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above. This “new” manuscript has even more discrepancies with the printed edi-
tion, amounting to more than 60 instances.587 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.588 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: 
(i) 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 (Or.12380/660–664); 
(iv) the manuscript version with 90 lines at the IOM in St. Petersburg (Inv. 

No. 775); 
(v) 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.589 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.590 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.591 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.592 

To take a closer look at a couple of concrete examples, #2 in Kepping’s list is 
a word which appears in the manuscript as rjijr 吮 (善 “skilful, good at”; 能 “can”) 
but reads njwi 凾 (能 “can”) in the corresponding part of the printed edition.593 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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椶 朝 嘸 朝 溪 吮 肅 棘 沢 噴 

3592 1531 2805 1531 3844 2716 4601 3583 1416 2098 

ɣjɨr gja bju ̱ gja dźjịj rjijr nja tja djwu ŋa 
朕 軍 將 軍 用 能 △ 者 知 △ 

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” 寡人已知將軍能用

兵矣, 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 ri̭ẹ 凾吮 with the meaning “able, clever.”594 
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 ndạ 
譲 (言 words, speech) but appears in the printed edition as źụ ndạ 噫譲 (敕言 
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.595 The manu-
script reads as follows: 
 
虻 譲 閥 梠 巡 蘇 

5306 1045 1918 3575 0930 1279 

dzjwɨ dạ mji nji dju ·jɨ 
君 言 不 聽 有 謂 

ruler word not listen there is say 

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

|| 
594 See entry 4488–1 in 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: 
虻 杉 噫 譲 閥 梠 弗 求 巡 蘇 
5306 1139 2806 1045 1918 3575 2090 5815 0930 1279 

dzjwɨ ·jij zur dạ mji nji lew tsjɨ dju ·jɨ 
君 之 敕 言 不 聽 可 亦 有 謂 
ruler GEN imperial order word not listen can also there is 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]” 君命有所不受, 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.596 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.597 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.598 Peng Xiangqian, 
who studied the manuscript at length, is of the opinion that the commentaries 
were deleted by the translator without translating those.599 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.600 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 
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598 Peng 2012, Nie 2012b, 3. 
599 Peng 2012. 
600 Nie 2012b. 
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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 9th and early 10th 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.601 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.602 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.603 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.604 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 10th century the printed volumes of the Buddhist 
Canon displaced manuscripts, which were thus placed in the cave as sacred 
waste.605 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 
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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.606 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.607 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.608 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 7th century, it subsequently fell into disuse and remained 
largely ignored until after the Tang period.609 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.610 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.611 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 11th–13th 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 I am 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 武則天 (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; 
Or.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” 西
川過家真印本.612 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” 
真印本 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 芝秀堂 edition of Cui Bao’s 崔豹 (fl. 290–306) Gujin zhu 古
今注 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.613 To cite an example from the 
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612 Li 2006, 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.614  

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 12th 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.615 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 10th century monk 
Daozhen 道真, 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 15th day of the 6th month of jiawu 甲午, the 5th year of the Changxing 長興 reign (934), 
Daozhen, a monk of the Sanjie monastery 三界寺, 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 
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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...616  

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 Mahāprajñāpāramitā sūtra, 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.617 The exact same illustration, probably printed from 
the same woodblock, also appears at the beginning of juan 160 of the Mahā-
prajñāpāramitā sūtra (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 Dīrghâgama sūtra also has a printed frontispiece, likewise 
showing the Buddha preaching to his disciples.618  
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616 Rong 2013, 120. 
617 Jean-Pierre Drège (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 Mahāprajñāpāramitā 
sūtra, 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 Mahāprajñāpāramitā sūtra and Dīrghâgama sūtra 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.619 

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 “[t]he 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.)620 

Modern scholars generally believe that Tangut translations of Chinese military 
texts were produced in the second half of the 12th 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.621 An additional evidence is 
an opinion expressed in oral form by Menshikov regarding the type of paper.622 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 版本學) 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 I 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 a lost 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 諸葛亮 (181–234).623 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 12th 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.624 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.625 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. 

 

Fig. 16: The last portion of the General’s Garden with Grinstead’s Chinese transcriptions.626 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.627 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.628 

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 3rd century, whose name was immortalised for the general public in the 
14th-century novel Sanguo yanyi 三國演義, known in English as Romance of the 
Three Kingdoms.629 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.630 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 3rd-century official history Sanguo zhi 三國志 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 心書 (Book of Heart) or Xinshu 新書 (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 張心澂 
Weishu tongkao 偽書通考, a study published in 1939 but rooted in the evidential 
scholarship of the Qing period.631 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.”632 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 姚際恆 (1647–1715), who in his Gujin weishu kao 古今偽書考 

|| 
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.633  

The editors of the monumental Siku quanshu zongmu tiyao 四庫全書總目提要, 
which was completed in 1781, wrote the following assessment of the Xinshu (Book 
of Heart):634 

Xinshu 心書, in one juan 
A copy selected and submitted by the Governor of Shaanxi 陝西. 
Old 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 陶宗儀 (?–1396) Shuofu 說郛, this text 
is called Xinshu 新書 (New Book). The title was first changed to Xinshu (Book of Heart) when 
Liu Rang 劉讓 of Guanxi 關西 carved it onto woodblocks during the Hongzhi 宏治 reign 
(1487–1505). He also added the two “Expedition memorials” (chushi biao 出師表) to it. Then 
during the Jiajing 嘉靖 reign (1521–1567) Zhang Rui 張銳 of Kui 夔 reprinted it, adding the 
“Kuimentu” 夔門圖 and keeping Liu Rang’s preface. Later on, the presented scholar (jinshi 
進士) Kou Wei 寇韋 from Yunyangxiang 鄖陽鄉 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 孫子, 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 新 (“new”) to xin 心 (“heart”). It is also 
apparent that the editors thought that this work was different from the Jiangyuan, 
on which they wrote the following entry:635 

Jiangyuan, in one juan 
A copy from the Tianyige 天一閣 library of Fan Maozhu’s 范懋柱 (1718–1788) family in 
Zhejiang 浙江. 
 
Old 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 寧仲升, saying that it used to 
be part of the collection of the scholar Zhou Yuan 周源. An examination of this book reveals 
that it has not been recorded by cataloguers and appears for the first time in You Mao’s 尤
袤 catalogue (1127–1194) Suichutang shumu 遂初堂書目, also as a work of Zhuge Liang. It 

|| 
633 Yao 1933, 43. 
634 Siku quanshu zongmu tiyao 100, 2049. 
635 Ibid. 



214 | Translation vs. adaptation 

  

seems to be a forgery from later times. Moreover, the Jingji zhi 經籍志 catalogue written by 
Jiao Hong 焦竑 (1540?–1620) of the Ming dynasty also contains Zhuge Liang’s books such 
as the Xinshu 心書 (Book of Heart), Liujun jing 六軍鏡, Xinjue 心訣 and Bingji fa 兵機法, 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 術數) were ascribed to Liu Ji 劉基 (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 藍章 
(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:636 

(i) 1517 print by Han Xifang 韓襲芳 

This is a small booklet printed with moveable type, bearing the title Zhuge 
Kongming Xinshu 諸葛孔明心書. 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.637 The book is dated to the 12th year 
of the Zhengde 正德 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” 浙江慶元學教諭瓊臺韓

襲芳銅版印行. 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.638 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 文昌縣 on Hai-
nan 海南 island. At one point, he had served as assistant instructor (xundao 訓
導) in Ningdu 寧都, Jiangxi.639 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 中國兵書通覽 (Xu 2002, 458) lists a fragmentary copy from 
1516 (明正德丙子[1516]年刊本  題武侯心書) 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 邀 to 邊, 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:640 

The Zhuge Wuhou xinshu 諸葛武侯心書 consists of a total of fifty sections (pian 篇). It has a 
preface at the beginning by Master Zeng 曾公, director of the Directorate for Palace Delica-
cies, and a postface at the end by Master Shang 商公 of Chun’an 淳安.641 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 寧都 in Jiangyou 江右 (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 用活套書板翻印), 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 浙東書舍 by Han Xitang, native of Qiong 瓊, on an auspicious 
day of the 4th month, in the summer of dingchou 丁丑 year, the 12th 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 寇變). 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 諸葛孔

明心書.642 The book was printed by Shan Kui 單葵 in the 43rd year of the Jiajing 嘉
靖 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 
1526.643 In addition, it also reproduces a preface by Liu Rang from the 3rd year of 
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640 For the text of the two prefaces, see Shen 1996, 59–60. 
641 Master Shang of Chun’an refers to Shang Lu 商輅 (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 中國子學名著集成 
(072). 
643 I 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 弘治 reign (1489), plus a number of shorter texts attributed to Zhuge 
Liang. The book closes with a postface written by the scholar Kou Wei 寇韋 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 冊) 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 王佐才) 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 way; 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 sŭngsang Chegal 
Yang munjip 蜀丞相諸葛亮文集. A copy is currently kept in the Asami collection 
of Korean books at the University of California, Berkeley.644 A note at the end rec-
ords that “Engraving started at Kugansa 國安寺 in the fourth moon of imsin 壬申

, the sixth year of Yunggyŏng 隆慶, by chief solicitor Priest Sinin 信仁; engravers 
Kim Ŏn 金彥 and Po Ok 寶玉.”645 Obviously, this printed edition attests to the 
wide circulation of the book in Korea, where its popularity was related to the local 
conditions.646 There are no other titles besides that of the entire book, which 
claims to be a collection (munjip 文集, 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 Kōmei iden hyōhō chūkai hyōrin 諸葛孔明異傳兵法註解評林 
from 1709, which includes a preface dated to 1598 by the Chinese scholar Zhang 
Ying 章嬰, a native of Linchuan 臨川. Accordingly, similar compilations integrat-
ing a number of texts associated with Zhuge Liang without specifying their origi-
nal title were popular in the 16th–18th centuries not only in Korea but also in China 
and Japan. 

(iv) 1637 edition of Shan Xun 單恂 

This a woodblock-printed book that claims to have been published by Shan Xun 
(1602–1671) of Huating 華亭 during the last years of the Ming dynasty, in the 11th 
year of the Chongzhen 崇禎 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 淨名

|| 
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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齋 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 諸葛忠武侯集. 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” 將苑 (matching the title of the text in 
some editions) and the commentary mentions that in another version it is called 
“Bingji” 兵機. 

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 16th century. Considering the complex textual history of the 
Shuofu, we cannot be sure that our text (called Xinshu [New Book] in surviving 
copies of the collection) was part of it at all.647 In any case, the Ming editions and 
their prefaces show that the text was in circulation in the 15th 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 bju̱ rejr bo tśhji 
朝嘸磬澳獪 (將軍森林本 Book of the General’s Forest). 

In addition, there is fragmentary evidence that the Jiangyuan was part of the 
Yongle dadian 永樂大典 encyclopaedia compiled during the Yongle 永樂 period 
(1403–1424). The surviving part contains several fragments, plus the title which 
is mentioned as Zhuge Wuhou Jiangyuan 諸葛武侯將苑 (The General’s Garden of 
Martial Lord Zhuge).648 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) 永樂大典 (殘卷), juan 18207. 
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Chinese version in the early 15th 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.”649 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.650 For the sake of convenience, I shall use the Chinese section num-
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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.651 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.652 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.”653 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.654 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.655  

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.  

 

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 
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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: 

嘸 格 教 紳 恍 [壮]  

2805 5604 5865 1084 3200 1290  

bju ̱ dźjɨ sọ ɣạ tśhjiw tsew  

將 行 三 十 六 [第]  

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 (Or.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 bju̱ rejr bo tśhji 朝嘸磬澳獪 
(將軍森林本 Book of the General’s Forest). Obviously, this is the same title as 
Jiangyuan, since the word yuan 苑 (“grove”) is synonymous with the word “for-
est.” The last character in the Tangut title is tśhji 獪, which is commonly used in 
the sense of “root, basis” but can also mean “book.”656 In his Chinese transcrip-
tion of the title Grinstead used the word gen 根 (“root”) but, considering the pos-
sible meaning of the title, ben 本 (“basis; book”) is no doubt a better choice.657  

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-
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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: 

主孰聖也？將孰賢也？吏孰能也？粮(糧)餉孰豐也？士卒孰練也？軍容孰整也？戎事孰逸

也？形勢孰險也？賓客孰知也？鄰國孰惧(懼)也？財貨孰多也？百姓孰安也？ 
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 
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658 This section ultimately goes back to Chapter 1 of the Sunzi where it appears as follows: 

主孰有道？將孰有能？天地孰得？法令孰行？兵眾孰強？士卒孰練？賞罰孰明？ 
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+孰+A+也. The same structure can be easily identified in the surviving portion 
of the Tangut translation where it appears as N+紂遭+A (N+whosoever+A). The 
particle kjɨ 遭 is a function word which, when used together with ljɨ̣ 紂, forms the 
relative pronoun ljɨ̣ kjɨ 紂遭 (“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).659 

No. Tangut Ch. transcr. Concept pairs Lan Zhang 

1 [□紂遭]偐 [□孰△]聖 [...] — sagely 主孰聖也 

2 嘸紂遭吮 將孰△善 general — skilled 將孰賢也 

3 飢紂遭巡 糧孰△有 provisions — existing 吏孰能也 

4 朝紂[遭□] 軍孰[△□] troops — [...] 糧餉孰豐也 

5 [□紂遭□]     [□孰△□] [...] — [...] 士卒孰練也 

6 [□紂]遭鞄 [□孰]△能 [...] — able 軍容孰整也 

7 彎喃紂遭捌 武器孰△善 weapons — good 戎事孰逸也 

8 溌紂遭茂 禮孰△緊 etiquette — strict 形勢孰險也 

9 珎朝[紂遭□] 二軍[孰△□] two types of troops — [...] 賓客孰知也 

10 [□紂遭]倆 [□孰△]懼 [...] — fear 鄰國孰懼也 

11 供郷紂遭參 買賣孰△厚 commerce — affluent 財貨孰多也 

12 輾盍紂遭凹 民民孰△安 people — peaceful 百姓孰安也 

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 
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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 njɨ̱ gja 珎朝 
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 三軍 
“three types of troops” which commonly occurs in the Jiangyuan and which is 
identified in the Liutao with infantry 步, chariots 車 and cavalry 騎. Thus it is pos-
sible that the term njɨ̱ gja 珎朝 “two types of troops” corresponds to the “officers 
and soldiers” 士卒 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 彎喃) are better (ŋạ 捌). 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 軍容 (“military formation”) in 
segment 6 of the Chinese text as junqi 軍器 (“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 彎喃 “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 (śjɨj ljɨ ̣飢紂) 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” 鄰國孰懼也 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 kjạ 倆 (懼; “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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1                                                                             [□紂遭] 
2 偐噫†嘸紂遭吮飢紂遭巡朝紂[遭□□紂遭□□紂] 
3 遭鞄彎喃紂遭捌溌紂遭茂珎朝[紂遭□□紂遭] 
4 倆供郷紂遭參輾盍紂遭凹 

 
The character zur 噫 (敕 “edict, decree”) with a little cross sign (†) next to it at the 
beginning of Line 2 is a scribal mistake660 and the cross sign on its right side in 
the manuscript indicates that it should be deleted (Fig. 19).661 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 □紂遭倆 (□孰△懼 “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 鄰國 (“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:  

[□ 紂 遭] 偐﹐ 噫† 嘸 紂 遭 吮﹐  
 4435 1326 2544 2806 2805 4435 1326 2716  
 ljɨ̣ kjɨ śjɨj zur bju ̱ ljɨ̣ kjɨ rjijr  
[ 孰 △] 聖 敕† 將 孰 △ 賢  
 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 噫 (敕 
“edict, decree”) with the one immediately after it: bju̱ 嘸 (將 “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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飢 紂 遭 巡﹐ 朝 紂 [遭 □﹐   
0128 4435 1326 0930 1531 4435 1326    
śjɨj ljɨ̣ kjɨ dju gja ljɨ̣ kjɨ    
糧 孰 △ 有 軍 孰 △    
provisions who -ever existing troops who -ever    

whosesoever’s provisions are more plentiful; whosesoever’s troops are [...];  
 
□ 紂 遭 □﹐ □ 紂] 遭 鞄﹐   
 4435 1326   4435 1326 0005   
 ljɨ̣ kjɨ   ljɨ̣ kjɨ gjow   
 孰 △   孰 △ 能   
 who -ever   who -ever able   

whosesoever’s [...] are more [...]; whosesoever’s [...] are more able;  
 
彎 喃 紂 遭 捌﹐ 溌 紂 遭 茂﹐  
3148 2781 4435 1326 0685 1910 4435 1326 2320  
dzju njij ljɨ̣ kjɨ ŋạ tjɨ̣j ljɨ̣ kjɨ ɣar  
武 器 孰 △ 善 法 孰 △ 緊  
weapon weapon who -ever good rules who -ever strict  

whosesoever’s weapons are better; whosesoever’s rules are stricter;  
 
珎 朝 [紂 遭 □﹐ □ 紂 遭] 倆﹐  
4027 1531 4435 1326   4435 1326 2539  
njɨ̱ gja ljɨ̣ kjɨ   ljɨ̣ kjɨ kjạ  
二  軍 孰 △   孰 △ 懼  
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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供 郷 紂 遭 參﹐ 輾 盍 紂 遭 凹。 

5845 0235 4435 1326 2700 5243 4172 4435 1326 5464 

lwə du ̱ ljɨ̣ kjɨ lạ sjij ·ju ljɨ̣ kjɨ ziejr 
買 賣 孰 △ 厚 民 民 孰 △ 安 
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” 風火暗昧.662 The second half of the phrase ap-
pearing in the Tangut translation is not “darkness” 暗昧 as in the Chinese edi-
tions, but le gjij 消串, which literally means “misty and gloomy.” Thus while this 
meaning of the compound word is close in meaning to the Chinese word anmei 
暗昧 (“darkness”) which stands in the corresponding place, it nevertheless in-
cludes, on account of its first part le 消, 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: 

 
朝 嘸 磬  澳 獪  関。  猫  .... 
1531 2805 4246 3890 4018  5712  1815 

gja bju ̱ rejr bo tśhji  dźjwa  njar 
軍 將 森  林 本  竟  校 
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 踏 (寫 “copied”).663 This is, however, 
more of a conjecture because the character in question is too damaged to warrant 
a reliable reading.  

Kepping interpreted the penultimate word njar 猫 in the sense of “edited 
[by]..., 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.664 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 猫 (校 “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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pare”) was also used in the phrase me̱ njar 懺猫 (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 猫 (校 “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 校 (“to check”) occurs at the end of official Buddhist sutras commis-
sioned by the Tang court in Chang’an 長安. In that context, we often have a record 
of three subsequent rounds of jiao before the manuscript is further “carefully ex-
amined” 詳閱 by yet several other people. For example, in manuscript 
Or.8210/S.36, a copy of the Diamond sutra from the 3rd year of the Xianheng 咸亨 
reign (672), we see that three rounds of jiao were performed by the the layman 
Xiao Hui 蕭褘, which was followed by four rounds of “careful examination” by 
four different high ranking monks from the Taiyuan monastery 太原寺. Xiao Hui 
is identified in the colophon as a shushou 書手, literally meaning “writing hand,” 
a term used for lay copyists.665 But the person named in the first line of the colo-
phon as actually having “reverently copied” 禮寫 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 猫 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 Drège 2007, 96. 
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Based on this interpretation, we can go back and reconsider the partially vis-
ible character after the njar 猫 (校 “to check”) in the colophon, which Kepping 
read as rjar 踏 (寫 “copied”). An analogous note appears at the end of manuscript 
Inv. No. 5189 in the Kozlov collection.666 The note comes after a poem, and reads 
as follows: 
 
関。 猫 程 哀 

5712 1815 1608 5285 

dźjwa njar lew ljɨ 
竟 校 同 矣 
end check same COP 

The end. Proofread.667  
 

Here the compound word njar lew 猫程, 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 程 (同 “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, dźjwa njar lew ljɨ 関。猫程哀 (竟。校同矣 
“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 ɣju ɣwej 寔米 (溝壑 “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.668 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” 所
向者無敵. In this, the word xiang 向 (“to face”) appears in the Lan Zhang edition 
as dang 當 (“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. 
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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 縒 (“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 天勢), earth (dishi 地勢) and man (renshi 
人勢). In the part where the text explains the potential of earth, the Tangut ver-
sion mentions dẹ so 苫匐 which is the Tangut equivalent of the Chinese yinyang 
陰陽. 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: 

踰淵隔水，風大暗昧，利以搏前擒後。 
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: 風大暗昧 (literally: “wind is great, dark and gloomy”) 
Shuofu:  風火暗昧 (literally: “wind, fire, dark and gloomy”) 
Lan Zhang:  風火暗     (literally: “wind, fire, dark”) 

It is clear that variation of the characters 大 (“great”) and 火 (“fire”) reflects a 
graphic mistake because the two graphs are visually quite similar.669 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”  寺有大辟支佛牙 the character 大 is erroneously 
written as 火, forming a meaningless phrase “fire Pratyeka Buddha” 火辟支佛. The same confu-
sion can also occur in modern scholarship, as Gábor Kósa (2013) discusses the persistent mis-
reading of the phrase 火海 (“sea of fire”) as 大海 (“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 mə̱ ljɨ 粐名 (火風 “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” 大風甚雨者, and this variant cor-
roborates that the character 火 (“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” 夫以愚克智﹐逆也. Kepping was especially interested in the word ni 逆 (“to 
go against the current”), for which the Tangut translator used the word ljo 紋 (福 
“good luck, fortune”). We normally find this Tangut word used as a translation 
for the Chinese words fu 福, and less frequently xing 幸, 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.”670 

Kepping’s analysis, however, is entirely based on the Zhang Shu edition 
which is almost the only one where the word ni 逆 (“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 
夫以愚克智﹐命也 (“now when folly overcomes wisdom, it is fate”). Thus the 
word in question is ming 命 (“fate”), which is not that far from the ordinary, non-
mystical meaning of the Tangut word ljo 紋 (“good fortune”), making the sen-
tence read as “now when folly overcomes wisdom, it is [simply a matter of] 
luck.”671 Therefore it seems more likely to me that the Chinese version used for 
creating the Tangut translation had the character 命 in this place, as it shows a 
simpler and less strained connection with its Tangut counterpart.672 

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 Xiangqian (2009, 94) does not see a contradiction here, noting that the word ming 命
(“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 命 (“fate”) in this place, and she was 
hard pressed to explain how the word ni 逆 (“to go against the current”) could be linked with the 
Tangut word used in this place. 
672 The use of ni 逆 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” 以智克愚﹐順也. 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: 

東夷第四十七 
東夷之性，薄禮少義，捍急能鬭，依山塹海，憑以自固。上下和睦，百姓安樂，未可圖

也。若上亂下離，則可以行間，間起則隙生，隙生則修文教以來之，固甲兵而擊之，其

勢必勝也。 
C47. The Eastern Yi 
The nature of the Eastern Yi is such that they hold little esteem for rituals (li) 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. 
 
南蠻第四十八 
南蠻多種，性不能教，連合朋黨，失意則相攻。居洞依山，或聚或散，西至崑崙，東至

洋海，產出奇貨，故人貪而勇戰。春夏多疾疫，利在疾戰，不可久師也。 
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. 
 
西戎第四十九 
西戎之性，勇悍好利，或城居，或野處，米粮(糧)少，金貝多，故人勇戰鬭，難敗。自磧

石以西，諸戎種繁，地廣形險，俗負强狠，故人多不臣。當候之以外釁，釁之以內亂，

則可圖矣。 
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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. 
北狄第五十 
北狄居無城郭，隨逐水草，勢利則南侵漢境，勢失則北遁陰山，足以自固，足以自衛。

飢則捕獸飲乳，寒則寢皮服裘，奔走射獵，以殺為務，未可以道德懷之，未可以兵戎服

之。 
 
漢云不與戰，其略有三。漢卒且耕且戰，故疲而怯；虜但牧獵，故逸而勇。以疲敵逸，

以怯敵勇，不相鬭也，此其不可戰者一也。 
 
漢長於步，日馳百里；虜長於騎，日乃倍之，漢逐虜則齎粮(糧)負甲而隨之，虜逐漢則驅

疾騎而運之，運負之勢已殊，走逐之形不等，此其不可戰者二也。 
 
漢戰多步，虜戰多騎，爭奪地形之勢，則騎疾於步，遲疾勢懸，此其不可戰者三也。 
 
不得已，則莫若守邊。守邊之道，揀良將而任之，訓銳士而禦之，廣營田而實之，設烽

候(堠)而待之，候其虛而乘之，因其眾而取之，所謂資不費而寇自除矣，人不疲而虜自寬

矣。 
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 multitude673 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.674 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 7th century (e.g. Nan 
shi 南史, Bei shi 北史), with bits and pieces of it occurring as early as the Shiji. Yet 
as a system, it seems most closely resembling the Tongdian 通典, the comprehen-
sive encyclopaedia compiled by Du You towards the end of the 8th century.675 In 
the section titled “Bianfang” 邊防 (Frontier defence), the Tongdian demarcates 
the world beyond the borders of the Tang empire using the four categories of East-

|| 
673 The word zhong 眾 (“multitude”) is problematic in this context. Other editions of the text, 
including some from the Ming dynasty, have in this place 衰 (“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 黃帝

內經素問, 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 政典 by 8th-century scholar Liu Zhi 劉秩, 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 12th 
century.676 They had different neighbours: the Tibetans to the south and south-
west, the Jurchens to the east and southeast, the Kara-Khitans677 to the west, and 
the Mongols to the north. By the end of the 12th 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 3rd 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.”678 In his study of the Shuofu, King P’ei-Yuan mentions that 
from the Qianlong 乾隆 (1735–1796) and Jiaqing 嘉慶 (1796–1821) reign periods, 
the work in its original form was prohibited because of the numerous references 
that appeared offensive to the Manchu ancestors.679 

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.680 One such case is the Siku quanshu 四庫全書 edition of Hu Anguo’s 
胡安國 Chunqiu zhuan 春秋傳, in which all references to the Western Rong and 
Northern Di barbarians were removed.681 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.682 

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 18th-century scholar Shen Kepei 沈可培 
(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 圖書編 (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” 四夷.683 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 忠武誌 by Zhang 
Penghe 張鵬翮 (1649–1705). Here the term “Eastern Yi” 東夷 is written as 東彝, 
with the second character replaced with a phonetically equivalent ethnonym that 
is deprived of negative connotations.684 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” 北敵, in which the word “enemies” (di 敵) 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 19th century.685 At the end of this booklet, a note added by a 
different hand commented on the description of the four barbarians: 

行間則隙生 ，釁之以內亂 ，候其虛而乘 之，因其衰而敢之 ，此審勢禦外國之最要著也。 
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 心書校注一卷, 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 a replacement of characters in a text is strongly reminiscent of the practice of imperial 
name taboos. 
685 Xinshu bufen juan 新書不分卷, 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” 三將軍

後人. 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 19th-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 外國), 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” 威令 
C47. “The Eastern Yi” 東夷 
C48. “The Southern Man” 南蠻 
C49. “The Western Rong” 西戎 
C50. “The Northern Di” 北狄 

Of these, only C46 and C50 appear in the Tangut translation, united into section 
T37, with the title pjụ wer sọ ɣạ śjạ tsew 冓筈教紳葆[壮] (威儀三十七[第] “37th: 
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Authoritative demeanour”).686 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 桀 and Zhou 紂. 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 (□).687 

玉 迩 假 棘﹐ 空 喬 閥 垢﹐ □ □ 
5888 1794 2541 3583 0289 5856 1918 0490   
gjiw ·o dzjwo tja we ɣa mji gjị   
廣 主 人 者 城 中 不 依   
wide lord man TOP city wall inside not rely on   

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

|| 
686 The suffix tseɯ 壮 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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□ □ □ 賛 尭 妲 懸 豕﹐ 悶 閥 
   0705 5882 2937 0390 5113 2341 1918 

   zjịj zar lhjịj khjwɨ ·wji tśier mji 
   時 漢 國 伐 為 利 不 
   when Han state attack make benefit not 

When [...,] they attack the Han state; when it is disadvantageous for them,  
 
弟 賛 蛞 烹 垓 洵 傚 □ □ □ 
1599 0705 4871 2181 2858 3789 2551    
rjir zjịj ŋər gjij zjir tsu lja    
得 時 山 川 遠 逃 匿    
attain when mountain river far flee hide    

they flee far away and hide amidst the mountains and rivers [...]688 
 
□ □ □ 网 賛 嵒 臘﹐ 義 顔 絶 
   4534 0705 3065 4658 0143 0089 1212 

   dźjwiw zjij lhju thji dźjij tśhja̱ gjwi 
   饑 時 乳 飲 寒 上 裘 
   hungry when milk drink cold on pelt 

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

蝣。 唹 柑 壕﹐ 蛤 后 砠 □ □ □ 
4906 2758 5683 0558 1922 0487 4225    
gjwi khwa ·ji̱r njijr khia sjwụ sja    
服 圍 獵 獸 射 生 殺    
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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□ □ □ 蟐 仰 秡 椛 轡。 表 衫 
   4916 5880 4279 5643 0303 2019 4950 

   ɣwej ŋwu ·wə̱ mjɨ dzjij thja rjir 
   戰 而 服 無 肯 其 △ 

   fight CONJ submit no consent they COMIT 

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

蟐 弗 範 膏 棘 教 遇。 □ □ □ 
4916 2090 1943 0535 3583 5865 5932    
ɣwej lew nja̱ śjij tja sọ mə    
戰 可 非 △ 者 三 種    
fight can not  TOP three kind    

three reasons why they cannot be fought [...] 
 
□ □ □ 蟐 鹸 元 綽 舩 侫﹐ 玉 

   4916 0412 0413 4465 4675 2935 5888 

   ɣwej tjɨ̣ Jar ljɨ̣ rjijr lạ gjiw 
   戰 疲 倦 勞 苦 多 廣 
   fight tired tired toil hardship many wide 

[...] fight, thus they are fatigued and experience much hardship.  
 
迩 壕 蛤﹐ 跋 栗 □ □ □ □ □ 
1794 0558 1922 5169 0308      
·o njijr khia njwɨ̣ lhji      
主 獸 射 敏 勇      
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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□ □ [岐] 壮 還 膏 攻。 尭 朝 刮 
   1290 5708 0535 0508 5882 1531 2627 

   tsew zju  śjij ŋwu zar gja ljɨ̣ 
  一 第 缺 △ 是 漢 軍 地 
  one ORD lack  be Han troops land 

[... ] This is the first inadequacy. The Han troops can march  
 
勘 吟 梓 頼 嗹 嘲 記﹐ □ □ □ 

0026 5911 5300 2440 2798 2804 0123    
ŋwu khwa tjɨ njɨ̱ ·jir bju ̱ dźji    
程 遠 一 日 百 里 步    
limit far one day hundred li walk    

on foot a hundred li in one day. [...] 
 
□ □ □ 桂 獅 貨。 尭 玉 迩 畑 
   5981 0740 5531 5882 5888 1794 1906 

   ·a bji̱j gjij zar gjiw ·o nio̱w 
   一 倍 餘 漢 廣 主 後 
   one times more Han wide lord behind 

[...] more than twice as much. When the Han are  
 
薬﹐ 繽 詑689 彎 喃 砧﹐ □ □ □ □ 
2356 4513 1366 3148 2781 0156     
dźjiw dzji dźjwij dzju njij wjir     
追 糧 食 武 器 齎     
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 dźjwij 繽詑 (糧食 “grains, provisions”) is written in the 
manuscript as lji 續 (香 ), producing the awkward and unattested word lji dźjwij 續詑 (香糧 “fra-
grant grains”). It is therefore likely that this is a mistake and that the much more common word 
dzji dźjwij 繽詑 (糧食 “grains, provisions”) was intended, and this is how I transcribe it. 
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□ □ □ 畑 薬 溝 顔 蛇 泳 時﹐ 
   1906 2356 0520 0089 0824 5417 0768 

   nio̱w dźjiw dze̱j tśhja̱ tśhjɨ rjar ? 
   後 追 騎 上 迅 速 及 
   behind chase ride on swift swift reach 

[...] ride in pursuit [of the Han], they reach them swiftly.  
 
記 溝 瀛 椛 峠。 珎 壮 還 [膏 攻]。 
0123 0520 3912 5643 1737 4027 1290 5708 0535 0508 

dźji dze̱j bji mjɨ ka njɨ̱ tsew zju  śjij ŋwu 
步 騎 步 不 等 二 第 缺 △ 是 
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. 
 
□ [尭 記] 曳 玉 迩 溝 揺 侫 名 

 5882 0123 5414 5888 1794 0520 2407 2935 2302 

 zar dźji rejr gjiw  ·o dze̱j dze̱j lạ ljɨ 
 漢 步 多 廣 主 騎 乘 多 風 
 Han walk much wide lord ride ride much wind 

[... the Han] mostly [walk], the lords of the steppes mostly ride horses.  
 
膏 付 付﹐ 賛 溝 俑 □ □ □ □ 
0535 2043 2043 0705 0520 2520     
śjij də̱ də̱ zjịj dze̱j dzjɨr     
△ 爭 爭 時 騎 疾     
 compete compete time ride fast     

When competing for environmental advantages,690 riding is faster than [...]  
 

|| 
690 Here the phrase ljɨ śjij 名膏 (風形 ) translated into English as “environmental advantages” 
is somewhat problematic. The Chinese equivalent in this place of the text is “nature of terrain” 
地形. Instead of the word “terrain,” the Tangut uses the word ljɨ 名 (“wind”), presumably to refer 
to the weather. See also the discussion in the next chapter on the śjij 膏 suffix and its use in 
translating the phrase “nature of terrain” 地形. 



250 | Translation vs. adaptation 

  

□ □ □ 壅 表 衫 蟐 鞄 飽 郁 

   2893 2019 4950 4916 2090 1943 5354 

   khwej thja rjir ɣwej lew nja̱ thjɨ 
   大 其 △ 戰 可 無 此 
   big this COMIT fight can not this 

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

棘 教 壮 還 膏 攻。 扣 □ □ □ 
3583 5865 1290 5708 0535 0508 3317    
tja sọ tsew zju  śjij ŋwu lew    
者 三 第 缺 △ 是 僅    
TOP three ORD lack  be only    

Only [...]  
 
□ □ □ 庚﹐ 朝 嘸 吮 胸﹐ 朝 邇 

   0500 1531 2805 2716 5871 1531 5264 

   tsjụ gja bju ̱ rjijr ze̱w gja mjijr 
   攻 軍 將 善 任 兵 卒 
   attack army general good employ army troops 

[...] attack; to employ a good general to command the troops;  
 
稿 纐﹐ 侖 鱒 褂691 若(?) □ ……692   
0524 4520 2513 2258 4976 0835     
dzju  bji ·ju khju̱ ·wejr sa     
指 揮 常 保 守 接     
command direct often guard guard connect     

to often guard connecting(?) ... 

|| 
691 The characters used to write the word khju̱ ·wejr 鱒褂 (保守 “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 ·o 玉迩 (廣主 “lords of the 
wide”). The English translation “lords of the steppes” is suggested by Kepping,693 
whereas Grinstead uses the term “lords of the great plain.”694 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 玉迩, the word gjiw 玉 
is understood to refer to some sort of wideness or broadness, and is usually ren-
dered into Chinese using the words guang 廣 (“broad”) or kuan 寬 (“wide”). In 
the Tangut dictionary Sea of Characters (·Jwɨr ŋjow 蔡搾; Ch. Wenhai 文海, 
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.695 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.696 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:697 
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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.698 

The ethnonym śiã ·o 汨迩 (山主 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 śiã ·o 汨迩 is 
used phonetically to write the name of a country, namely, Shanshan 鄯善 in the 
area of Lopnor.699 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 尭, which in Tangut translations of Chinese 
texts commonly renders the ethnonym han 漢 (“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.700  

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 
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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-
tailed study of this text, see Kotaka Yūji’s 小高裕次 series of articles (Kotaka 2005, 2006, 2007, 
2009, 2010 and 2012). 
699 Kychanov 1971, 158. 
700 With reference to the translation of military treatises (Sushu 素書, Huangshi gong sanlüe 
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.701 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 13th 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 13th century dating for the Tangut version, which to some extent 
would disagree with our current understanding that most secular writings were 
translated during the 12th 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. 
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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. 



  

7 Translation consistency 
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.702 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, I 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 
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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 12th 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 11th 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.703 Early translations of military texts into Manchu include some of 
the same titles found in Tangut (e.g. Huangshi gong sanlüe, Liutao).704 

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 2012.705  

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 sanlüe. 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 (Or.12380/0516), probably represent-
ing a different version from the printed edition in St. Petersburg.706 One of the 
surprising aspects of the Tangut translation is that it includes two chapters 
(pian 篇) which cannot be found in the received Chinese text. These two chap-
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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.707 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 qishu. 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 Sanlüe 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.708 Facsimile reproduc-
tions of the book were made available in vol. 11 of the Shanghai publication.709 
All surviving pages, grouped under three pressmarks, seem to belong to the 
same book. The comparison with the Wujing qishu 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.710 Once again, these differences are not the result of the transla-
tor’s intervention but derive from a now lost edition of the Sanlüe, which the 
Tangut translator must have used.711  

Similarly, the Tangut translation contains occasional bits of text that are not 
part of the received text of the Sanlüe. These, however, were not added by the 
translator either, as many of them can be found in medieval texts quoting the 
Sanlüe, 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 qishu.712 Although the missing portions do not amount 
to complete chapters, as it was the case with the Liutao, the Tangut version of 
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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 Sanlüe is an important witness of the textual history of the text prior to the 
Song standardization. 

In addition to the main text, the Tangut Sanlüe also includes a commentary 
by an unidentified commentator, which did not survive in Chinese editions of 
the text.713 Even so, it shows a number of similarities with parts of the commen-
tary of the Sanlüe included in the Changduan jing 長短經, a composite text com-
piled by the Tang scholar Zhao Rui 趙蕤 (fl. 716), even if the match is only par-
tial.714 Moreover, part of the commentary matches the commentary of the Sanlüe 
as quoted in the Qunshu zhiyao 群書治要, an anthology completed in 631 under 
the leadership of Wei Zheng 魏徵 (580–643).715 Considering the relationship of 
the commentaries with those in the Changduan jing and the Qunshu zhiyao, 
Zhong Han 鍾焓 suggested that this edition of the Sanlüe may be the one men-
tioned in the bibliographic chapter of the Sui shu as including the commentary 
by a certain Mr Cheng 成氏. In the Sui shu bibliography, this is the only edition 
of the Sanlüe 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 神宗 (r. 1068–1085), seven works were officially 
gathered into a canon by the name of Wujing qishu, a Song edition of which 
survives to this day.716 The collection included the following seven titles: 

 
(i)   Sunzi bingfa 
(ii)   Wuzi 吳子 
(iii)   Sima fa 司馬法 
(iv)   Liutao 
(v)   Weiliao zi 尉繚子 
(vi)   Sanlüe 
(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 Sanlüe. 
Of the five military texts that survive in Tangut, the Sunzi, the Liutao, and the 
Sanlüe formed part of the Wujing qishu canon, whereas the Sunzi zhuan and the 
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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 qishu 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 qishu. But there is also the case of the Sanlüe where the commentary in 
the Tangut version in many cases matches that in the Changduan jing rather 
than the Wujing qishu.717 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 qishu 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.718 

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” 和人:719 

夫用兵之道，在於人和，人和則不勸而自戰矣。若人吏相猜，士卒不服，忠謀不用，群

下謗議，讒慝互生，雖有湯、武之智而不取勝於匹夫，況其眾者乎？ 
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 
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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 守 (shou “to 
protect; guard”) when that appeared in different contexts:720  

tśhjiw ·ji̱j 恍篇  liu shou 六守 (“the six kinds of shou”) 
lu ɣiwej 淤訐    shou tu 守土 (“defense of national territory”) 
lhjịj zow 妲籟   shou guo 守國 (“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. 



264 | Translation consistency 

  

Nishida commented that although the Tangut words used as a translation for 
the Chinese word shou 守 were noticeably related to each other, it was “difficult 
to concretely determine the differences among them.”721 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 Sanlüe 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.722 For the Chinese Jiangyuan, I 
use the Lan Zhang edition printed in 1564; for the Sanlüe, the Wujing qishu edi-
tion.  

Example 1. 

The phrase “there are cases when the ruler’s orders are not obeyed” 君命有所不

受 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 
虻 稿 閥 梠 巡 
5306 0524 1918 3575 0930 

dzjwɨ  dzju  mji  nji  dju 
君 命 不 聽 有 
ruler order not listen there is 
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 
朝 虻 杉 噫 譲 閥 梠 弗 求 巡 蘇 
1531 5306 1139 2806 1045 1918 3575 2090 5815 0930 1279 

gja dzjwɨ ·jij zur dạ mji nji lew ·jwi dju ·jɨ 
軍 君 之 敕 言 不 聽 可 亦 有 謂 
army ruler GEN order word not listen can also there is 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)723  
渣 稿 纐 譲 計 ...... 

3830 0524 4520 1045 0353  

njij dzju bji dạ kha ...... 

王 命 令 言 中 ...... 

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” 將受命於君, which appears in Sunzi 14A and is similar to the phrase 
examined here: 
 
Sunzi 14A 
嘸 虻 稿 冂 徂          
2805 5306 0524 2590 3159          

bju ̱ dzjwɨ dzju ·wjɨ lhjịj          

將 君 命 △ 受          

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” 受命 is expressed using the verb nji 梠 (聽 “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 dzjwɨ dzju 虻稿 (君命 “the 
ruler’s orders”) both times in the Sunzi, yet the Sunzi zhuan uses a more rounda-
bout form of dzjwɨ ·jij zur dạ 虻杉噫譲 (君之敕言 “the commanding words of the 
ruler”). In the Jiangyuan, on the other hand, we see the more specific word njij 
渣(王 “king”) instead of the generic dzjwɨ 虻 (君 “ruler”). Moreover, the word 
“orders” is expressed using the three-syllable, and thus presumably semantical-
ly more accurate, noun phrase dzju bji dạ 稿纐譲 (命令言 “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 君命 (“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 虻稿 
dzjwɨ dzju 

虻稿 
dzjwɨ dzju 

虻杉噫譲 
dzjwɨ ·jij zur dạ 

渣稿纐譲 
dzju bji dạ 

 君命 
the ruler’s 
orders 

君命 
the ruler’s orders 

君之敕言 
the commanding orders 
of the ruler 

王命令言 
the words of the 
king’s orders 

Chinese 君命 
the ruler’s 
orders 

君命 
the ruler’s orders 

君命 
the ruler’s orders 

君命 
the ruler’s orders 

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

Example 2. 

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

Sanlüe – “Shang  lüe” 上略 
軍讖曰： 
軍井未達，將不言渴； 
軍幕未辦，將不言倦；  
軍竈未炊，將不言飢； 
冬不服裘，夏不操扇，雨不張蓋。 
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 
夫為將之道， 
軍井未汲，將不言渴； 
軍食未熟，將不言飢； 
軍火未然，將不言寒； 
軍幕未施，將不言困； 
夏不操扇，雨不張蓋， 
與眾同也。 
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 Sanlüe 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.724 In the corresponding part, however, we find 
less than half of what appears in the Wujing qishu 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 Sanlüe 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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Sanlüe – “Shang lüe” 
筆 檳 閥 藩， 嘸 罎 閥 蘇。 
2004 3689 1918 1941 2805 4532 1918 1279 

khja lu̱ mji dzjɨ̣ bju ̱ pạ mji ·jɨ 
井 掘 不 俱 將 渴 不 言 
well dig not complete general thirsty not speak 

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

 
朝 爆 信 圀， 嘸 鏡 閥 蘇。 
1531 1892 1064 2833 2805 0236 1918 1279 

gja mji̱ mjij djɨj bju ̱ ·ụ mji ·jɨ 
軍 營 未 定 將 倦 不 言 
troops camp have not settle general tired not speak 

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

[逐] 絶 閥 蝣， 閑 殃 閥 籟， 攷 據 
1490 1212 1918 4906 5711 3724 1918 4401 3431 3401 

[tsur] gjwi mji gjwi tjị ko̱ mji zow dzjụ ɣja 
[冬] 裘 不 服， 夏 扇 不 操 雨 蓋 
[winter] fur coat not wear summer fan not wield rain 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) 
閥 葺。 朝 崑 信 臘， 詮 罎 閥 
1918 2078 1531 3058 1064 4658 1245 4532 1918 

mji thu gja zjɨ̱r mjij thji ·jij pạ mji 
不 張 軍 水 未 飲 自 渴 不 
not spread out troops water have not drink himself thirsty not 

Until his troops have not drunk water, he does not think of being thirsty him-
self; 
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刄； 朝 □ [信] □， [詮] □ [閥] □； 

2621 1531  1064  1245  1918  

sji̱j gja  [mjij]  [·jij]  [mji]  

思 軍  [未]  [自]  [不]  

think troops ... [have not] ... [himself] ... [not] ... 

until his troops [have not ..., he does not ... of being .... himself]; 
 
朝 粐 信 腴， 詮 義 閥 蘇； 

1531 4408 1064 4633 1245 0143 1918 1279 

gja mə̱ mjij thwər ·jij dźjij mji ·jɨ  
軍 火 未 燃 自 寒 不 言 
troops fire have not ignite himself cold not speak 

until his troops have not lit their fires, he does not speak of being cold himself; 
 
朝 信 吃 郁 挧， 詮 ... 
1531 1064 0151 5354 3349 1245  
gja mjij śju̱ thjɨ ljijr ·jij  
軍 未 涼 此 方 自  
troops have not 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 Sanlüe, it closely follows the Chinese, e.g. bju̱ pạ 
mji ·jɨ 嘸罎閥蘇 (將渴不言 “the general does not speak of being thirsty”) vs. 
jiang bu yan ke 將不言渴 (“the general does not speak of being thirsty”). In the 
Tangut Jiangyuan, however, we see a different grammatical structure, as here 
the subject bju̱ 嘸 (將 “general”) is substituted with the reflexive pronoun ·jij 詮 
(自 “himself”). Because the surviving editions show no variation in this place, 
the Chinese must have been the same in both cases (i.e. 將不言渴 “the general 
does not speak of being thirsty”), thus we can be fairly certain that the discrep-
ancy between the Tangut Jiangyuan and Sanlüe 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 ·jij 詮 (自 “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...” 夫為將之道. 
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 Sanlüe, however, the sec-
tion is introduced with the words “An old military wisdom says...” 軍讖曰, 
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 
夫地勢者，兵之助也。 
Now the configuration of terrain is the aid of the troops. 

The central term here is shi 勢, which Roger T. Ames renders in his translation of 
the Sunzi as “strategic advantage.”725 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.726 In any case, the term shi 勢 is a key concept 
in Chinese military thought and occurs frequently in relevant literature.727 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 
夫地形者，兵之助也。 
Now the shape of terrain is the aid of the troops. 

Here we have the word “shape” 形 instead of “configuration” 勢. 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” 形. Fortunately, both the relevant portion of the Sunzi and the 
Jiangyuan survive in Tangut translation, allowing us to compare these. 
 
Jiangyuan T30 (C3) 
蟐 鞄 刮 膏 棘 朝 杉 罪 瀘 攻 
4916 5645 2627 0535 3583 1531 1139 0645 3916 0508 

ɣwej tjị ljɨ̣ śjij tja gja ·jij ·wụ sji ŋwu 
戰 處 地 △ 者 兵 之 助 △ 是 

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 
刮 膏 棘 朝 杉 罪 燮 瀘 攻 
2627 0535 3583 1531 1139 0645 2705 3916 0508 

ljɨ̣ śjij tja gja ·jij ·wụ bjịj sji ŋwu 
地 △ 者 兵 之 輔 助 △ 是 

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 ɣwej tjị 蟐鞄 (戰處 “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 ·wụ bjịj 罪燮 (輔助 “help”) to translate the Chinese 
word zhu 助 (“help”), which is rendered as a monosyllabic word ·wụ 罪 (助 
“aid”) in the Tangut Jiangyuan. In both cases the verb is followed by the nomi-
naliser suffix sji 瀘 which produces the noun “helper.”728 

|| 
728 On nominaliser suffixes, including sji 瀘, 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” 形 (Sunzi) 
and “configuration” 勢 (Jiangyuan) that was present in the Chinese texts. In 
both translations, the Tangut avoids translating this word and instead uses the 
word ljɨ̣ śjij 刮膏 (地△ “nature of terrain”), in which the second syllable śjij 膏 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 ljɨ̣ śjij 刮 

膏, being a derivative of the Latin root “terra” (“earth, ground”), and parallels 
the derivation of the Tangut word ljɨ̣ śjij 刮膏 from the root ljɨ̣ 刮 (地 “earth”). 

Even though the Tangut translation bypasses the difficulty of rending the 
Chinese words “shape” 形 and “configuration” 勢 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” 地形 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 ljɨ̣ ·jij 刮仮 (地形 “shape of terrain”), which is a per-
fect match for both words of the original Chinese phrase. The Tangut word ·jij 仮 
(形 “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 ljɨ̣ 
śjij 刮膏 (地△ “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” 地勢 in this place (matching 
the Jiangyuan), in contrast with the surviving editions of the text that have the 
phrase “shape of terrain” 地形. 

There are also other cases of using the same suffix in the Tangut Jiangyuan 
to render the Chinese word “configuration” shi 勢. 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 śjij 膏. Thus the phrase “configuration of 
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heaven” 天勢 is translated as mə śjij 朿膏; “configuration of earth” 地勢 as ljɨ̣ śjij 
刮膏; “configuration of man” 人勢 as dzjwo śjij 假膏.729 The same solution is 
used in rendering the phrase “configuration of the attack” 擊勢 in Section T31 
(=C38), which appears in Tangut as ɣwej śjij 蟐膏 (擊△ “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 3rd 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 諸葛武

侯 (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 諸葛侃 who shares the same surname, and thus 
can be included in the comparison as a reference. 
 
Sunzi 4A Sunzi 8B Sunzi 20A Sunzi zhuan 

3–120 
Sunzi zhuan  
3–112 

訟胚桀 訟犁畩 訟槌砿揄 訟胚畩 訟槌髪 

tśju ka ljow tśju kja̱ ljow tśju ka ·u xew tśju ka ljow tśju ka khã 

諸葛亮 
Zhuge Liang 

諸葛亮 
Zhuge Liang 

諸葛武侯 

Zhuge Wuhou  
(Martial Marquis Zhuge) 

諸葛亮 
Zhuge Liang 

諸葛侃 
Zhuge Kan 

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 kja̱ 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” 地勢 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 孫臏 and Huangshi gong 黃石公 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 tśju kja̱ ljow 訟
犁畩, which matches the transcription in Sunzi 8B. In the Forest of Categories, 
the syllable kja̱ 犁 is used several times exclusively to render the Chinese char-
acter ge 葛 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 Tśju-kja̱ Ljow 訟犁畩, refers to 
him the second and third time as Kja̱-ljow 犁畩 (i.e. Geliang 葛亮). Evidently the 
Tangut translator was under the impression that Tśju 訟 was his surname and 
Kja̱-ljow 犁畩 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 Sanlüe 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 漢文 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 12th 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 11th–12th 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 11th–12th 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 19th 
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 20th century has added valuable source mate-
rial for the study of texts from nearly every period of Chinese history. Even in 
the 21st 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. 

 



  

 

References 

Traditional sources 

Bei shi 北史. By Li Yanshou 李延夀. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1974. 
Changduan jing 長短經. By Zhao Rui 趙蕤. Changduan jing jiu juan 長短經九卷. Taibei: Yiwen, 

1969. 
Ganlu zishu 干祿字書. By Yan Yuansun 顏元孫.Taibei: Taiwan shangwu, 1983. 
Hanfeizi 韓非子. By Han Fei 韩非. Shanghai: Saoye shufang, 1930. 
Han shu 漢書. By Ban Gu 班固. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1962. 
Hou Han shu 後漢書. By Fan Ye 范曄. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1965. 
Jin shi 金史. By Tuotuo 脱脱 et al. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1975. 
Jiu Tang shu 舊唐書. By Liu Xu 劉昫 et al. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1975. 
Jiu Wudai shi 舊五代史. By Xue Juzheng 薛居正. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1976. 
Liao shi 遼史. By Tuotuo 脱脱 et al. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1974. 
Liutao 六韜. Wujing qishu 武經七書, Taibei: Taiwan shangwu, 1983. 
Lüshi Chunqiu 呂氏春秋. By Lü Buwei 呂不韋. Shanghai: Zhonghua shuju, 1936. 
Mengxi bitan 夢溪筆談. By Shen Kuo 沈括. Hu Daojing 胡道靜, Xin jiaozheng mengxi bitan 新校

正夢溪筆談. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1958. 
Nan shi 南史. By Li Yanshou 李延夀. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1975. 
Quan zhi 泉志. By Hong Zun 洪遵. Shanghai: Shanghai guji chubanshe, 2002. 
Qunshu zhiyao 群書治要. By Wei Zheng 魏徵 et al. Taibei: Shijie shuju, 2011. 
Quan Tang wen 全唐文. By Dong Gao 董誥, Ruan Yuan 阮元 and Xu Song 徐松. Beijing: Zhong-

hua shuju, 1983.  
Shiji 史記. By Sima Qian 司馬遷. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1959. 
Shuofu 說郛. By Tao Zongyi 陶宗儀. Shuofu sanzhong 說郛三種. Shanghai: Shanghai guji 

chubanshe, 1988. 10 vols.  
Shuoyuan 說苑. By Liu Xiang 劉向. Xiang Zonglu 向宗魯, Shuoyuan jiaozheng 說苑校證. Bei-

jing: Zhonghua shuju, 1987. 
Siku quanshu zongmu tiyao 四庫全書總目提要. Shanghai: Shangwu yinshuguan, 1933. 4 vols. 
Song shi 宋史. By Tuotuo 脱脱 et al. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1977. 
Sui shu 隋書. By Wei Zheng 魏徵 and Linghu Defen 令狐德棻. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1973. 
Sunzi bingfa shiyi jia zhu 孫子兵法十一家注. In Wujing qishu 武經七書, Taibei: Taiwan 

shangwu, 1983. 
Taiping guangji 太平廣記. By Li Fang 李昉 et al. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1961. 
Taiping yulan 太平御覽. Shijiazhuang: Hebei jiaoyu chubanshe, 1994. 8 vols. 
The Book of Ser Marco Polo the Venetian, Concerning the Kingdoms and Marvels of the East. 

Newly translated and edited, with notes, by Colonel Henry Yule, C.B. London: John Murray, 
1871. 

Tongzhi 通志. By Zheng Qiao 鄭樵. Tongzhi erbai juan 通志二百卷. Taibei: Taiwan shangwu, 
1983. 

The History of the World-Conqueror, by ʻAla-ad-Din ʻAta-Malik Juvaini; translated from the text 
of Mirza Muhammad Qazvini by John Andrew Boyle. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University 
Press, 1958. 

Wujing qishu 武經七書. By He Qufei 何去非 et al. Taibei: Taiwan shangwu, 1983. 



286 | References 

  

Xin Tang shu 新唐書. By Ouyang Xiu 歐陽修. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1975. 
Xin Wudai shi 新五代史. By Ouyang Xiu 歐陽修, annotated by Xu Wudang 徐無黨. Beijing: 

Zhonghua shuju, 1974. 
Xinxu 新序. By Liu Xiang 劉向. Liang Rongmao 梁榮茂, Xinxu jiaobu 新序校補. Taibei: Shuiniu 

chubanshe, 1971. 
Xixia jishi benmo 西夏紀事本末. By Zhang Jian 張鑒. Lanzhou: Gansu wenhua chubanshe, 

1998. 
Xixia shushi 西夏書事. By Wu Guangcheng 呉廣成. Pref. 1826, printing blocks from Xiaoxian 

shanfang 小峴山房. Xuxiu siku quanshu 續修四庫全書. Shanghai: Shanghai guji chu-
banshe, 2002, v. 334, 283–700. 

Xu Zizhi tongjian changpian 續資治通鑒長篇. By Li Tao 李燾. Taibei: Shijie shuju, 1961. 
Yangsutang wenji 養素堂文集. By Zhang Shu 張澍. Zaohua shuwu, 1837. 
Yijian zhi 夷堅志. By Hong Mai 洪邁. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju 2006 [1981].  
Yuan shi 元史. By Song Lian 宋濂. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1976. 
Zizhi tongjian 資治通鑒. By Sima Guang 司馬光, annotated by Hu Sanxing 胡三省. Beijing: 

Zhonghua shuju, 1982 (first edition 1956). 20 vols. 
Zhou shu 周書. By Linghu Defen 令狐德棻. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1971. 
Zhuangzi 莊子. Guo Qingfan 郭慶藩, Zhuangzi jishi 莊子集釋. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1982. 
Zuozhuan 左傳. Hong Liangji 洪亮吉, Chunqiu Zuozhuan gu 春秋左傳詁. Shanghai: Shangwu 

yinshuguan, 1934. 
Zhouyi 周易. Gao Heng 高亨, Zhouyi gujing jinzhu 周易古經今注. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 

1984. [Revised edition.] 
Zhuge Kongming Xinshu 諸葛孔明心書. Zhongguo zixue mingzhu jicheng 中國子學名著集成 

(072), Zhenben chubian 珍本初編, Taiwan, 1978. Lan Zhang's 藍章 edition of 1564. 
Zhuge Liang ji 諸葛亮集. 1960. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju. Second edition 1974. 
Zhuge Zhongwu hou wenji 諸葛忠武侯文集. 1960. Zhonghua shuju. Second edition 1974. 

Modern sources 

Aleksandrov, B. G., ed. 2006. Bej-guan’: Kratkaja Istorija Rossijskoj Dukhovnoj Missii v Kitae. 
Moscow/St. Petersburg: Al’jans-Arkheo. 

Ames, Roger T. 1993. Sun-tzu: The Art of War: The First English Translation Incorporating the 
Recently Discovered Yin-ch’üeh-shan Texts. New York: Ballantine Books. 

Andreev, Aleksandr I. 1997. “O tom, kak byl otkryt mertvyj gorod Khara-khoto.” In Aleksandr I. 
Andreev, ed., Ot Bajkala do Svjashchennoj Lkhasy. St. Petersburg & Samara: Agni. 61–91. 

Andrews, Fred H. 1935. Descriptive Catalogue of Antiquities Recovered by Sir Aurel Stein : 
during his Explorations in Central Asia, Kansu and Eastern Iran. Delhi: Manager of Publi-
cations. 

Andrews, Roy Champan. 1932. The New Conquest of Central Asia: A Narrative of the Explora-
tions of the Central Asiatic Expeditions in Mongolia and China, 1921–1930. New York: The 
American Museum of Natural History. 

Anuchin, Dmitrij N. 1923. “Ekspeditsija P. K. Kozlova v Tsentral’nuju Aziju.” Novyj Vostok 3, 
399–404. 

Bai Bin 白濱 and Shi Jinbo 史金波. 1983. “Mogao ku, Yulin ku Xixia ziliao gaishu” 莫高窟、榆

林窟西夏資料概述. Lanzhou daxue xuebao 蘭州大學學報 2, 63–68. 



 References | 287 

  

Bai Bin 白濱. 1983. “Lüelun Xixia wenzi de faxian yu kaoding” 略論西夏文字的發現與考定. 
Minzu yanjiu 民族研究 2, 59–63. 

Bai Bin 白濱. 2006. “Ningxia Lingwu chutu Xixiawen wenxian tankao” 寧夏靈武出土西夏文文

獻探考. Ningxia shehui kexue 寧夏社會科學 1, 92–99. Reprinted in Du 2012, 148–160. 
Baksheev, E. S. and Shchepkin V. V., eds., 2013. Nikolaj Nevskij: Zhizn’ i nasledie. Sbornik 

stat’ej. St. Petersburg: St. Petersburg University. (English title: Nikolai Nevsky: His Life 
and Legacy: Proceedings.) 

Barrett, Timothy H. 1997. “The Great State of White and High: Buddhism and State Formation in 
Eleventh Century Xia by Ruth W. Dunnell.” The China Quarterly 151, 689–690. 

Barrett, Timothy H. 2008. The Woman Who Discovered Printing. New Haven; London: Yale 
University Press. 

Barrett, Timothy H. 2012. From Religious Ideology to Political Expediency in Early Printing: An 
Aspect of Buddho-Daoist Rivalry. London: Minnow Press. 

Beck, B. J. Mansvelt. 1987. “The First Emperor’s taboo character and the three day reign of King 
Xiaowen: Two moot points raised by the Qin chronicle unearthed in Shuihudi in 1975.” 
T’oung Pao, Second Series 73, 68–85. 

Bergman, Folke. 1945. “Travels and archaeological field-work in Mongolia and Sinkiang: A 
diary of the years 1927–1934.” In Sven Hedin and Folke Bergman, eds., History of the Ex-
pedition in Asia, 1927–1935. Part IV, General Reports of Travels and Field-Work. Stock-
holm: Statens Etnografiska Museum, 1–192. 

Bi Sujuan 畢素娟. 1982. “Shi suo jinjian de Liaoban shuji: Mengqiu” 世所僅見的遼版書籍——
《蒙求》. Wenwu 文物 6, 20–27. 

Bichurin, Ja. Nikita (Jakinf). 1833. Istoriya Tibeta i Khukhunora s 2282 g. do Rozhdestva Khristo-
va 1227 g. St. Petersburg. 

Biran, Michal. 2005. The Empire of the Qara Khitai in Eurasian History: Between China and the 
Islamic World. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. (Cambridge Studies in Islamic Civ-
ilization). 

Bogdanov, Kirill M. 2010. “Tibetskie knigi iz Khara-Khoto.” Pis’mennye Pamjatniki Vostoka 
2.13, 263–271. 

Bonaparte, Prince Roland. 1895. Documents de l’époque mongole des XIIIe et XIVe siècles: 
Inscriptions en six langues de la porte de Kiu-Yong Koan, près de Pékin; lettres, stèles et 
monnaies en écriture Ouigoure et 'Phags-pa dont les originaux ou les estampages existent 
en France. Paris: privately printed. 

Bouillane de Lacoste, Henri de. 1908. Autour de l’Afghanistan: aux frontières interdites. Paris: 
Hachette. 

Bouillane de Lacoste, Henri de. 1909. Around Afghanistan. With a Preface by M. Georges 
Leygues; translated from the French by J. G. Anderson. London: Pitman & Sons. 

Bouillane de Lacoste, Henri de. 1911. Au pays sacré des anciens Turcs et des Mongols. Paris: 
Emile-Paul. 

Bowie, Theodore. 1966. Langdon Warner through his Letters. Bloomington and London: Indi-
ana University Press. 

Brayman Hackel, Heidi. 2005. Reading Material in Early Modern England: Print, Gender, and 
Literacy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Brown, Shana J. 2007. “Archives at the Margins: Luo Zhenyu’s Qing documents and national-
ism in Republican China.” In Robert Culp and Tze-ki Hon, eds., The Politics of Historical 
Production in Late Qing and Republican China. Leiden: Brill, 249–270. 



288 | References 

  

Brysac, Shareen. 2004. “Sir Aurel Stein’s Fourth ‘American’ Expedition.” In Helen Wang, ed., 
Sir Aurel Stein: Proceedings of the British Museum Study Day, 23 March 2002. British Mu-
seum Occasional Papers. London: British Museum, 17–22. 

Bukharin, M. D. 2012. “Pis’ma P. K. Kozlova S. F. Ol’denburgu iz sobranija PFA RAN.” Problemy 
Istorii, Filologii, Kul’tury 4 (38), 288–304. 

Bushell, Stephen W. 1897. “Inscriptions in the Juchen and allied scripts.” Actes du XIe Congrés 
Orientalistes, 2nd Section, Paris, 11–35. 

Bushell, Stephen W. 1898. “Une monnaie tangoutaine.” Journal Asiatique (Janvier-Février), 72–
73. 

Bushell, Stephen W. 1899a. “The Tangut script in the Nank’ou Pass.” The China Review 24.2, 
65–68. 

Bushell, Stephen W. 1899b. “The Hsi Hsia dynasty of Tangut, their money and peculiar script.” 
Journal of the North China Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society 30, 142–160. 

Bushell, Stephen W. 1904. “Contribution préliminaire à l’étude de l’écriture et de la langue Si 
Hia, par M. G. Morisse, Interprète de la Légation de France à Pékin.” Journal of the Royal 
Asiatic Society of Great Britain & Ireland 36.3, 560–562. 

Chartier, Roger. 2007. “The printing revolution: A reappraisal.” In Sabrina Alcorn Baron, Eric N. 
Lindquist and Eleanor F. Shevlin, eds., Agent of Change: Print Culture Studies after Eliza-
beth L. Eisenstein. Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 397–408. 

Chavannes, Edouard. 1899. “Notice sur Gabriel Devéria.” Journal Asiatique (Novembre-
Décembre), 375–387. 

Chavannes, Edouard. 1920. “A. Ivanov: Zur Kenntniss der Hsi-hsia Sprache.” T’oung Pao, 
Second Series 11.1, 148–151. 

Chen Bingying 陳炳應. 1983. “Heicheng xin chutu de yipi Yuandai wenshu” 黑城新出土的一批

元代文書. Kaogu yu wenwu 考古與文物 1, 55–62. 
Chen Jing 陳靜. 2009. “Heishuicheng Lü Guanwen jin Zhuangzi yi yanjiu” 黑水城《呂觀文進莊

子義》研究. Zhuzi xuekan 諸子學刊 2, 209–230. 
Chen, Su and Juming Zhao. 2004. “The Gest Chinese Research Library at McGill University, 

1926–1936.” The East Asian Library Journal 11.2, 41–99. 
Cherniack, Susan. 1994. “Book culture and textual transmission in Sung China.” Harvard 

Journal of Asiatic Studies 54.1, 5–125. 
Chimitdorzhiev et al. 2006. Tsokto Badmazhapov—Pervootkryvatel’ “Mertvogo” Goroda Khara-

khoto: Istorija Puteshestvij Tsokto Badmazhapova. Ulan-Ude: Tajny Buryatii. 
Chu Shangling 初尚齡. 1827. Jijin suojian lu 吉金所見錄. Laiyang: n.a. 
Clauson, Gerard. 1940. “A programme of Hsi Hsia studies.” In Actes du XXe Congrès internatio-

nal des orientalistes: Bruxelles, 5–10 septembre 1938. Louvain: Bureaux du muséon, 218–
219. 

Clauson, Gerard. 1964. “The future of Tangut (Hsi Hsia) studies.” Asia Major (New Series) 11.1, 
54–77. 

Clauson, Gerard. 1969. “Ocherk istorii tangutskogo gosudarstva by Ye. I. Kychanov; Grammat-
ika tangutskogo yazyka by M. V. Sofronov.” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African 
Studies 32.2, 416–419. 

Clauson, Gerard. 1973. “Analysis of the Tangut script.” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and 
African Studies 36.3, 696–698. 

Cook, Richard. 2007. “Proposal to encode Tangut characters in UCS Plane 1.” 
<http://std.dkuug.dk/jtc1/sc2/wg2/docs/n3297.pdf>, last accessed 7 July, 2014. 



 References | 289 

  

de Crespigny, Rafe. 2007. A Biographical Dictionary of Later Han to the Three Kingdoms (23–
220 AD). Leiden, Boston: Brill. 

Csongor, Barnabás. 1972. “A Chinese Buddhist Text in Brahmi Scipt.” Unicorn (Chi-lin) 10, 36–
77. 

Cui Yunsheng 崔雲勝. 2008. “Zhang Shu faxian Xixia bei xiangguan wenti de zai taolun” 張澍

發現西夏碑相關問題的再探討. Ningxia shehui kexue 寧夏社會科學 5, 110–112. 
DeBlasi, Anthony. 2007. “Contemplating rulership: The Changduan jing and Tang political 

thought.” T’ang Studies 25, 203–232. 
DeFrancis, John. 1993. In the Footsteps of Genghis Khan. Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press. 
DeLancey, Scott. 1983. “Tangut and Tibeto-Burman morphology.” Linguistics of the Tibeto-

Burman Area 7.2, 100–108. 
Demiéville, Paul. 1962. “Tangutskaja filologija. Issledovanija i slovar’ [Philologie tangoute. 

Études et dictionnaire].” T’oung Pao, Second Series 49.4/5, 452–460. 
Demiéville, Paul. 1982. L’œuvre de Wang le zélateur: (Wang Fan-tche). Suivi des Instructions 

domestiques de l'aïeul: (Tʼai-kong kia-kiao): poèmes populaires des Tʼang (VIIIe-Xe 
siècles). Paris: Collège de France, Institut des hautes études chinoises. 

Devéria, Gabriel. 1898a. “Stèle Si-hia de Leang-tcheou.” Journal Asiatique (Janvier-Février), 
53–72. 

Devéria, Gabriel. 1898b. L’écriture du royaume de Si-hia ou Tangout. Paris: Imprimerie natio-
nale. 

Devéria, Gabriel. 1902. “L’ériture du royaume de Si-hia ou Tangout.” Mémoires présentés par 
divers savants à L’Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, 1re Série, 11.1, 147–176. 

Dou Huaiyong 竇懷永. 2007. Dunhuang wenxian bihui yanjiu 敦煌文獻避諱研究. Ph.D. disser-
tation, Zhejiang University. 

Dou Huaiyong 竇懷永 and Zhang Yongquan 張涌泉. 2010. Dunhuang xiaoshuo heji 敦煌小說合

集. Hangzhou: Zhejiang wenji chubanshe. 
Dragunov, Aleksandr A. 1929. “Binoms of the type 尼+卒 in the Tangut-Chinese dictionary.” 

Akademija Nauk, Doklady, Series B, 145–148. 
Drège, Jean-Pierre. 1984. “Les accordéons de Dunhuang.” In Michel Soymié et al. eds., Contri-

butions aux études de Touen-houang, vol. III. Paris: École Française d’Extrême-Orient, 
195–204. 

Drège, Jean-Pierre. 1996. “Papillons et tourbillons.” In Jean-Pierre Drège, ed., De Dunhuang au 
Japon: Études chinoises et bouddhiques offertes à Michel Soymié. Geneva: Droz, 163–178. 

Drège, Jean-Pierre. 2006. “Le livre imprimé sino-tangout.” Journal Asiatique 294.2, 343–371. 
Drège, Jean-Pierre. 2007. “Notes sur les colophons des manuscrits de Dunhuang.” In Jean-

Pierre Drège and Olivier Venture, eds., Études de Dunhuang et Turfan, Genève: Droz, 71–
98. 

Drège, Jean-Pierre and Costantino Moretti, eds., 2014. La fabrique du lisible: La mise en texte 
des manuscrits de la Chine ancienne et médiévale. Paris: Collège de France; Institut des 
Hautes Études Chinoises. 

van Driem, George. 1991. “Tangut Verbal Agreement and the Patient Category in Tibeto-
Burman.” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 54.3, 520–534. 

van Driem, George. 1993. “Ancient Tangut manuscripts rediscovered.” Linguistics of the Tibeto-
Burman Area 16.1, 137–155. 

van Driem, George and Ksenia B. Kepping. 1991. “The Tibetan transcriptions of Tangut (Hsi-
hsia) ideograms.” Linguistics of the Tibeto-Burman Area 14.1, 117–128. 

Du Jianlu 杜建錄, ed. 2012. Xixiaxue lunji 西夏學論集. Shanghai: Shanghai guji chubanshe. 



290 | References 

  

Dunnell, Ruth. 1983. Tanguts and the Tangut State of Ta Hsia. Ph.D. Dissertation, Princeton 
University. 

Dunnell, Ruth. 1984. “Who are the Tanguts? Remarks on Tangut ethnogenesis and the ethno-
nym Tangut.” Journal of Asian History 18.1, 78–89. 

Dunnell, Ruth. 1994. “The Hsi Hsia.” In Denis Twitchett and John F. Fairbank, eds., The Cam-
bridge History of China. Volume 6, Alien Regimes and Border States, 907–1368. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 154–214. 

Dunnell, Ruth W. 1996. The Great State of White and High: Buddhism and State Formation in 
Eleventh-Century Xia. Honolulu: University of Hawai’i Press. 

Durrant, Stephen. 1979. “Sino-Manchu translations at the Mukden court.” Journal of the Ameri-
can Oriental Society 99.4, 653–661. 

Eluosi kexueyuan dongfang yanjiusuo Shengbidebao fensuo 俄羅斯科學院東方研究所聖彼得

堡分所, Zhongguo shehui kexueyuan minzu yanjiusuo 中國社會科學院民族研究所 and 
Shanghai guji chubanshe 上海古籍出版社. 1996–. Eluosi kexueyuan dongfang yanjiusuo 
Shengbidebao fensuo cang Heishuicheng wenxian 俄羅斯科學院東方研究所聖彼得堡分所

藏黑水城文獻. Shanghai: Shanghai guji chubanshe. 
van Ess, Hans. 2002. “Ssu-k’u ch’üan-shu editions of Sung dynasty texts and the Yung-lo ta-

tien,” Asiatische Studien 56, 635–646. 
Fang, Zhaoying. 1969. The Asami Library: A Descriptive Catalogue. Berkeley: University of 

California Press. Edited by Elizabeth Huff. 
Ferenczy, Mária. 1976. “Dual economy in the Tangut empire on the basis of the Chinese 

sources.” In Ariane Macdonald, ed., Études tibétaines: Actes du XXIX. Congrès internation-
al des orientalistes, Paris, juillet, 1973. Paris: l'Asiathèque, 4–7. 

Ferenczy, Mária. 1984. “The formation of Tangut statehood as seen by Chinese historiog-
raphers.” In Louis Ligeti, ed., Tibetan and Buddhist Studies Commemorating the 200th An-
niversary of the Birth of Alexander Csoma de Körös. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó, v. 1, 241–
249. 

Ferenczy, Mária. 1992. “Tangutok Tunhuangban.” In Ildikó Ecsedy, ed., Uray Géza Emlékére: 
Tanulmányok. Budapest: MTA Orientalisztikai Munkaközösség, 47–57. 

Flug, Kostantin K. 1935. “Kratkij obzor nebuddijskoj chasti kitajskogo rukopisnogo fonda 
Instituta vostokovedenija Akademii nauk SSSR.” Bibliografija Vostoka 7 (1934), 87–92. 

Flug, Kostantin K. 1936. “Kratkija opis’ drevnikh buddijskikh rukopisej na kitajskom jazyke iz 
sobranija Instituta vostokovedenija Akademii nauk SSSR.” Bibliografija Vostoka 8–9 
(1935), 96–115. 

Franke, Herbert. 1994. “The Chin dynasty.” In Denis Twitchett and John F. Fairbank, eds., The 
Cambridge History of China. Volume 6, Alien Regimes and Border States, 907–1368. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 215–320. 

Fujieda, Akira. 1973. “The Tun-huang Manuscripts.” In Donald D. Leslie, Colin Mackerras and 
Wang Gungwu, eds., Essays on the Sources for Chinese History. Canberra: Australian Na-
tional University Press, 120–128. 

Fujii Noriyuki 藤井律之. 2011. “Dx17499 ‘Kyōchūbon Kōseki kō sanryaku’ shōkō”  Дх17449「夾

注本黃石公三略」小考. Tonkō shahon kenkyū nenpō 敦煌寫本研究年報 3, 115–127. 
Galambos, Imre. 2006. Orthography of Early Chinese Writing: Evidence from Newly Excavated 

Manuscripts. Budapest: Department of East Asian Studies, Eötvös Loránd University. 
Galambos, Imre. 2010. “Japanese ‘spies’ along the Silk Road: British suspicions regarding the 

second Ōtani expedition (1908–09).” Japanese Religions 35 (1&2), 33–61. 



 References | 291 

  

Galambos, Imre. 2011a. “The Tangut Translation of the General’s Garden by Zhuge Liang.” 
Pis’mennye Pamjatniki Vostoka 1 (14), 131–142. 

Galambos, Imre. 2011b. “The northern neighbors of the Tangut.” Cahiers de Linguistique – Asie 
Orientale 40, 69–104. 

Galambos, Imre. 2012a. “Non-Chinese influences in medieval Chinese manuscript culture.” In 
Zsombor Rajkai and Ildikó Bellér-Hann, eds., Frontiers and Boundaries: Encounters on 
China’s Margins. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 71–86. 

Galambos, Imre. 2012b. “Taboo characters in Buddhist manuscripts from Dunhuang.” In Yu Xin 
余欣, ed., Zhonggu shidai de liyi, zongjiao yu zhidu 中古時代的禮儀、宗教與制度.  
Shanghai: Shanghai guji chubanshe, 109–125. 

Galambos, Imre. 2012c. “Consistency in Tangut translations of Chinese military texts.” In Irina 
Popova, ed., Tanguty v Tsentral’noj Azii: Sbornik stat’ej v chest’ 80-letija prof. E. I. Ky-
chanova [Tanguts in Central Asia: a collection of articles marking the 80th anniversary of 
Prof. E. I. Kychanov]. Moscow: Oriental Literature, 84–96. 

Galambos, Imre. 2013. “Correction marks in the Dunhuang manuscripts.” In Imre Galambos, 
ed., Studies in Chinese Manuscripts: From the Warring States Period to the 20th Century. 
Budapest: ELTE Institute of East Asian Studies, 191–210. 

Galambos, Imre. 2014a. “Punctuation marks in medieval Chinese manuscripts.” In Jörg 
Quenzer, Dmitry Bondarev and Jan-Ulrich Sobisch, eds., Manuscript Cultures: Mapping 
the Field. Berlin, New York: de Gruyter, 341–357. 

Galambos, Imre. 2014b. “New incarnations of old texts: Traces of a move to a new book form in 
medieval Chinese manuscripts.” In Tōhōgaku kenkyū ronshū kankōkai 東方學研究論集刊

行會, ed., Takata Tokio kyōju taishoku kinen Tōhōgaku kenkyū ronshū 高田時雄教授退職

記念東方學研究論集. Kyoto: Rinsen shoten, 369–389. 
Galambos, Imre. 2014c. “A Chinese tract in Tangut.” Central Asian Journal 57 (Special Tangut 

Edition), 71–83. 
Gao Wen 高文. 1985. Hanbei jishi 漢碑集釋. Kaifeng: Henan daxue chubanshe. 
Gawlikowski, Krysztof and Michael Loewe 1993. “Sun tzu ping fa.” In Michael Loewe, ed., Early 

Chinese texts: A Bibliographical Guide. Early China Special Monograph Series No. 2. 
Berkeley: SSEC & IEAS, UC Berkeley, 446–455. 

Gimm, Martin. 1987. “Manchu translations of Chinese novels and short stories: An attempt at 
an inventory.” Asia Major (New Series) 2, 77–114. 

Gong Huangcheng [Gong Hwang-cherng] 龔煌城. 1981c. Xixia wenzi de jiegou 西夏文字的結構. 
Bulletin of the Institute of History and Philology, Academia Sinica 52.1, 79–100. Reprinted 
in Gong 2002, 247–266. 

Gong Huangcheng [Gong Hwang-cherng] 龔煌城. 1984. “Xixia wenzi yansheng guocheng de 
chongjian” 西夏文字衍生過程的重建. Guoli zhengzhi daxue Bianzheng yanjiusuo nianbao 
國立政治大學邊政研究所年報 15, 63–80. 

Gong Huangcheng [Gong Hwang-cherng] 龔煌城, ed. 2002., Xixia yuwen yanjiu lunwenji 西夏語

文研究論文集. Taibei: Academia Sinica. Second edition: Xixia yuyan wenzi yanjiu lunji 西
夏語言文字研究論集. Beijing: Minzu chubanshe, 2005. 

Gong Hwang-cherng. 1981a. “Voiced obstruents in the Tangut language.” Bulletin of the Insti-
tute of History and Philology, Academia Sinica 52.1, 1–16. 

Gong Hwang-cherng. 1981b.  “Reconstruction of the Tangut initial consonants of Group IX 
words in the T’ung-yin dictionary.”  Bulletin of the Institute of History and Philology, Aca-
demia Sinica 52.1, 17–36. 



292 | References 

  

Gong Hwang-cherng. 1982. “Chinese elements in the Tangut script.” Bulletin of the Institute of 
History and Philology, Academia Sinica 53.1, 167–187. 

Gong Hwang-cherng. 1983. “Chinese elements in the Tangut script.” Computational Analyses 
of Asian and African Languages 21, 15–42. 

Goodrich, L. Carrington. 1974. “Movable type printing: Two notes.” Journal of the American 
Oriental Society 94.4, 476–477. 

Gorbacheva, Zoja I. 1954. “Tangutskie rukopisi i ksilografy Instituta vostokovedenija Akademii 
nauk SSSR.” Uchenye Zapiski Instituta Vostokovedenija AN 9, 67–89. 

Gorbacheva, Zoja I. 1956. “Materialy po tangutovedeniju Arkhiva vostokovedov Instituta vos-
tokovedenija Akademii nauk SSSR (Arkhiv N. A. Nevskogo).” Kratkie Soobshchenija Insti-
tuta Vostokovedenija AN 18, 66–73. 

Gorbacheva, Zoja I. and Evgenij I. Kychanov. 1963. Tangutskie Rukopisi i Ksilografy. Moscow: 
Nauka. 

Grinstead, Eric D. 1961. “Tangut fragments in the British Museum.” The British Museum Quar-
terly 24, 3/4, 82–87. 

Grinstead, Eric D. 1962. “The General’s Garden, a twelfth-century military work.” The British 
Museum Quarterly 26, 1/2, 35–37. 

Grinstead, Eric D. 1967. “The Dragon King of the Sea.” The British Museum Quarterly 31, 3/4, 
96–100. 

Grinstead, Eric D. 1971. The Tangut Tripitaka. Parts 1–9. New Delhi: Sharada Rani. 
Grinstead, Eric D. 1972a. “The Tangut Tripitaka: Some background notes.” Song Studies News-

letter 6, 28–36. 
Grinstead, Eric D. 1972b. Analysis of the Tangut Script. Scandinavian Institute of Asian Studies 

Monograph Series. Lund: Studentlitteratur. 
Grinstead, Eric D. 1974. “Hsi-hsia.” Song Studies Newsletter 10, 38–42. 
Gromkovskaja, Lidija L and Evgenij I. Kychanov. 1978. Nikolaj Aleksandrovich Nevskij. Moscow: 

Nauka. 
Guang, Xing. 2008. “A study of the apocryphal sūtra—Fumu enzhong jing.” International Jour-

nal of Buddhist Thought & Culture 11, 105–146. 
Guo Feng 郭峰. 1993. Sitanyin disanci Zhongya tanxian suohuo Gansu Xinjiang chutu Hanwen 

wenshu 斯坦因第三次中亞探險所獲甘肅新疆出土漢文文書. Lanzhou: Gansu renmin chu-
banshe. 

Han Xiaomang 韓小忙. 2005. “Xixiawen zhong de yitizi he etizi” 西夏文中的異體字和訛體字. 
Minzu yuwen 民族語文 4, 58–62. 

Harada Taneshige 原田種成. 1962. Jōgan seiyō teihon 貞観政要定本. Tokyo: Tōkyō bunka 
kenkyūjo. 

de Harlez, Charles. 1899. “Trois monnaies à caractères inconnus.” T’oung Pao 10.1, 68–73. 
Harper, Donald. 2010. “The textual form of knowledge: Occult miscellanies in ancient and 

medieval Chinese manuscripts, fourth century B.C. to tenth century A.D.” In Looking at it 
from Asia: The Processes that Shaped the Sources of History of Science. Dordrecht; Lon-
don: Springer, 37–80. 

Hashimoto Mantarō 橋本萬太郎. 1961. “Shōchūju no Tangūto-nōto: Kan taion kenkyū no hōhō” 
掌中珠のタングートノ一卜:  漢對音研究の方法.  Chūgokugogaku 中國語學 109, 13–16. 

Hashimoto Mantarō 橋本萬太郎. 1963a. “Seika kokusho jiten Dōin no dōkyoin” 西夏国書字典

同音の同居韻. Gengo kenkyū 言語研究 43, 34–49. 
Hashimoto Mantarō 橋本萬太郎. 1963b. “Tangūtogo (Seikago) no in no soshiki ni tsuite” タン

グー卜語（西夏語）の韻の組織について. Tōhō gakuhō 東方学報 25, 83–105. 



 References | 293 

  

Hashimoto Mantarō 橋本萬太郎. 1965. “Bunkai no in no on’in sōshiki ni tsuite ” 文海の韻の音

韻相識について. Tōhō gakuhō 30, 117–158. 
Hayakawa Mitsusaburō 早川光三郎. 1973. Mōgyū 蒙求. Tokyo: Meiji shoin. 
van Hecken, Joseph L. 1971. “Les recherches concernant l’écriture et la langue Si-hia.” Central 

Asiatic Journal 15.3, 202–110. 
Heijdra, Martin and Cao Shuwen. 1992. “The world’s earliest extant book printed from wooden 

movable type? Chüan seventy-seven of the Tangut translation of the Garland sutra.” The 
Gest Library Journal 5.1, 70–89. 

Henry, Eric. 1992. “Chu-ko Liang in the eyes of his contemporaries.” Harvard Journal of Asiatic 
Studies 52.2, 589–612. 

Hightower, James R. 1952. Han shih wai chuan: Han Ying’s Illustrations of the Didactic Applica-
tion of the Classic of Songs. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. Harvard-
Yenching Institute Monograph Series 11. 

Howorth, Henry Hoyle. 1883. “The northern frontagers of China. Part VI. Hia or Tangut.” Journal 
of the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland, New Series 15.4, 438–482. 

Hu Yubing 胡玉冰. 2005. “Qingdai xuezhe bianxiu zhi Xixia shiji shuyao” 清代學者編修 之西夏

史籍述要. Ningxia daxue xuebao (Renwen shehui kexue ban) 寧夏大學學報 (人文社會科學

版) 27, 39–43, 54. 
Hu Ruofei 胡若飛. 2006. “E cang Xixiawen caoshu Xiaojing zhuan zhengwen yikao” 俄藏西夏文

草書《孝經傳》正文譯考. Ningxia daxue xuebao (Renwen shehui kexue ban) 寧夏大學學

報(人文社會科學版) 28, 14–17. 
Huang Yanjun 黃延軍. 2009. “Xixiawen Jingshi zachao kaoyuan” 西夏文《經史雜抄》考源. 

Minzu yanjiu 民族研究 2, 97–103. 
Huang Yanjun 黃延軍. 2010. “Fa cang Dunhuang Xixiawen wenxian kaobu” 法藏敦煌西夏文文

獻考補. Xixia yanjiu 西夏研究 2, 110–112. 
Huang Zhenhua 黃振華. 1978. “Ping Sulian jin sanshi nian de Xixiaxue yanjiu” 評蘇聯近三十年

的西夏學研究. Shehui kexue zhanxian 社會科學戰線 2, 311–323. 
Ikeda On 池田温. 1990. Chūgoku kodai shahon shikigo shūroku 中国古代写本識語集録. Tokyo: 

Tōkyō daigaku bunka kenkyūjo.  
Ikeda, Takumi. 2006. “Exploring the Mu-nya people and their language.” Zinbun 39, 19–147. 
Ikeda Toshio 池田利夫. 1988–1990. Mōgyū kochū shūsei 蒙求古注集成. Tokyo: Kyūko shoin.  
Imaeda Yoshiro. 2008. “The provenance and character of the Dunhuang documents.” Memoirs 

of the Toyo Bunko 66, 81–102. 
Inoue Yasushi 井上靖. 1959. Tonkō 敦煌. Tokyo: Kōdansha. 
Inoue, Yasushi. 1978. Tun-huang: A Novel. Tokyo; New York: Kodansha International. 
Ishihama Juntarō 石濱純太郎. 1915. “Kozurofu shūshū コズロフ蒐集.” Tōa kenkyū 東亜研究 

5.1. 27–38. 
Ishihama Juntarō 石濱純太郎. 1920. “Seikagaku shōki” 西夏學小記. Shinagaku 支那學 1.3, 

67–69.  
Ishihama Juntarō 石濱純太郎. 1922. “Seikagaku shōki zoku” 西夏學小記續. Shinagaku 支那學 

1.3, 67–69.  
Ishihama Juntarō 石濱純太郎. 1934. “Seikago kenkyū no hanashi” 西夏語研究の話. Tokuun 徳

雲 5.3, 61–82. 
Ishihama sensei koki kinenkai 石濱先生古稀記念會, ed. 1958. Ishihama sensei koki kinen: 

Tōyōgaku ronsō 石濱先生古稀記念: 東洋學論叢. Osaka: Ishihama sensei koki kinenkai. 
Ivanov, Aleksej I. 1909a. “Tangutskie rukopisi iz Khara-khoto.” Izvestija Imperatorskogo Russ-

kogo Geograficheskogo Obshchestva XLV, 463–470. 



294 | References 

  

Ivanov, Aleksej I. 1909b. “Zur Kenntnis der Hsi-hsia-Sprache,” Izvestija Imperatorskoj Akademii 
Nauk, VI Série, III, 1221–1233. 

Ivanov, Aleksej I. 1911. “Stranitsa iz istorii Sisja.” Izvestija Imperatorskoj Akademii Nauk, VI 
Série, V, 831–836. 

Ivanov, Aleksej I. 1913. “Dokumenty iz goroda Khara-khoto. I. Kitajskoe chastnoe pis’mo XIV 
veka.” Izvestija Imperatorskoj Akademii Nauk, VI Série, VII, 811–816. 

Ivanov, Aleksej I. 1918. “Pamjatniki tangutskago pis’ma.” Izvestija Rossijskoj Akademii Nauk, 
VI Série, XII, 799–800. 

Ivanov, A. I. 1920. “Monuments de l’écriture tangout.”Journal Asiatique, Series XI, 107–109. 
Jacques, Guillaume. 2010a. “A Note on the etymology of the Tangut name Ngwemi.” Journal of 

the American Oriental Society 130.2, 259–260. 
Jacques, Guillaume. 2010b. “The Tangut imperial title.” Central Asiatic Journal 54.1, 60–65. 
Jacques, Guillaume. 2014. Esquisse de phonologie et de morphologie historique de tangoute. 

Leiden: Brill. 
Jia Changye 賈常業. 2011. “Xiayi ben Lunyu quanjie, Xiaojing zhuan zhong de bihuizi” 夏譯本《

論語全解》、《孝經傳》中的避諱字. Ningxia shehui kexue 寧夏社會科學 4, 106–110. 
Jielianjiyefu-Katansiji 捷連吉耶夫-卡坦斯基 [Terent’ev-Katanskij], A. P. 2006. Xixia wuzhi 

wenhua 西夏物質文化. Beijing: Minzu chubanshe. Translated by Cui Hongfen 崔紅芬 and 
Wen Zhiyong 文志勇. 

Jullien, François. 1995. The Propensity of Things: Toward a History of Efficacy in China. New 
York: Zone Books. 

Jusupova, Tat’jana I. 2004. “Perepiska Ts. G. Badmazhapova s P. K. Kozlovym (publikatsija 
pisem).” Izvestija RGO 2, 75–96. 

Jusupova, Tat’jana I. 2012. “Obshee i chastnoe znachenie arkheologicheskikh otkrytij v Khara-
Khoto.” In Irina F. Popova, ed., Tanguty v Tsentral’noj Azii: Sbornik Stat’ej v Chest’ 80-
letija Professora E. I. Kychanova. Moscow: Vostochnaja Literatura. 481–489. 

Kane, Daniel. 2009. The Kitan Language and Script. Leiden: Brill. 
Katō Kyūzō 加藤九祚. 1976. Ten no hebi: Nikorai Nefusukī no shōgai 天の蛇 : ニコライ・ネフ

スキーの生涯. Tokyo: Kawade shobō shinsha. 
Katō Kyūzō 加藤九祚. 2011. Kanpon Ten no hebi: Nikorai Nefusukī no shōgai 完本天の蛇 : ニコ

ライ・ネフスキーの生涯. Tokyo: Kawade shobō shinsha. 
Kazin, Vsevolod N. 1961. “K istorii Khara-khoto.” Trudy Gosudarstvennogo Ermitazha V, 273–

285. 
Kazin, Vsevolod N. 1990. “Katalog assignatsij dinastii Sun i Tzin’: Kitajskie bumazhnye den’gi 

XIV v. iz razvalin Khara-khoto.” In Nina V. Ivochkina, Vozniknovenie Bumazhno-
denezhnogo Obrashchenija v Kitae. Moscow: Nauka. 

Keping, Ksenija B., Vsevolod S. Kolokolov, Evgenij I. Kychanov and Anton P. Terent’ev-
Katanskij. 1969. More Pis’men: Faksimile Tangutskikh Ksilografov. Moscow: Nauka. 

Keping, Ksenija and Gong Hwang-cherng. 2003. “Zhuge Liang’s «The General’s Garden» in the 
Mi-nia Translation.” In Ksenia Kepping, Last Works and Documents. St. Petersburg: Ome-
ga, 2003, 13–23. 

Keping, Ksenija B. and Anton P. Terent’ev-Katanskij. 1987. “Apokrif o Ljanskom U-di v tanguts-
kom perevode.” Pis’mennye Pamjatniki Vostoka (1978–1979), 186–190. 

Keping, Ksenija B. 1967. “Tangutskij perevod kitajskogo voennogo traktata Sun’ Tszy.” 
Pis’mennye Pamjatniki i Problemy Istorii Kul’tury Narodov Vostoka 3, 20–21. 

Keping, Ksenija B. 1968a. “Perekhodnost’ v tangutskom jazyke.” Pis’mennye Pamjatniki i 
Problemy Istorii Kul’tury Narodov Vostoka 4, 112–114. 



 References | 295 

  

Keping, Ksenija B. 1968b. “Kategorija vida v tangutskom jazyke.” Narody Azii i Afriki 3, 134–
139. 

Keping, Ksenija B. 1969. “Substantivatory v tangutskom jazyke (sluzhebnye slova, obrazu-
jushchie sintaksicheskie konstruktsii s imennymi svojstvami).” Pis’mennye Pamjatniki i 
Problemy Istorii Kul’tury Narodov Vostoka 5, 134–136. 

Keping, Ksenija B. 1971a. “Tangutskie posleslogi i ikh klassifikatsija.” Pis’mennye Pamjatniki i 
Problemy Istorii Kul’tury Narodov Vostoka 6, 154–155. 

Keping, Ksenija B. 1971b. “Tangutskij perevod utrachennoj kitajskoj lejshu.” Pis’mennye Pam-
jatniki i Problemy Istorii Kul’tury Narodov Vostoka 7, 16–19. 

Keping, Ksenjia B. 1973. “Pobuditel’naja kostruktsija v tangutskom jazyke.” Pis’mennye 
Pamjatniki i Problemy Istorii Kul’tury Narodov Vostoka 9, 130–134. 

Keping, Ksenija B. 1977. “Rukopisnyj fragment voennogo traktata Sun’ Tszy v tangutskom 
perevode.” Pis’mennye Pamjatniki Vostoka (1972), 161–166. 

Keping, Ksenija B. 1979. Sun’dzy v Tangutskom Perevode. Moscow: Nauka. 
Keping, Ksenija B. 1983. Les Kategorij: Utrachennaja kitajskaja lejshu v tangutskom perevode. 

Moscow: Nauka. 
Keping, Ksenija B. 1985. Tangutskij Jazyk: Morfologija. Moscow: Nauka. 
Keping, Ksenija B. 1990. Vnov’ Sobrannye Zapiski o Ljubvi k Mladshim i Pochtenii k Starshim. 

Moscow: Nauka. 
Keping, Ksenija B. 2001. “Khram Vsekh Svjatykh Muchenikov v Bej-guane.” Pravoslavie na 

Dal’nem Vostoke 3, 113–124. 
Keping, Ksenija B. 2003. Poslednie Stat’i i Dokumenty. St. Petersburg: Omega. (English title: 

Last Works and Documents.) 
Kepping, Ksenia. 1998. “The famous Liangzhou bilingual stele: A new study.” T’oung Pao, 

Second Series 84, 356–379. 
Kepping, Ksenia. 1991. “Tangut (Xixia) degrees of mourning.” Linguistics of the Tibeto-Burman 

Area 14, 1–63. 
Keqianuofu 克恰諾夫 and Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 2009. Xixiawen Kongzi hetanji yanjiu 西夏文《

孔子和壇記》研究. Beijing: Minzu chubanshe. Translated by Cui Hongfen 崔紅芬 and Wen 
Zhiyong 文志勇. 

Kim, Alexander. 2013. “Life and works by N. Ia. Bichurin, a pioneer of Russian sinology.” Acta 
Orientalia (Hung.) 66.2, 163–178. 

King, P’ei-Yuan. 1946. Étude comparative des diverses éditions du Chouo Fou. (Scripta Sinica, 
Bulletin Bibliographique.) Peiping: Centre Franco-Chinois d’Études  Sinologique. 

Kipling, Rudyard. 1901. Kim. New York: Doubleday, Page & Company. 
Kitsudō, Kōichi. 2011. “Two Chinese Buddhist texts written by Uighurs.” Acta Orientalia (Hung.) 

64 (3), 325–343. 
Kolokolov, Vsevolod S. and Evgenij I. Kychanov. 1966. Kitajskaja Klassika v Tangutskom 

Perevode (Lun’ juj, Men dzy, Sjao tzyn). Moscow: Nauka.  
Kong Qingmao 孔慶茂. 2008. “Zhixiutang ben Gujinzhu banben kao” 芝秀堂本《古今注》版本

考. Guji zhengli yanjiu xuekan 古籍整理研究學刊 3, 50–51. 
Kornicki, Peter. 2006. “Manuscript, not print: Scribal culture in the Edo period.” Journal of 

Japanese Studies 32.1, 23–52. 
Kornicki, Peter. 2012. “Steps towards a history of the Tangut book: Some recent publications.” 

East Asian Publishing and Society 2, 83–91. 



296 | References 

  

Kornicki, Peter. 2014. “Vernacularization of Buddhist texts: From the Tangut empire to Japan.” 
In Benjamin A. Elman, ed., Rethinking East Asian Languages, Vernaculars, and Literacies, 
1000–1919. Leiden, Boston: Brill, 29–57. 

Kósa, Gábor. 2013. “A correction to the Chinese Manichaean Traité.” In Imre Galambos, ed. 
Studies in Chinese Manuscripts: From the Warring States Period to the 20th Century. Bu-
dapest: ELTE Institute of East Asian Studies, 103–119. 

Kotaka Yūji 小高裕次. 2005. “Seikabun Shinshū kinsai shōchibun no kenkyū 1” 西夏文『新集

金砕掌置文』の研究１. Higashi Ajia gengo kenkyū 東アジア言語研究 8, 1–8. 
Kotaka Yūji 小高裕次. 2006. “Seikabun Shinshū kinsai shōchibun no kenkyū 2” 西夏文『新集

金砕掌置文』の研究 2. Higashi Ajia gengo kenkyū 東アジア言語研究 9, 16–23. 
Kotaka Yūji 小高裕次. 2007. “Seikabun Shinshū kinsai shōchibun no kenkyū 3” 西夏文『新集

金砕掌置文』の研究 3. Higashi Ajia gengo kenkyū 東アジア言語研究 10, 19–26. 
Kotaka Yūji 小高裕次. 2009. “Seikabun Shinshū kinsai shōchibun no kenkyū 4” 西夏文『新集

金砕掌置文』の研究 4. Higashi Ajia gengo kenkyū 東アジア言語研究 11, 30–40. 
Kotaka Yūji 小高裕次. 2010. “Seikabun Shinshū kinsai shōchibun no kenkyū 5” 西夏文『新集

金砕掌置文』の研究 5. Higashi Ajia gengo kenkyū 東アジア言語研究 12, 48–59. 
Kotaka Yūji 小高裕次. 2012. “Seikabun Shinshū kinsai shōchibun no kenkyū 6” 西夏文『新集

金砕掌置文』の研究 6. Higashi Ajia gengo kenkyū 東アジア言語研究 13, 6–16. 
Kotvich, Vladislav L. 1909. “Obraztsy assignatsij Juan’skoj dinastii v Kitae.” Izvestija Impera-

torskogo Russkogo Geograficheskogo Obshchestva XLV, 474–477. 
Kozloff, P. K. 1908a. “Through Eastern Tibet and Kam.” The Geographical Journal 31.4, 402–

415. 
Kozloff, P. K. 1908b. “Through Eastern Tibet and Kam (Continued).” The Geographical Journal 

31.5, 522–534. 
Kozloff, P. K. 1909. “The Mongolia-Sze-Chuan Expedition of the Imperial Russian Geographical 

Society.” The Geographical Journal 34.4, 384–408. 
Kozloff, P. K. 1910. “The Mongolia-Sze-Chuan Expedition of the Imperial Russian Geographical 

Society.” The Geographical Journal 36.3, 288–310. 
Kozlov, Petr K. 1905–1908. Mongolija i Kam: Trudy Ekspeditsii Imperatorskogo Russkogo Geo-

graficheskogo Obshchestva, Sovershennoj v 1899–1901 gg. St. Petersburg: Imperial Rus-
sian Geographical Society. 

Kozlov, Petr K. 1923. Mongolija i Amdo i Mertvyj Gorod Khara-khoto. Moscow: Nauka. 
Kozlov, Petr K. 1927. Tri Goda po Mongolii i Mertvyj Gorod Khara-khoto (Lektsija, Chitannaja v 

Moskve i Leningrade), s Kartoj Marshrutov. Moscow: Gosudartsvennoe Izdatel’stvo. 
Kozlov, Petr K. 1928. Kratkij Otchet o Mongolo-Tibetskoj Ekspeditsii Gosudarstvennogo Russ-

kogo Geograficheskogo Obshchestva 1923–1926 gg. Leningrad: Izd. Akademii Nauk. 
Kozlov, Petr K. 1949. Puteshestvie v Mongoliju, 1923–1926. Moscow: Geografiz. 
Kozlov, Petr K. 2003. Dnevniki Mongolo-Tibetskoj Ekspeditsii. 1923–1926. St. Petersburg: 

Nauka. 
Kozlow, P. K. 1925. Die Mongolei, Amdo und die Tote Stadt Chara-choto: Die Expedition der 

Russischen geographischen Gesellschaft 1907–1909. Berlin: Neufeld & Henius. 
van der Kuijp, Leonard W. J. “Jayānanda. A twelfth century guoshi from Kashmir among the 

Tangut.” Central Asiatic Journal 37, 188–197. 
Kwanten, Luc. 1977. “Tangut miscellanea: I. On the inventor of the Tangut script.” Journal of the 

American Oriental Society 97.3, 333–335. 
Kwanten, Luc. 1982a. “The lexicography of the Hsi Hsia (Tangut) language.” Cahiers de linguis-

tique – Asie orientale 11.2, 55–67. 



 References | 297 

  

Kwanten, Luc. 1982b. The Timely Pearl: A 12th Century Tangut-Chinese Glossary. Bloomington: 
Research Institute for Inner Asian Studies, Indiana University. 

Kwanten, Luc. 1984. “The phonological hypothesis of the Hsi Hsia (Tangut) language.”  T’oung 
Pao 70, 159–184 . 

Kwanten, Luc. 1988. “The structure of the Tangut [Hsi Hsia] characters.” Ajia Afurika gengo 
bunka kenkyū アジア・アフリカ言語文化研究 36, 69–105. 

Kychanov, Evgenij I. 1961. “K voprosu o proiskhozhdenii tangutov (po kitajskim istochnikam).” 
In Iosif A. Orbeli, ed., Voprosy filologii i istorii stran sovetskogo i zarubezhnogo Vostoka. 
Moscow: Vostochnaja Literatura, 148–160. 

Kychanov, Evgenij I. 1964. “K probleme etnogeneza tangutov (Toba, Vejmin, Vamo).” VII 
Mezhdunarodnyj kongress antropologicheskikh i etnograficheskikh nauk. Moscow: Nau-
ka, 1–9. 

Kychanov, Evgenij I. 1965. Zvuchat Lish’ Pis’mena. Moscow: Nauka. 
Kychanov, Evgenij I. 1968. Ocherk Istorii Tangutskogo Gosudarstva. Moscow: Nauka. 
Kychanov, Evgenij I. 1969. “Krupinki zolota na ladoni: Posobie dlja izuchenija tangutskoj 

pis’mennosti.” In Zhanry i Stili Literatur Kitaja is Korei. Moscow: Nauka, 213–222. (Re-
printed in Kychanov 2008a, 423–433.) 

Kychanov, Evgenij I. 1971. “Tanguty i zapad.” In Strany i Narody Vostoka 10. Moskva: Nauka, 
157–162. (Reprinted in Kychanov 2008a, 373–378.) 

Kychanov, Egvenij. 1972. “Tangutovedenie.” In Aziatskij Muzej: Leningradskoe Otdelenie Insti-
tuta Vostokovedenija AN SSSR. Moscow: Nauka, 177–185. 

Kychanov, Egvenij. 1973. Zhizn’ Temuchzhina, Dumavshego Pokorit’ Mir. Moscow: Nauka. 
Kychanov, Egvenij. 1974. Vnov’ Sobrannye Dragotsennye Parnye Izrechenija. Moscow: Nauka. 
Kychanov, Evgenij I. 1997a. More Znachenij, Ustanovlennykh Svjatymi. St. Petersburg: Tsentr 

Peterburgskoe Vostokovedenie. 
Kychanov, Evgeny I. 1997b. “Preface.” In Eluosi kexueyuan Dongfang yanjiusuo Shengbidebao 

fensuo cang Heishuicheng wenxian 俄羅斯科學院東方研究所聖彼得堡分所藏黑水城文獻. 
Shanghai: Shanghai guji chubanshe, v. 1, 1–25. 

Kychanov, Evgenij I. 1980. Povestvovanie ob ojratskom Galdane Boshoktu-khane. Novosibirsk: 
Nauka.  

Kychanov, Evgenij I. 1987–1989. Izmenennyj i Zanovo Utverzhdennyj Kodeks Deviza Tsarstvo-
vanija Nebesnoje Protsvetanie (1149–1169). Moscow: Nauka. 

Kychanov, Evgenij I. 1999. Katalog Tangutskikh Buddijskikh Pamjatnikov Instituta Vos-
tokovedenija Rossijskoj Akademii Nauk. Kyoto: Kyoto University. 

Kychanov, Evgenij I. 2000. Zapis’ u Altarja o Primirenii Konfutsija. Moscow: Vostochnaja Litera-
tura. 

Kychanov, Evgenij I. 2001. “Soblazn slavy.” Vostochnaja Kollektsija 4, 76–80. 
Kychanov, Evgenij I. 2004. “Fragmenty perevoda na tangutskij (Si Sja) jazyk sochinenija U 

Tszina Chzhen’guan’ chzhen jao.” Istoriografija i Istochnikovedenie Istorii Stran Azii i Afri-
ki 22, 75–83. 

Kychanov, Evgenij I. 2005. “Jashmovoe zerkalo komandovanija vojskami let upravlenija Chen’-
guan’ (1101–1113): Vstupitel’naja stat’ja i perevod s tangutskogo.” Pis’mennye Pamjatniki 
Vostoka 1 (2), 5–34. 

Kychanov, Evgenij I. 2006. Slovar’ Tangutskogo (Si Sja) Jazyka: Tangutsko-Russko-Anglo-
Kitajskij Slovar’. Kyoto: Kyoto University. (English title: Tangut Dictionary: Tangut-
Russian-English-Chinese Dictionary.) In collaboration with Arakawa Shintarō 荒川慎太郎. 



298 | References 

  

Kychanov, Evgenij I. 2008a. Istorija Tangutskogo Gosudarstva. St. Petersburg: St. Petersburg 
State University, Faculty of Philology and Arts.  

Kychanov, Evgenij I. 2008b. “The Tangut collection of the Institute of Oriental Manuscripts: 
History and study.” In Irina F. Popova, ed., Russian Expeditions to Central Asia at the Turn 
of the 20th Century. St. Petersburg: Slavia, 130–147. 

Kychanov, Evgenij I. 2012a. “Iz istorii mezhdunarodnogo sotrudnichestva v izuchenii fonda P. 
K. Kozlova iz mertvogo goroda Khara-Khoto v rukopisnom sobranii Instituta vostochnykh 
rukopisej.” In N. V. Kolpakova et al., eds., Rossija i Kitaj: Nauchnye i Kul’turnye Svjazi (po 
Materialam Arkhivnykh, Rukopisnykh, Knizhnykh i Muzejnykh Fondov) 2. St. Petersburg: 
Alfaret, 81–93. 

Kychanov, Evgenij I. 2012b. “Interv’ju s Kychanovym E. I.” Kitaevedenie—Ustnaja Istorija, 
<http://politics.ntu.edu.tw/RAEC/comm2/ra27.pdf>, last accessed 7 July 2014. 

Kychanov, Evgenij I. 2013. Novye Zakony Tangutskogo Gosudarstva (Pervaja Chetvert’ XIII. v.). 
Moscow: Nauka. 

Laufer, Berthold. 1916. “The Si-hia language, a study in Indo-Chinese philology.” T’oung Pao, 
Second Series 17.1, 1–126. 

Li Fanwen 李範文. 1997. Xia-Han zidian 夏漢字典. Beijing: Zhongguo shehui kexue chubanshe.  
Li Han and Hsü Tzu-kuang. 1979. Meng-ch’iu: Famous Episodes from Chinese History and 

Legend. Tokyo, New York and San Francisco: Kodansha International. Translated by Bur-
ton Watson. 

Li Yiyou 李逸友. 1991. Heicheng chutu wenshu: Hanwen wenshu juan 黑城出土文書﹕漢文文書

卷. Beijing: Kexue chubanshe. 
Li Yiyou 李逸友. 1995. “Heicheng chutu wenshu xushi” 黑城出土文書續釋. In Wang Shupan 王

叔磐, ed., Beifang minzu wenhua yichan yanjiu wenji 北方民族文化遺產研究文集. Hohhot: 
Neimenggu jiaoyu chubanshe, 302–322. 

Li Zhizhong 李致忠. 2006. “Tangdai banyin shilu yu wenxian jilu” 唐代版印實錄與文獻記錄. 
Wenxian 文獻 4, 3–11. 

Lin Yingjin 林英津. 1993. “Xixiayu juyou kongjian yiyi de yuci” 西夏語具有空間意義的語詞. 
Bulletin of the Institute of History and Philology, Academia Sinica 62.4, 677–716. 

Lin Yingjin 林英津. 1994. Xiayi Sunzi bingfa yanjiu 夏譯《孫子兵法》研究. (English title: Re-
search on Sun-tzy Ping-fa in Tangut.) Taibei: Institut of History and Philology, Academia 
Sinica. 

Lin Yingjin 林英津. 2006. Xixiayu yi ‘Zhenshi ming jing’ shiwen yanjiu 西夏語譯《真實名經》釋

文研究. Taibei: Institut of History and Philology, Academia Sinica. 
Lin Yingjin 林英津. 2009. “Touguo Xia-Han duiyi yuliao cedu Xixiaren de renzhi gainian: Cong 

Xixia wenben ‘Liutao’ yi tshjɨɨ1 ljwu1 fanyi ‘mang jian xiang qu’ tanqi” 透過夏漢對譯語料測

度西夏人的認知概念：從西夏文本《六韜》以矯繰 tshjɨɨ1 ljwu1 翻譯「芒間相去」談起. 
Yuyan ji yuyanxue 語言暨語言學 10.1, 93–132. 

Lin Yingjin 林英津 and An Kesi 安可思 [Kathleen Ahrens]. 1992. “Leilin Xixia yiben zhi yanjiu” 
《類林》西夏譯本之研究. Dalu zazhi 大陸雜誌 84.5, 1–8. 

Linrothe, Rob. 1996. “New Delhi and New England: Old collections of Tangut art.” Orientations 
(April 1996), 32–41. 

Liu Fu 劉復 et al. 1930. Song Yuan yilai suzipu 宋元以來俗字譜. Beiping: Academia Sinica. 
Liu Jinbao 劉進寶. 2007. “Dunhuangxue shishang de yiduan xueshu gong’an” 敦煌學史上的一

段學術公案. Lishi yanjiu 歷史研究 3, 186–188. 
Liu Jingyun 劉景雲. 2009a. “Fa cang Dunhuang Xixiawen wenxian de kaoding” 法藏敦煌西夏文

文獻的考訂. Dunhuang yanjiu 敦煌研究 3, 55–60. 



 References | 299 

  

Liu Jingyun 劉景雲. 2009b. “Xiliang Liu Bing zhu Huangshi gong Sanlüe de faxian” 西涼劉昞注

《黃石公三略》的發現. Dunhuang yanjiu 敦煌研究 2, 82–88. 
Liu Yuquan 劉玉權. 1982. “Dunhuang Mogao ku, Anxi Yulin ku Xixia dongku fenqi” 敦煌莫高

窟、安西榆林窟西夏洞窟分期. In Dunhuang yanjiuyuan 敦煌研究院, ed., Dunhuang yan-
jiu wenji 敦煌研究文集. Lanzhou: Gansu renmin chubanshe, 273–318. 

Lomakina, I. I. 1998. “Tsogto Badmazhapov (Sud’ba Pervootryvatelja Khara-khoto).” Orient 
(Al’manakh) 2–3, 186–203. 

Long Guofu 龍果夫 (Dragunov), Nie Lishan 聶歷山 (Nevsky) and Wang Jingru 王靜如. 1930. 
“Su’e yanjiuyuan Yazhou bowuguan Xixiawen shuji mulu erze” 蘇俄研究院亞洲博物館藏

西夏文書籍目錄二則. Guoli Beiping tushuguan guankan 國立北平圖書館館刊 4.3, 367–
368. 

Luo Fubao 羅福葆. 1939. Beibiezi xushi 碑別字續拾. Moyuantang. 
Luo Fuchang 羅福萇. 1919. Xixia guoshu lüeshuo 西夏國書略說. Kyoto: Higashiyama gakusha. 
Luo Fuchang 羅福萇 and Peng Xiangqian 澎向前. 2004. Song shi Xiaguo zhuan jizhu 宋史夏國

傳集注. Yinchuan: Ningxia renmin chubanshe. 
Luo Fucheng 羅福成.1914. Xixia yi Lianhua jing kaoshi 西夏譯蓮華經考釋. Kyoto: Higashiyama 

gakusha. 
Luo Fucheng 羅福成.1915. Xixia guoshu leibian 西夏國書類編. Kyoto: Higashiyama gakusha. 
Luo Fuyi 羅福頤. 1982. Xixia guanyin huikao 西夏官印彙考. Yinchuan: Ningxia renmin chu-

banshe. 
Luo Zhenyu 羅振玉. 1918. Fan-Han heshi zhangzhong zhu 番漢合時掌中珠. Private publication.  
Luo Zhenyu 羅振玉. 1927. Xixia guanyin jicun 西夏官印集存. Private publication. 
Lurie, David B. 2011. Realms of Literacy: Early Japan and the History of Writing. Cambridge, 

Mass.: Harvard University Asia Center. (Harvard East Asia Monographs.) 
Maeda Masana 前田正名. 1959. “Seika jidai ni okeru Kasei wo sakeru kōtsūro” 西夏時代にお

ける河西を避ける交通路. Shirin 史林 42.1, 79–103. 
Maeda Masana 前田正名. 1961. “Seika Takura kangunshi shihai chiiki no tokushusei” 西夏卓

ラ監軍司支配地域の特殊性. Tōyō rekishi chiri 東洋歴史地理 2, 1–19.  
Maeda Masana 前田正名. 1964. Kasei no rekishi chirigakuteki kenkyū 河西の歴史地理学的研

究. Tokyo: Yoshikawa kōbunkan. 
Maeda Masana 前田正名. 1974. “Tangūto kodaishi kenkyū” タングート古代史研究. Tōyōshi 

kenkyū 東洋史研究 33.2, 291–298. 
Mair, Victor H. 1981. “Lay students and the making of written vernacular narrative: An inventory 

of Tun-huang manuscripts.” Chinoperl Papers 10, 5–96. 
Mair, Victor H. 2008. “Soldierly Methods: Vade Mecum for an iconoclastic translation of Sun Zi 

bingfa, with a complete transcription and word-for-word glosses of the Manchu transla-
tion by H. T. Toh.” Sino-Platonic Papers 178, 1–195. 

Marakhonova, S. I. 2008. “Institut vostokovedenija AN SSSR v Leningrade v gody vojny i 
blokady.” Pis’mennye Pamjatniki Vostoka 1(8), 21–36. 

Matsuzawa Hiroshi 松澤博. 1986. “Seika Jinsō no yakukyō ni tsuite” 西夏・仁宗の譯経につい

て. Tōyō shien 東洋史苑 26–27, 1–31. 
Matsuzawa Hiroshi 松澤博. 1987. “Seikabun kokumotsu taishaku monjo shiken” 西夏文・穀

物貸借文書私見. Tōyō shien 東洋史苑 30–31, 121–140. 
Matsuzawa Hiroshi 松澤博. 1992a. “Seikabun kokumotsu taishaku monjo shiken (ni)” 西夏文

・穀物貸借文書私見（二）. Tōyō shien 東洋史苑 38, 1–36. 
Matsuzawa Hiroshi 松澤博. 1992b. “Seikabun kokumotsu taishaku monjo shiken (san)” 西夏

文・穀物貸借文書私見（三）. Tōyō shien 東洋史苑 46, 1–24. 



300 | References 

  

Matsuzawa Hiroshi 松澤博. 2001. “Seika bunken shūi Ga zō Karahoto bunken shoshū danpen 
shiryō wo chūshin to shite” 西夏文獻拾遺『俄藏黒水城文献』所収斷片資料を中心とし

て. Ryūkoku shidan  龍谷史壇 116, 1–93. 
Matsuzawa Hiroshi 松澤博. 2011. “Sutain shōrai Karahoto chutsudo Seika bunken ni tsuite” ス

タイン將來黒水城出土西夏文獻について. Tōyō shien 東洋史苑 77, 1–126. 
Matsuzawa Hiroshi 松澤博. 2013. “Seika kari sensa kō” 西夏下吏遷佐考. Tōyō shien 東洋史苑 

80, 20–84. 
Matsuzawa Hiroshi 松澤博. 2014. “Seikabun torihiki keiyaku monjoshū (1): Futoji kankei tori-

hiki keiyaku monjo ni tsuite” 西夏文取引契約文書集 (1) 普渡寺關係取引契約文書につい

て. Tōyō shien 東洋史苑 82, 1–181. 
Mei Tsu-Lin. 2010. “In memoriam: Gong Hwang-cherng (1934–2010).” URL: 

<http://tlmei.com/tm17web/res/Gong%20xiansheng.pdf>, last accessed 7 July, 2014. 
Men’shikov, Lev N., M. I. Vorob’eva-Desjatovskaja, I. S. Gurevich, V. S. Spirin and S. A. 

Shkoljar. 1963. Opisanie kitajskikh rukopisej Dun’khuanskogo fonda Instituta narodov 
Azii. Vypusk 1. Moscow: Nauka. 

Men’shikov, Lev N. 1963a. Kitajskie rukopisi iz Dun’khuana: Pamjatniki buddijskoj literatury 
suven’sjue. Moscow: Nauka. 

Men’shikov, Lev N. 1963b. Bjan’ven’ o Vejmotze. Bjan’ven’ Desjat’ blagikh znamenij: Neizvest-
nye rukopisi bjan’ven’ iz Dun’khuanskogo fonda Instituta narodov Azii. Moscow: Nauka. 

Men’shikov, Lev N., M. I. Vorob’eva-Desjatovskaja, I. T. Zograf, A. S. Martynov and B. L. 
Smirnov. 1967. Opisanie kitajskikh rukopisej Dun’khuanskogo fonda Instituta Narodov 
Azii. Vypusk 2. Moscow: Nauka. 

Men’shikov, Lev N. 1984. Opisanie kitajskoj chasti kollektsii iz Khara-khoto (Fond P. K. Kozlo-
va). Moscow: Nauka. 

Morisse, M. G. 1901. “Contribution preliminaire à l’étude de l’écriture et de la langue Si-hia.” 
Memoires présentés par divers savants à l'Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, 1re 
Série 11.2, 313–379. 

Morisse, M. G. 1904. Contribution preliminaire à l’étude de l’écriture et de la langue Si-hia. 
Paris: Imprimerie nationale. 

Mueller-Lee, Andreas. 2007. “The sleeping dragon in Korea: On the transmission of the images 
of Zhuge Liang.” Seoul Journal of Korean Studies 20.1, 45–70. 

Murata Jirō 村田治郎 and Fujieda Akira 藤枝晃, eds. 1955–1957. Kyoyōkan 居庸關. Kyoto: Kyōto 
Daigaku Kōgakubu. 2 vols. 

Nagasawa, Kazutoshi. 1992. “Development of Japanese research on Silk Road.” Senri Ethno-
logical Studies 32, 49–54. 

Nakajima Satoshi 中島敏. 1936a. “Seika ni okeru seikyoku no suii to bunka” 西夏における政

局の推移と文化. Tōhō gakuhō 東方学報 (Kyoto) 6, 713–742.  
Nakajima Satoshi 中島敏. 1936b. “Seika ni okeru dōtessen no chūzō ni tsuite” 西夏における銅

鉄銭の鋳造について. Tōhō gakuhō 東方学報 (Kyoto) 6, 713–742.  
Nefusuki, Nikorai ニコライ・ネフスキ [Nikolai Nevsky] and Ishihama Juntarō 石濱純太郎. 

1927. “Seikabun Hannyakyō no danpen” 西夏文般若經の斷片. Geimon 文藝 18.5, 51–55. 
Nefusuki, Nikorai ニコライ・ネフスキ [Nikolai Nevsky] and Ishihama Juntarō 石濱純太郎. 

1930. “Ban-Kan gōji shōchū no tama” 番漢合時掌中珠. Shirin 史林 15.1, 54–56. 
Nefusuki, Nikorai ニコライ・ネフスキ [Nikolai Nevsky] and Oka Masao 岡正雄. 1971. Tsuki to 

fushi 月と不死. Tokyo: Heibonsha. 
Nevskaja, Elena N. 1996. “O roditeljakh.” Peterburgskoe Vostokovedenie 8, 525–551. 
Nevskij, Nikolaj A. 1960. Tangutskaja Filologija: Issledovanija i Slovar’. Moscow: Nauka. 2 vols. 



 References | 301 

  

Nevskij, Nikolaj A. 1972. Ajnskij fol’klor. Moscow: Nauka. 
Nevskij, Nikolaj A. 1978. Fol’klor ostrovov Mijako. Moscow: Nauka. 
Nevsky, Nicolas. 1926. A Brief Manual of the Si-hia Characters with Tibetan Transcriptions. 

Osaka: The Osaka Asiatic Society. (Japanese title: Seika moji shōran: Chibetto moji taishō 
西夏文字抄覧: 西蔵文字対照.) 

Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音 and Shi Jinbo 史金波. 1995. “Xixiawen Sancai zazi kao” 西夏文《三才雜

字》考. Zhongyang minzu daxue xuebao 中央民族大學學報 6, 81–88. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音 and Sun Bojun 孫伯君. 2006. Heishuicheng chutu yinyunxue wenxian 

yanjiu 黑水城出土音韻學文獻研究. Beijing: Wenwu chubanshe. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 1991. “Xixia yi Sunzi zhuan kaoshi” 西夏譯《孫子傳》考釋. Zhongguo 

minzu guwenzi yanjiu 中國民族古文字研究 3, 267–278. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 1992. Saibei san chao: Liao, Xia, Jin juan 塞北三朝 :  遼、夏、金卷. Hong 

Kong: Zhonghua shuju. 
Nie, Hongyin. 1993. “Tangutology during the past decades.” Monumenta Serica 41, 329–347. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 1995. “Xixiawen Xinji cixiao zhuan kaobu” 西夏文〈新集慈孝傳〉考補. 

Minzu yuwen 民族語文 1, 40–42. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 1996. “Liutao de Xixiawen yiben” 《六韜》的西夏文譯本. Chuantong 

wenhua yu xiandaihua 傳統文化與現代化 5, 57–60. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 1997. “Zhenguan zhengyao de Xixiawen yiben” 《貞觀政要》的西夏文譯

本.  Guyuan shizhuan xuebao 固原師專學報 1, 63–65. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 2000. “Hanwen shiji zhong de Xiqiangyu he Dangxiangyu” 漢文史籍中的

西羌語和党項語. Yuyan yanjiu 語言研究 4, 120–126. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 2001. “Yijian zhi Qidan songshi xinzheng” 《夷堅志》契丹誦詩新證. 

Manyu yanjiu 滿語研究 2, 118–120. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 2002. “Xixiaben Jingshi zachao chutan” 西夏本《經史雜抄》初探. Ning-

xia shehui kexue 寧夏社會科學 5, 84–86. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 2003. “Xixiaben Zhenguan zhengyao yizheng” 西夏本《貞觀政要》譯證, 

Wenjin xuezhi 文津學誌 1, 116–124. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 2005. “Dunhuang P.988 hao Zangwen xiejuan kaobu” 敦煌 P. 988 號藏文

寫卷考補. Minzu yanjiu 民族研究 3, 78–84. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 2007a. “Lü zhu Xiaojing kao” 呂注《孝經》考. Zhonghua wenshi luncong 

中華文史論叢 2, 285–306. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 2007b. Xixia yiwen lu 西夏遺文錄. Xixiaxue 西夏學 2, 134–180. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 2009. Xixiawen Xinji cixiao zhuan yanjiu 西夏文《新集慈孝傳》研究. 

Yinchuan: Ningxia renmin chubanshe. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 2010. “Lun Xixiaben Foshuo fumu enzhong jing” 論西夏本《佛說父母恩重

經》. Wenxian yanjiu 文獻研究 1, 137–144. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 2012a. “Gongyuan 1226: Heishuicheng wenxian zuiwan de Xixia jinian” 公

元 1226﹕黑水城文獻最晚的西夏紀年. Ningxia shehui kexue 寧夏社會科學 4, 80–85. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 2012b. “Xixia yi Mengzi zhangju canjuan kao” 西夏譯《孟子章句》殘卷

考. Xixia yanjiu 西夏研究 1, 3–7. 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 2012c. “Xixiaben Taizong zeyao chutan” 西夏本《太宗擇要》初探. Ning-

xia shifan xueyuan xuebao (Shehui kexue) 寧夏師範學院學報(社會科學) 4, 55–59. 
Ningxia daxue Xixiaxue yanjiu zhongxin 寧夏大學西夏學研究中心, Guojia tushuguan 國家圖書

館 and Gansu Wuliang guji zhengli yanjiu zhongxin 甘肅五凉古籍整理研究中心. 2005–
2007. Zhongguo cang Xixia wenxian 中國藏西夏文獻. Lanzhou: Gansu renmin chubanshe, 
Dunhuang wenyi chubanshe. 20 vols. 



302 | References 

  

Ningxia wenwu kaogu yanjiusuo 寧夏文物考古研究所. 2005. Baisigou Xixia fangta 拜寺溝西夏

方塔. Beijing: Wenwu chubanshe. 
Nishida Tatsuo 西田龍雄. 1964–1966. Seikago no kenkyū 西夏語の研究. Tokyo: Zauhō 

Kankōkai. (English title: A Study of the Hsi-hsia Language, Reconstruction of the Hsi-hsia 
Language and Decipherment of the Hsi-hsia Script.) 

Nishida Tatsuo 西田龍雄. 1968. “Seikago yaku ‘Rongo’ ni tsuite” 西夏語訳『論語』について. 
In Yoshikawa kyōju taikan kinen jigyōkai 吉川教授退官記念事業会, ed., Chūgoku bun-
gaku ronshū: Yoshikawa hakushi taikyū kinen 中国文学論集 : 吉川博士退休記念. Tokyo: 
Chikuma shobō.  

Nishida Tatsuo 西田龍雄. 1969. “Hihyō, shōkai: Ocherk Istorii Tangutksogo Gosudarstva. E. I. 
Kychanov”  <批評・紹介>Очерк Истории Тангутского Государства. Е.И.Кычанов. 
Tōyōshi kenkyū 東洋史研究 28.2–3, 246–252. 

Nishida, Tatsuo. 1973. “Analysis of the Tangut script.” The Journal of Asian Studies 33.1, 139. 
Nishida Tatsuo 西田龍雄. 1975–1977. Seikabun Kegonkyō 西夏文華嚴經. Kyoto: Kyōto daigaku 

Bungakubu. 3 vols. [English title: The Hsi-Hsia Avataṁsaka Sūtra.] 
Nishida Tatsuo 西田龍雄. 1981. Sekai no moji 世界の文字. Tokyo: Taishūkan shoten. 
Nishida Tatsuo 西田龍雄. 1982. Ajia no mikaidoku moji: Sono kaidoku no hanashi アジアの未

解読文字 : その解読のはなし. Tokyo: Taishūkan shoten. 
Nishida Tatsuo 西田龍雄. 1986a. Ikyō no tami to Orudosu no kōbō 異境の民とオルドスの興亡.  
Nishida Tatsuo 西田龍雄. 1986b. “Seikago ‘Getsugetsu raku shi’ no kenkyū” 西夏語『月々楽

詩』の研究. Kyōto daigaku Bungakubu kiyō 京都大学文学部紀要 25, 1–116. 
Nishida Tatsuo 西田龍雄. 1989. Seika moji no hanashi: Shiruku rōdo no nazo 西夏文字の話 : 

シルクロードの謎. Tokyo: Taishūkan shoten. 
Nishida Tatsuo 西田龍雄. 1994. Seika moji: Sono kaidoku no purosesu 西夏文字 : その解読の

プロセス. Tokyo: Kinokuniya shoten. 
Nishida Tatsuo 西田龍雄. 2002. Ajia kodai moji no kaidoku アジア古代文字の解読. Tokyo: 

Chūō kōron shinsha. 
Nishida Tatsuo 西田龍雄. 2004a. “Seikago kenkyū to Hokkekyō (I)” 西夏語研究と法華経（I）. 

Tōyōgaku kenkyū 東洋学研究 44.1, 17–44. 
Nishida, Tatsuo. 2004b. “On the Xixia version of the Lotus Sutra.” The Journal of Oriental 

Studies 14, 133–145. 
Nishida Tatsuo 西田龍雄. 2005a. “Seikago kenkyū to Hokkekyō (II)” 西夏語研究と法華経（II）. 

Tōyōgaku kenkyū 東洋学研究 44.2, 1–26. 
Nishida, Tatsuo. 2005b. “Xixia language studies and the Lotus Sutra (I).” The Journal of Orien-

tal Studies 15, 170–199. 
Nishida Tatsuo 西田龍雄. 2006a. “Seikago kenkyū to Hokkekyō (III): Seikabun shahon to 

kanbon (kokubon to katsujibon) ni tsuite” 西夏語研究と法華経（III）――西夏文写本と刊

本（刻本と活字本）について. Tōyōgaku kenkyū 東洋学研究 45.1, 5–45. 
Nishida Tatsuo 西田龍雄. 2006b. “Seikago kenkyū to Hokkekyō (IV): Seika moji no kihon kōzō 

to sōseiji ron” 西夏語研究と法華経（IV）――西夏文字の基本構造と双生字論. Tōyōgaku 
kenkyū 東洋学研究 45.2, 2–41. 

Nishida, Tatsuo. 2010. “Xixia language studies and the Lotus Sutra (II).” The Journal of Oriental 
Studies 20, 222–251. 

Niu Dasheng 牛達生. 1983. “Xixia wenzi kaoding qianyi” 西夏文字考定淺議. Ningxia shehui 
kexue 宁寧夏社會科學 4, 51–52. 

Niu Dasheng 牛達生. 1990. “Xixia qianbi de faxian yu yanjiu” 西夏錢幣的發現與研究. Ningxia 
shehui kexue 寧夏社會科學 5, 86–92. 



 References | 303 

  

Niu Dasheng 牛達生. 1993. “Zhang Shu, Liu Qingyuan yu ‘Xixiabei’: Jianlun Zhang Shu faxian 
‘Xixiabei’ de niandai” 張澍、劉青園與“西夏碑”——兼論張澍發現“西夏碑”的年代. Guyuan 
shizhuan xuebao 固原師專學報 2, 47–51. 

Niu Dasheng 牛達生. 1994. “Xixiawen fojing Jixiang bianzhi kouhe benxu de xueshu jiazhi” 西
夏文佛經《吉祥遍至口和本續》的學術价值. Wenwu 文物 9, 58–65. 

Niu Dasheng 牛達生. 1998. “Xixia kaogu jiushi nian” 西夏考古九十年. Xungen 尋根 6, 34–37. 
Niu Dasheng 牛達生. 2004. Xixia huozi yinshua yanjiu 西夏活字印刷研究. Yinchuan: Ningxia 

renmin chubanshe.  
Niu Dasheng 牛達生. 2008. “Guanyu Xixia huozi yinshua yanjiu ji qi xiangguan wenti: Jian tan 

meiti dui xueshu yanjiu chengguo de qujie baodao” 關於西夏活字印刷研究及其相關問題

——兼談媒體對學術研究成果的曲解報道. Xibei di’er minzu xueyuan xuebao (Zhexue 
shehui kexue ban) 西北第二民族學院學報(哲學社會科學版) 5, 31–36. 

Nomura Hiroshi 野村博. 1975. “Jinsō kōteiki ni okeru Chibetto kyōten daimoku wo yūshitaru 
Seika kyōten ni tsuite no ichi kōsatsu” 仁宗校訂期に於ける西蔵経典題目を有したる西夏

経典に就いての一考察. Tōyō shien 東洋史苑 9, 9–18. 
Nomura Hiroshi 野村博. 1977. “Seika yakukyōshi kenkyū (1)” 西夏訳経史研究（1）. Bukkyō 

shigaku kenkyū 仏教史学研究 19.2, 71–120. 
Nomura Hiroshi 野村博. 1978. “Gendai no Seika Daizōkyō kankō ni kansuru ichi kōsatsu” 元代

の西夏大蔵経刊行に関する一考察. Tōyō shien 東洋史苑, 25–75. 
Nomura Hiroshi 野村博. 1979a. “Seikabun kokumotsu taishaku monjo” 西夏文・穀物貸借文書. 

Ryūkoku shidan 龍谷史壇 77, 98–108. 
Nomura Hiroshi 野村博. 1979b. “Seikabun tochi baibai no shoshiki  (1)” 西夏文・土地売買文書

の書式（1）. Tōyō shien 東洋史苑 14, 25–51. 
Nomura Hiroshi 野村博. 1979c. “Seikabun tochi baibai no shoshiki  (2)” 西夏文・土地売買文書

の書式（2）. Tōyō shien 東洋史苑 15, 37–54. 
Obruchev, Vladimir A. 1900–1901. Tsentral’naja Azija, Severnyj Kitaj in Nan’shan’: Otchet 

Puteshestvija, Sovershennogo po Porucheniju RGO v 1892–1894 gg. St. Petersburg: Impe-
rial Russian Geographical Society. 

Okazaki Seirō 岡崎精郎. 1947. “Tōdai ni okeru Tangūto no hatten” 唐代における党項の発展. 
Tōhōshi ronsō 東方史論叢 1, 57–205. 

Okazaki Seirō 岡崎精郎. 1958. “Kasei Uiguru shi ni kan suru ichi kenkyū: Kokusai kankei, toku 
ni tai Ryō kankei wo chūshin to shite” 河西ウィグル史に関する一研究――国際関係、特

に対遼関係を中心として. In Ishihama sensei koki kinenkai 石濱先生古稀記念會, ed., 
Ishihama sensei koki kinen: Tōyōgaku ronsō 石濱先生古稀記念: 東洋學論叢, Osaka: Ishi-
hama sensei koki kinenkai, 68–79. 

Okazaki Seirō 岡崎精郎. 1960. “Tangūto-Uiguru kōshō kasei no kenkyū” タングート・ウィグ

ル交渉過程の研究. Dai gokai Nihon Chibetto gakkai kiyō 第五回日本西蔵学会紀要, 1–31. 
Okazaki Seirō 岡崎精郎. 1968. “Tangūto kanshūhō to Seika hōten” タングート慣習法と西夏

法典. In Tamura Hakushi taikan kinen jigyōkai 田村博士退官記念事業会, ed., Tamura ha-
kushi shōju Tōyōshi ronsō 田村博士頌寿東洋史論叢. Kyoto: Tamura Hakushi taikan kinen 
jigyōkai, 123–138. 

Okazaki Seirō 岡崎精郎. 1972. Tangūto kodaishi kenkyū タングート古代史研究. Kyoto: 
Tōyōshi kenkyūkai. 

Ol’denburg, Sergej F. 1909. “Buddijskij obrazok, vyvezennyj iz razvalin Khara-khoto.” Izvestija 
Imperatorskogo Russkogo Geograficheskogo Obshchestva XLV, 471–473. 

Pelliot, Paul. 1908. “Une bibliothèque médiévale retrouvée au Kan-sou.” Bulletin de l’École 
Française d’Extrême-Orient VIII, 501–529. 



304 | References 

  

Pelliot, Paul. 1914. “Les documents chinois trouvés par la Mission Kozlov à Khara-Khoto.” 
Journal Asiatique, Série 11.3, 503–518. 

Pelliot, Paul. 1924. “Quelques remarques sur le Chouo fou.” T'oung Pao (Second Series) 23.4, 
163–220. 

Pelliot, Paul. 1959–1963. Notes on Marco Polo. Paris: Adrien-Maisonneuve. 2 vols. 
Peng Xiangqian 澎向前 and Yang Huan 楊浣. 2011. “Baoding chutu Mingdai Xixiawen 

shichuang mingcheng kao” 保定出土明代西夏文石幢名稱考. Ningxia shehui kexue 寧夏社

會科學 4, 98–102. 
Peng Xiangqian 澎向前. 2011. “Xiayi Hanji zhong de ‘diandao’ yifa” 夏譯漢籍中的“顛倒”譯法. 

Minzu yuwen 民族語文 5, 70–71. 
Peng Xiangqian 澎向前. 2012. Xixiawen Mengzi zhengli yanjiu 西夏文《孟子》整理研究. 

Shanghai: Shanghai guji chubanshe. 
Pevtsov, Mikhail V. 1892–1896. Trudy Tibetskoj Ekspeditsii 1889–1890 gg. St. Petersburg: 

Imperial Russian Geographical Society. 
Pevtsov, Mikhail V. 1895. Puteshestvie po Vostochnomu Turkestanu, Kun’-lunju, Severnoj 

Okraine Tibetskago Nagor’ja i Chzsungarii v 1889-m i 1890-m Godakh. St. Petersburg: 
Stasjul’evich. 

Popova, Irina, ed. 2012. Tanguty v Tsentral’noj Azii: Sbornik stat’ej v chest’ 80-letija prof. E. I. 
Kychanova [Tanguts in Central Asia: a collection of articles marking the 80th anniversary 
of Prof. E. I. Kychanov]. Moscow: Oriental Literature. 

Poppe, Nikolaus. 1954. “Review of É. M. Murzaev, Mongol’skaja Narodnaja Respublika, Fiziko-
geografičeskoe opisanie.” Ural-Altaische Jahrbücher 26, 127–128. 

Potanin, Grigorij N. 1893. Tangutsko-Tibetskaja Okraina Kitaja i Tsentral’naja Mongolija: 
Puteshestvie G. N. Potanina 1884–1886. St. Petersburg: Imperial Russian Geographical 
Society. 2 vols. 

Pottier, M. Edmond. 1900. “Notice sur la vie et les travaux de M. Gabriel Devéria.” Comptes 
Rendus des Séances de l'Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres 44.2, 127–143. 

Przheval’skij, Nikolaj M. 1888. Ot Kjakhty na Istoki Zheltoj Reki, Issledovanie Severnoj Okrainy 
Tibeta i Put’ cherez Lob-nor po Bassejnu Tarima. St. Petersburg: Tip. Balasheva. 

Pyne, Percy R. 1924. “Report of the Secretary.” Fifty-fifth Annual Report for the Year 1923: The 
American Museum of Natural History, 33–48.  

de Rachewiltz, Igor, tr. 2004. The Secret History of the Mongols: A Mongolian Epic Chronicle of 
the Thirteenth Century. Leiden, Boston: Brill. 

Qiantian Zhengming 前田正名 [Maeda Masana]. 1993. Hexi lishi dilixue yanjiu 河西歷史地理學

研究. Beijing: Zhongguo Zangxue chubanshe. Translated by Chen Junmou 陳俊謀. 
Roborovskij, Vsevolod I. and Petr K. Kozlov. 1899–1900. Trudy Ekspeditsii Imperatorkago 

Russkago Geograficheskago Obshchestva po Tsentral’noj Azii, Sovershennoj v 1893–1895 
gg. pod Nachal’stvom V. I. Roborovskago. St. Petersburg: Imperial Russian Geographical 
Society. 

Roborovsky, Vsevolod. 1890. “Progress of the Russian Expedition to Central Asia under Colonel 
Pievtsoff.” Proceedings of the Royal Geographical Society and Monthly Record of Geogra-
phy, New Monthly Series 12.1, 19–36. 

Rong Xinjiang. 1999. “The nature of the Dunhuang library cave and the reasons for its sealing.” 
Cahiers d’Extrême-Asie 11, 247–275. 

Rong Xinjiang 榮新江. 2005. “Zhongguo Dunhuangxue yanjiu yu guoji shiye” 中國敦煌學研究

與國際視野. Lishi yanjiu 歷史研究 4, 165–175. 



 References | 305 

  

Rong Xinjiang 榮新江. 2007. “E cang Dunhuang wenxian zhong de Heishuicheng wenxian” 
〈俄藏敦煌文獻〉中的黑水城文獻. In Shen Weirong 沈衛榮, Nakao Masayoshi 中尾正義 
and Shi Jinbo 史金波, eds., Heishuicheng renwen yu huanjing yanjiu 黑水城人文與環境研

究. Beijing: Zhongguo renmin daxue chubanshe, 534–548. 
Rong, Xinjiang. 2013. Eighteen Lectures on Dunhuang. Leiden & Boston: Brill. Translated by 

Imre Galambos. 
Rupen, Robert A. 1964. Mongols of the Twentieth Century, Part I (Uralic and Altaic Series 37). 

Bloomington: Indiana University. 
Samosjuk, Kira F. 2006. Buddijskaja Zhivopos’ iz Khara-khoto XII–XIV Vekov: Mezhdu Kitaem i 

Tibetom: Kollektsija P. K. Kozlova. St. Petersburg: Hermitage. 
van Schaik, Sam and Imre Galambos. 2012. Manuscripts and Travellers The Sino-Tibetan Doc-

uments of a Tenth-Century Buddhist Pilgrim. Berlin: De Gruyter. 
Sedláček, Kamil. 1962. “Zur Frage der Etymologie der Tangutischen Partikeln *ta, *ngu, *ri, *ki, 

*to und *rgo.” Central Asiatic Journal 7.3, 153–169. 
Sedláček, Kamil. 1964. “New light on the name of the Tangut people of the Hsi-Hsia dynasty.” 

Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenländischen Gesellschaft 114, 180–185. 
Shanxi sheng wenwuju 山西省文物局. 1991. Yingxian muta Liaodai mizang 應縣木塔遼代秘藏. 

Beijing: Wenwu chubanshe. 
Shen Jin 沈津. 1996. Shucheng yicui lu 書城挹翠錄. Shanghai: Shanghai shehui kexueyuan 

chubanshe. 
Shen Jin 沈津. 2006. Zhongguo zhenxi guji shanben shulu 中國珍稀古籍善本書錄. Guilin: 

Guangxi shifan daxue chubanshe. 
Shen Weirong 沈衛榮. 2007. “Xixiawen zangchuan xudian Jixiang bianzhi kouhe benxu yu-

anliu, miyi kaoshu (shang)” 西夏文藏傳續典《吉祥遍至口合本續》源流、密意考述 (上). 
Xixiaxue 西夏學 2, 92–98. 

Shen, Weirong. 2010. “Reconstructing the history of Buddhism in Central Eurasia (11th–14th 
centuries): An interdisciplinary and multilingual approach to the Khara Khoto texts.” In 
Anne Chayet, Cristina Scherrer-Schaub, Françoise Robin and Jean-Luc Achard, eds., Edi-
tion, éditions l’écrit au Tibet, évolution et devenir (Collectanea Himalayica 3). München: 
Indus Verlag, 337–362. 

Shi Jinbo 史金波. 1974. “‘Gansu Wuwei faxian de Xixiawen kaoshi’ zhiyi” 〈甘肅武威發現的西

夏文考釋〉質疑. Kaogu 考古 6, 394–397. 
Shi Jinbo 史金波. 1986a. Xixia wenhua 西夏文化. Changchun: Jilin jiaoyu chubanshe. 
Shi Jinbo 史金波. 1986b. “Xixia minghao zakao” 西夏名號雜考. Zhongyang minzu xueyuan 

xuebao 中央民族學院學報 4, 72–76. 
Shi Jinbo 史金波. 1988. Xixia Fojiao shilüe 西夏佛教史略. Yinchuan: Ningxia renmin chu-

banshe. 
Shi Jinbo 史金波. 2004. Xixia chuban yanjiu 西夏出版研究. Yinchuan: Ningxia renmin chu-

banshe. Xixia yanjiu congshu 西夏研究叢書 4. 
Shi Jinbo 史金波. 2007. Xixia shehui 西夏社會. Shanghai: Shanghai renmin chubanshe. 2 vols. 
Shi Jinbo 史金波. 2010. “Ying cang Heishuicheng wenxian dingming chuyi ji buzheng” 《英藏

黑水城文獻》定名芻議及不正. Xixiaxue 西夏學 5, 1–16. 
Shi Jinbo 史金波 and Bai Bin 白濱. 1982. “Mogao ku Yulin ku Xixiawen tiji yanjiu” 莫高窟榆林

窟西夏文題記研究. Kaogu xuebao 考古學報 3, 367–386. 
Shi Jinbo 史金波, Bai Bin 白濱 and Huang Zhenhua 黃振華. 1983. Wenhai yanjiu 文海研究. 

Beijing: Zhongguo shehui kexue chubanshe. 



306 | References 

  

Shi Jinbo 史金波, Huang Zhenhua 黃振華 and Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音. 1993. Leilin yanjiu 類林研

究. Yinchuan: Ningxia renmin chubanshe. 
Shi Jinbo 史金波 and Yasen Wushou’er 雅森‧吾守爾 (Yasin Ashuri). 1999. Zhongguo huozi 

yinshuashu de faming he zaoqi chuanbo: Xixia he Huigu huozi yinshuashu yanjiu 中國活

字印刷術的發明和早期傳播 —— 西夏和回鶻活字印刷術研究. Beijing: Shehui kexue wen-
xian chubanshe. 

Shōgaitō, Masahiro and Abdurishid Yakup. 2001. “Four Uyghur fragments of Qian-zi-wen 
‘Thousand Character Essay.’ ” Turkic Languages 5, 3–28. 

Shōgaito Masahiro 庄垣内正弘. 1995. “Uiguru moji onsha sareta Kango butten danpen ni 
tsuite: Uigiru kanji’on no kenkyū” ウイグル文字音写された漢語仏典断片について : ウイ

グル漢字音の研究. Gengokaku kenkyū 言語学研究 14, 65–153. 
Shōgaito, Masahiro. 2004. “How were Chinese characters read in Uighur?”, in D. Durkin-

Meisterernst et al., eds., Turfan Revisited – The First Century of Research into the Arts and 
Cultures of the Silk Road. Berlin: Dietrich Reimer Verlag, 321–324. 

Sjogajto, Masakhiro (Shōgaitō Masahiro). 2008. “Ujgurskij fragment pod shifrom SI Kr.IV 260 
iz sobranija IVR RAN: Perevod na ujgurskij jazyk kitajskogo Tysjacheslovnika.” Pis’mennye 
Pamjatniki Vostoka 1(8), 177–186. 

Sofronov, Mikhail V. 1968. Grammatika Tangutskogo Jazyka. Moscow: Nauka. 2 vols. 
Sofronov, Mikhail V. and Evgenij I. Kychanov. 1963. Issledovanija po Fonetike Tangutskogo 

Jazyka. Moscow: Nauka. 
Sofronov, Mikhail V. and Evgenij I. Kychanov. 1965. “Researches concerning the phonetics of 

the Tangut language.” Acta Orientalia (Hung.) 18, 339–354. 
Solonin, Kirill Ju. 1995. Dvennadtsat’ tsarstv: Perevod s tangutskogo, predislovie i kommentarii. 

St. Petersburg: Tsentr Peterburgskogo Vostokovedenija. 
Solonin, Kirill J. 2003. “Hongzhou Buddhism in Xixia and the heritage of Zongmi (780–841): A 

Tangut source.” Asia Major, Third Series 16.2, 57–103. 
Solonin, Kirill J. 2008. “The glimpses of Tangut Buddhism.” Central Asiatic Journal 52.1, 64–

127. 
Solonin, Kirill J. 2014. “Sinitic Buddhism in the Tangut state.” Central Asiatic Journal 57, 157–

183. 
Sommarström, Bo. 1956–1958. Archaeological Researches in the Edsen-Gol Region, Inner 

Mongolia (by Bo Sommarström, together with catalogue prepared by Folke Bergman). 
Stockholm: Statens Etnografiska Museum. 

Song Lulu 宋璐璐. 2004. “Xixia yiben zhong de liang pian Liutao yiwen” 西夏譯本中的兩篇《

六韜》佚文. Ningxia shehui kexue 寧夏社會科學 1 (122), 79–80. 
South-Coblin, Weldon. 1979. “A new study of the Pai-lang songs.” The Tsing Hua Journal of 

Chinese Studies 12, 179–216. 
Soymié, Michel. 1990. “Observations sur les caractères interdits en Chine.” Journal Asiatique 

278, 377–407. 
Stein, M. Aurel. 1921. Serindia: Detailed Report of Explorations in Central Asia and Western-

most China. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 5 vols. 
Stein, M. Aurel. 1928. Innermost Asia: Detailed Report of Explorations in Central Asia, Kan-su 

and Eastern Irān. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 4 vols. 
Stein, Rolf A. 1951. “Mi-ñag et Si-hia: Géographie historique et légendes ancestrales.” Bulletin 

de l’École Française d’Extrême-Orient 44.1, 223–265. 
Stein, Rolf A. 1992. “Tibetica Antique VI: Maximes confucianistes dans deux manuscrits de 

Touen-houang.” Bulletin de l’École Française d’Extrême-Orient 79.1, 9–17. 



 References | 307 

  

Stein, Rolf A. 1966. “Nouveaux documents tibetains sur les Mi-nag/Si-hia.” Mélanges de sinol-
ogie offerts à Monsieur Paul Demiéville. Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 281–289. 

Stein, Rolf A. and Arthur P. McKeown. 2002. Rolf Stein’s Tibetica Antiqua: With Additional 
Materials. Leiden; Boston: Brill. 

Sun Bojun 孫伯君, tr. 2005. Guowai zaoqi Xixiaxue lunji 國外早期西夏學論集. Beijing: Minzu 
chubanshe. 2 vols. Xixiaxue yicong 西夏學譯叢 1. 

Sun Jimin 孫繼民, Song Kun 宋坤 and Chen Ruiqing 陳瑞青. 2012. E cang Heishuicheng Han-
wen fei Fojiao wenxian zhengli yu yanjiu 俄藏黑水城漢文非佛教文獻整理於研究. Beijing: 
Bejing shifan daxue chubanshe. 3 vols. 

Sun Jimin 孫繼民, Song Kun 宋坤, Chen Ruiqing 陳瑞青 and Du Lihui 杜立暉. 2014. Kaogu 
faxian Xixia Hanwen fei Fojiao wenxian zhengli yu yanjiu 考古發現西夏漢文非佛教文獻整

理與研究. Beijing: Shehui kexue wenxian chubanshe. 
Sun Shouling 孫壽岭. 1994. “Xixia nihuozi ban fojing” 西夏泥活字版佛經. Zhongguo wen-

wubao 中國文物報 (27 March), 3. 
Sun Shouling. 2007. “Why I reprinted the final portion of the Vimalakīrti-Nirdeśa using mova-

ble type made of clay.” Early Medieval China 13–14.1, 233–263. Translated by Adam D. 
Smith, annotated by Lothar von Falkenhausen. 

Sun Yingxin 孫穎新. 2010. “Xixia yiben Sunzi zhuan kaobu” 西夏譯本《孫子傳》考補. Xixiaxue 
西夏學 6, 70–74. 

Sun Yingxin 孫穎新. 2012. “Xixia xieben Sunzi bingfa canjuan kao” 西夏寫本《孫子兵法》殘卷

考. Xixia yanjiu  西夏研究 2, 79–85. 
Takata Tokio 高田時雄. 1985. “Uiguru ji’on kō” ウイグル字音考. Tōhōgaku 東方學 70, 150–134. 
Takata Tokio 高田時雄. 1988. Tonkō shiryō ni yoru Chūgokugo shi no kenkyū: Kyū-jusseiki no 

Kasei hōgen 敦煌資料による中國語史の研究: 九・十世紀の河西方言 (English title: A his-
torical study of the Chinese language based on Dunhuang materials: The Hexi dialect of 
the ninth and tenth centuries). Tokyo: Sōbunsha. 

Takata, Tokio. 2000. “Multilingualism in Tun-huang.” Acta Asiatica, Bulletin of the Institute of 
Eastern Culture 78, 49–70. 

Takata Tokio 高田時雄, ed. 2002. Sōsōki no Tonkōgaku 草創期の敦煌學. Kyoto: Chisen 
shokan. 

Takata, Tokio. 2008. “Japanese researchers of Russian collections from Central Asia.” In Irina 
F. Popova, ed., Russian Expeditions to Central Asia at the Turn of the 20th Century. St. Pe-
tersburg: Slavia, 176–187. 

Tanaka, Stefan. 1993. Japan’s Orient: Rendering Pasts into History. Berkeley; Oxford: Universi-
ty of California Press. 

Tang Jun 湯君. 2009. “Lü Huiqing Zhuangzi yi banben yuanliu kao” 吕惠卿《莊子义》版本源流

考. Zhuzi xuekan 諸子學刊 2, 197–208. 
Terent’ev-Katanskij, Anatolij P. 1974. “Datirovka tangutskikh knig i rukopisej iz Khara-khoto.” 

Pis’mennye Pamjatniki Vostoka (1971), 215–238. 
Terent’ev-Katanskij, Anatolij P. 1977. “K istorii tangutskoj rukopisnoj knigi.” Pis’mennye Pam-

jatniki Vostoka (1972), 167–173. 
Terent’ev-Katanskij, Anatolij P. 1981. Knizhnoe Delo v Gosudarstve Tangutov. Moscow: Nauka. 
Terent’ev-Katanskij, Anatolij P. 1990. S Vostoka na Zapad: Iz Istorii Knigi i Knigopechatanija v 

Stranakh Tsentral’noj Azii VIII–XIII Vekov. Moscow: Vostochnaja Literatura. 
Terent’ev-Katanskij, Anatolij P. 1993. Material’naja Kul’tura Si Sja: Po Dannym Tangutskoj 

Leksiki i Ikonograficheskomu Materialu. Moscow: Nauka. 



308 | References 

  

Terent’ev-Katanskij, Anatolij P. (A.P. Jieliantiyefu-Katansiji 捷連提耶夫-卡坦斯基). 2000. Xixia 
shuji ye 西夏書籍業. Yichuan: Ningxia renmin chubanshe. 

Terent’ev-Katanskij, Anatolij P. and Mikhail V. Sofronov. 2002. Smeshannye Znaki [Trekh 
Chastej Mirozdanija]. Moscow: Vostochnaja Literatura. 

Terent’ev-Katanskij, Anatolij P. (A.P. Jieliantiyefu-Katansiji 捷連提耶夫-卡坦斯基). 2006. Xixia 
wuzhi wenhua 西夏物質文化. Beijing: Minzu chubanshe. 

Terrien de Lacouperie, Albert. 1894. Beginnings of Writing in Central and Eastern Asia, or Notes 
on 450 Embryo-writings and Scripts. London: D. Nutt. 

Tillman, Hoyt Cleveland. 2002a. “Reassessing Du Fu’s line on Zhuge Liang.” Monumenta Serica 
50, 295–313. 

Tillman, Hoyt Cleveland. 2002b. “Historic analogies and evaluative judgements: Zhuge Liang 
as portrayed in Chen Shou’s Chronicle of the Three Kingdoms and Pei Songzhi’s commen-
tary.” Oriens Extremus 43, 60–70. 

Tonami Mamoru 礪波護. 2002. “Ra, Ō no tōto to Tonkōgaku no sōshi” 羅・王の東渡と敦煌学

の創始. In Takata Tokio 高田時雄, ed., Sōsōki no Tonkōgaku 草創期の敦煌學. Tokyo: 
Chisen shokan. 

Tsybikov, Gombozhab T. 1919. Buddist-Palomnik u Svjatyn’ Tibeta: Po Dnevnikam, Vedennym v 
1899–1902 gg. Petrograd: Russian Geographical Society. 

Tsybikov, Gombozhab T. 1956. A Buddhist Pilgrim to the Holy Places of Tibet, from Diaries Kept 
from 1899 to 1902. New Haven: Human Relations Area Files. 

Twitchett, Denis. 2002. The Writing of Official History Under the T’ang. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. First published in 1992. 

Vladimirtsov, Ja. Boris. 2002. “[Retsenzija na:] Mongolija i Amdo i Mertvyj Gorod Khara-Khoto. 
Ekspeditsija Russkogo Geograficheskogo Obshchestva v Nagornoj Azii P. K. Kozlova. 
1907–1909.” In Boris Ja. Vladimirtsov, ed., Raboty po Istorii i Etnografii Mongol’skikh 
Narodov. Moscow: Vostochnaja Literatura, 208–214. (Originally appeared in Vostok 3 
[1923], 171–175.) 

Volkov, F. 1914. “Chelovecheskija kosti iz suburgana v Khara-khoto” Materialy po Etnografii 
Rossii, 2, 179–182. 

Waley, Arthur. 1960. Ballads and Stories from Tun-huang. London: George Allen and Unwin. 
Wang Fanzhou 汪泛舟. 1986a. “Taigong jiajiao kao”《太公家教》考. Dunhuang yanjiu 敦煌研

究 1, 48–55. 
Wang Fanzhou 汪泛舟. 1986b. “Taigong jiajiao kao bu”《太公家教》考補. Dunhuang yanjiu 敦

煌研究 6, 80–85. 
Wang Fuchun 王富春. 2004. “Tang Dangxiang zu shouling Tuoba Shouji muzhi kaoshi” 唐党項

族首領拓拔守寂墓志考釋. Kaogu yu wenwu 考古與文物 3, 73–81. 
Wang Jingru 王靜如. 1930. Xixia Fan-Han heshi zhang zhong zhu bu ji Xixia minzu yuyan yu 

Xiaguo shiliao 西夏番漢合時掌中珠補及西夏民族語言與夏國史料. Beiping: Institute of 
History and Philology, Academia Sinica. 

Wang Jingru 王靜如. 1932–1933. Xixia yanjiu 西夏研究. Beiping: Institute of History and Philol-
ogy, Academia Sinica. Parts I-III. (English title: Shishiah Studies.) 

Wang Jingru 王靜如. 1974. “Gansu Wuwei faxian de Xixiawen kaoshi” 甘肅武威發現的西夏文考

釋. Kaogu 考古 3, 205–207. 
Wang Jingru 王靜如. 1982. “Xixiayu yinxi daoyan” 西夏語音系導言. Minzu yuwen 民族語文 2, 

1–13. 
Wang, Jiqing. 2012. “Aurel Stein’s Dealings with Wang Yuanlu and Chinese Officials in 

Dunhuang in 1907.” In Helen Wang, ed., Sir Aurel Stein: Colleagues and Collections. Brit-



 References | 309 

  

ish Museum Research Publication 184. London: Trustees of the British Museum. 
<http://www.britishmuseum.org/pdf/3_Wang_Jiqing.pdf>, last accessed 7 July, 2014.  

Wang Rongfei 王榮飛. 2012. “Ying cang Xixiawen yi Zhenguan zhengyao chutan” 英藏西夏文譯

《貞觀政要》初探. Xixia yanjiu 西夏研究 3, 10–17. 
Wang Rongfei and Jing Yongshi 景永時. 2012. “E, Ying cang Xixiawen yi Zhenguan zhengyao de 

banben guanxi” 俄、英藏西夏文譯《貞觀政要》的版本關係. Ningxia shehui kexue 寧夏

社會科學 4, 86–90. 
Wang Sanqing 王三慶. 1993. Dunhuang leishu yanjiu 敦煌類書研究. Gaoxiong: Liwen wenhua 

shiye gongsi. Assisted by Guo Changcheng 郭長城, Kang Shichang 康世昌 and Xie 
Mingxun 謝明勲. 

Wang Xinhua 王新華. 2007. Bihui yanjiu 避諱研究. Jinan: Qilu shushe. 
Wang Yankun 王彥坤. 1997. Lidai bihuizi huidian 歷代避諱字彙典. Zhengzhou: Zhongzhou guji 

chubanshe. 
Warner, Langdon. 1927. The Long Old Road in China. London: Arrowsmith. 
Wei Lingzhi 魏靈芝. 2007. “Dangxiang yu Xixia bei shike xulu” 党項與西夏碑石刻敘錄. Xibei 

di’er minzu daxue xuebao (Zhexue shehui kexue ban) 西北第二民族學院學報(哲學社會科

學版) 5, 71–75. 
Wellens, Koen. 2012. “Migrating brothers and party-state discourses on ethnic origin in 

Southwest China.” In Toni Huber and Stuart Blackburn, eds., Origins and Migrations in 
the Extended Eastern Himalayas, Leiden: Brill, 299–319. 

West, Andrew. 2005. “The Textual History of Sanguo Yanyi: The Manchu Translation.” 
<http://www.babelstone.co.uk/SanguoYanyi/TextualHistory/Manchu.html>, last ac-
cessed 29 October, 2014. 

West, Andrew. 2012. “Khitan seals.” <http://babelstone.blogspot.co.uk/2012/10khitan-
seals.html>, last accessed 29 October, 2014. 

Wilkinson, Endymon Porter. 1998. Chinese History: A Manual. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
University Asia Center. 

Wolfenden, Stuart N. 1931. “On the Tibetan transcriptions of Si-hia words.” Journal of the Royal 
Asiatic Society (New Series) 63.1, 47–52. 

Wolfenden, Stuart N. 1934. “On the prefixes and consonantal finals of Si-Hia as evidenced by 
their Chinese and Tibetan transcriptions.” Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society (New Series) 
66.4, 745–770. 

Wong, Aida Y. 2004. “Dunhuangology as nationalist apparatus: The Kyoto school of Oriental 
Studies and its connections with modern Chinese historiography.” In Roy Starrs, ed., Jap-
anese Cultural Nationalism: At Home and in the Asia Pacific. Folkstone, Kent: Global Ori-
ental. 

Wood, Frances and Mark Barnard. 2010. The Diamond Sutra: The Story of the World’s Earliest 
Dated Printed Book. London: The British Library. 

Woudhuysen, H. R. 1996. Sir Philip Sidney and the Circulation of Manuscripts, 1558–1640. 
Oxford: Clarendon Press. 

Wright, David C. 1997. “The death of Chinghis Khan in Mongolian, Chinese, Persian, and Euro-
pean Sources.” In Árpád Berta, ed., Historical and Linguistic Interaction between Inner 
Asia and Europe. Szeged: University of Szeged, 425–433. 

Wu, Chi-yü. 1969. “Sur la version tangoute d'un commentaire du Louen-yu conservée à Lenin-
grad.” T’oung Pao, Second Series 55 (4/5), 298–315. 



310 | References 

  

Wu Guangcheng 呉廣成, Gong Shijun 龔世俊, Hu Yubing 胡玉冰, Chen Guang’en 陳廣恩 and Xu 
Huairan 許懷然. 1995. Xixia shushi jiaozheng 西夏書事校証. Lanzhou: Gansu renmin chu-
banshe. 

Wu Qiyu 吳其昱 [Wu Chi-yü]. 1986. “Lieninggele suocang Dunhuang xieben gaikuang” 列寧格

勒所藏敦煌寫本概況. Hanxue yanjiu 漢學研究 4.2, 73–82. 
Wu Tianchi 吴天墀. 1980. Xixia shigao 西夏史稿. Chengdu: Sichuan renmin chubanshe. 
Wu Yulin 武宇林 and Huangchuan Shentailang 荒川慎太郎 [Arakawa Shintarō]. 2011. Riben 

cang Xixiawen wenxian 日本藏西夏文文獻. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju. 
Wylie, Alexander. 1860. “On an ancient inscription in the Neu-chih language.” Journal of the 

Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain & Ireland 17, 331–345. 
Wylie, Alexander. 1864. “Remarks on some impressions from a Lapidary Inscription at Keu-

yung-kwan, on the great wall near Peking.” Journal of the North China Branch of the Royal 
Asiatic Society 1, 133–136. 

Wylie, Alexander. 1870. “On an ancient Buddhist inscription at Keu-yung-kwan, in North Chi-
na.” Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain & Ireland (New Series) 5.1, 14–44. 

Xibei di’er minzu xueyuan 西北第二民族學院, Shanghai guji chubanshe 上海古籍出版社 and 
Yingguo guojia tushuguan 英國國家圖書館. 2005. Yingguo guojia tushuguan cang 
Heishuicheng wenxian 英國國家圖書館藏黑水城文獻. Shanghai: Shanghai guji chu-
banshe. 

Xibei di’er minzu xueyuan 西北第二民族學院, Shanghai guji chubanshe 上海古籍出版社 and 
Faguo guojia tushuguan 法國國家圖書館. 2007. Faguo guojia tushuguan cang Dunhuang 
Xixiawen wenxian 法國國家圖書館藏敦煌西夏文文獻. Shanghai: Shanghai guji chu-
banshe. 

Xu Baolin 許保林. 2002. Zhongguo bingshu tonglan 中國兵書通覽. Beijing: Jiefangjun chu-
banshe. 

Yang, Chia-ling and Roderick Whitfield. 2012. Lost Generation: Luo Zhenyu, Qing Loyalists and 
the Formation of Modern Chinese Culture. London: Saffron books. 

Yang Fuxue 楊富學. 2006. “Xixia yu Huigu shili zai Dunhuang de xingti” 西夏與回鶻勢力在敦煌

的興替. Xixia yanjiu 西夏研究 3, 137–143. 
Yang Shoujing 楊守敬. 1967. Riben fangshu zhi 日本訪書志.Taibei: Guangwen shuju. 4 vols. 
Yao Jiheng 姚際恆. 1933. Gujin weishu tongkao 古今偽書考. Peking: Pushe. 
Yikezhaomeng wenwu gongzuozhan 伊克昭盟文物工作站, ed. “Neimenggu Dalateqi yandian-

xiang chutu Xixia jiaozang tieqian” 內蒙古達拉特旗鹽店鄉出土西夏窖藏鐵錢. Neimenggu 
jinrong 內蒙古金融 3, 10–13. 

Yoshida Yutaka 吉田豊. 1994. “Sogudo moji de hyōki sareta kanji’on” ソグド文字で表記され

た漢字音. Tōhō gakuhō 東方學報 66, 380–271. 
Yu Jiaxi 余嘉錫. 1980. Siku tiyao bianzheng 四庫提要辨證. Beijing: Zhonghua shuju. 
Yusupova, Tatyana I. 2008. “P. L. Kozlov’s Mongolia and Sichuan expedition (1907–1909): The 

discovery of Khara-Khoto.” In Irina F. Popova, ed., Russian expeditions to Central Asia at 
the turn of the 20th Century, St. Petersburg: Slavia, 112–129. 

Zajtsev, Vjacheslav P. 2011. “Rukopisnaja kniga bol’shogo kidan’skogo pis’ma iz kollektsii 
Instituta vostochnykh rukopisej RAN.” Pis’mennye Pamjatniki Vostoka 2, 130–150. 

Zajtsev, Vjacheslav P. 2012. “Bibliografija nauchnykh trudov doktora istoricheskikh nauk, 
professora Evgenija Ivanovicha Kychanova.” In Irina F. Popova, ed., Tanguty v Tsentral’noj 
Azii: Sbornik Stat’ej v Chest’ 80-letija Professora E. I. Kychanova. Moscow: Vostochnaja 
Literatura, 15–57. 



 References | 311 

  

Zhang Gongjin 張公瑾 and Huang Jianming 黃建明, eds. 2010. Zhongguo minzu guji yanjiu 60 
nian 中國民族古籍研究 60 年. Beijing: Zhongyang minzu daxue chubanshe. 

Zhang Guowang 張國旺. 2007. “Heishuicheng chutu Yuandai Hanwen wenshu yanjiu zongshu” 
黑城出土元代漢文文書研究綜述. In Shen Weirong 沈衛榮, Nakao Masayoshi 中尾正義 
and Shi Jinbo 史金波, eds., Heishuicheng renwen yu huanjing yanjiu 黑水城人文與環境研

究. Beijing: Zhongguo renmin daxue chubanshe, 625–633. 
Zhang Jian 章劍. 2012. “Tang guzhu Mengqiu kaolüe: Jian lun Mengqiu zai Riben de liuchuan 

yu jieshou” 唐古注《蒙求》考略——兼論《蒙求》在日本的流傳與接受. Tianzhong 
xuekan 天中學刊 1, 75–78. 

Zhang Nali 張娜麗. 2002. “Dunhuang Yanjiuyuan cang Li Han Mengqiu shijie: Yu Ri cang 
guchaoben zhi bijiao” 敦煌研究院藏李翰《蒙求》試解——與日藏古抄本之比較. 
Dunhuang yanjiu 敦煌研究 5, 81–94. 

Zhang Shu 張澍. 1988. Liangzhou fuzhi beikao 涼州府志備考. Xi’an: Sanqin chubanshe. Punc-
tuated by Zhou Pengfei 周鵬飛 and Duan Xianwen 段憲文. 

Zhang Xincheng 張心澂. 1939. Weishu tongkao 偽書通考. Shanghai: Shangwu yinshuguan. 
Zhang Xinpeng 張新朋. 2010. “Dunhuang xieben Taigong jiajiao canpian shiyi” 敦煌寫本《太

公家教》殘片拾遺. Shehui kexue zhanxian 社會科學戰線 4, 47–51. 
Zhang Xinpeng 張新朋. 2012. “Dunhuang xieben Taigong jiajiao canpian shiyi bu” 《敦煌寫本

〈太公家教〉殘片拾遺》補. Dunhuangxue jikan 敦煌學輯刊 3, 70–75. 
Zhang Xiumin 張秀民. 2006. Zhongguo yinshuashi 中國印刷史. Hangzhou: Zhejiang guji chu-

banshe. Edited and supplemented by Han Qi 韓琦. (Also published in English as Zhang 
2009.) 

Zhang, Xiumin. 2009. The History of Chinese Printing. Paramus, NJ: Homa & Sekey Books. 
Revised by Han Qi; translated by Chen Jiehua et al.  

Zhang Xiuqing 張秀清. 2011. “Du Dunhuang juanzi zazhi sanze” 讀敦煌卷子雜志三則. Xi’an 
shehui kexue 西安社會科學 3, 91–92. 

Zhao Lin 趙林. 1989. “Luo Zhenyu yu Dunhuangxue” 羅振玉與敦煌學. Dunhuang yanjiu 敦煌研

究 3, 91–93, 83. 
Zhao Ping’an 趙平安. 2009. Libian yanjiu 隸變研究. Baoding: Hebei daxue chubanshe. 
Zheng Acai 鄭阿財 and Zhu Fengyu 朱鳳玉. 2002. Dunhuang mengshu yanjiu 敦煌蒙書研究. 

Lanzhou: Gansu jiaoyu chubanshe. 
Zheng Acai 鄭阿財. 1989. Dunhuang xiejuan Xinji wenci jiujing chao yanjiu 敦煌寫卷新集文詞

九經抄研究. Taibei: Wenshizhe chubanshe. 
Zheng Acai 鄭阿財. 2003. “Dunhuang ben Mengqiu ji zhuwen zhi kaoding yu yanjiu” 敦煌本《

蒙求》及注文之考訂與研究. Dunhuangxue 敦煌學 24, 177–198. 
Zheng Shaozong 鄭紹宗 and Wang Jingru 王靜如. 1977. “Baoding chutu Mingdai Xixiawen 

shichuang” 保定出土明代西夏文石幢. Kaogu xuebao 考古學報 1, 133–141. 
Zhong Han 鍾焓. 2005. “Huangshi gong sanlüe Xixia yiben zhengwen de wenxian tezheng” 

《黄石公三略》西夏譯本正文的文献特征徵. Minzu yanjiu 民族研究 6, 85–91. 
Zhong Han 鍾焓. 2006. “Huangshi gong sanlüe Xixia ben zhushi yu Changduan jing ben zhu-

shi de bijiao yanjiu” 《黄石公三略》西夏本注釋與《長短經》本注釋的比較研究. Ningxia 
shehui kexue 寧夏社會科學 1, 100–102, 108. 

Zhong Han 鍾焓. 2007. “Huangshi gong sanlüe Xixia yiben zhushi laiyuan chutan” 《黄石公三

略》西夏譯本注釋來源初探. Ningxia shehui kexue 寧夏社會科學 5, 90–93. 
Zhong Zongxian 鍾宗憲. 2008. “Shandong Jiaxiang Wu shi citang suojian Donghan huaxiang-

shi lishi chuanshuo gushi leixing ji qi wenhua yiyi guankui.” 山東嘉祥武氏祠堂所見東漢

畫像石歷史傳說故事類型及其文化意義管窺. In Guoli zhengzhi daxue Zhongguo wenxue 



312 | References 

  

xi 國立政治大學中國文學系, ed., Diliu jie Handai wenxue yu sixiang xueshu yantaohui 
lunwenji 第六屆漢代文學與思想學術研討會論文集. Taibei: Guoli zhengzhi daxue 
Zhongguo wenxue xi, 165–201. 

Zhou Feng 周峰. 2009. “Zhenguan zhengyao zai Liao, Xixia, Jin, Yuan sichao” 《貞觀政要》在

遼、西夏、金、元四朝. Beifang wenwu 北方文物 1, 75–78. 
Zimmermann, Maurice. 1910. “Expéditions en Mongolie Koslov et de Lacoste.” Annales de 

Géographie 19.106, 375–379. 
 

 



  

Index 
Academia Sinica    71, 72, 87, 178 
Academy of Chinese Learning 大漢太學    112 
Academy of Inner Learning 內學    112 
Aktan-khoto    20 
Alashan    19, 22, 29, 34 
– desert    6, 47 
Alekseev, Vasily, M.    66 
Altaic languages    91, 127 
Amdo    6, 17, 19, 23, 29. See also: Kokonor 
Ames, Roger T.    185, 270 
An Lushan 安祿山 rebellion    101 
Andrews, Roy Chapman    36–37, 45 
Anuchin, Dmitry N.    35–36 
Anyang 安陽    72 
Arabic    26, 79 
Arakawa Shintarō 荒川慎太郎    93 
Asiatic Museum    1, 27, 63, 66 
 
Badmazhapov, Tsokto    29–37, 47, 54 
Bai Bin 白濱    84–85 
Bailang 白狼    99 
Baisigou square pagoda 拜寺溝方塔    47, 

181 
Baoding 保定 stone pillar    85, 121 
Bao Jiao 鮑焦    144–145 
Bayanhot    23, 29 
Bergman, Folke    44–45 
Berteaux, F.    62–63 
Bibliothèque nationale de France (BnF)    51, 

158, 165, 169 
Bichurin, Nikita Ya.    59–60 
Bonaparte, Prince Roland    61 
Bouillane de Lacoste, Henri de    26, 32 
Brahmi script    122, 123 
British Library    88, 94, 158, 179 
– Jiangyuan manuscript    8, 209–211 
– Sunzi fragments    188–189, 192 
– Tangut collection    43, 49, 137–138, 156–

157, 259, 283 
British Museum    37 
– conservation    221, 225 
– Stein collection    43, 72, 87–89, 209–210 
Buryatia    35, 37 
Bushell, Stephen W.    61, 63 

Cao 曹 clan    112 
Cao Cao 曹操    184–186, 193, 274 
Cao Shuwen    182 
Chahan 察罕    118–119 
Chapman, George    201 
Chang Peichi 張珮琪    93 
Chen Bingying 陳炳應    84–85 
Chen Xiangdao 陳祥道    90 
Chen Yinque 陳寅恪    72 
Chinese Turkestan    18, 32 
Clauson, Sir Gerard    72–73, 88, 90, 95, 

209–210 
codicology    10, 52, 192 
Confucian classics    3–4, 136–137, 158 
– translations of    75–76, 112, 174, 184, 280 
Cui Bao 崔豹    201 
Cultural Revolution    83, 84 
 
Dangxiang 党項    82, 98–99, 240–241 
Daoist works    4 
Daozhen 道真    202–203 
DeFrancis, John    45 
DeLancey, Scott    92 
Devéria, Gabriel    61, 63, 86 
Dragunov, Aleksandr A.    65, 74, 75 
van Driem, George    90–91 
Dsungaria    18 
Du Jianlu 杜建錄    93 
Du Mu 杜牧    143, 184, 193, 274 
Du You 杜佑    184, 240, 260 
Duan Yuquan 段玉泉    93 
Dunhuang Academy    165, 172 
Dunhuang studies    68–69, 86, 94–95 
Dunnell, Ruth    11, 92 
 
Eçina    17, 118, 120  
Emperor Ming of Han 漢明帝    99 
Emperor Wu of Liang 梁武帝    183 
Empress Luo 羅    48, 112–115 
Erge-khara-buryuk    17 
van Ess, Hans    242 
Etsin-gol    1, 17, 19–20, 23–24, 30–31, 42, 

44  
 



314 | Index 

  

fanziqian 梵字錢    56–58 
Ferenczy, Mária    91 
Fogg Museum, Harvard University    43 
Fujieda Akira 藤枝晃    81, 86, 198–199 
 
Gansu    31, 46, 54, 100, 170, 182 
– Provincial Museum    46 
Gaochang 高昌    125, 138. See also: Turfan 
Gaozu 高祖, Tang emperor    166 
Genghis khan    7, 17, 60, 77–78, 115–119 
Gest, Guion Moore    181–182 
Gillis, Irvin V.    181 
Glagolev, Sergei A.    43–44 
Gong Hwang-cherng 龔煌城    12, 86–87, 93 
Gorbacheva, Zoya I.    74–75, 78, 81, 85, 

156, 260 
Government of India    43 
Great Wall    60, 121 
Grigoryev, Aleksandr V.    22 
Grinstead, Eric    72, 87–89, 187, 192 
– work on the General’s Garden    88, 209–

211, 221, 224, 241, 250 
Guo Feng 郭峰    170 
 
Haimudong 亥母洞    182 
Han Xiaomang 韓小忙    93 
Han Xifang 韓襲芳    215–215 
Hanfeizi 韓非子    149 
Hanlin Academy 翰林學士院    112 
Hashimoto Mantarō 橋本萬太郎    82 
van Hecken, Joseph    91 
Hedin, Sven    45–46 
Heijdra, Martin    182 
Hexi 河西    48–49, 82–83, 116, 118 
Hong Mai 洪邁    126–127 
Hong Zun 洪遵    57–58 
Hongbian 洪辯    48 
Howorth, Henry Hoyle    60 
Hu Anguo 胡安國    242 
Huang Chao 黃巢 rebellion    101 
Huangshi gong 黃石公    274, 275 
Huang Yanjun 黃延軍    158–161 
Huang Zhenhua 黃振華    85 
 
Ikeda Takumi 池田巧    93 
Ikeda Toshio 池田利夫    164 

Imperial Russian Geographical Society    1, 
6, 21–22, 26–38, 54, 63 

Inner Mongolia    1, 17, 23, 46, 161, 182 
Inoue Yasushi 井上靖    80 
Institute of Oriental Manuscripts (IOM)    75, 

89, 176 
– Dunhuang manuscripts    158, 267 
– Kozlov collection    1, 27, 63, 67, 203, 259 
– Sunzi fragments    191–192 
International Dunhuang Project (IDP)    94, 

170, 211  
Ishihama Juntarō 石濱純太郎    68–69, 81 
Issyk-kul    18 
Ivanov, Aleksei I.    20, 64–71 
 
Jacques, Guillaume    93, 100 
Jiao Jingyan 焦景顏    112 
Jiao Yanshou 焦延壽    153 
Jin 金. See: Jurchens 
Jurchens (Jin 金)    98, 113–118, 126, 152, 

241, 253–254 
Jurchen script    60, 79 
Juvayni, Ata-Malik    119 
Juyongguan 居庸關    6, 60–62, 81, 121 
 
Kara-Khitans    241 
Kazin, Vsevolod N.    75 
Kaznakov A. N.    19 
Kepping, Ksenia B.    15, 76–77, 91, 93 
– work on the General’s Garden    231–233, 

236, 250–251 
– work on the Sunzi    87, 177, 190–196, 

210–211, 220, 264 
Kham    19, 29 
Khatun-gol    18 
Khitan script    61, 79, 122–123, 131, 279 
Khitans (Liao 遼)    95, 102–111, 119, 176, 

251, 253 
– Buddhist stupa    137, 173–174 
– reading Chinese    126–127 
Khotan    1, 52  
Khotanese    48 
King, P’ei-Yuan    242 
Kokonor (Qinghai 青海)    53, 59, 60, 65, 

107. See also: Amdo 
Kolokolov, Vsevolod S.    76 
Korea    124–125, 127, 138 



    Index | 315 

  

– survival of Chinese texts    152, 174, 176, 
183, 218, 281 

Kornicki, Peter    200 
Kotwitz, Władysław    64, 66, 75 
Kucha    1, 52, 240 
Kumārajīva    3, 124 
Kunlun    18, 238 
Kwanten, Luc    91–92 
Kychanov, Evgeny I.    77, 81, 84, 89, 93 
– about Kozlov    31, 34 
– cataloguing    75, 78, 81, 85, 156, 260 
– publications    76–78, 82, 189–190, 251 
Kyoto    68–69, 71, 86 
– --- University    68–69, 71, 78, 81, 82 
 
Lan Zhang 藍章    214–219, 225–227, 234–

238, 264 
Later Liang 後梁 dynasty    102 
Later Tang 後唐 dynasty    102 
Laufer, Berthold    65, 91 
Li Anquan 安全李    115  
Li Bingchang 李秉常    110 
Li Chunyou 李純佑    113–114 
Li Deming 李德明    104–107, 133 
Li Dewang 李德旺    118 
Li Fanwen 李範文    12–14, 84 
Li Han 李瀚    161–166 
Li Hu 李虎    166 
Li Hua 李華    166–167 
Li Huarui 李華瑞    93 
Li Jing 李靖    152 
Li Jipeng 李繼捧    102 
Li Jiqian 李繼遷    102–104 
Li Liang 李良    162, 166–167 
Li Liangzuo 李諒祚    109–110 
Li Qianshun 李乾順    110–112 
Li Quan 李荃    184, 193, 274 
Li Renxiao 李仁孝    112–113, 133 
Li Shimin 李世民. See: Taizong 太宗 
Li Yichao 李彝超    102 
Li Yiyin 李彝殷 (Li Yixing 李彝興)    102 
Li Yiyou 李逸友    46 
Li Yuanhao 李元昊    104–111, 133, 253, 279 
– invention of Tangut script    107, 120, 135, 

175 
Li Zunxu 李遵頊    116–119 
Liang 梁 clan    110–111 

Liang Yibu 梁乙逋    110–111 
Liangzhou bilingual stele    54, 56, 60–61, 

92, 98, 130–131 
Liao 遼. See: Khitans 
Lin Ying-chin 林英津    87, 93, 177 
Lingwu 靈武    46, 85 
Liu Qingyuan 劉青園    56–57, 86 
Liu Rang 劉讓    213–214, 216–217 
Lokesh Chandra    89 
Loulan 樓蘭    1, 52, 240 
Luo 羅 clan    112–113 
Luo Fubao 羅福葆    70 
Luo Fuchang 羅福萇    69, 71, 73 
Luo Fucheng 羅福成    46, 69, 71 
Luo Fuyi 羅福頤    70, 84 
Luo Zhenyu 羅振玉    47, 69–70 
Lü Huiqing 呂惠卿    4, 135 
 
Ma Yong 馬雍    46 
Maeda Masana 前田正名    82–83 
Mair, Victor    136, 270 
Manchu    131, 183, 241–242, 259 
Manchuria    70 
Manichaean script    79, 123 
Marco Polo    11, 17, 120 
Matsuzawa Hiroshi 松澤博    83 
Menshikov, Lev    52, 205 
Minamoto no Mitsuyuki 源光行    164 
Mogao caves    32, 51, 106 
Mojikyo Institute 文字鏡研究会    11 
Möngke khan    119 
Mongolia    26, 32–37, 65 
– Kozlov    19–20, 29, 36, 41, 43, 53 
– Mongol    60, 75, 241, 253–254 
– invasion    51, 114–121, 205–206, 279 
Morisse, G.    62–63, 71 
Mozang 没藏 clan    109 
Mozang Epang 没藏訛龐    109 
Mozi 墨子    166 
Mukhali    118 
Murata Jirō 村田治郎    81 
Muzong 穆宗, Liao emperor    173 
 
Nakajima Satoshi 中嶋敏    69 
National Library of China (NLC)    46–47, 70, 

283 
– Beijing Library    85, 89 



316 | Index 

  

– Metropolitan Library    94 
National Museum, New Delhi    43 
Nehru, Jawaharlal    89 
Nevsky, Nikolai A.    65–69, 75, 81, 91, 186, 

260 
– Tangut Philology    73–75, 88, 90, 209 
Nie Hongyin 聶鴻音    86, 93, 158, 170, 187, 

260 
Nishida Tatsuo 西田龍雄    81–82, 87, 188, 

192, 263–264 
Niu Dasheng 牛達生    93, 180 
 
Obruchev, V. A.    19, 22, 38 
Okazaki Seirō 岡崎精郎    82 
Oldenburg, Sergei F.    19, 21–22, 25, 64 
Ono Hiroko 小野裕子    93 
oracle-bone inscriptions    69, 72 
Ordos    7, 101–102 
Osada Natsuki 長田夏樹    93 
Osaka Asiatic Society    67 
Osaka Foreign Languages University    68 
Ōtani Kōzui 大谷光瑞    32 
 
Pelliot, Paul    32, 50–51, 62, 69, 165, 198 
Peng Xiangqian 澎向前    93, 196 
Pevtsov, Mikhail V.    18 
‘Phags-pa script    60, 131 
Poppe, Nikolaus    36 
Potanin, Grigory N.    17, 19, 22, 33, 25, 38 
Princeton University Library    182, 241 
Przhevalsky, Nikolai M.    15, 18, 34, 53 
 
Qin 秦 dynasty    49, 143, 149, 240, 264 
Qinghai 青海. See: Kokonor 
 
Raghu Vira    89 
Ren Dejing 任得敬    113 
Renduo Baozhong 仁多保忠    111 
Renzong 仁宗, Song emperor    106 
Republican Revolution    70 
Roborovsky, Vsevolod I.    18 
Runic script    79, 98, 123 
Rupen, Robert A.    36 
Russian Academy of Sciences    21, 27, 64, 

66–67 
Russian Civil War    19, 66 
Russian Museum    1, 27, 63 

Russian Revolution    19, 66 
Ryūkyū Islands    66 
 
Sanskrit    48, 60, 72, 122, 124 
Satō Junya 佐藤純彌    80 
Satō Takayasu 佐藤貴保    93 
Scandinavian Institute of Asian Studies    89 
School of Oriental and African Studies 

(SOAS)    73, 90 
Sedláček, Kamil    91 
Semenov-Tyan-Shansky, P. P.    30–31 
Shan Xun 單恂    218–219 
Shanghai    60, 156, 188, 225, 260 
– Library    215, 242 
Shanshan 鄯善    251 
Shanzuigou 山嘴溝    182 
Shen Kepei 沈可培    242 
Shen Weirong 沈衛榮    93 
Shenzong 神宗, Song emperor    261 
Shi Jinbo 史金波    84–85, 93, 180, 259 
Shiturgu-Tülgen-khan    17 
Sima Qian 司馬遷    187 
Sofronov, Mikhail V.    73, 76, 79, 81, 87 
Sogdian script    48, 79, 122, 123 
Solonin, Kirill J.    93 
Song 宋 dynasty    56, 71, 80, 97, 130, 242, 

253 
– book culture    4, 132, 179, 187, 206, 282–

284 
– edition of Jiangyuan    219, 267, 282 
– education    125, 161 
– image of Zhuge Liang    214, 220, 273–276 
– military canon    153, 260–262, 281 
– relations with the Tanguts    9, 100–117, 

133, 175, 241, 279 
– scholarship    55, 57, 90, 160–163 
Song 宋 state (Spring and Autumn Pe-

riod)    148–149 
Stalinist purges    6, 36, 74 
State Hermitage Museum    1, 27, 63, 67 
Stein, Rolf Alfred    90, 169–170 
Sun Bin 孫臏    274, 275 
Sun Bojun 孫伯君    93 
Sun Hongkai 孫宏開    93 
Sun Shouling 孫壽岭    182 
Sun Yingxin 孫穎新    193 
Syriac manuscripts    48 



    Index | 317 

  

Syriac script    79, 122 
 
taboo characters    102, 106, 132–134, 166–

167, 172–173 
Taiwan    66, 82, 86–87 
Taizong 太宗, Tang emperor    7, 132, 137–

143, 149, 152–155, 166 
Taizu 太祖, Song emperor    102 
Tao Zongyi 陶宗儀    213, 214, 219 
Terentiev-Katansky, Anatoly P.    10, 76, 78–

79, 233 
Tiantishan caves 天梯山石窟    84 
Tibeto-Burman languages    91–93, 95, 100, 

175 
Tokyo University    68 
Toroi-ontse    20 
Tuoba Chici 拓拔赤辭    101 
Tuoba Ningcong 拓拔寧叢    101 
Tuoba Wei 拓跋魏 dynasty    100 
Turfan    1, 52, 125, 176, 280. See also: Gao-

chang 高昌 
– manuscripts    49, 123, 128 
Tuyuhun 吐谷渾    101 
 
Urga    20, 26, 32 
Uyghur  
– language    44–45, 48, 122–127, 138, 176 
– people    38, 80, 82, 95, 103–107, 251 
– script    60, 79, 122–123 
– submission to Mongols    116, 119 
 
Vietnamese    125, 176 
Vladimirtsov, Boris    28–29 
 
Wang 罔 clan    112 
Wang Fangqing 王方慶    153 
Wang Guowei 王國維    69–70 
Wang Jingru 王靜如    46, 69, 71–72, 83–84 
Wang Qian 王僉    112 
Wanyan Yongji 完顏永濟, Jin emperor    117 
Warner, Langdon    43–44 
Watson, Burton    164 
Wei Zheng 魏徵    261 
Weiming Awu 嵬名阿吳    111 
Weiming 嵬名 clan    110–111, 116 
woodslips    1, 49 
Worcester College, Oxford    201 

World War II    6, 74, 82 
Wu Guangcheng 吳廣成    59 
Wu Chi-yü 吳其昱    90 
Wu Jing 武競    152 
Wu Rengxiang 吳礽驤    46 
Wudubu 吾睹補    117 
Wuwei 武威    54, 85, 98, 182 
– City Museum    54, 182 
Wylie, Alexander    60–63 
 
Xibi Eda 西壁訛答    116 
Xingzong 興宗, Liao emperor    109, 173 
Xinjiang 新疆    1, 32, 53, 170 
Xiongnu 匈奴    38, 241 
Xixia yanjiuyuan 西夏研究院    93 
Xizong 僖宗, Tang emperor    101 
Xu Ziguang 徐子光    163 
 
Yan Shuzi 顏叔子    145–148, 153–154 
Yang Bing 楊秉    169–170 
Yang Shoujing 楊守敬    164 
Yang Zhen 楊震    150–151, 154, 163, 169–

170 
Yao Chong 姚崇    154 
Yao Jiheng 姚際恆    212–213 
Yao Qin 姚秦 dynasty    124 
Yeli 野利 clan    109 
Yeli Renrong 野利仁榮    120 
Yinchuan 銀川    84, 104 
Ying county 應縣    8, 162, 172, 174 
Yuezhi 月氏    38 
Yulin caves 榆林窟    51, 84, 106 
 
Zhang Jian 張鑒    59 
Zhang Nali 張娜麗    170 
Zhang Penghe 張鵬翮    243 
Zhang Shu 張澍    54–56, 61, 86, 227, 235–

236 
Zhang Xincheng 張心澂    212 
Zhao Qi 趙岐    186 
Zhao Rui 趙蕤    261 
Zhao Yuanren (Jaw Yuan renn) 趙元任    72 
Zheng Acai 鄭阿財    135, 159, 166 
Zheng Qiao 鄭樵    160 
Zhenzong 真宗, Song emperor    103 
Zhong Han 鍾焓    261 
Zhou Shujia 周叔迦    46 



318 | Index 

  

Zhu Fengyu 朱鳳玉    135 
Zhuge Kan 諸葛侃    273 
Zhuge Liang 諸葛亮    209, 212–220, 234, 

263–264, 273–274 

Zigong 子貢    144 
Zihan 子罕    148–149, 154 

 




