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This paper reflects work in progress to delineate more clearly the origins and growth of 

factionalism within the Ruist movement prior to the Qin unification. It builds on evidence 

from received texts such as the Lunyu 論語 and Zuozhuan 左傳, and incorporates data 

that has only recently come to light with publication of bamboo manuscripts from the 

excavations at Guodian 郭店 find and the Shanghai Museum (or “Shangbo”) texts, 

particularly the fifth volume of the latter, published in late 2005, which was not yet 

available to me when I formulated an earlier version of this work a year ago.1 The focus 

of this stage of work is on clarifying the significance of the first generation of disciples of 

Kong Qiu 孔丘 (Confucius), both as founders of what may have grown into independent 

Ruist teaching traditions and as literary tools that pre-Qin Ruist writers used in 

configuring texts that would convey authoritative messages to later generations of 

disciples and to “lay” audiences, including power holders. My goal here is to focus on a 

single disciple, Zigong 子貢 (also written 子贛, the style name of Duanmu Si 端木賜, c. 

520-450), whose distinctive role in the spread of Warring States Ruism and the “cult” of 

Kong Qiu has not received a great deal of focused attention, and consider how an analysis 

of Zigong’s historical and literary role may shed light on our understanding of the 

broader contours of early Ruist factionalism. 

 The root of my interest in Zigong derives from what I see as the unique role his 

figure plays in the most canonical of Ruist texts, the Lunyu. Many passages involving 

Zigong, distributed among a wide array of the Lunyu’s twenty “books,” seem to bear 

distinctive formulations that mark the figure of Zigong both in terms of literary style and 

intellectual approach. No other disciple generally acknowledged to have outlived Kong 

Qiu is so clearly delineated in the text. It is also the case that among all of Kong Qiu’s 

disciples, none appears more frequently than Zigong in Zuozhuan records of the history 

 
1 Ma Changyuan 馬承源, ed., Shanghai Bowuguan cang Zhanguo Chu zhu shu 上海博物館藏戰國楚竹書 
(Shanghai: Guji chubanshe, 2001-2005, vols. 1-5 to date). 
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of the period or plays a more important historical role. Despite this, Zigong, who was a 

senior disciple, cannot be said to be in a class with the most distinctively characterized 

members of the senior set – who are clearly Yan Hui 顏回 and Zilu 子路– nor can we see 

obvious evidence of his influence on the development of the early Ruist movement, as we 

can with junior disciples such as Zixia 子夏 and Zeng Shen 曾參.2 This is surprising 

because Zigong lived as long as some of the junior group, during which time he would 

have been by far the most senior of all influential Ru.3 Unlike Zixia and Zeng Shen, 

Zigong is not associated with the factional development of Ruism or named as a founder 

of a teaching tradition.4 This asymmetry between Zigong’s unique role in the most 

canonical of Ru texts and the lack of clarity in his personal portrait and ultimate influence 

is part of what I will explore here. 

 My major thesis will be that Zigong was indeed a central figure in the 

development of Ruism during the decades after Kong Qiu’s death. I will make a strong 

claim that Zigong was the authoritative figure in a tradition that is later named as “Yan 顏 

school” Ruism, which I will assert, less strongly, was identical to the school of Zhongni 

仲尼 (the style name of Kong Qiu) and Zigōng 子弓 (a variant style name for the disciple 

 
2 I don’t intend to defend my claim about our impression (or relative lack of an impression) concerning 
Zigong as a personality. While I believe it to have validity, defending the claim through analysis of the text 
and the commentarial tradition would be so time consuming that I intend simply to let it serve as an 
heuristic device to set this paper in motion. 
3 Qian Mu’s 錢穆 study of the dates of early thinkers includes the most precise – though still in many cases 
speculative – dates for Kong Qiu’s disciples (all BCE), including the following: Zilu 子路 (542-480), Ran 
Qiu 冉求 (522-462), Yan Hui 顏回 (521-481), Zigong 子貢 (520-450), Zixia 子夏 (507-420), Ziyou 子游 
(506-445), Zeng Shen 曾參 (505-436), Zizhang 子張 (503-450) (see Xian-Qin zhuzi xinian [HK rpt., 1956], 
615-16). In their study The Original Analects (NY: Columbia, 1999), Bruce and Taeko Brooks dispute 
some of the assumptions Qian builds on, including the early death of Yan Hui and the junior status of 
Ziyou. In part, this has to do with the Brooks’s comparative reliance on the Kongzi jiayu as opposed to the 
Shiji, but it has more to do with some highly leveraged arguments they make interpreting textual statements 
about the disciples. While Qian’s evidence is often much less persuasive than he seems to claim, his 
chronologies are, in my view, the most reliable currently available. 
4 Zeng Shen’s name is also not explicitly associated with a school listed in either of the two sources that 
enumerate Warring States Ruist factions. However, he is portrayed in multiple texts as the authoritative 
figure of a Ruist sub-tradition that derived from an active teaching career. Some of his disciples are 
explicitly named – one is probably listed as the leader of a Ruist faction – and the very large body of 
materials that are associated with him by name in the Liji, Da Dai liji, and other works delineate a clear 
doctrinal orientation for Zeng’s tradition, centered on filial behavior and mortuary rituals. 



 3 

冉雍: Zhonggong 仲弓).5 I will also note evidence that Zigong was an important figure 

to a tradition formed in opposition to acknowledgment of Kong Qiu as the principal 

authoritative voice of Ruism, and speculate that this tradition may have persisted into the 

late fourth century BCE, possibly being identical with a faction known as Meng 孟 school 

Ruism. 

 I will begin with a broad discussion about early Ruist factionalism, both during 

the period after Kong Qiu’s death, as reported in received texts, and as I reconstruct its 

possible roots during Kong Qiu’s lifetime. I will focus then on the figure of Zigong, in 

the Lunyu and in historical records. I will consider recent manuscript evidence after the 

main portion of my portrait of Zigong, in order to highlight ways in which it appears to 

confirm my basic hypotheses, and then conclude with my major claims concerning 

Zigong’s filiation with the Yan and Meng schools. 

 One element generally missing from this discussion will be features of ethical 

doctrine that may have distinguished various sub-schools of the Ru. This is an issue that 

has been at the center of recent analyses of recovered texts relating to the “School of Zisi

子思 and Meng Ke 孟軻,” described in the Xunzi 荀子.6 However, the “Si-Meng” school 

is a unique case (unless, perhaps, one considers the tradition of Zeng Shen an 

independent school) because of the clarity of the link between specific texts and the 

individuals or doctrines assigned to that school by our sources. When considering 

factions whose founding members and ethical positions are far less clear, I think it is 

wiser to focus initially on matters external to ethical doctrine, rather than to trying to 

specify in very sparse texts those critical ethical terms or positions that may have been 

central to the identity of the group.  

 To end this introduction with a reading that can be thematic for this paper, I note 

that among the manuscript bamboo texts recently recovered and published by the 

Shanghai Museum, there is one that has been provisionally entitled Junzi wei li 君子為禮 

that includes the following on a fragmentary slip: 

 
5 Note that Zigōng 子弓 is distinct from Zigong 子貢. Although there is dispute about the identity of 
Zigōng, I am going to assume the identity with Zhonggong, the only possible alternatives being an obscure 
later Ru, known for no excellence, or an entirely unknown Ru. 
6 See Mark Csikszentmihalyi, Material Virute (Leiden: Brill, 2004) 60-62. 
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昔者仲尼 徒三人弟徒五人芫 之徒．．． 
In the past, Zhongni had three intimate followers, five junior followers . . . 
supporting followers . . .7 

 
While my specific reading of these phrases is subject to challenge, the basic structure of 

the passage is not in dispute. Although other possibilities may be proposed, the simplest 

interpretation is that we see here a division of the disciples of Kong Qiu into a range of 

classes, with the likelihood that the first mentioned and probably smallest class is given a 

privileged position. The fragments of the Junzi wei li that we possess feature three named 

disciples, of whom one is simply an interlocutor (the obscure disciple Ziyu 子羽). The 

other two are Yan Hui and Zigong. The text is fragmentary, and the identity of a third 

featured disciple may have appeared on slips no longer extant. Without insisting on my 

interpretation of this slip, the argument I will make in this paper is consistent with the 

expectation that a text circulating in the late fourth century BCE might present Zigong as 

among a small group of the most authoritative original disciples. 

 

Ruist factionalism  

The notion of late Warring States Ruism as an array of factionalized groups is implicit in 

some texts, such as the Mengzi 孟子 and the “Tan Gong” 檀弓 chapter of the Liji 禮記.8 

It has been a commonplace in later scholarship to see the distinctions between the thought 

of Meng Ke 孟軻 and Xun Kuang 荀況 as evidence of factional divide, especially since 

the Xunzi 荀子 attacks Meng Ke with a force equal to that aimed at non-Ru schools of 

thought.  

The existence of factions is reflected most clearly in two texts, the Han Feizi 韓非

子 “Xianxue” 顯學 chapter and the Xunzi “Fei shi’er zi” 非十二子 chapter. The Han 

Feizi is most explicit, claiming that the Ruist movement split into eight factions (ru fen 

wei ba 儒分為八), which it names: 

 
7 The first ellipsis presumes a number of “supporting followers” was specified after the text breaks off. An 
annotated translation of the Junzi wei li text is provided as Appendix A (pp. 37-39). A translation of the 
Dizi wen 弟子問 text, which is also analyzed in some detail here, appears as Appendix B (pp. 40-45).  
8 It could be argued that the “Zizhang” chapter of the Lunyu illustrates early Ru factionalism in portraying 
disputes and catty comments among first-generation disciples and their followers. 
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The Zizhang group 子張氏 (named for a major Lunyu disciple)  
The Zisi group 子思氏 (named for Kong Qiu’s grandson)    
The Yan group 顏氏 (sometimes seen as followers of Yan Hui’s teachings) 
The Meng group 孟氏 (generally taken to refer to Mengzi)  
The Qidiao group 漆雕氏 (perhaps named for an obscure senior disciple) 
The Zhongliang group 仲良氏  
The Sun group 孫氏 (generally taken to refer to Xunzi9) 
The Yuezheng group 樂正氏 10  
 

The Xunzi is less explicit in speaking about factions, but names five traditions of Ruist 

teaching and conduct, aligning itself with the first of these: 

 
The Zhongni - Zigōng group 仲尼 / 子弓 (仲弓) 
The Zisi – Meng Ke group 子思 / 孟軻   
The Zizhang group 子張    
The Zixia group 子夏    
The Ziyou group 子游 
 

The Xunzi groups are all associated with recognizable first-generation disciples,11 

but the Han Feizi list seems to include factions whose founders would have belonged to 

later generations. 

 Among the Han Feizi faction list are groups whose identity is problematic. The 

ambiguity of two of these is important to this paper. One is the Yan 顏 faction, 

traditionally traced to Yan Hui. The problem with conceiving a faction that traces itself to 

Yan Hui is that since Kong Qiu outlived Yan Hui, who is often portrayed as his most 

intimate disciple, there would be no opportunity for Yan to establish a distinct teaching or 

doctrinal position. The other problematic group I want to note is the Meng 孟 faction, 

 
9 Sun is a frequent variant surname applied to Xunzi. 
10 The identity of a number of the named faction founders is unclear. Zizhang is the only one among them 
who was clearly a first generation disciple, though the Yan faction is often assigned to Yan Hui, and there 
was a relatively obscure first generation follower named Qidiao Kai 開. Zisi was Kong Qiu’s grandson and 
a formidable teaching authority in many texts. Zeng Shen has a recorded disciple named Yuezheng Zichun 
子春, who portrayed as speaking with a degree of authority in the Liji “Tan Gong (II)” chapter (4.73). The 
Meng group is generally assigned to Meng Ke (though I will question that here) and the Sun group to 
Xunzi, whose surname is often rendered Sun. No convincing suggestion has been offered for the identity of 
Zhongliang. 
11 Identifying Zigōng 子弓 as Zhonggong 仲弓 (see note 5), and considering that Zisi 子思, Kong Qiu’s 
grandson, would at least have memories of his grandfather, since Kong Qiu outlived Zisi’s father. 
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traditionally associated with Meng Ke (Mencius). It has become increasingly well 

established that Meng Ke was identified with the teaching tradition of Zisi. The Han 

Feizi lists Zisi as founder of a separate teaching lineage, and it is puzzling why Meng Ke 

would warrant a separate factional listing of his own. 

 

The origins of Ru factions 

The reports of Ru factions late in the Warring States period point to one outcome of pre-

Imperial Ruist development, but the beginning of the story sheds additional light that may 

ultimately help us contextualize Zigong and his role. In a recent study, I have presented 

evidence of a split in Ruist ranks at its earliest stages during Kong Qiu’s own lifetime.12 

Without duplicating the arguments I have made elsewhere, let me summarize some of my 

major claims. 

 The model of early Ruism I propose traces the origin of the school to a great clan 

in Lu that flourished during the century preceding Kong Qiu’s birth, the Zang 臧 family. 

The leaders of the clan served hereditarily as the Ministers of Crime (sikou 司寇) of Lu, 

and competed for power with the rising lineage descendants of the former Duke Huan: 

the Meng 孟, Shusun 叔孫, and Ji 季 clans. The senior Zangs had reputations as men of 

exceptional wisdom, and were referred to as Ru 儒. They were viewed as connected in 

some way with the non-Zhou state of Zhulou 邾婁, immediately south of Lu, which is 

where their estate lands were located. Zhulou was identified as belonging to the Yi 夷

people, an ethnic group whose range extended from southern Shandong to the Yangzi 

delta. 

 
12 [2023 note: The word “recent” referred to 2003.] “The Social Background of the Kong Family of Lu and 
the Origins of Ruism,” Early China 28, 1-41. Although all accounts of Ruist history portray Kong Qiu as 
the founder of a new school of thought, there are different ways in which this school is seen as related to 
the history of Ruism per se, depending on whether and how we should view Ruism as independent of the 
intellectual development of Kong Qiu’s philosophy. The Zhouli text refers to Ru as a traditional Zhou 
administrative office, the duties of which entailed ritual expertise. Ruism, then, might have been simply the 
traditions of this office – not really an ‘-ism’ at all – until Kong Qiu’s ritually-based thought provided an 
intellectual framework within which Ru were accommodated, Kong’s disciples generally being seen as Ru 
de facto or de jure, and other Ru gradually becoming associated with the doctrines disseminated by Kong 
and his disciples. My own view, described here, pictures the likely origins of Ruism in a cult based in Lu 
during the 7th century BCE.  
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In 550 B.C., the Zang clan leader, who had moved the clan estate north, was 

banished to Qi, and the fortunes of the clan quickly declined. A year earlier, his highest 

non-familial retainer, a man named Shuliang He 叔梁紇, who was a Zhulou native, 

perhaps descended from a clan from the state of Song 宋, fathered a son in Zhulou: Kong 

Qiu. After Shuliang He’s death in 549, Kong Qiu was raised in Zhulou by his mother’s 

family, the Yan 顏 clan. When his mother died, Kong Qiu moved the short distance to Lu, 

where he was patronized by the Meng clan, at least initially. The Zuo indicates that the 

branch of the Meng family that promoted Kong Qiu’s career had close ties with the 

lineages of Zhulou. 

Ultimately, Kong Qiu was recognized as leader of the Ru, taking the place of the 

Zang family head in this way, and, according to textual accounts, also succeeding to the 

office of Minister of Crime, despite having no hereditary claim to it. A disproportionate 

number of his followers, over ten percent according to textual accounts, were his 

maternal relatives, members of the Yan family, such as Yan Lu 路 and his son, Yan Hui.  

Textual evidence indicates that Kong Qiu’s leadership of the Ru was contested, 

and that tension existed between “Yan family Ru” and those loyal to the Zang family, 

although we cannot tell whether this arose during or after Kong Qiu’s lifetime. One index 

of this split is a rhetorical division within the Zuozhuan text between passages that refer 

to Kong Qiu as Kongzi 孔子 and others that name him as Zhongni 仲尼. The latter 

naming style is associated with passages that are highly critical of the great figure of the 

Zang family lineage, Zang Wenzhong 臧文仲, a Lu statesman of the seventh century, and 

this suggests that text authors naming Kong Qiu as Zhongni actively promoted the 

authority of Kong Qiu at Zang Wenzhong’s expense. Portions of the Zuozhuan that are 

independent of passages using the name “Zhongni” treat Zang Wenzhong with 

extraordinary respect, indicating residual recognition of Zang’s authority. 

In this way, textual evidence suggests that at an early point, Kong Qiu’s 

assumption of leadership of Ruism in Lu, rising as an outsider to succeed to the role the 

Zang clan had previously monopolized, led to a split in the Ruist tradition, some 

followers maintaining a view of the Zang teaching tradition as authoritative, while others 
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aligning with the group associated with the Yan clan, including Kong Qiu. I suggest that 

this earliest of all Ruist factional divisions constitutes the origin of the “Yan school.” 

 This division between the Zang and Yan factions of early Ruism touches upon 

Zigong in three main respects, which will be important links in our later analysis: 1) 

Zigong seems also to have been patronized by the Meng family, which had been 

instrumental in the rise of Kong Qiu, but which some evidence indicates was in tension 

with his authority at a later point; 2) textual accounts indicate Zigong rose to a certain 

level of eminence as a successful intermediary with leaders of Yi states, and was almost 

certainly able to communicate with them in their own language; 3) in the Lunyu, the sole 

uses of the name Zhongni occur within a set of passages that all involve Zigong.  

Ultimately, the model I will construct in this paper will suggest that after Kong 

Qiu’s death, Zigong was likely promoted within Lu as the legitimate successor of what I 

have termed the Zang lineage of Ruism, a lineage that had probably become associated 

with the Meng clan. I will suggest (but tentatively, on the basis of relatively weak 

evidence) that this may be the origin of the “Meng faction” reported in the Han Feizi.  

Thus, Zigong could be seen as representative of the Meng faction. 

However, as we will see, Zigong is also associated with textual phenomena that 

would clearly be identified with the Yan tradition, if we adopt the model I am proposing. 

Therefore, I also suggest that after his departure from Lu or his death, Zigong was 

aggressively claimed by the Yan lineage. In this way, I will conclude that Zigong was, 

indeed, a critically important voice in early Ruism, one whose authority was claimed by 

both of the earliest contesting factions of the movement after the death of Kong Qiu, the 

Yan and Meng factions. 

 
Zigong in the Lunyu 

I’ll begin with an exemplary contrast within the Lunyu that will illustrate the nature of 

Zigong’s role – or, to be more precise, of a surprising number of the passages in which 

Zigong figures importantly. The first term in this contrast is one of the most famous 

passages in the text, involving not Zigong but the junior disciple Zengzi (Zeng Shen): 
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子 曰 ： 「 參 乎 ！ 吾 道 一 以 貫 之 。 」曾 子 曰 ： 「 唯 。 」 子 出 。  
門 人 問 曰 ： 「 何 謂 也 ？ 」 曾 子 曰 ： 「 夫 子 之 道 ， 忠 恕 而 已 
矣 。 」  
The Master said, “Shen! A single thread runs through my dao.” Master Zeng said, 
“Yes.” The Master went out, and the other disciples asked, “What did he mean?” 
Master Zeng said, “The Master’s dao is nothing other than loyalty and reciprocity.” 
(4.15) 
 

This is acknowledged by many analysts to be a relatively late passage, inserted into Book 

IV by followers in Zengzi’s tradition.13 Its fame rests on both the hint of key esoteric 

knowledge Kong Qiu gives, and on Zengzi’s imparting of this knowledge explicitly to the 

other disciples (including those later generations of followers who received the Lunyu). 

Far less well known is the following passage involving Zigong: 

 
子 曰 ： 「 賜 也 ， 女 以 予 為 多 學 而 識 之 者 與 ？ 」 對 曰 ： 「 然 ， 非 
與 ？ 」 曰 ： 「 非 也 ！ 予 一 以 貫 之 。 」 
The Master said, “Si! Do you take me for one who studies a great deal and 
remembers it?” Zigong replied, “Yes. Is it not so?” “It is not. I link all on a single 
thread.” (15.3) 
 

The two passages seem to form a “doublet”: two versions of a shared teaching that appear 

independently in the text. The reason for the greater fame of the Zengzi passage should 

be obvious – it tells us what the “single thread” is, while 15.3 seems to leave it out. But 

the passages differ more fundamentally. While the Zengzi passage is about ethical 

dispositions, and provides the lesson that loyalty and reciprocity must pervade every 

aspect of the dao (which, of course, opens the secondary question of just what those 

terms mean), the Zigong passage is about knowledge. Moreover, the single thread of 15.3 

is described by contrast – knowledge is not a matter of rote learning, it’s a matter of 

something else, which has a quality of unity. And most significant, the lesson of 15.3 

requires the student to seek the thread on his or her own – there is no indication that the 

answer is, in fact, “left out”; the passage is intellectually coherent as an open ended 

indication that esoteric understanding must be sought in venues other than memorizable 

text. In this sense, 15.3 seems more provocative than 4.15. Given the cumulative editorial 

 
13 The most obvious issue is that 4.15 abruptly breaks the almost unitary formal structure of Book IV. It is 
the sole passage in the Lunyu portraying Kong Qiu and Zengzi together. The Brooks’ date the passage to 
the early third century B.C. 
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process that the Lunyu composition suggests, it would appear very likely that 4.15 

reflects a textual move by Zengzi school adherents to trump an existing Zigong passage 

by portraying their lineage founder topping Zigong (and all the other “men ren 門人”) – 

not only does Master Zeng have the answer, he had it without Kong Qiu ever telling it to 

him. This endows Zengzi with greater authority than Zigong in 15.3, but the answer itself 

is much reduced: the thread of 4.15 can be conveyed as a simple verbal formula. 

 Within the Lunyu (apart from Book XIX, which portrays disciples after Kong 

Qiu’s death), some passages grant disciples center stage to speak in solo authority in the 

manner of the Master. With one exception,14 these passages are given to disciples who 

outlived Kong Qiu, and Zengzi is granted more than any other.15 Zigong has only one 

such passage, and it addresses just this issue of knowledge that cannot be spoken: 

 
子 貢 曰 ： 「 夫 子 之 文 章 ， 可 得 而 聞 也 ； 夫 子 之 言 性 與 天 道 ， 不 
可 得 而 聞 也 。 」  
Zigong said, The Master’s emblem of patterns is something we may learn of. The 
Master’s statements concerning our nature and the dao of Tian are things we may not 
learn of. (5.13) 
 

 Although Zigong has only this single solo passage in the main body of the 

Lunyu,16 his presence in the Lunyu is pervasive. He appears in fourteen of the twenty 

books, more than any other disciple, and in a total of thirty-eight passages; only Zilu, who 

appears in thirty-nine, has the same magnitude of presence (Yan Hui, at twenty-three, and 

Zizhang, at nineteen, trail significantly behind). Clearly, Zigong played a central role in 

the early stages of Ru group formation, whether in terms of his historical role as a student 

of Kong Qiu, as a surviving disciple, or as a literary figure deployed by the compilers of 

the Lunyu. 

 Examining the specific passages in which Zigong appears, there are unusual 

features that mark his role off qualitatively, as well as quantitatively. For example, in 

15.3, quoted above, a literary “form” is employed that recurs in connection with no other 

disciple in the text: 

 
14 This is 9.11, Yan Hui speaking.  
15 Altogether, there are sixteen solo disciple teachings; nine are assigned to Zengzi. 
16 Note that in Book I, which is basically equally divided between solo passages given to Kong Qiu and to 
disciples who outlived him, the two passages involving Zigong are not solo statements, the only exceptions. 
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- Kong Qiu makes a statement or asks a question  
- a disciple replies in puzzlement  
- Kong Qiu gives a surprising and somewhat mystifying reply 
 

This form appears beyond 15.3 in two other passages involving Zigong: 
 

子 曰 ： 「 莫 我 知 也 夫 ！ 」 子 貢 曰 ： 「 何 為 其 莫 知 子 也 ？ 」 子 
曰 ： 「 不 怨 天 ， 不 尤 人 ； 下 學 而 上 達 。 知 我 者 ， 其 天 乎 ！ 」  
The Master said, “No one recognizes me!” Zigong said, “How is it that this is so?”  
The Master said, “I do not complain against Tian, nor do I blame men. I study what is 
lowly and so get through to what is exalted. Is it not Tian who recognizes me?” 
(14.35) 
 
子 曰 ： 「 予 欲 無 言 ！ 」 子 貢 曰 ： 「 子 如 不 言 ， 則 小 子 何 述 
焉 ？ 」 子 曰 ： 「 天 何 言 哉 ！ 四 時 行 焉 ， 百 物 生 焉 ； 天 何 言 
哉 ？ 」  
The Master said, “I wish to be wordless.” Zigong said, “If you never spoke, then what 
would we disciples have to pass on?” The Master said, “Does Tian speak? Yet the 
seasons turn and the creatures of the world are born. Does Tian speak?” (17.17) 
 

Apart from the formal similarity of the passages, in these two cases (but probably not in 

the case of 15.3), the passages seem in their text location to be embedded in a larger 

group. For example, 14.35 is followed immediately by a passage in which Kong Qiu 

declines to respond to the urgings of a patrician of Lu named Zifu Jingbo 子服景伯 to 

intervene in a court dispute dangerous to Zilu, preferring to leave the outcome up to ming 

命 – a clear complement to the image of Kong Qiu as a courtier of Tian in 14.35. The 

resonance between 14.35 and 14.36 is deepened by the fact that, as we will see, there 

exists a tight connection within and beyond the Lunyu between Zigong and Zifu Jingbo. 

In the case of 17.17, the passage is one of a series of four that convey high valuation of 

non-verbal communication.17 

There seem to be enough instances of this unusual general pattern in the Zigong 

Lunyu corpus that we are justified in referring to it as “the Zigong form.” The isolation of 

this form to Zigong-related passages, its repeated appearance and the suggestion that its 

exemplars may have entered the text with company, suggests the possibility of an ur-

source in which Zigong played a consistent role as the prompter of Kong Qiu’s most 

 
17 Lunyu 17.15-18; discussed in The Confucian Creation of Heaven, 86. 
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elusive remarks. Moreover, there exist a number of further Zigong passages similar in 

tone, using formal structures quite close the ones cited above: 

 
子 貢 問 曰 ： 「 賜 也 何 如 ？ 」 子 曰 ： 「 女 ， 器 也 。 」  
曰 ： 「 何 器 也 ？ 」 曰 ： 「 瑚 璉 也 。 」  
Zigong said, “What am I like?” The Master said, “You are a vessel.” “What vessel?” 
“A vessel of ancestral sacrifice.” (5.4) 
 
子 謂 子 貢 曰 ： 「 女 與 回 也 ， 孰 愈 ？ 」 對 曰 ： 「 賜 也 ， 何 敢 望 
回 ？ 回 也 ， 聞 一 以 知 十 ； 賜 也 ， 聞 一 知 二 。 」 子 曰 ： 「 弗 如 
也 ； 吾 與 女 ， 弗 如 也 。 」  
The Master addressed Zigong, saying, “Who is superior, you or Hui?” “How could I 
dare even to gaze up at Hui? When Hui hears one part, he understands all ten; I hear 
one and understand two.” The Master said, “Yes, you do not come up to him. Neither 
you nor I come up to him.” (5.9) 
 

Those familiar with these passages will recognize them as prompting long debates over 

their elusive and confounding features.  

A further related passage is 14.17: 
 

子 貢 曰 ： 「 管 仲 非 仁 者 與 ？ 桓 公 殺 公 子 糾 ， 不 能 死 ， 又 相 
之 ． 」 子 曰 ： 「 管 仲 相 桓 公 ， 霸 諸 侯 ， 一 匡 天 下 ， 民 到 于 今 受 
其 賜 ． 微 管 仲 ， 吾 其 被 髮 左 衽 矣 ． 豈 若 匹 夫 匹 婦 之 為 諒 也 ， 自 
經 於 溝 瀆 而 莫 之 知 也 ． 」 
Zigong said, “Surely, Guan Zhong was not a ren man. Duke Huan killed Prince Jiu 
and Guan Zhong was unable to die for his lord, and even served as prime minister to 
Duke Huan.” 
 The Master said, “Guan Zhong served as prime minister to Duke Huan and Duke 
Huan became hegemon over the feudal lords. For a time, he set the world in order. To 
this day the people receive blessings from it. Were it not for Guan Zhong, we would 
wear our hair loose and button our jackets on the left. How would it have been proper 
for him to be faithful like a common man or woman, and slit his throat in a ditch 
where none would ever know?” 

 
Here, as in all the examples we have seen so far, Zigong serves as a foil to Kong Qiu, 

allowing him to provide a surprising response – in this case strikingly counterintuitive, 

since Kong Qiu’s low opinion of Guan Zhong is established elsewhere.18  

 
18 14.17 is exceptional in that it is a doublet with 14.16, where an identical role is assigned to Zilu. A 
review of all disciple passages in the Lunyu suggests that only Zilu plays a foil to Kong Qiu in any way 
similar to Zigong (e.g. 13.3, the well known passage about the rectification of names), but the tenor of these 
passages, with the exception of 14.16, is quite different: elusive lessons are not taught, and the force of the 
passage generally pertains to Zilu’s easily caricatured bravado. 
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 There are many forms used in the Lunyu to depict master-disciple interaction. In 

some cases, the disciples serve as little more than prompts for a simple lesson – ten 

percent of all disciple passages involve nothing more than Kong Qiu’s answer to a one-

phrase question. The more complex forms involving Zilu generally serve a primary 

function of delineating through sharp affect the complementary characters of master and 

disciple. Apart from Zigong, no other individual disciple elicits a broad range of 

teachings through interaction with Kong Qiu. In fact, although Zilu and Zigong are each 

portrayed interacting with Kong Qiu in twenty-four passages, among the other seven 

major disciples (Yan Hui, Ran Qiu, Zengzi, Zixia, Zizhang, Zhonggong, and Ziyou), 

there are a total of only thirty-four passages that show interaction between disciple and 

master (see Table 1).19 

 

 

Table 1: Major disciples:  
number of Lunyu passages interacting with Kong Qiu. 

 

 

 
19 Zizhang is pictured in twelve of these, Ran Qiu eight, Yan Hui four, Zixia, Ziyou, and Zhonggong three 
each, and Zengzi only in 4.15. (Interestingly, the minor disciple Fan Chi, encountered only six times in the 
text, is always pictured in interaction with Kong Qiu, several passages involving rhetorical complexity.) 
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Before leaving the issue of Zigong’s profile in the Lunyu, I want to note one other 

feature: Zigong is the only disciple individually compared to Yan Hui. In 5.9 (above), he 

seems to suffer by comparison, but when the closing phrase of the passage is considered, 

he is actually elevated, in that he and Kong Qiu are joined in deferring to Yan Hui. The 

other passage is 11.18, of which the relevant section reads: 

 
子 曰 ： 「 回 也 其 庶 乎 ！ 屢 空 ； 賜 不 受 命 而 貨 殖 焉 ； 億 則 屢 
中 。 」  
The Master said, “Hui is just about there – and he is in frequent poverty. Si manages 
to make a profit without a merchant’s license; his speculations are frequently on the 
mark.”  
 

There is a complex and problematic exegetical tradition to this passage, and the 

translation simply adopts one traditional approach. We will discuss the passage further in 

the following, but for now, the point is to illustrate the general nature of the comparison: 

once again, Yan Hui is a nonpareil, but Zigong seems, in his own way, significantly 

remarkable (and, just as a matter of form, the apparent rhyming nature of the passage puts 

the two disciples in parallel). 

 

Biographical aspects of Zigong 

In terms of personal features, Zigong is probably best known as the only one of Kong 

Qiu’s disciples to achieve success in trade. A biographical portrait of his merchant career 

is included in the Shiji chapter on great merchants, and, in fact, the title of the chapter, 

“huozhi” 貨殖, is derived from the Lunyu 11.18 comment on Zigong’s ability to make a 

profit without securing official license as a merchant, because “his speculations are 

frequently on the mark.”20 In the “Huozhi” chapter, Zigong’s wealth is portrayed in a 

positive light, and the text notes in connection with the honor Ziging’s wealth brought 

him that “Zigong was first and foremost among those who spread Kong Qiu’s fame 

 
20 It is conceivable that the Lunyu passage may have been corrupted from an original form to embrace 
Zigong’s merchant persona. In the Zuo (Ding 15/1), Zigong is shown attending a court visit of an envoy 
from Zhulou and prognosticating the death of Duke Ding of Lu. When the duke actually does die later that 
year, Kong Qiu (Zhongni) comments: “Alas, Si’s words were on the mark – this will just make him talk all 
the more!” (賜不幸言而中，是使賜多言者也). The structure of 11.18, which contrasts Yan Hui and 
Zigong through a rhyming pattern, lacks the rhetorical balance one might expect (for example: 回也其庶乎

屢空；賜也其億則屢中), and a modification that shifted the reference of “on the mark” from 
prognostication to investment skill could be consistent with the unwieldy form the passage now bears. 
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through the world.”21 Elsewhere, however, the text links his wealth to arrogance shown 

towards the hermit disciple Yuan Xian 原憲, whose rebuke of Zigong’s haughty 

comments on his poverty the Shiji reports Zigong never lived down.22 

 Zigong is reported to have been from the state of Wei 衛, located northwest of Lu, 

across the Yellow River.23 He is pictured, while in Lu, as a long-distance advisor to a 

Wei patrician,24 and the Shiji reports that he was a courtier in Wei after Kong Qiu’s 

death.25 If we regard the Zuozhuan as the main source of biographical information about 

Zigong, his outstanding feature is by no means his merchant persona, it is his skill as a 

diplomat, and unlike his economic accomplishments, this skill would have been a 

defining feature of Zigong’s public profile during Kong Qiu’s lifetime. 

 There are six instances where Zigong is described in a diplomatic context in the 

Zuozhuan: 

 
1) In 488, during negotiations with the state of Wu 吳, led by the Meng family 
grandee Zifu Jingbo, Zigong is dispatched by the de facto head of state, the leader 
of the Ji clan, to speak on his behalf to Grand Steward Pi (Taizai Pi 太宰嚭) of 
Wu.26 
 
2) In 484, when Wu and Lu are allied in a military action against Qi 齊, the Lu 
general, Shusun Wushu 叔孫武叔 is summoned by the ruler of Wu. After the 
ruler asks his role and Wushu replies, “I am chief general,” the ruler presents him 
a sword with a ceremonial charge. Wushu is speechless, and Zigong steps forward 
to utter for him the appropriate response.27 
 
3) In 483, Duke Ai of Lu meets with the ruler of Wu, who asks to conclude a 
blood covenant. The Duke does not wish to do so, and he deputes Zigong to 
present a diplomatic reply.28 
 
4) Later in 483, at a convocation of state leaders, the Wu delegation places the 
Marquis of Wei under “tent arrest.” Zifu Jingbo deputes Zigong to secure his 

 
21 Shiji 129.3258. 
22 Shiji 67.2208. 
23 The Zuo once refers to him as Wei Si 衛賜 (Ai 11/3). 
24 Zuo, Ai 26/附 3. 
25 Shiji 129.3258. 
26 Zuo, Ai 7/3. 
27 Zuo, Ai 11/3. 
28 Zuo, Ai 12/3. 
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release, and Zigong persuades Grand Steward Pi to grant it. The ruler of Wei 
returns home speaking phrases of the Yi 夷 language.29 
 
5) In 480, Zigong travels to Qi 齊 as Zifu Jingbo’s aide, and acts as Jingbo’s 
spokesman in ceremonies concluding peace between Qi and Lu.30 
 
6) In 468, the leaders of the three powerful families of Lu conclude a covenant 
with the state of Yue 越 concerning the borders between Lu and Zhulou. 
Dissatisfied with the outcome, they all note and deplore that Zigong had not been 
recruited to help.31 
 
In five of these six instances, Zigong’s role concerns interactions with states that 

are identified as belonging to the Yi ethnic group (the exception is the mission to Qi in 

480). In addition to these, one further mention of Zigong in the text places him as an 

observer at the Lu court for a visit of the ruler of Zhulou, again an Yi state.32 It is 

particularly noteworthy that in the description of the events of 484, he is pictured as 

stepping forward to speak when the chief general of Lu, a patrician of the Shusun house, 

 
29 Zuo, Ai 12/4.  
30 Zuo, Ai 15/7. 
31 Zuo, Ai 27/附 1. I am not going to consider here the most extended legend about Zigong’s diplomatic 
skills, a tale recounted at great length in the Shiji (67.2197-2201). In the story, Kong Qiu deputes Zigong to 
persuade the political powers of Qi to desist from attacking Lu, and this ultimately involves Zigong’s 
invention of clever persuasions to rulers of Qi, Wu, Yue, and Jin 晉, resulting in the realignment of 
preeminent political power throughout eastern China. The story seems to be a relatively early one – it is 
appealed to in the Mozi “Fei Ru” chapter, and a variant is mentioned in Han Feizi “Wudu” as well. 
However, its assertions are extravagant and it is clearly a product of the stratagem literature of the period, 
exemplified in some sections of the Zhanguo ce; it would not be appropriate to draw from it conclusions 
about the historical Zigong, something which I think we are modestly entitled to on the basis of the cluster 
of multiple narrowly drawn Zuo passages. The Shiji tale would certainly be germane to an analysis of the 
literary and doctrinal roles Zigong’s figure played during the Warring States period, but apart from the 
obvious point that the tale serves easily as a Mohist attack on Ru that exploits Zigong’s diplomatic profile, I 
have no insights to offer at this point. I would like, however, to flag a minor anomaly in the Mozi account 
that may have substantial implications for a fuller analysis. In the version of the tale presented in the “Fei 
Ru” chapter, there appears an almost gratuitous mention of a figure named Chiyi Zipi 鴟夷子皮, who is 
portrayed as a retainer of a warlord of Qi. This unusual name is assigned in the Shiji to Fan Li 范蠡, the 
great strategist who masterminded Yue’s conquest of the state of Wu. The Shiji tells us that Fan later 
slipped away from Yue, changing his name to Chiyi Zipi and applying his stratagems to trade in Qi and 
elsewhere, becoming the greatest merchant of his day (3256-57). Fan’s adversary in Wu was Grand 
Steward Pi, who interacts with Zigong in both the Lunyu and Zuo, and Fan’s biography and Zigong’s are 
juxtaposed in the Shiji – both are portrayed leaving the states where they made their fame, becoming 
merchants, and emigrating to Qi. I have elsewhere speculated on the significance of the Fan Li legend 
(“Selling Sagehood: The Philosophical Marketplace in Ancient China,” in Constructing China [Ann Arbor: 
Center for Chinese Studies, 1997], 69-70); here, I want only to note that his anachronistic inclusion in the 
Mozi tale of Zigong’s diplomacy invites further analysis. 
32 Zuo, Ding 15/1. The remaining references to Zigong in the text concern his advice to a would-be ruler of 
his home state of Wei (Ai 26/附 1) and his comments on a funerary lament composed for Kong Qiu by the 
Duke of Lu (Ai 16/4). 
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was at a loss for words, and that in the narrative of 483, reference is made to the language 

of Yi. It seems reasonable to conclude that the great value Zigong provided – perhaps 

even the “skill in words” that is the talent for which he is noted in the Lunyu33 – involved 

bilingual services as a translator. If Zigong were a product of Zhou cultural background 

who was at ease with those who were ethnically Yi, his profile would complement Kong 

Qiu’s, who, according to the model I have sketched, was raised in an Yi cultural enclave 

under Zhou political control. It would be easy to understand, on this view, why among 

the disciples, Zigong, and only Zigong, is discussed in parallel with Kong Qiu’s likely 

kinsman Yan Hui in the Lunyu. 

Moreover, it would better explain another aspect of Zigong’s biography, his role 

as surrogate son in connection with Kong Qiu’s death.34 The most straightforward 

account of this appears in the Mencius: 

 
After Kong Qiu died and the three year mourning period had ended, the disciples 
prepared their belongings to return to their homes. Each entered and bowed to 
Zigong, wailing until they had lost their voices. Only then did they go back to 
their homes. Zigong returned to the gravesite. Erecting a hut, he dwelt there 
another three years. Only then did he go back to his home.35 (3A.4) 
 

 Returning to the Zuo material, it will be useful to note here that the individual 

most consistently associated with Zigong is Zifu Jingbo, a member of a cadet branch of 

the Meng family lineage who is treated with respect by the Zuo. Earlier in this paper, 

discussing the “embedded” quality of some Zigong Lunyu passages in their surrounding 

literary contexts, I noted that one such key passage, in which Zigong prompts Kong Qiu 

to exclaim about Tian, is followed by a passage in which Kong Qiu exclaims on the 

 
33 Lunyu 11.4. 
34 Kong Qiu’s only son, Kong Li 孔鯉, predeceased him.  
35 There exists an elaborate anecdote portraying Zigong’s relationship to Kong Qiu at his death, which 
seems designed to assert their intimacy and the personal reliance of Kong Qiu upon Zigong. The tale 
appears in Liji “Tan Gong”: “Kong Qiu rose early. Leaning on his staff, he stood at his gate free and easy 
and sang. ‘Shall Mt. Tai crumble, the tall trees tumble, the wise man wither away?’ When he was done he 
went back inside and sat facing his door. Zigong heard of it. ‘If Mt. Tai crumbles what shall I look up to? If 
tall trees tumble and the wise man withers away, where shall I go? The Master must be falling ill!’ He 
rushed to Kong Qiu’s gate and entered. ‘Si,’ said Kong Qiu, ‘What took you so long? . . . I am going to 
die.’ He lay ill in his chamber seven days and died” (I.49). Lunyu material seems designed to suggest that 
prior to his violent death in 480, Zilu had been designated to play the role of chief mourner and surrogate 
son (7.35 and 9.12, an apparent doublet) 
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related concepts of ming, prompted by Zifu Jingbo. This linkage leads us back to the 

Lunyu to examine another aspect of Zigong’s role. 

 
Zigong and Zhongni 

In Book XIX of the Lunyu, the final six passages are devoted to Zigong. The final four 

are dialogues, and three roughly share one form: a patrician states that Zigong is a greater 

sage than Zigong, and Zigong refutes this view, speaking of Kong Qiu is terms of praise 

beyond anything we see elsewhere in the Lunyu. Consider the following example: 

 
Shusun Wushu said to the grandees at court, “Zigong is worthier than Zhongni.” 
Zifu Jingbo reported this to Zigong.  
 Zigong said, “If one used walls surrounding a residence to make a 
comparison, mine would have walls of shoulder height, so a passerby could peer 
over and see how fine the buildings and chambers were. The Master’s walls 
would tower many yards higher – without entering through the gate, one could not 
see the beauty of the ancestral hall and the richness of the many buildings. Few 
seem to have found their way through the gate, so it is to be expected that people 
would say such things about the Master.” (19.23) 
 

Note that we have encountered these patricians before. In the Zuo accounts, it was 

Shusun Wushu whom Zigong rescued from incoherence in his encounter with the ruler of 

Wu, and Zifu Jingbo with whom Zigong was most closely associated as an aide. In 19.23, 

we see evidence of an influential group that seems to recognize Zigong not only as the 

preeminent Ru authority succeeding Kong Qiu, but to be himself a greater source of 

authority than the Master.36 

 The Zigong dialogues in Lunyu 19.22-25 are unique in that they are the only 

passages in the text which employ Kong Qiu’s cognomen, Zhongni 仲尼. In my earlier 

research on the apparent split between the Zang and Yan factions of early Ru, I found 

that this division was reflected in a contrast between views of the Zang family leaders 

conveyed by Zuozhuan narratives, which tend to view the Zangs extremely favorably, 

and the portions of Zuo internal commentary that are introduced by the formula “Zhongni 

yue” 仲尼曰, which can be highly critical of the most revered of the Zangs, the seventh 

 
36 Lunyu 19.24 is very similar, only Zifu Jingbo does not appear, and in refuting Shusun Wushu, Zigong 
goes even further in his praise of Kong Qiu. In 19.25, Wushu’s role is played by Chen Ziqin 陳子禽, whose 
identity is uncertain, though he would not likely be a native of Lu, and was certainly not a member of the 
Lu hereditary elite. 
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century B.C. clan leader Zang Wenzhong. A more thorough analysis of the Zuo text 

would lead me to extend the claim further and suggest that those sections that employ the 

term Zhongni not only reflect a negative view of the Zangs, and thus, by my model, 

would be the likely product of authors associated with the Yan faction, but also present a 

portrait of Kong Qiu significantly more grandiose and more engaged with esoteric 

knowledge than that found in other sections of the Zuo.37 For example, it is among the 

Zhongni passages of the Zuo that we find Kong Qiu identifying the miraculous lin 麟

beast (Ai 14/1), making astrologically based interpretations (Ai 12/6), and studying 

arcane traditions of the distant past preserved among the Yi peoples (Zhao 17/3). 

 If this pattern can be asserted for the Zuo, it is consistent with the small group of 

Zhongni passages we find in the Lunyu, which praise Kong Qiu in extravagant terms (for 

example, Zigong in 19.24: “The wisdom of other men is like hills and mountains, which 

can be scaled; Zhongni is the sun and the moon, which cannot be scaled”). 

 If we calculate the way in which the range of early texts name Kong Qiu, no clear 

pattern emerges. The Lunyu, which mostly refers to Kong Qiu simply as Zi 子, uses 

Kongzi 孔子 with fair frequency and in about ninety percent of the passages where terms 

other than Zi are used; Zhongni occurs only in the four Zigong passages we are 

discussing. The Zuozhuan tends to favor Zhongni usages, primarily because of the 

“Zhongni yue 仲尼曰” commentarial level; “Zhongni” is the name of choice in the Zuo 

almost two-thirds of the time. But the text that stands out in this regard is the Guoyu 國語, 

which names Kong Qiu only in a series of passages found in the “Luyu II” 魯語下; in 

that section, all seven passages that name Kong Qiu use the term Zhongni. Kong Qiu is 

not referred to as Kongzi in the Guoyu. 

 The “Luyu II” is not a unified text. It consists of twenty-one passages. The first 

eight and the last replicate stories found in the Zuo, but among passages 9-20, none are 

duplicates of Zuo material, and the interests and style of this section is so different from 

the rest of the text that it suggests an independent origin. While I do not want to delve too 

deeply into an analysis of the Guoyu, the first passage of this section will convey 

something of the idiosyncratic nature of the whole: 
 

37 An examination of this evidence is not feasible within this paper; consequently, I do not want to assert 
this claim too strongly or let much rest on it. 
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Ji Huanzi had a well dug and a great earthen pot was recovered; inside it was a 
sheep. He had someone convey a question to Zhongni, saying, “I have dug a well 
and recovered a dog. What does this signify?” [Zhongni] replied, “According to 
what I (Qiu) have heard, it should be a sheep. I have heard that the anomalous 
beings of wood and stone are the kui and the wangliang beasts; the anomalous 
beings of water are the dragon and wangxiang beast. The anomalous being of 
earth is the fen sheep.38 

  
This mage-like Kong Qiu is recognizable as the figure who identifies and recognizes the 

significance of the lin captured while hunting in the west, and his profile is consistent 

with the teacherless man who gleaned the dao by observing the men of the world (Zigong 

in Lunyu 19.22), or the man who was “like Tian, in that no stairway can reach to him” 

(Zigong in 19.25). On the basis of this evidence, I would suggest that such texts may 

reflect a “Zhongni tradition,” and that the figure of Zigong has in some way become 

entangled in this tradition in Book XIX of the Lunyu.39  

 

Zigong and the “Lubang da han” 

The Book XIX passages imply both a movement among Lu patricians to view Zigong as 

the authoritative voice of the Ru and a reaction against that movement, in which Zigong 

himself refutes that view and promotes a portrait of Kong Qiu as an esoteric sage. A more 

direct attempt to portray Zigong as superior to Kong Qiu may recently have emerged in 

one of the Shangbo bamboo texts: “Lubang da han” 魯邦大旱, or “The great drought in 

the state of Lu.” The text, which extends over six strips, reads, in full: 

 

There was a great drought in the state of Lu. Duke Ai addressed Kongzi: “Have 
you not conceived a plan on my behalf?” Kongzi answered saying, “When a state 
has a great drought, is it not because of failure with regard to punishments and 
virtue? . . .” [1]40  

[Duke Ai said,] . . . how?” 
Kongzi said, “The people understand the rite of rain prayers to the spirits. 

They do not understand matters of punishments and virtue. You should not spare 

 
38 Guoyu 2.25 (ICS concordance). 
39 One further suggestive piece of evidence concerning Zigong’s textual role as a Yan faction spokesperson 
attacking the Zangs is a passage in the Yantie lun, anachronistically portraying Zigong taking Zang 
Wenzhong to task for his ruthless manner of government (see “Social Background,” 19n56). 
40 Strip numbers noted in brackets. Strips 1, 2, and 5 are all broken; the upper sections are preserved, and 
each is missing about twenty characters. The remaining strips are whole. 
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jade and silk offerings to the mountains and rivers. You should align punishments 
and . . .” [2] 
 Leaving, Kongzi encountered Zigong and said, “Si, have you heard on the 
streets and in the alleys that they are saying my answer was wrong?”  
 Zigong said, “No. Did you not offer a double prescription, Master? As for 
aligning punishments and virtue to serve Tian, [3] this was surely so! As for not 
sparing jade and silk offerings to the mountains and rivers, would this not be 
incorrect? Mountains take rocks as their skin and trees as their people. If Tian 
sends no rain, the rocks will roast and the trees will die. They desire rain more 
than we – would they await our command before acting? Rivers take water as 
their skin and fish as their people. If Tian sends no rain, [4] the water will dry up 
and the fish will die. They desire rain more than we - would they await our 
command before acting?”41 
 Kongzi said, “Wuhu! . . .42 [5] 
 . . . How could it be that the Duke will not have his fill of grain and meat? 
But there will be no way to manage for the common people.[”] [6] 
 

 
 What is of interest to us here is that the authoritative voice in this text seems not 

to be Kong Qiu’s, but rather Zigong’s. Zigong appears to reprove his teacher for having 

supplemented a moralistic response to natural disaster with an appeal to the efficacy of 

religious ritual.43 This may provide evidence in support of the historical existence of a 

Zigong-centered Ru faction that may enlarge the portrait seen in Lunyu 19.23-25.44 

 
41 Much of Zigong’s response made its way into the received text of the Yanzi chunqiu, the significance of 
which I have yet to explore. 
42 Strip 5 breaks at this point. The fourteen characters on Strip 6 are clearly the end of the text. It is 
uncertain whether one or more slips may have dropped out between Slips 5 and 6. Although the text of Slip 
6 is relatively unproblematic, it is not easy to link it to the issues raised in Zigong’s long speech, and it is 
not clear whether it is Kong Qiu or Zigong speaking. I grant, but will not pursue, the possibility that some 
element in the missing portions of the text provides for Kong Qiu reasserting authority in place of Zigong. 
43 The text seems to offer the possibility that Kong Qiu prescribed offerings to the spirits solely as a 
politically expedient move, but Zigong’s response implies otherwise. The reversal of roles in the text is so 
surprising that some commentary on the website jianbo.org has sought to restore the “proper” balance by a 
radical alternative punctuation strategy, entailing unmarked shifts of speakers. The plausibility of that 
argument is reduced by any strategy explaining the possibility of Zigong being cited authoritatively. 
44 It may be possible further to argue that the way in which Zigong trumps the authority of Kong Qiu by 
critiquing his misuse of sacrifice in “Lubang da han” parallels the way the Yan-faction text Guoyu “Luyu I” 
challenges the authority of the Zang faction hero Zang Wenzhong by portraying critiques of him on very 
similar grounds by Zhan Qin 展禽 (Liuxia Hui 柳下惠), whom Yan-oriented texts celebrate as a sage 
authority (2.9). See “Social Background,” 18. 
 It should be noted that the rhetoric of Lubang da han is unusual within the early corpus. Quite 
apart from the content of his statement, I am unable to recall any text in which a conversation between 
Kong Qiu and a disciple grants so dominant a role to the disciple’s argument. Moreover, Kong Qiu’s query 
to Zigong upon emerging from court entails a type of concern about how others may assess his statements 
that suggests a portrait of Kong Qiu quite different from the main body of Ruist texts. Both these features 
indicate that we may be seeing here part of a lost corpus. One text that does share an important parallel is 
the Shangbo text, Xiang bang zhi dao 相邦之道, a small text in four fragmentary strips which also features 
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Speculative Background 

Evidence of the exaltation of Zigong by members of the Lu patricianate is strong, but it is 

unclear why this would be so. In my earlier research, I related the evident split between 

the Zang and Lu groups to the apparent displacement of Zang Ru leadership – and 

perhaps hereditary Zang political office – by Kong Qiu, an outsider associated with the 

non-Lu Yan family. How would the figure of Zigong be involved in this? 

 The data we possess do not seem adequate to answer this question clearly, but 

there is an hypothesis that the sparse historical evidence we have will support. It involves 

what may have been a realignment of Kong Qiu’s primary network of patronage from the 

Meng family to the more powerful Ji family in the state of Lu. The evidence for initial 

Meng family patronage I have noted elsewhere: it rests primarily on the Zuo tale of Meng 

Xizi 孟僖子 initiating Kong Qiu’s career as a teacher, the Zhulou connection of the sons 

he entrusts to Kong Qiu’s tutelage, and the Lunyu’s relatively favorable overall view of 

the Meng clan, as compared to the Ji clan.45 Given the connection of Kong Qiu’s family 

with the Zang clan and the sudden decline of that clan during the late sixth century, this 

model pictures the Meng clan as in some way inheriting functions that had formerly been 

associated with the Zangs, including whatever roles were connected with the Ru tradition. 

In this way, some route for Kong Qiu’s rise to influence in Lu can be envisioned. 

 However, events the Zuo recounts as taking place in 498 indicate that if this initial 

patronage relationship had existed, something may have changed by that time. It is in that 

year that Kong Qiu’s senior disciple, Zilu, acting with Kong Qiu’s apparent 

encouragement, persuaded the Ji clan to back an ambitious de-fortification of the three 

Huan clan (san Huan 三桓) stronghold garrisons. The plan initially led to the dismantling 

of the walls of the Ji and Shusun strongholds, but the Meng family resisted and 

successfully defended their garrison against the combined armies of the other clans. This 

 
an interview between a duke and Kong Qiu, followed by an encounter between Kong and Zigong. That 
encounter, however, ends abruptly – when Zigong asks how Kong Qiu responded to the Duke’s question, 
Kong Qiu simply responds: “Thus.” (See Shangbo, vol. 4.) While there is little we can draw from this, it 
does seem to reinforce the notion of a Zigong corpus with important uniform features. 
45 See “social Background,” 34, 38n111. 
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event seems to have precipitated Kong Qiu’s exile from Lu later that year or the 

following one.46 

 Kong Qiu’s return to Lu in 484 was engineered by his disciple Ran You 冉有, 

then in the service of the Ji clan,47 and various passages in the Zuo and the Lunyu suggest 

that Kong Qiu was honored by the Ji clan in a formal, if insubstantial role as a court 

elder.48  

This history suggests that Kong Qiu’s association with the Meng clan may have 

ended by the time of his support for Zilu’s de-fortification plan, or by virtue of his long 

absence thereafter (during portions of which Zigong was serving as a courtier and envoy 

in Lu), or as a result of his close association with the Ji clan upon his return. Late tension 

between Kong Qiu and the Meng clan is clearly reflected in Lunyu 14.36, where Kong 

Qiu declines Zifu Jingbo’s offer to intercede to save Zilu’s life, preferring instead to trust 

in Ji Kangzi 季康子, the Ji clan leader, or in “fate” (ming 命). 

If the Meng family were the inheritors of the Zang Ru tradition, abandoned by the 

tradition leader they had adopted, Kong Qiu, then who among the Ru would have been a 

better choice to replace him than Zigong – a senior disciple, respected for his practical 

skills by all elements of the Lu patricianate?  

 

New evidence from Shangbo volume 5 texts 

The Junzi wei li text, cited above, together with two other recently published Shangbo 

texts, has thrown additional light on a number of the issues raised in the preceding 

sections. I have clustered this new evidence – all from the fifth volume of the Shangbo 

collection – in a single section here in order to highlight the way that emerging data may 

strengthen multiple parts of the argument I am hoping to establish. The texts involved 

include the Junzi wei li, Dizi wen, and Ji Gengzi wen yu Kongzi 季庚子問於孔子.49 

 

 
46 See Dubs’s arguments in “The Political Career of Kong Qiu,” JAOS 66, 273-82. 
47 Zuo Ai 11/6. 
48 For example, he is consulted on taxation policy in a tale replicated in both the Zuo (Ai 11/附 1) and 
Guoyu (Luyu II, 22), and in the Lunyu, in passages that necessarily represent events of Kong Qiu’s final 
years, he claims to be one who “follows the grandees” (11.8), and one who is always informed if there are 
matters of substance at court (13.14). 
49 Ji Gengzi is a variant of Ji Kangzi 康子, the leader of the powerful Ji clan of Lu, 492-468. 
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1. Early lineage of Ruism in Lu.  

Part of my background portrait of the origins of Ruist factionalism entails the assertion 

that Kong Qiu succeeded to a position of leadership within an established tradition, 

originally led by members of the Zang clan, with Kong Qiu’s non-lineal succession being 

aided by the Meng clan. In the Ji Gengzi wen yu Kongzi, which features a conversation 

between the de facto ruler of Lu, the head of the Ji clan, and Kong Qiu, Kong Qiu twice 

cites authorities to back up his statements. In the first instance, on Slip 6, the person he 

cites is Meng Zhewu 孟者呉, a name otherwise unknown. The second person, cited on 

Slip 9, is Chuang X-zhong 牀 中. A loan relationship between 牀 (dʓĭɑŋ) and 臧 (tsɑŋ) 

is easily proposed, and the character , of which there are many instances in the 

Guodian corpus, may be read as a form of wen 文: this is Zang Wenzhong, discussed 

earlier as a possible leader of the proto-Ruist school in Lu.50 The forms of the citations 

indicate that Zang was pictured as remote in time, while Meng had lived within Kong 

Qiu’s lifetime.51 This citation pattern suggests that the authors of the texts were adopting 

here a line of authority that stretched from a member of the Zang clan, through a member 

of the Meng clan, through Kong Qiu. 

 

2. Source of “Zigong form” materials 

 
50 For the reading of wen, see, for example, Chen Wei 陳偉, “Shi Chu jian wenzi X” 釋楚簡文字 , 
Huaxue 4. The Shangbo commentator, Pu Maozuo 濮茅左, adopts this interpretation. Pu relates the 
unknown Meng Zhewu to a contemporary of Zang Wenzhong, a patrician of the state of Jin named Meng 
Zhiyu 孟之餘, who would in no way apart from phonetics and identity of generation with Zang seem to fit. 
The notion that Zang and Meng should be contemporaries is undercut by contrastive citation formulas in 
the text. Li Rui 李銳 suggests instead Meng Zhice 孟之側, a member of the Meng clan of the state of Lu 
whom Kong Qiu praised in the Lunyu (“Du Ji Gengzi wen yu Kongzi zhaji” 讀季庚子問于孔子札記, 
www.jianbo.org 3/6/06 [2023 note: Li’s article is no longer posted on the jianbo.org site, and does not seem 
available elsewhere online.]). Li’s suggestion is based on reasonable readings of the graphs (he argues that 
the graph transcribed 呉 is actually 昃), but the authority ascribed to Meng through the citation is 
problematic, since Meng Zhice was considerably Kong Qiu’s junior though by the time of the manuscript 
(the date of the text itself being unknown) this fact may have no longer been apparent.  
51 Both citation phrases begin with the words, “Qiu wen zhi 丘聞之”: “I have heard that . . .” Concerning 
Meng, the formula is: “Meng Zheyu yue 曰” (Meng Zheyu said), but the formula in Zang’s case is, “Zang 
X-zhong you yan yue 有言曰” (Zang X-zhong had a saying). The latter case would be used in quoting a 
person from a past era; the citation from Meng is presented as the speech of someone alive in Kong Qiu’s 
memory. (These points are made by Li Rui.)  
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The Dizi wen and Junzi wei li texts possess an unusually high proportion of material that 

relates closely to the Lunyu. The greater part of both follows the familiar structure of 

brief master-disciple interplay, intermixed with simple “Master aphorisms,” which 

constitute the Lunyu’s core. Although only one section of each text seems to be a direct 

variant of a received Lunyu passage, many other passages seem modeled on the same 

form as a Lunyu aphorism or exchange, even though involving different issues. (See 

Table 2.) 

 

 

 Among these resonances, one that appears in Dizi wen, on Strip 4, includes an 

example of the Zigong form: 

子嘆曰： 烏！ 莫我智也夫．子游曰：有是之謂乎？ 子曰：  . . .52 

 
52[2023 note: In 2007, I followed the Shangbo edition’s rendering of this passage, which begins with the 
character wei 韋, with the speaker thus Yan Hui, referred to, anomalously, as Huizi. Since that time others 
have suggested that wei should be read as a phrase-ending vocative, Kong Qiu addressing Yan Yuan. While 
that specific usage would be unusual, it is much less so that having Yan Hui referred to as by a formula 
combining his personal name with the honorific zi (韋子), and I have followed that suggestion both here 

Table 2: Comparison of some passages in Dizi wen, Junzi wei li, and Lunyu 
(Shangbo text numbers refer to appended translations; *Zigong involved; +Yan Hui involved) 

 
Dizi wen Junzi wei li Lunyu  Notes 

1  17.17*  Rhetorical structure: repetition of rhetorical 
question at start/close.  

2*  9.6*  Protests to Zigong that person does not 
understand him. 

4  15.35  Rhetorical structure: I have seen this sort of 
person, never that sort. 

7  2.13*; 6.18  Rhetorical structures: parallels in context of 
question/comment on junzi. 

13+  13.9; 18.6  Disciple drives Master through distant 
state; encounter with hermits 

14+  14.35*  Parallel form: Surprising complaint 
followed by disciple inquiry 

26  1.3 [17.15]  Passage variant (duplicated within Lunyu) 

 2+ 12.1+; 
9.11+ 

 Passage variant; complaint about hard 
lesson that cannot be abandoned 

 6* 11.16*  Rhetorical structure: Query, between two 
named individuals, which is superior? 
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Master [Yan] Hui sighed, saying: “Ah! No one recognizes me!” Ziyou said, “Is 
this a proper thing to say?” The Master said, “[?] . . . 
 

The parallel with Lunyu 14.35 is obvious: 
 
子 曰 ： 「 莫 我 知 也 夫 ！ 」 子 貢 曰 ： 「 何 為 其 莫 知 子 也 ？ 」 子 
曰 ： 「 不 怨 天 ， 不 尤 人 ； 下 學 而 上 達 。 知 我 者 ， 其 天 乎 ！ 」  
The Master said, “No one recognizes me!” Zigong said, “How is it that this is 
so?”  The Master said, “I do not complain against Tian, nor do I blame men. I 
study what is lowly and so get through to what is exalted. Is it not Tian who 
recognizes me?” 
 

In the Dizi wen text, the role that Zigong plays in the Lunyu is played by Ziyou. While the 

case I am making would be strongest if Zigong were present in this particular Dizi wen 

passage, the use of the Zigong form alone remains significant because the disciples 

Zigong and Yan Hui are the most important presences in the Dizi wen text, apart from 

Kong Qiu, as they are in the Junzi wei li text, and the lineage that produced the text thus 

includes multiple signature elements associated with the what I am construing as Yan 

School tradition.  

In Dizi wen, Zigong appears for certain in two passages. The first follows a 

passage which appears to be a solo disquisition by Kong Qiu on the character of Ji Zha 

季札, an envoy from the state of Wu 吳, and is close in form to Lunyu 9.6, which deals 

with characterizations about Kong Qiu made to Zigong by the “Grand Steward” (taizai 

太宰), usually interpreted as Grand Steward Pi 嚭, also from Wu, with whom Zigong is 

connected in the Zuo, as noted earlier. The Dizi wen passage reads: 

子聞之曰：賜，不吾之智也．囗興夜寐，以求聞 . . . 
When the Master heard of it he said: “Si, how little he knows me! I am up [early] 
and to bed late at night in order to seek learning.53 

 
and in the translation of Dizi wen below. (I regret that I have now no note of which scholar I am indebted to 
for this reading.)] 
53Compare Lunyu 9.6: 

大 宰 問 於 子 貢 曰 ： 「 夫 子 聖 者 與 ？ 何 其 多 能 也 ？ 」 子 貢 曰 ： 「 固 天 縱 之 將 
聖 ， 又 多 能 也 ． 」 子 聞 之 ， 曰 ： 「 大 宰 知 我 乎 ！ 吾 少 也 賤 ， 故 多 能 鄙 事 ． 君 
子 多 乎 哉 ？ 不 多 也 ． 」 牢 曰 ： 「 子 云 ， 『 吾 不 試 ， 故 藝 』 ． 」 
The Grand Steward asked Zigong, “Your Master is surely a Sage, is he not? He is skilled in so many 
things!” Zigong replied, “It is actually Tian which allows him to be a great Sage; he is skilled in many 
things besides.” The Master heard of it. “What does the Grand Steward know of me?” he said. "When I 
was young I was of humble station, and so I became skilled in many rude things. Is the junzi skilled in 
many things? No, not many.” 
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The second passage involving Zigong is also fragmentary, but appears to portray 

Zigong as an authoritative voice concerning mourning rites: 

. . . 曰：吾聞父母之喪 . . . 食肉如飯土，飲酒如淆；信乎？ 子贛曰：莫親

乎父母，死不顧生，可言乎其信也．. . . 
. . . said, “I have heard that the funeral of one’s parents . . . eat meat as though one 
were dining on dirt, and drink wine as though it were sludge. Is this faithfulness?” 
Zigong said, “None is nearer than one’s parents. When they die, not to attend to 
one’s own living is a testament to faithfulness.”54 
 

 Earlier, we saw that Yan Hui was treated as an authoritative voice in the Dizi wen. 

Here we see Zigong treated comparably. In this respect, the Dizi wen is similar to the 

Junzi wei li text, where Zigong speaks authoritatively about the worthiness of Kong Qiu: 

子羽問於子贛曰：仲尼與吾子產孰賢？子贛曰：夫子治十室之邑亦樂，治萬

室之邦亦樂，然則 . . . 子治詩書 . . . 
Ziyu asked Zigong, “Between Zhongni and our Zichan,55 which is superior?” 
Zigong said, “The Master would be as much at ease regulating a state of ten 
thousand households as he would be regulating a town of ten households. 
Hence . . . the Master regulated the Poetry and Documents . . . 

 

Although not comparing Kong Qiu to the sky, stars and moon, as he is portrayed doing in 

the Lunyu, we see here Zigong extolling Kong Qiu in terms dramatic enough. It asserts 

his ability to govern a large state with ease, and we may suppose that the passage will 

compare him favorably to Zichan, perhaps the most admired statesman of the Spring and 

Autumn period. The text appears to go on, either within the context of the same passage 

or in a separate section, to picture Zigong responding authoritatively to questions of the 

relative worthiness of sages such as Shun and Yu. It may be that missing slips ultimately 

exalt Kong Qiu to the level of these semi-deities, consistent with the extravagance of 

Zigong’s praise in the “Zizhang” chapter of the Lunyu. We may note, in addition, that in 

this section of the Junzi wei li, Kong Qiu is referred to as Zhongni, another feature in 

 
54 Zhang reads this as Zigong’s forgiveness of excessive indulgence during mourning. My interpretation 
would be that treating food like dirt and wine like sludge concerns the mourner’s insensitivity to pleasure 
due to grief. 
55 Ziyu 子羽 is the cognomen of a minor disciple named Tantai Mieming 澹臺滅明. Lunyu 6.14 seems to 
make clear that this man was a native of the Lu town of Wucheng, and this the origin listed for him in 
subsequent disciple lists. Here, the use of “our” suggests a connection with the state of Zheng. This may be 
a scribal error that includes wu 吾 before zi 子 out of habit, or it may suggest that this is a different Ziyu. 
(The Brooks’ speculate that Tantai Mieming is another name for Zengzi; see The Original Analects, p. 280.) 
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common with the “Zizhang” passages, and indicative of what I am proposing as one 

index of “Yan school” textual filiations. 

 All this indicates that in the Dizi wen and Junzi wei li texts, we may have 

encountered a corpus of texts deriving from the Ruist factional tradition that generated 

both the “Zigong form” and the profile of Zigong as unrestrained celebrant of Kong Qiu’s 

sagehood.56 

 

Textual authority and factional leadership 

The patterns of disciple “participation” as questioners, authoritative speakers, or actors in 

Ruist texts are complex. It is not easy to formulate rules interpreting textual phenomena 

concerning disciple appearances in terms of the degree of authority they are endowed 

with by text authors, and it is far more difficult to measure how these phenomena may 

have been correlated to a text author’s filiation to a faction with which a particular 

disciple was associated. Moreover, the gap between texts and factional identity is 

highlighted by the example of Zeng Shen’s textual role: although no disciple is given a 

broader array of authoritative appearances than Zeng Shen, stretching through the Lunyu, 

Liji, Da Dai liji, and many other texts, neither the Han Feizi not the Xunzi reports a 

“Zeng faction” of Ruism.57 

 
56 In their study, The Original Analects, Bruce and Taeko Brooks develop a detailed model of the redaction 
history of the Analects that views it as an “accretion” text. There is a geological metaphor underlying the 
model: the text is pictured as anchored in space over a period of centuries, slowly growing by the serial 
addition of books, attaching front or back to a core and bearing datable contemporary characteristics of the 
evolving local cult, with insertions thrust into the growing core from time to time, bearing the temporal 
marks of the books nearest to them in compositional date. The Brooks’s model differs from those 
developed by other scholars, most notably those of Takeuchi Yoshio 武內義雄 and Kimura Eiichi 木村英

一, who saw the text as a composite of independent microtexts – books or passage clusters – that may well 
have originated separately among various Ru factions, geographically dispersed and evolving in different 
ways, though with knowledge of one another. While it would be premature to use the preliminary analysis 
here to adjudicate between these different approaches, the model I am building here is more consistent with 
the approaches of Takeuchi and Kimura.  
57 Wu Longhui 吳龍輝 has offered a reasonable explanation for this puzzling feature (Yuanshi rujia kaoshu 
原始儒家考述 [Taipei: Wenjin, 1995], 128-141). He suggests that some Ru groups adopted tradition 
names when they needed to distinguish themselves from a competing line that might claim identical 
authority, and that this might result in the failure of some groups to name a common lineage founder. Thus, 
for example (and not to employ Wu’s specific model), if we were to adopt a traditional view that Zisi was a 
student of Zengzi, both the Zisi and Yuezheng groups might have claimed the authority of their Zengzi-
based lineage for significantly different teachings, but since they would both claim to be Zengzi school 
groups, they could only be distinguished by the name of the Zengzi pupil who, essentially, founded the 
Zengzi-lineage branch, leaving no “trunk” Zengzi lineage to be named by a late third century text such as 
Han Feizi. 
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Within the Lunyu, a number of first-generation disciples are given authoritative 

voice, making pronouncements on doctrinal issues in solo passages similar in form to 

statements made by Kong Qiu prefaced with Zi yue 子曰, in colloquy with outsiders or 

other disciples, or indirectly through words of exceptional praise spoken by Kong Qiu. 

These literary devices are extended in other texts, particularly the “Tan Gong” chapter of 

the Liji and chapter-length texts where disciples, rather than Kong Qiu, are named as the 

source of the teaching the text asserts.  

However, the timing of the development of “disciple-centered” elements of the 

Ru textual corpus is unclear. For example, if we consider the brief Da Da liji 大戴禮記 

chapter “Zengzi li xiao” 曾子立孝, it is marked in both title and presentation as a 

“Zengzi school” text, the observations about filial living in the chapter all capped with a 

prefixed, “Zengzi says.” However, if we compare the Shangbo text Nei li 內禮, we 

discover a substantially identical text that not only makes no mention of Zengzi, but 

which includes on its strips an alternative title.58 If the Guodian/Shangbo corpuses may 

be taken to represent the state of the Ruist textual corpus in the late fourth century BCE, it 

appears that disciple-centered writings were not yet broadly developed. Although we 

have disciples featured in a number of manuscripts and named in their titles (e.g. Zigao 

子羔 and Zhonggong 仲弓), with few exceptions, disciples are basically interlocutors, 

providing the occasion for Kong Qiu’s authoritative voice. The major exceptions seem to 

be Yan Hui and Zigong, as they appear in the Dizi wen and Junzi wei li texts. In those 

texts, both these disciples speak authoritatively without need for an explicit assertion of 

their stature to make pronouncements.59 In addition, if the rendering given above of Lu 

bang da han is correct, we see there authority for Zigong superseding even that of Kong 

Qiu. 

 
58 Shangbo, vol. 4. 
59 I am reading Yan Hui’s response to an interlocutor whose name is lost in Junzi wei li 2 as an instance of 
authoritative speech. It may also be possible to view Zhonggong as approaching an authoritative role in the 
text that bears his name, given that the advice Kong Qiu provides is not offered simply in response to a 
question, but in recognition that Zhonggong is ready to assume a position of responsibility. Another 
instance of disciple authority in the late third century corpus is Zisi in the Guodian text Lu Mugong wen 
Zisi 魯穆公問子思, where Zisi’s independent response to the duke of Lu is celebrated. In that text, 
however, Zisi’s authority requires explicit validation by a third party (the unidentified Chengsun Yi 成孫

弋). The Dizi wen and Junzi wei li texts seem to presume that Yan Hui and Zigong will be recognized as 
authoritative. 
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The Yan and Meng factional model 

I believe that the evidence provided by Dizi wen and Junzi wei li is strong enough to 

make a very strong assertion that by the last part of the fourth century, there was an 

established Ru tradition that recognized both Yan Hui and Zigong as authoritative voices. 

On the basis of Yan Hui’s inclusion, and my understanding of the origin of “Yan family 

Ruism,” I take this to be the faction identified by the Han Feizi as the Yan school. If my 

reading of the significance of Junzi wei li 1 is correct, then there was a third disciple who 

was viewed as authoritative within that school. As indicated in a note to my translation of 

Junzi wei li 1 (below), it seems to me the three primary candidates for this third disciple 

would be Zilu 子路, Zai Wo 宰我, and Zhonggong. Since we are in speculative territory 

here, I do not want to construct a detailed argument, but the model I’m proposing here 

would strongly favor Zhonggong for three major reasons: 

1) Zhonggong is treated as an authoritative voice in the Lunyu (6.1-2), and the 
praise given him in that text exceeds that accorded any disciple other than Yan 
Hui. 
 
2) The Shangbo text Zhonggong refers to Kong Qiu as “Zhongni,” aligning the 
text with my construction of the Yan school. In the Guodian/Shangbo corpus, 
only the Zhonggong and Junzi wei li use the term “Zhongni.” 
 
3) The Xunzi’s identification of the school of “Zhongni and Zigōng” can 
reasonably be seen as a reference to the Yan school, tying Kong Qiu as its leader 
to a major disciple who, along with Zigong, would have shaped its teaching 
tradition after Kong Qiu’s death. 
 

 With regard to this final point, it would be worth asking why the Xunzi would 

have named Zhonggong rather than Zigong as the inheritor of Kong Qiu’s teaching 

lineage. Zigong certainly emerges as more important in the overall Ruist corpus as well 

as in accounts of his historical role. 

 One reason could be precisely the possibility that Zigong’s factional role was 

contested. The Lu bang da han role, as the text now reads, is consistent not with a Yan 

school approach, which views Kong Qiu as a teaching authority without peer. It is instead 

consistent with an approach that wishes to illustrate the mixed validity of Kong Qiu’s 

statements and to celebrate Zigong as adjudicator of what is correct and incorrect in them. 
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This would align the Lu bang da han with the role that is explicitly stated for Zigong in 

Lunyu 19.23-25. If the text still had currency in the late fourth century, that would imply 

that this Zigong-centered tradition, which I have tentatively correlated with the Meng 

school, still had standing at that time.60 This tradition may also have been responsible for 

the Ji Gengzi wen yu Kongzi text, which qualifies Kong Qiu’s authority by portraying his 

reliance on the teachings of men aligned to the Zang and Meng clans of Lu, which this 

“Meng school model” pictures as the school’s ultimate test of orthodoxy.61 

 

    
      Meng group        Yan group 
 
                           
 
          Zigong           
 
                            
5th c.   “Zuo tradition”62   An. 19.22-25 
                           “Zhongni tradition texts” 
                                                              
4th c.    Lu bang da han            Junzi wei li 
        Ji Gengzi wen yu Kongzi     Dizi wen 
 
 

Table 3: Zigong’s  
function in Meng/Yan division 

 
 

 The model of Zigong as a figure of authority contested by two early Ruist factions 

is schematically illustrated in Table 3. While I would assert the validity of some elements 

 
60 The notion that the term “Meng group Ru” used in the Han Feizi may not refer to disciples of Mengzi, as 
traditionally assumed, is supported by the fact that the Xunzi views Mengzi as a member of the tradition of 
Zisi, rather than as a school authority in his own right. The Han Feizi lists both Zisi and “Meng shi 氏” as 
independent tradition authorities, leaving open the possibility that the Meng of the Han Feizi might not 
have referred to Meng Ke. 
61 It may be useful to note that while the calligraphic styles of the Dizi wen and Junzi wei li manuscripts are 
unusually close, the Ji Gengzi text style is quite different. The Lu bang da han style belongs to yet a 
different stream; it is in the same hand as two other Ru-school texts tangential to this discussion: Zigao and 
Kongzi shi lun. Of course, it is unclear to what degree the identity of copyists may be viewed as a 
significant indicator of other features of the texts in the Guodian/Shangbo corpus. 
62 By the phrase “Zuo tradition” I am denoting the apparent approach of the main narrative, excluding those 
passages that employ the name Zhongni, and the “Zhongni yue” commentarial level. The discussion in 
“Social Background,” 15-20 lies behind this division. 
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of this model forcefully – particularly the identification of the Yan school and Zigong’s 

role in it – there are a number of elements here that are speculative, such as the 

identification of the Meng school and manuscript texts belonging to it. I hope my rhetoric 

has made clear that I intend only to assert these elements as reasonable constructions of 

available evidence to this point, forming a hypothesis worth testing against further 

evidence, as it emerges.  

 

- Revisions (major ones noted), 2023 
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Added comments, March 2023 
 
I. Concerning the Shangbo texts Junzi wei li and Dizi wen 
 
In the years immediately following my writing this paper, there was a new development 
that bore on its findings. Chen Jian 陈剑, followed by several other very fine scholars, 
published proposals for reshuffling the strips of the two Shangbo texts, Junzi wei li and 
Dizi wen, in ways that created a single master text. A number of the passages I relied on 
in my working paper would, under these hypotheses, have been altered and my argument 
weakened.  
 
The arguments that Chen and others offered were well formed, and their proposed 
rearrangements of more cogency and interest in many ways than the divided texts. Zhang 
Guangyu 張光裕, the editor of these texts in the Shangbo series, mentioned to me in 
conversation that he found these arguments persuasive, and that the division of the strips 
of these texts, which could plausibly have been found together in a single grave, was 
performed by the Shanghai Museum staff prior to his receipt of the strips. 
 
Since I had plans at the time to develop this working paper into a published article I 
reconsidered the texts in light of these issues, naturally hoping that I could find grounds 
to maintain my theory. Acknowledging that bias, I nevertheless did discover that the 
combined-text theory was vulnerable on one specific point: calligraphic inconsistencies 
in the strips. It was clear that the Shanghai Museum staff, prior to the decipherment of the 
texts by Zhang Guangyu, had detected that they were created by different scribal hands. 
 
Here is a chart of some of the regular calligraphic distinctions between the two texts: 
 

 
Calligraphy from Junzi wei li (left) and Dizi wen (right) 
Contrasting forms for the characters 也, 不, 吾, and 又 

 
If the calligraphy were consistent over the strips of both texts, it would naturally be most 
reasonable to sort them into a single text and order them in a manner that would yield the 
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most cogent and interesting reading. However, it is methodologically unsound to allow 
the objective of optimal cogency to override clear evidence that the texts derive from 
different hands. While it would be reasonable to view the two texts as belonging to 
different sections of a single text, one scribe executing the initial strips and other 
completing the work, it is implausible (though not impossible) to envision a process 
whereby two scribes jointly create a single text by inscribing interlacing strips. The 
complexity of coordination involved (for example, projecting in advance the precise 
number of characters each strip will contain in order to sort tasks between the scribes) 
and the lack of any logical motivation for such a division of labor presents a major barrier 
to the type of interpretation that the single-text hypothesis relies on. 
 
This, at least, was the reasoning that I reached by 2011, which is the last point at which I 
was working on these materials.* I have not followed research in this area since retiring, 
and further arguments may have emerged that would change my view and require me to 
modify this working paper. 
 
II. Zigong and Fan Li 
 
Ultimately, the reason I did not pursue developing this paper into a formal publication 
was a lack of discipline that allowed a single issue, which may be unresolvable, to 
become an obstacle. The issue is flagged in note 31, above, where I mention in passing 
resonances in accounts of Zigong and the Yue 越 general Fan Li 范蠡. I was convinced 
that by fully analyzing resemblances between these two figures in textual narratives, I 
would be able to show that areas of biographical overlap could not be regarded as factual 
with regard to either man, but rather as examples of fictional tropes that could be used to 
embellish accounts about any figure during the Warring States era. I’d like to outline here 
in an informal way, without scholarly apparatus, the main themes I had hoped to pursue. 
 
As mentioned in the earlier note, Fan Li is known as the military and diplomatic strategist 
who guided the state of Yue to recovery and triumph over the state of Wu 吳 in 473 BCE, 
after its utter defeat years earlier by the forces of Wu at the battle of Kuaiji. The only 
actual relationship between Fan Li and Zigong that the relatively reliable Zuo accounts 
suggest is insignificant: Fan Li’s great adversary was the Grand Steward Pi (太宰嚭) of 
Wu whom we see Zigong interact with in both the Zuo and the Lunyu. Without the 
prompting of less reliable accounts we would not view this as a relationship at all. 
However, the stories told by other pre-Qin texts and later texts such as the Shiji create a 
web of ahistorical interactions. 
 
Fan Li is a chameleon character in the literature. He is known by three different names, 
corresponding to successive stages of his life. The Shiji and other sources claim that after 

 
*This was for a reworking of these ideas to present in a lecture at Zhejiang University (the illustration 
comes from a lecture slide). I want to add that my attention to calligraphy was surely prompted by the fact 
that I was working with a student, Dongchoel Bin, himself a calligrapher, who was analyzing the 
calligraphy of the Shangbo manuscripts. I’ll take this opportunity to reference his dissertation, “Writing in 
Early China: Its Scribal Tradition and Innovation” (2014), which laid a foundation for the study of 
calligraphy in pre-Qin recovered texts.   
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the triumph of 473 he departed Yue and changed his name to Chiyi Zipi 鴟夷子皮, 
sailing north along the coast to Qi. In the literature there are indeed records of Chiyi Zipi 
in Qi. Commentators inevitably identify him as Fan Li, but the events he is associated 
with are datable to 481, when the actual Fan Li still had years to go as a general and 
advisor in Yue. However, it is in those appearances of Chiyi Zipi that we first see a tie to 
Zigong. 
 
Chiyi Zipi is pictured as an advisor to Tian Chang 田常, the powerful warlord of Qi 
whose assassination of his ruler is described in various sources, including the Lunyu. 
Both the Mozi, “Fei ru 非儒” and the Shiji biography of Zigong (ch. 67) describe an 
episode in Zigong’s career that begins in Tian Chang’s court in 481, and involves Zigong 
engineering a complex series of interstate wars that take pressure off of Lu and result in 
the destruction of the state of Wu by Yue, enabling the king of Yue to succeed to the role 
of hegemon that the king of Wu had occupied. (I mention this briefly at the outset of 
working paper note 31.) According to the Mozi, in advance of Zigong’s mission Kongzi 
had planted a spy in Tian Chang’s court: Chiyi Zipi. Obviously, if Chiyi Zipi were Fan Li 
he would have been in Yue at this time, not Qi. However, in the full version of this long 
anecdote about Zigong, when we come to a sustained scene in Yue, Fan Li is absent. 
Only the king and Fan Li’s non-military counterpart in government are actors. Moreover, 
the strategy whereby Yue ultimately prevails over Wu is attributed not to Fan Li, but to 
Zigong (this is echoed in passing in Shiji ch. 66). Somehow, this tradition has erased Fan 
Li in Yue in favor of Zigong, while placing Fan Li in Qi as an agent on behalf of Zigong. 
 
In his next incarnation, Fan Li departs Qi and travels to the city of Tao 陶 in southwest 
Shandong. There he become spectacularly rich and takes a new name: Lord Zhu 朱公. 
This is the man as we encounter him in the Shiji, “Huozhi liezhuan” 貨殖列傳, as the 
first of the great merchants in that biographical chapter. The second, of course, is Zigong. 
Only two other pre-Qin merchants are discussed, and they are of later centuries. 
 
The merchant biographies of Fan Li and Zigong are unusually close in basic structure. 
Each man ends a successful career in one guise (Fan Li as a general in Yue, Zigong as a 
courtier in Wei), departs his home state and becomes a famous merchant in two stages, 
each stage tied to a different city. Fan Li travels to Qi and then to Tao 陶, a minor state in 
Shandong, while Zigong travels to Cao 曹 and then to Qi. Apart from sharing Qi in 
common, according to several sources, including the Shuijingzhu 水經注, Cao is simply 
an alternative name for Tao (later Dingtao 定陶). As merchants, then, Zigong and Fan Li 
are said to have both dwelt as merchants in the same two cities. 
 
There is a further resonance between the two men. Zigong, of course, is among the 
founding figures of Ruism, the most eminent surviving disciple of Kongzi. But Fan Li is 
also pictured as an eminent intellectual figure. It is said that while he was in Yue he 
received instruction from a shadowy figure known as Ji Ran 計然. It was the secrets of Ji 
Ran’s eponymous text that allowed Fan Li to develop the strategies that led to Yue’s 
victory over Wu, and later to himself become a great merchant. Both Ji Ran and Fan Li 
are associated in various ways with later Daoist traditions, and Fan Li is said in the 
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Fengsu tongyi 風俗通義 to have been an incarnation of Taibaixing 太白星 (Venus), as 
Lao Dan had been (Chiyi Zipi is another!). Some scholars, including Qian Mu, have 
suggested that Fan Li’s ideas were a pivotal source of the Huang-Lao tradition (an idea 
that seems to me historically tenuous, but a reasonable reflection of how texts portray 
him). For my purposes here it is enough to say that, like Zigong, Fan Li is pictured as a 
key disciple of a major intellectual tradition’s founder, which deepens the resonance of 
the careers of these two men, as the literature has configured them. 
 
It seems to me that the most promising way to seek an explanatory frame for the overlap 
between Zigong and Fan Li as merchants is to pursue the idea that the intellectual-
transmitter cum super-merchant would be a trope that any school of thought could use as 
one selling point to appeal to a particular consumer niche. “In addition to achieving 
ethical perfection / levitation & immortality, you can use our teachings to get rich beyond 
measure.” (This is why I first explored Fan Li in an article titled, “Selling Sagehood.”) 
This approach could help bring clarity to some aspects of Zigong’s role in the early 
history of Ruism. 
 
Further, the association of Zigong with Fan Li could have implications for certain 
features of early texts that denote Kong Qiu by the name Zhongni, which I see as tending 
to be products of Meng School Ruism. As noted on pp. 18-20 of the working paper, some 
passages in these texts present exaggerated portraits of Kong Qiu as “mage-like,” with 
near superhuman powers of insight. This type of material resonates with fangshi and 
Huang-Lao traditions that seem to arise in Qi during the period of Jixia. (In “Selling 
Sagehood,” I made a case for linking these traditions to an influence of Yue on Qi culture, 
dating from the years after Yue’s conquest of Wu.) Some texts tie Zigong even more 
closely to the culture of the Yangzi Delta states of Wu and Yue. For example, the Yue jue 
shu 越絕書, likely a work of the first century CE recounting the struggle between the two 
states, includes Zigong as a character and a commentarial voice, and its initial chapter 
includes a self-referential passage on its own composition which notes that some attribute 
its authorship to Zigong. 
 
But as I’ve tried to indicate in this overview appendix, the intertwining of these two 
figures has multiple dimensions, with clues scattered in different forms over many early 
texts, and it was the overambitious hope that I would be able to align all of them in order 
to form a complete model of Zigong’s role in the history of early Ruism that kept this 
working paper from taking final form. Apart from having gaps in the evidence that would 
be hard to fill convincingly, and the difficulty of assessing how complex and various 
pieces of data could be applied to multiple narratives without likely historical basis, I 
never did have a precise picture of the profile I intended to outline.  
 

 



 37 

Appendix A: Junzi wei li 君子為禮 63 
 

Introduction64 
 

1. 昔者仲尼 徒三人弟徒五人芫 之徒．．． [10] 
 
 In the past, Zhongni had three intimate65 followers, five junior followers,66 . . . 
supporting followers67 . . .  [10] 
 
Yan Yuan section 
 
2.   顏淵侍於夫= 子= 曰韋君子為禮以依於仁顏淵作而答曰韋不敏弗

能少居夫子曰坐吾語女言之而不義 [1] 
 口勿言也視之而不義目勿視也聽之而不義而勿聽也動而不義身

毋動焉顏淵退 68日不出 ．．． [2] 
 之曰何其 69也曰然吾親聞言於夫子欲行之不能欲去之而不可

吾是以 也■ 
  

 
63 This is not meant to be a philologically thorough translation; it is a draft to accompany the main essay, 
meant only to provide readers access to the relevant manuscript material. Sharp brackets indicate strip ends; 
numbers in square brackets indicate the strip order in Shanghai Bowuguan cang Zhanguo Chu zhushu 
[“Shangbo”], vol. 5, 81-96; 253-64. Passage numbers are my own, and reflect my assessment of logical 
order throughout this short text. Except as indicated, transcriptions generally follow Zhang Guangyu 張光

裕, who served as the editor of this text; doubtful readings are noted, even where I follow Zhang. I have not 
recorded Zhang’s many conclusions concerning allographs, as a fully scholarly rendering would do. 
64 I have placed slip 10 at the outset on the theory that this collection of passages illustrates teachings 
associated with the “three intimate followers,” whom I tentatively identify as Yan Yuan and Zigong – both 
of whom are clearly at the center of attention in this collection. The organization proposed here pictures the 
text segmented into sections on each of the three “intimate” disciples: Yan Yuan, Zigong, and a third 
unspecified in the extant slips. There seem to me three most likely possibilities for the identity of the third 
disciple: 1) Zilu 子路, who is named in passing in this text and whose role as the most senior and perhaps 
personally distinctive disciple is clear in the Lunyu; 2) Zai Wo 宰我, who is treated very unfavorably in the 
Lunyu, but who appears parallel in role to Yan Hui and Zigong in a closely related Shangbo text, Dizi wen 
(see “Shangbo,” vol. 5, Dizi wen, slip 11); 3) Zhonggong 仲弓, who is highly praised in the Lunyu, and 
after whom a Shangbo text is named, which, along with Junzi wei li, is distinct among the Guodian and 
Shangbo texts in referring to Confucius as Zhongni (see Shangbo, vol. 3, Zhonggong, slips 8 and 10). 
65 I interpret the graph in light of words sharing graph elements that suggest a phonetic and semantic 
family: zhen 箴 (ţĭəm): “needle,” and qian 籤 (tshiam): “sharp; penetrating.”  
66 “Junior followers” translates a graphic variant of ditu 弟徒. 
67 Transcribed by Zhang Guangyu as yuan X zhi tu 芫 之徒. The unknown character appears to me to be 

more appropriately rendered , perhaps a variant of dai 貸. 
68 Zhang reads shu 數, based on context.  
69 Zhang reads duo 惰, following the phonetic element zuo 左. 
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Yan Yuan was attending the Master. The Master said, “Hui, the junzi practices ritual in 
order to cleave to ren.” Yan Yuan stood up and replied, “I am not quick; I cannot grasp 
this in the slightest.” The Master said, “Sit and I will instruct you. That which is not 
righteous to speak,  [1]  one’s mouth must not utter; that which is not righteous to see, 
one’s eyes will not look at; that which is not righteous to hear, one’s ears must to listen to; 
that which is not righteous to act, one’s body must not do.” Yan Yuan retired, and for 
several days he did not emerge . . .  [2]  [asked] him: “Why, Sir, have you been so 
indolent?” [Yan Yuan] said, “Indeed, it is because of a personal teaching I received from 
the Master. Were I to wish to practice it, I could not; were I to wish to abandon it, I could 
not. This is why I have been indolent. 
 
3.  顏淵侍於夫= 子= 曰 [3] 

韋獨智人之所惡也獨貴人之所惡也獨婦人之所惡也貴而能讓囗

斯人欲其貴囗囗貴囗．．． [9] 
．．．淵起逾席曰敢問何謂也夫子智而囗信斯人欲其．．． [4] 

 
Yan Yuan was attending the Master. The Master said  [3]  “Hui, to be alone in deep 
wisdom is something people hate; to be alone in high status is something people hate; to 
be alone in great wealth is something people hate. One whose status is high but who is 
able to cede to others . . ., then others desire that he have [even higher?] status70 . . . high 
status . . .  [9]71  . . . Yuan rose and stepped away from his mat, saying, “May I ask 
what this means? You, Master, are wise and . . . faith, thus others desire  [4] 
 

4.  ．．． 而秀 毋 毋痌身毋 毋倩行毋 毋 72足毋墜毋

高其在．．． [7] 
 ．．．廷則欲齊= 其在堂則．．． [8] 
 ．．．正見毋昃視凡目毋遊定見是求毋欽毋去聽之 稱其眾

寡 [6] 
 好凡色毋憂毋佻毋怍毋謠毋．．． [5] 
 
 . . . be fine, do not let your legs seem ungoverned or uncomfortable, your posture must 
not be bent or slack, your strides must not seem considered or uncertain, your feet must 
not stumble or rise too high. What at . . .  [7]  . . . when at court, one should be strictly 
formal; when in one’s hall . . .  [8]  . . . Look straight, don’t look to the side. As for 

 
70 Zhang here reads: yu qi X . . .gui . . .: 欲其 X 囗囗貴囗. The character after the unknown character X 
seems to me unambiguous as 貴, and I have translated accordingly, inferring a meaning of “even more” for 
the unclear and unknown graph X, although I am not able to identify the word it represents. This accords 
with Liao Mingchun 廖名春, (“Shangbo wu, Junzi wei li pian jiaoshi zhaji”《上博五 ‧君子為禮》篇校

釋箚記, www.jianbo.org, 3/6/2006. 
71 Liao also proposes placing the ninth slip in this order. 
72 For the six archaic characters on this strip, no reading seems possible for the first; I tentatively follow 
Zhang’s readings on the others as follows: qi 綮, fei 廢, yan 偃, shi 眡, yao 搖. 
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your eyes, don’t let them wander; a settled stare is what you seek. Moving neither closer 
nor further,73 judge by ear how the distance away, and so appraise how many there are  
[6]  . . . good. As for one’s expression, show no care, no furtive glance, no startled look, 
wavering, no . . .  [5]  
 
Zigong section 
 
5.  非子人 
 
 does not treat people as his children.74 
 
6.  子羽問於子贛曰仲尼與吾子產孰賢子贛曰夫子治十室之邑亦樂治

萬室之邦亦樂然則．．． [11] 
 
 ．．．子治詩書．．． [16] 
 
Ziyu75 asked Zigong, “Between Zhongni and our Zichan, which is superior?”76 Zigong 
said, “The Master would be as much at ease regulating a state of ten thousand households 
as he would be regulating a town of ten households. Hence . . .  [11]  . . . the Master 
regulated the Poetry and Documents . . .  [16]  
 
7. 孰賢子贛曰舜君天下．．． [12] 
 ．．．非以為己名夫．．． [13] 
 ．．．非以己名然則賢於禹也契舜 [14] 

 ．．． 與禹孰賢子贛曰治天下之川．．． [15] 
 
. . . which is superior?” Zigong said, “Shun was lord to all the world . . .  [12]  . . . 
did not do it for his own fame. The . . .  [13]  . . . did not promote his own fame. 
Hence he was superior to Yu. Qi and Shun” [14]  . . . Between X and Yu, which is 
superior?” Zigong said, “Yu regulated the rivers of the world . . .  [15] 

 
73 A speculative reading, taking qin 欽 as qin 親, and two unknown graphs with apparent phonetics 晉 and 
余 as, perhaps, jinshu 近疏, balancing zhonggua 眾寡 in the following phrase. 
74 An entirely mechanical rendering of the three graphs present here: fei zi ren 非子人. 
75 Ziyu 子羽 is the cognomen of a minor disciple named Tantai Mieming 澹臺滅明. Lunyu 6.14 seems to 
make clear that this man was a native of the Lu town of Wucheng, and this the origin listed for him in 
subsequent disciple lists. Here, the use of “our” suggests a connection with the state of Zheng. This may be 
a scribal error that includes wu 吾 before zi 子 out of habit, or it may suggest that this is a different Ziyu. 
(The Brooks’ speculate that Tantai Mieming is another name for Zengzi; see The Original Analects, p. 280.) 
76 In Da Dai liji, the “Wei Jiangjun Wenzi” chapter is largely devoted to Zigong’s characterizations of 
fellow disciples in response to the general’s query about which is superior (shu wei xian 孰為賢). 
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Appendix B: Dizi wen 弟子問 77 
 

1. 子曰前陵季子其天民也乎生而不因其浴吳人生七囗．．． [2] 
 ．．．而動囗囗乎其所前陵季= 僑而弗受前陵季= 其天民也乎■ 

 
The Master said: “Is Yanling Jizi78 one of Heaven’s people? From birth he has not 
followed custom.79 When among the men of Wu there arose seven80 . . .  [2]81 and 
acted . . . in his place, Yanling Jizi remained superior82 and would not accept [the throne]. 
Is Yanling Jizi one of Tian’s people?” ▪ 
 
2. 子贛．．． [1] 
 
 ．．．子聞之曰賜■不吾智也囗興夜寐以求聞 [22] 
 
Zigong . . .  [1]  . . . When the Master heard of it he said: “Si! How little he knows me. 
I am up [early] and to bed late at night in order to seek learning.  [. . .] [22]83 
 
3. ．．． 焉 [6] 
 

. . . therein.”84 

 
77 This is not meant to be a philologically thorough translation; it is a draft to accompany the main essay, 
meant only to provide readers access to the relevant manuscript material. Sharp brackets indicate strip ends; 
numbers in square brackets indicate the strip order in Shanghai Bowuguan cang Zhanguo Chu zhushu 
[“Shangbo”], vol. 5, 99-123; 267-83. Passage numbers are my own; while I have tried to reconstruct longer 
passages from fragments, I am not committed to the absolute position of any passage within the text as a 
whole. Except as indicated, transcriptions generally follow Zhang Guangyu 張光裕, who served as the 
editor of this text; doubtful readings are noted, even where I follow Zhang. I have not recorded Zhang’s 
many conclusions concerning allographs, as a fully scholarly rendering would do. 
78 Yanling Jizi 延陵季子 (the equation of qian 前 with yan 延 is noted by Zhang) is a title for the Wu 
prince Ji Zha 季札, active during the second half of the sixth century. Though a younger son of Shoumeng, 
king of Wu, fourth in line for the throne, Ji Zha was offered the throne as a young man, his brothers ceding 
to him because of his worthiness. Ji Zha, however, resolutely declined, and withdrew to his estate in 
Yanling. This, in addition to his appreciative observance of the rituals of Lu (recorded in Zuo, Xiang 29) 
made Ji Zha a natural object of admiration for Ru. 
79 The ms. yu 浴 is replaced by the allograph “custom” (su 俗); another possibility would be yu 欲: 
“desires.” 
80 The graph 十 generally denotes qi 七 in the Shangbo texts. Zhang has shi 十. 
81 I have reversed Zhang’s order of the first two slips. The top of slip 2 is preserved, and begins Zi yue; 
there is a black mark at the close of passage 1, as I have numbered it. Zhang’s order places Zigong within 
the passage. 
82 The word “superior” (qiao 僑) is more naturally interpreted as “arrogant” (jiao 驕). Ji Zha is generally 
presented sympathetically in Ru texts, and in light of this, and the context suggested by passage 4 below, I 
have sought a benign rendering of the term. 
83 I have relocated slip 22 here, because of the resemblance to LY 9.6, in which Zigong’s conversation with 
an officer – likely from Wu, as was Yanling Jizi in the previous passage here – prompts Confucius to begin 
remarks with the formula, “Does [he] know me?” The separating marker after Si (Zigong’s name) is 
puzzling. 
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4. 子曰貧賤而不約者吾見之矣富貴而不驕者吾聞而 [6] 
 ．．．士吾見之矣事而弗受者吾聞而未之見也 
 
The Master said, “Men who are poor or of low station and unable to live within 
constraints, such as these I have seen. Men who are wealthy or of high station who are 
without arrogance, of such as these I have heard [but never yet have I seen them.85]” [6] 
 . . . shi, such as these I have seen. Men who serve without accepting in return, of such 
as these I have heard, but never yet have I seen them.” 
 
5. 子曰人而下臨猶上臨也．．． [9] 
 
The Master said, “When a man can approach those beneath him in a manner similar to 
that with which he approaches men above him . . .”  [9] 
 
 
6. ．．．也此之謂仁 
 
. . . this is what is called ren.” 
 
7. 宰我問君子曰余女能慎始與終斯善矣為君子乎．．． [11] 
 ．．．也求為之言又夫言也求為之行言行相近然後君子■ 
 
Zai Wo asked about the junzi: “If I am able to be cautious about beginnings and endings, 
and in this way good, would this constitute acting as a junzi?” 86  [11] [The Master said:] 
 “. . . when you act, seek to match your action to what you have said; when you speak, 
seek to match your speech to what you will do. When words and deeds are close, only 
then is one a junzi.” ▪ 
 
8. 子．．． [12] 
 
The Master . . .  [12] 
 
9.  87人不曲方以去人■ 

 
84 There are a number of “passages” in this rendering that are fragments, and some are undoubtedly 
portions of a single passage. I have numbered them separately only for the purpose of clarity, and do not 
mean to claim these as fragments of independent passages. 
85 Appropriately supplied by Zhang as parallel to text below. 
86 One could also interpret the character zi 子 as doing double duty; a partial ditto mark may be present. If 
so, Confucius would be the only speaker, and his words would begin: “Yu 余, if you are cautious about 
beginnings and endings, then you would indeed be good and a junzi. . . .” 
87 Zhang transcribes this graph as ; he reads this as jiu 就, presumably following Sun Yirang’s 孫詒讓 
analysis of the phonetic element of this transcribed form (Zhou Fagao 周法高, Jinwen gulin 金文古林 [HK: 
CUHK, 1974], 3524). I do not see the graph as Zhang does. 
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. . . to approach others; do not act in devious ways88 and put others at a distance.” 
 

10. 子曰君子亡所不足無所又 ．．． [13] 
 
The Master said, “There is no respect in which the junzi is not sufficient, no respect in 
which he is excessive, thus . . .”  [13] 
 
11. ．．．從吾子皆能有待乎君子道朝然則夫二三子者 [14] 
 
. . . follow. Do you gentlemen all have means to rely on? The junzi treats the court as 
his dao. However, you gentlemen . . .  [14] 
 
12 ．．．弗王善矣夫安能王人 ■  
 
. . . not treat him as king. Good. How can he rule over others?”  
 
13. 子過曹囗．．． [17] 

 ．．．囗淵馭至老丘有 植其槈而歌焉子乘乎軒而．．． [20] 
 ．．．囗風亂節而哀聲曹之喪其必此乎韋 
 
The Master passed through Cao . . .  [17] . . . [Yan] Yuan was his driver. When they 
reached Lao Hill, there was a man who was singing as he weeded with a wooden 
implement. The Master leaned forward on the carriage bar and . . .89  [20]   “. . . what 
is popular. The regulations in disarray amidst the sounds of wailing – is this not surely 
the mourning of Cao, Hui?” 
 
14. 子嘆曰烏莫我智也夫子游曰有是之謂乎子曰  [4] 
 
The Master sighed, saying: “Ah! No one recognizes me!” Ziyou said, “Is this a proper 
thing to say?” The Master said, “. . .  [4] 
 
 
15. ．．．曰韋來吾告女其阻絕乎雖多問而不友賢其 [15] 
 無謂見邦而信絕未見善事人而憂絕今之世．．． [21] 
 
[The Master] said: “Hui! Come, shall I instruct you about what to do when you are 
impeded and cut off? Though you may have much learning, if you do not befriend the 

 
88 The phrase qu fang 曲方 is read qu fang 曲防, “do not divert dikes,” by Zhang, citing Mengzi 6B.7. 
89 Familiar LY settings are combined here. The trope of a disciple driving Confucius’s carriage during his 
travels appears at LY 13.9, with Ran Qiu as the driver. The trope of passing farmers tending fields appears 
in 18.6, with Zilu as the relevant disciple. 
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worthy”  [15] [. . . The Master said:90 “. . .] I have never seen a state where 
faithfulness was cut off; I have never seen one who was good at serving others who 
worried about being cut off.91 In today’s generation . . .”  [21] 
 
16. ．．．者可 而告也 
 
. . . may encounter92 and report.” 
 
17. 子曰小子來取余言春秋不恆至耇老不復壯賢者及 [5] 
 
The Master said, “My children, come! Take note of what I say. Your springs and autumns 
will not come forever; once old, the vigor of youth will never return. When the 
wise . . .” [5] 
 
18. ．．．囗曰吾聞父母之喪．．． [7] 

．．．食肉如飯土飲酒如淆信乎子贛曰 93莫親乎父母死不顧生可

言乎其信也 [8] 
 
. . . said, “I have heard that the funeral of one’s parents . . .  [7] eat meat as though 
one were dining on dirt, and drink wine as though it were sludge. Is this faithfulness?” 
Zigong said, “None is nearer than one’s parents. When they die, not to attend to one’s 
own living is a testament to faithfulness.”94 [8] 
 
19. ．．．女弗智也乎 夫以眾犯難以親受服勞以成事見以 官士

茍以力則然以 [10] 
 
. . . don’t you know it? Ah! Those who embark on difficult tasks when their numbers 
are great, who rely on close relationships to gain submission, who strive to bring affairs 
to success,95 who present themselves in order to [?]96 office, such are shi who exert 
effort . . .  [10] 
 
20. ．．．焉終 

 
90 If the two slips in 15 are related (as the shared issue of being “cut off” may imply), there must be a full 
intervening slip missing. signaling either a long passage or two related ones juxtaposed. 
91 The rhetoric is not artful here; passage phrases are roughly parallel in form but not in meaning. 
92 I read this word as feng 逢, rather than feng 奉 as Zhang does, retaining the ms. graph structure. 
93 The form of this graph is unusual: . Context indicates its meaning, and it appears in two other bamboo 
texts, both Ruist: Xiang bang zhi dao (where is appears in connection with Zigong, as well as Kong Qiu) 
and Min zhi fumu. 
94 Zhang reads this as Zigong’s forgiveness of excessive indulgence during mourning. My interpretation 
would be that treating food like dirt and wine like sludge concerns the mourner’s insensitivity to pleasure 
due to grief. 
95 Zhang sustains the pejorative tone with a difficult reading: “who labor over affairs already settled.” 
96 Zhang proposes for the unfamiliar graph a meaning of “usurp” (shan 擅), but this seems to be an 
interpretation based solely on context. 
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. . . wherein end?” 
 

21. 子曰寡聞則沽寡見則 多文則惑多見則．．． [16] 
 
The Master said: “Those who have heard little will be barren;97 those who have observed 
little will be arbitrary.98 Those who have heard too much will be confused; those who 
have observed too much will be . . .”  [16] 
 

22. ．．．者皆可以為諸侯相矣東西南北不 99．．． [18] 
 
. . . type of man, can in all cases serve as advisors to a lord of state. In any direction, 
not . . .  [18] 
 
23. ．．．長巨白玉 100止乎子 =101 如也其聽子路往乎子噩= 如也如

102．．． [19] 
 
. . . would [the Master] encourage Qu Boyu holding back? He would be all mildness. 
Would the Master allow Zilu to proceed? He would be all severity. As though punishing 
[?] . . .  [19] 
 
24. ．．．囗囗之有■ 
 
. . . to be.”  
 
25. 子曰列乎其下不折其枝食其實．．． [23] 
 
The Master said: “One in the lower ranks who does not prune the trees but who eats the 
fruit . . .”  [23] 
 

26. ．．．曰考言 色未可謂仁也囗者其言囗而不可 [附] 
 
[The Master] said: “Clever words and ingratiating looks cannot be called ren.103 The 
words of those who are . . . are . . ., but they cannot [fu] 

 
97 Here Zhang proposes as an allograph gu 孤, “alone.” 
98 Following Zhang’s proposed reading of si 肆. 
99 The left element in this graph is incomplete and indecipherable. 
100 As Zhang indicates, this should be Qu Boyu 籧伯玉, whom Kong Qiu praises in Lunyu 15.7 for his 
ability to serve or withdraw according to timeliness. 
101 Zhang proposes the reading dundun 惇惇.  
102 Zhang proposes the reading zhu 誅. 
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27. ．．．女焉能也■ [24] 
 
. . . how could you be able? [24]104 
 
28. ．．．毋有柔教毋有首猷植．．． [3] 
 
. . . have no flexible teachings; have no initiating plans; plant . . .  [3]105 
 
 

 
103 Parallel to LY 1.3 and 17.17, though the ms. character for “ingratiating” is unknown, and the meaning is 
inferred from the parallel. 
104 The strip is almost entirely illegible on the basis of the photograph. I follow Zhang’s reading. 
105 This slip seems to me consistent in both rhetoric and calligraphy with the Shangbo text Junzi wei li. I 
have not attempted to link it within the Dizi wen text, although I do not know enough about the state in 
which these texts were found and their handling to know whether it is reasonable to suggest slip 
displacement between texts. 


