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above. This “new” manuscript has even more discrepancies with the printed edi-
tion, amounting to more than 60 instances.”® Many of these consist of omitting
characters that are present in the printed version and some can be explained only
as copying mistakes. With this fragment, we now possess a significantly larger
portion of the original Sunzi scroll (155 lines vs. the 90 we knew about), enabling
us to do a more reliable comparison of the printed and manuscript versions. As
currently we only have a transcription of the text of this fragment, we will have
to wait for the images to be able to ascertain whether it is indeed part of the same
manuscript.

The above discussion shows that in contrast with Kepping’s 1979 publication
of the Tangut Sunzi, which is still the standard reference for this text, we now
have a much larger group of Tangut fragments related to the Sunzi. Some of these
were already known when Kepping’s monograph came out but she based her
translation on the printed edition kept in St. Petersburg. She also consulted the
manuscript and even published a short notice on it while working on the transla-
tion, yet she seemed to have studied this text exclusively from the perspective of
the printed version.*®® Today, in addition to the printed version published in fac-
simile as an appendix to Kepping’s monograph, we know of the following frag-
ments:

)] the two printed pages at the British Library (Or.12380/3841-3842) iden-
tified by Grinstead, probably from the same edition as the St. Petersburg
book;

(ii) the fragment identified by Nishida at the British Library (Or.12380/872);

(iii) the “minor” fragments at the British Library (0r.12380/660-664);

(iv) the manuscript version with 90 lines at the IOM in St. Petersburg (Inv.
No. 775);

) the newly identified manuscript fragment with 65 lines at the IOM (Inv.
No. 3788).

It is hard to give an exact character count but it seems that the items listed here
contain almost as much text as the butterfly book published by Kepping. A care-
ful analysis of this additional material will no doubt enrich our knowledge of the
textual issues surrounding the Tangut translation of the Sunzi, not to speak of the
problems related to codicology and the history of the book.

587 Ibid., 79.
588 Keping 1977.
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5.3  Draft or personal copy made from a printed edition?

In the printed version, unlike in the manuscript, the text conforms to the title be-
cause the Sunzi part contains not only the main text but also the commentaries of
Cao Cao, Li Quan and Du Mu. In contrast with the manuscript scroll, the surviving
part of the printed version retains a much larger portion of the Sunzi, although a
big part of the biography is missing. Thus the portion that overlaps with the man-
uscript includes the last few lines of the Sunzi and part of the biography. Apart
from the fact that the handwritten version omits the text of the commentaries, the
text of the Sunzi more or less matches in the two versions. The only difference is
two cases where the manuscript copyist had accidentally reversed adjacent char-
acters but in both cases he corrected this by a reversal mark commonly seen in
medieval manuscripts.*® The biography part, however, shows a number of minor
discrepancies, which partly must be due to the fact that the overlapping section
between the printed and manuscript versions is significantly longer—as opposed
to the mere 17 lines of the Sunzi. Kepping listed 39 differences, stating that the
nature of the discrepancies suggested that the two versions were in fact copies of
the same translation.”® She argued that the printed text in most cases clarified
and corrected the manuscript, which in turn lead her to conclude that the printed
book was an improved version of the manuscript. She speculated that the manu-
script may have been the draft for the printed edition.*” The same conclusion was
confirmed by Sun Yingxin who also studied the manuscript and marked its dis-
crepancies against the printed version, identifying a few more cases in addition
to the ones listed by Kepping.**

To take a closer look at a couple of concrete examples, #2 in Kepping’s list is
aword which appears in the manuscript as rjijr i (3% “skilful, good at”; & “can”)
but reads njwi %i (§€ “can”) in the corresponding part of the printed edition.> As
their pronunciation shows, they are completely different words, even if there is
overlap between their meanings. They appear in the following sentence:

589 Keping 1977, 162. Taking into consideration the corrections, these instances do not consti-
tute discrepancies with the printed edition of the text. On the reversal mark in the medieval Chi-
nese manuscript culture, as well as other correction marks and punctuation, see Galambos 2013
and 2014a.

590 Ibid., 163-165.

591 Ibid.

592 Sun 2010, 70.

593 Kepping (1977, 163) seems to misread the right hand side of the character in the manuscript
and ends up with a non-existent character. I am following Sun Yingxin’s (2010, 71) reading,
which also matches the structure of the character in the manuscript.
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/T il T m & & % i
3592 1531 2805 1531 3844 2716 4601 3583 1416 2098
yjir gja bju gja dzjij rjijr nja tja djiwu na
e H i H H oA F A A
I military general troops use can 2SG TOP know 1SG

I know that the general is the one who is good at using the troops.

In the Chinese original of Sunzi’s biography in the Shiji, this is expressed as “I
already know that the general is capable of using the troops” & A\ EL4M5# 5 g
£ which for all practical reasons matches the translations. The discrepancy
between the manuscript and the printed edition does not change the meaning at
all, the alternate words are synonymous. In fact, these two words are also attested
together as the compound word nwi rie % with the meaning “able, clever.”®
In light of the above, we can see that use of one word instead of the other is mo-
tivated on the one hand by the existence of a binom in which they appear together
and, on the other hand, by the fact that they are synonymous.

Example #5 in Kepping’s list is a word that is written in the manuscript as nda
% (& words, speech) but appears in the printed edition as Zu nda % %& ({5
words of an imperial order), a discrepancy which Kepping explains in terms of
the printed text clarifying the manuscript. This is, however, only part of the dif-
ference, as the entire sentence is quite different in the two versions.*” The manu-
script reads as follows:

% # It i i %
5306 1045 1918 3575 0930 1279
dzjwi da mji nji dju ji
H Ei A H A B
ruler word not listen thereis say

They say that there are cases when the words of the ruler are not obeyed.

594 See entry 4488-1in Kychanov’s dictionary (2006, 634).

595 Kepping (ibid., 164) lists these differences under separate numbers as word-level discrep-
ancies, rather than looking at the whole sentence. This is not ideal because both sentences are
grammatically correct even if different, that is, the difference does not stem from the omission
or inclusion of individual words but is at the level of the sentence.
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In the corresponding place, the printed edition has a slightly more elaborate ver-
sion of the same sentence:

ool M (720 R S R i %
5306 1139 2806 1045 1918 3575 2090 5815 0930 1279
dzjwi -jij zur da mji  nji lew tsji dju ji
= I A 5 A  HE W U5 f G

ruler GEN imperial order word not listen can also thereis say

They say that there can also be cases when the orders of the ruler are not obeyed.

The same expression appears in the Chinese original as “there are cases when the
ruler’s orders are not accepted [=abided by]” E fif3 i /3%, referring to the idea
that once the general has been appointed and military operations are in process,
he does not have to follow the commands of the ruler because he is in charge of
all operations. It is clear from the differences that they do not significantly change
the meaning of the sentence; the manuscript version simply uses a more con-
dense form to say the same thing.

There is no need to go through all of the discrepancies between the manu-
script and the printed version to see that the differences do not actually tell us
which version is based on which. What seems a clarification by adding an extra
word from one perspective, can be simply explained as an accidental omission
from the other. After all, it is only natural that people make mistakes when copy-
ing texts, as it is amply demonstrated by several correction marks in this very
manuscript.® In fact, considering a number of other circumstances in connec-
tion with these two versions, I am of the opinion that it is more likely that the
manuscript version was copied from a printed edition, rather than having been
written in preparation for producing the printed book.

One of the major problems with the scenario that the manuscript version
served as a draft is that it does not have the commentaries which are indicated in
its title and are in fact present in the printed edition. Kepping acknowledges this
difficulty herself, suggesting that a possible reason for this may have been that
the copyist was only interested in the main text of the Sunzi and thus omitted the
commentaries, at the same time keeping the original title of the work.”” This is a

596 The few cases of corrections I can detect on the facsimile images involve the reversal of
adjacent characters written in the wrong order and the deletion of mistaken or superfluous char-
acters.

597 Ibid.
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reasonable explanation but it somewhat contradicts the point about the manu-
script being a draft for the printed text. The logical thing would be that a draft of
a printed edition included the commentaries the way they were going to appear
in the final print. Yet in this case we have a manuscript version that was obviously
copied from an earlier commentated edition (be it a manuscript or printed copy)
that included the three commentaries referred to in the title. Nevertheless, the
copyist left out the commentaries, revealing, as Kepping correctly observed, that
he was only interested in the main text. In my view, this is an indication that in-
stead of working on a new edition of the text, especially one that was going to
appear with the three commentaries, the person responsible for the creation of
the manuscript made the copy for his own purposes, perhaps for the sake of stud-
ying it privately or for keeping it with him as a reference work he could consult
when needed.

A parallel case of copying an annotated version of a text without the com-
mentaries is the Tangut version of the annotated Mencius mentioned above. This
is a manuscript written in a semi-cursive hand and, just like our Sunzi manu-
script, is believed to have been a draft for a printed edition.®® Peng Xianggian,
who studied the manuscript at length, is of the opinion that the commentaries
were deleted by the translator without translating those.” Yet it may be the case
that the translator was using a Chinese version which did not have the commen-
taries or, as it probably happened with the Tangut Sunzi manuscript, the com-
mentary was left out while making an abridged copy from a Tangut edition that
contained it. The latter scenario is also supported by the fact that such a complete
edition of the Mengzi zhangju was recently identified in the St. Petersburg collec-
tion.®* This is manuscript Inv. No. 6850, a scroll written in a fully cursive hand,
with 48 surviving lines. The scroll contains both the main text and the commen-
tary, confirming that such an edition indeed existed in Tangut translation.

Going back to our Sunzi manuscript, additional details can be cited to support
the theory that the scroll was intended for personal use. One is that the manu-
script is written in a cursive hand, which is more likely in the case of a private
copy, as opposed to a version prepared for others to read and use. After all, the
process of printing would have still necessitated additional stages, such as writ-
ing out a clean copy of the text together with the commentaries, arranging the
final layout, and then carving the “camera ready copy” onto woodblocks, and for

598 Peng 2012, Nie 2012b, 3.
599 Peng 2012.
600 Nie 2012h.
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all of these steps a non-cursive hand would have been necessary. When produc-
ing a copy for one’s own use, however, a hasty hand would have posed no obsta-
cles whatsoever, as the copyist would have had little difficulty reading his own
handwriting, and would have been less concerned about the aesthetic qualities
of the copy. Similarly, the lack of any kind of formatting that would anticipate the
final layout of the printed text is an argument against the “draft” theory. Con-
versely, a personal copy made from an existing book would not necessarily retain
the layout of the book pages, since the point of the exercise would have been the
duplication of the content.

Moreover, the Sunzi manuscript is in the form of a scroll. Although the scroll
had been the main book form in China and the rest of East Asia up to the latter
part of the Tang dynasty, from the second half of the 9" and early 10" centuries
other forms became increasingly common. The Dunhuang manuscripts provide
abundant evidence for this shift in book form, as around this period we see the
appearance of non-orthodox forms such as the butterfly, whirlwind, concertina,
pothi and notebook, many of which betray a Central Asian influence.® Yet the
scroll never disappeared but continued to be used alongside other forms. The
Khara-khoto texts are significantly later than the Dunhuang manuscripts and
likewise come from the periphery of the Chinese domain, where the influence of
Central Asian book cultures would have been presumably more pronounced.
Consequently, among the surviving body of Tangut texts the scroll is relatively
uncommon and most books which are complete enough to betray their original
form are bound in butterfly, concertina or notebook form. The fact that our cur-
sive Sunzi manuscript survived as a scroll may be a sign that binding it properly
was not necessary. It was simply jotted down on a piece of paper and then rolled
up, never going through the more elaborate process of binding.

A point worth noting in this context is that concertina books were among the
most common ones in Khara-khoto. A concertina is essentially a scroll that is not
rolled up but folded into an accordion-like shape. Therefore there is a fine dis-
tinction between scroll and concertina and without the outside covers commonly
attached to properly bound concertina books, it is sometimes hard to tell them
apart.®® Fortunately, many of the books were found folded as concertina books
and thus we know their original form. But it is also possible that some of the de-
formed fragments came from concertina books but modern conservators flat-
tened them out believing that they used to be scrolls. For this reason we cannot

601 For codicological evidence for a move to new books forms among the Dunhuang manu-
scripts, see Galambos 2014b.
602 Terent’ev-Katanskij 1981, 27.
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rule out the possibility that our manuscript scroll was at one point also in the
form of a concertina, which would still not resolve the issue whether it was a tem-
porary draft of a printed edition.

The draft theory also raises some questions with regard to the nature of the
entire corpus of texts found in Khara-khoto. First of all, why would an earlier ver-
sion of a printed edition, a copy that already served its purpose, be deposited in
a funerary stupa? We know that the Kozlov expedition found a skeleton in a sit-
ting position inside the so-called library stupa and it seems reasonable to assume
that the stupa was dedicated to this person. As mentioned above, this parallels
the situation of the Dunhuang cave library which initially also held the statue
with the ashes of Hongbian. Thus both libraries were somehow connected with a
burial, probably that of a prominent person in the region.

The nature of the Dunhuang collection and the reason for its interment have
long perplexed scholars.®® Aurel Stein, who was the first Westerner to examine
the cave, advanced the theory of “sacred waste,” drawing attention to the exist-
ence of a tradition that prohibits the destruction of any writing with the word of
the Buddha, no matter how small or fragmentary it was. Naturally, this was only
one of the possible explanations and there were other views. Most notably Pelliot
was a proponent of the theory that the manuscripts were hidden in the cave in
order to protect them from an invading force, which he believed to be the Tan-
guts.®® Later on, building on Stein’s initial hypothesis, Fujieda Akira suggested
that the Dunhuang manuscripts were deposited in the library cave because with
the spread of printing in the 10" century the printed volumes of the Buddhist
Canon displaced manuscripts, which were thus placed in the cave as sacred
waste.5* Regardless of which theory is correct, in the case of Khara-khoto neither
of these explanations is likely because it is improbable that a stupa would be used
either to deposit unwanted scriptures or to hide texts in order to protect them
from a hostile invasion, especially since it was in such a highly visible place. It is
evident that Buddhist texts interred in a stupa must have had a function related
to the consecration of the site. Yet even though the bigger part of the material
found there comprised Buddhist texts, there were also secular ones, including
the Sunzi. These must have been connected to the person buried there, having
been part of either a personal library or a larger collection under her or his con-
trol. In either case, it is hard to explain why a draft copy of the Sunzi would have

603 See, for example, Rong 1999 and Imaeda 2008.

604 For an overview of the various theories proposed to explain the nature of the Dunhuang
cave library, see van Schaik and Galambos 2012, 19-28.

605 Fujieda 1973, 128.
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been preserved in the stupa. In contrast, it is not inconceivable that a personal
copy of a text that belonged to someone would be deposited in that person’s
tomb.

5.4  Co-existence of manuscript and print

While none of the above points provide conclusive evidence for establishing the
temporal priority between the two versions of Sunzi, when taken together they
suggest that the manuscript was not a draft for the printed edition but, quite to
the contrary, was itself abridged from a three-commentary edition. Indeed, one
cannot avoid noticing that the conjecture that the manuscript version preceded
the printed one reflects a commonly held assumption that manuscripts generally
precede printed texts, which is in turn largely based on a modern understanding
of the course of the evolution of book culture. According to this understanding,
printing technology represented a more advanced stage of evolution, which pro-
vided a definite solution for the tedious task of copying texts by hand. Conse-
quently, as a general principle, manuscripts predate printed books, and if they
are from the same period, the manuscript must have served as a temporary means
to arrive at the technologically more advanced printed version. A classic example
of this view is Fujieda’s above-mentioned explanation for the sealing of the
Dunhuang cave library, a theory that is easily refuted by the coexistence of large
quantities of manuscripts and printed books found at Khara-khoto.

Yet there is undeniably some truth to this model because before the spread
of printing manuscript culture was the main setting in which texts were repro-
duced and circulated. The appearance and spread of printing modified this by
adding an alternative mode of book production.®® Still, in many cases manu-
script and print were conceived not as opposites in a binary split between old and
new technologies but as complementary modes of production. By virtue of their
very nature, woodblocks faithfully reproduced handwritten originals, conse-
quently printed texts and manuscripts did not significantly differ visually.®®’ For
this reason it is perhaps better to understand early woodblock printing as an ex-

606 For a useful account of the changes associated with the advent of printing, see Cherniack
1994, 32-57.
607 Kornicki 2006, 25.
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tension of scribal culture, rather than a brand new technology that brought radi-
cal changes to the lives of literate communities.*® If it represented an advance-
ment, it would not have been as obvious to contemporary people as we tend to
imagine today. In fact, even though woodblock printing technology was already
known in the late 7" century, it subsequently fell into disuse and remained
largely ignored until after the Tang period.®® Hence there is certainly a diachronic
dimension to the spread of printing, which is also demonstrated by the differ-
ences in the composition of the Dunhuang and Khara-khoto corpora, as already
discussed above.

Yet prints never completely replaced manuscripts which continued to be
used until modern times throughout East Asia, especially in a Buddhist context.
Sutra copying for the sake of accruing karmic merits, by either copying them per-
sonally or paying someone else to do so, was an essential part of Buddhist prac-
tice since the early medieval period. But even secular texts continued to be hand-
copied for various reasons. Discussing the survival of scribal culture in Japan dur-
ing the Edo period (1603-1867), Peter Kornicki argues that manuscripts were used
alongside printed editions and that copying printed books by hand was a wide-
spread practice attributable to a range of factors.®® People filled notebooks with
extracts from books they read, copied religious texts as an act of devotion, created
artistic calligraphies of secular texts, or simply copied printed books because
those were more expensive, not easily available or at times even banned.*" It is
only natural that all of these reasons also played a role in the production of man-
uscripts in Khara-khoto and other regions of China’s north-western peripheries.

The Khara-khoto corpus dates to the 11"-13" centuries and comprises both
printed and manuscript books. Nevertheless, the majority of the textual material
is undated and without dated colophons or other clues to their date, it is not easy
to determine the temporal sequence of the items. The Dunhuang manuscripts
contain very few printed texts and this indicates the rarity of printing at the time.
At the same time, there are manuscripts with colophons and notes that assert that
they had been copied from printed editions. For example, several manuscript

608 Iam grateful to Michael Friedrich of Hamburg University for pointing this out to me.

609 Timothy Barrett (2008) argues that the reason why printing technology did not achieve
widespread application during the Tang was that it was too closely associated with the “usurper”
Empress Wu Zetian i{HI] K (r. 690-705) who had used it for the dissemination of Buddhist texts
as part of her quest for legitimacy. Therefore it was only after the end of the dynasty that printing
was once again considered a viable option for state-sponsored projects. For additional points
and references concerning this topic, see also Barrett 2012.

610 Kornicki 2006.

611 Ibid., 30-38.
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notebooks of the Diamond sutra (Pelliot chinois 2094, 2876, 3398, 3493;
0Or.8210/S.5451, Or.8210/S.5534, Or.8210/S.6762) contain a note that states that
the text was copied “from the true printed text of the Guo family of Xichuan” 74
)1 2 E B A2 The wording slightly differs across the available examples but
they all claim to have been copied from the same printed edition of the Diamond
sutra. One of the manuscripts is dated to 905 and presumably the other ones also
date to around the same period. It is clear that the source of the “true printed text”
EEA is in each case recorded as a means of ascribing authority to the version
through establishing a textual lineage, even if the text itself was not different
from manuscript copies circulating in Dunhuang locally. The handwritten copies
of the Diamond sutra made from an edition printed in western Sichuan testify that
printed editions did not always represent the next stage in the chain of textual
transmission and that they were often copied by hand, thereby re-entering the
realm of manuscript culture. Not only that, but whatever advantages the Si-
chuanese edition of the Diamond sutra was thought to have had in comparison
with contemporaneous manuscript versions, the new handwritten copies made
from that edition obviously also claimed to possess those. Therefore not only the
text but also the function and authority associated with its printed or manuscript
versions could be transferred from one medium to the other.

A telling example of the symbiotic relationship between manuscript and
print is found on one of the folios of the printed edition of the Tangut Biography
of Sunzi, which takes up two pages in the book. On both pages the top of the page
is missing, along with the first two characters in each row. Accordingly, the lines
only have 11 characters instead of the 13 seen on adjacent pages. As a means of
solving the problem of missing characters, someone added those by hand,
thereby completing the pages and restoring the text. Although it is not entirely
visible on the available reproductions, it seems that the paper itself is intact
which would mean that the missing part of the text is a printing error; perhaps
the top part of the printing block broke off or became deformed and slightly bent,
as a result of which all impressions made from this block were defective. The res-
toration of missing parts of a printed text in this manner is a phenomenon well
attested in later print culture in both East Asia and the West. For example, the
sole extant Zhixiutang & 75 % edition of Cui Bao’s #£5Y (fl. 290-306) Gujin zhu
4¥E has four missing pages which have been supplemented at a later time by
copying the text from another edition by hand. Doing this, the copyist emulated
the layout and visual appearance of the original.®® To cite an example from the

612 Li2006, 10.
613 Kong 2008.
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print culture of premodern England, the library of Worcester College, Oxford
owns a damaged copy of George Chapman’s play May-day (1611), in which the
title-page and the first leaf of text was replaced by a handwritten copy; it is pos-
sible that the manuscript copy used in place of the missing text might be dating
from as early as the 1620s.5*

Such cases were almost always the result of a conservation effort carried out
by subsequent owners or users of the book much later, often centuries after its
initial printing. Yet in our case the handwritten characters must have been added
before the stupa in Khara-khoto was closed, most likely soon after the printing of
the book. In fact, this probably happened as part of the production process and
all copies printed from this set of blocks were supplemented in a similar manner.
Considering that this post-production patch-up work was carried out sometime
in the 12" century, that is, relatively early in the history of printing in East Asia,
this may be the earliest extant example of such a hybrid correction in the world.

Although in the case of the Tangut Sunzi the handwritten correction was not
part of the original design of the book, in many cases printed books and shorter
texts such as almanacs or forms were intended to be filled in by users in hand-
writing.®”> Neither was the technique of supplementing missing text by hand an
invention of the age of print, as there are numerous mutilated or damaged medi-
eval manuscripts that have been repaired in this manner. It is not uncommon to
find among the Dunhuang manuscripts composite scrolls in which separate
sheets of paper had been physically inserted between existing ones subsequently
in order to replenish missing portions of the text. In fact, the 10® century monk
Daozhen i& ¥, who is credited with initiating the project of assembling the mo-
nastic library which later grew into the vast manuscript collection known to us as
the Dunhuang manuscripts, was also actively involved in such conservation
work, as he records this in a colophon attached to a list of manuscripts:

On the 15" day of the 6! month of jiawu /1 4-, the 5" year of the Changxing & £ reign (934),
Daozhen, a monk of the Sanjie monastery =53, having observed that the monastery’s
collection of sutras and shastras was incomplete, bowed in devotion and made a great vow.
He respectfully requested old and damaged sutras from various collections, and deposited

614 Woudhuysen 1996, 24. For a discussion of such publications in pre-modern Europe, see
ibid., 20-25; Brayman Hackel 2005, 29-31; Chartier 2007, 398-400.
615 See this point made in Chartier 2007, 398-399.
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these in his monastery. He repaired their beginnings and ends so that they could be dissem-
inated to the world and bring glory to Buddhism for ten thousand generations, as eternal
offerings...5"

Daozhen’s efforts to collect Buddhist manuscripts and the conservation carried
out as part of this project lay at the foundation of the forming of the enormous
collection of the Dunhuang cave library. In some cases Daozhen supplied the
missing text by recycling sheets from older fragments but there were no doubt
also cases when he or his associates copied parts of texts specifically for the pur-
pose of supplementing missing portions of incomplete manuscripts. Although in
the case of the Khara-khoto materials we cannot name any particular person who
worked on restoring the manuscripts and books, the need to repair damaged
items and replenish missing text was certainly a routine part of book culture, re-
gardless of whether the books themselves were printed or written by hand.

But print and manuscript could also intermix in a number of other ways.
Among the Khara-khoto materials, there are examples of printed images being
attached to the beginning of concertina manuscripts of Buddhist sutras. Manu-
script Inv. No. 2208 from the IOM collection, for instance, contains juan 1 of the
Tangut translation of the Mahaprajfiaparamita siitra, which is by far the most
common Tangut text in the Khara-khoto corpus. At the beginning of the volume
is a woodblock print image of the Buddha preaching to his disciples, glued to the
manuscript that follows it.®” The exact same illustration, probably printed from
the same woodblock, also appears at the beginning of juan 160 of the Maha-
prajiiaparamita sutra (Inv. No. 1763), which suggests that each juan of this sutra
may have begun with the same frontispiece. In turn, this also demonstrates that
the image was not arbitrary but had a significance for this particular sutra. To cite
another example, the concertina manuscript Inv. No. 150 (IOM) of the Tangut
translation of the Dirghdgama siitra also has a printed frontispiece, likewise
showing the Buddha preaching to his disciples.®®

616 Rong 2013, 120.

617 Jean-Pierre Drége (2006, 348) points out that illustrations in books from Khara-khoto are
almost always in the form of frontispieces at the beginning of a book. In fact, this phenomenon
may not be limited to Tangut books because we can observe a similar pattern in Chinese books
with Buddhist texts.

618 Colour photographs of these manuscripts appear at the beginning of the facsimile edition
of Khara-khoto materials in Russian collections, published in Shanghai (Eluosi kexueyuan dong-
fang yanjiusuo Shengbidebao fensuo et al. 1996-, vols. 15 and 17).
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An additional way of mixing manuscript and print within the same physical
book was to use recycled paper on the cover of concertinas. One such case is manu-
script Inv. No. 1786 (IOM), a manuscript copy of juan 195 of the Mahaprajfiaparamita
stitra, in which the cover is reinforced with recycled paper, the pages of which are
turned inwards. Even so, part of the text on the paper used for the binding shows
through and it is possible to discern that these used to be pages of a printed dic-
tionary.

The above examples show that even after the spread of print technology,
printed books did not supersede manuscripts but complemented those. We can
find little evidence of any conflict between the two technologies and in most
cases it is discernible that manuscript production had a different function from
printing. Printed books often included text written by hand for a variety of rea-
sons, either to correct printing errors and replenish missing text, or as part of the
daily use of the book (e.g. punctuation, reading marks, notes, comments, dedica-
tions or colophons). Similarly, manuscripts could be supplemented by printed
material, such as the illustrations seen at the beginning of the manuscript copies
of the Mahaprajfiaparamita siitra and Dirghdgama siitra in the Kozlov collection.
Accordingly, printing was not seen as a more advanced technology that cut costs
and maximised efficiency and the clear line that separates it from manuscript
production is to a great extent a modern construct.®”’

5.5 Editions and print runs

The two pages of the printed edition of the Tangut Sunzi where the missing text
was replaced by hand (Fig. 15) merit an additional observation, namely, that the
damaged woodblock used for the printing was probably not new. Otherwise the
block causing the problem would have almost certainly been carved anew while
the whole project was still in process and the original carvers were available. In
our case, however, the woodblock was used in its defective form, suggesting that
the printing was done at a later time, possibly long after the blocks had been
carved. This point brings up an important question regarding the date of the
book, since there could have been a significant stretch of time between the initial

619 Discussing reading in early modern England, Heidi Brayman Hackel (2005, 33) emphasizes
that “[tJhe material differences between print and manuscript, important though they are, are
exaggerated and institutionalized by modern research tools and methods: with separate stacks,
curatorial staffs, and reference guides, printed books and manuscript volumes are too neatly
segregated in modern research and scholarship.”
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print run done shortly after the blocks were carved and the one we have today. It
is also true that older blocks are more likely to be damaged, whether on account
of being stored improperly or due to repeated use. Even though the Tangut Sunzi
is undated, the possibility that there is a gap of several decades between the time
the text was translated and first printed and the time the St. Petersburg copy was
produced raises the possibility that this copy may have been printed after the
Mongol conquest of Khara-khoto in 1227.

Fig. 15: The two damaged pages (one folio) from the printed Sunzi in which the missing charac-
ters on the top were replaced by hand. (Institute of Oriental Manuscripts, Inv. No. 773. Image
used with permission.)é?°

Modern scholars generally believe that Tangut translations of Chinese military
texts were produced in the second half of the 12" century but this is merely a hy-
pothesis that is based on the fact that the Chinese classics, which are likewise

620 This item is accidentally marked in earlier publications as Inv. No. 771. I am grateful for
Viacheslav Zaytsev of the IOM for pointing out this to me.
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secular in nature, were also translated at that time.®* An additional evidence is
an opinion expressed in oral form by Menshikov regarding the type of paper.®? At
the moment we have no reasons to doubt this conclusion but its conjectural na-
ture is worth keeping in mind. Yet to further assume that the excavated copies of
military works are also from this time would only be possible if they had all been
printed shortly after being translated. The damaged woodblock of the Tangut
Sunzi points to a different scenario in which multiple print runs may have been
produced from the same set of blocks, possibly decades apart. Such cases are well
documented in the rich scholarship on Song print culture and there is no reason
to suppose that contemporaneous Tangut publishing, which admittedly owed a
great deal to Song print culture, functioned in a dissimilar manner. Considering
the volume and relatively early date of printed books discovered at Khara-khoto,
it would be important to include all this material in traditional research on Chi-
nese editions (i.e. the field of banbenxue % A& %£:) and, conversely, to apply the
extensive expertise of scholars working in that field for studying the Tangut
books from Khara-khoto.

Whether the Tangut edition of the Sunzi postdates the Mongol conquest or
not, it has no implications for the date of the manuscript copy. This is clearly the
case even if [ am correct in assuming that it was copied from the printed edition,
rather than the other way around, because nothing suggests that it was copied
from this particular print run. Indeed, it could have easily been copied from the
first print, not long after the translation of the Chinese original was accom-
plished. Therefore, in a paradoxical way it is also possible that even though the
manuscript was based on the printed edition, it predates our copy of that edition
by several decades on account of having been produced from an earlier print run
made with the same printing blocks.

In the previous pages we have examined the relationship between two sur-
viving versions of the Tangut translation of the Sunzi followed by the Biography
of Sunzi. The combination of these two otherwise distinct texts was probably part
of alost Chinese edition which was available in the Tangut state. The two Tangut
versions clearly represent the same translation as the discrepancies between
them are minor and for the most part inconsequential. Having compared the
printed version against the manuscript, modern scholars came to the conclusion
that the printed version postdated the manuscript, correcting and supplementing
it in a number of instances. Accordingly, the manuscript copy was assumed to
have served as a draft copy in the process of producing the printed edition. I take

621 Keping 1979, 10.
622 Ibid.
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issue with this assumption and argue that the manuscript copy was made from
the printed edition, even though not necessarily from the one we have today.

In itself, trying to determine which version was the earlier one is of minor
import and may seem like a trivial pursuit. It does not fundamentally change our
understanding of the Tangut translation. Yet this particular case helps to recon-
sider some long-held assumptions concerning the relationship between manu-
script and print in the medieval period. It goes against the common, typically un-
stated, belief that manuscripts predate printed texts, which ultimately stems from
a linear view of the history of the book. By examining the two versions of the Tan-
gut Sunzi and drawing on evidence from other texts found at Dunhuang and
Khara-khoto, I attempted to expose the faults of this assumption and demon-
strate that manuscripts not only continued to be used after the introduction of
print technology but the two modes of book production complemented each
other in a symbiotic way. Woodblock printing was not considered a radically new
technology that rendered older modes of production obsolete. Quite the opposite,
scribal and printed cultures coexisted for centuries, as is evidenced by the corpus
of Chinese, Tangut and Tibetan texts found in Khara-khoto. Even the much earlier
Dunhuang corpus includes manuscripts made from printed editions, yet another
indication that without other supportive evidence manuscripts should not auto-
matically be judged to be earlier than printed texts.

Finally, the case presented here attests to the significance of the materiality
of excavated texts. Former research has given little attention to this aspect of the
Tangut Sunzi (and other Tangut books and fragments) and primarily focused on
textual and linguistic issues, even though the physical form of these manuscripts
and printed books affords important clues to the circumstances of their produc-
tion and use, not to speak of the relationship between different versions. Includ-
ing these parameters in our enquiry enables us to uncover a wealth of additional
information which in turn has implications for interpreting the social and cul-
tural conditions of the texts in their original social setting. This chapter tries to
call attention to the inherent potential of such an approach for enhancing our
understanding of the Tangut book, be it printed or written by hand.



6 Translation vs. adaptation

The Tangut collection of the British Library includes an incomplete manuscript
of a Tangut version of the General’s Garden, a Chinese military strategy text os-
tensibly written by the great strategist Zhuge Liang #% & = (181-234).%2 Scholars
since the Qing dynasty have repeatedly called into question the authenticity of
the Chinese text, and since none of its known editions precede the late Ming dyn-
asty, it has generally been treated as a forgery. As a result, the work has been
largely neglected in the philological tradition. The discovery of a Tangut transla-
tion, however, made it clear that the text existed as far back as the 12" century
and was considered important enough to be included among the works trans-
lated by the Tanguts. This chapter examines this manuscript in an attempt to
shed light on the relationship of the translation with the Chinese original. My
main concern is how closely the translator followed the Chinese text and whether
he took any liberties in adapting it for a Tangut readership. In this connection I
am also interested whether the discrepancies between the translation and the
Chinese text are due to the translator having used a different edition from those
that are available today or he knowingly introduced some changes that reflect his
specific point of view, in which case I would like to reconstruct that point of view.

The manuscript in question is part of the Stein collection of the British Li-
brary, known under the pressmark Or.12380/1840. It was first studied in 1962 by
Eric Grinstead, Assistant Keeper in charge of the Chinese collections at the British
Museum, where the Tangut collection was kept at that time. He published a short
notice in the British Museum Quarterly, pointing out that this was the first non-
Buddhist manuscript identified in the collection.® The timing of Grinstead’s
work on this text is of interest itself, as his notice came out shortly after the 1960
publication of Nevsky’s posthumous works which marked the beginning of a new
stage of Tangut studies not only in Russia but also in China and Japan. Nevsky’s
works also generated an interest among scholars in Britain, most notably Gerard
Clauson and Grinstead. Nevsky’s dictionary was admittedly one of the key tools

623 As far as I can tell, the English title General’s Garden is Eric Grinstead’s translation. A more
accurate rendition of Jiangyuan would be General’s Grove, which is also corroborated by the Tan-
gut title. Yet because the text has been known under this title in English scholarship, I will con-
tinue to use it to refer to the Tangut version as a way to differentiate it from the Chinese versions.
624 Grinstead 1962, 35. In a publication a year earlier Grinstead (1961) had already identified
several non-Buddhist texts, including pages of a printed edition of the Tangut Sunzi.
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that enabled Grinstead to commence work on the identification of Tangut frag-
ments at the British Museum. No doubt Clauson himself, and his unpublished
Skeleton Dictionary of Tangut, were also important resources.

In his notice about the General’s Garden, Grinstead made a number of useful
observations with regard to the Tangut text in comparison with its Chinese origi-
nal, and published a photograph of the final portion of the manuscript. The image
showed eleven lines of the manuscript, including the end title, which was, of
course, crucial for the identification of the text. Showing his ability to read Tan-
gut, he added Chinese characters next to the Tangut ones, leaving out very few
which he apparently was unable to decipher (Fig. 16). Almost forty years later,
following a visit to the British Library, Ksenia Kepping did a more detailed anal-
ysis of this manuscript and came to the conclusion that the Tangut version was
not a word-for-word translation but rather an adaptation composed for Tangut
readers.® As part of her study, she also identified an indigenous Tangut nomen-
clature for neighbouring peoples based on the four cardinal directions, although
this was not based on this particular manuscript.
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Fig. 16: The last portion of the General’s Garden with Grinstead’s Chinese transcriptions.®?® The
Chinese characters next to the Tangut are Grinstead’s reading of the text.

625 Kepping and Gong 2003, 23.
626 Grinstead 1962.
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More recently, black and white images of the manuscript were published, ena-
bling scholars to study the manuscript without having to travel to London.®” Un-
fortunately the quality of the publication was far from perfect and only allowed a
basic reading of the manuscript. Among the features not visible on the reproduc-
tions were the red dots that appear next to some characters, the significance of
which will be addressed, although not solved, in this chapter. Another detail that
could not be properly seen in the published images was the physical boundaries
of the original manuscript. While the edges were mostly clear at the bottom part
of the manuscript, the edges sometimes disappeared and one was left guessing
where they were. At the top part of the manuscript they were mostly invisible and
there was no indication whatsoever about the margins. Moreover, the manuscript
was presented as not having any backing paper which was certainly not the case
by the time the photographs were made. It seems that the editors regarded the
backing an intervention that should not be part of the original item and made a
deliberate effort to present the manuscript this way. Accordingly, the viewer had
no way of knowing how much of the manuscript was missing and where some of
its boundaries were. These types of problems were effectively solved when IDP
digitised the manuscript and made high quality images accessible through its
website,5

Despite the availability of images, the manuscript generated little attention
from Tangut specialists, perhaps because they believed that the studies of Grin-
stead and especially Kepping have treated it adequately and there was not much
left to do with it. The manuscript, however, has a lot more to offer. Despite being
incomplete, because of the parallel structure of the sentences and phrases, it is
possible to reconstruct a larger portion of the text than we currently have. There
are also features such as the red dots which may shed additional light on the cir-
cumstances of its production and use. Most importantly, its relationship and fi-
delity to the Chinese original may provide insights into how Chinese texts were
translated and what Tangut readership appreciated in them.

627 Xibei di’er minzu xueyuan et al. 2007, v. 2, 217-219.
628 <http://idp.bl.uk/database/oo_scroll_h.a4d?uid=3195930612;recnum=27171;index=3>
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6.1 The Chinese text

The Jiangyuan is traditionally attributed to Zhuge Liang, a statesman and strate-
gist of the 3 century, whose name was immortalised for the general public in the
14™-century novel Sanguo yanyi —[#i# 2, known in English as Romance of the
Three Kingdoms.®” Zhuge Liang is particularly known for his uncommon intelli-
gence and strategic abilities, which he used to outmanoeuvre his enemies and
achieve victory. Although historically he was not always successful in battle, he
became an iconic figure symbolising military wisdom.®*° His literary skills played
an important role in developing the romantic notion of him as someone who had
equal facility with the pen and the sword. While the biography of Zhuge Liang in
the 3"-century official history Sanguo zhi =[5 includes a list of the works he
authored, the Jiangyuan is not among them.

These circumstances have led scholars to the conclusion that the Jiangyuan,
also known as Xinshu />3 (Book of Heart) or Xinshu 312 (New Book), was a rel-
atively late forgery. The extensive borrowings from other texts on military strat-
egy that appear in this work have also been taken as an indication that the work
was collated from other texts with the intent to forge a treatise that could be at-
tributed to Zhuge Liang. The label of forgery in itself was enough to diminish the
book’s value and to exclude it from serious scholarly enquiry.

One of the main sources on textual forgeries is Zhang Xincheng’s 528
Weishu tongkao 14218, a study published in 1939 but rooted in the evidential
scholarship of the Qing period.® It has been called “the most convenient sum-
mary of the many aspects and degrees of forgery, misrepresentation and
misattribution found in 1,105 titles.”*? Although archaeological discoveries and
recent scholarship have since proven that quite a few texts Zhang Xincheng had
considered forgeries were in fact authentic works long pre-dating the time of their
alleged forging, the book remains a basic source for locating information related
to the authenticity of texts scattered in traditional sources. For the Xinshu, it rec-
ords the arguments of former scholars, starting with that of the Qing dynasty
scholar Yao Jiheng #kF% 1% (1647-1715), who in his Gujin weishu kao 154514 E%

629 In a scenario not unlike that of the Jiangyuan, one of the most important early editions of
the novel Sanguo yanyi is also a translation, namely, the Manchu version of the novel printed in
1650, before the publication of Manchu translations of the Four Books and the Five Classics (West
2005). On Manchu translations of novels and other literary texts, see also Durrant 1979 and Gimm
1987.

630 For details of his life, see de Crespigny 2007, 1172-1173 and also Tillman 2002b.

631 Zhang 1939. For the section on the Xinshu, see ibid., 809-810.

632 Wilkinson 1998, 276.
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briefly stated that even though the Xinshu was attributed to Zhuge Liang, it was
in fact a forgery.®

The editors of the monumental Siku quanshu zongmu tiyao VU &4 44 H 122,
which was completed in 1781, wrote the following assessment of the Xinshu (Book
of Heart):%*

Xinshu ‘0>, in one juan

A copy selected and submitted by the Governor of Shaanxi B i,

0ld versions attribute this work to Zhuge Liang. The entire book discusses the ways in which
the general should deploy his troops. In Tao Zongyi’s & 5% f# (?—1396) Shuofu 53 %, this text
is called Xinshu & (New Book). The title was first changed to Xinshu (Book of Heart) when
Liu Rang %13E of Guanxi 1t carved it onto woodblocks during the Hongzhi %74 reign
(1487-1505). He also added the two “Expedition memorials” (chushi biao HfifiZ¢) to it. Then
during the Jiajing 324 reign (1521-1567) Zhang Rui 5= of Kui 2£ reprinted it, adding the
“Kuimentu” %2['][# and keeping Liu Rang’s preface. Later on, the presented scholar (jinshi
H#E+) Kou Wei jiZ# from Yunyangxiang BFF54% wrote a short postface. They all thought
that this was a genuine work written by Zhuge Liang. But examination reveals that most of
the fifty sections are appropriated from the Sunzi 4 T, to which circuitous and vulgar words
are added. It is utterly unworthy to mention it [as a genuine work]! It seems that it was fab-
ricated by an ignorant person and came into being later than the Jiangyuan.

Clearly, the editors reveal a markedly negative opinion regarding the literary
quality of the Xinshu, stating not only that it was forged but also that it was “fab-
ricated by an ignorant person.” But more importantly, they also provide a history
of the editions of the work. Thus they claim that initially, in the Shuofu it was still
called Xinshu (New Book), whereas since its Ming woodblock editions the first
character in the title was changed from xin #1 (“new”) to xin «(» (“heart”). Itis also
apparent that the editors thought that this work was different from the Jiangyuan,
on which they wrote the following entry:**

Jiangyuan, in one juan
A copy from the Tianyige K —F library of Fan Maozhu’s Ju#f¥ (1718-1788) family in
Zhejiang #iil.

0ld editions of this text claim that it is the work of Zhuge Liang. Formerly, under the Ming
it had a preface by assistant censor-in-chief Ning Zhongsheng #f{ 7|, saying that it used to
be part of the collection of the scholar Zhou Yuan /i J#. An examination of this book reveals
that it has not been recorded by cataloguers and appears for the first time in You Mao’s 7t
Z catalogue (1127-1194) Suichutang shumu %#]% % H, also as a work of Zhuge Liang. It

633 Yao 1933, 43.
634 Siku quanshu zongmu tiyao 100, 2049.
635 Ibid.
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seems to be a forgery from later times. Moreover, the Jingji zhi #&£& & catalogue written by
Jiao Hong £:3f; (1540?-1620) of the Ming dynasty also contains Zhuge Liang’s books such
as the Xinshu >3 (Book of Heart), Liujun jing 7~ 5%, Xinjue 0>kt and Bingji fa Fet§i%, all
attributed to Zhuge Liang. It seems that starting from the Song dynasty many books on mil-
itary strategy were attributed to Zhuge Liang, just as from the Ming dynasty many books on
magic arts (shushu #7%%) were ascribed to Liu Ji 213 (1311-1375). These works are discussed
on the streets and marketplace, and there is absolutely no need to subject them to a thor-
ough analysis.

Unfortunately, it is unclear what the difference between the Xinshu and Jiangyuan
the editors of the Siku quanshu tiyao saw was but it is obvious that these were two
different works. Yet in later periods it seems that Xinshu and Jiangyuan were
merely two titles of the same work. The discovery of a Tangut translation of the
work with the title The General’s Garden corroborates this and at the same time
confirms that a title that corresponds to the Chinese Jiangyuan was already in use
during the Song period. But what is apparent in the description of these two al-
legedly different works is that once deemed to be forgeries, they were immedi-
ately pushed aside as unworthy of scholarly attention. This implies that part of
their criteria for evaluating books was the authentication of authorship, and if a
work was not produced by an eminent figure, it had little value.

The editors of the Siku quanshu tiyao were able to trace the Xinshu to the Shuofu,
Tao Zongyi’s monumental encyclopaedia. The first printed edition of the Xinshu
was done during the Hongzhi reign (1487-1505) and the second, during the
Jiajing reign (1522-1567). Even though no copy of the first edition survives, Liu
Rang’s preface was transmitted and it allows us to date the first edition to 1489.
It seems that before that date the work was transmitted exclusively in handwrit-
ten form. Today the earliest surviving edition is a little booklet printed with move-
able type in 1517, that is, before the alleged second edition. Apparently, the edi-
tors of the Siku quanshu tiyao had no knowledge of this book, or for some reason
they only counted woodblock-printed editions. The Jiajing edition they refer to as
second, must be the one printed in 1564, which indeed preserves Liu Rang’s pref-
ace, although this edition was published not by Zhang Rui but Lan Zhang ¥ &
(1453-1526). Thus it seems that the compilers of the Siku quanshu tiyao were not
entirely accurate in tracing the history of editions for the Xinshu, perhaps because
they deemed it unimportant in the first place.
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Extant Ming versions of the Xinshu I was able to examine in person or through
facsimile and digital reproductions are limited to the following items:**

(i) 1517 print by Han Xifang #3855

This is a small booklet printed with moveable type, bearing the title Zhuge
Kongming Xinshu # % fLW.0>#. The only known copy is currently kept in the
Rare Books Department of the Shanghai Library and it has never been reproduced
and thus can only be examined in the library.®” The book is dated to the 12 year
of the Zhengde 1E % reign, that is, 1517. The pages are very small, with only 7 lines
per half-page and 14 characters per line. A publisher’s colophon immediately af-
ter the title line states that it was “printed with copper plates by Han Xifang of
Qiongtai, instructor at the Qingyuan school in Zhejiang” Wil & o2 ¥ IE =g
B2 55§ i E[14T. The book is punctuated with black and red circles, which seem to
have been put there by different people at different times, as they are often placed
next to each other, marking the same divisions. In addition, there are also red
vertical “underlines” used for emphasis, as well as red dots and red notes on the
top margin of nearly every page.®® Presumably, the red marks and notes were all
done by the same person in the course of using the text. The characters appear
crude and give the impression that little attention was paid to producing an aes-
thetically pleasing design. The same is also true for the page layout, as the ruling
is uneven and so are the lines. In all likelihood, the principal aim of the publica-
tion was to market it for a wider readership while keeping the costs down.

The publisher Han Xifang was a native of Wenchang county 3 &5 on Hai-
nan ¥ island. At one point, he had served as assistant instructor (xundao 7l
&) in Ningdu 2 #F, Jiangxi.®® Since the Xinshu he published is a relatively early
example of printing with copper types, the publisher has some significance from
the point of view of the history of printing. Yet very little is known of him or his

636 The Zhongguo bingshu tonglan H [ f%5iEE (Xu 2002, 458) lists a fragmentary copy from
1516 (M IEf# P9 F[1516[4E Tl A #EE 4% 0»#) in the Library of the Chinese Military Academy but I
have not been able to verify this copy.

637 In his book in Chinese printing, Zhang Xiumin (2009, 337) reproduces three pages in color,
one with the beginning of the main text and two facing ones with Han Xifang’s preface.

638 There are also occasional corrections, such as changing the printed character # to i&, an
obvious graphic error in the print. In this case the character is corrected in red ink and then,
perhaps by a different person, also written on the side in black ink.

639 Shen 2006, 193.
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involvement in typography. He has included, however, a short preface at the be-
ginning of the book which reads as follows:*

The Zhuge Wuhou xinshu # & i 0> & consists of a total of fifty sections (pian &%). It has a
preface at the beginning by Master Zeng ¥ /=, director of the Directorate for Palace Delica-
cies, and a postface at the end by Master Shang 74 of Chun’an % %.5! These two notes
already tell the whole story of the book from beginning to the end, what else could I say? In
the past, I have served in Ningdu 2247 in Jiangyou /.45 (i.e. Jiangxi) and this book was very
helpful in planning against the contingencies associated with unrest caused by bandits; I
greatly benefitted from it. Thus I am re-printing it using printing blocks with moveable sets
(yong huotao shuban fanyin Fi%5EZ#REIEN), in order to make it available for those who
have martial aspirations so that they would be mindful of danger even in peaceful times.

Written at the Zhedong studio #f % i %7 by Han Xitang, native of Qiong 3, on an auspicious
day of the 4™ month, in the summer of dingchou ] 1 year, the 12" year of the Zhengde reign
(1517).

This short note claims that the true reason for printing the book is because it has
been helpful for fighting bandits (koubian 5%%#). Not a word is mentioned about
the scholarly pedigree of the work or any of the doubts associated with it. Neither
is Zhuge Liang evoked as the authority who would provide a convenient selling
point for the booklet. Instead, the publisher makes the salient point that the book
has proven its worth in combat situation, and this better than anything deter-
mines its practical value. By printing it the publisher essentially claims that he is

doing a service to society, rather than engaging in a profit-seeking enterprise.

(ii) 1564 edition of Lan Zhang

This is a woodblock printed edition with the title Zhuge Kongming Xinshu i & fL.

B e

B 023552 The book was printed by Shan Kui #.3% in the 43 year of the Jiajing 3
¥ reign (1564). Although the compilation of the book is attributed to Lan Zhang,
the actual printing was done long after Lan Zhang’s death, which occurred in
1526.%* In addition, it also reproduces a preface by Liu Rang from the 3 year of

640 For the text of the two prefaces, see Shen 1996, 59—-60.

641 Master Shang of Chun’an refers to Shang Lu #% (1414-1486), a native of Chun’an,
Zhejiang who had served as senior grand secretary in 1475-1477.

642 A facsimile edition on the basis of the copy kept at the National Central Library in Taipei
has been included in the facsimile series Zhongguo zixue mingzhu jicheng ™ [B-1-5: 42 % 45 1k
(072).

643 1 am in fact uncertain where the date 1564 (Jiajing 43) and the name of Lan Zhang come
from. This information is included in the catalogue of the National Central Library in Taiwan and
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the Hongzhi 547 reign (1489), plus a number of shorter texts attributed to Zhuge
Liang. The book closes with a postface written by the scholar Kou Wei ji& % and
dated to 1538.

Lan Zhang in this edition not only reproduced the text of the Xinshu but as-
sembled a small collection of material related to Zhuge Liang. This enlarged edi-
tion was bound in two volumes (ce ff}) and undoubtedly represented a significant
improvement over the previous ones. Yet the additional material also had the ef-
fect of reinforcing the connection between the text and the historical figure of
Zhuge Liang, which had already been pointed out in the prefaces to the previous
editions. For we must remember that the text itself does not refer to Zhuge Liang
at all and it was only the title (which, as we have seen, was relatively unstable)
that made the connection between the text and its alleged author, not counting
the publishers’ prefaces.

Liu Rang’s preface confirms that the Xinshu appeared in print already in
1489, which very well may have been the first printed edition, as asserted by edi-
tors of the Siku quanshu tiyao in their overview of the book’s history. The preface
primarily focuses on Zhuge Liang himself, pointing out that he was a “rare talent
in the aid of a ruler” (wang zuocai A% 7") and that he was absolutely exceptional
in this respect. Liu Rang also asserted, quite in contrast with the disdainful as-
sessment of the editors of the Siku quanshu tiyao, that the Xinshu:

[...] examines matters in a careful and detailed ways; it is concise in its wording and yet ex-
haustive in meaning; instead of relying on conjecture or speculation, all of the marvellous
points on the application of statecraft flow straight from the heart. Whatever is recorded in
the book is done in a comprehensive way: the methods of selecting talented personnel and
utilizing knowledge, the way of taking precautions or being obedient; as well as the art of
complying with Heaven and observing the seasons (i.e. acting in accordance with meteoro-
logical conditions), or the principles of knowing human nature and examining external
conditions. All these are the devices of strategic planning and achieving victory—couldn’t
one say that they are the secrets of the Martial Lord’s (i.e. Zhuge Liang) applying his heart
(i.e. mind)? [...]

Thus Liu Rang raised no doubts about the authenticity of the book and consid-
ered it a genuine work by Zhuge Liang, asserting a conviction that it should be
disseminated as widely as possible. This woodblock-print edition had a number
of features that imply that it was intended for a general audience rather than an
elite readership. These include errors in the section titles and their numbers, as

there is presumably a reason for this attribution and dating but I cannot find this in the facsimile
reprint of the book.
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well as the inconsistency in writing the same characters in both standard and
non-standard forms.

(iii) 1572 Korean edition

There is also a Korean edition of Zhuge Liang’s work titled Ch’ok stingsang Chegal
Yang munjip & /R 55 &= C 4. A copy is currently kept in the Asami collection
of Korean books at the University of California, Berkeley.*** A note at the end rec-
ords that “Engraving started at Kugansa [5%=F in the fourth moon of imsin T: i
, the sixth year of Yunggyong [% B, by chief solicitor Priest Sinin 151~; engravers
Kim On 4372 and Po Ok % %.”% Obviously, this printed edition attests to the
wide circulation of the book in Korea, where its popularity was related to the local
conditions.®® There are no other titles besides that of the entire book, which
claims to be a collection (munjip 3C4E, Ch. wenji). Even so, it essentially consists
of the 50 sections of the untitled Xinshu with 26 additional sections from works
attributed to Zhuge Liang, similarly untitled. The only titles are those of the sec-
tions, thus there seems to have been an effort to amalgamate different works into
a single collection. This arrangement is very similar to a Japanese seven-juan edi-
tion titled Shokatsu Komei iden hyohé chitkai hyorin 5 % £L W] S8 ST M AT AR
from 1709, which includes a preface dated to 1598 by the Chinese scholar Zhang
Ying %%, a native of Linchuan [ )!|. Accordingly, similar compilations integrat-
ing a number of texts associated with Zhuge Liang without specifying their origi-
nal title were popular in the 16""-18" centuries not only in Korea but also in China
and Japan.

(iv) 1637 edition of Shan Xun B4

This a woodblock-printed book that claims to have been published by Shan Xun
(1602-1671) of Huating #%<* during the last years of the Ming dynasty, in the 11
year of the Chongzhen 5244 reign (1637). It is probably no coincidence that the
surname of Shan Xun matches that of Shan Kui, who printed the Lan Zhang edi-
tion of the book. Considering the rarity of the surname and that both of them are
involved in printing the same book, albeit 73 years apart, imply that the two pub-
lishers were related and that the business of printing ran in the family. There are
9 lines per page and 20 characters per line. The name of the Jingming studio ¥#%

644 This edition is described in the collection’s catalogue (Fang 1969, 354).
645 Translation from Fang’s catalogue (ibid.).
646 On the changes of Zhuge Liang’s perception in Korea, see Mueller-Lee 2007.
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7% appears at the left bottom margin of every page. The book comprises two juan
and an appendix, and contains the works of Zhuge Liang collectively called
Zhuge Zhongwuhou ji #% & 5 0% 4E. In this manner the Xinshu is only part of the
many different writings in the collection, which essentially follows the example
of the Lan Zhang edition where the core text of the Xinshu was augmented with
an array of related material. But while Lan Zhang grouped this material around
the Xinshu, which also became the title of the whole book, in the Shan Xun edi-
tion the focus is not on this particular text but on the author, aiming at producing
a collected edition of Zhuge Liang’s writings.

The text of the Xinshu in this volume is annotated with small interlinear char-
acters written in two lines, a format customarily used for commentaries in Chi-
nese books. The commentary makes sporadic references to other editions, reveal-
ing the amount of editing work that went into producing this collection. Thus
oddly the title of Section 1 is “Jiangyuan” #%t (matching the title of the text in
some editions) and the commentary mentions that in another version it is called
“Bingji” fei.

This is how far surviving editions and prefaces enable us to trace the text of
the Jiangyuan. The text, however, was also included in Tao Zongyi’s Shuofu, a
large collection of texts with a preface dating to 1370. Unfortunately, this does
not allow us to trace back our text any further because surviving copies of the
Shuofu date from the 16" century. Considering the complex textual history of the
Shuofu, we cannot be sure that our text (called Xinshu [New BookK] in surviving
copies of the collection) was part of it at all.*’ In any case, the Ming editions and
their prefaces show that the text was in circulation in the 15" century. The discov-
ery of a Tangut translation of the Jiangyuan confirms that it already existed in the
Song period. This naturally cannot prove that Zhuge Liang is the real author but
it pushes back the trail of evidence by an additional three centuries. Moreover, it
corroborates that in the Song period the book was already known by the title
Jiangyuan, which is most likely the source of the Tangut title Gja bju rejr bo tsShji
TSP (OB B AR K4 Book of the General’s Forest).

In addition, there is fragmentary evidence that the Jiangyuan was part of the
Yongle dadian 7k 4% K4t encyclopaedia compiled during the Yongle 7k 4% period
(1403-1424). The surviving part contains several fragments, plus the title which
is mentioned as Zhuge Wuhou Jiangyuan 7 % i #%4 5t (The General’s Garden of
Martial Lord Zhuge).%*® This attests that the title Jiangyuan was also used for the

647 For an extensive bibliographic study of the complex system of the Shuofu in a western lan-
guage, see Pelliot 1924.
648 Yongle dadian (canjuan) 7k 4% K $t (5%%%), juan 18207.
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Chinese version in the early 15" century, plus that its composition was ascribed
to Zhuge Liang. Surprisingly, all of the fragments in the Yongle dadian come from
Section 5 of the received text and, when put together, make up the entire section.
In view of this strange pattern of survival, it would be unwise to make far-reach-
ing assumptions about the entire text.

Additional information for the dating of the text may come from the assess-
ment of the image of Zhuge Liang during the Tang and Song periods. According
to Hoyt Tillman, despite his universal popularity in later periods, during the Tang
“Zhuge Liang was not yet as legendary a figure as generally assumed by later
generations.”®® It seems that it was during the Song that he became a celebrated
hero and master strategist. Considering that the Jiangyuan was compiled long af-
ter Zhuge Liang’s time, it is highly unlikely that it would have been ascribed to
him before his image evolved into that of having nearly supernatural powers in
military strategy. In contrast, it is only to be expected that a work like the Jiang-
yuan would have been attributed to someone who was believed to be a master
strategist. The Song period, when we begin to witness the development of the
popular cult of Zhuge Liang, remarkably coincides with the appearance of the
work’s title in book catalogues. It is then perhaps not unreasonable to suppose
that the Jiangyuan was composed and ascribed to Zhuge Liang sometime during
the Northern Song period, which is also the time when the text reached the Tan-
guts.

In terms of its structure, the Chinese Jiangyuan consists of 50 short sections,
almost all of them headed by a two-character title. In most editions the titles also
include the section number, although this is not always the case. Each section
talks about a specific strategic principle, such as employing the right people, tak-
ing into consideration the features of the terrain, awarding or punishing those
who deserve it, etc. In general, the Jiangyuan is written from the point of view of
the general, giving advice with regard to matters of leadership. The last four sec-
tions deal with the four types of barbarians, describing their characteristics and
the way to fight them. When the Tangut text was identified, it became immedi-
ately clear that the sequence and numbering of sections of the Chinese text does
not match those of the Tangut translation. Based on her reading of the Tangut
text, Kepping prepared a table of correspondences between the Chinese and Tan-
gut versions.®° For the sake of convenience, I shall use the Chinese section num-

649 Tillman 2002a, 309; see also Henry 1992.
650 Kepping and Gong 2003, 18.
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bers to identify sections. Whenever there is a need to differentiate between Chi-
nese and Tangut sections, I will mark the Chinese ones with the capital letter C
(e.g. C1, C2...), and the Tangut ones with the capital letter T (e.g. T1, T2...).

6.2 The Tangut manuscript

The Tangut manuscript of the General’s Garden is glued together from four sheets
of paper into a roughly 21-22cm wide scroll.®! According to a comment by Grin-
stead, it was “a twist of paper when first studied,” which tells us that its current
look is the result of a conservation work done in the early 1960s.%* Probably as a
consequence of Grinstead’s interest in the Tangut collection at this time, the con-
servators of the British Museum flattened and backed the paper, giving back “its
original form as a roll.”®* More than forty decades later we now know that the
scroll form was not particularly popular for Tangut manuscripts and we see them
much more commonly bound in a butterfly or concertina form. Considering that
the only difference between a concertina and a scroll is that they are folded dif-
ferently, it is not impossible that the manuscript of the General’s Garden used to
be a concertina. Although the original folds on fragments of concertina books are
usually visible even today, the folds of our manuscript, along with the multitude
of other creases, could have been ironed out as part of modern conservation work.
An argument against this scenario is that there seems to be no obvious way of
dividing the manuscript evenly into separate pages, which would have had to be
the case if it was a concertina.

Grinstead’s comment that the manuscript was “a twist of paper” is also con-
firmed by the fact that it does not contain Stein’s KK numbers which he custom-
arily wrote in pen on the material recovered from Khara-khoto. Instead, it only
has the modern pressmark Or.12380/1840 written on the backing paper on the
verso. The English title General’s Garden appears in parentheses underneath the
pressmark, written in pencil, obviously after Grinstead’s identification of the text,
and possibly inscribed by Grinstead himself. Stein marked each item he exca-
vated with a string of letters and numbers which encoded the name of the site,
the location within the site and a unique number identifying that particular item.

651 With reference to Chinese and Tangut scrolls which represent a long band of paper aligned
horizontally, I am using the term “width” to refer to the dimensions of the paper from top to
bottom. Similarly, “length” means the horizontal stretch from left to right.

652 Grinstead 1962, 36.

653 Ibid.
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He used these code numbers in his description of the excavation of Khara-khoto
in Innermost Asia, where he also provides a preliminary list of the materials ob-
tained from the site.®** The manuscript of the General’s Garden, however, is not
on the list. Since the manuscript of the General’s Garden bears no such code, it
must have been in a shape that precluded Stein from writing on it.**®

The four sheets that make up the surviving part of the manuscript are joined
together in a way that each sheet is glued atop of the next one, creating a 1-2 cm
overlap. In some cases parts of the characters are written across the seam line, as
shown in Fig. 17. In the first image the seam line goes through the left side of the
characters, whereas in the second image (which is taken from the lower part of
the same line in the manuscript) it halves the characters. In either case, it is clear
that the paper sheets were joined together before being written on. The slight mis-
alignment of the sheets is due to the fact that the manuscript was taken apart and
reassembled in the course of conservation.

7

Fig. 17a+b: Two close up images of the same line in the manuscript, demonstrating how the
characters were written across the seam line where paper sheets had been glued together.

The number of lines per sheet is 29, 33, 34 and 19, respectively. Since the begin-
ning of the manuscript is missing, the first sheet is incomplete, and it is sheets 2

654 Stein 1928, v. 1, 462-506.

655 We should also mention here that there are still several smaller boxes of such uncatalogued
fragments at the British Library, too brittle to be opened and badly in need of conservation. At
this moment, the library is actively seeking funds for the conservation and digitisation of these
fragments, thus it is likely that they will become available in the near future. It is quite possible
that material still holds some surprises for the field.
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and 3 that are representative of the number of lines per sheet in the original scoll
(i.e. 33-34). The last sheet is complete but has only 19 lines as the text ends half-
way through, leaving the remaining portion of the paper empty. The complete
sheets (i.e. 2, 3 and 4) are all 65.5 cm long, which is an indication that the rest of
them were also of the same size. The number of characters per line cannot be
counted because in its current form the manuscript is missing its lower part, ren-
dering all lines incomplete. The top part has no missing texts but the lines begin
at the very top of the paper. This horizontal top edge of the paper is very even,
suggesting that the top margin may have been trimmed by modern conservators.
It is reasonable to assume that in its original form the manuscript would have had
top and bottom margins.

The manuscript has no ruling lines, a situation that is not uncommon in Tan-
gut manuscripts. Nevertheless, the lines are even and begin to slant only towards
the very end of the manuscript. The characters are written in a careful hand, at-
testing to the handwriting skill of the copyist, who may very well have been some-
one involved in copying texts on a regular basis. The neatness of the handwriting
style also demonstrates that he was in no hurry to finish the task and that the
final product was intended to be something more formal than just a private copy
of a book.

In terms of its textual structure, the Tangut translation basically follows our
known Chinese editions, as it is arranged into smaller segments, each a few lines
long. Each segment is preceded by a short title and a segment number. A typical
example of a title that survived almost in its entire length is that of Section T36,
written in the manuscript as follows:

% Sl 1% M %% (4]
2805 5604 5865 1084 3200 1290
bju dzji 0] ya tShjiw tsew
i 17 = + 7N (%]
general action three ten six ORD

Section 36: The general’s actions

The character in square brackets is an ordinal indicator, which is missing because
of the physical damage to the manuscript. Nevertheless, the context makes it
fairly certain that it stood here originally. The titles are always written in a sepa-
rate line, towards the bottom, even if the previous section ended midline, leaving
some empty space. As a result, most of the line with the title remains empty and
this provides a convenient way of segmenting the text. Fig. 18 shows this seg-
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mented layout on the part of the manuscript where the individual sections visu-
ally stand apart and make the structure of the text transparent. It also lends an
air of orderliness to the book and thus may have been an intentional feature.

Fig. 18: Part of the manuscript of the General’s Garden (0r.12380/1840) showing its visual seg-
mentation. The section titles are written towards the bottom of the empty lines.

The last line of the manuscript contains the title Gja bju rejr bo tshji 7z %< 14 1% i
(# B A M A Book of the General’s Forest). Obviously, this is the same title as
Jiangyuan, since the word yuan %t (“grove”) is synonymous with the word “for-
est.” The last character in the Tangut title is tshji Ht, which is commonly used in
the sense of “root, basis” but can also mean “book.”®° In his Chinese transcrip-
tion of the title Grinstead used the word gen 1 (“root”) but, considering the pos-
sible meaning of the title, ben 7 (“basis; book”) is no doubt a better choice.®”

Reconstructing the line length

As mentioned above, in its current form the manuscript of the General’s Garden
is incomplete. The beginning with the first half of the text had been torn off and
so was the entire lower part of the scroll. Because of this, there is no immediate
way to count the number of characters per line, which in turn makes it difficult
to judge the accuracy of the translation, since we do not know how much Tangut
text is missing in each line.

The longest number of characters per line in the manuscript is 16 but it is
apparent that there used to be more text where the line breaks off. When the con-

656 Kychanov 2006, 697.
657 Grinstead 1962.
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servators of the British Museum backed the manuscript, they relied on the surviv-
ing measures of the manuscript because they had no way of knowing the original
ones. As a consequence, the conserved scroll gives the impression that the lines
used to be about 17 characters long, even though most of them have only 11-16
characters left. In this way the backing creates the illusion that it reproduces the
dimensions of the original scroll while it is simply following the length of the
longest surviving lines. The situation is even more confusing when looking at the
black and white photographs published in Shanghai, where we cannot see even
the edges of the backing against the grey background.

The lines in the original manuscript, however, must have been longer and
the entire scroll must have been wider that it is today. Not knowing how much
text is missing means that when we compare parallel parts of the Chinese and
Tangut texts, we cannot be sure whether something was left out by the Tangut
translator or it is only missing from our copy. Fortunately, we can reconstruct the
number of characters per line by aligning specific portions of the Tangut text with
the Chinese version. That the number of characters per line is more or less con-
sistent throughout the manuscript can be surmised on the basis of other Tangut
manuscripts where the length of lines remains relatively stable throughout the
entire document. The even hand of our manuscript also corroborates this as-
sumption. The part of the text most suitable for reconstructing the original line
length comprises a series of short phrases in Section C34. For the sake of compar-
ison, the text of the Lan Zhang edition from 1564 reads as follows:

FREM? AR ? TG ? ROD) A E W ? LAERGE? EAEPBEM? RHENR
W2 B ? R AF? BRI M ? W ERE 1?2 F ikt ?

Whose lord is more sagely? Whose general is more virtuous? Whose administrators are more
able? Whose provisions are more plentiful? Whose officers and soldiers are better trained?
Whose military formation is more orderly? Whose military affairs excel more? Whose terrain
is more hazardous? Whose envoys are more knowledgeable? Whom are neighbouring states
more afraid of? Whose financial and material means are more abundant? Whose common
people are more at peace?%®

658 This section ultimately goes back to Chapter 1 of the Sunzi where it appears as follows:

FIAE? BT RE? RIIAIF? ELIIT? ERAAGR? LA H F ] ?

Whose lord has the Way? Whose general is more able? Who obtains [the advantages of]
heaven and earth? Whose laws and orders are carried out? Whose troops are stronger?
Whose officers and soldiers are better trained? Whose rewards and punishments are
clearer?
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The above portion of text consists of twelve short segments identical in structure:
N+3k+A+tH. The same structure can be easily identified in the surviving portion
of the Tangut translation where it appears as N+#t%%+A (N+whosoever+A). The
particle kji 2% is a function word which, when used together with Jji #f, forms the
relative pronoun lji kji #%% (“whosoever”). This is somewhat different from the
Chinese original where the individual segments in this sequence are presented as
questions.

In the parallel segments, the nouns can consist of one or two syllables, while
their desirable qualities are always represented as a single syllable. Accordingly,
in the Tangut each segment consists of four or five characters. Based on this
knowledge, we can safely reconstruct the structure of the missing Tangut text for
segments which are at least fragmentarily preserved in the manuscript (Tab. 1).*°

No. Tangut Ch. transcr.  Concept pairs Lan Zhang
1 [O#221 41 [OFAIE  [..]—sagely FIE

2 Eigivedi KRN general — skilled HEHE

3 AT BHAG provisions — existing FEAEH

4 mazEO]  #HIAO]D  troops —I..] R 0 S0
5 O&zZ0] [ORAD] LI-L.] LA R
6 [O#Z®R  [O3ARE  [.]—able HANEA
7 A AR IAE  weapons — good AP IR A
8 Ik A %2 i (L WA S etiquette — strict TE BBt
9 TAEMAZEO] —H[AD] twotypesoftroops —[...]  FHZHAIE
10 [O#ZMR  [ORANE (] fear e Ry S
11 HER#MZR  HEAAJE  commerce — affluent CUN B
12 R #H  RERIAZ  people — peaceful [Ef i Ren

Tab. 1: Reconstruction of Tangut segments based on their parallel structure.

In the table, the first column shows the Tangut segments in the order they appear
in the manuscript. Missing but structurally reconstructed characters (or their

659 For the purpose of this comparison, I disregard the beginning and end of this section, as
they do not belong to this set of parallel segments.
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square placeholders) are placed in brackets. The second column features a Chi-
nese character-for-character transcription of the Tangut text; the third lists the N
+ A pairs of the concepts discussed in each Tangut segment; finally the fourth has
the Chinese text of the Lan Zhang edition in its original order.

A comparison of the Tangut and Chinese sides shows that segments 1-3 and
10-12 are relatively good matches. That leaves six segments where the match is
not immediately apparent. Still, segment 9 begins with the term nji gja %2
which literally means “two armies” or “two troops.” I tentatively translated this
as “two types of troops” based on the analogy of the Chinese term sanjun =
“three types of troops” which commonly occurs in the Jiangyuan and which is
identified in the Liutao with infantry %, chariots # and cavalry &. Thus it is pos-
sible that the term nji gja 4% “two types of troops” corresponds to the “officers
and soldiers” +-2£ of segment 5 of the Chinese text, especially since there is no
other match for either of these.

Another possible identification is segment 7 which discusses whose weapons
(dzju njij %:#%) are better (ya %ii). The Chinese text of Lan Zhang has no segment
matching the Tangut text but a note in the Zhang Shu edition mentions that an
earlier version of the text wrote the phrase junrong ¥ % (“military formation”) in
segment 6 of the Chinese text as jungi B 4% (“weapons”). Supposing that the Tan-
gut translator used a Chinese version with a similar variation, we may tentatively
connect the Tangut segment 7 that begins with the term dzju njij %% “weapons”
with segment 6 of the Chinese side. Yet this identification is by no means conclu-
sive and there may be other solutions.

It is also apparent that the sequence of the segments is not identical in the
two texts. For example, segment 3 in the Tangut version discussing the availabil-
ity of provisions (§jij lji 4z #it) corresponds to segment 4 of the Chinese side. Also,
Zhang Shu notes that in one of the texts he consulted, the segment “whom neigh-
bouring states are more afraid of” #RZ A was omitted altogether, which is
evidence to the fact that similar variations existed even between Chinese editions
of this work. This particular segment, however, is present in the Tangut text, as it
is evident from the character kja % (1#; “to be afraid of”) in segment 10, even if
the beginning of that phrase is missing.

Rather than reconstructing each segment in the Tangut translation and iden-
tifying its Chinese counterpart, in this place I am more interested in establishing
the fact that despite the missing characters of the Tangut version, originally this
part also consisted of twelve segments, just like the Chinese version. Based on the
available information, we can reconstruct this part of the Tangut manuscript, in-
cluding the length of lines the following way:
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[CO#%2]
A BB M Z R R M2 OO /M2 O 0]
2R S A LA R A2 e R R [ 22 D O 22
AT 2 ML TR A T 22 8

A W N R

The character zur & (# “edict, decree”) with a little cross sign (1) next to it at the
beginning of Line 2 is a scribal mistake®® and the cross sign on its right side in
the manuscript indicates that it should be deleted (Fig. 19).°%! Still, I keep it in the
transcription because it occupies a full space and should be counted when calcu-
lating the number of characters per line. In the above reconstruction there are
two full lines: Lines 2 and 3. Of these, Line 2 has 20 characters, and Line 3 has 19.
Knowing that the Tangut nouns in these segments can consist of one or two char-
acters, a feature especially apparent towards the second half of this sequence, we
can conjecture that Line 3 probably had an extra character. In particular, this
would be the missing noun in the segment [ %% #% (CJFAA#E “whom [neigh-
bouring states] are more afraid of”). Because the final character of this segment
matches the Chinese version we can safely assume that the noun at the beginning
of the section probably matches the Chinese word linguo #f# (“neighbouring
states”), and this would have also been a compound word written with two char-
acters in the Tangut. Thus Line 3 of the Tangut version probably consisted of 20
characters, just like Line 2. This leads to the conclusion that the Tangut manu-
script originally had 20 characters per line.
The translation of these four lines is as follows:

0 ## %1 E i+ W by %% L
4435 1326 2544 2806 2805 4435 1326 2716
1ji kit i zur biju lji kit rjijr

[ £} Al # pes it £} A &

who -ever sagely decree general who -ever worthy
Whosesoever [...] is more sagely; whosesoever’s general is more worthy;

660 The nature of the error is quite obvious if we compare the mistaken character zur % (£
“edict, decree”) with the one immediately after it: bju %% (¥ “general”), as the two differ only in
the left side component. That the mistake was caught immediately during the act of copying is
suggested by the fact that the correct character was written beneath the mistake in full size,
showing no signs of subsequent insertion.
661 The cross sign is a common deletion mark in Tangut manuscripts, it also occurs several
times in this particular manuscript. It slightly differs from the deletion mark used in Chinese
manuscripts where the horizontal stroke remained on the right hand side of the vertical line.
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bin i %% i b i %% O.
0128 4435 1326 0930 1531 4435 1326

$ji lji ki dju gja lji ki

fi 2 AN " H 2 A

provisions who  -ever existing troops who  -ever

whosesoever’s provisions are more plentiful; whosesoever’s troops are [...];

O 5&% %% O, O ] %% %
4435 1326 4435 1326 0005
lj kji lj kji gjow
£ A 2 A fie
who -ever who -ever  able

whosesoever’s [...] are more [...]; whosesoever’s [...] are more able;

% £ i %% W i 2% i
3148 2781 4435 1326 0685 1910 4435 1326 2320
dzju njij i} kit~ na  ti D kjii  yar
i & ) A 5 % E A %=

weapon weapon who -ever good rules who -ever strict

whosesoever’s weapons are better; whosesoever’s rules are stricter;

i W kil %% O, O #t 2] .
4027 1531 4435 1326 4435 1326 2539
nj gja lji kj lji ki kja
= H #h A #h A 1%
two troops who -ever who -ever fear

whosesoever’s two types of troops are [...]; whosoever its [neighbouring states]
are more afraid of;
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wmeooor o W 2 R, ik 1% I - S
5845 0235 4435 1326 2700 5243 4172 4435 1326 5464
Iwo du lji kji la sjij ju lji kji ziejr
= " O # A 5 35 R woA %

buy sell who -ever affluent people people who -ever peaceful

whosoever’s commerce is more affluent; whosesoever common people are more
at peace.

Fig. 19a+b: The section used for the reconstruction of line lengths and a close up of the dele-
tion mark at the beginning of Line 2.
Proofreading

In the manuscript, red marks appear next to some characters. Section C32 de-
scribes the advantageous moves of the general when coming across different
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types of weather and terrain. Among them is a phrase which appears “[when
there is] wind, fire and darkness” Jal -k iH£.%? The second half of the phrase ap-
pearing in the Tangut translation is not “darkness” H%B£ as in the Chinese edi-
tions, but le gjij Ff#i, which literally means “misty and gloomy.” Thus while this
meaning of the compound word is close in meaning to the Chinese word anmei
&K (“darkness”) which stands in the corresponding place, it nevertheless in-
cludes, on account of its first part le fiff, the connotation of “mistiness.”

Similar red marks appear in other parts of the manuscript, although their pre-
cise meaning is yet to be demonstrated. It is possible that they were placed there
by a proofreader who checked the text after its completion, a possibility corrobo-
rated by the short colophon at the end of the manuscript, the legible portion of
which says:

T gl i 54 fik fiz. H ...
1531 2805 4246 3890 4018 5712 1815
gja bju rejr bo tShji dzjwa njar
H i #x 2N S e e
army  general forest forest book end check

The Book of the General’s Forest. The end. Checked and ....

Unfortunately, the line is damaged further down, concealing the name of the per-
son who checked the manuscript. The last character on this line is only partially
visible and Kepping reads it as the word rjar %i (53 “copied”).®® This is, however,
more of a conjecture because the character in question is too damaged to warrant
areliable reading.

Kepping interpreted the penultimate word njar % in the sense of “edited
[byl..., i.e. revised and corrected [by]...,” and suggested that because we do not
have the word “translated by” in its place, the Tangut version was an adaptation,
that is, some of its content was slightly changed during the process of transla-
tion.® It seems more likely to me, however, that the checking referred to at the
end of the manuscript was a process completely separate from the translation.
Kepping correctly pointed out that the same word njar % (X “to check, com-

662 This wording is based on the version of the text preserved in the Shuofu.
663 Keping 2003, 17.
664 Ibid., 21.
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4 -

pare”) was also used in the phrase me njar %% (rendered into English by Kep-
ping as “royally edited”) which appears in translations of the Buddhist Canon,
indicating that the translation was checked and corrected by the emperor. Yet
this certainly does not mean that the emperor himself put together an adaptation
of the Canon for Tangut readers. Instead, the word njar % (1 “to check”) in both
contexts probably refers to checking a finished copy made by someone else. The
fact that the completion of a round of checking is recorded in a colophon shows
the importance attached to that particular text. It was not simply a hastily per-
formed rendition but a careful translation which was subsequently also thor-
oughly checked, presumably against an original version. Maybe on a practical
level the concept of wind and mist together may have been seen as problematic.
Perhaps this is the reason why this compound word is marked with two small red
marks, one next to each characters.

If we look at the colophons of Chinese manuscripts found in Dunhuang, the
word jiao % (“to check”) occurs at the end of official Buddhist sutras commis-
sioned by the Tang court in Chang’an = % . In that context, we often have a record
of three subsequent rounds of jiao before the manuscript is further “carefully ex-
amined” F¥[#] by yet several other people. For example, in manuscript
0r.8210/S.36, a copy of the Diamond sutra from the 3“ year of the Xianheng J# %
reign (672), we see that three rounds of jiao were performed by the the layman
Xiao Hui 7% #, which was followed by four rounds of “careful examination” by
four different high ranking monks from the Taiyuan monastery A J& 5. Xiao Hui
is identified in the colophon as a shushou &, literally meaning “writing hand,”
a term used for lay copyists.®® But the person named in the first line of the colo-
phon as actually having “reverently copied” 8% the sutra is someone entirely
different. In view of the above, it is evident that what Xiao Hui did three times
with the newly copied sutra was checking it for mistakes, that is, proofreading it.
The “careful examination” of the eminent monks probably entailed a similar task,
only at a higher level of authority and, in practice, possibly with less intervention.
This example demonstrates how manuscript colophons often made note of a
proofreading act and while such checking may have had other shades of meaning
in prefaces of printed books, the Tangut word njar ¥ in the manuscript of the
General’s Garden must have also meant something closer to proofreading. In
other words, it would have been connected more with the process of producing
this particular manuscript copy, rather than improving the translation.

665 Drége 2007, 96.



The Tangut manuscript =—— 233

Based on this interpretation, we can go back and reconsider the partially vis-
ible character after the njar % (1 “to check”) in the colophon, which Kepping
read as rjar %it (% “copied”). An analogous note appears at the end of manuscript
Inv. No. 5189 in the Kozlov collection.®®® The note comes after a poem, and reads
as follows:

5712 1815 1608 5285
dzjwa njar lew lji
) ® I %
end check same cop

The end. Proofread.®”’

Here the compound word njar lew %, the two components of which mean “to
check” and “same,” evidently mean that the text on the manuscript was checked
and brought in accord with an original copy. This is why I translated it using the
word “proofread.” The colophon in our General’s Garden manuscript seems to
have the same phrase and if we check the remains of the last character visible in
the line, we can see that the word lew il (|7 “same”) is in fact a better candidate
than the one proposed by Kepping. Accordingly, the part of the colophon in our
manuscript which followed the title of the Jiangyuan probably said the same thing
as the one in Inv. No. 5189, namely, dzjwa njar lew lji 7%, %iinié (GE. KRFE%E
“End. Proofread.”), only the last character and half were damaged.

Going back to the word “fog” marked with red dots, the fact that both char-
acters were marked shows that whoever added the dots intended to identify
whole words, rather than individual characters. This was not done consistently
because there is also the case of the compound word yju ywej #t4l (E#X “gully,
ditch”) earlier in the same section, and here only the second character is marked.
Evidently, the scope and nature of these red marks awaits further research. Triv-
ial as they seem, determining what they stand for goes beyond strictly palaeo-
graphic considerations and has implications for the function of the manuscript
in its original environment.

Such red marks are not infrequent in other Tangut books. The fact that they
also appear next to characters in printed texts suggests that sometimes they were

666 Nie Hongyin (2012a) points out that this manuscript is dated to 1226 and thus represents the
latest dated text among the books found in Khara-khoto.
667 Ibid., 83-84.
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added not when the book was produced but when it was used. In his monograph
on Tangut book culture, Terentiev-Katansky discusses the red marks of readers,
which range from dots and short dashes to longer vertical lines “underlining”
(from the side) an entire row.%%® In our case there are less than ten of these in the
manuscript, some brighter and some fainter, but their significance is not entirely
clear. They also appear to have been drawn not by a pen or brush but with some
sort of cruder tool, such as a chalk or a slab of red ink.

Finally, we should also point out that the Tangut version does not mention
the name of Zhuge Liang. Accordingly, we cannot be sure if the text at this point
was connected with him at all. Naturally, there is no way of knowing whether the
title at the beginning included his name or this manuscript was copied from a
larger collection of works attributed to him. The name of Zhuge Liang was not
unknown to the Tanguts, as he is quoted several times in the commentaries of the
Tangut Sunzi. But we should keep in mind that the discovery of the Tangut trans-
lation in itself does not confirm that the text at that time was attributed to Zhuge
Liang.

6.3 Translation discrepancies

A crucial question is how faithful the Tangut translation is to the original Chinese
text. While on the surface this may seem like a trivial issue, in reality it is not
always very clear what the so-called original Chinese text entails because the sur-
viving editions at times show significant discrepancies. Thus instead of simply
comparing a standard edition of the Chinese text with the Tangut, we need to be
aware not only of the differences between various editions but also of the possi-
bility that there may have been additional discrepancies in editions that did not
survive. Most decisive of these, of course, would be the version used by the Tan-
gut translator, about which we can only speculate on the basis of the Tangut man-
uscript.

Let us look at some examples. At the very end of Section C26, the Shuofu edi-
tion has the phrase “whichever direction he faces, he will know no enemies” fff
] #EHL. In this, the word xiang [7] (“to face”) appears in the Lan Zhang edition
as dang & (“to encounter; to oppose”), which is partly synonymous with the
word xiang but has no directional sense. Accordingly, the phrase could rather be

668 Terent’ev-Katanskij 1981, p. 34. I am grateful to Viacheslav Zaytsev for alerting me to this
reference.



Translation discrepancies =—— 235

translated as “whomever he encounters, he will know no enemies.” The differ-
ence does not significantly alter the general meaning of the sentence yet helpful
for tracing the textual history of the text. The Tangut version in this place has the
word tshwew ¥ (“to turn to; to face”), which matches the meaning of the Chinese
word xiang (“to face”). This shows that the Chinese version used for the Tangut
translation probably had the word xiang in this place, affiliating the manuscript
with the Shuofu edition.

Nevertheless, this section in the Tangut version also shows a number of ob-
vious dissimilarities with the Chinese editions, a fact that is evident even if the
larger part of the text is missing or illegible. For example, this section discusses
the “configuration” of heaven (tianshi X%%), earth (dishi #1%%) and man (renshi
A%4). In the part where the text explains the potential of earth, the Tangut ver-
sion mentions de so %%%# which is the Tangut equivalent of the Chinese yinyang
[Z[%. Yet neither this concept nor anything that could be even loosely linked with
it appears in any of the Chinese editions. In fact, the mutilated lower part of the
line must have contained some additional text that is not in the Chinese versions
because the extant part of the Tangut line accounts for all of the Chinese text.

Towards the end of Section C32, the Zhang Shu edition reads as follows:

BB K, JEOKHEIR, F LA RTS8 .
When one is across a ravine and separated by water, or if the wind is strong and it is dark
and gloomy, it is advantageous to strike from the front and back at the same time.

In this sentence, the phrase “the wind is strong and it is dark and gloomy” shows
some discrepancy between different editions:

Zhang Shu: A K5 (literally: “wind is great, dark and gloomy”)
Shuofu: E KK5HE (literally: “wind, fire, dark and gloomy”)
Lan Zhang: JE kKI5  (literally: “wind, fire, dark”)

It is clear that variation of the characters X (“great”) and ‘k (“fire”) reflects a
graphic mistake because the two graphs are visually quite similar.®® While the
concept of “wind and fire” in the above context makes less sense than “great

669 The mixing of these characters was not uncommon in manuscripts. For example, in the
Dunhuang manuscript P.2529 from the Pelliot collection in Paris in the line “in the monastery
there is a tooth of the great Pratyeka Buddha” ¢ KEE i 2F the character X is erroneously
written as ‘K, forming a meaningless phrase “fire Pratyeka Buddha” ‘K }#% 37 ffi.. The same confu-
sion can also occur in modern scholarship, as Gabor Kosa (2013) discusses the persistent mis-
reading of the phrase k¥ (“sea of fire”) as Kiff (“great sea”) in a Manichaean manuscript
(BD00256) from the Dunhuang collection at the NLC.
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wind,” this is precisely the variant that appears in the Tangut version of the text,
which uses the words ma lji i (kK J& “fire and wind”) and thus matches the
Shuofu and Lan Zhang editions, but not that of Zhang Shu. A version of the same
sentence is also found in the Chinese Liutao (3/27), where this phrase appears as
“when there is strong wind and it rains heavily” XJ& £ Fy#, and this variant cor-
roborates that the character ‘k (“fire”) in the Shuofu and Lan Zhang editions is
most likely a mistake.

Indeed, since the phrase “wind and fire” is probably a mistake that crept into
the text during the process of its transmission, it is a particularly useful for tracing
the history of editions. While it does not occur in Zhang Shu edition, we know
that this edition is relatively new and was compiled around the 1830s or 1840s
through combining available editions; therefore it is likely that the error of writ-
ing “fire” instead of “great” had been introduced to the text much earlier, and
Zhang Shu simply corrected this in his edition, perhaps without textual anteced-
ents, simply relying on his philological judgment and the awareness that these
characters are often mixed up. The presence of the same erroneous reading in the
Tangut version is an indication that this mistake had been introduced into the
text before it was translated into Tangut.

The above examples show how the Tangut version can help us reconstruct
some of the original Chinese text used for the Tangut translation. At the same
time, since we do not have the Chinese edition used by the translator, we should
be very careful when judging the quality or nature of the translation. Consider the
following case. One of the things Kepping discussed in her article on the General’s
Garden is the Tangut translation of a sentence in Section C22. The Chinese sen-
tence reads “now when folly overcomes wisdom, this is going against the cur-
rent” R LLE 7w & | ¥ th. Kepping was especially interested in the word ni i# (“to
go against the current”), for which the Tangut translator used the word ljo % (&
“good luck, fortune”). We normally find this Tangut word used as a translation
for the Chinese words fu ##, and less frequently xing 3, both meaning “good for-
tune.” Based on the analysis of this Tangut word in other texts, Kepping sug-
gested that it should be understood in this context as “supernatural,” i.e. it is
against nature when folly overcomes wisdom. She used this example to show that
the Tangut translator did not simply translate the Chinese original but created
“an adaptation of the text” for Tangut readers.”®

Kepping’s analysis, however, is entirely based on the Zhang Shu edition
which is almost the only one where the word ni i (“to go against the current”)

670 Keping 2003, 19.
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occurs in this place. In contrast, the same sentence appears in Ming editions as
RKLLB WA | frth (“now when folly overcomes wisdom, it is fate”). Thus the
word in question is ming iy (“fate”), which is not that far from the ordinary, non-
mystical meaning of the Tangut word ljo # (“good fortune”), making the sen-
tence read as “now when folly overcomes wisdom, it is [simply a matter of]
luck.”®* Therefore it seems more likely to me that the Chinese version used for
creating the Tangut translation had the character 1 in this place, as it shows a
simpler and less strained connection with its Tangut counterpart.5™

These examples demonstrate that by studying the extant Chinese editions of
the text we can significantly enhance our understanding of what the translation
was based on and how faithful it was to the original. While a certain degree of
adaptation is unavoidable, some of the discrepancies with the extant Chinese edi-
tions were simply due to using editions no longer available to us. Having recog-
nized this, to a certain extent we can also use the Tangut text to reconstruct the
Chinese edition used by the Tangut translator. Naturally, doing this solely on the
basis of the Tangut translation is a risky exercise but when we have contending
Chinese readings in different editions and the Tangut text matches one of these,
we are on much safer grounds.

Despite these discrepancies between extant Chinese editions, in the follow-
ing pages I often compare the Tangut translation with the “Chinese text,” as if it
was a concrete, tangible entity. In reality, of course, we do not have the original
text from which the Tangut translation was made and even the surviving editions
of the text, as seen above, at times differ from each other. Yet most of these dif-
ferences are of little consequence for the case at hand, and when they are, I draw
attention to these individually.

671 Peng Xianggian (2009, 94) does not see a contradiction here, noting that the word ming i
(“fate”) “is, of course, supernatural.” It is clear from Kepping’s argument, however, that she was
not aware that some Chinese editions had the word ming i (“fate”) in this place, and she was
hard pressed to explain how the word ni i¥ (“to go against the current”) could be linked with the
Tangut word used in this place.

672 The use of ni i¥f in this phrase in the Zhang Shu edition is by no means a defective one, as it
is forms a perfect parallel with the following sentence which says “overcoming folly with wisdom
is as if to go along with the current” L% 55 & , JIEH. It is quite likely that this reading was cho-
sen by Zhang Shu based on the context.
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6.4 The four barbarians

The last four sections of the Jiangyuan (C47-C50) deal with the four barbarians,
describing their characteristics and the way to fight them. This is a particularly
interesting part because from the Chinese point of view the Tanguts were obvi-
ously among the four barbarians about whom this section was written. It is also
interesting to see how the Tanguts deal with the Sinocentric worldview when
translating the text. Do they keep the original structure and simply accept it as a
Chinese point of view, or do they alter it to fit their own perspective of their neigh-
bours? A full translation of the Chinese version from Lan Zhang’s 1564 edition is
given below:

I+

WRZ M, W, Ak, KL, BUAE. ETRE, HeEegs, RulE
e #F FELTRE, RITTDUTR, MRAIBRA, BRARMECHLIRZ, FFRmNEz, H
C47. The Eastern Yi

The nature of the Eastern Yi is such that they hold little esteem for rituals (/i) and righteous-
ness (yi) but are fierce and good at fighting. They live in the mountains and along dangerous
sea [coasts], and rely on [these difficulties of the terrain] to secure themselves. When those
above and those below are in harmony, and the ordinary people are content and happy,
then any plans against them are futile. But if those above are in chaos and those below turn
away from them, then a rift can be created between them, and when such a rift occurs, a
gap will be born. Whenever a gap is born, we should cultivate culture and education to
attract them, we should strengthen our armour and weapons to attack them, and their
power can be surely overcome.

ek 1SRN

ML, VAR, AN, REAMEE. FERL, SURER, AEEE, KE
g, EHTE, MARWHEE. FEZHRE, RERE, A AR,

C48. The Southern Man

There are many types of Southern Man. Their nature is such that they cannot be educated;
they join into cliques but then they quarrel and attack each other. They dwell in caves in
the mountains, they sometimes gather, sometimes disperse. In the west, their territory ex-
tends to the Kunlun Mountain; in the east it reaches the sea. They produce rare and exotic
commodities; therefore the people are greedy and fight bravely [over those]. In the spring
and summer they often suffer from epidemics. The advantageous thing to do against them
is to fight a quick war, as a long campaign cannot be sustained.

PUBEE DI+ L

PR P, BAREA, SURE, BT, RROR)D, $RZ, WS, k. a6
LAY, SEEEE, MR, MEER, MAZAE. EEZUAME, BZBINEL

B AT fE 52
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C49. The Western Rong

The nature of the Western Rong is such that they are fierce but love profit. Some of them
live in cities, others dwell in the open; they produce little rice and grains but possess metal
and cowries in abundance. Therefore, the people fight bravely and it is hard to defeat them.
West of the stone deserts there are many different varieties of Rong barbarians. Their land
is wide and the terrain is perilous; their customs are based on strength and violence: thus
most of them are subjects of no ruler. We should wait for [an opportunity caused by] an
external intrusion, and harass them with internal disorder, then they can be made plans
against.

Ble/ € Sian

JEAE MREE, BEEKE, SRR RESD, SRAHER L, LA, ELLBE.
AURERERCAL, JERIR BIEE, FESR, DARA, Rl DUEMEEL, ﬂ%Tu LRI
Zo

W AHEL, HngH = A HPFHER, MoEmE, EENOR, Hokin . COEEeR,
DURERIC , AARBIH, BT — W,

BRPRL, HEAE; BN, H5MGz, SE5ERRRCE) A ke, 5B R e
PREIE e, A2 Ok, EBZBAE, HEATHE W,

B, EMEE, FEMIBZY, UEIAE, BRSE, HHATEE =8,

AEE, RFEETE. FBE, RREMAEL, Jtmite, BEHmEs, &E
EGR) A2, fEIEmfs, l’lli\%’%ﬂﬁﬁxz, JITRR AN i rél Bro, AAEINE E R
R,

C50. The Northern Di

The Northern Di dwell without city walls, they wander about following the availability of
water and pasture land. When the situation is beneficial, they invade the Chinese territories
to the south; when the situation is unfavourable, they escape north to the Yinshan moun-
tains where they can secure and defend themselves. When hungry, they capture wild ani-
mals and drink milk; when cold, they sleep on skins and wear pelts. They gallop around
and hunt with bows; they consider killing as their main duty. They cannot be tamed with
moral principles, cannot be subjugated with weapons.

The Han say that they would not fight them and there are three main reasons for this: The
Han soldiers now toil the earth, now fight, thus they are fatigued and timid. The barbarians,
on the other hand, raise livestock and hunt, thus they are agile and courageous. Opposing
the agile with the fatigued, the courageous with the timid is not an equal fight. This is the
first reason why they cannot be fought.

The Han are good at marching on foot and can cover a hundred li a day. The barbarians are
good at riding on horseback and thus can cover more than twice as much in a day. When
the Han are in pursuit of the barbarians, they haul their provisions and carry their armour
during the chase. When the barbarians are in pursuit of the Han, they move at great speed
and transport things on horseback. Since the efficiency of transporting things on horseback
and carrying those on foot is different, the means of pursuit are unequal. This is the second
reason why they cannot be fought.
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The Han mostly fight on foot, the barbarians mostly fight on horseback. When competing
for the advantages of the terrain, riding is faster than walking. The great difference between
the efficiency of slowness and speed: this is the third reason why they cannot be fought.

There is no other way to deal with them than guarding the frontier line. The way of guarding
the frontier line lies in choosing and employing a good general; training elite officers to
resist them; extending the farmlands of military camps and filling those [with soldiers];
erecting beacon towers to expect them (i.e. the enemy); waiting for their vulnerable mo-
ments and taking advantage of those; relying on their multitude®” to overcome them. This
is referred to as having the bandits eradicate themselves without expending our resources;
having the barbarians console themselves without exhausting our own people.

What we see here are the well-known traditional categories for China’s neigh-
bours, commonly translated into English as Eastern, Southern, Western and
Northern Barbarians. The appellations go back to pre-Qin times but in later peri-
ods they lost their specificity and became used as generic terms for different non-
Chinese ethnicities according to their geographical distribution. Similar descrip-
tions of the types of people living at the four cardinal directions of the Chinese
world are known in other sources and these are often found within the framework
of the cosmogony of Five Phases and Four Seasons.®” In terms of wording, indi-
vidual elements of the description of foreign tribes in the Jiangyuan seem to have
their roots in the official histories compiled during the mid 7* century (e.g. Nan
shi Fg 52, Bei shi J1;57), with bits and pieces of it occurring as early as the Shiji. Yet
as a system, it seems most closely resembling the Tongdian 3%, the comprehen-
sive encyclopaedia compiled by Du You towards the end of the 8 century.®” In
the section titled “Bianfang” #[j (Frontier defence), the Tongdian demarcates
the world beyond the borders of the Tang empire using the four categories of East-

673 The word zhong % (“multitude”) is problematic in this context. Other editions of the text,
including some from the Ming dynasty, have in this place ¥ (“decline”) which fits the context
perfectly, as it would produce the phase “relying on their decline to overcome them.”

674 For example, in Chapter 12 of the Han dynasty medical treatise Huangdi Neijing Suwen ¥ 7
W #LZ M, we see a similar description of the world according to the four cardinal directions and
the peoples living there. Only in this case, in order to conform with the Five Phases model, we
also have an additional region called Center, where the people do not have to work that hard
and, as a result, suffer from illnesses caused by lack of exercise.

675 The Tongdian was officially presented to the throne in 801, although Du You had worked
on it for over thirty years prior to that, and made minor changes up until his death in 812 (Twitch-
ett 2002, 106-107). Although we know that much of the Tongdian came from earlier sources,
including the now lost Zhengdian B4 by 8"-century scholar Liu Zhi ZIF%, it is unclear from
where Du You adopted his detailed typology of China’s neighbours.
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ern Yi, Southern Man, Western Rong, and Northern Di, which match the descrip-
tion at the end of the Jiangyuan. Only in the Tongdian, this serves as the general
framework for a much more detailed analysis of various ethnicities. Thus the four
sections, into which the Western Rong category is divided, include no fewer than
seventy-six peoples and kingdoms, ranging from Kucha and Loulan to Persia and
India. The Western Rong is also the category into which the Dangxiang tribes,
ancestors of the Tanguts, are grouped. The Northern Di, on the other hand, have
fewer categories, although some groups (e.g. the Xiongnu and the Turks) are
treated in more detail.

What distinguishes the Jiangyuan from its sources is that, being a text on mil-
itary strategy, it specifically identifies these foreign tribes as a threat and offers a
practical solution how each of them could or should be fought. Yet it does not
take long to recognise that the four categories of barbarians around the Chinese
domain are not immediately relevant for the Tangut state at the end of the 12
century.®® They had different neighbours: the Tibetans to the south and south-
west, the Jurchens to the east and southeast, the Kara-Khitans®”’ to the west, and
the Mongols to the north. By the end of the 12" century, the Tanguts did not share
a border with the Southern Song state, as the southern frontier region was by that
time under Jurchen control. In fact, from the perspective of the Chinese Jiang-
yuan, the Tanguts would have been understood to belong to the category of West-
ern Barbarians, as is the case with the Dangxiang tribes in the Tongdian. Perhaps
this is the reason why the Tangut translation omits three of the four neighbours
and includes only the Northern Di. After all, reading about how to fight “neigh-
bours” like the Southern Man in the regions of the modern Yunnan and Guizhou
provinces would have been irrelevant for a Tangut audience.

Before proceeding to the Tangut translation, it is worth pointing out that this
last part of the Jiangyuan stands apart from the rest of the text, and instead of
discussing theoretical strategic issues of warfare and leadership, it provides a ste-
reotypical and idealized of the peoples living in the four corners of the Chinese
world. This sharp contrast with the rest of the text, coupled with its location at
the very end of the work, raises the possibility that these four sections are a later
addendum to a text that did not originally contain them. Nevertheless, they occur

676 Arguably this description of neighbouring barbarian tribes threatening a central unified
domain does not reflect the political conditions of the 3™ century AD when Zhuge Liang lived.
677 The Kara-Khitans (or Qara-Khitans) were descendants of the Khitans who had fled their
homeland after the Jurchen conquest of the Liao and established the Western Liao dynasty
(1124-1218) in Central Asia. For a detailed study of the Kara-Khitan state, see Biran 2005.
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in the earliest surviving Chinese editions, including manuscript copies of the Shu-
ofu from the Ming dynasty. Interestingly, a 1646 edition of the Shuofu kept at
Princeton University Library omits these four sections altogether, ending the text
immediately after Section C46. The evident explanation for this is that the de-
scription of the barbarians living beyond the borders as the enemies of the state
would have felt insulting for the Manchu rulers who by this time have conquered
China. As Eric Grinstead puts it, “[t]he rulers of the Ch’ing dynasty, being Man-
chus — that is, northern non-Chinese — could well have felt themselves included
in the general term.”%® In his study of the Shuofu, King P’ei-Yuan mentions that
from the Qianlong ¥2[% (1735-1796) and Jiaqing %= /¥ (1796—-1821) reign periods,
the work in its original form was prohibited because of the numerous references
that appeared offensive to the Manchu ancestors.®”

There are many similar cases of textual omission due to politico-ethnic sen-
sitivity from the Manchu period. In a study of this phenomenon, Hans van Ess
demonstrates how Qing editors changed and omitted references to barbarians in
Song or Ming texts because they felt that these were too much resonant with their
own identity.*®° One such case is the Siku quanshu U )& 4= 2 edition of Hu Anguo’s
#A22B Chungiu zhuan %X f%, in which all references to the Western Rong and
Northern Di barbarians were removed.®! To support van Ess’s observation, we
can also note that the part on the four barbarians is also missing from the Shuofu
edition included in the Siku quanshu.%®

This, of course, does not mean that this last part of the Jiangyuan was not
transmitted during the Qing. We have a later manuscript in the collection of the
Shanghai Library, annotated by the 18"-century scholar Shen Kepei it 7%
(1737-1799), which has these four sections joined together into a single section

678 Grinstead 1962, 36.

679 King 1946, 1.

680 van Ess 2002.

681 Ibid.

682 At the same time, the Jiangyuan’s descriptions of the four barbarians appear in the Siku
quanshu as block quotes in the Ming dynasty encyclopaedia Tushu bian [& ## (1613). The ency-
clopaedia quotes the full text of Southern Man, Western Rong and Northern Di sections, sepa-
rated from each other and inserted into its own categorisation of China’s neighbours. The text,
however, omits the section on the Eastern Yi, no doubt because it did not fit its more detailed
elaboration of these peoples. Yet the fact that the other three sections appear in the Siku quanshu
in their full form suggests that the process of censoring out references to the Rong and Di bar-
barians was either not comprehensive or not thorough.
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called “Four Barbarians” 3.5 Therefore, while the arrangement of the rest of
the Jiangyuan is fairly consistent throughout the extant editions, the part with the
last four sections shows much lesser stability. The Tangut version of the Jiang-
yuan presents yet another version of this account, even though it does not omit it
entirely.

Another example of the way the sensitive issue of barbarians was dealt with
during the Manchu dynasty is seen in the version of the Jiangyuan (titled Xinshu
[Book of Heart]) preserved in a 1705 edition of the Zhongwu Zhi ‘£ iiz& by Zhang
Penghe 5RMERH (1649-1705). Here the term “Eastern Yi” % is written as % %%,
with the second character replaced with a phonetically equivalent ethnonym that
is deprived of negative connotations.®®* While the names for the Western Rong
and the Southern Man remain unchanged in the text, the Northern Di appear un-
der the label “Northern Enemies” Jt#{, in which the word “enemies” (di ) is yet
another phonetic substitution of a non-offensive nature. In addition, the larger
part of the final section of the original text is omitted in this edition.

We should also consider that during the medieval period and later the names
of the four barbarians lost their specificity and were only used as general desig-
nations, rather as ethnonyms than for specific groups of foreigners. This is most
vividly demonstrated by an undated manuscript copy most likely written in the
second half of the 19® century.®® At the end of this booklet, a note added by a
different hand commented on the description of the four barbarians:

FPRIRIBRAE , B DONEL , MREEmR 2, WEEWmWRE , RSN R E W,
If we create a rift between them, a gap will be born. We should harass them with internal
disorder, wait for their vulnerable moments and take advantage of those; drive them away

683 Xinshu jiaozhu yi juan {0»# 1 E—%:, Shanghai Library, Dept. of Rare Books, No. 802672
79. This is a concise edition with less than half of the text and no section numbers. It is hard to
know whether Shen Kepei only wanted to comment on these parts and consequently left the rest
of the text out or he was working from an earlier copy that already had this arrangement.

684 Such areplacement of characters in a text is strongly reminiscent of the practice of imperial
name taboos.

685 Xinshu bufen juan #2144, Shanghai Library, Dept. of Rare Books, No. 863710. The
manuscript is undated, but p. 20 has a comment on the top margin written in Manchu. In addi-
tion, there is an owner’s seal imprint with the words “Descendant of the Three Generals” = &
1% A. The library catalogue states that this is a late Qing copy, which might be based on the cir-
cumstances of its acquisition, although there is no mention of any of this information in the cat-
alogue. A 19"-century dating is also supported by the fact that this edition is much closer in its
wording and textual features to the Zhang Shu edition than to earlier editions.
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when they are in decline. These are the very essence of examining the state of affairs and
resisting foreign countries.

As a comment on how to fight foreign powers (waiguo #&), this note dramati-
cally reflects the situation of the last decades of the Qing dynasty, when China
was under increasing pressure from the outside. Obviously, Western powers and
Japan could not have been equated with the Western Rong and the Eastern Yi, yet
the advice in this last part of the Jiangyuan is so generic that a late Qing reader
with patriotic sentiments would have had no difficulty in applying these words
to his own situation and seeing them as an advice on how to resist foreign aggres-
sion.

6.5 The northern neighbours

The Tangut translation also consists of numbered sections but their order and
numbers do not match those of the extant Chinese versions. Moreover, while the
Chinese text has fifty sections, the Tangut has only thirty-seven, thus there are
sections that do not appear in the translation. As the first half of the Tangut man-
uscript is missing, we only have Sections T20-T37. Not counting these differ-
ences, for the most part the Tangut translation follows the Chinese relatively
faithfully, without major deviations.

The only part that shows significant discrepancy is the last four sections of
the Chinese text (C47-C50), which describe the four barbarians, as the Tangut
translation omits the first three of these. The description of the Northern Di ap-
pears in the translation as Section T37, which is also the last one. T37 also in-
cludes section C46 of the Chinese text. In other words, the last section of the Tan-
gut translation (T37) combines sections C46 and C50 of the Chinese version and
leaves out the description of the three barbarians in sections C47, C48 and C49.
To show this correlation in a slightly more transparent way, below are the last
five sections of the Chinese version:

C46. “Authoritative Orders” &4
C47. “The Eastern Yi” 35

C48. “The Southern Man” Fg %
C49. “The Western Rong” 78 7,
C50. “The Northern Di” dt%k

Of these, only C46 and C50 appear in the Tangut translation, united into section
T37, with the title pju wer so ya $ja tsew TRIFE I T (5] (B =1L (5] “37™:
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Authoritative demeanour”).®® This title undoubtedly corresponds to the title of
C46 of the Chinese text, even if it is not an exact match. In the manuscript, the
first three and a half lines of T37 cover the contents of C46 and the rest is the
translation of C50.

Below I present a translation and transcription of the Tangut text correspond-
ing to Section C50. The passage in question is the description of the Northern Di,
beginning three and half-lines into Section T37 of the Tangut text, which is why
the first line in my transcription is indented. The first three lines of the section
(i.e. the part I do not translate here) roughly correspond to the Section C46 of the
Chinese text, describing how the general or ruler sets an example with his con-
duct for those below him and if it is not the case, then he would be no different
from tyrants such as Jie 4 and Zhou #}. While the Tangut text here follows C46
(as far as we can tell from the mutilated lines), the last third of the Chinese text is
clearly left out. Instead, the Tangut text continues seamlessly with the translation
of C50, describing the Northern Di barbarians. This sudden change of subject is
especially interesting because the Tangut text faithfully follows the Chinese ver-
sion up to this point. Yet the final section of the Tangut translation presents a text
that is structurally different from the extant Chinese versions.

Because the Tangut scroll is missing its lower half, the lines are incomplete.
As we have seen above, each line would have had around 20 characters, and the
missing characters at the end of lines appear as empty squares ([]).%*

(1S S . W e [ i O 0O
5888 1794 2541 3583 0289 5856 1918 0490

gjiw -0 dzjwo tja we ya mji  gji

& ¥ A & W th A K

wide lord man TOP citywall inside not relyon

The lords of the steppes do not find shelter inside city walls [...]

686 The suffix tsew 4 for producing ordinal numbers is missing because of the damage to this
part of the manuscript, but it can be reconstructed based on the context.

687 The text presented here is continuous and does not follow the layout (e.g. line length) in
the manuscript.
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O O o #% e ] E %, A BE
0705 5882 2937 0390 5113 2341 1918
zZjij zar Ihjij  khjwi  -wiji tSier mji
IRy ¥ 54 v il A
when Han state attack make benefit not

When [...,] they attack the Han state; when it is disadvantageous for them,

i %% i it itk A ke O O O
1599 0705 4871 2181 2858 3789 2551

rjir zZjij nar gjij zjir tsu lja

3 I th N pL:S peis &

attain when mountain river far flee hide

they flee far away and hide amidst the mountains and rivers [...]*®

O O O ® %% Tk 17 S Y i i
4534 0705 3065 4658 0143 0089 1212
dzjwiw zjij lhju  thji dzjij tShja gjwi
i i 7L /4 7E + E
hungry when milk drink cold on pelt

[...] When hungry, they drink milk; when cold, they wear pelts.

X

#  O 0O 0O

%o it i i £ (s

4906 2758 5683 0558 1922 0487 4225
giwi  khwa +jir njijr khia sjwu  sja
Jik R B 5 A 34
wear enclose hunt animal shoot life kill

They shoot wild animals in battue hunts, killing life [...]

688 The Chinese and Tangut versions slightly differ here. The Chinese only says that when the
Northern Di are powerful, they invade the areas in the south, whereas the Tangut states that the
Lords of the Steppes come and destroy Chinese territories.
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O O O # G # e G #
4916 5880 4279 5643 0303 2019 4950
ywej gwu W mji  dzjij thja  rjir
ik i1} ik fi H H A
fight CONJ submit no consent they COMIT

[...] cannot be subjugated by fighting. There are

# it i it i fi& . o O O
4916 2090 1943 0535 3583 5865 5932

ywej  lew nja Sjij tja SO ma
L34 Cl} 3k A = = Hif
fight can not TOP three  kind

three reasons why they cannot be fought [...]

O O 0O &= i il i H [ I 4
4916 0412 0413 4465 4675 2935 5888
ywej tji Jar lj 1jijr la gjiw
L3y )7 e 55 5 z J#
fight tired tired toil hardship many wide

[...] fight, thus they are fatigued and experience much hardship.

7 T2 . Zlh i o o o o O
1794 0558 1922 5169 0308
‘0 njijr khia njwi lhji

ES BR 5 (514 %
lord animal shoot agile brave

The lords of the steppes, [on the other hand,] shoot wild animals, are agile and
brave.
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o 0O = 1 7t M. Ik W i
1290 5708 0535 0508 5882 1531 2627
tsew zju §jij pgwu  zar gja lji

- B {7 A P B B Hh
one ORD lack be Han troops land

[... ] This is the first inadequacy. The Han troops can march

A e 2l EL Ei gl ., O O O
0026 5911 5300 2440 2798 2804 0123
pwu  khwa tji nji +jir bju dzji
Ui pES - H H L i
limit far one day hundred li walk

on foot a hundred li in one day. [...]

O O 0O #% fit 78 g f # [
5981 0740 5531 5882 5888 1794 1906
-a biij gjij zar gjiw -0 niow
— & Bk b & £ 1%
one times more Han wide lord  behind

[...] more than twice as much. When the Han are

W, R W & # d., O O 0O O
2356 4513 1366 3148 2781 0156
dzjiw dzji  dzjwij dzju  nijij wiir
& i =Y i % &

chase grain food weapon weapon carry

in pursuit of the lords of the steppes, they [have to carry] their provisions and
weapons.

689 The first character of the word dzji dzjwij Wi (K& ¥ “grains, provisions”) is written in the
manuscript as lji it (F ), producing the awkward and unattested word lji dzjwij #i i (& “fra-
grant grains”). It is therefore likely that this is a mistake and that the much more common word
dzji dzjwij Rita (F2 1 “grains, provisions”) was intended, and this is how I transcribe it.
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O O O A (G ® & i filt (/3
1906 2356 0520 0089 0824 5417 0768

niow  dzjiw dzej tShja tShji rjar ?
1% B Tt s bii iH &
behind chase ride on swift  swift reach

[...] ride in pursuit [of the Han], they reach them swiftly.

oW w2 &R W #® o Bl
0123 0520 3912 5643 1737 4027 1290 5708 0535 0508

dzji dzej bji mji  ka nji tsew  zju §jij pwu
. & O - £ [ A 2
walk ride pace not equal two ORD lack be

When [transporting things] on foot or on horseback, the pace is unequal. This is
the second inadequacy.

O & &) it i # 54 % It i
5882 0123 5414 5888 1794 0520 2407 2935 2302

zar dzji rejr gjiiw -0 dzej dzej la lji
b w E2 & E i e % J&

Han walk much wide lord ride ride much wind

[... the Han] mostly [walk], the lords of the steppes mostly ride horses.

it # #, %% [ i O 0O o O
0535 2043 2043 0705 0520 2520
§jij da da zjij dzej  dzjir
A F F EEEE B
compete compete time ride fast

When competing for environmental advantages,® riding is faster than [...]

690 Here the phrase Jji $jij {3t (EJE ) translated into English as “environmental advantages”
is somewhat problematic. The Chinese equivalent in this place of the text is “nature of terrain”
HuJE. Instead of the word “terrain,” the Tangut uses the word Jji # (“wind”), presumably to refer
to the weather. See also the discussion in the next chapter on the §jij i suffix and its use in
translating the phrase “nature of terrain” i Ji.
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30

Ny

2019
thja
H

>N

this

#
4950
Tjir

A
COMIT

#
4916
ywej
L34
fight

£
2090
lew
Gl

can

i

1943
nja
1

P

not

]’ﬁ%
5354
thiji
Jlig
this

[...] great. This is the third inadequacy why they (i.e. the barbarians) cannot be

O O O #
2893
khwej
N
big

fought.

Wit 1% i

3583 5865 1290

tja SO tsew

H = g

TOP three ORD

Only [...]

O o O .
0500
tsju
BU'g
attack

1
5708

zju

lack

=
iz

1531
gja

G

army

it W&o

0535 0508

§jij pwu

A &

be

Ei i
2805 2716
bju rjijr
it *
general good

X%
=

3317

lew

1

only

£
5871

ZeW

(55

employ

[...] attack; to employ a good general to command the troops;

#® R K
0524 4520 2513
dzju biji ‘ju
i EcH G
command direct often

%
2258
Khju
(78
guard

to often guard connecting(?) ...

ZT; 691
4976
‘wejr
oF
guard

)
0835

sa
%

connect

it
5264
mjijr
%

troops

691 The characters used to write the word khju -wejr 4% %% (f&5F “guard”) appear in the manu-
script in reversed order but this error was corrected by placing a reversal mark between them. I
transcribe them here in their correct order as indicated by the correction mark.
692 Because this is the last line of text before the colophon that begins on a new line, we cannot
be certain how many characters there were originally in this line. Therefore, I place only a single
square box here for the character partially visible on the manuscript.
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It is obvious that there are significant differences between this Tangut version
and the parallel part of the received Chinese text translated earlier. Among the
most conspicuous features of the Tangut text is that the Northern Di barbarians
of the Chinese text are described under the label gjiw -0 1% (& “lords of the
wide”). The English translation “lords of the steppes” is suggested by Kepping,*>
whereas Grinstead uses the term “lords of the great plain.”®* Although both
terms basically convey the same meaning, I prefer Kepping’s translation because
it seems to fit the context better. In the Tangut term gjiw -o 1% ¥, the word gjiw 1%
is understood to refer to some sort of wideness or broadness, and is usually ren-
dered into Chinese using the words guang f# (“broad”) or kuan % (“wide”). In
the Tangut dictionary Sea of Characters (-Jwir gjow % fi; Ch. Wenhai i,
54.161), this word is explained as signifying the wideness of terrain, which in our
text this clearly refers to vast expanses of open terrain without trees or moun-
tains, i.e. the steppe.

Kepping also identifies three other ethnonyms in Tangut ritual songs for the
peoples at the other cardinal directions, namely “lords of the West” (i.e. the Ti-
betans), “lords of the East” (i.e. the Chinese) and “lords of the mountains”, a
group that resided to the south of the Tangut domain.®® While Kepping believes
that the “lords of the steppes” in our manuscript provides the “missing indige-
nous term” for the ethnic group that resided to the north of the Tangut empire, it
is perhaps more likely that these terms were not concrete ethnonyms but refer-
ences to peoples based on their place of residence from the point of view of a
centre. I suspect that these terms were used similar to how in English we may use
words such as “westerner” or “easterner,” “highlander” or “lowlander,” without
the intent to specify actual ethnicities.® This is particularly likely if we consider
that the neighbours of the Tanguts changed several times in the course of their
migrations and subsequent expansion.

A similar term appears in the Tangut text Newly Collected Grains of Gold
Placed in the Palm, where the neighbours of the Tanguts are described as fol-
lows:*”

693 Kepping and Gong 2003, 21.

694 Grinstead 1962, 36.

695 Kepping and Gong 2003, 20.

696 The Chinese terms for the four barbarians (i.e. Western Rong, Northern Di, Eastern Yi and
Southern Man) by this time also lost their specificity and thus ceased to be used as ethnonyms.
Yet the terms in Chinese are not descriptive but ultimately derive from concrete early Chinese
ethnonyms. Each of these terms has specific connotations or stereotypes associated with it, pre-
cisely as this is described in the Chinese Jiangyuan.

697 For a description and translation of this text, see Kychanov 1969.
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The Tanguts march bravely and vigorously,

The Khitans walk in a slow pace,

The Tibetans mostly revere the buddhas and monks,
The Chinese all like vernacular literature,

The Uyghurs drink sour milk,

The “lords of the mountains” love to eat buckwheat.*%®

The ethnonym $id -0 Iifi ¥ (1L & lords of the mountains) in the last line matches
the format of the term “lords of the steppes,” as well as the other terms identified
by Kepping in the ritual songs. Kychanov raises the possibility that $id -o i  is
used phonetically to write the name of a country, namely, Shanshan #(3& in the
area of Lopnor.*” Considering the above examples, as well as its occurrence of
the term in the ritual songs, it seems perhaps more likely that this is a native Tan-
gut term of a descriptive nature, rather than a phonetic transcription. Which peo-
ple it specifically refers to, however, remains a mystery.

In the Jiangyuan passage above, the lords of the steppes are contrasted with
the Han, whose name is written as zar #%, which in Tangut translations of Chinese
texts commonly renders the ethnonym han ¥ (“Han, Chinese”). This means that
the translation kept its Sinocentric perspective and the people fighting the lords
of the steppes are still the Han, and not the Tanguts. No attempt was made to
substitute the Han with the Tanguts in order to make the text truly relevant for
native readership, which suggests that the text was regarded not as a manual
with concrete instructions on how to defend the Tangut homeland but was kept
as a Chinese military treatise, which was relevant only as an example of a partic-
ular type of attitude and logic.”®

A fundamental question in evaluating the quality and purpose of the trans-
lation is to examine how closely it follows the Chinese text. Although we are at a

698 I adopt with slight modification the Russian translation from Kychanov 1971, 157. The first
four lines of Kychanov’s translation are, in turn, adopted from Nevskij 1960, v. 1, 81. For a de-
2009, 2010 and 2012).

699 Kychanov 1971, 158.

700 With reference to the translation of military treatises (Sushu %, Huangshi gong sanliie
and Liutao) into Manchu, Stephen Durrant (1979, 654-655) pointed out that these would have
offered little precise knowledge of concrete strategies for warfare. Instead, he suggested that it
was the ostensible authors of these texts that were the subject of interest, as they all “were asso-
ciated with a rising power on the eve of its conquest, and the Mukden rulers might have gained
a particular interest in them by a perceived, and at that time desired, analogy between the earlier
pre-conquest powers and themselves.” On this point, see also discussion in next chapter.
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disadvantage because more than a third of each line (i.e. the lower part) is miss-
ing in the manuscript, it is nevertheless apparent that the Tangut version in gen-
eral matches the Chinese one. While the translation was not carried out in a rigid
word-for-word manner, the content in the two languages can be easily aligned
with each other. In some cases the same sense is expressed in more (or fewer)
words but there are no fundamental discrepancies. An exception is the very end
of Section C50 which offers concrete solutions on how to deal with the Northern
Di (i.e. “picking a good general to employ,” etc.). The Tangut version (T37) omits
most of this part, of which we can be certain because the end of the manuscript
is complete and thus the translation comes to an end here. Based on its content
there appears to be no obvious reason why the missing text would have been
deemed unnecessary for Tangut readers, yet this portion is present in all Chinese
editions.”! This, of course, does not prove that these sentences were also part of
the edition used by the Tangut translator. In fact, as I suggest in the following
section, I am of the opinion that the Chinese text from which the Tangut version
was translated probably already had the same arrangement as the Tangut trans-
lation and that the extant Chinese version of the text is a later development in the
history of the text.

6.6 Translation vs. adaptation

We have seen that while the Tangut manuscript maintains the Sinocentric per-
spective of the original text, it excludes three of the four barbarians, describing
only the Northern Di. The translation calls this horse-riding people the lords of
the steppes, a term that could have referred to the Mongols who by the beginning
of the 13" century had established a significant military presence along the north-
ern border of the Tangut state. Such an identification would have important ram-
ifications for the date of the translation. With no explicit clues to date the manu-
script, the possibility of a Mongol threat beyond the northern frontier would
suggest an early 13" century dating for the Tangut version, which to some extent
would disagree with our current understanding that most secular writings were
translated during the 12™ century. The lords of the steppes however could have
equally referred to the Khitans or Jurchens, and such identification would indi-
cate a much earlier date for the text. There were wars with the Khitans already
during the reign Yuanhao, when the Tanguts were greatly outnumbered and had

701 Except, of course, the Qing dynasty editions in which this part was censored out altogether.



254 — Translation vs. adaptation

to withdraw deep into Tangut territories to avoid direct encounters with the en-
emy. More importantly, the description of Northern Di is present in the Chinese
text which would have predated the Mongol period, not to speak of the stereotyp-
ical characteristics of these people, which go back to even earlier times. While it
is true that the Mongols were also a horse-riding militant nation in the north,
throughout Chinese history the northern steppes had been occupied by nomadic
tribes who led a similar lifestyle. The descriptive property of the term lords of the
steppes also suggests that the Tanguts used this not as a reference to a specific
ethnicity but as an umbrella term for nomadic tribes in the north.

As to why the sections describing the other three types of barbarians do not
appear in the translation, theoretically it would be possible to argue that this was
the only ethnic agglomeration of the original four that fit the Tangut worldview.
Despite their geographical location, the Liao and later the Jin states would not
have been called Eastern Barbarians (Dong Yi) because they represented high
culture from the perspective of the Tanguts who had at one point been in a sub-
ordinate position to them, acting as their vassal state. These states occupied ter-
ritories which for many centuries had been part of the Chinese cultural domain,
and effectively acted as heirs to that tradition. Similarly, the Song, who had been
adjacent to the Tanguts until the Jurchens pushed them further south, did not fit
into the categories of Eastern or Southern Barbarians. The Tibetans to the south
and southwest, once again, were not “barbarians” from a Tangut perspective but
a civilisation with which the Tanguts shared an important part of their cultural
heritage. The cultural dependency and indebtedness of the Tanguts to their
neighbours is also demonstrated by the fact that besides the Tangut language,
Tibetan and Chinese were both widely used in the Tangut state. This attests not
only to the multi-ethnicity of the empire but also to its most principal cultural and
political connections. The shared Buddhist background between these states may
have also interfered with seeing them as “barbarians,” especially since Buddhism
spread to the Tangut empire from China and Tibet.

Therefore, of the four stereotypical barbarians in the Chinese version of the
Jiangyuan, it was only the northern neighbours that could not be associated with
some form of high culture and a common religious tradition. This was the only
group of the four that corresponded to the Tangut geography in which the centre
itself was moved from its original Chinese epicentre to the northwest, creating a
completely different cultural and geographical layout. Accordingly, while it is
tempting to regard the Mongols as the greatest threat to the Tangut domain, this
becomes evident only in retrospect, whereas at the time the Jurchens would have
probably represented a more formidable military challenge.
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Having said that, the discrepancies between the Tangut and Chinese versions
in other parts of this text make it possible that the translation followed its source
text relatively closely and at least some of the differences can often be attributed
to the variation between different versions of the Chinese text. Although we have
no access to the version used by the Tangut translator, in many cases the seeming
discrepancies can be matched to the wording in one of the early editions of the
Jiangyuan. This is consistent with the phenomenon mentioned on several occa-
sions in this book, namely, that Tangut translators were unlikely to be involved
in editing the Chinese text and even when we do not have a Chinese version
matching the Tangut text, it may be simply because that version was subse-
quently lost. The same point is also demonstrated by the fact that there are also
examples of Tangut texts evidently translated from Chinese but for which we do
not have the Chinese original anymore. From this point of view it is quite possible
that the Tangut General’s Garden followed faithfully a Chinese edition, including
the last section devoted to the description of barbarian tribes, and that the form
we see in the Tangut manuscript was in fact taken directly from a now lost Chi-
nese version.

The Tangut manuscript is the earliest known version of the Jiangyuan and it
may preserve a form of the text that predates the Ming editions available to us
today. Consequently, it is not impossible that originally this last section dis-
cussed only the northern barbarians and the four-fold division of China’s neigh-
bours according to the four cardinal directions was introduced only later, possi-
bly under the influence of works such as the Tongdian. An additional argument
in favour of this hypothesis is that in the Tangut manuscript the description of
the lords of the steppes does not appear in a separate section by itself but forms
part of section T37 (i.e. the last section of the Tangut text), the beginning of which
matches in content with C46. The separation of the description of the lords of the
steppes from the rest of section T37 may have become necessary when the text
was augmented and the four-fold division was created.

The important point here is that the last part of the Tangut version does not
simply omit the description of three of the four types of barbarians but uses a
framework that does not operate in terms of the four-fold division at all. It is only
because of our knowledge of the transmitted version of the Chinese text that it
appears as if there was an omission or abridgment. But if we do not try to match
the Tangut text with the Chinese one, we will be able to see that the description
of the enemy in the Tangut version does not necessarily require three additional
categories but works perfectly well by itself.
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In light of the above, I suspect that the Tangut translator did not adapt the
text for local readership but instead relied on a Chinese version no longer availa-
ble to us. Likewise, the different sequence of sections in the Tangut manuscript
may go back to a Chinese version, as it would be hard to find a plausible expla-
nation for a translator to radically rearrange the original text, especially if it keeps
the title also attested in the Chinese context. In this sense, the Tangut General’s
Garden is an important witness of the early stage of the formation of this text from
before it reached the relatively stable form we are familiar with today. This hy-
pothesis, however, can be conclusively proven or refuted only if an early version
of the Chinese text comes to light.
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As a result of ambitious translation activity, the Tanguts partially replicated the
extensive world of Chinese texts in their own language. The majority of transla-
tions focused on Buddhist texts and it is possible that religious considerations
played a central role in the nation-building agenda and the invention of the
Tangut script.’” Translations of secular works may have been part of the same
movement, although on a smaller scale. Nevertheless, their number is consider-
able, especially when contrasted with the scarcity of native Tangut literature
that survives today. It is hard to know whether this imbalance in favour of Chi-
nese (and to a smaller extent Tibetan) texts is a peculiarity of Khara-khoto and
other sites closer to the epicentre of the Tangut homeland would one day yield
substantial quantities of books with native Tangut literature. So far, the situa-
tion has been exactly the opposite, as the texts found at other sites are almost
exclusively of Buddhist content, which in itself shows the unique nature of the
Khara-khoto materials.

The world of Chinese secular texts reproduced in Tangut translations raises
the same question asked earlier in this book with regard to the various mengshu
translated from Chinese, namely, why would the Tanguts need all these works
and not rely more extensively on their own oral tradition? In the case of the
mengshu, 1 saw the reasons in the prestige of the Chinese written word and a
conscious affiliation with Chinese culture. The Tanguts adopted Chinese-type
Buddhism and along with it the Chinese script, much the same way as it hap-
pened with China’s other neighbours in East Asia. The Tanguts, however, went
a step further and in addition created their own script. This new script was im-
mediately put into use both on the level of administration and for translating
the Buddhist canon which they claimed to have completed in about fifty years’
time, in contrast with the Chinese who continued to translate these works from
Indic languages for nearly a millennium.

In addition to the multitude of Buddhist texts, the ruins of Khara-khoto also
yielded a considerable number of Tangut translations of secular Chinese texts.
In this chapter I am chiefly interested in how these worked together as a literary
and cultural corpus in an entirely different linguistic setting. My concern is with

702 Dunnell (1996, 7) writes about the “inseparability of Xia Buddhism and state formation,”
whereas Kepping (1998, 360) goes as far as stating that “[b]eyond doubt the translation of the
Buddhist Canon was the main event in the spiritual life of the eleventh-century Tangut Em-
pire.”
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intertextuality, whether the connections and links these texts had in their native
environment were preserved or lost in the course of translation. I examine ex-
amples of discrepancies between multiple Tangut versions of the same (or simi-
lar) Chinese phrases or passages in order to assess the consistency of their
translation. In order to create a relatively well controlled environment where
variation cannot be attributed to the diversity of the material, I limit my analysis
to translations of Chinese military works. My aim is to show that even within
such a closely defined body of texts we encounter inconsistencies. This not only
demonstrates that the texts were translated by different people at different times
but also that translations were usually done without consulting existing transla-
tions. Furthermore, the differences in the transliteration of the names of major
historical figures from the Chinese tradition show that the Tanguts did not al-
ways have a generally accepted convention for writing these in their own script
but often transcribed them anew whenever they encountered them. Similarly, it
is possible that the translations, as it was the case with Buddhist translations in
the Chinese context, were done in teams and translating a single text may have
involved a number of people, who at times made different choices.

7.1 Tangut translations of Chinese military texts

The Tangut translations of most military texts are believed to have been made
during the second half of the 12 century. Together they represent an important
part of the Tangut materials available to us today. As texts for which we have
parallel Chinese versions, they are invaluable for enriching our linguistic
knowledge of Tangut, including its syntax, morphology, and lexicon. When
aligned side by side, however, Chinese and Tangut versions often exhibit differ-
ences, ranging from minor discrepancies in wording to omissions or additions
of complete sentences and sections. As already mentioned, often these diver-
gences were the result of the translators working from Chinese editions that are
no longer extant and it is not necessarily true that they took liberties with the
texts for a variety of reasons. At the same time, there was inevitably a certain
amount of localization as the translators tried to fit the texts into their own cul-
tural and linguistic environment and make them more accessible for Tangut
readers. At times they left out details they regarded as inconsequential, or inte-
grated commentary-type explanations for passages that otherwise would have
been obscure for a Tangut audience.

In terms of the surviving non-Buddhist materials written in Tangut, works
on military strategy represent one of the main categories. This pronounced in-
terest in military lore was certainly in tune with the dynamic expansion of the
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Tangut state from the 11" century onward, which entailed frequent wars with
the surrounding peoples. Longer stretches of peace were few and military val-
our would have certainly been among the highly prized qualities in the state.
This is not to say that the Tanguts were unusually violent and hostile people
who thrived on destroying their neighbours. The extant corpus of Tangut lan-
guage material largely consists of Buddhist texts but even among the secular
translations works on history, Confucianism and other “peaceful” subjects are
much better represented than those on military strategy. Neither were the Tan-
guts the only non-Chinese people in Central and East Asian history who valued
military works. For example, one of the earliest Chinese texts translated into
Manchu was the Sanguo yanyi, which is essentially a literary representation of
military lore.”® Early translations of military texts into Manchu include some of
the same titles found in Tangut (e.g. Huangshi gong sanliie, Liutao).”*

In any case, the surviving corpus of Tangut translations of works on mili-
tary strategy is significant in volume, demonstrating the interest in them on the
part of the Tanguts. Modern researchers have identified a number of titles but
additional fragments continue to be recognised as images of the books and
manuscripts are becoming accessible in digital and paper form. Thus while
some items were identified relatively early, discoveries continue to be made to
this day. Usually these are not entirely new texts but unidentified fragments of
otherwise known works, which are just as valuable for research. For example,
the existence of a relatively long fragment of a hitherto unknown part of the
Sunzi manuscript in St. Petersburg was revealed only in 2012.7%

Earlier in this book, we have already examined the Tangut General’s Garden
(Ch. Jiangyuan) and the Sunzi with Sunzi’s Biography (Ch. Sunzi zhuan). Besides
these texts, we are also aware of Tangut translations of the Liutao and the
Huangshi gong sanliie. Of these, the Liutao is a printed edition at the IOM in St.
Petersburg bound in a butterfly form. The surviving fragments contain some
duplicates, attesting to the fact that they come from more than one physical
copy of the book. In addition to the material at the IOM, Shi Jinbo has recently
identified a fragment at the British Library (0r.12380/0516), probably represent-
ing a different version from the printed edition in St. Petersburg.””® One of the
surprising aspects of the Tangut translation is that it includes two chapters
(pian &) which cannot be found in the received Chinese text. These two chap-

703 West 2005.

704 Durrant 1979, 654—655.
705 Sun 2012.

706 Shi 2010, 7.
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ters have been located as smaller bits of quotes in Tang dynasty encyclopaedias
such as the Taiping yulan and Du You’s Tongdian. On the basis of the Tangut
text, Nie Hongyin reconstructed the chapters missing from the received Chinese
text and his reconstruction later served as the basis for identifying the missing
parts in Tang encyclopaedias.”” The discrepancy between the Tangut transla-
tion and the received Chinese text was obviously the result of the Tangut trans-
lator using an edition which contained these two chapters and, therefore, was
quite a bit longer than the received text, which is ultimately based on the stand-
ardized version in the Song military canon Wujing gishu. Consequently, the
discovery of the Tangut translation of the Liutao has major implications for
studying the history of the Chinese text before the Song standardization of mili-
tary texts.

The Sanliie is a printed edition bound in a butterfly form and is currently
kept in St. Petersburg. The text was first identified by Nevsky and later also
included in the catalogue of Gorbacheva and Kychanov.”® Facsimile reproduc-
tions of the book were made available in vol. 11 of the Shanghai publication.’®
All surviving pages, grouped under three pressmarks, seem to belong to the
same book. The comparison with the Wujing gishu edition of the Chinese text
shows that the Tangut translation frequently omits phrases or even longer
strings of text, and in at least one part presents the text in a completely different
arrangement.”® Once again, these differences are not the result of the transla-
tor’s intervention but derive from a now lost edition of the Sanliie, which the
Tangut translator must have used.”™

Similarly, the Tangut translation contains occasional bits of text that are not
part of the received text of the Sanliie. These, however, were not added by the
translator either, as many of them can be found in medieval texts quoting the
Sanliie, attesting to the fact that in the medieval period these used to be part of
the Chinese text but were subsequently deleted from the version that was incor-
porated into the Wujing gishu.”? Although the missing portions do not amount
to complete chapters, as it was the case with the Liutao, the Tangut version of

707 For the reconstruction, see Nie 1996; for identifying bits of the text in Tang encyclopedias,
see Song 2004.

708 Gorbacheva and Kychanov 1963, 38-39.

709 Eluosi kexueyuan dongfang yanjiusuo Shengbidebao fensuo et al. 1996—, v. 11, 201-221.
710 Zhong 2005, 87—-88.

711 Ibid., 88.

712 Ibid.
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the Sanliie is an important witness of the textual history of the text prior to the
Song standardization.

In addition to the main text, the Tangut Sanliie also includes a commentary
by an unidentified commentator, which did not survive in Chinese editions of
the text.””® Even so, it shows a number of similarities with parts of the commen-
tary of the Sanliie included in the Changduan jing %34%, a composite text com-
piled by the Tang scholar Zhao Rui #4%% (fl. 716), even if the match is only par-
tial.”™* Moreover, part of the commentary matches the commentary of the Sanliie
as quoted in the Qunshu zhiyao #£Z 5%, an anthology completed in 631 under
the leadership of Wei Zheng %% (580-643).” Considering the relationship of
the commentaries with those in the Changduan jing and the Qunshu zhiyao,
Zhong Han #&#)5 suggested that this edition of the Sanliie may be the one men-
tioned in the bibliographic chapter of the Sui shu as including the commentary
by a certain Mr Cheng ji%[X;.. In the Sui shu bibliography, this is the only edition
of the Sanliie with a commentary.

In the Chinese context, by the Song period military texts have evolved into a
distinct genre with specific terminology and imagery. In 1080, under the orders
of the Song emperor Shenzong 5% (r. 1068-1085), seven works were officially
gathered into a canon by the name of Wujing gishu, a Song edition of which
survives to this day.”® The collection included the following seven titles:

(i) Sunzi bingfa

(i) Wuzi &F

(iii) Sima fa 5]5%

(iv) Liutao

(v) Weiliao zi F45+

(vi) Sanliie

(vii) Tang Taizong Li Wei gong wendui

This compilation had a strong standardizing effect on the texts and almost com-
pletely eradicated other editions of smaller titles such as the Liutao and Sanliie.
Of the five military texts that survive in Tangut, the Sunzi, the Liutao, and the
Sanliie formed part of the Wujing gishu canon, whereas the Sunzi zhuan and the

713 Zhong 2007, 90.

714 Zhong 2006. On the Changduan jing and its function in contemporary intellectual thought,
see DeBlasi 2007.

715 Zhong 2007.

716 Gawlikowski and Loewe 1993, 450.
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Jiangyuan did not. The reason for this is probably that the Sunzi zhuan was not a
military text per se but a biography that was part of a historiographical work
(i.e. the Shiji). In contrast, the Jiangyuan would have qualified as a military trea-
tise but it might not have existed at the time of the compilation of the Wujing
qishu, or was viewed as a recent forgery and thus not fit for being included in
the canon. In either case, being included in or excluded from the collection
must have had a major effect on the distribution and transmission of military
treatises, and the decision of the compilers essentially functioned as a verdict
on whether a text deserved to be transmitted or not.

A comparison of the Wujing gishu edition with the corresponding Tangut
translations shows that the Tangut translators worked from other editions, even
though the military canon already existed at that time. This is naturally true for
the Tangut Sunzi with the three commentaries, as opposed to the ten in the
Wujing gishu. But there is also the case of the Sanliie where the commentary in
the Tangut version in many cases matches that in the Changduan jing rather
than the Wujing gishu.”" In this way, the Tangut translations are important wit-
nesses to the diversity of editions available in Song times, and part of the reason
for such projects as the compilation of the Wujing gishu would have been the
desire to normalize this textual diversity and create standard editions approved
by the state and suitable for examination purposes. Inevitably, alternate ver-
sions and readings gradually lost their significance and many of them were not
transmitted anymore.”®

It is interesting to note that even though military treatises are considered a
corpus of technical literature, the literal meaning of the texts is only part of their
utility and the guidance they offer is not immediately helpful in practical situa-
tions. Consider Section 43 of the Jiangyuan, titled “Keeping the people in har-
mony” FIN:"

KAEZE, ERNM, AFIRIRENEBR . & NTAES, AR, SRR, #
TR, MERL, M. sl RIAEBAILER, WHRE

Now, the proper way of using troops lies in keeping the people in harmony with each oth-
er. If the people are in harmony, then they will fight of themselves without being urged to
do so. If the people and officials second-guess each other, the soldiers will not obey, the
stratagems that rely on loyalty will be of no use, the subordinates will vilify each other,
giving rise to slander and wickedness. [In such a case,] one may have all the wisdom of

717 See Zhong 2005 and 2006.

718 Donald Harper describes a similar phenomenon with regards to the popularity of manu-
scripts of occult miscellanies in early and medieval China; see Harper 2010.

719 Zhuge Kongming Xinshu (Lan Zhang edition), 630-631.
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[Shang] Tang and [King] Wu, yet one will not be able to overcome a single person, not to
speak of multitudes!

The advice given here is that as a supreme commander, one needs to keep sub-
ordinates in accord with each other, or else one will never be able to achieve
victory. This is very similar to the Latin maxim “ibi semper est victoria, ubi con-
cordia est” (victory is ever there where there is agreement), only it lays more
emphasis on the negative consequences of discord. But in practical terms this is
a rather general advice, a cliché with little pragmatic value. Surely, any general
or officer knows that this is something he must strive for. What makes the
statement valuable, and elevates it above the level of commonsensical clichés,
is that it is perceived as having been said by a person of authority whose advice
and guidance carries weight. When it is Zhuge Liang who singles out agreement
among one’s subordinates as a key aspect of victory, the rather ordinary words
acquire an additional dimension of significance and urgency.

7.2 Parallel phrases and passages

With the availability of Tangut translations of several Chinese military works we
have a sizeable body of texts that belong to the same literary genre and share a
similar vocabulary and rhetorical style. The analysis of such a corpus is in many
ways more useful for understanding the process of translation than examining
single works and their Chinese sources. It has been pointed out that translations
of secular works did not always follow closely the Chinese original but that
intelligibility and clarity of meaning seems to have been valued higher than a
word for word correspondence with the source text. Naturally, in an effort to
enhance readability, the translator may have chosen to handle the same term
differently based on the context. For example, Nishida Tatsuo pointed out that
the Tangut Liutao used different words in place of the Chinese word ¥ (shou “to
protect; guard”) when that appeared in different contexts:"*

tShjiw -jij 43% liu shou 75 5% (“the six kinds of shou™)
Iu yiwej I #f  shou tu =¥+ (“defense of national territory”)
lhjij zow Wi # shou guo ¥[8 (“maintenance [sic] of the state”)

720 The following examples, including the English translation of Tangut terms, come from
Nishida 2010, 228-229. The pronunciation of Tangut words, however, is made consistent with
the system used throughout the present book.
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Nishida commented that although the Tangut words used as a translation for
the Chinese word shou 5 were noticeably related to each other, it was “difficult
to concretely determine the differences among them.”’” The Tangut translator
apparently was less concerned with a word-for-word consistency in his transla-
tion than with trying to convey what the words meant in context. Consistency in
general is not a requirement except for technical terms which reoccur more than
once, in which case alternate translations would be counterproductive.

In the following, I examine four examples with the aim to evaluate transla-
tion consistency in Tangut versions of Chinese military works. The first example
is a phrase from the Sunzi that is also quoted in two other texts; the second, a
parallel section in the Sanliie and the Jiangyuan; the third, a parallel section
between the Sunzi and the Jiangyuan; finally the fourth, the name of Zhuge
Liang in the commentaries of the Sunzi and the Sunzi zhuan.

In my analysis, I use the page numbers in Kepping’s reproduction of the
Tangut Sunzi (which reflect the page numbers of the original print) to refer to
specific parts of the Sunzi and the Sunzi zhuan.”? For the Chinese Jiangyuan, 1
use the Lan Zhang edition printed in 1564; for the Sanliie, the Wujing gishu edi-
tion.

Example 1.

The phrase “there are cases when the ruler’s orders are not obeyed” FE i Fi A
%2 appears in the Sunzi and the Sunzi zhuan. In addition, there are also similar
phrases in the Jiangyuan and elsewhere in the Sunzi. Although in pre-Qin China
these sayings probably widely circulated as popular axioms, in the Sunzi zhuan
and the Jiangyuan these are unmistakably references to the Sunzi. The Tangut
translation uses a different solution in each case:

Sunzi 15B

# i 63 i i

5306 0524 1918 3575 0930
dzjwi dzju mji nji dju

H i A i i
ruler order not listen  thereis

There are cases when the ruler’s orders are not listened to.

721 Ibid., 229.
722 Keping 1979.
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Sunzi zhuan 51A

o #H fir & B W W & W %
1531 5306 1139 2806 1045 1918 3575 2090 5815 0930 1279
gja dzjwi jij zur da mji nji lew -jwi dju i

" o7 9z B 5 A ¥ o g F  #
army ruler GEN order word not listen can also thereis say

It is said that there are also cases when the troops may not listen to the com-
manding words of the ruler.

Tangut Jiangyuan T25 (C28)"*

i [ 2 [ i IR
3830 0524 4520 1045 0353

njij dzju bji da kha ...
+ i % Ei S SR
king order order word in

... in the words of the king’s orders.

In addition, we may also look at the phrase “the general receives his orders from
the ruler” ¥ %2 #xi* %, which appears in Sunzi 14A and is similar to the phrase
examined here:

Sunzi 14A

gl g2 % e ah
2805 5306 0524 2590 3159
bju dzjwi dzju -wiji  lhjij
i EE) i A %

general ruler orders DIR  receive

the general receives the ruler’s orders

Of the above examples, the last version in Sunzi 14A seems to be the closest in
structure to the original Chinese. In the first two cases, the concept of “obeying
orders” 3y is expressed using the verb nji % (8 “to listen to”) which in this
context is equivalent to the meaning of the verb “to accept, obey.” Yet, as Table
2 demonstrates, even the phrase “the ruler’s orders” shows a great deal of varia-

723 Section 25 in the Tangut text (T25) corresponds to Section 28 in the Chinese version (C28).
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tion between different versions. It is expressed as dzjwi dzju 4% (Er “the
ruler’s orders™) both times in the Sunzi, yet the Sunzi zhuan uses a more rounda-
bout form of dzjwi jij zur da #THi# ¥ (F 245 “the commanding words of the
ruler”). In the Jiangyuan, on the other hand, we see the more specific word njij
i (£ “king”) instead of the generic dzjwi ¥4 (& “ruler”). Moreover, the word
“orders” is expressed using the three-syllable, and thus presumably semantical-
ly more accurate, noun phrase dzju bji da ##&E (545 “the words of the
orders”). We must assume that the translator used this translation for the sake
of clarity, which was a conscious move away from trying to approximate the
concise language of classical Chinese through finding an equivalent monosyl-
labic word for each Chinese word. The Chinese original in each of these cases is
simply jun ming # i (“the ruler’s orders”), which technically only matches the
translation in the two instances in the Tangut Sunzi.

Sunzi 14A Sunzi 15B Sunzi zhuan 51A Jiangyuan C28
Tangut  X4#% Z1 4 A8 i B B

dzjwi dzju dzjwi dzju dzjwi -jij zur dg dzju bji da

FET B BZWE il E

the ruler's the ruler’s orders the commanding orders the words of the

orders of the ruler king’s orders
Chinese i Fr Hr &R

the ruler’s the ruler’s orders the ruler’s orders the ruler’s orders

orders

Tab. 2: Tangut translations of the Chinese phrase “the ruler’s orders” .

Example 2.

The Chinese versions of the Sanliie and the Jiangyuan have a parallel section
that appears in their received versions as follows:

Sanliie - “Shang liie” 0%

HHE:

IR, BAFE:

HEAPE BT

HERIK, HAFHL

AAIRE, EAEE, WARSE.

An old military wisdom says: Until his troops have not reached the well, the general does
not speak of being thirsty; until his troops have not arranged their tents, the general does
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not speak of being tired; until his troops have not cooked their meals over the stove, the
general does not speak of being hungry. In the winter he does not wear a fur coat, in the
summer he does not wield a fan, in the rain he does not spread out a canopy.

Jiangyuan 45

KEpl 28,

BRI, A F

B, BT

HAIRR, HAFIE

HERE, HAFH;

B, WARE,

B A

Now the way of being a general: until his troops have not drawn water from the well, the
general does not speak of being thirsty; until his troops have not cooked their food, the
general does not speak of being hungry; until his troops have not lit their fires, the general
does not speak of being cold; until his troops have not pitched their tents, the general
does not speak of being weary. In the summer he does not wield a fan, in the rain he does
not spread out a canopy: because he is equal with the others.

The Sanliie is a text with a complex textual history and there are considerable
differences between different editions. Its earliest surviving copy is a Dunhuang
manuscript currently held at the IOM in St. Petersburg (Dx17449), probably
predating the Sui-Tang period.”” In the corresponding part, however, we find
less than half of what appears in the Wujing gishu edition. Other editions have
additional discrepancies, thus it is clear that the assessment of the most im-
portant textual witnesses would be a prerequisite of any serious comparison.
Similarly, the Jiangyuan also has a complicated history going back—as it is evi-
denced by the Tangut manuscript—at least to Song times. But what matters for
our purposes here is how the corresponding parts in the Tangut translations of
the Sanliie and the Jiangyuan compare with each other, and to some extent this
is independent of the history of the Chinese editions. The relevant sections ap-
pear in Tangut translation as follows:

724 On this manuscript and its dating, see Liu 2009b and Fujii 2011.
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Sanliie - “Shang liie”

AT |- S 4

2004 3689 1918
khja 1lu mji
Fom A

well dig not

7
1941
dzj}
R

S

2805
bju
i

o

Wit [
4532 1918
pa mji
3 A

complete general thirsty not

%o

1279

speak

Until the digging of wells is not completed, the general does not speak of being

thirsty;

7 it R

1531 1892 1064
gja mji  mjij
H = *

1%,
2833
djij

7

FE

%

it

E

2805
bju
5

troops camp havenot settle general

[
0236 1918
‘u mji
& A
tired not

%o
1279
i

=

speak

until his troops have not set their camp, the general does not speak of being

tired.

i) it

1490 1212
[tsur] gjwi
(%] E
[winter] fur coat

[

1

mji

918 4906

gjwi

Z_\‘ HEY

not wear

2
5711
tji
H

summer fan not

it e
3724 1918
ko mji
WA

#,

4401

W
zow dzju

i
wield rain

3431

#
3401
yja

N

=

canopy

[In the winter] he does not wear a fur coat, in the summer he does not wield a
fan, in the rain he does not spread out a canopy.

Jiangyuan T36 (C45)
[

1918 2078

mji  thu
AR

not

i G
1531 3058
gia  zjir
H 7K

it
1064
mijij

ES

&,
4658
thii
i/

3
1245
i
g

Rt
4532

pa
il

63
1918
mji

R

spread out troops water havenot drink himself thirsty not

Until his troops have not drunk water, he does not think of being thirsty him-

self;
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M ® o [ O, [ o e O
2621 1531 1064 1245 1918
siij  gja [mijij] il [mji]
SN, EN| [H] A
think troops ... [havenot] ... [himself] ... [not]

until his troops [have not ..., he does not ... of being .... himself];

1 ® B &t Eil m ok %
1531 4408 1064 4633 1245 0143 1918 1279
gja m9  mjij thwar  jij dzjij mji i
H Kok A H ¥ A FH

troops fire havenot ignite himself cold not speak

until his troops have not lit their fires, he does not speak of being cold himself;

i % i T O
1531 1064 0151 5354 3349 1245
gia  mjij Sju thip  Lijr i
G EN i ] H

troops havenot cool this LOC himself

until his troops have not cooled down here, [....] himself.

Disregarding the overall arrangement of the entire section, we can see that the
two translations are quite similar. Although due to the fragmentary nature of
the Tangut Jiangyuan manuscript, only the first line can qualify as a definite
match between the two versions, the structural pattern of the segments is clear.
One of the most apparent differences is the way the second half of the segments
is rendered into Tangut. In the Sanliie, it closely follows the Chinese, e.g. bju pa
mji -ji RIS (A S “the general does not speak of being thirsty”) vs.
jiang bu yan ke #5 # (“the general does not speak of being thirsty”). In the
Tangut Jiangyuan, however, we see a different grammatical structure, as here
the subject bju % (¥ “general”) is substituted with the reflexive pronoun -jij %
(B “himself”). Because the surviving editions show no variation in this place,
the Chinese must have been the same in both cases (i.e. 1/ 5 ¥ “the general
does not speak of being thirsty”), thus we can be fairly certain that the discrep-
ancy between the Tangut Jiangyuan and Sanliie is due to having been translated
in different way.
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Looking at the context of this section in the Chinese versions of the two
texts, we can see that the reason why the reflexive pronoun +ij 7 (H “himself”)
can be used in the Jiangyuan is that the subject is introduced at the very begin-
ning of the section with the words “Now the way of the general...” 7% %2 i&.
It is because of the appearance of the subject at this place that it is possible to
refer back to this subject later on, without having to repeat it. In a way, the Tan-
gut translator is eliminating the redundancy that is part of the Chinese original
by omitting the word “general” from each line. In the Sanliie, however, the sec-
tion is introduced with the words “An old military wisdom says...” Fi#H,
which says nothing about the subject of the following segments. Accordingly,
the discrepancies between the two Tangut translations were triggered by the
differences between how these sections begin in the Chinese original.

Example 3.
Section C36 of the Jiangyuan begins with an almost exact quote from the Sunzi:

Jiangyuan 36
K, Lz P,
Now the configuration of terrain is the aid of the troops.

The central term here is shi 2%, which Roger T. Ames renders in his translation of
the Sunzi as “strategic advantage.”’” Victor Mair translates it as “configuration”
and I choose this word myself because it seems that this is how the Tangut
translators understood the word.”” In any case, the term shi £ is a key concept
in Chinese military thought and occurs frequently in relevant literature.”” Yet
because of the variety of semantic layers attached to it, translating it is never
easy, whether it is into English or Tangut. The original sentence in the Sunzi
appears in a slightly different form:

Sunzi 10
KHE, Kz,

Now the shape of terrain is the aid of the troops.

Here we have the word “shape” J¥ instead of “configuration” %%. Since it is the
Jiangyuan that quotes from the Sunzi, rather than the other way around, we

725 Ames 1993, 71-74.
726 Mair 2008, 78-79.
727 Jullien 1995 translates shi as “propensity.”
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would naturally assume that the version in the Sunzi is the primary and the
change occurred in the process of quoting. Tracing back the phrasing in the
Jiangyuan, we can see that even the Ming editions of the Jiangyuan all use the
word “shape” J¥. Fortunately, both the relevant portion of the Sunzi and the
Jiangyuan survive in Tangut translation, allowing us to compare these.

Jiangyuan T30 (C3)
# 2 A /S A 1 it Rk % 3

4916 5645 2627 0535 3583 1531 1139 0645 3916 0508

ywej i lji S§ijji  tia  gja i owu sji nwu
L34 & A F O z B A &
battle place terrain TOP troops GEN help NMLS be

The nature of terrain in the battle field is the helper of troops.

Tangut Sunzi 32A

i /S fitt K & H W
2627 0535 3583 1531 1139 0645 2705 3916 0508
lj §iij  tia  gja Jij  owu bjij  sji nwu
Hh A * K Z W A &
terrain NMLS TOP troops GEN aid help NMLS be

The nature of terrain is the helper of troops.

The most apparent difference between the two translations is that in the Tangut
Jiangyuan the sentence begins with the words ywej tji # %% (#& “battle field”),
which occurs neither in the Tangut Sunzi nor in the Chinese version of the Jiang-
yuan. We may assume that this word was added to the Jiangyuan translation for
the sake of clarity, to make the meaning of the sentence even more transparent
for Tangut readers. Apart from this difference, however, the two translations are
quite similar, and the only difference between them is that the Tangut Sunzi
uses the compound word -wu bjij kil (@B “help”) to translate the Chinese
word zhu B (“help”), which is rendered as a monosyllabic word -wyu & (Bf
“aid”) in the Tangut Jiangyuan. In both cases the verb is followed by the nomi-
naliser suffix sji #[i which produces the noun “helper.”’?®

728 On nominaliser suffixes, including sji %, see Jacques 2014, 259-260.
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Otherwise the two translations match and the surprising thing in this regard
is that they do not exhibit the discrepancy between the words “shape” J¥& (Sunzi)
and “configuration” % (Jiangyuan) that was present in the Chinese texts. In
both translations, the Tangut avoids translating this word and instead uses the
word lji §jij 4i#t (b A “nature of terrain”), in which the second syllable $jij % is
not a noun but a suffix used to express the preceding noun’s quality or nature.
In a way it is similar to adding the suffix “-liness” to the word “terrain” in Eng-
lish, which would create the non-existing word “terrainliness.” But we could
translate this noun+suffix structure as “quality of terrain” or “type of terrain.”
In a way, the English word “terrain” already includes the meaning of lji $jij i
#lit, being a derivative of the Latin root “terra” (“earth, ground”), and parallels
the derivation of the Tangut word lji §jij %%t from the root lji %7 (b “earth”).

Even though the Tangut translation bypasses the difficulty of rending the
Chinese words “shape” # and “configuration” #% directly in a word for word
fashion, it is improbable that in both text the translator coincidentally chose the
same Tangut solution. It is much more likely that either in both cases the Chi-
nese source text had the same word in this place, or the Tangut translator of the
Jiangyuan consulted how the relevant part in the Sunzi had been translated. This
latter scenario would provide a counter-evidence to what we have seen in the
earlier examples, which naturally does not mean that it cannot have been the
case.

The Chinese phrase “shape of ground” #¥ occurs elsewhere in the Sunzi,
and this part also survives in the Tangut version (Sunzi 16A). In this place the
Tangut text uses the phrase lji -jij %i# (¥ “shape of terrain”), which is a per-
fect match for both words of the original Chinese phrase. The Tangut word -jij #
(JE “shape”) is not a suffix but a noun that means “form, shape, appearance,
sign.” This is an indication that the use of the Tangut noun+suffix structure lj
Sjij %idlk (A “nature of terrain”) in both the Tangut Jiangyuan and the Sunzi
might have been because the Tangut translator of the Sunzi used a copy of the
Chinese text that had the phrase “nature of terrain” 2% in this place (matching
the Jiangyuan), in contrast with the surviving editions of the text that have the
phrase “shape of terrain” HiZ.

There are also other cases of using the same suffix in the Tangut Jiangyuan
to render the Chinese word “configuration” shi #%. For example, Section T23
(=C26) discusses the configuration (i.e. “strategic advantage”) of heaven, earth
and man. Each of these three Chinese phrases appear in the Tangut version as
derivatives formed using the suffix §jij #it. Thus the phrase “configuration of
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heaven” ‘K %% is translated as ma $jij ¥47ii; “configuration of earth” #t%% as I Sjij
%i#lt; “configuration of man” A% as dzjwo §jij #t.”® The same solution is
used in rendering the phrase “configuration of the attack” %324 in Section T31
(=C38), which appears in Tangut as ywej $jij # il (% A “nature of attack”).

Example 4.

Another interesting aspect of translation consistency is the transliteration of
Chinese names in Tangut. Zhuge Liang, the famous statesman and general of
the 3 century, is one of the most prominent figures in military literature who by
the Song period evolved into a cultural hero. In Tangut texts, his name occurs in
the commentaries of the Sunzi and the Sunzi zhuan. As shown in Table 3, at least
in one instance he is referred to by his posthumous title as Zhuge Wuhou # & i,
% (Martial Marquis Zhuge), which appears in Tangut as a purely phonetic tran-
scription, even though the second half of it is an epithet. Finally, the Sunzi
zhuan also mentions Zhuge Kan #% % it who shares the same surname, and thus
can be included in the comparison as a reference.

Sunzi 4A Sunzi 8B Sunzi 20A Sunzi zhuan Sunzi zhuan
3-120 3-112

it Xis i Bt i i 42 % it 3% i i

tsju ka ljow tsju kja ljow tsju ka -u xew tsju ka ljow tsju ka kha

D E2aa it B Eapaa EEi

Zhuge Liang Zhuge Liang Zhuge Wuhou Zhuge Liang Zhuge Kan

(Martial Marquis Zhuge)

Tab. 3: Tangut transliterations of Zhuge Liang’s name

The above examples show that Zhuge Liang’s name is never written in exactly
the same way. In the second instance (Sunzi 8B), there is divergence even in the
pronunciation, as the second syllable of the surname is rendered kja instead of
the more common and phonetically more appropriate ka. The variability of the

729 Note that in this context the “strategic advantage of earth” i#th#% matches the phrase “stra-
tegic advantage of the terrain” both in Chinese and Tangut, even though I use the word “earth”
instead of “terrain” here to match the triad of heaven, earth and man of classical Chinese
thought. In Chinese, and apparently also Tangut, this distinction was not necessary.
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name is surprising in view of Zhuge Liang’s general popularity during the Song
period. We would expect the name of such a well-known historical figure to be
written consistently in military works, especially since he occupied such a
prominent place within this very tradition. We would think that there was a
more or less standard Tangut way of writing his name. The lack of consistency is
an indication that he was not as well-known among the Tanguts and when a
translator had to write his name, he could not simply write it the “usual way,”
because such a way did not exist, but in each case had to transliterate anew the
way he felt was most appropriate. As the first two instances show (Sunzi 4A and
Sunzi 8B), variation could occur even within the same text, even though it was
presumably translated by the same person.

At the same time, other names that occur multiple times in the corpus, such
as Sun Bin {4/ and Huangshi gong ¥ £ 2 are transcribed into Tangut consist-
ently. The reason for this must have been their prominence in military lore,
although Zhuge Liang’s case seems to be a counter-example to this argument.
Similarly, the names of the three commentators in the Tangut Sunzi (e.g. Cao
Cao, Li Quan and Du Mu) are also written consistently, which can be explained
by the fact that their name occurred in the text so often that it inevitably led to a
stable form. But of the five military texts available to us, their names only occur
in the Sunzi and it is reasonable to assume that elsewhere they may have been
written differently.

Stepping outside the corpus of military treatises, we can cite additional ex-
amples of the name of Zhuge Liang being transliterated into Tangut. One of
them is in the Forest of Categories, where the name is written as tSju kja ljow i
K%, which matches the transcription in Sunzi 8B. In the Forest of Categories,
the syllable kja k¥ is used several times exclusively to render the Chinese char-
acter ge %J in the second syllable in the Zhuge surname. An interesting phe-
nomenon is that not all Tangut translators may have been aware that of the
three syllables of the name Zhuge Liang, the first two were the surname and the
last one the given name, which is different from the usual form of Chinese
names where in a three character formation the first would be the surname and
the last two the given name. In one place the Forest of Categories (05.13B), after
introducing Zhuge Liang using his full name as T$ju-kja Ljow fifi ¥, refers to
him the second and third time as Kja-ljow #7 (i.e. Geliang %5-%). Evidently the
Tangut translator was under the impression that T$ju iifii was his surname and
Kja-liow ¥ his personal one, unaware of the fact that Zhuge was one of the
relatively rare Chinese disyllabic surnames. This example again reveals that
Zhuge Liang’s name might not have been as well known among the Tanguts as
it was in Song China.
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7.3 Issues of intertextuality

Military texts form a specific body of technical writings that belong to the same
genre and share common vocabulary and rhetorical devices. In addition, the
texts are often interconnected by means of quotes and allusions. The above
examples permit some observations regarding the way the Tangut translations
were done. In Example 1, we saw that a quote from the Sunzi was slightly differ-
ent in each text, showing that no “standard” translation existed on which trans-
lators could rely. Instead, translators re-translated the quote each time they
came across it, perhaps unaware that it had already been translated elsewhere.
This was the same in the case of the name of Zhuge Liang (Example 3), which
was written differently in each case, demonstrating that no definite way of writ-
ing this name existed in the Tangut written tradition. This also meant that, un-
like in China where by Song times Zhuge Liang evolved in the popular imagina-
tion into one of greatest strategists of all times, he was relatively unknown
among the Tanguts. In contrast with this, some other names (e.g. Sun Bin,
Huangshi gong) appear in consistent transliteration, which may be because
they were known better or occurred in the same text with high frequency. Final-
ly, Example 2 demonstrated that the discrepancies between the parallel seg-
ments in the Sanliie and the Jiangyuan could at least partially be explained by
differences between the contexts of their Chinese originals. The translation
discrepancies do not significantly change the meaning of the text, neither ver-
sion seems to be “incorrect” but is an adequate—and therefore synonymous—
way of rendering the original into Tangut. Nevertheless, the lack of consistency
implies that Chinese military texts were not translated as part of a single unified
project but by different people at different times.

Now translation by definition rephrases words and sentences, as there are
very few situations in which it is conceivable to have something translated
without changing the text. One such scenario is the kambun ¥ reading of
literary Chinese texts in Japan, although it is questionable whether it constitutes
an act of translation in the ordinary sense of the word. But quite often the trans-
lation destroys links between texts, unless all of these texts are translated and
translators make an effort to preserve or rebuild the connections in the new
language. As long as the translations are more or less faithful to the originals,
the connections will be recognizable even if the wording is not identical. As the
above examples show, the Tangut translators were apparently unconcerned
with connecting parallel snippets of texts in the works they translated. Because
of this, the intertextuality in the Tangut corpus of military texts is looser than in
the original. Moreover, in some cases the quotes apparent in the original are no
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longer recognizable in the translations. Still, readers familiar with these texts,
and possibly their Chinese originals, may have been able to detect the links
between them.

On some level our own reading of Chinese texts mirrors the same issue be-
cause we recognize only a fraction of the intertextual references present in al-
most any carefully crafted Chinese text, be it poetry or a preface to a book. The
reason for our inability to function as a fully literate person from the Tang-Song
period is not so much a linguistic inferiority but the lack of the additional liter-
ary context which would have been available for those who lived in that period.
We are so far removed in time that we only have access to a small part of the
texts educated individuals would have read and even the ones we know are
accessible to us only through the lens of subsequent interpretations which inev-
itably changed the way those texts are perceived. In addition, we certainly miss
out on a rich trove of oral information that would have been transmitted either
as part of an educational setup or as intellectual “gossip” among the literati. As
a result of these circumstances, we are disadvantaged when trying to under-
stand the full range of intertextual references in medieval Chinese writings. We
may recognize some of the quotes and appreciate allusions to common tropes
but inevitably miss a multitude of less obvious references embedded in literary
compositions. Literary or creative writing in dynasty China was so heavily en-
trenched in the written past that it is virtually impossible to separate the form of
writing from its content. Clearly, this phenomenon was not particular to China
and scholars and writers of every culture with an advanced written tradition
employed constant references to the existing body of writings.

To take this situation back to medieval China, it only stands that a semi-
educated person would have also missed much of the intertextuality in literary
and scholarly writings. He (or less likely, she) would have spotted some of the
allusions and references but, depending on his level of education and reading
experience, he would not have been able to notice all of them. Scholars and
officials with a higher level of education would have been more sensitive to
such matters, and were not only able to spot literary references but also to de-
tect more subtle textual nuances, including irony, sarcasm, scorn or rudeness.

Presumably the Tangut experience of reading translations of Chinese texts
was similar. Depending on their level of education and textual sophistication,
they were aware of the intertextual connections between texts to a different
degree. Less educated readers would have been able to notice some common
elements but many more would have remained obscure because the transla-
tions would have added an additional layer of opacity. Whenever the transla-
tion introduced the quote by stating that the following was said by such and
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such a person, any reader would have noted the reference without difficulty. In
the absence of such a reference anchor, a matching or close translation would
have still made a perceptible connection between two texts. Naturally, more
educated readers would have been able to detect a wider range of connections,
even if the translations camouflaged some of these. Finally, we should probably
also keep in mind that high education in the Tangut state probably involved
familiarity with written Chinese and thus officials and literati were exposed to
the texts in their original language as well. Even if this did not always entail the
ability to read and write in Chinese “fluently,” it would have inevitably brought
such individuals closer to the world of Chinese texts and made them more mind-
ful of the issues involved in translating into Tangut.



8 Conclusions

The nearly two centuries of the existence of the Tangut state witnessed the de-
velopment of a sophisticated Tangut literary culture. Contrary to some earlier
explanations, the Mongol onslaught did not wipe out the Tangut cities and an-
nihilate the local population, at least not completely. Although the Tanguts
ceased to exist as a state, the language continued to be used for decades or per-
haps even centuries after the Mongols took control of the region. Little is known
about the particulars of this later phase in the history of the Tanguts but there
are numerous examples of administrative documents and Buddhist texts, both
from Khara-khoto and other sites, which are written in Tangut yet postdate the
fall of the Tangut state. These remnants attest to the survival of segments of
population who were either fully literate in Tangut or, as this may have been the
case in the Ming period, used the script in specific contexts.

Unquestionably, one of the greatest achievements of Tangut culture was the
invention of a native script, which at the time was a decidedly political move
intended to symbolise the autonomy of the new Tangut state. Skilfully manoeu-
vring between his two powerful neighbours, the Song and the Liao, Emperor
Yuanhao managed to build up sufficient military and political strength to claim
independence and shake off the direct control of both states. The introduction
of the Tangut script was part of the efforts to curtail the dependence on the Chi-
nese (and possibly Khitan) scripts. Literacy and writing in general was closely
connected with governing the state and running a functional administration,
and to do this with the help of the Chinese script would have inevitably implied
some form of subordinate relationship with China. The creation of a native
script, in turn, signified that the Tanguts were no longer barbarians who had no
writing system of their own, which was a common cliché in traditional historio-
graphical works when describing China’s uncivilised neighbours. The choice to
design a script on the basis of the Chinese model, rather than using the Tibetan
syllabary or one of the Central Asian alphabets that may have been better suited
to write the Tangut language, evidently also derived from the desire to have a
writing system comparable to, yet different from, Chinese characters.

Immediately after the introduction of the new script, work began on produc-
ing texts written in Tangut. The translation of the Chinese Buddhist canon was a
project that required an extraordinary dedication of resources and which yield-
ed thousands of titles within a few decades. The exceptional efforts directed at
translating and disseminating Buddhist texts are also evidenced in the surviv-
ing Tangut material, in which Buddhist scriptures comprise by far the largest
portion. At the same time, the Tanguts also translated many secular texts from
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Chinese and these attest to the significance of Confucian learning at specific
periods during the history of the Tangut state. One of the important genres
among the secular texts is that of primers and other types of educational works,
which, once again, reveal the indebtedness of Tangut literacy to the Chinese
written tradition. In many cases those who learned to read and write in Tangut
would have also become familiar with the Chinese literary past, even if through
Tangut translations of those.

A related phenomenon that seems to further underline the dependence on
the Chinese tradition is the scarcity of native texts among the surviving Tangut
texts. While this may be partially determined by the nature and function (what-
ever that may have been) of the library stupa in Khara-khoto, the Tangut and
Chinese books excavated from other sites in northwest China show a similar
picture. A possible explanation for the dearth of native texts may be the relative-
ly short time between the invention of the script and the end of the 12 century,
the period when most of the surviving manuscripts and books are thought to
have been produced. Yet even this stretch of time amounts to over 160 years,
which would have been more than enough to build up a collection of native
texts. Another possible answer is the nature of the collections discovered so far,
all of which come from Buddhist sites and thus consist of predominantly Bud-
dhist material. It is undeniable that writing and literacy in the Tangut state, as it
was also the case in Dunhuang and Turfan, were closely tied with religion, yet it
is still possible that a discovery of a site of secular nature may yield completely
different results.

By far the largest portion of extant Tangut texts comprise translations. In
most cases, the source language was Chinese but there are also many Buddhist
texts of Tibetan origin. In addition, Chinese translations of Tibetan Tantric texts
survive in manuscript form among the Khara-khoto material. In contrast with
this, there seem to have been no secular texts translated from Tibetan. There-
fore, not counting the very meagre number of native Tangut texts, it seems that,
as a rule, secular texts were translated from Chinese. These translations include
Confucian classics both with and without commentaries, texts on military strat-
egy, popular encyclopaedias, popular histories, primers and other types of edu-
cational texts. Taken together, these works comprise a considerable body of
texts which are significant not only for scholars working on Tangut history and
language but also for researchers in other fields.

First, Tangut versions of Chinese texts have been invaluable for the deci-
pherment of Tangut, and remain to be important for working out the particulars
of grammar and syntax. Having a large corpus of parallel texts is of major help
in understanding an unknown language and this has indeed been one of the
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main avenues of research at the early stages of Tangut studies. In this respect,
Buddhist texts are also useful even if their language often differs from that of
secular works, betraying a heavier influence of Chinese syntax. Secular texts are
believed to be less dependent on the wording of the original and thus may be
more representative of ordinary Tangut spoken at the time. We should also note
that the reliance on parallel Chinese texts in the process of deciphering Tangut
is perhaps the main reason why our current understanding of Tangut is so de-
pendent on Chinese and why in many cases researchers in effect read Tangut
texts by transcribing and glossing those in Chinese.

Second, Tangut translations of secular works have a high but largely un-
tapped potential for the traditional field of sinology. In fact, the aim of the pre-
sent book is to bring this material to the attention of scholars working with Chi-
nese texts by showing its significance beyond the narrow circle of Tangut
studies. Here we have a sizeable body of texts dating to the 11"-12%® centuries,
translated from Chinese originals that circulated in northern China. This is the
largest collection of “Chinese” texts from this period excavated from a single
location, even if they are technically not in Chinese. On the most basic level,
together with Chinese-language books and manuscripts found at Khara-khoto,
the Tangut material tells us what texts were in use at this time, even if this in-
formation will mostly pertain to the north-western periphery of China. In this
respect the situation is similar to the collections of Chinese texts preserved in
Dunhuang and other East Asian countries, such as Korea and Japan.

Many of these works are known in their Chinese original, others are either
known by their title only or completely unknown. Even the translations for
which we have extant Chinese versions can preserve a number of interesting
features that may have been lost in the Chinese versions. One such example is
the Tangut version of the military treatise Liutao, which contains two additional
sections that are not part of the transmitted Chinese versions, all of which de-
rive from the Song military canon. The fact that fragments of these two sections
can be located as quotes in medieval encyclopaedias attests to the existence of
alternate versions of the Liutao which still contained the two lost sections.
Therefore, the Tangut book discovered by Kozlov in Khara-khoto provides pre-
cious textual evidence that is unavailable from Chinese language editions.

Another example is the Tangut translation of the Sunzi, which has three
commentaries. Even though the manuscript version of the translation omits the
commentaries, the title identifies it as a three-commentary edition. The printed
version of the translation has the same title and, indeed, includes the text of the
three commentaries. Such an edition does not survive in the Chinese tradition
where the Sunzi only comes with one, ten or eleven commentaries. While it is
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theoretically possible that the ten-commentary Tangut edition was compiled by
a Tangut editor or translator through the process of eliminating some of the
commentaries from a Chinese edition with ten or eleven-commentaries, it seems
more likely that it was based on a now lost Chinese edition which had only three
commentaries. Accordingly, the discovery of the Tangut translation revealed the
possible existence of such an edition in the Song period and, at the same time,
provided evidence to a greater diversity of editions in the medieval and early
modern periods.

The Tangut translations may also shed light on the naming of books, which
is especially valuable when the extant Chinese editions have dissimilar titles.
For example, the note at the end of the Tangut manuscript of the General’s Gar-
den supplies key information for solving the question of the original title of the
treatise, known in Chinese sources under three distinct titles as Xinshu (Book of
Heart), Xinshu (New Book) and Jiangyuan (General’s Garden). Albeit in a foreign
language, the Tangut translation represents the first known edition of this work
and identifies it under the title that matches the Chinese title Jiangyuan. Natu-
rally, this does not prove conclusively that the other titles were not in use at this
time but at least evidences the existence of the title Jiangyuan during the Song
period.

In many cases the Tangut translations feature works the Chinese original of
which survived only partially. A notable example is the Tang encyclopaedia
called Forest of Categories (Leilin) fragments of which were discovered among
the Dunhuang manuscripts, and a printed Tangut edition of which was also
found in Khara-khoto. The Tangut text furnishes a wealth of material unavaila-
ble in the Chinese fragments and is therefore of great help when trying to recon-
struct the original text. Since such encyclopaedias typically consist of stories
based on earlier sources, in many cases the wording of the original may be ap-
proximated quite accurately. In addition, as a witness of an early encyclopae-
dia, the Tangut translation of the Forest of Categories is of major significance for
studying the origin and development of the entire genre.

Finally there are several Tangut books and manuscripts with texts that did
not survive in Chinese. While in principle some of these may be native Tangut
compositions, their nature and content often points to a Chinese origin. As sole
witnesses of particular compositions, they are valuable for Chinese philology
even in translations which can help reconstruct the wording of the originals
only tentatively. There is no doubt that for at least some of these texts the Chi-
nese originals are extant and we simply have not been able to identify them yet.
Future researchers will probably be able to make these identifications. Other
texts will continue to be known only in translation, either by their Tangut title
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(if available) or under a title assigned to them by modern researchers. It is also
possible that in some cases we will be able to ascertain that Tangut texts that
survive as separate books and manuscripts represent pieces of the same work or
different editions of the same work. Thus the Stein collection of Tangut material
at the British Library consists of thousands of fragments and many of these have
been identified as belonging to books kept in St. Petersburg. The obvious reason
for this is that when Stein visited Khara-khoto in 1914, it had already been exca-
vated by the Russian expedition and he could only collect the fragments left
behind. Accordingly, both collections come from the same place and there
should be many more fragments that can be joined together. The publication of
the complete collections from London and St. Petersburg will no doubt lead to
the identification of additional fragments.

In sum, the Tangut books and manuscripts discovered at Khara-khoto and
other sites of the ancient Tangut domain contain a sizeable body of Chinese
texts in Tangut translation. In a sense, these finds provide access to what is
probably the largest collection of Chinese texts from the 11"-12* centuries, and
even if access is hindered by a language barrier, most of these texts are by now
available in annotated translations. Unfortunately, scholars of Tangut studies
tend to focus on the Tangut versions and interpret those within the framework
of their own field, publishing their results in specialised journals and forums.
The dissemination of the results to wider audiences has been a relatively low
priority and, as a result, scholars of Chinese philology are typically unaware of
the significance and potential of this material for their own field. There are of
course noteworthy exceptions, such as the Tangut Sunzi and Forest of Catego-
ries, which have been included in recent studies of the Chinese editions of these
works by scholars not specialised in Tangut studies.

Yet the size of this corpus and the range of texts (known and unknown)
would certainly merit the attention of the field of sinology. On a smaller scale,
Sino-Tangut texts are similar to Chinese texts preserved in Japan, even though
the latter are handed down in their original language (i.e. Chinese). They are a
crucial addition to the texts that survive in China proper, as they give access to a
number of long lost texts and unknown early editions. Since at least the late 19%
century, Chinese scholars have been aware of the existence of important manu-
script copies and printed editions of Chinese books in Japan. Similarly, the ex-
amination of rare editions of Chinese books in libraries in Europe and North
America during the course of the 20™ century has added valuable source mate-
rial for the study of texts from nearly every period of Chinese history. Even in
the 21* century, one of the project initiated and sponsored by the NLC is the
compilation of a comprehensive catalogue of extant Song editions in collections
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outside China. It is all the more surprising that Tang and Song works in Tangut
translation remain unstudied except for a relatively small circle of scholars
working in the narrow field of Tangut studies.

Clearly, the study of the Tangut books and manuscripts from Khara-khoto is
still in its infancy. It is true that many of the texts have been transcribed and
translated into Russian or Chinese but in most cases that was the extent to
which they have been studied. While this preliminary stage of research is vital
in making the material available for those who do not read Tangut, it is some-
what surprising how little attention these translations receive among scholars
who would be able to benefit from them. It is my hope that the present book will
help to make this group of texts known beyond the admittedly specialised field
of Tangut studies and that Chinese and foreign scholars working on Chinese
texts in general will recognise their value for their own research.
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