. Therefore, Fu’s interpretation for the sentences of ‘b fE> and R fE°
could not be known.

In Song dynasty, Fan Yingyuan U/ T wrote Laozi daodejing guben jizhu

B RSt AR EETE, in which his version of ‘_E{#’ and * N %’ sentences are same

as Fu’s. He says in annotation for ‘_F &4 55 i A 15,

seAgREIE ~ M~ Eh > #RE ﬁﬂfl__la”zlx W EAPE T LSRR AR
SREEA o AR T EAE) o M%T Mif5 » AEWAL - R LA
e IR 0 TR HIZERS - ,D\E%;Z 8 W EFELRMEARE - 1 7

For “ N8/ 2 M fELLES’, he says,

% Modified from Lin’s translation. Paul J. Lin, A Translation of Lao-tzu's Tao Te Ching and Wang Pi's
Commentary,p 70-71.

% Xiong Tieji A&#A and Chen Hongxing [/, Foreword to ‘Daodejing guben pian J&{EFE &
A, in Laozi jicheng ER (Beijing: Zongjiao wenhua chubanshe, 2011), vol. 1, p. 47.

37 Fan Yingyuan JGWEJC, Laozi daodejing guben jizhu # 1B {E#E Hi AL 3 (Shanghai: Huadong
shifan daxue chubanshe, 2010), p. 68.
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R > EGH > i~ #RE  MRZERIEA - W ERME TRERZTAMR) 5
WA o AR N - S NER LML AR E - BHERM » AR
Eifiz TTM%Zﬁ'ﬁ,mLA%% MEFrfm At o | S 5lEIE ~ EMmRaGEEE -
TER » WA dAR o

According to his text version, b s R B refers to its endless efficacy,
whereas [ {&’ is interpreted in the way of ‘f&LA%%’, which Fan uses ‘fEFAREL [no
selfish intention] to explain. However, there are two major loopholes in this. Firstly,
if, as he says, the feature of * N{&’ is ‘f L3, then it is no any difference with ‘ &
{=, but from the following text of * S AE T 4417 of Laozi, it can be inferred that
they must be different. Otherwise, the sentence of ‘ 1%’ would have no reason to
be written down but a redundancy - Fan did not solve this problem. Modern
scholar Bai Xi 1% has the same opinion as Fan’s. He use Wang Bi’s annotation
of AABEERBM LA fEth > [ EiGHi W and W N EC & B2
1’ to argue. He says,

s TE{0) R BT @R W (FE MREEK TL#E) (L
B WL A - (L DR (V) 20 ARSI
R -

However, the problem of this has been identified before — as Wang Bi regards ‘
%’ to contain other three levels, then, according to his comments, how could it be
able to contain ‘ F3%’ and ‘_Eii§’ if its feature is ‘fELASS?

Secondly, Fan quotes Han Fei Zi ##JF 7 and Wang Bi’s versions to support
his, but not only his quotation of Wang Bi seems to be a mistake, but also he did
not correctly understand Han Fei’s meaning. Although Han’s version is indeed
written as b 2 % /5 1 f€ A %’ it should be an false alteration made by later
readers. It should originally be * I & f 3% 1fii fi€ DA /% °, which is clear from his
context. Han says in Han Fei Zi ‘Jie Lao’ §&JE ¥ - f#E,

Fir A SR SR A+ AR R R o RIEAE - ORI R R -
KGR ISR EE > HEE AN S SRR RET o B% » 3 L2 ]
o SHINREE - AW - & CERE  FOEBRAR » FUERRA

3 Fan Yingyuan JUMEJT, Laozi daodejing guben jizhu # T-EEAE AL, p. 68.
% Bai Xi 448, ‘Xihan zhujianben laozi shouzhang “xiade weizhi er wu yiwei” kaoshi’ P4 /7 fifi A
Cer) B8 [FERZMENR] R, p. 30.
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AR - PRS- TR AE B o i T EFER AR o )

This is all his commentary for the sentence of ‘_Lf&’, but there is none related with

‘AR - all his interpretation is for ‘LS. He says, ‘ML 5 USRS
HEEASHE » A5’ [For those who intentionally want to have no
thoughts to reach the state of emptiness, their mind cannot get rid of this
conception and are thus controlled by the pursuit for emptiness], and he concludes
as ‘AN LU 5% /5 45 7 HI i [Not take non-coercive action in mind unchangeably
will help reach the real state of emptiness] — how he interprets is exactly in the
way of ‘FELASS’. Gao Ming & HH’s Boshu laozi jiaozhu &% 7 #E also spots
this sharply.” However, many scholars did not find this and thought Han Fei’s
version was originally as it is today, such as Qing scholar Bi Yuan #Jt and Yu
Yue R f.” However, from the above discussion, we see the versions of the
sentence of ‘_F-{#" that Fan quotes as his support are not correct. Moreover, as for
the sentence of ‘ N {2, Fan says Han Fei’s verion is same as his, but from the text of
Han Fei Zi ¥ JE T today, there is no mentioning of the sentence of ‘ I {’, which
is also proved by Gao Ming.” Therefore, it seems that Fan’s quotation of Han Fei
Zi is also mistaken.

Then, Fu and Fan’s version of * MMM MEAR » NERZ ML seems
not reliable under the examination of the meaning of context and the previous

versions that it relies on.

2.5. ‘EEEMRMESR » TERZMENR’

It seems that none of the above versions of the previous dynasties have been solved

the textual problem, and later scholars continued to explore. Qing scholar Xi Tong

% Wang Xianshen T 5G0&, Hanfeizi jijie W& 3IFE T8 f#, collated by Zhong Zhe ##%# (Beijing:
Zhonghua shuju, 2003), p. 131.
1 Gao Ming says, ‘(HEIEE Beamifirh - 248 MEMMAR] 22 E28 [ m RIS
KRR o AT HIBRE (RETR) EECE 0 BRGREEC G - BB G| SO TR
MERFS) EARBREE - RS SURIENI o LRSS TNR  RERD 5 CEERERR o miE
@ o BELASE o DU AR B RS R AN B o JE (1) JRARIZ % ©° Gao Ming (=i, Boshu laozi
jiaozhu FEEZ TE, p. 4.
2 Bi Yuan comments on the sentence of *_E &5 M #E A £, saying, * (#EIET-) BLZE[H o Bi Yuan
YL, ‘Laozi daodejing kaoyi# 1-3EH{EEE 5, p. 742.
Yu Yue says, * (##IE 7R R) fF T REEMBMERRE] » FHhA (E7) Wik o Yu
Yue #&H, Zhuzi pingyi #&F7Fa, p. 152.
% Gao Ming says, ‘B~ (#IET-E) K> KRS TR ~ TR ~ TEED ~ TEE)
M [F{E] ° Gao Ming mH, Boshu laozi jiaozhu 3% FFIE, p. 4.
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2{i’s Laozi jijie & 1-5fi# gives a new version: ‘b EME S i A N AR5 2 1M
A5 — the first sentence same as Fu Yi’s, whereas the second is an altered one
by Xi Tong himself. He interprets ‘i A~ 535 as “fifi & ¥ %% I H M’ [to make all

things develop as their own nature].” He gives his reasons:

o QIFAYIRGS - AREMER Rt o ARURAR(H A A NEENE o BERES » 3 |
EB‘E%ZM’EHU\)% zET fHEd b ,.JJ'IJ o YuFETTH HARMEREDARS o 2 P I
{4 o REYARNE » 5 RUIE

Similar to Wang Bi, Xi also makes ‘ N2’ out of ‘fE2LS” and ‘A PAKS’, and gives it
the feature of ‘ff A £%°, which is then matched with * F{%’ and does not conflict
with the ‘LA or ‘A LA’ of “ {2 and * | 3%°. But his version is created
himself, without any evidence and support of any previous version, as he says
himself, JRAMIEANE -5 F5E” [All of them do not make sense, and thus I rectify

it]. Therefore, his opinion can be a reference but not a determined conclusion.

Overall, from the above examination of previous versions and interpretations

for the sentences of ‘ /% and “ Ff%’, these five versions have been discussed:

1 PSSR TIMELARS - NIRRT A AR
2. " RASMERMIELAR - NER A LA
3. LIRSS NMERZMANR
4. EIEMERTIEAS - TR LML
5. EAEMERTIEAS » NERZMERR

Scholars had different opinions and even misunderstood each other. Some versions
were falsely altered by readers in later generations. The diverse opinions and
debates among scholars have been clarified through the above, but there seems not

a version that is no problem.

3. Evidence of documents unearthed

Unearthed documents are an important basis for ancient texts. There are three

“ Xi Tong says, * [ %] & FFIFE— » AAEMIWE) o (AR & HEYSNEHME o Xi Tong
([, ‘Laozi jijie #FHEM#, p. 16.
% XiTong 2, ‘Laozi jijie & T-Hf#, p. 16.
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main documents unearthed in modern times that contain early Laozi version. One
is the Guodian Chu bamboo slip 2 & % f&ji. Another is that of Mawangdui silk
book 5§ T HE & . The third is the Han bamboo slip {#f# version collected by
Peking University from overseas. Among these three, Guodian bamboo slip version
is the earliest text, thought to be written in the middle of the Warring States Period
(481-403 BCE). However, the tomb has been stolen several times and the content is
missing. The Chapter Thirty-eight of the current Laozi is not included in it.*
Therefore, the following will only discuss the Mawangdui silk book and the Han
bamboo slip collected by Peking University.

3.1. Mawangdui silk book Laozi

Mawangdui silk book Laozi was unearthed in 1973. There are two versions: jiaben
K and yiben £ /K. For Chapter Thirty-eight in today’s Laozi, the content of

jiaben is as below, with some parts lost:

O0o0oO0ooOoOoooooooOof#EEEEoo BB MmO Ol

m EEEB2mMANEE 00000 oo oSN 28 E

MﬁFL%LﬁFﬁDDDDDDDDDDDDDW%Z%@uuuézﬁ
&z & 2 AR R G HE M A B H A E L E A E R R R Ut

The content of yiben is relatively complete:

EAEARTERE VAT MR RAEZ DA A8 B80T 08 BARS AR 2 T 6 BA
)@5’@Lf,uﬁaZﬁ'ﬁﬁu%mbTﬂ%ZZWﬁQZE’EmEIJL%% AIPLPALCSENIEEHES
ﬁ'ﬁ’@ﬁé’ifﬁ'ﬁ’@ﬁﬁia—ﬁ'ﬁ’ﬂﬁﬂi’ﬂ%%%{aZZYEI’fBﬁ’ﬁf%LZé’@FJU%%)EZZ%
Mz g th2 AR 0 O 0 O Ja Hin s EE A s H g s R m e

Importantly, both jiaben and yiben do not have the sentence of ‘ N1’ between the
sentence of ‘ F 1% and ‘_F{’, but the meaning of the text is more consistent.
Without the sentence of * N1, the other four levels of < Ff%’, < F{=’,  FZ&%’, and
‘ B’ exactly match with the degenerative order expressed in the following text
from 2K & i 2 {5 to “ 2 F 1M £2 7% ". Moreover, the features of the four then
present a gradual and step-by-step change: ‘f /% [fii fl LA £5° [non-coercive action

46

Wang Chuanfu {#& and Tang Xuefeng % 2#%, Jingmen guodian yihao chumu ][] 2 & —
HRABEL, Wenwu X, 7 (1997), p. 46.

The symbol ‘0" each refers to a character that is lost due to the fragmented silk. Gao Ming &1,
Boshu laozi jiaozhu EE TFIE, p. 429.

% Gao Ming & HH, Boshu laozi jiaozhu 5 T-KIE, p. 454.
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and no PABR], ‘B2 M LAFS’ [coercive action and no PASR], ‘BB 2 1MA LA
[coercive action and LA%S], and ‘5 2 JE QI #8555 i #5.2 [If there is no response,
bares his arms to apply force] — the degenerative order is then very clear. Gao
Ming and Liu Xiaogan #[%€H{ both support this.”

Apart from the evidence from the meaning of context, there are two more
proofs. Firstly, as for this chapter of Laozi, the silk version is the earliest text that
has been found as far, and both jiaben and yiben do not have the sentence of Y
which can be a powerful documentary evidence. Secondly, Han Fei Zi ¥4 JE 1
quoted and explained all text from Chapter Thirty-eight of Laozi except two
sentences, one of which is the sentence of ~N7%.” Han Fei Zi was written in late
Warring State Period, little earlier than the silk book. From this, it can be inferred
that both Han Fei Zi and the silk Laozi present the original form of Chapter
Thirty-eight. Moreover, contemporary scholar Yang Shuda #% ff 3% wrote Laozi
guyi # ¥ £, in which he collects Han Fei Zi, Huainan Zi #£Fd f and other
texts before the Qin Z dynasty to explain and prove the text of Laozi. For
Chapter Thirty-eight, he founds these other sources for nearly every sentence
except the sentence of * N{#’."" This means it does not exist in any other pre-Qin
texts. From all these above, it can be seen that the sentence of * N 1%’ was added by

people afterwards, but not its original, and Mawangdui silk version should be what

it originally was.

® Gao Ming says, ‘f2{" i & B AR ? M [H5] fERMEruH g » DU ME
R &b TR HR o TRZMALE] HR - B2  Jl
HEEMPZ] BR - BEEH ~ SR T8 ZaGF 12 R R R R R AR
SR THE) —H)  AMEFHED - ERANRIREL - M B AR SR —  REEIE o
e R TR —R) Rtk iiE % 8k - fidE CET) BN E - EREAZN o Gao Ming
158, Boshu laozi jiaozhu E# TFHIE, p. 3.

Liu Xiaogan says, ‘Fe @ AME [ EfE] ~ T E{] ~ T kR3] ~ T EiEl - H5I85ET
BLNET [RE-RE- R R E i BIEE SR A A T4 —4) > BL
BT RAE) B AMEERSREES A A EE o RS EIAR) BB TR ~ THE] 2384
mimA [TREE) —4) - SERCSCRRAL © * Liu Xiaogan #I%HEY, Laozi gujin: wuzhong duikan yu
xiping yinlun # 14 © HFEEEIEMNF5] 50 (Beijing: Zhongguo shehui kexue chubanshe,
2016), p. 395.

0 Wang Xianshen T 5G1E, Hanfeizi jijie ##IE7-8Ef#, collated by Zhong Zhe## T, p. 130-135.

' Yang Shuda #5f813#, Laozi guyi # 115 2%, in Laozi jicheng % -5/, ed. by Xiong Tieji HEHK
#  and Chen Hongxing P £ &2 (Beijing: Zongjiao wenhua chubanshe, 2011), vol. 12, pp.
206-209.
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3.2. The Han bamboo slip Laozi

In 2009, Peking University accepted a batch of Han bamboo slips returned from
overseas donation, among which there is an early version Laozi.” Tts version of the
‘L1 and “F{E’ sentences is unique: ‘b2 T MDA o N 2 DA
— the first half is same as Heshang’s version, whereas the second half is as Fu Yi’s.
As there is no annotation with this version, how the writer interpreted it could not
be found, but as the second sentence is same with Fu’s, it will have the same
problem in term of the degenerative order. However, Bai Xi supports this version.
He uses Wang Bi’s version as a proof because he thinks Wang’s is the same as the
bamboo version, but this is not the case, which has been proven in previous
sections. Apart from this, Bai also argues in terms of the time of the documents. He
says Fu Yi’s version is based on Xiang Yu’s concubine’s tomb and it should have
been circulated in the Qin and Han times, even earlier than the silk book, and thus
should be the original version.” However, this argument is questionable. The
version from the concubine’s tomb is not seen today. As for Fu’s book, it was
written in the Tang dynasty, much later than the Qin and Han, and the versions he
referred to were more than only one. Thus we cannot say that they represent the
earliest version. Moreover, as for the time, the Han bamboo slip was in the time of
the Wu Emperor 7%, later than the silk book version.” Moreover, Bai Xi seems
to have misunderstood Wang Bi, and thus his argument might no be tenable.

From the discussion above, we see that the silk book version is the most
consistent one, whereas the Han bamboo slip version might not be the original.

Then, the version has been determined. In the following text, the interpretation of
ML and AU of * B F{°, and < L 3%’ will be discussed.

 Beijing daxue cang xihan zhushu At 5K 22 P4 77 &, ed. by Beijing daxue chutu wenxian
yanjiusuodt 5 A E:HY - SR SEfT (Shanghai: Shanghai guji chubanshe, 2015), vol. 2, p. 123.

® Beijing daxue cang xihan zhushu b 5% K 225 V5 3 4T &, ed. by Beijing daxue chutu wenxian
yanjiusuo b 5K S+ SRR ST, vol. 2, p. 2.

* Bai XiH %2, Xihan zhujianben laozi shouzhang “xiade weizhi er wu yiwei” kaoshi P A7 fifi A

CET) B% [FEB2MEULE] ZE, p. 29.

 Beijing daxue cang xihan zhushu At 5K 22 P4 77 &, ed. by Beijing daxue chutu wenxian

yanjiusuo b5 KE: H - SCERIF ST, vol. 2, Foreword p. 2.
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4. The interpretation of f&LAS and HLAR

The phrase “4Ht 5% is a core ideal in Laozi, which refers to ‘non-coercive action’,
whereas ‘£ is the opposite. Both of them are common vocabularies in the book.
However, ‘L5 and ‘A PAES’ are difficult to find a proper interpretation, but it
is certain that the meaning of M and “MELLES must be different, and so do ‘5
2’ and ‘A LAf%’. Otherwise, the phrase the *_E {2 /% [ #& LA 5% does not have to
repeat the same concept twice, and ‘_F.{~" will not be described as ‘%2’ and ‘& A
F%’ at the same time.

But how should ‘#& L%’ and ‘45 LA£S’ be understood? There are mainly two
different opinions. One is to interpret them as ‘partial’ or ‘impartial’, which is the
interpretation of Wang Bi and has been discussed previously. The other is to
consider them as ‘intentional’ or ‘unintentional’. If one does what one should do
unintentionally, this is ‘% LA%3’, and vice versa. For example, Song scholar Lin Xiyi
WA uses M/ and ‘A0 to interpret “fELLSE’ and ‘A LASS respectively.™
Fan Yingyuan uses ‘ ff Flf /%’ (the /% here means ‘for’, namely, ‘purpose’ or
‘intention’, but not ‘do’) to interpret ‘ fft LA £5°.” Ming scholar Xue Hui &% s
interpretation is similar.® Their words are different, but their meaning is the same.
Among these two interpretations, Wang Bi’s interpreting ‘ PA /% * as ‘i /%’
[partiality] seems not in accord with the common meaning of the character, and
the second interpretation is more appropriate. There are two proofs.

Firstly, it can be seen from the context. The text of _Fiiff’s ‘B2 & - Il B i
P15 22’ refers to that the implementation of ritual rules sometimes receives no
response or compliance from others, and then those implementing the rules might
force others. This shows an implication of ‘intentional’ - a utilitarian purpose
behind the action and also a demand imposed at the same time on others.
Following this implication and to look at the ‘fE A%’ of * £~ and the ‘& PAS%’ of

‘ 3%, they seems exactly refers to whether one is intentional in doing things or

% Lin Xiyi says, * [BA] & A0 o THELAR | 2O 2 tH o Lin Xiyi MAA#R, Laozi yanzhai
kouyi # ¥ &5 [1%%°, in Laozi jicheng # 5 B, ed. by Xiong Tieji FESKIE and AL 2
(Beijing: Zongjiao wenhua chubanshe, 2011), vol.4, p. 511.

57 Fan Yingyuan says, ‘ [ FA2f5 2 LA ] & > JEDAEE o AT 51 f 2t ©* Fan Yingyuan
YU T, Laozi daodejing guben jizhu # 3Bt ARLERE, p. 69.

5 Xue Hui says, ‘MELLE » ST BIMNIE L AR SHARBZ o ... BOERE  HEF
Rl SRS BT RS2 WE BB mENE o ERIEERE - BYWAEE
HOBELARA » W E EHERZ AL °° Xue Hui B¢, Laozi jijie £ F5M#, p. 301.
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not. The former is without intention, and people of this level do things naturally
without calculation. They do what they ought to do, but they just do them out of a
IPE - 5% S Ffr 4% 171 7% 2 2 [People of this
kind are completely sincere and full of sympathy, and they do things with no

natural impulse, as Xue Hui says, ‘% i/

. . 9 .
intention.]” Mencius says,

G NERFFEARH - EAEMBHEE 2O » JERT ARG 72 KRk JF
it AELB RSN A - JEEHE AR - @

Here, Mencius says a person with sympathy (llf&Z /() will go to save a baby who
is about to fall into a well not because of he has acquaintance with the baby’s
parents, nor for the sake of reputation. This person is determined to do this out of
such natural impulse. This is the meaning of _F{"’s ‘fELAE’. As for E#’s B LA
5%, as Wang Bi says by ‘WAETHIE » B ICIL’, it involves the demand for others
and intentions behind actions.

Secondly, the above interpretation of #LAfS and A LAES can also be proved
by other early texts. For example, Wen Zi 3 ¥ says,

EAE BRRZEFE  JERHE > ARG BECER  JER AN
MAGREN  RNHT) - HEIIET LS - ALVBRIRA R - ©

It is exactly emphasizing that the real ‘{." is without the intention to get reward

from others (JF =K H ¥} ), and the opposite of it is ‘H LA 5% °. Han Fei Zi also
interprets ‘f& A%’ from this angle:

& HEFORARZEAL - HEANZAmRMENZAmE » LAl
o FERHEMR M o dH 0 T ECRZ MR - | @

Therefore, whether one is intentional in doing things or not should be the meaning

of ‘MELLE and “H AR .

% Xue Hui B, Laozi jijie & T-8f#, p. 301.

® Zhu Xi K%, Sishu zhangju jizhu FHFEHEEF (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 2016), p. 239.

61 Xin Xing %8, ‘Wenzi XX ¥, in Yingyin wenyuange cikuquanshu st 13 I DUE 2 3, ed. by
Aixinjueluo Yongrong B ¥ ¥ /K ¥4 and Ji Yun#C#4 (Taipei: Taiwan shangwu yinshuguan,
1986), vol. 1058, p. 343.

62 Wang Xianshen 418, Hanfeizi jijie ¥IET-8Ef#, collated by Zhong Zhe ###5, p. 131.
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5. Conclusion

To conclude the discussion of this essay, there are mainly three outcomes:

Firstly, it reviews the main opinions of previous dynasties on Chatper
Thirty-eight of Laozi through complex debates and differences. During this process,
some of the misunderstanding and false alteration has been spotted and their
original intention have been restored. More importantly, by examining the versions
and interpretations offered by scholars, we found that Wang Bi and Xi Tong
resolved contradictions among the different levels, but their opinions are untenable
either in terms of literal interpretation or previous evidence of text. As for other
scholars’ versions, even the problem of the levels is not solved.

Secondly, this essay then examined the documents unearthed and found that
the Mawangdui silk book version, which does not have the sentence of TRER
is the most appropriate version. Compared to the silk version, the Han bamboo slip
version is also analysed and finally proved to be questionable.

Thirdly, through the analysis of ‘% A /%’ and ‘& LA £ °, we found that to
interpret them as ‘being intentional’ or not is the proper way and in consistence

with the context.

22



Bibliography

Books

Beijing daxue cang xihan zhushu At 58 K 22 jisk P4 /7 &, ed. by Beijing daxue
chutu wenxian yanjiusuo 4k 5K + SCERAF 5 (Shanghai: Shanghai
guji chubanshe, 2015)

Bi Yuan #£Jt, ‘Laozi daodejing kaoyi & 1 3E 2K % ", in Laozi jicheng # 15
%, ed. by Xiong Tieji HE€ # 3£ and Chen Hongxing P #L 2 (Beijing:
Zongjiao wenhua chubanshe, 2011)

Chao Gongwu 52N K, Junzhai dushu zhi jiaozheng £V 25 78 5 &M i, collated by

Sun Meng ##4# (Shanghai: Shanghai guji chubanshe, 1990)

Fan Yingyuan 8 M JG, Laozi daodejing guben jizhu £ T 38 {5 &8 & A £ 3
(Shanghai: Huadong shifan daxue chubanshe, 2010)

Fu Yi /625, ‘Daodejing gubenpian & 4% & AR j’, in Laozi jicheng % T X, ed.
by Xiong Tieji H€#% 7 and Chen Hongxing P #[ & (Beijing: Zongjiao
wenhua chubanshe, 2011)

Gao Heng 15 ¥, Chongding laozi zhenggu B 3] # 1~ 1E 7k, 2nd edn. (Shanghai:
Kaiming shudian, 1948)

Gao Ming 5 B, Boshu laozi jiaozhu &% T #iF (Beijing: Zhonghuashuju,
1996)

Heshang Gong 7 |/, ‘Daodezhenjing zhu & EEJE, in Laozi jicheng #
£ 1%, ed. by Xiong Tieji RE# 3 and PBRAL 2 (Beijing: Zongjiao wenhua
chubanshe, 2011)

Jiang Xichang ##% &, Laozi jiaogu £ F MGk (Shanghai: Shangwu yinshuguan,
1937)

Lin Xiyi #75#, ‘Laozi yanzhai kouyi £ 1 &5 138", in Laozi jicheng # 18X,
ed. by Xiong Tieji R&## % and [H#L 2 (Beijing: Zongjiao wenhua chubanshe,

23



2011)

Liu Xiaogan #|K Y, Laozi gujin: wuzhong duikan yu xiping yinlun ¥ &%  fu
FESENEEATEES| 50 (Beijing: Zhongguo shehui kexue chubanshe, 2016)

Ma Xulun &R, Laozi Jiaogu # F1%Gh (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1974)

Paul J. Lin, A Translation of Lao-tzu's Tao Te Ching and Wang Pi’s Commentary
(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1977)

Rudolf G. Wagner, Wang Bi laozizhu yanjiu 5 (CEF1E) IR, translated by
Yang Lihua #%37%# (Nanjing: Jiangsu renmin chubanshe, 2008)
Tao Hongqing FAWE BEE, Du zhuzi zhaji i 3% 1 FL3C (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju,

1959)
Wang Bi £ iffi, Laozi daodejing zhu jiaoshi & 7B B2, commentary by

Lou Yulie #57 %1 (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 2019)

Wang Xianshen T G18, Hanfeizi jijie # JE 18 fi#, collated by Zhong Zhe ## ¥
(Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 2003)

Xi Tong 2&1fi, ‘Laozi jijie & T-Ef#°, in Laozi jicheng & 1% i, ed. by Xiong
Tieji 7€ #% & and Chen Hongxing P #L 2 (Beijing: Zongjiao wenhua

chubanshe, 2011)

Xin Xing £ 8}, ‘Wenzi X 1, in Yingyin wenyuange cikuquanshu % E1 S R MY
Jii % &, ed. by Aixinjueluo Yongrong & ¥ % - 7K ¥5 and Ji Yun #CH5
(Taipei: Taiwan shangwu yinshuguan, 1986)

Xu Weiyu #FF#fE3&, Liishi chunqiu jishi (= IREBEKERE (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju,
2010)

Xue Hui %5, Laozi jijie # 7%, in Laozi jicheng # T, ed. by Xiong Tieji

AEgs AL and FRAL 2 (Beijing: Zongjiao wenhua chubanshe, 2011)
Yan Zun & &, ‘Daode zhenjing zhigui JE & EASF5EF’, in Zhengtong daozang 1E
#iiE K (Shanghai: Hanfen lou, 1923), Dongshenbu yujuelei jil i35 £ G- H,

Book 375, Neng shang ft I, vol. 7, p. 1a.

24



Yang Shuda #7163, ‘Laozi guyi # ¥ i #&’, in Laozi jicheng # TS 1, ed. by
Xiong Tieji R€#J3: and Chen Hongxing AL/ (Beijing: Zongjiao wenhua
chubanshe, 2011)

Ye Mengde #22845, ‘Laozi jie £ T-f#’, in Laozi jicheng % T-2 X, ed. by Xiong
Tieji H& # 5& and Chen Hongxing P %L 2 (Beijing: Zongjiao wenhua
chubanshe, 2011)

Yu Yue #ttl, Zhuzi pingyi # TP (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1954)

Zhu Xi K 7%, Sishu zhangju jizhu VUEZ A EEE (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 2016)

Journal articles

Bai Xi %2, ‘Xihan zhujianben laozi shouzhang “xiade wei zhi er wu yi wei”
kaoshi PHIENTRIA (1) B2 T NEBZMMELAR | Z1E, Zhexue yanjiu
PEIE S, 2 (2015)

Wang Chuanfu T /% & and Tang Xuefeng ¥ £* #, Jingmen guodian yihao
chumu FjIZRIE — 5B S, Wenwu XKW, 7 (1997)

25



	Exploration of Sentences of Shangde上德 and Xiade下德 
	Abstract
	摘 要
	Table of Contents
	1.Introduction
	2.Review and examination of past debates
	2.1.‘上德無為而無以為，下德為之而有以為’�
	2.1.1.Heshang Gong’s Daode zhenjing zhu
	2.1.2.Yan Zun’s Daode zhenjing zhigui

	2.2.‘上德無為而非以為，下德為之而有以為’
	2.3.‘上德無為而無不為，下德為之而有不為’
	2.3.1.The sentence of ‘上德’
	2.3.2.The sentence of ‘下德’
	2.3.3.The sentences of ‘上仁’ and ‘上義’

	2.4.‘上德無為而無不為，下德為之而無以為’
	2.5.‘上德無為而無不為，下德為之而無不為’

	3.Evidence of documents unearthed
	3.1.Mawangdui silk book Laozi
	3.2.The Han bamboo slip Laozi

	4.The interpretation of 無以為 and 有以為
	5.Conclusion
	Bibliography

