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Whoever knows a discipline, such as logic or any other, well
and tries to translate it into his mother tongue will discover
that mother tongue lacking in both substance and words.

Roger Bacon, De linguarum cognitio, 1269?

Translation has been a central activity throughout the history of science. Scien-
tific knowledge, be it preserved in texts, institutions, or individual minds, is a highly
mobile commodity, and the winding route of its travels and successive refinements indi-
cates that scientific ideas and theories may gain or lose as much from migration as any
human being crossing the boundaries of languages and cultures. This is particularly
obvious in the case of the “European” science of logic: conceived in the multicultural
environment of the Greek polis, the logical knowledge gathered in the Aristotelian canon
was saved from extinction by partial renderings into Latin, Persian, and, via Syriac, into
Arabic. Between the time of the Stoics and the revival of logic in twelfth-century
Europe, the most important logical work was arguably done in Arabic.> When the disci-
pline was rediscovered in Christian universities, its conceptual repertoire had been
reshaped to such an extent that Roger Bacon (1214?-94) was led to his remark quoted
above. Within one or two centuries, however, the ars nova logic became so thoroughly
latinized that Arabian influences tended to be forgotten. In the sixteenth century, works
on logic began to be published in modern languages, such as English, German, or
French, often in opposition to the worn out scholasticism of Latin textbooks.* Finally,
from the eighteenth century onwards, logicians proposed multiple ways to translate their
findings from the various national languages into formal and symbolic languages, thus
hoping to eliminate the need of further rendering once and for all.

Despite these efforts, translation continued to play an important role in the global
history of the discipline. The forced or invited transplantation of logic (and other, less
esoteric sciences) in the wake of the European expansion spurred a new wave of transla-
tion activity, most notably in East Asia where the discipline was recognized as a worth-
while subject of intellectual inquiry during the second half of the nineteenth century, first

in Japan and, eventually, in China as well.
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In this paper, I will address some aspects of this last turn—the translation of that
hybrid science we have come to call “Western logic” into Chinese texts and contexts.
More specifically, as a first step to reconstruct this multilayered process, I will trace the
Chinese terms and terminologies that were invented to render important logical notions
in the decades surrounding the turn of the twentieth century, either by direct phonetic or
semantic borrowing from European languages or, more often, by graphic loans from
Japanese. Not being a linguist myself, my primary interest is not to supplement the still
incomplete lists of lexical creations from that period or to redefine the typologies of
loan-words and neologisms in modern Chinese. Rather, I will examine what the history
of the invention, adoption, or rejection of certain terminological choices may tell us
about the formation of modern Chinese logical language and discourse. Scientific terms,
as Scott Montgomery has recently reminded us, “are nearly always the result of some
conscious choice, and this choice must often, of necessity, bear the marks of larger influ-
ence, above all the era-bound proclivities of the men and women who discovered the
need for such choice. A nomenclature is built from thousands of such selections; it leaks
history at every pore.”> The following notes may be taken, then, as a preliminary
attempt to explore how much history there is to squeeze from the pores of successful and
obsolete lexical innovations in the realm of one particular scientific discipline.

Indifference

Before turning to the terms that were introduced in the final decades of the Qing
dynasty, it may be useful to recall briefly the history of the reception of European logic
prior to the late nineteenth century and, most notably, the striking indifference with
which it was initially met in China. As far as we know, European logic was first men-
tioned in Chinese by Giulio Aleni (1582-1649) in 1623. In his Xixue fan TG} (Gen-
eral outline of Western learning) and the more widely read Zhifang waiji ¥ /5 %} 50
(Records of the places outside the jurisdiction of the Office of Geography), Aleni intro-
duced “logic” (luorijia % H N or #& H i) as one of the courses taught in the prepara-
tory year at European universities.® What this course entailed was first substantiated in
the Mingli tan %4 ¥24R (Logica; lit. “The exploration of names and principles”), a partial
rendering, published in 1631, of Aristotle’s Categories and Porphyry’s Eisagogue.” The
Mingli tan was the outcome of more than five years of painstaking labors by Francisco
Furtado (1587-1653) who claimed to have “translated the meaning” (yiyi 3% 7%&.) and the
convert Li Zhizao Z5Z ¥ (1569-1630) who had done his best to put this meaning into
“comprehensible words” (daci 7##&%). Despite the translators’ remarkable versatility in
rendering the highly technical text into acceptable Chinese, the work must be regarded
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as perhaps the most spectacular failure in the Jesuit enterprise to win over the educated
elite by means of scholarship. The book never exerted any influence outside the Chris-
tian community and soon fell into almost perfect oblivion.®

The indifference that characterized the first erratic appearance of occidental logic
in a Chinese context continued to make itself felt when the subject was once again inter-
mittently introduced in the second half of the nineteenth century. In comparison to other
sciences, references to logic remained widely scattered throughout the century—proba-
bly not least because the Protestant missionaries who were now most active in offering
and selling knowledge to China did not nearly attribute so much importance to the disci-
pline as their Jesuit precursors. Neither the subject matter nor the discursive value of
logic were discovered until the late 1890s when the waning authority of the traditional
canons and institutions drove Chinese scholars to seek new ways to ascertain their
beliefs and infer new recipes for action. Against this grim background, several disillu-
sioned officials and educators turned to the study of logic as a possible source of
renewed certainty, wealth, and power. The most prominent supporter of the hitherto
ignored “science of sciences” (kexue zhi kexue FHE2:Z F}E), as it soon came to be
labelled, was Yan Fu §1% (1853-1921). Mainly due to his activities that were facilitated
by the general opening to “new knowledge” in the aftermath of the Sino-Japanese War,
interest in logic increased considerably in the early years of the twentieth century.® Sev-
eral widely-circulated journals carried articles on various aspects of the subject,'® and
private publishers struggled to come up with handy introductions in order to meet the
growing demand from curious readers." In 1903, the Translation Office at the Imperial
University specifically mentioned the task of rendering logic textbooks into Chinese in
its statutes, and in the same year the Qing government followed the Japanese example
and included compulsory courses in logic in the revised curricula of universities and

teachers’ colleges.'?

Interest

This belated institutional embrace sparked intense translation activity. Prior to
the founding of the Republic, seventeen monographs on logic were published in Chi-
nese, all but two in the decade between 1902 and 1911. Of these seventeen books, four
(nos. 1, 2, 5, and 13 in the list below) were translated from English; one (no. 10) was
adapted from an unspecified textbook in Latin. The remaining eleven were exclusively
or primarily based on Japanese sources, either as translations of individual works or as
digests of several texts written by as many as five different authors (no. 14). Biblio-

graphical details of these largely forgotten works are as follows:
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1. Joseph Edkins (Ai Yuese ¥ #J%%), transl., Bianxue gimeng ¥#2:Fk5% (Primer
of logic), in Robert Hart, ed., Gezhi gimeng ¥&3(fiX 5% (Science primers), 16
vols. (Shanghai: Inspectorate General of Customs, 1886; Shanghai: Zhuyi-
tang shuju, 1896; Shanghai: Tushu jicheng yinshuju, 1898). Original:
William Stanley Jevons, Logic, in T. H. Huxley, H. E. Roscoe, and Steward
Balfour, eds., Science Primer Series (London, 1872).

2. John Fryer (Fu Lanya fEI%E), transl., Lixue xuzhi PREEJE ] (Essentials of
logic) (n.p., 1898). Original unknown.

3. Lin Zutong MAHE, transl., Lunlixue dazhi ¥ EE5E g (A guide to logic)
(Shanghai: Wenming shuju, 1902). Original: Kiyono Ben & 27 i, Ronri-
gaku en’eki kino FmPREEAEET# (Logic, deductive and inductive) (Tokyo:
Kinkodo, 1892).

4. Wang Rongbao (£ 4%, transl., Lunlixue &% P2 (Logic) (Tokyo: Yishu
huibian she, 1902; Shanghai: Shangwu yinshuguan, 1906; Jiangxi shifan
xueyuan, 1907). Original: Takayama Rinjird /& [IAKES (Chogyn #E4),
Ronrigaku 72 (Logic) (Tokyo: Hakubunkan, 1898).

5. Yan Fu 48, transl., Mule mingxue 2 #1542 (Mill’s logic), “Introduction,
Part I’ (Jinsuzhai, 1902); “Introduction, Parts I-III” (Shanghai: Shangwu
yinshuguan, 1905). Original: “Parts I-IIl" of John Stuart Mill, A System of
Logic, Ratiocinative and Inductive (London, 1843).

6. Yang Yinhang B IERT, comp., Mingxue %% (Logic) (Tokyo: Rixin cong-
bian she, 1902; second ed., 1904). Alternative title: Mingxue jiaokeshu %2
HELE (A textbook of logic) (Shanghai: Wenming shuju, 1902). Original
unknown.

7. Tian Wuzhao FH 5 43, transl., Lunlixue gangyao i BEEEHH 2 (Outline of
logic) (Shanghai, 1903; fourth ed., 1914). Original: Totoki Hisashi i,
Ronrigaku koyo s FLEEHH % (Tokyo: Dai Nihon tosho, 1900).

8. Fan Diji i 5, transl., Lunlixue wenda 7% P22 ] % (Questions and
answers on logic), in Xinbian putong jiaoyu baike quanshu F 5 BEE B
B4 & (New general encyclopaedia for educational purposes), 102 vols.
(Shanghai: Huiwen xueshe, 1903). Original: Hattori Unokichi JR&EFZ %,
Ronrigaku kyokasho i PREHFIE (A textbook of logic) (Tokyo: Fuzanbd,
1899).

9. Hu Maoru # 5% #l, transl., Lunlixue &m ¥2£& (Logic) (Shanghai: Taidong
tushuju 1906; second ed., 1908; third ed., 1914). Original: Onishi Hajime K
Fa#L, Ronrigaku Fw¥L£ (Logic) (Tokyo: Keiseisha, 1903).

10. Li Di Z}k, transl., Minglixue % P2£: (Logic) (Shanghai: Tushanwan yin-

56



Translating the Science of Sciences

shuguan, 1907). Original unknown.

11. Wang Guowei F [ #f, transl., Bianxue #% £ (Logic) (Beijing: Jingshi
Wudaomiao shoushuchu, 1908). Original: Toda Kindo &= H 4k i, transl.,
Zebon shi. Ronri shinpen: kan i85, Fw¥E#T#8 . 5 (Jevons’ Logic. New
and complete edition) (Tokyo: Gangyokudd, 1882), a Japanese translation of
William Stanley Jevons, Elementary Lessons in Logic: deductive and induc-
tive, with copious questions and examples, and a vocabulary of logical terms
(London: Macmillan, 1870).

12. Han Shuzu 7R, comp., Lunlixue 7P (Logic) (n.p., 1908), based on a
transcript of lectures on logic delivered by Hattori Unokichi ARERFZ F at
the Imperial University in Tokyo.

13. Yan Fu, transl., Mingxue gianshuo % %% & (Primer of logic) (Tianjin,
1908; Shanghai: Shangwu yinshuguan, 1909). Original: William Stanley
Jevons, Logic, in Huxley, Roscoe and Balfour, eds., Science Primer Series
(London, 1876), cf. above, no. 1.

14. Lin Kepei MK U] 55, comp., Lunlixue tongyi 7 ¥ 83 (Comprehensive
introduction to logic) (Shanghai: Zhongguo tushu gongsi, 1909), “primarily
based” on Imafuku Shinobu 451872, Saishin ronrigaku yogi Bciiam FRELEE
F¢ (New lectures on logic) (Tokyo: Hobunkan, 1908), Watanabe Matajird
B XRER, Ronrigaku F¥EE: (Logic) (Tokyo: Tokyd hogakuin, 1894), and
Kitazawa Sadakichi JLIR%E 5, Ronrigaku kogi FmPEEEFE R (Lectures on
logic) (TokyO' Kodokan, 1908); “supplemented” by Onishi Hajime A PG4,
Ronrigaku 73 (Logic) (Tokyo: Keiseisha, 1903), and Totoki Hisashi |
e, Ronrigaku koyo #mPEZEH % (Outline of logic) (Tokyo: Dai Nihon
tosho, 1900).

15. Guo Yaogeng # ¥ B, transl., Zuixin lunlixue gangyao ¥ ¥ i L4 22
(Latest outline of logic), 2 vols. (Shanghai: Zhongguo tushu gongsi, 1909).
Original: Kihira Tadayoshi #0F1E3€, Saishin ronrigaku koyo Bt am PR
% (Latest outline of logic) (Tokyo: Kodokan, 1907).

16. Qian Jiazhi $85X{5, comp. Mingxue %% (Logic) (n.p., 1910). Original:
Unspecified Japanese textbooks.

17. Chen Wen B 3Z, Mingxue jiangyi %% #% %% (Lectures on Logic), 3 vols.
(Shanghai: Kexue huibian yibu, 1911; second ed. 1913). Alternative titles:
Mingxue %% (Logic) and Mingxue shili % %% (Logic, with explana-
tions and examples).

With the exception of Mill’s monumental System of Logic (no. 5), a mere third of

which Yan Fu managed to render between 1900 and 1905, none of these works of depar-
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ture were written with serious theoretical ambition. The tumultuous development from
traditional to mathematical or symbolic logic that dominated academic discussions in the
West from the 1860s forward was almost completely ignored. Conceived as general
introductions to the discipline for a non-specialist audience, the books that were eventu-
ally chosen for translation into Chinese taught basic forms of late traditional textbook
syllogistics.

The translators who set out to render these texts were nonetheless well aware that
they were facing a daunting challenge. None of their “Prefaces” or “Directions to the
Reader” fail to mention in one way or another that “coining terms is extremely difficult”
because, as some stated, logic was a science that China “had never known” or, as oth-
ers lamented, because it was a branch of learning that had been “cut off” in antiquity.
All agreed, however, that an entirely new terminology had to be established inasmuch as
there were no adequate Chinese words to express logical notions.”® Not even the bilin-
gual dictionaries that had been compiled in the course of the nineteenth century con-
tained entries for more than a few basic terms of the field; and even these were of no
great value since most of the “equivalents” listed were not recorded from actual usage,
but purposefully created to provide Chinese readers and future translators with rough
explanations of unfamiliar notions or, in the case of more ambitious authors such as Wil-
helm Lobscheid, in order to offer possible terminological prescriptions. The most press-
ing task for the pioneer translators was thus to come to terms with logic in a very literal
sense; that is, to choose or invent adequate lexical replicas of the models they found in

their various texts of departure.

Translators

In order to reconstruct how this task was approached, let us take a closer look at
the labors of five translators: three working from European languages (Joseph Edkins,
no. 1; Yan Fu, nos. 5 and 13; and Li Di, no. 10), and two working from Japanese (Lin
Zutong, no. 3; and Wang Guowei, no. 11). Each of the “European” translators created
his own, unique system of terms. Joseph Edkins (1823-1905), the lonely precursor of all
later Chinese efforts, had no choice but to tailor-make his own solutions. Yan Fu could
have built on Edkins’s creations or, alternatively, on the earliest graphic loans arriving
from Japan; however, as in his other works, he chose to propose his own terms in accor-
dance with his well-known views on the principles of “reliable” (xin 18), “comprehen-
sible” (da %), and “elegant” (ya #) translation and his penchant for the antiquarian
Tongcheng-style."* Li Di, finally, seems to have shared Yan’s convictions regarding con-

ciseness and style—in fact, one is tempted to say he employed them more rigorously
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than Yan himself—as well as the latter’s aversion towards Japanese-derived loan-words,
but he apparently felt that the scholastic art he was assigned to teach at the Catholic Uni-
versité de I’ Aurore called for yet another set of novel Chinese replicas, based on the ety-
mologies of their Latin models.

The job of translators from Japanese would, of course, seem much easier. Cer-
tainly, the lexical gap between Japanese and Chinese was much narrower, even if uncriti-
cal adoption of kanbun, as many translators were or became aware, often led to unwar-
ranted trust for faux amis. Moreover, Japanese scholars had started to choose and dis-
cuss adequate renderings of logical terms already in the 1870s. In the course of these
discussions, early suggestions by Nishi Amane F5/& (1829-97) and others were selec-
tively adopted or replaced by seemingly more adequate choices.'”” Nonetheless, in con-
trast to other sciences, such as astronomy or physics, Japanese logical terminology was
still much in flux at the turn of the twentieth century. A cursory comparison of the logi-
cal terms listed in the three editions of the (presumably) authoritative Tetsugaku jii ¥ £
7% (Dictionary of philosophy), published in 1881, 1884, and 1912 respectively, and
the volumes on philosophy of the Encyclopedia Nipponica (1909) reveals that even the
renditions of such basic notions as “premise” or “conclusion” continued to be con-
tested well into the twentieth century.'®

The terminological variety of the Japanese texts of departure was more or less
faithfully mirrored in their Chinese adaptations. Even though some translators, such as
Lin Kepei (no. 14), strove to “bring together [the different terminologies]” (hui er tong
zhi E M Z) into one consistent whole, most were so wary of involuntarily producing
misunderstandings that they strictly clung to the kanbun representations of the technical
terms they found in Japanese works, thus further adding to the terminological confusion
that worsened in China with every new book. The texts by Lin Zutong and Wang
Guowei (1877-1927) which I have chosen for my analysis are no exceptions to this rule.
From our point of view, Lin Zutong’s obviously not very informed rendering is of partic-
ular interest because it was the only text adapted from Japanese that appeared before Yan
Fu’s translations were circulated. Wang Guowei, on the other hand, deserves attention
not only as perhaps the most professional translator of his day, but more particularly
because his text was completed on behalf of the new Office for Translation and Termi-
nology (Bianyi mingci guan ifi 7% 4 & £) at the Metropolitan Library in Beijing, the
first official institution to be founded in China with the explicit purpose of promoting the
standardization of scientific terms and neologisms."’

In order to acquire a more precise idea of the proclivities of all five translators, as
embodied in their choices of certain terms, as well as of the similarities and differences
of the terminologies they suggested, I have scanned their texts for intended equivalents
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for a set of about 100 notions that seemed indispensable to the type of late traditional
logic they advocated. Replicas for eighty-three of these notions were present in at least
three texts. In the Appendix, I have listed these replicas in four systematically ordered
tables, dedicated respectively to “general scientific terms frequently employed in logic”
(table 1); “terms related to terms” (table 2); “terms related to propositions” (table 3);
and “terms related to inferences” (table 4). References to specific entries in the tables
will be indicated in the following by the number of the table and item: for example, “2.1”
would indicate “table 2, item 1.”

Terms

At the present stage of my research, I am not in a position to attempt any com-
prehensive account of the formation of modern Chinese logical terminology, even during
the early phase culminating in the late Qing. In the following, I shall only sketch a num-
ber of possible considerations, always keeping in mind the question of what historians of
logic or philosophy may possibly hope to extract from such a collection of semiotic
shells as I have collected.

From Paraphrase to Literalism

On a general level, a vertical, column-by-column assessment of the individual
choices listed in the four tables below corroborates that graphic loans from Japanese
allowed Chinese translators of modern scientific texts to skip the first stage in the pro-
cess “from paraphrase to literalism and beyond” which has been a recurring feature in
interlingual migrations of knowledge.”* While neither Lin Zutong nor Wang Guowei
saw the need to paraphrase any of the technical notions they had to render (for the sim-
ple reason that their Japanese sources provided solutions for all of them), Edkins in par-
ticular resorted to this inelegant, pre-terminological strategy rather often. Among the
more striking examples in his Bianxue gimeng, we may cite 2.15: you tizhi shiwu zhi
jieyu HHEEEYWZ HFE “a term for a corporeal entity” for “concrete term”; 2.16:
tiefu shiwu jiayi xingrong zhi jieyu BEMPEYIMLIEE 2556 “a term attached to an
entity for the sake of further description” for “abstract term”; 3.12: shouguan ru ruo
deng zi zhi yuju B EANFE S FZ5ER) “a proposition starting with words like ‘if” or
‘when’” for “hypothetical proposition”; and 4.20: san ywju cidi liancheng zhi lun-
duanyu =FER]RFEEE 2 FRETRE “a judgment arrived at by sequentially linking three
sentences” for “syllogism” (for further examples, see 2.3, 2.4, 3.5, 3.12, 3.15, 3.16,
3.17,3.18,4.2,4.3,4.4,4.13, 4.14, 4.15, 4.16, and 4.25). From Li Di’s work, we might
cite 2.19: zicheng yiyi ci B —F%# “a term meaningful by itself” for “categorematic
term”; and 2.20: he yu ta ci er cheng yiyi ci S FMBFMAK —2E5 “a term meaningful
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only when united with another term” for “syncategorematic term.” Only Yan Fu was
able to avoid employing paraphrases in lieu of terms, sometimes, however, by conceal-
ing his inability to find adequate semantic renditions—as his rudimentary translation
theory required—behind transcriptions or hybrid creations such as 1.1: luoji ¥45 or luo-
jixue FEHEEL for “logic”; 1.7: xibutixi 77 MGV for “hypothesis”; 3.4: bulidijie for 7
BRIKEE “predicate”; 3.7: ebujie B [ HE for “attribute”; or 2.19: jiategelima zhi ming Tl
Wik BN S 2 % and 2.20: xinjiategelima zhi ming WOHNHFHKEN G 2 44 for “categoremat-
ic” and “syncategorematic term.” Edkins also introduced a number of phonetic ren-
derings such as 1.1: luojige ¥ 1% for “logic”; 2.1: de’erma 5B 5 for “term”; or
3.5: gebula FFAAHI for “copula,” but never without offering a “more Chinese,” i.e.,
less obviously foreign-derived semantic translation alongside, for instance, in the case of
the above examples, 1.1: bianxue ¥%%% “the science of disputation”; 2.1: jieyu Fr&&
“limiting word” or jie 5+ “limit”; and 3.5: lianluozi ¥ ¥ “connective.”

If it is legitimate to interpret the felt need for paraphrase and transcription on the
part of the translators as symptomatic of a particular difficulty—such as a larger distance
between the term of departure and the linguistic context to which it was to be adapted—
then a catalogue of these instances could serve as a rough guide to the locations where
equivalencies were especially hard to find. The above examples clearly point toward a
number of such locations, largely in the realm of grammar but also in regard to technical
notions of concreteness and abstraction or an explicit conception of hypothetical utter-
ances.

Consistency

A vertical reading of the tables can also serve to check the consistency of the
individual translators’ choices. A look at the designations for the different types of
terms (2.9 to 2.20) and propositions (3.11 to 3.22) is particularly helpful in this respect.
In the section on terms, we find that Edkins and Li Di used the same word for “term”
in all compounds (yu #% and ci 77, respectively). Lin Zutong and Yan Fu employed two
different renderings (yu #& and ci 31 or duan ¥ii and ming %4, respectively) and Wang
Guowei came up with three (the homophones mingci %#¥ and %7 in addition to yu
#%). While it seems likely that Lin’s and Yan’s inconsistencies are the result of careless-
ness, Wang Guowei’s use of -yu in 2.19: ziyongyu HFFE “categorematic term” and
2.20: daiyongyu T HFE “syncategorematic term” was a conscious choice, indicating
that he (mis-) understood both terms as belonging to the realm of grammar, rather than
that of logic.

In the section on propositions, only Yan Fu wavers between different ways to
render the terms “particular” (pianwei {78, pianji 1}, or pianju ff*%) and “univer-

sal” (quanwei &78, puji 3% %, or tongju #t2); the other authors are perfectly consis-
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tent in the application of their terminological choices. In fact, with the exception of Yan
Fu, the selections of our translators reveal a surprising degree of consistency. Cases in
which more than one term is used to render a specific Western notion are rare. Hence, at
least in the narrow realm of logic, the view that the terminological confusion in early
twentieth-century Chinese was above all the result of the notorious inconsistency of neg-
ligent translators cannot be substantiated. Only Yan Fu appears as a valid target of such
criticism, and it is therefore somewhat ironic that he was picked to direct the national
offices for terminological standardization during the late-Qing and early-Republican
periods.
Conceptual Interrelations

Finally, a column-by-column assessment may be employed to consider the
degree to which the translators were aware of the conceptual hierarchies (Begriffsleitern)
and sequences (Begriffsreihen) defining the discipline, and to what extent they were able
to preserve them in their renderings. Did they realize, for instance, that “subject” and
“predicate” have different meanings in the contexts of Occidental logic and grammar,"
and did they reflect this in their translations, maybe even to the extent of “correcting”
or improving upon their Japanese and/or European models? Or, did they confound logi-
cal notions by using the same renderings for more than one term of departure? In this
respect, results are mixed: the ambiguity of “subject” (3.3) and “predicate” (3.4) that is
distinguished in contemporary Chinese, ideally at least, by using zhuxiang FIH (“main
term”) and weixiang 78 JE (“predicated term”) or zhuci £ (“primary word”) and
weici 81 (“secondary word”) respectively, and which was also marked early on in
Japanese terminology, is not yet apparent, even though Li Di and Wang Guowei were
aware of it, as we may infer from their translations of other texts. On the other hand, all
translators, no matter whether working from Japanese or Western sources, consciously
employed pseudo-suffixes (or formants) such as -yu &t (formant for “syntactical func-
tions”) and -ci & (for “parts of speech”) as a means to indicate systematic relations that
are concealed in European languages.”® Li Di’s text even preserves the systematic and
semantic connection between “term” (2.1) and “definition” (2.5) by using jiexian 5-[R
and jieshuo 5-#t, respectively—two of the few terms, we should note, that Li adopted
from earlier Jesuit sources. Obvious confusion is exceedingly rare: the only unambigu-
ous example in the works of these pioneer translators is Lin Zutong’s use of shujian &
4 for the Aristotelian notions of “predicables” (3.6) and “attributes” (3.7), but this
inconsistency is also present in his text of departure.
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Histories

Competition

Turning the tables and looking at the data horizontally—that is, row-by-row—we
may state first of all that among the eighty-three examples, “analysis” (4.5) is the only
term rendered by the same Chinese (and kanbun) replica, namely fenxi 737#F, in all the
texts in which it was employed. In all other instances, there was a certain degree of
competition. For historians, such competition may serve to arouse or focus curiosity. In
many cases, the diversity of the proposed choices that becomes apparent in a horizontal
reading of the charts below can be taken as an index for the alterity and/or contestedness
of individual notions. The prime example in this respect is the term “logic” itself (1.1).
As I have shown elsewhere, more than fifty different Chinese renderings of “logic”
were coined between the seventeenth and early twentieth centuries.?! Even our five
translators managed to come up with about a dozen different terms, employing along the
way nearly all the strategies the Chinese language has to offer for the integration of new
notions: phonetic renderings such as Li Di’s laojike ZE#EF}, Edkins® luojige %5 #5,
Wang Guowei’s luogike %7 58 or Yan Fu’s luoji #€45; hybrid terms such as Yan’s luo-
Jjixue FEHEEE (“the science of Iuoji”); loan translations such as Edkins’ bianxue Ht£% or
Lin Zutong’s Japanese-derived lunlixue fm¥E2: (both intended as semantic replicas of
“the science of reasoning”); loan creations such as Yan Fu’s mingxue %% (“the sci-
ence of names”); and, finally, loan shifts such as Li Di’s mingli % ¥ (“the patterns of
names” ), coined by redefinition of a term with a rich history in traditional Chinese
thought. Other potentially rewarding instances of terminological competition (or confu-
sion) include 2.1: “term”; 2.5: “definition,” 3.1: “proposition”; 3.3: “subject”; 3.4
“predicate”; 3.5: “copula”; 4.2: “deduction”; 4.3: “induction”; 4.6: “premise”; 4.7:
“conclusion”; and 4.20: “syllogism.” The individual stories to be told about the natu-
ralization of these notions in Chinese contexts must certainly go beyond recounting the
histories of their various terminological replicas, but, as even a cursory glimpse into
these tales reveals, the diversity of the replicas can be taken as a fairly reliable indication
of conceptual, philosophical, and/or ideological problems that may well deserve further
investigation. For example, Liu Shipei’s Zfli%%5 (1884-1919) deliberations on the pros
and cons of “inductive” and “deductive” (i.e., “centralist” and “regionalist”) political
parties or Kang Youwei’s 5 4 (1858-1927) exhortations that political action must be
based on proper “definitions” (i.e., “convictions”) can only be understood in light of
the terminological and conceptual fluidity of these and other similarly contested notions
and the terms by means of which they were circulated in late-Qing discourses. For with-
out such fluidity, their unexpected migration into non-scientific contexts would not have
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been possible. If nothing else, this insight should prevent us from passing premature
judgment on many authors’ “ misunderstanding” or “ conscious distortion” of the
“original” Western and/or Japanese meanings of scientific terms employed in unusual
contexts by late-Qing authors.
The Problem of Continuity

Another respect in which a row-by-row reading may further our understanding of
intellectual history is the problem of the relationship between “traditional” and “mod-
ern” —or rather “native” and “imported”—conceptions of logic in China. Contempo-
rary historians of “Chinese logic”—a notion, we may note in passing, that was invented
by the Japanese philosopher Kuwaki Genyoku ZAS % # (1874-1946) in the year 1900%
—usually insist that a more or less definite set of technical terms was available in Chi-
nese from the third century B.C.E. onward, and that this set entailed equivalents to most
of the fundamental notions from which “Western” logic was built.?® If this was the
case, we should have reason to expect that at least some of these terms were employed in
the translations of logical notions adapted from the West. However, the data compiled
here reveals that none of the “logical” terms of art from the Mohist Canon (Mojing ==
#&), the Gongsun Longzi ZS#%FBE¥-, or Xunzi’s 7] treatise on the “Correct Use of
Names” (“Zhengming pian” 1E44 %) was used for this purpose. Traditional terms with
an attested history of usage in meanings close to relevant Western notions, such as zui #£
“to push forward” or “deduce,” bian %f or ¥ “to debate,” “dispute,” or “differenti-
ate,” lun §w “to argue,” zhengming i M3 or zhengju FEYE “to put forward evidence,”
are only applied in a number of compounds for the more general terms of scientific
import (cf. 1.2 to 1.6). Similarly, lei 8 “class” and zhong T8 “kind” were used as
obvious choices to render 2.7: “genus” and 2.8: “species,” but even here there is some
lingering uncertainty as to which of the two notions each word could serve to translate.

Finally, there is also no trace of terms from yinming [N FH or heriividya-reasoning,
the second “Chinese tradition” of logical thinking that could have been used by the
translators as a potential source of inspiration. Not even in the realm of “fallacies”
(4.24 to 4.30), for which Chinese Buddhist thinkers had indeed developed a highly dif-
ferentiated lexicon of “transgressions” (guo 18),%* do we find any sign of terminologi-
cal continuity. Hence, there is apparently no lexical evidence for the claim that early
Chinese interpreters of Occidental logic situated the discipline in one of the contexts

which are today customarily presented as its “natural” Chinese counterparts.

Conclusion

The considerations in the preceding sections must certainly be expanded and
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refined. Nevertheless, I hope that my impressionistic remarks will have shown that stud-
ies in the history of terminology may be a worthwhile pursuit for linguists as well as his-
torians of science and thought. Diachronic explorations into the formation of modern
Chinese scientific terminology can help to reconstruct not only the translational strate-
gies of individual translators and the consistency of their respective choices, but also
their understanding of specific notions or even entire branches of knowledge. In addi-
tion, such investigations supply valuable leads regarding the many conceptual disso-
nances inevitably involved in the nativization of foreign ideas in a new cultural and lin-
guistic environment.

Japanese models provided a welcome short-cut for early Chinese translators of
logical texts. Working from European originals was a lonely enterprise that required
much greater terminological inventiveness. However, while certainly facilitating and
speeding up the process of terminological normalization, borrowing terms from Japanese
did not exempt the recipient Chinese audiences from the conceptual effort necessary to
integrate the new terms and notions into their academic and discursive practices.

Let me conclude with one final remark that is in a sense intended as a preemptive
retort to a possible criticism from linguists concentrating on synchronic studies of terms
and terminologies. I certainly agree with their view that in contemporary scientific dis-
course technical terms are to be understood as proper nouns which are given their mean-
ings through the definitions negotiated by experts in specialized discussion. However,
this does not necessarily invalidate historical inquiries into the formation of the lexical
items from which these terminologies were built. In the period under consideration here,
such a specialist discourse was just about to emerge in China, and in this brief transition-
al moment terminological choices were far more than a matter of personal taste—they
were, to paraphrase an aphorism by Bertold Brecht (1898-1956), “the handles by means
of which things [in our context: the new notions from the West] are set in motion.”%
Tracing the terms in which these notions were given currency—from their Chinese,
Japanese, or European sources to their applications in the remotest areas of debate—may
supplement our understanding of the specific dynamics of conceptual change in late-
Qing and early-Republican China and thus represent a further step towards a much need-

ed historical semantics of modern Chinese discourses.
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Table 1: Some general scientific terms frequently employed in logic?

Western Term Joseph Edkins Lin Zutong Yan Fu @48 Li Di 21k Wang Guowei Modern Standard
##  (in English) SLHY(1886) AR IR (1902) (1902-5/1908) (1907) FBI#E(1908) Chinese Term(s)
1.1 logic EE il %E R Yre AR - BEE
YrEE EoELi iR PR BT FREREE - FAIE
TR L e
1.2 reasoning Ham Heam* pisE:a A8 et e
hisk= 2
hist i
1.3 argumentation St Ftamt e Yeaw SLEm* Fwee - Prm
EoEC
1.4 argument PesHiE e EoE] sz .
1.5 theory Fram LR P B) B2 B2 ik
T
1.6  proof B Bk & FE FiotiE} EHH
1.7 hypothesis TR fRax* A MEETHE AlIFH (Z&E) (553
BRE
=6
1.8  verification fesd EEE e HE
FEE
1.9 truth BEE B HE HE B B - BEEME
HEE
1.10  true & = K H = B
= v HE*
1.11 false Ik 14 & = = {3
= Ik i B

a. An asterisk (*) behind the terms in columns 4 (Lin Zutong) and 7 (Wang Guowei) indicates that the same characters are used in Tetsugaku jii, 1881 and/or 1884.
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Teble 2: Terms related to terms

Western Term Joseph Edkins Lin Zutong Yan Fu &18 Li Di Zkk Wang Guowei Modern Standard
##  (in English) FAHIEE(1886) R F (1902) (1902-5/1908) (1907) F B (1908) Chinese Term(s)
i)
2.1 term HEE AH Ui TR e I - IH - 4
i &5 % A
= & B
2.2 concept (idea) B+ E =3 B BE (Ble)
[N
2.3 intension BIRE AL A xR AR A
24  extension B2HEX A3 Al REE AVIE* HVIE
2.5 definition SRR R FE FRE R TR
2.6  difference TR B 7 =yl ==yl AR
=

277  genus # H #H = B & - 38
2.8  species T & Bl | & T - TE
ii)
2.9  singular term BHER HHEE B R i ) —F Hidane BH—FHE
2.10 general term [F7E HEFEEE R Z L EE
2.11 universal term KNEFHA IR 8 3 1

M
2.12  collective term e B Z i eyl EEREE EEFHE

%

2.13  positive term EHFE TR 2 3 B4 T 4 7 1EFIH - BEFE
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Teble 2: Terms related to terms

Western Term Joseph Edkins Lin Zutong Yan Fu 18 Li Di Z5#k Wang Guowei Modern Standard
##  (in English) FRITZ(1886) AR (1902) (1902-5/1908) (1907) FBI#E(1908) Chinese Term(s)
2.14 negative term SR THRZE =F THB 4 5 HFE - BEFHE
2.15 concrete term FIREBEWZRE B4 B B BReFHE
2.16 abstract term MHEWMLIES  EE A% FRZEF T % FH

ZIE iz
2.17 absolute term e E 3 WL 2% YL M AL B HESTER IH
2.18 relative term AHEZF EAEIR e g HHE G GEEETRE
2.19 categorematic term HHZ& HiBz4 B B — 25 HHE HHE
IFFIEN B 24

2.20 syncategorematic Bz GRZA EMuFTR—% WHRE MR YIS )

term WFFRE R 2% &

FAR: (D RUILELY)
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Table 3: Terms related to propositions

Western Term Joseph Edkins Lin Zutong Yan Fu @15 Li Di &k Wang Guowei Modern Standard
##  (in English) FH(1886) AR (1902) (1902-5/1908)  (1907) FB#E(1908) Chinese Term(s)
i)
3.1  proposition SELEEN) frRE* Bl (i3 R * il
B
g}
32 judgment TR B * Jigt: -3 B B BT
HER B HIER
3.3  subject HEE {55 EES EE EiE FH - 5
3.4  predicate HBAEE B PTER 1EE i AR - HF
A Bk 4E AR
3.5 copula Rt By 2 3 Rttt o ] ] HEE* HIH - R
3 PR S B
i
FAHL
ii)
3.6  (five) predicables B Al ik HERE AAEEGE
3.7  attribute B o M E REH B+ B
3.8  property TE 1H5 & Bl HE
39  quality THH MR i g3 TR * Z-HE
e
3.10 quantity S5 TE* &= & oE* 2 BE
e
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Table 3: Terms related to propositions

Western Term Joseph Edkins Lin Zutong Yan Fu @15 Li Di &k Wang Guowei Modern Standard

##  (in English) LRI (1886) MRAEF(1902) (1902-5/1908)  (1907) FB#E(1908) Chinese Term(s)

iii)

3.11 categorical BEZF B S mE HEmE
proposition E S

3.12 hypothetical HEMEFTZREN R ZaE REZF BREME BEmE
proposition W TR Z R R M7 av BERLF

3.13  affirmative IETH A HE I TemE HE f R * HE il
proposition IEHRE

3.14 negative S EER BEME* =Eo ERE BEME* BEME
proposition S R

3.15 particular BREAERERZ R fRAR 25 rERE BilimnE FigaE
proposition BN = | B oy

3.16 universal AFEENEEEZ S EFRZF MR RE T LA
proposition B R 5

3.17 universal affirmative BHEEFIERZ EHEEMmE  LTRIER HEEAERE LB e EHEEME
proposition EH R HLEE IE 7

3.18 universal negative AFEHFERZ ERERE fE* T KA TR BRE T3 75 7 A R SR E
proposition SRR e =

3.19 particular affirmative FHREEME* RALESR EALRE BiE e amE FHEE EmE
proposition 1 K IEF

3.20 particular negative AR TREE G EERE B S 7 A RE PR E A
proposition (V& e

3.21 conjunctive BiA 2 G aE
proposition

3.22 disjunctive S B ISR MrEZ & s aE Hritay
proposition BEmE BEME
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Table 4: Terms related to inferences

S

Western Term Joseph Edkins Lin Zutong Yan Fu 15 LiDiFEHK  Wang Guowei Modern Standard
##  (in English) LRI (1886) MARIE (1902) (1902-5/1908) (1907) T B (1908) Chinese Term(s)
i)
4.1 inference HeH HEH HERE HeAE TR e
HERE Bl HeZm Hex
42  deduction BEEY MY gk A4S JEHE gz AR
THEEHEN AR g AL * {E
e A
43  induction [HILY/E =32 7 26 Bk B i SN HE B Sk
I8 =32 S * By kR * S
FEW SR S *
ik X =32
4.4  generalization BonE R &R =gt BERE BEHE
HEAR
4.5  analysis baKin paKiy T ST VA
ii)
4.6  premise SeHiEE i JE 5 gl AifR* EiE7S
R AIE* 5
LGS
4.7  conclusion KR Brge* 5 At e i
e iR G * % g
B e 7f ) TRE
BiZe
4.8  major premise HIGHRE Kpgge+* KIE HERE KA+ KA
HHEE il
4.9  minor premise RIHFE INREE* /N L ANl AN:IE S
KR ES
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Table 4: Terms related to inferences

ae

Western Term Joseph Edkins Lin Zutong Yan Fu §18 Li Di Z=#k Wang Guowei Modern Standard
##  (in English) FHITE(1886) ARAEIE(1902) (1902-5/1908) (1907) FB#E(1908) Chinese Term(s)
4.10 major term KGFEE B K KE KEHE* KIE - K
R i Kk
4.11 minor term MNEEE /NEE AN /NG /N /NI - /N
INFRGR /N /NEE
4.12  middle term H R i Hh i HE e HIH - i
BEAFE T4 EiE HIH
4.13 distributed BEEREEER JEE X B sy Be* JEI3E
JEIRE
=Y
4.14 undistributed BEREERFE ENE:] AR N ANGrE AEIRE
AR HE
REEW
iii)
4.15 antecedent WE MR R R AU ThETEE FEES A it
Bl T HIES
NS R R i3
Jork
B
4.16 consequent BRI OEE  RET LS 7 3G
1B 2 A%
-4 i
MR
4.17 conversion L8 L & A0e L 58 L6 s
4.18 opposition REE K B B BAAR
4.19 contradiction FIEHE £ X FIE* 7 JE BRAR
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Table 4: Terms related to inferences

e

Western Term Joseph Edkins Lin Zutong Yan Fu %18 Li Di &}k Wang Guowei Modern Standard
##  (in English) FHI(1886) HRAER(1902) (1902-5/1908) (1907) EBHE(1908) Chinese Term(s)
iv)
420 syllogism ZREMREER .  ZBahE pLESS Bl =Bm
A T R =Kk BTk =¥
REBERZmBIFE =R
=E R
[icf: =Stz
4.21 figure (of syllogism) =\ W X %X B ¥
4.22 disjunctive syllogism [I5E% Bk =54 S HERe = B HrEGELR HES AR WS =B
423  sorites HIE =B HREHEAR ik JHEHHER
V)
424 fallacy =B e BHIR 2 B B
AR . B/ i %
425 begging the question TEHWEBARMHER MEASHZBH S5 KIE TEERZFEH FERGRfe
ZHE BREE
426 illicit major KB KA EHEZ B REFHZE ZBE KEAEFLENZE
4.27 illicit minor /INFERHE /NI ERZ F NEREHZEE R R ADNEAERENE
S
428 undistributed HRERUEER WA APt bl < | MAERASEZE  RIEAEFELERE
middle term B4 = ES
4.29 equivocation SR B 152%2’5‘%1 BHE HRHRE R & REM IR
430 ambiguity EEAER BBk HP R MR SRIEE el E R

SAOUSIOS JO S0UAIOS oY) Sume[suel],



