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PREFACE 

The present collection of biographical essays on early Mongol-Yiian personalities is 

the natural outcome of the Yiian Biographical Project launched by the Department of 

Far Eastern History at the Australian National University in 1968, and of a long- 

standing association with the Sonderforschungsbereich 12 (‘Orientalistik unter 

besonderer Beriicksichtigung Zentralasiens’) of Bonn University, which actively 

promoted the project. 

The preparation of the individual nien-p’u and the subsequent editing of the 

biographical essays has proceeded pari passu with the compilation of a series of 

indices to biographical material in Chin and Yiian literary works (wen-chi), 

culminating in the publication in 1988 of I. de Rachewiltz and M. Wang’s Repertory 

of Proper Names in Yiian Literary Sources. The long delay in the publication of the 

essays is due mainly to the need to take into account the new data that became 

available through the continuous sifting of the Chinese literary sources. 

We have not included biographies of artists in the present collection, which 

covers only the period of the first five Mongol khans (Cinggis to Qubilai). This 

omission is due to the fact that, at the very beginning of the project (1969), Professor 

Chu-tsing Li of the University of Kansas Department of the History of Art informed 

us that his Department was undertaking a biographical project of Ytian painters. We 

decided therefore to exclude this group from our own project in order to avoid 

duplication. 

Another notable omission concerns eminent women of the Mongol-Yiian period. 

Unfortunately, our sources do not provide sufficient material for individual essays on 

Yiian women, whether Chinese, Mongol or Central Asian, with the exception of 

empresses. Since our aim was to concentrate on personalities other than the ruling 

élite, we also had to pass over this important group, much to our regret. 

The criteria that have guided us in the selection of personalities and in the 

arrangement of the biographies are outlined in the Introduction. The present selection 

represents only one third of the individuals for whom we have prepared extensive 
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nien-p’u. It is our fervent hope that the exhaustive material which we have 

accumulated on these men, together with the additional information supplied by the 

biographical indices published so far, will be used in future for a sequel to the present 

work covering the period from Temiir Oljeitii to the end of the Yiian dynasty. 

Some of the biographical essays presented here have already been published in 

somewhat different versions. Those have been substantially revised and updated. We 

wish to thank: the editors of Central Asiatic Journal for permission to publish in 

translation P. Ratchnevsky’s article on Sigi Qutuqu; the editors of Papers on Far 

Eastern History for permission to reprint H. L. Chan’s articles on Wang E, Yang Huan 

and Yao Shu; C.C. Hsiao’s article on Yen Shih; I. de Rachewiltz’s and T. Russell’s 

article on Ch’iu Ch’u-chi; and I. de Rachewiltz’s article on Muqali; and finally 

Stanford University Press for permission to use I. de Rachewiltz’s paper on Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai which appeared in Confucian Personalities, edited by A.F. Wright and D. 

Twitchett. 

We wish to express our deep gratitude to the Australian National University for 

sponsoring the Yiian Biographical Project and supporting it for over two decades; and 

to Professor Wang Gungwu, former Head of the Department of Far Eastern History, 

for his constant interest and encouragement. 

We also are greatly beholden to the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft for their 

generous grant towards the publication of this book. 

For close participation in all stages of the project and invaluable contribution to 

it, we are especially grateful to our Research Assistant of long standing, Mrs. May 

Wang. Our sincere thanks to Mrs. H.O. Collins, Dr. J. Jorgensen, Mr. S. Rivers, Mrs 

I. de Rachewiltz, Mrs. M. Varghese and Mrs. N. Geier for the preparation of the 

manuscript and assistance in editing the indices; and to the Henry M. Jackson School 

of International Studies in the University of Washington for financial support in 

compiling the General Index. 

We are greatly indebted to numerous institutions, colleagues and friends in 

Peking, Nanking, Hang-chou, Taipei, Tokyo, Kyoto, Munich and Canberra for 

providing microfilms and photocopies of rare source material, as well as for 

constructive criticism and generous advice. 

Last, but certainly not least, we are immensely thankful to all the authors of the 

biographical essays in this collection, not only for their scholarly contribution, but 

also for their patience and forbearance through the years. 

The Editors 
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INTRODUCTION 

Splendid — the three-foot sword of the Great Yiian! 
In a lightning flash it cuts the spring wind. 

Tsu-yiian (1226-86) 

The Mongol conquest and domination of China in the thirteenth and fourteenth 

centuries constitutes one of the most extraordinary and fascinating chapters in 

Chinese history. The conquest itself represented the culmination of the perennial 

conflict between the Inner Asian societies and the sedentary Chinese, resulting for the 

first time in the subjugation of the whole of China by a nomadic people. Moreover, 

this was only a part of the Mongols’ conquest of the world, and for some time China 

was merely a domain in the Mongol empire that spanned much of the Eurasian 

continent. Never before and never again until the last century was China so open to 

direct foreign influence, and never was the cultural confrontation so acute and 

multifarious between her and the outside world. 

The acquisition of China by the Mongols and the establishment of Mongol rule 

were a long and arduous process comprising two distinct stages. During the fifty 

years from the first offensive launched by Cinggis Qan in 1211 against the Jurchen 

Chin in north China to the accession of Qubilai Qa’an in 1260, the Yeke Monggol 

Ulus or ‘Great Mongol Nation’! was an ever-expanding empire whose centre of 

gravity still lay in northern Mongolia and whose core was the steppe of Eurasia. 

North China was conquered and ruled by the Mongols in the same manner as other 

sedentary societies in Central and Western Asia that they had seized. The country 

suffered great destruction and dislocation as a result of the long-drawn war and the 

subsequent Mongol misgovernment. The efforts of the sinicized Khitan statesman 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (1189-1243) and other Sino-Jurchen literati in Ogddei’s reign (1229- 

41) to reintroduce Chinese bureaucratic government and rationalize the system of 

taxation were thwarted by the stiff opposition of the Mongol nobility and the keen 

competition of the Muslim tax-farmers. The near-anarchical situation which existed 

1. See Hsiao CC85.1. Cf. also I. de Rachewiltz’s forthcoming paper “The Mongols Rethink their Early 

History’ in which the author argues that the designation Yeke Mongqol Ulus was probably adopted 

in 1206 when Cinggis was elected supreme ruler of the Mongqol tribal confederation. 
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in north China since the last years of Ogédei’s rule was retrieved by Méngke Qa’an’s 

reforms. Yet Méngke (r. 1251-59) was no more than a ‘fixer’ whose aim remained 

traditionally Mongolian, viz. to assert imperial authority in order to maximize the 

mobilization of assets in all conquered territories.2 Thus, north China remained a 

colony from which human and material resources were ruthlessly exacted by the 

Mongol conquerors to sustain their Heaven-decreed territorial expansion and to 

satisfy the lavish spending of their nobility. Throughout those fifty years, the imperial 

government at Qara Qorum in Mongolia (with the exception of approximately ten 

years during which _Yeh-lii_Ch’u-ts’ai exerted his influence) and the regional 

government of north China at Yen-ching (later Ta-tu, modern Peking) were operated 

by a body of officials which was truly multi-ethnic in composition and in which the 

Chinese were but little represented. Only at the local level did the northern Chinese 

(Han) military lords enjoy a measure of autonomy, with the assistance of the Chinese 

literati. The Mongol system of government was reoriented in favour of the Chinese 

only after the accession of Qubilai in 1260. 

The enthronement of Qubilai in north China marked a turning point in Mongol 

imperial history in general, and in their rule of China in particular. Qubilai had long 

established close ties with the northern Chinese literati as a prince whose apanage was 

situated in north China, and with such military leaders as the viceroy of north China 

appointed by his elder brother Méngke in 1251. With north China as his power base, 

and the support of the human and material resources of the region, Qubilai was able to 

overcome the arguably legitimate contention for the throne of his younger brother 

Arig Boke, and effectively deal with the violent protests and military challenges of his 

cousins in Mongolia. He proceeded forthwith to transfer the imperial capital from 

Qara Qorum to Shang-tu and Ta-tu in north China, adopting a Chinese-style dynastic 

name and reign-titles, as well as Chinese traditional institutions. He then completed 

the conquest of China by destroying the native Sung dynasty in the south in 1279. In 

this way, he virtually transformed the Yeke Monggol Ulus of the steppe into a China- 

centred dynasty and, to a large degree, earned for himself legitimacy as the emperor 

of China. However, even though China had now become the primary object of his 

rule, his conception of rulership went beyond that of a Chinese emperor. As pointed 

out by previous scholars, most recently by Morris Rossabi, Qubilai never abandoned 

his aspiration to become a universal ruler who did ‘not ‘confine himself to the 

attractions of one culture (i.e., the Chinese)’ and was ‘ecumenical in his acceptance of 

traits and practices from the different territories he, in theory, controlled’3 As such, 

2. On Méngke’s reign see Allsen 87. 

3. Rossabi 88, 172. 
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the Yiian dynasty created by him was an institutional and cultural complex which 

never completely shed its Mongol and colonial character. Even though Qubilai 

adopted Chinese institutions and culture for his dynasty in an incomparably larger 

measure than his predecessors, allowing the Chinese a bigger representation and 

greater voice in his government, yet cultures, institutions, and religions of diverse 

origins still continued to compete as alternative options throughout Qubilai’s reign 

and those of his successors, making the Yiian state the most pluralistic, protean and 

colourful in all Chinese history. iit Muchexipnlen Shasta 0 

The Mongol conquest was more than merely a Mongol affair. From the start, it 

was a grand enterprise in which a galaxy of personages from many races and cultures 

participated, but always under Mongol leadership. In addition to the Mongols 

themselves, persons from such Turkic kingdoms and tribes as the Uighur, the Kereit, 

the Ongiit, the Qarlug, the Qangli and the Qipéaq, as well as Khitans, Jurchens, 

Koreans, Tibetans, Persians, and even Europeans, all took part in various stages of the 

Mongol conquest of China as advisers, generals, administrators, financiers, or 

religious teachers. Although the exact racial composition of the ruling élite of the 

empire and the relative importance of each of these ethnic groups varied greatly from 

one period to another, the poly-ethnic composition of the ruling élite was undoubtedly 

one of the most remarkable and constant features of the Mongol state. The enlistment 

by the Mongols of so many people of such diverse backgrounds in one grand common 

enterprise apparently has no historical precedent, and should be counted as one of the 

main reasons for whatever success was achieved by the Mongols. Whilst these 

people not only cooperated with each other in the service of their Mongol masters, 

they also competed and quarrelled, often violently, owing to differences in race, 

culture, profession and ideology. Their presence undoubtedly affected the political 

and cultural development of the Mongol dominion in China and greatly enhanced the 

historical complexities of the period. 

The meeting and clashes of different races and cultures under Mongol rule are 

indeed reflected in the narrative histories about the Mongols. Those are by now quite 

numerous and their numbers are still growing.4 But, in our view, the general 

atmosphere and main problems of the age can be revealed equally well, if not better, 

by biographical studies of the leading figures of the period. In-depth studies on the 

lives and activities of such personages demonstrate how the lives of individuals of 

different background were affected by the calamitous Mongol conquest; how men 

strove to influence the decisions of the Mongol court on behalf of their personal, 

4, An historian investigating the Mongol-Yiian period today has at his disposal more than twice the 

number of Chinese sources that were available a hundred years ago. 
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ethnic, regional or ideological interests; how their actions actually shaped the course 

of historical development and affected the governance of the Mongol-Yiian state; and 

the deep motives for the political alignments and factional conflicts in such a multi- 

ethnic and multi-cultural environment. Above all, this approach can help us to see 

more clearly the special characteristics and flavour of the age through a close 

examination of the interaction between the key historical protagonists and the special 

environment created by the Mongol conquest. 

These considerations have led us to offer in the present volume a collection of 

thirty-seven individual or composite biographies concerning nearly fifty leading 

personalities active during the period of the Yeke Monggol Ulus and the reign of 

Qubilai, in some cases during both, roughly from 1200 to 1300 A.D. The reason for 

our emphasis on the early Mongol period and Qubilai’s reign to the exclusion of the 

post-Qubilai period is threefold. Firstly comes the question of space. The inclusion 

in our study of the post-Qubilai period of the Yiian — a period of seventy four years — 

would entail another volume as big as this one, exceeding the capacity of the present 

group of authors and editors in terms of time and energy. 

Secondly, the characteristics of historical development in our period and in the 

post-Qubilai era differ significantly from one another. Our period is one of formation 

and development of the Mongol state in China. The main features of the period are 

the military conquest and the political conflicts among the various groups that 

competed for the shaping of the ideology and institutions of the Mongol state. By the 

end of Qubilai’s reign, the Yiian state had taken a much more definite shape. The 

main task of Qubilai’s heirs was to preserve the framework established by their 

revered dynastic founder and ancestor while responding creatively to new problems. 

Even though political struggles were by no means less violent in the mid- and late 

Yiian, the latitude of political and ideological choices was definitely much narrower 

then for the ruling élite than for its predecessors. 

Thirdly, there is an apparent disparity in the state of knowledge between the early 

Yiian and the mid- and late Yiian. The period of Mongol conquest and that of 

Qubilai’s rule have always been the focus of attention of the Mongol-Yiian scholars 

and are, relatively speaking, well developed fields of research. The general contour 

of the history and the careers of the leading personalities of the period can be 

established with a large measure of certainty, and all our authors have contributed in 

various ways to the establishment of this certainty in the past. By contrast, the history 

of the post-Qubilai Yiian period, with the exception of events directly relating to the 

downfall of the Yiian and the rise of the native Ming dynasty, has long been neglected 

by scholars for its apparent lack of historical significance and human drama. Few 



major investigations of the period have been carried out and, in the present state of 

our knowledge, it would be premature to undertake a volume of the same scope as 

this one. It is, however, our sincere wish that the widening of our knowledge may 

enable us and/or other scholars to prepare a comparable work on the post-Qubilai era 

in the not-too-distant future. 

The personalities selected for inclusion in the present volume — generals, 

politicians, counsellors, financiers and religious leaders — were all, in a broad sense, 

‘imperial servants’. Albeit in different ways and degrees, they all helped to shape the 

political and cultural life of the period. While efforts have been made to include as 

many and diverse leading figures as possible, there has been no intention, however, to 

make the selection comprehensive. For the sake of economy of space and to avoid 

repetition, personages have been chosen, in many cases, as ‘representative types’. 

Other figures falling in the same category have been excluded, either because of their 

lesser importance, or because of the paucity of the relevant sources. Of all the 

Mongol generals who distinguished themselves in Cinggis Qan’s reign, for instance, 

the most prominent formed two groups, respectively known as the ‘Four steeds’ 

(dérben kiiliv iit) and the ‘Four Hounds’ (dérben nogais), whose careers are by and 

large parallel. Muqali (1170-1223) and Siib6tei (1176-1248) have been selected not 

only as the chief representatives of these groups, but also as the most accomplished 

leaders in the war against the Chin and during the ‘Western Campaign’ in Central 

Asia and Eastern Europe respectively. The selection of religious leaders provides 

another example. During the period of the Yeke Mongqol Ulus, two religions, 

Taoism and Buddhism, vied strenuously with each other for the Mongols’ favour and 

were vastly influential in the Mongols’ Chinese domains. Ch’iu Ch’u-chi (1148-1227), 

the noted patriarch of the Ch’iian-chen sect of Taoism, and Hai-yiin, the Ch’an 

Buddhist leader, have consequently been selected to represent the influence ‘and 

contribution of these two religions. By the time of Qubilai’s reign, Tibetan Buddhism 

had established its supremacy at the Mongol court at the expense of all other 

teachings. ’P‘ags-pa (1235-1280), the Tibetan Buddhist leader and Qubilai’s first 

imperial preceptor, is our only selection in the category of religious leaders for that 

period. 

For various reasons, two categories of people are left out of our selection: the 

members of the Mongol imperial clan, and the southern Chinese. The main motive 

for the exclusion of the Mongol rulers is that we want to focus our attention on the 

imperial servants, and the inclusion of their masters would therefore defeat our 

purpose. Also, the lives and careers of the Mongol princes could not possibly be 

5. Among these, Mote 60 and Dardess 73 deserve special attention. 
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treated adequately in limited essay-form and would be better left to monographic 

studies.6 The reason for ignoring the southern Chinese is simply that none of them 

was politically significant enough to warrant his inclusion in so far as Qubilai’s reign 

is concerned. The southern Chinese, as is well known, were strongly discriminated 

against politically and socially after they had been conquered in 1279. The few who 

were fortunate enough to be employed by Qubilai, such as Yeh Li (1244-94), and 

Ch’eng Chii-fu (1249-1318), served mainly for token purposes and were unable to 

exert any real influence on Qubilai’s government. Artists and women have also been 

omitted. The reason for their absence from our collection is given in the Preface. 

Both as a reliable reference work and a collection of readable essays, our volume 

seeks, in so far as it is feasible, to be balanced in perspective and exhaustive of 

important factual details and source materials. Most of our biographies are based 

mainly on the private and official Chinese sources written during the Yiian period 

because of the paucity of relevant primary sources in other languages and of other 

periods. Nevertheless, to make our accounts and assessments as objective as possible, 

we have on the one hand balanced the Yiian sources, which often betray a pro- 

Mongol, dynastic viewpoint, with the Sung, Chin and Ming sources; and, on the 

other, the non-Chinese sources (Mongolian, Persian, Tibetan and European) have 

been used not only to fill the factual gaps in the Chinese sources, but also to 

counterbalance the traditional sinocentric biases inherent in the latter. The poor 

showing of some non-Chinese figures in our collection emerges, in our belief, from a 

careful comparison of different sources rather than as a result of ethnocentric bias in 

the Chinese authors. Whatever standard of objectivity has been achieved in this 

volume, it would not have been possible without the active involvement of a large 

group of scholars whose linguistic and cultural diversity is as great as the historical 

figures they have dealt with. 

We shall briefly review hereafter the two periods covered by this volume and 

discuss the dramatis personae according to their professions and respective roles 

within their historical context. 

I. The Yeke Monggol Ulus Period (1206-1271) 

Of the fifty odd personalities presented in this volume, nearly twenty were 
exclusively or mainly active in the period of the Yeke Monggol Ulus. Since the 
Mongol state was then a unitary, ever-expanding Steppe-centred empire and north 

China was neither its centre of gravity nor the focus of its rule, the personalities 

6. In addition to Allsen 87 and Rossabi 88, recently published biographical studies on the 

Mongol/Yiian rulers include Ratchnevsky 83/91, and Chou LH86. 
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chosen from this period include not only the Chinese and non-Chinese generals who 

played important roles in the Mongols’ conquest of north China, but also those who 

were responsible for empire-building elsewhere, as well as the chief administrators 

whose jurisdiction was empire-wide. In addition, two religious leaders are included 

because of their great contribution toward the mitigation of Mongol rule and the 

preservation of Chinese culture in north China. 

® It is a truism that the Mongol conquest was above all a military feat 

accomplished under the leadership of the Mongols. Mongol cavalry always 

constituted the core of the conquering forces, and Mongol generals retained the 

overall control of operations. However, as required by changing geographical 

environments, tactical needs and numerical necessity, the Mongol armies soon 

became a truly multi-armed and poly-ethnic force in which a great number of generals 

of vastly different background played increasingly important roles. 

Heading the Mongol military hierarchy during Cinggis Qan’s tribal wars and the 

early stages of his wars of conquest were a score of talented generals who had all 

been Cinggis Qan’s personal retainers (Mo. ndkét) before his rise to supreme power. 

As mentioned earlier, the most famous of these former retainer-generals formed two 

groups respectively known as the ‘Four Steeds (= Stalwarts)’ and the ‘Four Hounds (= 

Fierce Ones)’. They are represented in this volume by Mugali and Siibétei, who were 

chiefly responsible for the success of the Mongol campaigns in north China and in the 

West. Mugali, as shown by Igor de Rachewiltz in the biography of Muqali and his 

descendants, was the closest confidant of Cinggis Qan and a great military statesman. 

His policy of encouraging leading Khitans, Jurchens, and Chinese to defect, not only 

vastly undermined Chin resistance, but also helped to transform the Mongol 

campaigns in north China from a series of periodic forays into a permanent 

occupation. After his premature death in 1223, his son Bol (1197-1228), and 

grandson Tas (1212-1239), inherited his rank and mission, thus precipitating the 

destruction of the Chin. 

In contrast to Muqali, Siibétei was the most valiant commander and brilliant 

strategist of his generation, whose fame rests chiefly on his brilliant campaigns in 

Central Asia, south Russia and eastern Europe. In the view of his biographer, Paul 

Buell, Siib6tei always conducted his campaigns ‘with the greatest economy of force 

and minimal losses’, for he, ‘more perhaps than any general of his time, understood 

the limits and fragility of steppe power’. Uneducated by the standards of sedentary 

societies but deeply rooted in the tradition of steppe warfare, Muqali and Siibétei 

knew how to maximize the advantages of nomadic military tradition at the expense of 

their sedentary adversaries. They were the real stars of the Mongol conquest, since 

without them the energy and skill of the generals of the other Turco-Mongolian tribes 
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and the defectors from sedentary societies could not have been harnessed, and the 

qa’ans’ ambition of world conquest would have remained unfulfilled. Because of their 

forbears’ immense contribution, the decendants of Muqali and Siibdtei (and their 

comrades-in-arms) continued to form the military ruling élite throughout the Mongol- 

Yiian period.7 

Despite the brilliance of their generals, it would still have been difficult for the 

Mongols to conquer north China, and virtually impossible to consolidate their hold, 

without the collaboration of the Chinese, for the invaders were few in number and had 

no experience in either siegecraft or in ruling a sedentary society. Their task in this 

regard was greatly facilitated by the assistance they received from a score of Chinese 

generals. These were mostly defectors from the Chin state, and included both 

professional officers and local strongmen. Most of them were subsequently appointed 

commander-administrators of a region, exercising almost absolute power within the 

area under their control. Since their privileges were hereditary, they were known to 

their contemporaries as shih-hou or ‘hereditary lords’. Shih T’ien-tse (1202-1275), 

Chang Jou (1190-1268), Yen Shih (1182-1240) and Li T’an (? - 1262) were four of 

the most prominent Chinese ‘hereditary lords’ (Li T’an’s biography is placed in the 

section on Qubilai’s reign because of the political significance of his revolt at the 

beginning of that reign). They all share a number of similarities in the role they 

played. Militarily, they were all instrumental in mobilizing local resources for the 

Mongols’ campaigns and helped the latter to overcome an initial incompetence in 

siegecraft, thus contributing in varying degrees to the destruction of the Chin. 

Sociopolitically, they were responsible for the restoration of order and welfare in the 

areas under their jurisdiction, and for the reintroduction of a Chinese-style 

bureaucratic administration at the local level. Culturally, they helped to ensure the 

survival of Chinese values by providing protection for dislocated Confucian scholars 

and by promoting education. In other words, these Chinese overlords were not only 

the indispensable military collaborators of the Mongols, they also served to revive 

traditional polity and culture in war-ravaged China at a time when the Mongol rulers 

concerned themselves almost entirely with military strategy and the fiscal exploitation 

of the conquered territories. 

The Chinese military lords, however, differed greatly from one another in family 

fortunes and achievements as a result of marked inequalities in their personal 

ambitions, the historical relations of their families with the Mongol imperial house, 

and the geopolitics of the period. As Hsiao Ch’i-ch’ing’s studies show, Chang Jou and 

7. On the importance of the families of the ‘Four Steeds’ in the Yiian dynasty see Hsiao Ch’i-ch’ing, 

“Yiian-t’ai ssu-ta Meng-ku chia-tsu,’ in Hsiao CC83, 141-230. 
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especially Shih T’ien-tse typify the most successful northern Chinese generals, 

heavily relied upon and deeply trusted by successive Mongol qa’ans. Both their 

families were based in present Hopei. They rallied to the Mongol cause early in the 

war and served it thereafter with unswerving loyalty. The Shihs and the Changs 

contributed significantly to the Mongol conquest and rule of north China, to the 

accession of Qubilai, and to the consolidation of his regime. Thus they were 

eventually able to evolve from clans of hereditary lords into families of ranking 

bureaucrats after Qubilai’s adoption of a policy of centralisation early in his reign. As 

the Chinese counterparts to the old Mongol nékét of Cinggis Qan’s time, members of 

those families remained prominent representatives of the poly-ethnic ruling élite 

throughout most of the Yiian dynasty.® 

Yen Shih and Li T’an represented another type of Chinese military magnate. 

Both Yen and Li were overlords of Shan-tung, an area which the Mongols came to 

control only after a long and bitter struggle with the Chin and the Sung in the 1210s 

and 1220s, and which continued to be under Sung threat for quite some time 

afterwards. In this highly volatile political climate, shifting political allegiances 

among the local strongmen were common. While the story of Li T’an and his 

adoptive father Li Ch’iian (? -1231) will be discussed in the next section, the most 

outstanding feature of Yen Shih’s career was indeed the ease with which he switched 

allegiance, his guiding principle being a paramount concern for his own political and 

physical survival. Neither the Yens’ commitment to the Mongols, nor the Mongols’ 

trust in them were ever as strong as occurred in the case of the Shihs and Changs. 

Consequently the Yens lost their political eminence sooner than most other Chinese 

military clans, just as Li T’an ended his career and his life in an abortive rebellion. In 

explaining why the Chinese military lords in Shan-tung behaved differently from their 

counterparts in Hopei, Hsiao invokes, with the late Japanese scholar Inosaki Takaoki, 

the geopolitical difference between the regions. 

All in all, the careers under review reflect the dilemma of the Mongols in dealing 

with the Chinese military leaders. On the one hand, imperial favours had to be 

showered on them since they were indispensable to the conquest and government of 

China; on the other, they could not be trusted completely since they were not always 

reliable, and constituted at all times a potential threat to the nomadic conqueror. 

For the administration of their far-flung empire, the Mongol rulers relied heavily 

on a poly-ethnic corps of civil servants. Very few Mongols were directly involved in 

civil administration since they were, in general, unfamiliar with the ways of 

governing sedentary societies, and most of them were by necessity kept in the army 

8. See Hsiao CC92. 
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which formed the basis of their power. The few early Mongol civil administrators are 

represented in this volume by Sigi Qutuqu (ca. 1180- ca. 1260), the first in time 

known to us, and Bufjir (f1. 1206-60), the chief administrator in. Méngke’s reign. As 

shown by Ratchnevsky’s study, Sigi Qutuqu, an adopted son of Cinggis Qan, was one 

of the first Mongols to become literate. Appointed in 1206 as yeke Jarquci or grand 

judge, the highest position in Cinggis Qan’s steppe government, Qutuqu’s authority 

was extended to north China in Ogédei’s reign, after the destruction of the Chin had 

been completed. He is well known for the great census carried out in the former Chin 

territory in 1235/36. Bujir, Thomas Allsen’s subject of study, was the replacement of 

Sigi Qutuqu as grand judge in 1251 and perhaps also Mahmiid Yalavat’s successor as 

governor-general of north China in 1254. He was instrumental in assisting Méngke 

Qa’an in attaining the goals of vigorous internal reforms and external expansion. Both 

Qutuqu and Bujir were apparently competent administrators, but both are seen by 

their respective biographers as conservatives in the Mongol tradition. Taking issue 

with Yao Ts’ung-wu’s view that Sigi Qutuqu was a strong supporter of Yeh-lti Ch’u- 

ts’ai’s pro-Chinese reforms, Ratchnevsky sees Qutuqu as ‘the chief representative of 

the Mongol faction at court which advocated a redefinition of the households for the 

purposes of taxation and which strongly opposed the adoption of alien administrative 

tules, such as those proposed by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’. In a similar vein, Allsen considers 

Bujir a Mongol traditionalist who was partially responsible for thwarting Qubilai’s 

Chinese-style reforms carried out in the north during Méngke’s reign, and who 

supported the steppe-based Ariq Boke in the latter’s contention for the throne with 

Qubilai. 

Among the early leading administrators of the Mongol empire, more numerous 

than the Mongols and more powerful than the Chinese were individuals from Turco- 

Mongolian tribes or states with a cultural background similar to, but culturally more 

advanced than, that of the Mongols. Others came from sedentary societies in Central 

Asia who were better acquainted with ‘the customs and laws of cities.’ In his study on 

Cingai (ca. 1169-1252), Paul Buell attributes much of the functioning of the early 

Mongol state to what he calls ‘steppe intelligentsia,’ which he defines as far-sighted 

men who, ‘while active in the life of the steppe, maintained traditions of literacy, 

organized long-range trade, and served as intermediaries between the deep steppe and 

the sedentary would.’ In Buell’s view, the members of this steppe intelligentsia were 

in most cases the products of the mixed, semi-sedentary cultures of the ethnically 

complex Sino-Mongolian frontier, and as such were able to approach ‘the problem of 

governing in terms of experience gained in their own frontier societies, where native, 

Chinese and other elements interacted freely.’ Cingai and the Yeh-lii brothers are 
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Buell’s typical representatives of this group which left a notable imprint on the 

Mongol state. 

Cingai is said to have been born somewhere on the fringe of the steppe, and his 

ethnic identity remains uncertain. He was a principal adviser of Cinggis Qan and 

served twice as imperial chancellor in Ogédei’s and Giigiik’s reigns. He was partially 

responsible for the establishment of a more rational imperial administration, over 

which he presided together with Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai. He experienced many ups and 

downs in his career at a time when the political situation at the Mongol court was 

most volatile, and was eventually removed by Méngke after the latter had seized the 

throne from the Ogédeids. Despite his support of the notorious Muslim tax-farmer 

‘Abd al-Rahman who eventually brought about the downfall of Cinqai himself as well 

as Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s, Cingai is seen nevertheless by Buell as a progressive who 

‘sought a more institutional system of governance and a more rational, less predatory 

exploitation of the peoples and resources of the empire.’ 

Like Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, Yeh-lii A-hai (ca. 1151-1223) and his brother T’u-hua (d. 

1231) were Khitans. Even though the Khitans are regarded as being of ‘proto- 

Mongol’ stock, most of them had become sinicized by the early thirteenth century, 

after several hundred years of acculturation with the Chinese since the establishment 

of the Liao dynasty in the tenth century, and particularly after its overthrow by the 

Jurchen Chin in the twelfth century. Nevertheless, Buell believes that A-hai and T’u- 

hua also qualify as representatives of the steppe intelligentsia since they too came 

from the tribal Khitans inhabiting the ethnically and culturally mixed Sino-Mongolian 

frontier. This frontier background enabled the brothers to become Cinggis Qan’s 

earliest experts in the affairs of sedentary populations in the south. While A-hai 

served as the senior administrator in Yen-ching and Bukhara, the most important 

regions in north China and Central Asia respectively, T’u-hua commanded the newly 

formed Han Armies in the attack against China. 

The careers of Mahmiid Yalavaé (?-1254) and his sons, as described by Thomas 

Allsen, exemplify the best kind of ‘empire men’ in the service of the Mongols, men 

who could serve competently as heads of administrations in different regions of the 

empire irrespective of cultural differences. A Turkic-speaking merchant from 

Khwarazm in Central Asia, Yalavaé was undoubtedly the most prominent Muslim 

politician of the Yeke Monggol Ulus period. He was first appointed by Ogédei in 

1239 to be in charge of the sedentary populations of Turkestan — the Western 

counterpart of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai. Chiefly because of his expertise in governing cities, 

he is said to have revived the city life and trade in that region which had suffered 

most as a result of the Mongol conquest. Transferred to the post of chief 

administrator of north China in 1241, Yalavat, who was also a skilful politician, 
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survived the power struggles and purges at the Mongol court and was re-confirmed as 

yeke jarquci in charge of north China in both Giiyiik’s and Méngke’s reigns. While 

enjoying imperial favour, he was disliked by his Chinese colleagues, especially by the 

retainers of Prince Qubilai who had been appointed viceroy of north China in 1251. 

This conflict is regarded by Allsen as more than a mere personality clash, involving as 

it did the fundamental direction of the imperial policy in China. Allsen sees Yalavac 

as one of those ‘Muslim and Turkish elements’ at M6ngke’s court, who ‘favoured a 

policy of minimizing Chinese participation in the administration of their homeland’. 

Among Yalavat’s sons, Mas‘iid Beg replaced his father as governor-general of 

Turkestan, an office he was able to retain until his death. Thus, this family controlled 

for a significant period the two most important settled regions of the Yeke Mongqol 

Ulus — a fact reflecting not only the political dexterity of its members, but also the 

extent to which the Mongols relied on a small circle of ‘experts’ in controlling the 

sedentary populations under their sway. 

Partly due to their cultural differences with the Mongols, and partly because of 

the Mongols’ preference for Turco-Mongolians in the administration of the empire, 

the Chinese played a very limited role in the early Mongol government, with the 

exception of the Chinese military families who, as we have seen, held considerable 

power at the local level. The Chinese interest was championed at the Mongol court 

chiefly and almost exclusively by the famous Sino-Khitan statesman, Yeh-lii Ch’u- 

ts’ai. Igor de Rachewiltz’s contribution examines both Ch’u-ts’ai’s ideology and 

actions in the context of his times, and his role as mediator between two mutually 

incompatible ways of life. Ideologically, as shown by de Rachewiltz, Ch’u-ts’ai was a 

syncretist who had a deep personal commitment to Buddhist ideals; as a practical 

statesman, he immediately recognized the superiority of Confucian statecraft and 

strove to use it to mitigate the suffering of the populace. In practice, however, his 

Confucian dream was impossible to fulfil under the extant conditions. Even though 

he was able to gain considerable power, and indeed succeeded in persuading Ogédei 

to establish a formal bureaucracy and replace indiscriminate levies with a rational 

taxation system along Chinese lines, his courageous effort to ‘Confucianize’ the 

Mongol state failed in the end because of the Mongols’ ‘insatiable cupidity and their 

unwillingness to modify substantially their traditional law and customs.’ The decline 

of his power in the latter part of Ogédei’s reign marked the end of whatever influence 

had been exerted by the pro-Chinese faction at the Mongol court, and the rapid 

ascendancy of the Muslim financiers. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s failure reflects the difficulty 

of reconciling two opposite systems of government and ways of life in the very early 

stages of acculturation. It was left to Qubilai’s Confucian advisers to continue the 
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work of ‘education and transformation’ begun by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai forty years earlier, 

with greater chances of success. 

Due to the Mongols’ reluctance to adopt the Chinese system of government even 

in their Chinese dominions, and to their failure to recognize the immediate relevance 

of Confucian learning, the early Mongol period was one of mass dislocation and 

unemployment for the Chinese literati. While many former Chin scholar-officials 

sought patronage from the Chinese military leaders and some found temporary 

asylum in the Taoist and Buddhist establishments, a few of them only were fortunate 

enough to be employed by the Mongol court, often in a specialized capacity and with 

limited influence. They are represented in this volume by Wang Chi (ca. 1181-1240), 

Yang Wei-chung (1206-60), and Yang Huan (1186-1255). Wang Chi, as indicated by 

Charles Peterson, was perhaps the earliest Chinese literatus in the service of the 

Mongols. He was used by them as ‘an intermediary, a diplomat, and even a trouble 

shooter,’ since his strengths ‘were his education, his familiarity with conditions in 

north China, his judgement and adaptability, and perhaps his linguistic aptitude.’ 

Yang Wei-chung was even more suitable than Wang Chi as an intermediary in 

the Sino-Mongolian politico-cultural world, for he had served as an attendant to 

Prince Ogédei, the future Qa’an, when the latter was still an adolescent. His close 

rapport with Ogédei and formative experiences in the milieu of the Mongolian court, 

made Yang eminently suitable as secretary-interpreter and administrator. He was 

among the very few high ranking officials in Ogédei’s and Giiyiik’s courts who 

survived the bloody transfer of power from the house of Ogédei to that of Tolui in 

1251. Apart from moderating the harshness of Mongol rule, Wei-chung is also 

credited by his biographer Chan Hok-lam with the promotion of classical studies and 

the dissemination of Neo-Confucian teachings in north China. 

More prominent as a scholar, but less influential politically than Wang Chi and 

Yang Wei-chung, was Yang Huan. A dedicated teacher and expounder of the 

Confucian classics and an accomplished historian, he was nevertheless recruited by 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai as the chief tax commissioner of Ho-nan. He eventually resigned, 

perhaps as a result of the rise of the Central Asian party at the Mongol court. His 

career dramatically illustrates the frustrations of the Chinese literati, rather than their 

accomplishments, in the difficult early stages of Mongol rule. 

In the first decades of the thirteenth century, native religious leaders played a 

vital role in relieving the sufferings of the populace and ensuring the survival of 

Chinese culture in the midst of general devastation and great political turmoil. The 

Mongol overlords, aspiring to achieve universal rule and wishing to use native 

religions to facilitate their conquest, showed equal favours to all Chinese and foreign 

creeds as long as peace and balance among the religious forces were maintained. 
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Aside from purely pragmatical and utilitarian aims, the Mongol rulers also sincerely 

believed in the efficacy of prayers to Heaven. Religious of all faiths were therefore 

encouraged ‘to recite the sacred texts and speak to Heaven’, so as to ensure the 

longevity of the emperor and the lasting fortune and prosperity of his house. They 

were thereby exempted from paying the heavy exactions imposed on the subject 

population, and were moreover granted land and buildings. 

Facing both an unprecedented crisis and such open opportunities, the leaders of 

the various faiths and sects not only cooperated with each other in improving the 

welfare of the general populace, but also vied for the favour of the Mongol conqueror 

to ensure the survival and expansion of their own religion. Ch’iu Ch’u-chi (1148- 

1227), the patriarch of the Ch’iian-chen sect of Taoism, and Hai-yiin (1203-57), head 

of the Lin-chi sect of Ch’an Buddhism, were the two most prominent religious leaders 

of that period. Neither Ch’iu Ch’u-chi nor Hai-yiin were creative thinkers in terms of 

doctrine: rather they were men of action and political acumen, eminently able to cope 

with the problems of the day. As shown by Igor de Rachewiltz, Ch’iu concerned 

himself chiefly with proselytizing and was fully aware of the need to gain the full 

support of the Mongols for the survival of his movement. His famous and hazardous 

journey to the Hindukush at the summons of Cinggis Qan in 1220-1224 gained for his 

followers complete exemption from taxes and duties, as well as other important 

privileges. As a result, the Ch’tian-chen temples and congregations expanded rapidly, 

performing ‘the very practical social function of providing material relief and 

community service at a time when political turmoil discouraged the establishment of 

strong or sympathetic secular agencies’. Like Ch’iu Ch’u-chi, Hai-yiin, although a 

relatively junior monk in the religious hierarchy, emerged as the undisputed leader of 

Buddhism in north China mainly because he was well connected with, and liked by, 

the all-powerful Mongol dignitaries. He was subsequently appointed by both Giiyiik 

and Mongke as the superintendent of all Buddhist affairs in north China. Thus he was 

able to expand the influence of Ch’an and at the same time safeguard the privileges of 

the Buddhist clergy. As in the case of Ch’iu, Hai-yiin’s contribution went beyond 

sectarian success. “His repeated representations to the Mongol authorities,’ writes Jan 

Yiin-hua, ‘certainly persuaded the conquerors to lighten their grip on the vanquished. 

He promoted the revival of Chinese traditional culture and values by helping scholars 

like K’ung Yiian-ts’u’, and by extolling Confucian concepts of government to the 

Mongol authorities. 

Ch’iu Ch’u-chi and Hai-yiin not only ensured the survival of their respective 

religions but also accomplished much of what the Confucians were then in no position 

to do, viz. promoting the well-being of the ordinary people and preserving social and 

cultural institutions threatened with total collapse. In such an undertaking the two 
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religions found much common ground for cooperation. Unfortunately, increasing 

rivalry for court favours combined with unrelenting competition for continuous 

expansion sowed the seeds of bitter sectarian strife, a conflict that eventually led to 

the decline of their influence in favour of Tibetan Lamaism. 

The intellectual and religious trends in north China and at the Mongol court in the 

early phase of the conquest deserve special attention. The biographies of Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai, Ch’iu Ch’u-chi and Hai-yiin provide a good deal of interesting information 

on the subject which the authors of the three essays in this volume discuss in 

considerable detail. 

Il. The Period of Qubilai and his Rule (1260/1271 — 1294) 

The period of Yeke Monggol Ulus and that of Qubilai’s ascendency and rule 

overlap, in so far as Qubilai was elected qa’an in 1260 but only adopted the 

designation Yiian for his dynasty in 1271. Until that year, the Mongol empire 

continued to be called Yeke Monggol Ulus in Mongolian and Ta-Ch’ao, or Great 

Dynasty, in Chinese.? 

In his long political career first as a prince, then as emperor, Qubilai sought 

advice and assistance from a great number of persons of widely divergent ethnic and 

cultural backgrounds, and ideological persuasions. Facing all sorts of challenges 

within and without, and harbouring vast imperial ambitions, Qubilai, a pragmatic 

ruler, favoured different groups at different stages of his career and in different 

spheres of his government. In Qubilai’s innermost entourage there was always a 

group of Mongol and Turkic nobles and officials who were related to him by marriage 

or were retainers of long standing; in most cases, they were given the highest political 

positions and military commands. In his early career, Qubilai had shown great favour 

to the Chinese Confucian literati. These scholars had rendered him an invaluable 

service by establishing his credentials in north China as a wise administrator, 

eventually helping him to transform the Mongol imperial state from a steppe empire 

into a China-based dynasty. They were, in fact, chiefly responsible for the Chinese 

institutional structure adopted by Qubilai’s government. The influence of the 

Confucian literati on Qubilai was, however, relatively short-lived and increasingly 

superficial. Their strenuous insistence on benevolent government ran counter to the 

true aims of Mongol rule: continuous military expansion and unlimited fiscal 

exploitation of the subject population. Because of the unwillingness and inability of 

the Confucian scholar-officials to maximize revenues in order to fill the court coffers 

and meet the high cost of military campaigns, Qubilai turned for help to a succession 

9. See Hsiao CC85.1; and H. L. Chan’s biography of Liu Ping-chung. 
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of unscrupulous Central Asian and Chinese financiers. Although these new recruits 

enjoyed great power for a time, they were merely the monarch’s tools and were never 

allowed to establish a personal power-base. Without exception they were executed or 

disgraced whenever political opposition to them became too vocal. The continuous 

strife between Qubilai’s Confucian counsellors and his financial experts is one of the 

most characteristic features of his reign and, for that matter, of the entire Yiian period, 

contributing immeasurably to the distabilization of the dynasty. 

The Chinese literati whom Qubilai had begun to recruit as advisers since 1239, 

when he was still a collateral prince, may be classified into three groups on the basis 

of their geographical origins, intellectual backgrounds, and political affiliations. The 

first, known as the Hsing-t’ai group, led by Qubilai’s early principal adviser Liu Ping- 

chung (1216-74), consisted of people from Hsing-t’ai in modern Hopei, like Liu 

himself, and included his friends and students. They were mostly non-orthodox 

Confucian scholars who, as practical statesmen and bureaucrats, often combined 

Confucian scholarship with specialized skills. They entered Qubilai’s service very 

early and made a great impression on the latter through the successful reforms which 

they introduced in Hsing-chou in 1251; subsequently, they were instrumental in 

assisting Qubilai to adopt Chinese institutions after his enthronement. 

The second group consisted mostly of senior Confucian scholars who had served 

under the Chin rulers and, after the fall of the Chin, had sought the patronage of the 

northern Chinese generals, acting as teachers, advisers or local administrators. 

Members of this group carried on the Chin intellectual tradition which placed as much 

stress on literary and bureaucratic excellence as on Confucian classical learning. 

Many of them later served in the Han-lin Academy and the Department of National 

History, which was responsible for official literary and historiographical works. 

The third group comprised orthodox Confucian scholars heavily influenced by 

Neo-Confucianism. They devoted much of their energy to education, and the 

National College was their institutional stronghold during Qubilai’s reign. They were 

responsible for the dissemination of Neo-Confucianism in north China when it was 

first introduced from the south, and for its perpetuation under Qubilai. 

Although the Chinese scholar-officials did not present themselves as a monolithic 

group and, indeed, varied greatly in their intellectual disposition and_ political 

affiliations, the above-mentioned groups should not be considered mutually exclusive 

or conflicting for there was in actual fact a good deal of interaction among the 

members of all three groups. Their opinions as how best to achieve their objectives 

and their capacity to serve may have differed, but they all shared the common goal of 

bending the Mongol administration towards the Chinese model. 
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The Hsing-t’ai group is represented in our collection by Liu Ping-chung, Chang 

Wen-ch’ien (1217-83), and Kuo Shou-ching (1231-1316). Liu, as shown by his 

biographer Chan Hok-lam, was a man of many parts and a remarkable figure on all 

counts. A Ch’iian-chen Taoist adept and Buddhist monk, Liu also excelled in Neo- 

Confucian philosophy and belles-lettres, and was conversant with astronomy, 

mathematics, architecture, geomancy, physiognomy and divination. His Buddhist 

background (he was a protégé of Hai-yiin), his knowledge of Chinese statecraft and 

technical subjects, and his perspicacity made him the leading adviser of Qubilai both 

before and after the latter’s enthronement. He exerted a strong influence on Qubilai, 

leading him to accept elements of the Chinese tradition and actually devising the 

blueprint of many institutions for Qubilai’s government. He was also instrumental in 

the appointment of a number of Chinese officials, thus acting as a ‘mediator and 

coordinator between the Mongol ruling class and the Chinese literati.’ An unorthodox 

man by Confucian standards, Liu’s political ascendancy represented, in Chan’s view, 

the rise of an unusual figure in an extraordinary situation. 

Among the personages brought into Qubilai’s service by Liu Ping-chung, Chang 

Wen-ch’ien complemented Liu as a man of action, while Kuo Shou-ching inherited 

many of Liu’s scientific and technical skills. A schoolmate of Liu, Chang was 

actively involved in the reforms in Hsing-chou and the general administrative changes 

after Qubilai’s enthronement. Like many of his Confucian colleagues, Chang engaged 

in the protracted struggle against Qubilai’s fiscal experts Wang Wen-t’ung (?-1262) 

and Ahmad (?-1282), and suffered as a result. 

A disciple of Liu, Kuo Shou-ching was in Ho Peng Yoke’s words ‘the most 

outstanding hydrologist and astronomer of the Yiian dynasty’ and ‘may be regarded as 

the last — but only in the sense of time — of the great traditional astronomers and 

mathematicians in Chinese history.’ As the leading astronomer and hydrologist at 

Qubilai’s court, Kuo made many ingenious and significant contributions, including the 

compilation of the famous Shou-shih li (Calendar for Fixing the Seasons), and the 

construction of the T’ung-hui Canal in the metropolitan region. Without the 

assistance of indigenous scientific and technical experts such as Kuo (and of those 

from Muslim countries), the Mongol state would have been unable to run a great 

agrarian nation like China. 

The group of the northern Chinese literati is represented in this volume by Wang 

E (1190-1273), Li Chih (1192-1279), Shang T’ing (1209-89), Hao Ching (1223-75), 

and Wang Yiin (1227-1304). Wang E and Li Chih belonged to the generation of 

northern Chinese scholars who had already earned their chin-shih degree and made a 

reputation in official-literary circles under the Chin dynasty. Both had advised 

Qubilai on the Confucian principles of government when the latter was still a prince, 
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and were appointed Han-lin academicians after Qubilai’s enthronement. Wang E 

devoted himself mainly to the restoration of traditional Chinese government 

institutions and the promotion of Confucian studies. His most important contribution 

was his successful attempt to revive the historiographical tradition taking as a starting 

point the compilation of the Chin History. In Chan’s view, Wang E’s dedication to 

this project not only ‘attested to a Confucian expression of loyalty to an ideal political 

state and the cultural value it represented,’ but was also designed ‘to admonish the 

Mongol rulers to emulate their predecessors to promote and transmit the Han political 

and cultural heritage.! By contrast, Li Chih never actively served in Qubilai’s 

government, using poor health as a ‘screen for disdain of court politics and a token of 

his own intellectual integrity’. A versatile scholar and prolific writer, Li is best known 

in history as an algebraist who, in Ho’s opinion, “deserves to be regarded as one of the 

greatest mathematicians of a time when Chinese mathematics can be said to have 

achieved their golden age.’ 

Shang T’ing, Wang Yiin, and Hao Ching were younger and more pragmatic in 

their approach than Wang E and Li Chih. Both Shang T’ing and Wang Yiin were 

connected with the Tung-p’ing school of statecraft. Shang T’ing, a protégé of Yen 

Shih of Tung-p’ing, was not renowned for his Confucian scholarship, but rendered 

significant service to Qubilai as a capable administrator and astute adviser before and 

after the latter’s enthronement. His otherwise brilliant career was tarnished by 

political intrigues, a fact, in Chan’s view, which ‘underscores the vulnerability of the 

Chinese literati in the service of Qubilai who used them as he saw fit, not hesitating to 

remove those suspected of deception however ill-founded the charges.’ 

Wang Yiin, much younger than Shang, grew up under Mongol rule; nevertheless, 

he inherited the political culture that survived the collapse of the Chin dynasty, and 

was heavily influenced by the Tung-p’ing school. He began his career in Qubilai’s 

reign and distinguished himself as a Han-lin academician, censorial official, 

provincial administrator and court chronicler. David Gedalecia sees Wang ‘not 

merely as a functionary but rather a reformer trying to improve governance through 

legal and administrative means’. His pragmatic approach was ‘in the vein of the 

Tung-p’ing school, which saw little need for deep philosophical speculation’, thus 

fundamentally differing on this issue from the Neo-Confucianists. His voluminous 

writings remain a precious source on many aspects of the political, intellectual, social 

and religious life of the period. 

Hao Ching had no direct connection with the Tung-p’ing school, but as a disciple 

of the great Chin scholar Yiian Hao-wen (1190-1257), he was a true inheritor of the 

10. Chan HL82, 375. 
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Chin literary culture, even though somewhat affected by Neo-Confucianism through 

the influence of Chao Fu (fl. 1235-57) and Yao Shu (1203-1280). Serving Qubilai as 

adviser, military commissioner, and special envoy to the Sung, Hao commands 

attention mainly by the advice which he gave in a series of memorials submitted 

before and immediately after Qubilai’s enthronement. In those documents, he 

displayed realistic foresight by urging Qubilai to conclude a peace with the Sung after 

the death of Méngke, and to withdraw to the north in order to seize the throne. More 

importantly, he also tried to convince Qubilai of the necessity of establishing a civil 

government based on impartial and universal laws by invoking the causes of the rise 

and fall of China’s previous dynasties. As Richard Lynn rightly notes, ‘Hao would 

have exerted much more influence on Qubilai had his career not been reduced by 

fifteen years’ detention in Sung territory.’ 

The scholars and officials of the Ch’eng-Chu Neo-Confucian school are 

represented by Yao Shu, Tou Mo (1196-1280), Hsii Heng (1209-81), and Liu Yin 

(1249-93). They were largely responsible for the introduction and dissemination of 

Ch’eng-Chu Neo-Confucianism in north China and for its promotion at the Mongol 

court, which ensured its eventual triumph as the state orthodoxy later in the Ytian 

period. Yao Shu and Tou Mo were two of the earliest Neo-Confucian converts in 

north China who actively propagated the new philosophy; both served Qubilai as his 

senior advisers and government officials. Yao Shu is presented by Chan Hok-lam not 

as a master of Confucian classics, but as ‘a practical and versatile scholar who 

skilfully adapted his learning to changing circumstances’. A man of great ability, 

insight, and persuasiveness, Yao rendered invaluable services to Qubilai in his rise to 

power and he too made vigorous efforts to persuade Qubilai to adopt the Chinese 

mode of governance. The qa’an was very impressed by him. He once remarked that 

when it came to words and debate, Yao Shu could “describe a round object as if it had 

a handle’. By contrast Tou Mo, perhaps the oldest among all Qubilai’s Confucian 

counsellors, played a role at Qubilai’s court that was more advisory than 

administrative. In Chan’s view, he earned Qubilai’s confidence, mainly because he 

consistently acted as a frank and outspoken critic of the monarch. 

Hsii Heng and Liu Yin were undoubtedly the two most accomplished Neo- 

Confucian scholars of their time. Hsii Heng concerned himself little with 

metaphysical speculation, being totally committed to the promotion of the Neo- 

Confucian principles and their practical application in government and education. He 

distinguished himself mainly as an imperial adviser and educator. In the former 

capacity, Hsii was unique in urging the Mongol ruler to emulate the Confucian sage- 

kings of old in regarding moral conduct and self-improvement as the proper basis for 

all laws and institutions. As the first rector of the National College, he educated a 
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new generation of Mongols and Central Asians in accordance with the Neo-Confucian 

curriculum that put particular emphasis on the cultivation of moral values and 

practical learning. Thus even though Hsii Heng failed in his attempt to ‘Confucianize’ 

the Yiian as much as he would have wished, he contributed perhaps more than anyone 

else to the eventual triumph of Neo-Confucianism during the Ytian dynasty. 

Liu Yin has often been contrasted with Hsii Heng: while Hsii was eager to engage 

in public service to advance the Way, Liu persistently abstained from politics in order 

to preserve the purity of the Way. In his study on Liu Yin, John Langlois disputes the 

views of F. W. Mote and Tu Wei-ming who both see Liu’s withdrawal from the 

political stage as a form of protest against the nature of Yiian rule, and argues instead 

that Liu’s attitude ‘must be interpreted as a general indictment of political life as a 

whole’, since Liu did not consider ‘the Yiian any more “degenerate” than any other 

age’. Langlois holds that Liu detached himself from political involvement because he 

dedicated his life to maintaining personal integrity, and that Liu was deeply 

committed to the belief that ‘the continuity of the main Chinese cultural tradition was 

of utmost importance and that its vitality was not dependent on ephemeral political 

institutions’. 

All in all, the efforts of the Confucian literati to persuade Qubilai to sinicize his 

state were valiant, and the contributions of those men to the transformation of the 

Mongol state in China were manifold and historically significant. The frustrations 

which they experienced in their lifetime were due to the fundamental incompatibility 

between their lofty ideals on the one hand, and the very nature of Mongol rule in 

China and Qubilai’s political ambitions on the other. Morris Rossabi has recently 

warned us not to exaggerate Qubilai’s apparent reliance upon, and trust in, the 

Chinese advisers as is often done in Chinese sources, since those advisers constituted 

only one of many sources of counsel taken by the monarch.!! The point is well taken. 

Nevertheless, the contribution which they made to the gradual transformation of the 

Mongol polity should also not be underestimated. 

The Chinese scholar-officials could not have scored whatever success they 

achieved at Qubilai’s court without the support of a number of Mongol and se-mu 

(alien, ethnic’) sympathizers, the latter being mostly literate Central and Western 

Asians. While most Mongols and se-mu jen remained ignorant of, or unsympathetic 

to, Chinese culture at this early stage, a number of them became sinicized to some 

extent and promoted the argument that the Confucian Way should be adopted to rule 

China. Consequently, they came forward to support the Confucian interest in 

different manners. An-t’ung (1245-93), Lien Hsi-hsien (1231-80), and Saiyid Ajall 

11. See Rossabi 87, 47-83. 
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(1211-79), are the most prominent examples of Mongol and se-mu ministers who 

were sympathetic to the Confucian cause in Qubilai’s government — as a result of 

which they received a very favourable press in the traditional Chinese historiography. 

These three men had two things in common: firstly, they were picked by Qubilai as 

the top members of the ruling élite either because they themselves or their families 

had had long and close relations with Qubilai’s house; secondly, they had long been 

under Chinese cultural influence because of personal or family backgrounds. Both 

Lien and An-t’ung were related to Qubilai through marriage. An-t’ung’s family had 

maintained close association with north China since the time of his great grandfather 

Mugali; and his father Batur had been a member of Qubilai’s entourage before the 

latter became emperor.!2_ Lien came from a distinguished Uighur family and his 

father Buyruq Qaya had served the house of Tolui as a retainer especially versed in 

northern Chinese affairs. Like Buyruq Qaya, Saiyid Ajall, as shown by Paul Buell, 

had been the official representative of Tolui’s house in various local and regional 

administrations in north China since Ogédei’s time. 

Politically and ideologically, both An-t’ung and Lien Hsi-hsien aligned 

themselves closely with the Chinese literati. As the longest serving Right chancellor 

in the Secretarial Council during Qubilai’s reign, An-t’ung, together with the heir- 

apparent Jingim (1243-85), were regarded by the Chinese advisers as their leaders in 

the fight against Qubilai’s financial experts. An-t’ung is seen by de Rachewiltz as ‘a 

man of two cultures’ whose attraction to Han civilisation is ‘revealed not through 

written works, but through his continuous opposition to policies, such as those of 

Ahmad and Sangha, that were detrimental to the Chinese.’ While An-t’ung was not a 

scholar himself, Lien Hsi-hsien belonged to the first group of the Mongol and se-mu 

élite that was converted to Confucianism. A disciple of Wang E and nicknamed by 

Qubilai ‘Lien Mencius,’ Lien Hsi-hsien is described by Hsiao Ch’i-ch’ing as ‘a most 

dedicated practioner of Confucianism in both private and public life’, and as a non- 

Chinese who ‘perceived Confucianism as the universal truth transcending racial and 

national boundaries’. In almost every phase of the qa’an’s endeavor to transform the 

Mongol state, Lien played an important role either as a central or regional chief 

executive, or as imperial counsellor, leaving a lasting imprint on Qubilai’s 

government. In Hsiao’s view, Lien’s life “demonstrates that ideology was as strong as 

ethnic background in deciding a man’s political commitment’, and he warns us not ‘to 

overrate the influence of ethnic origin on the political inclination of the protagonists 

and the shaping of political alliances’ in Yiian times. 

12. For An-t’ung see the family biography of Muqali. 
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Saiyid Ajall’s background and role differ significantly from those of An-t’ung and 

Lien Hsi-hsien, but like them he has been greatly admired by Chinese historians. A 

Muslim from Bukhara, Saiyid Ajall served mostly as a regional administrator with 

little opportunity to influence imperial policies. Although his career spanned five 

decades, it was the period of his tenure as the head of the Regional Secretarial 

Council of Yiin-nan (1273-79) that not only earned him great distinction, but also left 

a lasting mark on the history of that region. Newly conquered by the Mongols, Yiin- 

nan was in fact incorporated into the Chinese empire for the first time. As the highest 

administrator of the province, Ajall, so Paul Buell argues, ‘more than any other, 

certainly more than any Chinese, was responsible for drawing [Yiin-nan] definitely 

into the Chinese cultural field’. Equally important, Ajall is regarded as one of the 

major exponents of the Muslim community in southwestern China, and is still revered 

by many Muslims as the progenitor of their families. Even though his image may 

have been over-sinicized and Confucianized by traditional Chinese historians, it is 

certainly true, as Jacqueline Armijo-Hussein has noted in a recent paper,!3 that the 

career of Saiyid Ajall provides a good example of the adaptability of some of the 

Mongol and se-mu officials in Qubilai’s time to the Chinese environment. 

® LiT’an (d. 1262), Wang Wen-t’ung (?-1262), Ahmad (? - 1282), and Sangha (? - 

1291) were all important generals or officials during Qubilai’s reign who met tragic 

ends and were officially condemned for their crimes at the time of their death. Their 

biographies were therefore relegated to the sections on the ‘Rebellious Officials’ 

(p’an-ch’en) and ‘Treacherous Officials’ (chien-ch’en) in the Yiian History (Ytian- 

shih), in accordance with traditional historiographical practice. The totally negative 

light cast on them by the official records reflects both the political consensus at the 

time of their downfall and the subsequent moral judgement of the Confucian 

historians. This does not necessarily mean that they had made no positive 

contribution to the Yiian government during their careers. Indeed, their lives 

highlight in one way or another the challenges faced by Qubilai’s regime, and the 

sharply conflicting political undercurrents of his reign. 

The rebellion of Li T’an, a powerful Chinese military lord in eastern Shan-tung, 

in league with his father-in-law Wang Wen-t’ung who was then the moving spirit in 

Qubilai’s newly established central administration, was the most serious challenge to 

Qubilai’s rule in China and had far-reaching consequences on the future orientations 

of the Yiian government. Refuting the earlier view that Li’s revolt of 1262 was 

inspired by Han nationalism to assist the Southern Sung in a bid to expel the 

Mongols, Chan Hok-lam shows that Li ‘was motivated by no other reason than his 

13. See Armijo-Hussein 89. 
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ambition to become a powerful and independent warlord on the model of his father’. 

(Li T’an’s father Li Ch’iian had risen to power in Shan-tung by frequently shifting his 

allegiances between the Mongols, the Chin, and the Southern Sung as circumstances 

warranted in the early stage of Mongol conquest.) The lack of positive response from 

the northern generals, whose support was as vital to Qubilai as it was to Li T’an, 

clearly demonstrates the absence of any ‘Han nationalism’ during this period. 

In his biography of Wang Wen-t’ung, Chan depicts his subject as a non- 

Confucian, highly practical functionary, free of dogmatic scruples and for whom the 

end justified the means; one whose ‘administrative skills and fiscal expertise not only 

averted financial chaos at the most critical time of Qubilai’s reign, but also laid the 

cornerstone of a fiscal administration that facilitated the Mongol hegemony’. Wang’s 

implication in Li T’an’s revolt, Chan cautions us, cannot be attested on the basis of 

present available sources. The deeper cause of Wang’s misfortune was, apparently, 

his perennial conflict with Qubilai’s Confucian advisers, who disliked Wang because 

of his non-Confucian background, his domineering personality and his departure from 

traditional principles of government. Ironically, despite the victory scored by 

Qubilai’s Confucian advisers on this occasion, Li’s revolt and Wang’s complicity had 

the effect of reducing considerably Qubilai’s trust in the Chinese, leading to the de- 

feudalization of the Han military establishment and to the ascendancy of the Central 

Asian fiscal experts at the expense of the Chinese scholar-officials. 

Ahmad and Sangha were the two most powerful and notorious financial experts 

in Qubilai’s government. Since the Chinese authors are invariably condemnatory of 

them, Herbert Franke has drawn on Persian, Tibetan, and European sources as well as 

Chinese ones in his biographies of these two ‘villains’. Nevertheless, the portrait of 

Ahmad that eventually emerges from his study remains, by and large, an unpleasant 

one. A Muslim from Fanakat in Central Asia, Ahmad rose from the position of 

retainer in the household of Qubilai’s principal wife Cabui to that of chief fiscal 

manager and all-powerful minister. His career, as Franke puts it, was governed by 

‘relentless craving for total control over government finance’. Since he was able ‘to 

squeeze the last drop out of every available resource throughout the empire’, he 

retained Qubilai’s trust until the end, exercising nearly unlimited authority and 

outmanoeuvring all his adversaries, including the heir-apparent Jingim. His career 

ended abruptly in 1282 when he was murdered as a result of a plot. Even though 

Marco Polo reports that this incident was an insurrection by the Chinese directed not 

only against Ahmad but against all foreigners, Franke contends that the murder did 

not originate among Ahmad’s political adversaries, but ‘was rather a desperate attempt 

on the part of some conspirators of low rank to eliminate the all-powerful minister’, 

thus reflecting the widespread resentment against him. 
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Sangha’s career was, in many ways, a repetition of Ahmad’s. An uighurized 

Tibetan, Sangha rose to power from the Buddhist ranks and became Qubilai’s most 

trusted adviser and powerful minister during the monarch’s last years. His chief 

concerns lay ‘in exercising a rigid control of financial management throughout the 

empire and in prosecuting officials suspected of irregularities’, and always ‘hunting 

for fresh sources of revenue’. He was eventually brought down and executed in 1291 

as a result of violent attacks from a large number of court officials who impeached 

him for abuse of power and corruption, and for being responsible for widespread 

unrest in the provinces. In assessing Sangha, Franke points to a wide discrepancy 

between the Chinese and Tibetan sources. While the Chinese sources almost 

uniformly depict Sangha as a treacherous villain, the Tibetan sources portray him as 

‘a wise and good minister who eventually fell victim to jealousy and slander’. 

‘History,’ concludes Franke, ‘must retain an open verdict on Sangha. Both his 

efficiency and his ruthlessness reflect the circumstances that prevailed in the 

ethnically heterogeneous government of Qubilai’s time — when ability to produce 

revenue far outweighed respect for ethical standards and traditional rules of 

behaviour’. 

The repeated appearance of powerful ‘rapacious’ financial experts and their 

eventual disgrace are symptomatic of both the economic predicament and political 

style of Qubilai. While the qa’an continued to recruit a large number of Confucian 

scholars as his advisers to make his government more legitimate in Chinese eyes, he 

needed financial experts to fill the state coffers by whatever methods to meet the 

exorbitant military expenditures, the lavish imperial grants and other court expenses. 

The ruthless moneymen raised funds for him and became his scapegoats whenever the 

protests from his Confucian counsellors and their Mongol and se-mu allies could no 

longer be ignored. Wang Wen-t’ung, Ahmad and Sangha apparently held no 

independent power base and were a far cry from the powerful ministers of the mid- 

and late-Yiian like El Temiir (?-1333) and the Merkid Bayan (?-1340) who were not 

only ‘king makers’ in the true sense of the word, but who also kept a tight grip on all 

government activities. Our ‘treacherous’ ministers were nothing more than Qubilai’s 

hatchet men. The recurrence of their rise and fall highlights Qubilai’s conflicting 

roles as the Chinese emperor who needed to maintain a Confucian facade, and the 

Mongol conqueror who had to sustain the imperialistic and feudal-patrimonial 

character of his regime. 

Q Even though Qubilai became emperor of China and earned for himself the epithet 

of “Wise’ (Mo. secen), he was by no means a peace-loving, benevolent monarch in the 

Confucian mould. On the one hand, he remained a true expansionist Mongol 
sovereign always looking for new territories to conquer and devoting much of his 
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country’s resources to that purpose. On the other, his dual supremacy as Mongol 

qa’an and Chinese emperor was challenged within by Chinese rebels like Li T’an, and 

without by his brothers and cousins such as Ariq Béke, Qaidu, Du’a, Siregi, and 

Nayan. Military activities were, therefore, an outstanding feature of Qubilai’s reign. 

From the old Mongolian, se-mu, and Chinese military families which, in most cases, 

had served the Mongol rulers since Cinggis Qan’s time, there emerged a new 

generation of commanders to shoulder the burden of defending and expanding 

Qubilai’s already massive empire, and fighting in regions of vastly different terrain 

and climate ranging from the Inner Asian steppes to Southeast Asian islands and 

jungles. 

Of all his military endeavours, Qubilai’s crowning achievement was the 

destruction of the native Sung dynasty in central and south China. That war was of 

the greatest significance both politically and historically. It meant not only the 

annexation of the whole of China by an alien regime for the first time in history, but 

also the reunification of the Chinese world after more than three centuries of political 

division and military conflicts, thus vastly enhancing Qubilai’s prestige and 

legitimacy as the emperor of China. The generals chosen for discussion in this 

section, Bayan (1237-95), Chang Hung-fan (1238-80), and Tung Wen-ping (1217- 

78), the eldest of the Tung brothers, all played leading roles in the historic campaign. 

Bayan, the commander-in-chief of the Yiian forces in the main phase of the 

conquest, was beyond doubt the greatest military leader of Qubilai’s reign and, with 

Siib6tei, of the entire Mongol-Yiian period. He represented a new brand of Mongol 

soldier, one educated bilingually — in Mongolian and Chinese (even literary!) — who 

could use a complex war machine to fight effectively on all sorts of terrain, and 

employ political means equally well as brute force to achieve his military objectives. 

Bayan’s roles were indeed varied and all-important: a top-ranking, long-term civilian 

and military official, conqueror of the Sungs, chief defender of Inner Asian frontiers, 

and even king-maker of Temiir Oljeitii (Ch’eng-tsung, r. 1295-1307), Qubilai’s 

immediate successor. The conquest of the Sung represented, however, the pinnacle of 

his career. In carrying out this task Bayan clearly demonstrated the two qualities that 

had made him the man most suitable for the job. Firstly, he commanded and 

employed efficiently a large force that was not only poly-ethnic, but also truly multi- 

purpose and amphibious, as required by the geography of central and south China. 

Cavalry, which had been the key element in the earlier Mongol successes, was for the 

first time replaced in importance by the navy. Secondly, Bayan faithfully and 

successfully implemented Qubilai’s policy of a speedy and comparatively humane 

conquest, which was predicated by Qubilai’s new status as the Son-of Heaven. As 

Hsiao Ch’i-ch’ing points out, Bayan ‘put his trust in political and psychological means 
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to destroy the Sung defence,’ and ‘such means proved so effective that only a few 

pitched battles were fought, and massacres of inhabitants in fallen cities, which were 

so frequent elsewhere, occurred only twice in the entire campaign’. 

As Qubilai’s chief defender of Mongolia and Uighuristan against Qaidu and his 

allies for about a decade, Bayan stabilized these frontiers for Qubilai but was unable 

to achieve anything comparable to what he had accomplished against the Sung, and 

the war with Qaidu dragged on until after Qubilai’s death. In Hsiao’s view, Bayan’s 

lack-lustre performance was not due to lack of expertise in steppe warfare, but to the 

passive nature of Qubilai’s strategy, which in turn was determined by the weakness of 

the Yiian’s position in Inner Asia. Because of the serious logistic problem of 

sustaining a war in the Inner Asian steppes from his bases in China, Qubilai, like the 

rulers of most Chinese dynasties, was compelled to adopt a defensive posture, 

conducting ‘a protracted war of attrition that would deny the Mongolian homeland to 

his opponent while blocking his access to food-producing settlements.’ Bayan 

faithfully implemented this policy which perforce reduced his role to that of defender 

in the steppe warfare. 

While Bayan broke the Sung by destroying its main forces and seizing its capital 

Lin-an in 1276, Chang Hung-fan completed the conquest by annihilating the fleeing 

Sung court in a historic naval battle off the Kwangtung coast in 1279. As shown by 

Hsiao in his essay, Chang Jou’s son Hung-fan represented the second generation of 

northern Chinese military clans in the service of the Mongols. Unlike his father in 

many respects, Hung-fan was a versatile scholar as well as a great general, a ‘military 

bureaucrat’ who could be transferred from one command to another (a common 

practice since Qubilai’s integration of the Han Armies), and a skilful tactician who 

could fight effectively on water as well as on land. The fact that Hung-fan was 

appointed the first Chinese commander-in-chief of a combined Mongol-Chinese force 

in a major campaign underlines not only the great trust that Qubilai had in Hung-fan’s 

family, but also the increasing degree of dependence of the Mongols on Chinese 

soldiers in the campaigns in central and south China where the terrain and the climate 

rendered the Mongol cavalrymen less effective. As the Chinese general who 

completed the conquest of China for his Mongol master, Hung-fan has often been 

accused of being a ‘traitor to the Chinese race.’ In the last part of his study, Hsiao 

deals with the historiographical controversy about Hung-fan and stresses that the 

castigation of this personage is anachronistic, ‘for it amounts to criticizing his conduct 

according to a concept of national identity which developed only. at a later stage in 

Chinese history’. This argument can also help to explain why so many Chinese, 

military and civilians, entered the service of the Mongols without reluctance, thus 

justifying their conduct against the later historians’ censorious judgement. 
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Like Chang Hung-fan, the three Tung brothers discussed in the composite 

biography by Hung Chin-fu belonged also to the second generation of the northern 

Chinese military clans, but their father Tung Chiin (1186-1233) had been a rather 

undistinguished commander in the service of Shih T’ien-tse’s family. The rise to 

prominence of the Tung brothers was directly related to the political ascendancy of 

Qubilai. They benefited from Qubilai’s policy of centralization at the expense of 

other Chinese military clans for they had been Qubilai’s personal retainers when 

Qubilai was still a prince, and served the latter loyally after his enthronement. All 

three brothers had varied and interesting careers. Wen-ping was one of Qubilai’s most 

trusted generals and dependable trouble-shooter in the consolidation of his regime. 

He served with distinction as one of Bayan’s chief deputies in the conquest of the 

Sung. Wen-yung rose slowly in the civil hierarchy and distinguished himself as a 

persistent, conscientious and outspoken critic of Qubilai’s exploitative financial 

experts. Wen-chung, as the long-time keeper of the seals, remained in Qubilai’s 

innermost entourage for nearly three decades and was a sort of majordomo enjoying 

the emperor’s full confidence. Since the Tungs served Qubilai so competently and 

commanded his absolute trust, they became one of the prominent Chinese families in 

the Yiian. In Hung’s words, the Tungs, as a group, ‘very likely outshone and outlasted 

all other Chinese families in the Ytian government from the time of Qubilai’s reign’. 

In short, the careers of the Shihs, the Changs, and especially the Tungs, reflect 

the close interdependence between the Mongol regime and a group of northern 

Chinese military clans. On the one hand, even though Qubilai had to curtail the 

power of these families for the sake of dynastic security, his regime still had to 

depend on their services. Without their continuing loyal support the Mongols could 

not have conquered and ruled China successfully. On the other, their rise to eminence 

was largely the result of their incorporation into the very core of the conquest élite by 

the Mongol rulers. 

0 In ruling an empire of so many races and creeds, Qubilai continued the policy of 

his predecessors in favouring all faiths. He established a separate hierarchy of clerical 

bureaucracy for each of the important religions, and exempted all temples and monks 

from fiscal and other obligations. But the balance between religious forces had 

shifted greatly in favour of Tibetan Buddhism, commonly known as Lamaism, since 

the time of the early Mongol rulers, and this at the expense of Taoism and of native 

Chinese Buddhism. Under Qubilai, Lamaism enjoyed the highest patronage and 

attained a status approaching that of a state cult. ’P‘ags-pa (1235-80), the subject of 

Luciano Petech’s study, was the person chiefly responsible for the ascendancy of 

Lamaism at the Yiian court and was the leading religious figure in Qubilai’s reign. As 

head of the powerful Saskya-pa sect of central Tibet, ’P‘ags-pa was made the first 
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imperial preceptor, with jurisdiction over Tibet and Buddhism in China. According to 

Petech, the relationship between ’P‘ags-pa and Qubilai was in theory ‘that of patron 

and protégé (mc‘od-yon), pupil and teacher’, but in reality ’P‘ags-pa was ‘a tool 

utilized by Qubilai to implement a policy of control without conquest, adopted solely 

in Tibet’. Even though ’P‘ags-pa was considered ‘a sort of protecting saint of the 

Mongol dynasty’ in the early fourteenth century, Petech cautions us not to overrate his 

role in his home country and his personal influence in state politics. In other words, 

’P‘ags-pa’s prestige and power depended upon Qubilai’s support, and Qubilai elevated 

both Tibetan Buddhism and ’P‘ags-pa in order to keep Tibet as an integral part of his 

far-flung empire. In addition to the inherent attraction of Tibetan Buddhism for the 

Mongols (an interesting subject in itself), the political motivation of the Mongols in 

elevating this religion over all others should not be underestimated. In conclusion, 

religion was as much an instrument of conquest and rule as a matter of personal faith 

for the descendants of Cinggis Qan. 

The Editors 



EXPLANATORY NOTES 

I. Arrangement of the Biographies 

1b, The biographies are divided by period and arranged according to professional 

category (military leaders, advisers and administrators, etc.). Periods as well as 

professional categories sometimes overlap, since the era of Qubilai also includes 

the years before 1260 when Qubilai was still a prince. Moreover, as explained 

already in the Introduction, his rule as Yiéian emperor actually begins in 1271 

only. As regards professional categories, several personages performed in turn 

military, (civil) administrative, and advisory duties, sometimes even 

concurrently. The formal classification adopted in the present volume is 

therefore purely a matter of convenience, and should not be taken as a 

procrustean mould wherein to cast the subjects of our study. 

The biographies concern single individuals, families, or ad hoc groupings of 

personages. Muqali’s (no. 1) is a typical family biography, and so too is that of 

the Tung brothers (no. 36), whereas Mahmiid Yalavaé’s (no. 9) is both a family 

and a group biography, since it deals also with the subject’s sons, as well as with 

Bujir. The latter’s biography has been ‘attached’ to that of Mahmid partly 

because of professional continuity, partly because it is too short to warrant a 

separate essay. In the case of An-t’ung, this personage could have been dealt with 

equally well in Part Two with the Advisers and Administrators; and the same 

could have been done for two of the Tung brothers. A special category 

(Technologists and Mathematicians) could perhaps have been established for 

Kuo Shou-ching (no. 18) and Li Chih (no. 20). Other changes have also been 

suggested, such as the elimination of the ‘Rebellious’ and ‘Treacherous’ Officials, 

and the transfer of biographies nos. 30-33 to Military Leaders and Advisers and 

Administrators. Indeed, an entirely different system of classification could have 

been devised. We have tried to steer a middle course between a Western model 

and the Chinese traditional one, taking into account the respective lengths of the 

biographies. This has inevitably produced some minor incongruities, which 

however should not affect the general argument. 

The Biographies provide all the basic information on their subjects: the various 

names (ming, tzu), styles (hao), offices and titles in translation, and relevant dates 

according to the Western calendar. People’s ages are also computed by Western 

reckoning, but the word sui (= years since conception) has been used 
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occasionally. The Chinese characters for proper names, offices and titles, 

technical and other terms, and place names are given in the Chinese Character 

Indices (see below). Please note that homophones are numbered, e.g. Sang-ho!, 

Sang-ho2, the Chinese characters for the two different ho being given under 

‘Sang-ho’ in the Proper Names Index. Official ranks are all in lower case; offices 

(= bureaux) and honorary titles are in upper case. Non-Chinese names appearing 

in Chinese transcription in our sources are normally shown in their original 

reconstructed form which, if doubtful, is prefixed by an asterisk. Place names are 

shown in the form of the original sources: their present-day equivalents are listed 

in the Place Names Index. Excepting a few well-known localities such as Peking 

and Nanking, place names are romanized according to Wade-Giles: Hang-chou, 

K’ai-p’ing fu. The names of the modern provinces are given in the traditional 

standard form: Hopei, Shantung; those names are hyphenated, however, 

whenever the homonymous districts of the Mongol-Ytian period are referred to: 

Ho-pei, Shan-tung. 

The biographies often mention individuals discussed in other essays. Whenever 

such individuals are the object of separate biographies, we have referred to the 

latter by adding qg.v. (quem vide) and qq.v. (quos vide) in parenthesis. If the same 

event has been considered elsewhere, we have referred to the other quotation(s) 

in a footnote. 

Additional comments by the editors are occasionally given in an Editorial Note at 

the end of a biography. 

The Bibliography appended to each biography is meant to cover all the important 

primary and secondary sources up to 1990-1991. All book titles and titles of 

articles are listed in abbreviated or simplified form: the full titles are found in the 

Bibliography and Abbreviations at the end of the work. Please note that the 

items in italics at the beginning of each Bibliography are reference works, such as 

the Combined Indices to Thirty Collections of Liao, Chin, and Yiian Biographies 

(CIB), which contain, altogether, most of the references to biographical material 

on the relevant personage in the Chin, Sung, Yiian and early Ming sources. A 

certain amount of duplication has inevitably occurred in some bibliographies 

which were compiled before the publication in 1989 of de Rachewiltz and Wang, 

Repertory of Proper Names in Yiian Literary Sources. Especially important 

items in the bibliographies are prefixed by an asterisk. Roman figures after a title 

refer to the physical volume; Arabic figures after a Chinese title refer to the 

chiian; and the letters A, B, C, to sections designated in the book as shang 

(‘upper’ = I), chung (‘middle’ = ID and hsia (‘lower’ = III). 
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Il. Transcription 

For Chinese names and terms we have followed the Wade-Giles system with 

minor modifications, e.g. yiieh for yo, i for yi. The half-circle and the circumflex over 

u and e have been omitted. 

For the romanization of Mongolian we have generally employed the Middle 

Mongolian pronunciation, e.g. Ca’adai, Siibdtei, qa’an; however, the Written 

Mongolian form is also given in the General Index. The voiced deep velar stop y is 

transcribed g throughout. 

Some common peoples’ names are given in their usual Anglicized forms, thus 

Khitan, Jurchen in place of Qitan, Jiiréen. 

Please note that “Qa’an’, by itself and with capital Q, refers only and exclusively 

to the Emperor Ogédei (r. 1229-41). 

Ill. Bibliography and Abbreviations (see also YV.1) 

This Bibliography lists only the works cited in the bibliographies appended to the 

individual biographies. To save space we have dispensed with the romanization and 

translation of titles of works in Chinese and Japanese, on the assumption that readers 

who wish to consult them possess an adequate knowledge of these languages. 

Further references to books and articles in Chinese, Japanese and other languages 

on the Sung-Chin-Yiian period can be found in the relevant sections of various 

publications, such as AA (esp. 24:1973, and 45:1983); BAOS; BM; CKSYCTT; 

(1981:1-); CKYSYCTH (1981:1-); ET (esp. 10:1979); HSJ; SoM; SZ (the May issue); 

WMH, and YSHKS. 

IV. Chinese Character Indices 

1. Topics and Terms 

This index lists in alphabetical order not only philosophical, scientific and 

technical terms, but also the titles of Chinese poems, essays and works cited in 

the biographies which are not included in the Bibliography and Abbreviations. 

2. Offices and Titles 

All the Chinese official ranks and titles translated into English in the biographies 

are listed in this index, which also includes Mongolian offices and titles in 

transcription and their Chinese forms. The publication of Hucker 85 and 

Farquhar 90 came unfortunately too late for us to attempt to harmonize our 

English renderings with those of these two works, in particular with the latter. 

However, as this index provides the Chinese characters of all the offices and titles 
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found in the biographies, it will be easy to identify the same in both the above- 

mentioned works. 

3. Proper Names 

This index lists also the names of peoples, tribes and dynasties. For non-Han 

names, only doubtful or reconstructed forms (marked by an asterisk), and the 

names of some leading personages are entered. 

4. Place Names 

All place names found in the biographies are listed with their present-day 

equivalent in parenthesis if this is different from the name current in the Chin, 

Sung or Yiian periods. If the name is the same (with the regular passage of chou 

or ch’ eng to hsien), only the province is given in parenthesis. This index includes 

also names of pavilions, temples and palaces, schools and private academies. 

Please note that the following designations have been used in the biographies: 

district (Yiian), province (Sung) = Ju; circuit = tao; administration = fu; 

prefecture = chou; commandery = chen, chiin; county = hsien. For other place 

designations and geographical terms, see the comprehensive list at the beginning 

of the section on p. 

V. General Index 

This index contains page references to people and subjects, and major cities only. 

VI. Weights and Measures of the Early Mongol-Yiian Period 

Standard units include the following, with modern English equivalents: 

chang = 3.072m 

li = 553m 

mou = 5.66 m2 

ch’ing = 100 mou = 566m? 

liang (‘tael, ounce’) = 373g 

chin (‘catty’) = 596.8 ¢g 

sheng = .951 

shih (‘hundredweight’?) = 94.9] 

Kuan (‘string of cash’) = 1,000 cash (ch’ien) 



SOUTHERN SUNG, CHIN AND YUAN RULERS 

Southern Sung 

Kao-tsung 1127-1162 

Hsiao-tsung 1163-1189 

Kuang-tsung 1190-1194 

Ning-tsung 1195-1224 

Li-tsung 1225-1264 

Tu-tsung 1265-1274 

Kung-tsung 1275-1276 

Tuan-tsung 1276-1278 

(Ti) Ping 1278-1279 

Jurchen-Chin 

T’ai-tsu 1115-1123 

T’ai-tsung 1123-1135 

Hsi-tsung 1135-1149 

Hai-ling wang 1149-1161 

Shih-tsung 1161-1189 

Chang-tsung 1190-1208 

Wei-shao wang 1209-1213 

Hsiian-tsung 1213-1224 

Ai-tsung 1224-1234 

Mo-ti 1234 

Yeke Mongqol Ulus-Yiian 

Cinggis (T’ai-tsu) 

Tolui (Jui-tsung) 

Ogédei (T’ai-tsung) 

Toregene (Liu huang-hou) 

Giiyiik (Ting-tsung) 

Ogul QaimiS 

Mongke (Hsien-tsung) 

Qubilai (Shih-tsu) 

Temiir Oljeitii (Ch’eng-tsung) 

QaiSan (Wu-tsung) 

Ayurbarvada (Jen-tsung) 

Sidebala (Ying-tsung) 

Yisiin Temiir (T’ai-ting ti) 

Arigiba/Aragibag 

Tuq Temiir (Wen-tsung) 

QoSila (Ming-tsung) 

Tuq Temiir (Wen-tsung) 

Irinjibal (Ning-tsung) 

Togon Temiir (Shun-ti) 

1206-1227 

1228 (Regent) 

1229-1241 

1242-1245 (Regent) 

1246-1248 

1249-1250 (Regent) 

12951-1259 

1260-1294 

1295-1307 

1308-1311 

1312-1320 

1321-1323 

1324-1328 

1328 (Usurper) 

1328 

1328 

1329-1332 

1332 

1333-1368 

xliii 
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ABBREVIATIONS 

Common and conventional abbreviations are not listed 

a. = ancestor 

alter. = alternate 

arab. = Arabic 

astr. = astronomical 

b. = _ brother 

cal. =  calendrical 

ch. = chapter 

ch, =  chiian 

chin. = Chinese 

cycl. = cyclical 

d. = died 

fi = family, families 

H. = hao: appellation, style, or pen name 

Hs. = hsing: surname, clan name 

imp. = imperial 

M. = ming: personal or given name 

m. = mother 

math. = mathematical 

mil. = military 

mo. = Written Mongolian 

Mo. = Middle Mongolian 

nr. = near 

re = reigned 

= son 

S. = shih: posthumous name 

skr. = Sanskrit 

ile = tzu: courtesy name 

tib. = Tibetan 

tu. = (Middle) Turkic, Uighur 

u. = uncle 

unid. = _ unidentified 

Ww. = wife 
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PART ONE 

THE YEKE MONGQOL ULUS PERIOD 

(1206-1271) 





MILITARY LEADERS 

1. MUQALI (1170-1223), BOL (1197-1220), TAS (1212-1239), 

AN-T’UNG (1245-1293) 

Mugali (Mu-hua-li) was born in 1170 into the ‘White’ clan of the Jalair tribe, or 

Ca’at Jalair, whose territory in the 12th century was situated ‘east of the river Onon’ in 

northeastern Mongolia. He was the third of the five sons of Gii’iin U’a and his wife 

K6kiii. 

His grandfather, Telegetii Bayan, and his father were with the Jiirkins when these 

were defeated by Cinggis Qan ca. 1197. Since the time of Cinggis’ ancestor Qaidu, 

the Jalairs had apparently been hereditary serfs of the Mongol tribe and this fact 

explains their presence in the Jiirkin camp, the Jiirkin chiefs Sata Beki and Taitu 

being the direct descendants, in the senior line, of Qaidu and Qabul Qan. 

After the Jiirkins’ defeat, Gii’iin U’a, together with his brothers Cila’un Qayiti and 

Jebke, declared his allegiance to Cinggis Qan, offering his two sons Muqali and Buqa 

to him as personal, or hereditary, slaves (emcti bo’ ol). Cila’un Qayici did the same 

with his two sons Téngge and QaXi, whereas Jebke was given to Cinggis’ younger 

brother Jo&i Qasar. 

At this time Muqali was already in his late twenties. A later biographer who 

recorded the family tradition portrays him as a man of imposing stature and mien, and 

great physical strength; a good planner and an excellent archer. 

He soon distinguished himself and with three other outstanding followers of 

Cinggis Qan, Bo’ortu, Boroqul and Cila’un, formed an élite group which came to be 

known as ‘the Four Steeds (=Stalwarts)’ (dorben kiilii’ tit). Muqali is usually listed as 

the second in the four-man team, the first being Cinggis’ early companion Bo’oréu. 

The other legendary four-man team, known as ‘the Four Hounds’ (dérben noqais), 

consisted of Jebe, Qubilai, Jelme and Siibotei. 

In 1199(?) Mugqali allegedly took part with his three comrades in the operation to 

rescue the Kereit troops attacked by Kokse’ti Sabraq after the joint Kereit-Mongol 

expedition against the Naimans. This episode is, however, of doubtful historicity. 

Indirect evidence shows that Mugqali participated also in the famous battle of 

Dalan Nemiirges (near the Khalkha River in eastern Mongolia) against the Tatar 

coalition in the spring of 1202. His biographer reports how, during this campaign, 



Mugqali and Bo’ortu displayed utter devotion to Cinggis Qan by holding a felt cover 

over the sleeping leader throughout a rainy night. The Secret History of the Mongols 

gives credit for this act to Bo’ortu alone. 

The last expeditions in which Muqali took part before the ay quriltai of 1206 

were those against the Kereits (1203) and the Naimans (1204). On the third and final 

day of the battle against the Kereits, it was Muqali who, at the head of his picked 

troops, stormed the Ong Qan’s camp at Jer Qabéiqai Pass (probably in the southern 

Bayan Ula). 

Mugqali was handsomely rewarded for his services at the quriltai of 1206. 

Besides being appointed myriarch (tiimen-ii noyan) of the Left (= East) Wing (Je’tin 

gar) of the newly reorganised army, Muqali was granted immunity for up to nine 

breaches of the law, a privilege that he shared with Bo’ortu. The first thousand-man 

corps under his command was made up of his own Jalair tribesmen and actually 

belonged to him. On the same occasion Bo’ortu was appointed myriarch of the Right 

(= West) Wing (bara’un gar). He and Muqali had achieved the highest military rank. 

Virtually nothing is known of Mugqali’s activity during the four years from 1207 

to 1210, and there is no indication that he participated in the Mongol campaign 

against Hsi-Hsia in 1209, although he probably did. 

As commander-in-chief of the Left Wing he played a leading role in the 

expedition against Chin launched by Cinggis Qan in the spring of 1211. In that and 

the following year, his troops, operating in conjunction with the main army corps (gol 

Cerig) led by Cinggis, attacked and conquered fortresses along the Chin northern line 

of defence, among them Fu-chou, Hsiian-te and Te-hsing in present-day northern 

Hopei. His most important victory was probably the decisive battle of Huan-erh tsui 

or “Badger’s Mouth,’ just west of Chang-pei, in September-October 1211, which 

opened the way for the capture of Hsiian-te and Te-hsing, and soon after of the 

strategic Chii-yung Pass (Cabtiyal Daba’an) north-west of the capital Chung-tu 

(Peking). 

Muqali’s movements in north China in 1212 cannot, however, be followed with 

any degree of certainty, and one can only assume that he was with Cinggis Qan at the 

Mongol headquarters in Lung-hu t’ai (Sira Degtiir), just south of the pass and some 10 

km east of Ch’ang-p’ing, directing the operations of the Left Wing in Hopei. 

When Cinggis launched his massive three-pronged offensive in the latter part of 

the following year, Muqali’s army joined him in the capture of various districts in 

Shantung, such as I-tu, Pin-chou and Ti-chou. He also seized the town of Mi-chou, 

where all the inhabitants were massacred. When Mugali’s army returned to the north, 

several Chinese officials defected to his camp, probably at Pa-chou in Hopei. They 

included Shih T’ien-ni with his younger brother T’ien-tse (g.v.), Hsiao Po-tieh (alias 



Shih-mo Po-tieh-erh), all of whom were later to play an important role in the Mongol 

conquest of north China. 

Mugali was apparently with Cinggis Qan at the first siege of Chung-tu early in 

1214. In the middle of the year, Cinggis sent Joti Qasar to conquer Lin-huang and 

the territory north of the Liao River, while Muqali was ordered to seize the Chin 

strongholds west and east of the Liao. In this campaign the Mongol general was 

assisted by Shih T’ien-hsiang and Shih-mo Yeh-hsien, whom he had appointed leaders 

of the newly formed Khitan-Chinese army, and by a special corps of Chinese 

auxiliaries numbering 12,000 men, known as the Black Army (Hei-chiin), which had 

formerly been the élite force of Chang Chih. 

The towns of Kao-chou in northeastern Hopei, and Chin-chou, I-chou and 

Kuang-ning in Liaoning were conquered by Muaqali and his allies, sometimes — as in 

the case of Chin-chou, I-chou and Kuang-ning — more than once, until by August- 

September 1216 the whole country west of the Liao was subjugated with great loss of 

life among the native population. Contrary to statements by some historians, Muqali 

did not participate in the final siege of Chung-tu in March 1215. 

The conquest of Liaotung was entrusted to Shih T’ien-hsiang and Ajul (alias 

Ajinai), who operated in conjunction with the Khitan defector Yeh-lii Liu-ko. 

In September 1217 Muqali was back at Cinggis Qan’s camp at Sa’ari (Sari) Ke’er, 

between the Kerulen and Tila rivers in northern Mongolia, where the conqueror had 

returned in the spring of the previous year. On this occasion Cinggis conferred on 

Mugqali the hereditary titles of Prince-of-state (giii-ong) and Grand Preceptor (taisi), 

and gave him, as symbols of authority, a golden seal and a white standard of nine tails 

with a black crescent in the middle. He was also given control over the whole 

territory south of the T’ai-hang Mountains, and was appointed commander-in-chief of 

the operations in north China. (According to the Persian historian Ra%id al-Din, the 

title of giii-ong had already been given to him by the ‘Jiirced,’ i.e. by the people of 

north China, and when Cinggis sent him again to the conquest of the south he 

formally bestowed this title on him saying that it was of good omen. As for tai3i, it 

was one of the few titles of Chinese origin that the Mongols had adopted, almost 

certainly through the intermediary of the Uighurs.) 

The troops of the Left Wing under his command consisted of some 23,000 men 

drawn from the Mongol and Ongiit tribes, and an unspecified number of Chinese and 

Khitan auxiliaries led by Uyer, Ménggii Buga, Yeh-lii T’u-hua (q.v.), Shih T’ien- 

hsiang, Shih-mo Yeh-hsien, Liu Po-lin and Shih-mo Hsien-te-pu. This body of 

soldiers formed a large portion of Cinggis Qan’s total army. According to Ra’id al- 

Din, the Left Wing was 62,000-men strong, but we do not know to which year this 



figure applies. If the figure is correct and relates to the years around 1217, then more 

than half of Muqali’s army was composed of Chinese and Khitan auxiliaries. 

Muqali set up his military administration in north China, at Chung-tu — now 

renamed Yen — and Hsi-ching, i.e. Ta-t’ung in Shansi, to direct from these centres the 

operations in Ho-pei (modern Hopei and northern Honan) and Ho-tung (Shansi and 

northwestern Honan) entrusted to his own army and the auxiliaries led by Shih-mo 

Yeh-hsien. At the same time a force led by Shih T’ien-ni and Liu Po-lin was sent to 

reduce Shantung. 

In the early phase of this campaign, the invading forces met with uneven success 

because of the strenuous resistance often put up by the local garrisons and by the Chin 

counter-offensive. Thus Ta-ming in Hopei and several districts of eastern Shantung 

captured in the winter of 1217 were lost again soon after. However, in spite of these 

setbacks the Mongol armies occupied T’ai-yiian, Fen-chou, P’ing-yang and several 

other important towns in Shansi. The Chin commander Chang Jou (q.v.) defected to 

the Mongols and was appointed by Muqali to lead the campaign in western Hopei 

against Wu Hsien, the commander of Chen-ting. 

In 1219, with the conquest of Shih-chou, Hsi-chou and Chiang-chou, virtually the 

whole of Shansi was brought under Mugali’s control. The military and civil 

administration of this area was entrusted to Antéar Noyan and Li Shou-chung, who set 

up their headquarters at P’ing-yang. 

Meanwhile, Chang Jou had carried out operations in Hopei, but it was not until 

autumn 1220 that Shih T’ien-hsiang obtained the peaceful capitulation of Chen-ting 

and the surrender of Wu Hsien. Shih T’ien-ni was then put in charge of Western Ho- 

pei with Wu Hsien to assist him. Soon after, Muqali regained Ta-ming which had 

also briefly passed into Sung hands and, entering into Shantung, took Chi-nan without 

fighting (October-November 1220). 

With the fall of Chi-nan, Muqali received the surrender of Yen Shih (g.v.), the 

former Chin commander who had defected to the Sung the year before, whom he 

reappointed as commander of Western Shan-tung. Continuing his advance, Muqali 

inflicted a major defeat on the Chin army at Huang-ling kang (south-west of Ts’ao- 

hsien, Shantung) and Ming-chou in Honan in April-May 1221, and thereby secured 

control over Western Shan-tung. Muqali then returned to the north to make 

preparations for the invasion of Kuan-chung, i.e. Shensi and Kansu. He clearly 

believed that this could be achieved in a comparatively short time, possibly as a result 

of new diplomatic contacts with the Sung, in particular the missions of the Sung 

envoys Chao Hung to Mugali in 1221-1222, and Kou Meng-yii to Cinggis Qan in 

1221. (Chao’s report, the Meng-Ta pei-lu, is the earliest and one of the most 

important Chinese sources on the Mongols.) This would explain the hardened attitude 



of the Mongols, who in this year (1221) rejected the Chin peace proposals by posing 

unacceptable conditions, such as the cession of the remaining districts in Kuan-chung 

and the demotion of the Chin emperor to vassal king. (These conditions were put to 

the mission of the Chin envoy Wu-ku-sun Chung-tuan to Cinggis Qan.) 

Having received permission to pass through Tangut territory from the Hsi-Hsia 

court, which also provided a supporting force of 50,000 men, Mugali crossed the 

Yellow River and seized Chia-chou in Shensi, the strategic town on the right bank of 

the river (November 1221). In the following months the Mongol army conquered the 

main Chin strongholds in northern and western Shensi. The defections to the 

Mongols of the Sung general Shih Kuei and of the Chin general Chang Lin, who in 

1219 had crossed over to the Sung, also gave the Mongols control over many disputed 

districts of southeastern Hopei and southwestern Shantung (July-December 1221). 

In spring 1222, from the area of operations in the middle reaches of the Lo River, 

Mugali once more had to cross the Yellow River to recapture various towns in Shansi 

that had been taken by the Chin, including Hsi-chou and Tai-chou. Then, leaving 

Monggii Buqa in charge of the operations in Shensi and Kansu, Mugqali moved with 

the main army towards Yii-chou, and from there to Chi-chou, gaining control of all 

the Chin strongholds in the valley of the Fen River. His next step was to seize the 

strategic city of Ho-chung fu, where Shih T’ien-ying’s forces were already deployed, 

and to proceed to Ching-chao and Feng-hsiang, where he was to be joined by Monggii 

Buqa. 

Ho-chung capitulated at the end of 1222, but Ching-chao and Feng-hsiang with 

their strong garrisons proved impregnable. Moreover the Hsi-Hsia withdrew their 

troops, thus depriving the Mongols of vital support at a critical time. This failure, and 

the temporary loss of Ho-chung, briefly recaptured by the Chin early in 1223, 

effectively checked the Mongol offensive in Shensi. 

Mugali was consolidating his position on both sides of the Yellow River when he 

became seriously ill. He died at Wen-hsi hsien, Shansi, in April-March 1223, aged 

fifty-three. Before dying he called his younger brother Daisun and urged him to 

complete his unfinished task. 

Mugali was unquestionably one of the leading Mongol personalities and a superb 

leader. He was also one of the very few men who could exert a real influence on 

Cinggis Qan’s decisions, as indicated on several occasions in the Secret History of the 

Mongols. He shared with Bo’ortéu the emperor’s complete trust, hence the unique 

position and honours conferred on him by Cinggis Qan. Ina contemporary Chinese 

source (the Meng-Ta pei-lu), there is evidence that in China he lived, ruled and 

dressed like a true king. Although Chao Hung claims that Muqali’s followers were all 

bad (some no doubt were), the latter’s record in north China shows, on the whole, 



remarkable wisdom in dealing with the local situation. He was, in fact, responsible 

for the reappointment of most of the leading Chinese, Jurchen and Khitan officials 

who had submitted to the Mongol forces (Shih T’ien-hsiang, Yen Shih, etc.), whose 

advice helped in reducing the wanton destruction of the country and in preserving 

Han culture. His name is also mentioned in Buddhist works for the protection he 

accorded to the Ch’an masters Chung-kuan and Hai-yiin (q.v.) in 1219, and the 

privileges subsequently granted to their followers by Cinggis Qan. 

In physical appearance, he is described by Chao Hung as being a very tall man 

with curly whiskers and dark complexion. He was generous and fond of conviviality, 

and amusing episodes about him have been preserved in the Sung envoy’s account. 

He had a principal wife, called Lai-man (= Naiman?) or Buqalun, and eight secondary 

ones, four of whom were Mongol and four Jurchen. He had apparently only one son, 

Bol. 

Muqali received many posthumous honours. In 1321 he was invested as Prince- 

of-state of Lu and was canonised as Chung-wu (‘Loyal and Martial’). He is frequently 

mentioned in Raid al-Din’s work, but the earlier Persian historian Juvaini is strangely 

silent about him. Mugali figures prominently, together with Bo’oréu, in the ‘Cinggis 

Legend’ of the later Mongol popular and literary tradition as reflected in the Mongol 

chronicles of the 17th century, in collections like the Cinggis gagan-u Cadig, and in 

epic and folkloristic oral literature. 

Mudqali’s only son, Bol (Po-lu = Bo’ol ‘Slave’), inherited his father’s position and 

duties upon the latter’s death in 1223. BOl was then twenty-six years old — he was 

born in 1197 — and serving in the Mongol army in Central Asia. When Cinggis Qan 

was informed of the betrayal of the Hsi-Hsia ruler Li Te-wang (Hsien-tsung, r. 1223- 

26), he sent BOl to deal with him, while Daisun stood in for BOl in the war with 

China. BOl led a punitive expedition against Yin-chou, Shensi, in October-November 

1224, but after conquering the city and seizing a large booty, he interrupted the 

campaign in the following spring to pay homage to Cinggis Qan who had just 

returned to Mongolia, and obtain from him further instructions regarding the 

operations in the south. 

Wu Hsien took advantage of BOl’s absence to rebel and kill Shih T’ien-ni. In 

spring 1226 the Sung general Li Ch’iian took I-tu in Shantung from the Chin. While 

Shih T’ien-tse reconquered Chen-ting and the lost districts of western Hopei, Daisun — 

assisted by Chang Lin, Chang Jou and Liu Ni (alias Hei-ma, the son of Liu Po-lin) — 

launched an offensive in eastern Hopei and Shantung. At the end.of 1226 BOl took 

command of the operations and, having obtained the capitulation of I-tu and the 

surrender of Li Ch’iian, appointed the latter commander of Shan-tung and Huai-nan. 



In this way most of Hopei and Shantung had been recovered by the Mongol-Chinese 

army by late 1227. 

BOl went again to Mongolia for Cinggis Qan’s funeral which took place in the 

latter part of the year, and soon after his return to north China in June-July 1228 he 

died at the age of thirty-one. His biography in the Yiian History (Yiian-shih) records 

his tolerance and generosity, and his skill both as an archer and a linguist. He had, 

perhaps in even greater measure than his father, a sympathetic approach to the 

Chinese and their culture. 

Bol had a wife called Qaduqui and seven sons: Tas, Suqunéaq, Batur, Bai Inal, 

Emegen, Ebiigen and Arki8. 

Tas (T’a-ssu = tu. Ta¥ ‘Stone’), also called Calawun (= Cila’un), the Mongolian 

equivalent of Ta8, was born in 1212. He was Mugqali’s favourite grandson. The title 

of Prince-of-state (giii-ong) passed to him. After the accession of Ogédei in 1229, he 

and his brother Suqunéaq were actively engaged in the war with Chin, and 

campaigned in Shansi against Wu Hsien. He was with Ogédei’s army in Shensi at the 

time of the attack on Feng-hsiang (December 1230-January 1231). In 1232 he took 

part, always with Ogédei, in the invasion of Honan and distinguished himself at the 

famous battle of San-feng shan. The following year he accompanied Giiyiik and the 

Left Wing in the expedition against P’u-hsien Wan-nu in Liaotung, which ended 

(October-November 1233) with the capture of the rebel general. Subsequently, Tas 

and Suqunéaq fought the Sung in K6¢ii’s army operating in Honan. Tas died 

prematurely of alcoholism in 1239. As his son Sikdiir was under age, the title of 

Prince-of-state passed to Suqunéaq and in turn, devolved to his son Qurim¢i. The title 

then went to Ho-t’ung, a son of Batur. Another son of Batur, An-t’ung, distinguished 

himself during the reign of Qubilai. 

An-t’ung, born in 1245, was the eldest son of Tas’ younger brother Batur (d. 

1261), who was already in Qubilai’s entourage before he became emperor. An-t’ung’s 

mother, the Qonggirat lady Temiiliin, was the daughter of Al¢i Noyan and the elder 

sister of Qubilai’s principal wife Cabui (or Cabi). 

An-t’ung grew up at the Mongol court and at an early age showed interest in 

things Chinese. This is not surprising since some of his close relatives, such as his 

cousins Nayan and Sang’ui, had had Chinese tutors. Sang’ui was the author of a 

translation of the Tzu-chih t’ ung-chien into Mongolian, which is unfortunately lost. 

At fifteen An-t’ung was made chief (noyan) in the Imperial Guard — an hereditary 

privilege of the descendants of Cinggis Qan’s four leading officials. He soon became 

one of Qubilai’s close attendants. He apparently exerted a moderating influence on 

the emperor when Ariq Boke came to submit in 1264. In spite of his youth, An-t’ung 

was appointed one of the examiners of the rebel prince and his followers. Next year 
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he was promoted to the rank of Right chancellor in the Secretarial Council and was 

granted an apanage of 4,000 families. This was due, it seems, to the advice of Ts’ui 

Pin (1225-80), whom An-t’ung had previously recommended for appointment to 

Qubilai. At the same time, the famous general Bayan (q.v.), who had earlier married 

An-t’ung’s younger sister, was appointed Left chancellor. 

An-t’ung refused the post because of his youth and lack of experience, but his 

refusal was not accepted. However, to assist him in his administrative duties Qubilai 

summoned to court the Chinese scholar Hsii Heng (q.v.), who shortly before had 

declined the position of councillor on account of ill health. Heng accepted the new 

assignment and immediately put forth a plan for administrative reform, 

recommending the adoption of Chinese traditional usages and the promotion of 

education and agriculture. An-t’ung and Bayan also memorialised the throne on the 

need to adopt Chinese canonisation and ritual procedures — a significant fact showing 

that already at this time the selective adoption of Chinese practices was also 

encouraged by members of the Mongol ruling class. 

In 1267 An-t’ung was instrumental in bringing about a change in the structure of 

the Secretarial Council, the five chancellors appointed earlier (1265) by Qubilai being 

now replaced by the two traditional ones of the Right and the Left, with An-t’ung 

retaining the office of the Right and Shih T’ien-tse that of the Left. Mongol, se-mu 

(mostly Central and Western Asian), and Chinese officials were appointed to the top 

positions in the Council, with councillors drawn from among Chinese scholars, such 

as the already-mentioned Hsii Heng, and Yao Shu (q.v.). In 1268 An-t’ung’s 

colleagues successfully opposed the attempt of Ahmad (g.v.) to weaken the 

Secretarial Council by convincing Qubilai to remove An-t’ung from his executive post 

and appoint him to an honorary position. However, in 1270 Ahmad succeeded in 

establishing a Presidential Council in charge of finances with himself as director. 

In the following years An-t’ung continued to fight against the growing influence 

of Ahmad in the administration, but without much success. In 1275 he was sent by 

Qubilai to assist Nomuqan and the other princes in Almaliq in the armed 

confrontation with Qaidu. In 1276 he apparently offended Tolui’s son Toq Temiir by 

not offering him wine at a banquet. Following Toq Temiir’s betrayal in 1277, An- 

tung was handed over to Qaidu, while his cousin Nomuqan was sent as a prisoner to 

the Golden Horde. Nomuqan was released in March 1284 and An-t’ung soon after. In 

January 1285 he was reinstated as Right chancellor and given the honorary title of 

Gold and Purple Great Officer of Eminent Dignity. In view of this, RaSid al-Din’s 

statement that An-t’ung (“Hantum Noyan’) was one of the military leaders appointed 

by Qubilai to suppress the disturbance that followed Ahmad’s murder (27 April 1282) 

is incorrect. 
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An-t’ung was also active in fighting the pernicious influence of Ahmad’s 

successor, Sangha (q.v.), who on the re-establishment of the Presidential Council in 

1287 had been appointed its head. Unfortunately Qubilai trusted Sangha, just as he 

had previously trusted Ahmad, and An-t’ungs remonstrations were to no avail. 

Deprived of effective authority An-t’ung asked to resign from the Secretarial Council. 

In 1289 he left office and resumed his early post in the Imperial Guard. He was not 

reinstated as chancellor after the death of Sangha and the suppression of the 

Presidential Council in 1291. 

An-t’ung died on 26 February 1293 near Ta-tu (Peking) at the age of forty-eight. 

He was posthumously granted the title of Grand Preceptor, was invested as Prince of 

Tung-p’ing and canonised as Chung-hsien (‘Loyal and Exemplary’). A man of two 

cultures, An-t’ung was obviously attracted to Han civilisation; his leanings in this 

direction are revealed not through written works, for he was not a scholar, but through 

his continual opposition to policies, such as those of Ahmad and Sangha, that were 

detrimental to the Chinese. 
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I. de Rachewiltz 

Editorial Note 

Mugali’s genealogy as presented in this biography is based on CHHWC24:1a-2b 

and YS119:8b-15b, and on information quoted by Ch’ien Ta-hsin from the now lost 

family biography of Muqali by Yiian Yung-chen (SCCYHL13:308). Cf. Hambis 54, 

TS (opp. p.40); Shen Wei-jung in YSCK 8:1984,116-120. 



2. SUBOTEI BA’ATUR (1176-1248) 

No Mongol general played a greater role than Siib6tei Ba’atur in establishing and 

maintaining the early Mongol empire. Trusted commander and retainer of Cinggis, 

later highly respected servant of Ogédei and Giiyiik, Siibdtei served with great 

distinction in every phase of Mongolian national development during the first four 

decades of empire. When he first entered the service of Temiijin, the later Cinggis 

Qan, the realm of that minor Mongol chieftain comprised only a few families. In his 

old age, Siibétei saw a mighty dominion stretching from the borders of Hungary to 

the Sea of Japan, from the outskirts of Novgorod to the Persian Gulf and the Yangtze 

River. He had had no small part in creating it. 

Siib6tei was probably born in 1176, into the Uriyangqai lineage somewhere in 

the region bounded by the Onon and Kerulen rivers. Two distinct ethnic groups 

called Uriyangqai are known in recent times. One is comprised of primitive, Turkic- 

speaking Soyot reindeer herdsmen, situated along the north-west border of Mongolia 

with the former Soviet Union and in the former Tuvan Republic; the other, of 

Mongols resident in various places in western Mongolia and speaking a largely Oirat 

dialect. Two groupings of Uriyangqai existed in the eleventh and twelfth centuries as 

well: a body of ‘Forest Uriyangqai’ (Hoi-yin Uriyangqai), probably the ancestors of 

today’s Soyot Uriyangqai; and a tribe of ‘Mongol’ Uriyangqai claiming descent from 

the Mongol ancestress Alan Qo’a, that nomadized in the Onon-Kerulen basin 

alongside other groups of like descent. Siib6tei is unquestionably to be associated 

with the latter. The evidence clearly suggests that his people were as Mongol in 

culture as the Kiyan lineage of Cinggis Qan. 

Behind the claimed common descent, moreover, were political connections 

between the Uriyangqai, the Kiyan and other components of the Onon-Kerulen 

Mongols, which were close and already long-standing in the twelfth century. 

Siibétei’s Chinese biographers note, for example, the alliance of the Uriyangqai with 

the Mongol chieftain Tumbinai Seten, great-great-grandfather of Cinggis Qan. This 

alliance was possibly established in connection with a general mobilisation of 

tribesmen ordered by their Liao overlords in a last-ditch effort to stem the Jurchen 

advance (ca. 1122). The Chinese historian T’u Chi suggests that, since Siibétei’s 

great-great-grandfather Nieh-li-pi (? *Nerbi) and Tumbinai Seten were apparently 

contemporaries, it was the former who established the alliance. 

In the last decades of the twelfth century, when the young Temiijin began his 

struggles for the recovery of his patrimony, and then for paramountcy, the Uriyangqai 

of Siibétei’s family maintained the political association established generations 
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earlier. We read in Siibdtei’s Chinese biographies that his father, Qaban, supplied 

food to Temiijin when the latter was in dire straits at Baljuna, and that Qaban’s sons, 

the elder Ca’urqan and the younger Siibétei, drove off assailants threatening the 

supply mission. Despite the questionable historicity of events associated with 

Baljuna, Mongol Uriyanggai tribesmen were certainly-among the nuclear groups 

following Temiijin. They are mentioned, for example, among tribal bodies associated 

with the Mongol chieftain in 1186 (?) at the time of his split with Jamuga. 

Siibétei himself first entered the service of Temiijin ca. 1203 as a ‘hostage’ 

shortly after distinguishing himself at Baljuna. This date, however, seems late and the 

reference may only record Siib6tei’s formal enrolment in the qan’s bodyguard, 

established in 1203 as a force of eighty kebte’ iil (night guards), and seventy turga’ ut 

(day guards), also ‘hostages.’ The Secret History of the Mongols suggests in fact that 

Siib6tei was already a prominent member of Temiijin’s establishment well before 

1203. Siibdtei is mentioned as having been present with his elder brother Ca’urqan 

and uncle (?) Jelme, later one of Temiijin’s most important commanders, when 

Temiijin was first elected qan by his followers in 1189 (?). Siibétei and Ca’urqan are 

mentioned again in connection with the opening stages of the struggle against Jamuqa 

in the mid-1190s. 

In early 1204 Temiijin completely defeated the powerful league formed against 

him by Tayang Qan of the Naiman, thereby assuring his dominance in the steppe. By 

the end of the following year, his enemies in Mongolia had either been destroyed, 

subdued, or forced to migrate. Among those actively fighting for Temiijin during 

these years was Siibétei. By this time his brother Ca’urqan was dead, possibly from 

wounds received fighting the Naiman, and Siib6tei had inherited his rank of 

centurion. He commanded a hundred ‘archers,’ presumably Uriyangqai tribesmen. In 

1206, with the great reorganisation of the steppe-world attendant upon Temiijin’s 

second election as qan, this time of virtually all the peoples of Mongolia, Siib6tei was 

made a chiliarch. Although not yet an important commander, Siib6tei’s reputation as 

one of Terniijin’s dérben noqais, or ‘Four Hounds’ (with Yebe, Qubilai and Jelme) was 

already considerable. His designation as ba’atur ‘valiant’ (= élite officer) dates 

probably from that time. He would soon be assigned major responsibilities in the 

Mongol thrust towards the west. 

Among the various groups fleeing Mongolia in the aftermath of the 1204 defeat 

of Tayang Qan’s Naiman league, had been a body of Naiman survivors under 

Giitiiliik, a son of Tayang Qan, and a body of Merkits, under their chief, Toqto’a 

Beki. Both had moved westward, at first towards the foothills of the Altai, where 

they had to defend themselves against Mongol pursuers, and then north and westward 
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into southern Siberia. By 1206 they were on the Irtysh River, far beyond Mongolia, 

and thus appear to have evaded the armies of the gan. 

The continued existence of such defeated groups presented a significant danger 

for the newly enthroned Cinggis Qan: they could not be left in peace to recover their 

strength. To that effect, as also to control other hostile nomadic groups along the 

Mongolian borders to the north and west that had not recognised Cinggis’s 

sovereignty, Mongol power was gradually expanded in those directions. Joti, the 

eldest son of Cinggis, and by Mongol tradition the recipient of his father’s most 

distant pastures to the west, began to extend his patrimony into southern Siberia and 

towards the highly strategic Semirechye (a movement that culminated in the final 

subjugation of the Siberian ‘Forest Peoples’ (hoi-yin irgen) and definitive Mongol 

control in the area ca. 1218). Jo%i’s advance brought the Mongols once again within 

striking range of the defeated Naiman and Merkit groups. In late 1208, guided by an 

Oirat turncoat, Jo&i led his army towards the Naiman and Merkit remnants on the 

Irtysh and crushed them completely. Toqto’a Beki was killed in the battle and his 

sons, led by the eldest, Qudu, were forced to flee south, towards Uighur domains. 

Giiciltik, in very desperate circumstances, also fled into Turkestan with barely a 

handful of followers. His aim, however, was to gain the protection of the powerful 

giir-qan of the Qara Khitai. 

Our sources are silent on the subject of Siib6tei’s participation in the climactic 

battle of 1208 on the Irtysh, but it is probable that he was present. Indeed, it was 

Stib6tei who was ordered to pursue the defeated Qudu and his brothers, at the head of 

a force including ‘iron wagons’ (temiir telege), apparently khibitkhas specially 

strengthened with metal hub-plates for rapid pursuit in difficult terrain. The task of 

destroying Giitiiliik was assigned to Jebe who seems to have held overall control of 

the expedition as senior commander. Both leaders set out to fulfill their appointed 

tasks soon after the battle on the Irtysh. 

In the spring of 1209, Siib6tei, in close pursuit of Qudu and his brothers who 

were showing great tactical skills, drew near to Uighur domains. The iduq-qut, or 

local ruler, was in no mood to receive the fleeing Merkit princes. Shortly after the 

battle on the Irtysh, which seems to have seriously weakened Qara Khitai rule as well 

as Naiman and Merkit power, the Uighur ruler had killed the viceroy of the Qara 

Khitai giir-qan and gone over to the Mongols. As a consequence, the iduq-qut killed 

the envoy of the Merkit princes who then suffered a decisive rout on the banks of the 

Djem or Cem River, at the hands of an Uighur army possibly reinforced by Siibétei’s 

troops. The surviving Merkits, still led by Qudu, could only flee farther west, towards 

the Qiptaq Steppe, with Siib6tei in hot pursuit. Meanwhile Jebe, who had chased 

Giidiiliik into Qara Khitai territory as far as he dared without risking an open conflict 
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with the giir-qan, linked his forces with Siib6tei’s to finish off the Merkit once and for 

all. 

Late that same year, or very early the following year, the two Mongol 

commanders came to grips once again with their old enemies, now allied with a large 

number of Qangli tribesmen. They defeated this combined force at an unidentified 

site called Yii-yii (Jade Valley) in the Chinese sources, located on or near the Chu 

River. Their task completed (at least as far as the Merkits were concerned, since 

Qudu was probably killed in the battle and his followers captured), the Mongols 

prepared to return home. Before they could leave the scene of their victory, however, 

they were forced to fight an engagement with a powerful new opponent. 

According to the Persian historian Juvaini, the Khwarazm shah Muhammad was 

at the time hurrying to gain his share of a crumbling Qara Khitai empire which was 

then under full assault by Gii¢iiliik, now recovered from his defeat on the Irtysh. 

When the shah heard of the approach of the Mongol armies in the Qipéaq Steppe, he 

quickly assembled an army, moved north and in Juvaini’s words, 

between the two rivers Qaili and Qaimich came upon a battle-field, where he 
beheld great piles of dead and fresh blood. Amongst the fallen a wounded 
man was discovered and questioned. It being ascertained that the Mongols 
had been the victors and had left the spot that very day, the Sultan, without 
stopping to consider, set his face to the road and hurried after them. The 
next day, when the scouts of Dawn raised their flashing swords out of the 
scabbard of the eastern horizon and removed the black bile from the brain of 
the army of Night, the Sultan overtook them and made ready for battle. The 
Mongol army did not lay hand on the skirt of war but held back, saying: “We 
have no authority from Chingis-Khan to fight with thee. We have come 
Ree another errand, seeking a quarry which had escaped from our net.’ 
(Juvaini, 1, 370-1.) 

The Khwarazm shah began hostilities nevertheless and fought a hard battle in which 

neither side was able to gain the advantage. When night fell both sides pitched camp, 

but ‘the Mongol army then kindled a fire for every man and made off on their swift 

horses, casting dust in the eyes of Fate.’ The story of the encounter is told in almost 

identical terms in Siib6tei’s Chinese biographies — except that the fires were intended 

to make the numbers of the Mongol army seem greater than they were, and it was the 

shah who fled, not the Mongols. 

After the battle with the shah, the Mongols returned east again, to join up with 

Cinggis Qan in preparation for a planned assault on the Chin kingdom of north China. 

As they withdrew, Siibétei and Jebe left behind them a situation that had been 
stabilised, at least temporarily. In the steppe, the Qanglis were subdued for the time 

being following their defeat at Yii-yii. The important Qarlugs were cowed after a 

brief alliance with Giitiiliik, and made formal submission to Cinggis in 1211, thereby 

guaranteeing Mongol control of the area around and immediately to the north of the 
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Chu River. In Turkestan, Giitiiliik remained at large and was gradually subverting the 

power of the Qara Khitai giir-qan. That activity soon drew upon him the attacks of 

former Qara Khitai vassals, anxious to secure a part of the spoils for themselves 

(among the former vassals, the Khwarazm shah). It also seems to have determined 

many Qara Khitai loyalists to join the Mongols. Most important from the Mongolian 

point of view, the 1209-1210 campaigns of Siibétei and Jebe in the west had assured 

the relative security of the trade route to the Khwarazmian empire and beyond 

through north Turkestan. 

In 1211 Siibétei rejoined the main armies of Cinggis Qan in Mongolia and 

prepared to take part in the full-scale Mongol assault on Chin China that began in the 

autumn of that year. Mongol preoccupations with China were long-standing. Among 

other things, Cinggis seems to have begun his rise to power as a vassal of the Chin 

ruler, as had the ong-qan To’oril of the Kereit. Both men had campaigned at the 

orders of the Chin court against a group of recalcitrant Tatars in 1196. At that time 

Cinggis was granted the title ja’ut-quri (? ‘centurion’), almost certainly to be 

associated with the frontier organisation of the Chin. Later Cinggis waged an intense 

struggle with the Chin government for the control of certain strategically positioned 

tribal groupings of the Sino-Mongolian frontier zone. This conflict culminated in the 

tribal uprising of 1207, when most of the important frontier groups deserted the Chin 

and went over to the Mongols. The Chin, however, were by no means content to let 

the situation so rest. Among other things, the loss of the frontier zone exposed their 

heartland to Mongol raids. They thus continued the struggle from various fortified 

positions on the Great Wall line and in front of it, including the towns of Huan-chou, 

Fu-chou and Te-hsing fu. With the construction (or renovation?) of the Wu-sha pao 

defence line, the Chin attempted once again to gain control of the pivotal border 

peoples. It was in direct response to the construction of the Wu-sha pao that the 

Mongols launched a full-scale offensive in the early autumn of 1211. 

The Mongol thrust seems to have had two main objectives in its initial stages. 

One was the isolation or destruction of Chin positions on, and in front of, the Great 

Wall line, and of any forces holding them. The second was the conquest of southern 

Manchuria and its predominately tribal population. Siib6tei, again operating under 

the command of Jebe during the first years of the Chin campaign, was involved in 

achieving both goals. His Chinese biographers record that it was he who, in late 1211 

or more likely in early 1212, was the first to scale the walls of Huan-chou and 

overcome resistance in that strategic frontier centre. Soon after (7?) Jebe fought his 

way into the Manchurian interior and made a highly successful advance towards the 

Chin subordinate capital of Tung-ching (= Liao-yang, in Liaoning), which fell in early 

1213. From there Jebe and Siib6tei swung back along the coast, through the old Po- 
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hai country, towards the then main Chin capital of Chung-tu (Peking), which came 

under Mongol siege in 1214. Due to an outbreak of plague among the Mongols and 

an epizootic disease among their livestock, Chung-tu was able, to weather the storm. 

Thus weakened, the Mongols were forced to accept a truce, promising to restore many 

of the possessions lost by the Chin during the previous three years, and withdraw. 

However, no major transfer of territory seems to have taken place before 1215, after 

an alarmed Chin court had fled south to the safety of the Yellow River valley, when 

Mongol and local forces were able to isolate and capture the abandoned capital. With 

the taking of Chung-tu by the Mongols, the advantage was decisively in their hands 

and most of north China quickly passed under Mongol control. Neither Jebe nor 

Siibétei seem to have taken part in events leading to the fall of Chung-tu in early 

1215, or in the broad advances that followed. Both had probably departed north the 

previous year with the main Mongol armies. 

Nothing certain is known of Siib6étei’s whereabouts during the years 1215-1218, 

but most likely he spent at least the first of them in Mongolia, in comparative peace 

and quiet. At that time Cinggis Qan was not making plans of conquest but remained 

in Mongolian pastures, ruler of a considerable empire. In the east, most of the tribal 

areas of Manchuria were under Mongol or allied control. Chin domains to the south 

had been subdued or left open to raiding. Hsi-Hsia was nominally a Mongol vassal, 

as were the Uighurs and various cities in the formerly Qara Khitai portions of 

Turkestan. In southern Siberia the Mongols controlled (albeit loosely) a territory 

reaching almost to the Caspian. The only unfinished business of any urgency seeins 

to have been the matter of Giitiiliik, who had made himself giir-qan in 1211 against 

the will of the majority of his subjects. With the help of various external allies and 

conquerors, including the Mongols, those dissidents pursued a protracted struggle 

against him. Jebe was active in eastern Turkestan during the years 1217-1218 to 

protect Mongol interests. Although Siibétei’s Chinese biographies say nothing 

specific about his participation in the campaign, he probably was involved, under 

Jebe’s command. Giidiiliik was finally hunted down and killed in 1218 on the border 

of India by Ho-ssu-mai-li (“Hesmail = Esmail/Ismail), a former Qara Khitai basqaq, 

or governor, of Kasan. 

That same year the entire Mongol position in the West was seriously shaken by 

the celebrated Otrar (Utrar) massacre. Agents of Cinggis, sent as merchants to 

Khwarazm, were murdered with the Khwarazm shah’s willing acceptance of the fait 

accompli, if not his complicity in the act. This event seriously threatened the status 

quo in Turkestan and required a response. After initial attempts to mediate, which 

failed due to the apparent recalcitrance of the shah, Cinggis prepared for a general 

assault on the offending Khwarazmian empire. In mid-1219 he took up position 
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along the Irtysh and, with the onset of autumn, began his advance. The Khwarazmian 

empire collapsed with astounding rapidity. Mongol troops were soon moving freely 

in its interior. 

Two of the raiding forces deployed by the Mongols in their advance were 

commanded respectively by Jebe and Siibétei, who had moved with the main Mongol 

armies towards the Irtysh in 1219. In late 1220, as the Khwarazmian defence 

crumbled and the Khwarazm shah fled across the Amu Darya, Cinggis detached his 

two lieutenants in pursuit of his defeated opponent. This they did relentlessly, across 

the desert into Khurasan and finally Mazandaran. The shah sought a last refuge on an 

island in the Caspian where he died at the very end of 1220. 

Then a remarkable decision was made, at Siibitei’s suggestion. An expedition, 

‘which had never been attempted, and has never been repeated,’ in the words of 

Gibbon, was proposed to push around the Caspian, through the Caucasian Mountains 

and into the Qipéaq Steppe. There the two commanders were to link up with forces 

under Joti, moving west slowly after participating in the Mongol attack on 

Khwarazm. 

The two commanders set out from winter campgrounds in the Moghan Steppe in 

the spring of 1221. After a short detour to Persian Iraq to avenge the slaying of a 

Mongol daruqaci, they moved into Azerbaijan, Arran and Georgia, and then along the 

coast past Darband. Passage was gained by means of characteristic Mongol trickery: 

according to Juvaini, the Mongol generals invited the ruler of Shirvan to send a peace 

delegation. After the delegation had been received, one of its members was put to 

death and the remaining ten were forced to guide the Mongols through the pass. 

Moving north from Darband into open territory, Jebe and Siibétei encountered 

and defeated a coalition of Qiptaq and Caucasian princes. Encouraged by their 

victory, they then moved into the Russian steppe, stopping on the way to sack the rich 

trading center of Sudaq (Soldaia) in the Crimea. Soon after, probably on 16 June 

1223, the two generals defeated on the Kalka River a force of Russians led by 

Mstislav of Galicia. The Mongols, however, failed to take advantage of this victory 

to undertake any deeper penetration of Russia at the time, but turned instead against 

the Volga Bulgars, where they were roughly treated. Jebe and Siibétei finally made 

contact with Jo%i sometime in late 1223 or early 1224. Jebe died soon after, leaving 

Siib6tei to become the resident Mongol expert on the West. 

Shortly after his rendez-vous with Jot%i’s armies, Siibétei requested the 

permission of the gan to use chiliarchies levied from various defeated groups, such as 

the Merkit, Naiman, Bulgar (?), Qangli and Qipéag, to form an army under his 

command to hold the Qipéaq Steppe. Cinggis accepted this request and the proposed 

army was established. This event must be taken as the first instance in Russia of the 
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Mongol tamma, a structure that was both a nomadic garrison force and the nucleus of 

a regional tribal federation in conquered domains. Further elements were added later, 

as recorded in the Secret History. Some recent groups of Volga Kalmyk apparently 

had their origin in units of this tamma. 

Siib6tei’s plans for further campaigns in the West had to be cut short temporarily 

due to the qan’s call for a general mobilisation against the Tanguts of Hsi-Hsia, who 

had refused his request for troops at the time of the assault on Khwarazm. When 

Siib6tei returned east, obedient to the qan’s orders, he brought with him 10,000 horses 

captured in the western campaigns. This was probably the qan’s share of the 

expedition’s booty. 

Siibdtei’s operative role in Cinggis’ campaign was to attack Hsi-Hsia domains 

and allies across the inhospitable deserts of Turkestan. This line of approach was 

possibly Siib6tei’s own suggestion, since a movement from that direction would not 

only threaten parts of the Tangut domains that were otherwise virtually inaccessible, 

but would also position Siib6tei’s army strategically for later action against the Chin 

borderlands in West China, also difficult to reach by conventional invasion routes. 

First objectives of Siib6tei’s advance were the Sary Uighurs and other groups of the 

K6k6nor area, possibly including nomadic Tibetan and Tangut tribesmen. Siibétei 

moved towards Tangut territory proper, harrying the border tribes and capturing large 

numbers of horses. As Hsi-Hsia was rapidly collapsing in the face of a determined 

Mongol advance, Siibétei marched into the western domains of Chin and soon 

captured areas in the mountain approaches to the strategic Wei River valley. 

In 1227 Cinggis Qan died in Kansu while subduing the last remnants of Tangut 

resistance. After nearly two years of interregnum during which his youngest son 

Tolui was regent, and major military operations had come to a virtual halt, Ogédei 

was elected qan and acted immediately to secure Siib6tei’s loyalty by the grant of an 

imperial princess, Tiimegen. We are not told of Siibétei’s whereabouts during the 

years of the regency or during the first year or so of Ogédei’s reign. We must assume 

that he remained quartered in the mountainous regions on the western frontier of 

Chin, where he was positioned to operate in 1230. In that year Siib6tei was ordered 

to the aid of a force under Dogolqu Cerbi that had been defeated on the southwestern 

border of the Chin territory by an army led by Wan-yen I. But Siib6tei was unable to 

fight his way through, and Dogolqu was forced to withdraw from his exposed position 

after suffering heavy losses. 

Although Dogolqu’s defeat was hardly Siibétei’s fault, his failure to support the 

defeated Cerbi and myriarch was a black mark against Siibétei in the eyes of the new 

gan Ogédei, for Dogolqu was a ranking figure in the Mongol military hierarchy. The 

following year Siibétei himself was beaten by Wan-yen I in the Tao-hui Valley, in the 
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mountains just south-east of modern Hsi-an, for which he was severely taken to task 

by Ogédei. According to Siibdtei’s Chinese biographers, Tolui smoothed things over 

and reinstated Siib6tei in the qan’s favour. Henceforth, until Tolui’s death in 1233, 

Siibétei and the Mongol prince remained close allies. In view of the continuing 

conflict between imperial power and the prerogative of princes during the reign of 

Ogédei, the qan’s reprimand of Siibétei for his defeat may have involved much more 

than military considerations. It is noteworthy here that Siib6tei should be among the 

conservatives singled out for attack by Sung Tzu-chen in his biography of Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai (g.v.). Long years of independent operation in the West may have 

accustomed Siib6tei to a very different political environment to that now prevailing 

under a centralist ruler like Ogédei. 

In 1231 the general advance against Chin was resumed once again with far 

greater forces. Siib6tei was to play a most conspicuous role in it under the (largely 

pro forma) operational control of Tolui and Dogolqu Cerbi. The thrust was due west, 

towards Honan and the Chin capital of Pien-ching, via Sung domains, in a difficult 

but grandiose attempt to outflank the Chin defence through mountainous terrain. The 

Mongol army entered Chin territory south-west of Pien-ching (K’ai-feng) and ran up 

against the Chin general Wan-yen Ho-ta (d. 1232), himself hurrying north with a large 

army to help cover the capital. During the hard battle that followed, Siibétei’s force 

was surrounded on the peak of snowy Mount San-feng by far more numerous Chin 

troops. When a blizzard blew up (with the help of Mongol weather magic, or jada?), 

Siib6tei fell upon his exhausted besiegers and utterly defeated them. Wan-yen Ho-ta 

escaped to a fortified town but was captured soon after. As a result of this amazing 

victory, the Chin position in southern Honan collapsed, clearing the road to Pien- 

ching. By 1232 most outlying Chin territory was in Mongol hands and the qan’s 

armies were poised for a final assault on the Chin capital. 

Pien-ching, however, was well defended and proved no easy mark. Thus in the 

late spring of 1232, Ogédei, feeling the strain of a prolonged campaign but also 

apparently ill, due perhaps to the overindulgence in alcohol for which he was famous, 

agreed to a truce and departed north with the main Mongol army, taking his brother 

Tolui with him. Stib6tei was left behind to guard Mongol domains in Honan against 

the Sung and any attempt at reconquest by the Chin. At his command was a large 

Mongol force and an even larger body of local allies, men such as the Chinese 

myriarchs Liu Hei-ma, Shih T’ien-tse (q.v.), Chang Jou (q.v.) and their retinues. 

Realising that even these large forces would probably prove inadequate in further 

operations, Siib6tei quickly undertook a general mobilisation of local auxiliaries in 

neighbouring areas. He also carefully prepared a substantial siege train for future use 

against Pien-ching and other fortified places — for it seems that Siibétei had no 
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intention of leaving the Mongol position stalemated in Honan. Intentionally or not, 

he sabotaged Ogédei’s truce and, by preventing a vital resupply of the starving city of 

Pien-ching, now totally isolated by Mongol and Sung conquests,.reduced its defenders 

to extremeties. Plague soon compounded the effects of hunger and in early 1233 the 

Chin emperor fled the doomed city to try his luck in a counter-offensive. The attempt 

was defeated decisively by Siib6tei’s army: Pien-ching surrendered soon after. In 

early 1234, the last Chin emperor, surrounded at Ts’ai-chou, was forced to commit 

suicide, thus bringing the Chin dynasty to an end. Siib6tei’s persistence at Pien-ching 

in the face of difficulty played no small role in this outcome. 

After the collapse of Chin, Siibétei remained in Honan to pacify and defend the 

new Mongol conquests in the face of a clear threat by the Sung to expand their 

influence northwards once again. Consequently, Siibétei launched a preemptive 

attack on Lo-yang that effectively thwarted Sung designs and began almost five 

decades of Mongol-Sung wars. The Mongol general also supported relief measures 

on behalf of the starving population of the former Chin capital, according to Siib6tei’s 

Chinese biographers. But Sung Tzu-chen claims that Siib6tei was among those in 

favour of slaughtering the city’s residents, and that it was only thanks to an 

impassioned plea by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai that their lives were spared. Both accounts 

may be true. Certainly the massacre of stubbornly hostile populations was a well- 

established Mongol practice (as reflected by the yeke jasag, ‘imperial 

pronouncements’, of Cinggis Qan). But Siibdtei also seems to have carried out 

imperial orders scrupulously after they had been issued, at least when no other option 

was open to him. His management of relief measures is thus by no means totally 

inconsistent with a desire to wipe out Pien-ching! 

With the defeat of Chin and the defence of the Mongols’ conquests against their 

former allies, the Sung generals, the Mongols’ attention turned once again to 

unfinished business in the West. In 1235 Ogédei convened a quriltai that decided to 

secure Mongol rule in the Qiptaq Steppe and advance into Russia. Siib6tei, who was 

to accompany the Mongol armies as senior commander, has generally been credited 

with the overall strategic planning of the masterly offensive that followed, beginning 

in the spring of 1236. In addition to Joéi’s son Batu, to whom most of the new 

territories would fall as heir to his father and thereby holder of the most distant 

Mongol pastures in the west, two future qans, i.e. Giiyiik, son of Ogidei, and 

Mongke, son of Tolui, and a host of other Mongol princes and princelings rode with 

the large army mobilised for the campaign. Also present was Siibdtei’s son 

Uriyangqadai. The various forces assigned to the campaign assembled on the Volga 

to attack the Bulgars. 
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Of all their actual or probable enemies in the West, it seems that the Mongols, 

and Siib6tei in particular, after his own painful experience at their hands in an earlier 

campaign, took the Bulgars the most seriously — and rightly so. The state of Bulgar 

had been founded in the tenth century by splinter groups of Kovrat’s old Bulgarian 

empire under Khazar tutelage. With the gradual collapse of the Khazars in the late 

tenth and eleventh centuries, the Bulgar eltebir (‘viceroy’ of the Khazar qa%an) 

became de facto an independent ruler and eventually took the title qan to indicate his 

new status. His state grew wealthy by levying a ten-percent toll on the rich commerce 

that passed through Bulgar domains. In 1224, when Jebe and Siibétei arrived, the 

Bulgars were powerful enough, despite the breakdown of a unified Bulgar state, not 

only to maintain their position but even to repulse the Mongols. In 1229, new forces 

under (Siib6tei’s son?) K6kétei and Sénidei were dispatched to the area, but there is 

no evidence that they were able to make any headway against the obstinate Bulgars 

either. 

The arrival of a full Mongol army under Batu and Siibétei altered the situation 

completely and the major cities of the Bulgars, Bulgar itself, Bilyar and Suwar, 

quickly fell into Mongol hands. Although the region suffered damage in the process 

of conquest, it soon revived and came to form the heartland of the Golden Horde 

domains. 

Having disposed of the Bulgars, the Mongols moved against the Qipéaq and their 

chief Batman in pursuit of Bulgar refugees received by Russian princes, while 

launching incursions into Russian territory on another. Among the first Russian cities 

to suffer were Ryazan, stormed on 21 December 1237, and Vladimir, stormed on 7 

February 1238. One city put up notable resistence to the Mongols: Torzhok, which is 

singled out for special mention in Siibétei’s biographies. The city held out for two 

weeks in the face of a full-scale Mongol assault. Siibétei was called to the scene 

personally by Batu, to direct the siege. The Mongol commander, bringing with him a 

special force that apparently included some of his own Uriyangqai archers, captured 

the city in three days, after defeating the grand duke Iuri II of Vladimir (called a pan 

in Siib6tei’s biographies, a title of south Slavic origin) in battle. The city fell on 23 

March 1238. After the siege of Pien-ching, it is unlikely that Torzhok could have 

presented much of a problem to the experienced Mongol general. 

The prolonged resistence of Torzhok had played its role, since the winter 

campaigning season (in which frozen bodies of water and swamps could be crossed 

easily by Mongol horses) was now nearly past and a thaw had set in, threatening to 

trap the Mongols in hostile territory. They had no choice but to retreat south to the 

Russian steppe and Qiptaq region. Most of the remainder of 1238 was spent 

campaigning there. In addition to subduing the Qiptaqs (their chieftain Batman was 
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chased onto an island of the Caspian by Méngke), the Mongols also conquered the 

Burtas and Bashkirs. Military action against Russia was confined to nearby cities. 

On 26 December 1238, Sudaq in the Crimea, sacked in 1223 by Jebe and Siibétei, 

was sacked again. 

The Mongols spent most of 1239 and 1240 consolidating their new conquests, 

but with the coming of the winter campaigning season in 1240 they moved west in 

force once again. The campaign of 1240-1241, the last major campaign planned by 

Siib6tei, was his masterpiece. It was begun with two objectives. The first was to 

complete the Mongol subjugation of Russia by attacking the more westerly Russian 

cities, including Kiev, which was taken on 6 December 1240, bringing to an end the 

Kievian era of Russian history. The second goal was the conquest of Hungary in 

retaliation for King Béla IV’s acceptance of Qipéaq refugees in 1238 and various 

Russians at other times. 

To achieve the conquest of the Hungarians (whom the Mongols seem to have 

rated highly, like the Bulgars), Siibétei planned a coordinated general offensive 

against eastern Europe, to be carried out by no fewer than five major forces. Each 

was assigned a distinct strategic objective. Two moved against the Poles, one was 

primarily concerned with the Czechs, and two advanced directly into Hungary. All 

were to unite, however, to achieve the ultimate aim of conquering Hungary. By 

carrying out an offensive with mobile forces on a number of fronts at once, Siib6tei 

hoped to prevent the European powers, already warring among themselves in the 

struggles of the Hohenstaufens against the Church, from mobilising effectively 

against them. 

Siib6tei’s strategy appears to have worked perfectly. At no point were the 

Mongols exposed to a unified and fully organised defence. The Hungarians were 

particularly disorganized. King Béla seems to have been able to assemble only a 

small part of his levies against the enemy and received no help whatever from his 

hard-pressed European allies. On 11 April 1241, the Hungarian king was defeated on 

the Plain of Mohi, near the mouth of the Sajé, and fled, but not before putting up 

fierce resistance. Siibétei’s biographies record disagreement between Batu and 

Siib6tei after the Mongol prince, in the absence of Siibétei who was off leading a raid 

in force to turn the Hungarian position, had conducted a costly frontal assault on the 

Hungarians holding a bridge, nearly losing the battle for the Mongols. In the end, 

Batu was forced to recognise the wisdom of Siibétei, who had built a pontoon bridge 

lower down the Sajé to outflank the Hungarians. 

The Mongols remained in Hungary until the next winter campaigning season, 

primarily, it seems, at the insistence of Siibétei who argued vehemently against Batu’s 

desire to abandon the campaign. On 25 December 1241, the Mongols crossed the 
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Danube, destroying the double city of Buda and Pest. Their raiding parties later 

penetrated into Austria, while other forces moved into Dalmatia in pursuit of King 

Béla. Before a serious offensive could develop in any direction, however, word came 

of the death of qan Ogédei and the Mongols withdrew from Hungary, never to return. 

Quite probably Siib6tei would have pressed on, since the Europeans were as divided 

as ever and times were ripe for a Mongol conquest in Europe. The death of the qan 

must have radically altered Siib6tei’s bargaining position with Batu. 

The Hungarian campaign was Siibétei’s last. By 1244, aged sixty-eight, he was 

back in Mongolia and participated in the first qguriltai convened to elect a successor to 

Ogédei. Siibétei’s presence at this guriltai probably marked an open break with Batu, 

since Batu and Giiyiik, the favoured candidate for the office of qan, were the bitterest 

of enemies. Batu himself, despite Siib6tei’s urgings, refused to attend the quriltai at 

all and in so doing withheld his recognition of its probable outcome. In 1246, after 

much haggling, Giiyiik was finally elected. John of Pian di Carpine, who was among 

those present at the new qan’s coronation, describes Siib6tei as ‘an old man who is 

known among them as "the knight".’ (The epithet to which Friar John refers is no 

doubt the Mongolian ba’atur.) Certainly the old Mongol general must have been 

among the fervent supporters of the house of Ogédei in the growing rift that was 

ultimately to result in the collapse of a unified Mongol empire. It was perhaps as a 

reward for his support, although the need to have a reliable ally in a strategic position 

may also have played a role, that the new qan dispatched Siib6tei to China, to 

command the important forces engaged there, together with the Tangut general Ca’an. 

Siib6tei does not seem to have held his appointment in China for long; he soon 

returned to the favoured Tila basin, where he died in 1248 after almost fifty years of 

service to Cinggis Qan and his family. His descendants continued to hold high 

positions for four generations after him. The military tradition was continued by his 

famous son Uriyangqadai (1201-72), who distinguished himself under Méngke in the 

war against Sung. Both Siib6tei and Uriyangqadai were rewarded with posthumous 

honours. Siib6tei was enfeoffed Prince of Ho-nan and was canonized as Chung-ting 

(‘Loyal and Steadfast’). His son inherited the princely title and was canonized as Wu- 

i (‘Martial and Resolute’). 

Summing up, it can be said of Siibétei that he, more perhaps than any other 

general of his time, understood the limits and fragility of steppe power: for that 

reason, his campaigns were always conducted with the greatest economy of force and 

minimal losses. This he achieved primarily through a remarkable imagination, 

thorough understanding of his enemies, and a willingness to take carefully calculated 

risks. 
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3. SHIH T’IEN-TSE (1202-1275) 

After the Mongols had started their offensive against the Chin state in 1211, 

many Chin officials and locally prominent families in north China surrendered 

voluntarily for a variety of reasons. Their collaboration was indispensable to the 

Mongols’ conquest of, and rule over, sedentary China. Shih T’ien-tse, who was 

destined to be one of the most prominent Chinese soldier-statesmen in the early Yiian 

period, came from one of those families. His long career epitomises the roles played 

by Chinese collaborators in the Mongol conquest and the consolidation of Mongol 

rule in China. 

T’ien-tse, T. Jun-fu, was a native of Hsing-lung li, a hamlet in Yung-ch’ing 

county just south of the Chin capital Chung-tu (Peking). Born in 1202, he was the 

youngest of the three sons of Shih Ping-chih (1175-1245). Not known for scholarly 

accomplishment or official status in the generations prior to their surrender to the 

Mongols, the Shih have been described by biographers as a prominent farming 

family. Their wealth and prominence dated from the time of Shih Lun, T’ien-tse’s 

great-grandfather, whose affluence apparently resulted from the fortuitous discovery 

of some gold while building a house. This nouveau riche became known for his 

generosity and adventurous nature. He is said to have provided asylum for many 

scholars and soldiers of fortune in the declining years of the Chin dynasty, and in this 

way attracted a great following. His influence can be gauged by the fact that 

immediately after his death an organisation, known as the Ch’ing-lo she (‘Pure- 

Happiness Society’), was formed in memory of him, with nearly 1,000 members in 

forty groups throughout the region. The family’s position was consolidated by Shih 

Lun’s son Ch’eng-kuei, also known for his generosity and his ability to make money. 

Ch’eng-kuei’s son Ping-chih was by all accounts a man great in stature and of high 

ambition, but not particularly interested in scholarly pursuits during his early life. Of 

modest origins by conventional standards, the Shih enjoyed nevertheless both wealth 

and local influence, which was to stand them in good stead throughout the period of 

dynastic transition. 

The family’s critical decision to change their allegiance was made by Shih Ping- 

chih in the autumn of 1213, when the Mongolian army under Muqali (q.v.) had 

already seized many towns in Hopei and Shantung. Terrified by news of the massacre 

of all the inhabitants of Mi-chou, Ping-chih at first urged the members of his family to 

hide separately, but changed his mind when he learned that the Mongols would spare 

the lives of those who came over to them voluntarily. At the head of several thousand 

followers, Ping-chih submitted to Se’iinidei, a lieutenant of Muqali, at Cho-chou. 
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The surrender of the Shih family was indeed timely. By then the Mongols had 

penetrated deeply into north China and were about to lay siege to the strongly 

fortified Chin capital. They were facing a shortage of manpower and supplies, 

combined with a lack of experience in siege craft and warfare in densely populated 

areas. It had, therefore, become their practice to lavishly reward defectors who 

helped them overcome those problems. 

Several members of the Shih family were given posts of considerable importance. 

Ping-chih’s status was undoubtedly enhanced by his great local following. 

Consequently, even though he had declined Muqali’s offer of office in favour of his 

sons and younger brothers, he was made responsible for the conquered households. 

T’ien-ni (1197-1225), his eldest son, is said to have been made a myriarch in charge 

of former Chin soldiers, but this is no doubt an error for chiliarch. T’ien-an (d. 1255), 

Ping-chih’s second son, served for the time being as a recruit and hostage in Muqali’s 

army. Shih Chin-tao (1179-1243), Ping-chih’s younger brother, also became a 

commander. Huai-te, Ping-chih’s cousin, was put in charge of the Black Army (Hei- 

chiin) in Manchuria. 

All these members of the Shih family performed well, thus paving the way for 

T’ien-tse’s career. Ping-chih seems to have done much to assist the Mongols with 

their supplies and manpower problems. It is said that, soon after submitting, he 

assembled more than 100,000 families in Pa-chou alone and deported them to 

Mongolia — perhaps to serve as artisans, domestics and military colonists. Between 

1215 and 1229, Ping-chih was in charge of military supplies in the district of Pei- 

ching (Ta-ming ch’eng) in Liaoning and made this district a temporary home for his 

family, being well connected through marriages with the local Mongol commander 

and influential Jurchen families. 

T’ien-ni was the family’s most eminent military man before T’ien-tse. 

Significantly, the core of his army was known as the Ch’ing-lo Army, being 

constituted of 10,000 men selected from among the traditional retainers of the Shih 

family. With this force he took part, always under Muqali, in the campaigns in 

Manchuria and contributed much to stabilising the situation in Hopei, Shantung and 

Shansi for the Mongols, at a time when the Chin’s resistance was still vigorous. When 

Wu Hsien (d. 1234), the commander of Chen-ting, surrendered in 1220, T’ien-ni was 

appointed grand marshal of Western Ho-pei with Wu Hsien as his deputy. Four years 

later, he defeated the Sung general P’eng I-pin at En-chou, thereby thwarting the ee 

plan to recover the north by taking advantage of the Mongol-Chin conflict. 

T’ien-an was the least successful of Ping-chih’s three sons; yet, he took part 

honourably in the campaign in Manchuria and served as the chief civil administrator 

of the Pei-ching district for many years before his retirement in 1234. T’ien-hsiang 
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(1191-1258), Huai-te’s son, succeeded his father at the head of the Black Army (the 

latter having died in action at Pei-ching in 1214) and spent six years assisting Muqali 

in the conquest of the Chin territories east and west of the Liao River. Later, from 

1219 on, he fought both in Shansi and Shantung, and also in the war against Hsi-Hsia 

in 1223, achieving the rank of acting grand marshal. 

Before T’ien-tse made his début in 1225, several of his relatives, as noted above, 

had already shown their worth to the Mongols by providing badly needed supplies 

and effective leadership of the Chinese auxiliaries. Their early submission, loyalty to 

the new masters, and bravery in the field, undoubtedly played a significant part in the 

family’s success. Ping-chih’s eldest daughter became one of the wives of Muqali, 

which would have further consolidated the Shih’s position. 

With such foundations to build on, T’ien-tse’s career should have had an easy 

start. Actually, it began with a family crisis in 1225 when T’ien-ni was murdered by 

his deputy, Wu Hsien. Responding to the Chin government’s strong appeal to his 

loyalty, Wu Hsien killed his immediate superior and more than 100 members of the 

latter’s family, and raised the Chin banner again. Several towns in western Hopei 

threw in their lot with him; and the Sung general P’eng I-pin also led his troops 

northwards from his headquarters at Ta-ming. This crisis not only shook the Shih 

family, but also threatened to end Mongol rule in much of Hopei. 

T’ien-tse was then only twenty-three years old. He was a born soldier: very tall 

and with a resounding voice, he is said to have been exceedingly brave and a superb 

horseman and archer. Holding the post of captain of his brother’s body-guard, T’ien- 

tse was fortunate enough to escape the disaster, for he happened to be in Yen (Peking) 

at the time. 

On hearing of his brother’s murder, he immediately rushed back to the south. 

When he reached Man-ch’eng in central Hopei, he had already gathered more than 

1,000 men and 700 horses. Help was also obtained from Muqali’s son Bol and from 

Chang Jou (qq.v.), the commander of Man-ch’eng. BOl confirmed T’ien-tse in his late 

brother’s office as grand marshal of Western Ho-pei and sent Se’iinidei to his 

assistance with 3,000 élite Mongolian troops. With these additional forces T’ien-tse 

was able to take Chen-ting in the summer of 1225, thus saving his family’s fortunes. 

His struggle with Wu Hsien was not over, however. For the next five years the 

adversaries remained locked in bitter strife for the control of western Hopei and 

northern Honan. Driven at last out of Chen-ting, Wu Hsien now established his 

stronghold at Pao-tu Fort in the T’ai-hang Mountains and concluded an alliance with 

P’eng I-pin. T’ien-tse, together with Se’tinidei, managed to break this potentially 

powerful Sung-Chin alliance by dealing P’eng a crushing defeat at Tsan-huang, south 

of Chen-ting, and having him killed soon after. Now isolated, Wu Hsien was 
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nevertheless able to take Chen-ting by surprise several months later. Only when 

reinforcements were sent by Tung Chiin (1186-1233), the commander of the 

neighbouring town of Kao-ch’eng, could T’ien-tse recapture Chen-ting and drive Wu 

Hsien back. In 1226, T’ien-tse dislodged Wu Hsien from his mountain fortress and 

subdued every other place still resisting the Mongols in western Hopei. Undaunted, 

Wu Hsien managed to set up a new base at Wei-chou in northern Honan, from where 

he launched occasional incursions into Hopei and southern Shansi. Only in 1230, and 

thanks to large reinforcements sent by Ogédei, was T’ien-tse able to seize Wei-chou, 

thus opening the northern gateway to the new Chin capital Pien (K’ai-feng). 

By the time Ogédei was enthroned as qa’an in 1229, Shih T’ien-tse had already 

distinguished himself as one of the most powerful generals of the Han Armies in the 

service of the Mongols. Consequently, in Ogédei’s reorganisation of the Han Armies 

into three myriarchies and thirty-six chiliarchies that same year in preparation for the 

final attack against Chin, T’ien-tse was made a myriarch, the other two being Liu Ni 

(alias Hei-ma) and Hsiao Cha-la-erh. All the Chinese troops of the five districts of 

Chen-ting, Ta-ming and Ho-chien in Hopei, and Chi-nan and Tung-p’ing in Shantung, 

were placed under T’ien-tse’s command. 

In the offensive of 1232-1234 which led to the liquidation of the Chin, T’ien-tse 

campaigned actively in the areas east of Pien. However, Wei-chou, which had been 

seized by T’ien-tse in 1230, did not become the springboard for the attack, for Ogédei 

adopted the surprising strategy of attacking Pien from the south-west in a grand 

circular movement through Sung territory. T’ien-tse was assigned the tasks of 

weakening the eastern flank of the Chin defence and of blocking reinforcements from 

that direction. He secured the surrender of a number of towns and, at Yang-i-tien (in 

Ning-ling, Honan), annihilated 15,000 Chin troops from Hsii-chou (Kiangsu) led by 

Wan-yen Ch’ing-shan-nu. After the Chin emperor Ai-tsung (r. 1224-34) had fled 

from Pien, T’ien-tse fought in the battle of Po-kung miao (in Chi-hsien), in which 

80,000 Chin troops were crushed, thus thwarting the Chin ruler’s plan to escape 

northwards. T’ien-tse also participated in the siege of Kuei-te and Ts’ai-chou, Ai- 

tsung’s last refuge. 

T’ien-tse seems to have taken part only in the early stage of the inconclusive war 

against the Sung in 1235-1241. Immediately after the destruction of Chin, war broke 

out between the two former allies over the division of Chin territory. In 1235, Ogédei 

launched a three-pronged offensive in retaliation for Sung’s attempt to annex all of 

Honan. In this campaign, T’ien-tse served at first in the main army under the 

command of K6éii, the third son of Ogédei, whose mission was to seize the strategic 

city of Hsiang-yang in northwestern Hupei. He is credited with the capture of Tsao- 
yang in 1235 and the crushing of Sung troops at Hsiao-shih-t’an, a victory that 
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contributed significantly to the surrender of Hsiang-yang in the spring of 1236. In the 

winter of 1237, he joined the Left (or East) Wing of the army under the command of 

KO’iin Buqa, which was thrusting southeastwards into the Huai and Han valleys from 

southern Honan and through eastern Hupei. T’ien-tse played a major part in the 

capture of Kuang-chou in Honan and Fu-chou in Hupei, and he also participated in 

the conquest of Huai valley strongholds such as Shou-ch’un, Ch’u-chou and Pao-ying, 

altogether more than twenty cities. 

Between wars, T’ien-tse undertook to consolidate his home base. In appearance 

at least, T’ien-tse’s domain had been shrinking since he was first made a myriarch, 

because of the expansion of the Chinese armies during, and immediately after, the 

conquest of Chin. Chang Jung (1185-1265) of Chi-nan was made a myriarch in 1232; 

Yen Shih of Tung-p’ing (qg.v.) and Chang Jou of Pao-chou in 1234; and Wang Chen of 

Ta-ming, in 1249. Those promotions left T’ien-tse with no more than the Chen-ting 

district and its troops in his charge. But T’ien-tse’s command over the Chinese lords 

in these districts had never been more than nominal. Moreover, Chen-ting provided 

him with a base powerful enough in itself, strategically located, and comprising a 

district of more than thirty cities and towns. It was, in fact, one of the largest and 

most populous districts in north China. The city of Chen-ting was known to Marco 

Polo as ‘Achbaluch’ (tu. Aq Baliq, “White City’); it impressed him as ‘a city unusually 

large and handsome.’ 

After 1225 Chen-ting remained T’ien-tse’s de facto fief for nearly four decades. 

The feudalisation of Chen-ting as T’ien-tse’s domain reflected a common phenomenon 

in north China, resulting from the extension to Chinese collaborators of the privileges 

enjoyed by the aristocrats in the steppe society. By the time of Ogédei’s accession, 

many Chinese defectors to the Mongols had become feudal lords, each exercising 

(hereditary) administrative, military, and fiscal powers over large areas, and hence 

were known to their contemporaries as shih-hou or ‘hereditary lords.’ There was 

some attempt during Ogédei’s reign to undermine their power, but such measures did 

little in practice to change the status quo. The centralisation policies of Yeh-lii Ch’u- 

ts’ai (q.v.) resulted in nothing more than withdrawing some of the powers of tax 

collection from those lords. The allotment in 1236 of fiefs to Mongol nobles and 

Chinese overlords in north China was also economic in nature, for it granted those 

nobles a small portion of the taxes collected in their domains. And the stationing in 

the same year of detachments of the Tammati Army in five cities, including Chen- 

ting, served only to ensure the loyalty of the local Chinese power holders. The 

Chinese lords, therefore, still held general administrative and military powers over the 

areas under their jurisdiction on a hereditary basis. 
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Chen-ting, like other places in north China, had suffered severely from the 

ravages of war and the exploitative policies of the early period of Mongol tule. T’ien- 

tse proved a competent administrator and reformer by restoring, order and prosperity, 

and by reviving Chinese institutions and culture at the local level. It is said that he 

began his reforms in Chen-ting immediately after he recovered the city from Wu 

Hsien in 1225, accelerating the process after the conquest of Chin. His biographers 

credit him with rallying the scattered population, repairing war ruins, building new 

city walls, establishing new laws and institutions, and recruiting talented people to the 

local schools and his own staff. From amongst former scholars and officials of Chin 

he appointed to his staff Li Ta-chieh, Chang Te-hui (1195-1274), Wang Ch’ang-ling 

(1201-63), Na-ho Sung-nien and Wang Shou-tao (d. 1270). These men received his 

complete trust. The scholars engaged for the prefectural school included Shih-ch’i 

Ch’eng-chih, Yen Po-chien (1218-89) and Chang Yen (1229-90). Other well-known 

literati who were both his protégés and advisers included Wang Jo-hsti (1174-1243), 

Yiian Hao-wen (1190-1257), Li Chih (1192-1279), Po Hua, Ts’ao Chii-i, Liu Po-hsi 

(1183-1256), Tuan Chi-ch’ang, Yang Kuo (1197-1269), T’u-tan Kung-lii and Chang 

T’iao-shan. Chen-ting, therefore, vied with Tung-p’ing (see Yen Shih’s biography) as 

the main centre of learning and cultural renaissance in those troubled times. The poet 

Nai-hsien (1309-?), who visited Chen-ting decades later, was still impressed by its 

atmosphere, which he likened to the lustre of the old Chin capital. 

T’ien-tse is also credited with improving the lot of the local population by 

rationalising tax collection and controlling usury. As elsewhere in north China, the 

people in Chen-ting were plagued by a double burden of military conscription and 

heavy taxation, for the military and civilian registers had not yet been completely 

separated. It is said that T’ien-tse managed to convince Ogédei that only middie- 

income families be entered in the military registers, listing the rest as civilians to be 

taxed differentially according to their wealth. 

The people also suffered greatly from ruinous interest rates on the monies which 

officials borrowed on their behalf to pay the heavy taxes imposed by the Mongols. 

Such loans were often made by Central Asian merchants, acting in many cases as both 

tax farmers and money-lenders. Together with Chang Jou, T’ien-tse petitioned the 

court for the people’s debts to be redeemed out of public funds, and for the 

compounding of interest to be forbidden, while the rates themselves should not 

exceed 100% p.a. A law to that effect was promulgated in 1237. 

In the meantime, T’ien-tse further consolidated his fiscal policy by rationalising 

taxes levied for local government. In contrast with those due to the central 
government, local taxes had been levied heretofore whenever the need arose. T’ien- 
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tse converted the irregular levies to a lump sum payable annually in silver, computed 

according to the anticipated expenditures of local government. 

All in all, it seems that Chen-ting was relatively stable and prosperous under 

T’ien-tse’s rule, at a time when north China was generally afflicted by the exploitative 

practices of the foreign fiscal ‘experts’ who had dominated the Mongol court since the 

latter part of Ogédei’s reign. T’ien-tse’s biographer Wang Yiin attributed to T’ien-tse’s 

skilful management the fact that Chen-ting was more populous and able to support a 

larger army than other comparable places in north China. 

As T’ien-tse’s power base, Chen-ting provided a direct link with the house of 

Tolui, Ogédei’s youngest brother. This proved extremely important in the second half 

of T’ien-tse’s career, since the throne was to pass from the line of Ogédei to that of 

Tolui in 1251. T’ien-tse’s close tie with the latter’s family followed the allotment of 

Chen-ting in 1236 to Tolui’s widow, the famous Princess Sorqaqtani (d. 1252). 

Consequently, T’ien-tse found himself acting as an official administrator of her family 

property. Sorqaqtani showed a keen personal interest in her new domain — something 

rather unusual for the Mongol nobility. She recruited to her staff skilled personnel 

from her fief and accepted T’ien-tse’s request to repatriate Mongol troops garrisoned 

in Chen-ting, which had been upsetting the normal course of local affairs. When her 

son Moéngke assumed the throne in 1251, he immediately granted five cities of Wei- 

chou in fief to T’ien-tse as a reward for loyal service. 

More important for T’ien-tse’s career, however, was his connection with 

MGngke’s younger brother, Qubilai, who was soon to shift the fulcrum of the 

Mongolian empire from the steppe to north China. Perhaps because of his mother’s 

influence, Qubilai had shown an interest in Chinese culture since his early years, 

gathering around him a group of Chinese advisers as early as 1244. His appointment 

in 1251 as viceroy of Mongol possessions in China gave him the opportunity to try 

out the techniques of government learned from his Chinese advisers, and to turn his 

domain into a personal power base. He not only set up an enlarged advisory body 

composed of Chinese literati, but also began to attract Chinese military overlords and 

strongmen such as Shih T’ien-tse and Chang Jou. 

T’ien-tse’s ability must have long been known to Qubilai because of his own keen 

interest in the family fief. Moreover, Chang Te-hui and Li Chih, both former protégés 

of T’ien-tse, had been summoned to court as advisers. Assuming that they had not 

been recommended to Qubilai by T’ien-tse in the first place, they would certainly 

have mentioned him to Qubilai in their interviews. T’ien-tse, like many Chinese 

literati and officials, must have seen in Qubilai the hope of implementing on a broader 

scene what he had himself achieved in Chen-ting; he was quite willing, therefore, to 

serve under the new master. 
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T’ien-tse did indeed play a major part in the reforms effected in north China 

under Qubilai. With the latter’s consent, reforms were carried out in Hsing-chou, Ho- 

nan and Kuan-chung (Shensi), where a chaotic situation had prevailed. On the 

recommendation of Qubilai, T’ien-tse was appointed to Ho-nan in 1252 as one of four 

regional military commissioners. The task faced by T’ien-tse and his colleagues was 

twofold: to repair the ravages of war and restore a Chinese style of government, and 

to strengthen the region’s military preparedness for continuing war against the Sung 

(this border province faced the Sung strongholds at Hsiang-yang and Fan-ch’eng). In 

addition to measures designed to improve the bureaucracy, the economy and law 

enforcement, military colonies were set up to insure the army’s food supplies, and the 

pao-chia system was adopted to maintain order in the border region. At Teng-chou, a 

strategically important town in southwestern Honan, a myriarchy was established 

under the command of Shih Ch’iian, T’ien-tse’s nephew, to serve for both defence and 

agricultural production. 

In the meantime, reforms were also carried out in T’ien-tse’s own fief, Wei-chou, 

in northern Honan. T’ien-tse entrusted this task to one of his old subordinates, Wang 

Ch’ang-ling (see above), who introduced uniform taxation, cleaned up the local 

bureaucracy, improved irrigation and transportation, and promoted agriculture. 

Within a couple of years (so our sources claim), order and prosperity returned to the 

region and its defence capability was greatly enhanced. 

Shih T’ien-tse was also involved in the clash between Méngke and Qubilai that 

took place in 1257. By that time, Qubilai’s pro-Chinese policies had attracted the 

hostility of the Mongol conservative faction at court, and his growing power had even 

aroused the suspicion of his own brother. In response to allegations that Qubilai had 

appropriated revenue from China for his own purposes, Méngke sent ‘Alamdar to 

audit the revenues of Ho-nan and Kuan-chung. ‘Alamdar, himself a member of the 

anti-Qubilai faction, put many functionaries to death on unspecified charges in those 

two regions, apparently with a view to discrediting Qubilai. Shih T’ien-tse, as the 

chief official of Ho-nan, insisted on taking all responsibility upon himself. It is said 

that many officials were exonerated because of T’ien-tse’s intervention. His loyalty 

and responsible attitude as demonstrated in this crisis, together with the success of the 

earlier reforms in Ho-nan, undoubtedly strengthened Qubilai’s confidence in him. 

In 1258-1259, Shih T’ien-tse again took part in a campaign against Sung. In the 

two-pronged attacked led separately by Méngke and Qubilai, T’ien-tse served in the 

Right (or West) Wing of the army which was operating in Szechwan under the 

personal command of Méngke. The campaign in Szechwan progressed well for the 

Mongols until the army reached Ho-chou, the Sung mountain stronghold situated at 
the junction of the Chia-ling River and its two tributaries. Here the Sung army 
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commanded by Wang Chien defended the city effectively for five months, i.e. until 

the siege was lifted after the sudden death of Méngke in August 1259. During this 

long siege, T’ien-tse is credited with driving back a fleet of more than 1,000 vessels 

under general Lii Wen-te, that had sailed up the Chia-ling to support the beleaguered 

fortress. 

Mongke’s death was followed by contention for the throne between Qubilai, who 

was then campaigning in central China, and his younger brother Ariq Boke (d. 1266), 

based in Mongolia. Shih T’ien-tse sided with Qubilai. The fact that the Chinese 

generals of the Right Wing, such as Shih T’ien-tse and Wang Liang-ch’en (1231-81), 

supported Qubilai while many of the Mongolian contingents of the same army sided 

with Ariq Boke indicates not only the degree of appreciation of Qubilai’s past policies 

by the Chinese military leaders, but also the strength of the bond that had been 

established between them for nearly a decade. 

The support of the Chinese generals as well as access to the economic resources 

of north China proved extremely important to Qubilai. Shih T’ien-tse was one of his 

strongest partisans and chief lieutenant in the unsettled years following Qubilai’s 

enthronement at K’ai-p’ing in early 1260. Immediately after that event, T’ien-tse, who 

had just arrived from Szechwan, was entrusted with the task of organising the 

withdrawal of the troops left behind by Qubilai at E-chou. When the Pacification 

Bureaux were established in April, he was appointed pacification commissioner for 

Ho-nan. In June, he contributed 10,435 soldiers to the newly formed garrison in 

Chung-tu (Peking), which undoubtedly enhanced the security of the new government. 

Two months later, T’ien-tse was awarded 15,000 liang of silver, ostensibly for the 

service he had rendered to the late qa’an, but in reality for his support to the new 

government. In the same month, he was again dispatched south to serve as military 

commissioner for the Chiang-Huai region (modern Kiangsu and Anhwei), while 

Qubilai’s own attention was directed to the campaign against Ariq BOke’s supporters 

in Mongolia and northwestern China. However, a competent and seasoned soldier 

like T’ien-tse could not be left idle in this critical war, and he did, indeed, take part, as 

the commander of the Left Wing, in the famous battle of Simultu or Simultai (one of 

the small lakes of the eastern Gobi) in late 1261. This was the battle that sealed the 

fate of Ariq Boke and ensured the survival of Qubilai’s new regime in China. 

T’ien-tse also contributed as a statesman to the establishment of Qubilai’s 

dominion. He was called to the inner imperial council soon after Qubilai’s accession 

and thus became involved in the central civil and military administration during the 

formative years of the Yiian dynasty. Among other things, T’ien-tse suggested to 

Qubilai in early 1260 that the Secretarial Council and Six Ministries in the central 

government be re-established, and that a system of fixed remuneration be instituted in 
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order to reduce corruption among officials. In the following year he was appointed 

one of the two Right chancellors in the Secretarial Council, a top administrative post 

in the government. He held this position for the next six years, then served as the Left 

chancellor from 1267 to 1268. In the meantime, he served twice from 1262 to 1267 

and from 1268 to 1269 as vice-commissioner of the newly founded Department of 

Military Affairs, the highest military agency of the state. 

The recommendation which led to T’ien-tse’s appointment as Right chancellor 

has been variously attributed to Tou Mo (q.v.), Yang Kuo (see above), and Ts’ui Pin 

(1225-80). This confusion may simply reflect the fact that T’ien-tse, as one of the 

most accomplished Chinese soldier-statesmen, was the common choice of the Chinese 

literati. Qubilai himself let it be known that T’ien-tse was his choice also: 

recommendations by the Chinese literati only served to confirm his decision. 

As one of the senior government officials, T’ien-tse undoubtedly played a 

significant part in Qubilai’s organisation of the state along traditional Chinese lines. 

He set up ten guidelines for the operation of the Secretarial Council, and we are told 

that ‘the methods concerning the management of the country and the pacification of 

the people that he had proposed earlier were all put into practice.’ Indeed, Wang 

Yiin’s diary, the Chung-t’ang shih-chi (Memoirs of the Affairs of the Secretarial 

Council), which details the activities of the Secretarial Council in 1260-1261, 

indicates that T’ien-tse presided over the daily operations of the Council in the second 

half of 1261. T’ien-tse was the leading official in the Chung-tu branch of the Council 

when the other members of this office accompanied Qubilai to his summer capital 

Shang-tu (the former K’ai-p’ing). 

However, the extent of T’ien-tse’s influence in the Council is an open question. It 

would seem that the dominant spirit in government during the period 1261-1262 was 

Wang Wen-t’ung (q.v.), a director of political affairs and an expert in fiscal matters. 

The reason for Shih T’ien-tse’s appointment over Wang Wen-t’ung was the former’s 

seniority and past performance, even though Wang’s ability was acknowledged as 

being unsurpassed among the officials. As the Right chancellor, T’ien-tse seems to 

have effaced himself and shown no particular desire to use his power. It is related 

that, in response to the suggestion that he should assert himself by exerting the full 

extent of his competence, T’ien-tse cited the words of Wei Ao, a T’ang official, to the 

effect that a successful prime minister was one who asserted no authority, since he 

would share everything with all-under-Heaven! On another occasion he described his 

function in the Secretarial Council as one of interpreter and mouth-piece. In effect, 

T’ien-tse’s role was, by all accounts, that of a conciliator between the newly 

appointed, legalistically minded Wang Wen-t’ung, and the old advisers of Qubilai, 

most of whom were Confucians. 
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Wang Wen-t’ung was executed in 1262 because of his implication in Li T’an’s 

(q.v.) rebellion, after which T’ien-tse came into conflict with the notorious Ahmad 

Fanakati (q.v.), the financial expert who was appointed director of political affairs in 

the Secretarial Council in 1264. According to his biography in the Yiian History 

(Yuian-shih), Ahmad had impressed Qubilai not only by his financial skill, but also by 

his ability often to better T’ien-tse and his colleagues in argument. By the time T’ien- 

tse was dismissed from the Secretarial Council in 1268, many of his Chinese 

colleagues who had served in the Council during the first years of Qubilai’s reign had 

already been driven out of office, their places going to Ahmad’s protégés. 

Significantly, throughout the rest of the Yiian dynasty, no other Chinese was ever 

again appointed Right chancellor, and never again did so many Chinese hold office in 

the Secretarial Council. Shih T’ien-tse’s dismissal marks the ascendancy of the 

Central Asian financial experts over the Chinese soldier-statesmen and scholar- 

officials in the reign of Qubilai. 

T’ien-tse certainly felt more at ease in his duties as vice-commissioner of the 

Department of Military Affairs. It is very likely that he was in fact the chief 

executive of the department, since the heir apparent Jingim (Chen-chin, 1243-85) was 

no more than its nominal head. In this capacity T’ien-tse was in a unique position to 

reconcile Mongol and Chinese military institutions, and to prepare the joint armies for 

the attack against Sung. Innovations specifically attributed to T’ien-tse’s initiative 

include the organisation of the Chinese-style Imperial Guard in three divisions, 

implemented in 1271, and the use of soldiers as colonists (¢’un-t’ien chiin) for 

economic self-support. 

During the period of his service in the central government, T’ien-tse proved his 

mettle once more in suppressing the rebellion of Li T’an, a military lord in eastern 

Shantung who had switched his allegiance to the Sung in 1262. T’ien-tse took over 

command of all troops in the campaign from Prince Qabiti, who had made little 

progress in quelling the revolt. Adopting a strategy recommended to him by Sung 

Tzu-chen (1186-1266), T’ien-tse blockaded the city of Chi-nan — Li T’an’s stronghold 

— by building a wooden palisade around it. The defence collapsed after four months 

as a result of starvation in the city, and the rebellion ended with the capture and 

execution of Li T’an. Once again, T’ien-tse had helped Qubilai to overcome a serious 

crisis. (At Li T’an’s trial, according to one of our sources, Li T’an accused T’ien-tse 

and Yen Chung-fan of having conspired with him to plot the rebellion. T’ien-tse, who 

presided over the trial, decided then to execute Li T’an forthwith without Qubilai’s 

approval. Collusion between the two seems highly unlikely in view of the loyal 

service T’ien-tse had rendered to Qubilai’s house, the high position he held at the time, 

and the trust shown to him by Qubilai before and after the rebellion.) 
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The revolt of Li T’an adversely affected the Chinese military families in general 

and that of T’ien-tse in particular in suppressing Chinese military feudalism. It is 

ironic that the support lent by the Chinese military leaders to Qubilai should 

eventually have turned against them. They had served Qubilai in the hope of 

restoring the traditional Chinese style of government and of mitigating the 

exploitation of north China by its new masters. However, those very objectives 

entailed the centralisation of military as well as civil and fiscal powers, and the 

suppression of hereditary privileges. Ever since its inception, Qubilai’s regime had 

been moving towards such goals, through the institution of the Secretarial Council at 

the centre and of the Pacification Bureaux in the provinces. It had temporised in 

curtailing the power and privileges of the Chinese lords only because of the 

requirements of the war against Ariq Boke and the insecurity of the new regime. The 

defection of Li T’an to a Chinese state that was still at war with the Mongols 

inevitably raised the question of the political reliability of the Chinese military lords 

and the wisdom of leaving too much power in their hands. 

In such circumstances, even a long-serving, trustworthy statesman like T’ien-tse 

was not immune to criticism and suspicion. Actually, critics were quick to remind 

Qubilai in 1262 that the Shih family might become uncontrollable, with so many of 

its members holding both military and civilian posts, and to urge that T’ien-tse be 

suspended from his chancellorship pending investigation. We are told that Qubilai 

was only dissuaded from taking action against T’ien-tse by a special plea from Lien 

Hsi-hsien (q.v.), a junior member of the Secretarial Council who testified to T’ien-tse’s 

loyalty and usefulness. 

Wang Ytin, however, suggests that it was T’ien-tse himself who first pressed 

Qubilai to separate military and civil powers, beginning with his own family (i.e. the 

Shih). Apparently T’ien-tse had done this to disarm criticism that was currently being 

expressed. In view of the unfavourable climate at the time, he had probably no other 

option. Moreover, T’ien-tse was one of the very few Chinese, if not the only one, to 

have successfully evolved from regional warlord to ranking bureaucrat of the new 

central government; regional powers, military and administrative, were no longer 

such high stakes as to warrant his pressing too hard for them. T’ien-tse’s promptness 

in setting an example for other Chinese lords in this respect undoubtedly strengthened 

Qubilai’s confidence in him. 

The measures adopted by the court from 1262 to 1264 were momentous indeed 

for the Chinese lords. They included, notably, provisions to prevent more than one 

member of any Chinese family from holding military office, and to place the former 

domains of the Chinese lords under the jurisdiction of a centrally appointed district 

general administrator. In the case of the Shih family, seventeen of its members were 
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relieved of their military posts on the same day; only Shih Shu (1221-87), T’ien-tse’s 

nephew, continued to serve as myriarch. Chen-ting, the old family domain, was soon 

put under the control of the general administrator. The family fief in Wei-chou was 

handed back to the central government at this time, if not earlier. The Shih, therefore, 

ceased to be hereditary lords, as a result of Qubilai’s policy of centralising power and 

nationalising the Chinese armies. 

The end of T’ien-tse’s power as an hereditary lord entailed no lessening of his 

stature as a general and top government official. Before long, the situation in the 

south prompted Qubilai to send T’ien-tse once again on military expeditions. The 

offensive against Sung, which Qubilai had suspended since 1260, was resumed in 

1268. The immediate objective was the recapture of Hsiang-yang, the Sung 

stronghold in the Han River valley. 

Together with the Imperial son-in-law Quratu, T’ien-tse was appointed director 

of political affairs of the newly established Ho-nan Regional Secretarial Council the 

following year, and was entrusted with the task of taking Hsiang-yang. As at Chi- 

nan, T’ien-tse decided to blockade the place. A long wall was erected south of the 

city to cut off the food supply. But sickness forced him to give up his command in 

early 1270, three years before the fall of Hsiang-yang, and to return to Chung-tu. The 

following year T’ien-tse, now old and frail, pleaded for permission to retire. Qubilai 

rejected his request, albeit with a gift of honorific titles and an assurance that T’ien-tse 

would be consulted henceforward on major matters only. 

After the surrender of Hsiang-yang in 1273, Qubilai was ready to launch the 

massive onslaught that would eventually destroy the Sung. As his last assignment, 

T’ien-tse was given the honour of sharing the command of this campaign with Bayan 

(q.v.). In 1274 he was appointed, with Bayan, to lead the attack in the middle 

Yangtze valley as Left chancellor of the Ching-Hu Regional Secretarial Council, 

while a Huai-hsi Regional Secretarial Council was established to direct the offensive 

in the east. T’ien-tse is credited with bringing about a unified command by 

convincing Qubilai that the whole plan might fail for lack of proper coordination. As 

a result, the Ching-Hu Regional Secretarial Council was given over-all control of 

operations, whereas the competence of the Huai-hsi Regional Secretarial Council was 

downgraded to that of a mere Regional Department of Military Affairs. 

Shih T’ien-tse’s appointment is mentioned by Ra&id al-Din, who refers to the 

Chinese commander as ‘Semeke Bahadur’ (‘Semeke’ is derived from the Chinese 

‘San-ko’, meaning ‘The Third Brother’). According to RaSid, Semeke Bahadur was 

put in charge of ‘eighty tiimens of Khitayan troops,’ i.e. northern Chinese troops, and 

was made commander-in-chief ‘because his yasaq was severe and he had always 

performed his tasks well.’ Now as the co-commander-in-chief, T’ien-tse set out from 
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Hsiang-yang in October. When the army reached Ying-chou (in Hupei) a few days 

later, he was again stricken by illness and had to leave Bayan in sole charge of the 

attack. 

After T’ien-tse returned to his home in Chen-ting, the emperor sent T’ien-tse’s 

son, Kang, and an imperial doctor to care for the sick man. The last words T’ien-tse 

uttered were to beseech Qubilai to restrain the army from killing and plundering after 

it had crossed the Yangtze. 

T’ien-tse died in March 1275 at the age of seventy-three. He was buried in T’ai- 

pao chuang, west of Chen-ting. As a last tribute, he was granted the posthumous title 

of Grand Commandant and was canonised as Chung-wu (‘Loyal and Martial’). In 

1319, he was given the higher posthumous title of Grand Preceptor and was invested 

as Prince of Chen-yang. 

A soldier first and foremost, T’ien-tse showed nevertheless considerable interest 

and talent in intellectual pursuits, especially in the second half of his life. Perhaps 

under the influence of the literati surrounding him by then, he began at the age of 

forty to devote himself to serious study and was particularly fond of reading Ssu-ma 

Kuang’s Tzu-chih t’' ung-chien. It is said that he was capable of sound judgement on 

any event according to principles inferred from that exemplary history. He is 

therefore listed as one of the followers of Ssu-ma Kuang’s scholarship in the Sung- 

Yiian hstieh-an pu-i compiled by the Ch’ing scholars Wang Tzu-ts’ai and Feng Yiin- 

hao. T’ien-tse was also known as a poet. One piece attributed to him is preserved in 

the Yiian-shih hsiian kuei-chi compiled by Hsi Shih-ch’en. 

However, T’ien-tse’s intellectual interest was not limited to conventional 

Confucian scholarship and literature. He was also a playwright and patron of the 

emerging popular theatrical literature (tsa-chii). In that capacity, he had the honour of 

having his name listed in Chung Ssu-ch’eng’s register of the famous Yiian 

playwrights, the Lu-kuei pu, and furthermore was closely associated with such 

celebrated playwrights as Hou K’o-chung, Po P’u (1226-?) and Yang Kuo. That 

Chen-ting produced so many playwrights in the early Yiian, as witnessed by the Lu- 

kuei pu, might well have been due to T’ien-tse’s patronage. 

As chancellor, T’ien-tse shared with Yao Shu (q.v.) the office of (titular) chief 

compiler of the administrative code known as Hsin-ko (New Code) completed in 

1273; this lost work perhaps provided the basis of the Chih-yiian hsin-ko (New Code 

of the Chih-yiian Period), promulgated in 1291, and of all later Yiian codes. Together 

with Yeh-lii Chu (q.v.), he served from 1261 onward as the director of compilation in 

the Department of National History, an office concerned with the records of the early 

Mongol rulers. 
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T’ien-tse’s marriages, as well as those of his father, reflect the prevalence of 

interracial unions in north China at the time, at least among the élite families. Ping- 

chih had two wives: one Chinese, née Chang; one Jurchen, née Na-ho. It is not 

certain whether T’ien-tse was the product of a mixed marriage, but most of his 

children surely were, since of his four wives only the principal one, née Shih, was 

perhaps a Chinese. The second, née Li, was a Korean; the other two, Na-ho and Mo- 

nien, were Jurchen. 

The influence of T’ien-tse can also be gauged in a brief survey of the careers of 

his heirs. T’ien-tse had eight sons and seven daughters. In spite of the curtailment of 

privileges in 1262, the family soon managed to recover its prestige since all of T’ien- 

tse’s sons held military or civil posts. The eldest, Ko, was the most prominent; he 

inherited the myriarchy of Teng-chou, distinguished himself in the conquest of Sung, 

and reached the culmination of his career as the director of political affairs of the Hu- 

Kuang Regional Secretarial Council. Chang, the second son, served as myriarch of 

Teng-chou and Shun-t’ien; under the name of Shih Chiu-san-hsien (‘Shih, the Ninth 

Unconventional Immortal’), he became known as a follower of Taoist philosophy and 

as a playwright. Kang, the fourth son, held the position of Left chancellor of the Hu- 

Kuang Regional Secretarial Council and was regarded as a versatile painter. Pin, the 

youngest son, reached the position of Left chancellor of the Secretarial Council. 

After T’ien-ni’s death in 1225, T’ien-tse had also to promote the careers of his 

nephews, as the de facto patriarch of his clan. Of T’ien-ni’s two sons, Chi (1214-72) 

acted as the caretaker and general administrator of the family establishment in Chen- 

ting. The younger, Ch’iian, became the myriarch of Teng-chou and, during Méngke’s 

reign, was in charge of the defence of southern Honan. He held the post of high 

military administrator of Chiang-Han before taking over his elder brother’s position at 

Chen-ting, in the wake of the integration of the Han Armies in 1262. Shu, T’ien-an’s 

only son, followed Méngke in the campaigns in Szechwan and took part in the 

operations against Ariq Boke, Li T’an and Southern Sung; his last assignment was that 

of pacification commissioner of Eastern and Western Shan-tung. 

Although none of the later heirs of the Shih brothers ever attained the prominence 

of their forebears, many of them continued nevertheless to hold civil or military posts 

of considerable importance. T’ien-tse had sixteen grandsons; only the names and 

careers of Shih Yao (1256-1305), Shih Ch’iian’s adopted son by Shih Ko, and Shih 

Jung, Shih Ko’s son, have been retained. Shih Yao distinguished himself in the 

suppression of rebellions south of the Yangtze late in Qubilai’s reign, and held 

successively the Left chancellorship of several regional secretarial councils in the 

south. Shih Jung was the myriarch of Teng-chou by inheritance. Many of T’ien-ni’s 
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grandsons served in the middle levels of the civil or military hierarchy, though none 

of them was outstanding. 

The last members of the Shih family known to have had.official careers were 

Shih Hsiin, Shih Yao’s son, who attained the position of Left chancellor of the 

Chiang-hsi Regional Secretarial Council in the 1320s, and Shih Yiian-heng (1264- 

1317), a great-grandson of T’ien-ni, whose final post was that of associate general 

administrator of Jao-chou. 

All in all, even though later heirs did not match their ancestors, the Shih family 

undoubtedly had one of the most enduring and outstanding ‘collective’ careers among 

the Chinese under Mongol rule. Chang Hsiieh-ch’eng, the great Ch’ing 

historiographer and compiler of the Yung-ch’ing Gazetteer (Yung-ch’ing hsien-chih), 

does not exaggerate when he compares the Shih with the Wang and Hsieh of the Chin 

dynasty, the two best-known families in Chinese history. The lasting prominence of 

the Shih was due only in part to the fact that the Yiian placed more store on the 

principle of heredity than any other dynasty in post-T’ang China — it rested largely on 

T’ien-tse’s personal contribution to the hegemony of the Yiian. 

T’ien-tse’s successful career spanned the reigns of five Mongol qans over a period 

of fifty years. The Mongol empire in the east had undergone tremendous change 

during that time. Apart from territorial expansion, the throne had been transferred 

from Ogédei’s house to that of Tolui, and the empire itself had been transformed from 

an entity rooted in Mongolia to a dominion centred in China. T’ien-tse not only 

survived all these changes, but greatly prospered by them. Indeed, his career 

illustrates the extent to which the Mongols depended upon Chinese collaboration in 

their conquest of China and in the administration of the country. 

Coming from a family long distinguished in helping the Mongols solve problems 

of military supplies and siege-warfare, T’ien-tse not only led the Chinese forces that 

took part in the destruction of Chin and the reduction of Sung territories, but 

furthermore was soon to prove his administrative ability by restoring order and 

prosperity in Chen-ting. T’ien-tse’s contribution was even more important to Qubilai’s 

struggle for the throne and his effort to establish Mongol rule in China. Firstly, as the 

protagonist of the Honan experiment in restoring local government on the Chinese 

model, he was instrumental in securing north China for Qubilai; then he assisted him 

against Ariq Béke’s faction in Mongolia with troops under his own command, and by 

drawing support for his cause from the Chinese population. Equally important was 

the role that he played, as the most respected soldier-statesman, in presiding, on 

behalf of Qubilai, over the consolidation of a new government modelled, at least in 

appearance, on traditional Chinese institutions. 
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To explain the enduring success of T’ien-tse, one must go beyond a mere 

enumeration of his achievements, since he was only one of a host of Chinese 

collaborators who contributed in one way or another to the Mongol success in China. 

The historical tie with Tolui’s house in general, and with Qubilai in particular, 

certainly played an important part: whereas Chen-ting became Sorqaqtani’s fief by 

pure chance, T’ien-tse strove diligently to strengthen this tie, first by restoring the 

prosperity of Chen-ting and then by loyally supporting Qubilai’s cause before and 

during the latter’s struggle with Ariq Boke. 

Some of T’ien-tse’s personal qualities also help to explain his success as a 

collaborator. Apart from his competence as general and administrator, and his ability 

to win the respect of the literati, loyalty, caution and modesty seem to have figured 

prominently in T’ien-tse’s personality and behaviour. Unlike Wu Hsien, Li T’an, and 

the Yen family of Tung-p’ing, who had either switched their allegiance to the Chin or 

the Sung, or showed their independence from the Mongols, T’ien-tse’s loyalty to the 

Mongols was unswerving. This difference in the commitment of Chinese military 

leaders to the foreign overlords may have its roots partly in the geographic location of 

their respective bases, and partly in their personal backgrounds. Before rallying to the 

Mongols, T’ien-tse’s family had never served either Chin or Sung, unlike Wu Hsien 

and Li T’an; and his headquarters at Chen-ting were much closer to Chung-tu than Li’s 

and Yen’s in Shan-tung. He might have felt that he had no choice but to serve the 

Mongols, and in so doing to regard them not as invaders but rather as benefactors. 

According to reports, T’ien-tse repeatedly told his offspring that he wished to die in 

battle for the Mongols, since his family, originally humble villagers, owed everything 

to their rule. 

As the highest ranking Chinese in the Mongol army and administration, T’ien-tse 

constantly displayed a remarkable degree of prudence and modesty in his exercise of 

power. He was apparently well aware of the pitfalls that threatened a Chinese officer 

in an alien hierarchy. His restraint as Right chancellor and his prompt request to 

Qubilai in 1262 that the proposed separation of military and civil powers should be 

first enforced on T’ien-tse’s own family clearly show his sensitivity to criticisms and 

his determination not to incur the Mongol ruler’s suspicion. 

His virtue in these and other regards did not leave Qubilai unimpressed. The 

latter was quoted as saying that T’ien-tse was the only person he knew who could be 

compared to Kuo Tzu-i (697-781) and Ts’ao Pin (931-99). Those two exemplary 

soldier-statesmen in Chinese history had rendered loyal and outstanding service to 

their respective dynasties and had never been accused of sharp practice or thirst for 

power. To vie for power was one of the worst mistakes possible in an autocracy, 

especially an alien one; T’ien-tse certainly never made it. 
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The loss both of T’ien-tse’s status as de facto hereditary lord and of his 

chancellorship, even though he managed to retain Qubilai’s confidence throughout the 

rest of his life, starkly reflects the precarious position of a Chinese high official in the 

Mongol administration. Curtailing the multifarious hereditary powers of the 

feudatories may have been a necessary step in the restoration of a centralised 

administration along Chinese lines; the fact that most feudal lords were Chinese made 

such a step inevitable, since the Chinese military clearly posed a great potential threat 

to Qubilai’s regime in China. 

Preserving political power in the hands of the Mongols was one of Qubilai’s two 

chief concerns; the other was to raise the necessary funds for that purpose. T’ien-tse 

was certainly no fiscal expert. Moreover, even though he might not have been a 

doctrinal Confucianist, he, like many of his literati colleagues, could have been 

mindful of Confucian precepts when it came to collecting taxes, which would have 

made him far less efficient at increasing government revenues than the Central Asian 

specialists. It was therefore unavoidable that T’ien-tse, as well as his literati 

colleagues, should lose power to those unscrupulous agents. The Chinese officials 

enjoyed but one brief moment of eminence in the Yiian government, when Qubilai 

desperately needed support to defeat his rivals in Mongolia and to restore in China a 

bureaucratic government with a Confucian fagade. Shih T’ien-tse seems to have 

represented the paragon of that short-lived glory. 
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C.C. Hsiao 

Editorial Note 

The identification of Shih Chin-tao (instead of Shih Huai-te) as the younger 

brother of Shih Ping-chih (see above, p.28) is in accordance with his funeral 

inscription composed by Tuan Shao-hsien and the family genealogy written by Liu 

Ch’i, both preserved in YCWC14. 



4. CHANG JOU (1190-1268) 

Chang Jou, T. Te-kang, was one of the most important commanders of the Han 

Armies (Han-chiin) whose role was decisive in the Mongols’ conquest of the Chin and 

in the early stages of the war against the Southern Sung. Born in 1190 to a common 

farmer, Fu-k’uan (1151-?), and his wife née Niu, at Ting-hsing in present central 

Hopei, Chang Jou was possessed of a nature ill-suited for peaceful pursuits and thus 

well in tune with his times. His biographers describe him as one of the hsia or knight- 

errantry, an inferior social category in the traditional Chinese historiography. He is 

said to have been uninterested in formal study but skilful in horsemanship and 

archery. Though poor he was generous and ambitious. Unrestrained in his behaviour 

by conventional standards, he was nevertheless well known for his chivalry. 

The chaotic situation in north China since the beginning of the Mongol invasion 

gave Chang Jou his first opportunity to rise as a Chin militia leader in 1213. Earlier 

that year, Cinggis Qan had launched his second attack against the Chin — a massive 

three-pronged offensive that was to sweep across much of north China. The areas 

north of the Yellow River were soon plunged into anarchy as the Chin forces 

withdrew to the now isolated capital Chung-tu (Peking), and to the south of the river, 

while the Mongols were neither willing nor able to hold the places they had overrun. 

People in those areas not only suffered from the marauding Mongols, but were also 

plagued by an outbreak of local banditry. To protect their families and property, they 

organised more and more militia groups under the leadership of prominent families or 

strongmen — a recurrent phenomenon in China in times of social breakdown. Some of 

those groups chose to surrender voluntarily to the Mongols; some turned to the 

Southern Sung for protection, while others remained loyal to the Chin. The Chin 

government encouraged local self-defence for, as its own army had been mauled by 

the Mongols, it expected the popular forces to assist in resisting the invaders and in 

recovering the lost territories. Consequently, it was Chin policy, after the capital had 

been removed to Pien (K’ai-feng) in Honan in 1214, to recognize militia units as 

‘righteous armies’ (i-chiin), showering their leaders with offices and titles. 

Chang Jou was the leader of one such officially sanctioned band. He is said to 

have begun by assembling several thousand families of his ‘clansmen and followers’ 

(tsu-tang) and to have established a stronghold at Tung-liu ku in the Hsi-shan (T’ai- 

hang Mountains) for the purpose of self-protection. His band soon came under the 

aegis of Miao Tao-jun (d. 1218), the most powerful pro-Chin militia leader in Ho-pei. 

In 1216, when Miao was appointed pacification commissioner of Chung-tu by the 

Chin court, and entrusted with the task of recovering the lost capital, he made Chang 
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Jou both magistrate of Ting-hsing and defence commandant of Ch’ing-chou in 

Shantung. As Chang Jou’s followers grew rapidly in number, the Chin court granted 

him the honorific title of Grand General Who Displays Valour, and promoted him to 

be concurrently military governor of the Yung-ning commandery in absentia, 

supervisory commissioner of Hsiung-chou, and provisional director-general of the 

Right with the authority to exercise the functions of the Marshal’s Administration. 

Chang Jou’s biographies record no field action on his part before his surrender to 

the Mongols in 1218. This may be due in part to the fact that the Mongol attack had 

subsided temporarily after the seizure of Chung-tu and also to the scrapping of the 

Chin plan to recover Chung-tu, as a result of constant conflict between militia leaders 

on whom the Chin government had pinned their hopes. Chang Jou’s role in these 

internecine struggles and his unswerving loyalty to his first patron, Miao Tao-jun, 

throughout the period are well documented. In 1218, when Miao was murdered by 

Chia Yii (d. 1218), another militia leader, Chang Jou rejected Chia’s ouvertures, 

vowing to avenge his patron. His force was substantially increased by large 

contingents of Miao’s army and he was consequently promoted to be the deputy of Li 

Ch’tieh-lii, the successor of Miao Tao-jun as pacification commissioner of Chung-tu. 

He would have to wait, however, before settling the score with his Chin colleague 

until the Mongols had made him a general in their service. 

Chang Jou’s surrender took place not long after the Mongols had renewed their 

large-scale attack late in 1217. This phase of the Mongol offensive was led by 

Muaali (g.v.), who had been entrusted by Cinggis Qan earlier that year with the tasks 

of mopping up the remaining Chin forces north of the Yellow River and of pressing 

southward into the territory still under Chin control. Since Cinggis Qan had 

committed the bulk of the Mongol army to the campaign against Khwarazm, Muqali 

could muster no more than 23,000 Mongol and Onggiit troops, and an unspecified but 

apparently limited number of rallied Khitan and Chinese. It was therefore imperative 

that Mugali attract as many Chinese generals and militia leaders as possible to the 

Mongol service. Chang Jou was one of those recruits. In 1218 at Lang-ya ling, 

Chang’s army encountered a detachment of Mugali’s forces which had broken into 

Hopei by way of Tzu-ching kuan (north-east of I-hsien in Hopei). In the ensuing 

battle, Chang Jou was not only defeated but, having been thrown from his horse, was 

made a prisoner. The Mongol commander, who can be tentatively identified as Shih- 

mo Hsien-te-pu (d. 1235), was impressed by Chang Jou’s courage when he refused to 

kneel, and urged him to change sides. Chang Jou complied, it is said in his 

biographies, to save his life for his parents’ service — apparently a later rationalisation. 

He was allowed to reassemble his troops and to retain the rank and titles that he had 

held under the Chin. 
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Now a Chinese general in the Mongol army, Chang Jou contributed importantly 

to pacifying western and northwestern Hopei for his new masters during the following 

two years, while Mugali concentrated his main force for .an attack on Shansi. 

Immediately after siding with the Mongols, Chang Jou seized a number of Chin 

prefectures such as Hsiung-chou, I-chou, An-chou and Pao-chou. He had then the 

opportunity to take his personal revenge on Chia Yii while carrying out his mission to 

eradicate the Chin remnants: he invested K’ung-t’ai shan, Chia’s stronghold, perhaps 

in Heng-shan. By cutting off the water supply from this mountain fortress, he forced 

Chia Yii to surrender. Vengefully, Chang Jou had Chia Yii executed and ordered his 

heart torn out as a sacrifice to the late Miao. That action is said to have earned Chang 

Jou the reputation of a righteous man, even though he had deserted the Chin dynasty 

which his old patron and he himself had both served. Clearly, Chang Jou’s concept of 

loyalty at the time must have related to persons rather than political entities. 

Chang Jou, however, was soon to meet a powerful adversary in the person of Wu 

Hsien (d. 1234). In 1217 this militia leader had reclaimed the strategically important 

west-central Hopei city of Chen-ting for the Chin. Wu Hsien was to gain fame as the 

strongest and the richest of the nine field commanders in Hopei, Shantung and Shansi 

who were made dukes by the Chin court in 1220. When Chang Jou seized Man- 

ch’eng and set up his headquarters there late in 1218, Wu Hsien responded to this new 

threat by attacking the place with 10,000 infantry and 500 cavalry; this was the first of 

numerous encounters between the two men in their bloody struggle for the control of 

west-central Hopei during the two years that followed. Lacking his main force which 

was on an expedition, Chang Jou had to mobilise the women, the old and the infirm to 

man the walls with the few hundred regulars of the garrison. By means of clever 

strategems, Chang Jou finally forced the attackers to lift the siege with heavy losses. 

He wasted no time in celebrations, however, but pushed southwestward from Man- 

ch’eng to capture Wan-chou. 

In the spring of 1219, Chang Jou repulsed Wu Hsien’s attack for the second time. 

In the ensuing counter-attack, Lang-shan chai (in I-hsien), Ch’i-yang, and Ch’ii-yang 

surrendered to him — more than twenty Chin cities and towns in all. He subsequently 

laid siege to Chung-shan, which he captured only after having defeated Wu Hsien’s 

reinforcements led by Ko T’ieh-ch’iang at Hsin-lo. In the summer, Chang Jou 

repulsed a major offensive against Man-ch’eng launched jointly by Wu Hsien and 

such Chin generals and militia leaders as Niu Hsien, Chang Fu, and Chung-ko. After 

defeating Wu Hsien for the fourth time at Ch’i-yang in the autumn, Chang Jou 

immediately started a major counter-offensive, overrunning more than thirty cities 

and towns in the east and the south of Chen-ting. He himself captured Ku-ch’eng, 

Shen-chou, Tse-chou, Ning-chin, and An-p’ing, while his generals seized P’ing-chi, 
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Kao-ch’eng, Wu-chi, and Luan-ch’eng. As the news of his victory over Wu Hsien 

spread, fortresses in the Hsi-shan such as Lu-erh, Yeh-li, and Lang-shan, which had 

held out in the hands of the Chin militia or of bandit groups, submitted to him 

voluntarily in rapid succession. Thus within a year of his own defection, Chang Jou 

had already regained control of much of north and central-western Hopei for the 

Mongols while isolating Wu Hsien in Chen-ting. In this way, he played a significant 

part in crushing the Chin’s hope of ever recovering Hopei, and contributed to the 

bloodless surrender of Chen-ting on the return of Muqali’s main army to Hopei in the 

summer of 1220. For his services Cinggis Qan appointed Chang Jou grand marshal of 

the Eastern and Western Districts of Hopei in 1219, with the Chinese-style honorific 

title of Great Officer of Eminent Dignity and the Mongolian designation of bdtur or 

‘hero.’ He was allowed to appoint his own staff. 

Chang Jou saw little field action in the following few years. By 1221, the north 

China theatre had become relatively quiet with the Mongols controlling Hopei, 

Shantung and Shansi, and Mugqali was preparing to lead his main army in the autumn 

of that year against the Chin strongholds in Shensi through the Hsi-Hsia territories. 

With Shih T’ien-ni (1185-1225; see under Shih T’ien-tse) now holding the front 

against the Chin from his new headquarters at Chen-ting, Chang Jou’s main duty was 

apparently to garrison north and central-western Hopei and to mop up local remnants 

of the Chin forces. One such operation was conducted against Ku-an and Hsin-an in 

central Hopei in 1221. These two cities, under the command of pacification 

commissioner Wang Tzu-ch’ang and of the Duke of Kao-yang, Chang Fu, 

respectively, had long held out for the Chin, posing a serious threat to Yen (Peking), 

the Mongols’ headquarters in north China. Chang Jou captured Wang Tzu-ch’ang ina 

surprise attack against Ku-an, thereby compelling Chang Fu to abandon Hsin-an, at 

least for the time being. 

Chang Jou’s army saw heavy action again in 1225 when an old adversary, Wu 

Hsien, who had surrendered five years earlier, murdered his superior, Shih T’ien-ni, 

and raised the Chin banner again in Chen-ting. Several nearby cities responded to Wu 

Hsien’s call and changed their allegiance back to the Chin. In a bid to recover Hopei 

for the Sung, the Sung general P’eng I-pin (d. 1225) took joint action with Wu Hsien, 

advancing northwards from Ta-ming in southern Hopei. To face this sudden threat to 

Mongol rule in Hopei, Chang Jou was to operate in close liaison with the Mongol 

general Se’iinidei and with Shih T’ien-tse (q.v.), T’ien-ni’s younger brother. He 

dispatched Ch’iao Wei-chung (1202-46), his brother-in-law and one of his most 

competent subordinates, with 3,000 infantry and several hundred cavalry to help Shih 

T’ien-tse and Se’iinidei recover Chen-ting in the summer of that year. After Shih 

T’ien-tse had destroyed P’eng I-pin’s force at Tsan-huang, south of Chen-ting, and 
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retaken Chen-ting from Wu Hsien, the Mongols took the offensive to eradicate all 

Chin and Sung influence in Hopei and Shantung. In this campaign Chang Jou’s troops 

commanded by Ch’iao Wei-chung and Sung Yen participated in the reconquest of 

Chang-te in Honan and of T’ai-an and Chi-nan in western Shantung; those led by Nieh 

Fu-chien helped capture Ta-ming in southeastern Hopei and the Shantung cities of I- 

tu and Tung-p’ing. In the autumn of 1226, Ch’iao Wei-chung took part in the siege of 

I-tu, which had been retaken by the Sung general Li Ch’iian and was not to capitulate 

until the early summer of the following year. 

For his role in resolving the crisis created by Wu Hsien and P’eng I-pin, Chang 

Jou received the rank of field chiliarch from Cinggis Qan in 1226, and was 

concurrently appointed grand marshal of Pao-chou and other places. Partly perhaps 

because of his new office, and partly because Man-ch’eng was too small a place to 

accommodate his more numerous staff and army, Chang Jou moved his headquarters 

in 1227 to Pao-chou south-east of Man-ch’eng. Pao-chou, which was to become the 

Shun-t’ien district (Ju) in 1241 with a much expanded jurisdiction, was to be Chang 

Jou’s home base and de facto fief for the next thirty-five years until 1262. 

By the time he settled in Pao-chou, Chang Jou was already a member of the 

privileged group of Chinese military leaders in the Mongols’ service commonly 

known as ‘hereditary lords’ (shih-hou). These early collaborators were accorded the 

same privileges as those originally enjoyed by the Mongol aristocracy in the steppe 

society and were allowed to exercise administrative, military and fiscal authority over 

large geographic areas as a hereditary right. Pao-chou was Chang Jou’s domain. It is 

said that here Chang Jou held under his jurisdiction more than thirty cities and towns, 

several divisions of troops, and 100,000 households. 

In ruling Pao-chou, Chang Jou faced the problem of restoring order and 

prosperity in an area that had been ravaged by war and lawlessness — a common 

problem facing many Chinese overlords at the time. In his reforms, Chang Jou was 

ably seconded by Chia Fu (1192-1254), an outstanding deputy. Chia Fu’s 

administrative ability was widely known and admired even by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (g.v.), 

the sinicized Khitan statesman at Ogédei’s court. Chia assumed a number of 

administrative responsibilities on Chang Jou’s behalf and is said to have assisted him 

also in reassembling dispersed populations, lightening taxes, and eliminating local 

racketeers and usurers. 

Chang Jou’s best known achievement in Pao-chou was the rebuilding of the city 

on a scale much grander than the original. When Chang Jou established his 

headquarters there, Pao-chou had been in ruins for fifteen years, since the time of the 

first Mongol invasion. With the assistance of a scholar called Mao Chii-chieh, Chang 

Jou is said to have added seven new wards to the city and built office buildings, army 
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barracks, postal and customs stations, granaries and treasuries, dispensaries, 

watchtowers, Buddhist and Taoist monasteries, and a new Confucian temple. New 

aqueducts were also constructed, which not only improved the city’s supply of 

drinking water, but also made it possible to grow rice in the immediate vicinity. 

Thanks to Chang Jou’s efforts, Pao-chou became one of the greatest urban centres 

south of Yen. 

After some years of military inaction, Chang Jou joined the massive attack 

launched by Ogédei Qa’an in 1232 to destroy the Chin. At the siege of the new Chin 

capital, Pien, Chang Jou had the task of attacking the city from the north-west; he 

defeated the Chin troops in several encounters. During the winter, when the Chin 

emperor Ai-tsung (r. 1224-34) managed to break out of the besieged capital and to 

cross the Yellow River in an attempt to seize Wei-chou in Honan, Chang Jou, in 

association with others, defeated the Chin army at Ou-ma kang north-west of Ch’ang- 

yiian, thus forcing the Chin emperor to recross the river and flee to Kuei-te. Chang 

Jou also participated in the 1233-1234 siege of Ts’ai-chou in southeastern Honan, 

where the emperor had ultimately taken refuge. This joint Mongol-Sung operation 

brought the Chin dynasty to an end. The Yiian and the Sung sources give differing 

accounts of Chang Jou’s role in the campaign. According to Yiian records, it was 

Chang Jou who led twenty picked men to break into the Chin defence line outside the 

southern gate and whose troops first seized the inner moat of the city. However, 

according to the biographers of the Sung commander Meng Hung (1195-1246), 

whose accounts may be more reliable, Chang Jou had been wounded by arrows and 

was being seized by Chin soldiers when Meng Hung saved him from capture. 

A wild, uneducated man in early life, Chang Jou had apparently mellowed by the 

time of the Chin downfall, and had actually begun to show interest in preserving 

culture as well as lives. This was perhaps due to the influence of his principal wife, 

née Mao (1198-1259), a learned and tactful woman from a Chin scholar-official 

family. She apparently exerted an educative and moderating influence on her 

husband for most of his life. Even before Chang Jou set out on the campaign against 

the Chin in 1232, we are told, he had informed his subordinates that he would refrain 

henceforth from unnecessary killing. After the fall of Pien in 1233, unlike other 

generals who vied with one another to seize treasure, Chang Jou went to the National 

Archives to save the Veritable Records (shih-lu) of the Chin rulers and other books 

from destruction. He carried the Veritable Records back with him to Pao-chou for 

safekeeping and handed them over to Qubilai in 1261: they were to provide the main 

source from which the Yiian court later undertook to compile the Chin History (Chin- 

shih). 
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At Pien, Chang Jou also saved the lives of many Chin scholar-officials. He 

sought out the elders and members of prominent families who had fled from Hopei 

with the Chin court. Thus Kao K’uei, a former minister of revenue, Yang Shu, a chin- 

shih of 1227, Chia T’ing-yang, also a chin-shih, and Li T’e-li, Chao Chih, Chao K’o- 

kang and Chao K’o-chi, and their relatives — more than ten families in all — were 

reunited by him and escorted safely back to their homes. Likewise after the capture 

of Ts’ai-chou, Chang Jou also prevented the execution of Wang E (q.v.), the 

successful chin-shih candidate for 1224 and noted historian. 

A number of former Chin officials and literati found shelter at Chang Jou’s 

headquarters in Pao-chou, at a time when many of their colleagues were unemployed 

and destitute. Among the scholars he brought back from Honan in 1233-1234 were 

Wang E, Lo K’uei, former Chin governor of Chung-tu, and Ching Hsiian, a chin-shih 

of 1221. Wang E is known to have served for nine years as the tutor of Chang Jou’s 

children while assembling material for the Chin History from the Veritable Records 

kept in Chang Jou’s library. Chang Jou must also have communicated frequently 

with, and from time to time played host to, the great poet-scholar Yiian Hao-wen 

(1190-1257) whose wife, like his own, was from the Mao clan. Chang Jou’s rescue of 

the Chin Veritable Records and protection of threatened scholar-officials may have 

occurred at the urging of Ytian Hao-wen; indeed, most of the scholars whom Chang 

Jou saved or employed were on a list of fifty-four leading Chin scholar-officials that 

Yiian had begged Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai in 1233 to save from captivity. Yiian Hao-wen is 

known to have examined the Chin Veritable Records with Chang Jou’s permission. In 

1251, on Yiian’s recommendation, Chang Jou also employed Hao Ching (q.v.), a 

disciple of Yiian, as his family tutor. Among Chang Jou’s subordinates, Chia Fu was 

well known in his own right for sheltering former Chin officials and literati; he is said 

to have received no fewer than fifty of them. Like other Chinese military officers in 

the Mongol service, Chang Jou and his subordinates contributed significantly towards 

preserving Chinese culture and saving the lives of scholars at a time of violence and 

destruction. 

After the defeat of the Chin, Chang Jou was granted an audience with Ogédei in 

1234, promoted to the rank of military and civil myriarch, and given a golden tiger 

tablet. This might have been done not only in recognition of past services, but also in 

acknowledgement of his actual military power. The Sung envoy P’eng Ta-ya, who 

visited north China in 1232-1233, already noted in his travel record Hei-Ta shih-liieh 

that Chang Jou was one of the four Han (Northern Chinese) myriarchs, the others 

being Yen Shih (q.v.), Shih T’ien-tse (g.v.), and Liu Hei-ma, i.e. Liu Ni (1200-62). As 

a myriarch, Chang Jou ranked now among the most highly placed Chinese war 

leaders serving the Mongols. 
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Before long, Chang Jou set out on a campaign against the Sung. Conflict had 

arisen between the erstwhile allies immediately after the defeat of the Chin over the 

division of the conquered territories. In retaliation for Sung’s abortive attempt to take 

over the whole of Honan in 1234, Ogédei launched three armies over the following 

years in attacks on Szechwan, Hsiang-yang, and the vast region extending from 

eastern Hupei to the Huai valley, respectively. Chang Jou fought actively in both the 

second and third theatre of this inconclusive six-year war. After participating in the 

capture of Tsao-yang in northern Hupei in 1235, Chang Jou was sent eastward to 

serve under the Mongolian commander Taitu against the Sung militia. Hsii-chou and 

P’ei-chou in present northern Kiangsu were taken in early 1236, after which Chang 

Jou joined forces with Caqan (d. 1255), the deputy commander of the Left (=East) 

Wing, to invade the Sung territories east and west of the Huai. Back on the Hupei 

front in 1236, he took part in the capture of Ying-chou, which led to the surrender of 

Hsiang-yang in late spring. Setting out again in 1237 from his home base in Honan, 

he seized Chiu-li kuan (in Lo-shan, Honan) and Ts’ao-wu (in Ching-shan, Hupei). 

Pushing northwards from Ts’ao-wu, he stormed Hung-shan chai (in Ching-shan) and 

took part in the capture of Kuang-chou in southeastern Honan. Swinging his army 

southwards from Kuang-chou late in the year, he was involved in the abortive attempt 

to capture Huang-chou on the Yangtze. Shortly thereafter he went eastwards with 

200 men to join Caqan’s army and played a major part in the seizure of Ch’u-chou in 

present Anhwei. 

The Mongol invasion of Sung territories lost its momentum from 1239 on, 

however, except in Szechwan. It had been meant only to punish the Sung by 

destroying local agencies of government and plundering the territories under its 

control. The Mongols halted their advance, therefore, when the Sung armies surged 

forward under the leadership of Meng Hung, who recaptured Hsiang-yang in 1239, 

and of Tu Kao (1173-1248), who defeated the Mongol forces in 1238 at Lu-chou in 

Anhwei. The war came to an informal end on Ogédei’s death in December 1241, and 

was not resumed on a large scale until 1258. 

During this period of de facto armistice, Chang Jou was given an important role 

to play on the Sung front. While retaining his power base at Pao-chou, he assumed 

command in 1239 of all Han forces in Ho-nan with jurisdiction over more than thirty 

cities. After the Mongolian troops had evacuated Sung territory and withdrawn to the 

north, Chang Jou, as commander-in-chief in Ho-nan, was to play an essential role in 

shaping the relations between the Mongol and the Sung for the next twenty-one years 

until 1259. His policy sought steadily to strengthen the defensive capability of this 

region while keeping the Sung off balance by occasional raids, especially against their 

strongholds in the Huai region. 



54 

< 

To defend Ho-nan against Sung incursions, Chang Jou was first assigned Ch’i as 

his headquarters in 1243. Seven years later, he reached out to Lung-kang (in Sui- 

hsien), where he built a fort. In 1254, he advanced his headquarters to Po-chou in the 

northeastern corner of present Anhwei. Since Po-chou was surrounded by the 

tributaries of the Huai which made communications precarious, Chang Jou not only 

strengthened the city walls and constructed defensive positions, but he also built 

bridges, embankments and causeways to facilitate the transport of supplies and goods. 

He extended the defence line south of Po-chou to Pai-chang k’ou, linking the two 

places by a causeway and erecting wooden palisades in the rivers to prevent the 

passage of Sung ships. Such precautions contributed greatly to preserving Honan 

from Sung attacks. 

The supply of food was a serious difficulty for the Mongol army in Honan and in 

the Huai valley, for both regions had suffered heavily from the war. After a brief 

occupation in 1234, the Sung army was forced to withdraw from Honan where it was 

unable to maintain itself for lack of subsistence; likewise, during incursions into Sung 

territories after 1235, the Mongol armies also experienced the problem of 

provisioning troops from a ravaged base area. Chang Jou fully appreciated the critical 

importance of food in a long war of attrition. On the advice of his secretary, Wang 

Ju-ming (1209-68), he began in 1240 to turn his troops to farming in Hsii-chou and 

Cheng-chou. Three years later he sent Wang, accompanied by Nieh Fu-chien, to settle 

1,000 men in military colonies in Hsiang-ch’eng. Chang Jou appears to have 

organised military farms in Ch’i and Po-chou also, thus helping to alleviate the 

problem of food supply. 

During the same period, Chang Jou launched frequent raids into the Sung 

territories. In 1240 he crossed the Huai on a plundering expedition with seven other 

myriarchs. Two years later, his army reached Yang-chou, Ho-chou, and T’ung-chou 

on the lower Yangtze. In 1245 he followed Caqan in again attacking the Huai region 

and the lower Yangtze. He also raided Ssu-chou in 1247, Lu-chou in 1253 and, with 

the Mongol general Biirilgidei, Ch’i-hsien and Wu-ho’k’ou in 1255. Those attacks 

were probably no more than foraging operations in a low-key war of attrition. 

Nevertheless, by strengthening the defence capability of the southern theatre and 

keeping the Sung off balance, Chang Jou held his front securely for two decades 

while the Mongol court’s attention was directed elsewhere. It is said that during this 

period the “Sung people dared not look northward’ because of his presence. 

The war flared up again in 1258, when Méngke Qa’an launched a three-pronged 

offensive against the Sung. On this occasion, Chang followed Qubilai in 1259 in an 

attack on the stronghold of E-chou in the centre of the Yangtze valley. His command 

was split, however, to support two other offensives; his lieutenants Chang Kuo and 
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Wang Tsung-jen joined Mongke’s expedition against Szechwan, while Wang An-kuo, 

Hu Chin, T’ien Po-jung and Sung Yen reported to prince Tatar who was to attack the 

Huai valley city of Ching-shan in Anhwei. As for Chang Jou himself, he led one of 

the two armies under Qubilai into Hupei by way of Hu-t’ou kuan (north-west of the 

present Ma-ch’eng). After crossing the Yangtze at Huang-chou, he swung his army 

westward and joined up at E-chou with Qubilai’s own force, which had come by the 

western route through Ta-sheng kuan (south of Lo-shan). During the siege of E-chou, 

Chang Jou supported Qubilai in an attempt to breach the city’s defence by 

simultaneously tunnelling under the city walls and sending assault parties to climb the 

southwestern corner of the walls. Before Chang Jou’s scheme could be put to the test, 

however, Qubilai accepted the Sung peace proposal in the winter of 1259-1260, 

following Méngke’s death in Szechwan. When Qubilai left in December 1259 to 

contend for the throne against his younger brother Ariq B6ke, Chang Jou and Batur 

were appointed to command Qubilai’s Han and Mongol armies respectively, with Po- 

lu-chi (in E-ch’eng) as their headquarters. 

Chang Jou must have been in touch with Qubilai, the future qa’an, over a long 

period. From 1252, when Mongke had put Chang Jou in charge of affairs in north 

China, Qubilai had established close relationships with Han army commanders and 

also with the literati who assisted him in restoring order and prosperity in the region. 

Ho-nan, where Chang Jou served as commander of the Han Armies, happened to be 

one of the areas in which Qubilai encouraged reforms. Moreover, Wang E and Hao 

Ching, Chang Jou’s family tutors and advisers, had been consulted by Qubilai in 1242 

and in 1252; Hao Ching’s appointment as an adviser by Qubilai is said to have been 

made on Chang Jou’s recommendation. But there is no indication of a close tie 

between the general and the future ga’an until Chang Jou was placed under Qubilai’s 

command in 1259. That Chang Jou supported Qubilai’s bid for the throne might have 

been due to circumstances in late 1259; but it reflected perhaps the fact that Qubilai 

was the common choice of the Chinese generals and of the literati, who appreciated 

the reforms which he had implemented over almost a decade and approved his efforts 

to transform north China from a colony into the political centre of gravity of the 

Mongol empire. 

In Qubilai’s war against Ariq Béke, who was based in Mongolia, Chang Jou 

supported Qubilai with troops and matériel, as did many other Chinese generals. In 

the winter of 1261 when Qubilai was campaigning in Mongolia, Shun-t’ien, Chang 

Jou’s home base, and adjoining districts were ordered to provide 5,000 sets of armour 

for men and 2,000 for horses as well as sundry iron equipment. On 8 November, 

Chang Jou’s army, commanded perhaps by his son Hung-liieh (d. 1296), and those of 

six other Han myriarchs were ordered to Mongolia as reinforcements. Those forces 
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were halted at the Keriilen River, however, after Qubilai’s decisive victory over Ariq 

Boke at Simultu on 27 November. Subsequently 3,500 of Chang Jou’s men were 

retained in the capital as guards, and his son Hung-ch’ing remained at court as a 

hostage. 

By 1261 Chang Jou had reached the advanced age of seventy-two and 

consequently petitioned Qubilai for permission to retire. In response, Qubilai 

invested him with the title of Duke of An-su and made his son Hung-liieh his heir in 

office. But an experienced Chinese general like Chang Jou was still too valuable to 

Qubilai to be left in complete retirement. Chang Jou was called back the following 

year when Li T’an (q.v.), Li Ch’iian’s son and a powerful Chinese lord in Shan-tung, 

revolted and went over to the Sung. Chang Jou, with his ninth son Hung-fan (q.v.), 

was ordered to secure the capital K’ai-p’ing with 2,000 men. Chang Jou apparently 

took part in the court’s deliberations on this emergency. At a court conference called 

to consider an appropriate punishment for Wang Wen-t’ung (d. 1262), the director of 

political affairs of the Secretarial Council who had been implicated in Li T’an’s case, 

Chang Jou insisted that Wang should be hacked to death. Meanwhile, his son Hung- 

fan was fighting bravely at the siege of Chi-nan, Li T’an’s stronghold. An army sent 

to Li T’an’s aid by the Sung court under the command of Hsia Kuei (1197-1279) was 

defeated by Hung-liieh at Ch’i-hsien. Thus, even though Chang Jou was too old for 

field command, his army led by his sons still played a significant part in helping 

Qubilai to overcome yet another grave crisis. 

In spite of the role that its members had played in suppressing Li T’an’s rebellion, 

the Chang family, like other families of Chinese hereditary lords, was affected 

adversely by the aftermath of the rebellion. To avoid another rebellion by a Chinese 

lord who combined hereditary civil and military powers in his family, Qubilai 

undertook from 1262 to separate military from civil offices and to remove as many 

kinsmen of the powerful military lords as possible from military commands. As a 

result, Hung-liieh, who had inherited his father’s offices of civil general administrator 

of Shun-t’ien, field myriarch, and commander of thé forces in Po-chou, had to 

relinquish the last two posts. The command of the Shun-t’ien Myriarchy was 

transferred to his younger brother Hung-yen, and that of the Po-chou Myriarchy went 

to Chia Wen-pei, Chia Fu’s son. Two years later, Hung-liieh was posted to the 

Imperial Guard, leaving the general administratorship of Shun-t’ien to Hung-fan, who 

had been relieved from military command in 1262. 

The family’s control over its ancient fief was lost once and for all, however, when 

Hung-fan was transferred from Shun-t’ien to Ta-ming in 1265. Although the Chang 

were to serve as hereditary military commanders for a long time yet, they ceased to be 

‘hereditary lords’ in the strict sense of the term. Moreover, the nature of their military 
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command was also changed; they were to serve as military officers liable to transfer, 

not as permanent heads of hereditary armies. Hung-yen was to be posted to the 

command of the E-chou Myriarchy, and Hung-fan was to serve successively as 

commander of the I-tu Tzu-lai Myriarchy, which was originally Li T’an’s, and of the 

Teng-chou Myriarchy, which had been Shih Shu’s. Hung-fan was able to recover for 

the family only the hereditary command of the Po-chou Myriarchy which had 

originally been entrusted to Chang Jou in 1279, after he had achieved great distinction 

in the conquest of the Sung. 

Loss of feudal rights by his family entailed no reduction in the respect and 

consideration due to a senior soldier-statesman of Chang Jou’s stature. As his last 

assignment, Chang Jou was ordered in the winter of 1266-1267 to take charge of the 

Ministry of Works, jointly with Tuan T’ien-yu and the Muslim architect Ikhtiyar al- 

Din, with the task of constructing new city walls and palaces at Yen, north-east of the 

ruined Chin capital. In this novel capacity, Chang Jou controlled 200,000 

construction workers. In 1268 he was made Duke-of-state of Ts’ ai. 

Chang Jou died in the summer of 1268 at the age of seventy-nine and was buried 

at Kang-t’ou village north of Man-ch’eng, seven years before work on the new capital 

was completed. As a tribute to his half century of service to the Mongols, he was 

canonized as Wu-k’ang (‘Martial and Strong’) and was posthumously granted the title 

of Grand Preceptor. In 1318, Chang Jou was made Prince of Ju-nan and his canonical 

name was changed to Chung-wu (‘Loyal and Martial’). 

Chang Jou is known to have had five wives, nées Li, Ching, Mao, Ma and Chao, 

twelve sons (Fo-shou, Hung-chi, Ming-shan, Sung-shan, Hung-tao, Hung-liieh, Hung- 

yen, Hung-kuei, Hung-fan, Hung-cheng, Hung-ch’ing, and Hung-i), and ten 

daughters. Unlike their father, all Chang Jou’s sons seem to have had an excellent 

literary education under the tutorship of the famous scholars Wang E and Hao Ching; 

Hung-fan, in particular, was as well known for his literary talent as for his 

generalship. Yet, like their father, most of Chang Jou’s sons served as military 

commanders; Hung-yen, Hung-liieh and Hung-fan being the most prominent. Hung- 

yen reached the position of deputy general control commissioner of the Imperial 

Guard. Hung-liieh ended his career as the director of political affairs of the Ho-nan 

Regional Secretarial Council. Hung-fan is well known in history as the grand marshal 

of the Mongol and Han Armies in the campaign leading to the destruction of the last 

claimants to the Sung throne. 

Of Chang Jou’s later heirs, Chang Kuei (1264-1327) was the most outstanding; he 

was director of political affairs of the Secretarial Council from 1323 and is regarded 

as one of the most sagacious ministers at the Yiian court in the first quarter of the 

fourteenth century. The family’s fortune was dealt heavy blows in 1328-1330 when 
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five of Chang Kuei’s six sons were killed, and the family’s properties were twice 

confiscated by Tuq Temiir (r. 1328-32), because of Chang Kuei’s earlier support of 

Yisiin Temiir (r. 1324-28) from whose house Tuq Temiir had wrested the throne. The 

family’s honour and status, however, were apparently restored in ToqgOn Temiir’s reign 

(1333-68), since two of the grandsons of Chang Kuei and great-grandsons of Hung- 

fan, Wang and Hsii, served respectively as deputy pacification commissioner of 

Kuang-tung in 1342 and censorial inspector of the Chiang-nan Regional Censorate in 

1350. By then, however, more than 130 years had elapsed since Chang Jou had 

rallied to the Mongol cause — and the Yiian themselves had less than two decades to 

go before their fall. 

In brief, Chang Jou served the Mongols mainly as a soldier. In addition to the 

operations conducted jointly with other forces to defeat the Chin, and to the two 

campaigns against the Sung (1235-41, 1258-59), Chang Jou made two most 

significant contributions to the Mongol conquest. Firstly, in the seven years after 

changing sides in 1218 he was instrumental in consolidating Mongol rule in 

northwestern and west-central Hopei and in preventing any resurgence of the Chin 

cause in the region, at a time when the bulk of the Mongol forces were engaged 

elsewhere. Secondly, during the twenty years intermission between the first and 

second wars against the Sung, Chang Jou held the exposed southern Honan and 

northwestern Anhwei fronts virtually unaided — a region deeply cut by rivers and 

canals and thus unsuitable for the deployment of Mongol cavalry. 

Undoubtedly, Chang Jou was one of the bravest and most effective field 

commanders of the Han in the service of the Mongols. It is said of him that he fought 

a score of battles without ever losing one. The title of batur or ‘hero’ which Cinggis 

Qan gave him was indeed well earned. Cinggis’ appreciation of Chang Jou’s valour 

was echoed by his grandson Qubilai, who is recorded as stating in 1292: 

The father and sons of the (Chang) family have succeeded one to another. 
Since the time of the Emperor T’ai-tsu (Cinggis Qan), this family has 
contributed most to the state among the northern Chinese in the conquests of 
North and South China. Both the Chang and the Shih have been called 
batur. Yet, accruing mainly as they did from clever plans and advice, the 
merits of the Shih are not as great as those of the Chang which arise from the 
hundreds of battles they have fought. 

This statement, found in the inscriptions composed by Yii Chi (1272-1348) for Hung- 

fan and Chang Kuei, Chang Jou’s son and grandson, may have underrated the military 

prowess of Shih T’ien-tse and his family; nevertheless it reflects the measure of 

Chang Jou’s and his sons’ contributions to the Mongol conquest of China in the 

perception of the Mongol monarch. 
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5. YEN SHIH (1182-1240) 

Yen Shih, T. Wu-shu, was one of the most powerful Chinese overlords in north 

China in the reigns of Cinggis Qan and Ogidei Qa’an, and was a major promoter of 

Chinese culture in an age of turmoil. Born in 1182 as the youngest son of a farmer, 

Kuei, and his wife née Yang in Ch’ang-ch’ing, western Shantung, Yen Shih lacked the 

family background for a successful career under normal conditions. He had good 

looks and an alert mind, but had little or no formal education. He was bold and 

unconventional, generous and liked making friends. Due to his high spirits, he was 

often in serious difficulties and was imprisoned time and again for various reasons. 

He was, however, able to break out of gaol with the help of his young admirers. Even 

though his biographers try to portray him as a hsia — the Chinese equivalent of a 

knight-errant — in his early life Yen Shih was apparently a ruffian by ordinary 

standards. 

The opportunity for Yen Shih to rise from the world of hoodlums to officialdom 

came in 1213, when much of north China experienced a major social breakdown as a 

result of the Mongol invasion. Instead of merely destroying the border defences of 

Chin as it had done in the previous two years, the Mongol army now launched a 

massive offensive, sweeping across Shantung and Shansi as well as Hopei. Even 

though the Mongol troops did not occupy the places which they attacked, they 

wreaked havoc wherever they went. One by-product of the dislocation and anarchy 

caused by the invasion and the subsequent withdrawal of the Mongol army was 

increased militarization throughout the country. For the purpose of self-protection or 

aggrandizement, armed bands of various sizes and political affiliations were formed 

by members of locally prominent families and individual strongmen. Unlike their 

counterparts in Hopei, many of whom had surrendered to the invading Mongols even 

before the Chin capital was moved to Pien (K’ai-feng in Honan) in 1214, the armed 

bands in Shantung either accepted the amnesty and enlistment offered by the Chin 

court after the Mongol withdrawal from the province, or continued to challenge the 

Chin government. Many rebel groups soon joined forces and formed the so-called 

Red Coats Army (Hung-ao chiin). When, soon after, they gave their allegiance to the 

Sung government, their army was renamed the Loyal and Righteous Army of 

Shan-tung (Shan-tung chung-i chiin). 

Yen Shih was among those militia leaders who were enlisted by the Chin. 

According to his biographies, some time after the Mongols withdrew from Shantung 

in 1213, he was appointed a centurion in his native district by the Regional 

Presidential Council of Tung-p’ing (in southwestern Shantung), which had just been 
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established to reassert Chin authority in the area. It is very likely that he had already 

gathered a small armed band in the chaotic period following the Mongol incursion. 

For his allegiance to the Chin, Yen Shih is often described in Communist Chinese 

historiography as a leader of the ‘landlord forces’ in contrast to the ‘peasant’ leaders of 

the Red Coats Army, who combined class struggle with national struggle in their 

resistance to the alien Jurchens and Mongols. In terms of social background and 

motivation, it is actually difficult to distinguish Yen Shih from such Red Coats 

leaders as Yang An-erh (d. 1215), a former saddle dealer, and Li Ch’tian (d. 1231), 

originally a cattle dealer. 

As an officer in the Chin army, Yen Shih soon had the opportunity to show his 

military talent in dealing with the Red Coats. In 1214 he repulsed an attack by Chang 

Ju-chi (d. 1215), a native of T’ai-an who had established his base at Ling-yen, south- 

east of Ch’ang-ch’ing. As a result, he was appointed sheriff of Ch’ang-ch’ing and, 

concurrently, officer in charge of bandit suppression in Tung-a, P’ing-yin and 

Ch’ang-ch’ing. In the summer of 1218 he was promoted to the post of magistrate of 

Ch’ang-ch’ing. 

Historical circumstances, however, did not allow Yen Shih to progress slowly 

and smoothly in the Chin official hierarchy. His career was to take many unexpected 

turns in the highly volatile political climate of the late 1210s and 1220s. After the late 

1210s, the Mongols, the Chin and the Sung struggled against one another in a 

triangular context for control of the North China Plain. On the Mongols’ side, the 

campaign led by Mugali (g.v.) had been transformed by 1220 from one of 

consolidation of the conquered lands to one of continuing conquest. Consequently, 

the Mongol forces moved into Shantung again in 1220. The Chin, although greatly 

weakened by the loss of their northern territories to the Mongols, were far from being 

on the point of collapse. On the one hand, with the help of the militia leaders who 

rallied to their side, they tried to re-establish their authority in Shantung as well as in 

Hopei. On the other hand, they launched in 1217 a fruitless seven-year war against 

the Sung to compensate for their losses in the north. For their part, the Sung, still 

mindful of the disastrous attempt of 1206-1207 to recover the northern provinces, 

carefully avoided an open irredentist stand against the Chin until the 1230s; they 

nevertheless embraced an opportunist policy by enlisting the services of the Chin 

rebels and using them to recover Shantung. In this triangular conflict, the balance of 

power in Shantung and, to a lesser degree in Hopei, was constantly shifting. Yen 

Shih, like a chameleon, not only changed colour as required to survive all 

vicissitudes, but actually came out better off at each turn. 

According to Yiian Hao-wen (1190-1257), author of Yen Shih’s ‘spirit-way 

inscription’, his change of loyalties was determined by circumstances. In the second 
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half of 1218, the Sung army under the Red Coats leader Li Ch’iian seized several 

cities in southern and central Shantung, and, in the summer of the following year, the 

Chin commander Chang Lin of I-tu surrendered with several prefectures of central 

and eastern Shantung. Greatly encouraged by Chang Lin’s submission, Li Ch’iian 

advanced his army westwards from J-tu. Under this threat, the Regional Presidential 

Council of Tung-p’ing ordered all local officials and commanders to strengthen their 

defences. Yen Shih was away from Ch’ang-ch’ing on a tax-collection trip at the time, 

and the city fell to the Sung forces before his return. Even though he reconquered it 

soon after, his superior suspected him of collusion with Sung and surrounded the city 

with troops. Whatever the truth of the accusation, which we cannot verify, Yen Shih 

escaped with his family to Ch’ing-yai ku, a fortress south-east of Ch’ang-ch’ing where 

he could count on the support of Chang Lin. Following his defection, the Sung 

appointed him director of the Chancellery at Chi-nan. 

Yen Shih rapidly expanded his own authority with the upsurge of Sung power in 

north China. ‘All the lands east of the T’ai-hang (Mountains),’ writes Yitian Hao-wen, 

‘were under his control.’ In early 1220, when the Sung envoy Chao Hung 

(1195-1246) passed through Ch’ing-yai ku on his way to the north, Yen Shih formally 

confirmed his allegiance to the Sung, bringing with him nine prefectures in western 

Shantung, southeastern Hopei and northern Honan. 

Yen Shih was to regret his allegiance to the Sung before long, for the Sung forces 

in north China, lacking the full backing of the court and plagued by constant 

squabbles among the generals, could not maintain their momentum. The first 

indication of the unreliability of Sung support came in the third month (April-May) of 

1220, when Yen Shih attempted to help Shan Chung, the commander of Chang-te, 

which was then under Chin attack. Yen Shih made repeated pleas for reinforcements 

on behalf of Shan Chung to his superior, Chang Lin, all in vain. When Yen Shih’s 

own troops eventually reached Chang-te, Shan Chung had already been captured by 

the Chin. It seems that Yen Shih began to consider leaving the Sung camp 

immediately after this incident, since it is recorded in the Chin History (Chin-shih) 

that Kao Chii-shih, the Chin punitive commissioner of Shan-tung, obtained his 

promise to go back to the Chin side in the eighth month (August-September). His 

determination to abandon the Sung was further strengthened by the crushing defeat 

inflicted at Tung-p’ing on the joint forces of Li Ch’iian and Chang Lin by the Chin 

commander Meng-ku Kang (d. 1223) in the same month — a major blow to Sung 

prestige in the north. 

An even better alternative presented itself when the Mongol army re-entered 

Shantung and took Chi-nan unopposed in the winter of 1220. Perceiving that the 

Mongols were destined to be the future masters of the country, Yen Shih wasted no 
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time in offering his submission to their leader Muqali. With his surrender, he 

presented the census of the 300,000 households of Po-chou and En-chou (Shantung); 

Ta-ming and Tz’u-chou (Hopei); and Chang-te, Ming-chou, Hua-chou and Chiin-chou 

(Honan). Yen Shih’s rally was a great boon to the Mongols, for not only did he bring 

with him the largest number of households ever surrendered by a defector, but with 

his change of allegiance he also exposed the Chin capital, Pien, to Mongol attack and 

greatly reduced Sung effectiveness as a contender for supremacy in north China. For 

his contribution Mugali awarded him the Chinese honorific title of Gold and Purple 

Great Officer of Eminent Dignity and appointed him chief of the Regional 

Presidential Council of Western Shan-tung. 

Now fighting under the Mongol banner, Yen Shih assisted Muqali in clearing 

Chin forces out of western Shantung. He may have taken part in the important battle 

at Huang-ling kang, a strategic crossing point on the Yellow River south-west of 

Ts’ao-hsien. Here, Muqali routed a Chin army of (reportedly) 200,000 men sent by 

the court to reinforce its forces in Shantung. Following this victory, Yen Shih took 

part in the capture of Ch’u-ch’iu (south-east of Ts’ao-hsien), Chi-chou, Kun-chou and 

Shan-chou, thus isolating Tung-p’ing, the last Chin stronghold in Shantung. 

For Yen Shih these victories were offset by great misfortunes at home. While he 

was in the field, his subordinate Li Hsin, whom he had entrusted with the defence of 

Ch’ing-yai ku, killed his wife, née Tu, his elder brother Pin and some other members 

of his family before surrendering to the Sung. It was only in 1221, with the aid of 

Mugqali’s troops, that Yen Shih was able to recapture Ch’ing-yai ku and have Li Hsin 

executed. This was only the first of a series of family tragedies which he was to 

suffer in the years to come. 

Since the eleventh month (November-December) of 1220, Mugali had been 

laying siege to Tung-p’ing, where the Mongols met with an obstinate defence from the 

Chin commander Meng-ku Kang. Unable to capture the city quickly, Muqali directed 

his attention to Chin’s western flank, leaving Yen Shih in charge of the siege together 

with Jirwadai of the Onggirat and his three thousand Mongol troops. Tung-p’ing 

capitulated in the fifth month (May-June) of 1221, and its capture was a milestone in 

the Mongol conquest of north China and a high point in Yen Shih’s career. It marked 

the end of Chin authority in Shantung and heralded the establishment of Mongol 

control over a significant part of that province. In accordance with Muqali’s 

instructions, Yen Shih set up the Regional Presidential Council at Tung-p’ing to 

control western Shantung, southeastern Hopei and northern Honan. At the same time, 

Shih Kuei (d. 1232), a Red Coats leader who had defected to the Mongols two years 

earlier, was put in charge of southern Shantung. From this time on, Tung-p’ing 

became the power base of Yen Shih and his heirs for forty years. 
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In the following years Yen Shih was among the few high-ranking Chinese 

generals whose task was to deal with the Chin and the Sung in the east while Mugqali 

was occupied with the conquest of Shansi and Shensi. This was not an easy task. 

After a brief expedition against Shang-tang in Shansi in 1222 conjointly with Muqali’s 

offensive in that region, Yen Shih joined forces with Shih T’ien-ni (1197-1225), the 

commander of Western Ho-pei, in attacking Wei-chou (the Ho-wei of our sources) in 

northern Honan, a gateway to the Chin capital. Apparently underestimating the 

difficulties, Yen Shih volunteered to lead the attack, but was captured in action by the 

Chin defenders. He was rescued from captivity by Shih T’ien-ni’s troops, but the 

campaign was soon called off (April 1223) because of the death of Muqali. 

Even though Sung power in the north had been greatly reduced as a result of the 

defeat of Li Ch’iian at Tung-p’ing and the defection of Yen Shih and Shih Kuei to the 

Mongols, a new hero soon appeared in the Sung camp in the person of P’eng I-pin (d. 

1225), a former Red Coats general from Shantung. Striking probably from Huai-an in 

northern Kiangsu, P’eng I-pin, along with the indefatigable Li Ch’tian, had by late 

1222 taken over much of eastern Shantung from Chang Lin (who had since defected 

to the Mongols). Taking advantage of Yen Shih’s absence, P’eng persuaded Ch’ao 

Hai, a subordinate of Yen Shih, to surrender Ch’ing-yai ku and take Yen Shih’s family 

captive. Marching from Ch’ing-yai ku, P’eng seized many cities in western Shantung, 

eventually laying siege to Tung-p’ing in May-June 1225. Unable to get the 

reinforcements he had requested from the Mongol general Bulqa and facing the 

dreadful prospect of running out of food, Yen Shih once again changed sides and 

concluded an alliance with the Sung general. Hoping to get Yen Shih to conquer 

Hopei for the Sung, P’eng I-pin swore an oath of brotherhood with him and allowed 

him to retain the several thousand men still under him, but prudently kept his family 

hostage. 

This time Yen Shih’s capitulation was perhaps entirely determined by 

circumstances, for he certainly intended rejoining the Mongols as soon as the 

opportunity arose. And this is indeed what happened only two months later. Instead 

of fighting for P’eng I-pin in the encounter between P’eng and the Mongol forces led 

by Bulga (or Se’iinidei according to other sources) and Shih T’ien-tse (q.v.) at 

Tsan-huang, south of Chen-ting, Yen Shih defected to the Mongols. P’eng’s army was 

crushed and P’eng himself was killed. Thus, once again, Yen Shih not only survived 

changing fortune, but also helped the Mongols to overcome one of the most serious 

crises that they had experienced since the beginning of the conquest. But these 

achievements had their price: before surrendering to the Chin after the death of his 

superior, Wang I-shen, one of P’eng’s subordinates, killed all the members of the Yen 

family who had been left behind in Tung-p’ing. 
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Spending no time mourning the loss of his family, Yen Shih made good all his 

territorial losses within a month by a swift counter-offensive. Following Daisun, the 

younger brother of Muqali and deputy of Muqali’s son BOl (g.v.), he reconquered 

Chang-te in the winter of 1225 and P’u-chou and Tung-p’ing in the following year. In 

1226 he took part, under Bl, in the long siege of I-tu, which resulted in the surrender 

of Li Ch’iian in the summer of 1227 and the establishment of Mongol control over the 

whole of Shantung. Two years later at Chang-te, he defeated the Chin general Wu 

Hsien (d. 1234), who was then using Wei-chou as a base from which to launch raids 

into Mongol-controlled areas. 

In 1230, after ten years of collaboration with the Mongols, Yen Shih was granted 

an audience with Ogédei Qa’an. This took place at the imperial camp of Niu-hsin 

(Inner Mongolia), at the outset of the new expedition against Chin led by the Qa’an 

himself and his younger brother Tolui. Ogédei honoured Yen Shih with a banquet, 

lasting a full day, at which he is quoted as saying, “Yen Shih is indeed a man of good 

fortune.’ On this occasion, the Qa’an also bestowed on him a golden tiger tablet, an 

emblem of authority usually given only to myriarchs. There is no indication, 

however, that Yen Shih had already attained this prestigious rank. In all likelihood 

Yen Shih was still subordinate to Shih T’ien-tse, who had been appointed one of the 

three myriarchs of the Han Armies in 1229 and had been given command of the 

troops of Tung-p’ing as well as of Chen-ting, Ta-ming, Ho-chien and Chi-nan. 

In the massive attack launched in 1232, which led to the destruction of the Chin 

two years later, Yen Shih’s role remains obscure. He apparently took part in the 

abortive siege of Kuei-te in spring 1232, since the Chin History says that the troops of 

Tung-p’ing were used in the siege. After this he was assigned the task of guarding 

Huang-ling kang. When the last Chin emperor, Ai-tsung, fled from Pien and 

attempted to cross the Yellow River at Huang-ling kang in the winter of 1232-1233, 

Yen Shih’s army suffered a serious defeat and more than 1,000 of his men are said to 

have been captured by the Chin army. Western Shantung was shaken by this news 

and it was rumoured in Tung-p’ing that the enemy would arrive soon. The situation in 

Tung-p’ing was eased only when Shih T’ien-tse inflicted a crushing defeat on the 

Chin, but our sources are silent on Yen Shih’s activity throughout the rest of the 

campaign. Perhaps he tock little or no action in the last phase of the war since his 

troops needed reorganizing after their recent defeat. 

After the operations against Chin, Yen Shih had another audience with Ogédei, 

this time at Qara Qorum. On this occasion he was appointed field myriarch of Tung- 

p’ing district. The new appointment was not only a reward for his past contributions, 

but also part of the Mongols’ military and administrative reorganization of north 

China. It is in all probability at this time that Yen Shih was given also the office of 
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chief civil administrator of Tung-p’ing, which eventually devolved upon his heirs. 

The Regional Presidential Council of Tung-p’ing, over which he had presided for 

nearly fifteen years, was abolished. In the meantime, the area under Yen Shih’s 

authority was redefined. Before this time he had had fifty-four cities in western 

Shantung, southeastern Hopei and northern Honan under his control, with a registered 

population of more than 200,000 households. As a result of the redefinition of 

boundaries, Ta-ming in Hopei and Chang-te in Honan were removed from his 

jurisdiction; what remained to him were prefectures such as Te-chou, Kun-chou, 

Chi-chou, and Shan-chou in western Shantung, in addition to Tung-p’ing itself. 

Although greatly reduced in area, his domain still consisted of twenty cities and 

remained one of the largest among those held by Chinese overlords in north China. 

In addition to the land and people, Yen Shih had a sizeable army under his 

command. When he was appointed myriarch, eight of his subordinate generals were 

each given a golden tablet, the emblem of authority of a chiliarch. This meant that his 

army was at least 8,000 strong in 1234. The chiliarchs who were appointed under his 

command included his sons-in-law Chang Chin-heng (d. 1276) and Ch’i Jung-hsien; 

Shih Kuei’s son Shih T’ien-lu (1183-1236); Liu T’ung (d. 1256); Chao T’ien-hsi 

(1191-1240) and Ch’i Kuei. Such generals as Ytieh Ts’un (1194-1262), Pi Shu-hsien 

(1200-54) and Yen Chen (1185-1241) may have also attained the rank of chiliarch 

under Yen Shih. The army had been expanded to seventeen chiliarchies when Yen 

Chung-chi inherited his father’s office in 1240; it was again increased by 20,000 men 

in 1255 when the Mongol court was about to attack the Sung. 

Yen Shih, however, was more than a powerful militarist: he distinguished himself 

by his efforts to mitigate the sufferings caused by the war and to carry out local 

reforms. First of all, he is credited with sparing many lives and providing aid to local 

populations. His biographies mention how he dissuaded the Mongol commanders 

from slaughtering tens of thousands of people at Chang-te, P’u-chou, Ts’ao-chou, 

Ting-t’ao (in Shantung), Ch’u-ch’iu and Shang-tang. In the massive attack against 

Pien, he apparently not only restrained his own men from indiscriminate killing, but 

even paid ransoms for civilians captured by other forces. After the fall of Pien he 

again saved many lives by providing food for starving refugees from the devastated 

Chin capital. These people were either sent back to their homes, or resettled in Tung- 

p’ing as farmers. In rescuing so many from certain death, Yen Shih was possibly 

motivated by both economic and humanitarian considerations. The argument for 

mercy that he put to Daisun in P’u-chou in 1225 was that the spared population could 

be used to grow food for the army. Indeed, at the time when north China suffered 

from serious depopulation, the preservation of lives was the most effective means to 
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increase productivity and revenue — an argument also used effectively by Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai (q.v.). 

Apart from helping the civilian population at large, Yen Shih made a special 

effort to assist displaced Chin literati and officials many of whom he appointed to his 

own staff. Originally an uneducated man himself, Yen Shih became fond of learning 

in his later years and even married his son Chung-chi to a daughter of K’ung 

Yiian-ts’u (1181- ca. 1252), the fifty-first lineal descendant of Confucius and holder 

of the hereditary title Yen-sheng kung, or Duke of Overflowing Sageliness. It seems 

that in providing assistance to scholars Yen Shih was influenced by Sung Tzu-chen 

(1186-1266), Hsii Shih-lung (1206-85) and Chao T’ien-hsi. A graduate of the Chin 

National University and former advisor to P’eng I-pin, Sung Tzu-chen joined Yen 

Shih’s staff when P’eng was slain in 1225; and it was he who recruited for Yen Shih 

such famous scholars as Chang T’e-li (1179-1253), a former Chin censorial inspector, 

and Li Ch’ang (1203-89) and Liu Su (1188-1263), both chin-shih of 1218. Hsii 

Shih-lung, a chin-shih who joined Yen Shih’s staff after the conquest of Chin, strongly 

encouraged his patron to help destitute scholars and to appoint them in Tung-p’ing. 

Chao T’ien-hsi, a military man like Yen Shih, was famous as a host to a large number 

of distinguished Chin scholars at his headquarters in Kuan-shih. It was through him 

that Yen Shih came to know Yiian Hao-wen, the most eminent poet and literary critic 

of the late Chin and early Mongol period, as well as Shang T’ing (q.v.). As a result, 

Tung-p’ing attracted the largest congregation of scholars in north China during this 

period. 

With so many literati to call on, Yeh Shih was able to staff his administration 

with highly qualified men. Those whom he appointed included Sung Tzu-chen 

himself as the first secretary of the Bureau of the Right; Liu Su as the second 

secretary of the Bureau of the Left, Chang Ch’eng as a councillor, Li Ch’ang, Hsii 

Shih-lung and Chang Fang as assistant secretaries; Chia Chii-chen (1218-80) as an 

adjunct; Wang Yii-ju (d. 1255) as an emissary to the court; Wang P’an (1202-93), a 

chin-shih of 1227, as instructor; and Shang T’ing as tutor to Yen Shih’s children, 

Other scholars who served him in an advisory capacity included Ytian Hao-wen and 

Chang T’e-li. 

Assisted by a competent civilian staff, Yen Shih was able to carry out a number 

of significant administrative, fiscal and educational reforms. Administratively, he did 

much to improve the integrity and efficiency of officials. At that time local officials 

were mostly appointed from among military officers or former militia leaders who 

were not only incompetent as civil administrators, but also tended to be oppressive 

and exploitative. Urged by Sung Tzu-chen, Yen Shih divided the district into three 

regions of surveillance for the purpose of repressing corruption and improving 
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administrative standards. Discipline, we are told, was thereby re-established among 

the Tung-p’ing officialdom. 

Economically and fiscally, Yen Shih is known to have reduced and rationalized 

taxation and corvée, in addition to encouraging agriculture. He obtained approval 

from the Mongol court to exempt the local population from paying more than 100,000 

liang of floss silk and 10,000 pieces of coloured pongee, a tax which had been 

imposed on the district over and above the regular taxes in silk and silver. Moreover, 

he put back on the tax register a large number of families belonging to the category of 

privately attached households (pu-ch’ ti hu), thus reducing the tax burden on the rest of 

the population. 

In broad perspective, however, the most significant contribution made by Yen 

Shih and his heirs was the revival of education and culture in Tung-p’ing. A 

well-endowed prefectural school was established there during the Northern Sung and 

Chin periods, but was destroyed in 1213 when the Mongols first devastated the area. 

Yen Shih revived the school by appointing Wang P’an as director of studies in 1236. 

Since Yen Shih died only four years later, we must look beyond his lifetime to 

appreciate the full significance of his promotion of education. On the foundations 

laid by his father, Chung-chi made Tung-p’ing one of the most important educational 

centres in north China in the pre-Qubilai era. Rebuilt in 1252-1255, the prefectural 

school had two classes. Sixty students selected from among the talented youth of 

ordinary families were placed under the tutorship of Liang Tung. Since Ch’ii-fu and 

Tsou-hsien, the birthplaces of Confucius and Mencius respectively, were under 

Tung-p’ing’s jurisdiction, another fifteen students were selected from among the 

descendants of the two sages and placed under Wang P’an. The faculty also included 

K’ang Yeh, rector of the school and a specialist in the Book of History (Shu-ching); Li 

Ch’ang, who taught the Spring and Autumn Annals (Ch un-ch iu); and Li Chen, who 

lectured on the Great Learning (Ta-hsiieh). Yiian Hao-wen was invited to act as 

examiner. With the prefectural school as a model, the schools in Po-chou, Kuan-shih, 

and Ssu-shui were all soon revived. 

Besides a centre of learning, Tung-p’ing also became a focus for the revival of 

rites and music — subjects usually considered as the core of Confucian culture. Much 

of the body of Confucian rites and music was in danger of being lost after the 

dispersal of personnel, documents and instruments of the Chin Court of Imperial 

Sacrifices in 1233. Happily, as a result of a plea made by K’ung Yiian-ts’u, Ogddei 

issued a decree in 1238 to reassemble all the personnel, documents and instruments 

and have them sent to Tung-p’ing. Experts in Confucian rites and music were placed 

under the jurisdiction of the Yen family and the direct supervision of Sung Tzu-chen. 

In the curriculum of the Tung-p’ing prefectural school, rites and music were 
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particularly stressed. In an article celebrating the completion of the rebuilding of the 

school, Yiian Hao-wen pointed out that that was why the school was different from its 

counterparts elsewhere. 

As a Chinese overlord in the service of the Mongols, Yen Shih’s power was under 

constant threat because of the contradictory policies of centralization and 

feudalization pursued by the Mongol court. Mainly prompted by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai 

since the beginning of Ogédei’s reign, the court attempted to strengthen its 

administrative control over north China along traditional Chinese lines by separating 

the civil and fiscal authorities from military command, and by centralizing tax 

collection. In Tung-p’ing, two tax commissioners, Chang Yii and Wang Jui, were 

appointed in 1230 to collect taxes for the central government. The extent to which 

Yen Shih’s fiscal power was actually curtailed by this move remains an open question, 

for a decree ordering Yen Shih not to collect taxes was still issued after the 

completion of the 1235-1236 census. The abolition of the Regional Presidential 

Council in 1234 was part of the current attempt to separate civil from military power 

at the local level. The concurrent appointment of Yen Shih as myriarch and chief 

civil administrator of Tung-p’ing meant, however, that the separation did not actually 

take place. The stationing of small contingents of the Tammati Army in five 

important cities of north China in 1236, including the contingent under Se’tinidei in 

Tung-p’ing, may have helped to ensure the loyalty of Chinese overlords like Yen 

Shih, but it did not affect their military command. 

Thus, although the centralizing measures may have somewhat reduced Yen 

Shih’s power, they did not undermine his status as overlord. That status was seriously 

threatened in 1236, however, by Ogédei’s plan to feudalize north China for the benefit 

of the Mongol aristocracy. In the scheme announced by the court, the land and the 

people of Tung-p’ing were to be divided among ten imperial relatives and meritorious 

Mongol officials. Had the plan been implemented, Yen Shih would have been 

reduced to no more than a military commander, and Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s centralization 

policy would have been nullified. Consequently, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai and Yen Shih 

formed a temporary alliance to fight the introduction of Mongol feudalism in north 

China. In Qara Qorum, Wang Yii-ju and Ch’i Jung-hsien argued vigorously against 

the plan on Yen Shih’s behalf. Wang, with the support of Yeh-lii, argued that the 

parcelling out of Tung-p’ing would not be a proper way to treat a meritorious general 

like Yen Shih, who had surrendered with 300,000 families and made great personal 

sacrifices for the Mongol cause. Wang’s biography in the Yiian History (Yiian-shih) 

may have exaggerated the importance of his role in persuading Ogédei to modify the 

plan, for we learn elsewhere that it was actually Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai who dissuaded the 

Qa’an from carrying it out. 
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Nevertheless, the modified plan still undercut the power of Yen Shih and other 

Chinese overlords, albeit far less substantially than the original scheme would have. 

Instead of receiving an entire prefecture or county as a fief, the overlords were 

assigned a certain number of households as apanage. From these households, 

officially designated as ‘five-household silk households’ (wu-hu ssu hu), the 

overlords would receive only a part of the tax that the households paid in silk; 

furthermore, the overlords had the right to appoint a resident commissioner 

(darugaci) to supervise the area in which the households were located. Tung-p’ing 

seems to have been among the hardest hit districts, for while only 44% of the 

registered households in north China became apanage-households, in Tung-p’ing 

more than 200,000 out of a total of 240,000 registered households were parcelled out. 

Even though these apanage-households still owed greater tax obligations to the 

government than to the apanage-holders, the revenues collected by Yen Shih and by 

the government decreased greatly. Moreover, in the Yiian History it is specifically 

stated that Tas Qorti, who was appointed darugaci of Tung-p’ing, was placed above 

Yen Shih. 

Although Yen Shih had fought side by side with Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai in 1236, the 

relationship between the two men had not always been cordial. Apparently, at the 

beginning Yeh-lii was displeased with Yen Shih because the latter kept on sending 

memorials directly to the Qa’an bypassing the Secretariat, i.e. Yeh-lii’s office at court. 

Relations improved only after Yen Shih, urged by Sung Tzu-chen, had taken 

conciliatory steps. It is evident that besides personal feelings and procedural 

problems, the interests of the two men were often conflicting. While they could form 

a temporary alliance against the imposition of Mongol practices in north China, Yeh- 

lii’s centralization policies were undoubtedly detrimental to the interests of Yen Shih 

and other Chinese overlords, who favoured the continuation of Chinese military 

feudalism. The lack of full support from the Chinese overlords should be counted as 

an important reason for the failure of Yeh-lii’s policies, just as much as the opposition 

of the Mongol nobility. 

Yen Shih took part in the inconclusive war against the Sung, launched in 1235 in 

retaliation for the Sung attempt to seize Honan after the destruction of Chin. His role 

was probably not prominent since his biographies make no mention of it. We learn 

from other sources that he fought mainly in the Huai region, participating in the 

attacks against T’ai-chou and T’ung-chou in Kiangsu, An-feng, Hao-chou and 

An-ch’ing in Anhwei, and Chi-chou and Huang-chou in Hupei. 

In 1237 Yen Shih was allowed by the court to quit his post and retire on the 

grounds of ill-health (he suffered from rheumatism or arthritis). He died three years 

later at the age of fifty-nine. Under Qubilai, he was posthumously enfeoffed 
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Duke-of-state of Lu and canonized as Wu-hui (‘Martial and Benevolent’). He was 

subsequently elevated to the dignity of Prince of Lu. 

Yen Shih had seven sons and seven daughters. As members of a distinguished 

military family, all his sons followed official careers with the exception of the eldest, 

Chung-chen, who died before his father. The second son, Chung-chi, inherited Yen 

Shih’s offices and in the early years of his career served with distinction as 

administrator, army commander and promoter of culture. It was under him, as 

mentioned earlier, that Tung-p’ing flourished as one of the most important centres of 

learning. His army further expanded in 1255, when more than 20,000 men were 

added to the original seventeen chiliarchies, and all his younger brothers were 

appointed either myriarchs or chiliarchs. Under him the family fortunes reached their 

peak in terms of both social prestige and military power. In his later years, however, 

Chung-chi is said to have indulged in loose living and to have misplaced his trust in 

corrupt officials. More importantly, he was not sufficiently alert, politically, to adopt 

a prudent attitude when Qubilai began to consolidate his regime by centralizing 

power into his own hands. As a result, Chung-chi was vulnerable to charges made at 

court that he was excessively powerful and overbearing. Probably regarded by 

Qubilai as a political risk, he was removed from office in 1261 and replaced by his 

brother Chung-fan who had apparently reported many of Chung-chi’s misdeeds to 

court. While there is no indication that Chung-chi had ever conspired with Li T’an 

(q.v.), it is not unlikely that his removal was simply carried out as a precautionary 

measure. Forced by decree to live in the capital, Chung-chi spent the rest of his life in 

retirement and poverty. He died in 1293. 

Chung-fan rose to the position of minister of War and Justice in 1264. After a 

succession of ups and downs, his official career ended in tragedy. In 1275 he was 

sent on a mission to the Sung as deputy to the special envoy Lien Hsi-hsien 

(1247-75): his party was massacred that same year at Tu-sung kuan, in Kuang-te 

commandery (Anhwei). Chung-fan’s death marked the end of the Yens’ prestige. 

None of the other sons of Yen Shih nor their offspring was able to restore the family’s 

fortunes, and their descendants faded into obscurity. 

The most outstanding feature of Yen Shih’s career was the ease with which he 

changed his allegiances. This reflects, to some extent, a lack of political commitment 

on the part of the northern Chinese, but other factors also played a part. It is well 

known that the northern Chinese showed no loyalty to the Chin, and that the defection 

of a large number of Chinese officials and militia leaders to the Mongols and the Sung 

was a major cause of the Chin collapse. Racial antipathy towards the Jurchen 

conquerors may be one of the reasons for the lack of sympathy to the Chin cause 

displayed by the Chinese, but whether Chinese ethnocentrism was a major factor in 
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the offer of allegiance to Sung by the Chin rebels (such as Li Ch’iian) must remain a 

moot question. Their commitment to the Sung, in fact, did not prevent many of them 

from going back to the Chin side, or from surrendering to the Mongols. 

In the case of Yen Shih, it is clear that ethnic loyalty only played a small part in 

his two surrenders to the Sung: his decision in both instances was obviously dictated 

by circumstances, and he abandoned the Sung cause as readily as he had embraced it. 

His guiding principle was apparently none other than his own political and physical 

survival in a highly unstable situation. To understand his opportunism, one must also 

take into account the position of Shantung in the geopolitics of the period. Distance 

from the early power base of the Mongols in the north and proximity to the Sung 

accounted for the fluid and complex nature of the situation in that region. To protect 

himself, Yen Shih had to bend with the prevailing wind, since the balance of power 

between the Mongols, the Chin and the Sung was constantly shifting. As long as the 

continuing existence of Sung in the immediate south provided an alternative focus of 

allegiance, the loyalty of the Chinese lords in the region could never be relied upon. 

Inosaki Takaoki has described the Chinese overlords in Shantung as the ‘rebellious 

type’, in contrast to their counterparts in Hopei, whom he calls the ‘loyal and obedient 

type’. 

Though the Yens proved to have less staying power than most of their northern 

Chinese colleagues, their domination of Tung-p’ing for almost half a century allowed 

them sufficient time to play a historically important role in preserving traditional Han 

values. The contribution of the Yen family in this regard can be seen most concretely 

in the fact that Tung-p’ing was the richest repository of talents when Qubilai set out to 

reintroduce Chinese-style government in north China, both before and after his 

accession to the throne in 1260. Besides the already mentioned former Chin officials, 

many graduates of the Tung-p’ing prefectural school soon joined their teachers and 

elders in staffing Qubilai’s administration. Writing in 1283, Hu Chih-yii (1227-95) 

pointed out that as many as half of the important officials of the central and provincial 

governments were Tung-p’ing graduates. Hu may have exaggerated the proportion of 

Tung-p’ing scholars in the Yiian bureaucracy, but his statement highlights the 

importance of Tung-p’ing as a reservoir of scholar-officials in Qubilai’s time. 

Under the Yiian, scholar-officials from Tung-p’ing played their most prominent 

role in the fields of literature and rites. On the whole, they perpetuated the late Chin 

tradition of literary excellence; consequently, their most important institutional 

stronghold was the Han-lin Academy and the Department of National History, which 

were responsible for literary and historiographical works, in contrast to 

Neo-Confucians such as Hsii Heng, Tou Mo and Yao Shu (qq.v.), whose base in 

government was the National College. Of the senior Tung-p’ing scholars, Li Ch’ang, 
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Wang P’an and Hsii Shih-lung, who were appointed in 1264, were among the earliest 

academicians. The Tung-p’ing graduates appointed to the Academy in various 

capacities at this time or later included Yen Fu (1236-1312), Meng Ch’i (1231-81), Li 

Ch’ien (1233-1311), Hsii Yen (d. 1301), Wang Kou (1245-1310), Chia-ku Chih-ch’i 

(d. 1289), Chang K’ung-sun (1233-1307), and Li Chih-shao (1254-1326). Yiian 

Chiieh (1266-1327), an academician from the south, observed in about 1300 that the 

scholars from Tung-p’ing accounted for sixty to seventy per cent of all academicians 

appointed. 

Rites and music were the other areas in which the Tung-p’ing scholars excelled. 

The Court of Imperial Sacrifices, established in 1260 as the main agency in charge of 

ceremonies, was often dominated by them. As early as 1253 Sung Tzu-chen was 

appointed by Qubilai to supervise the body of musicians and ritualists assembled in 

Tung-p’ing. After him, Hsii Shih-lung emerged as the chief promoter of traditional 

Chinese rites and music at Qubilai’s court. Elected president of the Court of Imperial 

Sacrifices in 1262, he suggested to Qubilai in 1269 the establishment of the Imperial 

Ancestral Temple and the introduction of proper court rituals. His Tung-p’ing 

colleagues Wang P’an, Meng Ch’i, Wang Kou, Shen-t’u Chih-yiian (d. 1298) and Li 

Chih-shao, as officials of the court of Imperial Sacrifices, all made contributions to 

the revival of traditional Chinese rites and music. 

In retrospect, even though the Yen family failed to adjust successfully to the new 

centralized system established by Qubilai in north China and, as a consequence, lost 

its eminence sooner than most of the other Chinese military families of the time, the 

efforts made by Yen Shih and his sons to carry out reforms and revive Han culture 

represent a positive achievement. While helping greatly to alleviate the consequences 

of the Mongol invasion, especially in Shantung, the Yens not only provided Qubilai 

with expertise in government, but were also largely responsible for the actual survival 

of administrative and cultural institutions in the war-ravaged north. 
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ADVISERS AND ADMINISTRATORS 

6. SIGI QUTUQU (ca. 1180- ca. 1260) 

Among the outstanding figures of the early Mongol period, Sigi Qutuqu deserves 

special attention. Closely connected since childhood with the family of Cinggis Qan, 

he was one of the first Mongols to master the Uighur script. He owed his elevation to 

the position of grand judge, or arbitrator (Jarquci), to his literacy, his own 

incorruptible character and his sense of justice. Since the allocation of apanages 

(qubi) was one of the grand judge’s functions, his rulings in the matter played no 

small part in maintaining the peace among the aristocracy of the steppe, and thereby 

in ensuring the cohesion of the empire. According to the Persian historian Rasid al- 

Din, Sigi Qutuqu’s judgements still provided at the beginning of the 14th century the 

basis for the administration of justice in all countries where Mongol rule held sway. 

As the focus of Mongol concern eventually shifted to north China under Cinggis 

Qan’s successor Ogidei (r. 1229-41), Sigi Qutuqu was entrusted in the occupied 

territories with the same offices that he had held in his nation’s heartland. His judicial 

position entailed heavy administrative responsibilities. Within the framework of 

these responsibilities he carried out a far-reaching census to determine the condition 

of the conquered population. The effect of his activity in China at the height of 

Mongol expansion cannot be underestimated. 

There are two versions of Sigi Qutuqu’s origin, one reported in the Secret History 

of the Mongols, the other given by Ra&’id al-Din. The Secret History relates as 

follows: 

As they were plundering the Tatars’ fortified camp at Naratu Sitii’en, our men 
found a little boy who had been left behind, and brought him back with 
them. The child had a gold nosering and was wearing a sable-lined silken 
jerkin embroidered with gold thread. Cinggis Qan took him and gave him to 
Mother H6’eliin as a booty-present (sauqga). Said Mother H6’eliin, “This is 
surely the son of a man of note; he must be the progeny of a man of 
distinguished lineage!’ Naming him Sigi Qutuqu, the Mother made the child 
her sixth son and brought him up as the youngest brother of her own five 
boys. 

Raid gives the following account: 

Among the children of the Tatars who became notables and emirs at the time 
of Cinggis Qan, having been raised by him and his wives, was one Qutuqu 
Noyan, also called Sigi Qutuqu. Here are the facts of his life. When (the 
Mongols) conquered the Tatar people, Cinggis Qan still had no child 
although his senior wife, Borte Fujin, wanted one. (One day) Cinggis Qan 
happened to come across a little boy lying on the roadside. He picked up 
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(the child) and sent it to Borte Fujin (with this message:) ‘Since you have 

always wanted a son, bring this one up as your own and take good care of 

him.’ (Cinggis Qan’s) wife reared the child as her own in the bosom of her 

family, with all attendant honours and dignities. When the foundling 
reached manhood, he was named Sigi Qutuqu, but was also called Qutuqu 
Noyan; he (himself) addressed Cinggis Qan as ecige, meaning ‘father,’ and 
Borte Fujin as terigiin eke (Mo. ‘first mother’). It is reported that, after Borte 
Fujin’s death, (Sigi Qutuqu) beat upon her grave with his fists, wailing ‘O, 
sayin eke minu!’ (Mo. ‘Oh, my good mother’!) and grieved over her in this 
fashion. 

The two versions differ significantly. That of the Secret History is difficult to 

reconcile with historical facts. The plundering of the Tatar camp at Naratu Sitii’en 

can be dated with reasonable accuracy. It took place when the ruler of the Kereit, 

To’oril, joined with Temiijin to support the Chin general Wan-yen Hsiang in his 

campaign against the Tatar, i.e. in May-June 1196. Had Sigi Qutuqu been a child at 

the time, he could have hardly been made chiliarch and great judge a mere ten years 

later. 

It is equally improbable that the child Sigi should have been taken into the family 

as the adoptive brother of Temiijin. The 20-30 years’ difference in age between the 

two rules this out decisively. The story of a richly clothed child abandoned in a 

conquered camp to be picked up by the plundering troops and brought to Mother 

H6’eliin as a gift is a literary device that occurs repeatedly in the Secret History. Her 

naming the child Sigi Qutuqu is left unexplained. In Mongolian sigi means ‘flesh 

between the teeth’ (a physical characteristic of the foundling?), and qutuqu — a 

common name — is the Turkic form of Mongolian qutuq ‘happiness, bliss.’ 

RaSid’s account is more plausible and reveals none of the anachronisms observed 

in the other version. We are not told where Sigi Qutuqu was picked up; Temiijin was 

still childless at the time. Since Joti, Borte’s eldest son, was born no later than 1184, 

the “conquest of the Tatars’ cannot refer to the raid of 1196. The event must have 

occurred before Borte was abducted by the Merkit, yet not earlier than 1180, since 

Sigi Qutuqu was born some time about that date. Sigi would therefore have been a 

two to three-year-old child when he entered Temiijin’s household, which agrees with 

the general tradition. 

The story of Sigi Qutuqu’s adoption also seems more likely in RaSid’s version 

than in that of the Secret History. It was not H6’eliin, but Bérte who received the 

child as a gift. Borte, her husband’s senior by a year, longs for a child that he cannot 

give her (Temiijin was a lad of fifteen or sixteen in 1182-83). Temiijin wants to fulfil 

Borte’s wish: he sends her the Tatar brat found on the roadside as a substitute for her 

own son. There would thus have been a compelling psychological motivation for the 

special position which Sigi was given in Temiijin’s household and for the loving 

attention that the foundling enjoyed in his adoptive family. The scene at Bérte’s 
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funeral is described so vividly that it cannot have been made up, but was surely 

reported by eyewitnesses. 

The version in the Secret History appears to have been intended to increase Sigi 

Qutuqu’s standing in Mongol eyes, by making him out to be of noble descent and an 

adoptive brother of Temiijin. Ra’id’s account, on the other hand, explains Sigi 

Qutuqu’s position in simple terms of human relationships — which enhances its 

credibility. 

Ra¥id notes that many factors contributed to Sigi Qutuqu’s distinction, ‘some 

consigned to writing, two others related by trustworthy reporters.’ The events to 

which he refers took place in Sigi Qutuqu’s youth. They occurred as follows: 

Cinggis Qan’s people were moving camp one winter when (Qutuqu) was 
fifteen years old. It was bitterly cold and there had been an unusually 
(heavy) snowfall. Kiciigiir Noyan was in charge of the column of march. A 
herd of gazelles came suddenly bounding by along the snowdrift on the side 
of the road. Qutuqu called out to Kiitiigiir, ‘Those gazelles can’t run in this 
heavy snow: I’ll catch up with them and kill them!’ Kiitiigiir said, ‘Fine, go 
to it!’ upon which (Qutuqu) chased after the gazelles. That evening, after the 
tribesmen had made camp, Cinggis Qan called for (Qutuqu, but the lad) did 
not appear. (Cinggis Qan) inquired (about him) from Kiiéiigiir, who 
answered, ‘He went after the gazelles.’ Cinggis Qan flew into a towering 
rage, saying ‘In (this) cold and (in this) snow, the lad will perish!’ and he 
struck Kiitiigiir over the head with a swingle-bar. When they had turned in, 
Qutuqu appeared. Cinggis Qan asked him, ‘What have you been doing?’ He 
replied, ‘Of the thirty gazelles, only three got away. I’ve killed the rest and 
left them back in the snow!’ Cinggis Qan greatly admired the boy’s pluck 
and sent Kii¢iigiir with some of his companions (ndker) to fetch (the slain) 
gazelles. That is how Qutuqu earned Cinggis Qan’s affection. 

The second episode went like this: 

Once, when Qutuqu was twelve, Cinggis Qan went on a campaign; no man 
was left at home. A mounted bandit came by, an enemy from the Tayi¢i’ut 
tribe. Cinggis Qan’s youngest son (Tolui) was a five-year-old boy (at the 
time); he ran out of the house to play. The Tayi¢i’ut (reached) down from his 
horse, and, meaning to kidnap (the child), grabbed him and wedged his head 
under his arm. The boy’s mother rushed out and seized the assailant’s hand; 
Qutuqu too, ran out and caught the Tayi¢i’ut’s other hand, but the bandit was 
pressing the prince’s head (so hard) that they were unable to pull him free. 
(At this very moment,) the dog Baraqa, that was herding sheep nearby, 
sprang up and attacked the bandit, enabling them to tear the prince from his 
grasp. When Cinggis Qan returned, he sent a man after the Tayiéi’ut, who 
was found and disposed of. (Cinggis Qan) praised Qutuqu’s courageous 
behaviour in his fight with the bandit. 

A different account of the attack on, and freeing of, Tolui appears in the Secret 

History. The incident is described there as follows: 

Further, Qargil Sira of the Tatars had escaped and become a fugitive at the 
time when we were destroying the Tatar people, our mortal enemies who had 
killed our ancestors and our father, and when we, seeking vengeance and 
retaliation, were putting them to the sword to the last man, measuring them 
against the linchpin (of a cart). Being in need and driven by hunger, he 
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returned (to the camp) and came to the mother in her yurt, saying, ‘I beg for 

a hand-out,’ (whereupon) he was told, ‘If you’ve come for a hand-out, go and 
sit over there.’ As he was sitting at the extreme end of the seats on the 
western side, the five-year-old Tolui entered (the yurt) from outside. But 
when (the child) turned to go out (again), Qargil Sira got up, packed the 
child under his arm and made to leave (the yurt). As he was going, he 
groped for his knife and pulled it from its sheath. Altani, Boroqul’s wife, 
was sitting at the time in the eastern section of the mother’s yurt when she 
heard the mother screaming, ‘He’s going to kill the child!’ Altani ran out 
with her and, chasing after (the man), managed to grab hold of Qargil Sira’s 
plaits. With her other hand, she seized his own hand which was drawing the 
knife and forced him to drop the weapon. Just then, to the north of the yurt, 
Jetei and Jelme were slaughtering a hornless black ox for provisions. At 
Altani’s screams, both Jetei and Jelme came running up, each with axes in 
their hands and fists red (with blood). They killed Qargil Sira of the Tatars 
on the spot with their axes and knives. 

The truth of the story of an attack on Tolui has been doubted. William Hung 

points to contradictions in the chronology of the Secret History’s version. He assumes 

that the massacre of the Tatars mentioned here occurred in 1202, at a time when Tolui 

was at least ten, and probably older. The events described pertain to the ‘destruction’ 

of the Caqan, Al&i, Duta’ut, and Aluqai Tatars in the spring of 1202, following the 

Mongols’ victory at Dalan Nemiirges; those events are therefore not relevant here. 

More likely in the present context are the happenings in the year 1196, when Ong Qan 

and Temiijin defeated the Tatars of Megiijin Se’iiltii at Qusutu and Naratu Sitii’en. 

But disagreements continue to exist in this instance too. According to RaSid, there 

was an age difference of seven years between Tolui and Sigi Qutuqu. Sigi was born 

in 1182 at the latest, so that Tolui would have been born in 1188 or 1189, thus making 

him at least eight years old by Mongol reckoning in 1196, and probably more. 

Besides the chronological discrepancies, the circumstances of the Secret History’s 

account are hardly credible. It is difficult to imagine that a Tatar would have dared to 

venture back to the victors’ camp after the massacre of his people, and then attempt to 

seize the ruler’s son from his mother’s yurt, and to kill him in broad daylight. The 

incident is not mentioned in the biography of Tolui in the Yiian History (Yiian-shih). 

Is the story therefore an invention, as Hung suggests? The memory of the attack on 

Tolui was still alive among the Mongols one hundred years after the event; the 

incident was reported to RaSid by ‘trustworthy Mongols.’ Ra%id’s account contains no 

incredible element nor chronological contradiction. It does not relate the event to any 

particular campaign against the Tatar, but presents the attack as a not-infrequent 

occurrence between members of enemy tribes on the steppe. 

The extent of Sigi Qutuqu’s actual involvement in the freeing of Tolui is open to 

question, however. The Secret History does not mention his name. Typical of the 

work’s character is the space devoted to the argument that arose in determining who 

deserved to claim the most credit in rescuing Tolui. According to the Secret History: 



As Altani, Jetei and Jelme argued about who of the three had done the most 
to save the child’s life, Jetei and Jelme both said, ‘Had we not been there and, 
quickly running, had we not killed him, what could Altani, a woman, have 
achieved? The chief merit is certainly ours!’ To which Altani said, ‘Had you 
not heard my screams, how could you have come? Had I not run after him, 
grabbed his plaits, pulled back the hand that was drawing the knife, and had 
he not (then) dropped the knife, wouldn’t the child have been done in by the 
time you two, Jetei and Jelme, had turned up?’ After she had spoken thus, 
they acknowledged that she had done the most (to rescue Tolui). 

On being made qan in 1206, Cinggis issued the following ordinance: ‘To those 

who have contributed to the founding of the empire, I wish hereby to address my 

thanks and I shall appoint them as chiliarchs when I form the chiliarchies.’ The four 

adopted sons of Cinggis Qan were among the newly-appointed chiliarchs: Boroqul, 

Sigi Qutuqu, Kiitii, and K6k6éii. The most meritorious of his companions-in-arms, 

Bo’ortéu and Mugali, were to be accorded a special distinction, and Cinggis Qan 

commanded Sigi Qutuqu to fetch them. Upon which Sigi Qutuqu protested: 

"Have Bo’ortu and Mugali deserved more recognition than others? Have 
they done more than others? When it comes to handing out rewards, have I 
gained less merit, have I given less service? From the time I lay in my 
cradle, I have grown up at your noble threshold until this beard grew on my 
chin, and in all that time I have had no other thought (but how best to serve 
you). From the time (they held) a piss-pot to my crotch, I have stood by 
your golden threshold and have grown (there) until this beard appeared, 
never distancing myself by as much as one step. You have allowed me to 
sleep at your feet and have raised me as a son. You have let me sleep at your 
side and brought me up like a younger brother. What recompense do you 
intend to give me?’ So he spoke. To these words of Sigi Qutuqu Cinggis 
Qan said, ‘Are you not the sixth youngest son? To you, my adopted younger 
brother, (I grant) this favour: you shall be allotted the junior brothers’ share. 
Moreover, in recognition of your services, you shall be exempted from 
punishment up to nine transgressions.’ Such was his ruling. (He said 
further,) ‘When I, with Heaven’s protection, was subjecting all the people to 
my rule, you were the eye by which I saw and the ear by which I heard. 
Divide up all the people into shares for the mother, for ourselves, for the 
junior brothers, and for the sons, according to the name of the people, 
separating those that dwell in felt tents and setting apart those that live 
behind wooden doors. Let no one violate your word.’ So ran the ruling. 
Moreover, he placed upon Sigi Qutuqu, as great judge in the empire, the 
responsibility for settling conflicts, by saying, “Put down brigandage 
throughout the entire empire and deal with all cases of fraud. Those that 
deserve death, have them killed; those that deserve punishment, have them 
punished!’ He ordered further, “The allotments of the population made by 
you and your decisions in judicial matters shall be recorded in the blue 
register to be bound into a book. What Sigi Qutuqu decides with my 
consent, and is written down in blue ink on white paper to be bound as a 
book, shall remain unaltered into the most distant future. Those who would 
dare amend those documents shall be punished.’ So did he speak. Sigi 
Qutuqu said, ‘How can a mere adopted junior brother receive the same share 
(as the true brothers)? If it pleases you, grant me, as the qa’an’s [corr. qan’s] 
gift, (people) from the earth-walled cities!’ Such was his reply. To those 
words, (Cinggis Qan) said, “You have set your own (reward)! You decide!’ 
Having thus obtained a favour for himself, Sigi Qutuqu went out to fetch 
Bo’ortu, Mugali, and the other chiefs (noyat). 
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RaXid makes no mention of any disagreement about rewards between Sigi 

Qutuqu and Cinggis Qan, but dwells on Sigi Qutuqu’s activities as great judge. He 

writes: 

(Sigi Qutuqu) settled his cases with fairness and gave the accused much help 
and compassion. He used to repeat, ‘(The accused) must not confess out of 
fear and anguish!’ To the culprits he said, ‘Don’t be afraid and speak the 
truth!’ From the proceedings of judges, it is evident that from Sigi Qutuqu’s 
time to this, judicial matters have been conducted according to the rules (that 
he himself applied), not only in Mogulistan, but also in (all) countries 
(subject to the Mongols). 

RaSid has nothing to say on Sigi Qutuqu’s allotments of apanages. The author of 

the Secret History obviously exaggerates Sigi Qutuqu’s authority: the share of each 

member of the imperial family was in fact determined by Cinggis Qan in person. His 

purpose is apparently to demonstrate that the retainers also had their say in the ruler’s 

family affairs. The quarrel about Da’aritai’s share is typical in this respect. Cinggis 

Qan wants to deprive his uncle Da’aritai of his due portion. He declares: 

’Da’aritai has been dealing with the Kereyit. I shall wipe him from my sight!’ 
Upon which Bo’ortu, Muqali and Sigi Qutuqu, all three, objected: ‘(By 
doing so,) you would be putting out the fire of your own (hearth); you would 
be bringing down your own yurt! That one uncle is all that remains alive of 
your noble father’s memory! How can you sacrifice him? Forgive him, even 
if he has behaved unwisely. Your noble father’s youngest (brother) and you 
should let the camp smoke swirl up.’ This is what they told him, and the 
argument went on until the smoke came out of his nose. “Be it so!’ he said, 
and thinking of his noble father, he did calm down at the words of the three, 
Bo’ortu, Muqali and Sigi Qutuqu. 

The biased account of the Secret History notwithstanding, I consider that there 

can be no doubt about the importance of Sigi Qutuqu’s role in the distribution of 

apanages. This is borne out by the reports of his activities under Ogédei (see below), 

as well as by the fact that imperial grants were still being made on the basis of his 

‘blue registers’ at the beginning of the 14th century. 

Sigi Qutuqu followed Cinggis Qan on his campaign against Chin. The Secret 

History reports the following episode in the course of the campaign: 

Altan Qan had left Jungdu [= Peking] after having installed Qada as 
governor (JiuSiu) there. Cinggis Qa’an sent Onggiir Ba’urti, Arqai Qasar, and 
Sigi Qutuqu, the three of them, to take an inventory of whatever gold, silver, 
valuables, and silk there was at Jungdu. At the news of their approach, Qada 
set out from, Jungdu to welcome them with gold-embroidered and patterned 
silk cloth. Sigi Qutuqu turned to Qada and said, ‘The treasures of Jungdu, 
and Jungdu itself, used to belong to Altan Qan. But now Jungdu belongs to 
Cinggis Qa’an! How can you make us gifts of Cinggis Qa’an’s treasures and 
silks which you have secretly stolen? I shall not take them!” Thus spoke Sigi 
Qutuqu and took nothing (for himself), whereas Onggiir Ba’urti and Arqai 
did. Having recorded the valuables (found) at Jungdu, the three came back. 
Cinggis Qa’an then asked Onggiir, Arqai, and Qutuqu, all three, what Qada 
had given (them). Said Sigi Qutuqu, ‘When Qada brought us gold- 
embroidered and patterned silk cloth, I said, "This Jungdu once belonged to 



Altan Qan, but now it has become the property of Cinggis Qa’an. How can 
you, Qada, make us gifts of Cinggis Qa’an’s treasures that you have secretly 
stolen?" That is what I said, and I took nothing. But those two, Onggiir and 
Arqai, they’ve both accepted his presents!’ Thus spoke he. Whereupon 
Cinggis Qa’an greatly upbraided the two, Onggiir and Arqai, but he praised 
igi Qutuqu highly, saying, ‘You have observed the Great Law!’ and he went 

on, ‘Won’t you be the eye that sees for me, and the ear that hears for me?’ 

Raid gives the following version of the incident: 

Fuking Cingsang, whom Altan Qan had left behind in Jungdu with his own 
son, took poison in despair and died. Another one of the emirs, called 
Singjung, obeying (the dead man’s) will, fled to Altan Qan in the district of 
Namging (Nan-ching). Minggan (Mingqan), whom Cinggis Qan had sent 
together with Samuqa Bahadur, forced his way into the city of Jungdu and 
dispatched a runner to deliver the following message at the feet of Cinggis 
Qan: ‘Thanks to Cinggis Qan’s good fortune, we have seized the city of 
Jungdu!’ At the time Einggis Qan was in a place called Kuangjiu [= Huan- 
chou]. He [thereupon] sent Qutuqu Noyan, the Tatar, also called Sigi — 
Cinggis Qan had found him as a child by the roadside and given him to his 
wife so that she could bring him up — Onggiir Ba’urti, and Harqai [= Arqai] 
Qasar, all three, to fetch Altan Qan’s treasure and possessions that had been 
left in the city of Jungdu. When Altan Qan had fled that city, he had left 
behind two emirs, Qada and Goi [= Kuo-ho], as plenipotentiaries and 
administrators of the state property and treasury. This office is called liu- 
shou in Chinese. Those two, and (Altan Qan’s) other emirs, offered the 
above-mentioned emirs (of Cinggis Qan) presents of gold-embroidered 
apparel and other valuables. Onggiir Ba’ur¢i and Harqai Qasar accepted (the 
gifts), but Qutuqu Noyan refused them. Then the above-mentioned emirs 
proceeded to open all the treasure rooms and took back with them one of 
Altan Qan’s treasure-keepers, an emir called Qada, whom they presented to 
(the Emperor). Cinggis Qan asked Qutuqu Noyan, ‘Has Qada given you any 
thing, yes or no?’ The other replied, ‘He has, but I have not accepted.’ 
(Whereupon Cinggis Qan) deigned to ask, ‘Why?’ The other replied, ‘I 
thought to myself: before we had taken the city, all its contents were the 
property of Altan Qan, lock, stock, and barrel [lit. "from cord to kerchief"]. 
Now that the city has been conquered, it all belongs to Cinggis Qan. How 
can one dispose secretly and dishonestly of another’s property? That is my 
reason for having taken nothing!’ Cinggis Qan was pleased to say ‘Qutuqu 
knows (the rulings of) the Great Law (yosun)!’ and doubled his reward. 
Onggiir Ba’urti and Harqai Qasar, however, he brought to book. 

The incident is also mentioned in the Chinese sources. The Sheng-wu ch’in-cheng lu 

(hereafter CCL) reports: 

(Wan-yen) Fu-hsing killed himself by taking poison and (Mo-nien) Ch’in- 
«chung fled the city. The grand guardian Minggan forced his way (into the 
city) and occupied it; he dispatched a messenger to announce his victory (to 
the Emperor). The Emperor, who at the time was encamped in Huan-chou, 
ordered Qutuqu Noyan, with Onggiir Ba’urti and Arqai Qasar, all three, to 
make an inventory of the contents of the treasury in Jungdu. Qada and Kuo- 
ho, who were then the Chin governors (of. Chung-tu), welcomed the 
commissioners with gifts of gold and silk. Onggiir and Arqai accepted 
theirs; only Qutuqu objected and refused to take his. He returned north, 
taking Qada and the others with him, as well as their possessions. The 
Emperor asked Qutuqu, ‘Have Qada and the others given you goods?’ 
(Qutuqu) replied, “They did, but I did not dare accept.’ The Emperor asked 
him why. (Qutuqu) replied, ‘I told Qada, "Before the city fell every inch of 



silk and every bit [lit. "foot"] of thread belonged to the Chin ruler. Now that 

the city has fallen, all that has become the property of our own lord. How 

dare you steal our lord’s possessions to gain a personal favour?"’ The 
Emperor praised him greatly for having observed (the rulings of) the Great 
Law — while he severely condemned Onggiir and Arqai’s unfaithfulness. 

In the Yiian History, a brief entry for 31 May 1215 runs as follows: 

The Chin governor of Chung-tu, Wan-yen Fu-hsing, took poison and died. 
Mo-nien Chin-chung surrendered the city and fled. Minggan entered (the 
city) and took over government. During that same month, (Cinggis Qan) set 
up his summer camp at Liang-ching in Huan-chou. He sent Qutuqu and 
others to confiscate the treasury at Chung-tu. 

A comparison of the various versions of the incident shows that the Secret 

History takes an independent line. After the brief introductory sentence, “Altan Qan 

has left Chung-tu, Qada is installed as governor,’ the narrative focusses on the 

behaviour and person of Sigi Qutuqu. His words are twice reported verbatim, his 

encounter with Qada before the city gates is described in detail, and the last sentence, 

“Won’t you be the eye...,” does not appear in the other sources. 

Ragid and the CCL agree in substance and also in wording. Both texts 

undoubtedly draw on a common Mongol source, although RaSid, as is his wont, has 

also used other sources in his account and quotes details that do not appear in the 

CCL. Thus, he mentions that Altan Qan fled to Nan-ching, i.e. Pien-liang (K’ai-feng), 

and names Samuqa as conqueror of Chung-tu, besides Mingqan. Further, the actual 

wording of the victory message is reported; the sentence ‘When Altan Qan withdrew 

from this city...’ is missing in the CCL, but it opens the Secret History’s account of the 

incident. An explanation is inserted on the meaning of the term Jiu-shou and mention 

is made of Sigi Qutuqu’s origin. 

In contradistinction to the Secret History, Ra8id and the CCL dwell on the 

conditions in Chung-tu and the events of the conquest. They mention the famine that 

afflicted the beleaguered city, the death of Wan-yen Fu-hsing, the flight of Mo-nien 

Ch’in-chung, the seizure of the city by Mingqan, the report of his victory, and the fact 

that Kuo-ho was co-governor of the city with Qada. The wording of Sigi Qutuqu’s 

speeches is consistent with that reported in the Secret History. 

The Yiian History presents a brief summary of the facts mentioned in RaSid and 

the CCL: the death of Fu-hsing, Ch’in-chung’s escape, and the taking of the city by 

Mingqan. No more is said about Sigi Qutuqu beyond recording his assignment to 

seize the treasury at Chung-tu. 

We know from the Yiian History that Sigi Qutuqu was also invested with 

administrative powers in the conquered territories of north China. The source states 

that, following the occupation of Yen(-ching) and Chi(-chou), ‘Qutuqu Noyan 

assumed the power of government in those districts’; he appointed Chang Po-ta as 
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district assistant of the military governor and shortly thereafter made him prefect of 

T’ung-chou. 

Sigi Qutuqu took part in Cinggis Qan’s western campaign. The troops under his 

command formed the vanguard of the imperial force and incurred the first major 

defeat that the Mongols were to suffer during this expedition. The Secret History 

touches only briefly on the incident: 

In the Year of the Hare (1219), (Cinggis Qan) crossed the Arai Pass to attack 
the Sarta’ul people.... He sent Jebe as vanguard. Siibe’etei was to guard 
Jebe’s rear, while Toquéar followed Siibe’etei.... Thereupon Jebe set out and, 
passing the cities of Qan Melig without touching them, he bypassed them on 
the outside. After him came Siibe’etei, also passing (the cities) in the same 
way without touching them. But (coming) after him Toquéar looted the 
border cities of Qan Melig and carried off their peasants. When Qan Melig 
realized that his cities were being plundered, he withdrew with inimical 
ae and formed an alliance with Jalalding Soltan (= Sultan Jalal al-Din). 
alalding Soltan and Qan Melig, together, moved out against Cinggis Qa’an 

with combined forces. Sigi Qutuqu marched ahead of Cinggis Qa’an as 
vanguard. Jalalding Soltan and Qan Melig both engaged Sigi Qutuqu, 
defeated him, and, while pursuing him, came upon Cinggis Qa’an himself. 
Then Jebe, Siibe’etei and Toquéar, all three, fell from the rear upon both 
Jalalding Soltan and Qan Melig whom they defeated and killed. 

Rasid’s account of the event is much more detailed: 

At the time, Cinggis Qan was concerned with the control and protection of 
the roads to Gazna, Gar¢istan, Zabul, and Qabul. He sent Sigi Qutuqu into 
the region with other emirs, notably Taqataq, Mulgar, Iqar Qalja and 30,000 
men on a mission to determine the possibility of occupying those regions, 
and also as scouting troops (garaul) so that he himself and his son Tolui Qan 
would be free to deal with the conquest of [Qan Melik’s] possessions in 
Khorasan. Qan Melik happened to be close to the area where Sigi Qutuqu 
and his troops were.... Sigi Qutuqu’s guards reported that Qan Melik, his 
subjects and his followers had broken camp to join Sultan Jalal al-Din. Sigi 
Qutuqu immediately set out in pursuit with his entire force. He caught up 
with Qan Melik and would have had a good opportunity to attack him, but 
thought it prudent to delay the engagement till the early morning when the 
light would be better. Qan Melik rode all night and made contact with the 
Sultan at dawn in the vicinity of Parvan, the agreed rendez-vous.... A few 
days earlier, Taqataq and Mulgar, members of Sigi Qutuqu’s (force), had 
invested the stronghold of Valiyan with the support of a few other emirs, and 
(the place) was expected to fall at any time. Jalal al-Din left his train and 
heavy (baggage) behind at Parvan, surprised the (besieging troops) with his 
own force, and killed about 1,000 men of the Mongol vanguard. Because of 
their numerical weakness, the Mongol troops withdrew across the river and 
made a stand on the other bank. The two parties began shooting arrows at 
each other. The Mongol force pulled out after nightfall, caught up with Sigi 
Qutuqu, and joined for the second time in the pursuit of Qan Melik. After 
Qan Melik had made contact with the Sultan and told (him), “The Mongol 
army is on my heels!’ the Sultan moved out and came to (within 
approximately) one farsang of the Mongols.... He ordered all his troops to 
dismount, to tie the horses’ reins to their belts, and to fight valiantly. The 
next day, the order was given to the Mongols that every rider should fix a 
dummy made of felt or other (material) behind him on his horse. They made 
(the dummies) during the night and the following day formed up in battle 
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array. When the Sultan’s troops caught sight of such a mass of (warriors), 

they assumed that the Mongols had received reinforcements and made ready 

to flee. But the Sultan shouted to them, ‘Our numbers are great; we will 

form up in battle order and get them in a pincer from right and left!’ The 

troops took their positions... and attacked the Mongols. Fhe Sultan’s forces 

were the more numerous and manoeuvred to encircle the Mongols. Sigi 

Qutuqu exhorted his own men: ‘When we engage them, keep a close watch 
on the direction of my banner (tug)!’ As the Sultan’s troops were about to 
invest (the Mongols, the latter) could no longer hold their position and took 
to flight. The grassland in that region is full of holes and ditches, so that 
many of the Mongol warriors were thrown from their horses. As the Sultan’s 
men rode good, light mounts, they were able to overtake and kill (the 
Mongols). A great part of the Mongol host perished in that battle. When 
inggis Qan learnt of (this defeat), he remained impassive, although deeply 

grieved. All that he deigned to say was, ‘Qutuqu is accustomed to being 
always successful and victorious, and so far has never had to face the 
cruelties of fate. Now that he has learned them, he will be more prudent and 
will have gained experience and a (better) understanding of (military) 
matters.” Whereupon he immediately undertook to reorganise the army. Sigi 
Qutuqu and the emirs that were with him returned shortly thereafter with the 
remnants of their routed force.... When Qutuqu Noyan reported to Cinggis 
Qan, he rendered an account of everyone’s zeal and shortcomings (in the 
fight). He complained of the negligent behaviour of the emirs Ugar Qalja 
and Qutur Qalja caused by their incessant joking and lightheadedness. He 
said, ‘People renowned for their wit, their pranks and their clowning assume 
they are heroes — but on the day when courage (is needed), such men achieve 
nothing and only cause trouble.’ In Mongolian, buffoons are called galja. 
And so much for that! 

These events are narrated as follows in the CCL: 

In the summer (of 1221) after the Emperor had set up his military 
headquarters in the territory of the summer residence of the Sultan of the 
Western Region (= Khwarazm), he ordered Qutuqu Noyan to form the 
vanguard.... In the summer (of 1222), he went into summer quarters on the 
high plateau, in the mountain fortress of Taliqan. At the same time, the 
Sultan of the Western Region, Jalal al-Din, began his retreat, whereupon (the 
Emperor) commanded Jebe to pursue him at the head of the vanguard. 
Further, he sent out Siibétei Ba’atur to follow (Jebe); and he dispatched 
Toquéar at the head of the rearguard. When Jebe reached the cities of Melik 
Qan, he simply marched on avoiding hostilities. Siib6tei did likewise, (but) 
when Toquéar arrived, a fight broke out with the troops (of Melik Qan) that 
were outside (the city). Melik Qan took fright and giving up the city he 
moved away. When Qutuqu Noyan heard of this, he led his force forward in 
a surprise attack. By then (however) Melik Qan had joined forces with Jalal 
al-Din. There was a battle and we were not successful. Thereupon a 
messenger was sent to inform the Emperor who personally led an élite force 
from the fortress of Taliqan and attacked (the enemy). 

About the same events, the Yiian History notes laconically: 

In the summer of the 17th year jen-wu (= 1222), (the Emperor) set up his 
summer quarters in the fortress of Taliqan. The ruler of the Western Region 
(i.e. Jalal al-Din), had fled and joined up with Melik Qan. ‘Qutuqu fought 
with them, but without success. The Emperor personally took over 
command and attacked them. 
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The only detailed account of Sigi Qutuqu’s defeat at Parvan is to be found in 

RaSid and other Persian authors (Juvaini, Jizjani). The other sources fail even to 

mention the fighting over the fortress of Valiyan. The Secret History differs 

substantially not only from Ra&id al-Din’s version, but also from the Chinese sources. 

The events described occur at the very beginning of the campaign in the Year of the 

Hare 1219. The conquest of Taliqan is not mentioned. Jalal al-Din and Qan Melik 

take to the field against Cinggis Qan and attack Sigi Qutuqu, the leader of the 

vanguard. After Sigi Qutuqu’s defeat, Jebe, Siibdtei and Toquéar surprise Jalal al-Din 

and Qan Melik from the rear, defeat and kill them. According to the CCL and the 

Yiian History, these engagements took place in summer 1222. Cinggis Qan has 

already taken Taliqan, and Jalal al-Din has begun his retreat. Sigi Qutuqu pursues 

Qan Melik who, however, has joined forces with Jalal al-Din, and Sigi Qutuqu is 

beaten. After the news of the defeat, Cinggis Qan takes personal command of an élite 

force and attacks Jalal al-Din and Qan Melik. 

Some complementary data about Sigi Qutuqu’s activities during the campaign in 

the west are to be found in Juvaini. According to this author, before the events 

leading to his defeat at Parvan, Sigi Qutuqu had sacked the city of Gazna with a force 

of 10-12,000 men, burned the mosque, and killed a great number of inhabitants. 

Moreover, after the capture of Merv in the same year 1222, Sigi Qutuqu had 

destroyed the last remnants of that city. Juvaini states also that Sigi Qutuqu was with 

Cinggis Qan on the Indus, where he was put in charge of the prisoners and captive 

artisans. 

As the trusted executor of Cinggis Qan’s ambitions, Ogddei maintained his 

father’s advisers and military commanders in their office and dignities. To Sigi 

Qutuqu he showed the kindness and regard befitting one of his father’s closest 

confidants. He named him ‘elder brother’; in order of precedence, Sigi Qutuqu took 

his place next to Ogédei’s sons and before Méngke’s. RaSid reports that Sigi Qutuqu 

had placed himself at Ogédei’s personal service; and that, after the death of Tolui, he 

was assigned to the apanage of Tolui’s widow, Sorgaqtani Begi. 

In keeping with Cinggis Qan’s wish, it fell to Ogédei to pursue the struggle 

against Chin. Sigi Qutuqu took part in the war in north China. Ra¥id records an 

episode from which we learn that Sigi Qutuqu fought directly under Tolui’s command 

in 1231. Apparently Qutuqu was sent by Tolui with 300 horsemen to lure the Chin 

forces from their stronghold at T’ung-kuan, the famous pass at the bend of the Yellow 

River, but the plan failed. According to the CCL, Qutuqu was at Ogédei’s side when 

the southern capital of the Chin, Pien-liang, was conquered. ‘When the Emperor 

reached Nan-ching in the third month (March-April 1232)’ we are told, ‘he ordered 

Sigi Qutuqu to attack the city.’ 
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With the capture of the southern capital, most of north China had fallen to the 

Mongols, who were now facing the task of establishing an orderly polity in 

circumstances that were totally alien to them. Because of his.open-minded attitude 

towards foreign cultures, Sigi Qutuqu was one of the best qualified among the 

Mongol leaders to contribute usefully towards resolving that problem. Ogédei 

appointed him to the same functions in north China which he had assumed already in 

the Mongol heartland. We read in the Yiian History: ‘In the 7th month of the 6th year 

chia-wu (July-August 1234), Qutuqu Noyan was appointed judge in north China.’ 

This office placed Sigi Qutuqu at the apex of the civil administration in the former 

Chin territories. In this capacity, he carried out a general population census in 1235- 

1236. Another Chinese source (the T’ung-chih t’iao-ko) notes: ‘In the time of 

Emperor Ogédei, Qutuqu Noyan directed the census of the population.’ We know 

that apanages were granted on the basis of these surveys to princes of the imperial 

clan (chu-wang), to the princesses (kung-chu), to the imperial sons-in-law (fu-ma), 

and to the Mongol dignitaries and members of the enfeoffed nobility (?’ ou-hsia kuan- 

ylian). The written rulings which ‘Sigi Qutuqu had made on orders from the Emperor 

and on orders from the princes of the imperial clan would remain binding long after 

their author’s death.’ 

Census-taking in China differed essentially from the apportioning procedures of 

the nomads, in that the fiscal value of the apanages outweighed their military 

importance. In this respect too, Sigi Qutuqu appears first and foremost as the 

guardian of tradition in the purely Mongol apportioning procedures. This is 

illustrated by Ra’id in the following account: according to Mongol custom, the 

notables and the warriors who had been assigned to Tolui would, after his death, enter 

the service of his widow, Sorgaqtani Begi, and of his sons, Méngke, Qubilai, Hiilegii, 

and Ariq Boke. RaSid writes: 

Since Ogédei was the Qa’an, he attached to his son Kéten (Kéd6n), on his 
own counsel and without consulting the princes and emirs, a force of 
warriors that had been hitherto in the service of the children of Yeke Noyan 
[= Tolui] consisting of one chiliarchy of Sunit troops and two chiliarchies of 
the Suldus tribe, under the command of Emir Duladai Ba’urti, who was the 
brother of Ilugai Noyan, and an emir of the Sunit tribe. The most eminent of 
Cinggis Qan’s emirs who were in the service of Sorgaqtani Begi and the 
princes, that is, Sigi Qutuqu of the Tatars, whom Cinggis Qan called his fifth 
son, Sodun Noyan of the Suldus, Jedei Noyan of the Mangqut, Mengeser 
Qorti of the Jalair, Butatin Qoréi of the Yisut, Qubilai Qoréi of the Baya’ ut, 
Yesiir Qorti of the Qunggotan, and other emir chiliarchs, jointly approached 
Sorgaqtani Begi, Mengu Qa’an, and his brothers, with this plea: ‘These 
Suldus and Sunit warriors belong to us, yet Ogddei gives them now to his 
son Kéten. Since Cinggis Qan assigned them to us as our domain’s ordo’s) 
portion, why should we let them go (to another), thus infringing (Cinggis 
Qan’s) edict? We want to raise the matter before Ogédei Qa’an in order that 
we might (hear) what he has to say about it!’ It pleased Sorqaqtani Begi to 
reply, “Your words are right and appropriate! But I ask you: have we not 
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about this business? (After all,) we too belong to the Qa’an; what he orders, 
he must judge to be right!’ After she had spoken thus, in a manner 
(appropriate) to their understanding and ability, the emirs at once fell silent. 

The Yiian History tells of another such conflict about apanages between Sigi 

Qutuqu and the Qa’an in the following words: 

In the year ping-shen (1236), Qutuqu carried out a great census among the 
people of north China and apportioned the cities and towns with which the 
most deserving of the notables were to be enfeoffed. He gave Mengge 
10,000 households from the population of T’ai-an chou (in Shantung). The 
Emperor questioned the small number (of households allotted to Mengge). 
Qutuqu replied, ‘In my current estimates, I have been guided by the size of 
the previous (allotments). | Mengge’s former (share) was just 800 
households.’ The Emperor said, “That is not right. (The number of) 
households granted to Uildar (Mengge’s father) may have been small, but 
(Mengge’s) services during the war were outstanding!’ and he doubled 
(Mengge’s) apanage to 20,000 households. 

Similarly, the widow of *Saqis Buqa, née Yang, complained to the Emperor that, 

after the fall of Chin, the great dignitary (ta-ch’ en) Qutuqu had been assigned the task 

of conducting a census and of granting fiefs to deserving officers, and although her 

maternal uncle and her husband had both been killed on service, she had been left 

nothing but their fame. The Emperor ruled as follows: “(Members) of two 

generations of this family have died for our nation; it is proper that 200 households of 

the new (i.e. newly conquered) population of Wei be granted as recompense and that 

*Saqis Buqa be given the title of Grand Preceptor with the posthumous name of Loyal 

and Martial; that Minggandar be given the title of Grand Guardian with the 

posthumous name of Martial and Resolute; and that both be ennobled as Duke-of- 

state of Wei.’ 

During Sigi Qutuqu’s term of office in north China under Ogédei, his 

involvement in things foreign made him naturally curious about the conquered 

peoples’ customs and accessible to the foremost representatives of their culture. For 

instance, we know that Sigi Qutuqu had formed a lasting relation with the eminent 

Buddhist master Hai-yiin at the time of the latter’s ascendancy (ca. 1233). The 

powerful Jarquci must have held the monk in high regard for he is said to have 

consulted Hai-yiin not only about practical matters but even on questions of personal 

conduct. For his part, according to Buddhist sources, Hai-yiin used his undoubted 

influence over the Mongol great judge to succour distinguished compatriots fallen on 

hard times following the Mongol conquest; to safeguard and promote the interests of 

the Buddhist establishment; and, most relevantly, to dissuade Sigi Qutuqu from 

having the subject people branded in the course of the great census of 1236 (see the 

biography of Hai-yiin). 
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Thus Sigi Qutuqu’s role in connection with the census in north China can be 

variously judged, as indeed it has been, both by his contemporaries and by later 

historians. The late Professor Yao Ts’ung-wu has stressed Sigi Qutuqu’s role in the 

great census and the fiscal reforms immediately following it. According to Yao, the 

credit for these reforms which represented, as we know, a turning point in the Mongol 

rule of north China (see the biography of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai), goes in large measure to 

Sigi Qutuqu. Not only was this official in charge of the census, but, as jarquci for the 

whole territory of north China under Mongol control, he was also responsible for 

approving Yeh-lii Ch’u-tsai’s recommendations on administrative matters. His 

positive achievements in these affairs are praised by Chang Te-hui (1195-1274), a 

noted official of the Yiian dynasty, who refers to Sigi Qutuqu as a good statesman 

(see below). Ra%id al-Din echoes this evaluation by praising Qutuqu’s integrity as a 

judge. 

There are, however, discordant voices with regard to the part played by Sigi 

Qutuqu in the administration of north China. One of the two authors of the Hei-Ta 

shih-liieh, Hsii T’ing, who was in north China at the time, personally witnessed his 

activity. He comments: ‘(I,) T’ing, was in Yen-ching (Peking) when the present 

(imperial) commissioner, Chancellor Hu (= Qutuqu) arrived. His financial excesses 

were even more dreadful (than those of the previous commissioners). Even the guilds 

of school teachers and beggars had to give forth silver to make up the household tax 

(ch ai-fa).’ 

We know, moreover, that Sigi Qutuqu was the chief representative of the Mongol 

faction at court which advocated a redefinition of the households for purposes of 

taxation and which strongly opposed the adoption of alien administrative rules, such 

as those proposed by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai. As in the above-mentioned episode 

concerning *Saqis Buqa’s widow, one may surmise that it was not so much Qutuqu’s 

willingness to comply with Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s advice after the latter’s vigorous attack 

on the proposed redefinition, but rather Ogédei’s intervention that decided which of 

the two conflicting policies should be followed. 

Also, against Chang Te-hui’s words of praise, we have the opinion of Liu Ping- 

chung (q.v.) who, in his famous memorial to Qubilai probably written before Sigi 

Qutuqu’s death, blames the great judge for the establishment of excessive corvée 

duties and, generally, for an oppressive administration. Liu’s words seem to confirm 

the overall impression that Sigi Qutuqu’s policy towards north China was not as 

liberal as some claim. . 

Little is known regarding Sigi Qutuqu’s other activities in China at the time. He 

participated, albeit briefly, in the campaign against Sung under the command of 

Ogédei’s third son, K6&ii. This, however, must have taken place in 1235, and he may 
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have indeed been recalled from the field to take up his administrative duties in the 

north. According to a later Yiian source, Ogédei had appointed him a myriarch (wan- 

hu), as well as resident commissioner (daruqati) of Sui-chou (in Hupei), but this 

appointment may actually refer to another personage by the name of Qutuqu. In 

1238, acting on behalf of the Mongol court, Sigi Qutuqu bestowed a religious title, or 

appellation, on the Taoist leader Li Chih-ch’ang (for whom see the biography of Ch’iu 

Ch’u-chi) — a further indication of his involvement in the religious and political affairs 

of China in the latter part of Ogédei’s reign. 

Our sources are silent on Sigi Qutuqu and his continuing role as jarqguci in the 

troubled period between the death of Ogédei (1241) and the election of Méngke in 

1251, but it seems certain that by 1249 he was no longer managing Chinese affairs, 

since in this year Chang Te-hui recommends to Qubilai, then still a prince, that a 

person like (Sigi) Qutuqu be put in charge of the civilian administration in China. 

Almost certainly Sigi Qutuqu had by then returned to Mongolia to take part in the 

contested issue of imperial succession after the death of Giiyiik in 1248. As is known, 

Joéi’s son Batu eventually secured Mongke’s elevation as qa’an by threat of arms, in 

violation of Cinggis Qan’s will and political testament. The feelings of Cinggis Qan’s 

old companions are expressed in the words that Raid attributes to Oljidei: ‘All of you 

had decided and declared that, so long as a piece of flesh remained of Ogdédei’s 

children — and even if that flesh were wrapped in grass, and the grass left uneaten by a 

cow; even if it were packed in fat, and the fat refused by a dog — (even then) would 

we acknowledge it as our gan, and no one else would ascend the throne. Why are you 

acting differently now?’ 

Did these words reflect Sigi Qutuqu’s feelings also? Sigi Qutuqu had been one of 

Cinggis Qan’s closest collaborators, he had been a high official under Ogédei, yet he 

stood very close to Tolui’s children and, according to Ra¥id, was actually himself a 

vassal of the house of Tolui. The choice of Méngke as qa’an must have placed him in 

a moral dilemma. One thing only is certain, namely that Sigi Qutuqu was not 

responsible for the bloodbath that was to decimate the followers of the house of 

Ogédei. The culprit here was Mengeser, a retainer of the house of Tolui who was 

made grand judge in 1251. 

In China, Méngke had Sigi Qutuqu replaced by Bufjir (q.v.) as grand judge ‘in the 

capital and all districts of the realm (¢’ien-hsia).’ It seems probable that Sigi Qutuqu’s 

dismissal from office would have resulted from his attitude towards Méngke’s 

election. Yet he was spared the fate of most of Ogédei’s office-bearers, and, 

according to the Yiian History, in the new attribution of apanages of January 1253, 

4,000 households in Kuang-p’ing and other places were awarded to him. 
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The last years of Sigi Qutuqu are cloaked in darkness. We know only that he 

survived Méngke and died during the war between Qubilai and Ariq Boke, aged 82 

sui (81 years by our accounting). On whose side he stood in the struggle for the 

throne cannot be said with assurance. Ariq Béke had been elected qa’an in the 

Mongol heartland quite legally; he must have represented the national tradition. The 

proclamation of Qubilai as qa’an in China was in the nature of a coup d’ état, Qubilai 

supported Buddhism and was open to western influence. A passage in the Yiian 

History suggests that Sigi Qutuqu at first took Ariq Béke’s side, but later went over to 

Qubilai; however, the text contains contradictions and is difficult to interpret. I 

translate it tentatively as follows: 

When Shih-tsu (Qubilai) went to war against Ariq Boke, Qada, accompanied 
by Qutuqu, knelt before the Emperor (?) and said, ‘My father and 
grandfather had the good fortune to serve in the army under the previous 
rulers. They gained distinction by their valour in numerous campaigns. The 
imperial army is now fighting in the north. Fortunately, we are young and 
strong and we would like to use our strength in battle as our father and 
grandfather did. Having (thus) redeemed (our guilt), we are now cleansed 
(?). Lask therefore to be allowed to fight in the land of Shih-mu-wen-tu.’ 

My translation is uncertain and some obscure passages may be taken as 

infelicitous renderings of the original Mongol. The words ‘Fortunately, we are young 

and strong’ are certainly puzzling. Ketei is mentioned in the Secret History among the 

chiliarchs appointed by Cinggis Qan in 1206. Considering the fact that the Mongols 

married young, Ketei’s son, Qada, must have been between fifty and sixty years old in 

Qubilai’s time, whereas Sigi Qutuqu had reached the venerable age of eighty! 

Perhaps the original meant “By good Fortune (= by Heaven’s favour) we are still 

vigorous (as when) we were young (i.e. in spite of our advanced age).’ 

There is yet another argument in support of the view that Sigi Qutuqu had first 

opposed Qubilai: although Sigi Qutuqu had played an outstanding role in the service 

of Cinggis Qan, he rates no official biography in the Yiian History; his death is not 

recorded in the Annals (pen-chi). Nevertheless, Sigi Qutuqu’s memory was not lost 

among the Mongols. He ranks as one of the nine 6rliig (‘stalwarts’) in the Cinggis 

Qan legend and is still mentioned in the writings of the late Middle Ages under the 

name Siri Qutug. 

Finally, Sigi Qutuqu has yet another claim to our attention. That concerns the 

authorship of the Secret History of the Mongols. While some scholars would regard 

the work as an epic poem produced over the years by one or more anonymous poets 

from folk memories, others believe that the Secret History might have been written, 

or at least inspired, by Sigi Qutuqu. 

Of all the Mongols known to us, Sigi Qutuqu is undeniably the best qualified to 

have produced a vast epic account of his times. He was one of the first Mongols to be 
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educated and literate: he knew the family traditions of the ruler’s house as few others 

did, since he had grown up from earliest childhood in Temiijin’s camp. He had lived 

by Cinggis Qan’s side as his personal attendant, both at home and in the field; he had 

assumed high offices which had afforded him a broad perspective on the events of his 

day; and, lastly, he enjoyed the trust and position required to advocate the rights and 

interests of the conqueror’s retainers as forcefully as does the Secret History. 

The author’s main concern in this work is to exalt the role played by Cinggis 

Qan’s comrades-in-arms and close companions. He presents Cinggis Qan as an equal 

among peers. Cinggis Qan allows Bo’oréu, Mugali and Sigi Qutuqu to remonstrate 

with him ‘until smoke comes out of his nose’; he acknowledges without argument Sigi 

Qutuqu’s claim to exceptional rewards; he admits that he owes his position to Bo’ortu 

and Mugqali. Sigi Qutuqu occupies a special place in the Secret History; all the 

episodes in which he appears are dealt with very fully and cast him in a favourable 

light. In contrast with this fulsomeness, however, Sigi Qutuqu’s defeat in the western 

campaign is dismissed in one single sentence. 

In my opinion, it seems quite unlikely that the author of the Secret History could 

have been an elderly illiterate storyteller. The numerous names and dates mentioned 

in the work preclude this hypothesis. Admittedly, the Secret History contains 

abundant folkloric material and many passages in verse might well have been 

declaimed by Mongol bards in the nomads’ yurts. Yet the conception and -the 

structure of the document certainly cannot be due to an illiterate or to a man who had 

not belonged to the cultured nobility. 

It has been stressed repeatedly that the Secret History must have been produced 

by a follower of the house of Tolui, and, as stated earlier, RaSid claims that Sigi 

Qutuqu was indeed attached to the house of Tolui. Nevertheless, he held no further 

office after Méngke’s election and retired completely from public life. We actually 

have some reasons to believe that he was not one of Méngke’s supporters. Should we 

conclude from this that Sigi Qutuqu cannot be the author of the Secret History? It 

seems to me that the question can only be resolved in consideration of the text’s 

history. 

A number of scholars have discovered anachronisms in the Secret History which 

have led them to contest the dating of the text to the year 1240. As stated in the 

colophon, the final copy of the text was completed during an imperial assembly (yeke 

qurilta) at K6d6’e Aral on the Keriilen River in the seventh month of the Year of the 

Rat. There was no imperial assembly in either 1240 or 1264. Méngke was elected 

qa’an at the qurilta held at K6d6’e Aral in 1251. His elevation contravened Cinggis 

Qan’s will. This being so, Méngke would hardly have benefited from the 

commemoration and eulogy of the world-conqueror and of the heroic figures of that 
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bygone period at a time so close to his own irregular election. Only one other Year of 

the Rat comes into consideration here, and that is 1228. In the summer of that year, 

the princes gathered in a great imperial assembly to elect Ogédei, as qa’an according to 

the will of Cinggis Qan. We may assume that the Secret History was compiled and 

solemnly presented to the new ruler on that occasion. The work is intended to remind 

him of the deeds of the men who had gained honour in the service of the throne and 

the building of the empire. It should serve to justify and establish the rights accruing 

to the heroes of that epic and their descendants to the privileges of office, honours, 

distinctions and gifts. The original scope of the chronicle extended no further than 

the death of Cinggis Qan in 1227 and the work concluded with the colophon. 

Paragraphs 269 to 281 dealing with Ogédei’s reign were added later, so that para. 269 

pursues the narrative from the Year of the Rat to which the colophon refers. The 

present hypothesis might also explain why the Altan tobci of bLo-bzan bstan-’jin, 

which contains almost the entire text of the Secret History, makes no reference to that 

document beyond para. 268. 

The original text of the Secret History has not only been added to; it has been 

revised, edited and amended. This explains the anachronisms and, above all, the 

designation of Cinggis Qan as ga’an. Cinggis Qan never assumed that title, which 

was taken by Ogédei. RaSid always writes xan (= qan), and it is quite improbable that 

a contemporary Mongol would have used the title ga’an in relation to Cinggis Qan. 

The custom of bestowing titles on the founder of a dynasty and his forebears, which 

would not have been current in their lifetimes, was only adopted by the Mongols at a 

later stage from the Chinese historiographers. 

The participants in the debate about the authorship and history of the text appear 

to have overlooked the following relevant passage in para. 269: ‘Ca’adai and Tolui 

both assigned to Ogédei Qa’an the night-guards, quiver-bearers and 800 day-guards 

who had watched over the golden life of their father Cinggis Qa’an, and the servants 

and 10,000 bodyguards who had been in the service of the person of my father the gan 

(qan ecige-yin minu beye ¢a’ada yabun agsat).’ This text presents no linguistic 

difficulty, and the Chinese interlinear gloss correctly renders minu with ‘my’ (wo-ti), 

thus virtually excluding the possibility that minu is merely a graphic error for inu ‘his’ 

(i.e. Ogddei’s). The phrase gan ecige-yin minu is not used by Ca’adai and Tolui, but 

by the author, speaking of Cinggis Qan. The passage is significant: it establishes that 

the author is in a position to refer to Cinggis Qan as his father. 

Sigi Qutuqu was adopted as a child into Temiijin’s family and actually addressed 

Temiijin as father according to Ra¥id’s testimony. On the other hand, the phrase is 

included in a paragraph which, in our opinion, is not part of the original text. Would 

Sigi Qutuqu himself have added the section on Ogédei to the original text? 
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The authorship of the Secret History raises some interesting questions which, at 

our present state of knowledge, must unfortunately be left unanswered. One of these 

concerns Sigi Qutuqu and Cingai (q.v.). 

Sigi Qutuqu, by reason of his literacy and high office, belonged to an élite group 

of senior administrators and court advisers who were for the most part recruited from 

among educated individuals of Turkic and Chinese cultural backgrounds, such as 

Uighurs, Kereyits, and sinicized Khitans and Jurchens. Several of them were 

Nestorian Christians, particularly in the milieu of Princess Sorgaqtani (who was 

herself a Nestorian Kereit), to which Sigi Qutuqu belonged. 

We know, for instance, that Qutuqu’s closest colleague and assistant at the time 

of the great census in north China was an official called Yeh-li-shu, i.e. ‘Elf8u’, a 

Nestorian Uighur from Kao-ch’ang (Qotéo) and member of the local Uighur princely 

family. 

The only personage in this cosmopolitan élite group who enjoyed — also by virtue 

of his early association with Cinggis Qan — power and privileges comparable to those 

enjoyed by Sigi Qutuqu was the famous protonotarius Cingai, likewise a Nestorian 

Christian. Cingai and Sigi Qutuqu were contemporaries and their administrative 

functions, especially in the area of fiscal policies, must have put them in close touch. 

However, Cingai’s name is nowhere linked with that of Sigi Qutuqu in the Chinese 

and Persian sources. These sources are very informative about Cinqai’s career and, 

interestingly enough, our main Chinese source on Cinqai attributes to him the 

function of grand judge (Jarquci) at a time when it could have only been held by Sigi 

Qutuqu. All this points to some conflict of interest between these two top court 

dignitaries. Now, there is not a single reference to Cinqai in the Secret History; this 

must be due either to wilful omission in the original redaction, or to a subsequent 

obliteration of all mentions of Cingai’s name from the text. Bad relations between the 

two officials, and direct involvement of Sigi Qutuqu in the compilation of the Secret 

History, would provide, of course, a perfect explanation for this strange omission. 

There is, indeed, plenty of circumstantial evidence indicating that even if Sigi Qutuqu 

were not the actual author of the Secret History, he may have been closely involved in 

the composition of this work. 

Sigi Qutuqu had a son, called San-la, who was a centurion in the Mongol Army. 

San-la’s daughter married Hsii-shih-tai (fl. 1298), a sinicized Kereit who changed his 

name to Shih-hsi (T. Chi-chih). A hereditary chiliarch in the General Administration 

of Catapult Operators, Hsii-shih-tai personally funded the establishment of a private 

academy in I-ch’uan (Honan), which took ten years to build. His son, Mu-yen Temiir, 

was also interested in Chinese scholarship and became a famous book collector: 
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Professor Ch’en Yiian has traced his career in his work on Western and Central Asians 

in China under the Mongols. 

From ‘blue registers’ kept in a Mongol yurt to a sophisticated collection of a 

myriad chiian in a Chinese academy ~ here is a fine example of continuous interest in 

books and writings spanning several generations, and crossing the cultural and 

geographical barriers separating the world of the nomads from that of settled 

civilization. 

Bibliography 

CIB:69c (erroneously lists biographies in YS and YSHP); GGS,II:1138a,b; JBM, 

3:115 (Hu ch’eng-hsiang),120; YCJML,I:869/11:1659; YICC,IV:2582. YCPS:135, 

138,202, 203,214,242,252,257,260; Juvaint:135,166,406; Ra&id 52,1.1:95,107, 

108,176, 179/1.2:174,221-223,257,269,278; Raid 71:35-36. Pelliot-Hambis 

51:152,390; Hung W51:482; Hambis 54:173; Cleaves 56:241 and n. 438; *Yao 

TW57; de Rachewiltz 60:376-380,n. 215; *Ratchnevsky 65; Ch’en Y66:63; Boyle 

68:318-319; Barthold 77:391,442-443,449,454; Li TF78,I:126-129; Shih IK81; 

Ratchnevsky 83:202b; CKTS:29,30,43,108; YS2:93; YCS,I:452a; Farquhar 

90:244(45). Cf. also P. Pelliot in TP 27:1930,38-42,195-198. 

P. Ratchnevsky 

Editorial Note 
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7. CINQAI (ca. 1169-1252) 

One of the major problems confronting the historian of the Mongol empire is the 

degree to which that empire was in fact Mongolian — that is, the extent to which it 

grew out of a Mongolian social and political environment and might justifiably be 

called a Mongol achievement. Was this empire a true Mongol product rather than a 

composite structure largely derived from the political cultures of the great sedentary 

societies surrounding the steppe, primarily those of China and the Islamic world? 

Crucial for the resolution of this issue is our understanding of the nature of early 

Mongol society itself, and here two schools of thought may be distinguished — schools 

that differ greatly both in their view of the Mongolian society of the age of empire, 

and in their evaluation of the contribution of that society to the shape and structure of 

the empire which it governed. 

One school sees the Mongols purely as unsophisticated nomads, who ‘followed 

their flocks according to the availability of water and pasturage,’ and who, when it 

came time to rule, left it to their Chinese, Turkestanian and other subjects actually to 

organise and run their conquest. It follows, in this belief, that the ‘Mongol’ empire 

should quickly become assimilated to local entities. 

The other view, while acknowledging the broad and continuing influence of the 

great sedentary cultures on the Mongols, sees a much more complex Mongol society, 

one that was part of the wider cultural and political environment of the Eurasian 

steppe. This postulates important, well developed native traditions that could, and did 

provide the indigenous matrix of a Mongolian empire and the paradigm for the 

empire’s governance. Essential to this notion is the belief that even before the time of 

Cinggis Qan there existed the rudiments of what may be termed a ‘steppe 

intelligentsia’ in the ‘farsighted men’ of early Mongolian history who, while active in 

the life of the steppe, maintained traditions of literacy (most often in the service of 

minor steppe rulers), organised long-range trade, and served as intermediaries 

between the deep steppe and the sedentary world. 

Conspicuous among these farsighted men were various representatives of the 

mixed, semi-sedentary cultures of the ethnically complex Sino-Mongolian frontier. 

Such personages found ready employment with aspiring empire-builders, including 

the chieftain Temiijin, the future Cinggis Qan, whom they later, as trusted retainers, 

were able to influence in moulding the institutions of the new state. More often than 

not, they approached the problem of governing in terms of experience gained in their 

own frontier societies, where native, Chinese and other elements interacted freely: 
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their influence necessarily bearing the hallmark of that particular background. As a 

consequence, the constitution that the Mongol empire came to assume reflected in 

essence the mixed and intermediate culture of the frontier and the outlook of the 

steppe intelligentsia that was born of it. In other words, if the Mongol empire, as a 

total system, seems to be politically heterogeneous in many respects, that feature can 

be taken as an expression of the hybrid character proper to the steppe intelligentsia 

itself. Indeed, this was, by its very nature, a bridging element and, as such, an 

established factor in steppe history. The weight of the influence that it exerted should 

therefore come as no surprise since it was rooted in the very cast-of-mind of such 

people and in their historical function as a class. 

Many members of the early Mongol steppe intelligentsia appear in our sources, 

such as T’a-t’a T’ung-a (*Tatar Tona?), an Uighur who formerly served the Tayang 

Qan of the Naiman as a secretary, but later became a treasury official for both Cinggis 

and Ogédei and was apparently responsible for first adapting the Uighur script to the 

language of the Onon-Keriilen Mongols; Yeh-lii A-hai (g.v.) who, besides serving in 

other capacities, was Cinggis Qan’s chief resident commissioner (yeke daruqaci) in 

the largely Sino-Khitan administration established by the Mongols for the region of 

Bukhara; and perhaps even Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (g.v.) himself, although there is some 

question here as to whether he was too sinicized to qualify as a genuine representative 

of the frontier zone or a true member of the steppe intelligentsia. Perhaps the best 

example of all, however, is provided by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s immediate superior, 

Cinqai, a man from the border region of north China who became a trusted associate 

and principal advisor of Cinggis and then chief minister to that qan and his successors 

Ogédei and Giiyiik, his service to the Mongols spanning nearly five decades. Cinqai’s 

life clearly bears the characteristic imprint of the steppe intelligentsia, the historical 

importance of which is manifested by Cinqai’s decisive role in the development of the 

Mongol empire. 

Cinqai (or Cingqai; chin. Chen-hai and Ch’eng-hai) was born ca. 1169, probably 

somewhere on the fringes of the steppe, but his precise ethnic affiliation is in doubt 

due to apparent contradictions in the sources. The most important Chinese tradition, 

represented by Cinqai’s biography in the Yiian History (Yiian-shih), based in part on 

the earlier ‘spirit-way inscription’ (shen-tao pei) in his honour composed by the great 

Ytian literatus Hsii Yu-jen (1287-1364), makes him a Kereit, that is, a man of 

predominantly Mongolian stock from a largely nomadic group resident in the steppe 

and on its fringes. On the other hand, Juvaini, who in all probability knew Cinqai 

personally, calls him an Uighur, a statement that seems to find support in the early 

13th century Hsi-yu chi (for this work see the biographies of Ch’iu Ch’u-chi and Yeh- 
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li Ch’u-ts’ai), which notes a close relationship between Cingai and an Uighur 

potentate. 

The other information available in the many sources touching on Cingai is also 

contradictory and fails therefore to clarify the issue. There is the evidence of Cinqai’s 

religion and native language, for example. It is absolutely certain that Cingai was a 

Nestorian Christian, and this fact would seem to confirm his Kereit origins since that 

creed is known to have been well established among the Kereits but was rare among 

the Uighurs. On the other hand, it is nearly equally certain that Cingai’s native 

language was a Turkic dialect, whereas the Kereits (of the steppe) are generally 

agreed to have spoken Mongolian, unlike the Turkic-speaking Uighurs. Invalidating 

both claims, however, is a certain amount of evidence suggesting on Cinqai’s part 

great familiarity with, and even assimilation to, Chinese culture at a time when 

neither the Kereits nor the Uighurs had yet been sinicized to any marked extent. The 

Hsi-yu chi, for example, could be interpreted to mean that Cingai spoke Chinese, and 

a passage in the Hei-Ta shih-liieh, reporting that Cingai read and approved in writing 

documents from Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, presumably written in Chinese, may imply that 

Cinqai was literate in that language. Apparently Cinqai also took a Chinese surname, 

T’ien, something unheard of for a steppe Kereit of his time, and not very likely for an 

Uighur of the age either. 

While the sources’ evidence fails incontrovertibly to declare Cinqai a Kereit 

Mongol or a Turkic-speaking Uighur, there is yet a third possibility, namely that 

Cingai was neither a Kereit nor an Uighur but an Onggiit, that is, a member of a 

Turkic-speaking, largely Nestorian ethnic group of the Sino-Mongolian frontier zone 

that played an important bridging role between Chinese and steppe culture and was to 

some extent sinicized, at least in its ruling élite. Moreover, and this is a most 

important fact, the clan name Kereit (in Chinese Chieh-lieh, in place of the more 

conventional Ch’ieh-lieh) is known from the 14th century *Ere’6l Inscription to have 

existed among the Onggiit. Thus, Chinese mentions of Cingai’s Kereit origin might 

refer to the Onggiit Kereit: as an Onggiit, Cinqai could well have been both Turkic- 

speaking and Nestorian in religion. 

In the event that Cinqai was a Kereit Onggiit, why did Juvaini call him an 

Uighur? Here again a simple explanation is possible since Pelliot has strongly 

suggested that the ethnic term “Turk’, or ‘Uighur’, was widely applied to the Turkic- 

speaking Onggiit in the period of the Mongol empire (including apparently Rabban 

Sauma); and, in any case, the original Turkic culture of the Onggiit ruling class 

differed little from that of the Turfan Uighurs. Thus a case can be made that Cingai 

was actually an Onggiit, a member of a distinguished, Turkic-speaking, Christian clan 

— the same clan to which the ruling family of the Tenduk (T’ien-te) Onggiit belonged 
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—and grew up in an environment that was culturally mixed, where both Altaic and 

Chinese elements were strongly represented. 

Cingai’s biography in the Yiian History and the other, Eastern and Western 

sources that mention him give virtually no information about his early life. But the 

Meng-Ta pei-lu of 1221 does contain the following brief notice about an ‘Uighur’ 

named T’ien (the same surname which in some Chinese sources is prefixed to Cingai’s 

name): 

Now there was an Uighur by surname T’ien. He was very rich and made 
enormous profits from trade. He travelled back and forth in Shan-tung and 
Ho-pei and provided detailed information fo the Tatars) about the people 
and things (of the area). Together with the Juyin (peoples) he persuaded the 
Tatars to raise an army and enter the frontiers to raid. Temiijin was angered 
by the (Chin) oppression and thus violated the frontiers. The prefectures 
along the frontier were all destroyed ... 

From this account we may conclude that — if T’ien the ‘Uighur’ is in fact Cingai — 

Cingai, like many other important figures of the early Mongolian empire, most 

notably Mahmiid Yalavaé, began his career as an ally-merchant and spy of the qan. 

What, however, is especially interesting about this passage is his clear association 

with the Juyin peoples — border Turkic people and other foederati of the Chin that 

included a large portion if not all of the Onggiit. Moreover, the passage in question 

refers primarily to the period between 1207 and 1211, that is, the years between the 

1207 uprising of the Juyin peoples that brought the Sino-Mongolian border zone 

firmly under Mongolian influence, and the 1211 general invasion, events in which 

Cinqai may have played a major role, possibly drawing upon his connections with the 

important Tenduc Onggiit. We may even speculate that, like Hasan, the merchant 

envoy of the Onggiit prince Ala Qu’ Tigin Quri, Cingai may first have come to 

Temiijin as an ambassador from the Tenduc Onggiit, or some other Onggiit (or 

associated group), as a reflection of the developing alliance between the Mongols on 

one hand, and the Onggiit and other frontier groups on the other. Likewise, Cingai’s 

first stay at the young Mongol qan’s court may have been as a hostage for the good 

intentions of a frontier lord; indeed Temiijin’s bodyguard, which Cingai joined at an 

early date, was said to have been largely recruited from such hostages. 

Assuming that Cingai was T’ien the merchant, his association with Temiijin 

clearly pre-dated the events described by the Meng-Ta pei-lu. For example, Cinqai is 

mentioned as one of those stalwarts ‘drinking the waters of Baljuna’ in 1203 and, 

judging by the extensive list of campaigns contained in his Chinese biographies, he 

seems to have played an important role in the almost continuous warfare that 

characterised the difficult years immediately following the so-called Baljuna 

Covenant. By 1206, moreover, Cingai had his own ‘hundred’ (ja’un), which he led 

actively and apparently to good effect in battle. 
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Having defeated his major antagonists or forced them to flee Mongolia, Temiijin 

was elected in 1206 supreme ruler of the Mongolian world with the title Cinggis Qan. 

As part of the ensuing reorganisation, Cingai, who had proved himself by then, was 

elevated to the function of jarquci, i.e. ‘arbitrator,’ an appointment that marked the 

effective beginning of his career as a minister to the rulers of the Mongol empire. 

Although our sources do not say so explicitly, Cinqai’s appointment is almost 

certainly linked to the creation of an imperial central administration within the 

establishment of the qan. In 1206, for example, Sigi Qutuqu, adopted brother and 

trusted associate of Cinggis, was appointed the qan’s senior jarquci whose 

responsibilities comprised the administration of peoples and territories assigned to the 

office of the Mongol ruler and to the qan personally, as well as matters concerning the 

allocation of spoils of war and the settlement of disputes arising therefrom. Indeed, 

according to steppe custom, the Mongol empire was ruled feudally, with a distribution 

of booty that involved sharing the conquered people, or the revenues produced by 

them, between the qan’s office, the qan himself, and the various princes and potentates 

of the Mongolian hierarchy. Imperial administration was, first and foremost, 

concerned with the maintenance of this system, the allocation of new spoils, and the 

settling of the inevitable and unending disputes that arose in the prevailing maze of 

conflicting, mutually antagonistic authorities. 

Several members of the Imperial Guard were later specially assigned to assist 

Sigi Qutuqu. The jarquci Cinqai seems to have been among them, with the duty of 

supervising the high officials (usually other Jarqucis, but also officers such as bicécis, 

or scribe-secretaries, as well) delegated by the princes to represent them in 

administering together with the qan an empire regarded as a joint patrimony (ulus) of 

the Mongol imperial clan, of which the qan himself was no more (in theory) than the 

designated head. Cinqai’s Chinese biographies record no fewer than sixty such 

dignitaries under his control, a formidable establishment in view of the small size of 

the imperial administration at the time. Moreover, Cingai’s subsequent career as an 

actual chancellor to Cinggis and his two successors strongly suggests that Cinqai’s 

office gave rise not only to the qan’s central administration, but also to provincial 

governments, which began as the secondment of officers sent to deal with local 

matters in collaboration with the agents of the gan himself. We will return below to 

the matter of provincial administration. 

Not long after Cingai’s appointment as Jarquci, the Mongols, having overcome 

most of their steppe enemies, began large-scale raids, and later general offensives 

with permanent conquest in mind, on the domains of the sedentary empires of Hsi- 

Hsia and Chin. For those years, Cinqai’s Chinese biographers have him campaigning 

in the Sino-Mongolian frontier zone, probably in connection with the 1207 uprising of 
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Juyin and Onggiit elements; in Central Asia ca. 1210 against the Naiman emigré 

Giitiiliik (Kiitliig), who had re-established himself in Qara Khitai domains, and 

apparently against the Qiptags as part of the same campaign; in Tangut territory; in 

Manchuria and China against Khitans and Jurchens; and in Muslim Turkestan. Later 

Cingai also fought as a military leader in the final campaigns against the Chin. It was 

at the time of the campaign against Giitiiliik that Cingai earned the golden tiger tablet 

and the position of Cerbi or chamberlain, an important rank within the qan’s domestic 

establishment. 

In addition to his role as an active military leader, Cinqai was soon given 

increased responsibilities relating to the large numbers of captives taken in recent 

campaigns. It was often the practice of steppe rulers (the Khitan rulers of Liao are 

one example) to settle such captives in special locations within the steppe where they 

might perform their services more conveniently. One such settlement came under the 

direct control of Cingai himself. At some undetermined time (Cingai’s official 

biography suggests ca. 1212), but apparently some years before 1222, when the 

Taoist patriarch Ch’iu Ch’u-chi alias Ch’ang-ch’un (q.v.) and his party travelled 

through the region, Cingai was ordered to establish large numbers of artisans, farmers 

and others in a suitable site in western Mongolia, between the Khangai and Altai 

mountains, a place which became known as Cingai Balqasun, ‘City of Cinqai,’ or, 

more correctly, ‘Granary of Cingai.’ The establishment of this particular supply 

centre in such remote country was probably dictated by the requirements of the 

Mongol army in the field at the time of the campaign against Khwarazm (ca. 1219), 

Cingai Balqasun being situated between Cinggis’ base camp (a’urugq) in northern 

Mongolia and the area of operations in Turkestan. 

Founding an agricultural colony in the deep steppe was by no means an easy task 

— a number of captives, who proved unable to withstand the severities of the 

Mongolian climate, for example, had to be moved to a more favourable location at 

Hung-chou (in Hopei), which remained a major government establishment into Ytian 

times under the control of Cinqai and his descendants. Nevertheless, Cingai seems to 

have been able to make the settlement in western Mongolia a success since it 

persisted into the 14th century at least. In fact, it is likely that a portion of the 

present-day, indigenous agricultural population of the area must trace its origin to 

Cinqai’s forced settlers. Cinqai was thus to leave his personal imprint on the history 

of Mongolia. 

Cingai’s success in founding the colony confirmed the qan’s high opinion of him, 

an esteem that had already found expression on earlier occasions. For example, ca. 

1206, Cingai was awarded a riding horse by Cinggis, as an expression of the qan’s 

gratitude for Cinqai’s service against Tayang Qan of the Naiman, while in 1215, on 
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the occasion of the fall of the former Chin capital Chung-tu, Cingai was invited to 

mount the Ta-pei ko (Tower) and shoot arrows in the four directions to mark his claim 

of spoils for past services. As a consequence of the qan’s favour, Cingai seems to 

have assumed an ever more senior role in imperial administration during the last years 

of Cinggis Qan’s rule — an administration that was rapidly growing in scope and 

character as a result of continued Mongol expansion, and because of the conqueror’s 

growing attention to matters of governance. 

In 1227 Cinggis Qan died while campaigning against Hsi-Hsia. His death 

marked not only the end of an epoch in the history of the Mongol empire but heralded 

a major change in the career of Cinqai as well, whose role would be henceforth that of 

a true imperial chancellor with the widest possible responsibilities and powers. His 

new position reflected radically changing relationships within the Mongolian empire 

itself and within the qan’s establishment. 

In 1229, when Ogédei came to the throne after an interregnum of nearly two 

years during which his younger brother Tolui had acted as regent, he found a treasury 

that was all but empty following the great military campaigns since 1218, and a 

growing administrative burden whose needs for revenue far exceeded its potential 

income. Not only did this situation entail a major fiscal crisis for the young 

Mongolian empire, it also placed a particularly difficult problem before the new qan. 

Indeed, as a second generation ruler, with many potential competitors for power 

among his brothers and other notables, Ogédei did not command the automatic 

obedience and prestige enjoyed by the dynastic founder. He was thus driven to 

establish a strong institutional base to make up for his lack of personal prestige. 

To maintain the primacy of his office in a feudal empire, Ogédei had to find 

means of aggrandising his own establishment and its associated power base. This he 

sought to achieve by rationalising the administration of imperial rule, with a view to 

increasing the revenue produced by conquered lands. In 1229, as a first step towards 

that goal, Ogédei sanctioned the creation of two revenue administrations for the 

richest parts of his domains, China and Turkestan. Cingai was put in charge of both 

agencies after having been reappointed, inter alia, to his old position as jarquci 

supervisor of princely representatives and head of the joint imperial administration 

constituted by them. Indeed, Cinqai seems to have been among the first to whom the 

qan turned to reorganise his government. Significantly, Cingai’s biographer notes that 

Cingai was the only one of Cinggis’ grand officers to have been immediately 

reinstated — a fact which emphasises Cinqai’s role in the reforms of the early years of 

Ogédei’s reign and his position of trust with the new emperor. 

In the military field, Cingai continued to play an active role during the operations 

against Chin in Shansi and Honan in 1232-1233, and took part in the final attack on 
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Ts’ai-chou in 1234, thereby earning honours and a 1,000-families fief (¢’ ou-hsia) in 

En-chou, Shantung. His range of functions gave him a commanding position in 

Ogédei’s new administrative structure. The Hei-Ta shih-liieh, for example, reports 

that Cingai was at this time keeper of the qan’s seal which had to be applied to all 

official documents, and notes that the documents issued by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai were 

required to bear Cingai’s validation in Uighur script. Cinqai’s Chinese biographers, 

moreover, go so far as to make him Right chancellor of a non-existent Secretarial 

Council (chung-shu sheng), an office that was later the primary executive agency on 

the Chinese side of Yiian administration. (In view, however, of the origins of the 

Yiian chung-shu sheng, in the bodyguard and household establishment of the qan, and 

of Cinqgai’s powers equivalent to those of the head of the Yiian institution, Chinese 

references to his position in terms of the later Secretarial Council are not 

unreasonable.) The best illustration of Cinqai’s chancellor-like powers may be found 

in the role that he played in the matter of the disputed succession to the office of Cin 

Temiir, imperial viceroy and governor in Khorasan and Mazandaran, as outlined in 

Juvaint’s History of the World-Conqueror. 

Notwithstanding early Mongol incursions into the area, Khorasan and 

Mazandaran, unlike north China and Turkestan, only came under firm Mongol control 

in the 1230s, when the garrison commander (tammaci) Cormaqan was ordered west 

with a powerful army. To administer the new province, a number of offices were 

established in Tis, including a tax administration headed by one Saraf al-Din, a 

nominee of Batu, and an especially empowered regional jarquci office that soon 

acquired the character of a provincial administration. Heading this administration 

was Cin Temiir, a Qara Khitan, or (according to Pelliot) Onggiit, official. Like Saraf 

al-Din, moreover, Cin Temiir also had connections with the court of Batu, whose 

influence thus overshadowed that of all others in the new province. 

In 1235/36 Cin Temiir died and an acute struggle broke out over the succession to 

his important office. This was to last for most of the remaining years of Ogédei’s 

reign, fuelled by a growing rivalry between the various princes and potentates of the 

Mongol world, opposition to the qan and his line, and continuing disputes among 

‘progressives’ and ‘conservatives’ over the governance of the Mongol empire. Cinqai, 

who seems to have held overall responsibility for provincial administrations, was 

soon actively involved in attempting to settle the protracted conflict. 

Two principal contenders emerged for Cin Temiir’s office which, by established 

Mongol tradition, should normally have gone to his son or some other heir. These 

were Edgii Temiir, Cin Temiir’s own son, and his former deputy KO6rgtiz (George), an 

Uighur, possibly of Nestorian faith. Edgii Temiir would seem to have been ill-fitted 

for the post, being young and lacking in administrative experience at a time when 
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such experience was increasingly required. He did, however, enjoy the support and 

patronage of Batu, who was anxious to retain (and possibly expand) the paramount 

influence that he had hitherto enjoyed in Khorasan/Mazandaran through his agents 

Saraf al-Din and Cin Temiir. 

K6rgiiz, on the other hand, while no relative of Cin Temiir’s, had come to court 

on many occasions as Cin Temiir’s representative, gaining there a reputation as an 

able administrator which won him the support of Cingai and of Ogédei himself. (If, 

as the name suggests, K6rgiiz was a Nestorian, this would have of course 

strengthened the bond between himself and Cingai, who was also a Nestorian 

Christian. However, Juvaini intimates that Kérgiiz was a Buddhist, and that Cinqai 

supported K6rgiiz because the latter was an ‘Uighur’ like him.) K6rgiiz, moreover, 

was strongly favoured by the aristocracy and other influential persons within the 

region that he was to govern. Indeed, such notables feared the potential rapacity of 

any candidate with too close a connection to Batu or any other of the great princes, 

and a lack of proven administrative ability. Thus, tradition, which Cingai and Ogédei 

had so often worked to counter in their administrative reforms, favoured Edgii Temiir, 

but administrative good sense was on Korgiiz’ side. K6rgiiz received the 

appointment, after soliciting the office on a visit to Qara Qorum. 

This decision was badly received by Edgii Temiir; more significantly, also by his 

principal supporter Batu; and it had its opponents at court as well. Among them was 

Dani8mand Hajib, who favoured a more traditional and more directly exploitative 

system of rule for the Mongol empire. As an early supporter and associate of Cinggis 

Qan, DaniSmand Hajib enjoyed a special position of influence among the Mongols, 

and his opposition to KG6rgiiz’ appointment was thus of major import. It was, 

apparently, through DaniSmand Hajib that Edgii Temiir’s party was able, in the 

absence of Cingai, to bring about the establishment of a special commission to 

investigate K6rgiiz’ conduct in office. 

Although he held a personal rescript (Jarliq) from Ogédei and had performed 

creditably in office until the time of the investigation, K6rgiiz had no choice but to set 

out for Qara Qorum to defend himself. On his way there, however, Korgiiz was 

arrested by members of Edgii Temiir’s faction before any official decision had 

intervened. He was brought back a prisoner to his headquarters which had been 

seized by Edgii Temiir, Batu’s representative Nosal and others. But Kérgiiz’ own 

supporters soon rallied and brought the situation to the attention of Ogédei. The 

emperor summoned the leaders of the opposing parties to a jarqu (here a ‘joint 

investigation’) which was to settle the dispute once and for all. Presiding was Cingai, 

whose authority had been severely compromised during the controversy and who no 

doubt had welcomed the opportunity to affirm his own paramount position. 
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After lengthy, heated attempts at conciliation, Cingai and his subordinates made 

their report to the throne, already prejudiced against Edgii Temiir and his party after 

the unfortunate collapse of a tent that had been presented by Edgii Temiir to Ogidei, 

causing the death of a royal concubine. Ogédei, with whom the final decision lay, 

found against Edgii Temiir but refused to punish him, sending him back to Batu 

instead, as ‘one of Batu’s men.’ Other members of the party, however, were turned 

over for punishment to K6rgiiz, who had suffered great personal injury at their hands. 

Most received his pardon, a wise act in view of Batu’s great power. 

Vindicated, KGrgiiz set out for Tis, the seat of authority for Khorasan, 

Mazandaran and the other lands conquered by Cormaqan. Anxious to conciliate Batu, 

Cingai had requested that K6rgiiz take with him the tax commissioner Saraf al-Din, 

who had held the same office in Cin Temiir’s administration, and was an agent of Batu 

and a former supporter of Edgii Temiir. K6rgiiz was back in his domains by late 

1239, and quickly resumed his efficient and responsible administration. The 

continuing dispute between conservative and progressive elements within the Mongol 

hierarchy (and, for that matter, the growing competition among the various princely 

lines) that had marked Cin Temiir’s succession was, however, by no means allayed by 

the outcome of the jarqu reinstating K6rgiiz. To the contrary, the conflict intensified 

with Ogédei’s advancing alchoholism. As the qan’s chief minister, Cinqai continued 

to be actively involved. In China the dispute involved a protracted controversy over 

taxation procedures in the areas occupied by the Mongols, an issue that also had 

affected the dispute over Cin Temiir’s succession since it was Korgiiz’ attempts at 

fiscal reorganisation that had precipitated Edgii Temiir and Batu’s attempt to remove 

him from office by force. 

During the earliest years of the Mongol invasion, no formal taxes were levied in 

conquered territories : it was simply the practice for the qan or some prince to make a 

list of his needs and send his agents out to collect or seize the required items, by hook 

or by crook (we possess such a list in a demand for tribute from the Korean court by 

Temiige Ottigin, the younger brother of Cinggis). Later, as conditions returned once 

again to normal and it became clear to many Mongois that a system of rape, pillage 

and extortion greatly reduced the value of the subject population for long-term 

exploitation, attempts were made to tax rather than expropriate, relying on former 

Chin officials and others experienced in maximising official profits from subject 

sedentary populations. In the ex-Chin capital of Chung-tu, for example, a large 

revenue administration was installed under the Chin turncoat Liu Min to cover the 

former capital and its hinterland (the Yen-ching district). But no attempt had been 

made before Ogédei’s time to establish a unified revenue system throughout Mongol 

China as a whole, or to restrict the rapacity of princely agents attempting to collect 
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their own taxes in direct competition with the agents of the crown. Consequently, the 

qan ordered Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai to create and oversee a tax administration for the ten 

pacified districts (Ju, in Mongolian Célge ‘oasis,’ ‘city and its hinterland’). 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s new agency proved extremely successful; not only did it 

eliminate current abuses but it actually produced substantial revenue to support the 

imperial establishment and satisfy many of the great princes (who received their 

shares from the qan’s agents, renouncing in exchange their rights to collect their own 

revenues directly). Yet the very success of the new tax system soon proved a source 

of difficulty. On the one hand, many of the qan’s advisors, encouraged by the relative 

ease with which a large income had been produced, pressed for still greater revenues 

—a move strictly opposed by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, who felt that the conquered regions, so 

recently subject to fire and the sword, needed more time to recover before tax rates 

could be increased. On the other hand, notwithstanding their newly improved 

incomes, many of the great princes made ever greater demands on the system in their 

desire to keep up with an increasingly powerful imperial establishment. Since the 

Mongol empire was technically a joint patrimony (ulus) of the imperial clan, the qan 

found it difficult to expand his own revenues further while limiting those of his 

clansmen. Moreover, as stated above, there was a feeling at court that the conquered 

regions could be taxed more heavily. While otherwise inclined to moderation, Cinqai 

seems to have thought so himself, although he was clearly not in favour of the 

extreme measures that soon became current. 

In China, matters came to a head over the issue of tax farming, interestingly, just 

at the time when the dispute over Cin Temiir’s succession was at its most violent. 

Beginning in 1238 in an attempt to increase revenues, tax farming concessions were 

sold to various persons (by and large, but not exclusively, Khwarazmians and other 

west Asian Muslims), over the strenuous objections of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai who saw his 

own responsibilities and powers reduced by the scheme. Under tax farming, taxes in 

a given geographical area were assigned to a tax farmer in exchange for his 

contracting to deliver, or delivering in advance, a quota of revenue. The tax farmer, 

in turn, collected his quota in the field, plus his expenses and a substantial margin of 

profit. Sums actually levied could thus considerably exceed the established quotas, 

which themselves had often risen substantially above previous rates. Among the tax 

farmers mentioned in our sources are: one Liu T’ing-yii, who purchased rights to the 

Yen-ching district wine levy for 50,000 liang of silver; Liu *Quturma (possibly a 

sinicized Uighur), who conspired with powerful members of the Mongol aristocracy 

and purchased rights to the general levy (ch’ai-fa) for all of Mongol China; and one 

Sarif al-Din, who gained rights to all revenues from houses, land and properties, 
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irrigation works, and swine and fowls, in exchange for a quota of 250,000 liang of 

silver. All were openly castigated by the ever vigilant Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s funerary inscription seems to suggest that Cingai was 

somehow associated with the development of tax farming. It records how the Uighur 

translator An-t’ien-ho (*Altinqa), who had attempted to ingratiate himself with Ch’u- 

ts’ai and failed, went to Cingai, whom he felt more likely to fulfil his expectations, 

and after entering his service recommended to Cingai ‘Abd al-Rahman, the most 

notorious tax farmer of them all, a man who was later to replace Ch’u-ts’ai himself. It 

seems highly unlikely, however, that Cingai should have actively supported ‘Abd al- 

Rahman and his ilk in their role as oppressive tax farmers. In taking such men into 

his service he must have been motivated (if he had any real choice in the matter) by 

their obvious competence and a possible distrust of Yeh-lti Ch’u-ts’ai’s largely Sino- 

Jurchen establishment. 

Cingai was as much a victim of circumstances as Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai. The very 

same forces that had brought tax farming to the fore and led to a decline in Ch’u-ts’ai’s 

influence also contributed to the eclipse of Cingai himself. Conservative elements 

were gaining greater and greater power at court as the qan’s health worsened, until he 

suffered what was apparently a crippling stroke in early 1241. Little stood now in the 

way of a total reaction against the progressive policies of the first two-thirds of 

Ogédei’s reign. The death of Ogédei in December 1241, removed the last barrier and 

ushered in almost a decade of struggle interrupted only briefly by the short, troubled 

reign of Giiyiik (1246-48). Cingai, with Mahmiid Yalavaé (q.v.) who had assumed 

overall charge of Mongol administration in China only a few months before (the 

capable Mas‘td Beg had succeeded his father in Turkestan), was forced to flee the 

agents of Ogédei’s vindictive empress, Toregene Qatun. They found refuge with the 

former qan’s son, the powerful prince Kéden, who, despite repeated requests from his 

mother, refused to surrender Cingai and Yalavat pending the convening of a quriltai 

to elect a new qan. Other progressives were not so fortunate and among those put to 

death was Cinqai’s protégé K6rgiiz, killed on orders of the empress. ‘Abd al-Rahman, 

whom the Chinese sources depict as an arch-villain, took control in China while Yeh- 

li Ch’u-ts’ai (d. 1243) looked on helplessly. 

The interregnum following the death of Ogédei lasted almost five years. We 

know nothing about Cinqai’s activities at the time except that he remained in Kéden’s 

protection. In late 1246, the Mongols finally managed to elect Ogédei’s son Giiyiik as 

the new qan, and Cingai was once more restored to power as one of a coterie of 

predominantly Christian ministers. Giiyiik was himself a Nestorian and this religion 

made important gains under his rule, fostered, among others, by Cinqai himself. 
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(Cinqai’s role in this respect is highlighted by RaSid al-Din who clearly regarded such 

a development with disfavour.) 

Giiyitik seems to have endeavoured to restore his father’s administration and 

Cinqai reassumed much the same powers that he had enjoyed under Ogidei. He 

seems once again to have become great arbitrator for the imperial administration with 

direct responsibility for the day-to-day affairs of the court; the government of the 

‘central domain’ (gol-un ulus) of Mongolia and adjacent areas that came under the 

direct control of the court; and overall supervision of imperial administration as a 

whole, involving specifically the other three provinces (China, Turkestan and 

Khorasan/Mazandaran). Having re-established his position, Cinqai once again sought 

allies among the progressive elements in the Mongol world, elements that sought a 

more institutional system of governance and a more rational, less predatory 

exploitation of the peoples and resources of the empire, a goal no less desired by 

Giiytik than it had been by his father before him. 

Among Cinqai’s many functions in the current affairs of the qan’s court was the 

reception of various embassies in the name of his master. We are fortunate, in view 

of the general paucity of information on Giiyiik’s reign in other sources, to possess a 

first-hand account of such events in John of Pian di Carpine’s Historia Mongalorum. 

Friar John, a Franciscan envoy sent by Innocent IV in 1245 in the hope of averting the 

Mongol threat to Europe and to gather intelligence, arrived at the Mongol court on 22 

July 1246, just in time to witness the election and enthronement of the new qan. He 

was sent back with Giiyiik’s reply on 17 November. 

The Franciscan’s account of his stay at the Mongol court mentions Cinqai several 

times. The first relates to the initial appearence of the embassy before Giiyiik: 

At that place [near Qara Qorum] we were summoned into the presence of the 
Emperor, and Chingay [Cingai] the protonotary wrote down our names and 
the names of those who had sent us, also the names of the chief of the 
Solangi [Koreans] and of others, and then calling out in a loud voice he 
recited them before the Emperor and all the chiefs. When this was finished 
each one of us genuflected four times on the left knee and they warned us not 
to touch the lower part of the threshold. After we had been most thoroughly 
searched for knives and they had found nothing at all, we entered by a door 
on the east side. For no one dare enter from the west with the sole exception 
of the emperor or, if it is a chief’s tent, the chief; those of lower rank do not 
pay much attention to such things. This was the first time since Cuyuc 
[Giiyiik] had been made Emperor that we had entered his tent in his 
presence. He also received all the envoys in that place, but very few entered 
his tent. (From Dawson 1955, 63-64.) 

Later Cingai is noticed again, in connection with the intricate work involved in 

drafting a reply to the Pope’s letter to Gityiik: 

...The Emperor sent for us, and through Chingay his protonotary told us to 
write down what we had to say and our business, and give it to him. We did 
this and wrote out for him all that we said earlier to Bati [Batu]... A few days 
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passed by; then he had us summoned again and told us through Kadac 
[Qadaq], the procurator of the whole empire, in the presence of Bala and 
Chingay his protonotaries and many other scribes, to say all we had to say: 
we did this willingly and gladly. Our interpreter on this as on the previous 
occasion was Temer, a knight of Jerozlaus’: and there were also present a 
cleric who was with him and another cleric who was with the Emperor. On 
this occasion we were asked if there were any people with the Lord Pope 
who understood the writing of the Russians or Saracens or even of the 
Tartars. We gave answer that we used neither the Ruthenian nor Saracen 
writing; there were however Saracens in the country but they were a long 
way from the Lord Pope; but we said that it seemed to us that the most 
expedient course would be for them to write in Tartar and translate it for us, 
and we would write it down carefully in our own script and we would take 
both the letter and the translation to the Lord Pope. Thereupon they left us to 
go to the Emperor. On St. Martin’s day we were again summoned, and 
Kadac, Chingay and Bala, the aforementioned secretaries, came to us and 
translated the letter for us word by word. When we had written it in Latin, 
they had it translated so that they might hear a phrase at a time, for they 
wanted to know if we had made a mistake in any word. When both letters 
were written, they made us read it once and a second time in case we had left 
out anything, and they said to us: ‘See that you clearly understand 
everything, for it would be inconvenient if you did not understand 
everything, seeing you have to travel to such far-distant lands.’ When we 
replied ‘We understand everything clearly’ they wrote the letter once again in 
Saracenic, in case anyone would be found in those parts who could read it if 
the Lord Pope so wished. (/bid., 66-67.) 

The Latin version of this letter is reproduced in the Historia Mongalorum and the 

Saracenic, that is, Persian version, was discovered in 1920 in the Papal archives in 

Rome. It was edited by Paul Pelliot in 1923. The Qadaq and Bala mentioned in the 

text were, respectively, the senior arbitrator (jarquci) for the empire and the chief 

secretary (bicéci) of the Imperial Secretariat. Together with Cinqai they were the 

most powerful of all the qan’s ministers, and the effective heads of the government — 

as will be clear from the passages quoted above. 

Great as it was, Cingai’s restored power was not destined to last, for Giiyiik died 

(possibly by poison) in early 1248. Although retaining his rank and office during the 

regency of Ogul Qaimi (1248-51), Cingai remained virtually unconsulted and played 

only a minor role in the actual administration of the empire. However, as a former 

minister under Cinggis Qan and his two successors, Cingai still enjoyed considerable 

personal influence which he often used to settle old scores. For example, he seems to 

have been behind the arrest and execution of Téregene’s favorite, Fatima, accused of 

causing by witchcraft the illness and death of Cinqai’s powerful protector, Kéden. 

(According to the Tibetan sources, Kéden died in 1251, after a long illness; Juvaini 

places the death of Kéden and the arrest of Fatima much earlier.) 

Cingai’s association with the house of Ogédei was soon to prove fatal after the 

coup that rejected Giiyiik’s heir and made the house of Tolui the new imperial dynasty 

in the person of Méngke (r. 1251-59). Cinqai did not attend the quriltai that elected 

Mongke, preferring perhaps to await developments on the sidelines. This fact, in 
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addition to his having served under Ogédei, Giiyiik and Ogul Qaimi’, made Cingai 

highly suspect. When he finally did come (or was summoned) to declare his loyalty 

to the new qan, events had already progressed far beyond his power to influence their 

course any longer: shortly after Méngke’s accession, a falconer named KeSik 

observed, or claimed to have observed, an armed party assembled under Siremiin, a 

grandson of Ogédei, and Naqu, Giiyiik’s son and principal heir, to dethrone Méngke 

and force the election of a new gan from Ogédei’s line. Informed of the plot, M6ngke 

quickly moved to consolidate his position by arresting the alleged conspirators and by 

having his senior jarquci, Mengeser Noyan, undertake a great purge of his enemies, in 

the course of which hundreds, even thousands, of Mongol notables great and small 

lost their lives, including Ogul Qaimi8, Giiyiik’s empress and former regent, and 

Qadagq, the former senior jarquéi of the empire and Cingai’s superior. 

None of the existing sources connects Cingai directly with the plot against 

Mongke. Cinqai seems to have remained unaffected at first, although he is named in 

an edict of Méngke, reproduced by Ra¥id al-Din, proscribing the house of Ogédei and 

its ministers. Moreover, he was almost certainly among those questioned by the 

grand inquisitor, Mengeser Noyan. But his time was not long. Changed political 

relationships, the suspicion of the gan, and the deaths of so many associates and 

protectors at the executioner’s hand, had considerably weakened Cinqai’s position. 

His enemies seem to have been quick in taking advantage of the fact. Cingai was 

condemned to death and, according to Juvaini, he was executed, aged 83, by his old 

enemy DaniSmand Hajib (who, it will be recalled, had been among those opposing 

Kérgiiz’ appointment to succeed Cin Temiir), sometime in late 1252. Since this was 

some eighteen months after the discovery of the plot against Méngke, and well after 

the ensuing trials and executions, Cinqai’s death must be seen as a separate event, 

such as the result of a personal vendetta. The evidence is too slight to support T’u 

Chi’s conclusion that Cingai was one of those executed for conspiracy, in view of 

Juvaini’s clear statement that Cinqai died in the year following that of the plot. Our 

main Chinese source on Cingai even claims to reproduce words of qan Méngke 

lamenting the death of the great statesman, perhaps to be understood in the sense that 

the execution took place against his wishes. This is unlikely, however, particularly 

since the source in question makes Cingai die ‘at home’, i.e. a natural death, and in a 

different year (i-wei = 1235; almost certainly a mistake for i-mao = 1255) — a 

deliberate falsification designed to obliterate the memory of his ignoble end. 

Cingai had two wives. One had been given to him by Cinggis Qan; the other, a 

Jurchen princess, was given to him by Ogédei in reward for his service in the final 

campaign against Chin in 1234. They bore him ten (one source says twelve) sons. 

Cinqai’s family does not seem to have suffered as a result of his disgrace. There is no 
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evidence, for instance, that any of Cinqai’s offices (with the possible exception of that 

of cerbi) or holdings were taken from his descendants. His eldest son YaSmit 

succeeded Cingai as jarquci, inherited the golden tiger tablet, and apparently also 

obtained possession of his father’s tribal holdings that later became a Runners’ 

(giiigci) chiliarchy. Other offices and prerogatives went to the younger sons, 

including the apanage in En-chou and rights to the Hung-chou ‘factory’ — by now a 

sizable colony of artisans and craftsmen. Cinqai’s family association with Hung-chou 

is shown by the fact that he was actually buried there. 

Ten of his descendants are known to have held responsible offices in the Ytian 

civil and military administration throughout the dynasty. Nevertheless, the 

suppression by Cinqai’s Chinese biographer of the actual circumstances of his death, 

and the fact that none of his descendants ever enjoyed powers even remotely 

comparable to his, might indicate that Cinqai could have died under a cloud, even 

though this would have been largely dispelled by the active support which the 

members of Cinqai’s family gave soon after to Qubilai. Cinqai was rehabilitated as a 

result, but not to the extent of being granted a posthumous title, such as was given to 

many of the other early ministers and officials of the Mongol empire; nor is Cingai 

mentioned in the Secret History of the Mongols, or in any other Mongol source 

embodying records and material of the 13th and 14th centuries. This is astonishing 

not only in view of Cingai’s many contributions, but also because his Chinese 

biographer specifically states that his name and merits were recorded in the Tobciyan 

or National History of the Mongol dynasty. Considering the fundamental role played 

by Cinqai in the establishment of the dynasty, the removal of his name from the 

official records and the subsequent lack of recognition appear unworthy of the Yiian 

rulers. 
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Editorial Note 

The biography of Cinqai is fraught with problems due to conflicting statements in 

the Chinese and Persian sources. The following points should be stressed: 1) the 

ethnic origin of Cingai cannot be determined with any degree of certainty and his 

identification with the ‘merchant T’ien’ remains hypothetical, even though Cinqai bore 

the Chinese surname or appellation of T’ien (‘Field’), apparently because of his well- 

known activity in connection with the resettlement of population and the 

establishment of agricultural and artisans’ colonies (fun-t’ien). His personal name 

Cingai~Cingqai probably corresponds to tu. Sinqay (from chin. hsin-chieh [< kdi] 

‘novice’), originally a Buddhist title, but Cingai was unquestionably a Nestorian 

Christian (cf. the case of Ananda, Prince of An-hsi during the Yiian, who had a 

Buddhist name but was a Muslim convert). The designation ‘Kereit’ was used rather 

loosely in the Mongol period, and in the Yiian-shih (122, 18a) even the Central Asian 

Muslim merchant Hasan is called a Kereit! 2) there is also contradictory evidence 

regarding his office(s) besides those of Cerbi (chamberlain) and bicéci (scribe- 

secretary) which he definitely held, the former under Cinggis Qan, and the latter 

under Ogédei and Giiyiik. The office of ‘Protonotarius’ assigned to him by John of 

Pian di Carpine refers beyond doubt to that of chief secretary, which he held under 

Giiyiik. According to Hsii Yu-jen, Cinqai was appointed jar(u)gaci (usually a variant 

reading of jarquci), i.e. judge or arbitrator, during the early 13th century; and Juvaini 

says that he took part in the investigation (jarqu) of KGrgiiz’s case under Ogédei. 

However, a few paragraphs later Juvaini mentions him again together with the 

‘bitikcis,’ i.e. the biCécis, who prepared the report of the case for the emperor. It may 

well be that if Cinqai held the office of jarquci, which is debatable, this was probably 

an ad hoc assignment directly related to his main function of ‘recorder,’ which was 

part of his secretarial duties at court. It is significant that such an exalted office as that 

of jarquéi should not be mentioned at all in Cinqai’s biography in the Yiian-shih. 
- 



8. YEH-LU A-HAI (ca. 1151- ca. 1223), YEH-LU T’U-HUA (4d. 1231) 

The Khitan, rulers of the Liao dynasty overthrown in the early 12th century by 

the Jurchen of Chin, were one of many non-Chinese ethnic groups in the Chin empire 

which comprised not only the densely populated, Chinese-speaking Yellow River 

valley but present-day Inner Mongolia, Manchuria, the Soviet Maritime Region, and 

adjacent parts of Siberia and Mongolia. The Khitan, probably numbering well over 

one million, were notable in two ways under the Chin. They were, first and foremost, 

the most important tribal inhabitants of the Sino-Mongolian frontier zone, where they 

constituted a buffer against steppe raids and a military force available to the Chin 

court both for operations in the steppe and for action against sedentary enemies such 

as the Sung. Secondly, the many acculturated Khitan of the urban élite supplied 

cadres for the Jurchen, themselves little versed in the refinements of Chinese 

civilization and distrustful of an exclusively Chinese bureaucracy. Both groups of 

Khitan were important to the Chin regime: next to the Jurchen themselves, and the 

masses of their Chinese subjects powerful through sheer numbers, no ethnic group 

enjoyed such influence as the Khitan. 

Both groups of Khitan, the tribal and the acculturated, had cast in their lot with 

their Jurchen conquerors by the late 12th century. Some, however, were reluctant to 

subordinate Khitan interests to those of the new rulers. Firstly, the Jurchen were the 

hated destroyers of Liao, and no matter how much the Chin court attempted to share 

power with the Khitan loyalists (i-min), the past could not be forgotten. Secondly, 

many of the Khitan tribesmen were alarmed by the accelerating sinicisation of the 

Chin, whose farming background inclined them to cultural assimilation with the 

agricultural society of China. For their part, the vast majority of Khitan were pastoral 

nomads at heart, and the penetration of the steppe by farmers, apparently encouraged 

by the Chin court, was seen by many of the tribesmen as a threat to their existence. A 

third issue, for the urban, acculturated Khitan most of whom identified with 

Confucian values, arose from the unacceptable nature of the Chin regime in 

Confucian terms; in their eyes the Jurchen rulers of Chin were harsh ‘men on 

horseback,” supporting a regime of oppression rather than of enlightened wisdom. 

The Chin empire’s large Khitan minority was therefore restive and presented a source 

of possible difficulties for the court. 

The turn of the 13th century, a time when their dissatisfaction may have seemed 

most acute to many Khitan, was a period of accelerating change throughout Asia. 

Part and parcel of this change were the rapidly altering relationships between the 
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world of the sown and that of the steppe, precipitated by the rise of the Mongols to 

world power. The emergence of the Mongols as a dominant political force concerned 

the Khitan in yet another way, since Khitan and Mongols spoke related languages, 

enjoyed very similar cultures, and had formerly maintained close political 

connections. Moreover, the rise of the Mongols represented a reaction to the 

encroachment by sedentary communities that was also alarming many Khitan. It soon 

occurred to Khitan leaders that a renewed alliance with the Mongols was one way of 

restoring Khitan fortunes, or at least of replacing the Chin with a more amenable 

regime. Consequently, more Khitan looked to the steppe and ever fewer to the Chin 

court as the 13th century progressed. The Mongols, moreover, did not overlook the 

strategic significance of the border peoples in any bid to rule the steppe, as an entry 

port and a source of allies for raids into China. 

In the circumstances, the Khitan came to play major roles in the emerging world 

empire of Cinggis Qan, firstly and from a very early date, as important tribal allies. 

Secondly, they became valuable interpreters of Chinese ways for the Mongols when 

the latter attempted to establish a system of rule in conquered territories. 

Two of the earliest Khitan allies of the Mongols were the brothers Yeh-lii A-hai 

and T’u-hua, who came from a tribe in the Huan-chou area, a major centre of Khitan 

population in the China borderlands of Inner Mongolia. Both men were to make great 

and enduring contributions to the early Mongol empire. Their many descendants 

served later Mongol rulers well into the fourteenth century. 

Yeh-lii A-hai, the elder of the two brothers, was born about 1151 into a family of 

local notables. In the early 13th century, his grandfather, Sa-pa-erh, is said to have 

been prefect of Huan-chou, a small but strategic fortified settlement with 578 

registered (sedentary) families, whereas his father, T’o-t’ieh-erh, was a minor official 

in the Chin Presidential Council. There is no indication that T’o-t’ieh-erh actually 

served at court and his appointment (an expression of his tribal position?) may have 

been to a regional administration office of the Presidential Council, meaning very 

little in practice. 

Yeh-lii A-hai’s biography stresses his military and linguistic accomplishments, 

suggesting that he grew up in the multicultural environment of the Sino-Mongolian 

frontier zone. There is no suggestion that, as a youth, he ever left the region of his 

birth for any extended period of time. His knowledge of the Chin empire as a whole, 

and in particular of its Chinese nucleus, may therefore have been limited. A-hai did, 

however, have an excellent knowledge of spoken Chinese, and an apparent 

understanding of Chinese administrative procedures and practices that was later to 

stand him in good stead. 
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Some time towards the close of the 12th century, when he was already in his 

forties, A-hai was sent as an envoy to To’oril Qan of the Kereit, a man better known 

to history by his later title, Ong Qan (‘Prince Qan’). No date is given for this embassy 

in A-hai’s biography, but it must refer to the mid-1190s when To’oril, and his young 

ally Temiijin, the later Cinggis Qan, fought against recalcitrant Tatar led by one 

Megiijin Se’iiltii. On the Chin side, the operation was conducted by Wan-yen Hsiang, 

who established his Regional Secretariat at Lin-huang (now Lin-hsi) in eastern Inner 

Mongolia. A-hai, who had probably been called up on Hsiang’s orders, might have 

served as the Jurchen chancellor’s envoy. It is possible that A-hai’s father, T’o-t’ieh- 

erh, had himself been attached to Wan-yen Hsiang’s office. 

Although Ong Qan and his ally Temiijin were able to defeat and kill Megiijin 

Se’iiltii in 1196, unrest, possibly caused by conflict between nomadic and sedentary 

elements, continued in the frontier zone, forcing the Chin to build (renovate?) a new 

defence line in its Pei-ching district and to maintain an increased and more heavy- 

handed presence. Such circumstances and an apparently growing Chin oppression of 

the border peoples, inclined Yeh-lii A-hai’s sympathies more and more towards the 

steppe. According to A-hai’s biography — and its account is not uninfluenced by the 

Yiian national myth of Cinggis Qan as dynastic founder — the Khitan had met, and 

been highly impressed by, Temiijin during his embassy to Ong Qan. As a 

consequence, he had offered to enter the Mongol chieftain’s service. The following 

year (1197/8), the account continues, when A-hai was once again sent as an envoy to 

Ong Qan, he brought with him his brother T’u-hua to serve as a hostage in Temiijin’s 

bodyguard (?) thereby guaranteeing A-hai’s loyalty. T’u-hua was at the time garrison 

commander at Huan-chou and, according to his own biography, went over to the 

Mongols with his ‘people,’ that is his family and family retainers, perhaps a score of 

persons in all. Both brothers, if we may credit their biographies, later fought in the 

qan’s steppe wars; they were numbered among those loyalists ‘drinking the waters of 

Baljuna.’ 

We know little about A-hai’s activities during the period between the Baljuna 

covenant (traditionally assigned to 1203) and the massive Mongol assault on Chin of 

late 1211. Their biographies suggest that A-hai and T’u-hua took part in early 

Mongol raids on the sedentary world (against Chin and Hsi-Hsia) during these years, 

but these references may be to events closer to 1211. It is clear, however, that soon 

after A-hai’s final departure for the steppe, the Chin government became suspicious of 

his continued absence and took his family into custody as hostages. To compensate 

A-hai for their loss, Temiijin gave him an aristocratic Mongol girl as a wife and a 

body of tribesmen as retainers. But those cannot have been many since A-hai is not 

named among the chiliarchs appointed in 1206. 
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In late 1211, as the Chin attempted to regain the influence on the Sino-Mongolian 

frontier lost in the great tribal uprising of 1207, the Mongols reacted in full force. 

Both A-hai and T’u-hua were involved in these campaigns as ‘guides’ for the invaders 

under the operational control of Jebe. Following the Mongol victory at the Wu-sha 

pao, and not before according to the Chinese historian T’u Chi, T’u-hua (and his 

brother A-hai) captured the large number of Chin horses mentioned in T’u-hua’s 

biography. At the same time, with the defection of Liu Po-lin (1148-1221) and his 

followers to the Mongol side, T’u-hua also acquired the first contingents of local 

auxiliaries assigned to him, which were later to grow into a large army. Neither A-hai 

nor T’u-hua seems to have participated in the raid in force led by Jebe and Siibdtei 

into Manchuria but, after campaigning on either side of the Great Wall, both brothers 

appear to have been present during the first Mongol siege of the Chin capital of 

Chung-tu, during the winter of 1213-1214. 

In the spring of 1214, when plague broke out among the besiegers and an 

epizootic disease struck their animals, the Mongols accepted Chin’s peace proposals, 

lifted their siege, and departed north. The agreement accepted by the Mongols seems 

to have committed them to withdrawing, not only beyond the line of the Great Wall, 

but from the cities and settlements of the Sino-Mongolian border as well. There is no 

evidence of any attempt to do so, or indication that the Mongols ever intended to 

comply. Temiijin, now Cinggis Qan, did pull back his main army into Mongolia, but 

left behind numerous local allies firmly entrenched in the areas that should have been 

returned to the Chin government. The whereabouts of Yeh-lii A-hai during this 

period are not known, but it is highly probable that he was positioned near his brother 

in Te-hsing, which later became the centre of his apanage in China as Hsiian-te was to 

become that of T’u-hua (both A-hai and his brother were included among the 

seventeen great apanage holders, t’ ou-hsiang, listed by P’eng Ta-ya in 1234, and the 

family continued to accumulate holdings after that time). 

The peace of 1214, however, was destined to be brief. In the autumn of that year, 

the Chin emperor suddenly abandoned his capital in the north and fled south to Pien- 

liang, the Chin ‘Southern Capital’ (Nan-ching, present-day K’ai-feng in Honan), and 

the relative security of the Yellow River valley. Cinggis Qan, apparently intent upon 

keeping the Chin ruler as a Mongol puppet, immediately ordered a resumption of 

hostilities. Overall command of the operations against the former Chin capital 

Chung-tu (i.e. Peking), the Mongols’ first objective, went to the Mongols Sanjar and 

Samuqa Ba’atur, but local Khitan and Chinese allies did most of the actual fighting. 

The brothers A-hai and T’u-hua were among them, apparently acting under the orders 

of another Khitan defector, Shih-mo Ming-an. 
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In the spring of 1215, Chung-tu surrendered, finally reduced by a highly effective 

blockade. Cinggis Qan conferred high-sounding titles upon the major participants in 

the campaign, perhaps thinking of replacing the Chin puppet regime with a Khitan 

buffer government at his direct command. Ming-an, A-hai and T’u-hua were each 

granted one of the highly prestigious titles bestowed on the three chief aids to the 

Chinese ruler, the Three Dukes (or Excellencies), that stood traditionally at the apex 

of Chinese officialdom. Ming-an became the Grand Guardian, A-hai the Grand 

Preceptor, and T’u-hua the Grand Tutor, perhaps to impress upon Chinese subjects 

that these three personages were high ministers holding Chung-tu and its environs for 

their qan-emperor. In fact, Ming-an, A-hai, T’u-hua and their heirs were to dominate 

absolutely the Chung-tu area for some two decades or more. Ming-an and, after 

Ming-an’s early death in 1216, his son and heir Shih-mo Hsien-te-pu (d. ca. 1235) 

became the resident commissioner or governor (darugaci) of the former Chin capital. 

T’u-hua’s subordinates were reorganised and reinforced to become the Han Army 

(although not ethnically ‘Han’ since it included Khitan and other non-Chinese troops). 

T’u-hua himself became the supreme commander of military forces in the area as 

Imperial commander (yeke noyan), or, as the title was rendered for Chinese usage, 

tsung-ling yeke noyan ‘Imperial commander in general control.’ A-hai was made 

head of Regional Secretariat, apparently the Chinese designation for what was almost 

certainly a regional daruqaci administration, with authority over several provinces. 

That was, in fact, the type of government instrumentality that A-hai was later to head 

in Bukhara. The importance of this administration, despite our almost complete lack 

of information about it, is underscored by the Sung envoy Chao Hung’s reference to 

A-hai as the first of the Tatar (i.e. Mongol) ‘chief ministers.’ Cinggis Qan formally 

expressed his own paramount interest in the conquered city by sending there a special 

delegation comprised of two members of the Imperial Guard, Arqai Qasar and the 

steward (bawuréi) Onggiir, and attended by the judge or arbitrator (jarquci) Sigi 

Qutuqu, to inventory and take over Chin treasuries and other booty in the city (see the 

biography of Sigi Qutuqu). 

After the fall of Chung-tu, Mongol armies once again flooded into China and set 

about plundering and conquering Chin domains piecemeal. Local allies and armies 

situated in and about Chung-tu, in addition to providing security in the region, played 

active parts in these campaigns. As a result, the conquered territories in China had 

grown so large by 1217 (or 1218 according to another dating tradition), that a major 

reorganisation was necessary. In that year a garrison force (tamma), in the form of a 

regional ‘tribal’ federation, was created for the new Mongol domains under the 

myriarch Mugqali (qg.v.). This tamma comprised three distinct elements. One 

component, comprising the main striking force, was positioned under the direct 
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command of Muqali in the Sino-Mongolian frontier zone and consisted of five tribal 

groupings of Onggirat, Ikires, Mangqut, Uru’ut and Jalayir, a large allied force 

provided by the ‘Tenduc’ (T’ien-te) Onggiit, and Tangut contingents. A second 

mobile element mustered small groups of scouts (alginci?) to deal with minor 

problems and to alert the main striking force in the event of a major incident. The 

third element, by far the largest group numerically, was made up of the armies of the 

various local Mongol allies in China. Among them was Yeh-lii T’u-hua, whose Han 

Army was now reorganised as part of the Mongol tamma structure, with three 

subordinate chiliarchies formed by the forces of the Khitan jiiyin commander *Yalar, 

and the Chinese commanders Liu Po-lin and Shih T’ien-ni (1197-1225). The jiiyin 

(chin. chiu) troops were special military units, largely but not exclusively made up of 

Khitan tribesmen, maintained as an élite army by the Chin regime. (It should be 

noted, however, that the identification of this “Jalar with the jiiyin commander is 

contested by other scholars.) The assignment to T’u-hua, and other prominent Khitan 

personages associated with the developing Chung-tu power base, of new armies and 

the population groupings supporting them, considerably enhanced the growing 

influence of this Khitan faction within Mongol-occupied China. 

Not long after the 1217 reorganisation in China, the Otrar (Utrar) massacre and 

growing dissension involving the powerful Khwarazmian empire forced the Mongols 

to turn their attention to the security of the western marches of their domains. In late 

1219, after attempts to negotiate had failed, Mongol armies moved into western 

Turkestan from their base in the Irtysh valley. Faced with an unexpected full-scale 

Mongol assault, the Khwarazm shah ‘AJa al-din Muhammad attempted to wait out the 

attack. He placed large garrisons in the great cities of Farghana, Bukhara and 

Gurganj to blunt or delay the Mongol advance, while he took up position himself with 

the remainder of his army on the Iranian side of the Amu Darya. This scheme, 

however, served only to disperse the Khwarazmian forces and soon failed as many 

garrisons surrendered almost without a fight or abandoned their stations. By the end 

of 1220, when the harried Khwarazm shah died from a lung ailment on an island in 

the Caspian Sea, most of his empire had fallen into Mongol hands (see the biography 

of Siibétei). 

Bukhara was among the parts of the Khwarazmian empire already under Mongol 

control at the death of the Khwarazm shah. The city’s garrison, except for a few 

defenders taking shelter in the citadel, simply fled, leaving it up to a delegation of 

influential residents to come to terms with the Mongols. In attempting to reduce the 

defenders of the citadel, the assailants accidentally burned much of the city, but the 

population remained largely unharmed. There was at first more resistance at 

Samarqand but, after the defeat of a large force of local militia in a Mongol ambush, 
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the gates there were thrown open to the conquerors. Part of the garrison cut its way 

out and escaped, part fought to the last man in the citadel, but most surrendered only 

to be slaughtered the next day by the victors. As at Bukhara, the population of 

Samarqand survived largely unscathed, although some slaves were taken in both 

places and local militias were raised to assault the remaining centres of resistance. 

The other major population centres in the region also fell to the Mongols more or less 

undamaged. 

As soon as effective resistance had ceased at Bukhara, Samarqand and in the rest 

of the area, the Mongol armies moved on, leaving behind only small mobile forces, 

positioned in the open to provide a quick response to crisis as was the Mongol 

practice, supported by local allies to secure and expand the new conquests. The 

conquerors also appointed their daruqaci for the population centres of Bukhara and 

for special categories such as military artisans. One such darugaci was Yeh-lii A-hai, 

called TauSa, after his Chinese title of Grand Preceptor (¢’ ai-shih), in Juvaini’s history. 

He had been ordered to accompany the qan west at the time of the general 

mobilisation against the Khwarazmians. A-hai, however, was appointed daruqaci not 

simply for one of the major cities of Bukhara, but for the entire region — in the role 

that he had perhaps assumed already in occupied north China. 

As a regional daruqaci, A-hai was a special personage since only a handful of 

regional darugaci are known to have been appointed during the first decades of 

Mongol rule, and few afterward. All, as far as can be determined, were men of 

considerable power and influence. 

In this function, Yeh-lii A-hai seems to have held major responsibilities in two 

primary areas. He was, firstly, the senior darugaci of his jurisdiction, to whom 

various subordinate daruqaci in Samargand (his seat), in the city of Bukhara, and in 

towns and villages outside the major centres, were responsible. A-hai was thus 

probably charged with ensuring that the subordinate darugaci performed their 

functions effectively. Those functions included taxation, the maintenance of stations 

of the Mongol post-relay system (jam), dispatch of revenues and tribute items to 

court, the compiling of population registers; the raising of local corvée parties; the 

enlistment and supply of local security forces and garrisons, and the leading of these 

local forces in the field when necessary; and, when the occasion arose, the reception, 

feeding, clothing and dispatch of distinguished visitors and others enjoying the special 

favour or protection of the Mongol qan. Secondly, A-hai seems to have served as a 

plenipotentiary regional coordinator, a viceroy even, for the Mongols in Bukhara, 

entrusted with the difficult task of integrating the heterogeneous components of his 

‘province’ into a coherent entity. And this he did through an administration of 
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multinational character, put together from alien and local elements, but on the whole 

Chinese in character. 

We are comparatively well informed about A-hai’s administration in Samarqand, 

due to the eyewitness account of Li Chih-ch’ang, the Hsi-yu chi, a document 

recording the travels of his master, the Neo-Taoist Ch’iian-chen patriarch Ch’ang- 

ch’un (i.e. Ch’iu Ch’u-chi, g.v.) to the court of Cinggis Qan. From this source it is 

clear that although the countryside remained much disturbed, Samarqand, and through 

Samarqand the entire region of Bukhara as well, possessed the beginnings of a firm 

government in the well-ordered administration of Yeh-lii A-hai. 

A-hai, in addition to governing Bukhara and arranging for the stay of the Taoist 

party in his domains, also participated in Ch’ang-ch’un’s interviews with the Mongol 

qan, translating the visitors’ words into Mongolian. His participation in the encounter 

between Ch’ang-ch’un and the Mongol qan is indicative of the high status enjoyed by 

A-hai and of Cinggis’s great personal regard for him. 

The Taoist party finally set out for home in early 1223 and with its departure we 

lose sight of Yeh-lti A-hai. His biography records that he died in Samarqand and that 

he held office for only a short time before his death. He is last mentioned in the Hsi- 

yu chi in connection with events taking place on 10 November 1222, and his death 

must have occurred most likely in early 1223. His offices and titles, including that of 

Grand Preceptor, as well as his administration, were inherited by his son, Yeh-lii 

Mien-ssu-ko. Mien-ssu-ko is the TauS4 mentioned by Juvaini as being the senior 

daruqaci in Bukhara at the time of the Tarab rebellion of 1238/39. As an apparent 

consequence of that rebellion, which severely shook Mongol power throughout 

Bukhara, Mien-ssu-ko retired, or was forced to retire, from his office. This might 

have reflected a growing conflict between imperial officials, such as Mien-ssu-ko, 

representing the interests of the Mongol central authority, and the princes, anxious to 

reduce the powers of that central authority and plunder what they could from the 

increasingly important sedentary portions of Mongol domains. Mien-ssu-ko’s 

administration, following that of his father A-hai, seems to have been the foundation 

for the Bukharan prosperity so praised by Juvaini. His retirement, however, entailed 

no real loss of power since he was made Imperial commissioner (yeke darugaci) of 

the district of Chung-tu upon his return to China, probably in 1241. 

After Yeh-lii A-hai’s departure to the west, his younger brother T’u-hua continued 

to enjoy great powers in occupied China as more and more local allies were placed 

under his control. In 1220, Chao Hung noted that T’u-hua held powers second only to 

those of Muqali in the occupied north, although we know little about T’u-hua’s 

activities at the time. It is only in connection with Ch’ang-ch’un’s travels to the west 

that T’u-hua emerges briefly from obscurity. Like many notables in Mongol China, 
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the Khitan was a patron of Ch’iian-chen Taoism. In autumn 1220, he invited and 

received at Hsiian-te the voyager and his party, then on their way to the court of the 

qan in the west. He entertained his guests with great pomp: we are told that T’u-hua 

had a local temple, the Ch’ao-yiian kuan, restored to celebrate the arrival of Ch’ang- 

ch’un. T’u-hua was again visited by the Taoists on their way back to China in 1223, 

and he welcomed them once more in style. 

Certain factions among the Mongols seem to have sought to check the growing 

Khitan influence in Mongol China in the late 1220s. An indication of this attempt 

may be seen in the mission headed by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai sent to carry out 

investigations of improprieties in Chung-tu during the regency of Tolui (1227-29), 

apparently directed against Shih-mo Hsien-te-pu and his associates. T’u-hua’s own 

power seems to have remained intact. Indeed, his position was reconfirmed in 1229 

by Ogédei, and he even survived a scandal connected with imperial grain reserves at 

Hsiian-te in 1231, which had placed him at loggerheads with Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, who 

was then at the height of his power (see the biography of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai). 

It was probably to remove T’u-hua from his power base at Hsiian-te that, soon 

after this incident, Ogddei ordered him to follow Tolui in the Mongols’ major push 

against the western domains of the Chin. T’u-hua was to lead the combined forces of 

Liu Po-lin’s son Liu Ni (alias Hei-ma, 1200-62) and *Yalar, but when the invading 

army reached Hsi-ho in Kansu, T’u-hua died in unknown circumstances, virtually at 

the outset of the campaign. 

T’u-hua’s title of Grand Preceptor, his office of Imperial commander in general 

control, as also his command of the Han Armies, were inherited by his son Yeh-lii 

Mo-ko, who distinguished himself in the capture of the Chin’s last stronghold, Ts’ai- 

chou, in 1234. The following year he led the seven myriarchies of the Han Armies, 

one of them under Liu Ni, to Szechwan, where he apparently died in 1236. The 

hereditary title and office were retained by T’u-hua’s family until the great 

reorganisation of Qubilai’s reign which sought to reduce the power of the military 

princelings such as Yeh-lii A-hai’s and T’u-hua’s descendants, who continued 

nevertheless to enjoy high military and civil rank under the new regime. 
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9. MAHMUD YALAVAC (? - 1254), MAS‘UD BEG (?-1289), 
‘ALI BEG (?-1280); BUJIR (f1. 1206-1260) 

In creating their empire, the Mongols were continually forced to turn to their 

indigenous subjects for aid in administering their vast domains. This heavy reliance 

on outsiders to staff the imperial government was made necessary by the Mongols’ 

lack of knowledge of ‘the customs and laws of cities... Mahmtid Yalavaé and his 

descendants, who served various Mongol rulers for at least four generations in Central 

Asia and China, were among the most prominent of these non-Mongol figures who 

played such a crucial role in the governance of the sedentary sector of the empire. 

Information on Mahmiid’s early life is scanty; all that can be said with certainty is 

that he was a Turkish speaker from Khwarazm (for which he is also known as 

Mahmiid Khwarazmi) and that he was a merchant by profession. Barthold’s 

suggestion that Mahmiid Yalavaé is to be identified with Mahmid Bay, the chief vizir 

to the last Qara Khitai giir-qan, Chih-lu-ku (d. 1213), is plausible, but as yet 

unconfirmed. 

The first sure mention of Yalavaé dates to the spring of 1218, when Cinggis Qan 

sent Mahmid ‘the Khwarazmian,’ together with two other Muslim merchants as 

ambassadors to the Khwarazm shah, Sultan Muhammad (r. 1200-20). It is not 

possible to determine precisely when Mahmud entered the service of the Mongols, 

but, if Barthold’s suggested identification is correct, it is likely that this would have 

been sometime after 1211, when Giit¢iiliik Qan, the Naiman rival of Cinggis Qan, 

seized control of the Qara Khitai state. 

According to the Muslim sources, the purpose of the embassy was to secure a 

treaty of trade and friendship with the Khwarazm shah. Sultan Muhammad, 

however, mistrusted the Mongolian ruler and closely questioned Mahmid in private 

in the hope that the ambassador, as a native of Khwarazm, would reveal Cinggis 

Qan’s true motives and intentions in sending this mission. Carefully parrying the 

sultan’s queries, Mahmid finally convinced him that while Cinggis Qan was a most 

powerful sovereign, he was in no positions to harm Khwarazmian interests, and that 

in any event the Mongolian ruler only desired to establish mutually beneficial 

commercial relations between the two parties. 

The treaty that emerged from these negotiations was not long-lived. Before the 

year 1218 was out, one of the Khwarazm shah’s subordinates seized a Mongolian 

caravan at the city of Otrar (Utrar), on the middle Syr Darya, and massacred most of 
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its members. This incident led to a major military confrontation between the two 

powers, and ultimately to the complete destruction of the Khwarazmian state and its 

ruling house. 

Following the completion of this diplomatic assignment, from which Mahmid 

acquired the name Yalavac, the Turkish word for ‘ambassador’ or ‘messenger,’ the 

sources are silent on his activities for over a decade. The statement in the Secret 

History (para. 263) that Cinggis Qan appointed Yalavati (i.e. Mahmid Yalavac) as 

governor general of north China, and his son Masqud (i.e. Mas‘iid Beg) as governor 

general of Central Asia shortly after the conquest of Turkestan in 1221, is 

unsupported by any other source, Chinese or Muslim, and is very likely anachronistic. 

The next clear reference to Mahmid is from the year 1229, when the Muslim 

chroniclers relate that Ogddei (r. 1229-41), the recently enthroned successor to 

Cinggis Qan, put Mahmid in charge of the sedentary populations of East and West 

Turkestan. The fact that the Yiian History (Yiian-shih), in reporting this same event, 

names Ma-ha-mo-te Hua-la-hsi-mi (i.e. Mahmiid the Khwarazmian) as the recipient 

of this honour, is a firm indication that we are dealing with a single individual 

possessing two names, and not with two separate personages. 

Ogédei’s appointment of Mahmid, together with the contemporaneous selection 

of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (q.v.) to govern north China, was part of an apparently concerted 

effort by the Qa’an to restore the economies of the sedentary areas of the empire that 

had been devastated during conquest. Mahmid’s task was a difficult one since no 

region of the empire was more heavily damaged than the urban centres of West 

Turkestan. 

To revive the economic life of the areas under his jurisdiction, Mahmid, with the 

assistance of his son Mas‘id Beg and a network of resident commissioners (daruqas) 

stationed in all major population centres, undertook to rebuild the destroyed cities and 

villages, and, of equal importance, to restore the vital irrigation systems along the 

Amu Darya and Syr Darya. Another essential ingredient in the revitalisation effort 

was a sweeping tax reform. Introduced in the early 1230s, the new system devised by 

Mahmid established two categories of taxes: a poll tax on all adult males, the qub¢ir, 

which was paid in coin, and a land tax, the galan, which was remitted in kind. All 

other taxes, most particularly the endless extraordinary levies and exactions of the 

Mongolian princes, were abolished. Further, Mahmid used his influence to persuade 

the imperial court to curb its expenditures. To this end, he tried to convince Ogédei 

that as the ruler he had to set an example of frugality for the rest of the court. In this 
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effort Mahmiid was only partially successful; Ogédei continued many of his 

extravagances despite the constant remonstrations of his minister. 

Taken together these measures had a positive effect in the long run. Several 

contemporary observers speak of the rebirth of urban life and the revival of trade in 

West Turkestan between the 1230s and 1250s. The available numismatic evidence, 

moreover, supports their testimony. 

Despite the overall effectiveness of his restoration programme, Mahmid was 

removed from office around 1239. Two factors working in conjunction seem to 

account for his dismissal. Most important was the growing tension between the Qa’an 

in Mongolia and the regional qanates that had been formed at Cinggis Qan’s death. 

Ca’adai, who had inherited most of Turkestan, smarted under the close supervision of 

Ogédei and his agents, Mahmid in particular. The issue which brought the conflict to 

a head was Ca’adai’s unauthorised transfer of certain lands in Turkestan (which were 

under the jurisdiction of Mahmiid) to another official. Mahmid protested loudly to 

Ogédei, who at first supported the Khwarazmian. Later, however, the Qa’an shifted 

his ground, no doubt to keep on friendly terms with his elder brother, and sanctioned 

the transfer. Given the now strained relations between Ca’adai and Mahmiid, Ogédei 

decided to remove his minister. But to make it clear that he was conceding none of 

his imperial prerogatives to his brother, Ogédei immediately named Mas‘iid Beg as 

the new governor general of Turkestan with the same authority as that previously 

enjoyed by his father. 

Another factor that probably contributed to Mahmutd’s downfall was the so-called 

Tarabi uprising. In 1238/39 a sieve-maker from Tarab, a small town near Bukhara, 

initiated a rebellion that attracted wide support among the lower classes. For a time 

the rebels even gained the upper hand, driving the Mongolian garrisons and officials 

from Bukhara. The Mongols then dispatched a huge army to the rebellious cities and 

the uprising was suppressed. At this point Mahmid intervened with Ogédei to 

prevent a general massacre of the population (a measure favoured by Ca’ddai?), 

arguing that only some of the people willingly participated. The Qa’an accepted this 

advice and the population was spared. Although precise information is lacking, it 

seems likely that Ca’adai and his chief adviser Haba$ ‘Amid somehow turned this 

incident against Mahmid. In any event, shortly after the collapse of the Tarab 

uprising, Ogédei determined that it was time for a change, and Mahmid relinquished 

his post in favour of his son. 

Though no longer deemed the right man for the governor-generalship of Central 

Asia, Mahmiid had by no means lost the confidence of Ogidei. This is clearly 
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evidenced by the fact that in the autumn of 1241 the Qa’an named Mahmiid as his 

chief administrative officer in north China, replacing the much hated tax farmer ‘Abd 

al-Rahman, who had supplanted Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai in 1240. Quite probably it is 

Mahmitd’s appointment on this occasion which the compilers of the Secret History, 

through some confusion, mistakenly dated to the time of Cinggis Qan. 

Once in office, Mahmud was confronted with formidable problems. In the 

aftermath of “Abd al-Rahman’s administration, conditions were chaotic in north 

China: the peasantry was harshly exploited, official corruption and bribery were 

rampant, and there were endless quarrels among the Mongolian princes. Moreover, to 

add to his difficulties, Mahmiid soon became embroiled in bitter controversies with 

the Chinese members of his staff, Liu Min (1201-59) and Yao Shu (q.v.), both of 

whom regarded their Muslim superior as overbearing and dishonest. Mahmid 

succeeded in driving Yao Shu from office, but his exchange of accusations with Liu 

Min became so heated that the affair reached the ears of the emperor, who promptly 

ordered an investigation. The inquiry, according to the biography of Liu Min in the 

Yiian History, found Mahmid guilty of fabricating charges against his colleague, and 

Ogédei, displeased with his minister’s behaviour, dismissed him from office. 

The Persian sources, however, account for Mahmiid’s dismissal in quite a 

different manner. According to Juvaini and RaSid al-Din, Mahmid retained his 

position, and Ogédei’s trust, until the latter’s death in December 1241, at which point, 

T6regene, the Qa’an’s widow and the regent in the period 1241-1246, arbitrarily 

removed him from office and returned “Abd al-Rahmaan to power. In this version of 

events, Mahmid’s fall from grace is attributed to the fact that he paid insufficient heed 

to Téregene’s orders and policies. 

Whatever the truth of the matter, Mahmiid’s first tour of duty in north China was 

of short duration, a few months at the most, and it therefore seems unlikely that he 

had the opportunity to effect any significant policy changes within the territories 

under his jurisdiction. 

Mahmiid apparently spent the interregnum in the company of Kéden, Ogédei’s 

second son, to whom, according to Juvaini, he had fled to escape Toregene’s wrath. 

Her agents continuously demanded that he be handed over to the regent, but 

fortunately for Mahmiid, Kéden refused to comply. 

When Toregene finally engineered the selection of her son Giiyiik as Ogédei’s 

successor in 1246, Mahmiid’s forced banishment ended. Both he and his son Mas‘td 

Beg were held in high esteem by Giiyiik, and the latter, upon assuming the throne, 

reappointed both to their former posts despite his mother’s objections. ‘Abd al- 
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Rahman was stripped of his authority and subsequently put to death. Mahmud was 

given general responsibility for the administration of north China, with the title of 

yeke jarquci, or grand judge. What policies he pursued at this time, or what kind of 

relationship he had with the imperial court, is nowhere recorded. When Giiyiik died 

in 1248, Mahmid quickly and wisely allied himself with the descendants of Tolui, the 

youngest son of Cinggis Qan, in their power struggle with the Ogédeids. In the 

contest the Toluids soon emerged victorious, placing the eldest of the line, Méngke, 

on the imperial throne in 1251. The Muslim sources report that Mahmid, in order to 

assure himself of an important post in the new regime, found it expedient to entertain 

notable Toluid supporters with great lavishness at the diet (quriltai) that confirmed 

Mongke as qa’an. 

In consequence of a long and impressive record of service and, of course, his 

early adherence to the Toluid cause, Mahmid’s campaign for reappointment met with 

success. In 1251, Méngke, placed the Khwarazmian in charge of north China for the 

third and last time. Mahmud’s influence, however, was not limited to Chinese affairs. 

He was consulted on the sensitive issue of how to deal with the Ogédeid opposition. 

Some urged Moéngke to be magnanimous in his treatment of his defeated opponents, 

but Mahmid cautioned the qa’an against such a policy, arguing that they should be 

made to pay a high price for their ‘treachery.’ In the end, Méngke chose the latter 

course, and had many of the opposition put to death. Mahmid also made his 

influence felt in the selection of replacements for rulers of various dependent states 

deemed unreliable by the new regime. On his recommendation the reigning sultan of 

the Qara Khitai dynasty of Kirman, Rukn al-Din, was deposed and replaced by a 

cousin, Qutb al-Din, long a member of Mahmiid’s entourage. 

As a sign of imperial favour, Mahmid was the first of the major administrative 

appointees allowed to leave the quriltai (held on the Keriilen River in Mongolia) to 

take up his post. His title, as given in the Chinese sources, corresponded to that of 

yeke jarquci. He was headquartered in Yen-ching (Peking) with a large staff, which 

included his senior associates, the Bukharan Saiyid Ajall (q.v.), the Mongolian Bujir 

(see below), the Chinese Chao Pi, and a host of clerical personnel, including his 

former antagonist, Liu Min, who now served as Mahmiid’s Chinese secretary. The 

pairing of the two rivals in this fashion was probably a conscious design on the part of 

Mongke, who might well have seen it as an effective means of keeping both parties 

honest. 

The main responsibility of Mahmiid and his staff was the assessment and 

collection of taxes. But before this could be done effectively, a general census of the 
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population had to be carried out. When this task was completed in 1252, a new tax 

system was introduced. On orders of the qa’an, the taxation of the entire realm was 

now to be based on the system first established in Central Asia by Mahmid in the 

early 1230s. This command was in fact implemented throughout the empire, with 

some adjustments to meet local traditions and needs. In China, for instance, the 

qubcir, known as the k’o-ch’ai, was not imposed on adult males, as in the Islamic 

lands, but on individual households. Further, in China this tax category was not 

collected entirely in coin: up to one-half could be paid in silk. Despite such 

amendments, Mahmiid’s basic tax categories were retained, and his system not only 

laid the foundations of later Ytian practice, but also served as a model for the Golden 

Horde, the Ca’adai qanate, and the II-khans of Iran. 

While Mahmid stood high in the esteem of the Mongolian qa’ans and in the 

valuation of medieval Muslim historians, his reputation among the Chinese was an 

unsavoury one. This is not too surprising, since, as noted previously, his relations 

with Chinese officials were seldom cordial. They always suspected him of 

dishonesty, and in general viewed him as harsh, domineering, and ‘lacking in shame.’ 

Their differences, however, went beyond mere personality conflict. Much more 

substantive issues lay behind their disagreements: they fought over high rates of 

taxation and over the jurisdiction of Qubilai’s princely estates (fen-ti) in Honan and 

Shensi. In these instances the Chinese faction won the day: tax rates were reduced 

and Mahmid’s authority within Qubilai’s estates was curtailed. 

Much of this contention reflected the tensions between the qa’an, Méngke, and 

his brother, Qubilai, who held divergent views on how best to rule China. In most 

instances, Mahmid’s difficulties were with the Chinese retainers of Qubilai, who were 

urging on their patron the adoption of more traditional ‘Confucian’ methods of 

governance for north China. Such proposals were generally opposed by Méngke and 

the Muslim and Turkish elements at court, who favoured a policy of minimising 

Chinese participation in the administration of their homeland. Seen in this light, 

Mahmid’s difficulties with his Chinese colleagues, such as his dispute with Chao Pi 

(who represented Qubilai’s interests at Peking) over the issuance of official seals, was 

not merely a difference of opinion on a matter of procedure: such contention was the 

by-product of a more generalised struggle over the fundamental direction of imperial 

policy in China. 

The duration of Mahmiid’s third tour of duty in China is uncertain. According to 

the biography of Chao Pi in the Yiian History, M6ngke terminated Mahmiid’s services 

in the hsin-hai year (24 Jan. 1251-11 Feb. 1252), ie. in the same year that he had 
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appointed Mahmiid to his post. This date, however, is not confirmed by any other 

source and is, moreover, directly contradicted by two passages found elsewhere in the 

Yiian History which indicate that Mahmid was still in office, actively discharging his 

duties as grand judge, in the following jen-tzu year (12 Feb. 1252-30 Jan. 1253). The 

Chinese sources make no further reference to Mahmid thereafter. 

We are thus entirely dependent for the date and circumstances of Mahmid’s 

death on the report of Jamal QarSi, an Arabic encyclopaedist of early fourteenth 

century Central Asia, who says that Mahmiid died in Qan Baliq (Peking) in the spring 

of 1254. Given, however, the overall accuracy of this author’s data on the Yalavac 

family and the failure of either the Chinese or Persian chroniclers to mention 

Mahmiid after this date, there is no reason to dispute his statement. 

While it is not explicitly so stated in any source, it seems probable that Mahmid’s 

successor was Bufir, the Mongol whom Mongke had named as his associate in 1251. 

Mas‘iid Beg, presumably the eldest of Mahmiid’s sons, began his career as an 

assistant to his father in Central Asia sometime after 1229. As noted previously, 

when Mahmud was forced to give up the governor generalship of Turkestan in 1239, 

Ogédei named Mas‘id Beg as his replacement. At the beginning of Téregene’s 

regency, Mas‘iid Beg was in his turn compelled to flee for his life; he spent the next 

several years in the territory of the Golden Horde under Batu’s personal protection. 

Giiytik returned him to power in 1246, and in 1251 Mongke, with a great show of 

respect, confirmed him in office. 

Upon returning to his post, Mas‘tid Beg found political conditions in Central Asia 

considerably changed. Following his accession, Méngke had placed his own 

candidate, Qara Hiilegii, on the Ca’adaid throne. The latter died almost immediately, 

and the new qa’an named Mubarak Shah, the deceased ruler’s young son, as successor, 

and appointed *Organa, Qara Hiilegii’s widow, as regent until the heir apparent’s 

majority. In the absence of an effective ruler in the Ca’adai qanate, a situation which 

remained unaltered throughout Méngke’s reign, Mas‘iid Beg was able to carry out his 

duties unhindered by local opposition; he now functioned as the de facto head of the 

government of both East and West Turkestan, answerable only to the qa’an in 

Mongolia. 

Mas‘td Beg worked further to improve economic conditions within his 

jurisdiction, continuously travelling from one population centre to another. In the 

period 1251-1255, for instance, his presence is noted in Be8 Baliq, Almaliq, and 

Samarqand. The sources are unanimous in picturing his administration as effective 

and beneficial to the local population. By the end of Méngke’s reign in 1259, 



/ 129 

economic activity in Central Asia is said to have reached the level prevailing before 

the conquest. 

The death of Méngke, and the subsequent struggle for power among and within 

the various princely houses, brought to an end the qa’an’s authority over the regional 

qanates and led to a decade of political chaos in Central Asia. Demonstrating a 

political dexterity which was characteristic of his family, Mas‘iid Beg succeeded in 

retaining office despite rapidly shifting alliances and frequent changes on the Ca’adaid 

throne. 

In consequence of the internecine warfare that accompanied this endless political 

intriguing, much of the restoration work of Mas‘iid Beg and his father was undone. 

Mas‘id Beg used his influence to minimise the damage, as for instance when he 

dissuaded the Ca’adai qan Al8u (r. 1260-65) from sacking Samarqand and Bukhara as 

a punitive measure. But in the absence of political stability, the economic 

deterioration continued. 

_ In 1269 Baraq, the then reigning Ca’adai gan, and Qaidu, the leader of the 

Ogédeid line, formed an alliance, the purpose of which was to depose the Yiian 

emperor Qubilai, whose line, in their eyes, had no rightful claim to the imperial 

throne. To generate the revenues needed for this contest, the two princes charged 

Mas‘ud Beg with the task of restoring, once again, the crippled economy of Central 

Asia. In order to facilitate the latter’s work, the princes undertook not to enter any 

city, pledging to remain in the steppe until victory was achieved. 

Mas‘id Beg’s rehabilitation plans were delayed until the late 1270s due to 

incursions of the Persian Mongols. After the threat of foreign invasion had been 

averted, measures were introduced to revive agriculture, trade and urban life. 

Bukhara was completely rebuilt and a new town, Andijan, was established in the 

Fergana Valley. Extensive and long-lasting monetary reforms were introduced. From 

his own purse, Mas‘iid Beg had a large madrasa, or Muslim institution of learning, 

built in Bukhara. The tax revenue consequently produced enabled the Ogédeid and 

Ca’adai lines to continue the war for over three decades against their much wealthier 

China-based rivals. Having won the confidence of the Mongolian princes, Mas‘tid 

Beg was retained in office until his death in 1289. 

Abi Bakr, the eldest son of the deceased minister was then appointed as his 

replacement by Qaidu, the dominant figure in the coalition of Central Asian princes. 

Abi Bakr was in turn succeeded in 1298 by his brother, Satilmi8. In 1302 Cabar, 

Qaidu’s son and heir, named yet another of Mas‘tid Beg’s sons, Seviné, to fill the 

position which had been in the hands of Mahmiid Yalava¢ and his descendants for 
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over seventy years. Amir Husain, one of Mas‘id Beg’s brothers, also served the 

Mongolian rulers of Central Asia. When Baraq invaded northern Iran and 

Afghanistan in the late 1260s, Amir Husain was appointed ‘companion’ to the vassal 

ruler of Herat. 

Another of Mahmiid Yalavat’s sons, ‘Ali Beg, served the Yiian dynasty for many 

years in a variety of responsible positions. He seems to have begun his career as a 

Transport commissioner, perhaps during his father’s last tour of duty in north China 

(1251-ca. 1254). He was instrumental in uncovering and exposing Li T’an’s plans for 

rebellion in 1262, and received a promotion to the rank of assistant of the Right in 

1264. Between 1267 and 1271, ‘Ali Beg was a associate director of political affairs. 

Little is known of his activities at this time except that he became the subject of 

official criticism in early 1271 for having failed to put back into cultivation lands that 

had been abandoned when a number of military colonies were disbanded in Honan. 

At this point, ‘Ali Beg temporarily forsook his bureaucratic career for military 

service, the only one of Mahmiid Yalavaé’s descendants to pursue the profession of 

arms. When Qubilai mounted his major thrust against the Sung in 1271, ‘Ali Beg 

accompanied the commander-in-chief, Bayan, as a myriarch. By 1275 he had 

achieved the rank of vice-marshal. He was a participant in the capture of Huai-an in 

Kiangsu on 3 October 1275; a few months later he was assigned to garrison the city of 

Wan-t’ou near Hang-chou. 

Sometime before 1279 he resumed his bureaucratic career as a director of 

political affairs in the provinces of Kiangsu and Anhwei, i.e. in the very areas that he 

had just helped wrest from Sung control. While serving in this capacity, ‘All Beg 

became embroiled in a controversy which ultimately cost him his life. 

In March 1279, ‘Ali Beg memorialised the central authorities requesting an 

investigation into the provincial government of Kiangsu and Anhwei and the Regional 

Censorate because of unspecified irregularities. The Censorate responded by arguing 

that not those instrumentalities, but ‘Ali Beg himself should be made the object of an 

investigation. Inquiries followed, and it was discovered in July 1280 that ‘Ali Beg 

had issued new paper money and abolished the old Sung currency of Kiangsu and 

Anhwei without official permission. Further examination revealed that ‘Ali Beg and 

his associate, El Temiir had collected taxes three years in advance, reassigned 

officials, and altered the disposition of local defence forces, all on their own authority. 

Once these facts became known, Ahmad, Qubilai’s chief minister, intervened in the 

case, personally interrogating ‘Ali Beg. The latter proclaimed his innocence and 

attempted to defend his actions, but to no avail. Together with his confederate El 
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Temiir, he was executed toward the end of December 1280 on explicit orders of the 

emperor. His guilt in this matter seems fairly certain; even a stele written in honor of 

‘Ali Beg’s daughter Safaliq acknowledges that he ‘broke the law.’ 

In addition to a daughter, ‘Ali Beg had at least two sons, both of whom held posts 

in the Yiian administration: Ya’qiib Beg, who was a high official in the heavily 

Muslim province of Yunnan during the latter part of Qubilai’s reign, and La-la-chi 

(perhaps the Persian /d/d, ‘tutor’ and the Turkic suffix -Ci), who received an unnamed 

hereditary position in 1274 in consequence of his father’s role in exposing Li T’an’s 

rebellious intentions. 

The most famous of ‘Ali Beg’s offspring, at least in Chinese eyes, was his 

daughter Safaliq (Arabic safa’, ‘pure,’ and the Turkic possessive suffix -lig). Her 

husband, Temiir Buqa, was the son of the distinguished Yiian general of Qipéaq 

origin, Tug Tuga (T’u Tu-ha). When the latter died in 1297, the family found itself in 

much reduced circumstances. Forced suddenly to lead the life of a “common person,’ 

Safaliq is said to have maintained her dignity despite the trying conditions. 

According to her biographer Ma Tsu-ch’ang, she was a very knowledgeable and able 

woman who actively assisted her husband in his work as a daruqaci in Chiang-nan. 

Temiir Buqa’s death in 1300 placed Safaliq in even more straitened 

circumstances, but by dint of careful management she succeeded in keeping the 

family together without recourse to charity. Only twenty-nine years old at her 

spouse’s demise, she steadfastedly refused to remarry and died a widow in 1331. For 

so respecting the memory of her deceased husband, a highly regarded Confucian 

virtue, the local Chinese officials in Chien-k’ang honoured her with a public tablet. 

Posthumously, she was granted the title Lady-of-state of Jung. Safaliq had four sons, 

all of whom pursued official careers under the Yiian. The most noted was Aruq 

Quduq, who was a secretarial censor and a colleague of Ma Tsu-ch’ang, the family 

biographer. 

Bujir’s date of birth, family background and tribal affiliation cannot be 

determined with any degree of certainty. According to Ra&id al-Din, Bujir was the 

brother of Kehetei or Ketei of the Uru’ut, a Mongolian tribe closely akin to the 

Mangqut. From the Chinese and Mongolian sources it is known that Ketei was the 

eldest son of Jiiréedei, the chief of the Uru’ut, who, after first siding with Jamuqa, 

went over to Cinggis Qan with his force in about 1201. There are, however, reasons 
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for questioning the fraternity of Ketei and Bujir. Firstly, there is much confusion in 

Raxid al-Din’s discussion of this family. Major incidents in the life of Jiiréedei, such 

as Cinggis Qan’s gift of Ibaqa Beki, the Kereit princess, as a wife, are repeatedly and 

mistakenly ascribed to his son Ketei. Secondly, the biography of Jiiréedei in the Yiian 

History, which speaks of his son Ketei at length, makes no mention of Bufjir, a 

circumstance that is difficult to explain, given the prominent position the latter held in 

Mongke’s reign. 

Bujir’s own biography in the Yiian History only serves further to becloud the 

issue of his origins. In this source Bujir is called a Mongol of the T’o-t’o-li-t’ai clan. 

This puzzling ethnonym, which does not seem to be a transcription of ‘Tatar’ as some 

have assumed, is met with on a few other occasions, but never in connection with the 

Uruw’ut. As regards family background, Bujir’s biography names Niu-erh-chieh as his 

father. Conceivably, Niu-erh-chieh could be a truncated and slightly corrupted 

transcription of Jiiréedei, but the careers of these two figures as depicted in the 

Chinese and Mongolian sources, diverge widely on several key points. For instance, 

while the Secret History of the Mongols portrays Jiiréedei as a tribal chieftain who 

joins Cinggis Qan with numerous followers, according to the biography of Bujir in 

the Yiian History Niu-erh-chieh is brought to the Mongolian leader’s attention at an 

unspecified time because of his renown as a bow-and-arrow-maker. In this latter 

tradition, Niu-erh-chieh’s talents and physical size (he is said to have been well over 

two m tall) make such an impression on Cinggis Qan that both father and son are 

awarded positions in the Mongolian army. 

However he gained entrance into the Mongolian military establishment, either as 

the son of an important tribal leader or as the son of a humble but skilled bowyer, 

Bujir made the most of the opportunity. By 1206 he was a chiliarch (minggan-u 

noyan) of the left hand, i.e. of the Left (= East) Wing of the army. What he did to 

achieve this high rank is nowhere explained. The only details we have on his military 

career come from after this date. He accompanied Cinggis Qan on the campaign 

against Khwarazm in 1218-1221, and was a participant in the famous reconnaissance- 

in-force which the great Mongolian general SiibStei (¢.v.) conducted in the Caucasus 

and southern Russia in 1222-1223. For his bravery and initiative in these actions 

Bujir was publicly praised by Cinggis Qan. 

Absolutely nothing is known of Bujir’s activities under Ogédei’s rule (1229-41). 

When next encountered, during Giiyiik’s brief reign (1246-48), he is in the service of 

Méngke, the eldest son of Tolui and future ruler of the Mongolian empire. It is likely 

that Bujir was the commander of one of the many chiliarchies inherited by Tolui, the 
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youngest son of Cinggis Qan, upon the latter’s death, and that the missing years were 

spent in the household establishments of the Toluids. 

In any event, in 1246 Mongke ordered Bujir to assist in an investigation of 

irregularities in the administration of imperial land grants in the area of Ta-ming. In 

this inquiry, carried out in conjunction with the Tangut “Siri Gambu, who was the 

representative of the qa’an Giiyiik, Bujir took custody of the official records of the Ta- 

ming censor, who apparently was at the centre of the irregularities. Whether this 

should be taken as evidence that Bufir was literate is difficult to say, but considering 

the type of administrative work he did throughout the remainder of his career, it does 

seem likely that he was among that small and select group of Mongols who could read 

and write. 

When Mongke came to power in 1251, supplanting the Ogédeid line, he named 

Bujir as one of his chief officials in north China with the rank of yeke jarquci, or 

grand judge. There Bujir worked under the immediate direction of Mahmiid Yalavaé 

(see above). Together with his staff, which included the Ongiit *Yuhanai, Bujir 

helped carry out the general census of 1252 and later supervised the printing of paper 

money, the issuance of which Mongke authorized in 1253. 

Though the evidence is circumstantial, it appears probable that Bujir succeeded 

Yalavaé as governor general of north China when the Khwarazmian died in the spring 

of 1254. Indeed, an extant rescript (farliq) of 1255, granting tax immunities to the 

various religious communities, leaves the impression that Bujir was the chief 

administrative official in north China and that his appointment was a recent one. As 

was customary among the Mongols, Bujir did not give up his military rank upon 

assuming a civilian office. Despite growing administrative responsibilities, he is still 

listed as one of the senior army commanders of the Left Wing in 1255; and Méngke 

Qa’an demonstrated his approval of the way Bujir discharged his various duties by 

honouring him with gifts of expensive clothing and grants of land in Wei-chou and 

Ting-an (Hopei). 

Following Méngke’s death in 1259, Bujir continued in office under the new 

regime for a while, but his relations with Qubilai (r. 1260-94) and the latter’s 

supporters soon deteriorated. In fact, relations between the new qa’an and Bujir had 

never been good. As early as 1251 Qubilai had severely reprimanded Bujir for being 

too ready to invoke the death sentence against people accused of petty crimes. The 

qaan’s disfavour, however, resulted mainly from the suspicion that Bujir had secretly 

embraced the cause of Ariq Boke, Qubilai’s younger brother and chief rival for the 

throne between 1260 and 1264. Some time during this period, Mungsuz, an Uighur 
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adviser of Qubilai and a colleague of Bujir, openly accused the latter of harbouring 

divided loyalties. Mungsuz received authorization to place the accused under arrest 

and to escort him to Peking. Since the appointees of Méngke actively supported the 

candidacy of Ariq Boke almost to a man, Mungsuz’s suspicions may well have had a 

basis in fact. 

Bujir’s final years, like his origins, are obscure. There is a reference in the Yiian 

History to a Bujir who was engaged in water conservancy work in late 1273, but there 

is nothing to connect this individual with our subject. Moreover, the fact that Bujir’s 

own biography makes no mention of events subsequent to Méngke’s reign and 

provides no concrete information on the date and circumstances of his death, suggests 

that his career did not extend far into Qubilai’s time, and perhaps that his end was an 

unhappy one. It is not unlikely that he shared the fate of the many supporters of Ariq 

Boke who were executed or imprisoned when they fell into Qubilai’s hands after the 

surrender of his rival in 1264. 

Whatever difficulties Bujir may have had with the new regime, his four sons 

Hao-li, Beg Temiir, Buralki, and Oljei Bugqa, all served Qubilai in various responsible 

civil and military posts. 
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10. YEH-LU CH’U-TS’AI (1189-1243), YEH-LU CHU (1221-1285) 

In the course of their conquests, the Mongols availed themselves of the services 

of numerous men with military, administrative and diplomatic skills, drawn from the 

sedentary civilizations of Inner and Eastern Asia. Very prominent among them, 

especially in the early phase of Mongol expansionism, were a number of Sinicized 

Khitans and Jurchens. A leading figure in this group was Yeh-lti Ch’u-ts’ai, whose 

fame rests chiefly on the administrative reforms that were carried out under his 

leadership during the reign of Ogédei (T’ai-tsung, r. 1229-41), and on his constant 

endeavour to mitigate the harsh Mongol rule in north China. It is mainly for these 

activities that he has been praised as one of the greatest political figures in the history 

of Asia. His achievements, however, are known to us only through Chinese sources; 

no mention of him is found in the works of the Persian historians or in the so-called 

Secret History of the Mongols. This fact led the great Turkologist W. Barthold to 

suggest that Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s political role may have been exaggerated by the 

Chinese historians; while E. Blochet, pressing the argument further in an article 

published in 1926, made a daring but vain attempt to identify him with a well-known 

Muslim official of the time. Until very recently the extent of his authority at the 

Mongol court has been open to question. 

Moreover, the biographies of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai written by Confucian scholars 

give a one-sided view of his personality, presenting him as an exemplar of the 

humane and wise Confucian statesman. It is only from his literary works that we 

learn about his deep Buddhist faith. To what extent then was Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai the 

genuine Confucian that the historians claim him to be, and were his actions truly 

motivated by orthodox thought? 

Sometimes, general statements are also made about his civilizing influence on the 

Mongols and his indirect role in the policies later pursued by Qubilai. One wonders 

how far these statements are true. 

I shall attempt here to throw some light on these problems by reviewing Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai actions in relation to (a) his milieu and the historical context, and (b) his 

political ideology and religious beliefs, so far at least as they can be discerned in his 

extant writings. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s lineage, as given in his ‘spirit-way’ inscription by Sung Tzu- 

chen (1187-1267), begins with T’u-yii, eldest son of the founder of the Liao dynasty, 

A-pao-chi (T’ai-tsu, r. 907-25). T’u-yii, whose personal name was Pei, is well known 

to history. A fervent admirer of Chinese culture, he was himself a scholar in both 

Khitan and Chinese, as well as a skilled painter. He ruled over Tung-tan, i.e. the old 
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kingdom of Po-hai, from 926 to 930 (whence his title of Prince of Tung-tan), and 

shortly afterwards had to flee Liao for fear of being assassinated by his brother Te- 

kuang (T’ai-tsung, r. 927-47), in whose favour he had been forced to abdicate the 

throne. He met a violent death in exile in 937. 

Next in line stands T’u-yii’s second son, Lou-kuo, younger brother of Emperor 

Shih-tsung (tr. 947-51). He became governor of Yen-ching, the southern capital of 

Liao, and chief of the Political Council. In 952 he plotted rebellion against Emperor 

Mu-tsung (r. 951-69) in order to assert the claims of the senior branch of the clan to 

the imperial succession (Mu-tsung was a member of the junior line). He was 

discovered and arrested, and subsequently committed suicide. Of Lou-kuo’s 

descendants for the next four generations we know only the names and official titles. 

Two grand preceptors figure among them. 

T’u-yti’s sixth-generation descendant, Te-yiian, took service under the Chin 

dynasty and rose to be commanding prefect of Hsing-p’ing (Hopei). Having no sons 

of his own, he adopted the son of a younger cousin and made him his heir. Te-yiian’s 

adopted son, called Lii, was the father of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai. 

Born in 1131, Yeh-lii Lii entered the civil service through the yin privilege and 

rapidly gained renown as a translator from Chinese into Khitan and Jurchen. He held 

various posts in the Department of National History, the Han-lin Academy, the 

Ministry of Rites, and the provincial administration. He attracted the attention of 

Emperor Shih-tsung (r. 1161-89), who, during his final illness, made him his personal 

attendant. After the emperor’s death and the enthronement of Chang-tsung (r. 1190- 

1208), Yeh-lii Lii rose to be minister of Rites and assistant of the Right in the 

Presidential Council. He died in office in 1191. His biographies portray him as 

capable and thoroughly Sinicized official. His funerary inscription relates several 

anecdotes illustrating his Confucian outlook. For example, when Chang-tsung was 

still heir apparent, Yeh-lii Lii dissuaded him from studying the Tso-chuan because, 

although a classic, ‘it is on the whole full of intrigues and lacking purity’. Instead he 

recommended he concentrate on the Shang-shu (= Book of History) and Meng-tzu 

(Mencius), for these works ‘contain the pure Way of the Sages’. Also, at the time 

when Yeh-lii Lii was serving in the Ministry of Rites, the question arose whether 

Shih-tsung’s late mother should be buried separately, as stated in her will (she had 

become a Buddhist nun on her husband’s death), or together with him, in the way 

proper to an Imperial consort. Yeh-lii Lii memorialized that her will should not be 

taken into account, on the ground that the ‘regular statutes’ took precedence over the 

Buddhist precepts, and the status of Queen Mother over that of devotee. The advice 

was followed. 
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During his long and successful career, Yeh-lii Lii accumulated a considerable 

fortune, and instances of his munificence are recorded in his biography. The family 

also enjoyed the income derived from a hereditary apanage in Tung-p’ing, Shantung, 

the origin of which is unknown. Yeh-lii Lii married three times. He had two sons by 

his first two wives. The third son, born to his third wife (née Yang), was Yeh-li 

Ch’u-ts’ai. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, T. Chin-ch’ing, was born on 3 August 1189 in the Chin capital, 

Chung-tu (present-day Peking). Lii’s house, where Ch’u-ts’ai was born, was situated 

between Jade Fountain Hill (Yii-ch’iian shan) and Fragrant Hill (Hsiang-shan) in the 

‘Western Hills’ near the city — hence Ch’u-ts’ai style Yii-ch’tian occasionally found in 

his writings. 

His father died when he was only two years old. His mother, a scholarly woman 

who later became an instructor, or tutoress, at the palace, brought him up and 

personally took care of his formal education. At the age of twelve he was busy 

studying the Shih (Book of Odes) and the Shu (Book of History). At seventeen he had 

the opportunity to enter the Chin civil service on the strength of the yin privilege, to 

which he was entitled as the son of a chief minister. He declined, however, in order 

to compete for the chin-shih. Shortly afterward he was granted special permission to 

compete in the ‘decree examination’ conducted by Chang-tsung, and came out first on 

the list. We have no information regarding his first appointment, but we know that 

upon conclusion of the “examination of merits’ (k’ao) he was promoted to vice-prefect 

of K’ai-chou in Hopei. From references contained in one of his poems, it appears that 

he held this post in 1213. 

Meanwhile, the Mongols had begun their invasion of Chin. It may be recalled 

that since 1211 the Mongol army had been carrying out a series of attacks against the 

Jurchen fortresses in northern Shansi and Hopei, and in Jehol. In the autumn of 1213, 

Cinggis Qan, taking advantage of the confusion following the murder of the Chin 

tuler Wei-shao wang in a palace revolution, launched a three-pronged offensive 

which took his armies deep into Shansi, Hopei, and Shantung. They eventually 

converged on Peking, but failed to take it owing to the city’s exceptional defences. A 

peace treaty was then concluded between the newly elected Emperor Hsiian-tsung (r. 

1213-24) and the Mongol ruler. No sooner had Cinggis Qan retired than Hsiian- 

tsung, feeling unsafe in Peking, decided to move his capital south. At the end of June 

1214 he transferred the court to Pien-liang (K’ai-feng, Honan), leaving Wan-yen 

Ch’eng-hui in charge of Peking under the orders of the heir apparent. Yeh-lii Ch’u- 

ts’ai, who had in the meantime been recalled from K’ai-chou, was appointed on Wan- 

yen Ch’eng-hui’s recommendation second secretary of the Bureaux of the Left and 

Right in the old capital. 
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Cinggis Qan, enraged at the news of the emperor’s flight to Pien-liang, resumed 

hostilities, and in August his army again invested Peking. The siege — the worst in the 

city’s history — lasted ten months. Of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s activity in this period we 

know nothing, except that even in the two months of serious famine before the fall of 

the city ‘he attended to his official duties as usual’. 

Peking was captured at the end of May 1215. One month of looting followed, in 

the course of which thousands of people were killed and a great part of the city was 

burned down. The suffering experienced by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai during the siege 

affected him deeply, precipitating a mental crisis. 

Up to this time Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai had shown a certain interest in Buddhism, but 

his knowledge of it was superficial. In the preface to one of his poems he says, ‘In 

my youth I had a liking for Buddhism, as that was my natural inclination. When I 

reached manhood I had read superficially many Buddhist texts and although I gained 

a certain knowledge from these, I rather exaggerated my achievement’. He was 

particularly attracted by Ch’an Buddhism which was predominant at the time, and 

before the fall of Peking he often visited the monk Ch’eng at his temple, the Sheng-an 

ssu, discussing with him the ‘recorded sayings’ (yii-lu) of the old masters. As this was 

a favourite pastime among the literati, however, ‘old’ Ch’eng had never taken Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai’s interest seriously. 

After the fall of Peking, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai decided ‘to seek the Patriarch’s (i.e. 

Bodhidharma’s) doctrine more earnestly’, and with this in mind he once more went to 

see his friend at the Sheng-an ssu. Ch’eng immediately realized that this time Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai’s desire for enlightenment was genuine and not merely an intellectual 

pursuit as before. But Ch’eng, pleading old age and inadequate knowledge of 

Confucianism, declined to instruct the young man. Instead, Ch’eng directed him to 

Wan-sung (Hsing-hsiu, 1166-1246), abbot of the Pao-en ssu, as one ‘well versed in 

both Confucianism and Buddhism and very thorough in doctrine and expression’, in 

other words, an outstanding teacher. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai could not have been given 

better advice, since Wan-sung was indeed one of the leading Ch’an masters of the 

time. Besides being a learned Buddhist scholar, he was equally versed in 

Confucianism and Taoism. Although officially belonging to the Ts’ao-tung school 

and, indeed, the spiritual successor of the renowned Ts’ao-tung master Hstieh(-yen)- 

man (d. 1206), Wan-sung was in reality a syncretist who combined in his teaching the 

views on enlightenment peculiar to other schools of Ch’an (Yiin-men and Lin-chi in 

particular), and maintained the theory, very popular in this period, of the common 

origin of the Three Teachings. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai began his training as a lay disciple under Wan-sung some time 

in 1215, and pursued it relentlessly for three years. During that period of rigorous 



140 

instruction, he cut himself off from family and friends, concentrating single-mindedly 

on his quest. He finally attained enlightenment, and his master recognized the 

achievement by conferring on him ‘the seal of discipleship?, and the Buddhist 

layman’s style of Chan-jan chii-shih, with the name Ts’ung-yiian. 

On 12 April 1218, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai was summoned by Cinggis Qan to Mongolia. 

The Mongol conqueror had rallied many Khitan hereditary leaders in the past, 

including several descendants of the imperial house of Liao (such as Yeh-lii Liu-ko 

[1165-1220] and the two brothers Yeh-lii A-hai and T’u-hua [qq.v.]), who had proved 

faithful allies in the struggle against Chin. Indeed from 1215 onwards the regional 

command of Chung-tu was largely in the hands of Khitan officials, such as the two 

Yeh-lii brothers, Shih-mo Ming-an (*Mingan, d. 1216), and the latter’s son Hsien-te- 

pu (*Sendeb, d. 1235+). These officials were directly responsible to Muqali (g.v.), 

Cinggis Qan’s representative in north China at the time. A further link may have been 

provided by Mugali’s special connection with the Buddhist establishment (see the 

biography of Hai-yiin), and Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s close involvement with Ch’an masters 

after the fall of Chung-tu. 

Besides racial affinity, Khitans and Mongols were united by their common hatred 

for the Jurchen. This is shown in the well-known words pronounced by Cinggis, at 

the end of July, when he met Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai for the first time at his ordos in the 

Sari Steppe (west of the great bend of the Kerulen River): “Liao and Chin have been 

enemies for generations; I have taken revenge for you’. To which Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai 

replied, ‘My father and grandfather have both served it (i.e., Chin) respectfully. How 

can I, as a subject and a son, be so insincere at heart as to consider my sovereign and 

my father as enemies?’ The Mongol is said to have been impressed by this frank 

reply, as well as by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s looks (he was a very tall man with a 

magnificent beard reaching to his waist) and sonorous voice. He gave him the 

nickname Urtu Saqal (Long Beard) and placed him in his retinue ‘as an adviser’. 

For a long time it was assumed that Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai had been captured by 

Cinggis Qan immediately after the fall of Chung-tu, i.e. in 1215. In his outstanding 

‘chronological biography’ (nien-p’u) of Ch’u-ts’ai, Wang Kuo-wei has disproved this, 

since the exact date of Cinggis’s summons is given by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai himself in his 

Hsi-yu lu, or Record of a Journey to the West, a manuscript copy of which was found 

in Japan only in 1926. 

In the spring of the following year, Cinggis Qan set out on his punitive 

expedition against the Khwarezmian empire, the so-called Western Campaign (1219- 

24). Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai accompanied him to Central Asia and remained there till 1226. 

His itinerary is described, rather sketchily, in the Hsi-yu lu, and recollections of 

many of the places he crossed, or stopped at, are found in his poems. He left with the 
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Mongol army in May-June 1219, halting on the Eder River in June- July and on the 

Black Irtysh (where Cinggis set up his summer camp) until the autumn. Thence the 

army proceeded across the Altai Mountains, through several passes because of its 

numbers. 

From the Altai onward Ch’u-ts’ai followed approximately the same route as the 

Ch’tian-chen master Ch’ang-ch’un and his party two years later, in the summer and 

autumin of 1221 (see the biography of Ch’iu Ch’u-chi). From one of his poems, it 

seems that Ch’u-ts’ai was attached to the contingent of the invading army led by 

Cinggis’s second son Ca’adai, for part of the time at least. This force crossed the 

T’ien-shan (in the Dzungarian Ala-Tau) and entered the Ili valley via the Talki Pass, 

while the main body crossed the Emil valley and reached the plain of Qayaliq (west 

of modern Kopal in Kazakhstan) where all the Mongol forces and those of their allies 

assembled for the onslaught. Ch’u-ts’ai skirted Lake Sairam — ‘The hundred-Ii, 

mirror-like lake atop the mountains/On which the morning and evening mist 

resembles floating vapour’ — passed Almaliq, Balasagun and Talas, and eventually 

reached Samargand, at the same time, or soon after, the city was invested by the 

Mongols in March 1220. His subsequent movements in the region are not clear, but 

he certainly spent part of his time in the “Western Region’ based at Samarqand, a city 

that figures prominently in his writings. 

His duties during this period were varied. He combined the office of bicéci 

(scribe-secretary) in charge of official documents in Chinese with that of court 

astrologer-astronomer. Concerning the latter activity, several anecdotes are related in 

his funerary inscription. Cinggis Qan, like all the Mongols, had a superstitious fear of 

unusual natural phenomena and used to consult Ch’u-ts’ai whenever these occurred. 

On such occasions the latter would take the omens in the Chinese fashion, while the 

emperor took them in the traditional Mongol way for additional assurance, by burning 

the thigh-bone of a sheep. According to our source, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai correctly 

predicted the successful outcome of the war against Khwarezm, the death of its ruler 

Muhammad, and that of the Chin emperor Hsiian-tsung. It was chiefly through his 

remarkable skill as an astrologer that he gradually established his authority at the 

Mongol court. From his biography (by Sung Tzu-chen) and his own writings, we 

know that Ch’u-ts’ai combined astrology with divination according to the T’ ai-hsiian 

and T’ ai-i methods, as well as with ‘esoteric computation’ (nei-suan) — a generic term 

for over thirty different systems of numerology (according to the contemporary Sung 

mathematician Ch’in Chiu-shao). 

One episode related in the funerary inscription is of particular interest. I refer to 

the famous story of the apparition of the unicorn (‘la farce de la Licorne’, as Léon 

Wieger calls it), whose interpretation by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai is said to have caused the 
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withdrawal of the Mongol army from India. The inscription states that when Cinggis 

was encamped at the Iron Gate Pass (present Buzgala Pass in Uzbekistan) his 

bodyguard saw an animal with a deer’s body, a horse’s tail, green and with a single 

horn. Addressing the bodyguard in human speech, it said, ‘Your Lord should return 

home immediately!’ When Cinggis Qan questioned him on the incident, Yeh-lii Ch’u- 

ts’ai explained that this prodigious animal, called chiieh-tuan, could travel eighteen 

thousand Ji a day and speak all foreign languages. Symbolizing abhorrence of 

bloodshed, it had been sent by Heaven Above to warn the emperor against further 

killing. ‘On the same day,’ the inscription says, ‘the Emperor issued the order to 

withdraw the army.’ 

This story, which is also related by several other contemporary authors, has until 

now been interpreted as a clever means devised by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai to prevent the 

Mongol conqueror form engaging in further warfare. I doubt the truth of this. In the 

account of the same event by Yeh-lii Liu-ch’i, a grandson of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, the 

chiieh-tuan is described as having ‘two eyes like torches, a scaly five-colored body, a 

single horn on top of its head, and being capable of speech.’ According to him, Yeh- 

lii Ch’u-ts’ai advised the emperor ‘to prepare offerings and to sacrifice to it in the 

place where it had appeared.’ It is quite likely that we are dealing here with a real 

incident, and that what the Mongol patrol saw was a rhinoceros. This may well have 

happened during the raid into the Punjab in the summer of 1222. Although on its way 

to extinction, the rhinoceros was still to be found in the Punjab and Sind in the 

fourteenth century, and in the region of Peshawar as late as the fifteenth century. The 

report of such a sight could have easily been distorted and exaggerated by the 

witnesses themselves, to whom the animal was totally unknown. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s identification of the animal and interpretation of the incident 

are based on the Chinese literary tradition, according to which the chiieh-tuan was a 

legendary beast symbolizing goodness, with the gift of languages and the ability to 

travel great distances. Bearing in mind the Shamanistic beliefs of his master, Ch’u- 

ts’ai made the portent proceed directly from Heaven Above, i.e. from De’ere (or 

Mongke ‘Eternal’) Tenggiri — the Supreme Power of the Mongol tribes. 

We know from the Persian historians that in 1222 Cinggis Qan had considered 

returning to Mongolia via India, the Himalayas, and Tibet. The reasons that 

dissuaded him from putting his plan into effect were, according to Juzjani, the news 

that the Tangut (Hsi-Hsia) had rebelled and the advice of the soothsayers. Ra¥id al- 

Din speaks, on the other hand, of India’s bad climate and drinking water, of physical 

obstacles and the news of the Tangut’s rebellion, all of which accounted for Cinggis 

Qan’s change of mind. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s oracle probably had something to do with 

it, although it was by no means the only determinant factor. 
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Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai is also said to have greatly impressed Cinggis Qan with his 

accurate prediction of eclipses. Yet the calendar which he composed in Central Asia, 

called Hsi-cheng keng-wu-yiian li (Western Campaign Calendar of the Keng-wu Year 

[1210]), was never officially adopted by the Mongols (on this calendar see below). 

Evidence of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s secretarial activity subsists in letters inviting 

Ch’ang-ch’un to join the Mongol conqueror in Central Asia. Cinggis Qan summoned 

Ch’ang-ch’un on the advice of Liu Wen, a Chinese physician and arrow maker in his 

service. We know, however, that Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai had also recommended Ch’ang- 

ch’un to the emperor. Liu Wen’s aim was to introduce to Cinggis Qan an adept in 

possession of the elixir of life; Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai expected, on the other hand, that 

Ch’ang-ch’un would acquaint the emperor not only with the Taoist tenets, but also 

with the doctrines of Confucius and Buddha. His assumption was based on the fact 

that the Ch’tian-chen sect, of which Ch’ang-ch’un was the leader, professed a 

syncretist philosophy based on the Tao-te ching, the  Hsin-ching 

(Prajnapdramitahrdayasitra), and the Hsiao-ching. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, under Wan- 

sung’s influence, had also become an advocate of syncretism. As Ch’ang-ch’un 

enjoyed a high reputation in China, it is not surprising that Ch’u-ts’ai thought of him 

as the right person to teach Cinggis Qan the Way of the Three Sages. In the Hsi-yu lu 

he states: 

As I saw it, at the time of the foundation of the National (Mongol) Dynasty, 
since government affairs were very numerous and war was going on in the 
Western Region, there was then no leisure to cultivate civil virtues and to 
exalt goodness. Now the teachings of the Three Sages are all of benefit to 
mankind. When I read the two books on the Way and the Virtue (i.e., the 
Tao-te ching), my admiration was deeply roused. I wished to make Our 
Sovereign (Cinggis Qan) tread loftily in the footsteps of the ancient worthies. 
This is the reason why I supported (Ch’ang-ch’un), whom, of course, I also 
intended to be an advocate of Confucianism and Buddhism. 

In the letter that Liu Wen personally took to Ch’ang-ch’un in 1219 (which, I believe, 

was written by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai himself), the Taoist adept is invited to join the 

emperor in order to advise him on matters of government and the means of 

prolonging life. Ch’ang-ch’un set out under Mongol escort, but when he arrived in Te- 

hsing (present Cho-lu hsien in Hopei), distressed at the thought of the distance he still 

had to cover, he sent the emperor a message requesting permission to end his journey 

there on the grounds of his great age and incompetence in administrative affairs. 

Upon receipt of Ch’ang-ch’un’s message, Cinggis, who was anxious to meet the adept, 

ordered Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai to draft another letter urging him to continue his journey. In 

very polite phraseology Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai makes clear the emperor’s wish and, in 

answer to Ch’ang-ch’un’s objections, states that political advice is not at all what the 

emperor expects from him, but only moral advice. To emphasize further the 
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importance of Ch’ang-ch’un’s mission to Cinggis, he quotes the cases of Bodhidharma, 

who travelled to the east in order to transmit the Mind, and of Lao-tzu, who went west 

to convert the barbarians and attain enlightenment, i.e. to become Buddha. 

I think that Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai used the latter illustration to suggest a parallel 

between the civilizing work of Lao-tzu and that of Ch’ang-ch’un, both engaged in the 

conversion (hua) of the barbarians (hu). The parallel is particularly apt, since the 

barbarians supposedly converted by Lao-tzu were in the west, as were Cinggis Qan 

and his Mongols at this time. In drawing this comparison, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai implied 

that he accepted the thesis propounded by the apocryphal Book of the Conversion of 

the Barbarians (Hua-hu ching). True, he inserted as a safeguard a hypothetical huo in 

his statement (‘when Lao-tzu went to the west, it was, so it seems [huo], to convert 

the barbarians ...’). Nevertheless, this must have exposed him to attack from 

Buddhists when, a few years later, the followers of Ch’ang-ch’un began propagating 

on a large scale the idea that Buddha was merely one of Lao-tzu’s incarnations. 

Ch’ang-ch’un did continue his journey, and his meeting with Cinggis Qan and 

subsequent deeds are well known through his disciple’s account, the Hsi-yu chi. 

Significantly, there is no mention of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai in this work; for information on 

the relationship between him and Ch’ang-ch’un, as also for references to those of 

Ch’ang-ch’un’s doings that are not recorded in the Hsi-yu chi, we must turn to the Hsi- 

yu lu. There, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai admits that his relations with Ch’ang-ch’un were at 

first very friendly; he was, naturally enough, looking for congenial company after 

four years spent in alien surroundings among most unenlightened people. The two 

men exchanged poems (which we still possess), drank tea together, made trips to the 

famous gardens around Samarqand, and conversed late into the night. Ch’ang-ch’un, 

however, was not particularly eager to exert his civilizing influence on the Mongol 

conqueror in the way desired by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai. On the contrary, he used all his 

skill to convert the emperor to alchemical or esoteric Taoism, relating the mystical 

feats of Lin Ling-su (1075-1119) and Emperor Hui-tsung (r. 1101-25) of Sung, and 

extolling the ecstasies and trances dear to the followers of the Ch’iian-chen sect. But 

it was in his attitude toward Buddhism that, according to Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, Ch’ ang- 

ch’un finally revealed his true self. Not only did he show contempt for the members 

of the Ch’an sect, but betrayed through a casual remark his utter ignorance of 

Buddhist doctrine. ‘Thereafter’, says Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, ‘I behaved politely in his 

presence, but in my mind I thought little of him’. To add insult to injury, Ch’ang- 

ch’un’s disciples suggested that Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai should become a lay disciple of their 

master. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai brushed them off, saying, ‘In my youth I practiced 

Confucianism; when I grew older I embraced Buddhism. Why should I “descend 

from lofty trees to enter into a dark valley”?’ 
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Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s hopes of enlightening the emperor were thus frustrated. 

Although his disappointment was intense, particularly since Cinggis showed a 

genuine liking for Ch’ang-ch’un, he refrained form criticizing the latter openly. ‘As 

our faiths were different’, he says in the Hsi-yu lu, ‘had I attacked him it would have 

created a dispute. This is why I disapproved of him in my mind and laughed at him in 

private.’ 

Ch’ang-ch’un’s subsequent actions were to turn disappointment into bitter 

resentment. In his sermons delivered to the emperor (one of which was recorded in 

Chinese by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai), Ch’ang-ch’un had touched upon the subject of practical 

administration and suggested that the people of north China, harassed by many years 

of war, be relieved of taxation for three years. Cinggis did not follow this advice but, 

shortly before Ch’ang-ch’un and his party left for China, gave orders that the Taoist 

leader be granted an edict exempting the clergy from taxes and corvée. According to 

the Hsi-yu chi, the exemption was granted only to Ch’ang-ch’un and his disciples. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, on the other hand, states in the Hsi-yu lu that Ch’ang-ch’un had 

requested Cinggis Qan to exempt from taxation all persons who had entered monastic 

life, and that Cinggis had acceded to the request on condition that there be no further 

ordinations. As the man in charge of drafting imperial decrees in Chinese (i.e. Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai) was away at the time, however, the Taoists were given permission to draft 

the edict themselves. Instead of making clear that taxation was remitted for both 

Buddhist and Taoist monks, Ch’ang-ch’un phrased the edict in such a way as to make 

it valid only for the ‘monks’ subject to himself. The term for monks used in the edict 

was ch’u-chia, literally ‘those who have left home’, a term originally applied to 

Buddhist monks. The text of the edict thus opened the way to a double interpretation 

of which the Taoists soon took advantage in order to gain control over the Buddhist 

clergy. The Taoist party returned to China armed with the ‘forged’ edict and a 

warrant that authorized them to make free use of the postal relay service (Mo. jam). 

Once back, they immediately began appropriating Buddhist and Confucian temples. 

The possession of the powerful warrant enabled them to move freely from place to 

place for this purpose. In Peking, where Ch’ang-ch’un had established his 

headquarters, the Taoist clergy enjoyed, moreover, the protection of Shih-mo Hsien- 

te-pu, the local military commander, a great admirer of Ch’ang-ch’un. Within a few 

years the Ch’iian-chen sect reached the apex of its power, and many of the Buddhist 

clergy had passed under its control by the time Ch’ang-ch’un died (1227). 

Meanwhile Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai was busy in Central Asia and, although acquainted 

with events at home, could do little to remedy a state of affairs for which, no doubt, 

he felt partly responsible. In the Hsi-yu lu he says that when he heard of the abuses 

which Ch’ang-ch’un was perpetrating in China, he wanted to condemn his evil actions 
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to his face, but was prevented by official duties from meeting him. This may be true, 

but it is not the whole truth. Until the year of his death the conqueror continued to 

show friendship for Ch’ang-ch’un and to bestow favours on him. Thus, it is very 

doubtful whether Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai would have taken a definite stand against Ch’ang- 

ch’un during the emperor’s lifetime. In 1226 he wrote an attack against the Dhita 

(chin. T’ou-t’o), a heretic Buddhist sect which had quite a number of followers in 

China but of which almost nothing is known. In the preface, the only surviving part 

of the work, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai refers to Yang Chu (? IV c. B.C.) and Mo Ti (ca. 479- 

ca. 381 B.C.) as ‘the evil of Confucianism’, and to the Dhitaists as ‘the evil of 

Buddhism’. He does not refer, however, to the followers of the Ch’tian-chen sect as 

‘the evil of Taoism’, as he does in the preface to the Hsi-yu lu, written three years 

later. His anti-Ch’iian-chen feelings during the years in Central Asia are only 

expressed in a few poems satirizing some of his friends in Peking, who, during his 

absence, had turned philo-Taoists, and on the whole these are in the form of mild 

reprimands. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s duties as astrologer, secretary and adviser to the qan 

(especially in matters concerning north China) comprised his main functions at court. 

He performed other duties of an administrative-logistic nature, however, such as 

supervising the recruitment and transfer of people from different localities in Central 

Asia, e.g. from Samarqand to Talas, to establish military colonies. We know that 

Cinqai (q.v.) was entrusted with similar functions in this period and that he too, like 

Ch’u-ts’ai, performed advisory and secretarial duties at court in his capacity as cerbi, 

or chamberlain, but obviously at a much more senior level. The association of Cinqai 

and Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai may well date from the period of the Western Campaign, 

although we have no textual evidence of it. 

Cinggis Qan returned to his ordos in northern Mongolia in the spring of 1225 to 

prepare his expedition against Hsi-Hsia, whose ruler Li Te-wang (Hsien-tsung, r. 

1223-26) had ‘breached faith’ by refusing to send contingents to the qan and failing to 

send his own son as hostage to the Mongol court. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai remained behind 

in Central Asia, no doubt detained by administrative tasks of the kind just described, 

for we know from his writings that he was still at Qara Qoto (ca. 27 km east of 

Turfan in Sinkiang) in the middle of December 1225, on his way to rejoin the 

imperial army. 

The Tangut Campaign — Cinggis’s last exploit — began the following spring, with 

the first Hsi-Hsia town, Qara Qoto, falling to the Mongols in March 1226. Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai was with the Mongol army when Su-chou (in Kansu) and Ling-wu (in 

Ningsia) were captured in June and December respectively. While Ling-wu was 

being mercilessly sacked and plundered, Ch’u-ts’ai took for himself ‘only a few books 
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and two camel-loads of rhubarb’ so his biographer informs us. And that same 

rhubarb, he used, soon after, to treat a great number of soldiers affected by an 

epidemic that had broken out in the Mongol army. 

Cinggis Qan died in August 1227 south of Liu-p’an Mt. in Kansu, as the 

campaign was drawing to an end. According to his will, his body was brought back 

to his homeland for burial at Mount Burqan Qaldun (present Kentei Khan). 

After the last Tangut resistance had been quelled and Tolui, Cinggis’s younger 

son, had assumed the regency of the empire (1227-29), Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai obtained 

permission from the court to travel to Yen-ching (the former Chung-tu of the Chin, 

i.e. Peking), allegedly ‘to search for some literary texts’. I suspect that the real motive 

for this journey was to revisit his native city and find out the truth about the disturbing 

reports that he had been receiving on conditions there, as also on the activities of the 

Ch’tian-chen followers. He arrived in Yen-ching in February-March 1228 after about 

ten years’ absence. Any doubts he may still have had on both counts were dispelled 

by the sight that confronted him. 

Former Buddhist temples now used by Taoists were crowded with ‘converts’ 

whose only aim was to avail themselves of the tax exemption granted by the Mongols. 

The Buddhist clergy were reluctant to defend their rights for fear of incurring the 

wrath of the authorities who, impressed by the marks of favour accorded by the 

emperor to Ch’ang-ch’un, supported and protected the Ch’tian-chen sect. Ch’ang-ch’un 

had died in odour of sanctity the previous year (only a few days before Cinggis Qan), 

and his successor, Yin Chih-p’ing, was more determined than ever to carry out the late 

patriarch’s acquisitive policy. 

Banditry had assumed alarming proportions in the city owing to the bad 

administration of Shih-mo Hsien-te-pu, a corrupt and cruel official. Robbers had 

apparently become so daring that they operated in broad daylight, and even took carts 

with them when making their forays. The local intelligentsia blamed Yeh-lii Ch’u- 

ts’ai for having initially supported Ch’ang-ch’un and held him indirectly responsible 

for the abuses of the Taoists. It was to clarify his position that he immediately set to 

writing the Hsi-yu lu, a kind of apologia in the form of a dialogue with an imaginary 

guest, in which he answers the main criticism raised against him. Written in haste, 

printed at his own expenses (in 1229), and largely polemical in nature, the Hsi-yu lu 

was clearly meant by the same token to counter the Taoists’ claims in the Hsi-yu chi, 

which had just been published in Yen-ching (see the biography of Ch’iu Ch’u-chi.) 

On his return to Mongolia shortly afterwards, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai received an order 

from Tolui — almost certainly at Ch’u-ts’ai’s own prompting — to go back to Peking to 

deal with the local banditry. He and his Mongol colleague Ta€ar, assisted by Liu Min 

(another Chinese in the Mongols’ service), arrested and executed the ringleaders, who 
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proved to be either relatives of Shih-mo Hsien-te-pu or members of powerful families. 

Hsien-te-pu himself escaped punishment but was temporarily dismissed from office. 

Wang Chi (q.v.), a local official and friend of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, took over the Yen- 

ching administration from Hsien-te-pu. 

In the course of his two short and busy visits to Yen-ching, Ch’u-ts’ai not only re- 

established contact with his old friends (he had been corresponding from Central Asia 

with several of them, including Wang Chi and Wan-sung), but also met and 

befriended a number of ex-Chin scholar-officials seeking patronage. He set up in this 

way a network of personal relationships which helped him greatly when, soon after, 

he began his program of fiscal, administrative and educational reforms in north China. 

On 13 September 1229 Ogédei was elected qa’an by a Mongol assembly 

convoked at Kéde’e Aral on the Kerulen, the first Mongol ruler to assume this Turkic 

title. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s role on that occasion is not very clear. We know from the 

Chinese sources that there was disagreement in the assembly, a section of which 

supported Tolui’s candidature against Ogédei’s. According to the Yiian History 

(Yiian-shih), Tolui wished to postpone the election on account of this disagreement. 

As court astrologer Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai insisted that the day fixed was auspicious and no 

deferment should be made. Moreover, he persuaded Ca’ddai (then the eldest 

surviving son of Cinggis) that he should himself lead the imperial clan and court 

officials, and that they all pay obeisance to Ogédei in order of rank. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai 

has therefore been credited not only with bringing about the enthronement of Ogédei, 

the successor designated by Cinggis Qan, but also with the introduction of two new 

elements in the Mongol inauguration ritual, i.e. the obeisance of the clan elders to the 

new qa’an and the assignment of precedence to the princes of the blood, members of 

the imperial clan, and Mongol notables, according to their dignity. These innovations 

suggest a Chinese model. Similarly, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s stand in support of the legal 

succession has a strong Confucian tinge. To what extent the Chinese sources are 

reliable on this issue is difficult to determine. No doubt Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai may have 

exerted a certain influence on the assembly as court astrologer, and he may well have 

been responsible for fixing the date of the inauguration. His direct intervention in the 

affairs of the assembly, however, could have been justified only if he had been 

personally entrusted with Cinggis Qan’s testament. Although a passage from one of 

his biographies supports this view, the question can hardly be settled since it is not 

even certain that Cinggis left a written will. 

As for Ogédei’s investiture, we learn from the Persian sources that it was carried 

out in the traditional Mongolian form, and no reference is made to a hierarchical 

placing more sinico. Moreover, if such procedure was in fact introduced, it remained 

an isolated instance and was not followed by the Mongols at their subsequent 
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assemblies until 1271, the year in which the Chinese court ceremonial was officially 

adopted by Qubilai. We know from the biography of the academician Wang P’an 

(1202-91) that at the beginning of the Chih-yiian period (1264) there were as yet 

neither audience halls nor a fixed court ceremonial, and that ‘whenever they were to 

greet (the Emperor), the court officials and the commoners, without distinction of 

rank, all gathered in front of the imperial pavilion’. There is no doubt, in my opinion, 

that here, as in the case of Cinggis Qan’s ‘withdrawal’ from India, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s 

role was exaggerated by his Chinese biographer. 

After his enthronement, Ogédei was faced with a double task in north China: 

firstly, to destroy Chin; secondly, to consolidate Mongol rule and devise effective 

means of exploiting the conquered territories. Whereas the campaign against Chin 

presented tactical problems which Ogédei and his generals could easily overcome, the 

second task was beset by serious difficulties. In the course of the long war against 

Chin, the Mongols had enforced in the newly conquered territories their customary 

law and the modes of exploitation peculiar to their nomadic society. Large groups of 

people in the occupied areas were given by the court as slaves to victorious generals 

and nobles, and were often removed from their homes. The heavy exactions and 

harsh rules imposed by the Mongol officials in the territories under their jurisdiction 

had also caused many ‘to flee and disperse’, thus adding to the already considerable 

number of civilians uprooted by the war with Chin. The monasteries gradually 

became crowded with escaped prisoners, army deserters, displaced civilians, and 

frightened peasants. The land suffered, particularly since the Mongols, as their 

Jurchen predecessors, seized large areas for grazing. A group of die-hards at the 

Mongol court, led by Begder, favoured complete annihilation of the native population 

and insisted that the entire occupied territory should be turned to pasture. Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai opposed this extreme suggestion and illustrated with figures the material 

advantages to be gained by a more rational exploitation of the country. He won the 

argument and in 1229 was put in charge of taxation in north China. Knowledge of 

conditions there as well as familiarity with the Mongolian outlook suited him 

admirably for this task. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s first step was to obtain from Ogédei a decree to the effect that 

crimes committed before the first month of 1229 should not be punished. This was an 

important measure, for the Chinese were not yet acquainted with the conquerors’ code 

(Jasaq) and, in their ignorance, were constantly infringing Mongol prohibitions. Also 

it was the first time that an amnesty was granted by the Mongols, a practice so far 

unknown to them. He then submitted to the emperor an eighteen-point plan designed 

to overcome the chaos prevailing in north China. Only the principal measures 

proposed by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai in his memorial are known. His chief concern was to 
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restore order and to create a strong, centralized government, a prerequisite for the 

systematic and effective exploitation of the country. This was impossible, however, 

unless a strict division was achieved between military and civil authority. There was 

no separation between them at the time, and the conquered areas were under the 

control of military leaders or overlords (called in Chinese hsing-sheng or shih-hou), 

some of whom were virtually independent of the court. 

Aware of this problem, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai divided the country into ten principal 

administrative units or districts (chin. Ju, Mo. ¢élge) and established a Tax-collection 

Bureau administered by two civil officials at the centre of each. These functionaries 

were drawn from former Chin personnel rallied to the Mongols. The appointment of 

such officials, who were directly responsible to the court (at this time synonymous 

with the government), was designed specifically to stop the arbitrary collection of 

taxes by the local military officials. This served a dual purpose. On the one hand, it 

asserted the authority of the court over local rule; on the other, it tended the reduce 

the fiscal burden on the subject people. Before Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai was put in charge of 

the fiscal program, there had been no regular system of taxation in north China. The 

Chinese populace was exploited irrationally, the levies imposed by their masters 

consisting of periodical and irregular exactions of goods and labour, cummulatively 

known in Mongolian as alba qubciri and in Chinese as ch’ ai-fa. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s fiscal reforms of the years 1229-1230 represented the first step 

toward transforming those arbitrary practices into a rational system on Chinese lines. 

He introduced a land tax on a household basis, as well as a poll tax on all adults, but 

with different rates for town dwellers and peasants. The taxes were to be paid in silk 

(usually commuted to silver) and grain. He also introduced a tax on commerce and 

the traditional Chinese duties on liquor and vinegar, salt, iron smelters, and mining 

products. 

The clergy had so far been exempted from levies of any kind, thanks to Cinggis 

Qan’s edict. Consequently, the monasteries had grown in number and power, the 

monks now possessing land and engaging in commerce. Immediately after his 

election, Ogédei, no doubt on Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s recommendation, issued an edict to 

the effect that Buddhist and Taoist monks below the age of fifty should pass an 

examination on the subject of their respective scriptures in order to qualify for the 

priesthood and be allowed to reside in monasteries. Furthermore, the edict warned 

monks of both faiths against the unlawful appropriation of temples and the destruction 

of religious images. Finally, it imposed fiscal obligations on monks who cultivated 

land and engaged in commerce. . 

These measures are clear evidence of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s intention to curb the 

power of the clergy, one of the traditional enemies of the Chinese government. Mere 
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fiscal reforms were doomed to failure, however, without a supporting network of civil 

officials capable of enforcing their application. The appointment of tax collectors 

was the initial step toward the establishment of a local bureaucracy. But the use of 

Chinese nationals in positions of responsibility was regarded with disfavour by the 

ruling Mongols. Like all the other alien rulers before them, they had an evident 

distrust of a politically independent Chinese leadership. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s civil 

background and outlook had already been subject to criticism at court. During 

Cinggis Qan’s lifetime some had denounced the incongruity of a man of letters 

holding office in a military society. The dispute with Begder must certainly have 

brought him more enemies. His establishment of the Tax-collection Bureaux dealt a 

serious blow to the authority of the powerful military leaders. One of the most 

prominent among them, the afore-mentioned Shih-mo Hsien-te-pu, with the support 

of Ogédei’s uncle Temiige Ottigin, accused Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai of displaying a 

‘treacherous mind,’ because of his appointment of former Chin personnel while 

members of his own family were still serving Chin (a reference to Ch’u-ts’ai’s two 

brothers). Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai was able to clear himself, but it is significant that no 

action was taken against the slanderer, who was still in office in 1235. 

In September 1231, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s fiscal reforms bore their first fruit. In 

Yiin-chung (modern Ta-t’ung in Shansi), the tax collectors of the ten districts 

submitted to Ogédei the granary inventories and the revenue (in silver and silk) 

collected for the treasury. The amount raised tallied with the figure originally stated 

by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai. The qa’an was so pleased that he appointed Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai 

chief of the Secretariat (chung-shu ling) on the spot. 

The Secretariat (chung-shu sheng) was nothing more than the Chinese section of 

the rudimentary Sino-Uighur chancellery established under Cinggis Qan, in which 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai had worked since the beginning of his career at the Mongol court. 

Its main functions, as already noted, were the drafting of rescripts, decrees and other 

official documents, and the keeping of records. The work was done by a small group 

of officials (bicécis, Cerbis) conversant with the Turkic Uighur script recently adopted 

to write Mongolian, with the Chinese script and, possibly, with other languages and 

scripts as well (Jurchen, Tangut, Persian). Being culturally superior to the rest of the 

Mongols, these officials acted also as personal advisers to the ruler, assisting him in 

formulating policies concerning the conquered territories. 

Thus, the two principal sections of this ‘tent’ chancellery, viz. the Uighur- 

Mongolian and Chinese sections, assumed increasingly numerous and varied 

administrative responsibilities with the continuing acquisition of territory and subjects 

in China and the West. We see these secretaries and chamberlains acting as scribes, 

interpreters, envoys on special missions, astronomers-astrologers, fiscal experts and 
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supervisors of military colonies according to the need of the moment. Some, like 

Cinqai and the sinicized Jurchen Nien-ho Chung-shan — a junior colleague of Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai’s — performed military functions as well and led troops when the occasion 

demanded; others, like Ch’u-ts’ai, performed purely ‘civil’ functions. Being officials 

in the immediate entourage of the ruler, they were assimilated to the Guard (kesik) as 

a matter of course, and it seems that they were at first (ca. 1222) under the control of 

Alti Noyan of the Qonggirat, a brother-in-law of Cinggis Qan’s, and subsequently of 

Eljigidei, a senior officer in the Guard. There is, however, no indication, direct or 

indirect, that Ch’u-ts’ai himself belonged to, or had any connection with, the 

prestigious kesik. This may be explained by the fact that he was regarded first and 

foremost as a ‘diviner (from other countries)’ (té/gecin) in Cinggis’s time, and that he 

belonged as such to that restricted group of special advisers, like Liu Ping-chung 

(q.v.) under Qubilai, who were outside the Guard’s jurisdiction, which would also 

explain why he was never entrusted with military duties. 

Although we have no information as to the structure of the ‘tent’ chancellery 

under Cinggis Qan, we know that Ch’u-ts’ai served in a subordinate position until 

Ogédei’s election, for he refers to himself in the Hsi-yu lu (1229) as ‘the assistant 

chief in the Secretariat’ (chung-shu shih-lang). The turning point in his career came 

in 1231 when, as we have seen, Ogédei entrusted him with the fiscal management of 

the conquered territories in the South, with a mandate to act in the manner that Ch’u- 

ts’ai deemed the most appropriate to maximize returns. 

It is on this occasion that the former, loose chancellery of Cinggis Qan became a 

truly administrative bureau, one section of which, dealing with Chinese affairs, was 

organized on Chinese lines under Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, assisted by Nien-ho Chung-shan. 

The Uighur-Mongol section, which handled affairs concerning the Western Region, 

was headed by Cinqai, whose representative in situ was the famous Mahmiid Yalavat 

(q.v.), appointed in 1229 governor general of all Mongol possessions in Central Asia. 

Later on, anxious to enhance the role of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, his Chinese biographer 

claimed that Cingai and Nien-ho Chung-shan were both: subordinate to Ch’u-ts’ai in 

the new agency. This is unlikely. As heads of their respective bureaux, Ch’u-ts’ai and 

Cinqai were indeed colleagues, but Cinqai — a former ‘Baljuna comrade’ of Cinggis’s 

— was unquestionably the senior partner and, moreover, it was he who held the 

Imperial Seal: all documents issued by the Chinese Secretariat had to be 

countersigned by him. The association of a Kereit, possibly with Uighur affiliations 

(Cingai), with a Khitan of Chinese culture (Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai) and a Jurchen (Nien-ho 

Chung-shan) is interesting because it illustrates the Mongols’ practice of placing 

people of different nationalities and culture in the same office so that they would keep 
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each other in check. This policy was maintained throughout the period of Mongol 

rule in China. 

Now, one of the Secretariat’s first actions was to obtain Ogédei’s formal sanction 

for the conferment and use of Chinese official ranks and titles. These had been in 

actual use well before that date and, indeed, in Cinggis’ time and before, the Mongols 

themselves had borne titles like ong (= chin. wang ‘King, Prince’), gili-ong (= chin. 

kuo-wang ‘Prince-of-state’), taisi (= chin. t’ai-tzu ‘Prince of the blood’), and jautau (= 

chin. chao-t’ao [shih] ‘punitive commissioner’). But these were exceptions, for the 

Mongols, like the Turks, had their own (Altaic) ranks and titles, and the Chinese 

official nomenclature and bureaucratic system were alien to them. It was therefore 

left to cultural ‘middlemen’ like Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai and his Secretariat colleagues to 

confer Chinese ranks and titles, or — a more frequent occurrence at the time — to 

sanction, or legitimize, those arbitrarily assumed by Han officials who had rallied to 

the Mongols and were now fighting on their side in north China. For them, traditional 

ranks and dignities, meaningless to their masters, were of course of paramount 

importance, as was also the time-honoured system of promotion, inheritance of rank 

and title, posthumous titles and appellations, etc. Since the Han military leaders 

carried out their task under the orders of, and in conjunction with, Mongol officers, 

the latter too had to be given appropriate Chinese ranks and titles for the sake of their 

Han colleagues and subordinates, in keeping with the system within which they had to 

operate. It was mainly to check the proliferation and arbitrary use of such ranks and 

titles among the military and in the civil administration of north China that the 

Secretariat intervened to assert its authority in the matter. 

Such concessions on the part of Ogédei might be interpreted as a victory for the 

more enlightened element at court, and as a sign of progressive acculturation. To a 

certain extent this is no doubt true. We must not forget, however, that such changes 

were purely formal and did not really affect the basic attitude of the Mongols toward 

their subjects. The adoption of certain traditional elements of Chinese culture was 

only designed to ensure a better and more efficient system of exploitation, and the 

Mongol ruling élite was in no way affected by the Han-inspired reforms introduced in 

this period, except in terms of revenue. 

The number of civil officials in charge of tax collecting was small at first. After 

his initial success, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai fully realized that it would be unwise to 

antagonize the more conservative element at court. Moreover, as it dragged on, the 

war with Chin made the full enforcement of his administrative program increasingly 

difficult. The Mongol armies in China were in constant need of supplies and revenue, 

which they continued to exact from the local populations over and above the latter’s 

dues under the new regulations. As the administrative machinery was still 
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rudimentary, the revenue exacted by the court was collected in the form of annual 

quotas, fixed by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai in 1230 at 10,000 ingots of silver (equal to 500,000 

liang). Population displacement, in addition to the famines and epidemics that 

characterized the early period of Ogédei’s reign, seriously reduced the number of 

taxpayers at a time when the government’s need of revenue was increasing. Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai tried in vain to impose on the privileged non-Chinese residents of north 

China (Mongols, Central Asians, and so on) the same fiscal obligations to which the 

Chinese were subject. Contrary to what is stated by Sung Tzu-chen, his proposal was 

not carried into effect. Instead, we know that by 1232-1233 the land tax (for the 

Chinese!) had been raised to four sheng from the original two. With the conquest of 

Honan in 1233-1234, the annual levy of silver was also doubled. 

Although the reforms of 1229-1230 represented a step toward the resurrection of 

the Chinese administrative tradition and state power, in practice they had the effect of 

rendering the already intricate fiscal system even more confusing, and of aggravating 

the tax burden. Before tax categories could be redefined, it was necessary to carry out 

a general census, which was not possible until Chin had been destroyed. A partial 

census of north China was taken in 1233, showing a population of about 3,650,000 

individuals. The fall of Chin in 1234 increased the dislocation of people in Honan; 

the floating population reached enormous proportions: according to Sung Tzu-chen, 

the number of slaves owned by the Mongol princes, dignitaries, and army leaders 

comprised half the population of north China. The Mongol high officials, dissatisfied 

with Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s rearrangement of the fiscal program along traditional Chinese 

lines and anxious to increase revenue above the limit set by him, insisted that the 

basic unit for taxation purposes should be the individual adult male (instead of the 

household). They pointed out that this was the practice of the Mongols as well as 

being the one enforced in the Western Region, whereas the system introduced by 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai was based on the administrative rules of a defeated country. Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai opposed the redefinition and won his point by stating that if it were 

introduced, the population would pay taxes for one year, but would then flee and 

disperse. 

A national census was then ordered by Ogédei in 1234, ostensibly upon Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai’s recommendation. The latter, through the central Secretariat and the ten 

district centres in north China, was responsible for its smooth operation. (Although 

Ch’u-ts’ai himself was attached to the Mongol court, the Secretariat normally operated 

through its main regional office in Yen-ching.) Overall control of the census was 

exercised by the great judge (yeke jarquci) Sigi Qutuqu (q.v.), an adopted brother of 

Cinggis Qan whom the latter had earlier appointed keeper of the so-called ‘Blue 

Books’ (kéké debter). These books (called ‘blue’ from the colour of the ink) 
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contained records of court decisions on rewards and punishments to provide 

guidelines in legal proceedings. They also served as population registers, essential for 

the distribution of subjects among the ruling family, the court nobility and the military 

leaders, and decisions on such allocations were duly recorded in them. It must be 

emphasized that while Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai favoured the census for administrative 

reasons, its justification for the Mongols was a very different one. In the eyes of Yeh- 

lui Ch’u-ts’ai, the registration of the population was necessary to fix the social status 

and obligations of those registered, so as eventually to do away with the Mongol 

system of arbitrary tributes and levies. For the Mongol rulers the census not only 

proclaimed the definitive appropriation of the new territory, but also made it possible 

to grant equitable shares of land (with the people attached to it) to members of the 

imperial family and the nobility. The Mongols had by now realized the 

impracticability of displacing large sections of conquered people, and had started 

granting land to the aristocracy and deserving officers as hereditary fiefs (soyurgqal). 

The aims of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai and those of his immediate supervisor Sigi Qutuqu were 

clearly conflicting. Indeed, we know that Sigi Qutuqu was one of the court 

dignitaries who had originally proposed that the individual made adult be regarded as 

the basic unit for taxation in China. Although he lost on this point owing to Ogédei’s 

personal intervention, Sigi Qutuqu’s authority as great judge and virtual procurator of 

the Mongol court in north China was not affected. Furthermore, he enjoyed the 

support and friendship of influential Chinese religious leaders, such as Hai-yiin (g.v.), 

to whom he had extended his protection. 

The census lists were returned in 1236 and they showed a total population of 

1,730,000 households for the ten districts, i.e. about eight and a half million people. 

(The last national census taken in 1207-8 by the Chin had shown a population of 

7,684,438 households, equal to 45,816,079 individuals.) Of these, 900,000 

households were in the category of those already attached to the apanages, thus 

confirming Sung Tzu-chen’s estimate. 

Upon completion of the census, Ogédei, on Sigi Qutuqu’s advice and ignoring 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s remonstrances, proceeded to parcel out north China into apanages 

for the court, the nobility and the military, including Han leaders that had 

distinguished themselves fighting for the Mongols. This measure brought about a 

further decentralization, for the court had no effective control over the newly created 

domains. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai proposed thereupon the appointment of government 

officials entrusted with the collection of revenue from the apanages, which was to be 

handed over to the treasury and redistributed to the apanage holders. Although the 

proposal was adopted by Ogédei in principle, it was not until the reign of Qubilai that 

the central government actually gained financial control over the apanages. All that 
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Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai achieved was to withdraw some of the powers of tax collection from 

the new overlords. The parcelling out of the country into a series of independent 

administrative units was a serious obstacle to Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s policy of establishing 

a strong centralized administration. This did not prevent him, however, from carrying 

out the proposed program of fiscal reforms. 

The land tax that Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai had introduced in 1229-1230 on a household 

basis was now (1236/37) reassessed, and varied from two to five sheng of grain per 

mou (acre) according to the quality and quantity of the land owned, thus fully 

conforming to the traditional Chinese system. The poll or head tax was continued but 

at reduced rates: one shih of grain per free male adult and half a shih per adult male 

slave in the ‘old households’ (i.e. those registered before the 1235-36 census). The 

‘new households’ were taxed only half that amount. A new silk tax, assessed on the 

basis of the household, was created to replace the loose system of specifically 

Mongolian tributes. This was levied according to household categories, and varied 

from one chin of silk yarn payable to the state (plus some sheer silk and coloured 

cloth to local agencies) levied on two ‘free’ households, to the same amount levied on 

five ‘bound’ households (.e. attached to the apanages). Labor service and duties on 

commerce, salt, liquor, etc., were of course retained. All in all, the new rates 

represented about one-tenth of those previously exacted. Simultaneous with the tax 

reforms of those years was the nation-wide introduction of paper money (yin-ch’ ao), 

which was issued in various denominations against a silver reserve. Apparently, only 

a limited number of notes were printed and circulated, and the issue of paper money 

was discontinued soon after. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai then proceeded to reorganize the civil service. With the fall of 

Pien-liang and the subsequent annexation of Chin, the administrative machinery of 

the Jurchen state had fallen into the hands of the Mongols. In response to a moving 

appeal by the great Chin literatus Yitian Hao-wen (1190-1257) immediately after the 

capitulation of Pien-liang (May-June 1233), Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai had rescued from 

Captivity a few scores of former leading Chin scholars -and notables, including the 

fifty-first lineal descendant of Confucius, K’ung Yiian-ts’u (1181-ca. 1252). The text 

of Yiian Hao-wen’s letter to Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (dated 1 June 1233) is not only extant, 

but it has also attracted a good deal of attention on the part of Chinese scholars for its 

human interest. Of the fifty-four people ‘recommended’ by Yiian, over half are 

known to history, and several of them, such as Wang E, Li Chih, Yang Huan, Shang 

T’ing (qq.v.), Liu Ch’i (1203-50) and Hsii Shih-lung (1206-85), rank among the great 

scholars of the 13th century. It is noteworthy that, according to the Buddhist source 

Fo-tsu li-tai t'ung-tsai, the credit for restoring K’ung Yiian-ts’u to his hereditary title 

and office goes to Hai-yiin, who apparently recommended him strongly to Sigi 
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Qutuqu. This indicates that the Buddhist clergy, as well as the Taoists (as shown by 

Ch’en Yiian) and officials like Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, were all engaged in a vast operation 

to rescue Chinese lives and culture at a time of great crisis. 

Through the good offices of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai and of Sigi Qutuqu, K’ung was 

quickly restored by imperial edict to the title of Duke of Overflowing Sageliness 

(Yen-sheng kung) and to his traditional privileges as magistrate of Ch’ii-fu, Confucius’ 

birthplace in Shantung. 

During the following years, yet more scholars were gathered with the assistance 

of K’ung Yiian-ts’u and other Chinese officials in the Mongol service. Yeh-lii Ch’u- 

ts’ai was now faced with the difficult task of finding suitable appointments for them. 

While some obtained employment in the Mongol administration and in the domains 

of Han overlords like Yen Shih (q.v.), others were absorbed in newly created 

institutions, such as the Bureau of Compilation in Yen-ching and the Bureau of 

Literature in P’ing-yang (Lin-fen hsien, Shansi), both established by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai 

in 1236 to edit and publish books under official sponsorship. Ironically, it was at 

P’ing-yang that the Taoist Canon (Tao-tsang) was reprinted a few years later (1237- 

44) by Ch’tian-chen monks with the Mongol court’s support, whereas Yeh-lii Ch’u- 

ts’ai’s efforts to reprint the Buddhist scriptures, i.e. the Chinese Tripitaka, were 

unsuccessful because of lack of private sponsors. The first edition of Yeh-lii Ch’u- 

ts’ai’s Collected Works was published in 1234 at P’ing-yang (see below). 

Ch’u-ts’ai was also instrumental in promoting education by setting up schools and 

colleges with former Chin scholars. In Yen-ching the Confucian temple Hsiian-sheng 

miao was established in the grounds of the old Department of Military Affairs of the 

Chin: a sacrifice to the Master performed in this temple in 1229 was celebrated by 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai in a poem praising Wang Chi for his part in the restoration of the 

building. In 1233, on Ch’u-ts’ai’s recommendation, the school set up in this temple 

became the National College, with Yang Wei-chung (q.v.) and Ch’en Shih-k’o as 

superintendents. Instructors were appointed to impart basic education, covering 

Mongolian and Chinese languages and culture, as well as archery, to the sons of 

Mongol and Chinese officials. The employment of Confucians as tutors to the 

Mongoi aristocracy is of particular significance, for, as far as we know, the very 

limited literary education of the nobles had mainly been provided by Uighur teachers 

and Taoists. Later in the dynasty this task was to be shared by Buddhists (of various 

denominations and nationalities) and Confucians, although instances of Taoist 

preceptors are not unknown. One of the early instructors at the College was the great 

literatus Yao Shu (q.v.), who in 1238 assisted Yang Wei-chung in founding the first 

private academy (shu-yiian) in Yen-ching, known as the Private Academy of the 

Supreme Ultimate (T’ai-chi shu-yiian). This school was the main centre for the spread 
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of the Neo-Confucian teachings in north China. One of the Chinese officials directly 

involved in founding the academy and promoting education was Liu Min, the 

colleague and friend of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai who subsequently became one of the top 

administrators of north China, sharing office with the Muslim Mahmid Yalava¢. 

The scholars recruited in this way by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai and his colleagues were 

the surviving élite of the former Chin administration, and their assignment to various 

offices had been made possible, as in the case of the earlier tax collectors, through the 

personal recommendation of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai or other high dignitaries. Not only 

were the great majority of former Chin officials still unemployed, but a considerable 

number of them had been attached to the households of Mongol leaders after the 

collapse of the dynasty, and subsequently registered as slaves (ch’ ti-k’ ou) in the census 

lists. In order to redeem them from bondage and at the same time promote the 

creation of a Chinese bureaucracy distinct from the Mongol and Central Asian 

officialdom, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai memorialized in 1237, advocating the appointment of 

Chinese through competitive examinations. Ogédei gave his consent. Examinations 

were then held in 1237/38 throughout the various districts, the required subjects being 

classical exegesis, poetry (rhymeprose), and essays. The rules set up by Yeh-lii Ch’u- 

ts’ai were such as to enable the largest possible number of candidates to participate. 

Severe penalties (our sources speaks of capital punishment) were decreed for all 

owners of enslaved scholars who prevented them from attending. The examinations 

produced 4,030 successful candidates, about a thousand of whom, former slaves, 

“were sent back to their homes,’ i.e., regained their freedom. Regarding their 

employment, the Yiian History informs us that they were allowed to participate in the 

administration of their native places as ‘councillors’. For many of them, this simply 

meant that they were used in an advisory capacity on local administrative matters by 

their Mongol or Central Asian superiors who naturally continued to hold all the senior 

posts. One of the first on the list of the successful candidates was Yiian Hao-wen’s 

friend Yang Huan who travelled to the north after the examination and had an 

audience with Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, whereupon he was appointed chief of the Tax- 

collection Bureau and surveillance commissioner for Ho-nan. From this and similar 

instances, it appears that one of the main aims of the Secretariat was to recruit more 

administrators by means of this test, and specifically officials versed in fiscal matters 

(Yang had previously been an accountant, and Liu Chung, the chief examiner, was 

himself an expert in fiscal administration). The main incentive, on the part of the 

candidates, was of course the re-classification of their status: by passing the state 

examinations, they gained the status of ‘Confucian scholar’ in the household 

registration and were thereby exempted from taxes and corvée (see the biographies of 

Hsii Heng and Yang Huan). 
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According to Sung Tzu-chen, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai prescribed special examinations 

on the canonical texts for Buddhist and Taoist monks at the same time that he 

introduced government examinations for Confucian scholars. We have seen that a 

decree to this effect had already been issued in 1229; it appears, however, that it was 

never enforced, probably because of resistance on the part of the clergy and collusion 

with the authorities in north China. At the time of the great census, another attempt 

was made to enforce the holding of the examination; this failed, we know, because of 

the opposition of the famous Ch’an master Hai-yiin, who argued that Buddhist monks 

should be concerned not with the knowledge of books but with the cultivation of 

virtue. He had the full backing of other Buddhist masters, including Yeh-lii Ch’u- 

ts’ai’s former teacher Wan-sung, who were well aware of the illiteracy of the majority 

of monks at the time. Hai-yiin obtained the support of his powerful patron Sigi 

Qutuqu, and the examination was reduced as a result to a mere formality, with no 

failure and admission to the monasteries continuing virtually as before. In 1237 the 

question of the examination for the priesthood was discussed again, probably in 

connection with the civil service examination, and a new attempt was made to carry it 

out. But no practical result ensued and the question did not arise again until the end 

of Qubilai’s reign, when an edict was issued to the effect that only persons versed in 

the canons were allowed to take up monastic life. It is doubtful whether this 

condition alone ever constituted a serious obstacle for those wishing to enter a 

monastery. The civil service examination also proved short-lived: no examination 

was held after 1238. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s failure effectively to introduce the traditional examination 

system coincides with, and is partly explained by, the decline of his power at the 

Mongol court. Several factors contributed to this. After 1235 Ogédei, an alcoholic, 

withdrew more and more from active participation in government affairs. Efforts by 

members of his family to curb his vice, as well as pleas and remonstrations from some 

court officials — including Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai — were all in vain. The anti-Chinese 

element at court, opposed from the beginning to Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s policy, had been 

further aroused by the reforms of 1236. These had imposed a limit on the fiscal 

exploitation of Chinese subjects at a time when the lavish use of revenues by the 

emperor and his entourage necessitated drawing an increasing amount of silver from 

the conquered territories. The Central Asian merchants, who had followed in the 

wake of the Mongol invasion and now monopolized the money-lending business in 

north China, came forward with the alluring offer of vastly increasing the income of 

the Mongol court by the well-known system of tax-farming. The merchants in 

question, mostly belonging to trade associations or ‘partnerships’ known in Turkic as 

ortag (lit. ‘partner’, from which Mo. ortog), had become rich and influential after 
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years of investing in high interest loans the money they borrowed from the Mongol 

court and from wealthy Mongol nobles. These loans were much in demand in north 

China because of the chronic inability on the part of large sections of the population 

to withstand fiscal exactions and the increasing cost of living at a time of war, famine 

and natural disasters. The Muslim moneylenders apparently charged an interest of 

100% p.a., converting interest into principal every year; in this way, the principal and 

the compound interest would amount after ten years to 1,000 times the original loan. 

Having established the ortag as a valuable and reliable source of income for the 

Mongol court (Ogédei is reported to have reaped enormous profits through these 

agencies), the merchants offered their masters additional gains by bidding for the 

privilege of collecting the taxes themselves in place of the official collectors 

appointed by the Secretariat. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, aware that such a measure, if adopted, 

would weaken the authority of the government and bring about a still greater 

decentralization, vigorously opposed it. He declared that the annual quota (which in 

1238 was 22,000 ingots) could be doubled, but only through the enforcement of stern 

laws, and that the people would become destitute and inevitably take to crime. His 

words were of no avail: the emperor, influenced by the opinion prevailing at court, 

conferred in 1239 the privilege of farming the taxes in north China on the Muslim 

businessman “Abd al-Rahman. The annual quota was then immediately raised to 

44.000 ingots (= 2,200,000 liang). 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s authority had also been undermined by personal conflict with 

his nearest colleagues in the Secretariat. It seems that there had already been some 

dissension with Cingai before these events, and Cinqai’s name is associated with that 

of Yeh-lti Ch’u-ts’ai’s béte noire (Shih-mo) Hsien-te-pu in some official documents of 

the mid-1230s. Further, our sources ascribe ‘Abd al-Rahman’s introduction at court to 

a Central Asian translator called An-t’ien-ho, aided by Cinqai who may have also 

been instrumental in recommending him for the tax-farming assignment. Certainly 

Cingai, who later showed marked hostility towards the Muslims, supported them at 

this stage, perhaps to thwart Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai. This conflict went probably beyond 

personalities and may well reflect the basic incompatibility of the two opposing 

‘tendencies’ (as Munkuev calls them) in the attitude of the early Mongol qans towards 

the conquered people to which reference has already been made. Cinqai, like Sigi 

Qutuqu, Begder and Siibotei (¢.v. — also specifically mentioned by Sung Tzu-chen), 

were upholders of the Mongol tradition, which was being eroded in their view by the 

‘alien’ policies and reforms of the Sino-Khitan-Jurchen ‘clique’ headed by Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai. While Ogddei was still in active control of state management, Ch’u-ts’ai 

could count on the emperor’s sympathy and support; there is, indeed, plenty of 

evidence that, in spite of occasional outbursts on the part of the Qa’an, there existed a 
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warm personal relationship between the two men. Unfortunately this was not to last. 

Charges of embezzlement and corruption brought against Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai and some 

of the Chinese tax-collecting officials (in the latter’s case, apparently not unfounded) 

made Ch’u-ts’ai’s position at court increasingly difficult. Serious doubts grew even in 

the emperor’s mind as to the true worth of the principles proposed by him, and about 

the honesty of the Confucian scholar-officials in general. 

The struggle between the various factions and cliques at Qara Qorum during the 

latter part of Ogédei’s reign helped to weaken the already precarious administrative 

structure established by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai. The pro-Chinese party was replaced in 

power by the pro-Muslim faction, and in 1240 the hated ‘Abd al-Rahman was put in 

charge of all Tax-collection Bureaux in north China. Soon after, Mahmiid Yalavat 

was recalled from Central Asia and given a key administrative post in Yen-ching. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai retained his title of chief of the Secretariat, but he no longer had a 

part in government affairs. The Secretariat, stripped of its policy-making authority 

and administrative powers, continued to exist purely in name. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s advice was now sought only on astrological matters, especially 

in connection with Ogédei’s failing health. Early in 1241 he recommended a second 

amnesty in north China as a means to propitiate Heaven, so that the emperor might 

recover from a stroke he had suffered while hunting. The amnesty was promulgated 

and Ogédei recovered. 

The last act which Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai performed for his sovereign was to warn him 

repeatedly, after taking the omens, not to go on a great hunt in December of the same 

year, well aware that the emperor had not been taking medicine for a long time and 

that he was in no condition to travel. Ogédei, prompted by his courtiers, ignored the 

advice. On 10 December, he returned after the hunt to his ‘travelling camp’ at Mount 

Otegii Qulan (near the Ongin River in the area of present-day Arbai Kheere). There, 

according to the Yiian History, ‘Abd al-Rahman offered him liquor and the Emperor 

drank merrily all through the night.’ He died at dawn aged fifty-five. Soon after his 

death Téregene (d. ca. 1248) assumed the regency of the empire. She had been 

Ogédei’s second gatun (lady) and had borne him five sons. A forceful woman, she 

had virtually taken control of the state in the last years of Ogédei’s life and had 

backed the pro-Muslim faction at court. When, some time later, the question of 

succession was debated at court, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai once again strongly opposed 

suggestions that violated the deceased emperor’s will. Although our sources are 

cautious here and mention no names, it appears that Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai spoke in favour 

of electing Ogédei’s grandson Siremiin, the successor designated by the Qa’an 

himself, whereas Téregene and her party favoured the candidature of Téregene’s own 

son Giiyiik, who was eventually elected in 1246. 
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Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s protests no longer carried any weight. Téregene resented his 

opposition, but, according to Sung Tzu-chen, ‘she still endeavoured to treat him with 

respect and deference, in consideration of his long and distinguished service during 

the previous reigns.’ This might have changed to active hostility, however, had not 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai died (some say of a broken heart) on 2 June 1243. Two severe 

blows which may have hastened his demise were the death of his wife in the spring of 

1243, and Torégene’s appointment of ‘Abd al-Rahman as supreme head of the 

Mongol administration in north China by transferring to him also the authority 

previously held by Mahmiid Yalavat in Yen-ching. (Yalava¢ was reinstated, 

however, in 1246, when ‘Abd al-Rahmfn was executed by order of Giiyiik.) 

As it was, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s death was openly deplored by many. According to 

Sung Tzu-chen, the Mongol capital went into mourning, and Ch’u-ts’ai’s wish to be 

buried with his wife at the foot of Weng-shan was honoured. (Weng Shan is the old 

name of Wan-shou shan, or ‘Longevity Hill’, so renamed by the Ch’ien-lung emperor 

in 1751. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s tomb faced the West Lake and was barely 3 km east of 

Jade Fountain Hill and the nearby family home. The impressive mausoleum, 

containing also the marble statues of the statesman and his second wife, was 

plundered at the end of the Ming dynasty, but its ruins could still be seen in the 

middle of the 18th century. Repaired in 1750-1751 by order of Ch’ien-lung, who also 

added a new shrine and commemorative stele inscribed with a poem written by the 

emperor himself, the tomb was badly damaged by the British and French forces in 

1860; it was moved south of the new Summer Palace at the time of the construction of 

the I-ho yiian in 1886-91. In the 1960s it was again moved to another part of the 

Summer Palace closer to Wan-shou shan, but the stele remained in situ. Both are still 

found at those locations, after suffering further damage during the ‘Cultural 

Revolution’ and undergoing renovation in recent years. The restored image of Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai, represented sitting gravely with his beard and moustache reaching down to 

his knees, is the one erected by Ch’ien-lung.) : 

Among the posthumous honours’conferred on Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai by Emperor Toq 

Temir (Wen-tsung, r. 1330-32) in 1330 were the titles of Grand Preceptor and 

Supreme Pillar of State. He was canonized as Wen-cheng (‘Cultured and Correct’), 

and posthumously enfeoffed as Prince of I-ning. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai and his 

descendants enjoyed also the revenue from a family estate in Tung-p’ing, Shantung, as 

well as from a number of households in Yen-ching/Ta-tu and other localities. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai had two wives. The first one, née Liang, bore him one son, 

Hsiian. They were separated at the time of the Mongol invasion and she died in Chin- 

held territory ca. 1230. Hsiian (T. Pu-ming) eventually became inspector of the K’ai- 

p’ing granaries and died between 1260 and 1267. Ch’u-ts’ai’s second wife, née Su, 
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was the daughter of Su Kung-pi, a fourth-generation descendant of Su Tung-p’o 

(1036-1101). She also bore Ch’u-ts’ai one son, Chu (see below). 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s Collected Works, entitled Chan-jan chii-shih wen-chi (14 

chiian), contain 505 ‘pieces’ — mostly poems, but also prefaces and ‘inscriptions’ — 

written between 1216 and 1236. This is a most important source of information on 

his life, and Wang Kuo-wei made extensive use of it for his ‘Chronological 

biography’ (nien-p’u) of the statesman. The first edition of the Collected Works was 

published in P’ing-yang in 1234; it comprised only 9 chiian. The edition in 14 chiian 

published after 1236 is the one reproduced in the Sse-pu ts’ ung-k’ an collection on the 

basis of a Ytian manuscript copy. There is also: the 1895 edition in the Chien-hsi- 

ts’un-she ts’ung-k’o, based on a different text and with annotations by Li Wen-t’ien 

(1834-1895); the punctuated editions of the Ts’ung-shu chi-cheng (Shanghai, 1937) 

and the Chung-hua shu-chii (Peking, 1986); and finally a complete Japanese 

translation by lida Rigyo (Tokyo, 1985; see the Bibliography). 

The Hsi-yu lu, to which frequent mention has been made, was written in 1228 

and published in 1229. It contains a sketchy description of the places seen, 

sometimes only heard of, by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai during his years in Central Asia (1219- 

26), followed by a sharp attack on Ch’ang-ch’un and the Ch’iian-chen sect. The 

geographical section occupies only one-fourth of the whole. By the end of the 13th 

century this work was already very rare, a fact that has prompted Ch’en Yiian to 

suggest that Ch’u-ts’ai’s son Chu, a Taoist sympathizer, may have destroyed the 

printing blocks after his father’s death. The geographical section and sections from 

the polemical part were incorporated into other works, such as Hsiang-mai’s Pien-wei 

lu (1265). The geographical section was translated into English and annotated by E. 

Bretschneider in Mediaeval Researches from East Asiatic Sources (1888). Two 

manuscript copies of the complete text were found in Japan in 1926, and this has 

since been published in Tokyo (1927), in China (1927, 1980), and Taiwan (1962), not 

without printing errors, however. An annotated English translation of the Hsi-yu lu 

was published by I. de Rachewiltz in 1962, together with a photoreproduction of the 

best manuscript copy. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s calendrical work, the Hsi-cheng keng-wu-ytian li, was 

apparently published privately by the author, as was the Hsi-yu lu. It has fortunately 

been preserved in the Yiian History (ch. 56-57). While in Samarqand, Ch’u-ts’ai had 

made contact with Muslim and Chinese astronomers. Aware that the official Chin 

calendar (the ‘revised’ Ta-ming li of 1171) was no longer accurate, he produced the 

above calendar in 1222 wherein, according to Ch’ien Pao-tsung, he adopted the 

Arabic procedures of geographic time correction while retaining the Chinese methods 

of computation for the five planets. This calendar, as well as another calendrical 
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work by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai now unfortunately lost (the Ma-ta-pa Calendar — apparently 

based on Islamic astronomical tables), were never officially adopted by the Mongol 

government in China. Nevertheless, it has been suggested that Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s 

calendrical opus may be regarded as the forerunner of the calendars compiled during 

the Yiian under the influence of Arabic-Persian astronomy (see the biography of Kuo 

Shou-ching). 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai was also the author of a work entitled Pien-hsieh lun 

(Refutation of Heresy) in which he attacked the Dhita, a ‘heretic’ Buddhist sect which 

was attracting followers in north China at the time. This work, now lost, was written 

ca. 1225, which is the date of its preface preserved in the Collected Works. 

As stated earlier, the Collected Works contain no ‘piece’ composed after 1236, 

i.e. nothing that Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai wrote between this year and the year of his death 

(1243). They are therefore incomplete. Only a single post-1236 poem has survived 

on the original scroll in Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s handwriting — the only extant autograph of 

this great man. The poem, dated 1 November 1240, is dedicated to Liu Man, an able 

administrator of the Yiin-chung and Hsiian-te region. It is at present in the John M. 

Crawford Jr. Collection in New York. The autograph is especially interesting because 

it is also a splendid example of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s brushwork, which Shujiro Shimada 

has described as “bold and vigorous, as if cast in iron, and is imbued with a resolute 

spirit.’ 

Among Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s other accomplishments, one should mention his 

knowledge of languages, in particular Khitan, for he seems to be one of the last 

people who actually studied it and became proficient enough to actually translate 

from it into Chinese. Ch’u-ts’ai was also, by all accounts, an accomplished lute player 

(he refers to himself as ‘addicted’ to the lute), and several of his poems are on a ‘lute’ 

theme. 

The language of Yeh-lti Ch’u-ts’ai’s poems, as well as of his prose, is direct and 

unpolished, i.e. more concerned with meaning than with elegance and style. He 

makes constant use of literary allusions but his main preoccupation is always self- 

improvement, education, and the transformation of society (see below). Many of his 

poems are imbued with ‘the flavour of Ch’an’, and the Buddhist influence is evident 

throughout. So is the influence of Su Tung-p’o’s style, in particular the careful 

avoidance of excessive display of emotions. The general impression is that of a 

strong and vigorous personality, of a man of integrity totally devoted to his task, yet 

full of humanity — an impression confirmed by his brushstroke and by Sung Tzu- 

ch’en’s eulogy. ‘It was not his normal habit,’ Sung writes, ‘to talk and laugh 

heedlessly; thus, he may have appeared to be sharp and overbearing, but as soon as 

one was received by him, he became warm and affable, so that one could not forget 
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him.’ He also says of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai that ‘every time that the State’s interest and the 

people’s prosperity were discussed, his tone of voice became very earnest and he 

would spare no effort. The Emperor then used to say, “Are you going to shed tears 

for the people again?” But afterwards he would treat him with increased esteem.’ 

And again: ‘He was so earnest in his love of learning (that he pursued it) without 

ceasing day or night. He used to admonish his son, saying, “Although public duties 

are numerous, the day belongs to the office and the night to oneself. So one can still 

(find time to) study”’.’ 

The lighter side of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s character is best illustrated in an anecdote 

also reported by Sung Tzu-chen. Although critical of Ogédei’s excessive drinking, 

Ch’u-ts’ai did not disdain wine himself, which is frequently mentioned in his poems. 

On one occasion, after feasting with the Mongol princes, he became intoxicated and 

went to lie down in a carriage. Ogédei noticed him, got into the carriage and shook 

him awake, whereupon Ch’u-ts’ai, not realizing who it was, showed anger at being 

disturbed. When he came to his senses, he jumped up in fright and apologized. 

Ogédei then said to him, ‘So you take liquor and get drunk alone, rather than enjoy 

yourself with Us!’, and went away laughing. Ch’u-ts’ai, quickly rode after him, 

without even reaching for his cap and sash. The story ended with another banquet 

and much merriment. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s personality was undoubtedly a complex one. We should state 

at the outset that he firmly believed that the Mongol dynasty possessed the Heavenly 

Mandate and clearly proclaimed this in his works. For him the success that 

accompanied Cinggis Qan’s expedition against the state of Chin was granted by 

Heaven. The Emperor’s ‘pacification’ of the country in less than five years (sic) was a 

feat ‘that human power (alone) could not have achieved.’ In other words, Cinggis 

Qan had proved his right by victory, and Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai considered himself free 

from allegiance to Chin thereafter. As an eyewitness of the Mongols’ conquest of 

Central Asia and north China, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai no doubt believed that the whole of 

China would eventually be unified under their rule. The following words addressed 

to Hsii T’ing — Sung envoy to north China in 1235-1236 — seem to confirm this view: 

“You (Southern Sung) only rely on the Great River (Yangtze, for protection), but our 

horses’ hoofs can reach any place, be it heaven or sea!’ Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s conviction 

that the Mongols were in possession of the mandate to rule ‘all-under-heaven’ may 

have also been confirmed by his masters’ dogmatic faith in the Heaven-ordained 

submission of the world to Mongol sovereignty. 

Yet legitimacy of the new imperial house was not sufficient in itself to ensure 

good government. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai realized that it was imperative to make the 

emperor appreciate and adopt those principles that would guide him in establishing a 



166 

stable and efficient polity after the destruction that inevitably accompanies a period of 

transition. He plainly stated in the Hsi-yu lu that he wished to make Cinggis Qan 

‘tread in the footsteps of the ancient worthies,’ and this, we know, he hoped to achieve 

by acquainting him with the doctrines of the Three Sages. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, as has 

been mentioned, held the view that Confucius, Buddha, and Lao-tzu had taught the 

same truth. The old theory of the fundamental identity of the Three Teachings was 

very popular in that age of philosophical syncretism. Indeed it was a characteristic 

feature of the intellectual history of the Chin period. Wan-sung, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s 

teacher, maintained that the Three Teachings had a common origin in the Storing 

Center of Ideation (Glaya-vijfidna), a view influenced no doubt by the monistic Hua- 

yen philosophy in which he was particularly well versed, and which had by now been 

fully assimilated by Ch’an Buddhism. 

Under Wan-sung’s influence, Li Ch’un-fu (1185-1231) and Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, his 

two most prominent lay disciples, developed syncretic inclinations. While Li Ch’un- 

fu’s attempt to combine Confucianism and Taoism with Buddhism in a grandiose 

construct embracing and fusing diverse and complex teachings shows pre-eminently 

philosophical preoccupations, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s synthesis was driven by a practical 

spirit. 

His premise was of course the same, namely, that the doctrines of the Three 

Sages had a common origin, and that the different traditions of their schools (tsung- 

feng) had developed only to meet the exigencies of the times. Although essentially 

identical — only the fool, said Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, would deny this truth — the three 

doctrines in relation to man and society had thus acquired individual characteristics 

and fulfilled different purposes. Taoism and Confucianism were the repository of 

ancient wisdom and illustrated as such the teachings of the Sage-Kings of the past; 

whereas the doctrine of Buddha and the Patriarchs penetrated both the realms of the 

absolute and the relative-phenomenal in its temporal and real aspect. With regard to 

their specific functions, he stated that the aim of Taoism was to foster man’s nature 

(vang-hsing), Confucianism, with its emphasis on man’s proper duties and well- 

defined obligations, provided the key to social order; while Buddhism constituted the 

ideal means of self-cultivation. 

Although Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai emphasized the need for the teachings of the Three 

Sages to ‘stand firmly in the world like the three legs of a tripod’, it is quite clear that 

he did not attribute equal value to each of the three doctrines. His syncretism was, in 

fact, strongly biased in favour of Confucianism and Buddhism. His practical formula 

for social and mental transformation was twofold, not threefold: ‘To rule the state 

with Confucianism and the mind with Buddhism.’ In giving advice to his son Chu on 

his fifteenth birthday, he exhorted him not to neglect the Confucian doctrine, and to 
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cherish that of the Ch’an Patriarchs, but he made no mention of Taoism. To a friend 

who warned him against forgetting Confucius’ tenets, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai replied, ‘To 

grasp fully the universal principle and get to the bottom of one’s nature, nothing is 

better than the Buddhadharma; to help society and pacify the people, nothing is better 

than the teachings of Confucius. In office, I follow the constant Way of Hsiian-ni 

(Confucius); in private, I enjoy the Absolute Truth of Buddhism. Surely this is not 

wrong?’ 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s urge to convert Cinggis Qan to the Way of the Sages shows 

the statesman’s concern with the ideals of education and transformation (chiao-hua) 

so strongly advocated by Confucianism. Even before his encounter with the Mongol 

emperor he cherished the ambition of attaining enough power to put these ideals into 

practice. In 1216, at the time when he had just started his training under Wan-sung, 

he wrote: 

Now, the reason why a superior man pursues his study is not a selfish one. 
His aim is: ‘My prince should be a prince like Yao and Shun; my people 
should be like the people of Yao and Shun.’ And, even if there were only 
one man or woman who did not enjoy the benefits of Yao and Shun, would 
not the superior man feel ashamed? Therefore, is it not a delight for him to 
be in power and have sufficient standing to practice the Way of the Sages, 
and sufficient means to confer extensive benefits upon the people? 

The task he had set himself was fraught with immense difficulties. No real 

‘transformation’ could in fact be carried out without first educating the ruler and 

bringing him to an understanding of the social situation which he had to deal with in 

his newly conquered empire. The Mongols were not interested in the mores of the 

Chinese, but merely in the exploitation of their territory and resources. Nor did they 

consider Chinese culture to be superior to their own; on the contrary, they despised it. 

It would have been useless to exalt the rules of civilized life unless their adoption 

offered hopes of greater material gain. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s plans for social and 

administrative reform therefore did not stress the moral so much as the practical 

aspect. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai has passed into history for his humanitarian acts; these, 

however, could not have been carried out except by appealing to the Mongols’ 

cupidity. When he pleaded with the emperor to spare the people of Honan, he 

pointedly remarked that ‘they could be used as a source of troops and revenue as the 

occasion may demand.’ He is also said to have prevented the wholesale massacre of 

the inhabitants of Pien-liang in 1233 by showing that the destruction of the 

population, which included skilled artisans, would have meant a loss of valuable 

services for the Mongols. In order to obtain Ogédei’s endorsement of his proposal for 

the reinstitution of civil service examinations, he again referred to the ‘skilled 

artisans,’ drawing a parallel between their useful role and that of the Confucian 

officials. Similarly, when he opposed some bad scheme put forward by one of the 
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court dignitaries, he was careful to point out the material loss that would eventually 

ensue if it were enforced. The gain-and-loss argument, however, was not always 

successful, owing to the Mongols’ insatiable cupidity and their unwillingness to 

modify substantially their traditional law and customs. 

In addition to strong factional opposition within the court, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai had 

furthermore to contend with the hostility of the clergy. Following his bitter struggle 

with the Taoists he faced the antagonism of the Buddhist authorities when he tried to 

reintroduce the special examination for monks. We have already seen that his attempt 

was foiled by the direct intervention of the Buddhist leader Hai-yiin. In these 

circumstances it is not surprising that many of his proposals met with failure. 

According to Sung Tzu-chen, of all his plans only ‘two or three out of ten’ were 

actually put into effect. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s Confucian attitude is also clearly present in his emphasis on 

‘rectification’ and orthodoxy. He used the age-old argument of the ‘rectification of 

names’ to repudiate what he considered heterodox teachings. Speaking of the Hsi-yu 

lu, he wrote: 

In it, I have been rather concerned with the distinction between orthodoxy 
and heterodoxy in the teachings of the Three Sages. Some people have 
criticized my love of making distinctions. My reply to them is: ‘The Lun-yii 
says, “What is necessary is to rectify names,” and it also says, “Have no 
depraved thoughts.” This means that to discriminate between orthodoxy and 
heterodoxy should not be neglected. 

After this introduction he listed the theories that he regarded as heterodox. Among 

them were the philosophies of Yang Chu, Mo Ti, and T’ien P’ien; the teachings of the 

Chen-yen, Dhita, and While Lotus; and the doctrines preached by the Ch’iian-chen, 

Ta-tao, Hun-ytian, and T’ai-i sects. He dismissed the ‘alchemical’ practices of the 

Taoists as the corruption of the ‘techniques’ (fang-chi), and noted with regret that ‘the 

tolerance and benevolence advocated while the State was in the making’ had resulted 

in the growth of error. He concluded by stating that Han Yii’s repudiation of 

Buddhism and Taoism represented ‘the wrong way of discriminating,’ while Mencius’ 

repudiation of Yang Chu and Mo Ti as well as his own rejection of the Dhita and of 

Ch’ang-ch’un represented the correct one. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s conception of ‘evil’ (or ‘heterodox’) was basically Confucian. 

His violent denunciation of sects like the Dhiita and the Ch’iian-chen arose from the 

actions, harmful to other religious groups or to the whole community, carried out by 

their followers. He accused the Dhitaists of destroying Buddhist images, oppressing 

the Buddhist monks, failing to help people in distress, and corrupting filial custom. 

Similarly, his criticism of the Ch’iian-chen sect was aimed mainly at the behaviour of 

its members, not at their doctrine. He was obviously more concerned with Ch’ang- 



169 

ch’un’s appropriation of temples and illegal use of travel credentials than with his 

religious tenets. He considered Lin Ling-su an arch-criminal for having gained his 

position at the Sung court through ‘prodigies and artful powers,’ but maintained that 

he was not as bad as the followers of the Ch’iian-chen sect, for ‘he did not dare to 

rename Buddhist temples as Taoist temples or change Buddhist images into Taoist 

ones.’ 

This clearly illustrates the emphasis that Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai placed on the moral 

duties of the individual towards society. But if adherence to the Confucian norm was 

the best way to achieve social stability, according to his twofold formula the 

cultivation of the self, or mind transformation, was best carried out by following the 

Buddhist doctrine. It was in Buddhism, not in Confucianism, that Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai 

found his source of moral strength. In the preface to the Hsi-yu lu he wrote: 

When in the past superior men went beyond the great mountain ranges in the 
south or the Yang Pass in the west, however strong and determined they 
were, they could not help feeling sad and discouraged. When, by imperial 
decree, I undertook a trip of several tens of thousands of /i to the west, it was 
by virtue of my training in the vast expanse of the Law (= dharma), and not 
of other methods, that I remained steady and unperturbed. 

Does this mean that he regarded the Confucian teachings as inadequate for self- 

cultivation and the principles of Buddhism as unsuitable for the practical affairs of the 

state? The answer to this important question is given by Yeh-lti Ch’u-ts’ai himself. 

Wan-sung once wrote to him on the subject of the formula quoted above and warned 

him against the danger of furthering Confucianism at the expense of Buddhism. The 

text of Wan-sung’s letter is lost, but we possess Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s reply. This can be 

summarized as follows: Man’s most important undertaking was the cultivation of the 

mind, for, as stated in the Ta-hsiieh, it was only when the mind was rectified that the 

state could be properly ruled. In so far as mind cultivation was concerned, however, 

the teachings of Confucius could not match Buddhism, for they lacked the latter’s 

depth. According to Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, the Confucian doctrine of the Five Constant 

Virtues (wu-ch’ang chih tao) corresponded to the more superficial teaching of 

Buddha. As Buddhism alone provided the ideal means of self-cultivation, it followed 

that it was also the doctrine best suited for government. He would then dispense with 

the Confucian tenets altogether, but, in order not to displease the “petty Confucian 

scholars’ (yung-ju), he had adopted — as a mere ‘expedient’ — his conciliatory formula. 

Even so, the petty scholars were vexed and dissatisfied; they “gnash their teeth’ and 

accuse him of ‘violating the doctrine and forgetting the fundamentals.’ Such being the 

case, exclaimed Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, ‘it is certainly not worth speaking of the Great 

Doctrine!’ From these statements it would seem that Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai conceived as 

the ultimate goal the realization of a society that transcended Confucianism. He 
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envisaged, as we can infer from his reference to the Great Doctrine (ta-tao), the 

utopian order of the Great Unity (ta-t’ung) — a world morally regenerated by the 

superior ethic of Buddhism. Because of the disruption of contemporary society, 

however, all that Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai could hope to attain in his own lifetime were 

conditions of relative social and administrative stability. His Confucian-inspired 

reforms were therefore directed toward the restoration of the Small Tranquillity 

(hsiao-k’ ang), a task for which he still required the traditional services of the ‘petty 

Confucian scholar.’ For all his leanings toward syncretism and his personal devotion 

to Buddhist ideals, yet as a practical statesman he was forced to admit the immediate 

superiority of Confucianist realism. We know, however, that this approach earned 

him the bitter criticism of contemporary scholars who advocated the precedence of 

moral over administrative reform. 

His decline and death marked the end of Chinese influence at the Mongol court 

and a return to a state of administrative confusion similar to that existing before the 

accession of Ogddei. ‘Abd al-Rahman held administrative control over north China 

from 1243 to 1246 and continued his policy of reckless exploitation, as a result of 

which ‘the people did not know how to move hand or foot.’ 

The Secretariat remained nominally in existence, but, as we have seen, it had 

already ceased to function as the central administrative bureau at the end of Ogédei’s 

reign. The Yiian History laconically states, ‘From the year jen-yin (1242) onward, the 

law was no longer one; there was dissension inside and outside the court, and the 

good government of T’ai-tsung (= Ogdédei) declined.’ 

The election of Méngke in 1251 and the transfer of power from the line of 

Ogédei to that of Tolui saw the beginning of the reconstruction of state power. The 

fiscal reforms carried out under Méngke by Mahmiid Yalavat were directed towards 

a further rationalization of tributes and levies (the aim pursued by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai) 

and paved the way to the centralizing fiscal reforms of Qubilai (Shih-tsu, r. 1260-94). 

But Mongke reaffirmed the conquerors’ preference for a non-Chinese officialdom 

and, although he also exempted the Confucians from taxation and corvée, he did not 

conceal his contempt for them as a class of no practical use in his opinion. 

Complete centralization was finally achieved with the advent of Qubilai and the 

removal of the capital from remote Qara Qorum to Peking. The administrative 

reforms of the early part of Qubilai’s reign represented the outcome of the slow 

process of acculturation or sinicization that had started during the reign of Ogédei. 

The re-establishment of the Secretariat as the supreme administrative body in 1260, 

and the subsequent creation of a bureaucratic structure modelled on the Chinese, the 

adoption of the nien-hao and of the Chinese court ceremonial, the unification and 

systematization of the tax structure, the separation of civil from military authority, the 
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subordination of the apanages to the fiscal control of the central government, the 

promotion of agriculture, the restriction of privileges of the ortag merchants and the 

clergy, the promotion of learning through the founding of schools and academies for 

Mongols, Muslims, and Chinese, all showed the progress made from the time that 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai drew up the blueprint for the Mongol administrative organization. 

The pattern of civil, as opposed to military, control which he had restored under 

Ogédei was carried on under Qubilai by an élite group of Chinese counsellors, among 

whom was the famous Buddho-Confucian statesman Liu Ping-chung (q.v.). Like 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, he maintained — in terms used by Confucians since the founding of 

the Han — that ‘although the empire had been conquered on horseback, it could not be 

administered on horseback.’ Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s important contribution to this process 

is both acknowledged and praised by members of this group, in particular Hao Ching 

(q.v.). 

It would be incorrect, however, to think that the reforms in the civil 

administration, carried out on the recommendation of Qubilai’s Chinese advisers, 

were inspired by similar reforms previously introduced or advocated by Yeh-lii Ch’u- 

ts’ai. Faced with the particular forma mentis of the Chinese, who recognize no culture 

other than their own, and the irreconcilable character of the Chinese and Mongol 

societies, the conquerors had to choose: they had either to annihilate Chinese 

civilization or adapt themselves to it. Since they had rejected the former course, 

thanks to the momentous intervention of men like Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, a change in their 

original policy became unavoidable. 

The scholar-officials, who helped to elaborate the new policy in their capacity as 

experts on local conditions, were, apart form the clergy, the principal link between the 

Mongol and Chinese cultures. 

It is for his role of mediator between two ways of life that Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai 

commands our special interest. As a sinicized Khitan, he was particularly well fitted 

to undertake this task. His racial origin made it possible for him to become a trusted 

adviser, first to Cinggis, then to Ogédei, neither of whom would have entertained the 

proffered advice as readily had it come from a Chinese. Furthermore, though trained 

in Chinese ways and thoroughly familiar with the Confucian tradition, Yeh-lii Ch’u- 

ts’ai gave neither his unqualified allegiance. His intellectual horizon, as witness his 

acceptance of Buddhism as the higher ethic, refused to be bounded by Confucianism 

alone. His racial origin, and subsequent political experience, gave him ‘a foot in both 

camps’; and his syncretic turn of mind seems, at least to some degree, to have 

reflected this. 

He was unrivalled in his understanding of the Mongols, and, above all, of their 

motivation. He recognized for what it was the Mongol power which he sought to 
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bridle and restrain in China: a predatory nomadic feudalism. He was fully conscious 

that his arguments should be directed to the cupidity of the conquerors if they were to 

influence Mongol policy. Hence his choice of weapons. The, appeal to Buddhist 

idealism would have to be deferred to less troubled times, while for the moment 

policies based on hard-headed Confucian practicality offered the better chances of 

success. It is almost as if Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai had taken as his guide an early version of 

the 19th-century f’i-yung formula, which we might express as: Fo-hsiieh wei ti, Ju- 

hstieh wei yung (‘Buddhism for the substance, Confucianism for the functions’). For 

him, however, this reflected a personal, much more than a cultural, dilemma. 

His success in preventing the devastation of north China and its reduction to 

pastures for the horses of the nomads, was a real one. That he should have been 

rejected thereafter in favour of Muslim advisers whose willingness to appeal to the 

rapacity of their Mongol employers was uninhibited by even the ‘lower’ social ethic 

by which Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai had constantly been guided, was his personal tragedy. 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s second son Chu (T. Ch’eng-chung, H. Shuang-ch’i, Tu- 

tsui tao-chih) was born in Central Asia, probably at Samarqand, in 1221. He spent his 

youth at Qara Qorum and was eventually to inherit his father’s rank as chief of the 

Secretariat — a purely nominal rank at the time, both in view of his young age (he was 

only twenty-two) and because the administrative functions of the Secretariat in north 

China were actually performed by other officials, such as the earlier mentioned ‘Abd 

al-Rahman, Yang Wei-chung and Mahmiid Yalavaé. Apparently he maintained good 

relations with the Regent Toregene, who in fact arranged his marriage to a Mongolian 

noblewoman called Citegi. By all accounts, he was an excellent rider and archer. 

In 1258 Chu took part in the expedition against Southern Sung led by Méngke 

(Hsien-tsung, r. 1251-59), serving with distinction in the Guard in Szechwan. When 

Mongke died in August 1259, Chu was proceeding northwards to Shensi with the 

heavy baggage of the army. He promptly joined Qubilai who, upon his enthronement 

at K’ai-p’ing in the following year, sent him to Qunduqai, the Mongol general 

supporting Ariq Boke, in order to win him to his side. The mission failed and Chu 

quickly returned to Qubilai; such was his haste that he left several members of his 

family behind in Kansu. These were immediately arrested by Qundugqai and their 

subsequent adventures are related in the long biography of Chu’s son Hsi-liang in the 

Yuian History (ch. 180). Qubilai, pleased with Chu’s loyalty, bestowed upon him 

many honours. In 1261 he appointed Chu Left chancellor in the new Secretarial 

Council — the former Secretariat — a post that he held three times in the course of his 

long career. Chu was concurrently made director of compilation of the Liao and Chin 

Histories. His other offices included that of regional commander of Shan-tung in 

1264 or 1265 and director of compilation of the National History in 1276. Although 
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Chu shared office with Ahmad (q.v.) in the Secretarial Council, he does not seem to 

have interfered with the notorious minister’s questionable activities. He did, however, 

resign once from the Council in protest against Qubilai’s unfair reprimand in the 

matter of Nizam al-Din’s release from prison (see the biography of Lien Hsi-hsien). 

One of his major reforms (1282) entailed checking abuses committed by the officials 

in charge of selecting maidens for the imperial harem. 

Chu died in 1285 and was canonized as Wen-chung (‘Cultured and Loyal’) in 

1330. He was a prolific poet, but whereas Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai was a fervent Ch’an 

Buddhist, Chu had strong Taoist leanings and his sympathies were with the Ch’ iian- 

chen doctrines, as amply shown by his extant poetry. His collected poetical works, 

the Shuang-ch’i tsui-yin chi, have reached us incomplete. At the time of compiling 

the Ssu-k’u ch’ tian-shu (1773-82), all that could be found of Chu’s works in the Yung- 

lo ta-tien was collected and edited in six chiian. The Shuang-ch’i tsui-yin chi was 

reprinted in the third series of the Chih-fu-chai ts’ ung-shu (1892), as well as in the 

sixth series of the Liao-hai ts’ ung-shu (1931-34), with a valuable commentary by Li 

Wen-t’ien. A supplement in one chiian was published in the Chiang-ts’ un ts’ ung-shu 

(1922). It is from one of Chu’s poems that we learn the interesting fact that he was 

responsible for the ‘discovery’ of the famous stele of Ktil Tegin near Qara Qorum, and 

thereby proved that the Turkic title tegin (‘prince’) is wrongly transcribed in the T’ ang 

Histories. In other poems we find hints at certain attempts on Chu’s part to bring 

about a reconciliation between Buddhist and Taoist leaders, a question that deserves 

further investigation. As convincingly shown by M. Nakano, much of his poetry is 

less ‘restrained’ than that of his father and — an unusual trend for the times — centres 

on nature and personal feelings, thus following the style of mainstream T’ang poetry. 

Chu had eleven sons and five daughters. The most famous of his sons is Yeh-lii 

Hsi-liang (T. Ming-fu, H. Su-hsiian), born south of Qara Qorum in 1247. His 

Mongolian nickname was Tugus (‘Peacock’), apparently given to him by Téregene 

from the place where he was born, which was known as the Peacock Pavilion. 

Hsi-liang received his early education in Yen-ching under the tutorship of the 

eminent chin-shih Chao Yen. In 1258 he left Yen-ching to join his father who was 

then campaigning with Méngke in Szechwan. In 1260 he and his mother were taken 

prisoners by the Mongol general Qunduqai in Kansu. His subsequent vicissitudes 

took him to Central Asia whence he was not able to return to China before 1263. 

In 1279, Hsi-liang was appointed minister of Rites, but was soon after transferred 

to the post of minister of Personnel. He retired in 1282 ostensibly on account of ill 

health. In 1309 QaiSan (Wu-tsung, r. 1308-11) appointed him to the Han-lin 

Academy, where he became academician for the transmission of directives in charge 

of Imperial Edicts, as well as redactor of the National History. He died in 1327 and, 
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like his father and grandfather, received posthumous honours in 1330, being 

canonized as Chung-chia (‘Loyal and Commendable’). 

Yeh-lii Hsi-liang was a keen scholar till the end of his life. His collected works, 

published in 30 chiian under the title of Su-hsiian chi, included an account of his 

experiences in Central Asia, a summary of which is found in his biography in the 

Yiian History (ch. 180). The Su-hsiian chi is now unfortunately lost. A short notice 

of his experiences in Central Asia based on the Yiian History account was published 

by Bretschneider in his Mediaeval Researches. 

Several descendants of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai achieved distinction during the Yiian 

dynasty. Significantly, members of the Yeh-lii clan had begun adopting the Chinese 

surname Liu already in the Chin dynasty, possibly for its phonetic resemblance to 

Yeh-lii. This practice continued during the Yiian and especially during the Ming 

periods; it probably accounts for the gradual disappearance of this surname and the 

apparent ‘extinction’ of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s line. 
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11. WANG CHI (ca. 1181-1240) 

Wang Chi was an early convert to the Mongol cause and served it well all his 

life. He typifies that group of Chinese, Khitan and Jurchen, whose adherence was 

crucial to the Mongols’ success in north China, first as conquerors and then as rulers. 

This was the group which, making up a second echelon of leadership below the 

Mongol aristocracy itself, was primarily responsible for the execution of Mongol 

rulings concerning the native population. While Wang Chi never enjoyed the power 

and influence of such former Chin subjects as the high minister Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai 

(q.v.) or the great satrap Yen Shih (q.v.), he was called upon time and again to serve 

as the link between Mongol and Chinese. In this capacity he seems to have blunted 

the sharp edge of some Mongol actions and policies, softening their effects on his 

fellow Chinese, which probably served long-range Mongol interests all the more 

effectively. His career encompassed the roles of military commander, administrator 

and diplomat, the last two proving far more important than the first. 

Wang Chi, T. Chii-ch’uan, H. Tz’u-yen weng, was born ca. 1181 in Kuo county, 

Feng-hsiang (Shensi), the son of a minor Chin official. Nothing is known of his early 

life until the time when, still in his teens and clearly overconfident, he stood for the 

chin-shih examination and failed. A period of further study ensued at a retreat in the 

hills near Lo-yang where, in his preference for the military classics, he revealed the 

temper of a man of action. Again he tried his hand at the state examination (ca. 1205) 

and having failed again, he abandoned this means of gaining office in favour of a 

direct approach to the court. His memorial on current problems presumably gained 

the attention of the emperor (or more likely of some high official), winning him 

appointment as executive assistant on the staff of the marshal of Chin-shan (a military 

command north-west of modern Peking). 

Soon thereafter chin-shih status was conferred upon him on the recommendation 

of the marshal, Chu-hu Kao-ch’i, and, promoted to the office of deputy military 

controller, he was placed in charge of Cho-lu Pass in northern Hopei. Thus, by his 

mid-twenties Wang Chi was launched on an official career that promised to be at least 

moderately successful. 

The Mongol invasion drastically changed his life and fortunes, as it did those of 

countless people in north China at the time. Following its major victory at Huan-erh 

tsui in September 1211, the main Mongol army proceeded south-east, approximately 

along the route of the present Peking-Kalgan (Chang-chia k’ou) railway line, and 

overran Wang Chi’s position as well as a number of others. The sources provide no 

more than a stereotyped account of his surrender to the Mongols and entry into their 
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service. According to this account he defended his position heroically for three days 

before being captured, whereupon, refusing to beg for clemency he stoically 

confronted death. This so impressed Cinggis, however, that the Mongol leader 

released him and immediately posted him to his own forces. It is impossible to gauge 

the truth of this account; moreover, we can only speculate as to Wang’s motivation. 

He had no apparent reason for dissatisfaction with his own ruler and government, and 

surely had absorbed the traditional teachings on the high demands of loyalty. 

Nevertheless, the choice of survival over death with honour was perhaps more the 

tule than the exception and having submitted, Wang remained unwavering in his 

loyalty to his new masters. 

Wang was active in the Mongol conquest of Hopei in the years 1213-1215, 

though probably more as an administrator and a diplomat than as a field commander. 

When the Mongol army, following the seizure of several important positions in 1213, 

was held up by the stiff defence of Hsiung-chou, it was Wang Chi who convinced the 

local commander, one Sun Wu, of the wisdom of surrendering. Wang’s good 

intelligence, moreover, subsequently enabled him to forestall Sun’s attempt to restore 

the locality to Chin control. In 1214, in his new offices of pacification commissioner 

and acting president of the Six Ministries, he served under Yeh-lii T’u-hua and Shih- 

mo Ming-an in further operations in Hopei. Success in these brought over to the 

Mongol side thousands of vanquished Chinese troops who were soon employed in the 

first siege of the principal Chin capital Chung-tu (Peking). Following the truce that 

ended the siege and the unanticipated flight of the Chin court to its southern capital 

Pien-ching (K’ai-feng) in Honan, those forces all took part in the second siege of 

Chung-tu, an arduous, ten-month effort which resulted in the capture of the broken, 

starving city in May 1215. In all likelihood no official but the commander-in-chief 

himself could have prevented the looting that followed. However, in order to bring 

some measure of relief to the populace and yet satisfy the soldiers’ desire for booty, 

Wang Chi appealed to their cupidity. He obtained authorisation for them to carry 

foodstuffs into the city and put them up for sale. As a result, a large volume of 

hitherto hidden valuables suddenly appeared and were traded for food. He also 

gained acceptance for a proposal to return ten percent of the cattle seized in the area 

to local peasants to assist them in bringing their fields back under cultivation. This 

may strike us as little more than a token measure, but it must be seen in the context of 

Mongol practices which allowed for no consideration at all for the welfare of the 

conquered. 

Accounts of Wang’s involvement in ensuing events further stress his civil virtues 

and incidentally reveal the tentative character of many of the gains made by both 

sides in this period. Charged with announcing the capture of Chung-tu by the 
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Mongols to the cities and towns of central Hopei, he successfully brought a number of 

them into the Mongol fold — so many, we are told, as to require a new Regional 

Military Control Bureau at Ts’ang-chou. Yet, after the withdrawal of some of the 

main Mongol forces and the return of their commanders (including Wang) to court, 

several of those cities reverted to Chin control. After receiving new honours as 

chiliarch with hereditary rights, chief censor, and Silver and Blue Great Officer of 

Eminent Dignity, Wang took part in the effort to recover the lost territories under the 

overall direction of Botu. At the head of a mixed force of only 3,000 troops, he was 

able to occupy Ho-chien and capture some 10,000 of the defenders. Botu’s inclination 

was to execute them all as traitors. Likening them to sheep, however, Wang argued 

that only their leaders need be eliminated while the rank-and-file could be put to work 

for the Mongols as soldiers and peasants. Indeed, he even referred to the whole 

development as ‘Heaven-sent.’ Then, in a twist that exhibits the personal aspect of 

power and responsibility among the Mongols, Botu agreed to let the captives survive 

only upon Wang’s written guarantee that they would not revolt again. Once this was 

provided the affair was settled. 

The high standing that Wang enjoyed with Cinggis himself appears in two 

incidents from about this time, both bearing on important aspects of early Mongol 

policy in China. As is widely known, the basic Mongol procedure to dispose of 

conquered lands was to distribute them as hereditary apanages (Mo. soyurqal, qubi) to 

members of the Mongol aristocracy and even to meritorious non-Mongol allies. 

While Cinggis no doubt determined who was to share in the spoils and on what scale, 

the counsel of a native with access to information on the territories in question was 

clearly desirable, particularly in the case of the latter group. As he was searching for 

the right individual, Cinggis observed to his Cerbi (‘chamberlain’ — perhaps Cingai, 

q.v.), “A Chinese like Commissioner Wang could be entrusted with the task (of 

allotting the apanages).’ Wang was thus given this responsibility. As is equally well 

known, the Mongols eagerly sought to recruit the skilled craftsmen of the conquered 

areas. Ordering his provincial officials to list the artisans under their jurisdiction, 

Cinggis sought an experienced official to take charge of this operation. His Khitan 

minister Yeh-lii A-hai (g.v.) proposed a number of high-ranking officials for this job, 

but Cinggis rejected them all, saying, ‘I have someone else in mind, but I just cannot 

recall his name.’ After a short while, though, he declared, ‘I have it. Our veteran 

Commissioner Wang should be given this responsibility.’ So Wang was chosen once 

again to deal with matters that stood close to the heart of the Mongols leadership. 

Admittedly, an incredible number of words and deeds are attributed to the founder of 

the Mongol empire. But there is nothing unlikely about these lines or about the qan’s 

personal familiarity with one of his earliest followers in China. 
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From the time of its capture, the site of Peking served as headquarters for the 

Mongol command in China, usually referred to by the name Yen-ching. From about 

1220 (if not earlier) Wang Chi usually seems to have been based there. What his 

regular post and duties were is difficult to tell; but he continues to be referred to as 

‘pacification commissioner’ and probably performed a variety of political and 

administrative tasks for the Mongols and for the Khitan officials whom they had 

placed in charge. It may be recalled that the bitter struggle for north China continued 

throughout the 1220s, with the Mongols pitted against the Jurchens, independent 

warlords, crypto-Sung loyalists, and eventually the Tanguts of Hsi-Hsia. The 

Mongols’ efforts were seriously impeded by several developments: the death in 1223 

of their commander-in-chief in China, the gifted Muqali (q.v.); a partial recovery by 

Chin as a result of a truce in its war with Sung; the death of Cinggis in 1227 and the 

uncertainties of the succession. Yet, northern Hopei remained among the safer 

territories in Mongol hands, and the order and stability prevailing in the region might 

have induced Wang Chi to lead a more gentlemanly life than had been possible since 

his youth. This at least is the impression given by references to him in the Hsi-yu chi, 

the famous account of the journey to the Far West of the great Taoist master Ch’ang- 

ch’un (i.e. Ch’iu Ch’u-chi, g.v.) on his way to meet Cinggis Qan. 

Ch’ang-ch’un enjoyed an enormous reputation in his own day. It is, therefore, no 

surprise that, when he stopped for a visit in Yen-ching in 1220 before his departure 

westward, he was lionised by the Chinese officials serving there in the Mongol 

administration. These included Wang Chi with whom the Master in fact exchanged 

poems. A cordial relationship evidently developed between the two men from this 

time, which had both an official and a private aspect. For example, Wang was called 

upon to act as intermediary in extending an invitation for Ch’ang-ch’un to visit 

Temiige Ottigin, Cinggis’ youngest brother, at his encampment in northeastern 

Mongolia. Later in 1225, after Ch’ang-ch’un had returned from his western excursion 

and taken up residence in Yen-ching, Wang appealed to him, clearly on behalf of the 

local authorities, to perform a religious ceremony to ward off an impending disaster 

revealed by astrology. (Ch’ang-ch’un did so successfully, we are told.) 

The author of the Hsi-yu chi, who comments on Wang’s deep interest in Taoism 

and warm admiration for Ch’ang-ch’un, relates a charming anecdote about the 

Master’s visit to Wang’s residence. Having complimented his host on the quality of 

his bamboo grove, Ch’ang-ch’un declared, ‘Now I am growing old and the time for 

my Departure is drawing near. Give me a few score of these bamboos to plant outside 

the northern verandah of the Pao-hsiian [a hall in the temple where he resided], to 

keep the light from my eyes.’ Wang Chi, however, expressed deep disappointment 

over Ch’ang-ch’un’s apparent satisfaction with his own personal fate, despite the bitter 
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troubles of the day which the Master’s powers and wisdom could no doubt have 

helped alleviate. By his statement, ‘the Qan has a great respect for you and sets store 

by the Taoist religion,’ was Wang alluding to Ch’ang-ch’un’s practical value in 

influencing Mongol policies? In any event, recognising that Wang and the others 

present were not on his own methaphysical level, the Master only replied, “The will of 

Heaven is fixed. What can man do?’ Two years later when Ch’ang-ch’un died, Wang 

organised and presided over a grandiose funeral which the author of the Hsi-yu chi 

praises for having proceeded in perfect order, despite the huge crowds. In honour of 

his late friend and teacher, Wang bestowed new names on the residential quarters and 

hall of the temple which Ch’ang-ch’un had made his headquarters, contributing an 

inscription in his own hand. 

Wang’s last significant service under Cinggis occurred in the conclusive war of 

1226-1227 against Hsi-Hsia. His notable contribution to this campaign came at an 

early stage when the Mongol army, advancing along the Kansu Corridor, found its 

way blocked near Ch’in-chou (near T’ien-shui) by the Tanguts’ removal of the bridges 

over the river Wei. Since this area is not normally associated with problems of high 

waters, we can only assume that during this particular February the river was in spate 

and allowed for no easy fording. No one on Cinggis’ staff was able to find a solution 

until Wang Chi took the initiative to organise and lead a work force in the 

construction of a stone-and-timber bridge. This had to be accomplished at night since 

Tangut soldiers, presumably armed with missiles, held the opposite bank. By dawn 

the task was completed and the Mongol advance continued. From remarks made later 

to a Sung envoy, it appears that Wang remained with this expeditionary force until the 

final victory. We have little concrete information, however, about his role in any 

subsequent military operation. We know that he served under Ogédei in the Wei 

Valley campaign against Chin in 1230. His responsibilities might again have been 

mainly political, since we hear about his inducing dozens of his erstwhile compatriots 

(and no doubt others) at Feng-hsiang to defect to the Mongols. He is said to have 

participated in the siege and capture of Pien-ching, the southern Chin capital, in 1232- 

1233, though again in an unknown capacity. 

In the interval, in 1228, he had been called upon by the regent Tolui to discharge 

a difficult and delicate task at Yen-ching, for which he was provisionally placed in 

charge of the regional administration there. This was evidently on the 

recommendation of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai who also became involved in the case. A 

serious problem of law and order had developed involving bandit gangs operating 

with impunity on the outskirts of the city. In order to ensure the inhabitants’ safety, 

Wang had a new moat built around the city walls. This was a major and costly 

enterprise, but he paid for it by forced loans from merchants instead of increasing 
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taxes on the population as a whole. He also sent his son at the head of a military unit 

to attack and destroy the bandits’ lair. What complicated those efforts was evidence 

of collusion between the former chief resident commissioner Shih-mo Hsien-te-pu (d. 

ca. 1235) and the outlaws. Since Shih-mo was eventually reinstated despite this blot 

on his record, Wang could easily have found himself in trouble. That he suffered no 

adverse consequence was probably due to the patronage he enjoyed at the Mongol 

court, chiefly through Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, with whom he was in friendly terms, and to 

his own diplomatic skills (see the biography of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai). 

One other measure taken while he was involved in the Yen-ching administration 

is singled out for praise. This was the establishment as early as 1222 of a Confucian 

temple on the grounds formerly occupied by the Department of Military Affairs of the 

Chin. A sacrifice to Confucius performed in this temple in 1229 is celebrated in a 

poem by Yeh-liti Ch’u-ts’ai. A school, which became the National College, was 

established in the temple four years later (see the biography of Yang Wei-chung). 

By 1233 Wang had been in Mongol service for over two decades and had 

unquestionably proven his value in both military and civil capacities. Nevertheless, 

he still had found no firm place in the Mongol power structure; indeed, he exercised 

no independent command in the field, held no ministerial position at court, and did 

not even exercise administrative responsibility over any territory, except on an ad hoc 

basis. Since his loyalty never seems to have been questioned — indeed perhaps quite 

the reverse — the Mongols probably utilised him according to his aptitudes. That is, 

he was probably not an exceptional military commander and, therefore, the Mongols 

normally gave him a subordinate (though not unimportant) role in military operations. 

His strengths, on the other hand, were his education, his familiarity with conditions in 

north China, his judgment and adaptability, and perhaps his linguistic aptitude. On 

the latter point there is no explicit evidence of how many languages he knew. But it 

is reasonable to infer that, besides his native Chinese, he could hardly have grown up 

in Jurchen service without knowing some spoken Jurchen and that his routine, direct 

contact with the Mongol leadership was only possible because of his mastery of 

Mongol. On balance, it is not difficult to understand why the Mongols employed him 

primarily as an intermediary, a diplomat and even a trouble-shooter. This may 

explain why for the last decade of his life he filled the role for which he is best 

known, that of diplomat. 

Official Mongol-Sung contacts up to 1233 had been infrequent and characterised 

by distrust, especially on the Sung side. Early Mongol initiatives to establish relations 

had been rebuffed by a court which remembered all too well that, almost exactly a 

century earlier, an alliance with a new barbarian power (the Jurchen) against a 

common enemy (the Khitan) had resulted in that court’s permanent exile to Hang- 
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chou. An exchange of envoys did in fact take place in 1221-1223 but led to no 

tangible political results. For the next decade, competing interests in Shantung and 

Hopei, and Sung’s unwillingness to give the Mongol army free passage in its drive 

from the west against the Chin southern capital, could well have resulted in open 

hostilities. But Sung policy was rigorously passive at this time and the Mongols 

clearly had no intention of taking on Sung before north China was securely in their 

hands. By the beginning of 1233, this goal seemed close to realisation with Chin 

control reduced to an area comprising little more than K’ai-feng and eastern Honan. 

Yet at this point Ogédei sent Wang Chi at the head of an embassy to negotiate aid 

from Sung. Why? The sources provide no explicit information on his, and his 

advisors’, motives and calculations. The inability of any attacker to maintain a long 

siege in this war-ravaged area must have been a factor, however, and we do find Sung 

making substantial supplies available to the Mongol army in their eventual joint 

campaign. The Mongol leadership may also have sought to test and momentarily 

neutralise Sung irredentist intentions in the North. 

Wang Chi’s advice probably carried some weight in defining the Mongols’ 

diplomatic position; and he was certainly responsible for the successful completion of 

the negotiations. The latter were undertaken in two stages, a preliminary proposal 

early in 1233 and the conclusion of actual terms in late summer. Both were 

conducted with military frontier authorities rather than with the Sung court directly. 

The interval between the two sessions can probably be explained by the uncertain 

course of further Chin resistance, though objections to the alliance in some Sung 

quarters may have played a role too. In fact, at the time when Wang Ch’i’s first 

mission got underway, the Chin emperor suddenly fled his obviously doomed city 

(which surrendered shortly afterwards) and moved south to Kuei-te. Such a transfer 

must have raised the prospect of an immediate and complete disintegration of Chin 

authority. This failed to happen, however, though the Chin court found it expedient 

by mid-summer to move again, this time to Ts’ai-chou (modern Ju-nan). The second 

round of Sung-Mongol negotiations was conducted: thereafter with the specific 

purpose of cornering the Chin court at Ts’ai-chou and achieving the complete 

destruction of the dynasty. After a joint campaign launched late in autumn, this goal 

was realised at the beginning of 1234 when the decades-long Mongol war of 

annihilation against the Jurchen state finally came to an end and Sung honour (as a 

sometime victim of Chin) was at last partly redeemed. 

The negotiations of 1233 were probably the only genuine ones ever to occur 

between the Mongols and Sung, in the sense that both parties shared a common goal 

in pursuit of which a bargain could be struck. It has never been made clear, however, 

what Sung was to gain from the bargain other than the negative satisfaction of 
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destroying Chin. Some sources suggest territory; but the Mongols ceded none after 

the campaign and indeed reacted decisively to the attempt by Sung to occupy Honan 

later in 1234. That endeavour resulted in a permanent state of belligerency — or 

brought it about earlier than would otherwise have been the case. It is notable that the 

Mongols were far from prepared to launch a full-scale war against Sung. In fact, they 

were absorbed since 1235 in preparations for the extraordinary series of campaigns 

that would carry them all the way to eastern Europe. Reluctance to divide their effort 

between future areas of expansion, as well as internal circumstances, explain why the 

Mongol court kept the diplomatic door open. 

Early in 1235, Wang Chi arrived at Hang-chou on a mission which, according to 

a Sung source, had been intended since before Sung’s aggression in Honan. Our 

source, the eminent scholar-official Chen Te-hsiu (1178-1235), questions the utility of 

the visit under the conditions that now obtained. Characteristically, he expresses the 

profoundest skepticism about the feasibility of any accord with the Mongols and 

urges caution politically and militarily. On this and subsequent embassies in 1238 

and 1240, Wang could not have remained unaware of the relative inflexibility of 

Sung’s approach to further peace talks. Moreover, while from our later perspective 

we might well be convinced of the determination of the Sung government to keep the 

peace, Wang’s Mongol overlords could be excused, in view of the opportunistic 

pattern of Sung’s conduct over the preceding two decades, for feeling rather less 

certain of this intention. More significantly for future developments, the Mongol 

leadership was not in fact interested in any definitive arrangement that fell short of 

Sung’s — or for that matter any state’s — complete submission. Its objectives in 

pursuing negotiations were, accordingly, limited in scope and tactical in nature. 

Embassies, useful for acquiring intelligence in any case, could usually be counted on 

to conclude or maintain a needed truce. 

Wang Ch’i role as intermediary, therefore, could hardly have been an easy one. 

The contemporary Chinese historian Sun K’o-k’uan is convinced that Wang, as a bona 

fide Chinese literatus, worked zealously to achieve peace and to preserve Chinese 

civilisation. He cites the visit that Wang paid in 1237 to Yang Huan (q.v.) — who is 

our source — during which the former revealed a deep commitment to maintaining 

peace between the two sides. We have already observed Wang pursuing a rather 

refined style of life once peace was established in northern Hopei. Moreover, we are 

told by more than one source that he acquired considerable prestige among Sung 

officials, enjoying an esteem that went well beyond diplomatic niceties. Indeed, the 

exchanges with Wang reported by Hsii T’ing (f7. 1230-40) during his own 1235 

embassy to the North suggest amiable and even familiar relations. Nevertheless, the 

evidence is by no means compelling that Wang privately disagreed with either short- 
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or long-range Mongol goals, nor that he laboured, as it were, to preserve the Sung 

state as the repository of Chinese culture. His record as a loyal Mongol official 

should make us wary of assuming that, because he was Chinese and because he was 

educated, he must have identified more closely with Sung than with the Mongols. It 

was, after all, under the latter that he became powerful and probably rich, while 

neither he nor his immediate forebears had ever served the former. 

Wang was said to have led a total of five embassies to Sung. If this figure 

includes the two missions of 1233, then — the others falling in 1235, 1238 and 1240 — 

all are accounted for. It was on the last of these, in the spring of 1240, that Wang 

took ill and died in Hang-chou, at approximately sixty years of age. So sparse is the 

information provided on any of the negotiations which he conducted that it is 

unfortunately not possible to make a meaningful assessment of his diplomatic 

achievements. (It should also be stated that the dates of Wang’s birth and death pose a 

problem, as our sources disagree; therefore, they are given here with reservations.) 

Wang’s remains were accorded full honours by Sung authorities, who escorted 

them back to the North for eventual burial at Yen-ching. He had six sons, one of 

whom, Wang Shou-ch’ien, attained some prominence in the repression of banditry. 

Wang Chi left a collection of writings, including an account of his embassies (or 

perhaps of only one of them) to Sung, the Shih Sung lu, evidently in manuscript form, 

which survived until the end of the thirteenth century but was lost sometime 

thereafter. The result, inevitably, has been to blur the image of Wang Chi the 

individual, even though the main lines of his career can be determined. 
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12. YANG WEI-CHUNG (1206-1260) 

Yang Wei-chung, T. Yen-ch’eng, secretary-interpreter, military commander, and 

district administrator under Ogddei Qa’an (T’ai-tsung, r. 1229-41), was a native of 

Hung-chou, in modern Yang-yiian (Hopei). The dates of Wei-chung’s birth and death 

are not recorded in his Yiian History (Yiian-shih) biography, but according to his 

“spirit-way inscription’ composed by his one-time colleague Hao Ching (q.v.), he died 

in January 1260, and, since he lived to fifty-four, Wei-chung must have been born 

sometime in 1206. 

According to his biographical records, Yang Wei-chung was raised in a family of 

professional soldiers. His father was a respected officer under the Jurchen rulers of 

the Chin state, but we know nothing about his career or the early years of his son. 

Wei-chung was orphaned as a child. He was conscripted during his teen years to be 

an attendant (probably a siigiirci) in Ogédei’s Guard at Qara Qorum. This seems to 

have occurred sometime after 1212, when the Mongol general Mugqali (q.v.) overran 

part of the Chin territory with his invincible army before sweeping through north 

China and setting up a military administration in Hopei, Shansi and Honan. It appears 

that Wei-chung was captured by the Mongol forces and, being found to be a bright 

young lad, was sent to the Mongol court in service to the princes. Wei-chung is said 

to have impressed Ogédei by his taste for learning and physical courage; according to 

the Ch’ing historian T’u Chi (1856-1921), he became fluent in Mongolian as well as 

Uighur under Ogédei’s tutelage. His early service with the future Mongol ruler and 

his gift of languages were greatly to influence his career. 

Sometime after 1224, at the age of twenty or so, Yang Wei-chung received his 

first official assignment as member of a special embassy despatched by Cinggis Qan 

to the kingdoms in Central and Western Asia. This was probably sent after Cinggis 

had concluded his campaigns in those regions (1219-24), with a view to confirming 

their submission and sustaining the Mongol interest. Contrary to the Chinese records, 

it seems unlikely that a man as young and inexperienced as Wei-chung was at the 

time should have been given a senior rank in the mission; because of his command of 

the foreign tongues, he would have served most likely as an interpreter. The sources 

go on to say that he instructed the native rulers in compiling population registers and 

records of official appointment in their kingdom, to Ogédei’s great satisfaction. Such 

duties would fall normally to a scribe-secretary (bic@ci) in the Imperial Guard, which 

sheds some light on Yang Wei-chung’s position in those early years. 
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Yang Wei-chung’s next recorded assignment occurred after 1225, at about the 

time of Ogédei’s accession in 1229, and concerned the suppression of the followers of 

the Chin commander Wu Hsien (d. 1234), who were harassing the T’ai-hang 

Mountain regions of Hopei, northern Honan and eastern Shansi. On this occasion, 

Wei-chung recommended at Ogédei’s request a former Chin notable, Chiao Te-yii 

(1220-88), to pacify the rebels. 

Wu Hsien was one of nine Chinese local warlords enfeoffed by the Chin emperor 

Hsiian-tsung (r. 1213-24) in a desperate attempt to rally their support against the 

Mongol invasion. In March 1220, Wu was made Duke of Heng-shan; three months 

later, after opposing the Mongol forces unsuccessfully, he made a pretence of 

surrendering in order to save his forces from destruction. He was thereupon 

appointed vice-marshal of Chen-ting (Hopei) under Shih T’ien-ni (1197-1225), one of 

the most distinguished generals of the Mongolian-Han Army (see the biography of 

Shih T’ien-tse). Five years later (March 1225), however, taking advantage of Cinggis’ 

commitment to the Western Campaign, Wu Hsien rebelled, killing Shih T’ien-ni in 

Cheng-ting, and raided the neighbouring counties. Shih T’ien-tse, T’ien-ni’s younger 

brother, immediately mobilised his forces: with reinforcements from the local notable 

Tung Chiin (1186-1233), father of the famous Tung brothers (qq.v.), he drove Wu 

Hsien from his stronghold. During the following decade, Wu launched successive 

waves of guerrilla warfare in the mountain regions of Hopei and Honan, plundering 

cities and towns. He suffered several defeats by the Mongols but managed to recover, 

while his followers Chao Kuei, Wang Hsien, Ch’i Fu and others recaptured their 

leader’s former stronghold, and periodically pillaged the T’ai-hang Mountain regions. 

Yang Wei-ch’ung’s recommendation of Chiao Te-yii, therefore, was made after 

Wu Hsien had survived defeat at the hands of Shih T’ien-tse. Before long, Chiao had 

subdued Ch’i Fu, captured Chao Kuei, and defeated Wang Hsien, restoring order to 

several counties in the vicinity of Chen-ting. In June 1234, Wu Hsien was slain by a 

subordinate in Tse-chou, Hopei, shortly after the Mongols’ destruction of the Chin 

state, but remnants of his followers fled to T’ai-yiian (Shansi) and Chen-ting. There 

they occupied Ta-ming ch’uan. They launched sporadic raids into the neighbouring 

counties, repulsing several Mongol attempts to subdue them. Yang Wei-chung was 

summoned again: this time, he attended to the matter personally and managed to rally 

some rebel leaders. He executed those who remained hostile, thus putting a prompt 

end to the insurrection. 

Yang Wei-chung was then given an assignment by Ogédei that greatly affected 

his career. In 1233, the Qa’an apparently under the influence of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai 

(q.v.), chief of the Chinese Secretariat, realised the urgent need for a better 

understanding of Chinese affairs among the Mongol princes and of Mongol culture 
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among the sons of rallied Chinese officials. He ordered therefore that a school be 

established in Yen-ching (modern Peking) to provide an appropriate education for 

these youngsters. This school, known as the National College, was set up in a former 

Confucian temple (the Hsiian-sheng miao); eighteen Mongol youngsters and twelve 

Chinese students were admitted. The former were sons of the Mongol bicécis, and 

the latter, those of Chinese court officials. The students were divided into four groups 

and studied Chinese language and literature, Mongolian language and culture, as well 

as archery under qualified instructors. Ogddei appointed a former Chin scholar, Feng 

Chih-heng, who held the title of bicéci, as chief instructor, and made Yang Wei-chung 

(q.v.) and Ch’en Shih-k’o, a tax commissioner of the Yen-ching district, 

superintendents of the school. Wei-chung must have earned such an important office 

through his administrative experience and multi-lingual expertise. It is reported that, 

hearing of Yang Wei-chung’s appointment, Yao Shu (q.v.), a budding Confucian 

scholar who had earlier made his acquaintance, went to join Wei-chung in Yen-ching. 

Upon Yang Wei-chung’s recommendation, Yao Shu became an instructor of the 

school and found the opportunity to gain access to Ogédei ; he was later to become a 

noted Confucian scholar and imperial adviser under Qubilai Qa’an. 

In early 1235, Ogédei ordered his third son K6&ii and his trusted lieutenant 

Qutuqu to lead a military expedition against the Southern Sung in the region of the 

Huai River. Yang Wei-chung and the Left chancellor of the Secretariat, Nien-ho 

Ch’ung-shan, a former Jurchen noble, were entrusted with the affairs of the Regional 

Secretariat in the field. The Chinese title conveys the notion of an important 

charge of documents on the staff of the military commander. In this capacity, Ogédei 

gave Yang Wei-chung a special commission to recruit scribes, Buddhists, physicians, 

physiognomists, brewers, artisans, and musicians for service at court, and sent Yao 

Shu to accompany him on the expedition (see the biography of Yao Shu). 

In November, the Mongol forces overran and pillaged a number of prefectures 

and counties in modern Hupei, including Ts’ao-yang (Hsiang-yang), Te-an (An-lu), 

and the Hsiang, Teng and Ying prefectures in Honan, before returning to the north a 

year later. While the Mongol commanders crushed Chinese resistance, capturing 

booty and prisoners, Yang Wei-chung and Yao Shu set about their mission by 

recruiting a number of outstanding scholars and collecting many classical and 

historical books. Their most distinguished recruit was Chao Fu (fl. 1235-57), a 

prominent Confucian teacher in south China who was rescued from attempted suicide 

by Yao Shu; another, albeit less well known, was the scholar-physician Tou Mo 

(q.v.), who was engaged by Yang Wei-chung in Te-an. The former became the 

apostle of Neo-Confucianism in north China and the latter, an eminent adviser to 
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Qubilai. Other Chinese scholars and eminent individuals were also attracted to the 

Mongol court by Yang Wei-chung. Sometime in 1236 he recruited Wang P’an (1202- 

93), a noted Confucian scholar who also became Qubilai’s adviser, from west of the 

Lo River, Honan, and in autumn of the same year he secured the return of the leading 

Taoist priest Ch’ing-ho (Yin Chih-p’ing, 1169-1251), who had been preaching Taoism 

in Shensi, to Yen-ching, there to become patriarch of the Ch’tian-chen sect in the 

future capital of the Mongol-Chinese dynasty (see the biography of Ch’iu Ch’u-chi). 

Yang Wei-chung’s activities between 1237 and 1240 are not verifiable. The 

biography of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai in the Yiian History mentions a scandal involving Yeh- 

lii himself and an interpreter (t’ung-shih, Mo. kelemiirci) called Yang Wei-chung. 

According to the report, this Yang Wei-chung almost cost Yeh-lii his life in a 

squabble between Taoist factions. It is said that around 1237 two of the leading 

Taoist priests in Yen-ching, whose names are not revealed, vied for the sect’s 

leadership. One of them falsely accused two of his rival’s followers of having 

deserted from the army; he had them arrested and executed, in collusion with a certain 

Mongol noble and Yang Wei-chung. When Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai heard of this, he 

investigated the case and ordered Wei-chung imprisoned. Wei-chung’s alleged 

Mongol accomplice immediately reported the incident to Ogédei, charging Yeh-lii 

with exceeding his authority; the emperor, greatly angered, ordered Yeh-lii’s arrest but 

later acquitted him. 

This account is not corroborated by other sources, and we know nothing more 

about self-seeking Taoists currying favour from the powerful court officials. It is also 

doubtful whether the party concerned was the Yang Wei-chung considered here, even 

though he is also identified as an interpreter. Should they be the same person, the 

incident would undoubtedly have strained Wei-chung’s relationship with Yeh-lii Ch’u- 

ts’ai. The two had apparently got on well together in earlier years. While serving as 

joint chief of the Regional Secretariat in the field, Wei-chung had once sought advice 

from Ch’u-ts’ai about obtaining leave to quit his post, probably after returning from 

the expedition against the Southern Sung in the Huai region. Ch’u-ts’ai wrote back, 

advising patience and praising Wei-chung’s ability; he urged him to remain at his post 

to emulate Li Ch’tian in his service of the Mongol court (Li, a Sung rebel from 

Shantung who surrendered to the Mongols in 1227, was appointed chief of the 

Regional Secretariat of the Shan-tung and Huai-nan districts; and he died in 1231 at 

Yang-chou during the campaign against the Sung. This letter addressing Wei-chung 

as ‘chief of the Regional Secretariat’ [hsing-sheng] is preserved in Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai 

collected works. He was the foster father of Li T’an [q.v.]). 

Under the influence of Confucian scholars, notably Chao Fu and Yao Shu, Yang 

Wei-chung developed an active interest in Neo-Confucian studies and exerted himself 
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to procure favourable conditions for their advancement. A primary task was to 

assemble the relevant classical and historical works, and to establish an academy for 

the dissemination of the new teaching. To that effect, in about 1240-1241, Yang Wei- 

chung joined forces with Yao Shu to set up in Yen-ching a library of books which 

they had acquired from south China, following the example of Chu Hsi (1130-1200) 

and other Sung Neo-Confucians. The collection was housed in a private academy 

which they founded under the name of T’ai-chi shu-yiian, or Private Academy of the 

Supreme Ultimate. There they erected a shrine in honour of Chou Tun-i (1017-73), 

the doyen of Sung Neo-Confucianism, and inscribed on its walls his diagram of the 

‘Supreme Ultimate’ and passages from his philosophical treatise T’ ung shu, or Chou- 

tzu T’ung shu. They then invited Chao Fu and a noted Chin scholar, Wang Tsui 

(original M. Yiian-liang, T. Tzu-cheng), to lecture the students on the new 

philosophy. These activities have been vividly recorded by Hao Ching in his essays 

“T’ai-chi shu-ytian chi’ (‘Account of the T’ai-chi Academy’) and ‘Chou-tzu tz’u-t’ang 

pei’ (‘Epitaph of Master Chou’s Shrine’), written on Yang Wei-chung’s commission to 

commemorate the enterprise. 

At the same time, Yang Wei-chung and Yao Shu concerned themselves with the 

publication of the major Neo-Confucian works. It is reported that Yao Shu made the 

printing blocks for the Elementary Learning (Hsiao-hsiieh) of Chu Hsi, the Book of 

History, the Analects, Mencius and the Book of Rites, and that Wei-chung was 

responsible for Chu Hsi’s commentaries on the Four Books and other items. 

Moreover, a scholar named T’ien Ho-ch’ing took credit for printing the commentary 

on the Book of Changes by Ch’eng I (1033-1107), the commentary on the Spring and 

Autumn Annals by Hu An-kuo (1074-1183), and other classical works. They were all 

published in Yen-ching and provided the basic texts for the study of Neo-Confucian 

teachings in north China. These books also marked an important stage in the history 

of printing for they were the first set of works produced under Mongol rule by means 

of the traditional wood blocks. 

All those endeavours contributed greatly to the dissemination of Neo- 

Confucianism in north China during the early years of Mongol rule. The T’ai-chi 

Academy and the Shrine of Chou Tun-i were the first institutions of their kind ever 

established in Yen-ching, and they greatly facilitated the study of the new philosophy 

and its spread. The Neo-Confucian works reprinted by Yang Wei-chung and his 

associates also had far-reaching significance by making possible a breadth of 

circulation for classical writings that had been rarely achieved in the North before this 

time. Yang Wei-chung’s printing of the Four Books was of paramount importance in 

the extension of Chu Hsi Confucianism under Mongol rule. On the one hand, it 

enhanced the popularity of Chu’s commentaries on these classical primers, thus 
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promoting his philosophy which eventually replaced the teachings of Chou Tun-i as 

the dominant school of Neo-Confucianism in north China. On the other hand, it also 

rendered possible the acceptance of Chu Hsi’s ideas as the state orthodoxy under 

Emperor Ayurbarvada (Jen-tsung, r. 1312-20), when Chu’s commentaries were 

adopted as the official syllabus for the revived civil service examinations in 1313- 

Bis 

On Ogédei’s death in late 1241, the Mongol court fell under the dominance of his 

wife the Empress Téregene (r. 1242-46), who served as regent until the accession of 

Giiyiik (Ting-tsung) in 1246. Those five years of interregnum saw a drastic change in 

the power structure of Mongol rule, entailing a steady loss of influence by Ogédei’s 

old advisers such as Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai and the Chinese scholars. Empress Toregene 

succumbed in her turn to the blandishments of the Central Asian financier ‘Abd al- 

Rahman and the ‘witch’ Fatima, who now took precedence over the pro-Chinese court 

officials. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s death in June 1243 finally put an end to his reform 

programmes and to the vestigial influence of his supporters. Meanwhile, the Mongol 

court had fallen into disarray after Giiyiik’s death in 1248, whose wife OZul QaimiS 

purported to govern until the election to the throne of Méngke (Hsien-tsung, d. 1259) 

in July 1251. 

The epitaph of Yang Wei-chung by Hao Ching asserts that after Yeh-lii Ch’u- 

ts’ai’s death Wei-chung was appointed chief of the Secretariat by Téregene, conveying 

the impression that he emerged as a dominant Chinese personality at the Mongol 

court during the period of the regency. It would seem however that, notwithstanding 

his title, Wei-chung had charge only of the official documents, a function in which 

use could be made of his multilingual abilities. He could not have held much power 

anyway, since the Secretariat had been stripped of most of the authority that it 

enjoyed in the last years of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai. T’u Chi doubts in his Meng-wu-erh shih 

chi that Yang Wei-chung was ever chief of the Secretariat, since no corroborative 

evidence confirms any such appointment after Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s death. He considers 

that Wei-chung may have served in effect as a bicéci-and that, though nominally 

appointed chief of the Secretariat, Wei-chung played only a minor role in 

government. Should one accept Hao Ching’s statement that Yang Wei-chung was 

appointed to succeed Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, which attests to the empress’ good will, Wei- 

chung could not therefore, as Hao claimed, have ‘played the role of a sole chancellor 

and shouldered the burden of empire!’. 

We know little about Yang Wei-chung’s activities during the next few years, 

except that he was sent to P’ing-yang district (Shansi) in 1246 to investigate the 

alleged maladministration and abuses of a certain local Mongol resident 

commissioner (darugaci). Wei-chung had the latter indicted and executed, and 
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restored order to the administration, adding thereby to his creditable record and 

earning the gratitude of the Chinese inhabitants. 

In 1252, after the accession of Méngke, Yang Wei-chung found an opportunity to 

serve under Mo6ngke’s brother Qubilai, the future emperor. Following his 

enthronement in 1251, Moéngke appointed Qubilai to administer the Han territories in 

north China, and Qubilai established his headquarters at Chin-lien ch’uan on the Shan- 

tien River in present day Inner Mongolia. The following year, taking advantage of 

the chaotic situations in Shansi and Honan, Qubilai asked the emperor for permission 

to extend his control over those districts; to establish a regional military commission 

at Pien (K’ai-feng), Honan, the former Sung capital; and to set up military farms in 

that region. Mongke gave his approval, and Qubilai appointed Menggii, Shih T’ien- 

tse, Yang Wei-chung and others as commissioners, charging them with developing 

military farms in a number of prefectures in the former Chin state (see the biography 

of Yao Shu). 

Yang Wei-chung’s activities in this new capacity have been recorded on several 

counts. Firstly, he indicted and executed the notorious general administrator of the 

Ho-nan district, Liu Fu, a former Chin myriarch who had committed numerous crimes 

of graft and extortion against the local people, and proceeded to reform the 

administration. Next, he established schools in Pien to instruct students in the 

classics, thereby promoting Neo-Confucianism in that region. Finally, he reorganised 

and encouraged ship-building in the Ho-nan region. In this he was apparently acting 

on Méngke’s orders, in preparation for the military expedition against the Southern 

Sung; as the Mongols had no fleet at the time, the enterprise was considered urgent. 

In 1253, Qubilai was given the land of Ching-chao (Shensi), which commanded 

the fertile Kuan-chung region, as the new headquarters of his expanded jurisdiction in 

north China. That summer, he directed Yao Shu, now his trusted adviser, to set up a 

Pacification Bureau in the area. Yang Wei-chung and Shang T’ing (q.v.), another 

imperial adviser and capable administrator, were appointed commissioners. In 

discharging his duties, however, Wei-chung was affronted by arrogant military 

officers who flouted the civil authority and caused the population intolerable 

suffering. He found the behaviour of the soldiers inadmissible, particularly that of a 

chiliarch named Kuo who had committed a series of exactions and indiscriminate 

killings. Wei-chung summoned him to his presence and had him executed on the 

spot. Such an act, his biographers quote him as having explained, was not motivated 

by bloodlust, but was necessary to set an example of the prince’s justice. It was in no 

small measure due to the courageous actions of imperial commissioners such as Yang 

Wei-chung and Shang T’ing that Qubilai was able to suppress the remnants of the 

local warlords and bring peace to his administration. After only a year’s service, 
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however, Wei-chung was replaced by Lien Hsi-hsien (q.v.), the distinguished 

sinicised Uighur scholar; our records give no explanation of the event. 

We know little about Yang Wei-chung’s activities until 1259, when he was called 

to serve Qubilai in Méngke’s push into south China to conquer the Southern Sung. In 

August of that year, Qubilai took personal command of military operations, 

accompanied by several of his Chinese advisers including Liu Ping-chung and Yao 

Shu (see the biography of Liu Ping-chung), and by military officials appointed by him 

to ensure the pacification of the conquered territories. He designated Wei-chung to be 

pacification commissioner for Chiang-chou, Huai-chou and Ching-chou (i.e. southern 

Hupei and northern Hunan), with Hao Ching as his deputy. Wei-chung and Hao 

Ching moved out of Kuei-te, Honan, ahead of the main forces. Their mission was to 

make a show of strength to procure the submission of the Chinese population before 

the start of military operations. In mid-campaign, however, a dispute broke out 

between Yang Wei-chung and Hao Ching over the course to follow. The Yiian 

History asserts that Wei-chung wished to break off the advance and lead his troops 

back to Pien, whereas Hao insisted on continuing the expedition, reminding Wei- 

chung of their commission to pacify the South. 

This episode is quite uncertain, since Wei-chung’s epitaph by Hao Ching does not 

mention it, and contemporary records offer no supporting evidence. It may be that 

Wei-chung, who knew Pien, was anxious to secure that region as Qubilai’s operational 

base, and consequently reluctant to disperse his forces in south China at this time. At 

any rate, according to Hao Ching’s biography, Hao’s argument prevailed and Wei- 

chung yielded after three days of stubborn opposition. He allegedly said to Hao, 

‘Such resolution stems from moral strength inspired by reading the classics; I have no 

choice but to obey you!’. It seems that Yang Wei-chung might have appreciated the 

situation correctly after all, for, as Hao Ching himself came subsequently to realise, 

an unresolved and prolonged campaign against the Sung might have weakened 

Qubilai’s position as a contestant for the throne. 

In January 1260 while the expedition was returning to the north after having 

pacified the Sung regions as far as the northern shore of the Yangtze, Yang Wei- 

chung died in Ts’ai-chou, the last Chin capital in Honan, at the age of fifty-four. This 

places his death shortly before Qubilai’s enthronement. Wei-chung was survived by 

his wife and a son who was then a student at the National College. In 1261, Qubilai 

bestowed upon him the posthumous name Chung-su (‘Loyal and Decorous’), and 

sometime later Hao Ching composed a ‘spirit-way inscription’ in his memory. This 

epitaph, together with other commemorative essays written by Hao, have been 

preserved in his collected works, Ling-ch’uan chi, and they provide the primary 

sources for a study of Yang Wei-chung’s life and career. 
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In retrospect, Yang Wei-chung’s career vividly illustrates how an individual of 

humble origin could rise to become an influential official at the Mongol court during 

the initial phase of the conquest of north China. He was advantaged by his early 

affiliation with Ogédei; his multilingual abilities which met an urgent need of the 

Mongol rulers, and his military and administrative talents, stood him in good stead. 

With those qualifications, he served eminently as interpreter on diplomatic missions, 

as secretary in charge of documents, as pacification commissioner in charge of 

stamping out resistance to Mongol rule, and as administrator of local districts with a 

large Chinese population. In the latter capacities, he performed his duties 

competently but prudently, seeking to temper military harshness with Confucian 

benevolence. His attitude was undoubtedly influenced by the Chinese scholars 

through whom he became familiar with Neo-Confucianism, and by his concern to 

maintain a high standard of justice that was often lacking among Mongol 

administrators. 

More significantly, Yang Wei-chung played a decisive role as a catalyst in the 

promotion of classical studies and dissemination of the Neo-Confucian teachings of 

the Ch’eng brothers and Chu Hsi in north China. Although these initiatives came 

from Ogdédei, it was Wei-chung who, by virtue of his fluency in Mongolian which 

made him a mediator in the Sino-Mongolian political and cultural world, assumed the 

mission and achieved its success. It was upon Wei-chung’s recommendation that Yao 

Shu was sent to recruit scholars and men of talent during the military expedition into 

south China in 1235-1236, as a consequence of which the eminent Confucian master 

Chao Fu and other scholars, and also rare Chinese books, were brought to the North. 

Similarly, it was due to Wei-chung’s close association with Ogédei, as well as his own 

interest in Confucian studies, that the first private academy was established in Yen- 

ching and that important texts were printed to facilitate the study of Confucian tenets 

and Neo-Confucian teachings. It is true that credit should go to eminent scholars such 

as Chao Fu and Hsii Heng (q.v.) for disseminating the Ch’eng-Chu Neo-Confucian 

philosophy in north China after that region had been cut off from the main intellectual 

currents in the South for more than a century. Yet, but for Yang Wei-chung who 

served as an intermediary between the Mongolian and Chinese interests and provided 

favourable conditions and political protection, such developments would have been 

retarded and might have taken a different course. In this view, Yang Wei-chung, and 

his Chinese colleagues who followed a similar career, deserve full recognition for 

their contributions to the Sino-Mongolian cultural interactions, as also for the 

promotion of Neo-Confucianism in north China during this critical period of alien 

rule in Chinese history. 
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Though not a distinguished scholar or belle-lettrist, Yang Wei-chung produced a 

number of literary works. Their collection, entitled T’ai-p’ing kuang-hui, in ten chi 

and ninety-six p’ien, evidently contained important information on administrative and 

military affairs. It has unfortunately been lost. But three of Wei-chung’s poems have 

survived in the Yiian-shih hstian compiled by Hsi Shih-ch’en (d. 1888). They are 

written in a natural and rhythmic style, with polished diction and lucid phraseology, 

vividly attesting to his skilled command of the classical language and literature. 
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13. YANG HUAN (1186-1255) 

Yang Huan, alternate M. Chih-chang, T. Huan-jan or Huan-jo, a native of Feng- 

Vien, Ch’ien-chou (Shensi), was one of the many outstanding Chin scholars who 

entered the service of the Mongols during the early phase of their establishment in 

China. 

Yang Huan was known by various names at different stages of his life. His name 

Huan was originally written with a ‘fire’ radical meaning ‘brightness,’ after his mother 

had perceived the auspicious omen of a radiant sunbeam at the time of his birth. 

During his teens he adopted the title Tzu-yang as his hao, after having dreamt that he 

was the reincarnation of a Taoist from the Tzu-yang Pavilion. Later, after his second 

failure in the chin-shih examination, when he withdrew to engage in teaching, he was 

honoured by his disciples as Kuan-hsi fu-tzu, or ‘Master from the West of the Pass.’ 

After the fall of Chin he spelled his name without the fire radical, probably for safety, 

but when he sat for the civil service examination under Ogédei (T’ai-tsung, r. 1229- 

41), a scribal error rendered his name as Yang Ying: he is consequently also known 

by this name in the official Yuan History (Yiian-shih). In his later years he also 

adopted the studio name Feng-t’ien lao-min, or ‘Elder from Feng-t’ien.” Most of the 

time, however, he used the name Yang Huan with the character of his given name 

written without the fire radical. 

Born in 1186, Yang Huan was the twentieth-generation descendant of a well-to- 

do peasant who had settled in a village — later known as Yang-ts’un — in Feng-t’ien, in 

the early years of the T’ang dynasty. According to the family genealogy, Yang’s first 

forebear to follow an official career was his eleventh-generation ancestor who served 

as a censor in the late T’ang court, but none of his later kin sought distinction either in 

government service or in scholarship. The family continued to flourish in the village 

of Feng-t’ien until the early years of Jurchen rule, when Yang Huan’s great- 

grandfather moved to a place south of Ch’ien-chou, where he established a separate 

branch of the family and engaged in farming. West of what was traditionally known 

as Kuan-chung, Ch’ien-chou was situated in the central plain of Shensi, famous since 

antiquity for its strategic, economic and cultural importance in north China. Yang’s 

father, Yang Chen (1153-1215), the first in the family to devote himself to studies, 

served as a junior official in the local administration and earned a good name as an 

upright and capable administrator. Yang Chen married three times; his second wife, 

née Ch’eng (1166-97), bore him six sons, three of whom became officials, but only 

Yang Huan, the second son, gained the chin-shih degree and achieved a distinguished 

Career. 
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Yang Huan began the study of the classics under the tutelage of his mother, a 

virtuous and learned woman who is said to have sold her personal jewels in order to 

buy a library of several thousand chiian for the family. She had a great influence on 

the upbringing of her children, particularly Huan. When she died, Yang Huan, who 

was only eleven at the time, expressed his sorrow by reciting daily passages from the 

Classic of Filial Piety (Hsiao-ching). In the autumn of 1200, Yang Huan, then 

fourteen, went to Ch’ang-an to take his first examination. He passed with distinction, 

and also topped the list of successful candidates in the prefectural examination held in 

the spring of the following year. His ability caught the attention of the authorities, 

and two years later the local prefect hired him as an accountant in the prefectural 

office. Yang Huan worked diligently; his superior was so impressed that he 

encouraged him to further his studies under a local Confucian scholar. These three 

years as an accountant also gave Yang experience in the management of fiscal 

matters, which he put to good use later when serving under the Mongols. 

In the fall of 1205, the nineteen-year old Yang Huan made another bid for 

advancement by taking the departmental test at Ch’ang-an; he qualified, and presented 

himself in April of the following year at the palace examination for the chin-shih 

degree in the Chin capital Yen-ching (modern Peking). There were 1,200 

participants, but only twenty-eight passed and Yang Huan was one of the 

unsuccessful candidates. The main reason for his failure apparently lay in the 

extreme ambiguity of the examination essay, the title of which was so vague that the 

candidates could not understand it. Yang contended, as did the contemporary scholar 

Liu Ch’i (1203-50) in his Kuei-ch’ien chih, that the Chin emperor Chang-tsung (r. 

1190-1208), iil-advised by the chief examiner, deliberately tricked the candidates to 

test their command of classical prose rather than their ability to display their 

knowledge of practical subjects. It seems likely, however, that Yang’s disdain for the 

ornamental literary style was a contributing factor to his successive failures in 

examinations. 

Little is known of Yang Huan’s activity in the years following his setback in the 

chin-shih examination; presumably he returned home to further his studies in 

preparation for another test. On his father’s death in April 1215, Huan went to Lo- 

yang to bring the body home for burial and went into retreat for the required 

mourning period. In the autumn of 1220, Yang, then thirty-four, returned to Ch’ang- 

an to make another attempt at the highest examinations. He passed the qualifying 

test, but again failed the chin-shih examination held at the new capital Pien-ching (i.e. 

Pien-liang, modern K’ai-feng, Honan) in the spring of the following year. This 

discouraged him greatly. Many of his friends sought to console him and proposed 

alternative courses of action. Some, such as Chao Ping-wen (1159-1232), advised 
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him to devote himself to study and teaching, while others, including Li Hsien-neng 

(1192-1232) and his brother Li Hsien-fu (1195-1234), tried to persuade him to seek 

an easier way by taking a test to become a clerk in the lower bureaucracy. They 

pointed out that such clerical positions were lucrative and powerful, admired and 

envied even by the /iterati. Yang Huan declined, saying not only that it would be 

beneath his dignity to contemplate this option, but that it would also ignore the wishes 

of his deceased mother. 

Despite his several failures in the examinations, Yang Huan remained firm in his 

resolve to pursue an official career. He sought to make himself known in official 

circles and found an opportunity when the accession of Emperor Ai-tsung (d. 1234) in 

1224 inaugurated an era of incipient change. He prepared a lengthy memorial 

proposing various reforms designed to strengthen the state and enrich the people. The 

contents of the memorial are not known, but his contemporaries praised it as a bold 

document dealing critically with contemporary social and political problems. He was 

dissuaded, however, from submitting it to the throne by his friends who feared that 

the document’s frankness might spell disaster for its author. Yang Huan left the 

capital in great despair. He retreated to a scenic spot at the foot of Mt. Chung-nan 

west of Ch’ang-an and devoted himself to study, teaching and writing. He spent five 

years there, during which his scholarship attracted over a hundred students. Those 

were the ones who honoured him as the ‘Master from the West of Pass.’ To please 

him, they planted a thousand willow trees along the pond of his residence, which 

came to be known as Liu-t’ang (‘Willow Pond’). They also constructed for him a 

small pavilion in the middle of the pond, called Ch’ing-feng ko (‘Spring-breeze 

Pavilion’), or Tzu-yang ko, after his hao. 

During this time, Yang Huan became increasingly interested in Taoism and 

composed numerous essays praising the monks of the Ch’iian-chen sect for their 

spiritual guidance and their devotion to communal welfare. His Confucian orthodoxy 

seems to have prevented him, however, from directly teaching Taoist concepts to his 

students. A few of Yang’s essays have survived in his collected works and they 

provide important evidence of the influence of this new syncretic Taoism on the 

intellectuals of this period. As a result of Yang Huan’s activity, the Willow Pond 

became a centre of learning during the late Chin, and the master’s fame spread far and 

wide. Four hundred years later, in 1610, some Ming scholars founded an academy on 

the site of the Willow Pond, called the Kuan-chung Private Academy (shu-yiian), thus 

continuing the educational tradition begun by Yang Huan. 

In 1229, the prefect of Ch’ien-chou, having heard of Yang Huan’s reputation, 

invited him to be a senior clerk in the prefectural office, but Yang declined the offer, 

as also a later call to serve in a similar position at Lung-chou, Shensi. Following this, 
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he was invited to act as military adviser, first at Ch’ien-chou and then at Huan-chou 

(in present-day Inner Mongolia); he reluctantly accepted the post at the urging of his 

friends, but left it a few months later. The following year he went to the capital Pien 

for the second time, to sit for the palace examination. When he left, his friend Sung 

Chiu-chia (d. 1233) sent a letter of recommendation to his own teacher Li Ch’un-fu 

(1185-1231), a distinguished scholar then living in Pien-ching, hoping that the latter 

might further his friend’s career. 

During his stay in the capital, Yang Huan was invited by the Left chancellor of 

the Presidential Council, Chang Hsing-hsin (1163-1231), to be his family’s tutor, and 

we know that Yang subsequently enjoyed the chancellor’s patronage. Yang enrolled 

at the National University for further studies, but the sources do not indicate whether 

he had failed the examination before doing so. In Pien he renewed his acquaintance 

with several distinguished men of letters of the time, including Yiian Hao-wen (1190- 

1257), Shang T’ing (q.v.), Liu Ch’i and others. Unfortunately Yang Huan’s sojourn at 

Pien coincided with renewed attacks by the Mongols against the Chin state following 

the accession of Ogédei, the third son of Cinggis Qan, who had reaffirmed his father’s 

intention of completing the conquest of north China. In the spring of 1231, Ogddei 

launched a three-pronged offensive with the assistance of his brother Tolui and his 

lieutenants Siib6tei and Taéar. Under the command of Ogédei, the Mongol vanguard 

crossed the Yellow River into Honan to the north of Pien; then the forces of Tolui and 

of Siib6tei and Ta¢éar converged in summer from Shensi and Shantung respectively, to 

besiege the Chin capital. 

Although the situation at the capital became desperate for lack of provisions, the 

Chin court was determined to fight the invaders to the end. Emperor Ai-tsung took 

personal charge of defence and imposed a series of emergency measures; all able- 

bodied male adults were drafted into the defence units; those who evaded the order 

were summarily executed. There was no exemption even for university students, and 

Yang Huan was conscripted like the rest. Later, however, the students were found 

physically unsuitable as front-line troops and were ordered instead to man the 

catapults. On behalf of his fellow students, an outraged Yang presented a petition to 

the emperor when the latter came out on an inspection tour, begging that they be 

excused from military duty on the grounds that their only training had been as future 

civil servants. The emperor accepted the plea and gave orders to withdraw the 

students from active duty; but their action had angered the director of political affairs 

Nei-tsu Po-sa (d. 1233), who accused Yang Huan and his friends of communicating 

with the emperor outside the proper channels. As a punishment, he made them serve 

food and drink to the soldiers, and attend to the sick and wounded. He also ordered 
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them to fly kites summoning the deserters to return, and exposed them to great danger 

by having them tend the lanterns used at night for signalling on the defence walls. 

During those long months, as Liu Ch’i recalled in his Kuei-ch’ien chih, Yang 

Huan and his fellow scholar-officials suffered the full impact of the Mongol onslaught 

and led an extremely precarious existence in the beleaguered capital. Despite heroic 

efforts, the Chin resistance was crumbling rapidly under the intensified Mongol 

onslaught, due to lack of food and the failure to obtain reinforcements. Ai-tsung’s 

belated attempt to sue for peace was rejected by the Mongols who now felt certain of 

victory. In January 1233 the emperor fled from Pien-ching with a small retinue and 

sought refuge first at Kuei-te, then in July at Ts’ai-chou, Honan. Less than a month 

after the emperor’s flight, Ts’ui Li (d. 1234), the grand marshal of the defending 

forces, staged a coup, killing members of the imperial family and a number of senior 

officials, and surrendered the capital without further resistance. 

In the event, many leading Chin scholar-officials and notables were captured by 

the Mongols, while others fled as refugees. In this difficult hour, the distinguished 

scholar Yitian Hao-wen, who had also become a prisoner of war, sent a moving appeal 

to Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (q.v.), pleading for his intervention to rescue the top Chin officials 

from servitude so that they could be used in public service later on (see also the 

biography of Wang E). Yiian specifically mentioned Yang Huan together with fifty- 

three other scholars and officials. No immediate relief was forthcoming, however, 

and the unfortunate scholars were dispersed in various localities. Nonetheless, Yiian’s 

plea brought those people to Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s attention; it was probably through this 

appeal that Yeh-lii came to know of Yang Huan whom he later appointed to an 

important position in his administration. 

Yang Huan disguised himself as a refugee, crossed the Yellow River to the north, 

and avoided falling into Mongol hands. Before long, he made his way into Shantung 

where he was given shelter by Chao T’ien-hsi (1191-1240), a commander of the 

Chinese forces in the Mongolian army then in charge of the administration of Kuan- 

shih (present day Kuan-hsien). Chao, like his superior Yen Shih (q.v.), the famous 

Chinese general in the Mongol service and overlord of Shan-tung, granted his 

protection to many former Chin scholar-officials. For four years Yang Huan led a 

quiet life in Kuan-shih under Chao’s patronage along with scores of his friends; they 

exchanged poems, discussed the problems of the day, and devoted themselves to 

study with Chao himself taking a keen interest in their scholarly pursuits. Yang Huan 

also spent time compiling an account of the last reign of Emperor Ai-tsung entitled 

T’ien-hsing chin-chien (The Recent Mirror of the T’ien-hsing Period [1232-34]), in 30 

chiian, which is unfortunately lost. In the meantime Yen Shih, who was then 

gathering a group of former Chin literati at the seat of his administration in Tung- 
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p’ing, made several approaches to Yang Huan. But Yang did not respond considering 

that since he had enjoyed the hospitality of Chao T’ien-hsi, it would have been 

improper to leave him for another master; moreover, Yen Shih had never sent him a 

formal invitation. It was probably for this reason that though Yang later made a trip 

to Tung-p’ing, he did not call upon Yen, nor did he meet with any of the eminent 

former Chin officials who were now enjoying Yen’s protection. 

A marked change in the political situation took place about this time with 

Ogédei’s appointment of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai as the official responsible for tax collection 

and administrative affairs in north China within the ambit of the newly established, 

Chinese-style Secretariat at the Mongol court in Qara Qorum, operating through its 

regional office in Yen-ching. Yeh-lii initiated a series of administrative and fiscal 

reforms which included a reorganisation of the central government separating the 

civil from the military authority; a division of the country into ten principal 

administrative units; the establishment of tax-collection bureaux in these districts (to 

be administered by civil officials); and the revival of the traditional civil service 

examinations for the recruitment of public servants. Those measures were designed 

to strengthen the power of the central government over the privileged Mongol nobility 

and the military, and to centralise the collection of revenue in the hands of the civil 

servants in order to ensure a rational and systematic exploitation of the economic 

resources of the recently-conquered Chinese territories. 

Of the important reforms introduced by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, the one that had the 

greatest impact on the Chinese literati such as Yang Huan and his contemporaries was 

the re-introduction of the civil service examinations. The first session of 

examinations was held in 1237/38 in various districts of north China, all qualified 

individuals being allowed to participate, including enslaved scholars. The prescribed 

subjects were classical exegesis, poetry (rhymeprose) and essays. Elated by this 

opportunity, in 1238 Yang Huan, then fifty-two, sat for the test at Tung-p’ing along 

with many younger literati from his locality. He topped the list of successful 

candidates in two of the subjects (essays and rhymeprose) and was among the first in 

a total of 4,030 students to have passed all levels. Much impressed by his 

performance, the Chinese chief examiner Liu Chung, then a chief of the Tax- 

collection Bureau for the Hsiian-te district (Shansi), appointed Yang a member of the 

examining commission, and it was in this capacity that he travelled to the north. 

There (at Yen-ching or in Qara Qorum) he had an audience with Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, 

who had heard of him through Yiian Hao-wen. The chief of the Secretariat 

recommended that Yang be appointed chief of the Tax-collection Bureau and 

surveillance commissioner for Ho-nan. The fact that Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai promoted 

Yang Huan to such an important position was probably due, in part at least, to Yang’s 
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previous experience as an accountant, as well as to the recommendation of Liu 

Chung, a man well versed in fiscal administration. 

The Ho-nan Tax-collection Bureau had been set up after the collapse of the Chin 

state on the model of the fiscal and administrative bureaux established in north China 

by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai in 1230-1231. These had been created for the express purpose of 

stopping the imposition of arbitrary taxes by local military officials, and represented 

the first step towards transforming exactions into a rational fiscal system on Chinese 

lines. Contributions, to be paid in silk and grain (normally commuted to silver), 

consisted of a land tax assessed on a household basis, a poll tax on all male adults, 

plus a levy on commerce and the traditional Chinese excise on liquor, salt, iron 

smelters and mining products. In 1230-1231 the amount to be levied in the ten 

districts totalled 10,000 ingots (=500,000 Jiang) of silver. Following the acquisition 

of new territory south of the Yellow River, the quota was raised, reaching 22,000 

ingots (=1,100,000 Jiang) in 1238. We do not know how much of this was to be 

found in Ho-nan, but, as the region was wealthy and agriculturally productive under 

the Chin, it must have been made to contribute a substantial share of the increase. 

The task confronting Yang Huan was a difficult one inasmuch as Ho-nan, having 

just been ravaged by war, could not possibly meet such fiscal obligations without 

worsening the plight of the population. It appears that Yang Huan had not accepted 

his appointment without misgivings. Indeed, he informed Yeh-lti Ch’u-ts’ai that, 

being a scholar, he was not versed in matters of finance but had accepted the post 

mainly to serve the community and to alleviate the people’s suffering. He proposed to 

proceed gradually and with caution, with a view to restoring the economic health of 

the province. This plan received a warm response and support from Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai. 

On assuming his charge, Yang consulted several fiscal experts, such as Yang Kuo 

(1197-1269), Wang Yiian-li, Hsiieh Hsiian (d. 1271) and others, in order to obtain 

their guidance. They considered the situation carefully, assessing the taxable capacity 

of the province and the amount to be collected, and concluded that the quota should 

be reduced by one quarter. They advised the head of the Secretariat accordingly. 

This was implemented, much to the population’s relief. In the course of his inspection 

tours, Yang Huan revisited the former Chin capital at Pien and saw what remained of 

its buildings. Wishing to leave an account of the conditions of the city, he later 

composed an essay entitled “‘Pien ku-kung chi,’ which is preserved in his collected 

works. This is a most valuable source on the imperial palaces of the Chin rulers. 

During the period of Yang Huan’s service in the administration of Ho-nan, he 

found time to continue teaching. This is mentioned in the works of contemporary 

Chinese scholars with most of whom Yang had established ties of close friendship. 

Besides Yiian Hao-wen, Liu Ch’i and Hsiieh Hsiian, those included notably Chia Sun- 
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chih, Hsin Yiian, the two Ch’en brothers Keng and Ying, Liu Ang-hsiao, Li Hsien- 

ch’ing, Li Wei, Ma Ko, Tu Jen-chieh, Yao Shu (q.v.) and Wang P’an (1202-93). 

Several are named in Yiian Hao-wen’s famous letter to Yeh-lti Ch’u-ts’ai. The 

scholars used to gather at a place north-east of Lo-ning hsien (in Honan), where they 

held free lectures on literary and philosophical topics. They attracted and influenced 

younger scholars, some of whom, like Wang Yiin (q.v.), subsequently became famous 

men of letters. The tradition of this early ‘free school’ (i-shu) was continued after the 

death of Yang Huan and his colleagues by the son of Hsiieh Hsiian, Yu-liang. In 

1318 the school received the name of Lo-hsi Private Academy, i.e. Private Academy 

West of the River Lo. It was one of several such centres of learning in which Han 

culture was kept alive during the Mongol period. In Yang Huan’s time it must have 

also provided a living for several unemployed scholars, who no doubt benefited from 

their friend Yang’s official position. 

Yang Huan served in this post for twelve years until his resignation in 1251. It is 

difficult to assess his real contribution, since his initial success in lightening the tax 

burden of Ho-nan was largely due to the standing and support of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’a1. 

Yeh-lii’s influence, however, began to wane shortly after Yang Huan assumed office, 

when the Mongol court placed its trust in the Central Asian financiers who favoured 

the introduction of tax-farming as a means of increasing the national revenue. 

Influenced by prevailing opinion, Ogédei conferred in 1239 the privilege of farming 

taxes in north China on the Moslem merchant ‘Abd al-Rahman; thereupon, the annual 

quota was raised to 44,000 ingots (=2,000,000 liang) of silver. Yang remained at his 

post after “Abd al-Rahman had taken over the administration of the tax-collection 

bureaux in 1240, and even served a second term under another Central Asian financer, 

Mahmiid Yalavat, when ‘Abd al-Rahman was executed by Ogédei’s successor Giiyiik 

(1246-48) in a political purge. There is scant information on Yang Huan’s activity 

during these troubled years; apparently, he continued to perform his administration 

duties undeterred. 

In 1251 Mongke (d. 1259) succeeded to the throne with the support of the 

Mongol and Central Asian factions, thus bringing to an end the period of 

administrative and fiscal reforms launched by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai. Early in the year, 

Yang Huan, then sixty-five and in declining health, proceeded to Yen-ching to tender 

his resignation, leaving the administration of Ho-nan in the care of his nephew Yang 

Yiian-chen. Yang returned home in April and, after a rest, paid a visit to Tung-p’ing 

in April of the following year. While at Tung-p’ing, he was the guest of the 

administration of Shan-tung and enjoyed meeting his former colleagues and friends. 

He then left for Confucius’ native place at Ch’ii-fou, and later wrote a detailed account 

of the historical places seen during his journey. This essay, entitled ‘Tung-yu chi’ 
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(‘Memoir of a Journey to the East’) provides important information on the Confucian 

shrines in Chin times. 

While travelling in Shantung in the summer of 1252, Yang Huan received an 

invitation from Qubilai, the younger brother of Méngke, to visit him at his Chin-lien 

ch’uan headquarters on the Shan-tien River (Inner Mongolia). By this time Qubilai 

had already recruited a number of Chinese literati under the leadership of the Buddho- 

Taoist Liu Ping-chung (q.v.), whom he used to gain information on conditions in 

China and consulted as advisers in his bid for power. One of his early attendants was 

the leading scholar-official Wang E (q.v.), who had been called to Qubilai’s residence 

in Qara Qorum early in 1244. Wang E had convinced Qubilai of the need to compile 

a history of the Chin state, and recommended Yang Yuan, Yiian Hao-wen, Li Chih 

(q.v.) and others to be put in charge of the enterprise. The project did not materialise 

immediately, for Qubilai was not yet in power at the time, but Wang E’s 

recommendation was probably a decisive factor in Qubilai’s summoning of Yang 

Huan in 1252. 

Yang Huan came to Chin-lien ch’uan in the spring of 1253. There he had an 

audience with Qubilai who, impressed by his personality, offered him the post of 

surveillance commissioner of the Ching-chao district in the princely domain. Yang 

Huan did not accept, however, and begged for permission to retire; besides feeling his 

age, he was perhaps disillusioned with service under the Mongols. He returned home 

where he had a pavilion built, called Kuei-lai t’ang (“Hall of Returning’), and devoted 

himself to study and composing essays and poetry. It was in these last two years of 

his life that he produced most of his writings, but unfortunately only a few have come 

to us. 

After a short illness, Yang Huan died on 2 October 1255 at his place of birth, 

aged sixty-nine. He was survived by his third wife née Wu and by four daughters. As 

all his four sons had died in infancy, he had adopted a year before his death a 

kinsman’s son, Yang Pao-tung, as his heir under the name of Yang Yiian-ssu. His 

third daughter married Yao Sui (1238-1314), a nephew of Yang Huan’s friend, the 

distinguished Neo-Confucian scholar Yao Shu. Yao Sui later became a renowned 

scholar-official under Qubilai, thus continuing the tradition of his father-in-law. After 

Yang Huan’s death, his close friend Shang T’ing (q.v.) composed his ‘account of 

conduct’, and a year later Yiian Hao-wen wrote a tomb-epitaph in his memory, which 

was inscribed on a stele and erected in 1264. The ‘account of conduct’ is lost, but the 

tomb-epitaph has been preserved in Yiian’s collected works, /-shan hsien-sheng wen- 

chi. It provides the basic source for Yang Huan’s composite biography compiled by 

Su T’ien-chiieh (1294-1352) for his Kuo-ch’ao ming-ch’en shih-liieh (1335). 
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Subsequently, Qubilai conferred on Yang Huan the posthumous title of Wen-hsien 

(‘Cultured and Exemplary’); Yang is also known by this honorific in later writings. 

In retrospect, Yang Huan’s career attests to the vicissitudes of the Chinese literati 

during the momentuous years that witnessed the extinction of the Chin state and the 

consolidation of Mongol power in north China. Despite his literary achievements 

Yang Huan was a frustrated scholar under the Chin, having failed several times in the 

state examinations, and had to earn his living as an itinerant teacher. His failure in the 

examinations may be partly attributed to misfortune, but it may also have been due to 

his disdain for the assessment rules which placed more emphasis on literary 

excellence than on practical knowledge. He was succesful in the 1238 examinations 

and was appointed by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai as a tax collector. At the time, this was 

considered an important position, but, as Yang himself confessed, it did not give him 

much satisfaction even though he proved to be a competent administrator. His career 

was abruptly interrupted by his voluntary resignation, prompted perhaps by the 

changed political climate following the rise of the Central Asian party at the Mongol 

court. 

Despite these setbacks, Yang Huan still earned a name as a scholar and, above 

all, as a dedicated teacher of Confucian classics. He was praised by his distinguished 

contemporaries such as Chao Ping-wen (1222-93), Li Ch’un-fu (1185-1231), Chao Fu 

(fl. 1235-57) and others, for his enthusiasm in expounding the original meaning of the 

classics, and for his denunciation of ornate literary styles, which he maintained were 

detrimental to originality and substance. This attitude to scholarship not only 

characterised his thought and action as expressed in his literary works, but also 

became the hallmark of his teaching, to which a great portion of his career was 

devoted. It was through teaching that Yang influenced his juniors and earned the 

respect of his disciples, the most distinguished among whom was Hao Ching (q.v.). 

This is attested by their correspondence included in Yang Huan’s collected works. 

It is difficult, however, to estimate Yang’s contribution to scholarship because of 

the loss of most of his writings. He has written commentaries on the Four Books, 

stressing the importance of true learning for all aspirants to government service, 

rather than the quest for fame and profit. He is also reputed to have composed 

treatises deploring the departure from the classical Confucian tradition of the T’ang 

scholars and Sung Neo-Confucianists, including such celebrated figures as Han Yii 

(768-824) and Su Shih (1036-1101), but little is known of the substance of his 

criticism since all these writings have been lost. He is, moreover, honoured as a 

thinker in the Neo-Confucian anthology Sung-Yiian hsiieh-an of Huang Tsung-hsi, but 

it seems that his inclusion in this work was due more to his family relationship with 
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Yao Shu, a disciple of the eminent philosopher Hsii Heng (q.v.), than to his 

contribution to Neo-Confucianism. 

Yang Huan’s literary achievements, however, can be more easily evaluated in the 

area of historical scholarship through his authorship of two important works. The 

first was T’ien-hsing chin-chien, in 30 chiian, which, as already mentioned, is an 

account of the last reign of the Chin emperor Ai-tsung, composed shortly after the fall 

of the capital Pien-ching. It covers the events from the first month of 1232 to the 

sixth month of 1234, three months after the Mongol annihilation of the Chin state. 

This work was an attempt, as the title indicates, to apply the principles of praise and 

blame to historiography in order to provide a ‘mirror,’ i.e. a paradigm to posterity. In 

addition, it presented a first-hand account of the events of this period from personal 

experience; as such, it provided a major source for the composition of the official 

Chin History (Chin-shih) completed under the auspices of Yiian historiographical 

office in 1344. This work no longer survives, but a fragment has been identified in 

the Chin History, ch. 55, being a passage on the daily expenses paid to officials 

travelling on government missions. 

The other major historical work by Yang Huan, also lost, was a huge 

chronological compilation entitled Cheng-tung shu (On the Legitimate Line of 

Succession), or Cheng-t ung pa li (Eight Illustrations of the Principles of Legitimate 

Line of Succession), in 60 chiian. This was an attempt to deal with the thorny issue of 

the legitimacy of many states in China’s past according the criteria of the ‘legitimate 

line of succession’ — an issue which had been much discussed by political theorists 

and historians since the Later Han dynasty. The issue received renewed attention 

with the rise of Neo-Confucianism during the Sung, and was elaborated, among 

others, by Ssu-ma Kuang in his Tzu-chih t' ung-chien, and by Chu Hsi in the Tzu-chih 

t’ung-chien kang- mu. It is said that Yang Huan first came to consider this issue out 

of dissatisfaction with Ssu-ma Kuang’s treatment of the Three Kingdoms period, 

which conferred legitimacy on the Wei state (220-65) of the Ts’ao family, to the 

exclusion of Shu (221-63) founded by a scion of the Liu family of Han. Yang 

undertook thereupon a revision of the Han dynastic history, restoring legitimacy to 

Shu in an attempt to rectify what he regarded as an injustice, but he gave up his work 

when he found out that Chu Hsi had already set things aright in his abridgement of the 

Tzu-chih t’ung-chien. It appears that this abortive project inspired Yang Huan to 

compile the Cheng-t’ ung shu, in which he revised Chu Hsi’s views and expounded his 

own criteria for establishing the legitimacy of many of the states in Chinese history. 

The main feature of the Cheng-t’ung shu, as outlined in the preface which has 

fortunately survived in Yang’s collected works, was a rejection of currently popular 

arguments to legitimise regimes established by force. The work also criticised an 
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excessive emphasis on genealogical affiliation and territorial occupation as conditions 

for establishing dynastic legitimacy. Instead of formulating his own theory, Yang 

Huan enumerated eight conditions affecting the rise and fall of states since antiquity, 

from the legendary emperor Yao to the rulers of the Five Dynasties. The eight 

conditions took into account, inter alia, the political and military circumstances in 

which the rulers came to power. Those conditions remained rather nebulous for the 

earlier periods from antiquity down to Chou, but became much better understood for 

the later eras from the Ch’in down to the Five Dynasties. He did not affirm the 

legitimacy of those states, but, having measured their merits and faults by the 

yardstick of Confucian morality, he left the question of legitimacy to the judgment of 

later generations. In this way, Yang Huan’s Cheng-t’ ung shu marks a departure from 

Ssu-ma Kuang and Chu Hsi, and, by virtue of his rejection of the established criteria 

of dynastic legitimacy, Yang made a fresh approach to a controversial historical issue. 

It is not known whether he ever completed his magnum opus, since he confessed in an 

essay written in 1254, a year before his death, that he needed to expand his work to 

120 chiian. Nonetheless, this work apparently had considerable influence on 

contemporary scholars, particularly on his son-in-law Yao Sui, who later produced a 

similar compilation (though more modest in scope) after Yang Huan’s model, entitled 

Kuo-t ung li-ho piao. This work is also lost. 

Many of Yang Huan’s literary works — essays and poetry — have been assembled 

in a collection known as Tzu-yang wen-chi, or Huan-shan chi, originally totalling 

more than 100 chiian. The first printed edition, including a preface by Chao Fu dated 

1246, contained 60 chiian, but this collection had already been lost by the middle of 

the Ming dynasty. The extant edition, entitled Huan-shan i-kao, contains only a 

fraction of the original, in 2 chiian. It was edited by the sixteenth-century scholar- 

official Sung T’ing-tso, a chin-shih of 1511 and one-time prefect of Nan-yang, Honan, 

after thirty years of labour collecting Yang Huan’s preserved writings. It includes one 

chiian with sixteen essays, one chiian of poetry, an outline of Yang’s chronological 

biography (nien-p’u), as well as a compendium of biographical materials in the 

appendix. These materials were culled from available anthologies, rubbings, and 

unpublished manuscripts from private collections. The most important are Yang’s 

account of the former Chin imperial palaces at Pien-ching, the reminiscences of his 

visit to Confucius’ native place at Ch’ii-fou, as well as biographical sketches of his 

contemporaries, including leading Taoist priests, and also the commemorative essays 

on Taoist establishments. The Ming edition of Huan-shan i-kao, containing a preface 

by a certain Wang Yiian-k’ai dated 1522, is extremely rare. It was, however, included 

in the Ssu-k’u ch’iian-shu and was later incorporated in the Shih-yiian ts’ ung-shu 

collection edited by Chang Chiin-heng (chii-jen of 1898). This edition includes an 
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additional fifteen poems taken from the Yiian-shih hsiian compiled by Ku Ssu-li 

(1669-1722), second series (1702), and is the most comprehensive collection of 

source material for a study of Yang Huan’s life and career. 

In addition, the well-known encyclopaedia Shuo-fu by T’ao Tsung-i (ca. 1315-ca. 

1402) includes one of Yang Huan’s short collections of miscellaneous notes on 

historical geography entitled Shan-ling tsa-chi. 
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RELIGIOUS LEADERS 

14. CH’IU CH’U-CHI (1148-1227) - 

Ch’iu Ch’u-chi, T. T’ung-mi, H. Ch’ang-ch’un chen-jen, patriarch of the Ch’tian- 

chen sect of Taoism, was a native of P’in-tu, a hamlet just north of Ch’i-hsia in eastern 

Shantung. He was born there on 10 February 1148 of farmer parents who both died 

when he was still a child. He was presumably brought up by relatives, and nothing is 

known about his early life until 1166. In that year, aged only eighteen, he decided to 

leave home and join the Taoist hermits at K’un-yii shan, not far from the Ning-hai 

prefecture further east. 

Ch’iu spent about a year in one of the mountain caves practising self-cultivation. 

Having heard that Wang Che, alias Wang Ch’ung-yang (1112/13-70), was staying at 

Ning-hai, he went to visit him. Wang was the eccentric founder of a new Taoist 

syncretic movement which became known as the Ch’tian-chen, or ‘Complete 

Perfection’ sect, from the name of his retreat in Ning-hai. 

Wang accepted young ‘Brother Ch’iu’ (Ch’iu-ko) as his disciple and gave the 

ming and tzu by which he is known (Ch’iu’s original ming has not been handed down). 

Later, Ch’iu styled himself Ch’ang-ch’un or “Everlasting Spring.’ 

It seems that his first duties were largely secretarial: this compelled him to learn 

quickly a large number of ideograms. He thus acquired the reputation of a man 

endowed with a prodigious memory. At the same time he learned also to compose 

verse, following the example of his master who often used poetry to convey his ideas 

and teachings and to attract converts from among the country gentry. 

Under Wang’s guidance, Ch’iu spent the following two years training together 

with the former’s three other disciples, viz. Ma Yii (H. Tan-yang), T’an Ch’u-tuan (H. 

Ch’ang-chen) and Wang Ch’v-i (H. Yii-yang). They first stayed at K’un-yii shan, then 

moved to Wang’s new retreat in Teng-chou, Shantung, where a lay congregation (hui) 

was established in 1168. Soon after, in 1169, Wang took his disciples back to Ning- 

hai and thence to Lai-chou and, finally, Pien (K’ai-feng, Honan), making converts and 

establishing congregations. His close followers now included also Liu Ch’u-hsiian (H. 

Ch’ang-sheng), Hao Ta-t’ung (H. Kuang-ning) and Sun Pu-erh (H. Ch’ing-ching), this 

last being Ma Yii’s wife and the only female member of the group. Together they 

formed Wang Che’s core of seven principal disciples — the ‘apostles’ of the Ch’iian- 

chen creed. 
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After Wang’s death on his way to Pien at the age of fifty-seven, Ma Yii (1123-83) 

became the leader of the sect according to the dying master’s instructions. Wang’s 

coffin was brought back to his native village of Liu-chiang in Chung-nan county, 

Shensi, by Ma, T’an, Liu and Ch’iu. There, by the master’s grave, the four lived in 

mourning until 1174, when they decided to separate and go their own ways to 

continue their spiritual quest and spread Wang’s teaching. Before parting each 

expressed an earnest wish: Ma to be poor, T’an to be righteous, Liu to be steadfast and 

Ch’iu ‘to enjoy leisure,’ i.e. to be free from worldly ties and commitments in order to 

practise self-cultivation. 

Ch’iu also decided to move further west and for the following twelve years he 

gave himself up to study and ascetic practices (‘subduing the emotions and refining 

the conduct’) as a means of attaining the Tao, first at P’an-ch’i, southeast of Pao-chi, 

then — after 1180 — in a cave of Lung-men shan, northwest of Lung-chou, always in 

Shensi. 

During this long period of seclusion, Ch’iu’s reputation as a holy man and teacher 

grew steadily. At first he used to beg for food but after he had moved to the mountain 

cave he cooked for himself or had food brought to him by his disciples. His needs 

were few, for he led a rigourous life following strict dietary rules which later became 

an important element in the sect’s teaching (see below). 

In the meantime Ma Yii had been spreading the Ch’iian-chen doctrine with 

considerable success in central Shensi, especially among farmers, simple folk and 

women. He eventually returned to Shantung, possibly, as some authorities maintain, 

by order of the government which viewed his proselytising activity with suspicion. 

He continued his preaching at Lai-yang in Shantung, where he died in 1183 at the age 

of sixty, appointing T’an Ch’u-tuan (1123-85) as his successor. 

When T’an, who had settled in Lo-yang, died only two years later, Wang Ch’u-i 

(1142-1217) became head of the sect. It was under his dynamic leadership that 

Ch’ iian-chen achieved a dramatic rise in popularity: in the country through the activity 

of the now numerous congregations (particularly in Shantung, Honan and Shensi), 

and in the capital through court patronage. 

In 1187 Wang was summoned to Chung-tu (Peking) by the Chin emperor Shih- 

tsung (r. 1161-89) who was eager to find out — just like Cinggis Qan thirty years later 

— whether the Ch’iian-chen adepts were capable of prolonging life. He is also said to 

have sought political advice from Wang. The fact that Wang Che had died at the 

modest age of fifty-seven, Ma Yii at sixty and T’an Ch’u-tuan at sixty-two, evidently 

had not deterred the Jurchen ruler, who was himself sixty-four at the time and in poor 

health owing to over-indulgence in sex (according to Taoist sources). 
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From 1187 on, the sect enjoyed court patronage and its leaders were invited to 

the capital on several occasions to advise the emperor not only on health matters, but 

apparently also on current problems, such as the causes of internal unrest in troubled 

areas and the means of dealing with them. They were also called upon to perform the 

chiao sacrifice and pray for blessings. The Chin court bestowed favours on the 

Ch’iian-chen sect by subsidising the building of temples, conferring titles on the 

leaders, and making other grants. 

It was at this time of rising fortunes for the sect that Ch’iu returned to society. In 

1186, at the age of thirty-eight, he completed his spiritual training and ‘attained the 

Tao,’ i.e. he achieved enlightenment. Soon after, he left the Lung-men mountain 

retreat and made a pilgrimage to Wang Che’s grave (now the Founder’s Hall); from 

there he went to a nearby former abode of Wang on Chung-nan shan west of Hsi-an, 

where he resided intermittently until 1191. 

Early in 1188 he was also invited to Chung-tu by Shih-tsung, no doubt on the 

recommendation of Wang Ch’u-i who was in the capital at the time. Ch’iu had several 

audiences with the debilitated ruler to whom he preached self-restraint and on whose 

behalf he performed the chiao sacrifice. Ch’iu spent several months in Chung-tu, 

staying part of the time in the T’ien-chang kuan, an important Taoist temple dating 

from the T’ang which had been restored in the early sixties and which later became 

the headquarters of the sect (see below). 

The imperial favour was shown in a substantial cash grant and in a rescript 

authorising Ch’iu to cast bronze statues of Lii Tung-pin (f7. A.D. 770), Wang Che and 

Ma Yii —a fact indicating that by 1188 the Ch’tian-chen sect officially recognised Lii 

Tung-pin also as one of its patriarchs. 

Ch’iu and Wang Ch’u-i were allowed to leave in the autumn of that year and 

although Shih-tsung died soon after, the popularity of Ch’iian-chen, and of Ch’iu in 

particular, was further increased by their visit to court. 

The following Chin emperor, Chang-tsung (r. 1190-1208), at first continued to 

patronise Taoism and even authorised the construction of a building attached to the 

T’ien-chang kuan to store the wooden blocks of the Taoist Canon that had just been 

used (1190) to print a new edition of the scriptures known as the (Ta-Chin) Hsiian-tu 

pao-tsang. 

In 1191 Ch’iu left the Chung-shan Mountains for good and returned to his native 

village of P’in-tu in Shantung, where he and his followers built the T’ai-hsii kuan, later 

known as the Ch’ang-ch’un kuan, which became his residence for the next twenty- 

seven years. The reasons behind his move are not clear, and one cannot exclude that 

they had something to do with Chang-tsung’s sudden change of heart towards Ch’iian- 

chen. At the end of 1190, the emperor had banned the sect on the grounds that ‘it 
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confused the multitudes and caused trouble among the people.’ Soon after, he forbade 

Buddhist monks and Taoist priests to visit the households of imperial relatives and 

high officials. 

The emperor’s displeasure, whatever its cause, was of a temporary nature, 

however, for in 1207 Lady née Li, the principal imperial concubine, presented a copy 

of the Canon to Ch’iu’s T’ai-hsii kuan. By this time Ch’iu had gathered around him a 

group of keen and active disciples who were to form the backbone of the sect in the 

following decades. Among them was Yin Chih-p’ing (H. Ch’ing-ho; 1169-1251), who 

had joined Ch’iu in 1190, and who was emerging as one of the leading personalities of 

the sect. This was a time when the political situation in the country, and particularly 

in Shantung, was rapidly deteriorating because of renewed hostilities between Sung 

and Chin from 1205 on. People were turned out of their homes and bands of 

marauders roamed the countryside. In addition to their purely religious duties, such 

as the performance of the chiao in towns and villages, Ch’iu and his followers 

engaged in relief work, helping and sheltering refugees from war-torn areas, and 

organising the delivery of supplies through the temples. All this was in compliance 

with the philanthropic principles advocated by the sect, the two cornerstones of which 

were self-cultivation and good works. 

Ch’iu stayed in Ch’i-hsia until 1218. During this long period he made only one 

trip to the capital in 1211 at the invitation of the newly elected and short-lived ruler of 

Chin, Wei-shao wang (r. 1209-13). On that occasion he apparently journeyed as far 

as the mountains near Te-hsing in northern Hopei, just as the Mongol army began the 

invasion of Chin. 

The following years were difficult ones for the Jurchens, who lost Chung-tu to 

the Mongols in 1215. Emperor Hsiian-tsung (r. 1213-24) withdrew to Pien, south of 

the Yellow river. Shantung was divided and in a state of chaos owing to the activities 

of the Red Coats (Hung-ao) led by Yang An-erh, the Chin generals’ efforts to 

suppress them, the Sung intervention, and the inroads of the Mongol army (1217-18). 

It was almost certainly on account of these troubles and of his advanced age 

(sixty-eight) that Ch’iu politely refused an imperial invitation to go to Pien in 1216. 

Subsequent invitations to court also went unheeded. Instead, in 1218 Ch’iu moved 

from the T’ai-hsii kuan to the Hao-t’ien kuan in Lai-chou, just southwest of Teng- 

chou. This move may be related to Ch’iu’s assumption of the leadership of the sect 

following the death of Wang Ch’u-i in 1217. 

When Lai-chou fell under Sung control in 1218, the two Sung generals P’eng I- 

pin and Li Ch’iian personally invited Ch’iu to go with them, no doubt with the 

intention of securing his cooperation in pacifying the region and turning to the Sung’s 

advantage the prestige that the Taoist leader and the Ch’iian-chen sect enjoyed at the 



212 

popular level in the north. Presumably this was also the object of the earlier 

invitations from the Chin court. As before, Ch’iu firmly refused to move. 

By this time (1218-19), Ch’iu’s fame had reached even Cinggis Qan in Mongolia 

through reports about the sage and his sect submitted by two members of the ruler’s 

immediate entourage, viz. the Chinese physician and arrow-maker Liu Wen (T. 

Chung-lu) and the sinicised Khitan Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (¢.v.), then serving Cinggis Qan 

as secretary-scribe (bicéci) and astrologer-astronomer (td/gecin). Both men had 

recommended Ch’iu to the Mongol conqueror. Liu Wen had sung his praise, claiming 

that the Taoist adept possessed the secret of long life and was himself three hundred 

years old. Liu was backed by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, who secretly cherished the hope that 

should he visit the Mongol court, Ch’iu might introduce Cinggis not only to Taoism, 

but also to Confucianism and Buddhism, and thus exert a civilising influence on him. 

Cinggis Qan’s interest was aroused, all the more as he knew Ch’iu to be an 

influential spiritual leader with a great number of followers in areas of north China 

where the Mongols were then fighting. And so, in June 1219, when the Mongol army 

was on the Irtysh preparing to invade Khwarazm, Cinggis sent Liu with an escort of 

twenty men and a letter of invitation to Ch’iu, requesting the latter to join him in 

Central Asia in order to advise him on current affairs and teach him the technique of 

longevity. The letter, in Chinese, was probably drafted either by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai or 

by Liu himself. 

Because of the confused situation in north China, the party took six months to 

reach Lai-chou. The seventy-two-year-old patriarch, knowing that a refusal was out 

of the question, embarked on the long and hazardous journey with eighteen disciples. 

Among them were Yin Chih-p’ing — the future head of the sect — and Li Chih-ch’ang 

(H. T’ung-hsiian, 1193-1256), a recent convert who was responsible for keeping a 

detailed record of the journey, published in 1228 under the title of Hsi-yu chi or 

Account of a Journey to the West. 

The group left on 23 February 1220 and on 28 March reached Yen-ching, the 

former Chung-tu of the Chin, where Ch’iu was welcomed by the governor and the 

local élite. During his short stay in the city, Ch’iu was able to establish friendly 

relations with the Chinese officials in the Mongol service and members of the former 

Chin intelligentsia. A particularly useful connection was developed with Wang Chi 

(q.v.), an early defector to the Mongols and friend of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, who had risen 

high in the north China administration. It was he who conveyed to Ch’iu an invitation 

to visit Cinggis’ younger brother, Temiige Ottigin, whose camp was in the 

northeastern corner of Mongolia. 

Ch’iu and his disciples left Yen-ching on 19 May, but they lingered in the border 

area (Te-hsing and Hsiian-te) until the spring of the following year on various 
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pretexts, one of them being Ch’iu’s refusal to travel in the same convoy with the girls 

collected by Liu Wen for the imperial harem. 

Eventually, on 3 March 1221, the Taoist party and their escort left Te-hsing for 

Fu-chou in northern Hopei and Yti-erh p’o (modern Ta-li po), and thence proceeded 

across the desert to Temiige’s camp, just southeast of Lake Kulun, which they reached 

on 24 April. From there they travelled along the Kerulen and into the Orkhon basin, 

where they found the remains of a former Khitan outpost (possibly Chen-chou), 

which they investigated and of which Li Chih-ch’ang gives a brief description in his 

book. Ch’iu can thus claim to have been the first archeologist of Mongolia. Their 

route took them across the Khangai and Altai mountains. Between the two ranges and 

just north of the Abuqan (= ?Hasagtu) Mountains was Cingai Balaqasun or Cinqai 

City — a military colony established by Cingai (q¢.v.) on orders from Cinggis Qan as a 

storage and supply centre for the Mongol armies in the field. The colony was largely 

made up of Chinese artisans and craftsmen. Ch’iu and his party halted there for a few 

days and one of the disciples was left behind to supervise the building of a Taoist 

temple to serve the local community. Cinqai himself joined the group, which he led 

with Liu Wen for the rest of the journey. 

The perilous crossing of the Altai along the route only recently opened by 

Ogédei, and that of the Dzungarian desert, took about two weeks, a record time. By 

mid-September the travellers reached the Uighur town of BeS Baliq, near modern 

Jimsa (Fu-yiian) in Sinkiang, from whence they proceeded to Samarqand via Lun-t’ai 

(Urumchi), Cam Baliq (Ch’ang-chi), Almaliq (north-west of Kuldja), BalasaSun 

(south-west of Toqmaq in Kazakhstan), Talas (Jambul) and what is now Tashkent, 

crossing on the way the T’ien Shan and the rivers Ili, Chu and Syr Darya. Many 

important observations regarding the geography and ethnography of the countries 

which the Taoists traversed are recorded in the Hsi-yu chi. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai had 

followed the same route only two years before, but his account of the journey (in the 

early portion of the Hsi-yu lu) is extremely sketchy by comparison. 

When Ch’iu reached Samargand (3 December), the city was recovering from the 

frightful destruction wrought by the Mongol army in 1220, the population having 

been reduced, according to Li Chih-ch’ang, to one quarter of its original number. The 

resident commissioner (darugaci) of the city was Yeh-lii A-hai (q.v.).. Yeh-lii Ch’u- 

ts’ai was either there already or joined Ch’iu soon after the latter’s arrival. Cinggis 

Qan was engaged in military operations south of the Hindu Kush at the time and it 

was to his camp near Parvan that the patriarch was instructed to proceed at the end of 

April 1222. 
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The road passed through Kesh (Shahr-i-sabr in Uzbekistan) and the famous ‘Iron 

Gate,’ i.e. the Buzgala Pass. Ch’iu crossed the Amu Darya on 4 May and on the 17th 

finally reached Cinggis Qan’s encampment. 

When they met, Cinggis immediately asked him whether he possessed the elixir 

of long life, to which Ch’iu honestly replied that he had the means of protecting life, 

but could not prolong it. The Taoist master expounded his philosophy in subsequent 

meetings (see below). Although much of the advice that he gave the Mongol 

conqueror recommended moderation, the avoidance of sensual and cruel pastimes and 

the need for self-cultivation, Ch’iu did not forget the sad plight of his countrymen. He 

spoke to Cinggis of north China and the intolerable tax burden placed on its people, 

and he pressed the qan to appoint competent officials so that the country could 

recover quickly from the ravages of war. He also proposed that a Chinese ruler be 

established as a figure-head in the conquered territory, like the Chin had done with 

Liu Yii (1074-1143) in Shantung in the early phase of their rule. 

Cinggis Qan may not have been greatly impressed by all the moral precepts and 

political advice he received in place of the elixir of long life; nevertheless, it seems 

that he took a genuine liking to the old Chinese sage, whom he chose to address by 

his Chinese title of shen-hsien (“Holy Immortal’), in Mongolian * xinsen. He was well 

aware furthermore that befriending a popular religious leader like Ch’iu could gain 

him the allegiance of large sections of the Chinese population and speed up the 

Mongol conquest of the northern provinces. This is evident from a message that 

Cinggis sent to Ch’iu after the latter’s return to Yen-ching at the end of 1223, in which 

the emperor asked the sage whether he had persuaded the common people to support 

the Mongols. 

The conqueror showed his favour to Ch’iu concretely by exempting him and his 

followers from taxes and corvées, and by putting him in sole control of all the people 

in China who had embraced a religious life and were praying for the prosperity of the 

emperor. The wording of the Chinese version of the decree is ambiguous (the 

Mongol original is lost) and could be understood to mean that Ch’iu’s authority 

extended to both Taoists and Buddhists. 

The records of some of the conversations between Cinggis Qan and Ch’iu have 

been preserved, as has the text of the leading sermon on Ch’iian-chen doctrine that 

Ch’iu preached to the qan on 20 November 1222, which was taken down in Chinese 

by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai in his secretarial capacity. The latter, who at first had welcomed 

the patriarch and exchanged poems with him in Samargand, soon turned against him 

as he realised that Ch’iu was only interested in promoting his own teachings — 
emphasising apparently the supernatural element so dear to the Mongols — and that he 
and his disciples were bent on gaining power and privileges at the expense of the 
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Buddhist clergy. In the Hsi-yu lu, which Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai published in Yen-ching in 

1229, he went so far as to accuse Ch’iu and his disciples of actually forging the 

Chinese text of the tax-exemption decree. Whatever the truth of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s 

allegations, the relationship between the qan and the patriarch remained excellent. 

Ch’iu accompanied Cinggis Qan on part of the latter’s return journey to Central 

Asia, and after repeated requests eventually obtained permission to leave for China 

(12 April 1223): not only was he anxious to fulfil the prophecy made in 1221 that he 

would be back in three-year’s time, but he also wished to put into effect the imperial 

decree as soon as possible. His advanced age and the situation in China made this 

task an urgent one. 

The return journey through Mongolia, this time on an almost straight diagonal 

across the Gobi from Cinqai Balaqasun to present-day Koke Qota in Inner Mongolia, 

took only five weeks (14 June-22 July). Even before reaching Yen-ching, Ch’iu and 

his disciples made use of their special credentials, which included a tablet of authority 

or paiza authorising the use of government post-horses and the requisition of 

Confucian halls and Buddhist temples in Shansi, which they renamed and turned into 

Taoist temples. At the same time, Ch’iu issued proclamations enjoining the people of 

Shantung to surrender to the Mongol armies. 

In Yen-ching, which he reached at the end of March 1224, Ch’iu set up the 

headquarters of the sect in the T’ien-ch’ang kuan, while his disciples were promptly 

dispatched to various districts to take possession of war-damaged temples and bring 

the Taoist and Buddhist clergy firmly under Ch’iian-chen control. 

With the assistance of the local authorities and strengthened by further friendly 

messages from Cinggis Qan, who continued to show favour to the patriarch until his 

death, Ch’iu managed within a few years to extend his authority over most of the 

religious establishments in Mongol-controlled north China. People flocked to the 

Ch’iian-chen temples, which now served also as hospices and places of refuge, to 

obtain religious certificates and thus avoid taxes and corvées. Numerous new 

congregations were created in and outside the capital. By making widespread use of 

Cinggis’ decree, Ch’iu’s disciples in the country could relieve a great number of 

homeless people and even ransom war prisoners with money collected by the 

congregations. This fact is amply acknowledged by Yiian authors, even though 

writers of Buddhist persuasion strongly condemn the Taoists for their 

misappropriation of temples and other abuses. 

Ch’iu had the T’ien-ch’ang kuan thoroughly renovated and enlarged, being 

granted part of the grounds of the former Chin imperial palace, i.e. the Ch’iung-hua 

tao, later known as Wan-sui shan. In June 1227 the T’ien-ch’ang kuan was renamed 

Ch’ang-ch’un kung (not to be confused with the Ch’ang-ch’un kuan mentioned earlier) 
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in honour of the patriarch. Soon after, on 22 August, Ch’iu died after an attack of 

dysentery at the age of seventy-nine, his death almost coinciding with that of Cinggis 

Qan in Kansu. While his disciples and friends lamented and glorified the departed 

master, his numerous enemies openly gloated over his death in the privy, making it 

the subject of indecent puns. 

In the spring of the following year, Ch’iu’s successor as head of the Ch’tian-chen 

sect, Yin Chih-p’ing, proposed that a hall be built on the eastern side of the Ch’ang- 

ch’un kung to hallow the patriarch’s remains. This new building, completed in 1229 

and named Po-yiin kuan or White Cloud Temple, was the original structure of the 

present temple of that name outside Hsi-pien men, largely rebuilt in its actual (i.e. 

pre-Cultural Revolution) form during the reign of Ch’ien-lung. A rare, if not unique, 

copy of the Ming (early 16th century) edition of the Taoist Canon (Tao-tsang) was 

kept in the Po-yiin kuan. This is the edition that the Commercial Press reprinted 

photographically in 1923-1926 (latest reprints: I-wen yin-shu-kuan, Taipei, 1962, 

1977). The Ch’ang-ch’un kung, partly damaged during the fire set to it by the Taoists 

themselves in 1280 to incriminate the Buddhists and subsequently restored (1296), 

was completely destroyed during the troubles at the end of the dynasty and was never 

rebuilt. 

The Ch’tian-chen sect reached its high point during the last years of Ch’iu’s life — 

a remarkable achievement largely due to the master’s leadership, political acumen, 

and, above all, to his skilful management of the sect’s affairs. In order to understand 

the man and his motivation more fully, let us briefly examine Ch’iian-chen ideology 

and consider Ch’iu’s own contribution to the religious movement founded by Wang 

Che. 

During the early stages of its development, up to and including the lifetime of 

Ch’iu Ch’u-chi, the Ch’iian-chen movement possessed no unified system of doctrine. 

The teachings of Wang Che held assuredly a position of pre-eminence, but his 

disciples enjoyed a considerable degree of independence in their interpretation of 

them. This seeming lack of a clearly defined dogma was by no means a failing of the 

movement, since the mission of the Ch’iian-chen master was essentially to revive and 

animate beliefs already widely dispersed in China. This is not to say that the sect had 

nothing new to offer. It certainly had. But ‘newness’ was related here to the manner 

in which old ideas were combined and synthesised as a new entity. This observation 

is fully consistent with the avowed intentions of Wang Che and his disciples, in 

whose writings we are repeatedly told that their teachings are founded on the belief in 

the essential identity of the three major doctrinal traditions (san-chiao), viz. 

Confucianism, Buddhism and Taoism. Because of this belief, the Ch’iian-chen sect 

borrowed terminology and concepts openly and widely from all three streams of 
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thought. In fact, the name Ch’iian-chen, or ‘Complete Perfection,’ derives from the 

conviction that the sect’s teachings cut through to the core of those traditions, 

extracting from them the most basic and ‘perfect’ truth. 

We must not conclude, however, that Ch’iian-chen was a homogeneous blend of 

the three traditions. There is no question that Wang Che’s primary frame of reference 

was Taoism, as was that of his followers. Nor must we think that by weaving 

Buddhist and Confucian ideas into the Taoist tradition Wang Che engaged in anything 

novel. Indeed, the history of religion in China, at both the popular and élite levels, is 

characterised by a free movement of ideas between the various traditions. The 

uniqueness and success of Ch’iian-chen religion relate not to the fact of syncretism, 

but rather to the nature and content of the synthesised product. 

Ch’iian-chen doctrine sought to resolve spiritual and ethical problems at several 

levels. As a basic premise, there was a firm belief in the need for both internal and 

external cultivation. In the area of formal ethics and deportment, the Ch’iian-chen 

patriarchs followed in the common tradition of Buddhism and Taoism by establishing 

a code of conduct that included abstinence from wine and meat, prohibition of theft 

and killing, as well as injunctions against avarice, the accumulation of wealth and 

sexual licence. Followers were further admonished to value non-aggressiveness and 

yielding above self-assertion, and to practise loyalty and filiality. 

There was in the Ch’tian-chen tradition a distinctly Buddhistic appeal for 

compassion and a concern for unostentatious virtue or achievement (yin-te), 

combined with the concept, already popular in Sung times, of spiritual reward for 

good works, as expressed in the T’ai-shang kan-ying-p’ien. Those ideas no doubt 

fostered the interest in social welfare that marked Ch’tian-chen institutions and earned 

the sect much popular support. Ch’tian-chen temples and the lay adherents’ religious 

congregations (hui) became centres of community guidance and leadership, with 

women converts also playing an important part in the movement. The active 

participation of women is, indeed, one of the most distinctive features of the sect. 

Temples and congregations provided the base for spiritual operations in the form 

of rites of propitiation or chiao. Whereas the Ch’iian-chen repertoire of ritual seems 

to have been somewhat limited in comparison to earlier Taoist movements, it attached 

nevertheless considerable importance to such rites as it had preserved. The ‘Sacrifice 

of the Yellow Register’ (Huang-lu chiao), a religious service favoured by Ch’iian-chen 

priests, was essentially a pledge or oath of spiritual allegiance (cheng-meng) to the 

celestial divinities. The chiao has a long history, probably going back to Han times. 

Beginning with Wang Che himself, it became a mainstay of Ch’tian-chen religion and 

was favoured equally among the populace at large and at the imperial court on those 
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occasions when supernatural intervention was called for (to ward off evil influences, 

for rain-making, etc.). 

At the core of Ch’iian-chen, however, lies self-cultivation. Drawing on both 

Taoism and Buddhism, and under the influence of Sung cosmological speculations, 

Wang concluded that sickness and death resulted from an imbalance in our natural 

life-essence or hsing-ming. The terms hsing and ming are often used to represent 

separate elements, hsing being the cosmic element Yang which takes form within the 

body as the ‘primal spirit’ (yiian-shen), and ming the element Yin which takes form as 

the ‘primal pneuma’ (yiian-ch’i). When individual lives are in perfect and rightful 

relation to the cosmos, those two fundamental elements exist in a state of tranquil and 

unimpeded flow throughout the body. But when one allows the mind and body to 

become agitated by sensual experience and emotional attachments, they can no longer 

function properly. They become damaged and impeded, and the ultimate result is old 

age, sickness and death. To avoid or, at any rate, retard this process, Ch’tian-chen 

stressed quietism, asceticism, and meditation. It is in these practices, incidentally, 

that we observe a debt to Ch’an Buddhism, which had gained considerable popularity 

among the literati since the early T’ang. The adept endeavoured to eliminate all 

worldly thoughts and attachments. In so doing he hoped to return to his natural, 

uncontrived state of being (fan-p’u). He was urged to leave his home and become 

celibate so as to have fewer material encumbrances in his spiritual quest. Following 

the example set by Wang Che, later Ch’iian-chen patriarchs prescribed tireless and 

strenuous discipline. For instance, special emphasis was placed on avoidance of sleep 

(a practice common to most schools interested in meditation) in order to disperse the 

‘Yin ghosts’ (yin-kuei), 1.e. the base sexual impulses that cause havoc in the unguarded 

sleeping mind. This has prompted some authors to state that Ch’iian-chen followers 

practised a fanatical and rabid asceticism, which is certainly an exaggeration. 

But there was more to Ch’iian-chen meditation than freedom from subjective 

attachment to the material world. Wang entered the Taoist tradition after gaining 

initiation into the arcana of the Great Elixir (ta-tan) technique. He subsequently 

devoted much effort to this technique and its implications, eventually making it a 

major part of his system of cultivation and metaphysics. The specific features of the 

Great Elixir process developed in the Ch’iian-chen tradition are as yet very poorly 

understood. In this respect, the Ch’iian-chen sect followed essentially the teachings of 

the Southern School of Taoism, of which Chang Po-tuan (ca.980-ca.1078) was the 

most outstanding figure. The essence of the process was that the adept should learn to 

circulate and transmute the spiritual and carnal elements (hsing and ming) in his body, 

so that they might ultimately unite to create a transcendent embryo (tai). Techniques 

of this nature existed already in the Han era. The principal innovation of the Southern 
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School and the Ch’iian-chen sect was to apply the terminology of alchemy to these 

entirely physiological activities. The ‘embryo’ came to be known as the tan or 

cinnabar elixir; the ‘primal spirit’ was equated with lead; and the ‘primal pneuma’ 

with mercury. In this context, the adept no longer laboured with crucible and furnace 

in search of the chemical elixir of immortality, he employed yoga and mind control to 

induce an analogous embryonic elixir to grow in his body. 

But this elixir was immaterial as was the form of immortality which it promised. 

Ch’iian-chen doctrine recognised the contradiction inherent in the concept of perpetual 

material existence in a universe where only insubstantial entities survive. It was held 

that, having successfully completed the Great Elixir within the body, one achieved a 

state of insubstantial, spiritual existence and was thus assured an unending life. At 

the time of death, the adept would simply slough off his earthly shell and ascend the 

celestial realms as a hsien or shen-hsien, i.e. as an immortal spirit. Special techniques 

to achieve this aim are described in Ch’ iian-chen literature. 

Such spiritual immortality was the ultimate goal of a Ch’iian-chen believer. But 

there was also hope of attaining a kind of immortal bliss while one lived physically on 

earth. Wang Che and his disciples borrowed a modified form of the concept of 

enlightenment from Ch’an Buddhism and proposed that, should one successfully cast 

off all worldly attachments and ‘perceive one’s true nature’ (chien-hsing), he would 

enter a state equivalent to that of celestial immortality, a process obviously similar to 

realising one’s ‘Buddha nature.” Wang even maintained that this state might be 

achieved instantaneously, as in the case of ‘sudden enlightenment’ in Ch’an doctrine. 

In further elaborating the nature of this enlightenment, Wang sometimes equated 

man’s nature directly with the ‘inner elixir.” Thus a man had not so much to create as 

simply to realise the existence of the ‘inner elixir’ in order to achieve immortality. 

The person who ‘attained the Tao’ (¢e-tao) in this way during his lifetime became ipso 

facto a ‘perfected (= realised) man’ (chen-jen). 

Although the Ch’iian-chen sect, with its stress on morality and its development in 

the northern provinces, is regarded as the main representative of the Northern School 

of Taoism, its spiritual origins are strongly rooted in the alchemical pursuits of the 

Southern School, as can be seen from the above. 

We must now examine the personal contribution of Ch’iu Ch’u-chi to the 

development of Ch’iian-chen doctrine and institutions. At the time of Wang Che’s 

death, Ch’iu was only twenty-two years old and had not yet attained the Tao; the 

leadership of the sect devolved therefore upon Wang’s closest associate, Ma Yii. 

Under Ma’s guidance the sect gained popularity and received a much firmer 

institutional basis than it had known under Wang Che. Ma gave fuller definition to 

his teacher’s doctrine, concentrating on Taoist aspects. He also cultivated the support 
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of both the general populace and the literati. When Ch’iu eventually descended from 

his mountain retreat to assume a more active role in sect affairs, he largely continued 

where Ma had left off, furthering sect organisation through the establishment of 

temples and congregations, and cultivating support from all levels of society, 

including the Chin court — a policy pursued, as we have seen, by Wang Ch’u-i. He 

seems, however, to have been especially concerned with proselytising. His collected 

poetry, for example, contains a considerable number of pieces entitled “To show (= to 

inform) the multitude’ (shih-chung) — i.e. to instruct the followers — in which a 

deliberate effort is made to simplify dogma. He also travelled very actively about the 

countryside, performing chiao sacrifices and appealing to the divinities on behalf of 

the people. 

In doctrinal matters Ch’iu was rather less original than either Wang Che or Ma 

Yii. He subscribed in a general way to all the major tenets expounded by his teachers, 

but added very little to the content of Ch’iian-chen doctrine. This is not to say that 

Ch’iu had no influence in this area, for he did. His role was, however, more in 

moulding the complex and often contradictory teachings of Wang and Ma into a 

pabulum more accessible to lay followers, and so to increase the number of converts. 

Ch’iu’s poetry tends, in fact, to be rather free of specific points of dogma. He 

often treats such themes as the transient, illusory nature of life and the need for non- 

attachment, but, especially in those poems addressed to members of the literati class, 

the religious message is presented in the context of established landscape topoi. It 

would seem that Ch’iu had made an effort to de-emphasise the more blatantly 

doctrinal aspects of Ch’iian-chen religion in order to cater to the conventional taste of 

the intellectual élite. He was later remembered by some of his followers as having 

been more concerned with tangible achievements and ‘outward activity’ (yu-wei), than 

with inner spiritual cultivation. 

On the other hand, Ch’iu was personally very sensitive to the role of supernatural 

beings in the functioning of the cosmos. He was preoccupied with means of 

combating the potentially destructive influences of ill-intentioned demons and, in his 

approach to the chiao sacrifice, he was especially conscious of the ritual’s function as 

a medium of communication with the celestial beings. 

Ch’iu was also interested in the Great Elixir theory and physical cultivation. 

Works on these subjects have been attributed to him (see below) and the imagery of 

alchemy and celestial immortality plays a significant role in his poetry. In this area 

too, he made a moderate departure from earlier doctrine. 

In summary, it seems clear that the success and influence of Ch’iian-chen can be 

attributed to a number of factors. In the area of pure doctrine, the founding fathers 

were conscious of a fundamental dissatisfaction with all the major doctrinal traditions. 
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They responded with a deft syncretism that incorporated aspects of those traditions 

which most appealed to the literati of the time. In effect, this involved providing a 

more appealing view of after-life than was possible in the context of traditional and 

more sophisticated forms of Buddhism, while purging some of the more controversial 

elements from the Taoist tradition. 

Ch’iian-chen priests fulfilled a very basic socio-religious function by acting as 

intercessors between man and the celestial divinities. In this role they relied heavily 

on Taoist rituals such as the chiao sacrifice. Ch’iian-chen temples and religious 

congregations also served the very practical social function of providing material 

relief and community service at a time when political turmoil discouraged the 

establishment of strong or sympathetic secular agencies. In urban centres, Ch’iian- 

chen monasteries were established after the Buddhist model. These appealed to the 

bourgeoisie whose exposure to the foreign religion led them to feel that such 

institutions of religious learning and devotion were not only dignified and proper, but 

also useful in their personal spiritual pursuits. The monasteries also provided Ch’iian- 

chen priests with a strong base in their dealings with secular authorities at various 

levels. 

Finally, the part played by the Ch’iian-chen sect in acting as liaison between 

foreign governments, and the culture and people of China, cannot be ignored. While 

Ch’iian-chen leaders realised the need to gain the support of temporal powers for their 

own survival, they also acted to alleviate the obvious tension between the courts of 

the Chin and Yiian, and the Chinese masses. The efforts of Ch’iu Ch’u-chi in face of a 

brutal Mongol overlordship are particularly noteworthy in this respect and represent 

perhaps his greatest overall contribution to Chinese society. 

In view of this achievement and the effect that it had on the preservation of Han 

culture in the early phase of Mongol rule, it is regrettable that much of the first 

patriarchs’ good work was spoiled after Ch’iu’s death through bitter sectarian strife 

with the Buddhist clergy. Within barely two generations, the Ch’iian-chen sect 

suffered such severe blows that by 1280 it was on its knees and to all intents and 

purposes a spent force. Although it still continued to attract the interest of scholars 

and intellectuals, the lives and exploits of ‘Crazy Wang’ (Wang Hai-feng), i.e. Wang 

Che, and his Seven Apostles being immortalised in popular plays and stories, the 

Ch’iian-chen sect never regained the power and prestige that it had possessed in the 

first half of the thirteenth century. Knowledge of it during the Ming — indeed one can 

say its popularity — was mainly due to the large number of plays dealing with the 

Ch’iian-chen masters and their exploits. During the Ch’ing, and especially from the 

Ch’ien-lung period onward, the sect enjoyed a revival proclaimed by its impressive 

headquarters in the renovated Po-yiin kuan in Peking and numerous affiliated temples 
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throughout the country: with the T’ien-shih Tao, or Way of the Heavenly Masters 

(whose headquarters were at Lung-hu shan in Kiangsi), it became one of the two 

mainstreams of modern religious Taoism in China. 

Ch’ iu left a number of works, most of which are included in the Tao-tsang, as are 

also those of Wang Che and other Ch’iian-chen masters. His major literary work is a 

collection of poems in six chiian entitled P’an-ch’i chi (TT 797), mostly written after 

1174. His alchemical-philosophical theory is expounded in the rather obscure treatise 

Ta-tan chih-chih (Straight Guide to the Great Elixir) in two chiian (TT 115). His 

poems written during his journey to and from Central Asia are included in Li Chih- 

ch’ang’s Hsi-yu chi (TT 1056), first published in 1228. Because of its importance as a 

primary source for the history and geography of China and Inner Asia in the first half 

of the thirteenth century, the latter work has appeared in many editions and has been 

translated several times. The best critical edition is that by Wang Kuo-wei in WKW 

(ts’e 39), which contains also a rich commentary. The first (complete) translation was 

made in Russian (Palladii 66). The Hsi-yu chi was subsequently translated into 

English twice (Bretschneider 10,1:35-108; and Waley 31). Both these translations are 

incomplete: Bretschneider leaves out all, and Waley most, of Ch’iu’s poems. 

However, Bretschneider’s work is still invaluable on account of its geographical 

commentary. There is also a Japanese translation by Iwamura Shinobu (Iwamura 48), 

as well as geographical studies by Ch’ing and contemporary scholars (see 

Bibliography). Ch’iu is also the author of a short treatise in one chiian on seasonal 

health care entitled She-sheng hsiao-hsi lun, which has been reprinted in TSCC (ist 

Series) from HHLP, and of a treatise on the internal elixir in one chiian entitled Ch’ iu- 

tsu ch’ tian-shu, edited by Fu Chin-ch’iian (7.1823) and reprinted in CTPS. 
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15. HAI-YUN (1203-1257) 

If one reviews the religious history of the Ytian period from the viewpoint of the 

dynastic history, Ydan-shih, one may gain the impression that the Chinese 

contribution was limited to the Confucian and Taoist traditions whereas Tibetan 

lamas controlled Buddhism exclusively, for such is the picture presented in all official 

sources. Although these sources reflect the situation accurately as far as the Yiian is 

concerned from 1260 onward, this is not the case for the early decades of the 

Mongols’ occupation of northern China. Then Chinese Buddhist leaders held sway 

among the intelligentsia, as well as at the Mongol court. They successfully retained 

their religious tradition during the critical period of political transition, served the 

people at large, and helped Confucians to survive. Among those Buddhist leaders, the 

most influential was a monk, the great master Hai-yiin. 

Hai-yiin was the monastic style (fa-hao) of Sung Yin-chien, born at Ning-ytian in 

Lan-ku (Lan-hsien), Shansi, on 29 January 1203 (not in 1202 as generally stated). 

Though well to do, the Sung family was without any official distinction. An 

inscription of 1255 (see below) states clearly that the family ‘had not been seeking 

hereditary emoluments,’ i.e. its members had not been on the government payroll. 

This is confirmed by Hai-yiin’s biography contained in Fo-tsu li-tai t ung-tsai. All 

sources agree that the family had adhered to Buddhism for many generations. The 

name of Hai-yiin’s father has been lost: at Lan-ku he was apparently known simply as 

Mr UHsti-ching (a sobriquet). His mother, née Wang, was from Chin-yiian (in present- 

day Inner Mongolia). 

All accounts agree that Hai-ytin was a very precocious child. He started school at 

seven by traditional Chinese reckoning. As he was being taught the first chapter of 

the Classic of Filial Piety (Hsiao-ching) entitled ‘Explaining the Scope and 

Illustrating the Meaning (of the Treatise),’ the boy immediately asked, ‘What is the 

scope of explaining? And what is the meaning of illustrating?’ When his parents 

heard of these questions, they began to doubt whether their son was fitted for the 

study of Confucian texts. Buddhist sources claim that the boy was tutored by his own 

father, but the 1255 inscription should be more reliable since it was composed in Hai- 

yiin’s life time. According to the Nan-Sung Yiian Ming Ch’an-lin seng-pao chuan, 

Hai-ytin found the Confucian classics and their commentaries too elementary, and had 

very soon mastered them. The same source reports further, on the question of 

happiness and sorrow, that the boy regarded Confucian texts as unhelpful, however 

closely he endeavoured to read them. 
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Hai-yiin having finally been declared unsuitable for Confucian studies, his 

parents entrusted him to the Reverend Yen, an expert on Buddhist monastic 

discipline. Reverend Yen taught the boy the ‘Ts’ao-an ko’ or ‘Song from a Thatched 

Hut’. When the old monk reached the verse ‘Through decay or survival, the Lord 

exists for ever...,’ the boy cut in and asked, ‘Where does the Lord exist?’ ‘Which 

Lord?’ the monk asked. “The one who is independent of decay and survival.’ The 

monk said, ‘That is the guest.’ ‘The Lord feels shame and can only stutter,’ the boy 

said. Although this story is not recorded in the inscription, it seems authentic for the 

inscription states that ‘The boy was shaved,’ i.e. he was accepted as a novice, before 

having been sent for proper instruction to Chung-kuan (ca. 1161-1120), a local Ch’an 

master of the Lin-chi school. 

Meeting Chung-kuan was a landmark in Hai-yiin’s career. Chung-kuan gave the 

boy the clerical name of Yin-chien and introduced him to monastic life. This, for a 

novice, was routine and unexciting, and could not satisfy an active and intelligent 

youth like Hai-yiin, who consequently began to play up. One day he jokingly donned 

his teacher’s five-piece ceremonial robe, climbed into the master’s seat, and declaimed 

the master’s lecture from memory to his fellow monks. As someone took him to task 

over the prank, the novice answered, ‘Do you remember that Lord Buddha said, 

"What I have preached for 49 years is the Dharma spoken by the Buddhas of the past, 

present and future. I did not add even a single word to them!"’ When Chung-kuan 

heard of the escapade, he commented laughingly that the boy would make a fine 

religious leader yet! Thereupon, he admitted Hai-yiin to the inner circle of his 

disciples. 

By a special dispensation of Prince Wei-shao (r. 1209-13), Hai-yiin was fully 

ordained in 1212 at the age of nine. A high priest called Hung-yen asked him, ‘Since 

you are now a fully-fledged monk, why do you still remain so juvenile?’ ‘Because I 

am young, which makes the commandments even more onerous!’ the boy said, adding 

‘May I ask the honourable high priest, is he young or old?’ The monk replied, ‘My 

body, though old...’ However, before he could finish his reply, the boy cut him short 

and screamed, ‘Stop making distinctions!’ 

Close association with Chung-kuan provided an excellent opportunity for the 

spiritual training of the young monk, who began practising meditation assiduously 

under his guidance. Several Ch’an-flavoured anecdotes are recorded in our sources 

concerning master and disciple. One day when Hai-yiin was walking with Chung- 

kuan, the latter, quoting a verse by the Ch’an master Fa-teng (1075-1126) said, ‘"The 

work in the house becomes heavy, who will shoulder the load?" What do you make of 

it?’ Hai-yiin pulled the master’s hands silently. Chung-kuan commented, “This is the 
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spirit of a wild fox!’ Hai-yiin immediately responded, “Yes sir, yes sir!’ “You should 

have another contemplation, then you might get it,’ the master commanded. 

When Chung-kuan took up residence at the Kuang-hui ssu in Lan-chou (Lan- 

hsien) in 1214, Hai-yiin went with him. At that time a disastrous famine occurred in 

the area and Hai-yiin was forced to seek donations by lecturing on Buddhist 

scriptures. Not only was he thus able to support his master, but he even managed to 

assist victims of the famine. When this was reported to the Chin court, Emperor 

Hsiian-tsung (r. 1213-23) conferred on Hai-yiin the title of Great Master of 

Unimpaired Profundity and Extensive Kindness in recognition of his merits. 

Hai-yiin’s achievements during the second quarter of the 13th century rested 

largely on his connection with the Mongol authorities at Yen-ching (Peking). The 

date of his first contact with the Mongols has been disputed, however. Earlier 

scholars dated the event to 1214, following the Fo-tsu li-tai t'ung-tsai which states 

that the monk saw Cinggis Qan in Lan-chou and made personal contact with him 

there. But the Japanese scholar Iwai Hirosato (Daikei) has correctly pointed out that 

neither the qan nor the Mongol army were at Lan-chou at the time. The inscription of 

1255 indicates that the date of Hai-yiin’s first encounter with the Mongols was 

actually 1219, when Lan-chou was taken by Muqali (g.v.). On the eve of the city’s 

submission, Chung-kuan feared for the future of his young disciple and at one point 

advised him to flee for his life. He said, ‘I am an old monk, it would be natural if I 

were to die in this war. You, however, are still young and you should therefore try to 

escape the disaster.’ Touched by this attention, Hai-yiin wept and said, “Cause and 

effect are the same, life and death are a matter of destiny. How can I abandon my 

own teacher at this critical moment? What will I tell our old friends when I meet 

them afterwards, assuming that I make my escape?’ He also reminded the master that 

they were monks who had renounced worldly life, and consequently should not be 

troubled by matters of life and death. Moved in turn by the filial sentiments of Hai- 

ylin, Chung-kuan said, ‘As your mind is made up, I believe that your future lies in the 

north. You and I should obey the will of Heaven and go to the north together.’ 

When Lan-chou fell to the Mongols and most of the population fled in terror, two 

Chinese generals in the Mongol service, Shih T’ien-hsiang (a cousin of Shih T’ien-tse, 

q.v.) and Li Ch’i-ko (i.e. Li Shou-hsien, 1189-1234), were in charge of the operations 

under Muqali’s command. As they entered the ravaged town, they saw Chung-kuan 

and Hai-yiin who were moving about totally unconcerned. On being asked whether 

they were not afraid of being killed by the troops, Hai-yiin calmly replied that, on the 

contrary, they relied on their protection, whereupon he introduced his master. Mugqali 

was so impressed by their behavior that he forthwith wrote a report about them to 
Cinggis Qan, who was then in Central Asia at the outset of his invasion of Khwarazm. 



Lad, 

Under Muagali’s protection, Chung-kuan and Hai-yiin proceeded to the north as 

planned, and after several months’ travelling through war-torn areas of Shansi and 

Hopei, they arrived at Ch’ih-ch’eng in Hopei. There they were received as guests in 

the house of a family named Chang. While they were staying in Ch’ih-ch’eng, Muqali 

received instructions from Cinggis Qan to the effect that the two monks, being truly 

‘speakers to Heaven’ were to be fed, clothed and treated well, and were to be regarded 

as dargqan, i.e. as Mongol freemen, exempted from taxes and corvée. Consequently, 

Mugali invited Chung-kuan and Hai-yiin to take up residence at the Hsiang-ch’iian ssu 

in Hsing-an (Hopei). He further bestowed religious titles on them, but Chung-kuan 

declined the honour and the two monks became known simply as the Senior 

Venerable and the Junior Venerable respectively. 

Old age (Chung-kuan was about sixty at the time), the hardships of travel and the 

loss of familiar surroundings must all have contributed to hasten Chung-kuan’s death 

in the summer of 1220. The loss of his master was undoubtedly a blow to the young 

disciple. Hai-yiin arranged the funeral, begged for food and saw to the pagoda in 

which Chung-kuan was buried. One night Hai-yiin dreamed that he was ordered by a 

spirit to leave Hsing-an and settle elsewhere. Hai-yiin followed those alleged 

instructions and began his search for a new abode. 

He travelled south in 1221. While stopping overnight at a place called Sung-p’u, 

the monk attained enlightenment on seeing sparks flying from a piece of struck flint. 

He touched his face with his hands and exclaimed, ‘Today for the first time I realise 

that eyebrows run horizontally while the nose is set vertically. Only now I am aware 

of the fact that the old and learned monks in the world do not talk in their sleep!’ As 

usual in Ch’an Buddhist tradition, the exact meaning of Hai-yiin’s exclamation is 

unintelligible because religious experience is always subjective and subtle. One may 

guess from Hai-yiin’s exclamation that he had discovered his own true identity for the 

first time. In other words, from physical features like eyebrows and nose, he had 

finally come to realise that he was himself the object, as well as the subject, of his 

religious quest. In the past he might have lectured on Buddhist doctrine or sat in 

meditation, yet he probably never identified the practice and the goal with himself 

here and now. The flashing sparks seemed to suggest that, though different in essence 

to the stone, sparks and flint are not unrelated. Once the distinction of object and 

subject is overcome, one gains a new outlook upon all things. And, although still 

active in the world of common sense, one is no longer confused thereafter by external 

objects and inner feelings. 

The morning after his enlightenment Hai-yiin travelled to Ching-chou and visited 

the monk Pen-wu Hsiian, who asked him where he came from. Hai-yiin replied, ‘The 

clouds have cleared away from the dark valley.’ ‘Where will you go from here?’ said 
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Hsiian. ‘The moon shines over the tall pines,’ Hai-yiin replied. Hsiian acknowledged 

Hai-yiin’s answers with a nod and said, ‘Mr. Meng the eighth has gone in the same 

manner.’ Hai-yiin then went away saying ‘Yes, yes....’ 

Puzzling conversations between host and guest like the one above are an 

important feature of Ch’an Buddhism, following immediately on a person’s claim to 

have attained enlightenment. In the present case, the questions asked by the host were 

commonsensical as well as spiritual. But the answers were altogether in the spiritual 

mode. ‘The clouds have cleared away from the dark valley’ seems to mean that the 

guest has had his experience of enlightenment and is completely free from doubts. 

‘The moon shines over the tall pines’ might describe the state of the enlightened mind. 

The deepest doubts, any more than tall trees, cannot keep out the light. The host’s nod 

indicated understanding and acceptance of the claim, meaning that Hai-yiin’s 

enlightenment had now been acknowledged. 

The same Buddhist source claims that while passing through Chiti-chou, Hai-yiin 

met a scholar named Chang Tzu-chen. ‘Reverend, why don’t you settle down in a 

temple instead of coming to this town?’ asked Chang. Hai-yiin replied, ‘When there is 

none in the river, one must get his fish from the market.’ This shows that, having 

become his own master, the monk went in search of whatever he needed without 

being restrained by any worldly convention. 

Important though they were, those encounters were no substitute for the status 

accruing from recognition by Hai-yiin’s own school. Unacknowledged by that 

authority, Hai-ytin’s position in the tradition would remain questionable. 

Consequently Hai-yiin went to Yen-ching and visited master Chung-ho (d. 1232), a 

junior clerical brother of the late Master Chung-kuan. The night before Hai-yiin’s 

arrival, Chung-ho dreamt that a monk entering the monastery made straight for the 

great hall and sat on the ‘lion throne.’ Thereupon, he told the brother in charge of 

visitors, “Today there may be a visiting monk. Should he come, bring the visitor to 

me.’ When Hai-yiin arrived, and was led to Chung-ho, the old master thought, ‘This 

is the monk whom I saw in my dream.’ As the two Ch’an masters faced each other, a 

dramatic conversation immediately ensued. Hai-yiin said, ‘I came here 

unintentionally. How are we going to proceed with our meeting?’ Chung-ho replied, 

‘If you are meditating, then you should continue your meditation. But if you have 

woken up, as you claim, then you should not play games with me!’ ‘While striking a 

flint I saw flying sparks, and realised that eyebrows run horizontally whereas a nose is 

set vertically,’ Hai-yiin said. ‘My position is different,’ said the master. ‘How do you 

justify that?’ Hai-yiin asked. The master said, ‘Teeth are a mouthful of bones, and 

ears are two pieces of skin.’ ‘I thought you had something else in mind,’ said Hai-yiin. 
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“Wrong! Wrong!’ yelled the master; and Hai-yiin screamed back, ‘The bandit is 

soundly defeated!’ Thereupon the master withdrew. 

The two monks met again the next day, and Chung-ho mentioned a kung-an (a 

‘theme’ for Ch’an meditation), which said that when the heads of two monasteries 

met, all they did was shout at each other. Master Lin-chi (I-hsiian, d. 866) was asked 

whether the roles of host and guest could still be assumed in such circumstances. Lin- 

chi answered that they could. ‘What does this story mean?’ asked Chung-ho. Hai-yiin 

replied with a four-line poem: 

The old mirror of the Ch’in period is shattered, 
But the ancient awl remains polished and sharp. 
The dragon flies beyond the clouds. 
Why should one toil, hammering at (this question)? 

*This considers only the opportunity (chi), but it ignores function (yung),’ 

commented Chung-ho. Hai-yiin at once overturned a meditation couch. The master 

said, “You may be enjoying the trip, but you have not reached home yet!’ Hai-yiin 

struck his host and said, ‘You are the ghost of a thousand-year-old fox. To know you 

is worthless!’ “You have only understood function, but not yet substance (t’i),’ 

commented Chung-ho. Whereupon Hai-yiin stepped forward and said: 

The blue mountain rises above the wintry scene, 
Moonlight brightens a stream of clouds. 

Chung-ho observed: ‘You have grasped only substance, but not yet wisdom 

(chih/prajna)’. Hai-yiin immediately responded with another verse: 

Water flows east and west, 
Falling flowers fly in any direction. 

The master commented, ‘You may be clever enough in conversation, but that is 

irrelevant to essence.’ Hai-yiin raised his fist and clapped his hands, which shook the 

room. Chung-ho finally said, ‘So it is, so it is!’ Hai-yiin immediately withdrew. The 

next day, he was appointed secretary to Chung-ho. 

Whereas the above conversation is not recorded in the 1255 inscription, it seems 

authentic enough, for the inscription confirms that in the first meeting between Hai- 

yiin and Chung-ho ‘there were questions and answers, and the two monks were in 

deep agreement on many points.’ 

The conversation mentioned above is not only relevant to Hai-ytin’s career and 

spiritual attainment, it is also one of the rare documents relating to Lin-chi Buddhism 

during the Yiian period. Scholars of Ch’an Buddhism often make too much of the 

unconventional behaviour and arcane sayings cultivated by the tradition’s followers. 

Some even consider that these features were the school’s only characteristics. As far 

as the present document is concerned, it is true that both traits are much in evidence, 
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yet the tradition seems in essence more systematic and more poetic than it has 

received credit for. It also appears that this poetic quality later became a prominent 

attribute of Ch’an Buddhism. There is no doubt that verbal and physical exchanges 

such as those reported above conveyed deep meanings. By means of verbal 

exchanges and gestures, Master Chung-ho had verified Hai-yiin’s claim of 

enlightenment. The process had begun with the mention of ‘opportunity,’ progressing 

by way of ‘function’ and ‘substance’ to the end-point of ‘wisdom.’ The unwritten 

rules of the ‘repartee test’ were evidently well understood by the initiated, as were the 

other symbolic gestures that accompanied the dialogue. 

Hai-yiin’s association with Chung-ho is the most important event in the young 

monk’s career since it meant that his religious attainment had been authoritatively 

tested and recognised. Hai-yiin thus became the protégé of a renowned and 

influential master, who also happened to be the abbot of a very flourishing monastery. 

Most importantly, that monastery was located in the political and cultural centre of 

north China. During his stay there, the young secretary was tested again and again by 

Chung-ho, and always responded worthily. One day he told Hai-yiin, ‘You have now 

reached the stage of great peace and joy. You should preserve it with care and skill.’ 

With these words, he gave Hai-yiin the robe and a poem as symbols of transmission 

of the patriarchal authority. 

Having thus been designated by the master as his spiritual heir, Hai-ytin became 

the leader of the school and, as such, was extremely active in the region. In 1222 he 

was appointed abbot of the Lin-chi temple, the Jen-chih ssu, at Hsing-chou (Hopei). 

The following year, he was invited by the chief officials of the Yen-ching district, as 

well as by other noble and powerful local families, to lecture at the Ch’ing-shou ssu, 

one of the most important temples in Yen-ching. At the same time, he ruled the 

Hsing-kuo ssu at I-chou, but withdrew to the eastern peak of Shih-ching Mountain (in 

Fang-shan, Hopei) when unrest broke out at I-chou. 

During the autumn of 1224, Bdl (Muqali’s son, who had succeeded to his father 

in 1223; see Biography No. 1) invited Hai-yiin to be the founding abbot of the Yung- 

ch’ing ssu at Hsing-an. Hai-yiin accepted the position and managed the new 

establishment brilliantly. Within a period of less than three years, it became a great 

centre with a membership of thousands. B6l was impressed and thereafter requested 

the monk to travel to various places, notably to the island of Liao-yang (in the 

southern part of Liaoning), to offer incense and prayers for the welfare of the empire. 

Hai-yiin paid his respects to the ancestral tomb of his teacher Chung-ho when he 

passed I-chou (I-hsien, Liaoning) en route to Liao-yang. 

Hai-yiin’s connection with high officials and his proven ability in the 

management of religious affairs made him one of the most outstanding Buddhist 
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leaders in north China. His brilliance caught the eye of the Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (¢.v.), 

then a chief secretary-astrologer at the Mongol court and himself a Ch’an Buddhist of 

the Ts’ao-tung school. In 1228 Yeh-lii recommended that Hai-yiin be appointed 

Chung-ho’s successor as abbot of the Ch’ing-shou ssu, and the recommendation was 

accepted. This new position made Hai-yiin the undisputed head of the local Buddhist 

congregation in Yen-ching. His reputation attracted more monks to the monastery, 

and the establishment was enlarged with splendid ornaments and new buildings. 

During his tenure as abbot, Hai-yiin honoured his old master, Chung-ho, and had him 

comfortably accommodated in the West Hall, the customary residence of 

distinguished retired abbots. 

Hai-yiin returned as abbot to the Yung-ch’ing ssu at Hsing-an for a second term in 

1230. The following year his association with the Mongol court developed further 

and, no doubt through the intercession of influential patrons like Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, he 

was granted honorary titles by Ogddei Qa’an (T’ai-tsung, r. 1229-1241) and his 

younger brother Tolui (d. 1232). 

Hai-yiin stayed at Hsing-an till June-July of 1232 when he received the news of 

his old master’s death. He immediately returned to Yen-ching and made all the 

arrangements for the late abbot’s funeral and burial. He then spent a short time at the 

K’ai-yiian ssu in P’ing-chou (Hopei) at the invitation of the regional commander 

Tabun (d. 1243), before returning to the Ch’ing-shou ssu in Yen-ching in the autumn 

of 1233. His sojourn in that city proved to be crucial to his career for he made 

connections there with the highest authorities in the Mongol bureaucracy. 

At this time, Hsia-li (“Sariq), a high official, came to Yen-ching as ‘chancellor’ 

(ch’ eng-hsiang) under instructions from Ogédei. As Hsia-li had already heard of Hai- 

yiin’s reputation, he asked the surveillance commissioner Turqaq to accompany him 

on a visit to the monk. Hai-yiin addressed the officials and also preached the Pure 

Commandments to them. There might have been ulterior motives for this call, as 

hinted by the text of the inscription reporting the event. Indeed, the source states also 

that, following this meeting, the monk received a letter from the Qa’an, which 

‘discounted the frequently reported rumours.’ Thereafter, the buildings of the 

monastery were reserved exclusively for Buddhist rites. 

Sometime after their first meeting, Hsia-li organised a religious ceremony at 

which Hai-yiin was to act as master. Hai-yiin took the opportunity to inform Hsia-li 

of complaints according to which the latter dealt harshly with his subordinates and 

inspired much fear among the populace. Hai-yiin pleaded that ‘the people of Yen- 

ching have just experienced great misfortunes; only a handful of men have survived 

the long siege of the city.... (Their situation) resembles the grass and plants left after 

a harsh frost: they can only revive under the warm sun of spring.’ He argued further 
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that ‘people are the foundation of a country; how can a country be a country if there 

are no people? If Your Excellency is willing to provide the money for this ceremony 

to honour the Buddha, he should also follow the Lord’s way in improving the lot of 

the people...” Hsia-li took Hai-yiin’s advice and other officials praised the master for 

it. 

Among the officials whom Hai-yiin came to know at Yen-ching, Sigi Qutuqu (ca. 

1180-1260) (g.v.) was the most influential, being the powerful jarquci (‘judge, 

arbitrator’) for north China. Because the 1255 inscription is damaged, the time and 

circumstances of Hai-yiin’s association with Sigi Qutuqu are not certain. Yet a 

fragment of the inscription suggests that the connection was somehow related to the 

monk’s meeting with Hsia-li. It reports that sometime after that meeting, Sigi Qutuqu 

asked Hai-yiin how he should deal with a plague of locusts that was ravaging the 

region. Hai-yiin answered that the situation required a concerted approach combining 

official policies and popular support. When Sigi Qutuqu consulted him about 

hunting, a popular pastime among the Mongols, the monk observed that the most 

urgent task of officials was to preserve human lives, and not to indulge in such games 

as hunting and horse riding. He also insisted that reward and punishment should be 

guided by humanity and selflessness. 

Although Hai-yiin’s advice was not necessarily always followed, his relationship 

with Sigi Qutuqu no doubt served to enhance his influence. When K’ung Yiian-ts’u 

(1181-ca. 1252), a fifty-first generation descendant of Confucius, found himself in 

trouble, Hai-yiin was able to help, thanks to his influence with the Mongols. K’ung 

had inherited the title of Yen-sheng kung or Duke of Overflowing Sageliness from his 

father in 1190, an honour accorded by the Chin ruler as a gesture of patronage to 

Confucianism. When the Mongol army captured the Chin’s southern capital, Pien 

(K’ai-feng), in 1232, K’ung lost his position and became a refugee. During that time, 

Yiian Hao-wen (1190-1257), the distinguished Chin literatus, wrote to Yeh-lii Ch’u- 

ts’ai urging him to select talented scholars and notables from among the refugees for 

employment in the new government. He produced a list of fifty-four eminent 

individuals and K’ung was one of them. Yeh-lii accepted the suggestion and 

consequently had K’ung engaged in the service of the Mongol administration, 

restoring his hereditary title and privileges by imperial edict. 

According to the Buddhist sources, K’ung Yiian-ts’u left K’ai-feng and fled to his 

native Ch’ti-fu, in Shantung, where he obtained a letter of introduction from the 

Chinese overlord, general Yen Shih (q.v.). He then called on Hai-yiin at Yen-ching. 

The monk welcomed Yiian-ts’u and put his case to Sigi Qutuqu. During their 

interview, Hai-yiin stressed the centuries-old contribution that the Confucian tradition 

had made to the government of China. Although the tradition itself predated 
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Confucius, the latter’s compilation of the Classics had brought Confucian teaching 

into high esteem by rulers and common folk alike. It also made ministers, scholars 

and commoners aware and mindful of their respective positions. Hai-yiin praised 

Confucius as a sage of divine birth, very learned in ancient culture, who had taught 

the great Way of justice, setting the norm of human relationships. For these reasons, 

Confucius’ descendants through fifty-one generations had continuously been 

honoured with the title of Duke of Overflowing Sageliness by all those who ruled the 

country. That was also why sacrifices to Confucius had never ceased in the past. The 

grand judge heard the argument and accepted it; he restored K’ung’s title and had the 

sacrifices to Confucius resumed soon after. 

Further, Hai-ytin requested that the descendants of Yen Hui (521-490 B.C.) and 

Mencius (372-289 B.C.) be exempted from labour service as students of the 

Confucian Classics, and therefore persons contributing to the public good. This 

request was also granted. 

Although Hai-yiin was instrumental in the restoration of privileges to Confucian 

families, his contribution is ignored by the compilers of the Yiian History (Yiian-shih) 

and by some modern scholars. The evidence from Buddhist sources is quite 

substantial, however. It seems that at the time of the collapse of the Chin dynasty, 

K’ung Yiian-ts’u had sought help from different quarters. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai had 

supported him at court, while Hai-yiin pressed his cause at Yen-ching. 

Notwithstanding his assistance to the Confucian élite, Hai-yiin’s main concern 

remained naturally with his own religion. His most important contribution to the 

Buddhist community of Yen-ching relates to the examinations for the clergy. 

The growth of the monastic population and its impact on the economy was a 

touchy problem under most dynasties in imperial China, and the Mongols were no 

exception. As early as 1229/30, i.e. immediately after Ogddei was elected to the 

throne, monks under the age of fifty were directed to undergo qualifying 

examinations. Those who failed would be disrobed, thus making them liable to 

normal taxation and corvée duties (see the biography of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai). The 

matter reached a crisis in 1235, posing a serious threat to the Buddhist community in 

Yen-ching and causing great concern among Buddhist leaders, such as Wan-sung 

(Hsing-hsiu, 1166-1246), the prominent head of the Ts’ao-tung school of Ch’an in 

north China and former teacher of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai. In discussing the matter with 

Hai-yiin, Wan-sung argued that an examination of the monks at that particular time 

would be disastrous as religious lectures had been interrupted because of the war and 

most of the monks were in fact illiterate. It seems that Hai-yiin himself was doubtful 

whether he could be of much help. He remarked that the proposed examination was 

an imperial decision and must therefore have been taken for good reasons. He also 
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observed that most monks ‘had given little attention to the observance of 

commandments, neglected the learning of rituals, and lived in a manner that was far 

removed from the Way.’ These words sound more like the statement of a government 

official justifying the proposed examination than the objections of an opponent. 

Nevertheless, Hai-yiin’s opposition was clear and unambiguous when he 

discussed the matter with chancellor Hsia-li. The tone of the exchange between monk 

and official was very sharp. Hsia-li reiterated the government’s decree that only such 

as were able to read the religious scriptures should be allowed clerical status. Hai-yiin 

retorted, ‘I am myself an uneducated monk. I never consult the scriptures and cannot 

read even a single word.’ ‘If you cannot read,’ said the chancellor, ‘how could you 

become an abbot?’ The monk countered with another question: ‘Is his Excellency the 

Grand Officer (i.e. Sigi Qutuqu) able to read?’ The exchange took place in the 

presence of many officials, who were shocked by the master’s aggressiveness. Hsia-li 

finally conceded and asked, ‘How should we deal with this matter?’ The master said, 

‘How can monks be examined like school boys? What the government should do is 

to accumulate merits by worshipping the Three Jewels (of Buddhism), thus paying 

respect to Heaven in order that the empire may be extended.’ Nevertheless, the 

official decree prevailed. The examination of the clergy took place, but ‘no candidate 

was failed.’ Moreover, another imperial decree promulgated after the examination 

reaffirmed Cinggis Qan’s former edict to the effect that the Buddhist clergy should be 

exempt from taxation and corvée. 

In 1236, according to a Buddhist source, the Mongols were thinking of branding 

people on the arm, as they branded horses. Hai-yiin intervened and was successful in 

thwarting the project. He argued with Sigi Qutuqu that men were not cattle. They 

had made their peace and become subjects of the empire; anyway, where could they 

flee to, since the whole world belonged to the Mongols? The proposal was dropped. 

In addition to these activities, Hai-yiin fulfilled a number of appointments in 

various monasteries. In 1235 he became the abbot of the Lin-chi ssu at Chen-ting 

(Hopei), on the invitation of general Shih T’ien-tse, the overlord and commander of 

the region. It seems that Hai-yiin did not really wish to leave Yen-ching, where he 

had more success and exerted greater influence on the Mongol government and the 

Buddhist community. But the monastery at Chen-ting was the Founder’s Temple of 

the Lin-chi school of Ch’an Buddhism, and consequently a place of pilgrimage; 

furthermore, Shih T’ien-tse was a powerful man. The invitation was finally accepted. 

Having taken charge of the monastery, Hai-yiin restored the buildings to their original 

splendour, while still remaining abbot of the monastery at Yen-ching. He also 

became the head priest of the Chu-lin ssu sometime before 1237. He rebuilt that 

temple, but did not reside there for long. After putting its affairs in order, he had 
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himself replaced as abbot by one of his disciples, whereupon he travelled to the coast 

and the islands. 

According to the Fo-tsu li-tai t’ ung-tsai, Hai-yiin received the title of Eminent 

Scholar, Brilliant Heavenly Guardian of the State, from Cinggis Qan’s Second 

Empress (? Qulan Qatun) in 1237. Although this event is confirmed in another 

source, the date cannot be verified. In the autumn of 1239, Hai-yiin again became 

abbot of the Ch’ing-shou ssu. Two years later, monks from another Ch’an 

establishment offered their house to Hai-yiin as a place for the master’s retirement. 

Hai-yiin was not even forty at the time, so the offer seems to have been meant 

essentially as a sign of respect. Nevertheless, Hai-yiin accepted it and left the Ch’ing- 

shou ssu. On the eve of his departure, he called the senior monks together and 

explained the problems involved in managing the monastery through the current 

difficult decade. He besought them to work together to safeguard it and to appoint 

none but virtuous abbots. 

Hai-yiin’s reputation and accomplishments finally came to the attention of 

Qubilai, then an ambitious young prince of the Mongol royal family, who summoned 

the monk to his camp at Qara Qorum in 1242. Hai-yiin responded and gained 

audience with the prince. Two significant points emerged from this meeting: firstly, 

Hai-yiin’s interview with Qubilai began a continuing rapport with the future qa’an and 

his family. Secondly, Hai-yiin’s introduction of Liu Ping-chung (q.v.) to Qubilai 

contributed indirectly towards the establishment of the Ytian dynasty and its capital 

city Ta-tu (Daidu). 

There are two versions of this encounter with Qubilai. According to the Buddhist 

records, the first question asked by the prince was whether Buddhism offered a way to 

achieve peace for the world. Hai-yiin replied that Buddhism contained the 

dharmadhatu and nourished the four classes of living beings. Thus, Buddhism 

encompassed the entire universe, the world ‘within the four seas’ being merely a 

fraction of it. He told the prince that the prosperity of the empire was dependent on 

the happiness of the people, whose feelings were shaped by the policies of the 

government and by Heaven. Both Heaven and man impinged on the mind, though 

most people did not distinguish the two influences. In order to apply the law of 

Buddhism effectively, the distinction between Heaven and man should be understood. 

As far as the Buddhist view of man’s role was concerned, ‘its principle is discussed in 

the Wang-fa cheng-lun p’in (i.e. the Devendra-samaya). The principle is explicit, it is 

neither easy nor difficult; the problem is whether Your Highness is willing to practise 

it.’ The monk also advised Qubilai to engage men of great virtue and Confucian 

learning, and to question them about the flourishing and the decline of dynasties. He 
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was sure that the prince would obtain useful answers from such scholars and worthy 

men. 

The next question asked by Qubilai concerned the relative, position of the Three 

Teachings of China, viz. Buddhism, Taoism and Confucianism. The question 

consisted of three parts: which one of the three was the most esteemed? Which was 

the supreme law? And which priests were the most exalted? ‘Our Buddha is the 

supreme sage among all holy men,’ Hai-yiin replied; ‘the Buddhist Law is the most 

worthy; and among priests only Buddhist monks are sincere. Buddhism, therefore, 

occupies the highest position among the Three Teachings.’ He also claimed that this 

had been acknowledged since ancient times. 

Hai-yiin’s interview seems to have been very successful; the prince received the 

Bodhisattva-ordination for the lay observant, by which the latter pledged himself to 

follow the Commandments of the Great Vehicle. The prince bestowed a silk robe 

with jewellery ornaments on the master and treated him with the regard due to a 

teacher. The empress (Téregene Qatun), who was then holding the regency, was 

pleased with the monk and instructed the court to respect the order of precedence 

established by Cinggis Qan, according to which Buddhist monks ranked first in court 

status, and Taoist priests were forbidden to stand above them. 

The prince also enquired about the practice of Buddhist Law (Dharma). Hai-yiin 

advised that it was difficult to achieve a receptive state of mind and goodness. As 

both conditions had already been acknowledged by the prince, they should be 

carefully nurtured henceforward. Having received the Commandments, the prince 

should find no fault with Buddhism. He should also promote the well-being of all 

men; diligently suppress evil; be just in reward and punishment; appoint virtuous men 

and be receptive to their remonstrances. The monk concluded that to accomplish 

those things at all times was to practise the Dharma. 

According to another source, the questions asked by Qubilai bore on two points, 

viz., the principle and the fruit, or effect, of Buddhism; and the difference between the 

law for those who renounce the world and the law for those who remain in the world, 

in other words, for monks and for laymen. In answer to these questions, Hai-yiin said 

that the Dharma covered everything. It was neither pure nor impure, neither living 

nor dead. In view of this, how could there be any difference as to whether one had 

renounced the world or one had chosen to remain in it? The master claimed that the 

Dharma supports heaven and earth, and makes the sun and the moon shine. At the 

level of mankind, it entailed ‘governing without action’ on the part of the emperor, the 

loyal service of princes to the sovereign, and filial piety towards parents. Therefore, 

the prince should promote virtue; relieve men’s suffering; resist delusions; accept 

rightful orders and good advice; shun extravagance; and never make improper 
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utterances. He should worship Buddha by achieving contentment. He should always 

distinguish right from wrong. If matters arose about which he ought to speak frankly, 

then he should do so even at the risk of incurring his superior’s displeasure. 

The main difference between the two versions of the conversation between the 

monk and the prince is that in the former Hai-yiin valued his own religion far above 

the others, and advised Qubilai accordingly. By contrast, the latter version lays stress 

on the oneness of the principle ruling both clergy and laymen. The latter version is 

syncretic. Phrases like ‘governing without action’ and ‘achieving contentment’ are 

well-known Taoist terms; and expressions such as ‘loyal services to the sovereign and 

filial piety towards parents’ are obviously Confucian. Here, the Buddhist elements, 

though strong, are much less evident than in the former account. Both versions 

derived probably from the same original report, of which each came to stress a 

different aspect. As far as the monk’s religious attitudes are concerned, he seemed 

more liberal than most of his colleagues. Yet this open-mindedness did not preclude a 

preference for his own religious commitment. 

Hai-yiin’s relations with Qubilai and his recommendation of Liu Ping-chung raise 

an interesting question. There is no doubt that it was on the master’s recommendation 

that Liu joined the staff of the Mongol prince, though the connection between the 

monk and Liu was more casual than most historians have made out. Liu was 

originally a disciple of Hsti-chao (1196-1252), a master of the Ts’ao-tung school of 

Ch’an Buddhism. Liu followed Hsii-chao to the Nan-t’ang ssu, the great monastery at 

Yiin-chung (Shansi). It seems that Hsii-chao left Yiin-chung after a short stay, but 

Liu remained behind and somehow became associated with K’o-an Lang, a senior 

disciple of Hai-yiin. When the latter was summoned by Qubilai, he met Liu at Yiin- 

chung en route to Qubilai’s camp. Hai-yiin was impressed by the young monk’s broad 

learning and quick wit, and he invited Liu to join his party (see the biography of Liu 

Ping-chung). This indicates that the master had not known Liu previously, and could 

have had no intention of including him among his travelling companions. Hai-yiin 

and Liu’s relation as master and disciple seems therefore to have been limited to the 

duration of the journey. 

After arriving at the camp and meeting the prince, the monk declined a royal 

request to stay on and returned to Yen-ching, while Liu became a member of 

Qubilai’s staff. Although their contact had been brief, it proved significant to both 

men. For Hai-yiin, the recruitment of such a talented youth represented a signal 

service to Qubilai; having a disciple at the centre of political power provided a means 

of exercising continuing influence on the course of events. As for Liu, he would gain 

authority from the protection of such a prominent and influential master. 
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Hai-yiin took advantage of his new association with the royal family to 

reconstruct and enlarge the Ch’ing-shou ssu, to which he had returned. The main hall, 

the library and other buildings of the temple complex were either renovated or rebuilt. 

Among those who made donations to support the project were the two princes, Mége 

and *Siregi. 

The royal connection remained strong during the years following the meeting. 

When Prince Jingim was born in 1243, Hai-yiin had the honour of naming the infant, 

which he did, performing a ceremony which amounted to a Buddhist baptism. The 

name he conferred on the infant was Chen-chin ‘True Gold’ (>Mo. Jingim). Qubilai 

offered the master a hat made of pearls in 1244; and on Téregene’s request, the master 

performed a religious ceremony at Wu-t’ai shan in 1245, for the country’s welfare. 

The empress again summoned the master to Qara Qorum in 1246, but he had to turn 

back to Yen-ching after taking sick half-way through the journey. 

In 1247 Hai-yiin was ordered by the newly enthroned emperor, Giiyiik (Ting- 

tsung; r. 1246-1248), to take charge of all Buddhist affairs in north China. A gift of 

ten thousand ounces of silver was bestowed on the master by the emperor for 

conducting a religious ceremony at the Hao-t’ien ssu to ensure the welfare of the 

empire. Soon after, Ogédei’s fourth son, Qaraéar, invited Hai-yiin to Qara Qorum. 

The master complied and was accommodated at the T’ai-p’ing hsing-kuo monastery. 

Giiytik died in March-April of the following year. The monk was again invited 

to conduct an appropriate ceremony. He had copied the (Ta-ch’ eng) San-chii-chieh, a 

Buddhist text on monastic discipline, in his own blood. An inscription confirms this, 

adding that the master copied the book using as ink blood from his own hands mixed 

with gold powder. Sixteen copies were made and distributed to different monasteries 

in the country as a means of safeguarding the empire. This act was appreciated by the 

empress, OSul Qaimi8, who bestowed a robe on the monk and honoured him with the 

title of Master of the Sect; she requested him to continue teaching and praying for the 

good of the empire. In the meantime, he resigned as abbot of the Ch’ing-shou ssu, to 

be succeeded by one of his disciples. 

Hai-yiin visited Yiin-chung again in 1250 and had several ruined monasteries 

repaired. The master’s career reached its high point when Mongke was elected as 

qa’an in 1251. Méngke reconfirmed Hai-yiin as superintendent of Buddhist Affairs in 

north China, and renewed the previous emperors’ edicts exempting monks and nuns 

from taxation and corvée. However, the situation changed abruptly the following 

year, with Hai-yiin relinquishing his position in favour of his disciple Chih-lang. 

Such a decision on Hai-yiin’s part was no doubt prompted by the Mongol court’s 

appointment in 1252 (in rather obscure circumstances) of the Tibetan lama Na-mo as 
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general administrator of Buddhist Affairs — signifying a definite switch from Chinese 

(Ch’an) Buddhism to Tibetan Lamaism at Qara Qorum. 

Hai-yiin’s interests then began to turn increasingly towards the expansion of the 

monastic establishment, with a view to perpetuating the traditions of his school. To 

that effect, he expanded the P’u-chi Ch’an-ssu into a large monastery. This time the 

cost of the project was entirely defrayed by the master and his disciples. Even the 

materials and furnishings were supplied and made by members of the clergy. The 

construction was completed within less than half a year. When Qubilai was informed 

of this, he renamed the monastery Hai-yiin Ch’an-ssu. 

In May-June of 1252, Hai-yiin was again summoned by Qubilai to his camp, 

which was then at Chin-lien ch’uan on the Shan-tien River (Inner Mongolia), north- 

west of Peking. Qubilai was genuinely fond of Hai-yiin, and he was at the time also 

deeply involved in the affairs of China. Qubilai questioned him about the ‘ultimate 

meaning’ (ti-i) of Buddhism. The monk told the prince that good government and 

peace were paramount, and that in his leisure time he should investigate ‘the original 

mind of Buddha and the Patriarchs.” Apparently, Qubilai and his entourage were 

impressed by Hai-yiin’s discourse, and showed him great respect and devotion. 

On 16 October 1255, a stele with an important commemorative inscription in 

honour of Hai-yiin was erected in the Ch’ing-shou ssu at Yen-ching. The event was 

unusual, since such tributes were normally posthumous. This inscription, still extant 

although badly damaged, constitutes the earliest authoritative document on the monk’s 

career. Its inauguration coincided with the victory of the Buddhists, led by Hai-yiin’s 

confrére Fu-yii (1203-75), in the first round of the Buddho-Taoist confrontation which 

had erupted that year after three decades of acrimonious debates and mutual 

accusations. The edict condemning the Taoists had in fact been issued only two 

weeks before, on 30 October, from Méngke’s camp in Mongolia. 

On New Year’s day (29 January) of 1256, Hai-yiin conducted a ceremony for the 

welfare of the state at the Hao-t’ien ssu. The next day he was paralysed by a stroke, 

from which he had partially recovered by the following summer. Prince Siregi sent a 

message with the gift of a golden staff and of precious material for a robe, requesting 

in return a copy of Hai-yiin’s ‘religious discourse’ (fa-yli). These discourses may well 

be the ‘recorded sayings’ (yii-lu) of Hai-yiin, which were compiled before 1255 (they 

are mentioned in the Ch’ing-shou ssu inscription) and circulated under the title of Tsa- 

tu hai or The Ocean of Sundry Poisons. This is the only known work of Hai-yiin and 

it does not seem to have survived, unfortunately. 

Realising that the end was near, Hai-yiin gave instructions soon after for the safe- 

keeping of some of his personal property and for appropriate funeral arrangements. 
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On 18 May 1257, he urged that a painting be made of a storm at sea on the west 

wall of the Hua-yen ssu, where he was staying at the time. The next day, having 

chanted a hymn, he requested his companions to be silent for he wished to rest. The 

monk in attendance immediately reported this to the abbot, but Hai-yiin was dead by 

the time the high priest had run to his side. He was fifty-four years old. Although no 

sources indicate where the Hua-yen ssu was situated, it seems that it was the one at 

Yiin-chung. Hai-yiin was cremated in a great ceremony attended by many dignitaries. 

His ashes were brought back to the Ch’ing-shou ssu to be enshrined, for the most part 

in a pagoda at the south-west corner of the compound. The rest of the ashes was 

distributed among the seven temples with which Hai-yiin had been connected. The 

posthumous title of Buddha-Sun, Perfectly Enlightened Great Patriarch was conferred 

on the late master. 

Ten years later, when the new capital Ta-tu was being built north-east of the old 

Yen-ching, a plot of land, 46 metres in circumference, was allocated for the master’s 

memorial pagoda next to the Ch’ing-shou ssu and within the city walls. Another title 

was conferred on him in 1314, elevating him posthumously to the rank of National 

Teacher (kuo-shih). This makes Hai-yiin the only Chinese monk to have been 

honoured with such an exalted title by the Yiian court, all other National Teachers 

being of non-Han origin. On that occasion, the pagoda was repaired and a new 

inscription, the text of which had been composed by the academician Ch’eng Chii-fu 

(1249-1318), was erected on the site by imperial command. 

Hai-yiin’s activities were twofold, monastic and secular. His contribution to 

Buddhism consists essentially in the strengthening of Lin-chi Ch’an Buddhism in 

north China. His authority over that school as its sixteenth generation patriarch has 

been acknowledged by the Buddhist historians, who also stress his role in the great 

flourishing that the Lin-chi school experienced in Yen-ching/Ta-tu in the Yiian 

period. His achievements as a leader are demonstrated by the great number of 

temples under his jurisdiction, and by the fact that he was twice abbot of the Yung- 

ch’ing ssu and three times abbot of the Ch’ing-shou ssu. As the undisputed head of 

Chinese Buddhists in Yen-ching and north China at the time, Hai-yiin was able to 

negotiate with the Mongol authorities also on behalf of his Ts’ao-tung confréres over 

the delicate matter of Buddhist privileges, and it was thanks to him that the proposed 

examination for the Buddhist clergy was tactfully forgotten. He was also responsible 

for the construction and repair of numerous temples: this achievement was all the 

more remarkable since it not only took place during the troubled decades following 

the Mongol conquest of north China, but was carried out in the face of overt hostility 

from Taoist quarters. 
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Hai-yiin’s contribution to the welfare of the common people of north China seems 

even more impressive, especially during the transition from Chin to Mongol rule. His 

repeated representations to the Mongol authorities certainly persuaded the conquerors 

to lighten their grip on the vanquished. He promoted the revival of Chinese 

traditional culture and values by helping scholars like K’ung Yiian-ts’u, and by 

introducing to Qubilai the former Buddhist monk Liu Ping-chung, who was to 

become one of the most influential advisers at the Mongol court. His ecclesiastical 

services to the Mongol authorities in Yen-ching, and his numerous converts and 

friendly relations with the imperial family gained Hai-yiin much respect and prestige. 

Hai-yiin is not noted as an outstanding thinker, but the fragmentary reports of his 

conversations that have reached us suggest that he has probably been underestimated 

by later scholars. As a religious teacher, Hai-yiin was inspired by the tenets and 

methods of his school, with emphasis on ‘no dependence on the four modes of 

observance,’ and reliance on personal effort. His philosophical outlook displays a 

Buddho-Confucian approach characteristic of Sung period syncretism, with much 

emphasis placed on good government and the welfare of the people. These ‘liberal’ 

attitudes should not be interpreted as a sign of his weakness in the Buddhist faith: they 

flow naturally from the concept of the One or Universal Mind. According to Hai-yiin, 

the Dharma is ultimately the same for the layfolk and for such as have withdrawn 

from the world, although there may be differences of practice. The Universal Mind is 

known also as the Buddha-nature, which permeates and embraces everything. In 

everyday terms, Ch’an Buddhists saw no conflict between their doctrine and those of 

other philosophical schools; but on the transcendental plane, Buddhists claimed of 

course that only through their religion can one achieve ultimate enlightenment. In 

this broader conception, not only could Hai-yiin acknowledge Confucianism’s 

particular contribution to the order of family and government, but he was even able to 

accommodate some Taoist concepts such as ‘non-action’ or ‘rest in contentment’ 

without invalidating the basic Ch’an teaching. A very similar outlook was held by his 

contemporary, Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, and other prominent lay Buddhists. 

Hai-yiin had many disciples, of whom the 1255 inscription lists the principal. 

Only one, Hsi-yiin An, was to achieve later fame in his own right: he was abbot of the 

Ch’ing-shou ssu towards the end of the thirteenth century and was honoured with an 

inscription written by the eminent painter and man of letters, Chao Meng-fu (1254- 

1322). The temple itself was a landmark of Peking for centuries. It was popularly 

known as Shuang-t’a ssu, or Twin-Pagodas Temple, because the relics-pagodas 

(stipas) of Hai-yiin and his disciple Chih-lang were both built inside the temple 

compound. The old site of the temple was located in West Ch’ang-an Street; 

unfortunately the temple with the pagodas was demolished when the street was 
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broadened in 1955. A number of relics related to Hai-yiin were discovered in his 

pagoda and they have been preserved in the Capital Museum (Shou-tu po-wu-kuan). 

The inscription of 1255 was moved to the Fa-yiian ssu, where it still is. 
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PART TWO 

THE PERIOD OF QUBILAI AND HIS RULE 

(1260/1271-1294) 
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ADVISERS AND ADMINISTRATORS 

16. LIU PING-CHUNG (1216-1274) 

Liu Ping-chung, who rose from humble Buddhist novice to become principal 

adviser of Qubilai and leader of the Chinese literati serving at the Mongol court, was 

born in Hsing-t’ai, Hsing-chou (renamed Shun-te in 1262), Hopei in 1216 in the reign 

of the Chin emperor Hsiian-tsung (r. 1213-1224). He came from a prominent landlord 

family originally from Jui-chou in Liaoning. His forebears had held various official 

appointments under the Liao emperors and continued to serve under the Chin rulers. 

His great-grandfather once served the Chin as vice commanding prefect of Hsing- 

chou, and since his grandfather’s time the family had settled there, adopting the place 

as their seat. His father Liu Jun (d. 1246), a gifted musician and capable 

administrator, submitted to the Mongols in 1220 when Mugali (g.v.) overran Hsing- 

chou, and served in the Marshal’s Administration established by the Mongol 

conquerors. He was later appointed general controller, then acting registrar of Hsing- 

chou, and subsequently functioned served as superintendent of various government 

offices in Chii-lu and Nei-ch’iu counties in Hopei. Liu Jun married twice: his first 

wife née Ma gave birth to Liu Ping-chung, and his second wife née Chang bore him 

another son, Liu Ping-shu, who also had a successful official career under the Mongol 

rulers. 

Liu Ping-chung was known by different names throughout his life, each marking 

a distinctive phase in his long career. On his birth, he was given the name K’an, T. 

Chung-hui, but when he became a Buddhist convert ca. 1238, he adopted the name 

Tzu-tsung and the accompanying appellation Ts’ang-ch’un, or Ts’ang-ch’un 

san(shang)-jen (The Venerable Ts’ang-ch’un). He retained these religious names after 

he entered the service of Qubilai around 1239, and only used the name Ping-chung 

after it was granted him as an honorific appellation by Qubilai in 1264. 

A precocious child, Liu Ping-chung started his formal education in the local 

school at the age of seven and is said to have been capable of memorising several 

hundred characters a day — an historical chiché indicative of strong application to 

study. In that school he had among his classmates another boy from Hsing-chou, 

Chang Wen-ch’ien (q.v.), who later became his closest associate and a distinguished 

official under Qubilai Qa’an. During his teens, Liu Ping-chung already showed 

exceptional promise, outshining his companions by his leadership, resolute character 
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and carefree disposition. At the age of twelve, in 1228, an important event occurred 

in his life: his father Liu Jun was made registrar in Hsing-chou. According to the 

current regulations, he was required to send his son to the Marshal’s Administration as 

a hostage. The local marshal was struck by Liu Ping-chung’s appearance and, 

recognising his worth, let him pursue his studies instead of having him perform 

menial tasks as was usual for hostage sons. 

Upon his father’s retirement in 1232, Liu Ping-chung was freed and appointed 

scribe-secretary in the prefectural governor’s administration, where he greatly 

impressed his peers with his ability and diligence. His new position gave him little 

satisfaction, however, and he soon tired of the routine. In 1236 his mother died and 

he took leave to attend her burial, which depressed him deeply. It is said that one day 

he grew so tired of his work that he threw away his brush and sighed, ‘Life is so short, 

yet there is no end to worldly affairs’; thereupon he resigned his office and retreated to 

Mt. Wu-an, in Ch’ing-hua county north-east of Hsin-yang, Honan. (The Yiian History 

[Yiian-shih] biography records a different version of his remarks: “The members of 

my family have enjoyed distinguished careers for generations, how can I languish as a 

clerk? A great man should withdraw and live in seclusion.’) 

There is no precise information on Liu Ping-chung’s activities during his sojourn 

on Mt. Wu-an. One source claims that he met an extraordinary man there and began 

doing mathematics under him, but he most probably took up Taoist studies and 

practices, spending time with the followers of the syncretic Taoist Ch’tian-chen sect 

(see the biography of Ch’iu Ch’u-chi). He was discouraged from becoming a Taoist 

by his childhood friend Hao Chih-wen (1217-67), a Buddhist convert later known as 

monk P’u-an. On the latter’s advice, Liu engaged in Buddhist studies and sought 

enlightenment from the monks in his vicinity. Before long, the renowned Ch’an monk 

of Khitan extraction, Hsii-chao (1196-1252), who was a patriarch of the Ts’ao-tung 

sect, arrived in Hsing-chou at the invitation of the local officials to become abbot of 

T’ien-ning monastery. Hearing of Liu Ping-chung’s interest in Buddhism, he sent for 

him and took him as his disciple. Liu, then twenty-two years old, thus returned to his 

native place and entered the Buddhist church under the new name of Tzu-tsung. 

Because of his literary knowledge, he was put in charge of secretarial matters, while 

being instructed in the Buddhist religion by his master. This was the beginning of Liu 

Ping-chung’s formal association with Ch’an Buddhism. 

It is not certain what attracted Liu to Buddhism. Frustration with his early 

official career may partly account for his conversion and his interest in Buddhist 

philosophy, particularly Ch’an. His predilection for Ch’an Buddhism notwith- 

standing, Liu retained much interest in Taoist studies and practices, nor did his 

religious tendencies distract him from political events. He continued to show strong 
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sympathy with the Confucian ideal, and was eager to perpetuate it in his service of the 

state. There was, therefore, a significant element of syncretism in his intellectual 

orientation which he used to his advantage when he came to serve under Qubilai a 

decade later. 

In autumn 1238 Hsing-chou was plagued by locusts, and Hsii-chao was forced to 

move to Yiin-chung (Shansi), taking Liu Ping-chung with him, but he returned to 

Hsing-chou in the following year. Liu remained in Yiin-chung where he took up 

residence in Nan-t’ang monastery. There he befriended a learned monk, K’o-an Lang, 

who was a senior disciple of the leading Ch’an master Hai-yiin (g.v.) of the Lin-chi 

sect, and with him studied astrology, Yin-Yang philosophy, divination, geomancy and 

other pseudo-sciences. Hai-yiin later passed through Yiin-chung on his way to Qara 

Qorum where he was summoned by Qubilai for consultation on state affairs. Through 

his disciple he met Liu Ping-chung and, impressed by his erudition, invited Liu to 

accompany him on his northern journey. 

His summons of Hai-yiin in 1239 had important implications for Qubilai who, 

under the guidance of his mother Sorqaqtani Beki (d. 1252), was then coming to 

prominence at the Mongol court. Sorgaqtani had been allotted the territory of Chen- 

ting in Hopei by Ogédei in 1232, after the death of her husband Tolui. An astute and 

enlightened woman, she had employed Chinese scholar-officials with great success in 

the administration of her domain, and Qubilai was thus exposed to Chinese influence 

when still in his teens. He gradually became convinced of the advisability of enlisting 

the support of the literati in his bid for power. The invitation extended to Hai-yiin and 

others to an audience in Qara Qorum was the first step taken to that effect. 

Liu Ping-chung’s association with Qubilai was the turning-point in his career. 

His service under Qubilai must have provided an excellent opportunity for him to 

realise his fervent aspiration of preserving the Confucian tradition. Despite his 

Buddhist outlook, Liu shared the anxiety of many religious leaders of the time, such 

as the Chiian-chen patriarch Ch’iu Ch’u-chi (q.v.) and the Ch’an master Hai-yiin, 

regarding the long term effects of Mongol rule in China. By gaining Qubilai’s 

confidence, he found the opportunity to play a major role in softening the rough edges 

of the Mongol administration and in perpetuating the Confucian heritage at a time 

when it was in real danger of collapse. In this preoccupation, he did not allow his 

religious beliefs to interfere with his commitment to defending the native tradition. In 

his private life he was attracted to Buddhism and Taoism, yet in his public career he 

was wholly dedicated to the ideal of modifying Mongol institutions according to 

Confucian principles, and he aspired to become an influential statesman under an 

enlightened ruler. This dual aspect of Liu Ping-chung is the key to our understanding 

of this extraordinary personality. 
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Upon their arrival in Qara Qorum, Hai-yiin and his companions received a 

cordial welcome from Qubilai, for they were the first Chinese to accept his invitation 

to advise him on state affairs. In his audiences with Qubilai, Hai-yiin frequently 

called upon Liu Ping-chung’s resourcefulness. Liu responded with great competence 

for he was well-versed in the Book of Changes, astrology, mathematics, the calendar, 

music, geography, divination, and the different schools of ritual. Qubilai was 

particularly impressed by his knowledge of current events and insight into political 

matters. It is doubtful that Liu Ping-chung possessed a knowledge of spoken 

Mongolian, although the modern scholar Yiian Chi (see the Bibliography) suggests 

that he may have learned some from his teacher Hsti-chao, who, being a Khitan, 

should have been familiar with that language. In any event, it appears more likely 

that the conversation with Qubilai was conducted through an interpreter. The visitors 

were invited to stay, and when Hai-yiin later departed because of old age, Liu Ping- 

chung became Qubilai’s closest Chinese adviser. During the next few years he gained 

frequent access to Qubilai, offering counsel on statecraft and administration, and 

recommending several of his friends for official appointments, including his 

childhood classmate Chang Wen-ch’ien, Li Te-hui, and other men of talent. 

In 1246 his father died, whereupon Liu begged for leave and arrived home in the 

following year. He spent the next three years in Hsing-t’ai observing the mourning 

period, studying and befriending local scholars and officials, until he was called back 

to Qara Qorum in spring of 1249. While on his way north, he took the opportunity to 

recruit several able people for Qubilai’s service, including Ma Heng (1207-77), who 

later became an expert in fiscal administration; but little is known of Liu Ping-chung’s 

activities until 1251, when a major change occurred in Qubilai’s fortunes. 

In July of that year, M6ngke (1223-59), Qubilai’s older brother, was elected to the 

Mongol qa’anate. Soon after, he delegated the administration of the conquered 

territories to his relatives and supporters and, because of Qubilai’s experience, he put 

him in charge of the Chinese population south of Cila’un Mt. in present Inner 

Mongolia. Qubilai established his headquarters at Chin-lien ch’uan, i.e. on the Shan- 

tien River, and started organising the administration of the new domain in 

consultation with his advisers. Liu Ping-chung seized this opportunity to submit a 

lengthy memorial to Qubilai outlining a plan of government based on Confucian 

principles and traditional Chinese models. 

Liu began his memorial with a reference to Confucian morality as expressed in 

the ‘three bonds,’ the ‘five constant virtues’ and the traditional institutions, pointing 

out that these were the basic principles of earlier successful governments. Turning to 

Mongol rule, Liu mentioned the famous dictum of Lu Chia to Han Kao-tsu (r. 202 — 

195 B.C.), subsequently repeated by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (q.v.) to Ogédei Qa’an, that 
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“even though an empire may be conquered on horseback, it could not be administered 

on horseback.’ Citing the example of the service rendered in ancient times by the 

Duke of Chou to his brother King Wu, Liu urged Qubilai to follow this example and 

serve his elder brother Méngke in such a way as to bring about an era of peace and 

prosperity. He then offered a detailed programme for the future Mongol government 

in China which included the following main points: 

Firstly, the establishment of a hierarchical bureaucracy on the Chinese model 

with civil and military officials recruited on merit through regular channels. 

Secondly, the reduction of existing rates of taxation to normal levels (i.e. one-half or 

one-third of current quota) in order to encourage those that had fled to return to their 

homes and occupations. Thirdly, the introduction of legislation on scales of salary, 

prerogatives of officials and punishments for offences and abuses, and the 

formulation of a simplified code of law together with an impartial system of justice to 

enforce it. Fourthly, the partial remission of debts accumulated by the people, the 

elimination of irregular imposts and the introduction of standard units of weights and 

measures to facilitate business transactions. Fifthly, the restriction of honours and 

decorations to high ranking officials, with a view to insuring the proper use of 

prerogatives; and the appointment of officials in charge of promoting agricultural 

production. Sixthly, the establishment of a traditional school system at the 

metropolitan, prefectural and county levels, and the restoration of competitive 

examinations for the recruitment of government officials. Seventhly, the appointment 

of officials to supervise agriculture in the fertile regions of Shensi and Honan for the 

purpose of provisioning the army and breeding horses for the forces; and the 

reduction of levies on salt, iron and wine to support their producers. Eighthly, the 

establishment of orphanages and old-age homes to provide food and shelter for the 

underprivileged, and resting quarters for envoys travelling to court in order to avoid 

imposing on the local people. Ninthly, the restoration of sacrificial offerings to 

Confucian temples and of time-honoured rituals and musical instruments, and the up- 

dating of the current calendrical system to confirm the authority of the new reign. 

Tenthly, the compilation of the official history of the defunct Chin state, so that the 

merits of the rulers and ministers might be transmitted to future generations — for 

‘even though a state may be vanquished, its history remains.’ 

Furthermore, Liu Ping-chung placed great emphasis on the importance of 

scholar-officials in the bureaucracy, pointing out that it was the state’s duty to protect 

them from poverty and to exempt them from arbitrary levies, thus enabling them to 

fulfil their obligations to the state. He also asserted that it was necessary to make a 

clear distinction in the selection of officials between men of virtue and inferior 

candidates, since the former would offer proper counsel to benefit state and people, 
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whereas the latter would only pursue their own self-interest and bring disgrace to their 

master. He concluded by stating that if his recommendations were adopted, and a 

hierarchical bureaucracy were established, staffed by conscientious officials and 

provided with a system of justice to maintain order, the empire would be ruled 

without trouble. 

In brief, Liu Ping-chung’s memorial for the restoration of traditional Chinese 

institutions reflects not only his faith in the universality of the Confucian ideal of 

government and its practical principles, but also his political acumen, since what he 

suggested was the only means whereby to end the chaos caused by prolonged military 

disorder and uncontrolled exploitation. In this, he echoed many of the views and 

proposals presented by scholar-officials such as Yao Shu, Hsii Heng and Hao Ching 

(qq.v.) in their audiences with Qubilai. Several of these recommendations, when 

adopted by Qubilai after his enthronement, had a revolutionary impact on the Mongol 

administration, for they meant the replacement of traditional Mongol practices, the 

continued use of which was advocated by the conservative elements at court. Qubilai 

was apparently impressed by this memorial, but was unable to implement the 

proposed reforms since he was not yet in a position of authority. 

In the following years Liu Ping-chung’s contribution as Qubilai’s principal 

counsellor was twofold: firstly he organised a body of political advisers at Qubilai’s 

headquarters at Chin-lien ch’uan, and secondly he initiated a series of reforms in his 

native prefecture, then under Qubilai’s direct administration, to test the suitability of 

some of his recommendations. Between 1244 and 1250 Liu had already introduced 

Chang Wen-ch’ien and Li Te-hui to Qubilai. He recruited other talented men, such as 

Chang Keng and Liu Su (1188-1263), to serve on Qubilai’s advisory staff. These 

were not accomplished academics, but all were able bureaucrats who later 

distinguished themselves as local administrators. The most outstanding of them was 

Chang Wen-ch’ien, who became Liu’s closest associate during the early years of his 

career. Under Liu’s supervision, Chang Wen-ch’ien helped in preparing the plans for 

many institutional changes and policy recommendations, and played an important role 

in designing the programme of reforms in Hsing-chou in 1251/52. When Qubilai was 

enthroned as qa’an in 1260, Chang became one of his trusted advisers and, like Liu 

Ping-chung, used his influence to recruit other capable Chinese to serve the Mongol 

court. 

Liu Ping-chung first demonstrated the value of his recommendations on being 

instructed to carry out a series of administrative and economic reforms in his native 

Hsing-chou in 1251. Hsing-chou was a key prefecture in the Chinese territories 

assigned to Qubilai. Up to that time, the Mongol administrators had placed high 

priority on economic exploitation with scant regard for the welfare of the population, 
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the result being that the people, tired of the officials’ abuses and burdened by heavy 

and irregular taxation, had deserted the fields. Households had decreased from more 

than 19,000 to only several hundred. Both the local people and the Mongol officials 

brought their complaints to court, upon which Qubilai consulted his advisers for a 

remedy. Liu Ping-chung and Chang Wen-ch’ien pleaded with the prince to introduce 

immediate reforms and, having gained his approval, Liu drafted a plan in consultation 

with his colleagues, recommending that Chang Keng, Liu Su and others be nominated 

to implement it. These officials, appointed as pacification commissioners, arrived in 

Hsing-chou later in the year leading a staff of competent administrators. 

In spring 1252, Chang Keng and Liu Su introduced a series of sweeping 

measures involving a thorough reorganisation of the entire Mongol administration. 

They established a Pacification Bureau staffed by Chinese bureaucrats, abolished 

irregular methods of taxation, punished a number of officials, and devoted their 

attention to restoring economic health to the prefecture. Exploiting the local iron 

mines so as to provide additional income for the government, they issued paper 

money to facilitate commercial transactions, improved the methods of cultivation and 

transportation, and introduced a fixed system of taxation. Under the direction of these 

able adminisirators Hsing-chou eventually recovered: over 20,000 people are said to 

have returned to their occupations within a few months. 

This remarkable performance impressed Qubilai, and Liu Ping-chung was 

encouraged to recruit more Chinese officials. On the latter’s recommendation the 

Confucian scholar Wang Hsiin (1235-81) was invited by Qubilai in 1253 to serve as 

tutor to his second son Jingim (1243-85), and the Buddhist Hao Chih-wen (P’u-an) — 

one of Liu’s earliest associates — was recommended about this time for the office of 

head of the Buddhist establishments in north China. That same year, during Qubilai’s 

visit to Hsing-chou, Liu introduced to him a precocious youth called Wang Hsien-tsu 

(1241-1307); Qubilai liked the lad’s looks and asked Liu to bring him up as his own 

son. It does not appear that Liu formally adopted Wang but, under Liu’s patronage, 

Wang Hsien-tsu eventually became an important government official. 

In September 1253, on Mongke’s order, Qubilai launched a punitive expedition 

against the Thai kingdom of Ta-li in Yunnan, then ruled by King Tuan Hsing-chih (r. 

1251-53). He moved from his base in Lin-t’ao (Kansu) with a large force led by 

general Uriyangqadai (1201-72), the princes Caqan and Ejil, and others. Liu Ping- 

chung and several Chinese officials, including Yao Shu, were invited to accompany 

the expedition as military advisers. They all requested Qubilai to refrain from 

indiscriminate slaughter and to avoid oppressive measures in order to encourage the 

people’s submission. In November the Mongol forces crossed into Yunnan and 

reached the outskirts of the capital Ta-li in the following month. Thereupon, Qubilai 
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dispatched three envoys to the enemy court to arrange a peaceful surrender, but all 

were executed at the instigation of the chief minister. In January 1254, the Mongol 

forces launched a fierce assault from all directions on the capital. It is said that 

Qubilai, angered by the slaying of his envoys, contemplated exterminating all the 

inhabitants, but Liu Ping-chung, Yao Shu and Chang Wen-ch’ien intervened. They 

pointed out that the responsibility for the murder lay with the treacherous chief 

minister Kao T’ai-hsiang, and that neither the king nor the people were to blame. 

Qubilai was convinced and issued a proclamation that there should be no 

indiscriminate slaughter. The capital fell before long. The king fled east to Shan- 

ch’an, but finally surrendered to Qubilai, who spared his life and restored him as ruler 

of his people under Mongol control. Qubilai then returned north with part of the army 

and his advisers. Acting on M6ngke’s orders, he set up temporary headquarters at Mt. 

Liu-p’an in Kansu, returning to his fief towards the end of the year. In the following 

spring, the entire Ta-li kingdom was brought under submission and incorporated into 

the Mongol empire, with a population of over 1,200,000 households. 

After these events Liu Ping-chung remained at Qubilai’s headquarters as the 

prince’s confidant and leader of the many Chinese scholar-officials recruited for the 

Mongol administration. By now those included Chao Pi (1220-76), Wang E (q.v.), 

Chang Te-hui (1195-1274), Yao Shu, Tou Mo (q.v.), Chao Ping-wen (1222-93) and 

several others. Late in 1254, the Confucian master Hsii Heng (q.v.) also arrived at 

Chin-lien ch’uan on the indirect recommendation of Liu Ping-chung. 

In April 1256, two years after the pacification of Ta-li, Liu Ping-chung received a 

new assignment from Qubilai — the drafting of a scheme for the construction of a 

capital city in his new domain. Liu received much assistance from his junior 

associate Chao Ping-wen both in selecting the site and in drafting the construction 

plans. The site chosen for the metropolis was at Lung-kang, east of Huan-chou and 

now north of the Luan (i.e. Shan-tien) River, overlooking Chin-lien ch’uan in the 

south. Under the supervision of skilled architects such as Chia Chii-chen (1218-80) 

and the Jurchen Kao Chiin (d. 1290), the construction was completed in 1260. The 

new city was called K’ai-p’ing fu but the name was changed to Shang-tu (‘Upper 

Capital’) on 16 June 1263 and, as a consequence of this change, the former Chin 

capital Yen-ching (Peking) was re-named Chung-tu the following year. The ruins of 

the city are now located about 20 km north-east of the administrative seat of the 

Cheng-lan ch’i in Inner Mongolia. 

Shang-tu was protected by a rectangular outer wall of 8.8 km with a gate on each 

side, and by an inner walls of 3.3 km, with entrances corresponding to those in the 

outer walls. Inside the city, there were Buddhist and Taoist monasteries besides grand 

palaces and civilian quarters. The layout of the Buddhist establishments followed the 
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arrangement of the eight trigrams according to the pattern of the Book of Changes in 

the tradition of King Wen of Chou. In the geographical section of the Yiian History 

we read, for instance, that two Buddhist monasteries known as Ch’ien-yiian ssu and 

Hua-yen ssu were constructed in the ch’ien and ken corners of the inner walls; this has 

been confirmed by recent archaeological discoveries which have located them in the 

northwestern and northeastern corners of the ruins of the capital. In appreciation of 

Liu Ping-chung’s service, Qubilai ordered the construction of a secluded lodge for 

him on a southern hill in the city, known as Mt. Nan-p’ing, where Liu took up regular 

residence in later years. 

There has been much speculation on Liu Ping-chung’s reasons for selecting this 

particular site for the construction of the new metropolis. Geographical and strategic 

factors must have been primary considerations, since it is located on the marches 

between the pastoral regions of Mongolia and the cultivated territories of China. 

While Qubilai had not yet come to power as ruler of China in his own right, he was 

ambitious to do so and such a residence would undoubtedly serve as an ideal base 

from which to assert his ascendency. According to a late Yiian legend, the site was 

inhabited by a dragon (hence the name Lung-kang) and had a lake in its centre. When 

Liu Ping-chung decided to build the capital city there, he had to cast a magic spell to 

evict the dragon and erect a tall iron pennant endowed with magic powers to prevent 

its return. The lake was then drained to provide land for construction. This story 

evokes not only the geographical environment of the new motropolis, but also the 

people’s acknowledgement of Liu Ping-chung’s extraordinary architectural skills. 

Shang-tu only lost its strategic importance after Qubilai had been enthroned and 

founded the Yiian dynasty; nonetheless, it remained the summer residence of the 

Mongol ruler and the centre of political manoeuvring among the powerful Mongol 

leaders. 

In 1258, Liu Ping-chung was involved in a somewhat different task, that of 

participating in the heated debates between the Buddhists and Taoists held under 

Qubilai’s supervision in the hope of resolving their sectarian differences. The dispute 

between Buddhists and Taoists, which first flared up in 1255, was the culmination of 

decades of acute rivalry dating back to the establishment of the Mongols in north 

China. In this early period, the Taoists of the Ch’iian-chen sect had enjoyed official 

protection owing to the friendly regard shown by Cinggis Qan towards their patriarch 

Ch’iu Ch’u-chi. They had taken advantage of their privileged position to seize 

Buddhist temples, replace the Buddhist images with Taoist ones, and to propagate two 

apocryphal works, the Pa-shih-i hua t’u or Illustrations of the Eighty-one Incarnations 

(of Lao-tzu), and the Hua-Hu ching or Scripture of (Lao-tzu’s) Conversion of the 

Barbarians, which represented the historical Buddha as one of Lao-tzu’s incarnations. 
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In retaliation, the Buddhists appealed to Méngke for an open hearing to voice their 

complaints, and the first round of debates was convened before the emperor at Qara 

Qorum in 1255. In this encounter, the issue centred on the authenticity of the Pa- 

shih-i hua t’u and the Hua-Hu ching, and the Taoists lost their argument when they 

failed to establish the authorship of these two texts. As a result, the Taoists were 

ordered to return the illegally acquired properties to the Buddhists and destroy the two 

apocryphal books. They refused to comply, and the Buddhists continued to press 

charges against them at the Mongol court. Another confrontation took place at Qara 

Qorum the following year; the Taoists lost again, but again made no reparations. 

Then in October 1257, the Buddhists submitted another plea to MOngke for a further 

debate, but by this time the emperor was weary of these wranglings and handed the 

matter over to Qubilai, who was familiar with the background and the personalities 

involved in the controversy. 

Early in 1258, Qubilai convened a grand assembly at K’ai-p’ing fu, attended by 

over three hundred Buddhists and two hundred Taoists, and he summoned over two 

hundred court officials and Confucian scholars as moderators. The Taoists were led 

by Chang Chih-ching (1220-70) and the Buddhists by Fu-yii (1203-75), whereas Yao 

Shu, Tou Mo and Chang Wen-ch’ien headed the official delegation. Liu Ping-chung’s 

name appears on the list of the Buddhist participants under his religious title. This 

time the debate was again focused on the Pa-shih-i hua t’u and the Hua-Hu ching, and 

the Taoists, as before, failed to prove their point and came out the losers. A score of 

leading Taoists were ordered to shave their heads and become Buddhists, while the 

two texts and many other “forged scriptures’ were destroyed. It appears, however, that 

the real cause of the quarrel between the Buddhists and Taoists was not the religious 

issue, but their rivalry over land and property, as well as tax-exemption privileges. 

Liu Ping-chung’s participation in these debates was motivated by duty as Qubilai’s 

chief Chinese adviser rather than personal animosity towards the Taoist church. As a 

private individual, and notwithstanding his Buddhist affiliation, Liu was deeply 

interested in Taoist philosophy and rituals and, like many of the Confucian 

participants, had cultivated a close relationship with the Taoists. 

In August 1259 Qubilai set out on his expedition against the strongholds of 

Southern Sung in the Huai valley, in accordance with Mongke’s grand plan for the 

conquest of China. He ordered his trusted lieutenant Batur and the Chinese myriarchs 

Chang Jou and Shih T’ien-tse to lead the invading forces; as before, he took with him 

several members of his Chinese ‘brain trust’ to advise on military matters. Liu Ping- 

chung headed the list of counsellors, which also included Yao Shu, Chang Wen-ch’ien 

and Chang I (d. 1282). In the course of the campaign this group strongly 

remonstrated with Qubilai in an effort to restrain the Mongol commanders from 
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wanton slaughter and plunder of the Chinese population. The Mongol forces proved 

invincible throughout: they crossed the Huai River in August-September 1259, and 

reached the opposite bank at E-chou (Wu-chang, Hupei), a key city in the Sung line of 

defence overlooking the Yangtze River. In mid-September word came that Méngke 

had died (11 August) while fighting the Sung in Ho-chou, Szechwan, but Qubilai 

continued his offensive as planned. He attacked E-chou, encountering a vigorous 

resistance from newly arrived reinforcements sent by the Sung chief councillor Chia 

Ssu-tao (1213-75). Impressed by Chia, Qubilai is said to have deplored not having 

the service of such a talented man. Liu and Chang I then reminded him that Wang 

Wen-t’ung (q.v.) of Shantung was a man of the same calibre. Wang, then an adviser 

of Li T’an (q.v.), chief administrator of Shantung and later his father-in-law, thus 

came to the fore and was appointed director of political affairs in the Secretarial 

Council upon Qubilai’s accession in 1260. 

In December more adverse reports reached Qubilai, claiming that his brother 

Ariq Boke (d. 1266) had been intriguing at court to seize the throne. At the urging of 

Mongke’s widow in Qara Qorum and of his own close advisers, Qubilai hurried north, 

leaving Batur and others to prosecute the siege (which was lifted soon after). In the 

course of this campaign, the Mongol forces reportedly inflicted only minimum 

damage on the Chinese population, presumably following the remonstrations made by 

Liu Ping-chung and his colleagues. 

On 5 May 1260, to counter Ariq Boke’s election at Qara Qorum, Qubilai’s 

supporters elected him as qa’an in K’ai-p’ing fu, thus making him by the same token 

the de facto ruler of China. Qubilai then began the military struggle against Ariq 

Boke and his party in the north, while at the same time devoting himself to the 

administrative problems of his new empire with the assistance of Liu Ping-chung and 

his other Chinese advisers. In due course, Liu then forty-four years of age, submitted 

a memorial on the organisation of a Chinese-inspired central bureaucracy to be 

headed by the Secretarial Council, with a hierarchical echelon of offices in charge of 

civil and military affairs down to the local level; the selection of a new era-name, 

Chung-t’ung (‘Pivotal Succession’); and the restoration of traditional rites, music and 

other ceremonies. Thereupon, Qubilai appointed Mahmiid Yalavat (q.v.) Right 

chancellor of the Secretarial Council, and Wang Wen-t’ung, who had earlier been 

recommended by Liu Ping-chung, as director of political affairs, and proceeded to 

implement some of the proposals for the reorganisation of the state’s institutions. 

The recommendations submitted by Liu Ping-chung entailed the adoption of the 

traditional Chinese offices of state under T’ang and Sung as modified by the Jurchen 

Chin to complement the existing Mongol establishment. The central administration 

was to comprise a Secretarial Council, Department of Military Affairs and the 
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Censorate, respectively in charge of state, military and censorial affairs. The 

Secretarial Council was an extension of the Secretariat established by Ogédei on the 

recommendation of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, achieved by enlarging the existing staff and 

broadening the scope of the new Council’s operations. The functions of the central 

government were assumed by a bureaucracy subdivided into the following offices: the 

Bureaux (ssw), the Directorates (chien), the Guards (wei), the Administrations (fu) and 

others. Those were supplemented by agencies coordinating the functions of the 

provincial administrations such as the Regional Secretarial Councils, the Pacification 

Bureaux, the Surveillance Bureaux, etc. The local administration was subdivided into 

several levels or units such as the district (Ju), the administrations (fu), the prefecture 

(chou) and the county (Asien). In addition, the system of recruiting civil servants 

initiated by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai was to be reintroduced. These several 

recommendations, with the sole exception of that advocating the recruitment of 

officials by competitive examinations, were adopted within a decade, and the 

resulting governmental offices, subject to minor modifications, remained in being 

until the end of Mongol rule and were copied by the Ming and Ch’ing dynasties. 

Liu Ping-chung is also known to have contributed significantly to the currency 

reform. He was credited, for instance, with the introduction of the paper money 

known as ssu-ch’ao or chiao-ch’ao designed to replace metal coins as the principal 

medium of transaction. Before this time, the Mongol rulers had already used paper 

money similar to that of the Sung called hui-tzu, and had issued, in 1236 and 1253, 

exchange notes called chiao-ch’ao, using the Chin model. These notes, however, 

were not produced in large quantities and there was no attempt to unify the various 

forms of paper money issued by the local authorities. In late 1260, under the direction 

of Wang Wen-t’ung, three new types of notes were issued, one of which was called 

Chung-t' ung (ylian-pao) chiao-ch ao from the name of the era. The new notes were 

printed in ten denominations convertible into either silver or copper cash, and became 

the standard currency of the empire (see the biographies of Ahmad and Wang Wen- 

tung). 

Liu Ping-chung’s role in the introduction of the chiao-ch’ ao is not recorded in the 

official history, but he is credited with its initiative in the Cho-keng lu of T’ao Tsung-i 

(ca. 1315-ca. 1402), which gives his reasons in a rather curious account. He is 

reported to have argued that metal currency could be used only in ‘bright’ (yang) 

regions and paper money in ‘dark’ (yin) regions; that China was the bright, or sunnier, 

region and the steppe the dark region; hence, the Mongols who came from the desert 

to rule over China should adopt the paper currency. Although this is of course more 

of an anecdote than an historical statement, it should not be entirely dismissed. It is 

highly probable that Liu Ping-chung did make the recommendation for the issue of 
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paper money, since exchange notes had been produced in the reform of Hsing-chou in 

1251-52 to unify the local currency and to stimulate a depressed economy. He may 

well have invented this rationalization in the hope that it would induce the 

superstitious Mongol leaders to accept his proposal. 

In addition, Liu Ping-chung submitted several recommendations for the further 

recruitment of talented individuals, including Wang I (1240-92), Ch’eng Ssu-lien 

(1235-96), Wang Kou (1245-1310), Hsii Shih-lung (1206-85), and Ch’en Yiian-k’ai 

(1235-1312). With a few exceptions, they were not true scholars of the Confucian 

classics, but they were either experienced in administration or skilled in technical 

subjects. They discharged important governmental functions and rose to prominent 

positions in the Mongol administration during Qubilai’s reign. 

All this time Liu Ping-chung held no official position but remained behind the 

scenes, advising Qubilai on a wide range of state affairs and recruiting personnel. He 

enjoyed the emperor’s confidence and had a close relationship with him even though 

their conversations must have been carried out entirely through interpreters (as we 

know such was the case between Hsii Heng and Qubilai). In August 1261, as reward 

for his services, Qubilai granted Liu parcels of fifty ch’ ing of land each in Huai, Meng 

and Hsing prefectures, to provide a regular income for himself and his family. While 

serving as Qubilai’s confidant, Liu Ping-chung did not forego his study of Buddhism, 

and often retired to a monastery for long periods of meditation. This, however, did 

not interfere with his public duties; on the contrary it enabled him to avoid 

administrative routine and afforded him a better opportunity for political 

manoeuvring. It also befitted his ethical concerns in government matters and made 

him more readily acceptable to the diverse ideological and political groups at the 

Mongol court. 

In the meantime, while all these proposals for institutional reform were gradually 

being realised, Liu Ping-chung met with great disappointment in his campaign to 

advance the political influence of Chinese literati, as a result of a series of unexpected 

events. In late February 1262, Li T’an, the chief administrator of the Regional 

Secretarial Council in Shantung, rebelled against the Mongols. The attempt was 

short-lived. Li T’an perished and Wang Wen-t’ung, the director of political affairs 

whom Liu Ping-chung had earlier recommended for office, was executed for his 

implication in the matter. Many officials were dismissed, and although Liu and his 

fellow advisers were not impeached, they were affected nonetheless by the ensuing 

backlash against all Chinese scholar-officials. 

Qubilai became increasingly apprehensive of the political threat posed by the 

Chinese literati and began favouring the Central Asian administrators led by Ahmad 

(q.v.), who had shown much expertise in increasing revenue for the imperial treasury. 
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Late that year, the qa’an appointed Ahmad as chief of the Bureaux of the Left and 

Right overseeing the general service administration under the Secretarial Council, and 

concurrently transport commissioner of all districts. These appointments gave Ahmad 

extraordinary power and, in 1263, he proposed to separate the fiscal agency from the 

Secretarial Council in an attempt to monopolise the financial administration of the 

empire. The Chinese court officials, alarmed by such a radical move, mounted a stiff 

opposition; Liu Ping-chung, joining forces with colleagues such as Shang T’ing (q.v.), 

recommended that the heir apparent Jingim be appointed chief of the Secretarial 

Council and head of the Department of Military Affairs. This step was taken in the 

hope that Jingim, a sinicised Mongol prince and moderate political figure, would 

stabilise the Secretarial Council, bolster Chinese influence and thwart the ambition of 

the Central Asian officials. The recommendation was approved, but contrary to 

expectation, Jingim functioned only as a titular head, and though his presence did 

temporarily discourage Ahmad and his colleagues, it could not offset their influence 

altogether. 

Up to this time Liu Ping-chung had lived as a Buddhist monk and people 

addressed him as Secretary Tsung (Tsung shu-chi), or by his religious designation, the 

Venerable Ts’ang-ch’un. Then in September 1264, following recommendation by the 

executive Han-lin academician Wang E, Qubilai invested Liu as Great Officer of 

Brilliant Dignity with the honorary rank of Grand Guardian, appointed him a 

councillor of the Secretarial Council, and conferred on him the name Ping-chung 

(‘Steadfast Loyalty’). Thus, he came to be formally known as Liu Ping-chung. This 

was the first time that the Mongol ruler bestowed the Grand Guardian title on a 

Chinese and it must have been a great honour for Liu and his supporters. 

In 1265, having succeeded in his recommendation for the transfer of the seat of 

government to Yen-ching (Chung-tu) in September of the previous year, Liu Ping- 

chung was commissioned by Qubilai to design a grand metropolis to serve as the 

national capital. The need to build a new city rather than renovate the old Chin 

capital, was due to the fact that many of the Jurchen palaces had been destroyed by 

the Mongols in 1215. Moreover, the supply of water provided by the Lien-hua Lake 

to the west of the old city was deemed inadequate to meet the needs of a grand 

metropolis. Liu Ping-chung again sought assistance in drafting the plans from his 

junior colleague Chao Ping-wen, profiting from their common experience in the 

construction of K’ai-p’ing fu in 1256. A project was submitted to the throne in due 

course, and Liu was awarded fifty Jiang of gold for his contribution. In January 1267, 

Qubilai appointed as supervisors of the construction Chang Jou, the veteran myriarch 

of the Han Armies, and Tuan T’ien-yu, minister of Works, with the Arab Ikhtiyar al- 

Din and the Jurchen Kao Hsi as principal architects. 
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The new city, according to the original plan, was to be built to the north-east of 

the former Chin capital in order to take advantage of the water from Ch’iung-hua 

Island — site of the Jurchen summer palaces — which was supplied by the fine Kao- 

liang River to the west. The design was modelled after the capital of the ancient 

Chou kingdom as idealised in the ‘K’ao-kung chi’ (‘Treatise on Construction’) section 

of the Chou-li (Rites of Chou). 

Archaeological evidence confirms that while the proposed site was actually 

adopted, the original design of the capital city was slightly modified. According to 

the Ts’ao-mu tzu of Yeh Tzu-ch’i (d. 1385?), Liu Ping-chung chose this particular 

location because he realised that the soil in old Yen-ching was too hard for auspicious 

geomancy, and he intended to divert the water flowing from Chii-yung kuan to loosen 

it. The need to tap the rich water resources was genuine, but it may not have been for 

the sake of geomancy. The main reason for the slight deviation from the Chou model, 

it appears, was the need to incorporate the existing Jurchen summer palaces on 

Ch’iung-hua Island into the new design. Modern scholars think that if Liu Ping-chung 

had stuck to the Chou-li model, it would have been necessary to demolish all the 

existing structures, which would have been too costly and wasteful. 

The construction was carried out in several stages. It was formally started in 

early 1267; the imperial temples and palace walls were completed in the following 

year; while additional palaces, temples, official quarters and walls were built between 

1270 and 1272. In March 1272, the capital was renamed Ta-tu (Grand [= Imperial] 

Capital); all the imperial palaces and sacrificial halls were completed in early 1274; 

and the initial phase of the building progamme was concluded in 1276. The city 

walls, made of tamped earth (sections of which are still extant) instead of bricks, 

reached their first stage of completion in 1283 together with the administrative 

offices, but they were not finished until August 1292. The rectangular perimeter of 

Ta-tu allegedly measured 33 km (or rather 28,600 metres according to the estimates 

of an archaeological team), and had eleven gates. In autumn 1293, shortly before 

Qubilai’s death, the distinguished astronomer, mathematician and engineer Kuo Shou- 

ching (q.v.) also completed work on a series of lock-gates for the T’ung-hui section of 

the Grand Canal between Ta-tu and T’ung-chou. The project not only brought in a 

new supply of water from Po-fou Spring on Mt. Pei to Ta-tu, but also greatly 

facilitated the transport of grain to the capital. 

The new city was unique in having eleven gates along its rectangular perimeters, 

rather than the traditional eight, ten, or twelve. The Yiian sources give no explanation 

for this, although there must have been a compelling reason. Some late Yiian 

accounts, however, credit Liu Ping-chung with adopting this singular arrangement 

with reference to the body of the legendary Buddhist demon-exorciser No-cha, who 
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had three heads, six arms, and two feet. It was alleged that the three southern gates 

symbolised No-cha heads, the six eastern and western gates his arms, and the two 

northern gates his feet. No-cha (Sanskrit Nata), was the third son of Vaisravana, one 

of the four Heavenly Kings in the Tantric Buddhist tradition. In China, Vaisravana 

was identified with the mythologised T’ang general Li Ching (571-649), and No-cha 

was sent by Heaven to become his son. That No-cha was invoked in this instance 

may be explained not only by the fact that No-cha was often featured in the protection 

of cities since T’ang times, but by a belief that Yen-ching had been short of water due 

to the presence of the dragon-king of the sea beneath the city. No-cha, according to 

popular sources, had once fought a fierce battle with the third son of the dragon-king 

and slain him. Thus it was thought that No-cha’s presence would exorcise the dragon- 

king and relieve the people from water shortage. As in the legend mentioned earlier 

about the dragon that had to be exorcised before the construction of Shang-tu could 

begin, the attribution to Liu Ping-chung of a magical intervention in the design of Ta- 

tu again attests strongly to the people’s belief in his great wisdom. 

All these burdensome commitments affected Liu Ping-chung’s health and late in 

1268 he submitted a request for leave to relinquish his duties in the Secretarial 

Council. This was approved, but he stayed on as Qubilai’s adviser and retained his 

title of Grand Guardian. Some months later, however, as the initial phase in the 

construction of the capital came to an end, Qubilai again summoned Liu, ordering 

him and his colleagues to prepare a new set of rituals for the court ceremonial. Liu 

Ping-chung sought advice from Hsii Heng, who had also just resigned from the 

Secretarial Council, and from the Han-lin academician Hsii Shih-lung, then president 

of the Court of Imperial Sacrifices, and instructed his disciples Chao Ping-wen, Shang 

Wen (1236-1327) and others to collect information on the rites of the previous 

dynasties. Eventually, they retained the K’ai-yiian rites of the T’ang and those of the 

Jurchen-Chin from which they compiled a new code for submission to court. Liu 

Ping-chung then summoned ten junior Confucian scholars including Chou To, Liu 

Chih-chung (1242-96), Yiieh Ch’en, Kuan Ssu-i and Hou Tso-hsien, and asked them 

to practice these rituals under the guidance of former Chin scholars like Wu-ku-lun 

Chii-chen, Wan-yen Fu-chao, Wan-yen Ts’ung-yii and K’o Ts’ung-liang. Liu and his 

associates also concerned themselves in creating the court music appropriate for state 

ceremonials. To that effect, they engaged several former Chin musicians, such as 

Ts’ao Chi, Liu Chin and Cheng Chung, who produced the required music in six 

months. Liu then nominated more than two hundred Mongol courtiers acquainted 

with Chinese culture who should practise the new rites and music, so that the Chinese 

tradition could be handed down to the Mongols of future generations. Furthermore, 
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Liu was involved in the design of new official costumes in consultation with his 

colleagues and submitted recommendations to court. 

While so engaged, Liu Ping-chung, together with Hsii Heng, Chang Wen-ch’ien, 

Wang Hsiin and others, was commissioned by Qubilai to conduct a thorough review 

of the efficiency of the governmental institutions that had been established over the 

previous years. The board of review submitted detailed recommendations for 

rationalising various agencies at all levels. These included proposals for eliminating 

supernumerary and obsolete offices, strengthening the liaison between the inner and 

outer courts, and instituting internal checks and controls, while supporting 

maintenance of the hierarchical structure in the bureaucracy. All these findings are 

said to have been approved and to have laid the foundations of the government 

institutions that were to last until the end of the Mongol dynasty. 

Late the following year, when the revision of rites and music was completed, Liu 

Ping-chung and his colleagues again approached the court requesting new offices and 

the appointment of additional personnel to take charge of state ceremonials. The 

request was eventually granted. That same year, in token of his appreciation of Liu’s 

services, Qubilai gave him as wife the second daughter of the Han-lin academician 

Tou Mo. In addition, the emperor awarded him a grand mansion in the Feng-hsien 

ward of the capital, and put the registered households attached to the imperial 

workshops at his disposal. These were the most generous grants ever made until then 

to a Chinese by the Mongol emperor. 

Late in 1271, as all the new state ceremonials were being adopted, Liu Ping- 

chung submitted another important memorial proposing a new dynastic title in 

accordance with the Chinese tradition. It has been generally assumed that the Mongol 

state founded by Cinggis Qan in 1206 and originally known in Mongolian as Yeke 

Monggqol Ulus, or the Great Mongol Nation, did not have an official Chinese name 

until Qubilai’s time. As pointed out recently by Hsiao Ch’i-ch’ing, however, Cinggis 

Qan did adopt the Chinese designation Ta-Ch’ao, or Great Dynasty, ca. 1217, which 

had remained in continual use thereafter. To glorify Qubilai’s reign, Liu suggested 

the name Ta-Yiian, which he took from the Book of Changes. Yiian has been usually 

interpreted as meaning ‘the primal force,’ or ‘the origin (or beginning) of the 

universe,’ but, according to Hsiao, its primary meaning in the tradition of the Book of 

Changes should be ta, greatness. This reading is preferable because Ta-Yiian, like 

Ta-Ch’ ao, is an abbreviated Chinese rendition of the original Mongol state name. In 

this instance, Ta-Yiian should be translated as Great Greatness. Qubilai was delighted 

with Liu Ping-chung’s proposal and adopted it in December 1271. (The imperial 

decree was issued on 18 December.) This was the first time in Chinese history that 

the official designation of a state or dynasty was not derived from the name of the 
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imperial family or the geographical origin of the founder, but expressed an abstract, 

philosophical notion. It also marks the culmination of Liu’s effort to provide the 

Mongol regime with the full trappings of a traditional Chinese dynasty. 

During the last years of his life, Liu Ping-chung gradually withdrew from active 

participation in government; he preferred to remain in the shadow of the throne, 

offering occasional advice on state affairs and recommending talented individuals for 

official appointment. In October 1273, for instance, he joined Yao Shu, Tou Mo and 

others in proposing Wang Hsiin, the former tutor of Prince Jingim, as rector of the 

National College to succeed Hsii Heng. At the same time he urged the appointment 

of additional staff to the Heir Apparent’s Office to assist Jingim prepare for his role as 

imperial heir. In the same year he recommended that the noted astrologer Yiieh 

Hsiian (1249-1312) should serve in the Department of Calendrical Affairs. 

During this period Liu Ping-chung spent much time at his private retreat on Mt. 

Nan-p’ing where he led a simple life devoted mainly to study and self-cultivation. 

While pursuing his interest in Buddhism, he seems to have become deeply involved in 

the Book of Changes and in Taoist philosophy and rituals. He became so well versed 

in Taoism that he was actually given charge of two Taoist temples, one on the 

‘Western Hills’ near Ta-tu, the other on Mt. Nan-p’ing in Shang-tu, both called Ling- 

ying wan-shou kung (they had been erected on imperial order for the worship of the 

T’ai-i and Liu-ting deities). He remained the master of these temples until his death, 

after which they were placed under the supervision of Li Chii-shou (1221-80), the 

patriarch of the T’ai-i sect. 

In his last years Liu Ping-chung also expended much effort to produce a new 

calendar for the dynasty, an enterprise which he had recommended earlier to Qubilai 

Qa’an. This endeavour stemmed not only from his interest in mathematics and 

astronomy, but also from an obvious need, since the old calendars were no longer 

accurate. He worked assiduously at the project, occasionally consulting astronomer 

friends such as Yiieh Hsiian and T’ien Chung-liang (1243-1317) whom he had earlier 

recommended for office, but was unable to complete the work before his death. 

Thereafter, the task was entrusted to a special commission set up by Qubilai in 1276, 

and the new calendar, called Shou-shih li, chiefly the work of Kuo Shou-ching, was 

completed in 1280 and subsequently adopted as the standard calendar of the dynasty. 

Early in 1274, Liu Ping-chung accompanied Qubilai to Shang-tu for consultation 

on state affairs and took up residence in his retreat on Mt. Nan-p’ing. He died 

unexpectedly on 20 September, at the age of fifty-eight. His death is shrouded in 

mystery. One account alleges that he had predicted the hour of the event. Late in the 

evening before his final day, Liu reportedly asked his servants to retire, and started 

chanting until dawn. He died in the early morning, but his attendants found him 
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sitting up as usual, as though enjoying a nap. Some learned men considered that he 

had attained spiritual liberation. Another source reports that on 18 August, about a 

month before Liu Ping-chung’s death, an air current was seen moving through the 

‘three terraces’ (san-t’ ai) of the constellation Ursa Major. Startled, Qubilai asked the 

astrologer T’ien Chung-liang what that meant. T’ien sighed and said: ‘Isn’t the san- 

kung (‘the third duke’ or Grand Guardian, i.e. Liu Ping-chung) going to die soon?’ 

Liu Ping-chung was survived by his wife, a daughter, and his adopted heir Lan-chang, 

the son of his younger brother Liu Ping-shu. 

Qubilai was shocked and grieved at the news of Liu Ping-chung’s death. He 

reportedly exclaimed to his courtiers, ‘Ping-chung had served me for more than thirty 

years. He was attentive and cautious. He took no heed of difficulties and dangers, 

and (always) spoke (the truth) without hiding his feelings. He was so conversant with 

the occult sciences that he could predict the future with extreme accuracy. Only I 

know it; others don’t.” He instructed Chao Ping-wen, the vice-minister of Rites, to 

escort the body back to Ta-tu, where Liu Ping-chung was buried at a site north of the 

Lu-kou Bridge (the so-called Marco Polo Bridge) outside the capital in a solemn 

ceremony presided over by the empress. A decade or so later his body was 

transferred to the family tomb in the village of Chia-ts’un, just south-west of Liu Ping- 

chung’s native Hsing-t’ai. 

In 1275, acknowledging Liu Ping-chung’s long years of distinguished service, 

Qubilai bestowed upon him the posthumous title of Grand Tutor, and the name Wen- 

chen (‘Cultured and Virtuous’). In 1287, his widow and adopted son assembled Liu 

Ping-chung’s writings into a collection entitled Ts’ang-ch’un chi. This is said to have 

originally contained 10 chiian of essays and 22 chiian of poetry, but only 5 chiian of 

poetry survive. A manuscript copy of this work is incorporated in the Ssu-k’ u ch’ tian- 

shu, and it was reproduced photolithographically in the Ssu-k’u ch’ tian-shu chen-pen. 

In 1287 Sangha (q.v.) rose to power as chief of the Presidential Council, an 

independent department specially created for the central administration of the state. 

Sangha had been at odds with the Chinese officialdom. To display to his power he 

ordered the confiscation of Liu’s land on the grounds that Liu had died without an 

heir. Only after Liu’s widow had submitted a petition declaring that her husband had 

an adopted son did Qubilai decree, in 1291, the return of a hundred ch’ing of land to 

Liu Ping-chung’s descendants. 

More posthumous honours were conferred on Liu Ping-chung during the reign of 

Emperor Temiir (Ch’eng-tsung, r. 1295-1307). That emperor elevated him to Grand 

Preceptor, with the accompanying rank of Supreme Pillar of State and investiture as 

Duke-of-state of Chao, and bestowed upon him the new posthumous name of Wen- 

cheng (‘Cultured and Correct’). Emperor Ayurbarvada (Jen-tsung, r. 1312-20) further 
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honoured Liu by investing him as Prince of Ch’ang-shan. Then in 1314, forty years 

after his death, the local authorities erected a shrine to his memory in Hsing-t’ai at the 

request of his nephews. During the middle of the Wan-li period of the Ming emperor 

Shen-tsung (r. 1573-1620), the prefectural magistrate of Hsing-t’ai removed the 

spiritual tablets of Wei Cheng (580-643) and Sung Ching (663-737), two eminent 

T’ang scholar-statesmen who had been granted the same posthumous name (Wen- 

chen) as Liu, and housed them together in Liu Ping-chung’s shrine, renaming it San 

Wen-chen kung tz’u (Shrine of the Three Wen-chen Excellencies). This was an 

explicit recognition of Liu Ping-chung’s contribution to the foundation of Mongol 

rule, comparable to that accorded to his two distinguished predecessors in the golden 

era of the T’ang dynasty. 

There is a rich amount of biographical material written by Liu Ping-chung’s 

contemporaries available for the study of his life and career. In general, those 

biographical writings present a detailed account of Liu Ping-chung’s life, but they also 

contain an excessive amount of laudatory clichés in the traditional Confucian 

hagiographical style, casting their hero in the stereotype of the exemplary imperial 

adviser established by the literati. They compare Liu to Duke Chao of Chou, Chang 

Liang (d. 189 B.C.) of Former Han, Chu-ko Liang (181-234) of the Three Kingdoms 

period, the Monk Hui-lin of the Liu-Sung dynasty (420-79), Tu Yti (222-84) of the 

Western Chin, and Li Pi (722-89) of the T’ang, and invest him with their attributes. 

They thus distorted Liu’s outstanding achievements and, ironically, hindered an 

objective appraisal of the man’s true historical standing. 

There is no biographical information on Liu Ping-chung’s adopted son Lan- 

chang. His daughter was later married to Chang Chiu-ssu (1242-1302), a noted 

scholar-official who rose to be a director of political affairs in 1298. Much more is 

known about his brother Liu Ping-shu who rates a brief biography in the Yiian 

History. Liu Ping-shu, T. Ch’ang-ch’ing, studied the Book of Changes in his early 

years under Liu Su, and pursued a commendable official career in the shadow of his 

brother. After holding several important posts, he was transferred in 1264 to be chief 

administrator of five districts in modern Hopei and Honan, and later became minister 

of Rites and then pacification commissioner of the Huai-hsi district (Anhwei). He 

died at the age of fifty-nine while serving as chief administrator of the P’ing-yang 

district during the last years of Qubilai’s reign. 

In retrospect, Liu Ping-chung must be ranked as one of the most important 

Chinese personalities to have helped Qubilai consolidate his power and lay the 

foundations of Mongol rule in China. To illustrate Liu’s historical role as Qubilai’s 

principal adviser, we may consider two major contributions: the reorganisation of 
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Mongol institutions based on the Chinese model, and the promotion of Chinese 

influence in the political field. 

The adoption of Chinese political institutions was undoubtedly a crucial factor in 

the successful establishment of the Mongols in China. Replacing the unsuitable 

Mongol tribal methods which had been a source of instability and domestic disorder, 

these instrumentalities provided the most effective mechanism for political 

centralisation and for the orderly exploitation of economic resources. But Qubilai’s 

adoption of China’s traditional institutions did not indicate his unqualified acceptance 

of Chinese civilisation or transform the Mongol emperor into a Chinese-style sage 

ruler. Aspring as he did to be a universal sovereign and the true successor of Cinggis 

Qan, Qubilai was eager to adopt any institutional device to attain his political 

objectives. Nevertheless, his use of Chinese institutions and the resulting sinicisation 

of an alien rule meant a marked departure from the Mongol tradition. This in turn 

antagonised the conservative elements at court and in the outlying regions of the 

empire, exacerbating the schismatic tensions within the ruling hierarchy. By virtue of 

his familiarity with Qubilai in early years, Liu Ping-chung undoubtedly played a 

significant role in this important process of political transformation. 

Liu Ping-chung deserves equal credit for promoting Chinese participation in the 

Mongol government through his recommendations of talented individuals for official 

appointment. He opened a channel for the advancement of men of calibre and ability 

into the bureaucratic service at a time when a feasible alternative to the defunct civil 

service examination system had not yet appeared. Thanks to him, scores of Chinese 

scholars entered the new government either as advisers or as administrators, and in 

due course there rallied around Qubilai a solid core of Chinese literati who earned the 

confidence of the Mongol ruler by virtue of their technical knowledge and 

administrative skills. In a dedicatory poem to his mentor, the contemporary scholar 

Wang Yiin has these two lines: ‘He is not too hampered by the Buddhist alms-bow], / 

His disciples are like peach and plum blossoms in the spring breeze!’ This was a most 

appropriate eulogy to Liu Ping-chung’s dedication to the cause of the literati. 

Although many of those scholar-officials soon fell into disfavour with the rise of the 

Central Asian financiers, the brief season of Chinese influence at court had important 

consequences for the political development of the Mongol empire. 

Liu Ping-chung’s rise to political eminence also evokes the drama of a humble 

individual fated to become an historical figure. He was not an orthodox Confucian 

scholar or statesman like his counterparts in past Chinese history, despite the 

laudatory attributes accorded him by his biographers. His accession to power must be 

considered rather unusual in the Confucian tradition, but the time and setting favoured 

a person of his erudition and perspicacity. Liu Ping-chung was able to ingratiate 
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himself with Qubilai not only because he was a Buddhist monk for whom the qa’an 

felt much esteem and confidence, but also because he possessed the qualities of 

statesmanship which the Mongol ruler found useful for his political objectives. His 

knowledge of Chinese statecraft and technical subjects made him indispensable to 

Qubilai at a time when the prince was groping for models in the administration of his 

Chinese empire. Liu’s ‘official’ status as a Ch’an Buddhist rather than a Confucian 

scholar was another important factor in his success. His Buddhist-Taoist outlook, 

supported by his broad knowledge of the occult sciences, must have made him a more 

impressive and more readily acceptable person at the Mongol court than one 

assuming the attitude of a traditional Confucian scholar. In addition, his cautious 

attitude in politics, his reluctance to occupy high office other than as an unobtrusive 

adviser, his skilful diplomacy in avoiding open conflict with the Mongol nobles, and 

his withdrawal from political activities at the peak of his career, also insured his 

relatively stable position and continuing influence at court. 

Nevertheless, Liu Ping-chung’s success could not have been possible without the 

assistance and support of the Chinese literati, for Liu was more of an ‘ideas’ man’ than 

a man of action. As Qubilai’s principal adviser he was able to make propositions, but 

he needed the service of a body of experienced bureaucrats and scholar-officials to 

carry out his plans. And, to restore their lost prestige and perpetuate the Confucian 

heritage, members of the Chinese élite were ready to rally around the man who could 

influence the Mongol ruler. Thus Liu Ping-chung, a half-hearted Buddhist monk and 

Taoist adept, became the leader of the Chinese literati who, in an alliance of 

convenience, were eager to draw him willy-nilly into the mainstream of the 

Confucian tradition. 

Liu Ping-chung stood in fact on the margins of two mutually alien groupings: the 

Mongol ruling class on the one hand and the Chinese literati on the other. Cautiously 

steering a middle course, he served as a mediator and coordinator between the two 

parties, parties that were equally desirous of his services in order to attain their own 

objectives. Therein lies the essence of Liu’s success, and the starting point for 

assessing the historical standing of this eminent figure in thirteenth century China. 

In addition to his key political role and his skill in adapting the great Han 

tradition to exceptional circumstances, Liu Ping-chung also gained his 

contemporaries’ admiration for his manifold scholarly achievements. In the area of 

Confucian studies, he did not specialise in classical exegesis, but in the metaphysical 

philosophy based on the Book of Changes, and he developed a deep interest in the 

mathematical interpretation proposed in the Huang-chi ching-shih shu by the 

renowned Sung philosopher Shao Yung (1011-77). He is said to have excelled in the 

speculative philosophies of the Neo-Confucian tradition and to have skilfully 
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reconciled them with the Buddhist and Taoist philosophies, so that, in the lavish 

praise of a contemporary biographer, he was able ‘to penetrate the three chambers of 

learning, and combined them to form one school.’ This may be an exaggeration, but it 

does point to his exceptional ability to grasp the main intellectual currents of this 

time. 

It was, however, in the technical field and in the pseudo-sciences that Liu Ping- 

chung realised the most impressive achievement. He was by all accounts well-versed 

in astronomy, mathematics, architecture, geomancy, physiognomy and divination. 

His expertise in astronomy and mathematics, probably derived from his study of the 

mathematical interpretation of the Book of Changes, is attested by his work on the 

revision of the calendar. His biography in the Yiian History claims that his mastery of 

mathematics ranked equal to that of Li Chiin-min, one of the most distinguished 

mathematicians of the late Chin and early Yiian. Liu’s knowledge of architecture and 

city planning was demonstrated by his contribution to the construction of K’ai-p’ing fu 

in 1256 and Chung-tu/Ta-tu in 1267. Although he was not personally involved in the 

supervision of the construction work, and had no doubt received assistance from 

architects and technical experts, he was recognised as the main planner of the two 

cities. 

Liu Ping-chung’s expertise in the various branches of Chinese pseudo-sciences is 

less conspicuous and it is clouded by popular legends. He is said, for instance, to 

have applied his knowledge of astronomy and mathematics in devising military 

strategems for Qubilai, and to have used Taoist magical charms in overcoming enemy 

resistance during the campaigns against the Ta-li kingdom and the Southern Sung. 

He is also alleged to have made use of his knowledge of geomancy in persuading 

Qubilai to replace metal currency with paper money, and he reportedly applied the 

same knowledge in designing the new capital at Yen-ching. In later times, he was 

thought to have authored several treatises on geomancy: he is reputed to have written, 

together with the legendary early Ming imperial adviser Liu Chi (1311-75), a major 

work called Yii-ch’ ih ching (The Jade Measure Canon) in 4 chiian, which according 

to the Ch’ing scholar Chiang P’ing-chieh, was actually produced by an anonymous 

geomancer. Similarly, tradition has it that his skill in physiognomy and divination 

enabled him to foretell the good fortune of several of his contemporaries, as well as 

his own life-expectancy a few years before his death. 

These legends resulted undoubtedly from Liu Ping-chung’s adulation by admiring 

contemporaries. The Liu Ping-chung mythology became even more elaborate in the 

post-Yiian period, when champions of the Han restoration exploited prevailing 

popular traditions to conjure up new legends in support of their cause. They claimed 

that Liu, by virtue of his knowledge of geomancy and divination, had accurately 
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predicted the advent of the pseudo-religious peasant uprisings against the Yuan 

government, the collapse of Mongol rule and the rise of the founder of the Ming 

dynasty. It is also alleged that he had left a prophetic scripture called Liu T’ai-pao 

hsieh-lou t’ien-chi (Liu T’ai-pao [i. Ping-chung] Divulging the Mandate of 

Providence), in which he predicted historical events in China (this work was probably 

fabricated by the pseudo-religious rebel leaders during the last quarter of the fifteenth 

century). In the course of time these mythical accounts transformed Liu Ping-chung 

from a statesman and scholar into a supernatural being and popular hero, completely 

distorting the historical reality and the man’s true role. 

Liu Ping-chung was also accomplished in belles-lettres — prose and poetry — and 

in the traditional arts: music, calligraphy and painting, as attested by the comments of 

his contemporaries and samples of his preserved writings. 

With the exception of his lengthy memorial submitted to Qubilai in 1251, which 

was incorporated in his Yiian History biography, few of Liu Ping-chung’s essays have 

survived, but many of his poems in both the regular and irregular forms (shih and tz’ u) 

have been preserved in his Ts’ang-ch’un chi. His poetry, tinged with Buddhist and 

Taoist overtones, has been much commended by his contemporaries for its lofty and 

vigorous style and its plain and elegant phraseology, free of embroidery and obsolete 

diction. In these poems, one finds a reflection of Liu’s involvement in state affairs 

and military campaigns, his relationship with the political leaders and literati, and, 

above all, his inner emotions, moments of joy and melancholy. 

In his poetry, Liu Ping-chung expresses much admiration for Yiian Hao-wen 

(1190-1257), the literary prodigy of the late Chin, in particular for his theory of 

poetics. Having personally discussed poetry with Yiian Hao-wen, Liu expounded his 

views in ten quatrains called “Tu I-shan shih’ (‘On Reading Yiian Hao-wen’s Poetry’), 

on the model of Yiian’s ‘Lun shih chiieh-chii’ (‘Quatrains on Poetics’), and in several 

other poems. He believed that good poetry should express one’s genuine feelings; he 

favoured a natural and rhythmic style, and decried the excessive use of ornate 

phraseology. Furthermore, he considered that a meticulous choice of diction is basic 

to good poetry, echoing in this the view of the T’ang poet Tu Fu (712-70) that ‘a poet 

should not feel content unless every word of his poem has been refined.’ 

Apparently, Liu Ping-chung excelled in the metrical form of poetry called san- 

ch’ti, much in vogue in his time. Furthermore, he has been hailed as an accomplished 

musician skilled in the scores of the eminent masters Juan Hsien and Wang Hui-chih 

of the Chin dynasty, and is known to have composed musical plays (tsa-chii) as 

shown by the list of playwrights in the Lu-kuei pu by Chung Ssu-ch’eng (ca. 1330). 

Finally, we should mention Liu Ping-chung’s skill in calligraphy and painting. 

In calligraphy, he is said to have modelled himself (like his predecessor Yeh-lii Ch’u- 
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ts’ai) on the T’ang master Yen Chen-ch’ing (709-85) for the regular style (k’ai-shu), 

and on Wang Hsi-chih (321-79) and Wang Hsien-chih (344-88) of the Chin for the 

cursive style (hsing-shu), thus achieving an untrammelled and vigorous style of his 

own. In the opinion of a biographer, Liu Ping-chung’s mastery of this art is 

comparable to that of Chao Feng (chin-shih of 1182), a well-known calligrapher of 

the Chin period. This view is echoed by several of his contemporaries, including 

Yiian Hao-wen and Wang Yiin, but no specimen of his calligraphy has survived. He 

has, however, left several poems expounding his views on calligraphy. He considered 

that good calligraphy lies in the ability to emulate the model of the masters without 

being restricted by it, and that only by practicing the art freely could one accomplish a 

unique, distinguished style. 

Liu Ping-chung also made his mark in the art of painting. One of his best known 

pieces was a scroll called “Shan-chii t’u’ (‘Habitation in the Mountain’), noted for its 

heavy strokes and unconventional setting. It elicited much admiration from the early 

Ming Buddhist statesman Yao Kuang-hsiao (1335-1418), popularly known as the 

monk Tao-yiian, a great admirer of Liu Ping-chung who often compared his own role 

to that of his spiritual mentor. Unfortunately this scroll has not survived. 
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17. CHANG WEN-CW’IEN (1217-1283) 

Chang Wen-ch’ien, T. Chung-ch’ien, H. I-chai, who rose from humble origins to 

become a political adviser and senior administrator under Qubilai, was a native of 

Sha-ho, Hsing-chou (known as Shun-te prefecture under the Yiian), east of modern 

Ta-ming, Hopei. He was born in 1217, during the reign of the Chin emperor Hsiian- 

tsung (r. 1213-23), in a family that had settled there and engaged in agriculture for 

generations. Little is known of his ancestors and none of them had held government 

office before his father, Chang Ying, was appointed superintendent of the arsenal in 

Hsing-chou under the Chin ruler. A precocious child, Chang Wen-ch’ien entered the 

local school at an early age; there he became a classmate of Liu Ping-chung (q.v.), 

also from Hsing-chou, and thus began a life-long association with the man who later 

rose to be the most influential statesman at the Mongol court. When still in his teens, 

Chang Wen-ch’ien is said to have contemplated a clerical career, probably because it 

was an easy avenue to high office under the current political system, but his father 

discouraged him and urged him instead to study the classics and become a scholar- 

official. 

During the next few years, Chang Wen-ch’ien devoted himself to serious studies 

in preparation for the civil service examination, but that option disappeared when the 

Chin regime fell to the Mongols early in 1234. Like many of his contemporaries, 

Chang found himself a refugee, and eventually came under the protection of Shih 

T’ien-tse (g.v.) who was then in charge of the military administration of Chen-ting in 

Hopei. Shih, a distinguished military leader, was also a generous patron of the 

Chinese literati and had given shelter to many unemployed scholars and notables in 

this troubled period of the Mongol conquest. Among the leading Chin scholars whom 

he assisted at the time were Wang Jo-hsii (1174-1243), Yiian Hao-wen (1190-1257), 

Li Chih (q.v.) and T’u-tan Kung-lii (1190-1257). Thus, Chang Wen-ch’ien was able 

personally to befriend those distinguished men, and to benefit from their learning and 

scholarship. 

There is no information on Chang’s activities until 1238, when he participated in 

the first civil service examinations held by the Mongol government. They were set by 

Ogédei for September of that year on the recommendation of the chief of the 

Secretariat Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (q.v.). Chang sat for the examination in the Ta-ming 

administration and was one of the 4,030 candidates to pass the tests. It is not known 

what degree he gained, but he and his family were exempted from taxes and corvée 

on the strength of his success. He probably received an official appointment, but our 
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record is completely silent on his subsequent career until a decade later, when his 

childhood friend Liu Ping-chung became a close adviser of Qubilai in Qara Qorum. 

The rise of Liu Ping-chung from being a Buddhist monk to holding an exalted 

position in Qubilai’s entourage was decisive for the careers of many of his former 

friends. As early as 1239, the Mongol prince had started to summon Chinese scholars 

and notables to Qara Qorum for consultation on state affairs, with a view to spotting 

potential allies. That year, the Ch’an master Hai-yiin (g.v.) came to court 

accompanied by Liu Ping-chung, and Qubilai invited them to stay on as political 

advisers and to help recruit talented individuals for service in his administration. 

Consequently, Liu Ping-chung recommended several of his friends to Qubilai in the 

first few years of his sojourn at the Mongol capital (1240-44): the first to be 

summoned to court was Chang Wen-ch’ien. Chang arrived at Qara Qorum in 1247, 

while Liu Ping-chung was on leave at Hsing-t’ai to observe the period of mourning for 

his father. Qubilai was pleased with Chang and put him in charge of secretarial 

matters. 

Chang Wen-ch’ien and his colleagues found an opportunity for political 

advancement when Moéngke was elected emperor in July 1251. The new ruler 

delegated the administration of the conquered territories to members of his family and 

his principal supporters, and, because of Qubilai’s achievements, he made Qubilai 

responsible for matters concerning the Chinese population. Chang, together with Liu 

Ping-chung, submitted a number of proposals for administrative and economic 

reform, but we know little of his specific contributions, although they may have been 

similar to those of Liu Ping-chung as listed in the latter’s biography. 

Later in the year Chang Wen-ch’ien joined Liu Ping-chung in initiating a series of 

administrative and economic reforms in Hsing-chou (see the biography of Liu Ping- 

chung). This region, a fertile and productive area under Qubilai’s control, was then 

suffering from wanton exploitation by the Mongol nobles who had been granted the 

benefit of imposts on the local households. Most of the population had fled and the 

land lay waste. This catastrophic situation was brought to Qubilai’s attention, who 

immediately consulted his advisers to find a remedy. Chang Wen-ch’ien and Liu 

Ping-chung proposed sweeping reforms in Hsing-chou and received Qubilai’s 

permission to implement them. Liu then drew up a detailed program in consultation 

with Wen-ch’ien, and nominated his principal aides Chang Keng and Liu Su to be the 

pacification commissioners in charge of realising the reforms. 

In due course a number of administrative and economic policies were introduced 

in Hsing-chou to replace the previous arbitrary methods of tax collection. The newly 

appointed officials established a Pacification Bureau staffed by experienced 

administrators, abolished irregular levies, fought corruption, and devoted themselves 
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to reorganising the fiscal administration and improving the productivity of the region. 

At the same time, they had the iron mines worked so as to create additional income 

for the government, issued paper money to increase the flow of currency, and 

improved the transportation system. These reforms turned out to be a great success: 

within a few months several thousand householders returned to their homeland and 

Hsing-chou was brought back to normality. Such a remarkable achievement greatly 

impressed Qubilai, and although Chang Wen-ch’ien did not play a direct role in the 

implementation of the reforms, he deserved credit for their success since he had 

laboured with Liu Ping-chung on the details of the program. 

In October 1253, Chang Wen-ch’ien was summoned by Qubilai to serve as 

military adviser on his expedition against the kingdom of Ta-li in Yunnan. With him 

in the imperial entourage were several of Qubilai’s Chinese assistants, including Liu 

Ping-chung and Yao Shu (q.v.). It is reported that they all admonished their lord to 

abstain from indiscriminate killing and spare the civilian population in order to 

encourage their submission (see the biographies of Liu Ping-chung and Yao Shu). 

They also remonstrated with Qubilai when he proposed to slaughter all the inhabitants 

of Ta-li in reprisal for the execution of Mongol envoys. 

Early in 1258, Chang Wen-ch’ien and several of his colleagues were involved in 

the debates between the Buddhists and Taoists in K’ai-p’ing fu, seeking to resolve 

their differences. It appears that Chang intervened primarily in his official capacity, 

and that, like many of his colleagues, he bore no animosity towards the Taoist sect, 

especially since the controversy was not exclusively over religious issues, but over 

matters of political, social and economic supremacy. 

In the following year Chang Wen-ch’ien was given another assignment by 

Qubilai, when Mongke ordered the latter to lead the campaign against the Sung 

strongholds in the Huai valley with a view to bringing about the unification of China. 

In August 1259 Qubilai set out with his forces, and Chang was again included in his 

entourage with Liu Ping-chung, Yao Shu and others. As before, they urged the prince 

to restrain his generals from wanton slaughter. The Mongol forces encountered little 

resistance on the way and crossed the Huai River in September, reaching E-chou on 

the opposite bank the following month. The news then came of Méngke’s death (11 

August) in Ho-chou, Szechwan. While waiting confirmation of that report, Qubilai 

proceeded as planned: he dispatched Chang Wen-ch’ien to assemble naval vessels to 

recross the river, but the Mongols encountered stiff resistance from Sung 

reinforcements. In December, however, informed that his brother Ariq Béke had 

been intriguing to seize the throne, Qubilai set off for the north, leaving his generals 

to continue the siege of E-chou. At the same time, he ordered Chang Wen-ch’ien to 

increase his vigilance against the spies of Ariq Béke and to assemble the conquered 
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Chinese civilian populace, which numbered more than 20,000 households, and to 

bring them to the north in the Mongol service. 

After his enthronement as qa’an in May 1260, Qubilai established the Secretarial 

Council on the recommendation of Liu Ping-chung and other advisers, appointed 

Wang Wen-t’ung as director of political affairs, and made Chang Wen-ch’ien, then 

forty-three, the assistant of the Left. These two Chinese officials worked together to 

develop principles of government and administrative policies. They soon clashed 

over economic issues, however, since Wen-t’ung, an expert on fiscal matters, wanted 

to give high priority to policies designed to increase the national wealth, whereas 

Chang being a Confucian moralist, was more concerned with the people’s immediate 

welfare. As disagreement deepened, Chang Wen-ch’ien requested leave of office, but 

was appointed in June as commissioner of the Pacification Bureaux of Ta-ming, 

Chang-te and other adjacent districts in Hopei, while retaining his original rank in the 

Secretarial Council. These bureaux were established by Qubilai as a means of 

tightening Mongol control over the Chinese territories. 

Upon his departure, Chang Wen-ch’ien is said to have pleaded with Wang Wen- 

t’ung to reduce the land rent and tax levies imposed on the households in north China 

that had suffered from a long drought and the ravages of war. In addition, he pointed 

out that when the people regained prosperity the state would benefit, and that even if 

it were desirable to increase the government revenue, that should be attempted only 

after a good harvest. Wang is said to have been convinced, perhaps out of political 

expedience rather than as a matter of principle, and recommended a reduction of one- 

tenth on the ordinary items of taxation, and of one-fifth on the levies on commerce 

and wine, much to the relief of the populace (see the biography of Wang Wen-t’ung). 

Chang Wen-ch’ien took with him to his new posting a number of capable 

officials, including the talented young scientist Kuo Shou-ching (g.v.) who made a 

thorough survey of the irrigation system of the region. Although Chang spent only a 

few months as pacification commissioner, he made a commendable contribution. He 

revitalised the administration, dismissed corrupt officials, and generally improved the 

lot of the people. At the same time, he recruited a number of worthy scholars, 

including Tu Ying (1204-73), Hu Chih-yii (1227-95), and the distinguished Tung 

Wen-yung (g.v.), to serve respectively as superintendent of schools, second secretary, 

and first secretary of the Bureaux of the Left and the Right in charge of general 

administration. 

Early in 1261, Chang Wen-ch’ien returned to K’ai-p’ing fu to resume duty as 

assistant of the Left in the Secretarial Council, a position he held intermittently until 

1267. He was thus able to participate in the major activities of the Mongol 

government. Much information on his activity during the first year in office can be 
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found in the Chung-t’ ang shih-chi (Memoirs of the Affairs of the Secretarial Council) 

of Wang Yiin (q.v.), a detailed contemporary account of proceedings by the central 

administration between 1260 and 1261. According to this source, Chang Wen-ch’ien 

held frequent discussions with Wang Wen-t’ung on the selection of officials for 

government appointments, the reduction of taxes, and the formulation of policies on 

paper currency. It also records an interesting incident which occurred in July 1261 

when Qubilai ordered the Right chancellor Shih T’ien-tse to prepare a feast for the 

heir apparent of the King of Kory6 (Korea), Wang Chik, and his retinue, who had 

come to pay homage and to congratulate Qubilai on the submission of Ariq Boke. 

Chang Wen-ch’ien and several other senior officials were invited to attend. During the 

feast Chang Wen-ch’ien asked whether the Korean royal family was descended from a 

hereditary minister. The prince denied this, saying that it issued from the thirteenth 

generation grandson of the T’ang emperor Shun-tsung (r. 805-6) who had fled to 

Korea during troubles in China. This claim, however, is highly dubious since it is not 

corroborated by the Korean sources (the latter only refer to Su-tsung); it might have 

been made to emphasise the Korean ruler’s links with the Chinese imperial house. 

Nevertheless, it is an interesting episode in the annals of Korea’s intercourse with the 

Mongol ruler of China. 

Before long, Chang Wen-ch’ien and his colleagues came into bitter conflict with 

Ahmad, who had received his first major assignment the previous year when he was 

transferred from his post of co-director of the Metropolitan Bureau in K’ai-p’ing fu to 

Yen-ching (Peking, later renamed Chung-tu and Ta-tu), there to supervise the 

inventory of the Imperial Treasury (see the biography of Ahmad). Ahmad was 

subsequently appointed to the concurrent office of commissioner of the Imperial 

Granary, and took charge of the Office for Harmonious Purchase, which he helped 

establish in order to increase the stores of grain. In late 1262, Qubilai, in recognition 

of his services, made him chief of the Left and the Right Boards of the Secretarial 

Council, and concurrently commissioner of the Transportation Bureaux of all the 

districts in the empire. These successive appointments gave Ahmad extraordinary 

power over fiscal management; but being subordinate to the Secretarial Council, he 

still could not exercise independent authority. Consequently, he submitted a request 

to Qubilai asking to be made directly answerable to the emperor in fiscal matters, and 

the case was referred to the court for deliberation. At this point, Chang Wen-ch’ien 

led the opposition to Ahmad’s proposal, arguing that this would risk placing the 

management of the empire’s finances under a single individual and would impose an 

additional burden on the emperor by compelling him to supervise personally an 

important branch of the administration. Qubilai accepted Chang Wen-ch’ien’s 

objections and dismissed Ahmad’s suggestion; but Ahmad did not give in and merely 
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changed tactics in his attempt to bypass the Secretarial Council. He ultimately 

achieved his aim, though only temporarily. 

During the following two years of his tenure at the Secretarial Council, Chang 

Wen-ch’ien found an opportunity to befriend the renowned Confucian master Hsii 

Heng (q.v.), who was then residing in K’ai-p’ing fu (which was renamed Shang-tu in 

1263) at Qubilai’s instigation. Greatly impressed by Hsii Heng’s erudition, Chang 

Wen-ch’ien sought to become his disciple, but Hsii advised him instead to devote 

himself to Confucian studies and to recommending worthy individuals for service in 

the government. Thereafter, Chang frequently sought Hsii’s counsel, not only in the 

management of state affairs, but also on the subject of Neo-Confucianism, with which 

he became increasingly concerned towards the end of his life. In late 1262, deeply 

disturbed by the calumnies spread by his rival Ahmad and other officials, he wrote to 

Hsii Heng asking for advice. In reply, Hsii expressed great sympathy for his troubles, 

but exhorted him to adhere to the principle of sincerity and righteousness, and to wait 

for the storm to blow over, acknowledging that it was difficult for a conscientious 

statesman to deal with such evil forces. During this time, besides discharging his 

many duties, Chang Wen-ch’ien also devoted much attention to the recruitment of 

capable scholars for the Mongol administration. That year, for instance, he 

recommended Kuo Shou-ching (g.v.), an erudite scholar skilled in astronomy and 

hydrological technology who later played an important role in the preparation of a 

new calendar for the dynasty. 

In early 1264, after Qubilai had authorised the transfer of the capital to Chung-tu, 

Chang Wen-ch’ien was additionally called to serve as assistant of the Left in the 

Regional Secretarial Councils of Hsi-Hsia, Chung-hsing and other districts, 

responsible for the territories of the former Tangut Hsi-Hsia state in modern Kansu 

and Shensi which the Mongols had conquered in 1227. He summoned a number of 

experienced officials to accompany him there, including Kuo Shou-ching, then a vice- 

commissioner of waterways, and Tung Wen-yung, who was subsequently appointed 

first secretary of the Regional Secretarial Council. On his arrival Chang discovered 

that the local people, mainly Tanguts, were largely ignorant of Chinese customs and 

were not accustomed to the Chinese methods of government. He thereupon freed 

several of the educated Chinese from Szechwan who had been enslaved by the 

Mongols, had them trained in administration procedures, and used them to establish a 

bureaucratic administration. It is said that the Tanguts, inspired by his efforts, sent 

their children to be educated in the Chinese way — in consequence of which their 

customs changed rapidly. At the same time, finding that the two canals known as 

T’ang-lai and Han-yen, which had been the main means of irrigation in the region, had 

become silted, Chang charged Kuo and Tung with the task of dredging the waterways. 
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The project was completed within a year, rendering the canals adequate to irrigate 

over 100,000 ching of land; this greatly enhanced productivity and induced the return 

to farming of over 40,000 households. In early 1266, Chang was recalled to serve 

again as assistant of the Left in the Secretarial Council at Chung-tu; the Regional 

Secretarial Council of Chung-hsing was subsequently abolished. 

Chang Wen-ch’ien was immediately involved in the matter of a claim submitted 

by powerful Mongol nobles for several thousand Chinese families to serve as their 

personal slaves. He and his colleagues reviewed the case and proposed adopting the 

registration record for the year 1235 (see the biography of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai) as the 

starting point: all households that were then registered as slave, whether or not they 

had owned any land, should be allotted to the claimants, whereas all others should be 

treated as free. Qubilai accepted the recommendation and made it law, thus 

preventing a dangerous precedent. In April of the following year, Qubilai, acting on 

the recommendation of An-t’ung (g.v.), the Right chancellor, reduced the 

supernumerary positions in the upper echelon of the Secretarial Council. This 

affected several Mongol and Chinese officials, and Chang Wen-ch’ien, who was one 

of them, found himself demoted to the function of associate director of political 

affairs. Nevertheless, he continued to enjoy Qubilai’s trust and discharged various 

important duties during the following years. 

In summer 1268, Chang Wen-ch’ien played a major role in suppressing the 

consequences of an uprising of a group of heretical religious rebels in Tzu-chou 

(Shantung). More than a hundred members of the movement, including their self- 

proclaimed spiritual leader Hu Wang, were captured by the local authorities. Their 

case was referred to the Secretarial Council for consideration. Chang examined the 

causes of the sedition and spoke in defence of the group, finding that many of the 

followers were harmless people beguiled by their leader’s claim of magical powers, 

and that only the ringleaders should be punished, as an example for the rest. An-t’ung 

concurred with this judgement and dispatched Chang Wen-ch’ien with a Mongol 

overseer (darugaci) to Tzu-chou to carry it out. This done, Chang returned to court 

and, in September, was summoned by Qubilai to undertake a thorough review of the 

governmental agencies that had been established over the past years, in cooperation 

with Liu Ping-chung, Hsii Heng, the academician Wang Hsiin (1235-81) and others 

(see the biography of Hsii Heng). The committee submitted a number of 

recommendations that are said to have been approved, thus strengthening the base of 

the Mongol regime. 

On the recommendation of his advisers, Qubilai authorised the establishment of a 

Bureau of Agriculture in March 1270, and appointed Chang Wen-ch’ien its director. 

When the office was upgraded to Grand Bureau of Agriculture early in 1271, Chang 
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was promoted accordingly. He devoted himself to the task, proposing that 

agricultural bureaux be established in various districts to encourage cultivation, 

initiating the allocation of land to provide income for sacrificial offerings to ancestors 

and to the patron deities of agriculture and sericulture, and opening schools in the 

countryside. Further, he submitted with Tou Mo (g.v.) and others a memorial 

proposing the establishment of a National College in the new capital (renamed Ta-tu, 

or ‘Great Capital’ in March 1272) and recommending Hsii Heng, then assistant of the 

Left in the Secretarial Council, to be its rector. The proposal was adopted, thus 

starting the tradition of official sponsorship for Confucian studies at various levels, 

and furthering the advancement of Chinese scholars in government service. 

In all these pursuits, Chang Wen-ch’ien and his colleagues were not without 

enemies; they soon were to clash with Ahmad and his associates. In early 1270 

Ahmad had risen from commissioner of the fiscal agency known as the Office for 

Regulating State Expenditure (created in 1266) to director of political affairs, i.e. 

chief, of the Presidential Council. The Council was in charge of the overall fiscal 

administration and was independent of the Secretarial Council. Ahmad planned a 

number of fiscal policies to increase state revenue, without much consideration for the 

welfare of the population. These measures included introducing a monopoly on the 

iron used to manufacture agricultural implements — which would then be sold at a 

high price; establishing separate Pacification Bureaux in the Tung-p’ing and Ta-ming 

districts for the purpose of tax collection; and issuing unsecured paper money. 

Pressure was put on local officials to support the proposals, thus giving Ahmad a freer 

hand to carry out his plans. Having learned of this, Chang Wen-ch’ien joined with his 

colleagues to denounce Ahmad’s scheme before Qubilai. The emperor accepted their 

representations and ordered Ahmad to desist from some of his intentions. Seeking 

vengeance for this interference, Ahmad attempted to slander Chang and his other 

critics, but to no avail. 

Chang Wen-ch’ien and his colleagues had another run-in with Ahmad in March 

1275, when, in the wake of the conquest of Sung, Qubilai sought advice at court about 

policies for the fiscal management of south China. Besides Chang and Ahmad, the 

consultants also included Yao Shu and T’u-tan Kung-lii (see the biography of Yao 

Shu). Ahmad proposed to replace the Sung credit notes, such as the chiao-tzu and 

hui-tzu, with the Yiian currency, but Yao and T’u-tan dissented on the ground that 

such a proposal would lead to monetary chaos. Further, T’u-tan pointed out that 

marshal Bayan (q.v.), who led the campaign against Southern Sung, had publicly 

promised the Sung people that he intended to honour their currencies; it would thus be 

a breach of faith to adopt a contrary policy. While expressing support for T’u-tan, 

Chang Wen-ch’ien proposed to defer action until further advice was obtained from 
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Bayan on the matter. As Qubilai had endorsed his scheme for drawing additional 

revenue to the state, Ahmad had his way and introduced a series of measures designed 

to exploit the wealth of the former Sung territories. Those included not only the 

replacement of the Sung paper money, but also the imposition of a government 

monopoly on salt and herbal medicine. This was a major defeat for the Chinese 

advisers. 

In 1276 Chang Wen-ch’ien was appointed chief censor, thus bringing to an end 

his long service in the Secretarial Council. He clashed again with Ahmad when the 

latter, fearful lest his illegal activities be exposed, proposed to do away with the 

Judicial and Inspection Bureaux in the local circuits. Chang pleaded successfully 

with Qubilai to retain these agencies, but, concerned about the possible repercussions 

of his actions, he requested and obtained leave of office. 

In the following year, Chang Wen-ch’ien was given a new appointment as senior 

academician of the Chao-wen Academy, and he also assumed supervision of a special 

bureau for the compilation of a new calendar, established in July of the previous year. 

(Most Yiian sources claim that Chang was concurrently appointed director of the 

Department of Calendrical Affairs. However, this office was not established until 

February 1278 to expedite the preparation of the calendar. The department was 

formally headed by the academician Hsii Heng, but was actually in the charge of 

Wang Hsiin, tutor to the heir apparent.) Before this time, the Mongol rulers had 

successively used three different calendars: the Ta-ming li of the Chin first 

promulgated in 1137 and revised in 1182, the Keng-wu yiian-li compiled by Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai at the time of Cinggis Qan’s Western Campaign, and the Wan-nien li 

compiled by the Persian astronomer Jamil al-Din in 1267. All those calendars, based 

on earlier Chin and Sung reckonings, became increasingly inaccurate with time. In 

his later years Liu Ping-chung had tried to produce a replacement, but had died before 

completing the task. 

As head of Qubilai’s special calendrical commission, Chang Wen-ch’ien was 

assisted by a number of distinguished scholars. They included Wang Hsiin, Chang I 

and Hsii Heng, but the main task was assigned to Kuo Shou-ching who, being an 

expert in astronomy, was primarily responsible for the reform. The new calendar, 

based on a thorough re-examination and revision of the Ta-ming li of the Chin and of 

a number of Sung works, was completed in late 1280; it came to be known as the 

Shou-shih li and was subsequently adopted as the official calendar of the Yiian 

dynasty (see the biography of Kuo Shou-ching). 

During this period, Chang Wen-ch’ien was also involved in an incident worth 

recording. In June 1277 Qubilai was taken ill at Shang-tu, and some of his officials, 

disturbed by what they regarded as the inauspicious omen of an accidental fire that 
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had destroyed many civilian residences, proposed to move the summer capital 

elsewhere. When the matter was referred to the court for discussion, Chang joined 

Chang I and others in opposing the suggestion, and advised the emperor not to be 

swayed by such superstitious claptrap. The proposal was dismissed, but Qubilai, who 

like most Mongol rulers believed in omens, did not fail to express his disappointment 

at the decision. 

Chang Wen-ch’ien stayed on as senior academician until January 1283, when he 

was transferred to the post of vice-commissioner of the Department of Military 

Affairs. In this capacity, he submitted a number of proposals aimed at improving the 

military administration, which involved notably the elimination of sinecures, the 

secondment of soldiers for advanced training, and the provision of adequate family 

allowances. Unfortunately, he fell ill before his plans were put into effect and died on 

28 March, at the age of sixty-six. He was buried in Ta-tu with full honours. 

Chang Wen-chien was survived by three sons and seven daughters by two wives 

and one concubine. His first wife, who died early, gave birth to a daughter, and his 

second wife, née Liu bore him two male heirs, Chang Yen and Chang Kao, and five 

daughters, while his concubine produced a son, Chang Sheng, and a daughter. 

In 1295, upon the enthronement of Emperor Temiir (Ch’eng-tsung, r. 1295-1307), 

Chang was granted the posthumous titles of Supreme Pillar of State, Grand Preceptor 

and Great Officer of Brilliant Dignity, and was named Wen-hsiian (‘Cultured and 

Expressive’). Furthermore, the academician Li Ch’ien composed a solemn epitaph in 

his honour. This, now preserved in the Kuo-ch’ao wen-lei of Su T’ien-chiieh, and the 

biography included in the Kuo-ch’ao ming-ch’en shih-liieh by the same author, 

provide the basic information on Chang Wen-ch’ien’s life and career. In 1330 Chang’s 

heir Chang Yen transferred his father’s remains to his native place; at Yen’s request, 

the eminent academician Yii Chi (1272-1348) composed a eulogy, entitled “Chang- 

shih hsin-ying chi’ to commemorate the occasion. This essay, later included in Yii 

Chi’s collected works, sheds additional light on the family history and on later 

scholars’ appraisal of Chang Wen-ch’ien’s political career. 

Chang Yen, the most illustrious of Chang Wen-ch’ien’s sons, was an 

accomplished scholar and pursued a worthy official career in the footsteps of his 

father. Under Qubilai, he served successively as first secretary in the ministries of 

Justice and Rites, and as assistant director of the Bureau of Agriculture. After 

Temiir’s accession, he was appointed lecturer-in-waiting of the Chi-hsien Academy 

and was invited to lecture at court on the classics and history. He was later promoted 

to chief censor in the Regional Censorate of Shensi and retired from office in 1321. 

He lived for another decade or so and, after his death, was granted the rank of director 



280 

of political affairs in the Secretarial Council of the region. He was posthumously 

named Wen-ching (‘Cultured and Pacific’). 

Chang Wen-ch’ien deserves a high place among the many Chinese who served 

the Mongol rulers during the early phase of their settlement in China. He was not a 

distinguished Confucian scholar or littérateur like some of his colleagues; while he 

was included in the Sung-Yiian hsiieh-an of Huang Tsung-hsi, this was primarily 

because of his ties to Hsii Heng rather than for his achievements in the field of Neo- 

Confucianism. 

As Qubilai’s adviser, Chang Wen-ch’ien became a close associate of Liu Ping- 

chung, and both men worked as a team in formulating and implementing policies for 

the prince. In general Liu was the driving force while Chang took care of the details, 

thus complementing his colleague’s contribution. Their collaborative effort appears in 

the recommendations for the reorganisation of governmental institutions, the 

formulation of social and economic policies, and in many other proposals of national 

importance. This also holds true of their executive proceedings, such as local reforms 

— particularly in Hsing-chou in 1251-1252; the promotion of Confucian studies 

through the institution of the National College; in military campaigns; and in various 

aspects of state affairs before Qubilai’s accession in 1260. In many of these instances, 

although strongly influenced and inspired by Liu Ping-chung, Chang Wen-ch’ien took 

a number of independent initiatives, displaying insight and good judgement. At the 

same time, like other contemporary top-ranking advisers, he recommended talented 

scholars and capable individuals for official appointments, thereby contributing 

significantly to the efficiency of the Mongol administration and to the promotion of 

Chinese influence in government during the early years of Qubilai’s reign. 

Chang Wen-ch’ien emerged as a more independent political figure after Qubilai’s 

accession, when he was appointed to the Secretarial Council and given various 

assignments as a commissioner in the Pacification Bureau, and other posts. He 

carried out his duties cautiously but efficiently according to the Confucian ideal of 

government, strengthening the state without overtaxing the population, and sought to 

achieve those goals through institutional reforms, efficient management and the 

pursuit of justice. The contemporary academician Wang Yiin, reminiscing about 

Chang Wen-ch’ien, made this apt remark: ‘His character was calm, peaceful, quiet 

and respectable. He was diligent in government affairs. He did not shout or show an 

angry face.’ Then, recalling an instruction received from him while serving in the 

Secretarial Council, Wang Yiin wrote: ‘(He instructed me as follows:) "As for court 

matters, there are big ones and small ones. On big matters, we must (first) deliberate, 

(then) we dare memorialise (the emperor). It is all right (even if matters) are 
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m9 
somewhat behind schedule."’ These commendable qualities probably accounted for 

much of Chang Wen-ch’ien’s success in the early phase of his career. 

In later years, however, Chang Wen-ch’ien found it increasingly difficult to 

discharge his duties in the changed political circumstances following Ahmad’s rise to 

power. Together with many of his colleagues, he mounted a vigorous opposition to 

Ahmad and tried to contain the man’s influence, but he lost out because the emperor, 

while valuing the contribution of his Chinese advisers, was under pressure to increase 

state revenue. Nonetheless, Chang Wen-ch’ien maintained his integrity and dedicated 

himself to minimising the impact of Ahmad’s harmful policies. 

While he was not an accomplished man of letters, Chang Wen-ch’ien dabbled in 

painting and his work was noticed by a contemporary, Yang Hung-tao, in his Hsiao- 

heng chi. However, none of it has survived. 
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18. KUO SHOU-CHING (1231-1316) 

Kuo Shou-ching, T. Jo-ssu, was born in 1231 at Hsing-t’ai, in the Shun-te 

administration (Hopei), during the reign of the Chin emperor Ai-tsung (r. 1224-34). 

The names of his parents can no longer be traced, but it is known that his grandfather, 

Kuo Jung, was well-educated in the classics and mathematics, and had an interest in 

water works. Kuo Yung was a friend of his townsman, Liu Ping-chung (q.v.), later the 

Buddho-Taoist confidant of Qubilai Qa’an, who possessed a good knowledge of 

astronomy, mathematics, and geography. 

As a child Kuo Shuo-ching is said to have already shown traits setting him apart 

from other children, inasmuch as he took no pleasure in games and play. At the age of 

fourteen or fifteen, he came across a diagram of the “Lotus Clepsydra’ (lien-hua lou) 

and was able to understand at first sight the principle of this time-keeping device. 

(The ‘Lotus Clepsydra’ was so called because the top of the recipient vessel was 

shaped like a lotus flower.) The instrument had been devised by the Northern Sung 

scientist Yen Su and officially adopted in 1036. In 1246, Liu Ping-chung returned to 

Hsing-t’ai to observe the mourning period for his father and stayed there for a few 

years. During that time, Liu and a group of scholars, including Chang Wen-ch’ien 

(qg.v.), Chang I (d. 1282), Wang Hsiin (1235-81) and others were in the habit of 

meeting regularly for scholarly discussions at Tzu-chin Mountain, west of Hsing-chou 

(Shun-te). All were versed in classical scholarship, and especially in astronomy and 

mathematics. Kuo Yung seized this opportunity to make his grandson study under Liu 

Ping-chung, most likely sometime between 1246 and 1249. In this way, Kuo Shou- 

ching became known to the other scholars, especially to Chang Wen-ch’ien who later 

recommended him to Qubilai. 

In late 1251, as a lad of twenty, Kuo Shou-ching got his first chance to 

demonstrate his scientific talent. The countryside north of Hsing-chou was 

encompassed by three converging rivers, the Liao-shui, the Ta-huo ch’iian, and the 

Kang-shui, all flowing westward. When the Mongols overran China, the lower course 

of the Liao-shui became obstructed, which caused the waters to bank up in a vast 

muddy marsh. There were stone bridges on all three rivers, but that over the Ta-huo 

ch’tian was washed away and no trace of its foundations could be found. It was 

replaced in due course by a temporary wooden structure so flimsy that it kept 

collapsing and had to be rebuilt repeatedly over the years, causing the local people a 

great deal of inconvenience. In autumn 1251, Chang Keng and Liu Su (1188-1263) 

were appointed pacification commissioners of the region by Mingke. Anxious to 
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resolve the problems of the bridge, they took counsel with the local elders and with 

such as knew the river, and inspected the site personally. Informed of Kuo Shou- 

ching’s talents, they had him produce plans and cost estimates, and put him in charge 

of the restoration project. Kuo surveyed the area and located the site of the old bridge. 

He cleared the mud that covered its footings and had the structure rebuilt, thus 

ensuring easy passage once again. The project required only four hundred labourers 

and was completed in forty days. This feat was duly recorded by the great former 

Chin literatus Yiian Hao-wen (1190-1257) in a commemorative document written for 

this occasion. 

In June 1260, after Qubilai’s enthronement, Chang Wen-ch’ien was appointed 

assistant of the Left in the Secretarial Council, and shortly thereafter was despatched 

to Ta-ming, Chang-te, and adjacent districts, to overhaul the local administration. He 

took Kuo Shou-ching with him, which gave the young engineer an opportunity 

thoroughly to survey the irrigation systems of the region. At the same time, Kuo had 

undertaken to improve the instruments of astronomy. He cast a bronze clepsydra 

(t’ung-hu) for the local observatory; constructed a bamboo hsiian-chi instrument after a 

diagram from the Shu-ching (Book of History); and also a tower for observing the 

twenty-eight lunar mansions (hsiu), as well as the larger stars and the constellations. 

(Whereas Michel interprets the hstian-chi as a template, Kuo’s apparatus seems more 

likely to have been an armillary sphere.) The clepsydra, known as the Pao-shan 

clepsydra, was completed in March 1262 and was subsequently moved to the capital 

city Yen-ching (later Ta-tu), i.e. the present-day Peking. 

Greatly impressed, Chang Wen-ch’ien recommended Kuo Shou-ching to Qubilai 

in 1262, praising his expertise in water works and his extraordinary intelligence. In 

August, the qa’an granted Kuo an audience at Shang-tu. On that occasion, Kuo 

presented six different schemes for improving irrigation and waterways in the region 

south of Yen-ching and north of the Yellow River. They were: 

1. The water flowing from Yii-ch’tian Mountain (the famous ‘Jade Fountain’) north- 

west of the capital could be diverted into the disused canal constructed by the 

Chin, which had become unserviceable by Kuo’s time. This would reactivate the 

canal connecting the capital and T’ung-chou (in Hopei) and save 60,000 min in 

road transport expenses annually. Furthermore, an extension of the canal from the 

mouth of the Lin-yii River south of T’ung-chou, to Yang-ts’un (north-west of 

Tientsin), would present three advantages: it would avoid the shallow and muddy 

stretches of the river; it would offer shelter from wind and waves; and it would 

eliminate the need for transhipping cargo. 
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2. The water from the Ta-huo ch’iian to the north of Shun-te could be diverted to run 

into the walled city so that it would flow eastwards in three tributaries. The water 

could be used to irrigate the farms to the east of the city. 

3. The Li River, which flowed northwards from south of Shun-te to Jen-ch’eng (also 

in Hopei), was blocked by mud at that time and had inundated more than 1,300 

ch’ing of farm land. With proper drainage the farms could become arable once 

again and the Li River would flow towards Hsiao-wang ts’un where it would join 

the Hu-t’?o River and enter the Yii River (i.e. the Wei River) and would be 

navigable all the way. 

4. At the junction of the Fu and Chang rivers north-east of Tz’u-chou (Hopei), a 

canal could be dug to lead the waters northwards to Han-tan and Yung-nien, and 

via Chi-tse (north-west of Ch’ii-chou, Hopei) into the Li River, providing 

irrigation for over 3,000 ch’ ing of farm land. 

5. Although the course of the Ch’in River between Huai-chou and Meng-chou 

(Honan) provided some irrigation facilities, the channel was overloaded and banks 

had been broken by excess water. Irrigation for over 2,000 ch’ing could be 

provided if the latter were diverted to collect the overflow from the Tan before 

being led into the Yii River north of Wu-ch’ih. 

6. West of Meng-chou, a waterway could be dug on the northern shore of the Yellow 

River, running north then east between the new and old sites of Meng-chou and 

then along the course of the Yellow River to Wen county before it rejoined the 

Yellow River further south. This would irrigate more than 2,000 ch’ing of farm 

land. 

Kuo’s presentation greatly impressed Qubilai, who immediately appointed him 

superintendent of waterways for the various districts. The first of Kuo’s suggestions 

was actually implemented. The following year Kuo was rewarded with promotion to 

the rank of vice-commissioner of waterways, and was granted the silver tablet (yin-fu). 

Early in 1264, in his capacity as assistant of the Left in the Secretarial Council, 

Chang Wen-ch’ien was appointed assistant of the Left in the Regional Secretarial 

Councils of Hsi-Hsia, Chung-hsing and neighbouring districts, comprising the 

territories of the defunct Tangut state in Kansu and Shensi. Once again, he took Kuo 

and a Mongol official, Ai D6’en, with him to restore the irrigation systems along the 

Yellow River in Hsi-Hsia that had become blocked or damaged during the years of 

war. Those systems, the most extensive of which was the T’ang-lai ch’ii, (ca. 220 km 

in length) and the second largest, the Han-yen ch’ii (ca. 140 km), included more than 
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ten main channels flowing from the Yellow River into some sixty-eight branch canals. 

The area irrigated by this network amounted to some half a million hectares. After 

Kuo had completed his mission, the Tangut people built a temple on the bank of a 

canal to make offerings to him even though he was still alive. 

The following year Kuo Shou-ching was appointed vice-director of waterways on 

his return to the capital. On his way back he had sailed four days and nights on the 

Yellow River to Tung-sheng (in Inner Mongolia) and discovered that this particular 

stretch of the river was navigable for large cargo boats. He also went past the Cha-po- 

wu-lang Sea (Wu-liang-su, in Inner Mongolia) and observed many derelict canals that 

might be restored. These findings were duly reported to the Mongol court. Kuo may 

thus have been the first to survey the sources of the Yellow River. Similarly, Kuo 

drew attention to another old canal constructed under the Chin between Ma-ku ts’un 

(north-west of Shih-ching Mountain, and some 20 km west of Yen-ching) and the Lu- 

kou River (i.e. the Yung-ting River). Its waters came out of the mountain range to the 

west of the capital, at a place known as Chin-k’ou. A vast area of farm land between 

Chin-k’ou and the capital used to be irrigated from this canal, but the outflow at Chin- 

k’ou had been blocked during the war betwen the Mongols and the Jurchens, after 

which the responsible government official was loath to reopen the outlet for fear of 

flooding downstream. Kuo suggested that the old canal be widened and deepened, so 

that it could be used both for navigation and for irrigation while safely draining away 

any excess water. This suggestion was adopted. 

In 1271 Kuo Shou-ching was made director of waterways. Later that year Qubilai 

adopted the dynastic title of “Great Yiian’ (Ta-Yiian), and renamed the capital Ta-tu 

shortly thereafter. The emperor then launched his troops against the Southern Sung; 

the Mongol forces, under the command of Bayan (q.v.), met with great success in 

several campaigns. In 1275 Bayan commanded Kuo to survey the plain at the 

confluence of the Yellow and Huai rivers with a view to building ports and waterways 

for the supply of the southern front with men and material. Kuo produced a map 

indicating how Chi-chou, Ta-ming, and Tung-p’ing could be linked by waterways with 

the Ssu, Wen and Yii rivers, which he presented to the emperor. He also compared the 

elevations above sea-level of the capital, P’ei county and Lii-liang (Honan). In the 

following year, the Directorate of Waterways was reorganised and absorbed into the 

Ministry of Works; Kuo thus lost his post in the former department and became a first 

secretary in the ministry. 

At that time, the calendar in official use was the revised Ta-ming li adopted by the 

Chin court in 1182. (The original Ta-ming li was compiled in the Liu-Sung period, 

420-79.) But, after more than ninety years, its accuracy had deteriorated; indeed, the 

solar cycle had fallen out of step with the lunar cycle by as much as two days. Yeh-lii 
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Ch’u-ts’ai (q.v.) had earlier suggested adopting the Keng-wu yuan-li calendar which he 

had compiled to replace the Ta-ming li, and the Persian astronomer Jamal al-Din had 

also presented a Wan-nien li calendar based on the Muslim system (Hui-hui li-fa) to 

Qubilai in 1267. Neither system was accepted. A few years before his death in 1274, 

Liu Ping-chung had memorialised the emperor on the need for reforming the calendar 

and proposed to undertake the task himself, but he died shortly thereafter. In 1276, 

when the capital of Southern Sung, Lin-an (Hang-chou), had fallen to the Mongol 

army, Qubilai considered that the time had come to introduce a new calendar. In July 

of that year, he commissioned a special bureau to that effect, with Wang Hsiin, then 

tutor to the heir apparent Jingim and an expert mathematician, and also Chang I, in 

charge of the task. The calendrical bureau passed subsequently under the supervision 

of Chang Wen-ch’ien, then a senior academician of the Chao-wen Academy. In 

addition to Wang Hsiin and Chang I, Chang invited Kuo Shou-ching and Hsii Heng 

(q.v.), the retired rector of the National College and an expert in calendar science, to 

lead a group of astronomers in making and compiling observations of the sun at an 

array of latitudes. 

According to Kuo, the accuracy of the calendar depended on the accuracy of the 

observations, which in turn depended on the precision of the astronomical instruments 

employed. He pointed out that the armillary sphere used at that time at the capital Ta- 

tu had been made by the Sung at their own capital of Pien (K’ai-feng) and that there 

was a difference of about 4 degrees between the two sites; moreover, the gnomon 

erected by the Sung had become tilted with the passage of time. Kuo then set about to 

construct seventeen different astronomical instruments, the first thirteen for use in the 

observatory and the other four for field work. These instruments were: 

1. Chien i (‘Simplified Instrument’). This is the equatorial torquetum. A replica, 

made by the Ming astronomer Huang-fu Chung-ho in 1437, is displayed at the 

Tzu-chin Mountain Observatory, Nanking. It looks like a medieval Arabic and 

European torquetum without the ecliptic components — which makes it equatorial 

and justifies the name ‘simplified.’ Indeed, Kuo appears to have adapted the 

conventional torquetum which read ecliptic coordinates to one which read 

equatorial coordinates directly. The original instrument was examined but 

described inaccurately by Matteo Ricci in the early seventeenth century. 

2. Kao-piao (‘High Gnomons’). Giant gnomons, some 12 m high. There is an 

example of this instrument at Yang-ch’eng which is described by Tung Tso-pin 

and his collaborators. 
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Hou-chi i (‘Pole-Observing Instrument’). Probably a pole-sighting tube provided 

at its upper end with a ‘pole-determining circle.’ The tube might have been 

included in the equatorial torquetum in (1) above. 

Hun-t'ien hsiang (‘Celestial Globe’). This was a large globe and, according to 

Ricci, three men with outstretched arms could hardly have embraced it. It was 

provided with meridians and declination circles parallel to the equator. Any 

markings of stars that it probably carried originally would have been erased by 

exposure to the elements in Ricci’s time. 

Ling-lung i (‘Ingenious Armillary Sphere’). This instrument was examined and 

described by Ricci, who said: 

The second instrument was a great (armillary) sphere not less in diameter 
than that measure of the outstretched arms which is commonly called a 
geometric pace. It had a horizon (-circle) and poles; instead of (solid) circles 
it was provided with certain double hoops (armillae), the void space between 
the pair serving the same purpose as the circles of our spheres. All these were 
divided into 365 degrees and some odd minutes. There was no globe 
representing the earth in the centre, but there was a certain tube, bored like a 
gun-barrel, which could readily be turned about and placed at any degree or 
altitude so as to observe any particular star, just as we do with our vane sights 
—not at all a despicable device. (From Needham, III:368.) 

This tube, which appeared so strange to Ricci, was of course the sighting-tube used in 

Chinese astronomy. A replica of this equatorial armillary sphere made in 1437 by 

Huang-fu Chung-ho can be seen in the grounds of the Tzu-chin Mountain 

Observatory. However, Po Shu-ren (Po SR82) suggests that what Ricci saw and 

described was not the ling-lung i, but only the hun-i (armillary sphere), and that (5) 

was probably a large copper sphere with perforations on its surface to mark the 

positions of the stars. 

6. Yang-i (‘Upward-Looking Instrument’). A hemispherical sundial. 

a Li-ylin i (‘Vertical Revolving Circle’). The vertical circle in the equatorial 

torquetum in (1) above. Together with the azimuthal circle in (14) below, this 

would be equivalent of modern altazimuths and theodolites. 

Cheng-li i (‘Verification Instrument’). An instrument used to determine the exact 

positions of the sun and the moon near the ecliptic and above the horizon. It 

might have been an ecliptically mounted sighting-tube, or perhaps a component of 

the Ingenious Armillary Sphere in (5) above. 
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10. 

iM 

Wz, 

13. 

14. 

LS. 

Ching-fu (‘Shadow Definer’). An ingenious device using the principle of the pin- 

hole to focus the image of a cross-bar mounted on top of a gnomon, whereby to 

determine more easily the position of the shadow projected by the apex of the 

gnomon. The pin-hole was made in the middle of a copper leaf 2 inches wide and 

4 inches long, set on an horizontal graduated runner facing the horizontal cross- 

bar on top of the gnomon. When the cross-bar was seen through the pin-hole to 

bisect the sun’s disc, the position of the device measured the shadow of the cross- 

bar on the horizontal graduated scale. 

K’uei-chi (‘Observing Table’). The text of Kuo Shou-ch’ing’s biography in the 

Kuo-ch’ao wen-lei compiled by Su T’ien-chiieh (1294-1352) merely says, 

‘Although the moon is bright, it is difficult to measure its shadow, (and hence) the 

k’ uei-chi was made.’ Needham suggests that this was apparently an adaptation of 

the gnomon and shadow-definer for lunar observations. 

Jih-ylieh-shih i (‘Instrument for Observing Solar and Lunar Eclipses’). Our 

sources give no explanation, but according to Needham this was perhaps the 

adjustable dioptra described by Arabic writers for determining disc diameters in 

partial eclipses. 

Hsing-kuei (‘Star Dial’). In the absence of factual information, Needham 

speculates that this could have been the ‘nocturnal,’ a device for telling the time at 

night by the fixed stars, consisting of a graduated disc or dial with a hole in the 

centre and a long projecting arm that could be rotated. 

Ting-shih i (‘Time-Determining Instrument’). Little is known about this 

instrument. Needham suggests that it could either be the ‘diurnal circle’ of the 

equatorial torquetum in (1) above, or another name for the Star Dial in (12). Po 

Shu-ren is inclined to think that (12) and (13) refer to one and the same instrument 

and that the Hsing-kuei ting-shi i was probably a modified form of the al- 

Usturlab. 

Cheng-fang an (‘Direction-Determining Table’). This was the azimuthal circle, 

probably used as a component of the equatorial torquetum in (1) above. 

Wan-piao hsiian (‘Suspended Bob-Indicator’). Probably the hanging plumb-line 

used for checking the trueness of instruments such as the gnomons. Po Shu-ren 

suggests that (15) should be read as Wan-piao, probably a portable type of 

spherical sun-dial. 
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16. Cheng-i (‘Rectifying Instrument’). No description of this instrument is given. If 

the Suspended Bob-Indicator in (15) above served as a plumb-line, the Rectifying 

Instrument might have been a water-level, although nothing substantiates this 

inference. Po Shu-ren thinks that (16) should read Hsiian cheng-i (‘Suspended 

Rectifying Instrument’) with a suspended plumb-line. 

17. Tso-cheng i (‘Rectifying Instrument on a Stand’). In the absence of any 

information about it, this instrument may be taken to have been the same as (16) 

above, mounted on a stand. Po Shu-ren suggests that this was probably an 

improved version of the water-level. 

After the fall of the Yiian, the instruments constructed by Kuo Shou-ching and 

preserved at the observatory in Ta-tu were removed to Nanking. Between 1437 and 

1442, Huang-fu Chung-ho made bronze replicas of all of them. They greatly 

impressed the Jesuit astronomer Johann Adam Schall von Bell (in Chinese T’ang Jo- 

wang, 1591-1666), then in the service of the Manchu court. In 1715, however, another 

Jesuit, Bernard Kilian Stumpf (Chi Li-an 1655-1720), then director of the 

Astronomical Bureau at Nanking, melted down Kuo’s original bronze instruments and 

also most of Huang-fu’s replicas, using the recycled metal to cast new instruments. 

What remains today are only the Ming replicas of Kuo’s equatorial armillary sphere, 

the equatorial torquetum and the celestial globe. 

In February 1278, to expedite the compilation of the new calendar, Qubilai made 

the calendrical bureau into a full Department of Calendrical Affairs of which Hsii 

Heng, then senior academician of the Chi-hsien Court, was appointed titular 

supervisor. The actual administration was entrusted to Wang Hsiin, who became 

director with Kuo Shou-ching as co-director. Wang and Kuo suggested jointly to 

Qubilai that a new observatory be built at Ta-tu and that it be provided with its own set 

of bronze astronomical instruments including a gnomon 12 m high to project a long, 

clear shadow. They further recommended setting up observation stations at five 

different localities. Qubilai adopted their proposal: he appointed Tuan Chen, vice- 

minister of Works, to supervise the building of observatories, and later made Aniga, an 

official of Nepalese origin, responsible for the production of the astronomical 

instruments. In spring of 1279, a suitable site was chosen close by the eastern adobe 

wall, outside Chien-kuo men in modern Peking and north of the P’ao-tzu River. Work 

on the new observatory, exceeding in scale that of Maragha built in 1259 by Nasir al- 

Din Tisi (1201-74), was then begun. When completed, the complex was provided 

with offices for the staff not only of the observatory itself but also of the Directorate of 

Astronomy, with suitable rooms and platforms for housing the various astronomical 
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instruments, not to mention library and archives, meeting rooms, and even a printing 

press for printing calendars and almanacs. 

All the astronomical instruments were completed and tested that same year. Kuo 

Shou-ching presented them and explained their functions to Qubilai, who is said to 

have followed the demonstration untiringly from morning to afternoon. Kuo seized 

this opportunity to address the emperor on the desirability of two urgent initiatives. 

The first was to seek experts in calendar science throughout the country to assist in 

the current task, and the second was to despatch parties of observers to measure the 

length of gnomon shadows cast by the sun along a transect from the capital through 

Ho-nan to Nan-hai in south China. Kuo explained that it was essential that shadow- 

measurements should be carried out over a wider set of latitudes in order to achieve 

greater accuracy than that obtained by I-hsing and Nan-kung Ytieh during the T’ang 

dynasty. Qubilai accepted this and appointed fourteen observing officers, who were 

sent to Koryd (Korea) in the east, to T’ien-ch’ih (Yunnan) in the west, to the country 

of the T’ieh-le (Téles) people in the Irtysh-Yenisei region in the north, and to Chu-ai 

(in Hainan Island) in the south. Field observers operated at twenty-seven stations, and 

readings made during the summer solstice at some of the stations were recorded as 

follows: 

Station North Polar Observations at Summer Solstice 

Distance 

Shadow Length Length Length 

and Direction of day of night 

Nan-hai 15 tu! (14.8°) 1.16 ft S. of 54 k’o 46 k’o2 
(Kuang-chou, gnomon 

Kwangtung) 

Heng-yiieh 25 tu (24.6°) nil; sun directly 56 k’o 44 k’o 

(N. of Heng- overhead 
yang, Hunan) 

Yiieh-t’ ai 35 tu (34.5°) 1.48 ftN. 60 k’o 40 k’o 
(Hsiang-fu, of gnomon 
Honan) 

Ta-tu 40 1/12 tu (39.7°) 10.236 ft N. 62 k’o 38 k’o 
(Peking) of gnomon? 

Ho-lin 45 tu (44.4°) 3.24 ftN. 64 k'0 36 k’o 
(Qara Qorum, of gnomon 
Mongolia) 

lS "369:25 14 = 3607. 

2. 1k’o=14.4 mins = 1/100th of 24 hrs day. 

3. Apparently a 40-ft-high gnomon was used in the capital instead of the usual 8-ft-high gnomon. 
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Tieh-le 5S tu (54.2°) 5.10 ft N. 70 k’o 30 k’o 
(Toles) of gnomon 

Pei-hai 65 tu (64.1°) 6.78 ft N. 82 k’o 18k’o 
(Lake Baikal) of gnomon 

North Polar distances were also recorded for the following localities: 

Shang-tu 43 1/4 tu) (42.6°) 
Pei-ching AD AID AD Sa) 
I-tu 37 1/4 tu (36.7°) 
Teng-chou By WA! ge (SILT) 
Kao-li (Korea) 38 1/452m B77,) 
Hsi-ching 40 1/4 tu (39.7°) 
T’ai-yiian SRS EL i (Sie) 
An-hsi fu B47 /S ti GBA») 
Hsing-yiian SITUS ie (BASS 
Ch’eng-tu BUSY) TE (GL) 
Hsi-liang chou 401/12 tm (39.5°) 
Tung-p’ing 35 3/4 -(B5.2") 
Ta-ming 36 im, (@p.s))) 
Nan-ching 345/6 tui  (34.3°) 
Yang-ch’eng SALES jan (BAO) 
Yang-chou 33 Wl (CPa3))) 
E-chou SP ig BULA) 
Chi-chou KO VPA tie (PXEsI)) 
Lei-chou 193/47 ne (9355) 
Ch’iung-chou 20/3/44 tile (COnle) 

That same year, the newly established department also recruited an eminent 

mathematician, Yang Kung-i (1225-94), who was an expert in calendar science. He 

made a contribution to the compilation of the new calendar no less significant than 

that of Kuo Shou-ching and his associates. 

The Shou-shih li, or Calendar for Fixing the Seasons, was finally completed in spring 

1280 and formally presented to the court. With great delight, Qubilai promulgated 

the calendar at the end of the year and ordered its formal adoption in the first month 

of the following year. It remained in use until its replacement by the Ta-t’ung li 

towards the end of the Ming dynasty. Kuo Shou-ching and all those engaged in the 

compilation project were richly rewarded according to their rank. In his memorial to 

Qubilai accompanying the presentation of the Shou-shih li submitted jointly with 

Yang Kung-i and others, Kuo reported that the author had checked and revised seven 

old parameters and adopted five new ones. The seven old parameters were: 

1. The sub-divisions of the tu are after Yabuuti as described in Ho PY66:61-62. 
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1. Determination of the exact time of winter solstice for the year 1280 

By taking daily observations of the length of the gnomon’s meridian shadow 

beginning from the 1276 li-tung (fortnightly period at mid-point between the autumn 

equinox and the winter solstice) onward, the winter solstice in 1277 was calculated to 

occur at 8.5 k’o after midnight on the wu-hsti day (9/12/1277 at 02.02,2 hours); the 

summer solstice in the same year, at 70 k’o after midnight on the keng-tzu day 

(14/6/1277 at 16.48 hours); the winter solstice in 1278, at 33 k’o after midnight on the 

kuei-mao day (9/12/1278 at 07.55,2 hours); the winter solstice in 1279, at 57.5 k’o after 

midnight on the wu-shen day (9/12/1279 at 12.08 hours); and the winter solstice 1280, 

at 81.5 k’o after midnight on the kuei-ch’ ou day (8/12/1280 at 14.33,6 hours). These 

values differed from those in the original Ta-ming li by 18 k’o (4 hours 19.2 mins.). 

2. Tropical year 

By taking the estimated time of the winter solstice in six different years recorded 

over a period of 810 years since the promulgation of the Ta-ming li, a value of 

365.2425 days was determined for the tropical year. 

3. Positions of the sun 

From the lunar eclipse on the kuei-yu day of the 4th lunar month of the ting-ch’ ou 

year (8 May 1277), the position of the sun at the winter solstice was calculated to be 

10 tu (9.8°) from the determinant star of the Chi lunar mansion (y Sagittarius) on the 

equator and just over 9 tu (8.9°) from the same determinant star on the ecliptic. 

4. Lunar motion 

The daily motion of the moon was recorded from the ting-ch’ou year (1277); 

phases of acceleration and deceleration were noted and the eclipses checked. The Ta- 

ming li was found to be out by 30 k’o (7 hours 12 mins). 

5. Nodes 

Nodes were calculated from daily observations of the moon starting from the fifth 

lunar month of the ting-ch’ou year (1277): the times at which the moon’s path crossed 

the ecliptic did not differ much from those predicted by the Ta-ming li. 
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6. Distances from the determinant-stars of the 28 lunar mansions 

In the new instruments used for measuring distances from the determinant-stars, 

each tu was divided into 36 fen, and the terms ?’ai, pan and shao were used to denote 

27 fen, 18 fen and 9 fen, respectively. 

7. Time of sunrise and sunset 

Kuo determined the times of sunrise and sunset on the summer and winter 

solstices at the Mongol capital of Ta-tu. 

The following five new methods were introduced for that purpose by Kuo and his 

associates: 

i. The method of finite difference was employed to express the irregularities of the 

sun’s angular motion. Because of the elliptical orbit of the earth round the sun ata 

focus and the non-uniformity of the earth’s orbital velocity, the apparent angular 

motion of the sun is also not uniform. There is a difference between the daily 

angular motion on any one occasion and the average daily angular motion which 

is one tu or 360/365.25 degree. Previously, two arbitrary constants, known as the 

p’ing-ch’a and the t’ing-ch’a were used to represent the differences between the 

observed values and the average value of the sun’s daily angular motion, and these 

two constants resulted in the solution of quadratic equations. The 7th century 

astronomer Liu Ch’o was the first to use this method. Kuo Shou-ching, however, 

introduced a third arbitrary constant, called the /i-ch’a, resulting in the extraction 

of the cubic root. If x represents the interval between winter solstice and any 

given occasion, the difference between observed angular velocity and average 

angular velocity of the sun can be expressed as a function of a power series of x, 

ie. F(x) = Ax-Bx?-Cx3, where A, B, and C are the arbitrary constants p’ing-ch’a, 

ting-ch’a and li-ch’a, respectively. The average daily angular velocity over a 

period x is given by F(x)/x = A - Bx - Cx. Kuo observed that the sun moved 

through 90 degrees (i.e. 365.24/4 = 91.31 tu) in 88.92 days from the last winter 

solstice. He divided these 88.92 days into six intervals 2 , each more or less equal 

to a fortnight, and observed the angular difference at the end of each interval. The 

results are shown in the following table: 
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x F(x) F(x)ix A ie Xx 

No. of Angular diff- Average daily First Second Third 

days from (erence in angular differ- _differ- differ- differ- 

winter 1/10,000 tu p.d.) ence (in ence ence ence 

solstice 1/10,000 tu) 

Initial (€ =0) 0 0 [513.32] 
[-37.07) 

1st interval 14.82 7058.0250 476.25 {-1.38] 

() -38.45 [0] 

2nd interval 29.64 12976.3920 437.80 -1.38 

(2£) -39.83 0 
3rd interval 44.46 17693.7462 397.97 -1.38 

GL) -41.21 0 

4th interval 59.28 21148.7328 356.76 -1.38 

(42) -42.59 0 

5th interval 74.10 23279.9970 314.17 -1.38 

(S€) -43.97 
6th interval 88.92 24026.1840 270.20 

6£) 

Tr ] uses data outside the range of columns x and F(x). 

Supposing one wished to find the average daily angular difference x days from 

the last winter solstice. After converting the number of days into the number of 

periods @ , i.e.€ =x/14.82, we have the expression 

F(x)/x =513.32 + (4/14.82)(-37.07) + 1/2[(@/14.82) - 1] 1.38) 

= 513.32 - 2.46x - 0.003 1x2 

Hence F(x) =513.32x - 2.46x2 - 0.003 1x3 

From this equation the angular difference of the sun on any particular day of the 

year can be calculated. 

il. 

iil. 

The method of finite difference was also applied to calculate the irregularities of 

the moon’s angular motion. This was more accurate than any method used 

previously in China. 

Before Kuo Shou-ching’s time, conversion from ecliptical to equatorial readings 

were made directly on the armillary sphere and not by calculation. In his 

‘Simplified Instrument’ Kuo and his team had already eliminated the ecliptical 

component. At the same time he had also used spherical trigonometry to 

determine (a) the tu-lii, tu on the equator converted from tu on the ecliptic; (b) 

the chi-ch’a, the value of chords for given ecliptic area, and (c) the ch’a-lii, the 

difference between chords of arcs differing by 1 tu. 
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In the following figure CE is the equator, BD the ecliptic, BC and DE the two meridian 

arcs, 0 the centre of the celestial sphere and D the summer solstice point. BLMN was 

the rectangle formed by Kuo for his calculations. Let 4 a be the latitude 4 BOC; 4b 

the equatorial longitude 4 AOC; A c the ecliptical longitude 4 AOB; and A « the 

obliquity of the ecliptic 4 EOD. 

Expressed in modern mathematics, the following relationships would have been 

arrived at by Kuo: 

sin d= sinc sing (1) 

cos b=cos c/V sin? c cos? « + cos? ¢ (2) 

sin b = sin bcos «/V sin2 c cos? « + cos? ¢ (3) 

Hence tan b = tan c cos « (4) 

The whole method was described by him as ‘the consideration of right-angled 

triangles, chords and sagittae, squares and rectangles, all contained, inclined or 

straight, within circles.’ Equations (1) and (4) were used earlier by al-Battani (ca.858- 

929). The elaborate calculations employed by Kuo to obtain the same results show 

that he was not acquainted with the spherical trigonometry used by Muslim 

astronomers. 

iv. Kuo Shou-ching employed the method of spherical trigonometry to compute 

accurately the obliquity of the ecliptic. He obained a value of 23.90 tu which is 

equivalent to 23° 31’ 58.5". This measurement has an absolute error of only 1’ 

6.8" and was at the time the most accurate ever obtained. In his calculations Kuo 

used an interesting equation to find the length of an arc a in terms of the diameter 

d of acircle and the length of the sagitta s in the form: 
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@ (a/2)2 - ds - (d2 - ad) s* + s4=0 

North Pole 

Summer 
solstice 

pee a ae 

Winter 
solstice 

v. Kuo Shou-ching determined the positions at which the path of the moon crossed 

the equator. 

Wang Hsiin died in 1282, a year after the adoption of the Shou-shih li, leaving 

unfinished the drafts of the methodology used to construct the new calendar. 

Subsequently, Kuo worked over those notes, from which he produced the following 

books: T’ ui-pu, 7 chiian; Li-ch’ eng, 2 chiian; Li-i ni-kao, 3 chiian; Chuan-shen hstian- 

tse, 2 chiian; and Shang-chung-hsia san-li chu-shih, 12 chiian. Promoted to the post of 

director of the Department of Calendrical Affairs in early 1286, Kuo Shou-ching 

presented those works to court together with several other treatises on the calendar and 

astronomy which he had written during the past few years. They included: Shih-hou 

chien-chu, 2 chiian; Hsiu-kai yiian-liu, 1 chiian; I-hsiang fa-shih, 2 chiian; Erh-chih 

kuei-ching k’ao, 20 chiian; Wu-hsing hsi-hsing k’ ao, 50 chiian; Ku-chin chiao-shih 

k’ao, 1 chiian; Hsin-ts’e erh-shih-pa-she tsa-tso chu-hsing ju-hsiu ch’ ii-chi, 1 chiian; 

Hsin-ts’e wu-ming chu-hsing, | chiian; and Yiieh-li k’ao, 1 chiian. Unfortunately none 

of these works survived because the Mongol court, following the Chinese tradition, 

prohibited the dissemination of astronomical and calendrical treatises to prevent their 

misuse. Only some of Kuo’s writings on the Shou-shih li, and instructions for the use 

of the astronomical instruments that he and his colleagues had constructed, are quoted 

in the Yiian History (Yiian-shih). 

There is little information on Kuo Shou-ching’s activities until 1291, when he was 
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There is little information on Kuo Shou-ching’s activities until 1291, when he was 

involved in improving transport on the Grand Canal. In that year some officials 

convinced Qubilai that it would be advantageous to carry grain by water from Ta-tu to 

Shang-tu. There was one suggestion that the Luan River could be made navigable 

from Yung-p’ing, and another that a water route could be established on the Lu-kou 

River. The emperor thereupon sent two expeditions to explore those waterways, and 

Kuo Shou-ching led the party that surveyed the Lu-kou River. Both expeditions failed 

to find a route to Shang-tu. However, Kuo later returned to Shang-tu by himself, after 

which he presented a revised plan to the emperor. This scheme involved the 

construction of a series of lock-gates on the T’ung-hui section of the Grand Canal 

between Ta-tu and T’ung-chou. According to Kuo’s survey, the rise over this stretch of 

the country measured some 10 m. We find a description of the plan in Kuo Shou- 

ching’s biography in the Kuo-ch’ ao wen-lei: 

Instead of using the head waters of the I-mou ch’iian spring for the grain 
shipment to Ta-tu, (Kuo) channelled water from the Po-fu ch’iian source in 
Pei-shan Mountain towards the west, passing the Weng-shan anchorage to the 
south, and entering the walled city from the western watergate to run into a 
reservoir. From there the water flowed eastwards and then to the south to 
pass the southern watergate into the old canal. A flash-lock (cha) was to be 
established every ten Ji. (Thus from Ta-tu) to T’ung-chou there would be 
seven flash-lock gates. At a distance of one /i or more from each flash-lock 
gate a double lock-gate (ch’ ung-chih tou-men) would be built, so arranged as 
to open (ri, lit. lift’) and shut (e) in concert to allow boats through while 
holding back the water. 

Qubilai liked Kuo’s idea and ordered that it be carried out immediately. 

The same year, while engaged in the Grand Canal project, Kuo Shou-ching 

recommended to court one Ch’i Lii-ch’ien (1263-1329), an expert in calendar and 

astronomy, for the post of director of Calendrical Studies. Ch’i was then charged with 

the responsibility of completing the astronomical instruments that were still under 

construction. In February 1272, Kuo was appointed director of Waterways. During 

the second half of the year, construction began on the section of the waterway between 

T’ung-chou and Ta-tu, consisting of fourteen canals. Twenty-thousand military and 

civilian labourers were conscripted. Another large canal was constructed joining the 

nearby rivers for irrigation at Ch’ang-p’ing (Hopei). It is said that Qubilai ordered all 

the civil servants from the chancellors down to form the workforce which, under Kuo’s 

supervision, was to initiate the project, as a token of the latter’s importance. The 

canals were completed by the autumn of 1293; they greatly expedited communications 

between T’ung-chou and the capital. Previously, when government food supplies had 

to be carried by land, many beasts of burden would be lost during the autumn rains. 

Qubilai rejoiced at the sight of the boats on the canal, which he named T’ung-hui. For 

his pains, Kuo Shou-ching was awarded 12,500 min of paper money, and charged with 
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administering the new canal, in addition to his other duties. Thereafter, Kuo proposed 

several other schemes to extend the canal system, without success. 

In 1294, shortly before his death, Qubilai raised Kuo Shou-ching to the dignity of 

senior academician of the Chao-wen Court, and kept him in charge of the Department 

of Calendrical Affairs. During Qubilai’s reign, Kuo made further inventions, such as a 

‘Seven-Treasures Illuminated Clock’ (ch’i-pao teng-lou). The clock was provided with 

bells and drums which sounded on the hour. The qa’an had the instrument set up in the 

Ta-ming Hall at the palace whenever state functions were held. In addition, Kuo 

presented to Qubilai models of wheelbarrows that he had devised. These contraptions, 

named ‘Wooden Ox’ (mu-niu) and ‘Gliding Horse’ (liu-ma), differing somewhat from 

the ancient designs of Chu-ko Liang (181-234), were quite ingenious. 

In 1298, Temiir (Ch’eng-tsung, r. 1294-1307), the new qa’an, on being reminded 

of Kuo Shou-ching’s earlier proposals, summoned Kuo to Ta-tu to plan a new canal 

south of Shang-tu, which would divert waters from T’ieh-fan kan Peak (north of Tu- 

shih k’ou in Ch’ih-ch’eng county, Hopei) to the Luan River. Kuo advised that the canal 

should be at at least 50 to 70 pu (=77 to 107 m) wide to carry the summer surge. But 

senior officials wishing to save costs had the width of the canal reduced by one-third 

against Kuo’s recommendation. Duly completed, the canal broke its banks in 1299, 

causing great loss of life and property, and almost flooding the imperial palace. 

Greatly disturbed, Temiir expressed deep regret for not having listened to Kuo Shou- 

ching. Also in 1298, Kuo constructed a water-clock-driven armillary sphere. This 

comprised some twenty-five wooden cog-wheels of various sizes, linked together so as 

to drive a celestial sphere marked with the positions of the stars. Two rings circled 

the sphere, marking the paths of the sun and the moon. The sphere turned 

anticlockwise following the movement of the heavens, while the two rings revolved 

clockwise to simulate the movements of the heavenly bodies. Furthermore, Kuo 

attempted to reconstruct Chang Heng’s (ca. 100 AD) seismoscope (ti-tung i), without 

success. 

In 1303, all the civil servants aged seventy sui or more were ordered to retire. Yet 

Temir kept Kuo in service because the latter’s expertise and experience were still 

needed. In fact, all the Han-lin academicians and officials of the Department of 

Calendrical Affairs and the Directorate of Astronomy were thereafter exempted from 

mandatory retirement. Despite his official rank, Kuo Shou-ching chose to live 

henceforward in virtual retirement. His only significant contribution thereafter was 

the construction of the ‘Cabinet Incense-Clock’ (kuei-hsiang lou) and the ‘Movable 

Door-Screen Incense-Clock’ (p’ing-feng hsiang lou), presumably two types of 
combustion clocks. In addition, he also made a small ‘Portable Clepsydra’ (hsing lou), 
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for Temiir’s use while performing sacrifices to Heaven (chiao-miao), and on his 

travels. 

Kuo Shou-ching died in 1316 at the age of eighty-five, and was buried at a spot 

about 16 km north-west of his birthplace, Hsin-t’ai. His disciple Ch’i Lii-ch’ien wrote 

an ‘account of conduct’ (hsing-chuang) in Kuo’s memory, and this became the main 

source of his biography in the Kuo-ch’ ao wen-lei as well as the Yiian History. Little is 

known about Kuo’s posterity; a great-grandson, Kuo Kuei, served as an official in the 

Directorate of Astronomy during the T’ien-shun era (1457-64) of the Ming emperor 

Ying-tsung and contributed to the preparation of the Ta-t’ ung li based on the Shou-shih 

li, thus continuing the calendrical work of his distinguished forebear. 

In light of his many ingenious and original contributions, Kuo Shou-ching must be 

hailed as the most outstanding hydrologist and astronomer of the Yiian dynasty. In the 

17th century, Johann Adam Schall von Bell called him ‘the Tycho Brahe of China’ 

after having examined some of the astronomical instruments constructed by Kuo. 

Indeed, while he undoubtedly benefitted from the assistance of several contemporary 

scientists, Kuo Shou-ching may nevertheless be regarded as the last — but only in the 

sense of time — of the great traditional astronomers and mathematicians in Chinese 

history. 
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19. WANG E (1190-1273) 

Wang E, T. Pai-i, H. Shen-tu, a top-ranking chin-shih under the last Chin 

emperor Ai-tsung, (r. 1224-34), served Qubilai Qa’an as a senior Han-lin academician 

and played a prominent role in the development of official historiography. A native 

of Tung-ming, Ts’ao-chou in modern Hopei, Wang E was born in 1190. Little is 

known of his family background or his scholastic affiliation, and only the names of 

his great grandfather (Ch’eng), his grandfather (Li) and his father (Shen) have been 

recorded. His contemporary Liu Ch’i (1203-50) asserts in the Kuei-ch’ien chih that he 

was a disciple of a scholar from his native region, Chang T’e-li (1179-1253), who 

specialised in the commentary on the Book of Changes by the Sung philosopher 

Ch’eng I (1033-1107). It is not known, however, whether Wang actually studied 

under Chang T’e-li, or whether he merely appeared before him in the civil service 

examinations. Moreover, even if he had studied under Chang, Wang E does not seem 

to have been much influenced by that teacher since he was devoted to belles-lettres 

and showed little interest in the Ch’eng I school of Neo-Confucianism. 

In 1208, having excelled in the prefectural examination at Tung-ming, Wang E 

was recommended at the age of eighteen to participate in the departmental 

examination held in Chung-tu (Yen-ching, Peking). He passed brilliantly. His bid for 

the highest degree, however, was frustrated in the following years by the Mongol 

invasion in the wake of Cinggis Qan’s conquest of North Asia. In the spring of 1211, 

the Mongol forces overran two major defences on the Great Wall in Inner Mongolia, 

posing a direct threat to the North China plain. Exploiting the internal chaos of the 

Chin state, they launched several destructive raids in Shansi, Hopei and Shantung 

over the next two years. Late in 1213, the Chin emperor posthumously known as 

Wei-shao wang (r. 1209-13) was slain by his opponents in a palace coup and a 

struggle for succession ensued. The accession of Hsiian-tsung (r. 1213-24) ended the 

political crisis, but the Mongol threat intensified. In June of the following year, 

Hsiian-tsung moved his seat of government to the Southern Capital, Pien (K’ai-feng, 

Honan); Chung-tu fell into Mongol hands a year later. Thereupon Cinggis turned his 

attention to Central Asia, leaving the conquest of north China to his subordinates; in 

1217, he placed Muqali (q¢.v.) in command of operations against the Chin, but the 

Mongol thrust was temporarily halted following Mugali’s death in 1223. 

There is scant information on Wang E’s activities during those years. Like many 

of his contemporaries, he and his family sought refuge south of the Yellow River, but 

he continued his studies in preparation for an official career. The situation changed 
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when Ai-tsung ascended the throne in 1224. By then the Mongol push had slackened 

in north China and, as Cinggis was still engaged in his western campaigns, the Chin 

State enjoyed a respite from Mongol pressure. That year Wang E sat for the palace 

examination at Pien, at the age of thirty-four, and won the title of chuang-yiian 

(‘optimus’) by topping the list of successful chin-shih candidates in belles-lettres. He 

was immediately appointed a curator of documents in the Han-lin Academy and, 

concurrently, a compiler in the Department of National History. There he found 

among his colleagues the distinguished belletrist and historian Yiian Hao-wen (1190- 

1257), and became familiar with the procedures of historiography which he put to 

good use after the fall of the Chin state. In 1229, after having served for five years in 

the academy, Wang E was appointed district assistant in the Kuei-te administration 

and acting magistrate of the Ch’eng-fu county of Po-chou, both in Honan. A year 

later, he was promoted to be vice-prefect of Shen-chou, as well as acting magistrate of 

Ju-yang county in Ts’ai-chou (modern Ju-nan), Honan. In these capacities he 

distinguished himself as a just and capable official, and won acclaim for his 

promotion of morality and his ability to maintain peace and order among the 

population. His grandmother died later that year; he consequently asked for 

permission to be relieved of his duties to observe the mourning period and retired to 

Ts’ai for several years. 

The peace temporarily enjoyed by the Chin was shattered by renewed waves of 

Mongol invasion shortly after the ascension of Ogddei, Cinggis’ third son, in 

September 1229. In spring 1231, the new qan launched an offensive against the Chin 

state on three fronts, aiming to capture its capital Pien and thereby to complete the 

conquest of north China. Under Ogédei’s command the Mongol vanguard crossed the 

Yellow River into Honan north of Pien. The following summer the forces of Tolui (d. 

1232), Siib6tei (g.v.), and Taéar (d. 1238) converged from Shensi and Shantung to lay 

siege to the Chin capital. Following a series of defeats, Emperor Ai-tsung tried to sue 

for peace on humiliating terms, but the Mongol commanders balked and the fall of the 

capital became imminent. 

In early February 1233, as the situation deteriorated, the emperor hurriedly fled 

Pien with a small retinue of followers, first south to Kuei-te and then to Ts’ai-chou in 

July. There Ai-tsung set up a makeshift court and a temporary capital. A month later, 

Ts’ui Li (d. 1234), the grand marshal in charge of the defense of Pien, staged a coup, 

slaughtering the members of the royal family and senior officials who had remained 

behind, and delivered the capital to the enemy without resistance. Many of the 

leading Chin scholar-officials thus became prisoners of war, including Yiian Hao- 

wen, then holding a junior post at the Chin court. In this hour of crisis, Ytian 

addressed a written appeal to the influential chief of the Secretariat Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai 

(q.v.), pleading for his assistance in rescuing scores of top Chin officials from 
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captivity in order to use them later in the public service. The list included Wang 18) 

and fifty-three other former Chin scholars and eminent persons. Although no 

immediate relief eventuated, it was through this recommendation that Wang came to 

be known to some of the senior officials in the Mongol service. The incident was to 

have a decisive effect on his life and subsequent career. 

At the time, Wang E was at Ts’ai, the emergency capital, in mourning for his 

grandmother, and was not directly involved in the political crisis attending the fall of 

Pien. In August 1233, however, he attracted the Chin emperor’s attention when he 

was called upon by the Presidential Council to compose a rescript summoning Wu 

Hsien (d. 1234), the Duke of Heng-shan, to rally to the imperial cause. Wu, a 

powerful Chinese military commander in the Chin service, was then fighting the 

Mongols in Hopei and Honan. Much impressed by Wang’s eloquence, Ai-tsung 

appointed him assistant secretary in the Presidential Council and relieved him of his 

mourning obligations, thus enabling him to assume his duties immediately. Wang E 

was subsequently made a second secretary, serving as director in the Bureau of the 

Left and Right of the same council. In this capacity he was responsible for the 

transmission of memorials, the composition of imperial daily records, and other 

secretarial matters. 

Being a latecomer to the Chin court, Wang E never attained the influence of key 

decision-makers such as Wan-yen Chung-te (d. 1234), Wu-ku-lun Hao (d. 1234), 

Chang T’ien-kang (d. after 1234), and others. Yet, through his official position, he 

gained frequent access to the emperor and acquired an intimate knowledge of state 

affairs. Wang E’s most important contribution at this time was a recommendation 

made in late September (1233) to organise a corps of investigative officials, called 

security officials of the Four Wards, charged with keeping watch on the inhabitants in 

Ts’ai-chou to strengthen imperial control. The emperor accepted the proposal, and 

named him chief of this special bureau. It was on Wang E’s recommendation that Ai- 

tsung ordered the execution, in late January 1234, of the notorious Ch’iian-chen Taoist 

Wu-ku-lun, styled Mister Ma-p’i, who had earlier seduced the emperor’s elder sister 

and sought to regain imperial favour by declaring that he could relieve Ts’ai-chou 

from the besieging Mongols by the use of magic powers. 

Chin resistance ended in disaster. Despite the heroic efforts of the defenders, 

Ts’ai fell to the Mongols on 9 February owing to lack of food and manpower, and the 

impossibility of obtaining reinforcements. Grief-stricken, Ai-tsung abdicated the 

throne in favour of Wan-yen Ch’eng-lin, the marshal charged with defending the 

eastern section of the capital. But before the day was over the Mongol forces 

breached the Chin defence and spilled into the capital. In the ensuing mélée, Ai-tsung 

hanged himself and Ch’eng-lin died in combat, thus ending the Chin dynasty. 
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Following the victory, the Mongol supreme commander, Tatar, in accordance 

with nomad practice, issued an order to exterminate the survivors of Ts’ai-chou. 

Wang E, who had been taken prisoner with many of his colleagues, was among those 

facing execution. Fortunately, Chang Jou (q.v.), the myriarch of the Han Armies 

participating in the siege of the Chin capital, happened to be on the scene and, having 

learned of Wang E’s identity, secured his release. Chang, a cultured warlord and 

patron of Confucian scholar-officials, had probably heard of Wang through either 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai or Yiian Hao-wen who had earlier recommended him. He then took 

Wang E as a house guest to his headquarters at Pao-chou (near Peking). For the next 

nine years Wang E served as tutor to Chang Jou’s children and began collecting 

source materials for a Chin history. In this endeavour he gained access to the 

Veritable Records of the Chin rulers rescued by Chang Jou from the state archives 

during the capture of Pien, presumably on the advice of Yiian Hao-wen. At the same 

time, at the urging of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai and Chang Jou, he composed an account of the 

last days of the Chin court at Ts’ai-chou, called Ju-nan i-shih (A Memoir of Ju-nan), 

drawing primarily on the diary he had kept during the Mongol siege. 

Before long, however, Wang E’s withdrawal from public life was interrupted by a 

summons from Qubilai. The great prince had by then emerged as a powerful 

contender in Qara Qorum, thanks partly to the special favour his family enjoyed at the 

Mongol court after his father’s death. In 1236, as a tribute to his late brother’s 

services, Ogédei allotted to Tolui’s widow Sorgagtani Beki (d. 1252) the territories of 

Chen-ting in modern Hopei. A capable and enlightened woman, Sorqaqtani had the 

wisdom to enlist the assistance of Chinese literati in administrating her domain. 

Under his mother’s tutelage, Qubilai was exposed to Chinese influence in his early 

years, and became convinced of the need to employ the scholars in his struggle for 

political ascendancy. As early as 1242 he began summoning learned people to Qara 

Qorum to advise him on political affairs; those included prominent visitors such as the 

Ch’an monk Hai-yiin and his disciple Liu Ping-chung (qq.v.), who later became one of 

Qubilai’s most trusted confidants. As a distinguished former Chin official known to 

the Mongol court through the recommendation of both Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai and Chang 

Jou, Wang E was an obvious candidate for the prince’s entourage. He accepted 

Qubilai’s invitation, probably moved less by the desire to resume his official career 

under the new regime than by concern for the preservation of the heritage of the Chin 

state and the Confucian tradition under Mongol rule. 

Late in 1244, Qubilai’s emissaries Chao Pi (1220-76) and Hsii Kuo-chen arrived 

in Pao-chou to invite Wang E to visit the Mongol capital. Upon his arrival there, 

Wang received a cordial welcome from Qubilai, who honoured him by calling him 

chuang-ytian (mo. *Tong-On); he in turn presented the prince with a portrait of 
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Confucius given to him by a friend at the start of his journey. It was then the second 

month of autumn (4 Sept.-3 Oct.), and Wang E took the opportunity to advise his 

patron to offer a sacrifice to the Sage. Qubilai agreed and invited Wang to officiate at 

the ceremony. Thereafter, offerings to Confucius in spring and autumn became a 

regular feature in the state sacrifices of the Mongol-Yiian regime. During his stay in 

Qara Qorum, Wang E was a frequent guest at Qubilai’s quarters, lecturing on the 

major classics, and expounding to the prince the Confucian ethical code and 

principles of government. On several occasions Wang pressed the prince to sponsor 

the compilation of a history of the Chin state, recommending Yang Huan, Li Chih 

(qq.v.), Yiian Hao-wen and others to implement the project. It seems that Qubilai 

showed some interest in the proposal, but took no action until after his elevation to the 

throne in the following decade. 

Two years later, troubled by poor health, Wang E begged for permission to leave 

Qara Qorum and his wish was granted. Qubilai sent five able servants to escort Wang 

home and instructed them to study the Confucian classics and the traditional 

principles of government under him. The most outstanding of those disciples was the 

Uighur Lien Hsi-hsien (q.v.), who later became a learned Confucian scholar and close 

adviser to the future qa’an. Sometime later, Qubilai awarded Wang E a mansion in 

Yen-ching and invited him to reside there. Wang complied and spent the next few 

years in the future capital of the Yiian regime. Continuing to profess his loyalty to the 

fallen Jurchen state, Wang E asked Qubilai for permission to return to Ts’ai-chou to 

accord a proper burial to the late Chin emperor Ai-tsung, who had been hastily 

interred after his suicide. His request was granted, but Wang was unable to locate the 

emperor’s temporary grave near the Ju River because of a flood, and could only 

deliver a funereal eulogy of the former emperor at the river bank. (In fact, according 

to the Sung History [Sung-shih], Ai-tsung’s remains were later taken by the Sung 

forces and presented to the Chinese court.) He then privately canonised him as I- 

tsung (‘Righteous Ancestor’), but later the official Chin history adopted instead Ai- 

tsung (‘Grievous Ancestor’) as the temple name of the last Chin monarch. 

There is scant information about Wang E in subsequent years. It is reported that 

he was again summoned to Qara Qorum in spring 1250, together with Wei Fan (chin- 

shih of 1215), another former Chin scholar-official, for consultation on state affairs. 

This invitation came from Méngke Qa’an (r. 1251-59) who had presumably heard of 

Wang E and his companion from Qubilai, and the emperor is said to have offered him 

a government position. He declined however, and returned to Yen-ching shortly 

afterward, there to remain out of office until the next decade. 

Following his enthronement at K’ai-p’ing fu in April 1260, Qubilai devoted 

himself to organising the new government with the advice of his counsellors. Those 
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included, besides Wang E, several outstanding former Chin scholar-officials and 

eminent persons such as Liu Ping-chung, Yao Shu, Tou Mo, Hsii Heng, Shang T’ing 

(qq.v.), Hsii Shih-lung and others. Wang was the author of the edict which 

proclaimed the inauguration of the new era named Chung-t’ung (‘Pivotal Succession’) 

in May that year. A new Secretarial Council was established the same month and, in 

August, Qubilai named Wang E, then seventy, executive academician in charge of 

compiling historical records, in anticipation of the formation of a full-fledged Han-lin 

Academy. Thereupon Wang assumed responsibility for drafting imperial edicts and 

planning the restoration of traditional government agencies, thus becoming an 

important member of Qubilai’s circle of advisers at the new court. 

Under the leadership of Liu Ping-chung, the Buddho-Taoist who emerged as the 

qa’an’s trusted confidant, those counsellors endeavoured to reconstruct state 

institutions on traditional Chinese lines, while promoting the political influence of the 

literati. They opposed the Central Asian faction led by the Muslim Mahmid Yalavaé 

and later the notorious Ahmad (qq.v.) who both advocated ruthless exploitation of the 

economic resources of the conquered territories as the top priority of the new regime. 

Shortly after his enthronement, Qubilai appointed Wang Wen-t’ung (q.v.), a Chinese 

expert in fiscal matters, to the position of director of political affairs in the Secretarial 

Council. Many of the Chinese advisers acquiesced, but Wang E, Yao Shu and Tou 

Mo dissented. They saw Wang Wen-t’ung as a grasping and unreliable man, and 

recommended Hsii Heng for the post, but Qubilai ignored their advice. It was soon 

evident, however, that their fears were justified for early in 1262 Wang Wen-t’ung 

was implicated in the abortive rebellion of his son-in-law Li T’an (q.v.), and was 

executed as a conspirator. As a result, Qubilai became keenly aware of the potential 

threat presented by the Chinese literati and turned to his Central Asian counsellors for 

advice and support. 

However discouraged, the Chinese leaders persevered in their efforts to check the 

ascendancy of Ahmad, who was then coveting the vacant position of director of 

political affairs in the Secretarial Council. In 1264, following the designation of Yen- 

ching as the new national capital (renamed Ta-tu in 1272), Wang E and his colleagues 

sought to promote the leadership of Liu Ping-chung, who still enjoyed Qubilai’s 

confidence, to counteract the Central Asian ascendancy. They proposed that Liu be 

awarded an official rank for his meritorious services. The recommendation was 

approved; Liu Ping-chung was made grand tutor and appointed a councillor of the 

Secretarial Council. When Qubilai considered appointing Ahmad to the Secretarial 

Council late in the same year, Wang E and Tou Mo again remonstrated, denouncing 

the Muslim’s sycophantic character and treacherous designs. But the qa’an valued 

Ahmad’s expertise in providing the resources needed for his military campaigns and 
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did not heed their advice. As a last resort, Wang joined with Liu Ping-chung and 

Shang T’ing in persuading Qubilai to make the heir apparent Jingim chief of the 

Secretarial Council, in the hope that this Chinese-educated crown prince would turn 

the tide in their favour. The appointment of Jingim did exert some restraint on the 

Central Asian faction; but, secure in Qubilai’s support, Ahmad pressed on undeterred, 

finally winning the post of director of political affairs in 1271 to the great detriment 

of the Chinese cause. 

Wang E’s political manoeuverings at the Mongol court remained secondary, 

however, to his dedicated endeavours to revive the Chinese historical records, not 

only of the defunct Liao and Chin states but also of the Mongols, and to promote the 

establishment of the Department of National History within the Han-lin Academy. 

These recommendations were submitted to Qubilai shortly after Wang’s appointment 

as executive academician in August 1260, and no later than summer 1261. In his 

initial memorial, Wang E reiterated his earlier plea to Qubilai during his first visit to 

Qara Qorum that the historical records of the early Mongol qans be compiled, as well 

as those of the Liao and Chin. He stated emphatically that it had been a time- 

honoured practice in China for the reigning rulers to establish historical records, not 

only of their own rule but also of the former states, so that respective merits and faults 

should be revealed to posterity. Therefore it should be imperative for the court to 

compile the records of the great Cinggis Qan, who had conquered ‘all (the countries 

of) the four directions with majestic military might,’ in order to present his 

meritorious deeds to future generations. It was also desirable to write the history of 

the Liao and Chin, which the Mongols had subdued, to fulfill the obligation of a 

dynastic successor and to enable later generations to learn the lessons of the past. 

Following this, Wang submitted another memorial proposing the establishment of 

the Department of National History within the Academy (Han-lin kuo-shih yiian), 

thus charging this institution not only with counselling the emperor and drafting 

documents, but also with keeping historical records. To strengthen his earlier 

arguments, Wang asserted in this memorial that it was at the heart of the Chinese 

tradition that the history of a preceding dynasty be compiled by its successor, since 

judgment and evaluation can only be impartial in later generations. 

Wang E recommended a number of former Chin officials and distinguished 

scholars to be Han-lin academicians and historiographers. He nominated Li Chih, 

Hao Ching (gq.v.), Li Ch’ang (1203-89), Wang P’an (1202-93), T’u-tan Kung-lii, Hsii 

Shih-lung, and Kao Ming (1209-74) as academicians; Yang Shu and Meng P’an-lin 

(1204-67) as academicians-in-waiting; Wang Yiin (q.v.) and Lei Ying (1225-97) as 

redactor-compilers; Chou Ti, Hu Chih-yii (1227-95), Meng Ch’i (1231-81), Yen Fu 

(1236-1312), and Liu Yiian as curators of documents. It is significant that Wang E 
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should have subordinated the compilation of the Liao and Chin records to the 

processing of the documents pertaining to early Mongol rulers and recommended the 

establishment of the Department of National History within the Academy. The 

former step was apparently a skilful device to impress upon Qubilai the importance of 

the project and to justify the imperial sponsorship of the editing of the Liao and Chin 

archives. The latter move was an institutional innovation, evidently intended to 

utilise the influence of the Han-lin academicians, most of whom were Qubilai’s 

advisers, to expedite the enterprise. 

Impressed by Wang E’s argument, Qubilai ordered the establishment of the Han- 

lin kuo-shih yian in August 1261, and appointed Wang E as the project manager of 

the national historiographic programme. The qa’an staffed the Academy with many 

of the candidates recommended by Wang E for the historical commissions. 

Furthermore, responding to Wang’s request, Qubilai named Shih T’ien-tse (g.v.) 

director of compilation of the National History programme, and Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s 

son Chu (qg.v.) as well as Wang Wen-t’ung, directors of compilation of the Liao and 

Chin Histories. Circumstances were especially favourable in respect of the Chin 

History (Chin-shih). In March 1261, Chang Jou had presented to the Secretarial 

Council sets of the Veritable Records which he had seized at Ts’ai-chou, 

supplementing a considerable amount of Chin documents already available. 

Unfortunately, the execution of Wang Wen-t’ung in early 1262 deprived the Liao and 

Chin history projects of a nominal director, and the subsequent political crisis further 

retarded the composition of the histories. 

Wang E was not deterred and he continued his work nevertheless with 

enthusiasm and determination. He spent the following two years collecting material 

for the Department of National History not only on the Chin state, but also on the 

early years of Cinggis Qan. In July 1264 he and Yao Shu were called to Shang-tu for 

consultation on state affairs, presumably in connection with the plan, recommended 

by Liu Ping-chung, to transfer the national capital to Yen-ching. On this occasion, 

Wang was granted the honorary title Great Officer Endowed with Goodness in 

recognition of his services. In October, with the Mongol capital established at Yen- 

ching and the Department of National History formally installed there, Wang E and 

his colleagues persevered in their plea for official sponsorship of the historiographic 

programme. To that end, the academician Shang T’ing, also an influential Confucian 

adviser, memorialised Qubilai on the importance of studying history. He proposed to 

include the Liao and Chin records in the history of the early Mongol rulers, and 

recommended that Wang E take charge of the project with Li Chih, Hsii Shih-lung, 

Kao Ming, Hu Chih-yii, Chou Ti and others. 



308 

In March of the following year, further to impress Qubilai, Wang E and his 

colleagues Wang P’an and Hsii Shih-lung presented an account of the reign of 

Emperor Shih-tsung (r. 1161-89) — the golden era of Chin government — titled Ta-ting 

chih-chi (Administrative Record of the Ta-ting Era), in 2 chiian. This work, an 

extract from the Veritable Records of the Chin emperor, is now lost, but it was a 

major source for the official Chin History and an inspiration to Qubilai’s rule. 

In September 1266, as a result of Wang E’s insistence, Qubilai called him to a 

meeting with court officials to review the history programme. On that occasion, 

Wang proposed transcribing the records of the early Mongol qans for safekeeping at 

the Department of National History. The following summer, he promoted the search 

for further sources on Cinggis Qan to provide material for the same department. 

Those efforts produced several documents in Mongolian which became the main 

sources for the completion in 1303, during the reign of Temiir Oljeitii (Ch’eng-tsung, 

r. 1295-1307), of the Chinese-style Veritable Records of the first five Mongol rulers. 

Yet no progress was made in the compilation of the Liao and Chin Histories during 

Qubilai’s time, largely because of the loss of political influence by the Chinese literati 

and the ascendancy of the Central Asian faction after Wang Wen-t’ung’s execution. 

Nonetheless, Wang E’s contribution to the Chin history project was fundamental. 

Besides persistently petitioning Qubilai for official sponsorship of the project and 

strenuously devoting himself to collecting source materials, he also drafted an overall 

plan for the writing of Chin history. He revealed this to Wang Yiin (g.v.), his protégé 

at the Department of National History, in a letter dated 1261 preserved in Wang Yiin’s 

collected works. It included specific instructions on the appointment of additional 

personnel to the programme, the location of source materials, and the people to be 

consulted for further information, as well as an outline of the Chin History modelled 

on the traditional dynastic accounts. This outline includes nine Imperial Annals (pen- 

chi), seven Treatises (chih), and ten Classified Biographies (lieh-chuan). The annals 

cover all the Chin rulers from T’ai-tsu (r. 1115-23) to Ai-tsung, including Hai-ling 

wang (r. 1149-61) and Wei-shao wang who were both posthumously disgraced by 

their successors. Concerning the biographies, Wang E noted that, in the existing 

Veritable Records, officials in the third grade or above were accorded a biographical 

notice. He felt, however, that certain outstanding individuals whose deeds were 

equally meritorious should also be included. By and large Wang E’s proposed table 

of contents provided the framework for the official Chin History completed 

concurrently with that of the Liao and the Sung in late 1344 under the last Yiian 

emperor Togon Temiir (Shun-ti, r. 1337-68). 

Furthermore, Wang E provided much of the source material for the Chin History, 

particularly for the reigns of Emperor Shih-tsung, Wei-shao wang, and Ai-tsung. As 
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previously mentioned, he and his colleagues wrote the Ta-ting chih-chi, which 

became a main source for the Annals of Shih-tsung. Wei-shao wang, who was denied 

a temple name as a result of posthumous disgrace after being slain in a palace coup, 

was not accorded a reign chronicle by his successor Hsiian-tsung. It was again 

through Wang E’s efforts that source materials about this reign were collected. The 

encomium of Wei-shao wang in the Chin History, ch. 13, credits Wang with gathering 

seven categories of miscellaneous records from diverse sources for this chapter. 

Finally, Wang E supplied the primary source of information for Ai-tsung’s reign in his 

own reminiscences (the Ju-nan i-shih) on the makeshift Chin court at Ts’ai-chou 

under Mongol siege. In addition, Wang appears to have also gathered some materials 

for the treatises and to have produced drafts on sections dealing with Ai-tsung’s reign. 

The Yiian official historiographers who completed the Chin History towards the end 

of the dynasty were therefore indebted to Wang E’s dedication and painstaking 

scholarship. 

Wang E’s other distinguished contribution, no less important than the history 

projects, lay in his promotion of Confucian studies and his efforts to revive the civil 

service examinations. In October 1261, shortly after he submitted his proposal for the 

compilation of historical records, he memorialised Qubilai on the state of the 

education system and proposed a more rigorous supervision of public schools. In this 

memorial he deplored the disarray of the existing school system and its failure to 

provide adequate training for students aspiring to government service, and proposed 

appointing qualified scholars to supervise the management of local schools. The 

recommendation was accepted, and school superintendents were appointed in the ten 

Regional Secretariats of the empire. 

In subsequent years, Wang E and his colleagues continued to promote Confucian 

studies in various ways. In 1266, he collaborated with Yao Shu, Tou Mo, Shang T’ing 

and others to edit a digest of quotations from the Five Classics, called Wu-ching yao- 

yli (Essentials of the Five Classics), in twenty-eight sections. This work, now lost, 

was presented to Qubilai in a further attempt to enforce the Confucian moral code and 

principles of government. It was probably intended for lectures at court and as an 

instructional manual in the public schools. 

Following this, in October 1267, Wang E and several colleagues submitted a 

proposal for the revival of the traditional civil service examinations, with a draft plan 

for their implementation prepared by Hsii Heng, the leading scholar-educator. They 

hoped thereby to institutionalise a system which would guarantee a steady inflow of 

educated officials into government services and enhance the supremacy of the 

Chinese literati in the bureaucracy. In their lengthy memorial, partially preserved in 

the Yiian History, they traced the history of the examination system from its alleged 
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inception in classical Chou times down to the T’ang and Sung, outlining its merits and 

giving a detailed account of how the system functioned under the Liao and Chin 

rulers. They also pointed out that this procedure had been temporarily revived under 

Ogédei in 1237/8 on the advice of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, producing some 4,000 successful 

candidates who staffed the civil bureaucracy (see the biography of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai), 

and urged Qubilai to follow that precedent. Although this submission reportedly 

impressed the qa’an, he did not implement it for various reasons, chief among which 

was the steadfast opposition from the conservative Mongols and their Central Asian 

allies. In the absence of a regular recruitment procedure, the Confucian advisers 

resorted to personal recommendations. Wang E, like several of his colleagues, played 

an important role in attracting talented individuals to bureaucratic service. He 

contributed in this way to perpetuating Chinese influence in the early Yitian 

government until 1313-1315 when, under Emperor Ayurbarvada (Jen-tsung, r. 1312- 

20), the examination system was fully restored. 

In 1268, stricken by illness, Wang E pleaded for permission to retire. Qubilai 

granted his wish and authorised continued payment of his stipend, but still frequently 

sent emissaries to seek his advice on state affairs. Wang died in September 1273, at 

the age of eighty-three. It is said that, as a dedicated Confucian, he forbade his 

friends to offer him a funeral sacrifice with Buddhist ‘ghost paper money’. Wang was 

survived by a daughter married to a scholar named Chou To, whose son, Chou Chih- 

kang, became Wang’s adopted heir and assumed the family surname. In 1278, upon 

the recommendation of academician Chang Wen-ch’ien (qg.v.) and others, Qubilai 

bestowed on Wang E the posthumous name Wen-k’ang (‘Cultured and Prosperous’) as 

a tribute to his literary achievement and physical longevity. His colleague Hsii Shih- 

lung composed a tomb-epitaph in his memory, followed by a biographical account by 

Li K’ai. Neither of these two documents survived, but excerpts have been quoted in 

Wang E’s composite biography by Su T’ien-chiieh (1294-1352). The latter includes 

also fragments of an epitaph for Wang’s ancestors by Shang T’ing. These materials 

provided the primary sources for Wang’s biography in the official and private 

histories of the Yiian dynasty. 

In retrospect, Wang E might properly be regarded as a personage of the Chin 

period since he spent many of his adult years in the Jurchen state; yet, he really 

earned his place in history later, through his activities under the Mongols. It was 

because of Qubilai’s determination to enlist the advice and service of Chinese scholar- 

officials that Wang E was able to resume an official career. While still professing 

nostalgia for the fallen Jurchen regime, he served Qubilai in the hope of reviving and 

perpetuating traditional Chinese institutions during another era of alien conquest. His 

prestige as a senior official of the last Chin court and his familiarity with traditional 
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procedures made him a valuable asset in reconstructing the state at the time of the 

Mongol settlement in China. 

In addition to successfully promoting official historiography, Wang E, as we 

have seen, wrote in his Ju-nan i-shih an eye-witness account of the Mongol siege of 

the last Chin capital. In this moving account he provides a contemporary view of 

circumstances in the last days of the Chin court, and makes his mark as a historian of 

insight. 

The title Ju-nan i-shih is taken from the ancient name of the commandery which 

controlled Ts’ai-chou — the Ju-nan commandery. The work contains four chiian with 

over eighty individual entries, and is classified as a Miscellaneous History (tsa-shih) 

in the Ssu-k’u ch’ tian-shu tsung-mu. Wang E’s narrative begins with Ai-tsung’s flight 

from Pien to Ts’ai-chou under the Mongol pressure on 14 July 1233, and ends with an 

account of the tragic state of the beleaguered capital on 4 February 1234, five days 

before the emperor committed suicide on the eve of its capitulation, thus covering a 

period of over six months. These accounts are presented in a daily chronology under 

appropriate headings and are interspersed with detailed notes on pertinent events and 

the personalities involved. The Ju-nan i-shih is noted not only for its vividness and 

abundant information, but also for its candour and detachment, free from the restraints 

of formal historiography. 

He begins his narrative by describing the objection of P’u-ch’a Kuan-nu (d. July 

1233), a senior Jurchen military commander, to moving the capital to Ts’ai rather than 

to Sui-yang (south-east of Pien and east of Kuei-te), arguing that the former was 

indefensible, and how the emperor ignored P’u-ch’a’s remonstration and ordered his 

execution. Thereupon, Wan-yen Yung-an (alias Kuo An-yung, d. Feb. 1234), chief of 

the Regional Presidential Council of Shan-tung, raised a similar objection. He 

submitted that Ts’ai-chou was too close to the Sung territories, making it difficult to 

resupply in an emergency, and he implored the emperor to retreat to his province, 

pointing out the strategic and economic advantages of Shan-tung over other localities. 

Ai-tsung persisted in his choice nevertheless, mainly because he suspected the 

dissidents’ motives, though he was soon to discover the weakness of Ts’ai-chou’s 

position and came to regret his decision when the capital was beleaguered by the 

Mongol armies. 

In relating these events, Wang E recounts the circumstances in which he joined 

the service of the Chin emperor and his major activities during his tenure of office. 

Wang E then relates how he urged Ai-tsung to adopt proper ritual and music at court; 

how the emperor responded to his proposal for the creation of a special corps in 

charge of the capital’s security; and how his subsequent investigations led to the 
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execution of the Taoist Wu-ku-lun. His self-portrayal sheds much light on Wang’s 

achievements during this period. 

Wang E gives a mixed impression of Ai-tsung. On the one hand, he depicts the 

emperor during these difficult times as a weak, indecisive and unrealistic monarch. 

He thus remarks that Ai-tsung renovated the palace pavilion for his pleasures, selected 

additional ladies for his harem, and sought to appease Wu Hsien whose loyalty was 

dubious. He also relates that the emperor was inclined to entertain the unwise 

suggestion of waging war against the Sung; that he listened to slanderous allegations 

against faithful servants such as Wu-ku-lun Hao and others; and that he had to tolerate 

the Imperial Brigade’s arrogant behaviour in the capital to ensure its allegiance. On 

the other hand, however, Wang cites approvingly the emperor’s leniency towards 

offending officials; his willingness to cancel unreasonably expensive entertainments 

upon remonstrance by his councillors; his measures to relieve the common people’s 

distress; and his generous rewards to the soldiers defending the capital. 

In Wang E’s memoir, Wan-yen Chung-te and Chang T’ien-kang emerge as the 

two most capable officials and vigorous supporters of the last Chin court. They held 

top positions in the Presidential Council and enjoyed the imperial confidence. Wan- 

yen Chung-te constantly remonstrated with Ai-tsung, cautioning him against 

sycophants and restraining him from making unwise decisions at critical moments. 

He was, moreover, responsible for such important items as grain storage, the supply 

of horses and weapons, and maintaining the morale of the soldiers defending the 

capital. Chang T’ien-kang, the leading Chinese official at the time, likewise advised 

the emperor on major policy matters, and also counselled Wan-yen whose chief 

deputy he was. Inter alia, Chang had managed to talk Ai-tsung out of accepting 

impractical plans for a desperate attempt to ward off the Mongol assault on the 

capital. 

On the other hand, Wang E is highly critical of many of the military 

commanders, Jurchen and Chinese alike, for their lack of diligence in leading 

reinforcements to relieve the capital. He is particularly harsh on Wu Hsien, the 

Chinese overlord of Hopei and Honan, who allegedly wavered in his commitment to 

the Chin cause and delayed coming to the emperor’s rescue in order to conserve his 

own forces. This assessment of Wu Hsien, reflecting as it does the official view at 

that time, is in sharp contrast with contemporary private records, and should be 

carefully evaluated for an impartial appraisal of this important Chinese military 

leader. In the version presented in private records, Wu Hsien is shown to have 

reserved his forces with a view to pursuing the fight for the Jurchen cause in the event 

of the capitulation of Ts’ai-chou. 
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The Chin position deteriorated rapidly in October 1233 when a series of military 

setbacks made the situation at Ts’ai-chou very precarious. The capital was not only 

endangered by the joint Mongol onslaught and the Sung offensive, but was also 

afflicted by grain shortage, soaring inflation and the ebbing morale of the troops. Due 

to lack of provisions, food prices increased several times in a single day; a peck of 

rice was reported worth ten liang of ‘white’ gold; as supplies dwindled, the inhabitants 

took to cannibalism and human flesh was offered for sale. An earlier attempt to 

negotiate with the Sung court for food supplies had failed; instead, Sung forces raided 

the outskirts of Ts’ai-chou and combined with the Mongols to hasten its capture. At 

this critical hour court officials considered a number of schemes, some preposterous, 

to avert the impending disaster. One of these was a proposal by Wan-yen Chung-te to 

employ the magic powers of the Taoist Wu-ku-lun to frighten the invaders away. 

Thanks to Chang T’ien-kang the plan was not taken up. 

Wang E ends with an account of the last week in the besieged capital, when the 

defence forces had suffered such losses through casualties and defection that even 

court servants and menials were drafted to front-line positions. Out of respect for his 

former master, however, the author did not include the events leading to Ai-tsung’s 

abdication in favour of Wan-yen Ch’eng-lin and his suicide on the eve of the city’s fall 

on 9 February. Instead, Wang concludes his reminiscences with a moving eulogy of 

the Chin emperor. It reads: 

Emperor I-tsung reigned over eleven years. Concerned with the 
weakness of the ruling house and the accumulated shortcomings of 
previous reigns owing to the harshness and pettiness of the civil 
administrators, he did not allow officials to break the law with selfish 
desires. Aware that the generals and soldiers profited from the 
campaigns, he did not wage war to vent his grievances. When the 
courtiers committed an offence, he punished them leniently by 
demotion, and never executed any of them. When the empress 
dowager was found to be without a palace, he only remodelled 
(existing facilities) and did not propose to build a new residence. He 
also honoured and promoted Confucian studies, investigated the 
appointment of military officials, relinquished hunting grounds for the 
benefit of the people, and inaugurated court lectures on the classics to 
expound Confucian principles. 
Furthermore, he introduced ‘six criteria’ to evaluate the performance 

of the country magistrates, so that waste lands were brought under 
cultivation and revenue and tax became evenly distributed. [These six 
criteria were: cultivating waste lands, effecting equal distribution of 
revenue and tax, achieving harmony between the military and civil 
populations, increasing the registered households, suppressing thieves 
and bandits, and settling judicial disputes.] He also established 
Agricultural Promotion Bureaux in the three capital routes (i.e. the 
eastern, western and southern) charged with evaluating local officials, 
so that the good and honest received promotion and the wicked and 
crooked were dismissed from office. Therefore, the households 
accumulated reserves and savings, and the population flourished. 
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Although the state fell short of achieving great peace, it at least 
attained modest prosperity and temporary rest. 
Yea, Heaven decreed unification; the land passed onto the Great 

(=Mongol) Dynasty, and the Chin house came to be extinguished! 
Still, there is much to be praised. Even though the emperor did not 
command the six reins of horses in combat or lead the three armies in 
person, he offered his own utensils to celebrate war victories and 
slaughtered imperial horses to reward the soldiers. Consequently, one 
man showed courage equal to a hundred, viewing death as an act of 
homecoming. While the father was stabbed in the front, the son raised 
his spear in the rear. Several thousands of men were inspired by the 
righteousness of ministers like Wan-yen Chung-te, and tens of 
thousands demonstrated the unflagging morale of the palace attendant 
Chiang-shan [d. Feb. 1234]. They all died for the state, without 
distinction of rank. Writing about their deeds in the chronicles evokes 
no shame from past or present generations! 

In these impassioned words, Wang E delivered his verdict on the last Chin 

emperor and his court. Written by a loyal official whose memory of events was still 

fresh, it is an eulogy charged with emotion and nostalgia, yet it is objective in 

judgment, factual, and devoid of hyperbole. It is a graceful and elegant ending to the 

tragic narrative of the fall of the Chin state. 

The bibliographical history of the Ju-nan i-shih is not at all clear. There is no 

record of a Yiian edition; presumably the work circulated only in manuscript form, 

later to be made available to the archives of the Ytian Department of National 

History. Being the sole surviving account of the last days of the Chin court, the Ju- 

nan i-shih became not only an indispensable source concerning these events for the 

Chin History, but also the main source for the account of the last months in the 

Annals of Ai-tsung drafted by the sinicised Arab historiographer Sams (1278-1351), 

one of the compilers of the Chin History. Sams, however, did not quote Wang E’s 

eulogy, which reflects the conqueror’s attitude. Similarly, the Ju-nan i-shih provided 

much information for the biographies of leading Chin civil and military officials. In 

many instances, entire passages of the original were copied into the new text: a 

comparison of the Chin History to the Ju-nan i-shih reveals the indebtedness of the 

former to Wang E’s writing. 

The present version of the Ju-nan i-shih has been preserved through 

incorporation in scattered entries into the early Ming imperial encyclopaedia Yung-lo 

ta-tien. The original text was probably found by Ming officials in the Yiian historical 

archives at the capital Ta-tu, and was later delivered to the commission in charge of 

compiling this encyclopaedia. The text was then recast and transcribed by the editors 

of the Ssu-k’u collection at the emperor’s orders in the 1770s. In the Ch’ing editions of 

the Ju-nan i-shih, the text includes Wang E’s explanatory notes interspersed among 

the daily entries. Those are supplemented by notes by the editors of the Ssu-k’u 

collection resulting from a comparative reading of the text with the Chin History. 
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Wang E was a prolific writer, but most of his works, including a collection said 

to total 40 chiian, have been lost; only fragments have survived in contemporary 

anthologies. Four of the numerous commemorative essays he composed during his 

tenure as Han-lin academician, including the edict for the inauguration of Qubilai’s 

first reign year in June 1260, are preserved in the Kuo-ch’ao wen-lei of Su T’ien- 

chiieh. Several of his essays on the Taoist establishments with which he had much 

contact also survived. In these essays Wang E greatly praises the Taoists for their 

spiritual guidance and dedication to community welfare during the turbulent era of the 

Mongol conquest; but, echoing at the same time the criticism of his contemporaries, 

he does not conceal his contempt for their lax discipline and for the questionable 

behaviour of many converts. These writings provide useful information on religious 

life in north China at the time. 

Wang E was also known as a good poet and portrait painter. A sample of his 

poetry is available in the Yiian-shih hstian kuei-chi compiled by Hsi Shih-ch’en, and 

references to his paintings are found in the works of several of his contemporaries. 
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20. LI CHIH (1192-1279) 

Li Chih, T. Jen-ch’ing, H. Ching-chai, a native of Luan-ch’eng, Chen-ting 

prefecture, Hopei, was a scholar and mathematician of the late Chin and early Yiian 

periods. Li’s family claimed to be descended from the T’ang emperor Hsiian-tsung (r. 

712-756) but little is known of its ancestors before the end of the Northern Sung 

dynasty. It is also clear that the family did not enjoy much distinction before Li 

Chih’s father achieved a bureaucratic and literary career: his children followed in his 

footsteps. 

Li Chih’s personal name was commonly written Yeh instead of Chih in 

contemporary writings, which has caused much controversy since the late Ch’ing. 

There have been three different schools of opinion on the subject. The first contends 

that Li’s name was originally Chih and that Yeh was a scribal error; this view was 

expressed by Shih Kuo-ch’i (1750-1824) and later elaborated by Miao Ch’iian-sun 

(1844-1919). Miao adduced the argument that Li’s two other brothers, Li Ch’e and Li 

Tzu, both had the water radical in their personal names so that Li’s should have been 

Chih by custom. This has been accepted by the modern scholars Ch’ien Pao-tsung 

and Yao Ts’ung-wu (1894-1970). The second opinion asserts that Li’s name was 

originally Chih but that he later changed it to Yeh; this view was first proposed by K’o 

Shao-min (1850-1933) and shared by T’u Chi (1856-1921). It was endorsed by Miao 

Yiieh, who suggested that Li probably changed his name to Yeh during the late Chin 

when he discovered that it violated the taboo of the T’ang emperor Kao-tsung (r. 650- 

683), whose name was also Li Chih. The third thesis, proposed by Ch’en Shu-t’ao, 

contends that Li’s name should have been Yeh since this was commonly used in Yiian 

works, and believes that Chih was a later scribal mistake. Most Western authors, 

including Louis Vanhée and Joseph Needham, gave Li’s name as Yeh without 

verification, after Ytian literature. It appears most likely, however, that Li’s original 

personal name was Chih, although it is not improbable that he changed it to Yeh at a 

later date. As this remains unsubstantiated, however, we shall refer to Li as Li Chih 

throughout this biography. 

Li Chih was born in 1192, in Kao-ch’eng, Chen-ting prefecture, where his 

immediate forebears practised medicine. His great-grandfather, Li Ch’i, who made 

his home in Chi-nan, Shantung, fled with his family to Chen-chou, Hopei, around 

1125 during the Jurchen invasion of the Northern Sung. There he took refuge with a 

physician whose art he learned and passed on to his son, Li Ch’eng, Li Chih’s 

grandfather, who later moved to Luan-ch’eng and made a reputation as a 
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compassionate physician. Li Chih’s father, Li Yii, also practised medicine, but one 

day, we are told, he became unsure of his diagnosis and abandoned the profession. 

He then embarked on the study of law, but soon gave it up for the Confucian classics 

and became proficient in belles-lettres. In 1191, he achieved the chin-shih degree in 

the category of prose literature, and was appointed magistrate of Kao-ch’eng. He 

raised three sons: the eldest, Li Ch’e, by his second wife née Liu; the second, Li Chih, 

by his third wife née Wang; and the youngest, Li Tzu, by his fourth wife née Ts’ ui. 

Li Chih, the only eminent member of the family, is said to have been extremely 

precocious and an eager student since his boyhood, but his early years were much 

affected by his father’s official career. Around 1204, Li Yii was appointed a judge of 

Ta-hsing prefecture, Hopei, then under the administration of the powerful Jurchen 

general Hu-sha-hu (also known as Ho-shih-lieh Chi-chung, d. 1213). The latter, 

having enjoyed imperial favour because of his military distinction, became notorious 

for his cruelty, graft, and oppression of the local people. For two years Li Yii sought 

repeatedly to curb the tyrant’s excesses, to little effect but that of incurring the latter’s 

displeasure. In reprisal, Hu-sha-hu falsely charged Li with grossly favouring the Han 

Chinese over the Jurchen and tried to destroy him. Fearing for their safety, Li Yii sent 

his relatives back to his place of birth, but placed Li Chih at a school in Yiian-shih 

county, Hopei, to continue his education. Less than a year later Li Yti left office to 

accept an appointment as salt commissioner of the Liao-tung district, and Li Chih 

moved again to join his father for a while. 

We know little about Li Chih’s activity during these years, except that he devoted 

himself earnestly to study and began to show talent in belles-lettres. He became close 

friends with future distinguished men of letters such as Li Hsien-neng (1192-1232), Li 

Fen (1192-1232), and Chi Yii-hsi (1192-1237). In the meantime, his father 

persevered in his official career. Early in 1213, amid the Mongol invasion of north 

China under Cinggis Qan, Li Yii was appointed commanding prefect of Ching-nan, 

Shensi, before being transferred to Hsti-ch’ang in Honan, where he failed to assume 

office because of the Hsi-Hsia invasion. In September, he became deputy general 

administrator of Soldiers and Horses of the Western Shan-tung district and took 

charge of the administration of Tung-p’ing prefecture. No sooner was the 

appointment announced, however, than Hu-sha-hu, his former accuser, slew the Chin 

emperor (posthumously demoted to Prince Wei-shao, r. 1209-1213) in the palace in 

Yen-ching (Peking), and made himself grand preceptor, chief of the Presidential 

Council and grand marshal of the military forces with paramount powers. Hearing 

this, Li Yii resigned his commission on the pretext of illness and went to Yang-ti 

county in Honan, where he built a house called Chi-an (“Temporary Abode’) on the 

bank of the Ying River in which to live out his retirement. There Li Yii found leisure 
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for literary pursuits and his achievements soon drew the attention of a large number of 

well-wishers and disciples. He earned the high praise, for example, of the leading 

scholars and belles-lettrists such as Wang T’ing-yiin (1 156-1202), a Han-lin redactor- 

compiler, Chao Ping-wen (1159-1232), minister of Rites, and Li Ch’un-fu (1185- 

1231), a Han-lin academician. In due course, many younger scholars flocked to his 

quarters for inspiration, including the illustrious Yiian Hao-wen (1190-1257), who is 

said to have frequently consulted Li Yii on literary subjects for over ten years. 

It is not certain that Li Chih was with his father at the time, but because of the 

latter’s reputation, the son naturally did not escape the scholars’ attention. He and 

Yiian Hao-wen, who had become close friends, were frequent guests of Chao Ping- 

wen as well as Yang Yiin-i (1170-1228), a learned Han-lin redactor-compiler and 

vice-minister of Rites. Li Chih also made a strong impression on Li Ch’un-fu. Li 

Ch’un-fu once asked Li Chih to compose a few tomb-inscriptions which were 

completed overnight, much to Li Ch’un-fu’s amazement. Li Ch’un-fu later wrote a 

poem congratulating Li Chih. One of the couplets exclaims: ’Jen-ch’ing is no ordinary 

human being; he is the spirit of Li T’ai-po and the bones of Li I-shan!’ This 

comparison with Li Po (669-762) and Li Shang-yin (812-858), two of the greatest 

Chinese poets, vividly attests to Li Chih’s poetic ability. 

In due course, Li Chih was to emerge as a literary celebrity and erudite scholar 

whose fame became widespread in Honan. In 1230, at the late age of thirty-eight, he 

achieved his chin-shih degree in prose literature, and was appointed a registrar of 

Kao-ling county in Shensi. Before taking up the post, however, he was re-assigned, 

on the recommendation of a senior court official, to be prefect of Chiin-chou in 

Honan. By this time, Honan was threatened by the Mongol invasion, and Chiin-chou, 

located between the strategic Tung-kuan and Pien (K’ai-feng), the southern capital, 

had become the mobilisation area of Chin forces. Li Chih assumed personal charge of 

the accounting office where he performed outstanding service, undoubtedly due to his 

mathematical skills. 

In February 1232, however, the Chin forces suffered a serious setback at the 

hands of the Mongols at Mt. San-feng, south of Chiin-chou, and the prefecture 

subsequently fell into enemy hands. Li Chih fled in disguise into Shansi and sought 

shelter first in Hsin and Kuo counties, and then in T’ai-yiian prefecture. Despite 

hardship and privation, he accepted his fate philosophically, immersing himself in 

study as did a number of his distinguished contemporaries. In May the following 

year, the Mongols captured Pien without resistance, and many leading Chin scholar- 

officials became prisoners of war and refugees. In this hour of crisis, Ytian Hao-wen 

submitted a letter of appeal to Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (g.v.), pleading for him to rescue from 

Captivity scores of top Chin scholar-officials and notables whose services might 
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benefit the new government. Li Chih was mentioned with fifty-three other Chin 

personalities, and while no immediate relief was forthcoming, it was undoubtedly 

thanks to this recommendation that he later received an invitation to the Mongol 

court. 

During the next few years, Li Chih, like many of his former colleagues and 

friends, wandered homelessly in Shansi, Shantung and Honan. He once joined Yiian 

Hao-wen and others in Tung-p’ing at the invitation of Yen Shih (q.v.), the Chinese 

myriarch in the Mongol service who had extended gracious patronage to many of the 

eminent refugees. Some time later, Li Chih left Shantung for P’ing-ting, where he 

was the guest of marshal Nieh Kuei (1197-1252), chief military commander of P’ing- 

ting and other prefectures, who was greatly impressed by his extensive learning. 

During these years, Li Chih found the time to perfect not only his literary skills, but 

also his mathematical knowledge by studying the ancient treatises that came into his 

possession. 

In 1242, he left for Yang-ti to convey the coffin of his recently deceased father to 

Luan-ch’eng for burial at his birth place. There he found that his brothers Li Ch’e and 

Li Tzu had also died and he remained at his home for a few years. By this time, Li 

Chih had already gained a considerable reputation and enjoyed the friendship of 

several outstanding personages who were later invited by Qubilai, now a powerful 

prince at the Mongol court, for consultation on governmental matters. Therefore, 

when Chang Te-hui (1195-1274), a prominent former Chin scholar-official, was 

granted an audience by Qubilai in June 1247 at Qara Qorum, he recommended Li 

Chih together with Yiian Hao-wen, Wei Fan (chin-shih of 1215), and others. 

Although there was to be no immediate consequence, the recommendation had paved 

the way for Li Chih’s meeting with the future qa’an a decade later. 

In the meantime, Li Chih devoted himself diligently to his mathematical 

investigations; in 1248, he completed his Ts’e-yiian hai-ching (hsi-ts’ao) (Sea Mirror 

of Circle Measurements) in 12 chiian. This treatise, an ingenious exposition of 

algebraic and geometric knowledge in medieval China, was published by his disciples 

in 1282, three years after his death. 

Li Chih returned to Yiian-shih in 1251 and found a permanent home there after 

two decades of unsettled life. He bought land at the foot of Mt. Feng-lung to provide 

his sustenance while he devoted himself to study and teaching. Before long, students 

from far and near flocked to his house and crowded the place. Thereupon the 

villagers told Li Chih that there was higher up the hill the now dilapidated retreat of 

the erstwhile Sung chief councillor Li Fang (925-996), and they suggested that it be 

repaired for his own use. Li Chih agreed, and, with the assistance of the local people, 

he had the building renovated and turned it into a private academy called Lung-shan 
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shu-yiian. The Han-lin academician Wang P’an (1202-1293) later wrote about it 

describing its setting. At this time, Li Chih’s friends Chang Te-hui and Yiian Hao- 

wen also briefly resided there. They came to be known as ‘Feng-lung san-lao,’ or 

‘Three Elders of Mt. Feng-lung,’ and Li Chih also called himself ‘Feng-lung shan-jen,’ 

or ‘The Recluse of Mt. Feng-lung.’ This marked the beginning for Li Chih of six 

years of concentrated study until he was called to the Mongol court to advise on 

government affairs. 

This happened in June 1257, when Qubilai, acting on the recommendation of his 

Chinese advisers, dispatched Temiir and Tung Wen-yung (q.v.) to Honan to summon 

Li Chih, Wei Fan, Tou Mo, Yao Shu (gq.v.) and other former Chin scholars to Qara 

Qorum for an audience. The invitees all responded enthusiastically. At a meeting 

with Qubilai each expounded his views on the principles and methods of good 

government. Li Chih later recorded his conversation with the future qa’an in an 

account called ‘Wang-t’ing wen-tui’ (‘Response to Questions at the Prince’s Court’). 

This is now included in Li Chih’s biography by Su T’ien-chiieh (1294-1352) in the 

latter’s Kuo-ch’ ao ming-ch en shih-liieh (1333). It is one of the rare documents of its 

kind and deserves close examination. 

During the conversation, Qubilai posed a number of questions to Li Chih, 

concerning for example his evaluation of prominent personages in the Chin, his 

impression of the Uighurs and his views on the principles and methods of 

government, to which Li Chih responded with candour and wisdom. Qubilai began 

by asking who were the best officials in Ho-nan, trying thus to elicit information 

about the last Chin administration. Li Chih named the late acting chief of the 

Presidential Council, Wan-yen Chung-te (d. 1234), saying that he was most 

praiseworthy for his bravery and dedication. However, he denounced the Jurchen 

generals Wan-yen Ho-ta (d. 1232) and I-la P’u-a (d. 1232) for their mediocrity and 

shortsightedness, arguing that since the last Chin emperor had put his complete trust 

in them, they were responsible for the fall of the state. 

Next Qubilai enquired about the celebrated historic figures Wei Cheng (580-643) 

and Ts’ao Pin (931-999), who were frequently mentioned in Qubilai’s conversation 

with the Chinese scholars summoned to his audiences. Wei Cheng was an upright 

counselor and eminent statesman under Emperor T’ang T’ai-tsung (r. 627-649), and 

Ts’ao Pin, a general serving under Emperor Sung T’ai-tsung (r. 976-997), was 

acclaimed for his ingenuity and magnanimity on the battlefield. Li Chih, like his 

predecessors, praised Wei highly for his fidelity and wisdom, saying that he was the 

most exemplary T’ang official. He also expressed much admiration for Ts’ao Pin, 

commenting that when the latter was charged with pacifying the Southern T’ang 

kingdom in central China, he did not kill a single innocent individual. The 
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implication here was that Qubilai should employ scholar-officials of high calibre such 

as Wei Cheng, and that the Mongol generals should behave like Ts’ao Pin and avoid 

indiscriminate killing in the conquest of China. Qubilai then asked whom Li Chih 

would consider the equals of Wei Cheng among contemporary government officials. 

Li sighed despondently, saying that most people were used to flattery, and that none 

could match the great T’ang statesman. However, when asked if there were any 

virtuous individuals about, Li Chih named Wei Fan, Wang E (q.v.), Li Hsien-ch’ing, 

Chao Fu, Hao Ching (qg.v.) and others, and pleaded for their employment in 

government. 

Qubilai then changed the subject, asking Li Chih what he thought of the Uighurs, 

who had been extensively employed by the Mongol court as financial administrators 

and tax collectors. In reply Li said that, as with the Han Chinese, there were both 

good and bad Uighurs, but pointed out that most of them were cunning and greedy, 

and implored the court to exercise prudence in making appointments. This is a very 

significant statement because the Uighurs had been an unmentionable subject for the 

Chinese scholars in their submissions to the Mongol rulers, and Li Chih’s comment 

was one of the few frank expressions of opinion on the matter that has been 

preserved. 

Following this, Qubilai put to Li Chih the most important question in the entire 

conversation: How should the empire be ruled? This was an issue which greatly 

concerned him and which he frequently raised with Chinese visitors. Li responded as 

did his colleagues with the familiar Confucian adage that, in order to rule a country, it 

is imperative to establish sound institutions and practices, as well as just laws and 

procedures. In addition, the ruler should entrust authority to responsible officials, 

employ men of virtue and keep scoundrels out of government. In this way, the bond 

of mutual trust between ruler and subjects could be maintained without recourse to 

reward and punishment. He went on to criticise the current state of affairs: there was 

neither law nor order, too many corrupt and greedy officials oppressed the people, and 

no standards existed whereby to reward and punish. From such sources could flow 

nothing but chaos and disorder. Qubilai made no comment, but seemed to have been 

greatly impressed. 

Lastly, Qubilai, being aware of Li Chih’s scientific interests, questioned him 

about the cause of the earthquake that had recently shaken the Mongol capital. In 

reply, Li offered a moralising explanation. He said that earth tremors resulted from 

excessive yin forces. The reason for excessive yin forces, he surmised, was either the 

presence at court of wicked people, whores and sycophants, or the too-frequent 

occurrence of injustices and warlike actions. Heaven caused the earth to erupt as a 

warning signal; but if all the misdeeds were rectified, such phenomena would turn 
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into auspicious omens. Thus Li Chih, like many of the Chinese scholar-officials in 

the pre-modern era, had seized the opportunity to further the Confucian practice of 

admonishing the imperial rulers against maladministration. 

In summary, Li Chih dwelt on a number of important points in his reply to 

Qubilai, trying to make him adopt Confucian methods of government for his future 

administration. Li Chih’s responses were very much to the point, but he often made 

succinct and concrete digressions to deal with general principles and specific issues. 

Qubilai is said to have been greatly impressed, but was unable to implement Li Chih’s 

proposals or others made by the Chinese scholars since he held no position as yet. 

Nevertheless, such contacts had made him more aware of the problems to be expected 

in governing China, and he put some of these recommendations to good use after his 

accession to the throne. 

As Qubilai did not offer him an official appointment, Li Chih returned to his 

former residence and resumed his mathematical studies. He continued work on 

circular measurements, and, dissatisfied with the traditional computation methods 

formulated by his near contemporary Chiang Chou in the /-ku chi, he corrected and 

elaborated them in a new treatise called /-ku yen-tuan (New Steps in Computation) in 

3 chiian. This was completed in August 1259 but was only published posthumously 

in 1282. 

In summer 1260, shortly after his enthronement in K’ai-p’ing, Qubilai summoned 

a number of Chin scholars and notables to join his new government. Li Chih was 

among those invited and he arrived at the Mongol court with several of his former 

colleagues and friends. In September he was made a Han-lin academician in charge 

of imperial documents and also, upon the earlier recommendation of Wang E, a 

redactor of the National History and of Liao and Chin Histories. However, Li Chih 

begged to refuse the appointment on the grounds of ill health; his request was granted, 

and he returned to Mt. Feng-lung. Early in 1264, after the formal establishment of the 

Han-lin Academy and Department of National History in Yen-ching (Ta-tu), the 

academician Shang T’ing (g.v.) submitted another proposal for the compilation of the 

national history and the records of the Liao and Chin states. Again he recommended 

the appointment of Li Chih and several other ex-Chin scholars including Wang E, 

T’u-tan Kung-lii, Hao Ching, Hsii Shih-lung (1206-85), and Wang Yiin (q.v.) to the 

historical commission. Consequently, a year later, Li Chih was summoned to court 

for the second time and reappointed Han-lin academician; he resigned because of 

sickness after a month in office. 

It appears that Li Chih used poor health as an excuse to shun an official 

appointment not to his liking in the current political and intellectual climate. He had 

deplored in his writings, for instance, that the Han-lin scholars should be subject to 
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the emperor’s orders and that the historiographers, under the supervision of the state 

chancellors, should be reduced to the role of mere scribes. In a letter to members of 

the Han-lin Academy, he also complained that the academy was beset with politics, 

that he was sick of intrigue and prejudice, and preferred consequently to spend his 

time in the mountains and woods. Li Chih’s claims of ill health were thus only a 

screen for his disdain of court politics and a token of his own intellectual integrity. 

We know little about Li Chih’s activity during the following years; apparently he 

enjoyed writing poems, drinking with friends, and extending his knowledge of 

mathematics. He died in 1279 at his residence in Mt. Feng-lung, at the age of eighty- 

seven. It is reported that during his last hours he told his son Li K’o-hsiu that all his 

writings should be burnt after his death, but not the Ts’ e-yiian hai-ching, his treatise 

on circular measurements. There is no trace of Li Chih’s epitaph or tomb-inscription, 

but a number of commemorative essays written by his contemporaries have survived. 

These and other fragmentary records provided the basic source of Li Chih’s composite 

biography by Su T’ien-chiieh for his Kuo-ch’ao ming-ch’en shih-liieh. Sometime later, 

Qubilai conferred upon Li Chih the posthumous name Wen-cheng (‘Cultured and 

Correct’), by which he is also known in later writings. In 1336, the prefect of P’ing- 

ting, Liu T’ien-lu, honoured Li Chih in a newly erected shrine called the ‘Hall of the 

Four Worthies’ (Ssu-hsien t’ang), with three other distinguished contemporaries: 

Wang T’ing-yiin, Chao Ping-wen, and Yang Yiin-i. 

Li Chih was a versatile scholar and prolific writer not only on the subject of the 

classics and belles-lettres, but particularly on that of mathematics, devoting most of 

his life to study and authorship. He once said that from the age of twenty he had 

delighted in composing prose and poems; that at thirty he had found pleasure in music 

and songs; and at forty had enjoyed dabbling in philosophy. At fifty however, having 

reconsidered his earlier pursuits, he had realised how superficial they had been. He 

formulated five rules for authorship, i.e. that one should not write without purpose or 

under duress, that an author should never violate his conscience or misguide the 

public, and above all, that one should write nothing that he would be ashamed to show 

posterity. These statements show Li Chih to have been a rigorous scholar and a 

conscientious author. 

Li Chih left several volumes of literary and scientific works, some of which have 

survived. The collection of his own literary writings, called Ching-chai wen-chi, 40 

chiian, is not extant, but a number of his poems and essays are preserved in several 

anthologies. Li Chih’s earliest miscellaneous collection of essays on the classics, 

literature and scientific subjects called Fan-shuo, or (Ching-chai) Fan-lun, 40 chiian, 

is also lost, and only four entries have been preserved in his biography in the Kuo- 

ch’ao ming-ch’en shih-liieh. _ Fortunately, his most important collection of 
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miscellaneous writings, the Ching-chai ku-chin chi (or tou), 14 chiian, has survived 

and been reprinted several times. It includes various notes on the classics, history, 

literature, Buddhism, Taoism and scientific subjects. This work was first 

reconstructed from the early Ming encyclopaedia Yung-lo ta-tien and incorporated 

into the Ssu-k’u ch’ iian-shu collection as 8 chiian. It was later amended and expanded 

by Miao Ch’iian-sun from the surviving Ming editions into 14 chiian and printed with 

a critical postscript in his Ou-hsiang ling-shih collection (1902). 

Li Chih’s other extant works are his two treatises on mathematics: the Ts’ e-yiian 

hai-ching (hsi-ts’ao), 12 chiian, and the I-ku yen-tuan, 3 chiian. The Ts’ e-yiian hai- 

ching, first published in 1282, was reprinted in 1287; it has been more commonly 

known by its abbreviated title since then. It was incorporated in the Ssu-k’u ch’ tian- 

shu and some marginal notes were added to certain sections of this version by the 

mathematician K’ung Kuang-sen (1752-86). Later, Juan Yitian (1764-1849), then 

director of education in Chekiang, ordered his subordinate Li Jui (1768-1812) to 

prepare a collated edition based on the Ssu-ku version and a 14th century 

transcription. This was completed in 1797 and printed the following year in the Chih- 

pu-tsu chai ts’ ung-shu compiled by Pao Ting-po (1728-1814). The mathematician Li 

Shan-lan (1811-82), while teaching at the T’ung-wen kuan, published in 1876 the 

Ts’ e-ytian hai-ching which later became known as the T’ung-wen kuan edition. The /- 

ku yen-tuan was probably among the pieces that Li Chih asked his son to burn after 

his death, but it somehow escaped destruction. The text was first incorporated in the 

Yung-lo ta-tien, and was thereafter reconstructed and copied into the Ssu-k’u 

collection. It was also reprinted in the Chih-pu-tsu chai ts’ung-shu; and it has been 

translated into French by L. Vanhée (1913). 

Li Chih’s major contribution to mathematics, as expounded in his Ts’ e-yiian hai- 

ching and I-ku yen-tuan, consists in verifying and elaborating the solutions to 

complex problems of circular measurement proposed by earlier and contemporary 

authors. 

In ancient China, the most authoritative text on mathematics was the Chiu-chang 

suan-shu (Nine Chapters on the Mathematical Art) written by an unknown author 

during the 1st century A.D. The surviving version includes an introduction by Liu 

Hui written just before the year 260 A.D. and contains nine chapters covering a total 

of 246 problems. The sixteenth problem in chapter nine relates the diameter of a 

circle inscribed within a right triangle to the three sides of the triangle. Using modern 

mathematical notations, if d is the diameter of the inscribed circle, a the base of the 

right triangle, b its height, and c the hypotenuse, then 

2ab 
d = Tibi 
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Before Li Chih, Tung-yiian, an otherwise unknown mathematician, had considered 

problems involving circles and triangles — such as those of escribed circles of a right 

triangle; of circles centring on one of the sides, and tangent to the other sides, of a 

right triangle; and finally of produced sides of triangles in the preceding instances. A 

total of nine cases expressing the relations between the diameters of such circles and 

the sides of the respective right triangles, designated the ‘Nine (cases of the right 

triangle) accommodating (the circle) of Tung-yuan’ (‘Tung-yiian chiu-yung’) in the 

Ts’ e-ylian hai-ching, were apparently known only to Li Chih. 

The Ts’ e-yiian hai-ching contains 170 problems. The book begins with a diagram 

showing a circle inscribed in a right triangle ABC, touching the sides AC and BC at U 

and Q respectively. (Modern notation is used here instead of the original.) The circle 

is enclosed by a square EDCW, such that side DC is concurrent with AC and FC with 

BC; side ED cuts AB at G and is tangent to the circle at N; and side EF cuts AB at H 

and is tangent to the circle at S. From G, GJ is drawn parallel to AC, meeting BC at J; 

and from H, HK is drawn parallel to BC, meeting AC at K. Then through the centre 

O of the circle, MNPOQ is drawn parallel to AC, meeting AB at M and cutting HK at 

P; and RSTOU is drawn parallel to BC, meeting AB at R and cutting GJ at T. Finally 

MV is drawn parallel to BC meeting AC at V, and RW is drawn parallel to AC 

meeting BC at W. As a result fifteen different right triangles are obtained. (See 

Figure 1 below, ignoring the dotted line YOX which is meant to show one of the 

‘Tung-yiian chiu-yung’ relations.) 

Figure 1 
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Assuming AC = 600 and BC = 320, Li Chih works out the hypotenuse AB as 

well as the values of the three sides of all the other right triangles in the diagram. The 

Ts’ e-yiian hai-ching gives the following list. 

Triangle Hypotenuse c Base a Height b 

ABC 680 320 600 

ARU 544 256 480 

MBQ 425 200 SH 

AHK 510 240 450 

GBJ YD 128 240 

AMV 255 120 225 

MHP 25 120 22s 

GRT 136 64 120 

RBW 136 64 120 

AGD 408 192 360 

HBF 170 80 150 

MRO 289 136 DIS: 

GHL 102 48 90 

MGN [533 12 135) 

HRS 34 16 30 

The text then presents the following ten expressions, the first taken from the Chiu- 

chang suan-shu and the rest from the “Tung-yiian chiu-yung,’ relating the diameter d 

of the circle to the base a, height b and hypotenuse c of the right triangle in each case. 

Triangle Relation of dto a,b andc 

2ab AB = 
Cc g a+b+c 

2ab 
ARU =>— 

d b+c 

MBQ Ga 
atc 

MRO aoe 
G 

XYC (dotted line where XY is through the 2ab 
centre O of the circle and is parallel d=— 

AGD q@-—® 
c+(b-a) 

HBF _ _2ab 
c-(b-a) 

GHL See 
c-(a+b) 

MGN _ 2ab 
c-a 

HRS 2ab 
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In the same chapter Li Chih also formulates the relationship between the diameter of 

the circle and the two parallel sides of each of the two trapeziums AUSH and GNQB. 

He finds the diameter of the circle given the height of one triangle and the base of 

another, for example AD and BF, MN and RS, and AU and BQ. Finally he calculates 

the diameter of the circle in terms of the bases of two given right triangles, as in the 

case of BQ and GN in triangles MBQ and MGN. The following results are shown by 

Li Chih: 

/AU x HS = r, the radius of the circle; 

V4BQ x GN 
J/BQ x GN = r, the radius of the circle; 

V2BFxAD = d, the diameter of the circle 

d, the diameter of the circle; 

If RS = MN, then 5RS = d, the diameter of the circle; 
given BQ =a and AU = 5, the diameter x of the circle 

is given by the expression x4 + 2(a+b)x - 4ab = 0 

Understanding as he did the properties of circle and right triangle, Li Chih was 

able to resolve many complicated problems with ease. Take for example the 

following problem in Ch’in Chiu-shao’s Shu-shu chiu-chang (Mathematical Treatise 

in Nine Sections) (1247), an important mathematical work written by his Southern 

Sung contemporary (d. after 1260): 

There is a circular city-wall of unknown diameter but with its four gates (one 
at each cardinal point) opened. Three /i directly outside the North Gate is a 
tree. An observer moving due east as soon as he leaves the South Gate can 
just see the tree after having travelled a distance of nine /i. Find the diameter 
of the city-wall. 

Ch’in Chiu-shao got the answer by solving a numerical equation of the 10th 

degree in the form 

x10 4.5 ax8 + 8a2x9 - 4a(b2 -a2)x4 - 16a2b2x” - 16432 = 0 
where x is the diameter of the city-wall, a is the distance from the tree to the North 

Gate, and b is the distance travelled from the South Gate. To resolve a similar 

question in the fourth problem of chapter 3 of the Ts’e-yiian hai-ching, Li Chih simply 

reduces it to the case of a circle with its centre 0 lying along the base RU of a right 

triangle ARU, and tangent to the two sides AR and AU of the same triangle (Figure 

Dy: 



328 

Figure 2 

In triangles ARU and HRS, AU = b and RS =a. Let x be the diameter of the circle. 

The base RU = atx. Li Chih finds the value of HS from the similar triangles ARU 

and HRS as follows: 

He has already worked out an equation for the radius of the circle given the two sides 

AU and HS in the form J AU x HS =r. m2 
a 

i. 2) a+X Therefore the diameter x = 2r=2 WAUxHS 

atx 

giving a cubic equation 

x? + ax - dab =0 

Li Chih’s answer thus entails a numerical equation of the 3rd degree, instead of one of 

the 10th degree as does Ch’in chiu-shao’s. Indeed in his Ts’e-ytian hai-ching Li Chih 

finds very few occasions when he needs to compute functions beyond the fourth 

degree — most of his equations are either quadratic or cubic. 

Methods of solving numerical equations of higher degrees were developed before 

Li Chih’s time. Numerical quartic equations were considered by Chia Hsien about the 

year 1200, while numerical cubic equations are elaborated by Wang Hsiao-t’ung in 

the 7th century Ch’i-ku suan-ching (Continuation of Ancient Mathematics). These 

solutions can be traced to the method used for extracting cube roots in the 5th century 
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Chang Ch’iu-chien suan-ching (Chang Ch’iu-chien’s Mathematical Manual), and 

even earlier to the method used for solving quadratic equations in the Chiu-chang 

suan-shu. Li Chih did not describe how he solved his equations, noting that his 

procedure was familiar to other mathematicians of the time. The method was used by 

Ch’in Chiu-shao for example, and it is very similar to that rediscovered independently 

by Ruffini and Horner in the early 19th century. 

Li Chih introduced an algebraic process known as the ?’ien-ylian shu (‘Method of 

the Celestial Element’) to set up numerical equations to any degree. With the decline 

of traditional mathematics in China during the early 14th century, this method was 

forgotten after the time of Chu Shih-chieh. It was only after the introduction of 

algebra from the West by the Jesuits in the 17th century that Chinese mathematicians 

of the 18th century rediscovered the algebra of the ¢’ien-yiian shu. The method had 

survived in Japan, however, exerting a profound influence on the mathematics of that 

country. Known as tengenjutsu in Japan, it enabled Seki Takakazu (also known as 

Seki Kowa) to develop a formula for infinite expansion which is now achieved by 

calculus. 

Li Chih was not the originator of the t’ien-yiian shu method. Tsu I noted in the 

preface of Chu Shih-chieh’s Ssu-yiian yii-chien (Precious Mirror of the Four 

Elements) (1303) that the method had been mentioned earlier by Chiang Chou in the 

I-ku (chi); by Li Wen-i in the Chao-tan; by Shih Hsin-tao in the Ch’ien-ching; by Liu 

Ju-hsieh in the Ju-chi shih-so; and that it was explained in detail by Yiian Yii (not to 

be confused with Yiian Hao-wen, T. Yii-chih, see below). Unfortunately none of 

these books has survived; in fact, it is only through Li Chih’s Ts’ e-yiian hai-ching and 

I-ku yen-tuan that we know anything about the Ch’ien-ching and the /-ku (chi). Chu 

Shih-chieh reports that Li Chih’s old friend, the celebrated scholar Yiian Hao-wen, 

was also acquainted with the rien-yiian shu method. Yet the Ts’e-yiian hai-ching 

represents the earliest exposition of the method in existence. The f’ ien-yiian shu deals 

with numerical algebraic equations of one unknown to any degree. The unknown 

quantity x is denoted by the word yiian (‘element’) and the absolute term by the word 

t’ai. In the Ts’ e-yiian hai-ching, an equation is arranged as a series of lines over and 

under a reference line marked by the sign ?’ai. On this line, the power of the unknown 

is zero (x°=1), which in effect makes the corresponding absolute term a constant. On 

the line immediately above, the power of x is 1 (x!=x), It is 2 on the next line up, and 

so forth. Conversely, the powers of x regress with each line below the reference line, 

from -1 on the line immediately under the reference (negative powers or reciprocals). 

Because of this convention, there is no need, as in modern algebra, specifically to 

denote the yiian corresponding to each absolute term of an equation: that value is 

immediately apparent from the absolute term’s position relative to the reference line. 
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Thus an arrangement of counting rods in Chapter 11, Problem 18 as shown in Figure 

3, represents the equation” 

-4x2 + 232x + 39900 + 11681280x"! + 788486400x-2 = 0 

Figure 3 

t'len ylian Shu notation current equivalent 

ae Oe 

+39 900x° 

+11 681 280x-1 | 

+788 486 400x-2 

1 2 3 4 5 6 Lh 8 9 

One ged pe MeL LN il eaten Units and even 
powers of ten 
(both +ve and 
-ve) 

Tens and odd 
powers of 
ten (both +ve 
and -ve) 

0 - SSB, 1l IF 

A minus sign is denoted by a counting-rod placed obliquely over one of the digits in the 
number concerned. Thus -123 is denoted by | —= 

It is interesting to note that Li Chih later reversed the order by placing the absolute 
term (¢’ai) above the positive powers of the unknown quantity (yiian). Hence 
ascending powers of the unknown were ranged below the absolute term, in order of 
increasing values from the latter, and vice versa for the reciprocals. Li Chih adopts 
this procedure in his /-ku yen-tuan, and according to his statement in the Ching-chai 
ku-chin chi, it followed the fashion derived by P’eng Tse from consideration of the 
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theory of the I-ching (Book of Changes). In the I-ku yen-tuan, an equation such as 

25x + 280x - 6905 = 0 is represented as in Figure 4. 

Figure 4 

i n 2 current 
t len yiian shu notation notation 

Awayl TT o Hh 

[| O 
Ni || [IF 

This second method was generally adopted by later mathematicians. It may be useful 

to note here the zero symbol used by Li Chih. The same was in fact used by Ch’in 

Chiu-shao. The zero symbol first appears in Chinese literature at about the same time 

in the writings of these two great mathematicians who probably knew nothing of each 

other, suggesting that it would have been used in China before that. The dot (bindu) 

was introduced to China from India by Ch’ii-t’an Hsi-ta’s (Gautama Siddhartha) K’ ai- 

ylian chan-ching (The K’ai-yiian [Period] Treatise on Astrology) (ca. 729), and the 

circle denoting zero was first found in a magic square brought to China from the 

Islamic culture-area in the 13th century. It has been suggested, however, by both 

Ch’ien Pao-tsung and Yen Tun-chieh that the circle in China might have evolved 

independently during the 12th century from the empty square meaning zero. 

The Ts’e-yltian hai-ching standardises the terminology used in Chinese 

mathematics involving regarding higher degree equations of the general form: 

ax® + bx> + cx4 + ded + ex2 +f + 2 =0 

The constant or the absolute term g is known generally as shih. More specifically, it 

is known as p’ing-shih in the case of a linear equation, fang-shih in the case of a 

quadratic equation, erh-ch’ eng fang-shih in the case of a cubic equation, san-ch’ eng 

fang-shih in the case of a quartic equation, ssu-ch’eng fang-shih in the case of an 

equation of the 5th degree, and wu-cheng fang-shih in the case of an equation of the 

6th degree. The coefficients a to f have the following names: 

a yli; yli-fa; ch’ ang-fa 

b ti-ssu-lien 

Cc ti-san-lien 

d ti-erh-lien 

e ti-i-lien 

iy ts’ ung; ts’ ung-fang 
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These terms are for positive integers only. In the case of negative integers, the Ts’ e- 

ytian hai-ching adds either the word i or the word hsii before the coefficients of x and 

powers of x. . 

The Ts’ e-yiian hai-ching attracted the attention of very few scholars until the 17th 

century. Ku Ying-hsiang (1483-1565) wrote the Ts’e-yiian hai-ching shih-shu in 12 

chiian in 1550 and the Ts’e-ylian suan-shu in 4 chiian in 1553, but he left out the 

detailed explanations contained in the original, while Chou Shu-hsiieh in 1558, K’o 

Shang-ch’ien in 1578, and Ch’eng Ta-wei in 1593, confined their attention to the 

relations between the diameter of the inscribed circle of a right triangle and the three 

sides of that triangle as given in the Han mathematical manual Chiu-chang suan-shu. 

As noted above, Chinese mathematicians took a new interest in the Ts’e-yiian hai- 

ching with the introduction of Euclidean geometry by the Jesuits. At first, they 

confined their attention once again to the problem in the Chiu-chang suan-shu, 

looking at it afresh in the light of their new knowledge of geometry. No one was yet 

able to comprehend the f’ien-yiian shu method. About the year 1761 Mei Ku-ch’eng 

(1681-1763) employed the modern way of extracting square roots in his Ch’ ih-shui i- 

chen (Pearls Recovered from the Red River) to explain one of the problems in the 

Ts’ e-ytian hai-ching, but the implications of the r’ien-ytian shu method were still not 

understood. In the early 19th century, Chiao Hsiin (1763-1820) and his colleague Li 

Jui (1765-1814), who were both serving under Juan Yiian in Hangchow, finally 

recognised the f’ien-ytian shu as a Chinese method of representing algebraic equations 

of higher degrees. Chiao Hsiin wrote the T’ien-yiian i-shih (Complete Explanation of 

the Celestial Element [Method]) in 2 chiian (1800) and the K’ai-fang t’ung-shih 

(Complete Explanation of Equations of Higher Degrees) (1801) to demonstrate the 

method, while in 1803 Li Jui applied the ?’ien-yiian shu to explain the problems in the 

T’ang mathematical manual Ch’i-ku suan-ching. 

A number of Ch’ing scholars studied the text of the Ts’e-yiian hai-ching besides 

K’ung Kuang-sen (1752-86) and Li Jui. Some of their works and modern studies of 

the Ts’ e-yiian hai-ching are listed in the Bibliography; the most comprehensive study 

to date is that by Li Yen. 

Li Chih’s other mathematical treatise, the /-ku yen-tuan, was based in part on an 

earlier work, the J-ku chi, written by Chiang Chou between 1178 and 1224. The /-ku 

yen-tuan consists of three chiian with sixty-four problems in all, of which twenty-one 

are referred to by Li Chih as the ‘old method’ (chiu-shu), presumably meaning the /- 

ku chi. The first ten problems concern a circle in the centre of a square; each 

considers different parameters, such as areas, and distances between certain points of 

the circle and the square. They seek to find the side or perimeter of the square and the 

diameter or circumference of the circle, and in the ninth and tenth problems, also the 
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distance from the sides or angles of the square to the circle. In the next ten problems, 

the square is contained within a circle. Problem twenty-one gives the total area and 

the total perimeter of three squares of different sizes, and seeks to determine the sides 

of each of these squares which form an arithmetic progression. Problem twenty-two, 

the last problem in chiian 1, concerns a square with one of its corners cut away. 

Problems twenty-three to twenty-nine deal with squares and circles, while Problem 

thirty considers the combination of two circles. 

As an illustration, Problem two in the /-ku yen-tuan translates as follows: 

There is a square farm with a circular pool at its centre. The farm has 
an area of 13 mou and 7 1/2 tenths of a mou (i.e. 17.75 mou). 
However, neither the diameter nor the area (of the circle) is given. 
One only knowns that the southern boundary of the farm is located 40 
pu from the northernmost point of the pool. Find the diameter of the 
pool and the side of the square farm. 
Answer: As above (i.e. side of square = 60 pu and diameter of circle = 
20 pu, as in Question 1). 

Method: 

13:75 mou 

Enter one counting rod as the ‘celestial element,’ representing the 
diameter of the pool. Subtracting it from twice the distance (from the 
southern edge of the farm to the northernmost point of the pool), the 
side of the square farm is given below: 
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[In modern algebra, side of square = -x + 80, where x is the diameter of 
the circular pool.] 
On squaring the expression of the farm’s side, the combined area of the 
square farm and the pool is obtained as below: 

Seal Pees Hm Be 
| Pye ke) (tai) 

| 

[In modern algebra, (-x + 80)2 = x - 160x + 6400 gives the combined 
area of the square farm and the pool.]} 
Squaring the ‘celestial element,’ which is the diameter of the pool, 
multiplying it by 3 and dividing it by 4 provides the area of the pool, as 
below: 

O 7 
oO (t‘ai) 

o + INI | 

[In modern algebra, taking nm = 3, area of pool x2 = 0.75x2] 
Subtracting the area of the pool from the combined area of farm and 
pool gives the area of the farm, i.e. 

[In modern algebra, x2 - 160x + 6400 - 0.75x2 = 0.25x2 - 160x + 6400 
expresses the area of the farm.] 
Equating this with the given area 3300 square pu (where 1 mou = 240 
square pu) we get: 
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[In modern algebra 3300 = 0.25x2 - 160x + 6400, ie. -0.25x2 + 160x - 
3100 = 0.]} 
Taking the root of this quadratic equation, we obtain 20 pu for the 
diameter of the pool, and subtracting that from twice the given distance 
40 pu, we find 60 pu for the length of the side of the square farm. 
[In modern algebra, x = 20 and 2 x 40 - x = 60.] 

Li Chih deserves to be regarded as one of the greatest mathematicians of a time 

when Chinese mathematics can be said to have achieved their golden age. He was a 

contemporary of Ch’in Chiu-shao, whose Shu-shu chiu-chang was written in 1247, 

just one year before the Ts’e-yiian hai-ching. Yet it is most unlikely that the two 

authors had ever even heard of each other, such being their geographical and political 

isolation. Li Chih was living in the North, first under the rule of the Jurchen and then 

under the Mongols, while Ch’in Chiu-shao resided in the South under Southern Sung. 

Neither mentioned the other in his writings. The terminology which they employed in 

equations of higher degrees is similar but not identical. They used the term ? ien-yiian 

(‘celestial element’) in different ways. To Li Chih it meant the unknown quantity x in 

an equation, but for Ch’in Chiu-shao it was a datum. Furthermore, unlike Li Chih, the 

latter never used this term in his numerical equations. Ch’in Chiu-shao explained the 

process of solving his numerical equations in great detail, without describing how his 

equations were constructed from the given data of his problems. Li Chih, on the 

contrary, expounded the reasoning followed to formulate his equations algebraically, 

but did not bother setting out the method of their solution. For George Sarton, 

therefore, Li Chih is essentially an outstanding algebraist whose work complemented 

the contribution of Ch’in Chiu-shao in promoting the flowering of mathematics in late 

imperial China. 
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21. SHANG T’ING (1209-1289) 

Shang T’ing, T. Meng-ch’ing, H. Tso-shan lao-jen, was born in 1209 during the 

reign of the Chin ruler Wei-shao wang (r. 1209-13), in Ch’i-yin county, Ts’ao-chou, in 

Shantung. Descended of an eminent scholar-official of the Jurchen-Chin, he rose to 

become a distinguished administrator and a close adviser to Qubilai. His ancestors, 

who originally came from Ch’ang-p’ing county in the ancient state of Ch’en, north-east 

of modern Hsi-hua in Honan, were known by the surname Yin before the Sung 

dynasty. For successive generations under the T’ang emperors, they had gained the 

chin-shih degree and occupied high government positions. One of them, Yin Huai- 

ch’in (869-963), a magistrate of Nan-hua (Hopei), founded a separate branch of the 

family by changing his surname to Shang in order to avoid the character yin that was 

made taboo by its occurrence in the name of Chao Hung-yin, father of the founder of 

the Sung, Chao K’uang-yin. 

Descendants of Shang Huai-ch’in continued to serve the Sung in various 

capacities; many of them attained the highest honours in the civil service 

examinations and distinguished themselves in scholarship and belles-lettres. Shang 

T’ing’s great-great-grandfather Shang Kang pursued a military career under the Sung 

and later joined the service of the Jurchen. Shang T’ing’s great-grandfather did 

likewise, becoming a renowned Confucian scholar and teacher during the middle 

years of the Chin dynasty. Shang Heng (1185-1231), T’ing’s father, was an 

outstanding scholar-official and man of letters. In early 1231, while serving as senior 

clerk in the Marshal’s Administration in charge of the defence of Shensi, he was 

captured by the invading Mongol army and, refusing to surrender, died a hero. Shang 

Heng had married twice and was survived by two sons: Shang T’ing and Shang Yiian 

(or Lung), the former fated to become by far the more illustrious. 

There is no information on Shang T’ing’s early life before the 1230s, when he 

took up residence in the Chin capital Pien (K’ai-feng, Honan), possibly to prepare for 

the civil service examination. There he befriended a number of renowned scholars 

including Ytian Hao-wen and Yang Huan (q.v.). In January 1233, when Pien was 

besieged by the Mongol forces under Siib6tei (g.v.) and Tatar, the Chin supreme 

commander, Marshal Ts’ui Li (d. 1234), treacherously surrendered the city without 

resistance. As a result, many of the leading Chin scholar-officials became prisoners 

of war, including Yiian Hao-wen and his friends. It is not certain whether Shang 

T’ing was also captured; at any rate, he joined the ranks of the refugees. Concerned 

with the plight of his friends in this difficult hour, Yiian Hao-wen sent his famous 
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entreaty to Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (g.v.), chief of the Chinese bureau of the Mongol 

Secretariat, pleading for his assistance in rescuing the leading Chin scholars and 

notables from servitude. Shang T’ing’s name was among the fifty-four mentioned. 

All were spared, but most were compelled to disperse in search of sustenance. 

Shang T’ing found his way to Kuan-shih in Shantung, where he enjoyed the 

hospitality of Chao T’ien-hsi (1191-1240), a commander of the Han Armies then in 

charge of the administration of the county. He was joined by Yiian Hao-wen, Yang 

Huan, and other former associates who had also sought refuge there. Some time later, 

hearing that Yen Shih (q.v.), the powerful military leader and governor of Tung-p’ing, 

was eager to promote Confucian studies in his administration, Shang and his friends 

made their way to him. Impressed by Shang’s erudition, Yen Shih employed him as 

tutor to his sons Chung-chi, Chung-fan, Chung-ssu and others. Shang T’ing, who was 

in his late twenties, spent the next few years with the Yen brothers. After Chung-chi’s 

appointment as governor of Tung-p’ing in 1240 in succession to his father, Shang was 

made a senior clerk in the administration and was later sent to act as judge in his 

native Ts’ao prefecture, then under the jurisdiction of the Yen family. 

Shang returned eventually to Tung-p’ing where he continued to serve as registrar 

and to assist Yen Chung-chi in setting up schools and promoting Confucian learning. 

He recommended that the former Chin scholars K’ang Yeh, Li Ch’ang (1203-89) and 

Li Chen should lecture on the Book of History, the Spring and Autumn Annals, and 

the Great Learning, respectively. At the same time Shang attended to the education 

of students in preparation for the civil service examination that had been reinstituted 

by the Mongol court on the recommendation of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai in 1237/38. These 

tasks occupied him fully during the next decade. 

Early in 1252 Shang T’ing, then forty-three, was summoned by Qubilai to his 

retreat at Yen-chou (Inner Mongolia). Qubilai, who had heard about Shang, wanted 

to meet him personally with a view to using his services in the administration of his 

Chinese domain. During the interview, while conversing on state affairs, Shang took 

the opportunity of bringing to Qubilai’s attention the hardships visited on the people 

of Shantung by the government’s levy of grain for the local army. He asserted that the 

administration was requiring the people of Tung-p’ing to provide 10,000 bushels of 

grain to supply the forces of Li T’an (q.v.) stationed at Mt. Chii (near Lin-chii in 

central Shantung). The shipments had to make a long journey across rugged territory 

(Tung-p’ing was situated at the western end of the region), frequently incurring 

considerable losses and delays in the rainy seasons, with the result that innocent 

people were often severely punished for any shortcomings. He went on to request 

that Qubilai change the procedure and order that the grain be sent to the more 

accessible I-chou (Lin-i) south of Mt. Chii, from whence the army should 
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henceforward draw its supplies. This was approved and the population of Tung-p’ing 

was relieved of a great burden. 

Subsequently, Shang T’ing was recruited at first secretary by the veteran official 

Yang Wei-chung (g.v.) when Yang was appointed pacification commissioner of the 

Kuan-chung region. That region, covering eight prefectures and twelve counties in 

modern Shensi, had been populous and wealthy, but population had fallen to fewer 

than 10,000 households, i.e. about 50,000 individuals, as a result of war. Yang and 

Shang devoted themselves to improving conditions in the region by reorganising the 

local administration, punishing unscrupulous officials, issuing paper money, 

introducing a fixed salary for functionaries, encouraging agriculture, and 

recommending a halving in taxes and levies. Consequently, many of the households 

that had fled came back and life returned to normal, much to the credit of Yang Wei- 

chung and Shang T’ing. When Yang was replaced by the sinicised Uighur Lien Hsi- 

hsien (q.v.) in July 1254, Shang T’ing was appointed his deputy, and served in this 

capacity until 1258. 

In late 1256 Emperor Méngke entrusted the military campaign against the 

Southern Sung to Qubilai, who immediately ordered the requisition from Ching-chao 

of 10,000 rolls of cloth, 3,000 rolls of plain silk and 3,000 bushels of rice, as well as 

vast quantities of weapons and military equipment for the armies stationed at P’ing- 

liang in Kansu. The deadline was close and the people were worried. Shang T’ing 

then pleaded with his superior, stressing the difficulty of shipping rice over a distance 

of 1,000 Ji (550 km), and the fact that conscripting peasants for transport duty would 

seriously disrupt local silk production and the wheat harvest. His next step was to 

consult a local chief of Mei-chou (in Shensi) called Wang, who was a native of P’ing- 

liang. Wang acknowledged that he owned a large store of grain in his native home, 

and agreed to deliver it to the army for a price. The plan was approved and the grain 

was shipped to its destination well within the time limit, without causing much 

inconvenience to the local people. 

Under the administration of Lien Hsi-hsien and Shang T’ing, Kuan-chung 

enjoyed order and prosperity, and the emperor, impressed by their achievement, 

appointed them to serve concurrently as pacification commissioners of neighbouring 

Huai-chou and Meng-chou in Hopei. They remained in these posts until Méngke, on 

the recommendation of his confidants ‘Alamdar and Liu T’ai-p’ing, abolished all the 

Pacification Bureaux in the regional administrations early in 1258 to curb the 

excessive power of the administrators appointed previously by Qubilai (see the 

biography of Yao Shu). Thereupon Shang T’ing returned to Tung-p’ing, but he was 

summoned soon after by Qubilai to join the latter’s expedition against the Sung 

territories in the Huai valley. 
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During this campaign Shang T’ing not only advised Qubilai on matters of 

strategy, but also took the opportunity of commenting on Méngke’s invasion of the 

Sung strongholds in Szechwan. He remarked that Szechwan, being a distant and 

well-protected region, was difficult to attack, and the emperor should have carefully 

weighed the situation before committing himself to such an important decision. This 

impressed Qubilai favourably. The Mongol army scored several victories over the 

Sung forces in the Huai valley in August/September, but Qubilai was forced to halt 

his offensive in December after receiving confirmation that Méngke had died in Ho- 

chou, Szechwan (11 Aug.), and that Qubilai’s brother Ariq Béke was attempting to 

seize the throne. When Qubilai left for the north with a contingent of troops, Shang 

T’ing urged him to tighten security against the spies of Ariq Boke; Qubilai took his 

advice, and entrusted Chang Wen-ch’ien with the task. Shortly afterwards Ariq Boke 

sent envoys to demand his brother’s submission, but Qubilai refused and executed the 

emissaries. On Qubilai’s instructions, the Mongol commanders eventually reached a 

peace settlement with the Sung enemy and this concluded for the time being the 

Mongol effort to complete the conquest of China. 

Upon his arrival at K’ai-p’ing fu early in 1260, Qubilai summoned several of his 

Chinese confidants, including Shang T’ing and Lien Hsi-hsien, and took advice on 

how to deal with the problem of Ariq B6ke. Apparently the counsellors all urged him 

to assume the imperial title and take the initiative against his brother. In May, Qubilai 

proclaimed himself emperor at K’ai-p’ing fu, and Shang memorialised on that 

occasion to the effect that Qubilai should recall the expeditionary forces from the 

south in order to strengthen his position, while retaining the armies in the 

northwestern regions as a protection against possible incursions by Ariq Béke’s 

forces. The advice was followed. Qubilai appointed Lien Hsi-hsien pacification 

commissioner of Shensi and Szechwan, with Shang T’ing, who is said to have 

strongly supported Lien’s appointment, as deputy commissioner. 

Lien and Shang arrived to set up the Pacification Bureau at Ching-chao, the seat 

of Qubilai’s former domain under Méngke, but were immediately faced with a 

rebellion. Qara Buqa, an army commander then stationed at Mt. Liu-p’an, had joined 

his former subordinate Qunduqai, who had distinguished himself in the Szechwan 

campaign, in a rising to support Ariq Boke. Lien Hsi-hsien sought Shang T’ing’s 

assessment of the situation. Shang T’ing concluded that Qara Buqa had three options: 

to move east and attack Ching-chao; to concentrate his troops at Mt. Liu-p’an and wait 

for an opportunity to strike at Qubilai’s forces; or to go north and join Ariq Boke in an 

attack against Qara Qorum. He contended, however, that Qara Buga would choose 

the third option, and this was exactly what happened. 
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Having tightened the security of Ching-chao, Lien Hsi-hsien and Shang T’ing 

made plans to move against Qara Buqa and his supporters. They received assistance 

from Wang Liang-ch’en (1231-81), a general then posted at Kung-ch’ang in Shensi, 

whom they subsequently asked Qubilai to entrust with the suppression of the rebel 

forces. They raised 15,000 Jiang of silver from their treasury to provision his army 

and build defensive positions in his territory in preparation for the hostilities. 

Furthermore, they called up General Batun, who soon joined forces with Wang 

Liang-ch’en in Kan-chou. Then in September, the Pacification Bureaux of Shen-hsi 

and Ssu-ch’uan were reorganised into a Regional Secretariat Council; Lien Hsi-hsien 

became assistant of the Right and Shang T’ing, deputy administrator. 

In the meantime, the rebel generals had already made their move. Qara Bugqa and 

Qunduqai were leading their forces to the north-west towards Qara Qorum, whereas 

‘Alamdar, who had now allied himself with Ariq Boke, was leading his troops 

southwards from Qara Qorum. They met at Kan-chou. A dispute flared up between 

Qara Buga and ‘Alamdar, as a result of which the former led his troops north while 

the latter, joined by Qunduqai, marched south. Before this, Qubilai had dispatched 

Prince Qadan, the sixth son of Méngke, with reinforcements for Wang Liang-ch’en 

and Batun in Kansu. In October, ‘Alamdar and Qunduqai’s army was annihilated east 

of Kan-chou; both leaders were captured and executed. Qubilai was greatly relieved 

by this victory; he not only honoured his generals, but also rewarded Lien Hsi-hsien 

and Shang T’ing handsomely for their contribution. 

In June 1261, Lien Hsi-hsien and Shang T’ing were recalled to Yen-ching 

(Peking) and were appointed respectively director and associate administrator of 

political affairs in the Secretarial Council under Shih T’ien-tse (g.v.) and Buqa, the 

Left and Right chancellor respectively. Shang T’ing was thus to hold an important 

position in the central administration during the next five years, until the 

reorganisation of the Secretarial Council in 1266. Shortly after his appointment, a 

disturbance having again broken out in Shensi, Shang advised Shih T’ien-tse to post 

Lien Hsi-hsien back to the region because of his previous experience. Shih accepted 

this advice and appointed Yeh-lii Chu (q.v.), the eldest son of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, to 

replace Lien in the Secretarial Council. After that, Shang T’ing was ordered to 

investigate the conduct of Liu Cheng (1213-75), an ex-Sung general who had 

submitted to Qubilai in July of that year and had been appointed administrator of the 

Regional Secretarial Council of K’uei-chou in Szechwan. On surrendering, Liu had 

brought with him several hundred Chinese and Mongol soldiers who had earlier 

defected to Sung; he wished thereby to demonstrate that he had rejected his former 

allegiance. Many officials at that time recommended capital punishment for the 

renegades, but Shang pleaded for leniency and they were all spared. Sometime later, 
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a quarrel flared up among the generals in Szechwan, and Shang again interceded, 

successfully settling their differences and restoring stability to the region. 

Early in 1263, Shang T’ing, then aged fifty-four, was implicated in a trumped-up 

charge that almost ruined his career. It happened that Fei Yin (or Fei Cheng-yin), a 

judge in the county of Hsing-yiian in Shensi, was found guilty of an offence. Fearful 

of punishment, Fei falsely accused both Lien Hsi-hsien and Shang T’ing. He charged 

Shang with illegally employing Wang Liang-ch’en’s army for the construction of the 

defence walls at Kung-ch’ang, and with having recommended the appointment of 

Wang Wen-t’ung, the notorious administrator of political affairs in the Secretarial 

Council who had been executed for his involvement in Li T’an’s insurrection. Qubilai 

recalled Shang to Shang-tu for interrogation. In his defence, Shang T’ing claimed that 

he had exerted himself to the utmost to quell the rebellions in Shensi, that the use of 

government troops for the construction of the defence walls had been an emergency 

measure, and that he had received the court’s prior permission to do so. When 

questioned about his role in the recommendation of Wang Wen-t’ung, he was 

somewhat evasive, probably because, coming from Tung-p’ing, he might have had 

close ties with him. He stated, however, that even though he had made no effort to 

impeach Wang, he had expressed his disapproval of his character and performance to 

Chao Ping (1222-80), one of the imperial confidants. Qubilai was not satisfied, but, 

recalling Shang’s meritorious service, pardoned him. In April of that year, through 

the intercession of Yao Shu, who spoke highly of Shang T’ing, Qubilai appointed 

Shang as acting chief of the Regional Department of Military Affairs in Ch’eng-tu, 

Szechwan, in charge of judicial and fiscal matters. 

Shortly afterwards Qubilai recalled Shang T’ing to the capital and reappointed 

him associate director of political affairs in the Secretarial Council. Shang then 

submitted a memorial proposing the compilation of the records of the present dynasty 

as well as of the history of the Liao and Chin dynasties by the Department of National 

History, reiterating a similar recommendation made earlier by Liu Ping-chung and 

Wang E (qq.v.). In this memorial he recommended that Wang E, Li Chih, Hsii Shih- 

lung, Kao Ming (1209-74), Hu Chih-yii and Chou Ti be put in charge of producing 

the Liao and Chin histories. Qubilai was pleased with the suggestion, but little 

progress was made with the project during his reign. Later in the year, after Liu Ping- 

chung and others had succeeded in having Jingim appointed (in January 1263) as 

chief of the Secretarial Council to counteract the influence of Ahmad, Shang T’ing 

joined his colleagues in requesting the establishment of a special staff to assist the 

heir apparent in his duties. The request was granted. 

Early in 1265 Shang T’ing was appointed deputy chief of the Ho-tung Regional 

Secretarial Council under Yeh-lii Chu, but was soon recalled to the Secretarial 
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Council to resume his duty as associate director of political affairs. On An-t’ung’s 

recommendation he was relieved of this office several months later as a result of the 

reorganisation of the Secretarial Council (April 1266). It is not certain whether Shang 

T’ing was given another post, but he probably remained as a counsellor in the 

Council. In that year, he collaborated with his colleagues Wang E, Yao Shu, Tou Mo, 

and others in compiling a digest of quotations from the classics. Then in 1268, 

Ahmad proposed the establishment of a Presidential Council in charge of fiscal 

administration, independent of the Secretarial Council; and in order to remove An- 

tung from power, Ahmad proposed that he be made one of the Three Dukes. With 

his colleagues, Shang T’ing immediately opposed the recommendation, asserting that 

An-t’ung was the key to the stability of the Secretarial Council and should not be 

removed. As a result An-t’ung continued to serve in the Secretarial Council, which, 

however, did not prevent Ahmad from becoming chief of the powerful Presidential 

Council at the expense of the central administration (see the biographies of Ahmad 

and An-t’ung). 

In 1269, Shang T’ing was appointed joint deputy administrator of military affairs; 

he was made vice-commissioner in 1271. In this new capacity Shang fixed the 

stipend of the army officers according to their rank, and submitted a request to engage 

over 4,000 soldiers in agricultural production at the military colonies. Over 30,000 

mou of land were then opened up for cultivation, which provided extra revenue for the 

provisioning of the emperor’s personal forces. In the meantime Shang T’ing also laid 

off over 30,000 soldiers who were holders of sinecures, and in this way saved enough 

to support a large unit of the standing army, thereby reducing waste and improving 

the quality and morale of the military forces. 

In November 1272 Qubilai invested his third son, Manggala, as Prince of An-hsi 

in order to strengthen his control over the northwestern regions. The princedom was 

established at Ching-chao in Shensi, the seat of Qubilai’s former fief, and a military 

headquarters was set up at Mt. Liu-p’an with civil and military jurisdiction over the 

populations of Chinese Turkestan, Kansu and Szechwan. Qubilai appointed Shang 

T’ing and Li Te-hui (1218-80) as administrators of the princedom and exhorted them 

to assist the prince. During the following years Manggala divided his time between 

Ch’ang-an (Hsi-an) and Mt. Liu-p’an, whereas Shang and his colleagues occupied 

themselves with the management of civil and military affairs. After 1275, Li Te-hui 

was sent to oversee the princely administration in Szechwan, and Shang T’ing became 

the principal administrator of the princedom. 

In 1277 Manggala was ordered by Qubilai to lead an expeditionary force against 

a rebel Mongol general in the north. It is not clear who this general was, but he may 

have been associated with Siregi, the fourth son of Mongke, who had rebelled in 
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Almaliq (near modern Kulja) in autumn of the previous year, taking Nomuqan and 

K6k6Cii, Qubilai’s fourth and eighth sons, as hostages. Manggala left immediately for 

the north, putting Shang T’ing in charge of his domain. At the same time Qubilai 

appointed Chao Ping, now a senior official (darugaci) in the Department of Military 

Affairs, as joint administrator of the princedom to assist Shang. As a precaution, 

Shang and his colleagues then subjected the local militia in Yen-an to vigorous 

training. Indeed, when the Mongol general Tuqluq revolted at Mt. Liu-p’an in support 

of Siregi, Shang challenged the rebels without delay and crushed the uprising with 

that force. Marshal Bayan, whom Qubilai had entrusted with the elimination of 

Siregi, and Manggala also brought their military operations to a successful 

conclusion. 

Upon Manggala’s return to Ching-chao in 1278, Shang T’ing presented him with 

a ten-point memorial on ways to strengthen the administration of the princedom. He 

urged the prince to maintain an harmonious relationship with his subjects; respect 

their traditional occupations; improve the resources to meet their needs; promote the 

general welfare of the population; exert caution in delegating authority; practice self- 

examination; give special attention to administrative matters; and maintain a channel 

of communication with his people. The prince, unfortunately, died in December 

without having been able to benefit from this advice. Thereupon, Manggala’s widow 

asked Shang T’ing to request that Qubilai appoint her eldest son and heir Ananda as 

successor to his late father. After some hesitation Qubilai granted the request a year 

later, and as Ananda was still under age, the qa’an placed Shang in sole charge of the 

Princely Establishment. Shang, however, now almost seventy, was sick in Ch’ang-an 

at the time, and so the task fell to Chao Ping. Shang T’ing was thus spared a major 

responsibility, which did not save him, however, from becoming the scapegoat for a 

political incident the following year. 

This began in the autumn of 1279, when Chao Ping was called to Ta-tu for a 

routine report on his administration. During the audience with Qubilai, Chao stated 

that after Manggala’s death the administrators of the princedom at Ching-chao had 

abused their power. He named as principal culprits Kuo Ts’ung, the Transport 

commissioner, and Kuo Shu-yiin, the first secretary of the Princely Establishment, 

claiming that they had abused their prerogatives and were involved in various illegal 

activities. Qubilai ordered Chao Ping and his associates to return to the princedom 

and investigate the matter. 

When they arrived in Ch’ang-an later in the year, Ananda was away at Mt. Liu- 

p’an; seizing this opportunity, Kuo Ts’ung and his accomplices forged an order and 

arrested Chao and his party on a spurious charge. They subsequently sent their 

prisoner and his subordinates, as well as his wife and servants, to Mt. Kung-t’ung, 
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north of P’ing-liang in Kansu, where they were incarcerated. Fortunately, Chao’s son 

Chao Jen-jung was away at that time; when he was informed of those events, he 

submitted a complaint to court, upon which Qubilai immediately sent two of his 

personal attendants with a contingent of guards to P’ing-liang to rescue the imprisoned 

officials. In April of the following year, the imperial envoys arrived at P’ing-liang, 

but Kuo Ts’ung and his friends enticed them to a feast, made them drunk, and 

poisoned Chao Ping in prison (April 1280). The imperial representatives soon 

uncovered the plot. They arrested Kuo Ts’ung with over a hundred of his 

subordinates and sent them to the capital. 

Qubilai immediately conducted the trial in person, charging the principals with 

the murder of Chao Ping and others. Both Kuo Ts’ung and Kuo Shu-yiin were 

executed. Until then, the incident had not involved Shang T’ing since the testimony 

of the main culprits had not mentioned him. During the trial, however, a female 

attendant in the Princely Establishment by the name of Hsi Chieh-chieh was also 

found guilty and was sentenced to death as an accomplice. In a desperate attempt to 

save herself, she put the blame on Shang and his eldest son Shang Hu, claiming that 

they had foreknowledge of the plot. Disturbed by the allegation, Qubilai ordered the 

arrest of Shang and his son. Both the minister of Personnel Ch’ing-yang Meng-yen 

(an ex-Sung scholar-official) and the distinguished Tung Wen-chung (q.v.), who was 

then a seals secretary, came to the defence of the accused. They emphatically rejected 

the charge, saying that they had found no evidence linking Shang T’ing to the murder 

of Chao Ping; they argued that, in view of Shang’s distinguished service record, he 

should be pardoned even though he might have been implicated. Qubilai was relieved 

and freed Shang T’ing and his son, but he did not exonerate Shang completely and 

ordered the confiscation of his properties as token punishment. In 1283, three years 

after the incident, Qubilai rehabilitated Shang, reappointing him vice-commissioner 

of the Department of Military Affairs, but Shang resigned almost immediately on 

account of poor health. A year later, Chao Ping’s son brought a complaint to avenge 

his father’s death, and Shang T’ing was again arrested and questioned; he spent three 

months in prison before his name was finally cleared. 

After his release, Shang T’ing was dispirited and felt increasingly despondent; he 

retired to his home, dissociating himself completely from state affairs. He devoted 

his time to literary pursuits and befriending Taoists; also he adopted the new style of 

Tso-shan lao-jen (‘Old man from Mt. Tso’) after the name of a mountain of his native 

place Ts’ao-chou. Qubilai did not forget him completely and is said to have 

frequently enquired about Shang’s health, but he did not summon him to court 

presumably because of his advanced age. 
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Shang T’ing died in early January 1289 at the age of seventy-nine. Though 

disgraced in the latter part of his career, he was awarded lavish posthumous honours 

in the reign of Emperor Ayurbarvada (Jen-tsung, r. 1312-20) together with several of 

Qubilai’s principal Chinese advisers. He was granted the titles of Grand Preceptor, 

Supreme Pillar of State, Duke-of-state of Lu, as well as the posthumous name Wen- 

ting (‘Cultured and Steadfast’). Sometime later, the Han-lin academician Yiian Ming- 

shan (1269-1322) wrote a memorial epitaph in Shang’s honour, drawing primarily on 

the information from the tomb-inscription, now lost, composed by one of his 

contemporaries. This essay is preserved in Yiian’s collected works, the Ch’ ing-ho chi, 

and has been used by Su T’ien-chiieh in the preparation of Shang T’ing’s biography. 

Shang T’ing married the daughter of the renowned Chin scholar Chao Tzu; she 

died before him. Shang was survived by five sons: Shang Hu, Shang Lin, Shang 

T’ang, Shang Huan and Shang Ch’i. They all served the Yiian government either as 

civil officials or military commanders, but the most distinguished were Shang Hu and 

Shang Ch’i. Shang Hu, T. T’ai-fu, was appointed in 1277 regional censorial inspector 

for the Chiang-nan region on the recommendation of Yao Shu and Hsii Heng. During 

his tenure he distinguished himself for his dedication to justice and to the welfare of 

the people. In 1290 he was promoted to censorial inspector and became dean of 

studies in the National College in Ta-tu three years later. He died shortly afterwards. 

Shang Ch’i, T. Te-fu, began his career in 1304 as an officer in the Imperial Guard 

under Temiir Oljeitii (Ch’eng-tsung, r. 1295-1307). In 1312 he became a lecturer-in- 

waiting at the Chi-hsien Court, then reader-in-waiting in 1317, and director of the 

Imperial Archives in 1324, shortly before his death. He was also known as an 

accomplished landscape painter. 

In retrospect, Shang T’ing career illustrates the vicissitudes of a gifted individual 

rising to political prominence in extraordinary circumstances. Though frustrated by 

the Mongol conquest in his early career under the Chin, he found an opportunity to 

demonstrate his abilities under the patronage of Yen Shih, the overlord of Tung-p’ing. 

Subsequently, his skill in fiscal management impressed Yang Wei-chung, a trusted 

adviser of Qubilai, and Shang gained recognition in the administration of the Kuan- 

chung region. Shang T’ing did not impress Qubilai as a Confucian scholar of Yao 

Shu or Hsii Heng’s prominence, but primarily as a capable administrator and an astute 

political adviser. It was because of these qualities that he was appointed to assist Lien 

Hsi-hsien in Shensi and Szechwan, and it was Shang’s perceptive insight that helped 

formulate an effective strategy to cope with the rebellious Mongol generals siding 

with Ariq Boke in the early years of Qubilai’s reign. 

Despite his contributions, not only as adviser to Qubilai but also as chief 

administrator of Prince Manggala’s fief, Shang T’ing fell victim to political intrigues 
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that tarnished much of his otherwise brilliant career. The first entailed his implication 

in the appointment of Wang Wen-t’ung because of his early association with the 

literati from Tung-p’ing, and the second resulted in the trumped-up charge by his 

rivals involving him in the murder of a local administrator, in consequence of his 

earlier affiliation with the prince. He was cleared in both cases, but lost Qubilai’s 

confidence and never regained his previous political eminence. Shang’s career, 

therefore, underscores the vulnerability of the Chinese literati in the service of 

Qubilai, who used them as he saw fit, not hesitating to remove those suspected of 

deception, however ill-founded the charges. In this instance, much as the Confucian 

historians would stress the ga’an’s cordial relations with the Chinese literati, they 

could not conceal the reality. 

Shang T’ing was also a prolific and versatile writer. He produced a considerable 

number of official memorials, epitaphs and tomb-inscriptions for the dignitaries of his 

time, but the collection of his essays has been lost and only a few have survived in 

contemporary anthologies. Shang T’ing was equally well-known as a gifted poet, 

particularly in the san-ch’ ii lyrical genre; as an accomplished artist; and above all, as a 

gifted calligrapher. Several of his poems are preserved in the Yiian-shih hsiian kuei- 

chi compiled by Ku Ssu-li and in the Sung-yiian shih-hui by Ch’en Cho, and a 

collection of his lyrical songs is available in the Chin-Yiian san-ch’ ti published by Sui 

Shu-sen in 1964. 

As a calligrapher, Shang enjoyed a wide reputation among his contemporaries. 

Specialising in the /i-shu, he emulated the Northern Sung master Su Shih (1036-1101) 

and was particularly noted for his heavy brush strokes and vigorous, carefree style. 

One of Shang T’ing’s admirers, the Han-lin academician Wang Yiin (q.v.), frequently 

sought his views on calligraphy and wrote essays praising his art. Unfortunately, 

none of Shang’s works of calligraphy has survived. There is no record either of any 

landscape painting by him. Shang T’ing was, moreover, a connoisseur of antiques. 

He assembled a substantial collection of his own, comprising particularly inkslabs, 

and exhorted his friends, such as Lien Hsi-hsien, to follow his example, not only out 

of antiquarian interest, but also for the preservation of cultural artifacts capable of 

broadening one’s view of history. 
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22. HAO CHING (1223-1275) 

Hao Ching, T. Po-ch’ang, was a Confucian scholar who served Qubilai Qa’an as 

adviser, military commissioner, and special envoy to the Sung. He was born in 

December 1223, the inaugural year of the Chin emperor Ai-tsung (r. 1224-34), at 

Ch’eng-kao chen, near modern Hsii-ch’ang in Honan. Hao’s family came from a 

distinguished Shansi clan that claimed to have originated in legendary antiquity. 

According to record, the clan resided at first in the territory of Hao (later known as 

T’ai-yiian) in Shansi. Tradition has it that the clan ancestor was the son of a 

concubine of the twenty-ninth Shang king, Ti I (r. 1191-55 B.C.?); he was invested 

with a local fief by the king, and his descendents took Hao as surname. Hao I, an 

ancestor eight generations removed from Hao Ching, came from T’ai-yiian to Lu- 

chou; but his successor, Hao Tso, brought the clansmen to settle in Ling-ch’uan 

(always in Shansi), which was adopted as the clan’s home. 

Several members of the Hao clan of Ling-ch’uan had been Confucian scholars for 

eight generations before Hao Ching; a sixth-generation ancestor was a student of the 

renowned Sung Neo-Confucian philosopher Ch’eng Hao (1032-85). Under Hao 

Yiian, the family’s reputation for learning greatly increased in the following 

generation, when seven of the Hao brothers studied and taught the classics - one of 

them, Hao Chen, becoming the most famous of local teachers. Hao Ching’s 

grandfather, Hao T’ien-t’ing (1161-1217), was the master of Yiian Hao-wen (1190- 

1257), the great Chin literatus. Yiian prepared for his chin-shih examination under 

Hao’s instruction, who is said to have advised Yiian that ‘learning is not for the sake 

of mere belles-lettres, and being selected to serve in office is not for the mere sake of 

personal profit and the keeping of a family.’ Hao T’ien-t’ing himself despised the 

examination system from an early age and never attempted to acquire a degree, 

preferring to eke out an existence by teaching the classics. He was a man of stern and 

upright character, which his grandson Hao Ching seems to have inherited. 

By the time of Hao Ching’s birth, much of the area north and east of the Yellow 

River was already under Mongol control, and in May 1223 the Mongol army attacked 

Ling-ch’uan, then the last Chin stronghold in Ho-tung. Hao’s father, Hao Ssu-wen 

(1191-1258), and his mother, née Hsii (1198-1246), fled across the river and took 

refuge in Ch’eng-kao. There they settled in time for their first child’s birth and lived 

for the next eight years. During those troubled times, Hao Ssu-wen eked out a meagre 

living as a teacher. In 1231 disorders broke out in the region, and Hao Ching’s father 

removed his family to Lu-shan in Honan. But that area was itself soon immersed in 
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the chaos of deserting soldiers and wandering bandits. With others, the Hao family 

sought to hide in a storage pit, but rampaging soldiers discovered them and lit a fire to 

smoke them out. More than a hundred people perished in the affray and the ensuing 

panic. Hao’s mother fainted and seemed on the verge of death, but Hao, crawling 

about in the darkness of the pit, found a jar of pickles. He mashed them up and 

mixing them with honey poured the mixture into his mother’s mouth. She soon 

revived, and with her life saved, all present marvelled at the wisdom of the eight year 

old Hao Ching. 

The following year (1232), when that part of Honan fell to the Mongols and order 

was restored, Hao’s father took his family north to Pao-chou (near modern Peking), 

and there he began teaching again. Although Hao Ching was never to know a truly 

settled existence for the rest of his childhood and adolescence (the family was to 

change residences ten times!), at least his immediate family had survived the 

disorders attending the Mongol conquest of the Chin. The families of every one of 

his uncles and great-uncles seeking refuge in Honan had perished in the turmoil. The 

troubles of the Hao family were far from over, however, for Hao Ssu-wen found 

teaching a difficult profession to follow in those hard times. The following year he 

concluded that since his own income was not sufficient, his eldest son Ching ought to 

abandon study and devote his time and energy supplementing it. The second son, 

Hao I, too young for manual work, should be allowed to study in the hope that he 

might maintain the family’s scholarly reputation. Hao Ching’s mother objected, 

adducing Ching’s determination to study, and the father relented. Because he wanted 

his son to place the classics above all else, Hao Ssu-wen gave him the ming (personal 

name) Ching (‘Classics’) (his earlier ming is not known). By the following year 

(1234), Hao Ching had developed regular habits of work and study. He also helped 

out the family by providing firewood and water, and by doing odd jobs to earn a little 

money. His father was deeply moved and composed a poem, one couplet of which 

read: ‘If time and circumstances allow,/Classics will finally cure the poverty of my 

descendants!’ 

When Hao Ching turned fifteen in 1238, he declared that he wanted to abandon 

his studies and become the family’s main breadwinner. His mother intervened once 

again and urged him to uphold the Hao clan’s scholarly reputation. Hao Ching 

thereupon resumed studying. He became adept at writing both poetry and prose and 

developed an interest in astronomy and astrology. At about that time, Ogédei ordered 

examinations to be held in various districts of north China to select Han scholars for 

government service. Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (q.v.), chief of the Secretariat, had requested 

this the year before (1237), and the examinations eventually produced 4,030 

successful candidates. Although too young to sit for these tests, Hao Ching was 
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apparently spurred on by the event to a total commitment to study, literally to ‘make 

nights of study extend into the following days.’ 

That same year, Hao Ssu-wen found employment as a tutor-retainer with a family 

living nearby in Man-ch’eng. Hao Ching accompanied his father there, taking up 

temporary lodgings in the South Hall of the T’ieh-Fo ssu (Temple of the Iron 

Buddha). To make a living, he taught children of local families while spending his 

nights studying commentaries to the classics. This he did for the next five years. In 

1240 he paid a visit to Liu Ch’i (1203-50) and stayed for a short time in Liu’s 

compound, which seems to have been Hao Ching’s first encounter with the influential 

men of his day. Liu received the young lad as a social equal and this greatly 

impressed and inspired Hao Ching. Liu Ch’i had been a student at the National 

University under the Chin, and was later appointed chief examiner for the Shan-tung 

and Shan-si regions when the examinations were held there in 1237 and 1238. At the 

time of Hao Ching’s visit, Liu resided in Shun-t’ien writing his memoirs, the Kuei- 

ch’ien chih (Records Written on Returning to Retirement). 

In 1242 Hao Ching married a daughter of the Hsii family of Man-ch’eng. He 

continued teaching at the T’ieh-Fo ssu, but his own studies took a new turn that year, 

for it is recorded that he had just obtained copies of the Neo-Confucian writings 

printed by Yao Shu (qg.v.) at Su-men in Honan. The works of Chu Hsi and the Ch’eng 

brothers were becoming known at the time in north China. They had a tremendous 

impact on people like Hao Ching and Hsti Heng (q.v.), whose first experience of Neo- 

Confucian writings from the south had come through Yao’s editions. The next year 

Hao was invited to enter the service of Chia Fu (1192-1254) and tutor Chia’s sons, 

Wen-pei and Wen-chien. Chia was then Left vice-marshal of Shun-t’ien. Hao 

accepted the offer, left the temple and moved to the marshal’s official compound 

where he took up lodgings in a hall located in the Wan-chiian lou (‘Library of a 

Myriad Books’). For the first time in his life, Hao gained direct access to a fine 

library; his association with the Chia family lasted for the next seven years and 

provided him with a rich opportunity to become a first-rate scholar and well-known 

writer. 

Although a fair amount of his poetry pre-dates 1243, the extensive prose writings 

which are preserved in Hao Ching’s collected works, the Ling-ch’uan chi, really begin 

that year. One of the earliest examples of his prose is indicative of his lifelong 

interest in governmental institutions and their devolution through the ages: it is a 

preface to the Shan-chu hsing-t’'ung fu (An Edited and Annotated Version of the 

Rhyme Prose on the Penal Conspectus) written by the Sung scholar Fu Lin and edited 

and annotated by Li Yu-chih. 
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In February 1244, Hao Ching’s first son, Ts’ai-yiin (A-pao), was born. This was 

apparently the occasion for a change to better family lodgings in Nan-li (still in Pao- 

chou). Two months later, Hao completed a ‘Record of the Library of a Myriad 

Books,’ being an account of how the collection was formed and a tribute to Chia Fu 

who had worked hard at preserving and promoting learning during those troubled 

times. Hao’s interest in poetry appears in a preface written that year to a T’ang Sung 

chin-ti shih-hstian (An Anthology of Regulated Verse of the T ang and Sung Eras), 

which he had compiled (it was apparently never published and has not survived). An 

essay composed the following year, the “Tsui-ching chi’ ((An Account of How One 

Gets Drunk on the Classics’) is a thoroughgoing synthesis of what Hao apparently 

learned from the Neo-Confucian works that he had obtained three years before: it 

reduces the substance of the classics to two basics, i (‘righteousness’) and Ji 

(‘principle’); these constitute the ‘essence’ of the classics, the elixir which will infuse 

the drinker with goodness (shan). He wrote this in September. 

On the tenth day of November, Hao Ching’s mother was taken very ill; she never 

recovered and died in April of the following year at the age of forty-eight. Hao loved 

her dearly, and later wrote a moving account, the ‘Hsien-pi hsing-chuang,’ in a tender 

remembrance of her strengths and virtues wherein Hao fully acknowledges his great 

debt to her for protecting and encouraging his scholarly career. The year 1246 

brought a second sorrow to him as well; in June his son contracted a violent chill and 

died. He was buried next to Hao’s mother. 

The Hao residence in Nan-li must have been rather spacious and comfortable, 

with Hao Ching’s salary as retainer-tutor to the Chia family allowing a measure of 

well-being. The compound comprised a guest house, the T’iao-k’o an (‘Cicada Shell 

Retreat’) where Hao began to entertain visitors. In late 1247 Hao received his first 

guest, Chao Fu (f7. 1235-57), a renowned Confucian scholar and teacher from Hupei 

who was rescued from captivity by Yang Wei-chung and Yao Shu (qq.v.) when the 

Mongol forces had overrun the district in 1235. Chao was already familiar with the 

works of the Southern Sung Neo-Confucians and did much to disseminate their 

philosophy in north China. Yang eventually became Chao’s patron. He installed 

Chao in Yen-ching (Peking) together with more than a hundred of his students. The 

fact that he came to visit Hao Ching attests to Hao’s growing reputation as a scholar 

and student of Neo-Confucianism. Hao continued to exchange views on Neo- 

Confucianism with Chao Fu in letters, one of which, a lengthy discussion of hsing 

(‘human nature’) dated 1248, is preserved in Hao’s collected works. 

It was about then that Hao began to receive commissions for literary pieces. One 

essay produced in this way is the ‘Yung-chai chi’ (‘An Account of the Studio Devoted 

to Commonality’) written for one Yang Ch’un-ch’ing, the owner of the studio. Yung 
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(‘commonality’) is of course, to be understood in conjunction with chung 

(‘centrality’), and Hao Ching uses this essay to expound a Neo-Confucian 

interpretation of the Confucian classic, the Chung-yung (usually translated as The 

Doctrine of the Mean). The following year (1249), he wrote the text of an inscription 

for the stele to be erected at the grave of Chao Fu (1165-1202) who had been general 

administrator in the Hsii and Cheng prefectures (Honan). The inscription is 

essentially a chronicle of the Chao clan, in which Hao demonstrates his 

historiographic expertise. 

In 1250, Hao Ching met several times with Liu Ch’i, who was to die a year later 

as he travelled back and forth through north China from his base in Yen-ching. 

During the spring, they seem to have enjoyed a brief teacher-disciple relationship 

which meant a great deal to Hao. On Liu’s death, Hao wrote a moving lament (ai-tz’ u) 

in which he proclaims his respect and affection for his deceased friend. It is likely 

that much of Hao’s own Neo-Confucianism derived from those encounters, for Hao 

acknowledges that he profited greatly from Liu’s moral views as well as from his 

textual explanations of the classics and Neo-Confucian writings. 

In spring 1250, Hao left the employment of Chia Fu and devoted himself full- 

time to study and writing. His fame in both pursuits seems to have been already well 

established by this time, and he probably was able to provide for the financial needs 

of his family by writing inscriptions, epitaphs, records, and similar texts on 

commission. It was the time of Hao’s meeting with Ytian Hao-wen, an event which 

might have set Hao on this course, for he became Yiian’s disciple and diligently 

studied the art of poetry and prose writing under him for more than a year. Yiian, 

who had not accepted to serve at the Mongol court, was highly regarded in official 

circles nevertheless and many of the government dignitaries in north China sought 

and valued his friendship and his advice. As a former disciple of Hao’s grandfather, 

Hao T’ien-t’ing, Ytian paid a courtesy visit to the Hao residence in Nan-li during the 

course of his travels in north China. He is said to have immediately recognized Hao 

Ching’s talent and scholarship, and to have encouraged him to emulate his 

grandfather. With Yiian Hao-wen, Hao Ching formed another deep teacher-student 

relationship. On Yiian’s death in late 1257, seven years later, Hao travelled the 170 

km to Huo-lu (Hopei) from Yen-ching (where the Hao were then living), to mourn the 

deceased as a disciple should honour his master. He wrote three elegies in Yiian’s 

memory, including an epitaph that has become one of the primary sources for Yiian 

Hao-wen’s biography. 

The year 1252 brought another turning point to Hao Ching’s life. The great 

patron of Confucian scholars, Chang Jou (q.v.), myriarch of the Han Armies and 

governor of Shun-t’ien, became aware of Hao’s scholarly reputation. He invited Hao 
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to take up residence at his headquaters and to tutor his sons, Hung-liieh, Hung-fan, 

and others. From 1234 to 1243 their tutor had been Wang E (q.v.), the great historian 

and later adviser to Qubilai Qa’an. The library in Chang’s compound was perhaps the 

best in all of north China at that time and Hao Ching was thus given an opportunity to 

put this great collection to use. It was there also that Hao became acquainted with Ho 

Po-hsiang (1203-59), general civil and military administrator of the districts 

surrounding Shun-t’ien, a position directly subordinate to the governor. When Ho fell 

sick and died at the siege of E-chou (Hupei) in 1259, Hao wrote his eulogy, 

describing his friend as a scupulously just and honest military leader, utterly loyal to 

the Mongols — whom he regarded as liberators rather than foreign conquerors, and as 

representing the only power capable of unifying and pacifying the empire. Hao’s own 

views, when he became Qubilai’s official a few years later, were exactly the same; it 

may have been his close association and friendship with Ho Po-hsiang that helped 

form them. 

In summer 1253 Hao Ching visited the ruins of the former Chin capital, Chung- 

tu. There he inspected what little remained of the palace buildings, pillaged by the 

Mongols in 1215. He climbed the Ch’iung-hua tao, an artificial hill built in the 

middle of a lake at the centre of the city, which had formed part of a palace complex 

called the Wan-ning kung or Palace of Myriad Tranquillities. Hao wrote a poem to 

mark the occasion, in which he reflects on the past glories and subsequent downfall of 

the Chin — deceptive glories, since they grew out of the exploitation of the people by a 

tyrannical, benighted and inept government. The piece closes, as the author surveys 

the scene from the mountain ‘built not of stone but of the people’s blood,’ with an 

indictment of the Chin: ‘Should they not be ashamed of (all) this!’ 

Hao Ching spent most of 1254 at Ch’i, in western Shantung; the sources do not 

indicate the purpose of his sojourn there, but we know that he stayed for a time at the 

famous Wan-chu t’ang (‘Hall of the Myriad Bamboos’), property of the Tu family of 

Ch’ang-ch’ing, near modern Chi-nan. The owner was currently engaged in restoring 

the extensive bamboo groves and the buildings which had been ruined during the 

troubles. This prompted Hao to compose a “Wan-chu t’ang chi’ (‘Record of the Hall 

of the Myriad Bamboos’) extolling the beauty of the place and the efforts made to 

recover its former grandeur. It is likely that Hao spent his time in Shantung in private 

study and writing. 

April 1255 brought the birth of Hao’s second son, Ts’ai-feng (A-ch’ang); his 

mother was Hao’s second wife, of the Chang family in Ch’i-ao (Honan). It appears 

that Hao’s first wife, née Hsii, was unable to bear children after the death of her son, 

Ts’ai-yiin, in 1246. She had therefore returned to her family, leaving Hao free to 

remarry, presumably sometime in the first half of 1254, but what bearing this event 



354 

may have had on his sojourn in Shantung is unclear. In autumn 1255, Hao set out on 

a pilgrimage to Ch’ii-fu, the birthplace of Confucius in Shantung, and to Mount T’ai 

(T’ai-shan), the Sacred Mountain of the East. He was inspired to write a number of 

poems on the scenery, historical sights and monuments of those localities, and their 

moral, indeed cosmic, significance. He returned home to Nan-li, probably during the 

tenth month, arriving just in time to receive a messenger from Qubilai summoning 

him to Chin-lien ch’uan, on the Shan-tien River (Inner Mongolia). But Hao did not 

respond, and a second messenger arrived a month later. Only then did Hao journey to 

Qubilai’s headquarters in the north, and to his real place in Chinese history. 

Hao Ching’s first audience with Qubilai took place in February 1256; Hao was 

then thirty-three, and Qubilai was four years away from assuming the throne as 

emperor and qa’an. Appointed administrator of north China by Mongke, his eldest 

brother (r. 1251-59), Qubilai had been gathering Chinese scholars around him as 

advisers and adopting much of their advice as he extended and consolidated his rule. 

These guests included the Buddho-Taoist Liu Ping-chung (q.v.), as well as Confucian 

scholars like Hsii Heng, Yao Shu and others. Hao had thus joined a very illustrious 

company. At that first meeting, Qubilai consulted Hao Ching about the proper actions 

of a sovereign, and Hao responded by citing examples from the reigns of the sage- 

kings T’ang and Yi, and of the virtuous kings of the Hsia, Shang, and Chou. The 

prince then engaged Hao in continuous dialogue from morning to night for the next 

several days, and felt such respect for Hao’s opinions that he ordered him to prepare 

an itemized memorandum on the proper conduct of government. A few days later, 

Hao Ching submitted a ‘Plan to Manage the State’ (‘Li-kuo kuei-mo’) which 

addressed twenty different areas of concern. Thereupon Qubilai asked Hao to define 

current issues most in need of redress, and Hao listed eleven ills which were harming 

both the people and the state. It is said that Qubilai believed both memoranda to have 

been correct in their analysis and advice; he therefore fully accepted all of Hao’s 

conclusions. At this time Méngke endowed Qubilai with Huai-chou and Meng-chou 

(in Honan), which became the prince’s personal fief; Qubilai thereupon granted Hao 

Ching a residence in Huai-chou and some land in Ho-hang (in Meng-chou). 

Hao Ching returned to his home in Nan-li later in the spring and suggested to his 

father, Hao Ssu-wen, that they travel together to Ling-ch’uan and pay their respects to 

the family graves. But, before they could set out that summer, Hao Ssu-wen suffered 

a complete blockage of the urinary tract. This was the second time he had been 

afflicted by such a painful ailment. The present crisis was very severe and lasted 

more than ten days before Liu Mao-chih, a local Taoist physician, resolved it by 

massaging the affected area. Hao Ching was extremely grateful to Liu, and when his 

father finally died after a third and fatal blockage in December 1258, he addressed a 
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long poem to Liu expressing great admiration for his skill and gratitude for his 

assistance. 

In spring 1257 another son, Ts’ai-lin, was born to Hao Ching. The Hao’s had 

moved to a new residence within Yen-ching itself. Except for short journeys, Hao 

was to remain there, writing and caring for his invalid father until the old man’s death 

almost two years later. Sometime during 1257, Li Chih (g.v.) had recommended Hao 

for high office to Qubilai but without immediate effect, perhaps because Qubilai 

knew that Hao was then at home caring for his dying father. Hao Ssu-wen died at 

sixty-seven; he had produced some 120 literary works and left a number of disciples, 

who gave him the unofficial title of Ching-chih ch’u-shih (‘Secluded and Incorruptible 

Retired Scholar’). Among them was Kou Tsung-tao, a native of Pao-chou, who later 

accompanied Hao Ching as his secretary on his embassy to the Sung in 1260. Hao 

buried his father outside the west city wall of Pao-chou. 

During the spring of 1259, Hao Ching was summoned to join Qubilai’s forces as 

they proceeded south for the assault on E-chou. He had left home when his second 

son, Ts’ai-feng, died on the twelfth day of the third month - an event of which Hao 

remained ignorant until he returned home in the spring of the following year. He 

caught up with the army at P’u-chou (Ts’ao-chou in western Shantung) in the fifth 

month. Soon after his arrival, a maternal uncle named Niu came to see him. He told 

Hao that the flowering almond tree in the court of the Ti-hua t’ang (“Hall of the 

Almond Blossom’), the old family residence in Ling-ch’uan, had been blooming most 

abundantly in recent years, which meant that ‘you and your brothers are sure to be 

very successful!’ Hao Ching lost no time in making his presence felt in Qubilai’s 

councils. The month of his arrival, he intervened in the policy debate that had been 

opened by Sung Tzu-chen (1186-1266), the councillor for the Tung-p’ing district in 

Shantung. Sung advocated a policy of mercy and restraint in the campaign, urging in 

particular that those who had surrendered be spared, which would prevent the Sung 

from exploiting the people’s fear of the Mongol forces, thus greatly lessening 

resistance to their advance. Hao’s contribution to the discussion seems to have greatly 

impressed Qubilai and to have carried the day: 

In the past, those who unified the Empire did so not through force of arms 
but through the excercise of virtue (te). Until now the enemy has not yet 
provoked an all-out fight to the death, yet You have used all the resources of 
Your realm to launch this campaign. The nobles are waiting secretly for a 
chance to cause trouble from within while Your populace is being 
impoverished and exhausted. I can see the danger in this, but I cannot see 
any advantage to it. It wouid be better if You, Our Sovereign, cultivated 
Your virtue and spread Your benevolence far and near, were benevolent to 
the others in the Royal Clan, appointed the worthy to office, pacified and 
won over to You those in distant parts, brought all the areas in Your realm 
under control, formed alliances, set everything in order and waited for the 
Western Army [under Méngke then campaigning in Szechwan] to link up 
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with You. Above all, act in accordance with the Will of Heaven and keep 

the aspirations of the people constantly in mind. If you do this, and time 

your move correctly, whatever the Sung might attempt to resist will not be 

worth the worry. 

Qubilai was surprised that a Confucian scholar could give such astute military advice 

and is said to have asked Hao if he had already discussed the matter with his old 

patron, commander Chang Jou. Hao replied that although he had often benefited from 

conversations with the general in the past, the present appreciation was entirely his 

own. Qubilai then asked him to elaborate what he had said in a detailed submission, 

and Hao composed a ‘Ch’i-tao i’ (‘Discussion on Seven Fundamental Principles of 

Action’) of over seven thousand characters. 

Convinced of Hao’s wisdom and competence, Qubilai appointed him to military 

office. In August that year, he made Yang Wei-chung (q.v.) the pacification 

commissioner for Chiang-chou, Huai-chou, and Ching-chou (i.e. Honan and Hupei) 

with Hao as his deputy. Their mission was to lead the Kuei-te Army to the Yangtze, 

in advance of the main force, proclaiming Qubilai’s mercy and benevolence, and 

calling upon all to submit and tender allegiance. On the march, however, Yang 

wished to turn back to Pien, apparently worried by the exposed position of his force. 

It is said that Hao rebuked him, urging that they carry on as ordered, and that, after 

three days of stubborn refusal on Yang’s part, Hao took command of the troops and 

led them south himself. At this point, Yang yielded to Hao’s insistence. Together 

they entered Sung territory, proceeding southwest, crossed the Pi River, and moved 

west up the Huai River valley as far as Ch’un-ling (near the Honan-Hupei border, 

south of modern Nan-yang). There they encountered the typical terrain of south 

China: diked ponds; mazes of interconnecting waterways; market villages so close 

together that they almost grew into one another, the unused land so thickly grown 

with trees, bamboo, and flowering shrubs as to be virtually impassable. As a 

northerner, Hao Ching had never seen anything like that and found it all very strange. 

His troops then turned south into Hupei and proceeded toward E-chou, probably down 

the Han River, where they re-joined the main force which was encamped on the north 

shore of the Yangtze at Han-yang. The mission had been successful, for many 

thousands who might have died resisting Qubilai’s forces in this region submitted 

peaceably and were thus spared. 

Upon his return, Hao learned that Méngke’s Western Army had failed to achieve 

any notable success for some time, which prompted him to draft another 

memorandum to Qubilai presenting his strategic concerns. This paper, entitled 

‘Tung-shih i’ (“Discussion on the Eastern Army’), reiterated many of the points which 

he had made earlier. Hao pressed again for a consolidation of gains already made, for 

caution and painstaking preparation — urging the development of a complete system 
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of laws and regulations and its implementation, the appointment of talented generals 

and ministers, the selection of worthy and able men to serve in office, the gathering of 

sufficient taxes equitably levied and the stockpiling of sufficient foodstuffs — so that 

there would be good order in the territories already conquered, and strong defence on 

the borders. Hao suggested also that Qubilai dispatch a messenger to Méngke 

requesting his permission to set up temporary headquarters; that he send envoys to the 

Sung to inform them of his intentions to confiscate coins and currency from such as 

had surrendered; and that hostages be taken from recently occupied areas to insure 

their continuing submission and loyalty. In Hao’s view, it was now time to call a halt 

to military operations and give the troops a rest, in order to regroup and plan for an 

all-out offensive against the Sung later on. In the meantime it should be well 

advertised that Qubilai intended to pursue a policy of mercy, offering immunity to 

Sung deserters, and that he was anxious to avoid bloodshed whenever possible. In 

due course, one force should move against Hsiang and Cheng (southern Honan and 

northern Hupei), another against Shou-ch’un (Anhwei), and a third against Wei-yang 

(Kiangsu), in a concerted operation. Thus, a united front could be formed from east 

to west, while Qubilai himself should hold a fourth contingent in reserve, as a general 

intervention force, which should leave him with an uncommitted element in hand. 

Such a plan would cater for all contingencies, and eventual mistakes could be made 

good without delay. 

Qubilai, however, was determined to proceed forthwith; having come so far 

already, he was loath to turn back in mid-course. His forces crossed the Yangtze in 

September and laid siege to E-chou, but in the very next month came word from 

Prince Mége in Szechwan that Mongke had died and that Qubilai should return to the 

north in all haste to insure that he was elected the new qa’an. At first, Qubilai still 

wished to complete the campaign against E-chou, but on hearing that Ariq B6éké, his 

younger brother, was trying to take over the throne in Qara Qorum, Qubilai 

immediately called a meeting to solicit the views of all his commanders, and Hao 

Ching responded with another memorandum, the ‘Pan-shih i’ (‘Discussion on 

Withdrawing the Troops’). The document began with a quotation from the /-ching 

(Book of Changes): ‘He who knows when to advance and when to retreat, when a 

situation can be saved and when it is lost, while always keeping on the correct path, is 

beyond all question a sage!’ Hao declared that Qubilai must take a sage’s view of the 

situation and that he could only accomplish what he wanted to accomplish if he took 

over the throne and consolidated his rule. He also pointed out that there were many 

jealous Mongol nobles in the north waiting for an opportunity to seize power for the 

Prince-of-state Tatar, Cinggis’ grand-nephew, who was related to the powerful 

warlord Li T’an by marriage. Moreover, some unstable Central Asian chieftains were 
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also potentially dangerous. Hao then implored Qubilai to conclude a peace with the 

Sung, to settle the boundary and obtain a yearly tribute from them, to return north 

immediately to quash his rival’s plans, and to do whatever was necessary to ensure the 

peace and prosperity of his realm. Qubilai accepted Hao’s advice, and the withdrawal 

to the north began. 

Hao Ching arrived back in Yen-ching in spring of 1260. Before going home, he 

stopped off at his father’s grave to pay his respects and there discovered a little grave- 

mound added to its foot. Hurrying home and seeing his wife in tears, he was shocked 

and grieved to learn that his son Ts’ai-feng had died. A few days later, he composed a 

funerary record (pin-chih): 

.... Heaven! How very cruel Heaven is to our Hao family! A month after my 
mother died, my son A-pao died too and was buried at the side of her grave, 
and two months after my father died A-ch’ang joined him in the other world. 
Could it be that Mother so loved A-pao that she took him by the hand and 
led him away, and that Father so loved A-ch’ang that he would cuddle him 
and could not bear to let him go? So in each case one died and then the 
other, to be buried next to his grandparent. Or is it because I am so lacking 
in virtue and so unfilial that it causes my sons to be unable to live to 
maturity? If only my lack of virtue were not so great as to bring disaster to 
my sons, then they would not have died so young! 

In this frame of mind, he paid a visit to the Iron Buddha Temple during the third 

month. The abbot Chang Chung-an invited him in to tour the grounds, but when he 

reached his former lodgings where he had spent so many years in work and study, he 

was suddenly overwhelmed by the realization that his mother and father were no 

longer living and broke down in tears. 

In May of 1260, Qubilai summoned Hao Ching with the intention of appointing 

him special envoy to the Sung with a letter to the emperor, Li-tsung (r. 1225-64), 

announcing Qubilai’s accession to the throne and his wish to establish peace between 

them. Apparently, Qubilai selected Hao for this mission at the suggestion of Wang 

Wen-t’ung (q.v.), then just appointed director of political affairs. Wang had been 

jealous of Hao for some time and was allegedly conspiring with his son-in-law Li 

T’an (q.v.) (the chief regional administrator for Chiang-Huai who was actually a 

quasi-independent warlord in control of Shantung) to ensure that Hao’s mission 

should fail. Li was to delay Hao’s progress as the party passed through his territory on 

its way south. If that were ineffective, Li was to launch a limited attack on the Sung 

after Hao had crossed the border, with a view to discrediting the peace mission; if all 

went ‘well’, Hao might be imprisoned, or even killed. Some accounts say that Hao 

was informed of Wang Wen-t’ung’s treason. Before Hao left Yen-ching to answer the 

emperor’s call, someone also warned him of danger ahead. This man allegedly said, 

‘The Sung are deceitful and not to be trusted; should you not decline this mission on 
the pretext of illness?’ Hao is said to have replied, ‘I have read about the Way and 
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studied it for thirty years, yet I have not yet accomplished any real good in the world. 

Now the North and the South are courting disaster, a situation which has reached 

calamitous proportions. If I can stop the armies from fighting, calm the disturbances, 

and save the lives of millions of people who are now living under the shadow of war, 

my learning will finally be of some use!’ Thereupon, with great courage and 

determination, he proceeded to K’ai-p’ing where Qubilai, having appointed him 

reader-in-waiting in the Han-lin Academy, made him his envoy plenipotentiary, with 

right to carry the golden tiger tablet. 

The embassy comprised Ho Yiian, Hao Ching’s clerk (an academician-in- 

waiting), Liu Jen-chieh (a first secretary in the Ministry of Rites), Kao T’ao (a 

councillor in the Secretarial Council), and Ch’eng Yii (a chief military intendant in the 

regional administration). Kou Tsung-tao, the former disciple of Hao’s father, was 

recruited as recording officer, i.e. as the secretary-scribe. Hao’s personal suite 

included K’ung Chin and Ma Te-lin. In all, Hao’s retinue consisted of about forty 

officers and men. Hao requested that Qubilai appoint one or two ranking Mongol 

officials to the mission as well, but the emperor refused saying that this was strictly a 

matter for properly trained and educated Chinese scholars. 

Qubilai granted Hao Ching an audience before sending him on his way. After 

having made him drink three goblets of grape wine, the emperor asked Hao to submit 

a memorandum setting out Hao’s views of the current situation. Before he left, Hao 

composed a ‘Li-cheng i’ (‘Discussion on Strengthening the Government’), a lengthy 

essay in which he tried to convince Qubilai of the great moral and even cosmic 

significance of his responsibility to bring peace and order to the world, and warned 

the emperor to be mindful of the judgement of history which was certain to follow in 

later ages. He begged the qa’an to join those great emperors in Chinese history 

‘whose ambitions were to create a peaceful and prosperous world’ — something that 

would be impossible so as long as Qubilai continued to think exclusively in military 

terms, while neglecting to establish a civil government based on impartial and 

universal laws. If that were done, it would be possible to unify the world under a new 

Han or T’ang dynasty, the perfect epitome of greatness. Hao described the institutions 

of a properly run empire as constituting a hierarchical, interdependent network, upon 

which rested the very security of the throne. If any part of the system failed, all 

would fail, and, rather than rely on the spurious security of military might (something 

the state had depended upon for too long already), a network of effective institutions 

should be established. This should involve a state of law and order based on civil 

authority, a system of civil appointment, an array of administrative centres all over 

the empire covering large cities as well as small towns; the founding of schools; the 

inculcation of lien (‘honesty’) and ch’ih (‘shame’), and of strict standards of discipline 
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in the civil and military administration; and the encouragement of talented men whose 

participation was a prerequisite for an undertaking of this kind. Hao cited the great 

contributions that Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (q.v.) had made during the conquest of the Chin 

and the rule of Cinggis in taking the first steps toward such an administrative reform, 

and deplored the lack of a continuing improvement since then. Now, the world was 

looking to Qubilai to realize that ideal. Administrative institutions, of course, would 

have to be re-created de novo, and Hao suggested that those of the new empire should 

be derived not only from T’ang and Sung models, but also in part at least from those 

of the Liao and the Chin. He hoped Qubilai would be mindful of the Chin, those ‘few 

hundred men from a minor tribe on the northeastern frontier’? who had turned 

themselves into a great state by virtue of their use of Liao and Sung institutions, and 

by recruiting prominent Sung and Liao officials to positions of high authority. He 

recalled the golden age of the Chin under Shih-tsung (r. 1161-89), when peace was 

concluded with the Sung: the state was well ordered and prosperous, and the people 

were living in virtue and harmony. This, declared Hao, was an era of history which 

reflected eternally valid lessons. Success thus depended upon three things: a just 

peace with the Sung, the systematic appointment of talented, learned and worthy 

candidates, and the consititution of a “Chinese style’ government. 

In June the embassy reached Chi-nan (Shantung), where a dispatch from Li T’an 

ordered them to stop and proceed no further. Thereupon, Hao Ching declared that he 

was under the direct orders of Qubilai and would be remiss if he let himself be 

deterred from his mission by a mere border commandant. He sent Li’s note back to 

court and kept on going. The embassy reached Su-chou (Anhwei), midway between 

the Ytian and Sung lines of defence, the next month, and Hao wrote ahead requesting 

permission to enter Sung territory. The route south from Su-chou was slow due to 

flooded roads, heavy rains, and the steamy, heavy air was making many sick, but by 

the next month the party had reached Wu-ho-k’ou on the Huai River, just west of the 

Kiangsu border. There, at the Sung forward position, the embassy was met by Chu 

Pao-ch’en and Ch’in Chih-ts’ai, joined on 30 September by P’an Kung-po. That day, 

they crossed the Huai into Sung territory, of which Hao Ching duly advised Qubilai 

by special courier. After meeting P’an, Hao observed the most rigorous rules of 

diplomatic etiquette in order to inspire trust in his hosts, but P’an soon told him that 

the military commissioner, Li T’ing-chih (d. 1276), wished to see the state letter that 

Hao carried. Hao refused, saying that it was to be delivered by himself personally to 

the Sung emperor, adding that he could not understand what legitimate reasons could 

lie behind such a request — which was not repeated. The Hao embassy reached Chen- 

chou, near Yang-chou in Kiangsu, a month later; Hao was to remain there for the next 

sixteen years, until the Yiian forces conquered the south in 1275. 
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Hao’s party was taken to the Chung-yung Fort at I-chen outside Yang-chou, 

where quarters had been prepared for the detention of the embassy. Earlier that year 

in the fourth month, a great fire had swept through Yang-chou and no suitable place 

could be found for the envoy in the city, so that the Sung authorities converted the 

headquarters compound of the fort (which had been formerly the governor’s mansion) 

into a prison — spikes on the walls, locks on the gates and doors, and guards on watch 

day and night. 

After a month had passed, a letter arived from Li T’ing-chih informing Hao that, 

although Hao’s intentions were undoubtedly beyond reproach, his mission was under 

suspicion because its arrival in Sung territory had coincided with an attack by Li T’an 

from his base in Shantung. Hao understood that Li had betrayed him, while realizing 

also that the Sung would believe his own mission to have been a ruse to distract their 

attention from the Mongols’ impending offensive. He wrote immediately to both Li 

T’ing-chih and the Sung emperor. To Li he said, ‘Why should an act of hostility on 

the part of a border general acting in defiance of orders have anything to do with my 

mission?’ His letter to the emperor affirmed the sincerity of his mission and included 

the assertion that ‘I wish to remain true to the intentions of Lu (Chung-)lien [of the 

state of Ch’i during the Warring States period] and be a peacemaker, and I disclaim 

any ability to emulate T’ang Chien [a confidant of the first T’ang emperor] who made 

plans for war while deceiving those in other states about his intention.” He then wrote 

once more to Li T’ing-chih, requesting that the embassy be allowed to proceed to the 

Sung capital, Lin-an (Hang-chou), and be received in audience with the emperor. 

There was no reply to any of those communications. Undeterred, Hao wrote to 

officials in all three of the departments of state in the Sung central government and 

again to the emperor — tens of thousands of characters that remained unanswered. 

The officials guarding him would only say, ‘Your court has already made its decision 

(to betray you); see how cunningly and deceitfully it is acting!’ They wanted to shake 

his confidence, and some of Hao’s subordinates began to believe them and to waver in 

their loyalty. Hao addressed them, pointing out that they were utterly dependent upon 

their guards even as to whether they lived or died, but that, for his own part, he could 

never allow himself to be humiliated or disgraced. He then added, ‘You are 

unfortunate in that you may have to lay down your lives in order to do your duty, but, 

from what I can discern in the general condition of the world and the trend of the 

times, the reign of the Sung cannot last much longer!’ Everyone was comforted by 

these words and regained a measure of hope. 

Pressure continued to be exerted on the prisoners, however, as Chu Pao-ch’en and 

the other guards fed them more false reports of events in Qubilai’s court. In 

particular, his jailers sought to break Hao and bring him to submit to the Sung. Hao 
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finally lost patience and said in his sternest voice, “This affair may or may not come 

to a conclusion, but if it does you should let us return home.’ He then had all those in 

his retinue pack their bags and set camp in the courtyard — to demonstrate their desire 

to be allowed to return north. The guards then realized that Hao would not yield and 

invited the prisoners to move back indoors, thereafter giving up all attempt to make 

them defect. 

Hao was pleasantly surprised in April of the next year (1261), when several 

sprigs of a rare hortensia (a symbol of longevity and very precious, now apparently 

extinct) arrived as a gift from Li T’ing-chih. In addition to the letters which Hao had 

addressed to him, it is likely that Li intercepted Hao’s letters to the Sung emperor and 

other officials. If he had not heard of Hao’s literary gifts previously, he certainly 

would have realized from Hao’s writings what a brilliant, learned and sincere figure 

he had in his care. Li’s gift of the hortensia acknowledged this, representing as it did 

a mark of the highest respect. 

At that time, Qubilai despatched Ts’ui Ming-ytian and Li Ch’tian-i (or Ho-1) as 

investigating officers to the Huai-tung Military Commission under Li T’an’s 

command, with orders to visit Hao at his place of detention. Hao’s youngest brother, 

Hao Yung, also requested an escort that would enable him to travel personally to the 

Sung court and appeal against the injustice done to Hao Ching. Qubilai agreed, and 

the missions duly set off, but the Sung would not receive them. 

It is not clear why Hao’s party was kept incommunicado outside Yung-chou, 

unable to communicate either with the Sung court or with the Mongol authorities. 

The official immediately responsible for this situation was of course Li T’ing-chih, 

but one theory has him acting on orders from Chia Ssu-tao (1213-75), the Sung 

director of state military affairs. The assumption was that Chia feared lest the truth of 

the lifting of the siege of E-chou in 1259 should come to light if Hao reached the 

emperor — namely, that Chia had not won a major victory there, as he had claimed, 

but that Qubilai’s forces had withdrawn of their own accord. Some have speculated 

that Chia had offered tribute to induce the Mongols to lift the siege, a fact potentially 

even more damaging to Chia’s credit. Therefore, on either count, Hao Ching had to 

be kept from seeing the emperor or from communicating with him in any way. Even 

if these allegations were true, however, they do not explain why Hao should have 

been prevented from returning to the north. It is probable that several factors 

contributed to the present events. Chia Ssu-tao may have wished to prevent direct 

communication between Qubilai and his own emperor for his own selfish reasons 

(which may or may not have been related to the siege of E-chou), initially at least. Li 

T’an’s attack made Hao’s mission seem like a deception, and this, fanned by the Sung’s 

absolute distrust of the Mongols and their allies, would have convinced both Li T’ing- 
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chih and his superior Chia Ssu-tao (as well as other leaders) that Hao’s mission had 

best be neutralized before it succeeded in weakening the Sung’s will to resist. We 

should note that Hao Ching refused to let Li T’ing-chih or anyone else but the Sung 

emperor see the letter which he brought from Qubilai. The military leaders of the 

Sung might not have wished the emperor and other potential critics of their efforts to 

gain an outlook on the war from the enemy’s point of view. Mistrust and indecision 

may have been the first consequences of Hao’s arrival; later, when Li and Chia had 

realized what a potential prize and valuable hostage Hao Ching would make in future 

dealings with the Mongols, they would have decided to keep him and his entourage 

locked up in a safe place, to be used when the opportunity arose. But that chance 

never came, and Hao remained where he was for almost the rest of his life. 

Later Chinese histories, the Yiian History included, blame Chia for Hao’s long 

incarceration. In particular, they claim that Chia wanted to keep knowledge of his 

‘secret’ negotiations with the Mongols, which included the promise of tribute, from 

the court. This seems to be the product of either an inaccurate or a biased 

investigation of the sources — if not a complete invention as part of the general 

attempt to discredit Chia as a “bad last minister.’ 

Utterly frustrated by November of 1261, Qubilai and his ministers gave up hope 

of ever seeing Hao and his assistant Liu Jen-chieh again, and so the court awarded 

compensation grants to their families, as if they had died. However, life did go on at 

I-chen for the ill-fated embassy. Hao began to compose poetry and prose essays on 

various topics, and undertook some historical writings. He also became Kou Tsung- 

tao’s teacher in the Confucian classics, their commentaries, Neo-Confucian writings, 

and historical sources, most of which he taught from memory, since almost no books 

could be obtained locally. Hao also began to teach his personal attendants, Ma Te-lin 

and K’ung Chin, who hitherto had been illiterate, to read and write. Hao, the other 

officers and those close to him, seem to have been able to make the best of their 

confinement, but the ordinary soldiers who made up the rest of the mission had a hard 

time and soon grew restless and sullen. Hao gave them lectures from time to time to 

keep up their spirits, but an explosion of temper and frustration was bound to occur 

sooner or later. In March 1263 Qubilai tried again to discover what had happened to 

Hao’s embassy. He dispatched another envoy plenipotentiary, Wang Te-su, with an 

assistant, Liu Kung-liang, to deliver a letter of inquiry to the Sung emperor, but they 

were denied admittance to Sung territory. 

In 1264 Hao Ching entered his forty-first year of age and his fourth year of 

detention. He had apparently brought with him a complete collection of his writings; 

these and more recent pieces he now collated, with help from Kou Tsung-tao, under 

the title Chia-tzu chi (Collection Edited in the Chia-tzu [1264] Year). On 25 July a 
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comet appeared which did not vanish until 7 October. Hao carefully recorded its 

occurrence as an ominous event and a portent of war. In the eleventh month he was 

informed that the Sung emperor, Li-tsung, had died the previous month, but, whereas 

a general amnesty had been declared, there was no order for his own release. 

In March of the following year (1265), Hao Ching completed his Ch’un-ch’iu 

wai-chuan (An Unofficial Commentary on the Spring and Autumn Annals), which he 

had begun the year before, when Kou Tsung-tao had asked for a commentary on the 

Ch’'un-ch’iu in addition to the original text. Without references to hand, Hao 

reproduced the work from memory, added a commentary of his own, divided the text 

into paragraphs and sentences, wrote notes on pronunciation and meaning, and 

established an order of priority among the three existing commentaries (the Tso- 

chuan, the Kung-yang chuan, and the Ku-liang chuan). He included a Chih-tso pen- 

ytian (Formulation of Sources), a Pi-lei t iao-mu (Comparative Table of the Sections 

Contained), a Ch’un-ch’iu san-chuan che-chung (Compromise Among the Three 

Commentaries to the Ch’ un-ch iu), a San-chuan hsii-lun (An Introduction to the Three 

Commentaries), and a Lieh-kuo hsii-lun (An Introduction to the Various States 

Mentioned), altogether 82 chiian. All these works are now lost. Hao also wrote his 

Shih-shih tang chi (Record of the Hall where Right is Really Right), an account of 

how he named his own lodging in the fort. This he produced after a member of the 

embassy, confused by the mission’s treatment at the hands of the Sung, had wondered 

whether the Sung’s concept of right and wrong differed from that of the North. Hao 

assured him that there was only one norm of right and wrong, and that it lay with 

them and not with the Sung. Hao named his lodgings accordingly and explained his 

reasons on the wall next to the door. 

The spring of 1266 was a bad one for Hao Ching, for during the second month a 

number of fires broke out and burned down everything in the compound except the 

original guest house and the headquarters building. Then in the following month a 

quarrel broke out among the soldiers of his retinue; some were killed and others ran 

wild, climbing over the gate into Hao’s own quarters. They killed his personal 

attendants Ma Te-lin and K’ung Chin and tried to murder Hao himself. In the 

confusion Hao managed to escape into the courtyard and hide behind some trees. The 

mutineers came out after him brandishing makeshift spears, and had almost caught 

him when he succeeded in climbing over the compound wall and called the Sung 

guards for help. Ch’eng Yii, the army officer in charge of the soldiers, also died in the 

mélée. After the affray, on the twenty-first day of the month (27 April), Hao 

composed a votive text to be read at his funeral, then he addressed what remained of 

the retinue: ‘You have been kept prisoners here so long that you do not seem to have 

much will left to go on living. Consequently, I cannot remain in your company under 
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such distressing conditions — I am afraid more trouble will occur, and you will 

disgrace us all.’ At that, with Kou Tsung-tao and six others, Hao constructed shelters 

in the courtyard against the east wall of the compound. This became known as the 

Hsin-kuan (‘New Hall’). After seven years of confinement, more than half of the 

original party of forty were dead, and Hao rejected the rest, declining all 

responsibility for them, excepting Kou and the other six who had not taken part in the 

rampage. Hao was now a lonely man with plenty of time to kill; he wrote a great 

deal, especially poetry, continued to tutor Kou Tsung-tao, and managed to draw 

enough solace from those occupations to keep himself going. 

In 1270 Hao Ching’s younger brother Hao Yung again asked the court to provide 

him with an escort in order that he should go to Sung and denounce their injustice, but 

Qubilai’s chief ministers decided after discussion that the request was not acceptable 

at that time. Hao Yung made the same plea the following year, and this time the court 

did agree to dispatch him with an escort, but the party was compelled to turn back at 

Chien-k’ang (Kiangsu) after a score or more of its members had been wounded in 

skirmishes with Sung soldiers. 

In June of that same year, Hao Ching asked the commander of the Sung guard to 

borrow books for him from Yin Ying-lei, currently military commissioner of the 

Liang-Huai region. Hao was provided with a set of the Han-shu (History of the 

Former Han), of the Hou-Han shu (History of the Later Han), of the San-kuo chih 

(Chronicles of the Three Kingdoms), and of the Chin-shu (History of the Chin). He 

thus began to write his own cheng-shih (‘standard history’) of the Han state in 

Szechwan during the Three Kingdoms period (221-64). He noted the inconsistences 

in P’ei Sung-chih’s (372-451) annotations to the San-kuo chih, the selections and 

omissions made in that part of Ssu-ma Kuang’s (1019-86) Tzu-chih t’ung-chien 

(Comprehensive Mirror for Aiding the Conduct of Government) which deals with Han 

kingdom, and the form and arrangement of the Han kingdom material included in Chu 

Hsi’s (1130-1200) T’ung-chien kang-mu (Abridgement and Outline of the Tzu-chih 

t’'ung-chien). All of these he collated into a critical text with the intention of showing 

how the cheng-t’ung, the legitimate dynastic line, continued into the Han kingdom, 

and to prove that the Wei and the Wu states were both usurpers. He entitled his work 

Hsti Hou-Han shu (Supplement to the History of the Later Han). This 90 chiian work 

is still extant. 

About this time, Hao also began to write poems which echoed the rhyme- 

schemes of poetry by T’ao Ch’ien (372-427), something which gave him much joy and 

consolation. He eventually wrote more than one hundred poems lauding the quiet life 

of inner attainment, the simple pleasures found in the passing of the seasons and the 

events of everyday existence. Hao finished the Hsii Hou-han shu in November 1272 
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and almost immediately launched into other scholarly projects; by the end of the next 

year he had corrected certain errors in the San-kuo chih, to which he had appended his 

own findings as eight /u (‘records’). He also compiled a Li-hsiang lu (Record of 

Astronomical Portents in Successive Ages). In this work Hao attempted to list all 

such phenomena recorded in the Confucian classics, the Three Commentaries to the 

Spring and Autumn Annals, in the various ancient philosophical works and early 

histories, as well as in later sources. After he had finished, Kou Tsung-tao wrote a 

phonological and textual commentary and asked Hao to collate the whole work into 

one contribution to be published in its own right. Hao agreed and rearranged the 

material in order of importance, adding an account of losses and benefits which could 

be referred to such phenomena; he designed an introductory diagram to illustrate how 

such phenomena were interrelated. In all, the work came to 12 chiian and was 

entitled the Yii-heng chen-kuan (True Observations Made with the Jade Crossbar), 

the jade crossbar being an ancient astronomical instrument. It is listed in Ch’ien Ta- 

hsin’s (1728-1804) Pu Yiian-shih i-wen chih (Bibliographical Monograph to be 

Appended to the Yiian History), but it is not known whether it has survived. 

By autumn 1274 Hao had turned fifty-one and had been imprisoned in I-chen for 

fifteen years, totally cut off from any direct communication with the North. At the 

beginning of the autumn someone had caught a wild goose which was migrating south 

and presented it to Hao. Instead of having it plucked for the pot, Hao ordered that it 

be cared for as a pet. Over a number of weeks, whenever the goose saw Hao it began 

to beat its wings and honk at him as if it were trying to tell him something; eventually 

Hao came to a realization of what he thought this meant. On the first day of the ninth 

month (2 October) he assembled the few remaining members of what had been his 

retinue, set up an incense altar, faced the north, and with great ceremony had two of 

his men carry the goose forwards and place it in front of the altar. He himself tied to 

the goose’s leg a text which he had written on silk, rolled tight into a ball and covered 

with wax. The text contained this poem: 

As frosts fall and winds blow high, follow your inclination and head 

Bie you know it, it will be time for your return in early spring. 
May the Emperor in his Supreme Park take up his bow and harpoon 

arrow, 
And learn that his official imprisoned so far away has written Him a 

letter on silk. 

A goose released on the first day of the ninth month in the fifteenth year of 
Chung-t’ung — Hunters, do not kill it! The Envoy Plenipotentiary Hao Ching 
wrote this at the New Pavilion in the Loyal and Brave Fort in Chen-chou. 

The text consisted of fifty-nine characters written on a piece of silk two inches 
wide and five inches long. On the reverse side was Hao’s seal and the ink had 
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penetrated through to the reverse side so that the characters could clearly be seen. It 

seems that a hunter killed the goose in the third month of the following year at Chin- 

ming ch’ih near Pien (K’ai-feng), by which time Hao had already returned to Yen- 

ching, now renamed Ta-tu; it was not possible to return the piece of silk to him. 

Later, Hao’s message came into the possession of a certain Wang Shih-chung; in 1318 

the scholar Kuo Kuan (1250-1331), a Han-lin academician, found it and presented it 

to the court. Emperor Ayurbarvada (Jen-tsung, r. 1312-20) ordered that palace 

attendants take charge of it and that it be provided with a proper container and 

mounted on a scroll. A number of literary courtiers annotated it with expressions of 

praise, and it was finally lodged as a state treasure in the palace. Hao’s dating of ‘the 

fifteenth year of Chung-t’ung’ is especially poignant, for the Chung-t’ung period had 

actually only lasted until 1264. Hao was not even aware that the era name had been 

changed to Chih-yiian in that year, or he would have dated it ‘the eleventh year of 

Chih-yiian’! 

Meanwhile, of course, great events were unfolding: Marshal Bayan (q.v.) had 

gathered the Mongol forces at E-chou during the seventh month; by the ninth month 

he had crossed the Yangtze and was advancing rapidly through Sung territory. In that 

month Qubilai dispatched Lien Hsi-hsien (1247-75), the minister of Rites, and Hao 

Yung, Hao’s younger brother who was then a secretary in the Regional Department of 

Military Affairs, to the Sung capital Lin-an, to find out why Hao and his embassy had 

been detained all this time in Chen-chou. With the enemy decidedly holding the 

upper hand, the Sung were frightened enough to have Hao and his party released in all 

haste. In March of the following year (1275), the district general administrator Tuan 

Yu was sent to escort Hao Ching and the others back to Yiian territory in all 

ceremony. Qubilai then ordered Ch’in Chung, the district assistant of Chien-k’ang to 

welcome Hao and escort him to the capital. Hao was taken sick on the way to Ta-tu; 

when Qubilai heard of this, he sent the imperial grand physician to join Hao’s party 

and give him all care and comfort. As Hao journeyed triumphantly through towns 

and villages, the elders all came out and lined his route, often moved to tears at the 

sight of the hero. In May they reached Ta-tu and Hao was immediately received in 

audience by Qubilai. All efforts were then made to help his recovery, but his health 

worsened. On the sixteenth day of the seventh month (9 August 1275), his surviving 

son Ts’ai-lin came to his deathbed to receive his father’s final instructions. Ts’ai-lin 

produced brush, ink and paper, and Hao Ching began to write; but after tracing only 

four characters, t’ien feng hai t’ao ‘wind in the sky and waves on the sea,’ he put down 

his brush and died. He was only fifty-two. 

Twenty-eight days later, Hao Ts’ai-lin took possession of his father’s coffin and, 

together with an official from the Secretarial Council, escorted it back to Pao-chou 
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where it was buried at the side of the grave of Hao Ching’s father. Thereupon, Kou 

Tsung-tao, who had also survived the ill-fated embassy to the Sung, prepared an 

‘account of conduct’? of Hao Ching for the Hao family record. Hao’s Han-lin 

colleague Yen Fu (1236-1312) composed an inscription for Hao’s tomb; subsequently, 

a junior scholar, Lu Chih, wrote the text of the ‘spirit-way inscription.” These and 

other records were later incorporated into Hao’s biography in Su T’ien-chiieh’s Kuo- 

ch’ ao ming-ch’ en shih-liieh, and served as primary sources for Hao’s biography in the 

Yitian History. 

Sometime later, having been deeply moved by Hao’s loyalty, the Mongol court 

granted his son Ts’ai-lin the title of Great Officer Recipient of Precepts and made him 

magistrate of Lin-chou (Honan). In 1305 it conferred posthumously on Hao Ching 

the office of senior academician of the Chao-wen Court, and the honorific title of 

Great Officer Endowed with Goodness. In 1317 he was designated a Meritorious 

Official Who Promoted Sincerity and Preserved Integrity, and was also named Great 

Officer of Eminent Dignity, made a Grand Instructor and granted the title of Pillar of 

the State. Finally Hao Ching was enfeoffed as Duke-of-state of Chi and given the 

posthumous name of Wen-chung (‘Cultured and Loyal’). 

Hao Ching was survived by his two brothers. The youngest, Hao Yung, 

continued his official career after Hao’s death and eventually became magistrate of 

Ying-chou, Anhwei. His other brother, Hao I, lived his entire life privately and never 

served in office. As to Hao’s son, after being appointed magistrate of Lin-chou 

following his father’s death, Hao Ts’ai-lin rose steadily to higher offices and 

eventually became Surveillance Bureau commissioner for the districts in Shan-nan 

and Chiang-pei. Hao’s disciple and companion during his embassy, Kou Tsung-tao, 

also had a successful official career: he eventually became rector of the National 

College. 

Although much of what he wrote did not survive, Hao Ching was, above all, a 

prolific author — which he probably would have been even if he had not been kept in 

confinement for so many years. His oeuvre includes, in addition to the major works 

already mentioned, a Chou I wai-chuan (Unofficial Commentary on the Classic of 

Changes) in 80 chiian and a T’ai-chi yen (Detailed Explanations of the Supreme 

Ultimate) in 20 chiian. However, many of his scattered writings are conserved in his 

collected works, the Ling-ch’uan chi. This collection, collated as mentioned by Kuo 

Kuan sometime after Hao Ching’s death, was printed in 1318 in Ta-tu simultaneously 

with Hao’s Hsii Hou-Han shu. It contained 39 chiian, and was reprinted in 1519 

under the Ming. This was the basis of the edition prepared by Wang Lo and printed 

in 1738. Entitled Hao Wen-chung kung Ling-ch’uan wen-chi (LCWC), it includes an 

additional chiian of biographical material, as well as a chronology of Hao Ching 
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compiled by the Ch’ing scholar Chang Chu and two associates. This edition was 

reprinted in 1798. 

The Ling-ch’uan chi was also incorporated in the Ssu-k’u ch’ tian-shu in the 1770s, 

and is now reproduced (without the supplementary material) in the fourth series of the 

Ssu-k’ u ch’ tian-shu chen-pen (SKCSCP). There is a shorter version of the Ling-ch’ uan 

chi entitled Hao Wen-chung kung chi in 25 chiian, printed in 1848. 

In many ways, the Ling-ch’uan chi epitomises Hao Ching’s erudite scholarship 

and broad interests. It includes, besides 15 chiian of poetry, a large number of prose 

essays on a variety of subjects. Those range from biographies, tablet inscriptions, 

laments, lengthy theses on questions of moral philosophy, political and military 

affairs, to vignettes on the geography, local lore, monuments, ancient relics, 

personages and events of historical significance in north China. It is a goldmine of 

information and insight, as well as a rich record of the introduction of Neo- 

Confucianism into the North before the unification of the empire in the 1270s. 

Beyond the light which they throw on his philosophical and political thinking, Hao 

Ching’s preserved writings vividly attest his literary brilliance. His remarks on the 

nature and function of prose show him to be in that grand tradition of Han Yii (768- 

824), Su Shih (1036-1101) and his teacher Yiian Hao-wen, which regarded wen 

(‘literary art’) as a manifestation of the tao (‘way’). His poetry reveals him to have 

been not only a master of technique which allowed him to write in the styles of a wide 

range of earlier models, but also a thoroughgoing expressionist who used poetry as an 

outlet for profound states of mind and feeling. He must be ranked as one of the most 

outstanding scholars and belles-lettrists of his age. 

Hao Ching’s long confinement evidently wrecked his official career. Hao 

became envoy plenipotentiary at the prime of life; had he remained in the North at the 

emperor’s side during his sixteen wasted years in Chen-chou, he would have become 

one of the most influential advisers in Qubilai’s entourage. His forceful personality, 

learning, integrity of character, and commitment to Confucian principles of 

government might have enabled him to influence significantly the subsequent course 

of Mongol rule in China. In particular, he might have contributed to prevent the worst 

abuses of the Mongol diehards and of the Central Asian fiscal managers for whom 

China was essentially a source of revenue. 
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23. WANG YUN (1227-1304) 

Wang Yiin, T. Chung-mou, H. Ch’iu-chien, a distinguished Han-lin scholar, 

censorial official, provincial administrator, court chronicler and historian under 

Qubilai Qa’an and Temiir Oljeitii, was a native of Chi-hsien, Wei-chou (Honan), 

where his family had moved at the time of the demise of the Northern Sung. His 

great-great-grandfather, Wang Po-ying (or Chung-ying), had been a clerk in Ho-p’ing, 

as had been at least one of his sons. Another son, Wang Yiin’s great grandfather, was 

named Ching (1139-1214); Yiin’s grandfather, Yii (1174-1224), served as a judicial 

clerk of minor rank under the Chin dynasty in Wei-chou. In that position, Wang Yii 

apparently made a name for himself with his superiors and peers alike, and the family 

fortunes rose accordingly. 

Early in the Cheng-ta period (1224-32) of the Chin, Wang Yiin’s father, T’ien-to 

(1202-57), obtained the highest degree in the examination in legal studies (the /ii-k’o), 

and became in 1232 a superintendent in the Ministry of Revenue, having been 

sponsored by several high Chin officials and by a member of the Jurchen royal house. 

Upon the demise of the Chin, Wang T’ien-to retired and returned home from the 

capital. He was employed by the Mongols briefly and, during the last twenty years of 

his life, devoted his time to Wang Yiin’s education and to the study of the classics, 

especially the Book of Changes, producing a collection of commentaries on the text 

by notable scholars in conjunction with Wang Yiian-li. He associated with many 

Chin intellectuals who had served in official positions. Chao Pi (1220-76), Qubilai’s 

envoy who had recruited the distinguished former Chin academician Wang E (q.v.) in 

1244, attempted to enlist Wang T’ien-to’s services, without success, shortly before the 

latter’s death in 1257. 

Born in May 1227, Wang Yiin was Wang T’ien-to’s eldest son. His mother, née 

Chin, a learned woman, was the daughter of a county magistrate. Wang Yiin spent 

his infant years in the company of his parents until the age of nine. He received 

intensive instruction in the classics from his father as early as 1236, after the latter’s 

retirement. Thus Wang Yiin acquired the clerical skills which had become part of the 

family tradition, as well as an interest in intellectual matters and in classical study, the 

latter fostered through his father’s personal instruction and his mother’s persistent 

tutoring. 

In 1243, Wang Yiin proceeded to Su-men (see the biography of Yao Shu) where 

he came under the influence of his father’s erstwhile associates, such as Yiian Hao- 

wen (1190-1257), Liu Ch’i (1203-50), Yang Huan (q.v.), Wang P’an (1202-93), Hu 
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Chih-yii (1227-95), Hao Ching (q.v.) and Yang Kuo (1197-1269). Those men guided 

Wang Yiin’s intellectual development while he attended lectures at the ‘free school’ (7- 

shu) run by several of these scholars near Lo-ning in Honan. He studied there under 

former Chin scholar-officials inclined toward civil values; this fostered Wang’s 

motivation to preserve Chinese values under alien rule and transformed him from a 

gifted student into a capable scholar. As the Chin fell to the Mongols in 1234, Chin 

literati were to transmit their cherished values to their Mongol patrons. 

Wang Yiin was married in the year 1244 to a woman surnamed T’ui, whose father 

and grandfather had been physicians in Honan. The couple’s first son, Kung-ju, was 

born sometime during the following five years. When the military commander Shih 

T’ien-tse (q.v.) joined in the Mongol campaign against the Sung in the early 1250s, he 

passed through Wei prefecture in Honan and became acquainted with Wang Yiin. 

Wang was also on close terms with Yiian Hao-wen in the mid-1250s, received literary 

instruction from him, and impressed the great Chin scholar with his enthusiasm for 

study. During these years he was also closely associated with the patriarch Hsiao Fu- 

tao of the Taoist T’ai-i sect, a close friend of Yiian Hao-wen and an early supporter of 

the Chin history project with which Wang Yiin would become involved in the 1260s. 

In May 1260, three years after the death of Wang’s father, Qubilai ascended the 

throne in K’ai-p’ing fu (later Shang-tu). Yao Shu was sent as pacification 

commissioner to Tung-p’ing where he probably met Wang Yiin. In autumn, he 

recommended Wang for the post of administrative consultant in the Secretarial 

Council. In September, Wang arrived in the capital and was appointed editor, serving 

in the Secretarial Council with Wang Wen-t’ung (g.v.), who had been recruited by Liu 

Ping-chung (q.v.) and Chao Pi. In this capacity, he wrote during the following year 

his well-known account of government affairs, the Chung-t’ ang shih-chi (Memoirs of 

the Affairs of the Secretarial Council), covering the period from November 1260 to 

September 1261. Wang’s report of his responsibilities and activities are quite detailed 

and include a record of deliberations in the Council on matters concerning finance, 

taxation, relief, law, diplomacy, the military and the bureaucracy. 

While serving in the Secretarial Council, Wang travelled to K’ai-p’ing fu at the 

summons of Qubilai in April 1261. Later that year, in August, Wang E, the executive 

Han-lin academician, secured concurrent appointments for him with the newly 

established Department of National History within the Academy (Han-lin kuo-shih 

yuan), where he served with distinction as a senior editor and compiler, helping to 

edit the official history of the fallen Chin dynasty. He joined other illustrious scholars 

recommended by Wang E to the Academy, such as Li Chih (q.v:), Wang P’an, Hao 

Ching and Hu Chih-yii, as well as Shih T’ien-tse, the supervisor of the National 

History project, and Wang Wen-t’ung and Yeh-lii Chu (q.v.), who were to direct the 
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compilation of the Liao and Chin histories. During that year, Wang Yiin also wrote 

an illustrated text, the Cheng-yao (Essentials of Government), describing the 

procedures of former emperors and ministers (see below). 

The Chin History project was a well thought out undertaking and Wang E 

carefully planned it on the model of the standard dynastic histories (Wang E had first 

recommended such a project to Qubilai in 1234, which was followed by a similar 

recommendation from Liu Ping-chung in 1249). This blueprint was entrusted to 

Wang Yiin but, as it turned out, the project would not be completed until 1344, some 

forty years after Wang’s death. One of the reasons for the delay was the execution of 

Wang Wen-t’ung in 1262 for his alleged involvement in the rebellion of his son-in- 

law Li T’an (q.v.) in Shantung. A purge of officials connected with Wang Wen-t’ung 

ensued and although Wang Yiin was protected by his mentor Shih T’ien-tse, he was 

forced to leave office between late 1261 and 1268, after his return to Yen-ching (later 

Ta-tu) from K’ai-p’ing fu in October of 1261. Wang E, Wang P’an and others 

attempted to revive the Chin project in the mid-1260s with the support of Shang T’ing 

(q.v.), but by this time Qubilai had begun favouring the Central Asian advisers to the 

detriment of the Chinese group. 

While out of office, Wang Yiin travelled in Shantung, Tung-p’ing and Pien, but 

mostly lived in retirement in his native place. He limited his activities to writing and 

composed many of his prefaces, including presumably that to the Chi-chiin (t’'u-)chih, 

a gazetteer of his native place, begun by his father (see below). In 1267, after an 

illness, Wang wrote a preface for an edition of Ytian Hao-wen’s Ti-wang ching-liieh, a 

handbook on statecraft based on T’ang dynasty models. 

In August 1268, the Censorate was established and Wang Yiin was appointed 

censorial inspector. A year later, in 1269, he memorialised the throne recommending 

that a law code, called Chih-ytian hsin-fa (New Code for the Chih-ytian Period [1264- 

94]), be promulgated, using elements of the Mongol jasaq where appropriate. The 

request was turned down, as were similar appeals in 1292 and 1294. Nevertheless, 

during his tenure in the Censorate, Wang was quite vocal when it came to matters of 

official impropriety and was involved in about twenty impeachment proceedings, 

documentation for which can be found in his Wu-t’ai pi-pu (Proposals at the 

Censorate). A notable case concerned the director of Waterways, Liu Cheng (1213- 

75), who had been implicated in illegal appointments, embezzlement and incompetent 

construction practices involving the imperial ancestral temple. Between 1269 and 

1271, Wang Yiin also recommended more than a dozen people for official 

appointments. 

After his term as censor, Wang went on to settle a number of criminal cases and 

lawsuits as district assistant in the P’ing-yang administration in Shansi between the 
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years 1272 and 1277. Here Wang dealt with one case involving the bribery of 

officials in order to gain their legal support, and was able, through court action, to get 

unfairly imprisoned people released and the true criminal punished. Shih T’ien-tse, 

along with others such as Hsii Heng (q.v.) and Wang P’an, described Wang as an 

upright magistrate on the strength of his activities at the time. 

In the mid-1270s, Wang travelled a great deal and wrote many commemorative 

literary pieces. In 1276, he composed an index of the calligraphy and paintings in the 

collection of Sung masterpieces which had recently been brought to Ta-tu from the 

Southern Sung capital at Lin-an (Hang-chou). Later that year, he examined 

Confucian scholars seeking appointment. In March 1277, he was made academician- 

in-waiting, and, in autumn the following year, became a deputy inspection 

commissioner for the Ho-pei and Ho-nan circuits. 

We may conclude that Wang was first able to exhibit his talent for dealing with 

administrative problems in the decade from the mid-1260s to the mid-1270s. 

Although his initial appointments resulted perhaps from his literary acumen and 

family connections with eminent Chin-era Confucian scholar-officials, Wang’s legal 

expertise and tireless devotion to the exposure of corruption undoubtedly led to 

important public appointments and promotions later on, without prejudice to his 

standing as a scholar and historian of note. 

After declining a post in the Regional Censorate in 1281, Wang presented in 

1282 the Ch’eng-hua shih-liieh (Summary of Examples for the Heir Apparent) to 

Jingim (1243-85), the second son of Qubilai and heir apparent since 1273, whom 

Wang met in a personal audience in autumn that year to discuss the themes presented 

in this essay. Wang had been introduced to Jingim by the high administrator Chang 

Chiu-ssu (1242-1302), who, together with Juqunai, then helped to interpret the work 

for the crown prince. 

In this work, Wang Yiin placed himself squarely in the Tung-p’ing tradition of 

Confucian statecraft, quoting historical precedents to instruct the heir apparent in his 

role as a Confucian-style emperor; this required in particular accepting the advice of 

Confucian scholar-officials and affirming principles of frugality and simplicity in 

government, after the great models of the Han, T’ang and Chin dynasties. Jingim, 

who had already studied Confucian works such as the Hsiao-ching (Classic of Filial 

Piety) and the Shih-ching (Book of Odes), was impressed by Wang’s insistence on 

diligence and directed all the imperial grandsons to read Wang’s edifying text. 

Between 1283 (or 1282) and 1284, Wang served as inspection commissioner for 

the Eastern and Western Shan-tung circuits, returning thereafter to his native Honan 

because of sickness. In 1285 (or possibly before his return home), he was appointed 

first secretary in the Bureau of the Left of the Secretarial Council. At the time. the 
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corrupt assistant of the Right in the Council, Lu Shih-yung (d. 1285), was responsible 

for recruitment and though he urged Wang to assume the post to which he had been 

appointed, Wang declined, feeling that Lu’s corrupt activities would soon be exposed. 

When this occurred, Wang was praised for his skill in steering clear of a troublesome 

political affiliation. During his convalescence from 1285 to 1289, Wang busied 

himself with writing and studying. We find him delving into the Huai-nan tzu and 

also composing a preface for his Chung-t’ ang shih-chi (in 1287) and for a work on the 

Book of Changes begun by his father (in 1288). 

In 1289, Wang was given the court rank of Junior Great Officer and was 

appointed inspection commissioner for the Min-hai circuit in Fukien, an area recently 

conquered by the Mongols that was still unstable and rife with corruption. Wang 

proceeded to demote unscrupulous officials and released prisoners who had been 

wrongfully detained. He also prohibited the practice of billeting troops in the homes 

of civilians and built proper barracks to house the military, thereby removing a cause 

of resentment among the people. He memorialised the court on the issue of the 

selection of honest officials for positions in local government in Fukien, noting that 

laxity in administration after the demise of Sung control in the region had resulted in 

rampant banditry and consequent brutal reprisals by Mongol government troops. His 

solution was to select officials who were above reproach for executive administrative 

positions which were vacant in the Regional Secretarial Council, with the hope that 

such high-minded people could control bureaucratic corruption and military anarchy. 

The main problem for administrative reform in Fukien accrued from the activities 

of the rebel leader Chung Ming-liang during the years 1289-1290. Chung, despite 

punitive campaigns against him under the Mongol general Otmi$ and his forced 

surrenders on two occasions, was only eliminated as a source of unrest following an 

all-out campaign and a major effort to pacify the citizenry that had initially joined 

Chung’s revolt. At the time, Wang Yiin advised both the court and Otmi¥ on ways of 

weakening the rebels’ resistance. 

After a brief respite to recover his health in his native Honan late in 1290, and 

after investigating the problem of flooding in that province, Wang was called to the 

capital in 1291 (or possibly 1292) and in the following year, 1292 (or 1293), had an 

audience with Qubilai at the latter’s travelling headquarters in Liu-lin, south-east of 

Ta-tu. At this meeting, Wang delivered to the emperor a ten-thousand-word 

memorial on current governmental issues. The submission was organised under 

general topic-headings dealing with matters ranging from finance to education and 

was designed to strengthen the government by suggesting the adoption of specific 

statutes and regulations. Soon after, Wang was appointed Han-lin academician, with 

the court rank of Great Officer of Excellent Counsel. 
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When Temiir Oljeitii ascended the throne in 1294 as Qubilai’s successor, Wang 

presented to the new emperor his work entitled the (Yiian-chen) Shou-ch’eng shih- 

chien (A Mirror of Actions for Preserving the Achievements lof the Yiian-chen Period 

(1295-96)]). In it, Wang elaborated on a series of themes which were to serve as 

guiding principles for the new monarch (a kind of recapitulation in more general 

terms of many of the ideas that Wang had presented to Temiir’s father, Jingim). In 

this text, however, Wang mapped out a plan for future governance which stressed 

especially the need for standard procedures of recruitment. In this respect, T’ang T’ai- 

tsung (r. 627-49) and the Chin emperor Shih-tsung (r. 1161-89) were conceived as 

model rulers who not only purified their own characters but who were wise enough to 

recognise that able administrators must lend lustre to their reigns. In stressing the 

exemplary roles of such emperors (and we must note Wang’s interest in T’ang 

statecraft as reflected in his 1267 preface to Yiian Hao-wen’s handbook, above), 

Wang found sources for their behaviour in principles derived from the classics, thus 

blending universal ideals with actual historical examples. 

In 1295, Wang Yiin received the court rank of Great Officer of Penetrating 

Counsel, and the positions of drafter of Imperial Edicts and co-redactor in the 

Department of National History. Furthermore, he was instructed by imperial decree 

to compile the Shih-tsu shih-lu (Veritable Records of {the Reign of Emperor] Shih-tsu 

[i.e. Qubilai]). This important scholarly undertaking to glorify and legitimise Mongol 

rule in China led to his promotion to the rank of Great Officer in Palace Attendance in 

1297 and, in 1298, to a special grant of ten-thousand strings of cash. 

Wang Yiin’s request for leave to retire, which had originally been made in 1297, 

was not approved until 1301, at which point the court appointed his son, Wang Kung- 

ju (the eventual author of Wang Yiin’s funeral tablet, upon which other biographies 

are based), to the position of prefectural judge in Wei-chou, so that Wang Yiin could 

be cared for in his old age. Wang’s grandson, Wang Ko, was appointed imperial 

librarian for the same purpose. 

On 23 July 1304, Wang Yiin died of disease in his seventy-eighth year and was 

buried beside his wife in the hamlet of Ho-hsi. He was posthumously given the title 

of executive academician with the rank of Great Officer Endowed with Goodness. He 

was also enfeoffed as the Duke-of-Commandery of T’ai-yiian and canonised as Wen- 

ting (‘Cultured and Steadfast’) by Emperor Ayurbarvada (Jen-tsung, r. 1312-20) in 

Pato 

Wang Yiin’s wife, née T’ui, who died in 1286, bore his eldest son, Kung-ju. He 

had two other sons by a concubine. One of them, Kung-i, was made a vice-prefect of 

Tz’u-chou in Hopei through the yin privilege; another Kung-yiieh, became a principal 

of the Confucian School in Wei-hui county in Honan. Wang Yiin’s grandson, Ko, 
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achieved a directorship in the Ministry of Justice, and one of his grand-daughters 

married Yeh-lii K’ai, the great-grand-nephew of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (¢.v.). 

Wang Yiin was one of the generation of Chinese whose formative years were 

spent in the main under Mongol rule in the newly conquered North, after the demise 

of the Chin state, yet whose heritage was clearly related to traditions of service under 

Jurchen rule. With the assistance of his trusted minister Liu Ping-chung, Qubilai 

brought talented officials to Qara Qorum even before he ascended the throne in 1260. 

During the first decade of Qubilai’s rule, Liu was actively promoting Chinese 

influence behind the scenes at court. This phase of administrative Confucianisation 

had a model in the earlier efforts of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, who had protected Chin 

scholars such as Yang Huan, Wang E and Yiian Hao-wen, and provided a model for 

the later practices of Ch’eng Chii-fu (1249-1318) in the South, who himself had been 

supported by Wang P’an, one of the mentors of Wang Yiin. 

Whereas many of the northern Chinese in Qubilai’s inner circle, such as Liu Ping- 

chung, Yao Shu, Hsii Heng, Tou Mo (q.v.) and Shang T’ing, as well as several of the 

associates of Wang Yiin’s father who became Wang Yiin’s teachers, had passed from 

the scene by about 1280 (at which time their chief rival in the Mongol central 

government, the head of the Central Asian faction, Ahmad [q.v.], was in his last 

years), Wang Yiin lived through the rest of Qubilai’s reign and beyond. In the 

circumstances, men like him, well-versed in administrative skills, took the place of 

such as would normally have been selected through the traditional examination 

process. 

The influence of Wang’s family background, with its tradition of service and 

emphasis on clerical skills, was certainly reinforced by Wang’s contacts with the 

scholarly culture of Chin in his formative years. More precisely, one sees that Wang 

was also exposed to the influence of the so-called Tung-p’ing school, centred in the 

Shantung region near his home. The school, as represented by men such as Wang 

Wen-t’ung, attempted to sinicise governmental institutions under foreign rule through 

a practical emphasis on statecraft. From what we learn of Wang Yiin’s career, his 

audiences with the Mongol leadership, and his writings, he participated actively in 

these efforts to Confucianise the ruling order. 

Surveying Wang Yiin’s official career, it may be noted that he actually served in 

official position for only about ten of his seventy-eight years. While this hardly 

means that Wang was a hermit, it does indicate that his service in government was 

balanced by long periods of travel, writing and reflection. 

Wang’s first experience in government lasted for only about one year because of 

the political turmoil surrounding the Wang Wen-t’ung episode, yet his record of the 

proceedings of the Secretarial Council between 1260 and 1261, the Chung-t’ang shih- 
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chi, is a unique document that is invaluable in studying the early Yiian period. He 

went on to serve with practical effectiveness in the 1270s by decisively attacking 

bureaucratic corruption; in this he acted not merely as a functionary but rather as a 

reformer trying to improve governance through legal and administrative means. That 

aspect of his official career was affirmed in the 1280s when he served as inspection 

commissioner in Fukien, acting again with moral decisiveness. In sum, during those 

two decades, Wang Yiin exercised to the full his remarkable combination of historical 

and practical skills. 

Wang’s submissions to the throne over the following two decades indicate that 

this blend of ideology and pragmatism resulted in a plan to influence the top level of 

Mongol authority through an appeal to T’ang and Chin models. In assessing this 

imperial phase, it is clear that Jingim, Qubilai and Temiir were also receptive to the 

kind of advice that Wang advanced; they were fully aware of the need to use Chinese 

models of exemplary rule in order to stabilise and legitimise their own. Nevertheless, 

this does not diminish Wang Yiin’s position as counsellor to the Mongol leadership 

nor his legacy as one of the few Chinese to have his counsels promoted in the 

Mongolian language. 

Wang Yiin was thus able to exert a civilizing influence on Qubilai, on his heir 

apparent, and on his eventual successor, all of whom were sympathetic to ideas that 

they believed would perpetuate their rule, throughout and beyond the crucial Chung- 

t’ung (1260-63) and Chih-yiian (1264-94) periods. Wang’s importance lies not only in 

the practical administrative-legal services which he performed but also in his skills in 

composition and interpretation: the historical chronicle of the Secretarial Council 

during the first two years of Qubilai’s reign, which became a source for the Veritable 

Records of the entire reign that he and others edited and compiled; the memorial on 

government that he presented to Qubilai; and the two texts that he interpreted 

personally for Jingim and Temiir, which were later translated into Mongolian. 

Wang Yiin’s approach to reforming the institutions and practices of the day was 

cast in a broadly-based Confucian-minded pragmatism in the vein of the Tung-p’ing 

school, which saw little need for deep philosophical speculation. It is interesting, 

therefore, to seek what Wang’s intellectual roots and predilections might have been as 

we view his ideas in the context of his time. 

According to one of the prefaces to the Collected Works of Wang Yiin by Wang 

Ping-i of the late Yiian, Wang took Han Yii, Liu Tsung-yiian, Ou-yang Hsiu and Su 

Tung-p’o as models of essay writing. As noted earlier, Wang came under the 

influence of Ytian Hao-wen, especially in his poetry. Even though Wang was hardly 

as eminent as those literary giants, he was certainly an accomplished and prolific 

writer. 
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His literary sensibilities were probably stimulated by his peripatetic career, as the 

many poems written during his travels suggest, but travel may well have contributed 

even more to shaping his historical outlook. The accuracy and importance of the 

historical records provided in the Chung-t’ ang shih-chi, for example, are due no doubt 

to the informed nature of Wang’s experience. 

Wang’s affinities with Taoism have been inferred by some authors from his 

personal relationships with contemporary Taoist luminaries and connections with the 

T’ai-i sect, his writings about those masters, his interest in the Book of Changes and 

Huai-nan tzu, and the naming of a text referring to his study: Tsui-ching t’ang chi 

(Record of the Hall of the Intoxicated Classics). While such interests may be casual 

or reflect the eclectic outlook of many scholars of the day, they still indicate that 

Wang’s interests in Taoism and penchant for travel helped balance what was an often 

hectic and, at the outset, dangerous official career. 

Wang Ping-i’s preface states that Wang Yiin took Chou Tun-i, Shao Yung, the 

Ch’eng brothers and Chu Hsi as models when discussing ‘human nature and reason’ 

(hsing-li), but it is doubtful that Wang was as philosophically minded as this might 

imply. Wang had an abiding respect for Chu Hsi but was mostly unconcerned with 

metaphysical issues in his own writings. Nor was Wang apparently influenced by 

Chu’s interpretation of the concept of legitimate dynastic succession, or cheng-t’ ung. 

In departing from the Neo-Confucian interpretation, Wang tended more toward the 

five-agents cosmological theory in his analysis. Wang Yiin, therefore, cannot be 

included among thinkers such as Yao Shu and Hsii Heng, who were eminently 

responsible for the propagation of the philosophy of the Sung Neo-Confucian masters 

in north China in early Yiian times. 

From Wang’s career and writings, one can see that his administrative activity was 

informed by the practical moral outlook associated with the Tung-p’ing school and by 

his own Chin heritage. This is revealed in his words to Wang Wen-t’ung and others 

about governmental service (10 May 1261): ‘It would be best if we could have 

accomplishments without losing the essence. This should be the foremost concern of 

high officials.’ Wang’s devotion to the straightforward goal of achieving practical 

ends without losing sight of the moral foundation, and the degree to which he attained 

that goal, make him one of the most important politician-scholars in the Yiian era. 

Wang Yiin was a prolific and versatile writer, and most of his extant writings 

have been preserved in his monumental collection, Ch’ iu-chien hsien-sheng ta-ch’ iian 

wen-chi (Collected Works of Master Ch’iu-chien). It represents the most voluminous 

literary document of the era and reflects Wang’s desire to leave an accurate record of 

his work for posterity. The collection comprises 100 chiian and was first printed in 

1321. The Ssu-pu ts’ ung-k’an edition is a reprint of the Ming edition of 1498, which 
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was based on the earlier Yiian edition. (The Yiian edition is available in the National 

Central Library in Taipei.) 

The Collected Works contain an array of literary pieces, including poems in 

various genres, eulogies (including family biographies of people such as Wang’s 

patron, Shih T’ien-tse), as well as commemorative and funerary inscriptions and 

miscellaneous literary works (including letters, dedications, and memorials, a notable 

one being Wang’s ten-thousand word memorial to Qubilai of 1292). They also 

include five longer pieces that stand on their own: the Chung-t’ ang shih-chi (3 chiian), 

the Wu-t’ai pi-pu (10 chiian), the Ch’eng-hua shih-liieh (2 chiian), the (Ytian-chen) 

Shou-ch’eng shih-chien (1 chiian), and the Yii-t’ang chia-hua (8 chiian). The 

appendix (fu-lu) includes Wang’s funeral tablet, the basic biographical source 

composed by his son, Wang Kung-ju. 

In the Collected Works there are prefaces to works on the Confucian classics, the 

Book of Changes and Taoist works; and biographies on a half-dozen or more 

important T’ai-i sect figures and at least as many on those of the Ch’tian-chen sect. 

There is also a large number of pieces on painting and painters, reminding us that 

Wang personally catalogued Sung masterpieces. He even has a colophon to the ts’ ao- 

shu (cursive style) rendering of the Ch’ ien-tzu wen (Thousand Character Classic) by 

the famous T’ang dynasty calligrapher Huai-su (737-?). Wang composed many 

dedicatory pieces for his associates and on well-known scholars such as Yiian Hao- 

wen, Wang P’an, Wang E, Shih T’ien-tse, Yao Shu, Hao Ching and Hsii Heng. There 

are also some to his father. Wang E’s draft for the Chin historical project may also be 

found in the Collected Works. 

Regarding practical subjects, Wang wrote on agricultural policy, taxation, 

geography, methods of governmental control, legal regulations and the penal system, 

the government monopolies, relief measures, and military regulations and 

organisation. He also composed biographies of military leaders of the time, both 

Mongol and Chinese. 

Wang Yiin’s memorial of 1292 to Qubilai is illustrative of his political opinions. 

This essay on contemporary governmental affairs offers guidance to the emperor on 

the matter of unifying the state politically and culturally. It was originally written 

under sixteen headings and exhorted the emperor to: (1) frame laws designed to 

strengthen the government, (2) establish rules to curb corruption; (3) economise; (4) 

favour honest officials and have this serve as an example throughout the bureaucracy; 

(5) establish a system of selection for government service leading to the appointment 

of able individuals; (6) end exactions by the military; (7) provide relief for the 

populace (including dispensation from service in the militia) as a way to strengthen 

the emperor’s rule; and (8) improve the people’s education. 
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As stated earlier, the Chung-t’ang shih-chi is a record of Wang Yiin’s service in 

the Secretarial Council during the years 1260-1261, up to the time he left following 

the Wang Wen-t’ung affair. The document records political events in the Secretarial 

Council chronologically, in the style of shih-lu historiography; much material from 

the Chung-t’ang shih-chi was doubtless incorporated into Wang’s later work on the 

Shih-tsu shih-lu. The preface to the work is dated 1287, when Wang made some 

revisions; further editing occurred as late as 1294. 

The Chung-t’ang shih-chi contains Wang’s own writing and opinions as well as 

important government documents. As to content, the work deals with taxation 

procedures, taxes, the issuing of currency, water conservation, water transport, the 

government iron monopoly, the t’ou-hsia (private domains) households, the 

mobilisation and conscription of the people, the supply of troops involved in military 

campaigns, the problem of Mongol troops destroying crops and looting farms, relief 

measures for the impoverished, legal regulations, procedures for criminal cases, 

bureaucratic procedures (especially in regard to the recruitment and promotion of 

officials), and procedures for memorialising the throne. Wang Yiin describes 

deliberations on those subjects in the Council and also expresses his opinions on 

many of the issues. Much of the material covered may be compared with similar 

items in the Yiian History (Yiian-shih) and is indicative of administrative problems 

faced in the early Yiian. 

The Chung-t ang shih-chi also describes Wang Yiin’s travels north of Yen-ching 

and the Great Wall to Chin-lien (where the Chin emperors used to spend the summer 

months), and from there to K’ai-p’ing. The work is therefore important for its 

references to the geography of north China. 

Concerning reports of historical events that made the Chung-t’'ang shih-chi 

important, we note Wang Yiin’s attendance at the state visit of the Korean heir 

apparent in July 1261, as well as a mention of the difficult relations with the Southern 

Sung which, despite peace negotiations, were clouded by frequent clashes between 

Mongol and Sung troops. Wang also describes the first visit of a Western nation’s 

envoy to the Yiian court. 

Wang Yiin mentions the establishment of the Department of National History, 

thanks to the efforts of Wang E and his own, as well as his appointment to editorial 

posts in it (24 August 1261). Elsewhere he mentions significant appointments, such 

as that of Shih T’ien-tse as Left chancellor in the Secretarial Council (20 June 1261; 

Wang records his drunkenness at the reception for Shih!); of Hsii Heng as rector in 

the National College (3 September 1261); and of Yao Shu as tutor to the heir apparent 

(28 August 1261). Notable also is Wang’s corroboration of the Baljuna covenant, 

whereby Cinggis Qan and his followers swore allegiance against the Kereit. 
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The Wu-t’ai pi-pu (Proposals at the Censorate) is a work composed during 

Wang’s tenure in the Censorate, ca. 1268-1272. It contains more than 150 proposals, 

discussions and case-histories, but, beyond its wealth of information on specific 

instances, much can be gleaned on more general issues. Thus Wang describes the 

weaknesses in the Yiian political system, especially recruitment practices, economic 

management and measures for grain relief (e.g. the “ever-normal granaries’), problems 

in relations between ethnic groups, the census, the penal system and practices at court. 

There are many pieces dealing with military affairs as well. Individual cases of 

corruption and mismanagement expose deeper problems in governance, personnel and 

customs, and in the overall stability of cultural institutions of the early Yiian. Those 

problems are highlighted in discussions of attempts to solve such abuses, as also of 

steps taken by the government to deal with instances of harsh rule and social unrest. 

The Ch’eng-hua shih-liieh (Summary of Examples for the Heir Apparent) now 

comprises two chiian, though it was originally in six. It was completed in 1281 when 

Wang Yiin was academician-in-waiting. In 1282 Wang presented the document with 

an accompanying letter to the heir apparent, Jingim. Basically the text cites the 

actions of former crown princes by way of cautionary advice to Jingim. Jingim was 

apparently pleased, but even so Wang Yiin was not granted a personal audience with 

Jingim until 13 November 1282, almost ten months after he had submitted the 

document. On that occasion, Jingim asked for explanations of the various sections 

and his advisors, Chang Chiu-ssu and J uqunai, answered. 

Regarding the origin of the Ch’eng-hua shih-liieh, it is important to note that 

early in 1261, some twenty years before the composition of the text, Wang had 

written a piece called the Cheng-yao (Essentials of Government) during his tenure in 

the Secretarial Council. This work, now lost, also contained illustrations and was the 

precursor for the Ch’eng-hua shih-liieh. The Cheng-yao described exemplary 

ministers and emperors of previous dynasties as well as the worthy and filial conduct 

of heirs apparent. Wang had apparently prepared the text for lectures to the heir 

apparent; all that remains of it is his reference to the work in the Chung-t’ang shih- 

chi. 

The Ch’eng-hua shih-liieh (so named because of the Ch’eng-hua Gate at the 

palace of the heir apparent) consists of twenty thematic sections, or paragraphs, each 

comprising examples and discussions. The themes include such things as filial piety, 

the encouragement of learning, personal discipline, government respect for Confucian 

scholars, magnanimity, and proper relations with the emperor. The preface states that 

filiality comes first because it represents the foundation of all the following subjects. 

The headings thus summarise a crown prince’s obligations. 
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Although Wang frequently quotes from the classics in the Ch’ eng-hua shih-liieh, 

most examples are from the dynastic histories. Most often mentioned are emperors of 

the T’ang (especially T’ai-tsung and Hsiian-tsung), Han, and Chin, in that order. 

Wang’s use of the T’ang work Chen-kuan cheng-yao (The Essence of Government in 

the Chen-kuan Period [627-49 A.D.]) emphasises the importance attributed to this 

work in the Yiian, as evidenced by the fact that it was translated into Mongolian. The 

T’ang document had also been extolled at the Chin court by Chao Ping-wen (1159- 

1232), and Wang Yiin’s earlier Cheng-yao was obviously inspired by it. 

In the Ch’eng-hua shih-liieh, Wang also mentions measures taken by Jingim and 

Qubilai, notably the latter’s lightening of military obligations and provision of relief 

for the hard-pressed populace. Wang Yiin’s biography in the Yiian History states that 

Jingim expressed approval of the passages dealing with the acknowledgement of rank 

and status, and with the value of upright ministers who warned their sovereign of 

potentially dangerous developments. Wang was naturally desirous of encouraging 

Jingim to increase the status of officials like himself. The heir apparent’s death in 

1286 was to cut short their budding relationship. 

The (Yiian-chen) Shou-ch’ eng shih-chien (A Mirror of Actions for Preserving the 

Achievements [of the Yiian-chen Period]) is the work in one chiian which Wang Yiin 

presented to Temiir Oljeitii (Ch’eng-tsung, r. 1295-1307) in 1294, when Wang held 

the post of Han-lin academician. The term shou-ch’eng (‘preserving achievements’) 

in the title is taken from the T’ang work Chen-kuan cheng-yao; the work is modelled 

structurally on T’ang T’ai-tsung’s Ti-fan (Examples of the Emperor), especially in its 

use of two-character headings which sum up most of the themes in the body of the 

text. 

In the biography of Wang Yiin written for his father’s funeral tablet, Wang’s son 

compares the Shou-ch’eng shih-chien to the writings of Wei Cheng (580-643), the 

illustrious ‘mirror’ of T’ang T’ai-tsung, no doubt because Wang Yiin cites that 

emperor as a model ruler. Wang also portrays the Chin emperor Shih-tsung (r. 1161- 

89) in the same light. Compared to the Ch’eng-hua shih-liieh, the Shou-ch’eng shih- 

chien deals with more practical issues: the emphasis is on historical precedents for the 

establishment of administrative rules, especially in the appointment of officials, a 

theme introduced in the Chung-t’ ang shih-chi and the Ch’ eng-hua shih-liieh. 

During Temiir’s reign, Wang points out the need for reintroducing a standard 

examination system, invoking Qubilai’s and Jingim’s alleged agreement to the 

scheme. He suggests, moreover, that correct government procedures, the 

maintenance of public welfare, and a far-sighted moral outlook will help the ruler 

preserve the empire. To achieve those goals, Wang invokes a continuity between 

T’ang and Chin which he hopes will endure under the Yiian. 
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It is noteworthy that the Shou-ch’eng shih-chien was translated into Mongolian 

and was used until the fifteenth century by language students in Korea to prepare for 

examinations in Mongolian. 

The Yii-t’ang chia-hua (Estimable Talks in the Yii-t'ang [the Han-lin Academy]) 

is a work in eight chiian. It was written in 1288 and records Wang’s activities in the 

Academy, first between 1260 and 1261 when he was an editor, and later between 

1277 and 1294 when he returned as an academician-in-waiting. It contains some of 

Wang’s longer pieces and various biographies, as well as interpolations of works by 

two of his contemporaries: the Chi-hsing of Chang Te-hui (1195-1274) and the Hsi- 

shih chi of Liu Yii, both of which are travelogues that have been translated into 

Russian and English by Archimandrite Palladii (P.I. Kafarov) and E. Bretschneider 

respectively. 

The text includes writings on history, the economy, and on military expeditions. 

There are also various pieces on prominent personages such as Wen T’ien-hsiang 

(1236-83), Wang P’an, Wang E, and Lei Ying (1225-97). Wang presents a discussion 

of ‘legitimate dynastic succession’ (cheng-t’ ung) in this work. The catalogue of Sung 

painting and calligraphy appears here, and there are also interesting snippets of 

information on philology and astronomy. Discussions of contemporary 

historiography are significant as well, and Wang is quick to expose flaws in the kind 

of historical analysis that is not fully based on fact. 

Three works attributed to Wang Yiin must be counted as lost. The first, the 

previously mentioned Shih-tsu shih-lu, was the historical record of Qubilai’s reign, 

begun in the sixth month of 1294, completed a year later, and presented to the throne 

in July 1295. The supervising redactor was Tung Wen-yung (q.v.) and the co- 

redactors, besides Wang Yiin, were Wang Kou, Chao Meng-fu, Kao Tao-ning, Chang 

Sheng, Li Chih-shao, and others. The work consisted of 270 chiian, and included six 

chiian of basic edicts and decrees entitled Shih-tsu sheng-hsiin (The Holy Injunctions 

of Qubilai). What remains of the Veritable Records is the address to the court which 

accompanied the text. 

In this memorial, Wang Yiin praises Qubilai’s establishment of orderly 

government and outlines some of the principles adopted in compiling the work. 

These involved the careful investigation and classification of materials relating to 

government and daily affairs, the clarification of terminology, the simplification of 

complex material, and an emphasis on factual reporting. In its wording, the memorial 

also shows that the Imperial Annals (pen-chi) in the Yiian History were based on the 

shih-lu (which, as we have already noted above, used material from Wang’s Chung- 

tang shih-chi). 
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In 1304, during the reign of Temiir, the Grand Instructor Sarman published in 

Mongolian an abbreviated version in one volume of the Veritable Records, as well as 

an eighty-volume Chinese edition. According to the Yiian History, a Mongolian 

translation of the Holy Injunctions apparently existed after 1326, when the Huang-t' u 

ta-hsitin (The Great Injunctions of the August Planners) was compiled from it and 

translated into Mongolian. The Huang-t’u ta-hsiin contained the edicts and policy 

statements of the early Yiian emperors. We may assume that Wang Yiin’s careful 

historical record-keeping in the Chung-t’ang shih-chi served as source material for 

entries on Qubilai, ca. 1260-1261, though Wang possibly also used the reign 

chronicles first compiled in Mongolian and presented to the throne by Sarman in 1288 

and 1290, which were subsequently translated into Chinese. 

Significantly, Wang’s work on the Holy Injunctions was the source for important 

records in Mongolian of the edicts of Qubilai and of other early Yiian emperors. 

More generally, however, Wang’s contribution to the compilation of the Veritable 

Records provided the basis for presenting Qubilai in the image of a sinicised emperor, 

as he was later portrayed in the Yiian History. This, as we have noted above, was one 

of the aims of the Tung-p’ing school. 

The second lost work, called Hsiang-chien (A Mirror for the Prime Minister), is 

mentioned in the biographical sources on Wang Yiin. It comprised fifty chiian; a 

preface to it dated 1283 may be found in the Collected Works. Not much is known 

about this text, even though the dating of the preface indicates that it might have been 

written around the time that Wang Yiin presented the Ch’ eng-hua shih-liieh to Jingim. 

The third lost work is the Chi-chiin (t’u-)chih, a gazetteer of Wang Yiin’s native 

district in fifteen chiian, of which only the preface and index (dated 1266) are extant. 

The work was begun by Wang Yiin’s father, Wang T’ien-to, and completed by Wang 

Yiin between 1262 and 1268, after he had left the Secretarial Council. 
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24. YAO SHU (1203-1280) 

Yao Shu, T. Kung-mao, H. Hsiieh-chai, a noted Confucian scholar who served 

Qubilai as political adviser and senior government official, was born in Fen-chou 

(now Fen-yang) in Shansi in 1203. He came from a prominent family of Liu-ch’eng 

(Ch’ao-yang) in present-day Inner Mongolia, traceable to the Five Dynasties, with an 

outstanding record of government service. One of his ancestors, Yao Ch’ing, had 

been a military governor during the Later T’ang (923-36), and his descendants had 

gained fame subsequently as generals and local administrators under the Later Chou 

(951-60), the Liao (907-1125), and the Chin (1115-1234) dynasties. Yao Shu’s father 

Yao Chung-hung, who inherited the title of general, served one term as magistrate of 

An-hua (in Kansu) under the Chin rulers. He raised three sons by his wife née Chang; 

Shu was the eldest and most illustrious. 

Little is known of Yao Shu’s early life. He is said to have been extremely 

studious, devoting himself to the Confucian classics and literature, and to have 

delighted his parents and friends with his achievements. He spent most of his youth 

in Fen. At the age of nineteen he moved to Hsti (Hsti-ch’ang) in Honan, where his 

father had been appointed a judge. By then he may already have been a competent 

scholar, but he did not attract attention until ca.1228, when he came to the notice of 

Sung Chiu-chia (d. 1233), a Han-lin academician who had retired in Hsti to recover 

from an illness. Sung, a renowned man of letters, was most impressed by Yao Shu 

and invited him to be a guest in his house, which was then frequented by well-known 

scholars and officials. In due course Yao Shu became acquainted with a number of 

distinguished Chin literary figures, including the great Yiian Hao-wen (1190-1257), 

Yang Huan (q.v.) and Hsitieh Hsiian (d. 1271) under whose influence he fell. There is 

no clear indication, however, that he ever sat for the civil service examinations, or 

that he held any specific position in government. Then, in 1232, when the Mongol 

forces under the command of Tolui, Siib6tei (q.v.) and Taéar laid siege to Hsii, he was 

put in charge of the warehouses of military supplies, but before long the place 

capitulated and Yao Shu hurriedly fled with his family, thus concluding a rather 

insignificant phase of his career under Chin rule. 

Fortunately, Yao Shu’s plight was short-lived. The opportunity to resume his 

activity came in 1233, when Ogédei approved the establishment of a National College 

for the promotion of Confucian studies in Yen-ching (Peking). Yang Wei-chung 

(q.v.), a former acquaintance of Yao Shu, was appointed superintendent of the 

college. Informed of this, Yao Shu proceeded to Yen-ching to visit his friend. He 



388 

was well received and was employed briefly in the new college, probably as an 

instructor. Soon after, Yang Wei-chung took Yao Shu to Qara Qorum and introduced 

him to Ogédei who, delighted with all-too-rare visits by Chinese scholars, treated him 

cordially and invited him to stay. The ground was thus laid for Yao Shu to advance in 

the service of the Mongol ruler. 

Yao Shu received his first official assignment early in 1235, when Ogédei sent 

his third son K6&ii and his trusted lieutenant Sigi Qutuqu (q.v.) to fight the Sung in the 

Huai region. The Mongol emperor instructed Yao Shu to accompany Yang Wei- 

chung on this expedition for the purpose of recruiting staff (secretaries, doctors, 

artisans etc.) for service at court. In November, the Mongol forces took Tsao-yang (in 

Hupei) and their commander ordered the extermination of the captives, among whom 

were a number of skilled people whom Yao Shu had selected. Yao remonstrated with 

the commander to no avail; he managed, however, to help some of the prisoners to 

escape and to hide in the woods until the killing was over. 

Following this, the Mongol forces overran Te-an where they seized a number of 

local scholars, including the renowned Confucian teacher Chao Fu who was 

eventually brought before Yao Shu. Upon meeting Yao, Chao Fu was surprised to 

see him dressed like a Mongol and thought he was a Central Asian; he soon 

discovered that he was a learned Chinese scholar and the two became friends. Yao 

Shu invited him to stay; Chao Fu, deeply distressed by the loss of all his family and 

belongings, went out to the river bank one night, contemplating suicide. But Yao was 

alerted and came out to succour him. Yao tried to persuade Chao to go on living for 

the sake of perpetuating the Chinese cultural heritage, and comforted him with 

assurances of favoured treatment and guarantees of safety. Chao Fu was finally 

placated and delivered to Yao many of the basic Neo-Confucian commentaries on the 

classics by such distinguished scholars as Ch’eng Hao (1032-85), Ch’eng I (1033- 

1107), as well as by Chu Hsi (1130-1200), who had not been widely known in the 

north under Chin rule. In the next few months, the Mongols raided the Hsiang, Teng 

and Ying prefectures; then, having concluded their campaign, they returned to the 

north early in 1236 with their booty and prisoners. Yao Shu took Chao Fu with him 

and returned to Yen-ching with over a hundred of Chao’s disciples who wanted to 

continue their studies under their master. As a result, Neo-Confucianism began to 

flourish in north China after several decades of intellectual and cultural disruption, 

and Yao must be given credit for his key role as an agent in this development. 

In 1238 Yao Shu assisted Yang Wei-chung in founding the T’ai-chi shu-yiian or 

Private Academy of the Supreme Ultimate in Yen-ching. There they erected a shrine 

in honour of Chou Tun-i (1017-73) and six other eminent scholars and philosophers, 

including the Ch’eng brothers and Chu Hsi; they assembled a library of Neo- 
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Confucian literature numbering over 8,000 chiian, and invited Chao Fu and others to 

lecture the students on the new philosophy. This was the first private academy ever 

established in Yen-ching and it had a major impact on the development of Neo- 

Confucian studies in north China during this early phase of Mongol rule. 

In 1241, having awarded Yao Shu a golden tablet for his service, Ogodei 

appointed him first secretary of the Yen-ching Regional Censorate, but Yao soon 

came into conflict with his Central Asian colleagues and asked to be relieved of his 

office. Before this time, the Chinese population in Yen-ching had been placed under 

the administration of Liu Min (1201-59), a mitigation commissioner who was fluent 

in Mongolian and had good relations with the Chinese court officials. In November 

of 1241, however, Ogédei had appointed the Khwarazmian Mahmiid Yalavaé (q.v.), 

who had just been recalled from Bukhara, as chief of the Yen-ching Regional 

Censorate with the rank of judge, or arbitrator (farquci), thus placing him in virtual 

control of the imperial administration of north China. This appointment aroused 

considerable animosity. According to Chinese sources — which may be biased — 

Mahmid was an avaricious and crafty man, given to graft, who had attempted to 

corrupt Ogddei’s Chinese advisers. Several of the court officials had apparently 

accepted his bribes. 

For his part, Yao Shu remained untouched but, resenting the pressure put upon 

him, he left office and retired to Mt. Su-men in Hui-chou, Honan, spending almost ten 

years there. During this long period, Yao preoccupied himself with a variety of 

activities and made many new friends, Confucian scholars as well as religious 

personages. While working on the land to support his family, he found time for 

classical studies, literary pursuits, and teaching students. He was most enthusiastic in 

propagating the Neo-Confucian philosophy that he had learned from the refugee 

teacher Chao Fu. As a testimony to his commitment, he erected a temple in the 

village in which he hung the portraits of the six most eminent Sung Neo-Confucian 

scholars. 

Shortly after his retreat to Su-men, having heard that Hsii Heng (q.v.) had settled 

in Wei county at Ta-ming fu, Hopei, Yao travelled there to pay him his respect. In 

Wei he expounded the Neo-Confucian philosophy to both Hsii Heng and Tou Mo 

(q.v.), who was then residing in the vicinity, and apparently made a tremendous 

impression on them, something akin to religious enlightenment. Hsii then journeyed 

to Su-men to make a return visit, and transcribed all the commentaries and writings 

by the Sung Neo-Confucian philosophers in Yao’s possession. In the meantime, Yao 

Shu persevered in his mission to propagate the Neo-Confucian teaching in various 

ways. Finding books difficult to procure, he made printing blocks of a number of the 

basic Confucian texts, including the Four Books, major philosophical works, 
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commentaries on the classics, and writings of the Sung Neo-Confucianists. He used 

some of those blocks to produce several works himself, and gave the rest to his 

friends for printing. He also spent time lecturing in neighbouring counties, and taught 

at the free school (i-shu) in Lo-ning, Honan, later known as the Lo-hsi Private 

Academy. 

Yao Shu became widely known and attracted the attention of many scholars and 

aspiring students. In 1250 Hsii Heng moved to Mt. Su-men from Wei after a futile 

attempt to return to his native place, and he frequently discussed Neo-Confucian 

philosophy with Yao Shu, as well as teaching students, thus eliciting considerable 

interest in the scholarly community of the time. 

Early in 1251 Yao Shu received a visit from Chao Pi (1220-76), a special envoy 

sent by Qubilai to invite him to Qara Qorum for consultation on state affairs. 

Aspiring to political ascendancy, the Mongol prince was then making strenuous 

efforts to recruit prominent Chinese to his body of advisers under Liu Ping-chung 

(q.v.). Qubilai had heard of Yao Shu from Tou Mo, one of his counsellors. Yao was 

happy to accept the invitation, not only out of desire for another opportunity to further 

his career, but also because he was presumably anxious to rejoin many of his former 

friends now in Qubilai’s services. He was then already forty-eight years of age. 

On his arrival at Qara Qorum, Yao Shu received a warm welcome from Qubilai, 

who invited him to stay and who frequently sought his opinion on state matters. Yao 

submitted a lengthy memorial on the basic principles of government and the measures 

necessary for their immediate implementation. He began with an eight-point outline 

of enlightened rule based on the Confucian moral doctrine as expounded in the Great 

Learning, namely, self-rectification, devotion to learning, respect for the worthy, 

affection for the family, attention to Heaven’s warnings, benevolence toward the 

people, cultivation of the virtuous and avoidance of sycophants. He sought in this 

way to impress on Qubilai the cardinal virtues of a wise Chinese ruler. Subsequently, 

he presented to the throne some thirty recommendations for government and 

administrative reform. They included the establishment of regular ministries under 

the Secretariat, the recruitment of talented individuals for government service, 

procedures for the appointment and promotion of officials, the elimination of 

sinecures, and set scales of renumeration for civil servants. They also included such 

diverse matters as rationalising the legal system, introducing various administrative 

and bureaucratic procedures, reducing taxes, improving courier and transportation 

services, encouraging education and agriculture, and introducing welfare and relief 

measures. Yao Shu claimed that if these various measures were implemented, they 

would bring about an orderly government that would strengthen the state and benefit 

the people. 
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Yao Shu entertained great hopes for the future of Mongol rule in China and his 

recommendations were designed to realise them. He attempted, on the one hand, to 

imbue Qubilai with the Confucian virtues of benevolent rule and have him adopt the 

traditional Chinese model of government; on the other, he sought to repair the 

disastrous situation resulting from Mongol misrule. These aspirations were not 

particular to Yao Shu, but were shared by the other Chinese scholars who had 

responded to Qubilai’s invitation, such as Liu Ping-chung, Tou Mo and Hao Ching 

(q.v.). They too submitted similar proposals and Qubilai was apparently impressed. 

However, it is very doubtful that he would have been in a position of sufficient 

authority at the time to implement them. Nevertheless, he was so pleased with Yao 

Shu’s advice that he appointed him tutor to his second son Jingim (1243-85), and sent 

some of the Mongol princes to study Chinese classics and literature under Yao. 

In July 1251, Qubilai found a new opportunity for political advancement when 

Mongke, his eldest brother, was elected qa’an at the quriltai. The new emperor 

parcelled out the conquered territories among the members of his family and his 

principal supporters, and entrusted Qubilai with the administration of north China. It 

is said that Qubilai ordered a celebration to mark the appointment, but Yao Shu 

remained reserved during the festivities, admitting his concern that the new ruler, 

having granted the most productive part of the empire’s territories to his brother, 

would thereby antagonise the Mongol nobility and find himself eventually compelled 

to rescind his decision. Yao urged Qubilai to keep the armed forces under strict 

control and to serve the emperor with the utmost diligence in order to retain his 

confidence. The prince was reportedly convinced and pledged military assistance to 

Mongke. At the same time Yao proposed establishing military farms (t’un-t’ien) and 

administrative offices in Qubilai’s domain with a view effectively to supporting the 

army while improving control over the population. Thereupon Qubilai set up his 

headquarters at Chin-lien ch’uan, on the Shan-tien River in present-day Inner 

Mongolia, and adopted Yao’s practical recommendations for the administration of 

Chinese territories. 

The following year, taking advantage of the chaotic situation in Shensi and 

Honan, Qubilai asked Moéngke, on Yao Shu’s advice, for permission to extend his 

control over those provinces by means of a special regional military commission in 

charge of military farms at Pien (K’ai-feng, Honan). The emperor agreed and Qubilai 

proceeded with his plans. He appointed Shih T’ien-tse, Yang Wei-chung and Chao Pi 

commissioners, and entrusted them with the organisation of military farms in T’ang 

and Teng, two key prefectures in southern Honan on the border of the war zone with 

the Sung. These undertakings had both military and economic significance, since the 

establishment of military farms not only strengthened the defence of such strategic 
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areas, but also made the latter economically self-sufficient, thus enhancing Qubilai’s 

preparedness for subsequent military action against the Sung in the south. In due 

course, Honan became an orderly and productive province, thanks largely to Yao 

Shu’s advice and to the skill and dedication of the Chinese administrators. 

In July 1252 Qubilai was summoned by Méngke to Qara Qorum and ordered to 

organise a strike against the kingdom of Ta-li in Yunnan, which had not yet submitted 

to Mongol rule. At the same time Méngke was planning to enfeoff members of his 

family and deserving officials with domains in north China. He asked Qubilai to 

choose between Nan-ching (K’ai-feng) and Ching-chao (Hsi-an, Shensi) as his 

portion. Qubilai consulted his advisers, including Yao Shu, and Yao advised him to 

choose Ching-chao as it commanded the fertile Kuan-chung regions, whereas Nan- 

ching, being too close to the Yellow River, was subject to flooding. Qubilai informed 

Mongke of his preference and received Ching-chao as his fief the following year. He 

then sent officials to administer the key prefectures in the Hsing-yiian district in 

Shensi, requested control of Hsieh-chou (Shansi) to the north-east in order to exploit 

its rich salt-pans to provision the army, and encouraged people to accept salt in 

exchange for grain shipped to his headquarters. That same summer (1252), he 

directed Yao Shu to set up a Pacification Bureau in Ching-chao, and established a 

superintendency for the printing of exchange notes (chiao-ch’ao) to facilitate 

monetary transactions. As a result, Kuan-chung, like Honan, prospered under Mongol 

rule and provided another power base for Qubilai that became increasingly important 

as time went by. 

In October 1253, after much preparation, Qubilai launched his offensive against 

the Ta-li kingdom from his base in Kansu. He was accompanied in the field by 

several of his Chinese advisers, including Yao Shu. In the course of the campaign, 

Yao Shu is said to have related to Qubilai the story of Ts’ao Pin (931-99), a general 

sent by the Sung emperor T’ai-tsung (r. 976-97) against the Southern T’ang kingdom 

urging Qubilai to avoid wholesale massacres of unarmed populations. When, in 

November, the Mongol envoys were put to death by the king of Ta-li and Qubilai 

planned to exterminate all the inhabitants of the capital, Yao Shu, Liu Ping-chung and 

Chang Wen-ch’ien (q.v.), pleaded successfully for their lives. Following his 

triumphant entry into Ta-li, Qubilai directed Yao Shu to collect the local archives and, 

after a short stay, returned north with his troops. 

After returning from Yunnan, Qubilai devoted himself to improving his domain 

in Shensi and Honan with the assistance of Chinese administrators. In July 1254 he 

appointed the Uighur Lien Hsi-hsien (g.v.) pacification commissioner of Ching-chao, 

while Yao Shu, then lying sick in Ching-chao, was made agricultural promotion 

commissioner of the Kuan-chung region. Despite his poor health, Yao accepted the 

> 
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assignment which compelled him to travel extensively in the area. According to his 

contemporaries, it was due to Yao’s counsel that land was opened up for cultivation 

and mulberry trees planted in all the prefectures. 

By this time Qubilai had gained control of large tracts of Chinese territory and 

had established a well-structured administration staffed by competent bureaucrats. 

He had also accumulated considerable wealth from the product of the land, instituted 

a financial agency to issue paper money in his domain, and recently led a victorious 

campaign in south-west China. All this enhanced his prestige in China to such a 

degree that it could not fail to provoke the jealousy and fear of the Mongol 

conservative party at Qara Qorum. 

In spring 1257, at the instigation of Qubilai’s enemies at court, Mongke sent his 

lieutenants ‘Alamdar and Liu T’ai-p’ing (who were executed for sedition in October 

and July 1260 respectively) to establish a special commission to investigate the 

collection of revenue in Kuan-chung. The extent of the discrepancy which they 

discovered in the taxation records is not known, but they listed a total of one hundred 

and forty-two breaches of regulations by local administrators of all ranks. The 

outcome of the investigation was that the incriminated officials were executed on the 

spot, with the exception of the powerful military commanders Shih T’ien-tse and Liu 

Ni (alias Hei-ma, 1200-62), who were allowed to present their cases at court. This 

ruthless action took Qubilai by surprise. Quick to realise how vulnerable his position 

had become, he asked his confidants for advice on the best course to follow in the 

crisis. Yao Shu, it is related, suggested that Qubilai, together with his family, should 

proceed to the Mongol court to renew his pledge of allegiance and dispel Méngke’s 

suspicions. After much deliberation, Qubilai accepted Yao’s advice and, in January 

1258, presented himself before Méngke in Qara Qorum to clarify his position; the 

emperor, pleased at his coming, was convinced of his sincerity. This, however, did 

not prevent Méngke from abolishing the fief in Kuan-chung and temporarily blocking 

his brother’s attempt to extend his control in north China. 

In any event, Méngke continued to use Qubilai for various services in the last 

years of his reign. He ordered him to organise an expedition against the Sung 

strongholds in the Huai valley, setting the date for the following year (1259). 

Furthermore, he appointed him to adjudicate in the bitter controversy between 

Buddhists and Taoists. In both instances, Yao Shu and several of his colleagues were 

called upon for advice and made a positive contribution. 

When, early in 1258, Qubilai convened a grand assembly at K’ai-p’ing fu 

attended by over three hundred Buddhists and two hundred Taoists, he also 

summoned over two hundred court officials and Confucian scholars as moderators. 

The Taoists were led by Chang Chih-ching (1220-70) and the Buddhists by Fu-yii 
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(1203-75), whereas Yao Shu and Tou Mo headed the Confucian scholars. As on the 

two previous occasions (1255 and 1256), the debate centred on the authenticity of the 

Taoist apocrypha Pa-shih-i hua t’u (Illustrations of the Eighty-one Incarnations [of 

Lao-tzu]) and the Hua-Hu ching (Scripture of [Lao-tzu’s] Conversion of the 

Barbarians). Yao Shu and his colleagues invoked the Confucian classics in refuting 

the Taoists’ claim that much of the Confucian moral teaching originated from Lao-tzu. 

For instance, when asked about the origin of the concepts of benevolence and 

righteousness, Yao Shu replied that they had been formulated by Confucius, and not 

by Lao-tzu as the Taoists contended. As a result of the Buddhist and Confucian 

refutation, the Taoists again lost the contest and, with it, much material gain and 

influence (see the biography of Liu Ping-chung). 

It appears that Yao Shu and the other Confucian scholars who participated in the 

controversy bore no personal grudge against the Taoist church, and that they spoke 

out against the Taoists only when the latter tried to misrepresent the Confucian 

doctrine in a desperate attempt to save their cause. In private, the Confucians 

maintained friendly relations with the Buddhists and Taoists, as is attested by the 

numerous laudatory essays addressed to leaders of both faiths in appreciation of their 

spiritual guidance and their work for community welfare. 

In August 1259, after a year of preparation, Qubilai embarked on his campaign 

against the Southern Sung empire. Yao Shu accompanied the expedition with Liu 

Ping-chung, Chang Wen-ch’ien and others. Yao Shu is said to have assisted in 

formulating strategy and to have thus contributed greatly to Qubilai’s initial success. 

The Sung chief councillor Chia Ssu-tao (1213-75), who commanded the defence of E- 

chou (Wu-ch’ang, Hupei), was apparently impressed by Yao’s ingenuity, and hailed 

him as the equal of Wang Meng (325-75), an outstanding military adviser and 

tactician under Fu Chien (357-85), the ruler of the Former Ch’in kingdom (351-95). 

Soon afterwards, however, the war was brought to a halt by the news of Méngke’s 

death in Szechwan on 11 August and Qubilai’s subsequent return to the north. 

Following his enthronement as the new qa’an in K’ai-p’ing fu on 5 May 1260, 

Qubilai employed several of his principal supporters and Chinese advisers in the new 

government, and pursued a policy of political centralization and economic 

reorganization. In May, after instituting the Secretarial Council on the 

recommendation of Liu Ping-chung, he appointed Wang Wen-t’ung (q.v.) as director 

of political affairs and entrusted him with the financial management of the Chinese 

territories. Wang Wen-t’ung, who had previously served on the advisory staff of Li 

T’an (q.v.), the chief of the Regional Secretarial of Shan-tung to whom he later 

betrothed his daughter, had been hitherto an inconspicuous figure. He was chosen for 

this prestigious position because he was a skilful administrator and fiscal expert who 
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satisfied Qubilai’s demands efficiently, and also because he was supported by several 

of the Chinese advisers, including Liu Ping-chung and Shang T’ing (q.v.). Yao Shu, 

Tou Mo, and other Confucian officials objected, however, to Wang’s non-Confucian 

background and lack of scruples, and feared that he would pursue an exploitative 

policy on the Mongol ruler’s behalf to the detriment of the Chinese population. They 

did not succeed in discouraging Qubilai from appointing him, but their opposition led 

to conflict with Wang Wen-t’ung and eventually spelt his doom when he was 

implicated in the rebellion fostered by his son-in-law less than two years later. 

In July Qubilai established ten Pacification Bureaux in north China in order to 

strengthen Mongol control over this vast and varied region. Yao Shu was appointed 

pacification commissioner of the Tung-p’ing district, then governed by Yen Chung- 

chi (d. 1293), son of the former powerful overlord Yen Shih (q.v.). Yen Chung-chi 

had been at odds with his brother Yen Chung-fan (d. 1275), which had caused 

considerable dissension in Yen Chung-chi’s domain in Shantung. Yao, then fifty- 

seven, spent three months in Tung-p’ing, during which time he appointed officials to 

promote agriculture and exercise police functions, introduced a fair rate of taxation 

based on productivity, and relaxed the iron monopoly to ease the financial burden on 

the population. These measures worked satisfactorily and greatly improved the 

economic situation in Tung-p’ing, while the confirmation of Yen Chung-fan as chief 

civil administrator of Tung-p’ing a year later (in June 1261), probably on Yao Shu’s 

recommendation, put an end to the feud between the Yen brothers. 

His task accomplished, Yao Shu was called back to Yen-ching later in the year, 

but he soon ran into difficulties with Wang Wen-t’ung. Wang, who had been the 

target of criticism by his Chinese colleagues, such as Yao Shu, Tou Mo and Wang E, 

became enraged when, in June 1261, they openly opposed his candidacy for the 

chancellorship. Therefore, he devised a plan to remove them from direct involvement 

in government by proposing that Qubilai should elevate Yao, together with Tou Mo 

and Hsii Heng, to perfunctory offices as advisers to the heir apparent. The qa’an took 

the advice and offered Yao Shu the title of Grand Preceptor of the Heir Apparent, but 

Yao declined, under Hsii Heng’s advice, as did his colleagues, saying that it would be 

inappropriate to create such an office before the heir apparent was designated (Jingim 

was not appointed heir apparent until April 1273). Qubilai then made Yao director of 

the Bureau of Agriculture, thereby enhancing his political influence, but widening the 

rift between Wang Wen-t’ung and other Confucian advisers. 

In his new capacity Yao Shu submitted several memorials on a variety of 

subjects, and discharged numerous important duties. Among other things he proposed 

maintaining the conferment of the hereditary title of Duke of Overflowing Sageliness 

(Yen-sheng kung) on Confucius’ descendants so as to perpetuate the official 
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patronage of Confucianism. He also proposed exhorting the officials in Tung-p’ing to 

revive the practice of Confucian rites and music, selecting the descendants of 

Confucius and those of his immediate disciples - Mencius and Yen Hui — to promote 

literary education, and appointing erudite scholars to take charge of those activities. 

Yao’s recommendations were all subsequently adopted. Furthermore, in an eight- 

point memorial to Qubilai, Yao submitted once again some of the measures that he 

had proposed earlier. He pressed for the appointment of worthy elders to advise the 

heir apparent; for entrusting the officials in the Secretarial Council with greater power 

to rationalise administrative procedures; and for standardising the official 

appointment system, besides making four specific proposals dealing with the army, 

military farms, schools and agriculture. He memorialised further on the need to care 

for the people, to strengthen central authority over the provinces, to reform internal 

administration, to improve external defence, to promote agriculture and to discourage 

profiteering. 

Following this, he submitted a more detailed document devoted exclusively to 

military matters. In it, he stated that since the Chinese people in the interior provinces 

were not trained in the use of arms, they should be made to contribute additional 

levies to the treasury instead of being subject to conscription, whereas the men of the 

Hsi-ching (Shensi) and Pei-ching (Hopei) districts, who were better soldiers, should 

be exempted from call-up and made to serve in the local security forces (pao-chia) 

and in military farms. He proposed to incorporate the best men from the élite units of 

the Han Armies in a force of thirty thousand to guard the Yen-ching region, instead of 

deploying the whole army to secure the border with Southern Sung. 

Impressed by Yao Shu’s proposals, Qubilai summoned him frequently to the 

Secretarial Council for consultation, together with Shih T’ien-tse, then Right 

chancellor, and Liu Su (1188-1263), the minister of Revenue who had distinguished 

himself in the reforms of Hsing-chou in 1251. Then, in March 1262, the qa’an 

entrusted Yao Shu and Shih T’ien-tse with the preparation of a new Chinese code of 

justice. This, known as the Ta-Yiian hsin-lii (New Code of the Great Yiian), was 

completed in 1271/2, based on the Chin T’ai-ho lii (Statutes of the T’ ai-ho [Period]) 

and the T’ang Code; although it was never promulgated, it formed the basis of the 

Chih-yiian hsin-ko (New Code of the Chih-yiian [Period]), completed in 1291 under 

the editorship of Ho Jung-tsu (?1228-71306), an assistant of the Right in the 

Secretarial Council. 

In the meantime, however, the Mongol court was rocked by the rebellion of Li 

T’an. This insurrection, which broke out in late February 1262 and lasted until the 

end of the year, was a turning point in the Mongol rule of northern China and the 

political influence of the Chinese officials. Its causes and implications are complex. 
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Some historians claim that it was sparked off by Han ethnic consciousness, but others 

see it as the outcome of Li T’an’s ambition to become an independent ruler (see the 

biography of Li T’an). 

The Mongol court had already detected signs of unrest late in 1261: when Li 

T’an’s son fled from Yen-ching (where he resided as a hostage) early in the following 

year, Qubilai became seriously concerned and questioned his Chinese advisers about 

Li’s intentions. Yao Shu conceded that Li might attempt to gain the support of the 

Chinese leaders in Shantung and join forces with the Sung, but he expressed 

confidence that the court would eventually defeat the rebels. Early in March, the 

qa’an mobilised a large Mongol and Chinese force (i.e. the Han Armies) under the 

command of Qabici, Aju, Shih T’ien-tse, Chang Hung-fan (qg.v.), and others, in a 

large-scale effort to crush the rebellion. Wang Wen-t’ung was detained and executed 

as an accomplice. The Mongol punitive operations were successful: in August Li 

T’an was captured and his followers were annihilated during the following months. 

The suppression of the rebellion and Wang Wen-t’ung’s execution did not result 

in a triumph for the Chinese scholar-officials: on the contrary, it alerted Qubilai and 

the Mongol conservative party to the threat which they posed to the throne. It 

induced the ruling élite to lean yet further towards the Central Asians for support, 

thereby enhancing their influence at the expense of the Chinese. The notorious 

Ahmad (q.v.), for instance, exploited the incident to discredit the Chinese advisers 

with the ga’an, alleging that they too were potential rebels. Although Qubilai did not 

follow Ahmad’s advice to banish his Chinese confidants, he did become more wary of 

the Chinese administrators as a result of the rebellion and undertook to curb their 

political influence. 

Yao Shu and his colleagues continued nevertheless to enjoy Qubilai’s patronage, 

probably because they had forewarned him of Li T’an’s rebellion and of Wang Wen- 

t’ung’s intrigues. In February 1263 Yao Shu received a new appointment as assistant 

of the Left in the Secretarial Council under the direction of the Right chancellors, 

Senjin and Shih T’ien-tse. In his new capacity Yao proposed several measures to 

centralise government and to improve the efficiency of the administration. They 

included appointing officials from the Secretarial Council to oversee regional 

administrations, abrogating the hereditary privileges of the Mongol nobles in the 

commanderies, establishing standard procedures for official transfers and suppressing 

the supernumerary offices in the regional districts. These measures were all 

implemented in the following year. 

In July 1264 Yao Shu was summoned to Shang-tu for consultation on state affairs 

with his colleague Wang E (q.v.), presumably in connection with Liu Ping-chung’s 

plan to transfer the national capital to Yen-ching (Ta-tu). A year later Qubilai 



398 

despatched Yao to supervise the administration of the Regional Secretarial Councils 

of Hsi-ching, P’ing-yang and T’ai-yiian in modern Shensi and Shansi. Yao spent 

about a year in these districts. 

Upon his return in 1266, he was confronted with charges of malpractice in the 

Secretarial Council, presumably brought to the qa’an’s notice by hostile Mongol and 

Central Asian officials. The nature of the allegations is not known, but the emperor 

took them seriously and inflicted punishment on many of the Chinese officials. Yao 

acted as a conciliator in this difficult situation. He pointed out that much of the 

alleged mismanagement was not the result of human failing, but was caused by the 

frequent changes in administrative procedures since the inauguration of the new reign. 

He pleaded with Qubilai not to be swayed by slanderous charges and begged him to 

institute administrative procedures such that officials could discharge their duties 

without intimidation or harassment. Qubilai is reported to have accepted Yao’s 

explanations and to have taken his advice. In that year also, Yao Shu collaborated 

with Tou Mo, Shang T’ing and Wang E to compile a digest of quotations from the 

Five Classics to spread further the Confucian moral doctrine and principles of 

government (see the biography of Wang E). 

At this juncture, a proposal to reform the Secretarial Council threatened to 

remove Yao Shu and his colleagues from direct participation in central government 

administration. The previous year, five positions of chancellor had been created in 

the Secretarial Council, presumably in response to an increase in administrative 

activities. These additional appointments were criticised by An-t’ung (q.v.), a Right 

chancellor and the most powerful Mongol official in the council. In April 1267 he 

submitted a memorial stating that such an increase in the number of senior officials 

violated established practice since there used to be but one director of political affairs 

and one assistant when the system was reorganised following Qubilai’s accession. He 

proposed reducing the number of chancellors to two, the positions to be filled by 

Mongol officials already serving in the Secretarial Council. The qa’an saw some 

merit in this, but continued to employ his Chinese advisers to create a balance of 

power. He appointed An-t’ung and Shih T’ien-tse as Right and Left chancellors 

respectively, retained Yao Shu and two other senior Chinese officials as ad hoc 

counsellors, and gave orders to select a set number of subordinate officials from 

among both Mongol and Chinese candidates. Though formally relieved of his office 

as assistant of the Left following the reorganisation of the Secretarial Council, Yao 

Shu continued in this way to participate in major political decisions. 

In November 1268 Yao Shu received a new assignment when Arig Qaya (1227- 

86), then associate director of political affairs, was appointed chief of the Ho-nan 
Regional Secretarial Council in connection with the campaign against the Southern 
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Sung. Yao was sent to serve under Ariq Qaya as his assistant in charge of the 

management of military farms. This was an important task since the Mongol forces 

had by then laid siege to the Sung stronghold of Hsiang-yang in northern Hupei, and 

Yao Shu’s experience was required to increase agricultural production to supply the 

expeditionary forces. He spent the next two years in Honan, apparently discharging 

his duties most effectively. 

In 1271 Yao Shu was ordered back to the capital and resumed his service as 

counsellor in the Secretarial Council. Later in the year he, Tou Mo, Hsii Heng and 

others participated in a court debate on the nature of Confucian doctrine with the Han- 

lin academician T’u-tan Kung-lii, following the latter’s submission of a proposal for 

the revival of the civil service examinations. On that occasion, T’u-tan argued in 

favour of the adoption of the classical Confucian doctrine for the examination 

syllabuses, claiming that the metaphysical philosophy of the Neo-Confucians ought to 

be rejected for its similarity to Ch’an Buddhism. Qubilai was perplexed and asked 

Yao Shu and others to clarify the point. There is no record of their respective position 

on this issue, but we may surmise that Yao and his colleagues would have vigorously 

defended the Confucian basis of Neo-Confucianism, and proposed that the 

commentaries on the classics be incorporated in the examination curricula. This was 

eventually realized when the civil service examinations were restored in 1313-1315 

after the enthronment of Emperor Ayurbarvada (Jen-tsung, r. 1312-20) (see the 

biography of Hsii Heng). 

Following this, Yao Shu received a different assignment, namely that of 

investigating the charge of sedition brought against Liu Cheng (1213-75), a former 

Sung general in the Mongol service who had been given command of an independent 

force under Aju in the campaign against Hsiang-yang in August 1268. Late in 1272 

the Sung commander of the Ching-hu region, Li T’ing-chih (d. 1276), attempted to 

discredit Liu Cheng by sending to his headquarters a Buddhist monk acting as Li’s 

agent, with the ostensible offer of a military rank and a title from the Sung emperor. 

The scheme, however, was prematurely exposed and the Mongol court was alarmed. 

Qubilai recalled Liu Cheng to the capital and sent Yao Shu, together with the director 

of political affairs, Chang I (d. 1282), to conduct a inquiry. The investigators 

discovered the plot and cleared the name of Liu Cheng; the agent and his accomplices 

were found and executed. Thereupon, Liu resumed his campaign as instructed and 

played a decisive role in forcing the Sung commander of Hsiang-yang to surrender to 

the Mongols in March of the following year. 

Early in 1273, while retaining his advisory duties in the Secretarial Council, Yao 

Shu was appointed a senior academician in the Chao-wen Academy. In this capacity 

he was consulted on the standardisation of Confucian rituals at the Mongol court, and 
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on the pursuit of the campaign against Southern Sung after the fall of Hsiang-yang 

(which he approved in principle). In October of the same year, upon the resignation 

of Hsii Heng as rector of the National College due to ill health, Yao Shu joined with 

Liu Ping-chung, Tou Mo and others in supporting the candidacy of Wang Hstin 

(1235-81), a tutor to Prince Jingim. At the same time, Yao and his colleagues also 

proposed increasing the number of students at the college, as well as appointing more 

tutors to the imperial princes. These recommendations were all adopted. 

After the fall of Hsiang-yang, the Mongol court began planning an all-out 

offensive against Sung. Qubilai summoned his trusted advisers to consult on strategy 

and on the choice of a commander-in-chief. In February 1274, after much 

deliberation, the ga’an appointed Bayan (q.v.), an outstanding officer then serving as 

Left chancellor. The appointment was unanimously supported by Yao Shu and his 

colleagues in the Secretarial Council. In August, when Bayan set out for the south, 

Qubilai is said to have quoted the story of Ts’ao Pin under Sung T’ai-tsung, thereby 

admonishing Bayan to avoid indiscriminate massacres during the campaign. 

Apparently on his Chinese advisers’ recommendation, this instruction was given not 

only on humanitarian grounds, but also with a view to encouraging the submission of 

the population in south China. 

In October Bayan assembled his lieutenants at Hsiang-yang — they included Ariq 

Qaya, Aju and Chang Hung-fan, son of the distinguished Chang Jou — and divided his 

forces into three armies which, supported by a sizeable fleet, advanced 

simultaneously towards the Sung strongholds in northern Hupei. The campaign 

proceeded smoothly, the resistance was routed with ease, and the Sung fortresses 

along the Han River fell one after the other. In January 1275 the Mongol forces 

reached the Yangtze River, overran Han-k’ou and captured E-chou, which had 

successfully withstood the Mongol siege during the earlier campaign of 1259. When 

informed of this initial success, instead of rejoicing, Qubilai worried about the 

possibility of a prolonged resistance by the Sung forces and summoned his 

counsellors for further consultations. Yao Shu allegedly advised Qubilai that Bayan 

should play for time by fortifying E-chou instead of forcing the river, and by sending 

an emissary to reproach the Sung emperor for having failed to pay the annual tribute 

and for detaining the Mongol envoy. This counsel apparently went unheeded, for 

there is no indication that Bayan halted his march or that he despatched an envoy to 

the Sung court as advised. Leaving Ariq Qaya in E-chou, he personally led the bulk 

of the Mongol army across the Yangtze. Bayan’s forces went on to achieve several 

victories and seized a number of cities, but met with stiffening resistance as they 

approached the Sung capital, Lin-an (modern Hang-chou, Chekiang). 
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At this juncture, Yao Shu again memorialised Qubilai to instruct the Mongol 

commanders to abstain from indiscriminate killing and to treat the prisoners of war 

humanely. He also begged the qa’an to forbid the harsh punishments used against the 

rebellious Chinese, such as whipping, face tattooing and drowning. He also requested 

that the state monopoly on salt, iron and wine be lifted to relieve the people’s misery 

and speed up the pacification of the country. It is obvious that Yao Shu, like the rest 

of Qubilai’s Chinese entourage, saw the Sung collapse as inevitable, and tried to 

minimise the impact of the conquest by preventing the destruction of cities and 

sparing the lives of innocent people. The qa’an was apparently convinced by Yao 

Shu’s arguments and ordered an end to harsh punishments, but he postponed action on 

the recommendation about state monopolies. Although the remonstrances of these 

Chinese scholar-officials may have contributed, the fact that Bayan’s campaign 

against the Sung, which reached its climax in the fall of Lin-an in March 1276, could 

be conducted with a minimum of bloodshed was due without doubt to the early 

defection of several Sung generals and the prompt surrender of the Sung court. The 

casualties on both sides became far heavier in the ensuing battles, however, as 

remnants of the Sung court made a last stand against the Mongols in Fukien and 

Kwangtung between 1277 and 1279. 

Following the capitulation of Lin-an and the impending collapse of the Sung 

state, the Mongol court became concerned with the fiscal administration of the newly 

won territories from which badly needed revenue was to be obtained. Qubilai had 

already attempted to centralise the state’s financial administration when he created, 

early in 1266, the Office for Regulating State Expenditure under the direction of the 

Secretarial Council and appointed Ahmad as its head. This was an expedient intended 

to make up for the cost of the campaign against Li T’an and the siege of Hsiang-yang, 

while imposing stringent control over the empire’s expenditure and revenue 

collection. Then, in 1270, the qa’an took a further step by replacing the agency with a 

Presidential Council, thus conferring independent status on the state financial 

administration and investing it with supreme authority. Ahmad was appointed chief 

of the Presidential Council and pursued a highly exploitative fiscal policy until his 

death in 1282, despite bitter opposition from both Mongol and Chinese members of 

the Secretarial Council (see the biography of Ahmad). 

Following Ahmad’s appointment, Qubilai summoned his advisers Yao Shu, T’u- 

tan Kung-lii, Chang Wen-ch’ien, Ch’en Han-kuei and Yang Ch’eng for joint 

discussions on the formulation of procedures for the exploitation of the Sung 

territories. The items under consideration included salt, paper money, herbal 

medicines and other lucrative commodities. To avoid monetary chaos, Yao and T’u- 

tan were in favour of retaining Sung exchange notes (chiao-tzu and hui-tzu) and of 
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granting licences to deal in salt and herbal medicine in return for a fixed commission. 

Ch’en and Yang, however, proposed redeeming the Sung notes with the Yiian paper 

money Chung-t’ung chiao-ch'ao (first issued in late 1260), and standardising the 

currency in order to facilitate financial transactions. Ahmad, on the other hand, 

favoured exchanging the Sung notes for Yiian currency (at a virtually confiscatory 

rate), and placing trade in salt and herbal medicines under state monopoly rather than 

private management. Faced with this conflicting advice, Qubilai endorsed Ahmad’s 

proposals since these would increase the revenue of the empire — always the main 

concern of the Mongol court — and he rebuked Yao Shu and T’u-tan for their 

shortsightedness. 

With the qa’an’s backing, Ahmad enjoyed unchallenged power in fiscal 

management; he became more and more arrogant and abusive, further straining 

relations with the Mongol and Chinese court officials. Yao Shu, probably in despair 

at his own inability to change the course of events, stayed away from Ahmad and 

resigned himself to the inevitable. When finally reports reached the court that Ahmad 

was accepting bribes and engaging in illegal sales of offices, thus creating an excess 

of government officials in the south, Yao Shu and his colleagues became the 

scapegoats and were reprimanded by Qubilai for failing to inform him of Ahmad’s 

corrupt activities. In many ways this marked the nadir of the Chinese advisers’ 

influence on the qa’an’s policies to assimilate Southern Sung into the Mongol empire. 

In May 1276 Yao Shu was called to Shang-tu by Qubilai, to be appointed 

executive academician in reward for his long years of service. He then returned to 

Yen-ching and served in the Han-lin Academy as elder statesman. By this time, 

however, he was quite advanced in age and did not actively participate in major 

decisions. He was only called upon to attend ceremonial functions, meet foreign 

visitors and dignitaries, and offer advice on matters pertaining to Confucian rituals at 

court. 

In April of the following year, Qubilai, worried by a six-months-long drought, 

asked for advice on how to bring relief to the people. Yao proposed that the state 

should forbid brewing wine, thus conserving grain, and dispense with fastuous 

religious ceremonies and other unnecessary expenses. While he was addressing the 

emperor, he suddenly fell to his knees, speechless, probably suffering a stroke. He 

was immediately escorted home; although his health improved three months later, he 

never completely recovered and rarely appeared at court. Three years later, in August 

1280, Yao suffered a relapse; he slipped into a coma for three days and died at the age 

of seventy-seven. He was given a fitting burial outside the capital, as a tribute to his 

long years of distinguished service under the Mongol rulers. 
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(Yao Shu’s death in 1280 at seventy-eight sui is recorded in both the ‘spirit-way 

inscription’ composed by his nephew Yao Sui [1238-1313] and the commemorative 

essay on the Hstieh-chai Private Academy composed by the late Yiian Confucian Hsii 

Yu-jen [1287-1364]. In the nien-p’u of Yao Sui compiled by his contemporary Liu 

Chih and appended to Yao Sui’s collected works Mu-an chi, however, Yao Shu’s 

death is registered under the 15th year of Chih-yiian, on the 23rd day of the 7th 

month, i.e. 12 August 1278, at seventy-eight sui. Liu erred in recording the year of 

Yao Shu’s death, but the month and day may be correct. Substituting the correct year 

of 1280 and retaining the original month and day would place Yao Shu’s death on 19 

August 1280 by western reckoning.) 

In June 1296 Yao Shu’s son Yao Wei (1266-1326+) transferred his father’s coffin 

for permanent interment at his adopted home in Hui-chou, Honan, and later in the 

year Temiir Oljeitii (Ch’eng-tsung, r. 1295-1307) conferred on Yao the posthumous 

name Wen-hsien (‘Cultured and Exemplary’) and the honorary title of Junior 

Preceptor. His nephew Yao Sui composed the ‘spirit-way inscription’ in his memory, 

later included in Yao Sui’s Mu-an chi, which is the basic source for the study of Yao 

Shu’s life and career. 

In 1293, on the initiative of Hou Jen, prefect of Hui-chou, the local authorities 

erected a shrine called San-hsien t’ang (‘Hall of the Three Worthies’), attached to the 

prefectural school, in honour of Yao Shu, of Hsti Heng and of another distinguished 

Confucian scholar-official, Wang P’an (1202-93). Then, in 1310, Emperor Qai¥an 

(Wu-tsung, r. 1308-11) posthumously promoted Yao Shu to Grand Preceptor, with the 

additional title of Duke-of-state of Lu which was extended to his parents and 

grandparents. Finally, in 1347, on the recommendation of a censor, the Hsiieh-chai 

Private Academy was established at Hui-chou, as a tribute to Yao Shu’s dedication to 

Confucian studies. This is revealed in the commemorative essay by Hsii Yu-jen, 

written at the request of Yao Shu’s grandson. It is preserved in the anthology Chung- 

chou ming-hsien wen-piao compiled by the mid-Ming scholar Liu Ch’ang (1424-80). 

Yao Shu was married four times. His first wife née Wang died before him 

without offspring; his second wife née Sung (d. 1285) bore him a daughter, and so did 

his third wife née Wan-yen (d.1297), a Jurchen lady. His fourth wife, née Li, gave 

birth to Yao Wei, who became his sole heir. 

Yao Wei (T. Kuang-fu) pursued a commendable official career under his father’s 

aegis. He was appointed an assistant of the Left in the Ho-nan Regional Secretarial 

Council during Qubilai’s reign, and remained in the same office under Emperor Yisiin 

Temiir (Chin-tsung, r. 1324-28). He is known to have submitted in 1325 a memorial 

requesting that the supervisors of the military farms be restrained from encroaching 

upon the livelihood of the local households, that taxes be reduced, and that a 
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Directorate of Waterways be established at Pien for the purpose of strengthening the 

dykes to prevent flooding by the Yellow River. He was then promoted vice-censor in 

the Shen-hsi Regional Censorate and concluded his career as the director of political 

affairs of the Regional Secretarial Council of the same province a few years later. 

Both Yao Shu’s daughters were betrothed to Shih Chi (1214-72), a younger son of 

Shih T’ien-tse, who later became a surveillance commissioner of the Huai-tung circuit 

(in modern Chekiang). 

Although one of the most distinguished personalities in the early phase of the 

Mongol conquest of China, Yao Shu was not, despite the claims of his 

contemporaries, a master of the Confucian classics in the class of Chao Fu or Hsii 

Heng, but a practical and versatile scholar who skilfully adapted his classical learning 

to changing circumstances. He seized the opportunity for political advancement when 

the Mongol emperors sought the service of Chinese scholars to consolidate their rule, 

and he responded with adroitness and flexibility, gaining the appreciation of his 

patrons and of later historians. In numerous ways, he tried to impress on the Mongol 

rulers the importance of Confucian principles as the basis of governmental 

institutions, and he contributed significantly to the promotion of Confucian studies 

and effectively advanced the participation of the literati in the administration of the 

new government. 

Already under Ogddei, Yao Shu was noted for his ability to recruit skilled 

personnel for the Mongols and, in particular, for his patronage of the Confucian 

teacher Chao Fu, which helped perpetuate the study of Neo-Confucian philosophy in 

north China. But it was the personal protection of Qubilai that provided Yao Shu 

with a further opportunity to make a distinguished contribution to the Mongol 

establishment. In his role as adviser, he discharged important services which helped 

Qubilai’s rise to power, and subsequently carried out various administrative 

programmes, in particular the organisation of local government and promotion of 

agriculture in Honan and adjacent regions. He helped to reduce the wanton 

destruction of life by the Mongol army and advised on the ways and means to 

assimilate the Sung territories in a peaceful and orderly manner. In all these 

endeavours, Yao Shu distinguished himself not only by his ability and foresight, but 

also by his remarkable gifts of exposition and persuasiveness. Qubilai, greatly 

impressed, once openly praised him with the remark, ‘Kung-mao is good at words and 

debate. He can describe a round object as if it had a handle.’ 

Yao Shu’s political achievements and his ability to realise his aspirations were, 

however, largely defeated by Qubilai’s own ideas about the administration of the 

Chinese empire, and by the overt hostility of the conservative Mongols and their 

Central Asian allies. The qa’an was a pragmatic autocrat who invoked all the 
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available ‘traditions’ to pursue his political and economic objectives. While he might 

have been impressed by the Confucian ideal of government and the advice of his 

Chinese assistants, he placed high priority on the exploitation of the wealth of China, 

and though he had adopted some of the time-honoured Han institutions and values, 

these were mostly limited to questions of practical statecraft for the establishment of a 

more efficient administration. This accounts for his special patronage of fiscal 

experts like the Chinese Wang Wen-t’ung and, later, the Central Asian Ahmad and his 

associates. In all instances where there was a clash of opinion over fiscal policies, 

Qubilai supported the Central Asians and their ruthless policies, and ignored, even 

rebuked, his Chinese counsellors who were trying to relieve the Chinese population of 

some of their financial burden. It seems that they managed to retain their position in 

government and to enjoy the continued patronage of the Mongol ruler only by 

adopting a compromising attitude, often with serious misgivings. 

Apart from his political contributions, Yao Shu was also highly praised by his 

contemporaries for his achievements in classical literature, poetry, calligraphy and 

painting. It is difficult for us to appreciate his literary skills since his collected works, 

Hsiieh-chai chi, are now lost, and what has been preserved consists of a few poems in 

anthologies like the Yiian-shih hstian by Ku Ssu-li (1669-1722) and the Sung-Yiian 

shih-hui by Ch’en Cho of the early Ch’ing. The same is true of his works on 

calligraphy and painting, for only one specimen of his calligraphy is known to have 

survived: a letter written in an elegant ‘formal style’ (k’ai-shu) now in the Palace 

Museum in Taipei. It appears that he was very gifted in calligraphy, judging at least 

by the laudatory comments of some of his contemporaries, such as Hu Chih-yii (1227- 

95), Ch’eng Chii-fu (1249-1318) and Yiian Chiieh (1266-1327). They assert that he 

skilfully emulated the styles of the distinguished T’ang masters Huai-su (737-?99+) 

and Hsii Hao (i.e. Hsii Chi-hai, 703-82), who later inspired Sung writers like Su Shih 

and Huang T’ing-chien (1045-1105), and achieved a synthesis of artistic fashions 

which few of his contemporaries could match. Therefore, even allowing for a certain 

degree of exaggeration, Yao Shu also deserves a place in the history of calligraphy, 

although this talent was overshadowed by his political achievements. 

Bibliography 

CIB:151d; GGS,II:1356b; [BM,1:65/2:87/3:310; SGGS:106; YCJML,III:2282; 

YJCC,II:731; YIWC:90a. SYSH66:8b/67:30a; PWL4:771; THTWC1:7a,8a; 

CCMHWP21:1a; PYSIWC:8402. Hsia KN35:91,107,125; Ch’en Y41:47-51; Yao 



406 

TW55:22-32; KKSHL1:147; Cleaves 56:206; Sun KK58:44-65; Lao YS62:126, 

158,209,233; Hsiao CC66:53-69; Yao TW67:223-233; Schlegel 68:9 et passim; 

Sun KK68.1:109-236; Yiian C72; Li TF78,11:677-682; Ch’en P79:14-15; de Bary 

81:266; Ch’en-Wang 82:54-55; Hsiao CC83:275ff; 287-293; CKTS:666a; 

YCS,1:456b; Hsiao CC86:68,83; Rossabi 88:322b. 

H.L. Chan 



25. TOU MO (1196-1280) 

Tou Mo, T. Tzu-sheng, who rose from obscurity as a physician to become a 

political adviser to Qubilai and a Han-lin academician, was a native of Fei-hsiang in 

Hopei. Tou Mo’s original name was Chieh, T. Han-ch’ing. He was born in Fei-hsiang 

in 1196 during the reign of the Chin emperor Chang-tsung (r. 1190-1208). His 

forebears were humble peasants about whom little is known. During the Cheng-lung 

era (1156-1161), his great-grandfather was conscripted into the army of Hai-ling 

wang (r. 1149-1161), when the Jurchen ruler launched his military campaigns against 

the Southern Sung. Tou Mo’s grandfather and father eked out a living as ordinary 

farmers and neither of them served in government. 

During his early years, Tou Mo was fond of study and wanted to become a 

scholar. His grand-uncle Tou Wang, then a functionary in his native prefecture, 

sought vainly to discourage this intent and make the youngster prepare for a clerical 

career. In late 1213, the Mongol army led by Tolui, Cinggis Qan’s fourth son, raided 

Hopei and Shantung, capturing a number of prefectures and counties. Thus Fei- 

hsiang fell to the Mongols in the following year and many of the local people were 

captured and enslaved by the invaders. In due course Tou, then known as Chieh, was 

also taken prisoner, but he managed to escape and found his way home after the 

retreat of the Mongol forces. He rejoined his mother née Wu who had been too 

frightened to leave with the rest of the family. Mother and son thereupon fell ill from 

shock and privations, and the mother died. No sooner had Tou Mo buried her than 

the Mongol army returned (probably in 1218), and he had to flee again. He crossed 

the Yellow River and sought shelter with his mother’s family in the south. 

Before long, he befriended a physician named Wang from the area of the Ch’ing- 

liu River in Anhwei; he subsequently married Wang’s daughter and lived with his 

family. His father-in-law pressed Tou Mo to take up medical practice, saying that in 

times of war and disorder such a profession would not only help relieve the suffering 

of others, but would also ensure the practitioner’s safety. Tou Mo took this advice 

and in his late twenties began studying assiduously to become a physician. 

There is no record of Tou Mo’s activities until 1232, when he took up residence 

in Hsi-hua county in Ch’en-chou, Honan, and opened an office as a professional 

physician. Soon after, however, the Mongol army led by Ogédei invaded the 

prefecture, and Tou had once more to flee for his life. When he returned, he found his 

home in ruins and his family had disappeared. He then sought refuge in Ts’ai-chou 

(Ju-nan, Honan). There he met a noted physician named Li Hao and studied 
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acupuncture under him. (Li Hao, a native of Shantung, was a renowned doctor. He 

has left several important treatises on medical diagnosis and pharmacology. 

According to the T’eng-hsien chih [1846], Tou Mo learned acupuncture not from Li 

Hao, but from his son Li Yiian. Tou later recommended Yiian to Qubilai, but Li 

Yiian, being advanced in age, declined an official appointment.) 

Under Mongol pressure, the last Chin emperor Ai-tsung (r. 1224-1234) moved 

his capital to Ts’ai in July 1233, and this city became the main target of the Mongol 

invasion. Fearing for his own safety, Tou sought shelter in the Sung territories and 

settled at Hsiao-kan, in the Te-an administration, Hupei. There he attracted the 

attention of the local magistrate, a scholarly man named Hsieh Hsien-tzu, who, 

realising his worth, gave him instruction in the Four Books and in Neo-Confucian 

literature. This provided Tou with his first opportunity to devote himself to serious 

studies. 

In the meantime, the Mongol forces proceeded to destroy the Chin regime: in 

February 1234 they captured Ts’ai-chou and the Jurchen emperor committed suicide. 

Ogédei returned to the north and soon after began planning the conquest of Sung. 

Early in 1235 he commanded his third son K6éii to direct the campaign and ordered 

Yang Wei-chung (q.v.), one of his trusted Mongolian-speaking advisers, to join the 

expedition with the specific task of recruiting talented individuals to serve at the 

Mongol court. While in Te-an, Wei-chung met Tou Mo and took him north when the 

campaign ended a year later. It was at this time also that Tou Mo made the 

acquaintance of Yao Shu (q.v.), who had entered Ogédei’s service earlier and was 

then on the advisory staff of the expeditionary forces. Tou Mo was later resettled in 

Ta-ming, Hopei, but only for short time for he soon obtained permission to return to 

his place of birth. There he taught school and practised medicine, and his generosity 

and care for the sick soon earned him the respect of the local people. Sometime after 

1242 Yao Shu withdrew from government service and went to live on Mt. Su-men in 

Hui county, Honan. Informed of this, Tou went to receive instruction from him. It 

was there, around 1248, that Tou met the distinguished Confucian master Hsii Heng 

(q.v.), then a frequent guest at Yao Shu’s residence, and was able to pursue his studies 

under him. During these few years, Tou mastered not only the Confucian classics and 

Neo-Confucian philosophy, but also such practical matters as ritual, music, astronomy 

and calendrical science, military science, law and economics, all of which were to 

prove very useful to him later in his career. 

Tou Mo, then in his early fifties, met Qubilai in 1249. The future Mongol 

emperor had begun as early as 1239 recruiting Chinese leaders to advise him on 

political affairs, when he invited the Ch’an master Hai-yiin and his disciple Liu Ping- 

chung (qq.v.) to Qara Qorum. Ten years later, hearing of Tou Mo from Li Te-hui 
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(1218-80), who had joined his advisory staff earlier through the good offices of Liu 

Ping-chung, Qubilai dispatched an emissary to Tou’s birth place. By this time Tou 

had changed his name from Chieh to Mo (‘Silence’), fearing possible reprisals as a 

former Chin official; he eluded the Mongol envoy. The latter thereupon sent a 

personal friend to Tou and, after much argument, Tou accompanied the messenger to 

the Mongol capital. (It seems, however, that Tou continued to use the name Chieh in 

his service under Qubilai, since it was mentioned by the contemporary Han-lin 

academician Wang Yiin [q.v.] in his Chung-t’ ang shih-chi.) 

When Qubilai met Tou Mo, he questioned him about the essentials of 

government, as was his wont with the Chinese literati who accepted his invitation. 

Tou, like Liu Ping-chung before him, spoke of the ‘three bonds’ and the ‘five constant 

virtues’ of Confucianism as the fundaments of good government. Further, he stressed 

the importance for the monarch of sincerity and purity of mind, stating that, under a 

ruler whose mind was righteous, all officials, far and near, would respect the moral 

law in thought and action, and the country would enjoy peace and prosperity. In this 

instance, Tou Mo propounded the abstract principles of Confucian government and 

made no attempt to discuss the practical problems of statecraft. This may have been 

because he was not versed in such matters, or else the biographical records may have 

omitted part of his discourse. In any case, it would appear that Qubilai had been 

favourably impressed. Subsequently, he was often to consult Tou Mo on matters of 

government and made him one of his most intimate guests. He may have also used 

him for medical advice, for Tou specialised in acupuncture. (We know that Mongol 

emperors employed Chinese physicians, Chinese medicine being highly regarded by 

them; both Cinggis Qan and Ogédei had Chinese personal physicians whose names 

have been preserved.) 

Tou Mo recommended several of his acquaintances to Qubilai for employment, 

including the distinguished Yao Shu, who later became a close adviser of the qa’an 

and an influential government official. In winter 1252, Tou had an audience with 

Qubilai’s mother Sorqaqtani Beki, shortly before her death. We are told she was 

impressed by his understanding of Confucianism and presented him with a sable hat 

and coat. Qubilai eventually appointed him tutor to his eldest son Jingim. This 

appointment gave Tou Mo an opportunity to cultivate a very close relationship with 

the heir apparent. 

In September 1253 Qubilai led an expedition against the kingdom of Ta-li in 

Yunnan. He took with him several of his Chinese advisers, but asked Tou Mo to 

continue tutoring Jingim, claiming that he could not find a substitute. He rewarded 

Tou with a jade belt buckle, saying that it was a jewel that had belonged to the former 

Chin emperor, the wearing of which would inspire respect in the royal prince. Tou 
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Mo stayed on as Jingim’s principal tutor until Qubilai’s triumphant return from 

Yunnan in the summer of 1254. He then begged for permission to relinquish his 

charge and return home; this was granted, and Qubilai instructed the authorities in the 

Ta-ming and Shun-te districts to offer Tou Mo land and lodgings, and to furnish him 

each year with clothes and money. 

Tou Mo lived in obscurity until about 1257 when Qubilai again called him to 

court. That year Emperor Méngke ordered an inquest into fiscal matters in Qubilai’s 

domain in north China, following which a number of key administrators were 

severely punished. Although Qubilai was not implicated, his fief in Ching-chao, 

Shensi, was abolished and many of his advisers were dismissed. This may account 

for Qubilai’s attempt at the time to recall some of his former staff to court and to 

recruit additional talented men to strengthen his advisory body for future political 

manoeuvring. 

Tou Mo’s first major assignment after rejoining Qubilai was to participate in a 

series of debates to resolve the extremely bitter dispute between Buddhists and 

Taoists. Early in 1258 Tou Mo, Yao Shu and Chang Wen-ch’ien (q.v.) led the official 

delegation at the grand assembly convened by Qubilai at K’ai-p’ing fu, where they 

opposed the Taoists’ arguments. 

In May 1260 Qubilai was enthroned as qa’an in K’ai-p’ing fu. While pursuing the 

struggle against Ariq Boke and his supporters, he sought advice from his Chinese 

‘brain-trust’ on the organisation of the new government. Qubilai consulted Tou Mo 

about the appointment of senior official to his administration, saying that he would 

like to have the services of someone like Wei Cheng (580-643) of the T’ang dynasty. 

Tou replied that he would recommend Hsii Heng as a man of principle, upright and 

unwavering, and Shih T’ien-tse (q.v.) as one with the leadership ability and talent of a 

prime minister. The former was a renowned Confucian teacher and the latter a 

distinguished general; both had earned the respect of Qubilai and of the serving 

Chinese scholar-officials. It turned out, however, that Qubilai appointed Mahmid 

Yalavat (g.v.), as chief of the Secretarial Council, and Wang Wen-t’ung (q.v.), a 

Chinese official from Shantung without academic background but experienced in 

fiscal administration, as the powerful administrator of political affairs. Not until a 

year later did he offer Shih T’ien-tse an important position as Left chancellor in the 

Secretarial Council. In the meantime, Qubilai appointed Tou Mo as lecturer-in- 

waiting of the Han-lin Academy, a post which he held until his death in 1280. 

Like several of his colleagues who were concerned with the welfare of the 

people, Tou Mo deplored the appointment of Wang Wen-t’ung, who, as the leading 

Chinese official in the new administration, sought solely to fill the state’s coffers. In 

due course Tou submitted a memorial to Qubilai advising him to employ men of 
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integrity and to dismiss those who tried to seduce the emperor with the prospect of 

increasing profits, stating that the latter threatened the very foundations of the empire. 

He cited the evils caused by the unscrupulous and greedy officials of the previous 

reign, alluding to Mahmid Yalavaé and others, and asserted that the sole aim of such 

people was to eliminate worthy men from office and to dominate the government. In 

his address Tou Mo apparently had Wang Wen-t’ung in mind, although he did not 

mention him by name, and Qubilai obviously understood the allusion, for Wang’s 

appointment had upset most of his Chinese advisers. 

As there was no immediate response from the qa’an, Tou continued his criticism 

of Wang Wen-t’ung, supported by Yao Shu, Wang E (q.v.) and others. It is recorded 

that those officials once openly censored Wang before Qubilai, with Tou denouncing 

Wang as a fraud and claiming that he should not continue in office lest his activities 

bring disaster to the empire. Qubilai had them nominate a possible replacement, 

whereupon they proposed Hsii Heng. The qa’an was not satisfied, however, and the 

matter lapsed. Failure to remove Wang Wen-t’ung was obviously due to Qubilai’s 

resolve that the economic wealth of the Chinese territories should be tapped to meet 

soaring administrative and military costs: to that end, he clearly valued Wang Wen- 

t’ung’s fiscal expertise. It was obvious to the qa’an that, for all his learning and 

wisdom, a scholar like Hsii Heng was not a man who could serve the immediate 

interests of the court. 

Meanwhile Wang Wen-t’ung, infuriated by his Confucian critics, manoeuvred to 

undermine their influence in the government. In June 1261 he proposed the 

appointment of Yao Shu as grand preceptor of the heir apparent, of Tou as grand tutor 

of the heir apparent, and of Hsti Heng as grand guardian of the heir apparent. In this 

way he hoped to neutralize his adversaries while providing them with honourable 

positions at court. The appointments were made in October, but both Yao and Tou, 

following Hsii Heng’s advice, declined on the grounds that it would be inappropriate 

to accept these offices before the formal designation of the heir apparent. Tou Mo 

continued as Han-lin lecturer-in-waiting, but begged for leave shortly after on account 

of poor health; to reward his services, Qubilai ordered the Pacification Bureaux of Ta- 

ming and the adjacent districts to supply Tou with annual allowances of clothing and 

grain, and granted him a permanent holding of land. 

Wang Wen-t’ung met his downfall in February 1262 following the rebellion of 

his son-in-law Li T’an (q.v.), the chief administrator of Shan-tung. He was implicated 

in the insurrection and executed a3 an accomplice. Many senior government officials 

were purged, but few of Qubilai’s Chinese advisers suffered any reprisals. On the 

contrary, Qubilai appreciated their earlier words of warning and publicly praised Tou 

Mo, stating that had he had one or two more such equally outspoken advisers, the 
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incident could have been averted. This was pure cant, however, since in addition to 

Tou Mo, both Yao Shu and Hsii Heng had warned the qa’an about Wang Wen-t’ung. 

Qubilai thereupon recalled Tou to the capital and, to show his appreciation, granted 

him a residence as well as a daily allowance, and often sought his opinion on 

government affairs. 

In May 1263 Qubilai summoned a number of his Chinese advisers, including Tou 

Mo, to K’ai-p’ing, presumably in connection with Liu Ping-chung’s recommendation 

that the seat of government be transferred to Yen-ching. The next year Qubilai gave 

Tou’s daughter to be the wife of Liu Ping-chung, thus further binding the relationship 

between two of his key advisers. During the following years Tou Mo continued as 

Han-lin lecturer-in-waiting, as before actively promoting traditional Chinese 

principles of government and Confucian studies. In 1266 he collaborated with Yao 

Shu, Wang E and Shang T’ing (q.v.) in the compilation of a digest of quotations from 

the Five Classics. The authors informed Qubilai of meritorious deeds by past rulers 

of China, and recommended that learned scholars be invited to lecture at court. In 

1270 Tou Mo and Chang Wen-ch’ien submitted a joint memorial on the advisability 

of establishing schools and training scholars. They proposed the establishment of a 

National College and recommended that Hsii Heng, then assistant of the Left in the 

Secretarial Council, be made its rector. 

Together with Yao Shu, Hsti Heng and others, Tou Mo was involved in 1271 ina 

debate with the Han-lin academician T’u-tan Kung-lti on the nature of the Confucian 

teachings in relation to the latter’s proposal for the revival of the civil service 

examinations. In early 1273, the rectorship of the National College became vacant 

due to Hsti Heng’s retirement. In September, Tou Mo, Liu Ping-chung, Yao Shu, 

Wang P’an and others recommended that the erudite scholar Wang Hsiin (1235-81), 

who had served as tutor to Prince Jingim, be appointed to replace Hsii Heng. They 

also proposed that the number of students at the College be increased and that more 

staff be appointed to the Heir Apparent’s Administration to help the prince prepare for 

his future role as emperor. All these recommendations were subsequently 

implemented and Qubilai rewarded Tou Mo the following year by conferring on him 

the honorary title of Great Officer of Commendable Counsel. 

In April 1275 Tou Mo, Wang P’an and other colleagues submitted a memorial for 

the establishment of a separate academy devoted to Mongolian studies, under the 

executive Han-lin academician “S‘ad Midir. This new institution should include a 

branch of the Department of National History with the executive academician and 

Imperial diarist Harqasun as its head. The suggestion was subsequently approved, 

resulting in two separate Han-lin academies and departments of National History. As 

Tou had now reached the age of eighty (according to Chinese reckoning), he asked for 
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permission to retire. Qubilai, who valued his service, was reluctant and only 

grudgingly approved his request, but continually sent messengers to seek his advice 

on state affairs. Thus in April 1277, worried by the possible effects of a long drought, 

the qa’an dispatched an emissary to seek the elderly statesman’s opinion on ways to 

succour the people. Tou Mo advised the emperor to block unnecessary government 

outlays forthwith, particularly those related to wine-making in order to conserve 

grain, and curtail costly religious festivities and similar activities. His 

recommendations are said to have been adopted. 

Early in 1280 Qubilai further honoured Tou by appointing him senior 

academician of the Chao-wen Academy and granting him the more prestigious title of 

Great Officer of Correct Counsel. In late August of that year, Tou died at his 

residence in the capital, aged eighty-four. The emperor ordered a state funeral for 

him, while the heir apparent Jingim contributed two thousand strings of cash towards 

the cost of the ceremony out of gratitude to his former tutor. By imperial order, the 

Han-lin academician Wang P’an wrote a ‘spirit-way’ epitaph in Tou’s memory. This 

essay, now preserved in the Chi-fu t'ung-chih, and the tomb-inscription composed by 

Li Ch’ien, are the primary sources of information on Tou Mo’s life and career. In 

1281, Wang Yiin composed a sacrificial eulogy in his honour; this provides additional 

insight into the view held of the man by his contemporaries. Several years after Tou’s 

death, his coffin was transferred from Ta-tu to his native place in Fei-hsiang. He was 

granted the posthumous titles of Grand Preceptor and Duke-of-state of Wei,! and was 

canonised as Wen-cheng (‘Cultured and Correct’) probably during the reign of 

Emperor Temiir (Ch’eng-tsung, r. 1295-1307). 

Tou Mo married many times; his first three wives died childless, only the third 

survived him. His fourth and fifth wives, nées Wang and Jung, bore him one son and 

three daughters. His son Lii served in the Ministry of Personnel during Qubilai’s reign 

and was later promoted to senior academician of the Chi-hsien Academy. All of Tou 

Mo’s daughters married distinguished scholar-officials. The eldest was betrothed to 

Liu Chih-chung (1242-96) who, after serving as an attendant to Jingim on the 

recommendation of Wang Hsiin, was recruited by Liu Ping-chung in 1269 to assist in 

the reform of the Confucian rituals. Tou’s second daughter became the wife of Liu 

Ping-chung. His youngest daughter was married to Liu Kuei, a judge in the 

administration of the Ta-ming district during Qubilai’s reign. 

While Tou Mo was known to be mild, courteous and generous to his friends and 

associates, he nevertheless left his mark at court as a frank and outspoken critic. He 

was not a great Confucian scholar like Yao Shu or Hsti Heng, and though he is listed 

in the Sung-Yiian hstieh-an of Huang Tsung-hsi this was mainly because of his 

affiliation with Hsii Heng. It seems that he earned Qubilai’s confidence not only 
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because he was able to impart to the qa’an his knowledge of Confucian ethics and 

principles of government, but more importantly because he spoke out without fear on 

important issues, as in his denunciation of Wang Wen-t’ung. 

Tou Mo’s biography in the Yiian History (Yiian-shih) contains an anecdote which 

vividly illustrates his character. It relates how, on one occasion while attending 

Qubilai together with Liu Ping-chung, Yao Shu, Shang T’ing and others, Tou Mo 

remarked on the relationship between the ruler and his ministers. He said that, 

according to their traditional obligations, ministers should speak out unequivocally 

and without hesitation when the ruler was wrong, yet ministers had become mere yes- 

men in present times, content in all things to echo the ruler’s opinions. This, he 

added, was not conducive to good government. The qa’an is said to have welcomed 

the outburst. 

Apparently Qubilai held Tou Mo in such high esteem for his unusual qualities as 

to assert after Tou’s death that, during thirty years’ searching for outstanding men, he 

had found only two: Tou Mo and the scholar-mathematician Li Chiin-min (see the 

biography of Liu Ping-chung). Qubilai also commented that if he could combine the 

‘heart’ of Tou Mo with the ‘ability’ of Yao Shu, he would have a perfect minister. 

This remark is interesting because it reveals the difficulties encountered by Qubilai in 

his search for Chinese ministers that were at once able and attentive, frank and loyal. 

Besides his political achievements, Tou Mo enjoyed wide renown for his medical 

skill. It has already been noted that he spent much of his career as a professional 

physician when not on government duty. Not only did he help transmit the medical 

tradition of the Jurchen-Chin, particularly the technique of acupuncture developed by 

the Li family of Shantung, but also perfected some diagnostic methods and 

contributed to pharmacological knowledge in his long years of practice. He attended 

to the health of many important men and passed on much of his knowledge and 

experience to his contemporaries. One of the beneficiaries was Lo T’ien-i (fl. 1246- 

83), a distinguished physician from Chen-ting, Hopei, who was a government medical 

officer during the early years of Qubilai’s reign. In his Wei-sheng pao-chien of 1281, 

Lo mentions meeting with Tou Mo in 1253, when they were both summoned by 

Qubilai to spend the winter at his headquarters in Kansu on the eve of the expedition 

against Ta-li. He used this opportunity to discuss the methods of healing and 

prescribing medicine with Tou Mo, and learned much from the latter on the 

techniques of acupuncture. 

Tou Mo has been credited with the authorship of several major treatises on 

diagnostics, pharmacology and, in particular, acupuncture, but few of them have been 

handed down. The most important medical text dealing with acupuncture attributed 

to Tou Mo that has survived is the Liu-chu chih-yao fu, written as early as 1232 in 
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thyme-prose. In roughly one thousand characters, Tou Mo summarised the basic 

methods of locating the vital points for applying the needles on the human body, and 

explained how acupuncture healed various kinds of ailments. Those ranged from 

pains in the head, ear, eye, nose, teeth, spine, waist and limbs, to diseases of the 

internal organs like the intestine, abdomen, stomach, heart and kidneys, and more 

complex cases like rheumatism, stroke, paralysis, malaria, and even mental 

disturbances. This short essay demonstrates Tou Mo’s mastery of classical prose in 

addition to his medical proficiency. It was later copied into Lo T’ien-i’s Wei-sheng 

pao-chien and attracted more notice when it was incorporated into the Chi-sheng pa- 

ts’ui, a manual on general medicine compiled in 1315 by the Yiian physician Tu Ssu- 

ching (1235-1320). 

Tou Mo is also said to have written a more comprehensive manual on the 

methods of acupuncture and moxibustion, called Chen-chiu chih-nan, also known as 

Tou T ai-shih chen-chiu, around 1241, but this work has not survived. There is yet 

another medical treatise attributed to Tou Mo, under his old name Chieh. This is the 

Tou shih (Chieh) ch’ uang-yang ching-yen ch’ tian-shu, a manual on the treatment of 

malignant boils and ulcers. The authenticity of this work, however, is highly 

doubtful, and it seems likely that the work was written by late Ming physicians. 
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26. HSU HENG (1209-1281) 

Hsii Heng, T. Chung-p’ing, H. Lu-chai, distinguished Confucian master, educator, 

and adviser to Qubilai Qa’an, was born on 15 October 1209, the inaugural year of the 

Chin ruler Wei-shao wang (r. 1209-13). A native of Ho-nei (Ch’in-yang) in Honan, 

Hsii Heng came from a peasant family of little distinction. The biographical records 

state that shortly before Hsii’s birth, his father Hsii T’ung and his mother née i, 

fleeing from local disorders, came to settle in Hsin-cheng, several hundred miles 

south of the Yellow River in central Honan, and that Hsii Heng was born there. 

Apparently this event was not connected with Cinggis Qan’s invasion of north China, 

since that did not take place until late 1213, when Mugqali (g.v.) mounted a major 

campaign against the Chin dominions in Hopei and Shantung. The Mongol offensive 

forced Emperor Hsiian-tsung (r. 1213-24) to flee to Pien (K’ai-feng, Honan), the 

former Sung capital, but the attacks ceased for a time after the fall of the Chin capital 

Chung-tu (Yen-ching, modern Peking) in May 1215. Nevertheless, Hsii Heng 

suffered greatly from the misery and the turmoil caused by renewed Mongol 

invasions in the ensuing decades. His peasant background and the hardships endured 

in those years undoubtedly moulded his character and guided the development of his 

philosophical views. They strengthened his resolve and fostered in him the unusual 

combination of a profound belief in moral perfectibility, and a worldly trust in the 

value of practical experience that was to inform his later career. 

In 1216/17, at the age of seven or eight, Hsii Heng began his exegetical education 

in Hsin-cheng under an elderly teacher who had failed the examinations. Hsii 

possessed a remarkable memory and displayed unusual intelligence and 

inquisitiveness. An anecdote is recorded by his biographers. One day during a lesson, 

Hsii surprised his teacher by asking, ‘What is the purpose of studying books?’ The 

teacher, amazed by the child’s precocity, gave the trite reply: ‘To take the 

examinations and advance in official ranks.” Undaunted, young Hsii retorted, ‘Is that 

all?’ This was too much for the teacher: fearful lest he should disappoint such an 

unusual student, he advised Hsii’s father to find his son another tutor. Whereupon the 

lad was sent to study under three local masters. If not apocryphal, the story 

demonstrates Hsii Heng’s urge to search for knowledge beyond conventional book 

learning, a search that persisted into his mature years. 

Hsti Heng was able to pursue his study in Hsin-cheng in a peaceful environment 

during the next few years, despite renewed Mongol offensives against north China 

that did not spare Honan. Then in 1224, aged fifteen, he went to work in a menial 
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position for his maternal uncle, then a secretary in charge of the clerks in the local 

magistrate’s office. This gave Hsii his first experience in government service during 

which he learned much about law and regulations. It was not a pleasant initiation, 

however, for he had to assist his uncle in raising from local resources the means to 

construct the mausoleum of the late emperor Hsiian-tsung. Hsii left his job and 

resumed his studies after failing to curb his employer’s ruthless exactions of materials 

and labour, which imposed a crushing burden on the populace. In such troubled 

times, books were hard to procure, especially for a destitute young lad. It is said that 

Hsii would travel long distances at considerable risk to copy interesting works, often 

accompanied by his father. Meanwhile, despairing of his family’s lot, Hsii’s father 

wanted his son to study divination in order to recognise bad omens as well as making 

a living; Hsii was therefore apprenticed to a local astrologer. This was a fortunate 

event: in the course of studying divination, Hsii Heng learned much about the pseudo- 

sciences, which significantly broadened his outlook. Also, he came across an 

incomplete text of an old commentary on the Book of History in the home of the 

astrologer. This so stimulated him that he copied the document, which greatly 

influenced the course of his studies. 

Before long, the tranquility of north China was shattered once again by renewed 

Mongol attacks under Ogédei Qa’an (r. 1229-41), Cinggis’ third son and successor. In 

spring 1231, the great qan launched a series of offensives against Honan, aiming to 

capture the capital, Pien, and thus complete the conquest of the Chin state. That 

summer, Ogédei’s own army was joined by the forces of Tolui (1186/90-1232/33), 

Siib6tei (1176-1248) (q.v.) and others converging from Shensi and Shantung, and 

they advanced to the outskirts of the Jurchen capital in early 1232. The Chin situation 

deteriorated late that year as defences crumbled before the enemy onslaught. When 

the Mongol commanders rejected the abject pleas for peace of Emperor Ai-tsung (r. 

1224-34), the fall of Pien became imminent. In February 1233, by now desperate, the 

Chin emperor and his retinue hurriedly fled south, first to Kuei-te and, in July, to 

Ts’ai-chou (Ju-nan) in southern Honan. A month after the emperor’s flight, Ts’ui Li 

(d. 1234), the marshal in charge of the defence of the western sector of Pien, betrayed 

his trust and delivered the capital to the enemy without resistance. Thereupon, the 

invaders pressed on under the command of Taéar (d. 1238), occupying a number of 

prefectures and counties to the south of Pien, and laying siege to the makeshift capital 

at Ts’ai-chou late that year. They easily overran the Chin defence, and when Ai-tsung 

committed suicide on the eve of the fall of his last stronghold, the Jurchen state 

formally ceased to exist. 

The Mongol invasion brought great misery to Honan where the assailants not 

only laid waste cities and towns, but even carried away many of the surviving 
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inhabitants as prisoners. Hsii Heng was one of the many Chinese scholars captured 

by the invading Mongol cavalry. This occurred early in 1232, when the Mongol 

armies under Ogédei’s personal command took Cheng-chou, north of Hsin-cheng. 

Hsii Heng and his fellow captives were placed in the custody of a Mongol myriarch 

who was a cruel, bloodthirsty drunkard. Yet, according to an implausible story, Hsii 

prevailed upon him by playing on his superstitious nature. Consequently, the brute 

was restrained by moral persuasion from wanton killing, and many innocent lives 

were spared. Sometime in 1234, after two years of internment, Hsii Heng regained his 

freedom when the Mongol commander was summoned to join an expedition against 

the Southern Sung. The commander either released some of his prisoners or they 

found a way to escape. 

Hsii Heng, then twenty-five, travelled 1,600 km to central Shantung. He found 

an abode in Mt. Ts’u-lai, a traditional retreat for scholars south-east of the prefectural 

capital of T’ai-an chou, but in late 1234 or early 1235 he moved to the township of 

Tung-kuan in the same prefecture. During his retreat at Mt. Ts’u-lai, Hsii came into 

possession of a copy of the commentary on the Book of Changes by Wang Pi (226- 

49); he studied it eagerly and tried to live up to its implied moral injunctions. After a 

short sojourn in T’ai-an ca. 1236/37, Hsii Heng travelled to Ta-ming on the bank of 

the Grand Canal in Hopei, and settled in the Wei county of that administration. 

Everywhere he went, Hsti busied himself with study and teaching, always attracting 

students in search of erudite masters. During his stay in Ta-ming, he named his place 

of work ‘Lu’ and he was known thereafter as Master Lu-chai to his admirers and 

disciples. 

In those years, two important events took place in north China that were greatly 

to affect Hsii Heng and his fellow Confucian scholars. In early 1235 Ogddei Qa’an 

launched his campaign against the Sung in the Huai River region, and ordered the 

Chinese commander Yang Wei-chung (q.v.) to recruit learned personnel such as 

scribes, Buddhists, Taoists, physicians, artisans, and musicians, to serve the Mongol 

state. Yang had with him Yao Shu (q.v.), a reputed Confucian scholar. Late that year, 

the Mongol armies captured Te-an in Hupei taking many prisoners, including the 

learned Confucian teacher Chao Fu (fl. 1235-57). Yao recognized Chao in the 

prisoners’ compound, secured his release, and prevented him from committing 

suicide. He then escorted Chao Fu to Yen-ching where he was welcomed as a great 

Confucian master. It was mainly through Chao’s effort that the Neo-Confucian 

commentaries on the classics by the Ch’eng brothers and Chu Hsi, expounding the 

metaphysical and moral philosophy of the Confucian system, were transmitted to 

north China to the great benefit of Hsii Heng and his contemporaries. 
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The other event concerning Hsii Heng occurred in 1237/38 when the first civil 

service examination under the Mongol rulers was organised by Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai 

(q.v.), chief of the Secretariat, in various districts of the north. On this occasion, Hsii, 

then residing in Wei, was persuaded by the local people to take the test at the 

prefectural capital, and, at twenty-nine, he became one of the 4,030 successful 

candidates. His two distinguished contemporaries, Yang Huan (q.v.) and Liu Ch’i 

(1203-50), also passed the examination. Hsii Heng professed no interest in serving 

the government, but like many others he took the examination for a practical reason. 

As a successful candidate, he would gain the status of ‘Confucian scholar’ in the 

household registration, exempting him from taxes and corvée. This was a coveted 

privilege among the Chinese literati under Mongol rule. It is not certain whether Hsii 

Heng was offered an official appointment which he declined, but he stayed on in Ta- 

ming for the next two years, engaged in study and teaching. 

Sometime in 1241, Hsii Heng returned to his native Ho-nei with a cartload of 

books, hoping to start a new career. Having failed to find his younger brother Hsii 

K’an with whom he had lost contact during the Mongol invasion, he journeyed south- 

west to Lo-yang, where he finally located him. Hsii Heng desisted from settling in 

Ho-nei, having heard that people in Huai-chou (of which Ho-nei was a dependency) 

were being oppressed by a harsh administrator. He proceeded instead to Ta-ming and 

again took up residence in Wei for the next several years. During this time, Hsii Heng 

had the good fortune of associating with two reputed Confucian scholars who were to 

have a great impact on his studies and future career. They were Tou Mo (q.v.), 

thirteen years his senior, and Yao Shu, also several years older than Hsii; both 

happened to live in the vicinity. Their recommendations were to introduce Hsii Heng 

to Qubilai and make him eventually the most influential educator at the Mongol court. 

Tou Mo, a learned and versatile scholar from Ming-chou, Honan, was taken by 

Yang Wei-chung during his military expedition against the Sung at Te-an, and 

brought to Yen-ching in autumn 1236 together with a host of Chinese scholars. After 

a brief sojourn in the north, Tou managed to leave and went to live in Ta-ming for a 

few years, about the time Hsii Heng settled there; they subsequently became close 

friends. Tou Mo was most anxious to further his study of Confucian classics and 

literature, while Hsii Heng was delighted by the opportunity to share Tou’s 

knowledge, and also to learn about medicine and other fields of knowledge from his 

peer. The two thus undertook studies in common on a wide range of subjects 

including classical philosophy, literature, statecraft, law, astronomy, mathematics, 

medicine, divination, and even Buddhist and Taoist philosophies. 

Sometime in 1242 (?), shortly before Tou Mo departed for his birthplace, Yao 

Shu, having heard of Hsii Heng’s reputation, called upon the latter at Wei, and, 
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together with Tou Mo, discussed Neo-Confucian studies. This was after Yao Shu, 

following a dispute with his colleague, the Central Asian Mahmiid Yalavaé (q.v.), in 

late 1241, had left his post as secretary of the Yen-ching regional administration and 

retired to Mt. Su-men in Hui-chou, Honan. There he devoted himself to propagating 

the Neo-Confucian philosophy commonly known as li-hsiieh (‘Doctrine of the 

Principle’) or tao-hstieh (‘Doctrine of the [True] Way’), which he had learned from 

Chao Fu and from such texts as the commentaries on the classics by the Ch’eng 

brothers and Chu Hsi. Upon hearing Yao Shu’s exposition of the Neo-Confucian 

teachings, Hsii Heng and Tou Mo were greatly attracted to the new philosophy. In 

due course, Hsii Heng travelled to Mt. Su-men to visit Yao Shu and copied all the 

commentaries and writings by the Sung Neo-Confucian philosophers before Yao had 

them printed for wider dissemination. Those documents included the commentary on 

the Book of Changes by Ch’eng I, the collected commentaries on the Four Books by 

Chu Hsi, as well as the master’s Huo-wen (Questions and Answers [Concerning the 

Classics]), Hsiao-hsiieh (Elementary Learning), and other works. 

Indeed, these Neo-Confucian commentaries on the classics and philosophical 

writings opened up a new vista for Hsii Heng that brought a fundamental change to 

his intellectual orientation and teaching methods. Not only did they expound the 

cosmological and metaphysical system of the Confucian tenets, the philosophy of 

human nature and reason (hsing-li), and the relationship between moral ethics and the 

socio-political order, but they also put forward the correct succession in the orthodox 

tradition (tao-t’ung), and the methods and procedures of study and self-cultivation to 

realize the Way and achieve the union of man, heaven and earth. The lasting impact 

on Hsii Heng came however from Chu Hsi’s writings, because of their emphasis on 

moral cultivation and practical learning. 

After returning to Wei, Hsii closely studied those writings, obtained from Yao 

Shu. He was greatly inspired by Chu Hsi’s commentaries on the Four Books and his 

Elementary Learning which elucidated, inter alia, the Neo-Confucian hsin-fa, or, in 

de Bary’s translation, ‘the study or learning of the mind-and-heart’ for self- 

improvement, as the gateway to virtue and harmony in the human community. In 

particular, the Elementary Learning, which stresses the importance of moral training 

by prescribing a detailed course of study from the elementary level to the ultimate 

reaches, caused a radical departure in Hsii Heng’s teaching methods. 

Hsti subsequently told his students that all his former exegetical teaching had 

been a waste of time, and only now did he understand how to promote learning. If 

pupils wanted to continue studying with him, they would need to follow a new 

program. Henceforward, they would do such ordinary household chores as 

‘sprinkling and sweeping,’ and engage in the mundane intercourse of ‘responding to 
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questions and requests,’ and ‘advancing and retiring,’ as steps towards acquiring 

simple virtue. If they demurred, they should seek another teacher. To begin one’s 

education by concentrating on the ordinary actions of daily life, according to Chu Hsi, 

was to undergo early initiation into the social conventions as the premise of moral 

improvement. This should precede serious study of the classics, for it aimed to 

establish the basis for self-development in higher studies and to set the pattern for 

later participation in the community at large. The contention was that the wisdom of 

the sage, being so vast and subtle, could not be grasped all at once, and should be 

absorbed in stages. It is said that Hsii’s students, old and young, all agreed and, 

having burned the copy-books which they had been using, only retained the 

Elementary Learning. WHsti Heng himself studied the primer day and night, and 

practised its teachings to set the students an example. 

There is a gap in the records of Hsii Heng’s activities during the next few years. 

What is important to note, however, is that his exposure to Chu Hsi’s commentaries 

on the Four Books and the Elementary Learning caused him to undergo an intellectual 

conversion. In 1248, having reached the age of thirty-nine and having studied the 

writings of the Ch’eng brothers and Chu Hsi for years, Hsti Heng is said to have felt 

that he had at last grasped the meaning of the Confucian Way, expressing great joy at 

his enlightenment. Until that time, Hsii was reputed an authority on the recondite and 

mysterious Book of Changes. (He wrote an essay called Tu J ssu yen to analyse this 

primary classic in the light of his Neo-Confucian beliefs. According to one source, it 

was written ten years after his conversion. This text is incorporated among his extant 

works.) Thereafter, however, when people asked for his guidance in interpreting this 

obscure text, he advised them first to read the Elementary Learning. Several records 

of Hsii Heng’s experience at the time have him ‘finding (the Way) for himself? (tzu- 

te), or accepting the new teachings with the devotion of a religious convert. In 

particular, the fundamentalist approach of the Elementary Learning and the Four 

Books struck a deep chord in Hsii’s down-to-earth peasant soul, evoking a reverential 

response. In a letter of 1266, recommending those works to his eldest son Hsii Shih- 

k’o, he wrote: ‘I revere and believe in ...(these books) as if they were divine!’ 

In the meantime, Hsii Heng maintained close contacts with his friends Tou Mo 

and Yao Shu. It appears that, when Tou went to Qara Qorum in response to Qubilai’s 

summons sometime in 1249, he visited Hsii at Wei on the way, and Hsii composed 

two poems bidding him farewell and wishing him success. A year later, troubled by 

sickness, Hsii also left Wei for his native Ho-nei, hoping to find rest there. However, 

when he passed through Wei-chou (Chi-hsien, Honan), on the northern bank of the 

Yellow River, he heard that Huai-chou was still oppressed by a harsh administration, 

and so changed his mind. He went to the nearby Mt. Su-men, north-west of Wei, in 
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order to reside near Yao Shu and to further his career of study and teaching. Later in 

the year, however, Yao also left for Qara Qorum, having accepted an invitation from 

Qubilai to consult on state affairs. Hsii Heng was temporarily deprived of a genuine 

friend. Yao Shu offered Hsii the use of his private residence while he was away, but 

Hsii declined. 

It was about that time, according to our sources, that Hsii Heng resolved to make 

the propagation of the Confucian Way his life’s work. For years, wherever he went, 

Hsii beseeched his followers always to maintain the three bonds and five constants of 

human relationship: even though rulers failed to heed them, they should nevertheless 

be upheld by the common people. Also, he exhorted the local folk to observe the 

ancient Confucian rites for funerals, sacrifices, betrothals and marriages, and the 

villagers, inspired by his preaching, flocked to receive instruction. Despite his fame, 

Hsii remained poor, but was content with a simple, frugal life. It is said that he gave 

his clansmen and needy pupils any money or grain that he could spare, and, in the true 

spirit of the Confucian sage, would only accept offerings made in the spirit of 

righteousness. 

Yao Shu’s arrival at Qubilai’s court in early 1251 highlights the powerful prince’s 

efforts to befriend talented Chinese whose support might strengthen his bid for 

political ascendancy. The prince began to do this as early as 1239 when he 

summoned the erudite Ch’an master Hai-yiin (g.v.) and his disciple the Buddho-Taoist 

Liu Ping-chung (q.v.) to Qara Qorum. Liu subsequently became Qubilai’s principal 

adviser and started recruiting a number of his former associates and talented people 

among the northern Chinese literati to form a corps of consultants for the prince. 

Between 1244 and 1250, Qubilai had called a host of scholars and dignitaries to his 

headquarters on Liu’s recommendation, and many of them stayed in his service. 

Those included Liu Ping-chung’s former acquaintances Chang Wen-ch’ien (q.v.), Li 

Te-hui (1218-80), Ma Heng (1207-77), scholars and notables such as Chang Te-hui 

(1195-1274), Tou Mo, Wang E (qq.v.), Tung Wen-yung and his brothers (see the 

biographies of the Tung family), and a score of others. Some were ex-Chin scholar- 

officials like Wang E and several of his colleagues, others were prominent local 

dignitaries like the Tung brothers, and the rest were either experienced administrators 

or people versed in practical matters. 

In July 1251, shortly after Yao Shu responded to Qubilai’s summons, Méngke 

became emperor and awarded his favourite brother the Chinese territories south of 

Mt. Cila’un (Tu-shih k’ou, Inner Mongolia) as his personal fief. This investiture 

further strengthened Qubilai’s relationship with the Chinese population; after his 

administrative headquarters had been established at Chin-lien ch’uan (on the Shan-tien 
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River, Inner Mongolia) the following year, the prince’s need for the support of the 

literati became greater than ever. 

It was Qubilai’s continued search for talents to serve his expanded domain that 

brought Hsii Heng and a number of the latter’s future colleagues to the attention of the 

Mongol prince. This happened after July 1253 when Qubilai had received from 

Mongke the principality of Ching-chao in Shensi as a new addition to his fief, for 

which he began to organise a bureaucratic administration. The prince sent Yao Shu to 

set up a Pacification Bureau and appointed two of his Chinese advisers, Yang Wei- 

chung and Shang T’ing (qq.v.), as pacification commissioner and first secretary 

respectively. A year later, following his return from the campaign against the Ta-li 

kingdom in Yunnan, Qubilai moved the administrative staff of his fief. In July 1254, 

he appointed the sinicized Uighur Lien Hsi-hsien (g.v.) as pacification commissioner 

of the Kuan-hsi circuit and transferred Yao Shu to be the agricultural promotion 

commissioner. It was then that Lien, undoubtedly at Yao Shu’s suggestion, invited 

Hsii Heng to Ching-chao to serve as master of the district school. It is said that when 

Hsii learned of this, he returned to Wei in the hope of not being found. But when the 

imperial messengers caught up with him there, he agreed to accompany them to the 

north. When Hsii arrived at Ching-chao, the local people, in great need of teachers, 

received him with open arms, and Hsii, delighted at the warm reception, devoted 

himself to teaching and propagating the Confucian Way. At about that time, he 

produced his commentary on the Elementary Learning, called Hsiao-hstieh ta-i 

(General Meaning of the Elementary Learning). This was written in the vernacular 

language, from lectures to his students on the important Neo-Confucian primer. It is 

now included among Hsii’s extant works. 

A year later, acknowledging Hsii Heng’s success, Lien Hsi-hsien recommended to 

the court that his friend be appointed superintendent of Confucian studies of Ching- 

chao, with a regular official stipend. Informed of the news, Hsii sought to decline the 

post, but to no avail; he was thereupon taken sick for several days. When the 

appointment was formally announced, Hsii begged the Pacification Bureau to let him 

withdraw, claiming that he was only a humble teacher, lacking knowledge of the 

examination system, and without the ability to supervise students and inspire people, 

required of an education official. Further, he sent letters to Lien Hsi-hsien and his old 

acquaintances Liu Ping-chung, Tou Mo and others, urging them to press the 

authorities on his behalf. He pleaded that he saw his role primarily as that of an 

educator, not an official, and he feared lest his new office might provoke envy and 

slander, and even embroil him in political squabbles fatal to his teaching career. 

These grounds were genuine enough, but above all Hsii Heng dreaded the 

appointment because, as he wrote other friends, he was loath to preside over public 
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schools where poetry and prose composition were taught primarily to prepare the 

students for bureaucratic service. Before long and to his great relief, Hsii’s 

appointment was rescinded, undoubtedly thanks to his friends’ intercession. 

Meanwhile, Hsii Heng pursued his dedication to teaching. Apart from lecturing 

on the customary subjects, he also discussed with his students the ancient ‘well-field’ 

system of land use and bought a piece of land to plant mulberry trees in support of 

charitable works. Then in 1259, feeling that he had accomplished his mission, he 

went back to Huai-chou, but had been there a short time only when he received a 

formal summons from the new emperor. 

In May 1260, having won the power struggle against Ariq Boke, Qubilai was 

enthroned at K’ai-p’ing fu, north-east of Dolén Nor, Inner Mongolia (renamed Shang- 

tu in 1263), succeeding Méngke as the Mongol qa’an and emperor of China. 

Thereupon, while pursuing his campaign against his recalcitrant brother, Qubilai 

applied himself to setting up a Chinese-style government capable of consolidating his 

administration of north China. After summoning his Chinese advisers, including Liu 

Ping-chung, Tou Mo, Yao Shu, and scores of others, to the new court, he undertook to 

attract further talented people to his service. It is said that one day, having wished 

that his confidants might recommend for his service men as good as Wei Cheng (580- 

643), the able adviser to T’ang T’ai-tsung (r. 627-49), Qubilai enquired of Tou Mo if 

there were such a person in the country. Thereupon Tou named Hsii Heng and Shih 

T’ien-tse (g.v.), commenting that Hsii was a strong-willed man of high principles. 

Consequently, an order was sent in June summoning Hsii Heng to court. Hsii, then 

already fifty-one, responded immediately. Like his friends, he probably hoped to gain 

Mongol patronage for his promotion of the Confucian Way. (T’ao Tsung-i, ca. 1315- 

ca. 1402, records in his Cho-keng lu that Hsii called upon Liu Yin [q.v.], an eminent 

Confucian scholar known for his refusal to serve the Mongol court, on his way north. 

Hsti explained to Liu that he was obeying Qubilai’s summons in order to serve the 

Confucian cause. But such a meeting could not have taken place since Liu was then a 

child of eleven. The episode may have been mistaken for a similar encounter years 

later when Liu retorted that to serve the state would fail to show respect of the 

Confucian Way.) 

After a brief meeting with the qa’an, Hsii Heng was granted a formal audience in 

K’ai-p’ing a month later. On that occasion, Qubilai first asked Hsii Heng what he had 

studied, and Hsii responded: ‘I have been following the teachings of Confucius.’ 

When questioned about his special interests, Hsii protested that his ability had been 

much exaggerated, confessing that as a teacher and farmer, he knew only about 

instructing children and ploughing the fields. Qubilai then enquired about the civil 

service examination system, and Hsii confided candidly that the current system would 
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not work. He did not dismiss the validity of the system for the purpose of recruiting 

bureaucrats, but contended that the curriculum should seek to explain the classics and 

to teach practical subjects. The qa’an greatly appreciated Hsii’s frankness, saying that 

he himself considered the current examination system too superficial to be 

worthwhile. Thereupon Qubilai retained Hsii Heng at his headquarters, but Hsii was 

soon allowed to leave for reasons of health. He returned to Yen-ching in August, but 

was again called back to K’ai-p’ing in April of the following year. 

When Hsii Heng rejoined Qubilai’s court in May 1261, Mongol rule in China had 

progressed significantly by adopting a Chinese system of administration. As 

recommended by Liu Ping-chung, Tou Mo, Yao Shu, Wang E, and others, a 

rudimentary bureaucracy had been established in K’ai-p’ing and the local districts. In 

May 1260, the Secretarial Council was instituted as the state’s highest administrative 

organ; subsequently it was supplemented by an array of executive and judicial 

agencies, and in due course, a hierarchy of bureaux, offices, courts, and directorates, 

was established to assume various functions of central government and local 

administration. 

At its inception, the Secretarial Council was dominated by several Mongol, 

Central Asian, and Han scholar-officials, who held important executive positions. For 

instance, the Muslim Mahmid Yalavat was appointed Right chancellor; Wang Wen- 

tung (q.v.) and the scholar Chao Pi (1220-76) became directors of political affairs; 

while Lien Hsi-hsien and Chang Wen-ch’ien served as assistants of the Right and 

Left. In August 1260, Mahmud, Wang Wen-t’ung and Chao Pi went to Yen-ching 

with the Secretarial Council. The most powerful Chinese official in the central 

government, however, was Wang Wen-t’ung, who gained Qubilai’s confidence and 

rose to prominence by virtue of his expertise in fiscal administration. It was to him 

that Hsii Heng was presented on his arrival at court in May 1261, with the nine newly 

appointed pacification commissioners. This event is recorded in the Chung-t’ang 

shih-chi of Wang Yiin (q.v.). But Hsii loathed Wang Wen-t’ung because of his non- 

Confucian background, his greed and his lust for power. Among the officials at court, 

Hsii was particularly impressed by Chang Wen-ch’ien, who paid Hsii Heng a visit to 

convey his respect immediately after Hsii’s appointment as pacification commissioner. 

Hsii Heng showed little interest in court politics, but because of his close link to Tou 

Mo and Yao Shu, he was inadvertently involved in a power struggle with Wang Wen- 

tung. 

This began when several of Qubilai’s Confucian advisers including Tou Mo, Yao 

Shu and Wang E, differing from Wang Wen-t’ung on ideological and _ political 

grounds, endeavoured to remove him from office. Thus, in June, when Qubilai 

sought to strengthen the post of chancellor of the Secretarial Council after the 
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dismissal of Mahmiid Yalavat, they openly declared Wang unfit to serve as 

chancellor. When asked who was best qualified for the post, Tou Mo and Wang E 

nominated Hsii Heng, but the qa’an ignored their advice. Instead, Qubilai appointed 

the Mongol noble Buga and the veteran Han general Shih T’ien-tse as two of the 

chancellors, and retained Wang Wen-t’ung as administrator of political affairs. As a 

result, Wang came to hate his Confucian colleagues and manoeuvered to undercut 

their political influence. In June, according to Hsii Heng’s biographies, he proposed 

to the emperor to make Yao Shu Grand Preceptor of the Heir Apparent, Tou Mo 

Grand Tutor of the Heir Apparent, and Hsii Heng Grand Guardian of the Heir 

Apparent. (Wang Yiin gives a somewhat different account.) 

Wang Wen-t’ung’s recommendation appeared to pay tribute to those Confucian 

advisers for their outstanding contributions, but since the proposed offices were 

merely honorific, it was in effect a manoeuvre to remove rivals from direct political 

power. None of the nominees accepted the offer, however, undoubtedly because they 

were aware of the trap. On Hsii Heng’s advice, they declared that, according to 

ancient Confucian prescriptions, it was inappropriate for them to hold such an office 

before the heir apparent was appointed. (Jingim was not designated the heir apparent 

until April 1273). The Confucians had their way, but on September 3 and 4 

respectively, probably once again at Wang Wen-t’ung’s suggestion, Qubilai appointed 

Hsii Heng as rector of the National College and Yao Shu as director of the Bureau of 

Agriculture, but retained Tou Mo as lecturer-in-waiting at the Han-lin Academy. 

Hsti Heng’s new appointment superseded the earlier offer, but it still involved an 

honorific post since the National College was not formally established until 1269, 

nine years later. Hsii again declined the office for health reasons and, in October, 

obtained permission to return to his place of birth. The nature of Hsii Heng’s illness at 

this time is unknown, but he definitely suffered from a chronic ailment which 

sometimes confined him to bed for weeks on end. Later he complained that his feet 

were often painful, possibly from gout induced by poor diet and inadequate medical 

care. The condition was never cured and became a source of persistent trouble. Hsii 

Heng’s poor health apparently induced him to study and practise medicine, as shown 

by his discussions of medical diagnosis in his correspondence with several friends, 

collected in Hsii’s surviving works. Hsii Heng’s absence from the capital saved him 

from experiencing the political upheaval that followed Wang Wen-t’ung’s execution 

in March of the following year for having abetted the rebellion of his son-in-law Li 

T’an (q.v.). 

In October 1262, as the political crisis subsided, Qubilai again commanded Hsii 

Heng to return to K’ai-p’ing. On reaching Yen-ching, Hsii once more succumbed to 

his chronic condition, and was forced to rest for a time. During the following months, 
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Hsti Heng resided in a Taoist temple, frequently entertaining his former associates 

Yao Shu, Tou Mo, and others, but avoiding contacts with local dignitaries. Whatever 

Hsii’s reasons for delaying his visit to K’ai-p’ing, it was obviously to his advantage to 

stay away from the centre of political struggle. Following Wang Wen-t’ung’s 

execution, many of Qubilai’s Chinese advisers came under suspicion, and the Central 

Asians, headed by the Muslim Ahmad (q.v.), were increasingly influential at court. 

At that time, Ahmad assumed extraordinary powers as chief of the Left and Right 

Boards of the Secretarial Council, and concurrently commissioner of Transport 

Bureaux of all districts in the empire. By his unwavering opposition, Chang Wen- 

ch’ien was able to convince Qubilai (temporarily) that the emperor should turn down 

Ahmad’s proposal to create a separate office, which Ahmad would direct, to take 

charge of fiscal management independently of the Secretarial Council. Hsii became 

aware of this power struggle when Chang Wen-ch’ien sought his advice. In 

characteristic Confucian manner, Hsii admonished his friend to observe the principles 

of righteousness and sincerity, follow the way of Heaven, and await events serenely. 

After staying in Yen-ching for more than a year, Hsii Heng again appealed to Qubilai 

for permission to leave. His request was granted and he returned to Huai-chou in 

February 1264. There he fulfilled the qa’an’s earlier request by establishing a school 

in his own house, without ever taking up his earlier imperial appointment as master of 

the district schools. 

In September 1265, Qubilai once again called Hsti Heng to court after Yen-ching 

had been declared the state capital and its name changed to Chung-tu. This time, the 

qa’an was anxious to consult as widely as possible on ways of strengthening the 

central administration after its transfer to the new location. Hsii Heng arrived at 

Chung-tu in November. He first sought to avoid an audience, citing a recent 

thunderstorm as an inauspicious portent, but failed and grudgingly complied. When 

ordered to attend the Secretarial Council for a discussion of state affairs in January of 

the following year, he again begged to be excused, pleading poor health. Hsii was 

visited by An-t’ung (q.v.), Muqali’s twenty-year-old grandson, who had recently been 

appointed Right chancellor of the Secretarial Council. An-t’ung, a sinicized Mongol 

prince, had at first declined the office in consideration of his youth and inexperience, 

but Qubilai had insisted. An admirer of Hsii Heng, An-t’ung sought the master’s 

advice, and Hsii, impressed by the other’s sincerity, held the young man in high 

regard. 

In April 1266, Qubilai again summoned Hsii Heng, this time to his field 

headquarters at Li-chia chuang in T’an-chou, Hopei. During the meeting, Qubilai first 

chided Hsii for not having supported Tou Mo in denouncing Wang Wen-t’ung’s 

heretical beliefs and devious schemes, adding that he forgave Hsii, but would tolerate 



428 

no repetition of that mistake. The incident strongly suggests that Hsii Heng might 

have had reasons other than his health to avoid Qubilai’s presence so persistently after 

Wang Wen-t’ung’s execution. Thereupon the qa’an charged Hsii with the 

responsibility of advising An-t’ung in his new office, adding that Hsii should feel free 

to use An-t’ung as a channel through which Hsii might submit his thoughts on 

government to the emperor himself. 

A month later, Hsii Heng was again invited to K’ai-p’ing, now Shang-tu, to be 

consulted on state affairs. Hsii frequently visited the court and the Secretarial 

Council, and was held in high regard by the imperial guards and senior officials. (We 

know that officials of the Secretarial Council took their business to Shang-tu when the 

emperor resided there in summer.) At this juncture, having achieved political 

recognition at fifty-seven, Hsii Heng felt it his duty towards Qubilai and his 

Confucian colleagues to speak out on state affairs, after having remained silent 

through seven previous summonses. Consequently he drafted a lengthy memorial 

which was read to Qubilai by an interpreter during a formal audience. At the start of 

his address, Hsii disclaimed any intention of seeking a government appointment, but 

stressed the moral aspects of a minister’s duty in offering counsel to his ruler. Citing 

the precept ‘if one cannot serve the ruler in accordance with the Way, one must 

withdraw from his service’ (Analects, 11:23) to affirm his position, he repeatedly 

exhorted the emperor to take the Great Learning and Mencius as his guides in 

government. Succinctly, he touched on five major items of current affairs: ‘a plan to 

organise the state’; “essential elements of central administration’; ‘difficulties facing 

the sovereign’; ‘agriculture and schools’; and ‘pay attention to minor matters.’ Hsii 

argued as follows: 

In his ‘plan to organise the state,’ Hsti Heng claimed firstly that success depended 

on the sovereign’s ability to win the hearts of his subjects. This was achieved by 

displaying ‘love’ (ai) and ‘impartiality’ (kung). Love put people at ease, and 

impartiality encouraged them to submit to authority. Only under such conditions 

could laws be implemented effectively and the country ruled in peace. There were, 

however, precedents to be followed. In former times, northern peoples who had been 

able to dominate China for a long time had all adopted the ‘Han’ methods of 

government, failing which they could not have lasted. The successes of the Northern 

Wei, Liao, and Chin demonstrated this fact. It was therefore imperative that the 

present ruler should follow their lead, remembering, however, that the policy would 

take at least thirty years to bear fruit, because of the fundamental differences between 

the Mongol and Chinese cultures. He should aim to make the people prosperous, to 

develop schools and to improve the armed forces, thus creating the conditions for 

stable government. Further, Hsii contended that as long as the emperor placed his 
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trust in his Chinese advisers, followed the enunciated principles, kept greedy men in 

check and did not expect instant results, he would win the hearts of his subjects and 

govern the state successfully. 

Secondly, in the ‘essential elements of central administration,’ Hsii stressed the 

need to appoint the right people to office and to enact effective legislation. He 

pointed out that laws govern men, but men maintain the laws, the two functions being 

mutually dependent; examples from the past were many, which the ruler might use as 

models. To achieve an effective public service, appointees should be rewarded fairly 

in order to keep them honest. Applicants for government employment should be 

clearly informed of terms and conditions to avoid later disappointment. Overview 

agencies were essential to ensure that officials did their duty and to ensure that 

promotions were made on merit. A comprehensive system of appointment, 

advancement, and control, should therefore be established, with a view, notably, to 

maintaining a degree of homogeneity throughout the public service. Similarly, laws 

should be formulated without delay to govern the hereditary privileges of the nobility, 

the yin appointments, and registration of households. In the last analysis, the 

effectiveness of laws and regulations depended on the quality of a ruler’s servants. 

Thirdly, in ‘difficulties facing the sovereign,’ Hsii Heng enumerated the six major 

accomplishments of a monarch wishing to achieve good governance. Those were: 

keeping promises; keeping subordinates honest; appointing good men to office; 

weeding out the unworthy; winning the people’s loyalty; and following the Way of 

Heaven. Stressing the importance of winning the hearts of one’s subjects, Hsii cited 

the wisdom of the ancient rulers: ‘In ancient times, according to the Way of the Great 

Learning, self-improvement was the basis of government. One public word or one 

public action could set a model for the whole world. Similarly, one reward or one 

punishment could arouse the public spirit of all-under-Heaven.’ 

Fourthly, in ‘agriculture and schools,’ Hsii emphasised the importance of 

promoting agriculture and schools as joint measures to feed the people and govern the 

state. He pointed out that all the ancient sage-kings of China dedicated themselves to 

supporting agriculture and education. On the other hand, Hsii deplored that the 

current administration should be excessively preoccupied with exacting revenue and 

keeping people under control. As a result, it had dried up the source of wealth and 

failed to rely on people’s sense of duty. To overcome those deficiencies, the ruler had 

to provide food and clothing to sustain people’s lives, and support religion to nourish 

their minds. The promotion of agriculture and schools was therefore inseparable. Hsii 

contended that, under effective agricultural policies, treasuries and stores would be 

full in ten years. Similarly, by educating the sons of the nobles and commoners alike, 
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the state would contribute to unifying the people, thus bringing peace throughout the 

empire within a decade. 

Lastly, under the general theme of ‘pay attention to minor matters,’ Hsii Heng 

dealt with a number of moral precepts to help the monarch govern in accordance with 

Confucian teaching. These ‘minor matters’ referred to details of which the ruler ought 

never to lose sight. Above all, the monarch should endeavour to ‘be accepted by the 

people.’ When the country was at peace, the ruler should ‘venerate the principles of 

tolerance and concession’ in order to accommodate minority views — which should 

help prevent internal strife. Furthermore, the ruler should ‘exercise restraint in 

expressing joy and anger’, in order to make his commands clear and rational. He 

should also ‘keep his faith,’ for when the ruler is true to his word, the people feel 

secure. In summary, the primary concern of the monarch should be to secure the 

good will of the people. 

It took Hsii Heng many long hours to present his views, which had to be read and 

translated. At one stage, seeing that Qubilai showed signs of weariness, Hsii rolled up 

his scroll and begged permission to withdraw. But the qa’an pulled himself together 

and told Hsii to go on. At the end, he asked Hsii to transcribe his address for formal 

submission. The final text, entitled ‘Shih-wu wu-shih’ (also known as ‘Shang shih-wu 

shu’), is now included in Hsii Heng’s Lu-chai i-shu (Extant Writings of Lu-chai). 

There are several versions of this document, but the substance remains the same in all. 

Hsii’s submission marks an important stage in the adoption of Han methods of 

government by the Mongol emperor. Whenever Hsii Heng made similar 

presentations thereafter, Qubilai called for the best interpreters to ensure accurate 

translation. Out of consideration for Hsii Heng’s ill health, Qubilai allowed him to 

attend the Secretarial Council only one day in five, and often had him sent some of 

the best Central Asian medicines to build up his strength. Clearly Qubilai had taken 

Hsiti Heng into his confidence and valued his opinion highly. 

What then is the significance of Hsii Heng’s memorial, how novel were his 

recommendations, and what effect did they have on Qubilai’s conduct of government? 

There is no doubt that Hsii’s memorial was as important as those previously submitted 

by Liu Ping-chung, Hao Ching (qg.v.), Yao Shu, and others, since it advocated the 

adoption of the Han system for governing China. In essence, Hsii Heng’s 

recommendations covered similar grounds to those of his colleagues, but his dealt 

more with general principles than specific details. Noteworthy in Hsii Heng’s 

memorial, however, is its Confucian insistence that the moral leadership of a sage 

ruler and the rule of law are essential to good government and social harmony. Such 

views, blending idealism and realism, reflect the thrust of Neo-Confucian thinking 

since the Sung era. They assumed renewed significance in Hsii Heng’s time, however, 
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when the Chinese literati strove to convert the Mongol ruler to their own traditional 

beliefs. 

It is not easy to ascertain how much was due to Hsii Heng’s influence in the 

subsequent implementation of measures that had been recommended by other 

Confucian advisers also. Several of the major measures introduced over the following 

few years embodied some of Hsii’s suggestions. Those rulings included: the 

allocation of fixed salaries and parcels of land to the members of local government 

offices (Dec. 1266); the appointment of Yao Shu and other Confucian scholars to the 

Secretarial Council (April 1267); regulations covering hereditary and yin 

appointments (Nov. 1267); the institution of the Censorate (Aug. 1268) and of the 

National College (Aug. 1269); the promulgation of decrees to promote regional 

agriculture (Sept. 1269); and other similar measures. It may thus be said that Hsii 

Heng’s was definitely a major contribution towards bringing about the adoption of 

Han methods of government. 

Early in 1267, Hsti Heng was again laid low by his chronic condition. No longer 

able to attend the Secretarial Council, he obtained permission to return home. But 

Qubilai appointed Hsii rector of the National College in October, in possible 

preparation for the establishment of an institute of Confucian studies — whereupon 

Hsii returned to the capital. The following summer Hsii presented to court a 

compendium of pronouncements on the art of government by the sage kings and 

worthy ministers since ancient times, drawn from a variety of sources. Qubilai had 

requested that his Confucian advisers prepare a series of such documents, which were 

to become his customary reading matter and source of references. In addition, Hsii 

and his colleagues began a regular course of lectures on Confucian classics, known as 

‘The Classics Mat (= Tutorial),’ for the benefit of the Mongol rulers. 

In early 1269, Qubilai appointed Hsii Heng and other Confucian advisers, notably 

Liu Ping-chung, Chang Wen-ch’ien, and Wang Hsiin, to inquire into the functions and 

structure of the administrative system. By this time, a number of key agencies had 

been established on the Chinese model at both central and local levels of 

governments. 

However, the lack of systematic planning, failure to define responsibilities, and 

inter-service rivalries, had resulted in frequent overlaps and produced a plethora of 

personnel in the bureaucratic structure. Consequently, Hsii Heng and his colleagues 

reviewed the political systems of the T’ang and Sung, assessed contemporary 

situations, and produced a detailed report for the emperor. The proposed blueprint 

sought to streamline existing services in both the central and local administrations, 

supplementing them whenever required, and eliminating redundant offices and 

personnel. It also listed territorial units of administration throughout the country 
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according to the traditional Chinese pattern. The purpose of this exercise was to 

define the duties, authority and prerogatives of each instrumentality — executive, 

administrative civil and military — to prescribe mutual obligations and to ensure 

functional coordination within the public service. All this was vital since the Mongol 

rulers were unfamiliar with the procedures of Chinese government. Clearly, the 

emperor’s continuing trust in his Confucian advisers would depend thereafter on the 

smooth operation of the administrative machinery that they had assembled. 

The results of this reform are not clearly documented, but an episode in Hsii 

Heng’s biography in the Yiian History (Yiian-shih) would indicate how ill-defined 

were the service channels in the central administration. On one occasion after Hsii’s 

blueprint had been submitted in early 1270, Qubilai summoned the senior court 

officials to discuss communications between the Secretarial Council and the various 

government agencies, such as the Censorate and the Department of Military Affairs. 

Hsii suggested that, since the Central Secretariat assisted the Son of Heaven in the 

administration of the state, other agencies should communicate with the emperor 

through the Council. Shang T’ing and Kao Ming (1209-74), who held key positions 

in the Department of Military Affairs and the Censorate, immediately dissented, 

pointing out that all the leading officials in the agencies were members of the Mongol 

imperial clan who could not be slighted without risking troublesome repercussions. 

But Hsii was unmoved, answering, ‘I am only concerned here with the machinery of 

state, not with personalities.’ Later, Shang and Kao repeated their objection to 

Qubilai, but the emperor supported Hsii Heng. Hsii Heng had intended to amplify his 

blueprint on government in a detailed reference manual on the bureaucratic system, 

but never found the time to complete the project. 

In February 1269, Qubilai commanded his confidant Liu Ping-chung to direct the 

preparation of a new set of rites and appropriate music for court ceremonies. To that 

effect, Liu recruited junior Confucian scholars whom he instructed to consult former 

Chin scholar-officials versed in the matter. Hsii Heng and Hsii Shih-lung (1206-85), 

then president of the Court of Imperial Sacrifices, were to be senior advisors to the 

project. This was completed in November of that year, prescribing court procedures, 

music, and the design and colours of costumes to be worn by officials. The code was 

approved early in the following year; it was greatly to facilitate acceptance of 

Chinese-style administration as the model for Yiian government until the end of the 

dynasty (see the biography of Liu Ping-chung). 

In the midst of these tasks, Hsii Heng continued to press for the development of 

schools and public education. In May 1269, the court promulgated a series of 

ordinances instituting regular courses in the classics and history at the public schools 

of various districts. They commanded the judicial and surveillance officials to lead 
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their staff, on the first and fifteenth day of each month, in attending lectures given by 

the educational officials in the local schools. They were to participate in discussions 

of the subject matter with the students and the public in attendance. Additionally, 

those officials were charged with finding suitable persons in each locality to instruct 

the peasants during the latter’s leisure to enhance moral awareness and promote social 

propriety. These measures were later to result in the establishment of ‘community 

schools.’ The authors of the ordinances in question have not been identified, but since 

their prescriptions reflect Hsii Heng’s educational principles so clearly, it appears that 

he must himself have been involved in drafting them. 

In October of the same year, Wang E, the executive Han-lin academician, 

submitted a memorial advocating the restoration of the civil service examination 

system. The proposal deeply impressed Qubilai, but it was held in abeyance for 

various reasons, notably the unsettled question of examination curricula — belle-lettres 

versus Classical exegesis. It is not known whether Hsii Heng concerned himself with 

the matter, although he would definitely have favoured classical exegesis and 

practical subjects. He eventually formulated a plan for the examination syllabus 

when the court further deliberated on the subject two years later. 

In February 1270, after those major tasks had been completed, Qubilai elevated 

Hsii Heng to be the assistant of the Left in the Secretarial Council, thereby involving 

him directly in the administrative function. Surprised by the move, Hsii immediately 

begged to decline the post, pleading personal inadequacy. Qubilai rejected Hsii’s 

request despite repeated appeals. sii reluctantly followed the members of the 

Secretarial Council to Shang-tu in June to attend to his new duties at the summer 

palace. 

Whatever the validity of Hsii Heng’s excuses for declining the new post, he must 

have acted first and foremost out of fear of direct involvement in court politics. The 

possibility of clashing with the powerful Ahmad was certainly Hsii’s main worry and 

indeed conflict was soon to erupt. In early 1266, Ahmad had persuaded Qubilai to 

establish an ad hoc agency under the Secretarial Council known as the Office for 

Regulating State Expenditure, and to appoint him its head (see the biography of 

Ahmad). Then, in early 1270, at the time of Hsii Heng’s appointment, Qubilai 

replaced this agency on Ahmad’s advice with a centralised financial administration, 

the Presidential Council: it was to remain independent of the Secretarial Council for 

two years. Ahmad was made its director of political affairs, with the powerful 

Chinese administrator Chang I (d. 1282) as his deputy. Ahmad thus found himself 

invested with supreme authority in fiscal matters. Designed allegedly to produce 

more revenue for the state, many of Ahmad’s policies served also to enrich him at 

public expense. This made the Muslim a prime target for attacks by the Confucian 
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scholar-officials, including Hsii Heng, who submitted several memorials to curb his 

excesses. 

Before long, Ahmad tried further to extend his powers by having his own son 

(Husain) made deputy administrator of military affairs. This was opposed outright by 

Hsii Heng and his colleagues. Hsii pointed out that the state’s authority rested on its 

control of the army, the people, and the treasury. Since Ahmad had already gained 

control of the people and of the treasury as head of the Presidential Council, too much 

power would be concentrated in a single family if his son were given so much 

authority over the army. Whereupon, Qubilai asked whether Hsii feared that Ahmad 

might stage a coup d’état. Hsii replied that even though Ahmad might not, he certainly 

would be given the means to do so. The emperor had Ahmad informed of this 

remark. Enraged by the innuendo, Ahmad berated Hsti Heng who calmly observed 

that men had turned traitors in the past because they had been allowed too much 

power, adding that should Ahmad have no such intention, why would he want to carry 

so much authority? Thus rebuffed, Ahmad grew yet more hostile to Hsii Heng, and 

undertook to defame him. 

After repeated failures to check Ahmad’s policies and appointments, Hsti could 

bear the situation no longer and became determined to leave his post. To that effect, 

he submitted a plea to An-t’ung, the Right chancellor, repeating the reasons for his 

resignation given in his earlier petition to Qubilai. At first, An-t’ung sought to 

dissuade Hsii, but finally supported him. Qubilai approved Hsii Heng’s request, but 

summoned Hsii’s son Shih-k’o, to offer him his father’s post. Shih-k’o declined, lest 

he appear to condone nepotism. As neither Qubilai nor his Confucian advisers 

wished Hsii Heng to leave the court, Qubilai, acting on the recommendation of Chang 

Wen-ch’ien and others, offered Hsti in April 1271 a new appointment as senior 

academician of the Chi-hsien Academy and concurrently rector of the National 

College. 

Hsii Heng, then sixty-two-years old, willingly accepted. This appointment 

marked an important stage in his career for it helped him realise his cherished wish of 

promoting Confucian education under state patronage. In his 1266 memorial to 

Qubilai, Hsii had already stressed the need to promote schools and provide Confucian 

education for young Mongol nobles as well as for Chinese commoners. While 

serving in the Secretarial Council, Hsii personally tutored eleven sons of Mongol and 

Central Asian functionaries, selected by the emperor to undertake Confucian studies. 

(This evidently followed the tradition dating back to Ogédei when a National College 

was established ca. 1233 in Yen-ching under the administration of Yang Wei-chung 

to provide Confucian education to the children of the foremost Mongol and Chinese 

notables.) Hsii’s colleagues Tou Mo, Yao Shu, Chang Wen-ch’ien and others had also 
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called for a state college in the capital as well as for public schools in the country. 

Hsii Heng’s appointment as head of the National College was the outcome of those 

representations. 

In accepting the new assignment, Hsii recognised the importance of training the 

young of the Mongol, Central Asian and Chinese élite in the Han methods of 

government. At this time, his health may also have been sufficiently improved for 

him to accept such an arduous responsibility. A fully-fledged Directorate for the 

National College was subsequently established in the former building of the Bureau 

of Military Affairs in the southern section of the capital. This school was reserved for 

the children of nobles and officials to be prepared for government services. Hsii Heng 

took complete charge of the college’s organisation, appointing administrators and 

instructors, recruiting students, and drawing up the regulations and curricula; he also 

lectured and paid meticulous attention to the conduct and well-being of the students. 

The National College was headed by the rector, responsible for the overall 

administration and assisted by the dean of studies. Under them were two instructors, 

one professor and one assistant instructor. Those personages were in turn assisted by 

a number of ‘monitors’ (p’ei-tu) whose role was to provide personal guidance in the 

students’ studies. The monitors were scholars of sufficient distinction to be 

recommended for their post by court officials above the third grade. Hsii Heng had 

personally recruited twelve of his former pupils, now all accomplished scholars, as 

monitors at the college. They formed the core of the teaching staff under Hsii Heng 

and his associates, and continued to serve the National College in similar capacities 

after Hsii’s departure. 

The students, ranging in age from seven to fourteen and above, were recruited 

from four categories of families: the imperial households, leading Mongol clans, the 

Imperial Guard, and Chinese court officials above the seventh grade. The intake of 

the college was originally set at two hundred students, under twenty monitors, but 

only one hundred students were actually admitted. Of those, half were Mongols, and 

the rest were se-mu or ‘ethnics’ (mostly Central Asians) and Chinese in equal 

proportions. The course began with only eighty students and twelve monitors. These 

students attended either pre-college courses (from eight to fourteen sui) or college, 

according to age and ability. They were divided into classes under the guidance of 

the monitors; textbooks and curricula were prescribed for each level. The monitors 

played a key role in implementing Hsii Heng’s innovative ‘guidance system’: not only 

did they assist students in exegetical reading, but also served as models of exemplary 

conduct in daily life. In that role, their tuition was essential for the Mongol and 

Central Asian students, who were less literate in Chinese and generally unfamiliar 

with Chinese customs. 
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Basic textbooks for the pre-college students were the Hsiao-ching (Classic of 

Filial Piety), the Elementary Learning, as well as the Four Books. Besides the Four 

Books, the college students’ reading list included the Five Classics and other classical 

and historical works. The Elementary Learning and Great Learning were given 

special attention since they provided the moral training and guidance for advancement 

to higher studies and public office. In particular, the Elementary Learning 

summarises Chu Hsi’s basic doctrines for moral and practical education under the 

headings of ‘organising instruction,’ ‘clarifying moral relations’ and ‘respecting the 

person.’ It also provides an essential vocabulary for exegetical reading and historical 

illustrations of moral conduct. The prescribed version was Chu Hsi’s collected 

commentaries, but Hsii Heng also used his own elaboration, the General Meaning of 

Elementary Learning, to facilitate the students’ comprehension. As to the Four 

Books, besides the collected commentaries compiled by Chu Hsi, Hsii also introduced 

his own notes composed in the vernacular. Those included the Essentials of The 

Great Learning (Ta-hsiieh yao-liieh), and the ‘straightforward explanation’ (chih- 

chieh) of the Great Learning and the Doctrine of the Mean. Both the Elementary 

Learning and the Four Books had been popularly used by Confucian scholars since 

Chu Hsi’s time as primers in a system of universal schooling because they related to 

the everyday life of common people. Still, it is noteworthy that Hsii Heng judged 

those works to be appropriate for the education of culturally-distant Mongols and 

Central Asians. 

Additionally, Hsii Heng wrote three major teaching texts in rhyme to facilitate 

memorisation, namely: the Chi-ku ch’ ien-wen, a glossary of 1,000 essential characters 

presented in a brief narrative of historical events from antiquity to the Mongol 

conquest; the She-ch’i ko, a reference manual for the performance of rites; and the 

Pien-nien ko k’uo, an historical chronology for instruction in elementary arithmetic, 

extending from the ancient kings to the last Chin emperor. 

The study programs consisted generally of reading and recitation, tuition in 

rituals and ceremonies, writing and calligraphy, as well as instruction in elementary 

arithmetic. Hsii’s teaching methods are vividly documented by his leading disciple 

Yeh-lii Yu-shang, appointed rector of the National College in 1287, in an account 

called “Kuo-hsiieh shih-chi’ now included in Hsii’s extant works. According to this 

report, Hsii Heng had developed a program of instruction based on his belief that 

human nature was perfectible, although people’s abilities differed. Since men were 

fundamentally good despite their imperfections, the purpose of education was to 

identify and correct such faults. Working at a pace commensurate with their 

aptitudes, students should be left to absorb what they were taught, rather than be 

exposed to too broad and too intensive a program. Consequently, Hsii exercised great 
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patience and tolerance in instruction, and admonished his associates to do likewise. 

In teaching the classics, for instance, he made his pupils read the passages over and 

over, even scores of times, until they completely mastered them. If the meaning still 

remained unclear, he would discuss it in the light of existing commentaries until it 

was correctly understood. Only by such means could the students fully understand 

what they were learning and prepare to apply their knowledge steadfastly throughout 

their life. 

Further, Hsii strove for unity in knowledge and in education. He was not 

concerned merely with abstract instruction, but also with the pursuit of practical 

skills. He often urged his students to ponder what they were taught and to consider 

how they would apply classical learning to actual problems. He would discuss 

contemporary affairs to illustrate his points. For instance, in his ‘straightforward 

explanation’ of the Great Learning, commenting on the passage in the classical text 

dealing with money and grain, he remarked that it was bad for a prime minister to be 

solely concerned with money. This was apparently meant as a criticism of Ahmad; 

the quote served to admonish the Mongol and Central Asian students not to follow the 

steps of this greedy functionary when they entered public service. 

Similarly, because Hsii Heng regarded the students’ enlightenment as a main goal 

of education, he endeavoured to communicate with them directly and personally on a 

variety of topics about which students were encouraged to form an opinion. This 

method had been commonly used as a means of intellectual stimulation by Neo- 

Confucian scholars since Sung times. Some of the questions and answers between 

Hsii Heng and his students have been preserved in the Yii-lu (Recorded Sayings); they 

provide an important insight into the master’s teaching methods. 

Hsii’s didactic aims were manifold. For instance, when directing his pupils to 

practise calligraphy by seeking to imitate the T’ang stylist Yen Chen-ch’ing (709-85), 

he admonished them not just to master the elegant strokes, but also to achieve thereby 

a character-forming spirit of reverence. When teaching arithmetic, using the 

historical chronology Pien-nien ko k’uo as a textbook, he sought to awaken his 

students’ interest in the study of history. When giving instruction in the classics, 

philosophy, and historical writings, he would evoke examples from the past to 

impress on his pupils the correct attitude towards life and people. All this served to 

widen the students’ horizon beyond the pursuit of pure knowledge and practical skills. 

Finally, Hsii Heng was keenly anxious to cultivate his students’ enthusiasm for 

study. This was particularly important in the case of the Mongol and Central Asian 

pupils because of their alien cultural background. Hsii devised various extracurricular 

activities to that effect. For instance, he assigned the older, more advanced Mongol 

students to perform Chinese rites. When the junior students showed signs of 
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inattention, they were made to practise forms of courtesy. In addition, they also had 

to take part in archery and other contests, and the losers were punished by being made 

to read the text-book several times. These activities served several purposes. They 

helped improve the students’ behaviour, teach them manners, and enhance their 

awareness of the Confucian moral-ethical code in social intercourse. 

Hsii Heng and his fellow instructors were no less devoted to the students’ moral 

development as an integral part of education. This special concern grew out of Hsii’s 

belief that the primary objective of education should be to mould men’s character and 

foster good conduct. He considered that men were innately good, and that a teacher’s 

duty was to cultivate his pupils’ virtue, rather than impose sets of arbitrary rulings. In 

the true spirit of the Sung Neo-Confucian tradition, Hsii Heng preferred to instill in 

the students a sense of shame so that they became aware of their own shortcomings 

and corrected those without coercion. He treated all his pupils as his own children, 

paid careful heed to their upbringing, and avoided harsh discipline. Consequently, as 

Hsii’s disciples recalled, a spirit of mutual affection pervaded the college and the 

students took to Hsii’s instruction with genuine zeal. 

Throughout his tenure, Hsii Heng spent his time at the National College attending 

to administrative matters. He left the care of his personal affairs to his eldest son 

Shih-k’o0; he entertained no guests, ate simple meals at the college, and spent long 

hours at work. Although Hsii presided over the college for only two years, his 

enlightened program of education and unflagging devotion to teaching achieved 

impressive results. He had trained a new generation of Chinese and Mongol leaders 

in the Confucian tradition, many of whom became distinguished officials and 

administrators. Some of the more illustrious are mentioned together with Hsii Heng’s 

disciples in an appendix to Hsii’s biography in the Sung Yiian hsiieh-an by Huang 

Tsung-hsi. All are praised for their moral integrity and outstanding achievements in 

statecraft and scholarship. Hsii Heng’s program remained virtually unchanged after 

his departure. Hsii’s immediate successor as rector of the National College was his 

close colleague Wang Hsiin, to be followed in 1287 by Hsii’s leading disciple Yeh-lii 

Yu-shang. 

Late in 1271, Hsii Heng was involved with his colleagues Yao Shu, Tung Wen- 

chung (q.v.), Yang Kung-i (1225-94), and others, in a debate at court on the substance 

of the proposed civil service examinations. The discussion was prompted by a recent 

memorial submitted by a scholar-official of the defunct Chin regime, T’u-tan Kung-lii, 

now a reader-in-waiting in the Hanlin Academy, advocating the revival of the 

examination system for the recruitment of public servants. In the event, T’u-tan 

endeavoured to exploit Qubilai’s known preference for the more traditional Buddhism 

over Ch’an Buddhism by drawing a similar distinction between the original form of 
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Confucianism supposedly fostered by the examinations of the conventional type, and 

Neo-Confucianism, which he sought to discredit by equating it with Ch’an Buddhism. 

Perplexed by the analogy, Qubilai summoned Hsii Heng and others for clarification. 

In response, Tung Wen-chung did not discuss Neo-Confucianism, but asserted that 

scholars should concentrate on studying the classics and exploring the ways of 

Confucius and Mencius, rather than compose prose and poetry. Yang Kung-i 

expressed a similar view; he proposed that the candidates should be examined on their 

understanding of the Five Classics and Four Books and on their knowledge of history 

as related to contemporary problems. The opinions of Hsii Heng and Yao Shu are not 

known, but both men would evidently have stressed the timeliness of the Chu Hsi 

school and assigned primary importance to the classics, history, and practical subjects 

in the examination curricula. 

Confucian scholars in early Yiian fell into two major groups according to their 

intellectual background and geographical affiliation. One group, men like Wang E, 

Wang P’an, T’u-tan Kung-lii, were adherents of the classical Confucianism of late 

Chin, or were scholars associated with the Tung-p’ing region in Shantung (see the 

biography of Yen Shih), who favoured above all achievements in the belles-lettres. 

The others were adherents of Sung Neo-Confucianism headed by Hsti Heng, Yao 

Shu, Tou Mo, and other northern scholars, who cultivated moral values and practical 

learning under the inspiration of the Ch’eng brothers and Chu Hsi. Those groups 

represented two intellectual traditions; though both desired the revival of the civil 

service examinations, they disagreed on the basic tenets of Confucian tradition and 

the particular aspects to be emphasised in the examination syllabuses. According to 

the treatise on selection of officials of the Yiian History, Hsii Heng had devised a 

program for the implementation of the examination system that favoured classical 

exegesis at the expense of literary composition. But the academic debates continued, 

greatly complicating the political issues and thereby delaying the resumption of the 

examinations. Nevertheless, when the process was finally revived after the 

enthronement of Emperor Ayurbarvada (Jen-tsung, r. 1312-20) in 1313-1315, the 

curriculum comprised the Five Classics and Four Books with the commentaries by 

Chu Hsi and other Sung Neo-Confucians, and placed primary emphasis on command. 

of classical exegesis and practical subjects. Hsii Heng and his colleagues had 

triumphed. 

In early 1273, Qubilai considered launching an all-out offensive against the 

Southern Sung to complete the conquest of China. This was shortly after the Mongol 

forces had seized Hsiang-yang and Fan-ch’eng, the twin pillars of the Sung defence in 

modern Hupei. To justify his intention and gain support for it, Qubilai made a show 

of consulting his advisers, although his mind had already been made up. Hsii Heng 
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was one of the few who opposed the campaign. In a characteristic Confucian 

argument, Hsii contended that it would be preferable for the Mongol ruler to cultivate 

his own virtue to such a degree as to charm the Sung people into submission: if 

military action were undertaken, casualties would be high on both sides with no 

guarantee of victory. Hsii’s advice fell on deaf ears. Thereupon, on the pretext of 

having to rebury his deceased parents, Hsii begged leave from his post at the National 

College and was subsequently summoned to Shang-tu for an audience. It appears that 

Hsii may have resigned in protest against Qubilai’s planned invasion of Southern 

Sung. The real reason, however, was his frustration at the powerful Ahmad’s repeated 

attempts to curtail Hsii’s prerogatives and to reduce the college students’ stipend, 

much to the latter’s alarm. 

Hsii Heng’s feelings are clearly revealed in statements made by Wang P’an and 

Yao Shu, two of his closest colleagues in the Secretarial Council, at the time of Hsti 

Heng’s arrival at Shang-tu. On that occasion, Qubilai sent Chang Wen-ch’ien to 

enquire of Wang and Yao what they thought of Hsiti Heng’s request. Wang P’an 

pointed out that Hsii had made a major contribution to the state by his teaching 

methods; since many of his students were about to complete their training as officials, 

Hsii should be asked to stay. Wang suspected that Hsii may have wanted to leave the 

National College because, as an honest and frugal man, Hsii felt uneasy drawing a 

handsome stipend while student enrolments declined. | Consequently, Wang 

recommended increasing student numbers: his advice was taken. (However, the 

decree admitting three hundred students to the college was only made in 1311.) On 

the other hand, Yao Shu thought that Hsii Heng’s action might affect the Way; yet, as 

a man of principle, Hsii must have considered his decision, and should therefore not 

be forced to change his mind. Yao’s view apparently convinced Wang P’an. Thus the 

two advised Qubilai that Hsti Heng, though only sixty-four, should be allowed to 

retire on grounds of health and age, in addition to Hsii’s personal obligation in the 

matter of his parents’ burial. After receiving similar advice from Tou Mo and Wang 

E, Qubilai approved Hsii’s request, and the latter thereupon returned to his place of 

birth. 

In October, acting on the recommendation of Liu Ping-chung, Yao Shu, Tou Mo 

and others, the qa’an appointed Wang Hsiin, tutor of the heir apparent Jingim, to the 

vacant rectorship of the National College. Wang Hsiin retained the existing staff, the 

structure of the college and the teaching programs, so that the foundation laid by Hsii 

Heng was preserved intact and perpetuated in state education. 

During the following two years, Hsii Heng lived quietly in Ho-nei, spending his 

time in study, teaching, and tending the fields. In July 1276, he was bidden by 

Qubilai Qa’an chiefly on the recommendation of Chang I, Chang Wen-ch’ien and 
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Wang Hsiin, to take part in the revision of the existing calendar. A new calendar was 

urgently needed because the old Chin Ta-ming li had become inaccurate; and the 

formal surrender of the last Sung emperor early that year provided an auspicious 

occasion for reform. Qubilai had a special commission headed by Wang Hsiin 

established to that effect. Chang I, the vice-commissioner of the Bureau of Military 

Affairs, and Chang Wen-ch’ien, then senior academician of the Chao-wen Academy, 

were appointed to oversee the commission, whereas astronomers such as Kuo Shou- 

ching (g.v.), Yang Kung-i and others were recruited to provide technical expertise. 

Hsii Heng’s collaboration was sought because he was also skilled in the subject; he 

accepted the appointment gladly. 

From late in 1276, Hsti Heng resided in Ta-tu while participating in the 

compilation of the new calendar. In March 1278, having reappointed Hsii as senior 

academician of the Chi-hsien Academy, Qubilai had him oversee the newly- 

established Department of Calendrical Affairs which was under the administration of 

Wang Hsiin and Kuo Shou-ching. It is not certain how much Hsii Heng actually 

contributed to the new calendar which appeared to have been largely the work of Kuo 

Shou-ching, Yang Kung-i, and other astronomers and mathematicians. However, Hsii 

had joined with his colleagues in recommending a series of measures to collate the 

Chin and Sung calendars as the basis for the revision. They requested that 

astronomical instruments and calendrical writings of the Sung be collected and 

studied, observatory stations be established all over the country, and officials be 

appointed to make observations and collect primary data (see the biography of Kuo 

Shou-ching). It is probable that Hsii Heng also assisted in editing the new calendar in 

the classical style. A thoroughly revised calendar was eventually completed and 

presented to court in late 1280. With great satisfaction, Qubilai bestowed on it the 

name Shou-shih li (‘Calendar for Fixing the Seasons’), and ordered that it be adopted 

early the following year. Hsii Heng’s health had deteriorated in July 1280, and, with 

Jingim’s support, Hsii secured Qubilai’s leave to retire two months later. On this 

occasion, the qa’an also appointed Hsii’s eldest son Shih-k’o as general administrator 

of the Huai-Meng district in order that he should be on hand to care for his father at 

home. 

In early 1281, a few months after he returned to Ho-nei, Hsii Heng fell seriously 

ill. Aware of his condition and versed in medicine, Hsii realised that his death was 

near. He rejected his physician’s assurance that he was recovering, maintaining that 

what appeared to be a welcome remission was in fact the sure sign of an incurable 

condition. Consequently, Hsii ceased taking medicine, but insisted on participating in 

the spring sacrifice to his ancestors, to set an example for his descendants. Then on 
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23 March, having stepped out of doors leaning on a cane, Hsii chanted a tz’u poem by 

Chu Hsi, and died at the age of seventy-two. 

When the news of Hsii Heng’s death was known, Qubilai and the court officials 

were shocked and grieved, none more than his friends and disciples, many of whom 

travelled long distances to pay homage. After the period of mourning, Hsii Heng was 

buried on 5 May among his ancestral graves in Li-feng village, north-east of Ho-nei. 

Before his death, Hsii had confided to his eldest son that he regretted having been 

spoiled by fame, and urged his son neither to request a canonical name nor to erect an 

epitaph for him, but only to inscribe the characters ‘Mr. Hsti’s Grave’ on the 

tombstone. His contention was that a person, worthy or not, did not need the eulogies 

of an epitaph: his son heeded his injuction. Later, Hsti’s leading disciple Yeh-lii Yu- 

shang wrote a short account of Hsii Heng’s life and a brief chronology of his career 

for the records of history. 

Hsii Heng was highly praised both by his contemporaries and by later scholars 

for his personality, erudition, and above all, commitment to the Confucian Way. He 

had the earthy, modest nature of a country gentleman, frank, honest, and sincere, but 

he also showed the rugged, strong-willed character of an embattled scholar during 

crises — serious, upright, and extremely committed to his profession. Those 

outstanding qualities had earned him the admiration and respect of his colleagues and 

disciples, as well as of the Mongol ruler and many non-Han Officials. 

Hsti Heng had two wives, nées Ching and Ho respectively, who together bore 

him four sons and three daughters; the latter produced a number of grandchildren. 

His sons, the three elder by his first wife, were Shih-k’o, Shih-hsiin, Shih-fu, and 

Shih-ching. The eldest and the youngest achieved distinction in the public service; 

the second remained in private life, whereas the third son died in childhood. Hsii 

Shih-k’o, who had learned to speak Mongolian, rose to be general administrator firstly 

of Wei-hui district, then of Hsiang-yang, and died in office as general administrator of 

Kuang-p’ing district. He was given the posthumous rank of minister of Rites. Hsii 

Shih-ching became rector of the National College and executive academician, ending 

his career as chief censor. 

Shortly after his death, apparently much against his wishes, Hsii Heng was 

showered with posthumous honours by the later Mongol rulers and state officials. In 

1293, the prefect of Hui-chou erected the San-hsien t’ang (‘Hall of Three Worthies’) to 

house the spirit-tablets of Hsii Heng, Yao Shu and Wang P’an. Four years later 

(1297), Emperor Temiir (Ch’eng-tsung, r. 1294-1307) conferred on Hsii Heng the 

canonical name Wen-cheng (‘Cultured and Correct’). Then in 1309 QaisSan (Wu- 

tsung, r. 1307-11) raised him to the dignity of Grand Tutor and made him Duke-of- 

state of Wei. In 1313, Ayurbarvada decreed that Hsii Heng be reburied as a 
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companion of the sage in Confucius’ temple in the capital, and offered sacrifices, as 

were nine other leading Sung Confucian scholars. In the early years of Yen-yu (1314- 

20), the emperor ordered that the Lu-chai Private Academy (Lu-chai shu-yiian) be 

established in Ching-chao, in memory of Hsii Heng’s contribution to education. Then 

in 1335, at the command of Togdn Temiir (Shun-ti, r. 1333-67), the Han-lin 

academician and rector of the National College, Ou-yang Hsiian (1283-1357), 

composed the text for the inscription on the ‘spirit-way stele’ in Hsii’s honor. This 

epitaph provides the basic account of Hsii Heng’s life and career, and constitutes an 

important supplement to Hsii’s earlier biography by Su T’ien-chiieh (1294-1352) in his 

Kuo(Yiian)-ch’ ao ming-ch en shih-liieh completed in 1328. 

Hsii Heng was not a prolific writer by contemporary standards since, as a 

dedicated educator, he spent his adult life teaching rather than cultivating 

philosophical speculation. With few exceptions, his philosophical essays are limited, 

as mentioned earlier, to discussions of the classics and Neo-Confucian commentaries, 

mainly for teaching purposes. They were, moreover, presented in a simple, 

unadorned style and often in the vernacular; Hsii did not strive for originality or 

stylistic effects, seeking only to convert the uninitiated to the Confucian Way. These 

writings include his elaborations of the Book of Changes, the Classic of Filial Piety, 

Chu Hsi’s Elementary Learning, and the Four Books. A few of those items were 

printed as independent editions, but most of his contributions were incorporated in the 

collected works compiled by his disciples and by later scholars. This collection, 

known as Lu-chai i-shu, underwent successive compilations and revisions. It was 

first assembled by a local prefect and engraved in 6 chiian in 1306. This edition, 

however, was only a partial compilation of Hsii Heng’s writings since it did not 

include his elaborations of the classics and Neo-Confucian commentaries, and other 

miscellaneous writings. 

In 1518, a new edition of Hsii’s writings entitled Lu-chai ch’ tian-shu in 7 chiian, 

was compiled by Hao Kuan, son-in-law of a descendant of Hsiti Heng. This again is a 

meagre collection, and efforts to produce fuller collections of Hsii Heng’s writings 

continued. In 1525, an enlarged edition of Hsii’s works, also entitled Lu-chai i-shu, 

was printed by Hsiao Ming-feng, a noted scholar and publisher. It included most, if 

not all, of Hsii Heng’s extant writings in 10 chiian, including 2 chiian of appendixes. 

During the next decades, two new 6-chiian editions of Hsii’s works appeared, 

probably based on the original Yiian edition or the 1518 revised edition. 

Then in 1596 another extended edition of Hsii Heng’s writings, also called Lu- 

chai i-shu in 11 chiian with 3 chiian of appendixes, was printed by an official in Huai- 

ch’ing fu. This was probably the edition of Lu-chai i-shu in 14 chiian copied into the 

Ssu-k’ u ch’ tian-shu collection in the 1770s. The text of the Lu-chai i-shu copied into 
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the Ssu-k’u ch’iian-shu was reproduced photo-lithographically by the Taiwan 

Commercial Press in 1973. This edition includes practically all of Hsii Heng’s extant 

writings as well as a rich collection of biographical and bibliographical materials. 

Hsii Heng must be hailed as an outstanding personality for his unwavering 

commitment to promoting the Neo-Confucian tradition and to applying its principles 

in government and education. With many of his contemporaries, he responded to 

Qubilai’s call in the hope of reviving the Confucian Way at a time when Han culture 

was threatened by alien conquerors, and of converting the ‘barbarian’ rulers to the 

civilised world of the Chinese. The qa’an called repeatedly for Hsii’s services not only 

because he appreciated Hsii’s modesty, character, and commitment, but also because 

he valued his wisdom and resourcefulness in strengthening the Mongol regime. Yet, 

Hsii Heng rejected all personal participation in government; he coveted neither 

honours nor wealth, and, to avoid political involvement, had actually ignored several 

of Qubilai’s summonses. His true concern went to promoting Confucian education for 

Chinese and Mongols. Only in 1266 did he at last submit a substantial memorial 

touching on affairs of state. In a passage seeking to reconcile his service of the 

‘barbarian’ Mongol with his sense of Confucian duty, Hsii, citing Confucius as his 

authority, claimed that the mind of the sage reflected the very essence of heaven and 

earth, whether or not the conquerors whom it enlightened had received the sublime 

mandate. 

Hsii Heng’s memorial made a significant contribution to statecraft by urging the 

Mongol ruler to regard moral conduct and improvement of self as the proper basis for 

all laws and institutions. In no uncertain terms, Hsii exhorted Qubilai to win the 

hearts of the people by deeds of love and justice — the cornerstone of Confucian 

public morality — in order to achieve peace and order. More importantly, Hsii used 

those arguments to press for dispensing Confucian education to Mongol and Central 

Asian youngsters so as to produce a new generation of leaders capable of upholding 

the government. 

From his late thirties, Hsii was steadfastly committed to the orthodox tradition of 

Chu Hsi’s Neo-Confucianism; he renounced his previous classical learning, and 

rejected both Buddhism and Taoism, exhorting his disciples and people at large to do 

likewise. Although Hsii did not condemn the Buddhist faithful, an eminent local 

monk, overwhelmed by the master’s grace, ceased all effort to attract converts. As to 

religious Taoism, Hsii Heng declared that it can lead neither to long life nor to 

immortality, since, whereas everything in the world needs a paradigm,there is none 

for either immortality or extreme longevity. He also condemned the Taoist priests of 

his time for indulging in mundane and worldly activities, and betraying their 

patriarch’s advocacy of purity and non-action as the way to betterment. Hsii was less 
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critical of Lao-tzu’s teachings: while pointing out the drawbacks of this philosophy of 

withdrawal and retreat in an assertive and positive world, Hsii himself benefitted by 

its practice as the way to overcome crisis and uncertainty. Nevertheless, as a 

dedicated and practical Confucian, his outlook was wholly committed to the orthodox 

Ch’eng-Chu tradition and remained unaffected by other schools or religious doctrines. 

Indeed, Hsii Heng’s philosophy displays little deviation from orthodox Cheng- 

Chu Neo-Confucianism. He conceived of mind, nature and heaven as the 

embodiment of a single principle (/i) identified as the 7’ ai-chi, or Great Ultimate. This 

metaphysical principle is the order of all things in the universe, conferring on them 

their individuality. All of nature, including man, is formed by the interaction of yin 

and yang according to this principle. To explain the evolution of the universe, Hsii 

adopted the ‘law of reversal’ of the Book of Changes and the numerological theories 

of Shao Yung (1011-77), developing his own independent views on the fluctuations 

of yin and yang as represented in the configurations of the hexagrams of the Book of 

Changes. 

The gist of Hsii Heng’s philosophy of human nature (hsing) was derived from the 

Hsin-ching (Classic of the Mind), an exposition by Chen Te-hsiu (1178-1235) of Chu 

Hsi’s ideas on the relationship between the cosmological order and human ethics. 

Since man, like the whole universe, is constituted of ch’i or ‘material force,’ the ch’i of 

the human mind likewise has good and evil aspects, and evolves, causing birth, 

ageing and death. Human nature then is determined by the nature of the ch’i innate in 

the individual, and the human mind is a manifestation of that nature or principle (/1), 

which makes it good, but the emotions emanating from the ch’i are both good and 

evil. Human nature is the substance (fi) and the emotions the functioning (yung) of 

the mind. If the ch’i of the mind is purified, the principle will become evident and the 

emotions (ch’ing) controlled. The resultant enlightened mind can identify with the 

universe, producing both harmony and the model for ethical conduct in government 

and society. 

Hsii Heng extended these concepts in an attempt to clarify the relationship 

between human nature (hsing) and destiny or fate (ming), a controversial subject in 

Neo-Confucianism. Like Chu Hsi, Hsii defined ming as that with which Heaven 

endows an individual, and hsing as the innate qualities of that endowment. While 

Hsii believed that destiny was inexorable, he remained optimistic, considering Heaven 

to be benign: if an individual cultivated his goodness and avoided evil, he could thus 

become a worthy man and enjoy peace. This way of thinking vividly reflects the 

delicate position of a Chinese literatus living under the unpredictable rule of the 

Mongols. 
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Hsii Heng elaborated his ethical concepts practically by defining the Neo- 

Confucian mean (chung) as ‘rectifying the mind’ (cheng-hsin), and harmony (ho) as 

‘sincerity of the will’ (ch’eng-i). He asserted, through the concept of total 

participation, that if the mind is ‘rectified,’ the universe shall also be ‘rectified.’ 

Following Chu Hsi, Hsii considered benevolence (jen) to be the foremost of the four 

Confucian virtues, for it was thought to be the source of creation in that it embodied 

the principles of nourishment, love, and impartiality innate in man. As such it was 

capable of informing the mind of man, as well as heaven and earth. 

The thrust of Hsii Heng’s philosophy was not directed to metaphysical 

speculation, but rather to the pragmatic application of the ethical and governmental 

consequences of those speculations. Therefore he especially emphasised self- 

improvement (hsiu-shen), which rests on the ‘rectification of the mind’ and ‘sincerity 

of the will.’ These in turn are founded on study and education, and so Hsii devoted 

himself to the creation of educational programs for moral training and the pursuit of 

useful knowledge. He believed that one could cultivate the human virtues to their 

utmost by following his prescribed study program, and implementing his precepts of 

‘setting up instruction,’ ‘clarifying human relations,’ ‘revering the person,’ and the 

doctrines of ‘manifesting the brilliant virtue’ (ming ming-te) and ‘renewing the people’ 

(hsin-min). ‘Rectification of the mind’ here is the key to self-improvement since, 

although naturally endowed with goodness in the form of principle, a man is liable to 

be misled by selfish desires (ssu-yii) resulting from the evil influences in life. 

Convinced of the perfectibility of human nature, he believed that when the mind was 

rectified, the self would be cultivated, the will made sincere, and all human virtues 

realised. Therein resided the principle of “governing men through self-discipline’ 

which provided the basis of a harmonious moral, social and political order. 

Like most Neo-Confucian philosophers, Hsii Heng stressed the ‘investigation of 

things’ (ko-wu) for achieving an ‘extension of knowledge’ (chih-chih) and the 

‘rectification of the mind.’ There had been heated controversy between Chu Hsi and 

his rival Lu Chiu-yiian (1139-92) over the interpretation of this important doctrine. 

Hsii apparently dismissed the controversy as relating merely to different ways of 

reaching the same goal. 

Hsii Heng’s Neo-Confucianism is most remarkable for its application to 

realpolitik and universal education: the ‘learning of the emperors and kings’ (ti-wang 

hstieh) was to influence imperial rulers and design a program of study for universal 

education. He advocated its adoption by the Mongol sovereign, stressing the 

importance of promoting agriculture and establishing public schools to strengthen the 

foundation of a moral society. Hsii was consequently given an opportunity to put his 
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educational philosophy to work when he was appointed rector of the National 

College. 

In sum, Hsii’s optimism about man’s perfectibility convinced him that by such an 

education in practical morality, an individual could develop his potential for wisdom, 

and the ruler could become a sage-king. Most significantly, Hsii Heng considered 

these doctrines practical, and had faith moreover in their universal efficacy. Steeped 

in that confidence, he committed himself unreservedly to what he must have regarded 

as his sacred task. 
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27. LIU YIN (1249-1293) 

Liu Yin, a distinguished scholar and philosopher of the early Yiian, was a native 

of Jung-ch’eng county, Hsiung-chou, in Pao-ting district, modern Hopei. Born on 22 

February 1249, he was given the name Yin (written with the radical meaning ‘horse’) 

by his father Liu Shu because of a dream the latter had had immediately before the 

boy’s birth. Liu Yin’s father, who had not yet had an heir by his spouse née Yang by 

the age of forty, dreamt that a spirit delivered a baby boy on horseback and then 

departed with the words, ‘Raise him well.’ Because the baby was born upon the 

father’s awakening, he named him Yin, ‘Piebald Horse.’ Liu Yin retained this name 

until his twenties, when he dropped the ‘horse’ radical. This effectively changed the 

meaning of his name to ‘Successor.’ His earlier courtesy name, Meng-chi, ‘Dreaming 

of a fast horse,’ was also changed, this time to the homophone Meng-chi, ‘Dreaming 

of good fortune.’ Although the superficial meaning of these names is clear, we can 

only speculate as to what prompted their adoption, for Liu Yin left no writings on the 

subject. 

Liu Yin had several pen names. The best-known was Ching-hsiu which he 

adopted after he reached adulthood. It was taken from Chu-ko Liang’s (181-234) 

famous phrase, ching i hsiu shen (‘quiescence wherewith to cultivate the self’). Later, 

he also styled himself Lei-ch’i chen-yin (“True hermit from the Lei Stream’), Mu-ch’i 

Weng (‘Old man from the Mu Stream’), Ch’iao Weng (‘Old man of the Woods’), Fan 

Weng (‘Old man from Fan’), and Hsiieh-tsui Weng (‘Old man of the “Snowy Green 

Studio”). These names were adopted from either his place of residence or his studio. 

Despite his early death at forty-four, Liu Yin became famous for his erudition, 

poetry, and character. Of these three, it is the last for which he is best known today. 

Liu Yin was one of the leading literati of north China in early Yiian times, and he was 

invited by Qubilai Qa’an to assume an official post. But Liu Yin served only for an 

extremely short period and subsequently remained completely detached from the 

political milieu. The reasons for this were philosophical, for he dedicated his life to 

maintaining a personal integrity that required the preservation of distance between 

himself and the political arena. In doing so, he remained faithful to the teachings of 

Confucius and Mencius, the guiding lights of an ethical philosophy which stressed 

devotion to the pursuit of moral progress. Liu Yin has therefore been aptly called a 

leading representative of ‘Confucian eremitism’ by F. W. Mote. Ordinarily, 

Confucianism encouraged public service. Men with moral and intellectual gifts were 

bound to dedicate themselves to the cause of good government. Liu Yin consistently 
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refused to do this, insisting instead on living as a private teacher in his home district. 

In moral terms, Liu Yin is often matched with Hsii Heng (q.v.), a Confucian 

scholar who served Qubilai as a court literatus and political adviser. Liu and Hsii 

were paired in late Yiian times by T’ao Tsung-i (ca. 1315-ca. 1402) in his Cho-keng 

lu. According to T’ao, Hsii, en route to take up an office at the Mongol court, had 

called on Liu in 1260. When Liu challenged Hsii to explain why he had accepted the 

appointment with such alacrity, Hsii supposedly said, ‘Were I to behave otherwise, 

then the Confucian Way would not be practised.’ Many years later, the two met again 

and Hsii Heng asked Liu to explain his refusal to accept government employment. 

Liu supposedly replied, “Were I to behave otherwise, then the Way would not be 

honoured.’ Either T’ao has the dates wrong or this episode is fictitious, for we cannot 

believe that Hsti Heng would have consulted an eleven-year-old about his career 

choices. It seems likely, in fact, that the story arose to illustrate two equally 

legitimate, but mutually exclusive, Confucian responses to the political conditions of 

the early Ytian. 

Liu Yin’s lineage was moderately prominent. His great-great-grandfather Liu 

Fang served in Lin-t’ao fu (Shansi) as a judicial officer under the Jurchen Chin, and 

his great-grandfather Liu Yti held the post of registrar in Chung-shan fu (Hopei). Liu 

Yin’s grandfather’s brother Liu Kuo-pao won the chin-shih during the Hsing-ting 

reign (1217-22) of the Chin emperor Hsiian-tsung and advanced to become a senior 

clerk in the Department of Military Affairs. The grandfather, Liu Ping-shan, never 

held a government post. But it was he who moved the family south, probably at the 

time the Chin court left Chung-tu (Peking) and fled to Nan-ching (K’ai-feng) before 

the Mongol onslaught in the summer of 1214. 

The family’s ties to the Chin, however, were apparently broken in 1232, two 

years before the capitulation of the Jurchen regime to the Mongols. Liu Yin’s father, 

Liu Shu, moved the family back north to Chen-ting, then under Mongol rule. 

Sometime later, Liu Shu became a judicial clerk under Liu Su (1188-1263, no 

relation) who was at the time administering the territory assigned to the apanage of 

the Princess Sorqaqtani, the mother of Qubilai. It was he who helped introduce 

significant reforms on the latter’s behalf at Hsing-chou (Hopei) in the 1250s (see the 

biography of Liu Ping-chung). Liu Shu was a devoted student of Sung Confucian 

philosophy, although it is unclear why the sources record his “fondness for long 

whistling’ (hao ch’ ang-shao) which is a well-known Taoist longevity practice. He 

allegedly also declined an offer of a magistracy at Wu-i (Hopei), on grounds of 

health. 

A precocious child, Liu Yin begun his studies at the age of three and is said to 

have been able to memorise more than a thousand words daily. The Liu family lived 
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at Jung-ch’eng until 1254, when they moved to T’an-yiian, Chen-chou, where they 

stayed for the next decade. Liu Yin’s mother died in 1256, and Liu Yin was then 

placed in the care of his stepmother, towards whom he displayed intense filial piety. 

During this time, Liu Yin made rapid progress in classical studies and literary 

composition, and so impressed his father with his abilities that in 1264, shortly after 

concluding his administrative duties at Hsing-chou, Liu Shu moved the family to a 

quiet place in Pao-ting to give his son an opportunity for a better education. There the 

father devoted all his energies to teaching the boy. Liu Shu’s role model may have set 

the pattern for Yin’s later life, although Liu senior died before his son reached 

adulthood. Liu Yin, however, had another teacher, Yen Mi-chien (1212-89), a 

reputable scholar from the South. It was probably around this time or a few years 

later that Liu Yin heard that Yen, later a dean of studies of the National College, was 

appointed an instructor in the prefectural school of Chen-ting. Liu Yin went to further 

his studies there. Yen was so impressed with his new pupil that he mentioned to Liu 

Shu that his son was destined to become a distinguished Confucian scholar. 

Moreover, around this time, Liu Yin acquired the commentaries on the classics by 

Northern Sung Confucians such as Chou Tun-i, the Ch’eng brothers, Shao Yung and 

Chu Hsi, from Yao Shu (q.v.), a renowned contemporary scholar. He was greatly 

impressed with their subtle metaphysical interpretations, which he felt vindicated his 

earlier suspicions about the older commentaries. Of all the Sung Confucian 

philosophers, Liu Yin admired Chu Hsi the most, for he perceived his views to be the 

profoundest and broadest. 

Liu Yin set his own intellectual and moral directions early in life, recording them 

in an essay written in 1267 when he was eighteen. Entitled ‘Hsi sheng chieh’ (‘An 
999 Explanation of the Term “Aspiring to become a Sage”’”’), the essay shows how Liu Yin 

was early committed to the Confucian goal of moral perfection. The essay is an 

attempt to convey the meaning of a line in the important Sung Confucian text, the 

T’ung Shu (Penetrating the Book of Changes) by Chou Tun-i (1017-73). Chou had 

written, ‘The scholar aims at becoming a worthy, the worthy at becoming a sage, and 

the sage at becoming Heaven.’ Liu Yin mulled over these words on an autumn day 

after finding his wine tasteless and his zither (ch’in) discordant. But he could not 

enjoy them either, for, as he noted, ‘How could anyone really aim so high? Master 

Chou is duping us foolish men of later times.’ Then he chanted a song: 

Profound indeed the Great Void, wherein resides 
human nature and destiny, 

Bright indeed the Great Simplicity, wherein resides 
the primordial breath. 

Fu Hsi and Hsien-yiian (the Yellow Emperor) are remote; 
to whom shall I turn? 
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Confucius and the Lord on High are distant; upon 
whom shall I rely? 

Thereupon he fell asleep in a chair and dreamt that he awoke with a start only to see 

three old men in his courtyard. One had an open and expansive countenance, ‘like 

smooth wind and the clear moon after rain.” A second seemed compassionate yet 

shrewd, while the third had the air of a gentleman of antiquity. The three men bowed 

and introduced themselves to Liu Yin. The first: 

I live with the endowment of the pure integrity of the Supreme Ultimate, the 
essence of the two (yin and yang) and the five (elements). My position is 
that of the Supreme Ultimate and Lord of the universe. Now I am old, with 
no accomplishments, and have retired to dwell at Wu Stream. My name is 
Clumsy Old One (Cho Weng). 

The second: 

I have borrowed the face of the Supreme Ultimate and the shape of the 
Supreme Ultimate, and was born before Heaven. Supreme Beginning is my 
mother, August Supreme Lord my elder brother. Desiring to be named, 
having no name, I dwell in idleness at the Western Lo (River). Iam Old Mr 
No-name (Wu-ming Kung). 

And the third: 

Commanding of Heaven and Earth is my nature, blocking Heaven and Earth 
is my essence. Ch’ien, the male creative force, is my father, and k’un, the 
female creative force, my mother. I am their child, dwelling in 
insignificance in the Western Land. I am Master Sincerity-Brilliance- 
Centrality (Ch’eng-ming-chung Tzu). 

Tu Wei-ming has shown that these three figures represented three major Northern 

Sung philosophers. Clumsy Old One, whose advice is given the greatest attention, 

represents Chou Tun-i, while Old Mr No-name and Master Sincerity-Brilliance- 

Centrality represent Shao Yung (1011-77) and Chang Tsai (1020-77). The point 

driven home by the three philosphers is made chiefly by Clumsy Old One, to the 

effect that Liu Yin has to be pure and remain faithful to his own humanity, for therein 

lies the path to wisdom. Ultimately, Liu Yin uses the dream as a literary device to 

describe his own enlightenment. His sudden comprehension of the meaning of the 

aspiration to sagehood, and of the reality thereof, as the overriding purpose of life, 

implies a commitment. This perspective on self-cultivation is one in which the 

process of becoming is personal and largely private. No implication regarding 

political service obtains, for at issue are simply one’s commitment and sincerity. In 

the hierarchy of values, sagehood is placed first, while nothing is said about steering 

one’s career. No need to serve in government is suggested. There exists therefore a 

Confucian paradigm for living that is divorced from politics. 

Liu Yin, however, was certainly not immune from the human desire for 

recognition, as a poem translated in part by F. W. Mote clearly reveals: 
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In this life, the years of youth 
Are so fleeting. How sad it is! 
Beside the humble scholar’s window, when one is old — 
How petty that life; what good comes of it? 
Learn swordsmanship, and win with it a princedom! 
With martial valour face every enemy. 
If man’s ambition is to serve men, 
What use has this devotion to book and sword? 
My mind is bright and clear, 
It holds within it ways to rule the world in peace. 
If someday I encounter recognition and opportunity, 
And on all sides worthy routes open, 
I shall mount to the highest power and rank, 
Soaring aloft, borne up by strong wings. 
I shall bring all the universe to order, 
Thereby establishing my name for a thousand years. 

Recognition here seems to imply a career of public service, but this of course is only 

one route to fame. Another is the career of scholarship, teaching, and self-cultivation. 

Indeed, it is the latter that entails the highest degree of ‘purity’. As Old Mr No-name 

and Master Sincerity-Brilliance-Centrality said to Liu Yin in the dream, “Apply 

yourself diligently. There will come a day when we shall hear of a man of purity in 

the world; and that man will be you’ (tr. Mote). The aim is purity, characterised by 

‘singleness,’ or ‘the absence of (selfish) desires.’ The dream dialogue between 

Clumsy Old One and Liu Yin, taken in fact from Chou Tun-i’s T’ung Shu (as Tu Wei- 

ming has shown), reveals that Liu Yin had contemplated the theory that ‘all people 

under Heaven can become sages.’ Very early in life he had set his mind in an effort to 

test the theory’s validity and had wrestled with his own doubts about it. 

Liu Yin’s youthful desire to make his reputation in the world was expressed in 

heroic yearnings as well as moral aspirations. He disclosed his romantic bent in an 

essay mourning the death of the brave, unsuccessful assassin of the First Emperor of 

the Ch’in, Ching K’o. Liu Yin was moved by Ching K’o’s suicidal attempt to 

eliminate a scourge of civilisation. Yet Liu’s own personal behaviour seems to have 

been completely unaffected by Ching K’o’s example. His appreciation of Ching K’o 

notwithstanding, Liu Yin’s personality was quite alien to his hero’s aggressive 

response. 

Liu revealed his philosophical understanding of the value of quiescence in an 

essay entitled ‘Taming a Mouse’ (‘Hsiin shu chi’), written in 1270 when he was 

twenty-one. The essay argues that the man who stills his heart and calms his breath 

(ch’t) will find that all living things in the world will come to him. He wrote: ‘As 

soon as the mechanism of the heart moves, the breath follows it. Pressed by fire, one 

sweats. Being close to ice, one shivers. The breath of things can cause a person to 

move; similarly, when a thing encounters the breath of a person, it moves.’ 

In the essay he begins as follows: 
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The mouse is apt to fear people. One day while I was sitting quietly, a 
mouse Came out and wandered around my lap as though it didn’t know I was 
a person. Watching it closely, I couldn’t see that it was apt to fear people. 
So I got to thinking about my late father who once drank with guests beside 
the River I. A swarm of bees came close, and everybody began swatting at 
them to drive them off. They were all stung, but my father, who alone stood 
still, was not molested by the bees. 

This is probably because an approaching creature will eventually go away if 
it is not provoked by a person’s disquiet. Its coming will be as though 
forgotten. And when a creature goes away, it will come back if it isn’t 
provoked. Its leaving will also be as though forgotten. This is because 
tranquil and auspicious breath does not offend the creatures, and because 
creatures on their part cause no trouble. Quieten your heart, calm your 
breath, and it won’t be only bees or mice among the myriad creatures that 
come to you. 

The last line in the essay adds a note of caution, however, which is addressed to 

those who might interpret his philosophy as Taoistic: ‘Although one may apply this 

approach in life, if one does not know how to do so with perfect diligence he will 

lapse into the irreverence of Chuang Chou (Chuang-tzu) and Lieh Yii-k’ou (Lieh-tzu) 

and worse.’ For Liu Yin, these Taoists affected a cynical and unhealthy disdain for 

worldly affairs. In this respect, Liu displayed a fundamental antagonism to Taoist 

nihilism. 

Liu’s antipathy towards aspects of Taoist thought persisted throughout his life. 

His views, as he expressed them in 1270 in his essay on the tame mouse, were 

developed in later writings. Liu’s basic position was that Lao-tzu and Chuang-tzu 

taught methods of self-preservation that were selfish and dishonest. As Liu put it in 

his essay, ‘Explanation of “The Studio of Stupidity’”’ (‘Ch’un-chai shuo’), ‘their 

purpose is to benefit themselves and nothing more.’ Beyond this, Taoism was seen by 

Liu as irrational. In his essay on a painting of Chuang-tzu dreaming that he was a 

butterfly, Liu wrote that Chuang-tzu, out of sorts with the world, sought a way to 

guard himself in a time of disorder. But his method disregarded ethical principles. 

He sought an expedient way out and, failing that, reduced everything to vagueness 

and fantasy. That is to betray the teachings of morality. Taoism, in short, is insincere 

games-playing: ‘Knowing, one appears ignorant; skilful in argumentation, one 

appears to be a stammerer; clever, one appears clumsy; virile, one appears feminine; 

noble, one appears base.’ The ‘methods’ (shu) of Taoism, such as they are, were 

designed to ensure that their devotee remains inscrutable, shielded from view: ‘Its 

pivotal point and bellows cannot be spotted and known, its trigger and basis cannot be 

grasped, its indeterminate vagueness cannot be given shape and thus seized. Indeed, 

anyone who applies these methods will measure the joys and sorrows of the world by 

the standard of his own personal profits and losses, and ultimately will bring ruin to 
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the state and harm to the people. And even then he will place himself apart from the 

myriad creatures and refuse to accept their censure.’ 

Liu began a career as a private teacher in Pao-ting around 1260, before he had 

reached twenty, and was soon to become famous. His tomb inscription composed by 

Su T’ien-chiieh (1294-1352) in 1348 states that his reputation was such that many 

dignitaries tried to call on him on their way to and from the capital Ta-tu (Peking) by 

way of Pao-ting. They continued to visit him after he moved back to Jung-ch’eng in 

1272. But Liu Yin often declined to grant interviews, preferring to keep aloof from 

the political arena. Some took this as arrogance, Su notes, but Liu remained 

indifferent to this charge. Liu suffered increasing poverty during these years. It is 

said that he was only able to afford a proper burial for his grandfather and father with 

the assistance of Yang Shu, a Han-lin academician-in-waiting. 

Yet Liu Yin was deeply moved by the major event of the thirteenth century, the 

Mongol war against the Southern Sung and the subsequent reunification of China in 

1279. In 1274 the Mongol ruler Qubilai Qa’an sent his armies across the Yangtze 

under the command of Bayan (q.v.) in a concerted attack on the Sung capital city Lin- 

an (Hang-chou). Liu Yin hailed the event as an auspicious start to the task of 

reunification, and marked the occasion by writing a ‘prose poem’ entitled ‘Crossing 

the Yangtze’ (‘Tu Chiang fu’). 

In this piece written at Jung-ch’eng when he was twenty-six, Liu Yin expresses 

sympathy for the plight of Sung while proclaiming his support for reunification and 

accepting as inevitable the defeat of Sung. He writes: ‘The Sung ruler is to be pitied. 

If he fights, he will become the soil in hell, and if he surrenders he will wind up a 

slave in blue dress. From above he has lost the protection of the K’uei constellation 

(the star of literature and culture), and on earth he has had to give up his sacred 

domain. Grass will grow wild in Chin-ling (modern Nanking), deer will run free in 

Ku-su (Su-chou), the five rivers (of Chiang-nan) will become burnt ground, the seven 

marshes a wasteland. How painful.’ This might sound as though Liu opposed the war 

against the Sung, but as one reads on he soon realises that the author is simply 

acknowledging the tragic face of a necessary war. 

Liu notes that someone had challenged him to explain why the great Sung empire 

was defeated despite its allegedly impregnable position and its massive defence 

forces. Referring to himself as a ‘retired scholar’ (ch’u-shih), Liu cited five reasons 

why the Yiian victory was assured: 1. We (the Yiian) are strong and upright, they 

(the Sung) are bent and old; we are just and numerous, they are unprincipled and few 

in number, 2. Their river fortifications are spread over a huge distance. If they 

disperse their forces to hold all these positions, their strength will be spent. But if 

they concentrate their troops, they will lose the strongholds that they leave unsecured; 
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3. They are over-confident, and the longer they remain on the alert, the less watchful 

they will become; 4. The troops guarding the crossing point at Ching(-chou) and E(- 

chou) are exhausted by military preparations: ‘When they see the fur coats (of our 

troops), they will lose all their courage, and when they dream of our felt tents, they 

will be dispirited.’ There will be no protracted war because the people have given up 

and the Sung troops have fallen to pieces; 5. They have detained our envoy (Hao 

Ching, q.v.) and showed enmity to our great state; all the heroes in the world have for 

many years volunteered to take up arms and set sail, ready to take to the Yangtze. 

Today Heaven is about to open and the Sung is about to fall. Our Middle Kingdom is 

about to be united, our trusted envoy to be returned. By submitting to Heaven and 

following the people’s wish there will be a conquest but no war. 

Liu Yin expressed elsewhere similar views on Qubilai’s conquest of the Sung. In 

a memorial tablet inscription for a myriarch in Bayan’s invading army, Liu wrote: ‘In 

the eleventh year of the Chih-yiian reign (1274), the Throne commanded the great 

minister Bayan to lead the generals and soldiers to chastise the Sung. Men of high 

ambition all joyously seized the moment, turned their minds to devising plans, and 

summoned their courage.” And to a member of a distinguished northern family, Liu 

wrote: 

The south-east is richly endowed with beautiful scenery but was cut off from 
the north so that one could not travel everywhere and see the sights. This 
had caused the people to feel despondent, as though they had been deprived 
of something precious. But after the fall of Sung, the division that had lasted 
a hundred and fifty years was suddenly ended, and all the famous spots in the 
south-east again became places where one could go as one pleased. This is 
certainly a joyful thing for those not bogged down in worldly affairs who 
enjoy sightseeing. Now there is no turmoil in the empire, affairs are well 
ordered, and men of talent and ability who don’t set themselves apart from 
the common people regret only that they cannot exert their abilities more 
fully. Now that all things along the river, north and south, have come into 
our power, the common people are not content to till the soil in peace, but 
seek to bring about many changes. Corrupt practices have been reformed, 
harmful influences removed. All these events are happily greeted by men of 
ambition in worldly affairs who possess the determination to accomplish 
things. 

Liu Yin’s praise of Qubilai’s efforts to reunify China was not unique among the 

northern Chinese élite, but such attitudes were criticised by Ming scholars (after the 

restoration of Chinese rule). Several of them chided Liu for taking pleasure in the 

demise of the Sung and for lack of concern for his native land. But there were 

apologists for Liu who claimed that it was the only way to save China from 

devastation. Several scholars defended Liu on the grounds that as a subject of Yiian 

lacking any affiliation with Sung, his support of the Mongol cause was not a violation 

of duty. This ambivalent attitude by Ming scholars was commonly adopted towards 

Chinese literati who served the Mongol court. 
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Between 1274 and 1280, Liu Yin was largely inactive, only occasionally serving 

as tutor to the children of his admirers. In 1275 he was invited by a certain 

‘chancellor’ T’ien, a sinicised West Asian nobleman, to come to the capital, Ta-tu, as 

his family instructor. Liu declined on the pretext that he had to stay close to his 

ageing stepmother and his sick father-in-law, District Assistant Kuo, who died later 

that year. Three years later, however, Liu accepted an offer from Ho Wei (1245- 

1310), a retired commissioner of the Salt Administration of the Huai district, to be his 

family tutor in the neighbouring prefecture of I-chou. He accepted, it is said, because 

of Ho’s earnest desire for learning and because of his rich library of classical works. 

Liu Yin stayed with the Ho family for about three years until 1281, when his patron 

was appointed a councillor of the Secretarial Council. He then returned to Jung- 

ch’eng. 

Meanwhile, Qubilai’s reunification of China seems to have awakened Liu Yin’s 

interest in government service. A poem written in December 1278 entitled ‘Record of 

a Dream’ (‘Chi-meng’), reveals that Liu dreamt of being recommended to the Ytian 

court by a group of elderly men. They heaped praise upon him for his literary 

attainments and moral superiority. The poem may therefore represent Liu Yin’s deep- 

seated desire for recognition in the vastly expanded Yiian empire. 

Liu’s first formal offer of government employment came less than four years after 

the dream. In 1281 he was recommended to the court by the Qangli nobleman 

Buqumu (1255-1300), and late the following year he was summoned to the capital to 

be given an appointment as grand instructor in the newly established Household 

Department of the Heir Apparent headed by Chang Chiu-ssu (1242-1302). This was 

the year when the corrupt Central Asian finance minister Ahmad was executed and 

Qubilai attempted a full reform of his court. The principal student at Qubilai’s court 

was the heir apparent, Jingim (1243-85), and Liu Yin became the successor to the 

prince’s former tutor Wang Hsiin (1235-81), who had died the previous year. Jingim 

was being carefully groomed by the qa’an to take his place on his father’s death. He 

had tutors in Buddhist and Confucian studies, and by all accounts was a conscientious 

student of high promise. A talented body of scholars and monks was assembled by 

Qubilai to educate the future ruler. But Liu Yin only served the heir apparent for a 

short time, departing rather suddenly for Jung-ch’eng in early 1283 to care for his 

stepmother who had recently suffered a stroke. She died a few months later, but Liu 

Yin never resumed government service. 

During the decade until his death in 1293, Liu Yin lived in his native place, and 

engaged in teaching and writing. He had attracted a number of students, some of 

whom later gained distinction, such as Wu Ch’ung (1264-1315) and An Hsi (1270- 
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1311). It appears that he derived much satisfaction from the company of scholars and 

disciples, although his health had gradually deteriorated. 

Liu Yin’s withdrawal from the political stage has been seen by both Mote and Tu 

Wei-ming as a form of protest against the nature of Yiian rule. Tu in particular 

invests Liu’s critical comments on worldly affairs with great symbolic significance, 

arguing that Liu meant to challenge his contemporaries in office. Mote is more 

cautious, saying that Liu’s critical comments remain ambiguous, couched as they are 

in poetic allusions. Both authors base their views on the assumption, which neither 

undertakes to demonstrate, that Yiian rule was cruel and brutal and therefore 

unacceptably deficient in Confucian virtues. 

There is no doubt that Liu Yin was critical of his times and that he used poetry to 

convey his dislike of contemporary politics. But there is no evidence that he 

considered his own day to be any worse than earlier eras. To that extent, therefore, 

his protest must be interpreted as a general indictment of political life as a whole. It 

would be a mistake to read Liu Yin as though he were a modern-day dissident in a 

totalitarian state. 

In September 1291, Liu Yin was again recommended by Buqumu, now a 

powerful chancellor, for the position of academician in the Chi-hsien Academy and 

the honorary title of Great Officer of Excellent Counsel, but Liu declined. He 

explained his reasons in a letter to the chief minister which has been studied carefully 

by scholars for signs of systematic alienation. Here again one must consider his exact 

words. Liu is at pains to describe his illness, since he had declined the appointment 

on the grounds of ill health. He had contracted malaria in 1290, and the disease may 

have considerably weakened him. But this is not to deny Liu’s commitment to the 

Confucian eremitic life of withdrawal, to which he paid tribute throughout his life. 

Furthermore, he had earned by 1291 a solid reputation for his unwillingness to 

become involved in politics. Before examining the letter to the chief minister, it 

would be useful to study a letter of recommendation written by a contemporary on 

Liu Yin’s behalf very shortly after Liu had turned down the imperial summons. 

Wu Ming, a native of Ta-t’ung (Shansi), who wrote this letter in 1292, was an 

assistant instructor in the National College. The letter recommends Liu Yin’s 

appointment to the position of rector of the College. In it, Wu observes that the 

dynasty established the College in 1287, and that only some 200 students, the sons of 

officers of the three uppermost ranks, were initially eligible to study there. Supplies 

for their studies, such as paper and ink, were supplied by the Imperial Household, 

while even mats, gourds, charcoal and fire wood were provided for the students. Yet 

during its five years of existence, the College had not prospered. The scholars in 

residence were never numerous, and the school was a sham, existing in name only. 
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The dormitories were empty, the students few. Eligibility had been extended to 

include sons of officers of the first five ranks, but to little effect. Censors advised 

widening the intake even further to admit sons of the lower rank officials and even 

outstanding commoners. Yet those measures had not transformed the school, and the 

reason for this was that the teachers were inadequate. Wu Ming included himself 

among the teachers whose learning and culture were insufficient to rescue the school 

from oblivion. An outstanding man was needed to head the college, and in Wu 

Ming’s eyes none was more suitable than Liu Yin. 

But everyone knew that Liu Yin was unwilling to serve in government and had 

just turned down an appointment as academician in the Chi-hsien Academy. Who 

would believe that Liu Yin might accept any offer of appointment? Consequently, 

Wu Ming had to explain Liu Yin’s behaviour, both by justifying Liu’s refusal on 

Confucian grounds, and by affirming Liu Yin’s identity as a Confucian. At the same 

time, Wu had to strike a formula that would virtually compel Liu Yin’s acquiescence 

with the scheme. 

Regarding Confucian insistence on public service, Wu wrote, ‘What is a 

Confucian scholar but someone who studies Confucius and Mencius?’ Confucius and 

Mencius left the state of Lu, went to Wei, served in Ch’i, and taught in Liang. ‘When 

they had no ruler (to serve), they grew restless, left the territory and donned armour. 

Such is the learning of sages and worthies. And why is it so?’ The answer, in Wu’s 

view, is ‘the Tao of Yao and Shun,’ which in turn is ‘awakening the people with this 

very Tao.’ Liu Yin is such a person, Wu states. 

That being the case, ‘how is it that he does not serve?’, Wu asks. His answer is: 

‘It’s not that he does not follow the Tao, but merely that he is unwilling to be 

promoted against his principles.’ Liu resigned his earlier appointment to the heir 

apparent’s staff for good reason, namely his mother’s illness and age. But how is it 

that he has now refused to accept the honoured position of attendant in the Chi-hsien 

Academy? Wu explains: 

Let me discuss it in relation to reason. The court held Liu in high esteem and 
raised his rank from five to three and his position from palace official to 
imperial attendant because it felt that otherwise his worth would not have 
been properly acknowledged. This was eminently correct. But it only dealt 
with half of the problem. His appointment to the Chi-hsien Academy was a 
selection to one of the mountains of the immortals, but the officers there are 
numerous and the business (of the attendantship) is not specialised. 
Although in status it is high, its function is not important. This is why he 
would not take up the job, and pleaded illness as a pretext for not accepting. 

What office will he accept? In his daily life he gathers students and instructs 
them. In doing so he is rigorous, fulfilling the Tao of the teacher, and taking 
as his personal responsibility the teaching and nurturing of men of talent. 
All in the land view him in this way, saying that ever since Hsii Heng no one 
but Liu has matched the master in moral cultivation and classical learning. 
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Wu Ming then goes on to propose that Liu Yin be offered the rectorship of the 

National College. 

Wu Ming must have worried about Liu’s possible rejection of the position, for he 

added a line which has a somewhat defensive ring: 

If he fails to take up this appointment, it must be because he does not value 
the examples set by Confucius and Mencius of service, and must therefore 
adhere to some other ethical system, truly not one that I can fathom in my 
ignorance. 

Finally, as though warning Liu Yin of serious consequences should he refuse the 

appointment, Wu Ming concludes: 

Who says Mr. Liu has given up ethical principles and is willing to join the 
crowd of the birds and beasts? In my opinion, if Mr. Liu understands my 
humble words, he will await the edict of appointment outside the north gate 
of Pao-ting with his horse and carriage at the ready. 

Wu Ming’s letter was probably an attempt to badger Liu Yin into taking office if 

a post were actually offered by the throne: indeed the tone of the letter hardly makes 

sense unless we assume that Liu Yin received a copy of it. Furthermore, Wu Ming’s 

apparently coercive style makes sense when we read it as a response to Liu Yin’s 

letter of 1291 to Buqumu. 

In this letter Liu detailed his reasons for declining to serve, including his bout of 

malaria, his stepmother’s illness and death, the death of his only son in 1290, the 

recurrence of malaria on the 25 June 1291, and so forth. His physical condition was 

deteriorating, for on 28 July he suffered piercing abdominal pains and passed blood. 

Expecting death, he had sent someone to his native Jung-ch’eng to build a hut beside 

his ancestors’ tombs. If his illness did not subside, he would inove there to live out his 

remaining days. The sickness grew worse. And then, on the 14 September, an envoy 

came bearing the imperial summons and appointment to the Chi-hsien Academy. Liu 

had intended to entertain the envoy for a short time until his condition improved, 

whereupon he would have accompanied the envoy to Ta-tu. But his condition did not 

improve, so he sent the envoy on ahead, planning to join him as soon as he was able. 

Thus did Liu Yin respond to the appointment, dating his letter the 21 October 1291. 

Qubilai did not force Liu Yin to obey the summons; indeed, of what use would a 

man in Liu’s condition have been at court? But the qa’an did compliment Liu on 

being ‘a minister who could not be summoned,’ alluding to a passage in Mencius. In 

that passage, Tseng-tzu is quoted as having observed that a great prince will always 

have ministers whom he cannot summon. They are great men, and the prince shall go 

to them if he wants to have the benefit of their wise advice. In any event, Liu Yin 

never had a chance to follow this up, for he died about a year and a half later on 23 
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May 1293, at the age of forty-four. He was survived by his spouse née Kuo, who died 

in 1301, and three daughters, all married into distinguished families. 

Besides his 1291 letter, Liu Yin also subtly expressed his distrust of the political 

world in several of his poems. He wrote at least seventy-eight poems in response to 

the eremitic verse of T’ao Yiian-ming (7365-427), the great poet of the Eastern Chin 

period. One revealing poem in this collection, translated by F. W. Mote, is worth 

quoting here: 

Those who uphold tao (i.e. ethics) frequently are led 
to follow a solitary course. 

This practice has existed since Ch’in and Han times. 
The solitary course of the recluse moreover merits 

approval; 
What kind of person would weakly submit to defiling 

himself? 

In a degenerate final age, 
Is it not meaningless to possess Confucian rank and 

office? 

As Mote has observed, Liu’s poems of ‘protest’ are really quite subtle and even 

ambiguous. There is no certainty that he considered the Yiian any more ‘degenerate’ 

than any other age or that serving in any government was necessarily ‘defiling.’ Yet it 

is true that he never sought office, remained detached from politics, and set an 

example to his students that they were to follow themselves. 

Liu’s deepest motivation was probably his culturalism, the belief that the 

continuity of the main Chinese cultural tradition was of utmost importance and that its 

vitality was not dependent on ephemeral political institutions. Confucius confirmed 

this philosophical attitude by claiming that he was a transmitter of culture and values, 

not their creator or inventor. For Liu Yin, the most valuable service he could perform 

for his fellow humans was to promote the continuity of the cultural tradition. This is 

eloquently borne out in a poem translated by Tu Wei-ming: 

As I silently sit in the autumn breeze of the 
Confucian temple, 

A thousand years of antiquity overwhelmingly enter 
into my deep meditation. 

I offer myself totally (to the great task), noting 
still the presence of the primordial mind. 

Nowadays who will truly continue the tao? 

The poem was written in February 1279, the year of the final battles against the Sung, 

when Liu Yin was thirty. 

By all accounts, Liu Yin was a teacher rather than an original scholar. His main 

contributions rest in the formulation of a curriculum of study for his students, which 

he set forth in his essay “Hsii hsiieh’ (‘On Learning’), which has been discussed briefly 
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by Tu Wei-ming. Furthermore, the only substantial item of his scholarly work to 

have survived is the unoriginal Ssu-shu chi-i ching-yao (Essentials of ‘The Collected 

Meanings of the Four Books’). Other extant scholarly fragments are a few short 

essays on the Book of Changes. Liu Yin must also have written a commentary to the 

‘Hsi-tz’w’ section of the Book of Changes, entitled ‘I hsi-tz’u shuo,’ and a handbook on 

the Four Books for young students, entitled Hsiao-hsiieh Ssu-shu pei-yao. These two 

works seem to have been lost. 

Liu Yin’s Ssu-shu chi-i ching-yao was published posthumously in Hang-chou. 

The preface marking the event is dated May 1330. According to the preface, a 

collection of Chu Hsi’s teachings on the Four Books had been circulating under the 

title Ssu-shu chi-i. This comprised the master’s teachings as they had been taken 

down by his students. The collection was enormous, totalling several million 

characters, far too bulky to serve as a useful reference for most students. 

Furthermore, many of the entries did not represent the master’s definitive views 

accurately. Liu consequently applied his vast erudition to the task of paring the 

collection down to its most reliable core. This he did, producing the ‘Essentials’ in 30 

chiian. The Yiian edition is rare, but the Ssu-k’u ch’ tian-shu transcription in 28 chiian 

has been reproduced in 1972. The text reveals that it indeed reports the genuine 

teachings of Chu Hsi; no interpolations by Liu Yin are detectable. This was therefore 

a faithful effort by Liu to preserve Chu Hsi’s teachings in a handy and reliable form, 

in full accord with Liu’s basic philosophical outlook. 

Liu Yin’s blueprint for learning, the essay entitled “Hsii hsiieh,’ shows a similar 

dedication to the transmission of Confucian culture. The breadth of scholarship 

which it displays is impressive, while a solid classical core provides the strength of 

the programme. 

He begins with a basic observation: ‘Everything is controlled by nature, 

everything is governed by the heart, the ‘breath’ or energy (ch’i) is fully present in 

everything, and it is all this that gives life to the human being. Therefore, (the human 

being) is completely endowed with material substance (ts’ai). If by chance one is not 

complete in this respect, the fault lies not with his material substance. It is due to lack 

of learning, insufficient moral quality, and the harm and delusion of heterodox 

thoughts.’ Liu asserts, ‘I don’t believe anyone who says his substance cannot be made 

complete (through diligent study).’ The essay then outlines, as Liu puts it, ‘the proper 

order of study.’ 

The underlying theme, then, is that a person can become whatever he wants to 

become. This is driven home in the essay’s concluding passage: 

If in this way one studies the classics and the histories, the philosophers and 
the writings of the great Sung scholars, and if in this way one devotes 
himself to poetry, prose, calligraphy and painting, then whether old or 
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young, tall or short, shallow or deep, slow or quick, each one who reaches 
completeness (through study) will be able to become a ruler’s minister, or a 
general, or someone able to transform his ruler into a Yao or a Shun, or to 
place the empire in a condition of stability just like that of Mt. T’ai. But if 
the times do not favour one’s ambition, or if one’s talents are not given 
proper employment, then one will be able to assert his moral character or to 
establish his teachings, creating works for posterity, or to become a great 
scholar, and so not perish as do the plants nor have to eke out a humdrum 
existence, fading away in loneliness, demeaning the perfect goodness of 
Heaven and holding one’s own talents in contempt. That is all, students. Do 
no disregard these commands. 

’On Study’ is thus a progamme for development. The result for any given 

individual will be a product of his own effort and personal choices, and of 

circumstances. But no matter what the latter may be, every person has the 

opportunity to reach his full potential and to achieve thereby a kind of immortality. 

Studies should be based on the six classics (Book of Odes, Book of History, Book 

of Rites, Rites of Chou, Spring and Autumn Annals and Book of Changes) and the 

Analects and Mencius. One is also to master the Han commentaries, the T’ang 

subcommentaries, and the Sung interpretations, in that order. 

The next stage in the curriculum is to cover the histories, beginning with the Tso- 

chuan, Kuo-yti, Chan-kuo ts’e, and Shih-chi, and then the histories of the Former Han 

through to the Five Dynasties. For Sung and Jurchen Chin times, one should read the 

Veritable Records of these dynasties and the Tung-tu shih-liieh (Record of the Eastern 

Capital [K’ ai-feng]) by Wang Ch’eng (d. ca. 1200). Ssu-ma Kuang’s Tzu-chih t’ ung- 

chien should be studied as well. 

Stage three introduces the student to the philosophers. First one should examine 

the Taoist texts, Lao-tzu, Chuang-tzu, and Lieh-tzu, along with the Yin-fu ching 

(Canon of the Dark Tally); then the Su wen, a medical text, before considering the 

military writings of Sun-tzu and others. Hsiin-tzu should be studied at this time, as 

well as Kuan-tzu, then the Han scholars Yang Hsiung (53 B.C.-A.D. 18), Chia I (200- 

108 B.C.), Tung Chung-shu (176-104 B.C.) and Liu Hsiang (77-6 B.C.). The Sung 

scholars mentioned include notably Chou Tun-i, Chang Tsai, the Ch’eng brothers, 

Shao Yung, Ou-yang Hsiu, Su Shih, and Ssu-ma Kuang. 

At the next stage the student should turn to cultivating the arts: painting, 

calligraphy, as well as poetry and prose. 

Perhaps the most obvious omission from these lists is the name of Chu Hsi. He is 

never mentioned. And as Tu points out, Buddhism is excluded, as are Legalist and 

Mohist texts. The exclusion of Chu Hsi could hardly imply that he was not to be 

studied, however, since Liu Yin edited Chu’s teachings himself in the Ssu-shu chi-i 

ching-yao. Rather, it may mean that the programme of study outlined by Liu was 

preparatory to the study of Chu Hsi’s teachings. With Buddhism and Legalism, 

however, we may suppose that Liu saw little value in their study. 
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The strongest point Liu makes in ‘On Study’ is his insistence that through careful 

study, a student develop his own understanding of the classics, and not rush headlong 

into the Sung interpretations. In Liu’s words: 

The Changes is that with which the sages perfected the end and the 
beginning. But students have torn out their hearts over it. This is why one 
cannot study the Spring and Autumn Annals unless he has fully understood 
the Odes, the History, and the two Rites. And if one has not yet fully 
mastered the five classics, he cannot study the Changes. For if one has not 
understood that which is crude, how can he understand that which is highly 
refined? If one has not fully mastered that which is near at hand, how can he 
comprehend that which is remote? Students frequently are fond of the lofty 
and profound, pursuing the form and disregarding the substance, taking 
subjects out of sequence and plunging into matters unprepared, dissipating 
their effort. So with all the irregular interpretations and schools of thought, 
the message of the sages is obscured. After the six classics were burned in 
the Ch’in, commentaries were written in the Han, subcommentaries in the 
T’ang, and interpretations in the Sung, but alterations were introduced at 
each stage. Students should be aware of this and not let the historical 
process cloud their natural judgement. In recent times students have tended 
to skip the commentaries and subcommentaries, and go straight on to the 
interpretations of the Sung scholars. These people don’t realise that the 
interpretations themselves derive from the commentaries and 
subcommentaries, and only aim to produce impressive, high sounding 
theories. But the commentaries and subcommentaries only capture sixty to 
seventy percent of the classics’ (full meaning). The Sung scholars were 
diligent in their endeavour to weed out the false and nurture the true, and 
succeeded in restoring that missing thirty or forty percent. Therefore it is 
essential to study first the commentaries and then the subcommentaries, and 
later the interpretations. From beginning to end, follow the correct order, 
draw out the true facts, and apply your own intelligence to the facts in order 
to conclude wisely, submitting everything to the criterion of heavenly 
principle and human circumstances. Don’t hanker after the new and 
marvellous or the biased and the unusual; don’t relish slandering people or 
inventing contrived interpretations. Keep your heart level and your breath 
even. Strengthen yourself so as to uncover the subtle, but don’t be duped by 
nonsense. As in letting loose a powerful bow, one must strike the target and 
pierce thoroughly. As in interrogating a criminal charged with a major 
crime, one uses blows of the stick that draw blood at each stroke in order to 
elicit the truth, but one must not be cruel or petty or deceitful; don’t scour the 
depths to promote yourself. Seek the facts and elucidate them. Do so openly 
and compassionately, and then you will get at the truth. 

The process of learning, then, is one in which the student must independently 

uncover the true meaning of the classics. But he must do so openly and honestly, and 

not torture the texts to force out some predetermined meaning. Furthermore, the role 

of the teacher is merely to point the way. He must not spoon-feed the student or 

implant his own views in the latter’s mind. In this way, Liu Yin’s selfless dedication 

to the role of the teacher outweighs his scholarly contributions, for he declined to tell 

others how to interpret the classics. 

Liu Yin left a considerable amount of prose, poems, and philosophical essays 

besides those already mentioned, most of which can be found in his collected literary 
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works which were first printed by the local educational intendancies under an 

imperial decree issued in late 1349. The anthology includes his own selection of 

poetry, Ting-hai chi (compiled in the ting-hai year, i.e. 1287) in 5 chiian, as well as 

over 20 chiian of miscellaneous writings; a total of 30 chiian. A condensed Yiian 

edition, entitled Liu Ching-hsiu hsien-sheng wen-chi, 22 chiian, was published 

privately in 1330. The 30 chiian edition was copied into the Ssu-k’u ch’ tian-shu in the 

1770s, whereas the 22 chiian edition was reproduced in the Ssu-pu ts’ung-k’ an series. 

There were several Ming editions of Liu’s literary collection. 

In addition, there is a selection of Liu Yin’s shih poetry in the Yiian-shih hsiian, 

compiled by Ku Ssu-li and printed in 1694. It includes a total of 234 poems. 

Collections of Liu’s tz’u poetry are found in four major tz’u anthologies compiled in 

the late Ming through the early Republican periods. 

Despite his political detachment and avoidance of government service, Liu Yin 

was showered with posthumous honours by the Yiian court two decades after his 

death. In the Yen-yu reign (1314-20) of Emperor Ayurbarvada, acting on the earlier 

plea of Wu Ming, the court awarded Liu the title of Han-lin academician, Great 

Officer Endowed with Virtue, the rank of Duke of Jung-ch’eng Commandery, and the 

canonical name Wen-ching (‘Cultured and Pacific’). During the reign of Emperor 

Togon Temiir, a number of scholar-officials proposed to admit the spirit-tablet of Liu 

Yin together with Hsii Heng into Confucius’ temple. The petition was discussed at 

the National College in 1342, but it was rejected on the ground that Liu had not 

actively served in government as had Hsii Heng. Nevertheless, similar proposals 

were repeatedly submitted to the authorities by Liu’s admirers down to the Ming, 

attesting to his continuing popularity. Liu Yin, however, was above all revered as a 

dedicated and farsighted Confucian educator, and a number of memorial shrines and 

private academies were founded in his honour in the Yiian and Ming. Most of these 

monuments, according to the Chi-fu t’ung-chih (1735), were located at his place of 

birth and in the counties in Pao-ting fu, some of them surviving into the Ch’ing 

dynasty. 
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28. SATIYID AJALL (1211-1279) 

The Mongol empire was unique in world history in the degree to which it 

employed a truly multinational corps of officers and officials for the administration of 

the empire as a whole, and of its diverse regional components. At court, Khitan, 

Jurchen, Chinese, Khwarazmians, Uighurs, Iranians, Europeans and others worked 

side by side and all but dominated the central government of the gan, with trusted 

Mongol retainers in little more than titular control. In provinces of the empire, 

Khitan, with Chinese in Turkestan, held control in the Muslim west for decades, while 

Persians and Persian-speaking officials occupied such an important position in China 

that Persian ultimately became a more important administrative language and lingua 

franca than Mongolian and, at the highest levels at least, than Chinese. For later 

Mongol administration in China, the example provided by the career of Qubilai’s 

Venetian official, Marco Polo, is too well known to require comment. 

The reasons for this remarkable cosmopolitanism were many. Firstly, the 

Mongolian empire was a true world empire whose diversity naturally had influenced 

its political structure and administrative machinery. But there were also other, less 

obvious, reasons. Among them was Mongolia’s position as a cultural bridge in East 

Asia; and there were practical political considerations too. 

As modern Mongol historians have argued in support of Mongol national 

integrity in relation to China, Mongolia maintained close relations with a number of 

other important cultural spheres, despite its geographical proximity to China and 

accessibility to Chinese culture. Chinese culture may have been the most influential 

foreign culture among the Mongols, but hardly less important were the developing 

Turkic culture of Turkestan and southern Siberia, the Iranian (Tadjik) culture of 

southern Turkestan and Iran, the Arab dominated world of the south, and the cultures 

of Tibet — not to mention a host of minor societies including the highly influential 

China border peoples. 

When the Mongols set about creating an empire, they did so by drawing upon the 

political cultures of virtually every ethnic group around them. Just as the Mongols 

themselves served as intermediaries for these cultures, so their imperial political 

system, while remaining essentially Mongolian, became the vehicle for a number of 

foreign political cultures, viewed as more or less equal by the Mongols. The 

evolution of multinational cadres was both natural and necessary in such a syncretic 

polity. 

Multinational cadres served also to allay the Mongol minority’s basic distrust of 
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the various ethnic groups over which they ruled. As an empire-wide institution, those 

cadres enabled the Mongols to avoid excessive reliance for their local administrations 

on natives whose regional ties might conflict with the service of imperial and Mongol 

interests. The Sino-Khitan administration of Bukhara in the 1220s and 1230s, and the 

largely Khwarazmian-Bukharan administration in Chung-tu (Peking) for north China, 

are good examples of this policy. 

The Bukharan Sams al-Din ‘Umar Saiyid Ajall (1211-79) was a typical product 

of Mongol political cosmopolitanism. A member of a distinguished Turkestan family, 

he became a bureaucrat in the Mongol imperial mould. He served with distinction far 

from his native Bukhara, in many areas of the Mongol imperial administration in 

occupied China, and then went on to an equally distinguished career in Qubilai’s Yiian 

qanate (1260-1368). He died in 1279 in far away Yunnan, an area which he, more 

than any other, certainly more than any Chinese, was responsible for drawing 

definitively into the Chinese cultural field. Moreover, throughout a career spanning 

almost five decades, Saiyid Ajall administered in a highly sophisticated manner, fully 

reflective of the complex environment from which he himself had sprung. How else 

could a Bukharan Muslim gain a reputation as a patron of both the Chinese Confucian 

tradition and of his own native Islam in the rough, semi-tribal surroundings of 

Yunnan in the late thirteenth century? 

Chinese accounts Stress the distinction of Saiyid Ajall’s immediate family 

background, but little is known of his more distant ancestors. Like many others of the 

best Turkestan families, his traced its origin to ‘Ali, the son-in-law of the prophet 

Muhammad, a claim that found expression, among other things, in the use of the 

Arabo-Persian title Saiyid, used to designate the descendants of ‘Ali, as a kind of 

family name. The real founder of Saiyid Ajall’s own immediate line, however, was 

his grandfather, Saiyid Ajall Sams al-Din Bukhari, after whom our hero was named. 

When the Mongols took Bukhara in 1220, it was apparently this Saiyid Ajall 

(Bukhari) who surrendered at the head of a thousand horsemen, bearing gifts of 

leopards and white falcons, and not the future Muslim minister himself, then a boy of 

nine or ten, contrary to his Chinese biography. And it must have been Saiyid Ajall’s 

father, Kamal al-Din, and not his young son, who joined the qan’s bodyguard as a 

hostage and fought subsequently in the wars of the Mongols. It seems also to have 

been Kamal al-Din, who first received the nickname, later inherited by Saiyid Ajall 

himself and other members of his family, Sai-tien-ch’ih Shan-ssu-ting, ‘Saiyid eléi,’ or 

‘Saiyid the Envoy Samsdin (= Sams al-Din).’ The Mongols always had difficulty in 

remembering complicated foreign names and such nicknames were common among 

them (e.g. Urtu Sagal, ‘Long Beard’, for Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai). 
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Saiyid Ajall himself first appears in our sources ca. 1229, when Ogédei (r. 1229- 

41) appointed him to the office of yeke daruqaci of the three prefectures of Feng, 

Ching and Yiin-nei in the Sino-Mongolian frontier zone. This post had probably been 

held already by his father, since many of the Chinese sources closely associate Saiyid 

Ajall’s family with the Yiin-nei area. This is best explained on the assumption that 

Saiyid Ajall’s father had already settled there and held office (as darugaci, or resident 

commissioner) before him. 

A few years later, Saiyid Ajall was given another similar post, that of daruqaci of 

the two districts of T’ai-yiian and P’ing-yang. Since the office of yeke daruqaci (lit. 

‘great daruqaci’) is often seen in our sources to rank higher than that of daruqaci, this 

new appointment would seem to have entailed a demotion. In fact, that was almost 

certainly not the case. Saiyid Ajall’s holding office as daruqaci, rather than yeke 

daruqaci, in T’ai-yiian and P’ing-yiian, is more likely a reflection of the fact that the 

houses of Ca’ddai (in T’ai-yiian) and Joéi (in P’ing-yang) held extensive apanages in 

the two districts after the general census and reorganisation of the conquered domains 

in China carried out in the mid-1230s under the general direction of the yeke jarquci, 

Sigi Qutuqu (q.v.). Saiyid Ajall was probably appointed to serve as a representative 

of these great princely houses, rather than as an agent of the qan’s imperial 

establishment. Available evidence suggests that only imperial officials and officers 

appointed by the gan to serve his person, his establishment and his domains used the 

adjective yeke, ‘great,’ or ‘imperial,’ before their titles: Saiyid Ajall was no longer 

functioning as an imperial official in his new capacity. Nevertheless we must assume 

that the transfer marked a radical increase of responsibility for the young Muslim 

minister, since the population of the princely holdings in the two districts alone far 

outnumbered that in the sparcely populated settlements of Inner Mongolia formerly 

under his control. Moreover, for a Bukharan at least, problems of administration were 

necessarily more complicated in the north Chinese interior than in the familiar, mixed 

cultural environment of the frontier zone. 

Young Saiyid Ajall must have performed successfully since, after an 

indeterminate period of service in T’ai-yiian and P’ing-yang, he was given a far more 

important post, that of jarquci, i.e. judge or arbitrator, for the region of the old Chin 

capital of Chung-tu. He was to hold that post for more than a decade. The date of his 

appointment is not given in his biography, but must have been during the very last 

years of Ogédei’s reign; at that time, newcomers, mostly Muslim, were displacing a 

largely Khitan and Chinese establishment in Chung-tu, which had become the 

effective centre of Mongol administration for occupied China. We are told nothing of 

Saiyid Ajall’s responsibilities and duties during his early years as jarquéi in Chung-tu, 
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but much can be surmised from what is known of early Mongol administration in 

China and of the office of the jarqudi. 

The Mongol empire of Cinggis Qan marked, in many respects, a total break with 

the past, but deep-seated traditional values and social realities survived, however 

modified by the new order. One major link with the past was the well-established 

Mongol tradition of common ownership and collective exercise of power by the 

various entities comprising Mongol society. In the pre-imperial steppe, this tradition 

found expression in the ownership of nomadic territories (nuntugq), not by individuals, 

i.e. chieftains or other powerful persons, but by the collective body of herdsmen 

(construed as a joint descent group or obogq) using the territory. Similarly, the new 

Mongolian empire was not the exclusive property of the qan, but a common 

patrimony (ulus) of the ruling clan (altan uruq) and of all those associated with it 

through marriage (gari), subject as such to joint rule and joint exploitation. A special 

administrative machinery was required, consequently, to implement Mongol custom 

on an imperial scale. 

One such institution was the gubi (‘apportionment’) whereby newly acquired 

populations and territories were parcelled out to beneficiaries as either permanent 

(inje, lit. ‘dowry’) or revocable grants (soyurqal, ‘grant, boon’). Thus, the ruling clan 

held the empire in three types of holding: the qan’s personal possessions; the 

apanages, either permanent or revocable, of imperial beneficiaries; and the common 

domains held and ruled in joint ownership as the imperial clan’s patrimony. Members 

of the clan formed groups of common interest in the exploitation and governance of 

the empire. Such a group, or jarqu, would nominate an agent, or jarquci, to manage 

its affairs in the ambit of the imperial clan’s business. Theoretically an imperial 

appointee, a jarquci would be as concerned with the apportioning of booty in behalf 

of his principals — and the conflicts arising therefrom—as with the actual government 

of the empire (excluding the inje holdings). In these functions, he would collaborate 

with other jargucis including the yeke Jarquci representing the qan’s personal 

interests. 

In the beginning, there appears to have been relatively few Jarqucis, but their 

numbers increased apace as the Mongol empire grew in size and in complexity, and as 

apanages multiplied at every level. In time, the Jarquci came to function not solely as 

the ad hoc representative of a Jargu, but as a permanently appointed agent in an 

adminstrative area (regional or local administration) of which his jarqu had assumed 

the charge. Such standing jarqus, which were staffed not only by jarqucis, but by 

other officials as well, including bicecis (scribe-secretaries), progressively took over 

real power in the conquered regions. Because those regions naturally attracted the 

active interest of powerful members of the imperial clan (who usually provided the 
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tammacis, or regional garrison commanders and their tribal entourage), the local 

Jarqus became the real centres of Mongol administration in the conquered territories. 

At the time of Saiyid Ajall’s appointment as jarquci in Chung-tu, this process was 

already well advanced in Mongol China. Power there had originally been vested in 

the tammaci Muqali (q.v.), and after him in his sons, Bl and Tas (or Cila’un, gq.v.); 

but with the passage of time, a counter-administration of sorts had developed in 

Chung-tu, apparently growing out of the office of the Mongol yeke darugaci for the 

region, and largely staffed by former Chin officials of Khitan ancestry, now in 

Mongol service. By the 1230s moreover, Chung-tu had also become the seat of a 

regional jarquci. In the late 1230s, a chief jarquci was resident there, responsible for 

the administration of Mongol China as a whole. This official replaced the tammaci in 

all but his specific military functions and position as head of a diminishing ‘tribal 

federation’ in China. The first man to hold this new office was probably the 

Khwarazmian, Mahmiid Yalavaté (g.v.), who came to power in 1241 as the 

predominantly Khitan officials that had served previously with Muslims were being 

replaced: Saiyid Ajall was apparently Mahmiid’s subordinate. 

We are not told whether Saiyid Ajall served as an imperial jarquci (i.e. yeke 

jarquci) or as a princely house’s nominee, although his Chinese biographer implies 

that the former was the case. What we know of the Muslim minister’s later career 

strongly suggests that he took office as a jarquci for the house of Tolui, with which 

Saiyid Ajall later had the closest association, rather than for those of Ca’adai or Joéi. 

We must assume that as jarquci of the Chung-tu region, Saiyid Ajall dealt with such 

affairs as population registration, the setting of taxes, matters of apportionment, and 

dispensing justice among members of the diverse categories into which the north 

Chinese population had been divided by the Mongols. All of these functions, and 

others, are known to have been performed by other regional jarqucis that held office 

- at the same time in other regions (e.g. by the Uighur jarguci Buyruq Qaya, south of 

Chung-tu and in the Shun-t’ien area). 

Not long after Saiyid Ajall’s appointment, Ogédei died and power passed into the 

hands of his empress, Toregene Qatun (regent 1241-46). That woman is notorious in 

the Chinese sources for her rapacious exploitation of the Mongol domains in China by 

means of tax-farming, first under ‘Abd al-Rahman and later under his associates when 

the relatively moderate Mahmiid was forced to flee for his life in 1242. Saiyid Ajall, 

for his part, seems to have remained in office during these difficult years, as also later 

during the short reign of Giiyiik (r. 1246-48) and that of his regent, Ogul Qaimi 

(regent 1248-51). Little is known about Mongol administration at the time, nor are 

there any records of Saiyid Ajall’s activities. 
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In 1251, however, after protracted political struggle and the threat of civil war, 

the house of Tolui emerged victorious with qan Mongke (r. 1251-59), and Saiyid 

Ajall, now a mature man of forty with two decades of service behind him, assumed 

increased responsibility. In 1251, soon after his accession, Méngke charged his 

younger brother, Qubilai, with temporary control in China. The latter thereupon 

appointed (or reappointed) a number of jarqucis and others to ‘go to Chung-tu and 

pacify and control the army and the people.’ Among those appointed to this task was 

Saiyid Ajall. Raid al-Din calls him Qubilai’s man, and this would seem to be 

confirmed by Saiyid Ajall’s inclusion in a group largely comprised of Qubilai’s 

personal retainers. 

Not many months later, after M6ngke had strengthened his hold on the throne in 

a series of great purges supervised by the yeke jarquci Mengeser Noyan, a more 

formal administration, called a hsing-sheng, or Regional Secretarial Council, in the 

Yuian History (Yiian-shih), was established in Chung-tu, headed by the yeke jarquci 

Bujir (q¢.v.) and Mahmiid Yalavaé. Among those participating in the new 

administration under Bujir and Mahmid was, once again, Saiyid Ajall, presumably as 

Qubilai’s representative. Saiyid Ajall’s Chinese biography gives his final office in the 

Regional Secretarial Council as that of general administrator (tsung-kuan) for the 

Yen-ching district, but, in fact, there is no reason to assume that Saiyid Ajall held any 

other office than that of jarquci for the region which he had held for almost a decade. 

The Chinese term is nothing more than a crude translation: in the Yiian system, a 

tsung-kuan was normally subordinate to a daruqaci, whereas Saiyid Ajall’s powers 

were Clearly far greater. As a consequence of the growing power of the central 

Mongol administration in China, responsibility was no longer strictly confined to the 

Chung-tu area. With Mongol preparations for a general advance into Szechwan, he 

became increasingly active in the region of Kuan-chung, where he took charge of 

supplies for the qan’s own advance, after having contributed importantly to Qubilai’s, 

expedition in Yunnan. This was the beginning of a long association with west China 

that was to last for most of Saiyid Ajall’s remaining years. 

In August 1259, Mongke died while personally leading the Mongol advance in 

Szechwan. His death ushered in a period of intense change in the Mongolian world. 

Saiyid Ajall was deeply involved in these events, as a supporter of Qubilai’s interest. 

From his power base in China, the latter usurped imperial power and undertook to 

gain recognition by the remainer of the Mongol world order of his self-proclaimed 

status as successor to Méngke. 

Qubilai had evidently to consolidate his position in China as an eventual starting 

point for world conquest, while denying his younger brother Ariq Boke, a rival 

contender for the empire, any means of advancing his own cause. To that effect, 
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Qubilai immediately called upon his household officers and other associates, 

including former imperial officials willing or forced to throw in their lot with the 

usurper, to establish a control structure in China and adjacent areas. At the head of 

this control structure was the Yen-ching Pacification Bureau, as it is called in Chinese 

sources. Subordinate to it were ten pacification commissioners, who were positioned 

strategically across north and west China. Notwithstanding the Chinese 

nomenclature, this represented no real break with past Mongol practice and seems to 

have been a carry-over of the regional jarquci offices under new circumstances. At 

the head of the new structure was Méngke’s former yeke jarquci, Mahmid, while 

most of the ten pacification commissioners had themselves previously served as 

Jarquci, including Saiyid Ajall. (See, however, the biography of Yalavat.) He was 

sent back to his old post at Chung-tu, then threatened by Ariq B6ke’s armies. 

Soon after his arrival, when any immediate danger to north China had been 

eliminated, the Pacification Bureau moved to Chung-tu, in succession to Méngke’s 

former imperial administration. In mid-1260 Qubilai’s central administration for 

China, located at his princely residence in K’ai-p’ing, was renamed the Secretarial 

Council, while in July the branch administration headed by Mahmiid in Chung-tu 

became a Regional Secretarial Council. Not long after, perhaps in imitation of 

Mongke’s administration which had governed through three great regional offices (in 

Chung-tu, Tis and BeS Baliq), two other Regional Secretarial Councils were created, 

one for the former Tangut domains, and the other in west China. Saiyid Ajall served 

in Chung-tu as the pacification commissioner for the Yen-ching district for about a 

year and a half, until the late summer of 1261 when he was recalled by Qubilai. 

Little is known of Saiyid Ajall’s activities during the almost three years he spent 

attached to Qubilai’s central administration for China. According to the Chung-t’ ang 

shih-chi, in July 1261 he was jointly appointed with Liu Su (1188-1263), the 

pacification commissioner of Chen-ting district, as president of the Three Ministries 

of the Left, i.e. Personnel, Revenue and Rites. Clearly, he was intended to play an 

important role since soon after he was concurrently made director of the Bureau of 

Agriculture, and director of political affairs in the Secretarial Council (p’ ing-chang 

cheng-shih: Ra&id al-Din’s ‘finjan’) — an office with powers closely similar to those of 

the yeke jarquci under the Mongol imperial system. Early the following year, we find 

Saiyid Ajall assisting in the establishment of the Yiian paper currency system, and 

shortly thereafter in charge of public works. In 1264 he was commissioned to take 

charge of Qubilai’s Regional Secretarial Councils for west China (southern Shensi and 

northern Szechwan). There, he took charge of an administration that was increasingly 

concerned with operations in Szechwan and beyond, an area of growing importance 
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for Qubilai, who had now begun to think of conquering Sung and unifying China 

under his rule. 

At the time of the Mongol invasions, Szechwan had long been a part of China, 

both culturally and politically. It was, howerver, a border area, touching in the south 

on the South-east Asian cultural sphere represented by the Ta-li kingdom of Yunnan; 

in the west on Tibet’s principalities and petty kingdoms; and in the north on the mixed 

cultural area of K6kG6nor. Moreover, within Szechwan itself were numerous non- 

Chinese minority groups, often living side by side with Chinese inhabitants. 

Szechwan had long served as a corridor for the movement of peoples, ideas and 

goods. It was connected to the south Chinese heartland by a series of long east-west 

river valleys forming natural invasion routes. Its geography was as varied as its 

ethnic composition: indeed, an abundant distribution of mountain pastures made it 

possible for the Mongols never to leave terrain that favoured them during their 

advance. Most importantly, as a people vitally interested in commerce, the Mongols 

saw Szechwan as the nexus of a major north-south trade route, one that extended from 

Mongolia into Tangut domains through what is now Kansu, into the K6k6nor region, 

and then on south via Szechwan and eastern Tibet into Yunnan and beyond. 

It was this trade route that may have first drawn Mongol attention to Szechwan 

and west China in general, although strategic considerations, in the wake of 

deteriorating relationships with Sung China, soon played their role as well. In the 

mid-1220s, Siib6tei (g.v.), charged with advancing on Hsi-Hsia from the west as part 

of the final Mongol assault on Sung, subdued various tribes in the K6kGnor area, 

including, we must assume, many of the Altaic-speaking Hor groups. Those were 

descendants of various Hsien-pei tribesmen of the T’u-yii-hun and other groups 

involved in north-south trade, who had gained the first Mongol foothold in the region. 

Later under Ogédei, during the Mongol assault on the last Chin holdings, Siibétei 

took advantage of the mountain valleys of northern Szechwan and southern Shensi to 

outflank Chin defenders and advance on Pien-liang (K’ai-feng) from the badly 

defended south. With the outbreak of border warfare between the Mongol and Sung 

empires after the collapse of Chin, Siibétei soon found many imitators seeking to 

achieve a general encirclement of the Sung position. 

By the late 1230s, Szechwan had become a major theatre of the growing conflict 

between the Mongols and their enemies in the south, and an area of main military 

concern for themselves and their allies. By the reign of MoOngke, a large part of 

Szechwan was under Mongol control. So was much of eastern Tibet, in consequence 

of a treaty between the Mongol prince Kéden, a son of Ogédei, and the ruling house 

of the Sa-skya monastery, which controlled a number of minor, but strategically 
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important kingdoms in the Sino-Tibetan border regions. In 1257 Méngke took 

personal charge of the advance. 

Méngke, however, died before achieving all his goals in west and south China 

(parts of Szechwan, in fact, were to resist the Mongol invaders for another two 

decades). Because of Qubilai’s concerns in the north, Szechwan was left to languish 

for half a decade, divided between Mongol and Chinese zones of control. This 

neglect soon affected the Mongol position there; a strong hand was required if full 

control was to be retained. To govern the strategic region of Kuan-chung, conjoined 

with Szechwan and other areas to make up the Regional Secretarial Council, Qubilai 

called upon Saiyid Ajall, by then in his early fifties, with decades of loyal services 

behind him, to serve as his viceroy in west China. 

Saiyid Ajall held office for some nine years as head of the Regional Secretarial 

Council in west China. During this period, he seems to have undertaken a large scale 

reorganisation; besides bringing the province under firmer Mongol control, this laid 

the foundation for a truly effective regional adminstration that became the real 

instrument of subsequent Mongol power in the region. Among Saiyid Ajall’s 

accomplishments, one notes a population survey, a fiscal reform, and a general 

restructuring of the administration, designed to place most local authorities firmly 

under the control of the Regional Secretarial Council’s central administration (in 

1266/67, for example, the military command that had hitherto controlled Szechwan 

was abolished and its functions taken over by the Regional Secretarial Council). 

In 1270, after putting his Shensi house in order, Saiyid Ajall moved from Ching- 

ch’ao, where he had formerly established his Regional Secretarial Council 

headquarters, to Szechwan proper, where he took personal charge of operations as 

Qubilai stepped up pressure on the Sung. The arrival of Saiyid Ajall seems to have 

had an immediate impact on the Sung defender, Tsan Wan-shou, who had held Chia- 

ting, athwart communication lines with Mongol forces in the south, and blocking the 

Mongols’ advance into the Sung heartland. The following year, after a brief visit to 

court to confer on strategy, Saiyid Ajall again took the field, this time together with a 

Mongol and a Chinese colleague. He participated in a land and river battle against 

two Sung generals positioned near Chia-ting, in support of the Mongols besieging the 

fortresses about Hsiang-yang in central China. After gaining a total victory, Saiyid 

Ajall returned north once again and established his Regional Secretarial Council 

headquarters at Hsing-yiian and there, repeating his role at the time of Méngke’s 

advance into Szechwan, he took charge of supplies for Qubilai’s offensive. 

His mission accomplished, Saiyid Ajall was again transferred in 1273, this time 

to a completely new Regional Secretarial Council established for Yunnan and 

adjacent parts of southern Szechwan. His function there was to be much the same as 
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before, but the problems that would confront him in Yunnan were to differ radically 

inasmuch as the area of his new jurisdiction had had hitherto only the most tenuous 

connections with the predominantly Chinese-speaking regions in which Saiyid Ajall 

had operated previously. 

Many of the same considerations prompted the Mongol advance into Yunnan that 

had determined Mongol ambitions in Szechwan. In particular, Yunnan (known to the 

Mongols as Qara Jang, a name first used to designate the Ta-li kingdom and its capital 

in particular) was an important section of the same north-south trade route, and 

provided an even better position from which to penetrate Sung (not to mention 

adjacent Burmese, Khmer and Vietnamese) domains. Moreover, like Szechwan, 

Yunnan, which became a major centre of Mongol demographic concentration under 

the Yiian, was well provided with the mountain pastures so highly praised by the 

Mongols. In fact, so suitable did the pastures in Yunnan prove to be that Mongol 

tribesmen and local allies were able to hold out there for some two decades after 

Yiian power had collapsed elsewhere. Actually, Mongol influence continued in 

Yunnan even under Ming rule. 

The Mongol advance into Yunnan began in 1253, shortly before the entry into 

Szechwan of the main Mongol armies under Méngke. It was carried out under the 

titular leadership of the then prince Qubilai, although operational control was 

exercised by the capable Uriyangqadai, a son of Siib6tei. After a difficult advance 

against determined resistance, the campaign culminated in the capture in 1257 of Ta- 

li, and then of Yiin-nan fu (known to the Mongols as Yaci, present-day K’un-ming), 

the two capitals of the indigenous Ta-li kingdom. Incursions followed into what is 

now Kweichow, Kwangsi, parts of Kwangtung and, ultimately, northern Vietnam. 

No enduring conquests, however, seem to have resulted from these operations 

executed as a series of probing raids. The Sung government took a serious view of 

those movements as evidenced by the raising of local militias and a general 

militarisation of social units in the Canton delta — such local forces, which seem to 

have continued in existence, later provided an instrument for renewed resistance to 

the Mongols in south-east China after the fall of Hang-chou. 

Between 1258, when Qubilai marched his armies north again, and 1273, when 

Saiyid Ajall arrived to take control, Yunnan was largely left to its own devices, with 

small Mongol garrison forces and feudatory troops barely able to maintain Mongol 

suzerainty, and little direct imperial presence. Qubilai’s fears about the 

precariousness of Mongol dominion there, as expressed in the edict appointing Saiyid 

Ajall, were well justified in fact. 

After making a careful study of all available information on his new province, 

Saiyid Ajall set out for Ta-li, where he arrived after an extended journey in August 
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1273. Even before his arrival in what was to be the headquarters of his Regional 

Secretarial Council, however, Saiyid Ajall faced a major obstacle to his rule in the 

person of the Mongol prince *Toqur (?), whose troops were among those garrisoning 

Yunnan, and who, becoming alarmed at the potential threat to his authority posed by 

Saiyid Ajall, prepared to resist the latter’s arrival by force. Saiyid Ajall defused the 

crisis by dispatching his son, Nasir al-Din, to the Mongol prince as Saiyid Ajall’s 

personal representative and by inviting the prince’s own representatives to participate 

in the new Regional Secretarial Council, in accordance with the accepted Mongol 

practice. Mollified by Nasir al-Din’s presence and unwilling to act openly against 

Saiyid Ajall as Qubilai’s minister, the prince accepted the offer; Saiyid Ajall’s office 

in Ta-li was to include two of the prince’s retainers as Jarqucis. Also attached to the 

Regional Secretarial Council as a jarquci was Saiyid Ajall’s son, Nasir al-Din. 

Because of the tenuous hold of Mongol authority in the newly-conquered 

territory, Saiyid Ajall had to organise his provincial administration almost from 

scratch. He must have begun with a population census, a reorganisation of fiscal 

structure and fiscal administration, and the creation of civil administrative units 

(districts, administrations, prefectures and counties) to replace the military and tribal 

units (chiliarchies and myriarchies) that had exercised Mongol power until then. An 

important task was to establish the Mongol jam system in Yunnan and adjacent areas, 

since this was essential for maintaining communications with Qubilai’s court and the 

main Mongol administration for China, and also for ensuring that Saiyid Ajall’s 

commands were obeyed in the vast province assigned to his control. One 

administrative change not carried out, however, was the introduction of Yiian paper 

currency as sole legal tender in Yunnan. Realising the impracticality of such an 

innovation in the relatively primitive south-west, Saiyid Ajall petitioned the throne to 

retain native means of exchange (primarily cowrie shells but also precious metals) 

concurrently with Yiian notes, and his petition was accepted. 

Saiyid Ajall’s powers were by no means solely administrative. His name is, in 

fact, associated with two major accomplishments that were to play a major role in the 

long-term sinification of his remote province. One concerned flood control and 

water-works, an area not unfamiliar to a Bukharan, which involved a concerted effort 

to control drainage in central Yunnan as a prerequisite for wet-field rice cultivation. 

Some of the irrigation canals built by order of Sayid Ajall in the area of Yiin-nan fu 

are apparrently still in use today. This development not only permitted a greatly 

enhanced food production in the south-west, but was also instrumental in drawing 

large numbers of Chinese colonists to what had been considered a barbarian region 

before the Mongol conquest. A second initiative was cultural and was associated with 

Saiyid Ajall’s encouragement of the ritualistic and formal aspects of the Confucian 
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tradition, so important as identifying characteristics of Chinese culture. For example, 

shortly after his arrival in Ta-li, the Muslim minister ordered the establishment of the 

first Confucian temple in Chung-ch’ing (Yiin-nan fu), under his personal patronage 

and protection. He later established further Confucian temples in other population 

centres of his province, with schools teaching the classics which he had printed for 

local use. He made active efforts to encourage the introduction of Chinese marriage 

and funeral rites, and Chinese conceptions of social intercourse hitherto alien to the 

native inhabitants. 

Interestingly, Saiyid Ajall is also reputed to have been one of the major 

protagonists of the present-day Muslim community in south-west China. Saiyid 

Ajall’s personal role in the introduction of Islam in large parts of Yunnan is probably 

overstated (see below), for it is extremely likely that there was a Muslim community 

in Yunnan before the Mongol conquest. The coming of Islam to the area is due 

primarily to the large numbers of Muslims in the armies stationed there, although 

Saiyid Ajall must surely have promoted Islam in the region — he is reputed to have 

built two mosques — as well as Confucianism, seeing in both traditions a positive, 

civilising force in a remote, backward area (the same could be said about Saiyid 

Ajall’s reported patronage of Buddhism as well). Moreover, Islam and Confucianism 

were by no means incompatible, since Confucianism was essentially political rather 

than religious. 

Saiyid Ajall’s many reforms and efforts at reorganisation, and the new model 

administration, which brought the Muslim minister into conflict with Prince *Toqur 

even before his arrival in Ta-li, encountered many opponents. Among them was a 

faction of unnamed local officials who attempted (unsuccessfully, since the emperor 

seems to have had complete confidence in his representative) to slander Saiyid Ajall 

at court and bring about his recall. Also the chief of the Lo-p’an-tien (or Lo-p’u-tien) 

aborigines (man), taking advantage of difficult terrain and his remotness from the 

central authority, sought to refuse it allegiance. 

Saiyid Ajall subdued that group in 1275, pacifying a number of other tribes 

during the campaign. Whereas he favoured a policy of moderation towards 

conquered people, hoping thereby to conserve their value as tax-payers, he had to 

contend with the rapacity of the Mongol contingents of garrison troops at his disposal. 

Those forces lived off the land and, according to tribal custom, were greedy for loot. 

Nor was plundering the sole preserve of common soldiers: Raid al-Din reports that 

Qubilai had Hiigeti flogged for stealing ‘some waterfowl from a village in excess (of 

his needs).’ 

Subsequently Saiyid Ajall succeeded in obtaining that military forces be directly 

subordinated to the Regional Secretarial Council, under the command of his son, 
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Nasir al-Din. It must have been with those forces, supported in emergencies by élite 

Mongol troops, that Saiyid Ajall undertook to extend his power, even beyond the 

limits of his jurisdiction. In 1276 for example, some 400,000 families in what is now 

Kwangsi and Kweichow were conquered during the final advance on Sung. Saiyid 

Ajall also established connections with, and, in some instances, a loose suzerainty 

over various petty kingdoms and dynasties in Burma, Vietnam and other areas. 

During the years of his administration, Saiyid Ajall also laid the foundations of the 

t’ u-ssu, or Aboriginal Bureaux, whereby local authority was entrusted to tribal leaders 

of communities, such as the Lo-p’an-tien. 

Saiyid Ajall died in office in 1279, aged sixty-eight, after serving some five years 

in Yunnan, and was buried south-east of Yiin-nan fu. He was succeeded by his eldest 

son, Nasir al-Din, who governed the province for another twelve years. As other 

family members (including Nasir al-Din’s brother, Mas‘tid, and his son, Husain) ruled 

after Nasir al-Din was transferred to Shensi in 1291, Saiyid Ajall’s influence was felt 

for some decades after his death (members of his family continued to hold high office 

in other parts of the Yiian empire well into the fourteenth century). In 1297 he was 

enfeoffed as Prince of Hsien-yang and given the posthumous name of Chung-i 

(‘Loyal and Admirable’), subsequently changed to Chung-hui (‘Loyal and 

Compassionate’). 

Saiyid Ajall’s role as a promoter of Islam, of Confucianism and of Chinese 

culture in general, has attracted much attention in the past and is currently being 

reconsidered. (See the important contributions of Ch’en Yiian and J.M. Armijo- 

Hussein listed in the Bibliography.) There is no doubt, however, that Saiyid Ajall and 

his line contributed to bringing Yunnan definitely into the Chinese fold — culturally 

and politically — thus rendering a great service to China. As an ‘intermediary of 

culture,’ and indeed as a man, Saiyid Ajall was a typical product of the polyethnic and 

multicultural environment of the Mongol world. The spirit of this background might 

perhaps have survived in the unique cultural ambience of south-west China today, 

where South-east Asian, Chinese, Tibetan, Islamic, and even ancient Altaic tribal 

traditions, coexist and interact in such a striking manner. 
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29. LIEN HSI-HSIEN (1231-1280) 

Qubilai’s transformation of the Mongol state from a steppe empire into a China- 

centred dynasty, and the simultaneous restoration, however partial, of a Chinese form 

of government, were important developments in the history both of the Mongol 

empire and of China itself. Confucian literati played an essential part in these 

developments: firstly, they spared no effort to help Qubilai consolidate his rule in 

north China; and then they brought him to adopt an entire set of institutions and 

policies rooted in Chinese and Confucian tradition. In concert with Qubilai’s old 

retainers and the northern Chinese generals, the scholars achieved the first object 

when the political centre of the Mongol empire shifted from Mongolia to north China. 

But their success was incomplete on the second count inasmuch as their Confucian 

ideals, and Qubilai’s views and constraints as a conqueror, were bound to clash. As a 

result, the Yiian era differed in many ways from previous Chinese dynasties and was, 

of course, far from being a ‘Confucian state.’ 

In describing the present developments, historians have tended to overrate the 

influence of ethnic origin on the political inclination of the protagonists and the 

shaping of political alliances. The supporters of Qubilai and those of his chief rival 

for the throne, Ariq Béke (d. 1266), have frequently been described as Chinese 

Confucian scholars and generals on the one hand, and Mongol traditionalists on the 

other. Likewise, the political vicissitudes of Qubilai’s reign are often attributed to the 

conflicts between the Chinese Confucians and the Central Asian fiscal experts. The 

life of Lien Hsi-hsien, the subject of this study, demonstrates that ideology was as 

strong as ethnic background in deciding a man’s political commitment, for Lien was a 

non-Chinese Confucian who played a key role in winning the throne for Qubilai and 

subsequently bore the brunt of the fight against the fiscal experts in defending the 

Confucian outlook. His life illustrates also the limitations of the Confucians’ interest 

at Qubilai’s court for, despite his non-Chinese background, his long and intimate 

relationship with Qubilai, and his important contributions to the founding and 

consolidation of the Ytian dynasty, Hsi-hsien was, in later years, to suffer serious 

political setbacks for his beliefs. 

Hsi-hsien was born in a Uighur family originally from Be8 Baligq, the old Uighur 

capital north-west of present-day Ch’i-t’ai in Sinkiang. His family had been 

prominent in its native state and also in the early Mongol empire. Both his great- 

grandfather and his grandfather, Yarp Qaya and Qitay Qaya, served the Uighur state 

with distinction in official capacities. After the Uighur had surrendered to the 

Mongols in 1209, Hsi-hsien’s father, Buyruq Qaya (1197-1265), followed the Uighur 
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ruler, Baréuq Art Tegin, and entered the service of the Mongols. Serving in the 

Imperial Guard, Buyruq Qaya fought with Cinggis Qan during the latter’s campaigns 

in Central Asia. For his reward, Cinggis gave him a wife from the consort clan of the 

Qara Khitai royal house, née Shih-mo (d. 1264), who was to be the mother of Hsi- 

hsien. 

Of importance to Hsi-hsien’s future career was his father’s long association with 

the house of Tolui as a retainer dealing with northern Chinese affairs. Sometime early 

in Ogédei’s reign (1229-41), Sorqaqtani Beki (d. 1252), Tolui’s wife, petitioned the 

throne for Buyruq Qaya’s services and put him in charge of her households in Yen- 

ching (Peking) and Chung-shan, in present Hopei. She subsequently appointed him 

resident commissioner (daruqaci) of Chen-ting (Cheng-ting) where her apanage was 

located. In 1231, Buyruq Qaya was appointed surveillance commissioner (lien-fang 

shih) of the Yen-nan circuit and concurrently judge, or arbitrator (Jarquci), of the 

same circuit. It is apparent that he served in these capacities as a retainer of Tolui’s 

house as well as an imperial official. As such, he forged close ties with the future 

qa’ans, Moéngke and Qubilai, sons of Tolui and Sorqaqtani Beki. In 1260, when 

Qubilai had established his rule in north China and proceeded to install his advisers 

and the retainers of his house as pacification commissioners of the ten circuits of 

north China, Buyruq Qaya was appointed to Chen-ting. Shortly thereafter, he was 

posted as pacification commissioner of the Shun-te (Hsing-t’ai) and other circuits. He 

is known to have been subsequently made chief censor, perhaps merely an honorific 

title at this time, and, in 1261, director of the Bureau of Agriculture. At his death in 

1265, he had served Tolui’s house and assumed official posts in north China for over 

thirty years. Because of his close connection with Tolui’s house and in particular with 

Qubilai’s interest, many of his thirteen sons and fifty-three grandsons were to achieve 

prominent positions in the Yiian bureaucracy. Hsi-hsien was to be the most exalted of 

them all. 

Hsi-hsien (his Uighur name was Hindu [Hsin-tu], T. Shan-fu) was Buyruq Qaya’s 

second son. At his birth on the 25th of the fifth month (= 26 June) of 1231, his father 

had just been appointed surveillance commissioner. Buyruq took the coincidence as 

an auspicious omen for the family and decided to adopt the first character of his new 

office, lien, as family name. The adoption of a Chinese family name at this early date 

is indicative of the Chinese milieu in which the family lived. Indeed, Hsi-hsien’s 

early environment would have steeped him in Chinese ways. It is not certain whether 

Buyruq Qaya himself ever studied Chinese, but he is known to have been an educated 

man versed in the Uighur script and appreciative of learning. He was among the few 

very early non-Chinese officials in the service of the Mongols to have had their 

children educated in the Chinese fashion. He is said to have hired good teachers to 
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give his children a classical Confucian upbringing. It is not surprising that, of his 

sons, not only Hsi-hsien but also Hsi-kung, who was to distinguish himself as one of 

the best Yiian calligraphers, were renowned for their Chinese scholarship. Hsi-hsien 

himself is reputed actually to have practised the great precepts which he had acquired 

from the classics. 

As a member of a distinguished Uighur family in the service of the Mongol royal 

clan, Hsi-hsien found the way to political success open to him early in life. He 

entered the entourage of Qubilai at Qara Qorum, perhaps as a hostage, in 1244, if not 

earlier. Merely fourteen years of age, Hsi-hsien served very likely as a member of 

Qubilai’s Guard, a Mongol imperial and princely institution whose members 

combined the roles of royal bodyguard, hostage, household supervisor and trainee for 

future political and military careers. It was in the Guard that Hsi-hsien served his 

political apprenticeship and established a lasting bond of personal duty to Qubilai. As 

early as 1242, Qubilai, then still a young and aspiring prince, had summoned many 

famous scholars to his headquarters at Qara Qorum to constitute a group of political 

advisers. Among them was Wang E (q.v.), the top chin-shih of 1224 and a prominent 

Chin scholar. Hsi-hsien was one of five young retainers assigned to study under the 

distinguished Chinese scholar after his arrival in 1244. When Wang E left Qara 

Qorum two years later, Hsi-hsien and his fellow-students were sent to escort their 

master home. 

As a disciple of Wang E, Hsi-hsien’s understanding and fondness of Confucian 

learning were immeasurably increased. It is said that he was keenly interested in the 

classics and history and was never without a book in his hands. One day while he 

was reading the Mencius, he was summoned by Qubilai and appeared in all haste 

before him with the book. When Qubilai inquired about the teachings of Mencius, 

Hsi-hsien outlined the master’s teachings on the innate goodness of human nature, 

righteousness and self-interest, benevolence and violence. Qubilai was much 

impressed and dubbed the young man Lien Mencius. The name stuck. Yet, as a 

Uighur nobleman, Hsi-hsien was by no means a bookworm. He is reputed to have 

demonstrated his skill at archery in the presence of Qubilai and to have been admired 

by his colleagues as a man equally accomplished in the literary and the martial arts. 

Moreover, Hsi-hsien seemed to have enjoyed Qubilai’s special favour on account of 

the indirect matrimonial link between their families. Sometime around 1250, Hsi- 

hsien married one of the daughters of Mungsuz (1206-67), a fellow Uighur, and, like 

Buyruq Qaya, a manager of Sorqaqtani Beki’s apanage. Since Mungsuz’s second 

wife, Ketiiliin, was the younger sister of Qubilai’s wife, Cabui, Hsi-hsien was 

Qubilai’s nephew by marriage. 
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Hsi-hsien’s chance to make his debut occurred as the political fortunes of Qubilai 

were beginning to rise. In 1251, Qubilai was given the task of supervising the 

administration of north China on behalf of his elder brother Méngke Qa’an, who had 

just won the throne from the house of Ogédei. Finding himself in charge of a 

country ravaged by constant warfare and the exactions of the Mongol nobility, the 

Muslim tax-farmers and the Chinese warlords, Qubilai set out to test the feasibility of 

restoring the Chinese system of government in selected localities while striving to 

turn the entire region into his personal power base. Hsi-hsien accompanied Qubilai 

on his punitive expedition against the Ta-li kingdom (in present Yunnan) in 1253, and 

was appointed a year later to be pacification commissioner of Ching-chao in present 

Shensi, which Qubilai had received in fief. Hsi-hsien’s task was facilitated by the fact 

that the previous administration under Yang Wei-chung (qg.v.) and Po-lan had 

succeeded within one year in restoring a degree of order to the region. 

In ruling Ching-chao, Hsi-hsien was supported by a strong Chinese and largely 

Confucian staff, on which Shang T’ing (q.v.) served as his deputy, Yao Shu (q.v.) as 

agricultural promotion commissioner, Hsii Heng (g.v.) as superintendent of schools, 

Ma Heng (1207-77) as chief of the Tax-collection Bureau, Chao Liang-pi (1217-86 or 

1214-86) as first secretary, and Yang Huan (qg.v.) and Chih Yii as councillors. Among 

his colleagues, Hsi-hsien is said to have shown great respect to Hsii Heng and Yao 

Shu, both renowned Confucian scholars, frequently consulting them on the way of 

good government, and to have ordered his actions according to the Confucian 

principle of caring for the people. He is given credit for freeing many Confucian 

scholars from slavery. The national policy of the Mongols, formulated in 1238, 

neither to enslave scholars nor to impose corvée labour on them had not been 

observed in Ching-chao. Hsi-hsien proved very liberal in his recognition of 

scholarship, and even dug into his own pockets to ransom some nonentities. Many 

schools that had been closed down were reopened, mainly under the direction of Hsii 

Heng, which reportedly rekindled the people’s interest in learning. Hsi-hsien’s efforts 

to promote the material well-being of the population were ably supported by Yao Shu 

and Ma Heng. Yao Shu achieved some success in reviving agriculture and Ma Heng 

carried out a taxation policy that is described as having been both lenient towards the 

tax payers and sufficiently productive. Furthermore, Hsi-hsien himself is praised for 

setting a strict ceiling on the usurious rate of interest known as ‘baby lamb interest’ 

(yang-kao li), which had been a scourge in Ching-chao and elsewhere in the early 

Mongol period. 

The success of the reforms carried out by Hsi-hsien in Ching-chao was soon to 

involve him in a major conflict between Qubilai and Méngke. By 1257, Qubilai’s 

growing strength accruing from his Chinese-style reforms had evoked the wrath of the 
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Mongol traditionalists at Méngke’s court and even aroused the suspicion of the qa’an 

himself. In response to allegations that Qubilai had falsified tax revenues and 

ingratiated himself with the people of north China, Méngke despatched ‘Alamdar (d. 

1260) and Liu T’ai-p’ing (d. 1260) to audit fiscal records in both Ching-chao and Ho- 

nan, another of Qubilai’s power bases. With their headquarters in Ching-chao, the 

imperial commissioners conducted a wide-ranging investigation throughout the two 

regions, resulting in the death of over twenty officials in Ching-chao alone. Hsi-hsien 

declared himself fully responsible for the proceedings of the pacification 

commissioner of Ching-chao. In the end, however, we are told that the auditors failed 

to discover the slightest evidence of irregularity on the part of the Ching-chao 

officials. Nevertheless, the Pacification Commissions were abolished in Ching-chao 

and Ho-nan, and Méngke deprived Qubilai of his fiefs there. Even so, the Ching-chao 

experience resulted favourably for Hsi-hsien, by proving him as an administrator, 

while earning him Qubilai’s deepest confidence. 

Having lost his post as an imperial commissioner, Hsi-hsien returned with 

Qubilai to the latter’s headquarters at Lung-kang, the future K’ai-p’ing, in present 

Inner Mongolia. Hsi-hsien resumed duties as an official in a princely household and 

was put in charge of all the Chinese belonging to Qubilai’s apanage. Also, his name 

appears as one of the two hundred officials and scholars who served as moderators in 

the famous Buddhist-Taoist debate held under Qubilai’s auspices at Lung-kang in 

early 1258. 

The peaceful life at Lung-kang was to be but a brief respite, for Hsi-hsien had 

soon to follow Qubilai in the field once again. In late 1258, Méngke launched a 

three-pronged offensive against the Sung. Assigned to command the central thrust 

towards the Sung stronghold of E-chou (Wu-ch’ang) in the middle course of the 

Yangtze, Qubilai took Hsi-hsien and many other literati with him. Hsi-hsien’s 

attention was again drawn to the plight of the many scholars taken prisoners of war. 

He reportedly urged Qubilai to ransom the captured literati out of public funds: more 

than 500 were set free as a result. 

The campaign against the Sung was soon brought to a halt by the death of 

Mongke Qa’an at Tiao-yii shan in the seventh month of 1259. This immediately raised 

the issue of his succession, plunging Qubilai into a bitter struggle for the throne with 

his younger brother, Ariq B6ke, whom Méngke had left in charge of the Mongolian 

homeland. Qubilai’s conflict with Ariq Boke was not merely a contest for power but 

represented also a clash of ideologies affecting the future of the Mongol Empire and 

China’s place in it. Ariq Boke relied on the support of Méngke’Qa’an’s old retainers 

who had carried out the inquest against Qubilai; Qubilai, with north China as his 

power base, depended for his part on the loyalty of the Chinese literati and generals. 
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Hsi-hsien was to play a determinant part in Qubilai’s ultimate victory, not least by 

firming the latter’s resolve on several occasions. As Qubilai was still undecided 

whether to pursue the siege of E-chou or to return north and contest the throne, Hsi- 

hsien was among the first to urge the latter course of action. He reportedly argued 

that Qubilai was in a unique position to take the throne, not only because of his 

position in the imperial clan but also on the strength of his military achievements and 

of the large retinue of talented men which he had assembled. When Qubilai decided 

to contend for the throne, Hsi-hsien was sent ahead to gauge the situation in the north. 

He urged Qubilai to destroy the force mobilised by Dorji whom Arig Boke had sent to 

deny Qubilai the Yen-ching region. Hsi-hsien is further credited with persuading 

Prince Taéar — the grandson of Temiige Ottigin, and the most powerful of the ‘left- 

hand’ (i.e. eastern) princes, to throw in his lot with Qubilai. 

When the quriltai was called in the third month of 1260 at Lung-kang, Tacar 

actually led the left-hand princes in electing Qubilai as the new ga’an. But Qubilai 

would not accept at first, perhaps as a gesture dictated by the poor attendance of the 

right-hand (i.e. western) princes. Together with Mungsuz, his father-in-law, Shang 

T’ing and Chao Liang-pi, his former colleagues in Ching-chao, Hsi-hsien pressed 

Qubilai to take the throne lest the initiative be lost to Ariq B6ke. Qubilai consented 

and enthroned himself the next day. 

The western part of China proper — Kuan-chung (Shensi), Szechwan and Kansu — 

became one of the main theatre of operations in the early stages of the ensuing war. 

Here Hsi-hsien played a key role in crushing Ariq Boke’s supporters, whose strength 

and vital importance he recognised from the outset, having personally served for four 

years in the area as pacification commissioner of Ching-chao. After Chao Liang-pi, 

who had been sent to investigate the situation on Hsi-hsien’s recommendation, had 

confirmed the threat from Ariq Béke’s supporters, Qubilai appointed Hsi-hsien 

pacification commissioner of Shan-hsi and Ssu-ch’uan in the fourth month of 1260, 

with Shang T’ing as his deputy and Chao Liang-pi as councillor. When Hsi-hsien 

reached Ching-chao the following month, many former generals of Méngke had 

declared for Ariq Boke. Liu T’ai-p’ing and *Qoduqui (d. 1260) had occupied Ching- 

chao two days earlier, claiming that they had been appointed by Ariq Boke to set up a 

Regional Presidential Council there. Qunduqai, stationed by M6ngke at Liu-p’an shan 

with 20,000 élite cavalry, had also announced his allegiance to Ariq Boke. So had 

Ket Buqa (d. 1260), in charge of the Mongol army at Ch’ing-chii shan in eastern 

Szechwan, and Melik Qoja (d. 1260), the commander at Ch’eng-tu in western 

Szechwan. 

Even though the political and military alignment in western China clearly 

favoured Ariq Béke’s faction, Hsi-hsien’s fast and bold action crushed the opposition 
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in five months. Without troops of his own, Hsi-hsien commanded such respect 

among the inhabitants for his past services that he was able to call on the local 

Chinese levies, most of whom were loyal to Qubilai. Shortly after his arrival, Hsi- 

hsien dispatched with lightning speed Liu Ni (1200-62), the distinguished myriarch of 

the Han Armies, to arrest Liu T’ai-p’ing and Qoduqui at Ching-chao and to kill Melik 

Qoja at Ch’eng-tu. He also sent Wang Wei-cheng (1242-85), a young Ongiit 

commander of the Han Armies, to dispose of Ket Buqa at Ch’ing-chii shan. 

Hsi-hsien’s sudden blows greatly weakened the political influence of Ariq Béke’s 

faction in the region. Nevertheless, he still had to face the threat to Ching-chao that 

Qunduqai posed from Liu-p’an shan. Hsi-hsien managed to hold Ching-chao by 

persuading Wang Liang-ch’en (1231-81), an uncle of Wang Wei-cheng, to join him 

with his command and by organising a makeshift force of 4,000 men under Pa-ch’un, 

a former jJarquci. Qunduqai gave up his planned attack on learning that the defences 

of Ching-chao had been strengthened, and moved his troops northwestward to Kan- | 

chou in the Kansu corridor with a view perhaps to joining Ariq Boke’s forces in 

Mongolia. 

But the military crisis was not over yet for Qubilai’s supporters in western China, 

for ‘Alamdar had arrived in Kansu with a large army and joined forces with Qunduqai 

at Yen-chih shan southeast of Kan-chou in the ninth month. Seeking to rally Ariq 

Boke’s supporters, ‘Alamdar was able not only to establish extensive contacts with the 

Mongol generals in Szechwan, Shansi and Kansu, but even to beat some of Qubilai’s 

forces. Thunderstruck by this sudden reversal, the court actually considered 

evacuating Szechwan entirely and withdrawing all forces to Hsing-yiian. The 

proposal foundered on Hsi-hsien’s strenuous objections. Hsi-hsien’s confidence was 

soon vindicated. His forces, under Wang Liang-ch’en and Pa-ch’un, with 

reinforcements commanded by the Princes Qadan and Qabiti, succeeded in crushing 

‘Alamdar’s troops at Yao-pei ku, east of Kan-chou, later in the month. Both ‘Alamdar 

and Qunduqai were killed. With this decisive victory, Qubilai’s control over western 

China was secured: Ariq Boke lost all influence south of the Gobi desert and found 

himself deprived of supplies from north China. Hsi-hsien’s achievements had shown 

him to be not only an able scholar-administrator but also a tough-minded statesman- 

general capable of facing an extreme crisis intelligently, resolutely and even 

tuthlessly. It is not surprising that Qubilai should have called Hsi-hsien a ‘true man’ 

on hearing of the victory. 

By the time of this victory, Hsi-hsien’s appointments had been changed twice 

since his arrival in Ching-chao a few months before. In the fifth month, when Qubilai 

established ten Pacification Bureaux in order to consolidate his control and rationalise 

the administration of north China, Hsi-hsien was confirmed in his position with the 
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title of pacification commissioner of Ching-chao and other circuits. With a view 

probably to strengthening his authority in office, Hsi-hsien was promoted in the 

eighth month, to be assistant of the Right of the newly established Regional 

Secretarial Council of Ch’in-Shu while Chao Liang-pi was appointed to Hsi-hsien’s 

original post as pacification commissioner and concurrently a councillor of the 

Regional Secretarial Council. Hsi-hsien was once again elevated to the rank of 

director of political affairs of the same council, as a reward for his contribution to the 

defeat of ‘Alamdar’s forces. In the third month of 1262, the Regional Secretarial 

Council was reorganised. Ma-ma, the former chief of the Secretarial Council, joined 

Hsi-hsien as a director of political affairs in the Regional Council, while Shang T’ing 

was to serve under them as associate director of political affairs. Even though his 

titles changed several times, however, Hsi-hsien remained the key man in Qubilai’s 

administration in western China for a period of nearly three years, interrupted only 

briefly by a visit to the capital in 1261, until he left the region in early 1263. 

Hsi-hsien’s jurisdiction covered not only Shansi and Kansu but also Szechwan, 

where Mongols and Sung observed an uneasy truce. Such circumstances demanded 

not only that he alleviate the suffering of the people and restore order and prosperity 

to the areas under his jurisdiction, but also that he undermine Sung power by all 

means short of open warfare. He is credited with having suspended the requisition of 

horses and oxen for a period of two years in Kuan-chung, and ordering the 

demobilisation of the contingents levied from the salt-households of Hsieh-chou and 

of the colonists in Ling-chou originally conscripted from Ching-chao. 

In Szechwan, reports claim that he put an end to the slave trade and plunder 

practised by Mongol troops. To induce the Sung soldiers and officials to surrender, 

Hsi-hsien is said to have given provisions to the families of Sung generals residing in 

Mongol-held territory, and allowed those who were still serving with the Sung to 

cross the lines to visit their relatives. When Liu Cheng (1213-75), the Sung 

commander at Lu-chou, surrendered, it was Hsi-hsien who recommended that the 

defector be treated generously in order to ensure the latter’s loyalty to the Mongols. 

All these initiatives contributed to the strengthening of the Mongols’ position in this 

key region. 

Even though he had been the main architect of Qubilai’s control over western 

China, Hsi-hsien was not above allegations of treason. Early in 1262 Wang Wen- 

t’ung (q.v.), a director of political affairs in the Secretarial Council, was implicated in 

the rebellion of Li T’an (q.v.), a Chinese warlord of Shantung who had defected to the 

Sung. This came as a great shock to Qubilai and touched off a witchhunt at court. 

Among others, Hsi-hsien was accused by Chao Pi (1220-76), another director of 

political affairs in the Council, alleged to have always been jealous of Hsi-hsien. 
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According to Chao, Hsi-hsien was to be held responsible for Wang Wen-t’ung’s 

treason, for it was he, together with Chang I (d. 1282), who had recommended Wang 

to Qubilai. Chao Pi further warned Qubilai of the potential threat posed by Hsi- 

hsien’s popularity in the strategic Kuan-chung area and his association with men of 

Shang T’ing and Chao Liang-pi’s ability. The allegation was apparently groundless 

since some time later Qubilai accepted Hsi-hsien’s explanation that it was Chang I and 

Liu Ping-chung (q.v.), not he, who had recommended Wang Weng-t’ung. In any case, 

Qubilai’s trust in Hsi-hsien was not at all shaken by this incident. He told Chao Pi, 

‘Hsi-hsien has served us since his adolescence. We know his heart. Both Shang T’ing 

and Chao Liang-pi are upright scholars. We need not worry about them.’ Similarly 

when Buyruq Qaya, apparently to protect his son, begged Qubilai to recall Hsi-hsien, 

Qubilai refused, saying that Hsi-hsien was irreplaceable in the ‘south-west’ and that 

he should have no cause to worry. The word had been put about, perhaps at that time, 

that some of the many Liens then in office should be dismissed. Qubilai again 

rejected the suggestion and is quoted as declaring to his entourage, ‘Buyruq Qaya’s 

merits are numerous. We know his descendants very well too. This is not a matter in 

which you should interfere!’ 

Even though Hsi-hsien escaped that time, he was not left wholly unscathed by 

another charge brought against him the following year. The charge this time was 

made by Fei Yin, a renegade Sung official who had been imprisoned by Hsi-hsien and 

Shang T’ing. Fei accused Hsi-hsien and his colleague of nine crimes, including 

arbitrary use of their power at the time of Ariq Béke’s rebellion and conspiracy to 

rebel as demonstrated by the fortification of their cities during Li T’an’s revolt. In a 

suspicious mood after the rebellions, Qubilai imprisoned Shang T’ing, suspended Hsi- 

hsien from office, and sent Nien-ho Nan-ho (d. ca. 1268) to take charge of the 

Regional Secretarial Council and investigate the alleged crimes. Hsi-hsien’s loyalty, 

however, was vindicated by Nien-ho’s investigation and by Chao Liang-pi’s vigorous 

testimony at the court. Nevertheless, Hsi-hsien was summoned to the capital in early 

1262 and appointed director of political affairs in the Secretarial Council. His three 

years of service as regional chief executive came thus to an end. 

This was Hsi-hsien’s second appointment to the Secretarial Council. His first 

term as a central bureaucrat had been brief, lasting about four months. He had joined 

the Secretarial Council in the third month of 1261 as an assistant of the Right under 

Ma-ma, the Right chancellor. When the Council was reorganised two months later 

after Ma-ma’s administration had failed to increase revenue, he was made director of 

political affairs under the Mongol Buqa and the Chinese statesman, Shih T’ien-tse 

(q.v.), the Right and Left chancellor respectively. Later in the month when the 

Council was divided, Hsi-hsien found himself among the staff posted to Yen-ching as 
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a branch office. He was prevented from going and had to return to Ching-chao 

instead, for Shang T’ing had requested that Qubilai send him back on the grounds that 

he was indispensable in the region. Hsi-hsien’s specific contribution during this brief 

term is not known. From Wang Yiin’s (q.v.) account of the daily activities of the 

Council, Chung-t’ang shih-chi, we learn that Hsi-hsien participated in policy 

discussions on the paper currency, the bureaucratic structure, population registration 

and revenue, whereas his position in these matters remains unknown. We also infer 

from Wang Yiin’s account that Hsi-hsien maintained at least a cordial working 

relationship with Wang Wen-t’ung, the moving spirit of the Council after its 

reorganisation. Indeed, Hsi-hsien took part in the Council debate that led to the fall of 

Ma-ma and the rise of Wang who pressed Qubilai to keep Hsi-hsien on the Council 

even though Qubilai had already accepted Shang T’ing’s plea to send him back to 

Ching-chao. 

Hsi-hsien’s second term in the Secretarial Council lasted from late 1263 to the 

first month of 1270. During these six years, his service was interrupted on three 

occasions, twice on account of the deaths of his mother and father, in 1264 and 1265 

respectively. The third time when he was temporarily discharged from the Council in 

the second month of 1265 and the subsequent two months in the summer of the same 

year to act on special assignment as director of political affairs in the Regional 

Secretarial Council of Shan-tung. Discounting these period of leave, his service on the 

Secretarial Council lasted about five years — a relatively long term during a period 

when Qubilai’s administration was still in a state of flux. For most of the period, his 

official title was director of political affairs; it was downgraded to assistant of the Left 

in the sixth month of 1267. This, however, entailed no loss of status for Hsi-hsien, for 

it resulted from a general reduction in the Council’s staff. These six years represent 

the culmination of his career. 

In his second term on the Secretarial Council, Hsi-hsien played an active role in 

counselling the emperor, running the daily administration of the Council, and shaping 

the institutions of the empire that were still being elaborated. As a personal retainer 

of long standing, Hsi-hsien was apparently in the unrivalled position of being able to 

speak candidly before the qa’an. A devoted Confucian, Hsi-hsien seems to have 

always remonstrated with Qubilai whenever he considered some decision to have 

been wrong, and striven to advise the emperor to emulate the sage rulers of Chinese 

history. On one occasion, we are told, Qubilai revealed to Hsi-hsien his pleasure in 

having the latter serve as his minister because he no longer had to worry about the 

corruption of officials and the neglect of talented subjects, that had plagued previous 

reigns. Hsi-hsien’s response was typically Confucian. He urged the emperor, though 

somewhat indirectly, not to be complacent but to imitate the legendary sage-kings, 
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Yao and Shun, in bringing about great harmony and peace. Another time, when 

Qubilai mentioned Wei Cheng (580-643) who had a great reputation as a worthy 

minister and staunch remonstrator, Hsi-hsien told the emperor that the difference 

between dynasties was not caused by the numbers of worthy officials in their service, 

but by the ruler’s ability to make proper use of them. The emperor once asked Hsi- 

hsien why his advice had become much more direct and inflexible since Qubilai’s 

elevation to the throne. Hsi-hsien explained that it was necessary for him to be firm 

since the actions of an emperor would have a much wider impact than those of a 

prince. 

As a director of political affairs, Hsi-hsien not only offered his advice freely to 

the emperor, but also engaged actively in the routine operations of the Council. Early 

in Qubilai’s reign, the directors of political affairs were in charge of the actual 

administration of the Council while the chancellors restricted themselves to important 

decision-making. Both Wang Wen-t’ung and Ahmad played a dominant role in that 

position. As a non-Chinese who was nevertheless an expert in Chinese affairs, Hsi- 

hsien enjoyed an advantage over most of his colleagues and played an important part 

in running the organisation. His absence on leave to mourn his father caused a back- 

up of thousands of cases which Qubilai had decreed should all be dealt with by Hsi- 

hsien — who managed to settle all of them within ten days of his return. Qubilai was 

so pleased that he reportedly said, “We need not worry any more, since we have got 

the right man as our minister.’ 

Hsi-hsien contributed directly in shaping Yiian institutions such, for instance, as 

the Secretarial Council, the instrumentality which Qubilai had striven to cast in the 

Chinese mouid, and which only achieved its final development after Hsi-hsien had 

rejoined it in 1263. The restoration of a centrally appointed local bureaucracy and the 

censorial system are also attributed to his personal initiative. 

A centrally appointed and controlled bureaucracy had operated at the local level 

since the beginning of Imperial China in the third century B.C. A process of 

feudalisation, however, had followed the Mongol conquest. Many of the prominent 

personages who had surrendered had been allowed to exercise civil, military and 

fiscal powers over their domains on a hereditary basis. Even though Li T’an’s 

rebellion of 1262 had prompted Qubilai to enforce the separation of the military 

command from the civil administration, many members of the former hereditary 

families still ruled their districts as civil administrators. 

It was Hsi-hsien, perhaps with Yao Shu, who urged Qubilai to rationalise this 

state of affairs by making the local offices of civil administration transferable. Hsi- 

hsien’s recommendation was apparently adopted, since, in the fifth intercalary month 

(June-July) of 1265, he was assigned the task of reorganising the local administration 
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in Shantung, while Chao Pi and Yao Shu were to do the same in Honan and Shansi 

respectively. Hsi-hsien’s assignment in Shantung was certainly a difficult one, for Li 

T’an’s rebellion had only been suppressed there three years before. Nevertheless Hsi- 

hsien was able to complete his assignment within two months. In the meantime, he 

also suggested to the court that each circuit should annually nominate two men — one 

specialised in Confucian studies and the other in clerical duties — for official 

appointment to the central government. This apparently represents the origin of the 

Ytian system of ‘annual tribute of Confucian scholars and clerks’ (sui-kung ju-li), 

which was initiated in 1269. The scheme provided the Yiian government with an 

alternative means of recruiting public servants at a time when the traditional civil 

service examination had been suspended indefinitely. 

Hsi-hsien is also credited with the restoration of the censorial system. The 

Censorate and its branches, the Inspection Bureaux, which had been a distinctive and 

integral part of Chinese government, were not re-established until 1268, although 

other organs on the Chinese model had already been in existence for some time. The 

Yiian sources attribute the restoration of the system variously to Kao Chih-yao, a 

Tangut Han-lin academician, Chang Hsiung-fei, Hsi-hsien’s protégé who is said to 

have made the suggestion in 1265, and Hsi-hsien himself. Hsi-hsien may not have 

conceived the idea but he was certainly its most powerful proponent and may even 

have determined its adoption. He also helped to keep the new system alive, for he 

stood as its advocate against attacks from the powerful Ahmad, who was in charge of 

the state’s finance, and who had condemned the censorial system in general, and the 

Inspection Bureaux in particular, on the grounds that the inspection system would 

impede the normal functioning of government. MHsi-hsien argued in response that 

inspection was part of the ancient system and benefited the state by weeding out 

treacherous and corrupt officials. It appears that Hsi-hsien triumphed over Ahmad, 

for this once at least, since the censorial system continued unaltered thereafter. 

Hsi-hsien’s defence of the censorial system was part of a wider conflict opposing 

the Confucians to Ahmad. That feud lasted nearly two decades and dominated the 

latter part of Hsi-hsien’s career. Ever since Li T’an’s rebellion and the implication of 

Wang Wen-t’ung, the Confucian scholars had been losing their influence in 

government to Muslim financial experts. The Li T’an and Wang Wen-t’ung incidents 

had clearly cast doubts in Qubilai’s mind on the reliability of the Chinese. Moreover, 

the Muslim financial experts were immeasurably more efficient than the Chinese 

literati in satisfying Qubilai’s need for additional revenue to support his many military 

campaigns and public works projects. Ahmad, who was able to raise the necessary 

funds without regard to the burdens imposed on the Chinese populace, emerged as the 

new favourite of the qa’an to the detriment of the Chinese scholars. In their protracted 
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struggle with Ahmad, the scholars depended on the support of such non-Chinese 

colleagues as Hsi-hsien, An-t’ung (q.v.), the great-grandson of Mugali and nephew of 

Qubilai, and lastly Jingim (1243-85), Qubilai’s heir apparent. As the head of the 

Board of the Left and the Right of the Secretarial Council, Ahmad often acted in total 

disregard for the authority of the Council. Hsi-hsien’s alignment with the Confucian 

scholars was apparently motivated both by conscience and by professional concern as 

a senior council member. 

His break with Ahmad was consummated in 1264 when some internal bickering 

among Ahmad’s followers gave Hsi-hsien the opportunity to expose Ahmad’s 

wrongdoings. Since Ahmad was very powerful at the time, none of Hsi-hsien’s 

colleagues in the Council dared to investigate the crimes of Ahmad’s followers, even 

though they had been instructed by the throne to do so. Undaunted, Hsi-hsien 

undertook to conduct alone a thorough investigation that implicated Ahmad. 

According to Hsi-hsien’s biographies, ‘Ahmad was beaten with a stick and deprived 

of all under his charge as a result of Hsi-hsien’s report.” That must be an exaggeration, 

for even though the Ministry of the Left and Right was abolished, Ahmad was 

reappointed director of political affairs in the Secretarial Council in the eighth month 

of the same year. Our sources are almost silent on Hsi-hsien’s relations with Ahmad. 

We know only that he ‘often subdued Ahmad with justice.” Since Ahmad’s power 

was growing, it would seem that Hsi-hsien’s position must have become increasingly 

precarious. 

Hsi-hsien resigned from the Secretarial Council in the first month of 1270. The 

exact reason for his resignation is still unclear. The cause suggested in his 

biographies is Hsi-hsien’s desire to protest against the inconsistency of Qubilai’s 

decrees. It is said that Nizam al-Din, a member of the Regional Secretariat of Yen- 

ching in Moéngke’s reign imprisoned for alleged corruption, was released by the 

Secretarial Council in accordance with an amnesty proclaimed by Qubilai. But the 

emperor then reprimanded the Council for the release. Hsi-hsien, together with his 

colleague, Yeh-lii Chu (g.v.), resigned in protest. The reason given may be no more 

than a pretext. Even though the issue involved was a matter of principle, it was of no 

political significance. The inscription for the ‘spirit-way stele’ of Ch’en Ssu-chi 

(1232-1301) written by Yii Chi (1272-1348) asserts on the other hand that Hsi-hsien 

had been the victim of a slander. Although the inscription specifies neither the nature 

of the slander nor the name of its perpetrator, we may infer that the deed can be 

attributed to Ahmad, since the brief statement is made in reference to Hsi-hsien’s 

conflict with the latter. Moreover, the circumstances in which Hsi-hsien submitted 

his resignation could reflect Hsi-hsien’s indignation at Ahmad’s increasing power. 
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Indeed, his resignation coincided with the establishment of the Presidential Council, 

which was to have exclusive jurisdiction over fiscal matters under Ahmad’s direction. 

Hsi-hsien spent his four years of retirement at home, reading and tutoring his 

children. But it is said that, as a true Confucian, he never set aside his worries about 

the sorry state of government affairs. His dissension with Ahmad, moreover, did not 

cease after he left office. Possibly to forestall Hsi-hsien’s return to power, Ahmad 

continued to slander him. As Qubilai sought to know how Hsi-hsien was faring, 

Ahmad told the emperor that Hsi-hsien was enjoying banquets and music with his 

wives and children. But Qubilai could not accept Ahmad’s version of Hsi-hsien’s 

lifestyle, being well aware that Hsi-hsien was too poor to afford frequent feasts. For 

his part, Hsi-hsien showed his contempt for his foe by turning down Ahmad’s offer of 

granulated sugar which his doctors had prescribed as a cure. Furthermore, Hsi-hsien 

was by no means a forgotten figure and still had many supporters in government — 

especially in the Censorate which was the stronghold of the Confucians in their 

struggle against Ahmad. Both the censors, Wei Ch’u (1232-1292) and Wang Yiin, 

petitioned Qubilai in 1271 and 1273 respectively to recall Hsi-hsien and put him in 

charge of the affairs in southwestern China. What is more important, An-t’ung, Hsi- 

hsien’s chief ally and Right chancellor, also requested that the throne appoint Hsi- 

hsien to take charge of administration in Ho-hsi. The request failed only because of 

Qubilai’s fear that the indomitable Hsi-hsien would be unable to maintain good 

working relations with the imperial princes settled in the region. 

Perhaps in response to pleas for Hsi-hsien’s return, Qubilai appointed him 

director of political affairs in the Regional Secretarial Council of Pei-ching in the 

second month of 1274. In this post, Hsi-hsien was supposed to work with T’ou-lien- 

ko (also known as Qurum$si), great-grandson of Mugali and inheritor of the title of 

Prince-of-state (mo. gui-ong, chin. kuo-wang), whose administration over the 

previous two years had aroused many complaints. The situation in the region was 

unique in the empire because the area comprised both steppes and cultivated land. It 

was practically impossible for ordinary officials to govern the region, for many fiefs 

of the descendants of the younger brothers of Cinggis Qan and those of the imperial 

consort clans and meritorious officials were situated within its borders. Hsi-hsien was 

considered the most suitable for the task, as Qubilai told him before his departure, 

because he was greatly respected by Tafar and other princes. 

At a time when Qubilai was still trying to transform the Mongol Empire from a 

patrimonial estate of the Borjigin clan into his personal autocracy, Hsi-hsien’s duty 

was apparently to strengthen imperial authority without alienating the feudal princes 

in the region. To that effect, Hsi-hsien paid special attention to protocol in his 

dealings with the princes. At one time when the envoy of Prince Ta¢ar called on the 
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Regional Secretarial Council, even T’ou-lien-ko, the gui-ong, rose to his feet in 

deference to Taéar. Hsi-hsien, however, remained seated, explaining that a minister 

of state did not stand up for a prince. Hsi-hsien endeavoured to subject the nobility to 

the rule of law. When the Princess Nanggiajan, the eldest daughter of the emperor, 

and her husband, Olot%in (d. 1277), damaged crops while hunting on their way to the 

capital, Hsi-hsien threatened to report them to the throne. The princess herself had to 

provide funds to make good the loss. Nobles are said to have watched their step 

thereafter when crossing Hsi-hsien’s territory. Qubilai was apparently satisfied with 

Hsi-hsien’s performance, since only a few months after Hsi-hsien’s arrival he relieved 

T’ou-lien-ko of his administrative responsibilities and placed the Council completely 

in Hsi-hsien’s charge. 

After one year of service outside the Great Wall, Hsi-hsien was re-assigned to the 

middle Yangtze region as assistant of the Right in the Ching-Hu Regional Secretarial 

Council. Our sources do not agree on the reason for Hsi-hsien’s transfer. Hsi-hsien’s 

biographies say that it followed a request from Ariq Qaya (1226-86), who had just 

conquered the region. We learn from other documents that Hsi-hsien’s new 

appointment was made at the suggestion of Ahmad who hoped to prevent Hsi-hsien’s 

return to the Secretarial Council. This is plausible, for we know that in the eighth 

month of 1274 Wei Ch’u had again requested Qubilai to recall Hsi-hsien to the 

Council and send Chao Liang-pi to Pei-ching in his stead. Since Chao Liang-pi was 

subsequently sent to Pei-ching, it is very likely that Hsi-hsien was indeed considered 

for a reappointment in the capital. But Qubilai changed his mind at the urging of his 

favorite fiscal expert. 

Whatever the circumstances of his posting to Chiang-ling, the capital of the 

Ching-Hu Regional Secretarial Council, Hsi-hsien undertook there the difficult but 

challenging task of pacifying a newly conquered territory. The region had just been 

occupied by Ariq Qaya in the course of Qubilai’s major offensive leading to the 

downfall of the Sung in 1276. Hsi-hsien lived up to his reputation as an experienced 

trouble-shooter and administrator in his effort to restore order and prosperity to the 

territory under his jurisdiction. To bring life back to normal, he lifted the curfew and 

ordered the troops back to their lines. He strictly forbade plundering, the murder of 

captives by Mongol soldiers and the selling of wives and children as slaves by the 

local populace. In order to strengthen the local gentry’s confidence in the new regime, 

he reappointed over twenty former Sung officials to his administration. To improve 

the local economy, tens of thousands of mou of land were reclaimed by draining the 

marshes around Chiang-ling city, for settlement by new farming communities. As he 

had done at Ching-chao, Hsi-hsien reopened local schools, notably the Chu-lin 

Academy, and stimulated the revival of education. Such was the fame of his 



495 

administration, we are told, that even the tribal chieftains in present-day Kweichow 

and the Sung commander of Ch’ung-ch’ing asked him to accept their surrender. 

Hsi-hsien was recalled to the capital in 1278 at the suggestion of Tung Wen- 

chung (q.v.), a former fellow-student under Wang E and close retainer of Qubilai. 

Wen-chung appealed to Qubilai, claiming that the emperor’s popularity would suffer 

if he kept a minister of Hsi-hsien’s stature in a provincial post for long, especially 

when the prime minister’s post was vacant. Moreover, Wen-chung mentioned the 

detrimental effect of the humid weather of the Yangtze region on Hsi-hsien’s health as 

an added reason for the latter’s recall. Wen-chung’s appeal seems to have expressed 

the common desire of the literati in the government: Hsi-hsien’s recall would 

strengthen their hand against Ahmad, who had established near-complete dominance 

over the government after An-t’ung had left in 1275 to campaign in Mongolia. Hsi- 

hsien was recalled following Wen-chung’s recommendation, to the great 

disappointment of the people of Chiang-ling. As a testimony to his incorruptibility, 

he is said to have brought back from the wealthy Yangtze province nothing but his 

flute and books. 

On his return to Shang-tu in the fifth month of 1278, Hsi-hsien was showered 

with imperial favours. Unfortunately, he was unable to re-enter the Secretarial 

Council as his Chinese colleagues had hoped, partly because of ill health and partly 

because of Ahmad’s continued objection to his reinstatement. At that time Qubilai 

was considering the establishment of the Chancellery, which had acted as a policy 

reviewing organ under the T’ang, to balance the power of the Secretarial Council, and 

he had Hsi-hsien in mind for the directorship. The heir apparent, Jingim, promised to 

give Hsi-hsien all the support he needed. However, the Chancellery project was 

eventually abandoned because of Ahmad’s opposition. In the spring of the following 

year, Qubilai ordered Hsi-hsien back to the Secretarial Council. By this time, 

however, Hsi-hsien was too sick to accept the appointment. Nevertheless, when 

Jingim sent a retainer to inquire about his health, Hsi-hsien took the opportunity to 

express his worries about the exercise of power by disloyal parties — apparently 

referring to Ahmad — and urged the crown prince to emulate the ancient sage-kings 

and to get rid of the traitors forthwith. 

Hsi-hsien did not live long enough to witness the end of his main adversary and 

tormentor, who was to be murdered in 1282. Hsi-hsien died on the nineteenth of the 

eleventh month (= 12 December) of 1280 at the age of forty-nine and was buried at 

Hsi-yiian in Wan-p’ing. His death was a great blow to Qubilai and to many of Hsi- 

hsien’s colleagues. Qubilai supposedly declared, “Only Lien Hsi-hsien was capable of 

making decisions on important matters in the great assemblies attended by princes of 

blood.’ Likewise, the great general Bayan (q.v.), conqueror of the Sung, admired Hsi- 
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hsien as ‘a true chief minister among chief ministers, and a true man among men.’ 

The great sorrow of the literati, who had pinned on Hsi-hsien their hope for the 

realisation of their Confucian ideals, is manifested in the elegies and poems written on 

his death by Yen Fu (1236-1312), Hu Chih-yii (1227-95), Hou K’o-chung, Yao Sui 

(1238-1313) and Li Yiian-li, that are still preserved. To honour the great statesman, 

Temiir Oljeitii (Ch’eng-tsung, r. 1295-1307) conferred on Hsi-hsien in 1304 the 

posthumous dignity of Wen-cheng (‘Cultured and Correct’) and the honorific titles of 

Grand Tutor and Duke-of-state of Wei. About a decade later, Ayurbarvada (Jen- 

tsung, r. 1312-20) posthumously promoted Hsi-hsien to the rank of Grand Preceptor 

with the title of Prince of Heng-yang. 

Hsi-hsien had two wives. The first was the daughter of Mungsuz. She bore Hsi- 

hsien a son, Fu (also known as I, T. Kung-hui), who reached the position of deputy 

chief of the Regional Secretarial Council of Liao-yang, and three daughters, who were 

married to high officials. Hsi-hsien’s second wife, née Wan-yen, was a Jurchen lady. 

She bore Hsi-hsien five sons and three daughters. All her sons distinguished 

themselves in government service, and, like Hsi-hsien himself, were all well educated 

in Chinese. Of them, Tun seems to have been most outstanding in literary 

accomplishments. He is the author of the collection entitled Lien Wen-ching kung 

chi, some pieces of which are still preserved in the Yung-lo ta-tien. 

Hsi-hsien is historically significant because of the range of important 

contributions he made to the establishment and the consolidation of the Yiian dynasty. 

In almost every phase of Qubilai’s endeavour to transform the Mongol state from a 

steppe empire into a China-based dynasty, Hsi-hsien played an important role as 

either a central or regional chief executive, or an imperial counsellor. As a man 

versed in the language, culture and history of China, Hsi-hsien provided the kind of 

expertise indispensable to rule China that few of his non-Chinese colleagues 

possessed at this early stage of acculturation. As a non-Chinese from a family bound 

for decades to the Cingisids, and to Tolui’s house in particular, and who himself had 

served Qubilai as a retainer and official loyally and competently since his own 

adolescence, Hsi-hsien gained Qubilai’s trust and intimacy to a degree that none of his 

Chinese colleagues could ever hope to equal. In that unique position, Hsi-hsien 

enjoyed the best of the two worlds and accomplished for Qubilai what his Mongol 

and Central Asian colleagues were unable to do, and which his Chinese colleagues 

had no opportunity to undertake. 

Hsi-hsien is equally outstanding as one of the earliest, most devoted, and most 

exalted Confucians among the non-Chinese in the Yiian period. As a non-Chinese, he 

apparently perceived Confucianism as the universal truth transcending racial and 

national boundaries. To be sure, he was not a master of Confucian philosophy nor an 
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accomplished scholar, since he left no writings of any kind. He was nevertheless a 

most dedicated practitioner of Confucianism in both private and public life. He is 

said to have even refused Qubilai’s order to undergo Buddhist initiation, on the 

grounds that he had already taken the Confucian vow to ‘be loyal as a subject and 

filial as a son.’ As a person, he was an exacting scholar, personally anxious for 

intellectual and moral improvement. Collecting books seems to have been his only 

indulgence (both the Chih-shan t’ang [’Hall of Achieving Goodness’] and the Tu-shu 

tang [’Hall of Book-learning’], which he set up in Ching-chao and in the capital 

during the 1250s and 1260s respectively, are known to have had large collections of 

books). His life was otherwise simple and untainted by corruption, as befits a 

scholar-official. He was also a filial son and figured among the earliest non-Chinese 

observers of the Confucian customs of mourning. 

In the public realm too, Hsi-hsien acted according to Confucian precepts and 

strove to imbue government institutions and policies with Confucian standards. In the 

Imperial Patent written by Yiian Ming-shan (1269-1322) and issued on the 

conferment of his posthumous titles, Hsi-hsien is described as one who ‘never 

presented anything to His Majesty that was not cited from the Book of Odes or the 

Book of History and never put anything into effect that was not benevolent and 

righteous.’ This description apparently reflects the picture of the man perceived by 

many contemporaries as well as by the court. To influence and help Qubilai in 

making government benevolent and righteous seems to have been Hsi-hsien’s ideal 

throughout his public life. In the circumstances, the realisation of Confucian political 

ideals and the restoration of the traditional Chinese government overlapped to a 

significant extent. This must have been at least one of the reasons why Hsi-hsien 

worked so hard in support of Qubilai’s efforts to relocate the political center of gravity 

of the empire, and to develop a Chinese form of government first at regional level and 

then on a national scale. As a member of the Secretarial Council and imperial 

counsellor, he repeatedly urged the emperor to emulate the ancient sage-kings and 

helped the latter to adopt Chinese political institutions. As a regional chief executive 

he seems to have always made special efforts to alleviate the miseries of the people 

under his jurisdiction. 

As a Confucian, Hsi-hsien is notable also for the special favours which he 

bestowed upon scholars. His unusual compassion for scholars in distress is vividly 

expressed in a story, perhaps apocryphal, describing the contrasting treatment he 

meted out respectively to Liu Cheng and to a group of poor and humble scholars. 

Hsi-hsien is said to have refused outright to receive Liu Cheng, the high-ranking Sung 

general rallied to the Mongols, but treated a group of Sung scholars clothed in rags in 

a most warm and courteous manner. He explained that, as an influential minister of 
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state, he had to show special respect for scholars lest Confucianism be lost as a 

doctrine. In addition to emancipating enslaved scholars and setting up schools 

wherever he went, Hsi-hsien is also known to have recruited many learned men for 

official appointment. Those recommended or appointed by him include Hsii Heng, 

Chih Yii, T’ung Chi-hsien, Chang Ch’u (1232-94), K’ou Yiian-te, Chang K’ung-sun 

(1233-1307), Wang Li-yung, Ch’en Ssu-chi (1232-1301), Kuo Hao (1194-1268), Kuo 

Ang, Li T’ing (1194-1277), Meng Ch’i, Chang Hsiung-fei, Wang Jen (1241-1311) and 

Hsii Chi. It is significant that all the above-named scholars were Confucian by 

training and Chinese by race. Since Hsi-hsien was not Chinese himself, his criterion 

in political recruitment was apparently ideological rather than racial. 

Hsi-hsien’s protracted but losing struggle against Ahmad reflects not only his 

devotion to the Confucian cause but also his limitations as a politician. In Hsi-hsien’s 

eyes, Ahmad’s ruthlessly exploitative fiscal policies were diametrically opposed to the 

Confucian principles of government; they could only aggravate the plight of the 

people and accelerate the ruin of the state. Moreover, it was his belief, which he 

frequently expressed to the emperor and the heir apparent, that gentlemen (chiin-tzu) 

and mean individuals (hsiao-jen) could not coexist in the same government: small- 

minded busybodies like Ahmad should be eliminated as a prerequisite of sound 

governance. Consequently Hsi-hsien devoted the second half of his career to this 

purpose in order to achieve the ideal Confucian government. To be sure, Hsi-hsien 

was too intelligent to overlook the fact that behind the ruthlessly exploitative policies 

of Ahmad was the goad of Qubilai’s own unquenchable lust for additional revenue. 

He was too sincere a Confucian statesman, nevertheless, to compromise his principles 

for the sake of power. He believed that by consistent argument and concerted action 

with other upright men like An-t’ung and a host of Chinese Confucians, he would be 

able to convince the emperor to eliminate Ahmad and to adopt more benevolent 

policies. He was apparently too sanguine. His task was made more difficult by the 

fact that Qubilai was not only an autocrat but also a conqueror. Even though Qubilai 

had found it opportune to adopt some Chinese institutions and provide his 

government with a Confucian fagade for the purpose of ruling China, he had no 

intention of accepting the Chinese institutions in toto, nor was he willing to bend his 

desires and principles of government to Confucian ideals. It was impossible for Hsi- 

hsien or anyone else to alter this fact. It had been difficult for the Confucians of the 

past to persuade the native Chinese autocrats to refrain from extravagant spending and 

military adventures. It was doubly difficult to lead a conqueror to do so. Thus, 

notwithstanding his long and close association with Qubilai, and his great 

contributions in founding the Yiian dynasty, Hsi-hsien’s self-assumed mission to 

Confucianise Qubilai and the Mongol state was doomed from the beginning. The 
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political setbacks that Hsi-hsien suffered in his later years were the price which he 

had to pay for his idealism. 

Bibliography 

CIB:115a; GGS,III:2062a; IBM,1:35/2:52/3:165; YCJML,II:1248; YJCC,II:1507; 

YJIWC:173b. Otagi 41; Lao YS62:316; Ch’en Y66:21-23,226,245-247; Hsiao 

CC66:53-77; Yao TW67:223-233; Tamura 71,]I:465-481; Yang CL75; Franke 

H78; Li TF78,11:588-599; Chou LH81; Pai K81; Rossabi 81; Ch’en-Wang 82; 

K’uang YC83; Meng FC83; Hsiao CC83:263-301; CKTS:672b; de Rachewiltz 83; 

YCS,1:250,256,261,265,269/1I:1,4; Rossabi 88:28,49,58,89, 181-182. 

C.C. Hsiao 



‘REBELLIOUS’ AND ‘TREACHEROUS’ OFFICIALS 

30. LI T’AN (? - 1262) 

Li T’an, T. Sung-shou, a native of Wei-chou in I-tu district, Shantung, was the 

chief of the Regional Secretariat for that district under Méngke and Qubilai Qa’an. In 

early 1262, he launched a large-scale rebellion in Shantung that rocked the foundation 

of Mongol rule in China. At the outset of his uprising, Li surrendered three cities 

under his jurisdiction to the Southern Sung, but he was defeated by the Mongol forces 

within six months and was executed in August of the same year. Despite its failure, 

the insurrection had lasting consequences: it seriously affected Qubilai’s state policies 

and attitude towards the Han intelligentsia and military commanders. There is no lack 

of information on Li T’an in the Sung and Yiian sources, but accounts are rather 

diffuse, fraught with lacunae and discrepancies, and are subject to contradictory 

interpretations. The Yiian records invariably condemn him as a traitor and a rebel 

attempting to overturn the new regime, and the Yiian History (Yiian-shih) mentions 

him among the biographies of ‘Treacherous Officials.” The Sung sources generally 

hail him as a national hero, although some question the sincerity of his defection. 

Such historiographical differences must be resolved if a proper assessment is to be 

made of Li T’an’s career and of the significance of his revolt. 

Available information is sketchy on Li T’an’s family origin and early years. 

Most sources make him the son of Li Ch’iian (d. 1231), one of several leaders of 

freebooting anti-government rebel bands in Hopei and Shantung under the late Chin. 

Li Ch’tian later brought his forces over to the Sung who rewarded him with an official 

position. He rebelled eventually and defected to the Mongols to become chief of the 

Shan-tung Regional Secretariat. Two accounts, however, claim that Li T’an was the 

son of Hsti Hsi-ch’i, a notable from Ch’ii-chou, Chekiang. Hsii served as an adviser to 

Chia She (d. 1223, father of the powerful Sung chancellor Chia Ssu-tao, 1211-75), 

when She was posted to Yang-chou as military vice-commissioner of East Huai-nan 

circuit. (This probably occurred around 1220; Hsii rose to become the military 

commissioner of the same region in 1225.) Chia She was very fond of Hsii Hsi-ch’i’s 

son and invited him to study with his own children. At that time, Li Ch’tian was still 

childless, and, hoping to flatter Chia She, begged him to procure a child for Li 

Ch’tian’s adoption. Assuming that Hsii was on good terms with Li Ch’iian, Chia 
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recommended Hsii’s son, and renamed him T’an. This story is not verifiable, but if it 

were true, T’an would have been a teenager at the time, presumably born in the late 

1220s. In any event, Li T’an spent his early years in Li Ch’iian’s care and rose to 

prominence under the latter’s aegis. 

Li Ch’iian was one of a number of outlaw chieftains in Shantung who organised 

the war-weary populace for self-protection, but eventually became roving freebooters 

and anti-government rebels during the last decades of Jurchen rule. The change 

occurred around the time of the Chin punitive campaign against the Southern Sung in 

1206, when war mobilisation caused considerable hardship in the regions of Hopei 

and Shantung, fomenting widespread banditry. The situation deteriorated further after 

the Mongol general Muqali’s (q.v.) attack against the Chin capital Chung-tu (modern 

Peking) on Ogédei’s orders in 1213. As a result, the Chin ruler, Hsiian-tsung (r. 1213- 

23) moved his court to Pien (K’ai-feng, Honan) the following year, leaving a power 

vacuum in the Huai River regions. 

Li Ch’tian’s career was by no means unique. In Shantung, as in Hopei where the 

powerful Tung and Shih families had achieved prominence (see the biographies of the 

Tung brothers, and of Shih T’ien-tse), there were already well-established outlaws 

such as Liu Erh-tsu and Yang Kuo-an, better known as Yang An-erh, leaders of the 

so-called Red Coats. There was also Yen Shih (q.v.), who later became a famous 

myriarch in the Han army of Tung-p’ing under the Mongols. They all made good as 

Chin control waned in Hopei and Shantung, rallying the oppressed villagers, and 

attracting opportunist and even criminal elements to their ranks. Those leaders had no 

clear national identity or political goal, and changed their allegiance as circumstances 

warranted. To the Chin court, they were mere bandits and rebels; to the Southern 

Sung, they could be either loyalists or renegades depending on their current 

commitment. The Mongols saw them as unreliable opportunists, concerned above all 

in promoting their own interest. 

According to his biography in the section on “Treacherous Officials’ in the Sung 

History (Sung-shih), Li Ch’iian was the youngest son of a peasant family from Pei-hai, 

Wei-chou, in north central Shantung not far from the coast. Of rugged physique, 

shrewd and dashing, Li excelled at horsemanship and spear drill — which earned him 

the surname Li T’ieh-ch’iang (‘Li the Iron-spear’). There are, however, discrepancies 

between the Sung History and the Chin History (Chin-shih) about Li Ch’iian’s later 

activities. The Sung History biography asserts that Li, like his more powerful peers 

from Shantung, Liu Erh-tsu and Yang An-erh, did not attract attention until after the 

Mongol seizure of Chung-tu in 1215. It states that it was sometime after 1216, 

following the sack of Shantung by the Mongols in which both his mother and his 

eldest brother perished, that Li Ch’iian and his surviving elder brother Li Fu, rallied 
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several thousand locals and organised them for action. There is evidence, however, 

that Li Ch’iian was already fomenting disorder as early as the summer of 1205 when 

he participated in the raid against Lien-shui on the north bank of the Huai River in 

Kiangsu, then under Chin rule. The Chin History accounts, on the other hand, claim 

that the ‘criminal elements’ in Shantung were numerous at the time of the Chin 

punitive campaign of 1206, when military operations caused considerable disorder in 

Hopei and Shantung. Some of those outlaws were neutralised but they again rose in 

defiance when the Mongols attacked the Chin capital in 1213, and captured it two 

years later. 

It was in those circumstances that the Chin History places the uprisings of Liu 

Erh-tsu, Yang An-erh and other outlaws in Hopei and Shantung. In summer 1214, 

after Hsiian-tsung had moved his capital to Pien, the most powerful leader, Yang, 

with a considerable force, seized Lai-chou and Teng-chou in northeastern Shantung 

bordering the coast, and attacked Ning-hai and Wei-chou to the south-west. He 

proclaimed himself king, adopted a dynastic name, and set up an administration. Li 

Ch’iian is mentioned in this context as having occupied Lin-chii, south-west of Wei- 

chou, and planned an attack on J-tu in the north-west. Meanwhile, the Chin armies 

launched a fierce counterattack under the command of pacification commissioner Pu- 

san An-chen (d. 1221). Yang’s forces were annihilated and he himself perished in 

early 1216. Liu Erh-tsu’s band was routed in turn and its leader executed with his 

supporters. Nevertheless, remnants of Yang and Liu’s forces continued to plunder 

northern Shantung under Liu’s lieutenants. Leadership of Yang An-erh’s men was 

assumed by his fourth sister Yang Miao-chen, popularly known as Yang Ssu-niang, a 

daring woman skilled in combat. Li Ch’tian subsequently rallied to her support. 

Impressed with him, Yang Miao-chen became his wife: together they moulded the 

Red Coats into a formidable force of over one hundred thousand in Shantung. 

In the following years, Li Ch’iian and Yang Miao-chen’s men raided many 

prefectures in Shantung and caused great trouble to the Chin even though lacking any 

clear objective. Meanwhile, recognising the value to them of those rebel forces, the 

Sung authorities sought to secure their services, thus further weakening the Chin. The 

military commissioner of the Chiang-Huai region (modern Kiangsu and Anhwei), Li 

Chiieh, and the prefect of Ch’u-chou in Kiangsu, Ying Ch’un-chih, began overtures to 

that effect. They succeeded in turning to their side several officers of Liu Erh-tsu and 

Yang An-erh, but Li Ch’iian at first did not respond. Yet in late 1217, Li and his men 

were driven by famine to cross the Huai River and join Ying Ch’un-chih’s command. 

(The Sung History Annals report that Li submitted in February 1218, to be 

immediately appointed general administrator of the East Ching-tung circuit.) 

Thereupon, seeking to demonstrate his loyalty, Li led his followers in an attack on the 
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Chin cities of Chii-chou and Mi-chou in central Shantung, while his brother Li Fu 

captured I-tu. The Sung court thereupon awarded Li Ch’iian the title of Great Officer 

of the Military Wing, and his force was henceforth to be known as the Loyal and 

Righteous Army. 

In the meantime, reacting to Li Ch’iian’s defection, the Jurchen commander Ho- 

shih-lieh Ya-wu-t’a (d. 1231) launched attacks on the prefectures held by Li, which 

resulted in a succession of pitched battles with gains and losses on both sides. Li 

Ch’tian eventually gained the upper hand. In early 1219, he laid siege to I-tu 

(recaptured earlier by the Chin), and persuaded the local commander, Chang Lin, to 

cease resistance. Chang yielded, and in July he surrendered twelve prefectures, 

including Chi-nan, giving the Sung control of a large part of northeastern Shantung. 

The Sung court awarded Chang the rank of pacification commissioner and general 

administrator of the East Ching-tung circuit, while retaining Li Ch’tian as general 

administrator of the same region, with the additional rank of surveillance 

commissioner of Kuang-chou. In summer 1220, Li was further honoured with the 

title of Grand General of the Left Military Guard. 

Meanwhile, having attempted unsuccessfully to recall Li Ch’tian to his former 

allegiance, the Chin court stepped up its efforts against him. At the same time, feuds 

had developed between Li’s brother Li Fu and Chang Lin, on the one hand, and 

between Li Ch’iian and some erstwhile followers of Liu Erh-tsu and Yang An-erh, on 

the other, for reasons of personal interest. In autumn 1221, unable to resist Li Ch’iian 

and his allies, Chang Lin surrendered to Muqali, the Mongol commander-in-chief, 

with his men and territories. (The Sung History, however, places Chang Lin’s 

defection in early 1222.) Chang thereupon became chief of the Secretariat of the East 

Shantung district, thus posing a direct threat to Li Ch’tian and his comrades. 

In early 1223, to reward Li Ch’tian’s fidelity, the Sung court appointed him 

commanding prefect of Pao-ning, and also made him deputy pacification 

commissioner of the East Ching-tung district. Meanwhile, the Chin ruler attempted 

once again to make Li Ch’tian reverse his position. Later that same year, the Jurchen 

commander Meng-ku Kang (d. 1223) sent a Sung turncoat to Li’s camp inviting him 

to come over, but Li Ch’iian had the emissary disfigured before sending him back. 

During the next two years (1224 to 1226), Li Ch’tian seized Ch’ing-chou, his former 

base of I-tu, whereas his wife led her own men to Shan-yang at the meeting of the 

Huai River and the Grand Canal in Kiangsu. While affecting allegiance to the Sung, 

husband and wife were often at odds with brother-officers and occasionally raided 

Mongol-controlled territories with a view to shoring up their own position. Such 

activities posed a serious threat to Mongol supremacy in Shantung, but no immediate 
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response was possible on account of a campaign being waged against the Mongols by 

the Chin warlord Wu Hsien (d. 1234) in Hopei and Honan. 

Finally, in April 1226, Ogédei dispatched a force under Daisun, Muqali’s brother, 

to eliminate Li Ch’iian’s band. The adversaries clashed at Ttu in October; after 

suffering grievous losses, Li Ch’iian withdrew into the city, but the Mongol 

commander pressed on, encircling the stronghold. In desperation, Li sent his brother 

Li Fu and a counsellor over the city wall to Ch’u-chou with a plea for Sung assistance. 

But the Sung authorities remained unforgiving: not only did they refuse aid, but even 

sent a fleet up the Huai River to cut any possible retreat from I-tu by the waterway. 

Early the next year, BOl (g.v.), Muqali’s son, despairing of the stalemate, brought 

reinforcements to Daisun, while, through an emissary, inviting Li Ch’iian to surrender. 

Li considered the offer, but rejected it in the face of his subordinates’ opposition, and 

killed BOl’s envoy. But Li Ch’iian finally had to submit in May 1227, after having 

been besieged for more than a year and exhausted all provisions. Some of the 

Mongol commanders wanted Li killed in revenge, but BOl intervened, judging that Li 

might make a useful collaborator. In fact, BOl secured for Li Ch’tian an appointment 

as chief of the Regional Secretariat for Shan-tung, Huai-nan and Ch’u-chou, to be 

based at I-tu. 

Thereafter, Li Ch’tian became a vassal of the Mongol court, remitting annual 

tributes of gold and silver, while seeking at the same time to expand his jurisdiction at 

the expense of both Sung and Chin. At this juncture, the Chin court made yet another 

attempt to regain Li’s allegiance by offering him a princely investiture, which he again 

rejected. Emperor Hsiian-tsung then contemplated military reprisals, but was 

dissuaded by his ministers because of the Mongol menace. In 1230, Li Ch’iian began 

making plans to attack the Sung city of Yang-chou at the meeting of the Grand Canal 

and the Yangtze, in preparation for which he launched a raid in March on the capital 

Lin-an (Hang-chou), resulting in the destruction of an arsenal. The Sung court 

thereupon declared a full-scale war on Li Ch’iian. In February 1231, Li undertook a 

massive offensive on Yang-chou, but the Sung forces were ready for him. He was 

defeated and killed. His wife Yang Miao-chen, hurrying from Ch’u-chou, rallied the 

routed forces and withdrew to the north. She then assumed her late husband’s office 

as chief of the Regional Secretariat at I-tu, endeavouring unceasingly to gain the 

support of the local notables. She even attempted to invade Sung to avenge Li 

Ch’tian’s death, but failed. She died several years later, and Li T’an took over the 

command of her troops as well as the official commission conferred by the Mongol 

court. 

There is scarce information on Li T’an in the literary records for the period of 

twenty-five years after he became the chief of the Shan-tung Regional Secretariat. 
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Recently, however, the Japanese scholar Morita Kenji found several stone inscriptions 

in modern editions of Shantung gazetteers which shed new light on Li T’an’s 

activities. Besides confirming that T’an was indeed Hsii Hsi-ch’i’s natural son, these 

sources show that since the mid-1230s Li T’an gradually expanded his influence over 

Ning-hai chou, where he won over the commanding prefect Chiang Fang (1185-1240) 

and other notables. He is also said to have rallied the local scholars by patronising 

Confucian studies, and may have even introduced civil service examinations in his 

domain to maintain a bureaucratic administration. These were not easy years for Li 

T’an, however, for in spite of his successful territorial expansion, he had to be 

subservient to Muqali’s descendants and their associates who were attempting to 

tighten direct Mongol control over the region. In addition, these sources mention 

three or four individuals who claimed to be Li T’an’s siblings. If these claims were 

genuine, it would indicate that Li Ch’iian had adopted quite a number of children to 

increase his progeny. 

Thereafter, our knowledge of Li T’an depends almost exclusively on the Yiian 

History accounts, which are strongly prejudiced against him for they were written 

after his abortive rebellion. They portray him as a grasping and power-hungry 

warlord, betraying the trust of the Mongol court for personal gain. His biography 

reports a succession of political intrigues and crafty manoeuvres to promote his 

interest at the expense of the Mongol rulers as well as of the Southern Sung. The 

Sung accounts are contradictory: some hail his defection to the loyalists, while others 

depict him as an unworthy turncoat. 

Of the few glimpses we are given of Li T’an’s activities in the early years of his 

career, the first comes from the Yiian History biography of Wang Wen-t’ung (q.v.), 

who was executed as Li’s accomplice in early 1262. The source asserts that Li T’an, 

at some point in his attempt to expand his power, recruited the resourceful but crafty 

Wen-t’ung as adviser. Li married Wang’s daughter shortly thereafter. Another report 

appears in the reminiscences of one of Li T’an’s followers who survived the Mongol 

onslaught as a refugee in the Southern Sung. It was preserved in abridged form by the 

Ming literatus Chu Yiin-ming (1461-1527) in his miscellany Ch’ien-wen chi. 

According to this account, Li T’an had taken the sister of prince Tatar, a grand 

nephew of Cinggis Qan, as his second wife. This was probably sometime in 

Mongke’s reign. Li T’an’s intimate relationship with these important personages at the 

Mongol court, particularly with Wang Wen-t’ung, helps explain his rebellion. Wang 

was later to approach Qubilai through the recommendation of scholars from Tung- 

p’ing, and was appointed director of political affairs upon Qubilai’s enthronement. 

Tatar was a powerful Mongol prince-of-state and military leader who played a 

prominent role in the suppression of Ariq Boke. Although Tatar had no part in Li 
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T’an’s insurrection, it was generally believed that Li had invoked his relationship to 

Tatar as a means of personal aggrandisement. 

The first dated event involving Li T’an is recorded in the Annals of Emperor Li- 

tsung (r. 1225-64) in the Sung History, which mentions that Lis usually known as Li 

Sung-shou in the Sung accounts, rebuilt the walls of the prefectural seat of Hai-chou 

(in Kiangsu), north of Lien-shui bordering the Shantung coast; raided the waterway to 

the south; but was finally defeated by the forces of Sung. Thereafter Li T’an’s 

biography in the Ydan History reports that Méngke, having planned a massive 

campaign against the Sung strongholds in Szechwan, summoned Li with the troops 

under his command for mobilisation at Shang-tu in May 1257. But Li astutely argued 

that his own administration, I-tu, needed a strong defence as the key to coastal 

communication with the Sung. It would not be advisable therefore to call on his 

garrison troops to join the planned expedition. M6ngke was convinced, and, swayed 

by Li’s argument, ordered him to undertake operations against the East Huai-nan 

circuit of the Sung. Li, allegedly on Wang Wen-t’ung’s advice, launched attacks on 

Hai-chou and Lien-chou. Four cities capitulated in those prefectures, enabling Li to 

claim a substantial achievement at the Mongol court. 

After Qubilai’s accession as emperor of China, Li T’an remained in his post as 

chief administrator of the Regional Secretariat at I-tu. It is apparent that Qubilai had 

gained a good impression of Li’s ability and potential, and that he also needed the 

support of the Han Chinese regional warlords. Meanwhile, Li T’an endeavoured to 

strengthen his power base in Shantung: his move to block a direct official contact 

between the Mongol court and the Southern Sung offers a good example of his modus 

operandi. This occurred in May 1260, shortly after Qubilai’s enthronement. The 

qa’an, in a conciliatory gesture towards the Sung, commanded the Han-lin reader-in- 

waiting Hao Ching (q.v.) to lead an embassy to Sung carrying a personal letter to 

Emperor Li-tsung, which proclaimed his accession and his wish for peace. It is said 

that Wang Wen-t’ung, now the powerful director of political affairs, recommended 

Hao Ching’s appointment, but secretly plotted to sabotage the mission. The reason 

was that a successful outcome would have limited his opportunities for intrigue and 

reduced his role in government. It was apparent that Li T’an, as Wang’s son-in-law, 

also shared this view since an accommodation with the Sung would unavoidably 

undercut his position. 

Consequently, Li T’an secured the court’s agreement that he should dispatch two 

special emissaries of his own to the Sung before Hao Ching’s departure, ostensibly to 

obtain advanced information of use to the mission. In June, when Hao and his party 

reached Chi-nan on the south bank of the Yellow River, Li sent him a written 

message entreating him to stop, and warning that it would be dangerous and futile to 
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proceed. He allegedly advised Hao that his two men had been seized and executed by 

the Sung prefect at Huai-an, and that, according to his intelligence, the enemy court 

absolutely refused to negotiate with the Mongols. Hao Ching ignored the warning; he 

referred Li’s message back to court and continued his journey. We do not know how 

Qubilai reacted to Li T’an’s intervention but it must have been taken as friendly advice 

since it elicited no reprisal. As it turned out, Hao Ching’s mission was doomed: he 

and his associates were detained by the Sung court as spies following Li T’an’s 

invasion of the East Huai-nan prefectures. It was not until March 1275, almost fifteen 

years later, that the Sung authorities, alarmed by the progress of Mongol 

expeditionary forces towards Lin-an, released the delegates and sent them north under 

an official escort. 

In the midst of these manoeuvres, Qubilai showed additional favour to Li T’an by 

raising him (July 1260) to the rank of high military administrator of the Chiang-Huai 

region. Later he also appointed the veteran Han myriarch Shih T’ien-tse (q.v.) 

military commissioner of the same region. This new appointment, in effect, 

recognised not only Li’s position at I-tu, but also his authority over the Sung 

prefectures which he had recently occupied in the Huai-nan circuit. From then on, the 

Yiian History biography gives a rather one-sided account of Li T’an’s abuse of 

Qubilai’s trust and of his schemes to strengthen his position as a prelude to open 

revolt. Shortly after his new appointment, Li T’an reported to the qa’an that 

information obtained from refugees indicated that the Sung councillor Chia Ssu-tao 

was mobilising forces with a view to recapturing Lien-shui. Moreover, he warned that 

the enemy had assembled warships at Hsii-p’u (the mouth of the Yangtze) and in Lake 

She-yang to the north, ready to sail up the Shantung coast, and asked for assistance to 

strengthen the fortifications of I-tu. The request was approved. In August, Qubilai 

allowed Li T’an ten golden and five silver tablets (fu) to reward his troops for 

distinguished service, and awarded also 300 ting of silver to Li himself. Moreover, he 

ordered all Mongol and Han forces on the Sung border to be placed under Li T’an’s 

command. | 

Thereupon, Li T’an submitted a succession of memorials to Qubilai, in which he 

denounced the hostility of the Sung, and made repeated requests for assistance to 

strengthen the defence of his own region and to organise punitive expeditions. First 

of all, he reported (September) that the Sung military commissioner Lii Wen-te (d. 

1269) had mobilised 75,000 soldiers from the Huai-nan circuits, ready to attack Lien- 

shui, and that Li had received very provocative communications from Chia Ssu-tao, 

the Sung councillor, and from Lii Wen-te himself. Li feared lest the Sung should 

invade Shantung, having learned that the Mongol court was plagued at the time by 

internal dissensions (i.e. Ariq B6ke’s insurrection). Therefore, he implored the court 
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to strengthen the border defence, and proposed that he should make a preemptive 

strike to punish the arrogance of the Sung commanders. Qubilai, however, rejected Li 

T’an’s request after consultation with the senior officials in the Secretarial Council. 

He decreed that since the court had initiated peace negotiations with the Sung (i.e. by 

dispatching Hao Ching’s embassy), the commanders on the border should maintain a 

defensive posture. Moreover, he pointed out, probably rightly, that the southern 

Chinese were deceitful, and since the enemy had not attacked, the defenders should 

not begin hostilities. 

(Indeed, according to both the Sung History and Yiian History annals, Li T’an and 

the Sung forces clashed several times in and around Lien-shui at the time. In 

September, the Sung launched a first attack on Lien-shui; Li called for help from the 

court and mounted a counter-thrust. The Sung armies were thrown back, but returned 

to Lien-shui two months later and defeated Li’s forces.) 

Hard-pressed by the Sung offensives, Li T’an submitted another memorial to 

court in October again pleading for assistance. This time he argued that his I-tu 

administration was barren and thinly populated, and that after several years of war, 

soldiers and inhabitants were exhausted. It was due solely to good fortune that he had 

been able to capture the Sung prefectures of Lien-shui and Hai-chou, and to 

overwhelm the superior forces of general Hsia Kuei (1197-1279); but another such 

victory should not be expected. 

He went on to report that since the Sung rulers suffered no pressure on their 

western front, they remained free to concentrate their effort in the east. Should they 

dispatch their fleet to attack Chiao-hsi and Lai-chou on the coast, and push their 

armies north against the prefectures of I (Lin-i), Chii, Teng and I (Kun-chou), 

Shantung might be lost. He claimed that he had the means to strike at the Sung 

positions deep in the south after mounting a hot pursuit of the enemy to Huai-an, and 

that he had only failed to capture Yang-chou and Ch’u-chou because of the executive 

officials’ objections. He requested therefore that the court place at his disposal the 

armies in southern Honan facing the Sung prefectures to the south, and allow him to 

lead a joint operation against Yang-chou and Ch’u-chou. He asserted that the East 

Huai-nan region would then be pacified, whereupon further expeditions could be 

launched to the south of the Yangtze; this was the most efficient way to deal with the 

Sung. Li T’an’s eloquence again failed to convince the court, for, as the Yiian History 

claims, the senior officials had been quite disturbed by his independent initiative. As 

a gesture of recognition, however, the court recommended in January 1261 that cash 

rewards be granted by the treasury of I-tu to the area’s military officials for their 

meritorious services. 
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In February 1261, Li T’an submitted another memorial to the Secretarial Council, 

reporting that the Sung had assembled several hundred thousand men and 

corresponding supplies, and concentrated thirteen thousand warships at Hsii-p’u, ready 

for an all-out invasion of Shantung. Li was deeply worried lest the Pacification 

Bureau fail to keep supplies flowing; indeed, should the enemy block the land and sea 

routes, Li would not be able to keep his lines of communication open. Therefore, Li 

again urged the court to reinforce him and mount a diversionary assault on Sung 

strongholds to ease the pressure, and to exploit a Sung defeat with a thrust into the 

southern Huai River region. As before, the Secretarial Council was not encouraging, 

but the court presented Li with seventeen golden and twenty-nine silver tablets in 

further reward to his men for having repelled the Sung invasion of Lien-shui the 

previous year. 

Shortly thereafter, according to the Yiian History, Li T’an, angered by the Mongol 

court’s lack of positive response, took the liberty of using his troops to strengthen the 

defence works of the I-tu administration. Moreover, he reported to court that the Sung 

forces had again attacked Lien-shui, but had been thrown back. This at last convinced 

Qubilai, who ordered General Aju (1234-87), Siibétei’s grandson Qara Botu, and 

others to lead reinforcements to I-tu, after calling up some of the local forces at their 

command. Elated at the news, Li requested that he be given supreme command of all 

the forces assembled in his territory, and asked for additional weapons. The 

Secretarial Council proposed sending him 30,000 arrows, but Qubilai increased the 

amount to 100,000. Li T’an’s offensive appears to have been victorious, for in July 

1261 he sent a messenger to report a triumph over the Sung forces at Lien-shui. In 

February of the following year, Li T’an again wrote to the court submitting letters 

allegedly sent by the Sung councillor Chia Ssu-tao to Li’s two general administrators, 

with a view to procuring their defection. The contents of the letters are not revealed 

and we do not know whether they were genuine. The Yiian History dismisses them as 

fabrications with which Li sought to cajole the Mongol court into providing more 

manpower and supplies. 

On 22 February 1262 Li T’an suddenly rebelled, defecting to the Sung with the 

cities of Hai-chou and Lien-shui. He massacred the Mongol garrisons and ordered the 

warships under his command to attack I-tu. Li T’an’s Yiian History biography alleges 

that he had previously instructed his son Li Yen-chien, then a hostage in the Mongol 

capital of Yen-ching (Ta-tu), to escape and make for Shantung. Yen-chien’s 

disappearance was reported on the 19th. The next day (20 February), Li T’an notified 

the Sung court of his intention to submit. Emperor Li-tsung immediately called a 

conference, and Chia Ssu-tao proposed that Li be accepted only if he proved his 

sincerity by bringing over the cities of Lien-shui and Hai-chou. No formal reply was 



510 

sent to Li T’an until 1 March, but Li acted nevertheless only two days after contacting 

the Sung court. (The Sung court was not informed until 3 March that the two 

prefectures had been handed over; according to the Sung History this news was only 

received on 15 March.) The Yiian History and Sung History give only brief accounts 

of the course of the rebellion from February to August; however, events can be 

substantiated from the reminiscences of Li T’an’s earlier-mentioned surviving 

follower. Despite its dramatic overtones, this personal memoir is highly reliable; it 

corroborates Sung and Yiian sources and sheds therefore considerable new light on 

the insurrection. 

According to the Yiian History, Li T’an, after delivering the cities to the Sung, 

returned on 27 February to seize I-tu with an army of over fifty thousand, and 

plundered the government treasuries and stores to reward his men before ordering 

them to invade the neighbouring prefectures. On 6 March, Li’s forces raided P’u-t’ai 

(on the north bank of the Yellow River north-east of I-tu), but there was no 

spontaneous uprising by the local inhabitants. On hearing of the rebellion, as the 

Yiian sources have it, people either withdrew to the walled cities or fled into the hills. 

There was utter silence for several hundred /i between I-tu and Lin-tzu. 

Meanwhile, the Mongol court had learned of the rebellion through Wang P’an 

(1202-93), a deputy pacification commissioner of I-tu and other districts. Wang 

managed to flee to Chi-nan before Li T’an seized I-tu, and rushed on from there to the 

capital. Qubilai was greatly affected by the report, although he had been warned 

repeatedly by senior officials such as Nien-ho Nan-ho (d. ca. 1268) of Li T’an’s 

unreliability. He immediately summoned Wang P’an and his adviser Yao Shu (q.v.). 

Wang dismissed Li as a petty crook who should be easily dealt with. Yao, on the 

other hand, offered a more perceptive analysis of the situation. He said that Li T’an 

had the option of three courses of action. His best chance would be to take advantage 

of Ariq Boke’s insurrection in the north and strike along the coast directly at Yen- 

ching, which would present the most dangerous threat. His next best course would be 

to make peace with the Sung, strengthen his position on the border regions, and 

organise sporadic raids into the north. The worst plan for Li, and therefore the most 

advantageous for the Mongol court, would be for him to attack Chi-nan and wait there 

for the malcontents to rally his cause. Yao predicted that Li T’an would make the 

third choice, which turned out to be correct, thus enabling the Mongol forces to crush 

the insurrection with relative ease. 

On 8 March, Qubilai immediately issued a decree condemning Li T’an and 

ordered several Han myriarchs to mobilise the Mongol and Han Armies, as well as the 

naval forces in Shantung, and to engage the rebels forthwith. The decree directed the 

naval commander Hsieh Ch’eng (d. 1262), Chang Jung-shih (1218-78), the Han 
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military commander Wang Wen-kan of Ta-ming (Hopei), and the myriarch Yen 

Chung-fan (see the biography of Yen Shih) to concentrate their troops at Tung-p’ing, 

south-west of I-tu. In addition, the myriarch Chang Hung (1229-87) of Chi-nan, Ti 

Chieh (1223-99) of Kuei-te (Honan), the artillery chief of the Imperial Guard Hsiieh 

Chiin-sheng (d. 1268), and other field officers were ordered to join forces in Pin and 

Ti prefectures. The decree also commanded Chang Hung and Han Shih-an (d. 1271), 

pacification commissioners of Pin and Ti, to strengthen their fortifications with the 

help of local levies. Furthermore, the veteran Han myriarch Chang Jou and his son 

Chang Hung-fan (qq.v.) were ordered to lead two thousand of their troops to the 

capital to reinforce its defence. Then, on 11 March, Qubilai appointed Prince Qabiti 

as supreme commander of the punitive forces and sent General Buji Aibuqan and the 

administrator of political affairs Chao Pi (1220-76) to direct all the military 

formations in Hopei and Honan to converge on Chi-nan. These armies, in all more 

than one hundred thousand strong, were later reinforced by several tens of thousands 

of men, and became one of the largest military forces to take the field in the Mongol 

conquest of China. 

The engagements between the Mongol forces and those of Li T’an, the events at 

the Mongol court, and the Sung military response during the next five months, are 

clearly documented in our sources. Shortly after Qubilai’s mobilisation order, some 

advanced Han units confronted Li T’an’s men at Lao-ts’ang k’ou, about 28 km. south 

of Chi-nan and north-east of Tung-p’ing, and suffered a first defeat. Then, on 14 

March, Qubilai ordered the execution of Wang Wen-t’ung for implication in the 

rebellion. The next day, the Sung court conferred on Li T’an the rank of commanding 

prefect of Pao-hsin and Ning-wu, in charge of the Ching-tung and Ho-pei armies. Li 

also received the investiture of Commandery Prince of Ch’i, while his late father Li 

Ch’iian’s official ranks were posthumously restored. 

On the 16th, Qubilai ordered the commander-in-chief Aqai to secure the P’ing- 

luan (later renamed Yung-p’ing) district, and the Hai-k’ou, Tung-ching, Kuang-ning 

and I-chou prefectures of the Liao-yang district in Manchuria and Hopei, with part of 

his troops, and to lead the rest to the capital. One of the reasons for this disposition 

was that Li T’an’s eldest son, Li Ch’ung-shan, had been named general administrator 

of P’ing-chou, which made precautionary measures necessary. The next day, Li T’an 

launched his offensive against Chi-nan, whose commander Chang Hung, caught 

unprepared, hastily fled to the capital. One day later, Li entered the prefectural 

capital which he turned into an operational base. On the same day, the Sung forces 

launched their first strike, invading T’eng-chou ostensibly to join up with Li T’an. 

Then on the 21st, order was given to General “Batu Motai to mobilise the garrisons of 
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Hsi-chou (Honan), to proceed to Chi-nan, and to direct the myriarch Yen Chung-ch’i 

to join the expeditionary forces with some of his troops. 

For the next few months, the accounts of the rebellion in the Yuan History are 

usefully supplemented by the reminiscences of one of Li T’an’s followers. According 

to the latter, Li T’an won a minor victory in the vicinity of Lao-ts’ang k’ou on 26 

March. Then, on 7 April, Qubilai instructed Shih Shu (1221-87), a nephew of Shih 

T’ien-tse, Aju, and others, to lead their own troops to Chi-nan. Chang Hung-fan was 

appointed general field administrator, and ordered to rally the punitive forces with 

part of his father’s troops at Yen-ching. Li T’an’s men intercepted some of the 

advanced units, plundering their equipment and supplies, and inflicted heavy 

casualties on a party of Mongols approaching Chi-nan. Li T’an then withdrew into 

the city, but suffered a major setback on the 8th, losing over four thousand men. On 

the 12th, the myriarch Han Shih-an led his men to a victory over Li T’an’s forces at 

Kao-yiian (Huan-t’ai), thereby facilitating the Mongol advance towards Chi-nan from 

the south-west. At that moment the Sung general Hsia Kuei took advantage of the 

chaotic situation to attack the counties in the north, first Fu-li (9 April), and then Ch’i 

(Su-hsien) (19 April) in Anhwei. 

On the 20th, the Mongol expeditionary forces reached the outskirts of Chi-nan 

from all sides and they began building walls and digging ditches around the city in 

preparation for a prolonged siege. Some of those forces were led by Mongol 

commanders, such as Prince Qabiti, Sédii (d. 1284), Borogan (1239-1300), Batur, 

and others. In addition, the assaillants were reinforced by a division of the Imperial 

Guard led by Tung Wen-ping (q.v.), and a contingent of Korean soldiers under Wang 

Sun (1223-83), a nephew (?) of the king of Koryé, on orders from the court. There 

are no details of events during the next three weeks, other than reports of the Sung 

invasion of the Hsii, P’ei (Kiangsu),and Po (Anhwei) prefectures (22, 30 April, and 7 

May). Then on 19 May, Qubilai dispatched the Right chancellor Shih T’ien-tse to 

take charge of all troops before Chi-nan. Five days later, Shih, said to be advised by 

his counsellor Sung Tzu-chen (1187-1266), directed his forces to complete the ring of 

forts surrounding the city, thus denying the enemy any route of escape. During the 

following weeks, Chang Hung-fan, concentrating his troops west of the city, repulsed 

attempts by the rebels to breach the siege. Tung Wen-ping, it is reported, personally 

approached the city wall calling upon Li T’an’s chief lieutenant to surrender. The 

news of Li T’an’s plight soon reached the south, and on 21 June the Sung court sent 

50,000 liang of silver to I-tu to stiffen the soldiers’ morale. At the same time, it 

ordered Ch’ing-yang Meng-yen, a civil official, to lead a relief army to the rescue of 

Chi-nan, but Meng-yen procrastinated in Shantung and failed to carry out his mission. 
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Surrounded by the Mongol government’s troops and bereft of Sung support, Li 

T’an began to suffer increasing hardship from June onward. It is said that he forced 

the young women of the city to entertain the troops and sent soldiers to seize food 

from the civilians. Late in July, as food was almost exhausted, the soldiers began to 

lose heart; many clambered down the wall to surrender, and Li T’an was powerless to 

stop them. On the morning of 6 August, realising that the city was about to fall, T’an 

dismissed his advisers, knifed his favourite concubine, and went out alone in a boat to 

Lake Ta-ming (also known as Hai-k’ou tzu). He jumped into the lake to end his life, 

but the water was too shallow and he survived. Meanwhile, the Mongol troops had 

entered the city, and he was captured by Chang Hung-fan’s soldiers. Li T’an was 

bound and brought before Qabici, Yen Chung-fan and Shih T’ien-tse. According to 

the account of Li T’an’s surviving follower, both Yen and Shih interrogated Li as to 

why he had rebelled against the qa’an and refused to surrender. Li replied that they 

themselves had agreed to join him, and in turn accused them of having betrayed him. 

Shih T’ien-tse did not answer; instead, he ordered the guard to chop off Li’s arms and 

then to cut him to ribbons in such a way as to prolong his agony as much as possible. 

Prince Qabi¢i, it is said, wanted to exterminate the residents of Chi-nan in revenge, 

but was dissuaded by his subordinate Sargis, no doubt supported by the senior Han 

commanders. 

Li T’an had two wives and six sons. Of the latter, the first three, Ch’ung-shan, 

Ch’i-shan, and Nan-shan were born to his first wife née Wang (Wang Wen-t’ung’s 

daughter). The fourth, Feng-shan, was by Li’s second wife, Tatéar’s sister. The 

mother of the youngest sons, Niu-shan and Ching-shan is not known. Li Ch’ung-shan 

was placed in Qubilai’s custody; Feng-shan was claimed by Ta¢ar; Niu-shan and 

Ching-shan survived also. After the triumphant conclusion of the punitive campaign, 

the Han-lin Academician Wang Yiin (q.v.) wrote a commemorative ode entitled 

‘Chung-t’ung shen-wu sung’ (‘In Praise of the Divine Military Exploits of the Chung- 

t’ung Era’) to record the event. Upon receiving the news of Li T’an’s end, the Sung 

court awarded him the posthumous title of Grand Preceptor, and had a plate engraved 

with the words ‘Ching-chung’ (‘Utmost Loyalty’) placed in a temple to honour him. 

The suppression of the rebellion brought heavy casualties to both sides. While we 

know little of Li T’an’s losses, the toll on the Mongols was considerable. According 

to a report submitted by Sargis, who was appointed high military administrator of the 

I-tu district in February 1263, the numbers of civilians and soldiers of Lien-shui killed 

by Li T’an’s forces, and of the Mongol, Jurchen and tammaci fighting men lost to the 

Sung, amounted to 7,922. The Mongol court made generous awards to the generals 

and troops who had taken part in the campaign. 
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A series of measures were ordered to pacify the local population and to 

reorganise the military administration of Li T’an’s former territories. | Most 

importantly, Qubilai appointed Tung Wen-ping regional military commissioner of 

Shan-tung in October 1262, ordering him to incorporate the soldiers of I-tu into the 

military forces garrisoning the southern frontiers. The qa’an also instructed Sargis 

and Tung Wen-ping to review the population registers of the district, and to conscript 

one man from every five households to serve in the army. A month later, another 

decree was issued concerning I-tu, which put Tung Wen-ping in charge of military 

personnel, and Sargis of the civilian population. At the same time, orders were given 

to grant remission of taxes and corvée to the people of Chi-nan and other famine- 

stricken prefectures, and also to spare the local inhabitants who had been forced to 

join Li T’an’s rebellion. The Mongol nobles, civil and military officials, were 

forbidden to harrass the people wantonly, and all properties and animals seized by Li 

T’an were to be returned to their original owners. Those measures were designed to 

rehabilitate the war-torn population and to facilitate the restoration of law and order. 

One may wonder what led Li T’an to rebel against Mongol rule, and what his 

objectives might have been in doing so; what support was he hoping to attract, and 

why did the uprising collapse so suddenly? The historical sources allow no 

satisfactory answer to any of those questions, and we may but speculate on the matter. 

There is, however, more reliable information concerning the effects of the rebellion 

on the Mongol policies in general, and on the treatment of the Han élite and military 

commanders in particular. 

Firstly, it would appear that Li T’an was motivated by no other reason than his 

ambition to become a powerful and independent warlord on the model of his father. 

This is confirmed by his biography in the Yiian History which asserts that Li had for 

many years schemed to expand his military power by exploiting the conflict between 

Mongols and Southern Sung. There is no evidence that the Mongol court exerted on 

Li T’an any pressure that might have goaded him to rebel; on the contrary, both 

Mongke and Qubilai had treated him most cordially. It appears rather that, as an 

ambitious, power-hungry official, Li had perceived the weakness of the Mongol 

position in north China during Qubilai’s war of succession with Ariq Boéke, and 

decided to take his chance. He might have anticipated the collapse of the Mongol 

hegemony, which would have allowed him to become ruler of an antonomous 

kingdom in Shantung, pending further opportunities. It is highly doubtful, as some of 

the Sung accounts and modern scholars contend, that Li T’an was inspired by Han 

nationalism to support the Southern Sung in a bid to expel the Mongols. This 

interpretation evidently reflects what must have been the Sung ‘official line’ designed 

to bolster support for the tottering regime; but even court officials dismissed Li as an 
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opportunist who, after fighting the Sung ruthlessly for years, had suddenly undertaken 

to submit even before he had secured a firm quid pro quo. In this light, the Sung 

court’s posthumous award of major honours to Li T’an must be seen more as a 

propaganda exercise than as a token of genuine appreciation. 

Concerning his strategy, Li T’an abstained from attacking Yen-ching, not only 

because the Mongol forces were still strong in the north, but also because his power 

base was in Shantung and the south. He probably had hoped that, by consolidating 

his gains in northern Shantung, he might strengthen his position and expand into the 

southern Huai region of the Sung. This was the main reason, as Yao Shu had so 

perceptively observed, why Li had first invaded the prefectures neighbouring I-tu and 

seized Chi-nan to the south-west as a staging area for further advances. In so doing, 

he evidently expected several developments. Firstly, he assumed that Qubilai would 

be continually engaged in campaigns against Ariq Boke in the north, precluding the 

deployment of troops in the south. Secondly, Li anticipated that Wang Wen-t’ung, 

with whom he had a close relationship and who supported his intentions, would 

succeed in his schemes to foment subversion at the Mongol court. Thirdly, he hoped 

that some of the Han myriarchs in Hopei and Shantung, such as Chang Jou, Shih 

T’ien-tse, Tung Wen-ping and others with whom he had had previous contacts, would 

either rally to his cause, or at least remain neutral. Finally, he must have believed 

either that the Sung court would give him all-out support in a bid to restore national 

integrity, or that the local people who did not welcome Mongol rule would rise 

spontaneously under his leadership. With only fifty thousand men at his command, Li 

T’an’s hope of successs would have had to depend heavily on those assumptions. 

Events, however, were to fail him. Shortly before the start of Li T’an’s rebellion, 

Qubilai had won a major victory over Ariq BOke who, weakened by defections, had 

fled to the west with the remnants of his forces. Wang Wen-t’ung was executed a 

month after the uprising, and all senior Chinese court officials condemned the 

rebellion. The Han military commanders too remained true to Qubilai (even though 

they might have had previous truck with Li T’an) for they had become part of the 

establishment and wanted to preserve their privileges under Mongol patronage. Save 

for a few local military leaders and civil officials who defected to Li out of self- 

interest, there was no response from the general population who yearned for peace 

and order after decades of military strife and social dislocation. Contrary to 

expectation, the Sung court also failed to give Li T’an’s cause any sustained support, 

because opinion remained divided about Li’s professed irredentism and the probable 

outcome of the conflict. That a civil official lacking combat experience was 

dispatched to lead a relief army to Li’s rescue is a clear indication of the Sung court’s 

frame of mind. In the meantime, Li T’an’s forces were outnumbered by the well- 
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equipped and experienced Mongol and Han armies, and were doomed to defeat in the 

besieged Ch’i-nan by shortage of food and lack of reinforcements. 

The consequences of Li T’an’s insurrection were wide-ranging. Not only did they 

affect the political fortunes of the Chinese imperial advisers and senior government 

officials and determine the ascendancy of the Central Asian factions, but they also 

generated a drastic reorganisation of the civil and military administrations that ended 

the domination of the hereditary Han myriarchs. Li’s rebellion greatly accelerated 

Qubilai’s consolidation of power in north China and laid the foundation of Mongol 

rule in later reigns. 

Shortly after the start of the rebellion, Qubilai ordered an extensive investigation 

into the conduct of his Chinese advisers and senior government officials to detect 

possible disloyalties. Those subjected to close scrutiny included imperial confidants 

such as Liu Ping-chung, Yao Shu, Tou Mo (qq.v.), and, in particular, those who held 

prominent posts in the Secretarial Council like Wang Wen-t’ung, Lien Hsi-hsien, 

Shang T’ing (gq.v.) and others. All natives of Shantung, especially of Tung-p’ing, 

came under suspicion. Yet the only one to be executed was Wang Wen-t’ung, 

because of his intimate relationship with Li T’an. Qubilai’s Chinese advisers, most of 

whom had immediately denounced Wang Wen-t’ung, were soon cleared. A few 

senior officials such as Lien Hsi-hsien, Shang T’ing and Chao Liang-pi (1214-85 or 

1217-86) were indicted as accomplices of Wang Wen-t’ung. But evidence showed that 

they had been falsely charged by political rivals, and they were eventually released 

and rehabilitated. 

As it turned out, no senior Chinese government official other than Wang Wen- 

tung was found to have been directly involved either in plotting against the throne or 

in the rebeliion. Nevertheless, Wang Wen-t’ung’s complicity in Li T’an’s insurrection 

aroused Qubilai’s suspicions about the trustworthiness of his Chinese counsellors: 

some were pensioned off, while others fell from favour as a result of the recent crisis. 

No Chinese official ever again reached the heights of power and influence that had 

been accessible to his predecessors. Qubilai relied instead on the Mongol nobles and 

on members of the Central Asian faction at court for support, and filled the major 

government positions from their ranks. Many of those Central Asians, under the 

leadership of the Muslims Ahmad and Sangha (qq.v.), had already gained the Mongol 

tuler’s favour through their expertise in financial matters. They also sought to 

ingratiate themselves with Qubilai by openly criticising the Chinese officials. In fact, 

Ahmad and Sangha dominated the fiscal administration during the twenty years 

following Wang Wen-t’ung’s death. They did much to increase the revenues accruing 

to the Mongol qa’an, but also committed serious exactions at the expense both of the 

court and of the common people. The sequels of Li T’an’s rebellion were thus 
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adversely to affect the stability and the welfare of the empire during Qubilai’s 

remaining years. 

As to the Han military commanders, Qubilai also enquired into their behaviour at 

the outbreak of the rebellion, but all proved to have remained loyal at all times. For 

this reason Qubilai appointed prominent officers such as Yen Chung-ch’i, Chang 

Hung-fan, T’ung Wen-ping and others to lead the troops in the punitive forces, and 

made the veteran Shih T’ien-tse commander-in-chief at the siege of Ch’i-nan. But 

since many of them had had contacts with Li T’an, whether they shared his aspirations 

or not, the Han warlords must have felt uneasy about their prospects. That is probably 

why, for instance, Chang Jou demanded the death sentence for Wang Wen-t’ung, and 

Shih T’ien-tse had Li T’an executed most cruelly without first obtaining Qubilai’s 

approval. In the latter case, Shih’s conduct surprised many of his contemporaries, 

among them Wang Yiin, for his brutal action was unprecedented and completely out 

of character with his humane temperament. There was no proof that Shih T’ien-tse 

had entered into any compact with Li T’an, as the latter had claimed so eloquently, but 

on his return to court, Shih craved Qubilai’s forgiveness for his initiative. As the 

qa’an believed him to be sincere and loyal, Shih received no reprimand. Nevertheless, 

alarmed by the possible consequences of Li T’an’s insurrection, Shih made seventeen 

members of his family divest themselves of their military commands, in the hope of 

averting the emperor’s displeasure. This set a precedent that other Han myriarchs felt 

compelled to imitate. 

Qubilai undoubtedly managed the crisis with great discretion and restraint. 

Aware of his need for the continued support of the Han overlords, he had no wish to 

antagonise them, so long as they had not been directly involved in the rebellion. He 

even gave lenient treatment to some of those who had been implicated, such as Chang 

Pang-chih, the myriarch of P’ei-chou, and his uncle Chang Hung, the myriarch of 

Ch’i-nan. In May 1264, Chang Pang-chih and his brother were found guilty of 

collusion with Li T’an, which also implicated Chang Hung. But the decree 

announcing the verdict and punishment (February 1265) made no mention of their 

involvement with Li T’an: instead, they were charged with illegally selling 

government horses, for which they were sentenced to death. Chang Hung’s 

indictment was made out to be that of misappropriating government property, and 

capital punishment was commuted in his case to dismissal on the grounds that he had 

reported Li T’an’s rebellion. These two instances demonstrate Qubilai’s desire to 

avoid an open rift with the Han regional leaders, for fear of fomenting another 

rebellion. 

This restraint did not apply, however, when it came to depriving the Han military 

leaders of many privileges and potentially dangerous powers, in a reform begun 
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shortly after the uprising had been quelled. Since Ogédei’s reign, those personages 

had behaved like feudal lords enjoying the supreme authority in civil and military 

matters over their jurisdictions on a hereditary basis. At first, Qubilai had continued 

to recognise their special status but, after Li T’an’s insurrection, the qa’an undertook to 

curb their power. The initial step occurred after the recapture of I-tu, when the order 

was given, as mentioned earlier, to split off the administration of civilian affairs from 

that of the military, making each branch the responsibility of different officials. It is 

alleged that Shih T’ien-tse personally urged Qubilai to separate military and civil 

powers as a matter of principle, as Shih had done within his own family. Ironically, 

what had started out as a ploy to allay Qubilai’s suspicions ended up entailing a 

succession of far-reaching and radical reforms. 

Between 1262 and 1266, Qubilai introduced a series of dispositions to 

defeudalise the Chinese military families and to place their armed forces under central 

command. Mainly, those measures comprised: the dismissal from military office of 

kinsmen of the most powerful Han overlords; the abrogation of their hereditary rights 

to commands and offices as well as to personal fiefs (all their enfeoffed households 

were to be registered as civilian households); rigorous enforcement of the 

administrative separation of civil and military affairs by officials directly responsible 

to the court; and appointment of outsiders to lead Han armies, thus eliminating the 

power of hereditary commanders. These new rulings applied to all military families 

such as the Chang, Shih, Tung, and Yen, as well as other minor houses in Hopei, 

Honan and Shantung. 

In addition, a number of similar measures were adopted further to reduce the 

military power of the Chinese overlords and to nationalize the Han armies. Firstly, 

members of the kesig, the traditional Mongol Imperial Guard, were appointed 

supervising combat myriarchs or supervising combat commissioners to control the 

commanding officers. Secondly, the a’urug, or Base Camps, which were in the 

charge of the local military administration responsible for conscription and supplies, 

were placed outside the jurisdiction of the field officers. The first office of general 

administrator of the Base Camps was set up in each of the ten districts five months 

after Li T’an’s rebellion. This meant that the Chinese generals were no longer able to 

control the Base Camps and found themselves restricted to the functions of tactical 

commanders. The Base Camps of the Han armies were initially placed in the 

jurisdiction of local civil officials (those of the Mongol armies remained under the 

control of their commanders), who soon became answerable to the Department of 

Military Affairs established in 1263 as the central military headquarters. 

The establishment of this department with supreme authority over all military 

affairs and armed forces, Han as well as Mongol, not only eradicated all feudal 
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Chinese influence, but also improved military administration and facilitated central 

control of the army. Finally, in early 1265, it was decreed that Mongols should serve 

as resident commissioners, Chinese as general administrators, and Uighurs as 

associate administrators. This further restrained the authority of the Chinese civil 

officials. Such measures were evidently meant to correct the circumstances that had 

made Li T’an’s insurrection possible, and were instrumental to Qubilai’s centralisation 

of power. 

All in all, Li T’an’s rebellion mirrored the wide range of problems facing Qubilai 

upon his accession in the task of consolidating Mongol rule in north China. Events 

demonstrate that the qa’an dealt skilfully with the Chinese literati and the hereditary 

Han military leaders, whose support and assistance were absolutely indispensable to 

control the Chinese population until the Mongols were strong enough to impose a 

central rule. The outbreak of the rebellion and the ensuing crisis served to precipitate 

centralisation and defeudalisation at the expense of the Chinese literati and their 

military counterparts. The power and influence of the Han leaders decreased 

accordingly at court, clearing the way for the ascent of the Mongol and Central Asian 

factions. As a result, Qubilai’s power was greatly enhanced and an institutional 

pattern was set for the policies for his successors. In various ways, therefore, Li 

T’an’s insurrection truly marked a turning point in Qubilai’s reign and profoundly 

affected Mongol rule in China. 
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31. WANG WEN-T’UNG (?- 1262) 

Wang Wen-t’ung, T. I-tao (d. March 1262), prominent figure from Shantung who 

rose from humble origins to become the powerful director of political affairs of the 

Secretarial Council upon Qubilai’s enthronement, was one of the most controversial 

political figures in Yiian history. While his meteoric rise, due to outstanding 

administrative skills and fiscal expertise, aroused the ire of moralising Confucian 

scholar-officials, his execution for implication in the rebellion of his son-in-law Li 

T’an (g.v.) made him the most severely condemned Chinese official in Qubilai’s 

administration. As a result, he was not only treated with great hostility in the writings 

of his contemporaries, but was also denigrated as a ‘traitorous official’ in the 

biographical classification of the Yiian history. The latter, finding its main sources in 

Qubilai’s Veritable Records (shih-lu) compiled by the Confucian scholars, reflected 

consequently the political prejudices that had played down Wang Wen-t’ung’s positive 

contributions to early Yiian government. It requires a careful collation of the 

piecemeal information available and a critical examination of Qubilai’s reconstruction 

of China properly to gauge the man’s achievement and historical significance. 

Information about Wang Wen-t’ung’s early life and career is fragmentary. 

Wang’s biography in the Yiian History (Yiian-shih) states that he hailed from I-tu 

prefecture, Shantung, whereas according to Wang Yiin (q.v.), his protégé, he came 

from Ta-ting prefecture. Wang’s statement is problematic since, under the Chin, Ta- 

ting prefecture would have been located in modern Liaoning, a great distance from 

Shantung. It is also possible that Ta-ting could be a scribal error for Ta-ming, which 

would place it in modern Hopei. Wang Wen-t’ung’s birth date is not recorded, but 

according to Wang Yiin, who, in his memoir Chung-t’ang shih-chi (see below), 

reports a conversation between Qubilai and Wang Wen-t’ung in June 1261, on which 

occasion Qubilai remarked that Wang was already in his old age (over sixty?), Wen- 

tung would have been born during the reign of the Chin emperor Chang-tsung (r. 

1190-1208). Wang Yiin also claims that Wang Wen-t’ung was a chin-shih graduate in 

the classics under the Chin, but this cannot be corroborated by contemporary 

evidence. Wen-t’ung studied the classics during his early years: he was particularly 

fond of books dealing with clever schemes and political intrigues, and liked to 

impress people by his displays of cunning. When he reached adulthood, he made 

frequent visits to the powerful office holders in Shantung and Honan seeking 

employment, but met with no response. Later, he compiled a compendium of 

excerpts from the classics and history on deceitful strategems and treacherous 
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dealings in order to impress his peers. He once showed this work to a scholar of Ho- 

nan, Hsitieh Hsiian (d. 1271), who, being a devout Confucian, instantly dismissed it. 

Hsiieh pointed out that Confucian teachings provided all the guidance needed to bring 

about peace and tranquillity — without any need for resorting to unworthy practices. 

Finally, after repeated rejections, Wang Wen-t’ung found an eager audience in Li 

T’an, then chief administrator of the Mongol Regional Secretariat of Shantung at I-tu. 

Wang is alleged to have called at Li T’an’s headquarters, and, after having struck Li 

by his sagacity and persuasiveness, was invited to join the latter’s staff. This probably 

occurred sometime in the 1240s when Li T’an had securely established himself as the 

absolute master of his administration. Thereafter Wang became Li T’an’s counsellor 

and principal agent. As their intimacy grew, Li asked Wang to tutor his son Li Yen- 

chien, and Wang gave his daughter to be Li’s new wife. For Wang Wen-t’ung, this 

marriage sealed an indissoluble relationship with one of the most powerful local 

warlords of that time. Li frequently consulted Wang not only on administrative 

matters but also in political and military affairs, and made decisions in accordance 

with his advice. Li T’an soon extended his sphere of influence beyond his original 

domain: as revealed later, it was on Wang Wen-t’ung’s counsel that he raided the Sung 

territories in 1258 and seized the prefectural seats of Lien-shui, Hai-chou, and two 

other cities of the Eastern Huai-nan circuit in modern Kiangsu. 

Wang Wen-t’ung’s association with Li T’an proved without doubt beneficial for 

Wang’s subsequent career. It gave him an opportunity to demonstrate his 

administrative and strategic talent in support of Li T’an’s bid for power. His service 

under Li enabled him moreover to cultivate the friendship of a group of Chinese 

scholars and notables in Shantung and Honan known as the Tung-p’ing group, 

including such men as Yen Shih, Shang T’ing (qq.v.) and Wang P’an (1202-93), who 

had served the Mongol rulers in various capacities. It is likely that these scholars, 

having formed a good impression of Wang Wen-t’ung, brought him to the attention of 

their friends Liu Ping-chung (q.v.), Chang I (d. 1282), or others who had been 

Qubilai’s principal advisers when he emerged as the most powerful prince at the 

Mongol court. 

As his reputation spread, Wang Wen-t’ung found before long an opportunity to 

gain access to Qubilai. The occasion, according to his Yiian History biography, came 

in September 1259 when Qubilai, leading a punitive expedition against the Southern 

Sung on orders of Méngke, was besieging E-chou in modern Wu-chang, Hupei. The 

city received reinforcements led by the Sung Right councillor Chia Ssu-tao (1213-75), 

who had built a heavy wooden rampart around the city which he defended vigorously. 

Greatly impressed, Qubilai had sighed, ‘How could I secure a man like Chia for my 

own service!’ and gestured towards his Confucian advisers. Thereupon, Liu Ping- 
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chung and Chang I retorted that there was indeed one Wang Wen-t’ung of Shan-tung, 

a man of great talent and ingenuity, in Li T’an’s administration. The prince was to 

remember that name. 

Meanwhile Qubilai was forced to cut short his campaign on learning of Méngke’s 

death (in August); he returned hurriedly to Mongolia to engage in the struggle for the 

throne. In his desire to recruit more helpers from the Chinese community, Qubilai 

made several enquiries about Wang Wen-t’ung. A number of the Confucian scholars 

recommended Wang, but Yao Shu (q.v.) dissented, claiming that Wen-t’ung’s 

scholarship was ‘impure’, being unduly concerned with power and profit. Yao 

remarked also that Wang had sought to imbue local magnates with treasonable ideas, 

and predicted that he would eventually rebel against his lord. Qubilai, however, was 

swayed by the reports of Wang’s extraordinary ability and summoned him to court. 

In May 1260, Qubilai was enthroned in K’ai-p’ing fu as qa’an and emperor of 

China, and adopted the era name Chung-t’ung (‘Pivotal Succession’) in the following 

month. Thereupon, while pursuing the military struggle in the north against his 

brother Ariq Boke who challenged his accession, the qa’an embarked on various plans 

for political consolidation and economic reorganisation. On the recommendation of 

his trusted advisers Liu Ping-chung, Hsii Heng, Yao Shu, Hao Ching (qq.v.) and 

others, Chinese-style government institutions were organised and programmes of 

economic reconstruction were implemented. These reforms profoundly affected the 

central administration, the appointment of officials and the collection of taxes. Such 

programmes proceeded eventually from measures, initiated already under Ogédei and 

Mongke, to foster rural productivity and the pastoral economy, and to exploit more 

efficiently the natural resources of the Chinese territories. Financed from the taxes on 

land and commerce, they involved a system of labour service and aimed to promote 

agriculture and trade, notably by improving facilities for irrigation and transport. 

Such programmes were intended to generate revenue not only for the increasing 

expenses of governmental administration, but also, more urgently, for Qubilai’s 

military campaigns against his younger brother Ariq Boke and other dissident Mongol 

leaders. 

The Secretarial Council established in May 1260 was an extension of the old 

central Secretariat founded by Ogédei on the advice of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (q.v.): it 

assumed a primary role in the administration of the state. In August, a Regional 

Secretarial Council was set up at Yen-ching (Peking) to serve as an extended 

administrative arm of the central government. It became the central Secretarial 

Council when the national capital was transferred to Yen-ching 1264. The first chief 

administrators of the Secretarial Council included Ma-ma (? Mahmiid Yalavaé, qv.) 

as Right chancellor, Wang Wen-t’ung and Chao Pi (1220-76) as directors of political 
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affairs, the sinicised Uighur Lien Hsi-hsien and Chang Wen-ch’ien (gq.v.) as 

assistants of the Right and the Left respectively, and Chang Ch’i-yiian as associate 

director of political affairs. When the Regional Secretarial Council was established, 

Ma-ma, Wang Wen-t’ung and Chao Pi served on it concurrently in the same positions, 

whereas Chang I was appointed associate director of political affairs. The following 

year, some changes were made in the staff of the Secretarial Council, bringing 

advancement to several prominent Mongol and sinicised Central Asian officials. For 

his part, Wang Wen-t’ung retained his post and continued to influence the central 

administration until his demise in early 1262. 

It is apparent that Wang Wen-t’ung, secure in Qubilai’s trust, played a prominent 

part in both the Secretarial Council and the Regional Secretarial Council at K’ai-p’ing 

fu and Yen-ching for almost two years. There is good evidence of his wide-ranging 

activities in Wang Yiin’s Chung-t’ang shih-chi (Memoirs of the Affairs of the 

Secretarial Council), a personal memoir of the events and personalities at the central 

administration from November 1260 to September 1261. This and other records show 

that while Wang Wen-t’ung may have cooperated with others in formulating fiscal 

policies such as fixing rates for land and monopoly taxes, mobilising resources in 

support of Qubilai’s campaign against Ariq Béke, and issuing new forms of paper 

currency, he was personally responsible for their implementation. To assist him in the 

task, he recruited a number of competent fiscal administrators, notably Yang Shih and 

Liu Su (1188-1263) among others. He also approached distinguished Confucian 

scholars, but several of them, such as Hsiieh Hsiian and Tu Ying (1204-73), disdainful 

of his profit-seeking motives, declined his invitation. Wang Wen-t’ung’s excessive 

zeal was eventually to bring him into conflict with his colleagues at the Secretarial 

Council, particularly Chang Wen-ch’ien, then assistant of the Left. 

Wang Wen-t’ung’s quarrel with Chang Wen-ch’ien, which became apparent in 

spring 1260, arose not only from the protagonists’ different temperaments but also 

from their opposing views on state affairs. Whereas Wang was a headstrong 

administrator extremely jealous of his power, for whom maximising revenue was the 

top priority, Chang was a Confucian moralist who regarded the state’s stability and the 

people’s welfare as the highest goals of government. Consequently, Chang sought to 

restrain Wen-t’ung’s preoccupation with increasing fiscal yield, thus arousing Wang’s 

enmity after they had been colleagues for less than two months. 

In June that year, Qubilai established ten Pacification Bureaux in north China 

and, on Wang Wen-t’ung’s recommendation, appointed a number of officials — 

Mongols, Central Asians and Chinese — to be the commissioners. Their main duties 

were to set new rates for the collection of the silk, silver and land taxes. Chang Wen- 

ch’ien was appointed the commissioner of Ta-ming, Chang-te, and other adjacent 
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districts in modern Hopei, while retaining his rank in the Secretarial Council. 

According to his biography, Wang Wen-t’ung plotted to get rid of Chang, but Chang’s 

biography has it that he himself requested to be transferred after having failed to 

overcome Wang’s obstinacy. In either account, Wang Wen-t’ung’s enmity was the 

main reason for Chang’s departure. Chang was ordered to return to his former post a 

year later. This incident marked the beginning of a series of confrontations over 

economic issues and state priorities between the self-willed fiscal administrator and 

the Confucian scholars. 

Before his departure, according to Chang Wen-ch’ien’s biography, he made an 

ultimate plea for Wang Wen-t’ung to reduce the rates of land rent and tax levies for 

the households in north China to relieve their plight after a long drought. Wang 

refused, claiming that the new government was starved for funds, to which Chang 

retorted with the conventional Confucian argument. He asserted forcefully that when 

the people were prosperous, the state benefited; even if taxes had to be increased, that 

should not be done before the people had recovered from a poor harvest. This call 

was apparently heard: Wang Wen-t’ung recommended a remission of two-fifths in 

ordinary taxes, and of one-fifth of the levies on liquor, to the great relief of the 

population. While we may not dispute the success of Chang Wen-ch’ien’s 

intercession, it is doubtful nevertheless that Wang Wen-t’ung would have yielded 

spontaneously to moralising persuasion. More probably, the situation in north China 

was so terrible at the time that tax concessions were unavoidable: in granting them, 

Wang only demonstrated his sense of pragmatic policy and flexible administration. 

It should be recalled that following Ogédei’s tax legislation of 1236/37, the 

annual imposts levied on the Chinese population up to Qubilai’s accession included 

land and head taxes, household taxes, and monopoly taxes. The rate of the annual 

head-tax was one shih of grain per free male adult and half a shih per adult male slave 

in old-established households; it was halved for ‘new households’ first registered in 

the 1235/36 census. The annual land-tax rates varied from two to five sheng of grain 

per mou depending on the land’s quality. Household taxes were levied in kind by both 

central and local administration according to two systems affecting different 

categories of households. In the first, two households owed jointly one chin of silk 

yarn to the state, and some sheer silk and coloured cloth to other agencies, whereas 

the same charges were born by five households in the second system (see the 

biography of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai). During Méngke’s reign, an annual silver tax, known 

as pao-yin, was imposed on the northern Chinese following the tax-farming system 

introduced by Ogédei’s ortag merchants. It was first set at six liang (ounces) per 

household but was later lowered to four liang: two liang to be paid in silver and two 

liang in goods such as sheer silk and coloured cloth. This system was reorganised by 
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Qubilai with the establishment of more categories of households paying taxes in silver 

and in kind at various rates. Some categories paid in both silk and silver while others 

paid in one or the other; the silver tax was subsequently made payable in paper 

currency. In addition to those ‘ordinary taxes,’ the Mongol administration up to 

Qubilai’s reign drew additional revenue from varying levies on such essentials as salt, 

iron, copper, silver, liquor, and later, tea, over which the state maintained a monopoly. 

There are unfortunately few data available on the rates imposed on the production and 

sale of those commodities with the exception of salt. Some knowledge of the tax 

system is required to understand what Wang Wen-t’ung’s tax concessions meant to the 

Chinese people, although the lack of statistics precludes a quantified evaluation. 

In autumn 1260, another urgent task befell Wang Wen-t’ung, as Qubilai was 

campaigning against his rebellious brother Ariq Béke in the north. The campaign 

called for an extensive mobilisation not only of military units but also of grain 

supplies, and Qubilai put Wang in complete charge of the operation. His 

responsibilities are said to have included the requisition of grains and of other 

provisions, their shipment to the front and the procurement of labour forces, besides 

having to produce more revenue by means, notably, of monopoly taxes on salt, iron, 

and other commodities. The campaign proceeded successfully; Ariq Béke’s 

resistance was Overcome in due course — an outcome to which Wang Wen-t’ung’s 

skilful management of logistics had contributed in no small degree. 

Meanwhile, Wang Wen-t’ung and his colleagues in the Regional Secretarial 

Council at Yen-ching were reorganising the financial administration with a view to 

increasing the state’s revenue. In August 1260 and during the following months, a 

number of new measures were enacted upon their recommendation. The most 

important was the introduction of new forms of paper currency, collectively known as 

chiao-ch’ao (‘exchange notes’), to facilitate monetary transaction. Government- 

controlled markets were established in Ying and Lien prefectures and in the Kuang- 

hua military administration (in modern Honan) on the border with the Sung, to 

generate additional revenue. It appears that Wang Wen-t’ung not only helped initiate 

those measures, but also played a key role in their implementation, particularly in the 

administration of the paper currency. 

Paper money was first issued by local authorities for regional use in north China 

in the late 1220s. It was introduced nation-wide in 1236/37 under Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai’s 

fiscal reform. It was drawn in various denominations against a silver reserve (hence 

the name yin-ch’ao), but the amount of notes in circulation was small. Similar forms 

of paper money were printed by various administrations up to Qubilai’s time, but 

those issues were limited and local. As a package of fiscal reforms, Qubilai’s new 

paper currency served to normalise a situation that had become increasingly confused. 
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Three new kinds of paper money were introduced throughout the country: the chiao- 

ch’ ao, also known as ssu-ch’ao (‘silk notes’), the Chung-t’ ung yiian-pao ch’ ao, and the 

Chung-t’ ung yin-huo. The chiao-ch’ ao was first printed in 1260/61, against a revenue 

of silk yarn; one liang of silver was worth twenty liang of silk notes. The Chung- 

t'ung ylian-pao ch’ao, printed in November 1260, was issued in various 

denominations and had no set period of validity. The Chung-t’ ung yin-huo was made 

of patterned damask and was issued in five denominations, each liang in these 

denominations being equivalent to one liang of silver. Of the three forms of currency, 

the Chung-t’ung ylian-pao ch’ao was the most important and lasting; it subsequently 

replaced the chiao-ch’ ao, whereas the yin-huo was probably never circulated. 

Under the careful management of Wang Wen-t’ung and other fiscal 

administrators, the Chung-t’ ung yiian-pao ch’ ao proved a useful and durable means of 

exchange, at least during the first decade of its circulation. According to Wang Yiin’s 

treatise On paper currency and other contemporary accounts, it owed its success to 

several reasons. Firstly, the amount of the new currency in circulation was relatively 

modest and hence controllable. When it was introduced in late 1260, only the 

equivalent of 73,352 ting of silver was issued, and that was almost halved to 39,139 

ting the following year. Secondly, the notes were printed against adequate gold and 

silver reserves to ensure convertibility. Local administrations had to deliver the 

corresponding sum in bullion to the central government before they could receive the 

notes for circulation in their regions. Thirdly, to ensure the popularity of the new 

currency, decrees were proclaimed making it possible to pay taxes in paper money 

instead of silver. Finally, attention was given to stabilising the price of commodities 

sO as to maintain the value of the paper money. The strength of the Chung-t’ ung 

ylian-pao ch’ao rested on a sufficiency of gold and silver reserves without which the 

scheme would soon have collapsed. 

Shortly after the new paper currency was introduced, an event occurred which 

illustrates the difficulties of local administrators who happened to be short of bullion 

for exchange against the notes. The incident took place in the Chen-ting district, 

Hopei, and was resolved mainly through Wang Wen-t’ung’s intervention. According 

to the biography of the Uighur Buyruq Qaya (1197-1265) in the Yiian History, 

Buyrugq, then pacification commissioner of Chen-ting, held no reserves of gold and 

silver in his administration for local funds had all been seized by Qubilai’s mother 

Sorgaqtani Beki (Li Tse-fen suggests that the party responsible may have been 

Qubilai’s empress Cabui [d. 1281], since the qa’an’s mother died in 1252.) 

Consequently, the new notes could not be acquired, which resulted in an acute 

shortage of currency. Buyruq sent his adviser Hsing Tse to appeal to Wang Wen- 
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tung for help. Wang, aware of the situation, immediately released 5,000 ting of the 

paper money as an emergency measure. 

There is another version of this episode. In his own biography, Liu Su, then joint 

pacification commissioner of Chen-ting, is presented as the author of the petition to 

Wang Wen-t’ung. It was reported that even though the new currency had been 

introduced to Chen-ting, there was still at that time over 8,000 kuan of the old yin- 

ch’ao in circulation. The latter was devalued in exchange for the new currency, which 

entailed a serious monetary crisis. Thereupon Liu Su proposed three possible 

solutions to the Secretarial Council: firstly, to continue using the old currency at face 

value; secondly, to use both the old and new currency concurrently; and thirdly, to 

have the government exchange the old currency for the new. The Secretarial Council 

adopted the third option, and released 500,000 kuan (= 10,000 ting) of the new 

money. Though Wang Wen-t’ung’s name is not mentioned, he was evidently 

involved. In either version, the episode clearly illustrates Wang Wen-t’ung’s skills as 

a fiscal administrator. 

In March 1261, as normality needed to be restored to the northern territories 

following the suppression of Ariq Boke’s insurrection, Qubilai ordered Mahmid 

Yalavaé and Wang Wen-t’ung to summon the pacification commissioners of the 

various districts to K’ai-p’ing fu, there to receive the emperor’s instructions. During 

the next few months, Qubilai put Wang in charge of replacing emergency measures 

with regular laws in order to lay a proper foundation for government. At the same 

time, the qa’an prescribed a number of specific rules for the pacification 

commissioners, exhorting them to implement them in their respective administrations. 

Most dealt with tax collection and the enforcement of the state monopolies on 

designated commodities. 

Wang Wen-t’ung stayed at K’ai-p’ing fu to discharge his Secretarial Council 

duties, before returning to Yen-ching in July that same year. Those four months of 

Wang’s activities, from April to July 1261, have been sparsely documented in Wang 

Yiin’s Chung-t'ang shih-chi. In separate entries, it records Wang Wen-t’ung’s 

discussions with Qubilai and leading court officials on various aspects of state affairs, 

most of which concerned financial matters. It also mentions other activities, such as 

drafting Qubilai’s response to the King of Kory6 (i.e. Wang Sik or Winjong, r. 1260- 

74), meeting with the latter’s heir apparent, recommending scholars for official 

appointment, and other duties. Though often episodic and short of detail, those 

accounts provide indispensable information on Wang Wen-t’ung’s interests at this 

critical stage of his career. 

To begin with, there are several entries for May on Wang Wen-t’ung’s leading 

role in the financial management of the new administration. The first reports a 
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discussion of state affairs between Wang, Chang Wen-ch’ien and Lien Hsi-hsien, 

showing that Wang supported the kung-li, i.e. the pragmatic approach to government 

business, even though some Confucian moralists would condemn it. In traditional 

statecraft, the kung-li approach stressed two interrelated goals: achieving specific 

results (kung) and maximising the benefits (Ji) of government action to society. This 

shows Wang Wen-t’ung to have been a highly practical functionary, free of dogmatic 

scruples, for whom the end justified the means. Such was certainly his attitude in 

subsequent discussions with his colleagues on matters of official appointments, 

reduction of household taxes, and the like, as shown in later accounts. 

Indeed, two subsequent episodes vividly reveal those superior skills that thrusted 

Wang Wen-t’ung to the pinnacle of the fiscal administration. During an audience with 

Wang on 26 May, Qubilai questioned him about the intended taxation programme; 

Wang answered clearly and intelligently without omitting one item. He had 

previously appreciated the state of civil and military affairs, made careful calculations 

and plans, and drawn logical conclusions which enabled him to brief the emperor 

accurately. Consequently, Wang Wen-t’ung was ordered the very next day to 

question a certain senior official of the Secretarial Council about the reliability of the 

figure given for the amount of taxes collected in 1260 as compared with that of the 

previous year. Wang again demonstrated his expert knowledge and the man was 

confounded. The official’s name has not been recorded, but according to Hsiao Ch’1- 

ch’ing, he must have been Ma-ma, the Right chancellor, who was subsequently 

removed from his post, certainly on grounds of incompetence. In effect, those two 

incidents reflect the court’s preoccupation with the reasons for the discrepancy 

between the total taxes collected from the civilian households in either year. As 

shown in a subsequent account, the officials who examined the records revealed that, 

whereas more kinds of taxes had been levied in 1259 and the numbers of the taxable 

households had been the same in both years, the total yield of taxation had been 

substantially lower in 1259 than in 1260. This was evidently the discrepancy that 

Wang Wen-t’ung had uncovered: it represented the type of fiscal malfeasance that 

Wang sought to weed out during his administration. 

There are several other episodes in the Chung-t’ang shih-chi for the fifth month, 

i.e. May to June, that shed further light on Wang Wen-t’ung’s meticulous attention to 

fiscal management. Following his confrontation with the former senior official in the 

Secretarial Council, Wang became aware that the accumulating mass of documents 

pertaining to fiscal matters tended to make access to information ever more difficult. 

Therefore he instructed his subordinates to classify records in such a way as to keep 

them accessible at all times for consultation by the emperor. Moreover, Wang Wen- 

t’ung paid attention to even minute details when it came to financial matters. In late 
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May, for example, when the numbers of fur garments manufactured in the nine 

districts were made available, he had asked a subordinate to undertake an analysis of 

cost effectiveness to determine which of the various lines produced were actually 

profitable. 

Wang’s major interest, however, remained in taxation planning. In this regard, he 

did not rely on established data and often made original assessment of the current 

situation. In early June, for instance, he instructed the agricultural promotion 

commissioner of the Huai-meng district (Hopei) to inspect the irrigation system in a 

county of the adjacent district in order to determine the amount of private land 

brought under irrigation. This finding apparently provided a benchmark by which to 

evaluate the productivity of farmland for the purpose of taxation. Indeed, similar 

investigations show that Wang Wen-t’ung did not take existing statistics at face value, 

but, with his colleagues at the Secretarial Council, conducted frequent inquiries into 

household and population figures. Such information attests to Wang Wen-t’ung’s 

methodical approach: he took full account of facts and sought to adjust collection 

rates with a view both to meeting the state’s requirements and to spreading the tax 

burden as equitably as possible. 

Meanwhile, Qubilai made plans to increase the senior staff of the Secretarial 

Council in accordance with its extended responsibilities. He had a number of 

candidates in mind for the top post of chancellor, to replace the incompetent Ma-ma 

who was subsequently transferred to Yen-ching. The northern Chinese general Shih 

T’ien-tse (q.v.), a loyal veteran, was definitely one of the front runners, but before 

making the appointment, Qubilai summoned the court officials for an opinion. 

According to the Chung-t’ ang shih-chi, entry for 17 June, pacification commissioners 

Sung Tzu-chen (1186-1266), Liu Su, Chang Te-hui (1195-1274) and Yang Kuo 

(1197-1269) all spoke highly of Wang Wen-t’ung for the position, but expressed some 

concern about his lack of familiarity with the administration and the hostility which 

his eventual appointment might arouse among the more experienced officials. They 

finally backed Shih T’ien-tse, observing that, with Wang Wen-t’ung to assist him, he 

would greatly improve the administration. This episode suggests that whereas Wang 

Wen-t’ung might have had supporters in his own quest for the top post, his 

candidature also inspired misgivings and outright opposition. The latter came mainly 

from Qubilai’s Confucian advisers, notably Yao Shu, Hsii Heng, Tou Mo, Wang E 

(qq.v.) and others, who resented Wang Wen-t’ung’s non-Confucian background and 

his departures from the traditional principles of government. In effect, Qubilai had 

already made up his mind: the following day, he appointed the Mongol nobleman 

Buqa and Shih T’ien-tse as Right chancellors, and Quru Buga, another Mongol, and 

Yeh-lii Chu (q.v.), son of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, as Left chancellors. Wang Wen-t’ung 
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was retained as administrator of political affairs together with three new appointees, 

Tatar, Saiyid El&i (ie. Saiyid Ajall, g.v.), and Lien Hsi-hsien. Chang Ch’i-yiian and 

Chang Wen-ch’ien were promoted assistants of the Right and Left, whereas Shang 

T’ing (q.v.) and Yang Kuo became associate directors of political affairs. 

We should note, however, that Qubilai’s appointment of Shih T’ien-tse and others 

to the chancellorship, bypassing Wang Wen-t’ung, did not signal his displeasure with 

his principal administrator. The chancellorship was customarily reserved for 

Qubilai’s oldest companions; it dealt with the affairs of the empire, not with routine 

administration. That Wang Wen-t’ung was kept as director of political affairs in the 

Secretarial Council indicated in effect that the qa’an continued to value his ability and 

to regard his services as indispensable. This is revealed in several accounts of the 

Chung-t’ ang shih-chi showing Qubilai to have had private meetings with Wang Wen- 

tung and having made much use of his advice. In one instance, out of regard for 

Wang’s advanced age, Qubilai suggested that he might exercise his prerogative not to 

consult the emperor on every item of business before taking action. The qa’an also 

told Wang that Wang need only see him on important affairs requiring his personal 

decision, but should communicate minor matters through the channel of subordinate 

officials. No other Chinese administrator of the time received such favoured 

treatment. 

On 27 June, however, Qubilai ordered Wang Wen-t’ung, Chang Wen-ch’ien and 

others to return to Yen-ching. This was presumably because affairs at K’ai-p’ing fu 

were in hand, following the appointment of Shih T’ien-tse and his colleagues, and it 

had thus become desirable for the more experienced administrators to attend to urgent 

business in the Regional Secretarial Council. 

The last entry in the Chung-t’ang shih-chi concerning Wang Wen-t’ung records 

his farewell to the emperor and court officials on 10 July, and his departure with his 

staff the next day. On the eve of his farewell, Wang Wen-t’ung attended a banquet 

given by Shih T’ien-tse at the Secretarial Council, in honour of the heir apparent of 

the King of Koryd, Wang Sim (later King Ch’ ungydl, r. 1274-1308) and his party who 

had come to pay homage to the qa’an and to congratulate him on the submission of 

Ariq Boke. This event is vividly described by Wang Yiin and deserves mention. 

After several rounds of drinks, written statements were exchanged between hosts and 

guests. Wang Wen-t’ung asked the prince about the harvest in Koryd and whether 

that state still honoured the Sung calendar, which reveals Wang Wen-t’ung’s 

overriding interest in economic and political facts, even concerning vassal states. 

There are few records of Wang Wen-t’ung’s activities during the rest of the year. 

He certainly came under pressure from Qubilai’s Confucian advisers seeking his 

removal. Earlier, mention has been made of Yao Shu’s criticism of Wang Wen-t’ung 
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before Qubilai took Wang into his confidence. The Confucians’ animosity became 

overt when Qubilai retained Wang Wen-t’ung in his old post at the Secretarial 

Council. In July, both Wang E and Tou Mo submitted to the qa’an that Wang should 

not serve, recommending Hsii Heng in his place. Tou Mo claimed that Wang’s 

learning was unsound, that he would lead the country to disaster, and was unfit to 

occupy the post of prime minister. But Qubilai ignored the charges for he needed 

Wang Wen-t’ung’s administrative skills and fiscal expertise. As a result, Wang Wen- 

tung took a violent dislike to his Confucian adversaries and manoeuvred to 

undermine their influence in government. He proposed that Qubilai appoint Yao Shu 

as grand preceptor of the heir apparent, Tou Mo as grand tutor, and Hsii Heng as 

grand guardian. Wang obviously hoped that their promotion to such honourable but 

perfunctory positions would remove them from direct involvement in state affairs, 

thus reducing their political influence. None of the parties concerned accepted the 

offer: as Tou Mo commented, they deemed it improper to take up such posts before 

the emperor had officially proclaimed his heir apparent. 

In September, however, probably again on Wang Wen-t’ung’s initiative, Hsii 

Heng was appointed rector of the National College, Yao Shu became the director of 

the Bureau of Agriculture, whereas Tou Mo stayed on as Han-lin lecturer-in-waiting. 

The political influence of those Confucian advisers was thus temporarily neutralised, 

but it was not long before they themselves would rejoice in the ruin of their enemy. 

In late February 1262, the Mongol court was rocked by the rebellion of Li T’an 

(q.v.), the powerful chief of the Regional Secretariat of I-tu who, since 1260, held also 

the post of high military administrator of the Chiang-Huai region. The insurrection 

engulfed a large part of Shantung, Hopei and Honan, and, though swiftly suppressed, 

it left a permanent mark on Mongol rule in north China. Wang Wen-t’ung, who was 

Li T’an’s father-in-law and maintained close connections with him, was immediately 

implicated as an accomplice and ignominously executed. Li T’an’s rebellion, as 

detailed in his own biography, is a complex event, further confused by the conflicting 

and disparate nature of the available records. More uncertain still is Wang Wen- 

tung’s role, since the sole information about it comes from his Yiian History 

biography, based on a one-sided official verdict. This account is as contradictory and 

inconclusive as that on Li T’an, and it is only possible to present a tentative picture of 

the incident. 

Li T’an’s treason was revealed on 22 February when he surrendered the 

prefectural seats of Lien-shui, Hai-chou, and another city of his administration to the 

Southern Sung. When news of the rebellion became public, many court officials 

charged that Wang Wen-t’ung had sent his own son, Wang Jao, to communicate 

secretly with Li T’an. Qubilai summoned Wang Wen-t’ung to interrogate him 
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forthwith. The qa’an asked, ‘For several years you have been abetting Li T’an and the 

whole country knows it. How did you plan this? Give me all the details.” Wang 

Wen-t’ung demurred, apologising that it had slipped his mind and he would answer in 

due course. He then drafted a memorial the full content of which is not known, but 

containing a plea for mercy: ‘If my worthless life were spared, I could guarantee that 

the Chiang-nan districts [i.e. the areas surrendered to the Sung by Li T’an] would be 

pacified.’ Qubilai, sensing his duplicity, was outraged by Wang’s evasiveness. 

At this juncture, a messenger dispatched by Li T’an arrived at court from Ming- 

shui carrying three letters allegedly written to him by Wang Wen-t’ung. (It is 

puzzling that Li T’an should have revealed this correspondence; he might have 

intended to show that he enjoyed the support of a powerful official, or to divide 

opinion at court. The content of these letters has not been revealed, and their 

authenticity is uncertain; nevertheless, they proved very damaging to Wang Wen- 

tung.) Confronted with these documents, Wang was dumfounded; when the letters 

were read, one was found to contain the sentence: ‘Wait till the chia-tzu year.’ 

Qubilai demanded an immediate explanation. Hesitantly, Wang Wen-t’ung confessed 

that Li T’an had entertained treasonable intentions for some time, but did not act on 

them because of Wang’s central role in government. Wang said that he had long 

considered denouncing his son-in-law and had procrastinated because the court was 

then engaged in the campaign against Ariq Béke. He then claimed that the reference 

to the ‘chia-tzu’ year was a ploy to put off Li’s rebellion for a few years. (The chia-tzu 

year would correspond to 1264, i.e. two years after the actual event.) In any case, it 

was a fragile defence since it amounted to a confession, but despite the emperor’s 

rejection of it, Wang never admitted his guilt and asked for a death sentence. 

Furious, Qubilai dismissed Wang Wen-t’ung, ordered the guards to bind him, and 

summoned his senior advisers Tou Mo, Yao Shu, Wang E, Liu Ping-chung and 

others. He showed them Wang’s alleged communications with Li T’an and requested 

them to pass judgment. The civil officials cited the traditional admonition, ‘A court 

servant is no general, if he behaves so, he ought to be executed’ — in other words a 

civil servant should be condemned to die if he meddled in military affairs. Chang Jou 

(q.v.), the veteran myriarch of the Han Armies, shouted, ‘Slice him!’ Thereupon, with 

the emperor concurring, all the officials present agreed that Wang Wen-t’ung should 

die. The sentence was carried out on 14 March; both Wang Wen-t’ung and his son 

Wang Jao were publicly executed. Qubilai then issued a proclamation condemning 

Wang Wen-t’ung for betraying his trust and plotting to join in Li T’an’s rebellion; all 

subjects were enjoined to heed the traitor’s fate. 

Notwithstanding its official assumption, Wang Wen-t’ung’s implication in Li 

T’an’s insurrection raises more questions than it answers. If we accept the Yiian 



533 

History version, Wang Wen-t’ung had long suspected Li’s treason but did not report it 

because, as he argued, the court could not afford to face another rebellion at the time 

of Ariq Boke’s uprising. Instead, he devised a stratagem to delay Li T’an’s action for 

as long as the country was too weak to deal with such an emergency. This, however, 

is a preposterous excuse since it is self-incriminating and could hardly serve to 

exonerate its author. The main question is, why did Wang Wen-t’ung, having won 

Qubilai’s trust and achieved the most prestigious government position, risk his career 

by consorting with a feckless rebel? Was it because he hoped to overthrow the 

throne? Existing records give no indication of such an aim, and some conjecture may 

be permitted here. It seems probable that, having established himself in the 

Secretarial Council, Wang Wen-t’ung might have sought to dissociate himself from Li 

T’an, but was himself used and perhaps intimidated by the latter on the ground of their 

past relationship. This seems credible in the light of the letters which Wang Wen- 

t’ung had written to Li T’an (if they were genuine), and of Wang’s plea that he had 

sought unsuccessfully to restrain Li. The truth, alas, is buried forever. 

Whatever may have been Wang Wen-t’ung’s complicity in Li T’an’s rebellion, it 

is apparent that none of his colleagues came to his defence. This is understandable 

because of the serious nature of the charge, but Wang’s colleagues had their own 

reasons. Some of them, like Liu Ping-chung and Chang I, who had recommended 

Wang Wen-t’ung’s appointment to the Secretarial Council, were apprehensive lest 

they be personally involved. Others, such as Tou Mo, Yao Shu, Hsii Heng and Wang 

E, who had earlier spoken out against Wang, naturally took delight in his demise. 

There was also no support either from the Han Armies commanders, such as Chang 

Jou and Shih T’ien-tse. Chang and his son Chang Hung-fan (qg.v.) were then leading 

their troops to guard the capital against a possible threat from Li T’an; Chang Hung- 

fan subsequently participated in the siege of Chi-nan, and Shih was later appointed 

commander-in-chief of the expeditionary forces against Li T’an. They had no reason 

to show leniency towards Wang, especially since any display of sympathy might 

indirectly implicate them in the rebellion. It is doubtful also that Qubilai would have 

spared Wang anyway, given the gravity of the charge. In the end, Wang Wen-t’ung 

became the victim not only of his past associations with Li T’an, but also of his non- 

Confucian background, of his domineering personality, and of his unconventional 

methods. 

In retrospect, Wang Wen-t’ung deserves special recognition for his unique 

contributions to the formative years of Yiian government, despite his ignoble death 

and his denigration by Confucian historians. His administrative skills and fiscal 

expertise not only averted financial chaos at the most critical time of Qubilai’s reign, 

but also laid the cornerstone of a fiscal administration that facilitated the Mongol 
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hegemony. He was largely responsible for mobilising the resources required by 

Qubilai’s campaign against Ariq Béke, for expanding the state’s revenue, and for 

improving the circulation of money. Thus he contributed eminently to satisfying 

Qubilai’s most urgent needs and thereby won the qa’an’s trust, which made him the 

most powerful Chinese minister in the Mongol government, outranking many of the 

well-established scholar-officials. 

Unfortunately, Wang Wen-t’ung’s personality and policies had aroused the 

antagonism and jealousy of many of Qubilai’s Confucian advisers. Those veteran 

counsellors, who were obsessed with the idealist Confucian principles of moral 

government, placed the general welfare of the Chinese population above the Mongol 

rulers’ perceived needs. They accused Wang of greed for power and profit, and of 

preferring the interest of the state to that of its subjects. This acrimonious 

relationship, however, stemmed more from philosophical differences and personality 

conflicts that from substantive issues. 

The fact is, Wang Wen-t’ung prudently followed without major departure the 

fiscal policies laid down before Qubilai’s time, seeking only to close existing 

loopholes and to ensure that all taxable households met their obligations. He may 

have adopted a more determined way of gathering revenue, but he did not advocate 

augmenting the tax categories to broaden the state’s base of income. On the contrary, 

he showed himself pragmatic, willing to make concessions and ready to alter 

customary procedures as circumstances required. This is seen in his recommendation 

to grant tax remissions to the drought-stricken districts, and to release the new paper 

currency to local administrations that fell short of required bullion reserves. Wang 

Wen-t’ung was definitely not an avaricious, profit-hungry financial administrator like 

Ahmad (q.v.), Lu Shih-yung (d. 1285) and Sangha (q.v.) in later years. It was they 

who doubled the land and head taxes and raised the other levies to such heights as to 

impoverish the population and to undermine the state’s economic welfare. There 

appears to have been two reasons for the savage criticism that Qubilai’s Confucian 

advisers directed at Wang Wen-t’ung: the first pertains to Wang’s unorthodox learning 

and assertive personality; the other was to make him a scapegoat for the rapacious 

policies of the Mongols, which few dared to attack directly. 

Nevertheless, since he proved to be the most competent fiscal administrator in 

government, Wang Wen-t’ung might have emerged unscathed but for his implication 

in Li T’an’s rebellion. While we may never know the nature of Wang’s involvement, 

the insurrection provided an opportunity for his opponents to take the offensive. They 

sought to demonstrate his guilt in order not only to destroy his fiscal policies, closely 

identified with Qubilai though they were, in the hope of promoting the Confucian 

principles of economic management, but also to strengthen their own threatened 
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political standing; this was especially true of those who had recommended or 

supported Wang’s appointments. Those accusations fed Qubilai’s suspicions and 

finally sealed Wang Wen-t’ung’s fate and that of the other scholar-officials implicated 

in the case. 

The execution of Wang Wen-t’ung as Li T’an’s accomplice seriously affected 

later political events. Some of those consequences cannot be seen specifically as the 

aftermath of Li T’an’s rebellion, e.g. the drastic curtailment of the powers of the 

Chinese overlords and ensuing changes in the administration of Chinese territories, 

but two immediate developments at least were directly related to Wang Wen-t’ung’s 

downfall. The first was Qubilai’s sudden alienation from his Chinese confidants in 

matters of government; the other concerned his new-found preference for, and 

employment of, Central Asian advisers and financial administrators. 

Qubilai’s alienation from his Chinese servants in the aftermath of Wang Wen- 

t’ung’s treason was not surprising since the qa’an must have been deeply shaken by the 

treachery of a trusted confidant. The event not only triggered the outcry against 

Wang Wen-t’ung by his former associates anxious to save their own position, but it 

also brought a spate of recriminations from Mongol and Central Asian officials. The 

latter, who had been suppressed under Wang’s administration, denounced him 

vehemently, declaring that whereas the Uighurs might have been embezzlers, they 

were not as bad as the ‘cultivated gentleman’ who dared to rebel. Surprisingly, 

however, whereas some of Wang Wen-t’ung’s former associates were sacked or 

jailed, no far-reaching purge of the administration occurred. Many of the Chinese 

advisers, such as Liu Ping-chung, Tou Mo, Yao Shu and Wang E, were exonerated 

after showing proof of their innocence; in fact, some had warned Qubilai about Wang 

Wen-t’ung. 

The only senior officials to be indicted were Wang’s close colleagues Lien Hsi- 

hsien, Shang T’ing, and Chao Liang-pi (1214-85 or 1217-86), then a councillor in the 

Shen-hsi Regional Secretarial Council. They were charged as co-conspirators with 

Wang Wen-t’ung on a false accusation brought by a local judge, Fei Yin (or Fei 

Cheng-yin), out of personal enmity. Lien Hsi-hsien, then serving as director of 

political affairs in the Regional Secretarial Council of Ch’in-Shu, was recalled to the 

capital; Shang T’ing was incarcerated at Shang-tu; and Chao Liang-pi was also 

imprisoned. Before long, however, the charges were withdrawn; the accused were all 

released and their accuser was executed. Several of Wang Wen-t’ung’s junior 

associates were incriminated and purged, including Wang Yiin, who was spared only 

through the intercession of Shih T’ien-tse but remained a political outcast for several 

years. (Lao Yan-shuan suggests in his study of the Chung-t’ang shih-chi that Wang 
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Yiin, seeking to conceal his former association with Wang Wen-t’ung, chose to 

address Wang by his rarely-used style-name Yiin-sao in several pieces of his writing.) 

It appears that Qubilai’s lenient treatment was intended to avoid alienating his 

Chinese supporters; nevertheless, the qa’an became thenceforward deeply 

apprehensive of their potential threat. He no longer displayed unreserved trust in his 

Confucian advisers: though he continued to treat them cordially, he relegated them to 

unimportant posts or sent them away to local administrations. Thereafter, no Chinese 

scholar-official in Qubilai’s court ever reached the positions of power which his kind 

had achieved in the past. Indeed, Li T’an’s rebellion and Wang Wen-t’ung’s execution 

sealed the political fortune of the Chinese literati and ushered in a new era of power 

politics at the Mongol court. 

In the meantime, as he turned away from his Chinese confidants, Qubilai drew 

closer to the Central Asian officials, and appointed them to senior government 

positions. There were good reasons for this, since not only were the Central Asians 

ethnically closer to the Mongols, but they were also skilled financial managers who 

had given great service to the early Mongol rulers. This ethnic group therefore 

fulfilled Qubilai’s new need for both political allies and fiscal administrators, and 

Central Asians consequently took control of the financial administration for the 

following two decades. The first Central Asian appointed by Qubilai as chief 

financial administrator after Wang Wen-t’ung’s execution was the Muslim Ahmad 

who ruled the fiscal administration for twenty years. After his assassination in 1282, 

Ahmad was succeeded in 1285 by Lu Shih-yung, his former Chinese associate, but Lu 

was executed for corruption after only four months. Thereupon, Qubilai appointed 

the Tibetan Sangha, who remained in office until his death in 1287. 

This is not the place to evaluate those men’s performance, but several points 

deserve attention. Most importantly, both Ahmad and Sangha, who were condemned 

as avaricious and crafty by their Chinese colleagues, were notorious for their reckless 

fiscal policies. Under their administration the land and head taxes were doubled and 

tripled, the various monopoly levies were raised several times to more than tenfold 

the original rates, and revenue from new sources was ruthlessly exacted in south 

China after the conquest of Southern Sung. Secondly, new institutions solely devoted 

to financial management were created, abolished, restored and dissolved, such as the 

State Finance Bureau and Presidential Council, to give Ahmad and Sangha supreme 

authority, independently of the Secretarial Council. These changes, moreover, were 

punctuated by bitter power struggles between the Central Asian administrators and the 

Chinese court officials, which no-one appears to have won. Finally, whereas Ahmad 

and Sangha recklessly widened the base of the state’s revenue to meet Qubilai’s needs, 

their sharp practices bred widespread corruption within their own offices and 
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undermined the financial welfare of the state and of its subjects. The devaluation of 

the paper money caused by a steep rise in the volume of notes issued without 

adequate bullion cover exacerbated the inflationary trend and wrecked the foundation 

of the state economy. This was noted by Lu Shih-yung in his memorial: ‘Ever since 

Wang Wen-t’ung’s departure, the paper currency system had deteriorated.’ This shows 

clearly why the treasury officials had come to regret Wang’s departure. Indeed, Wang 

Wen-t’ung’s mistakes or crimes in matters of fiscal administration, as alleged by the 

Confucian scholar-officials, were dwarfed by those of the Central Asian financiers. 

In sum, despite his ignominous death and posthumous disgrace, Wang Wen-t’ung 

was not totally forgotten thanks to his important contributions to fiscal administration. 

For that reason, he emerged in a more favourable light during the latter Yiian period, 

when the political turmoil of the early years had faded into history. This is seen, for 

example, in a conversation between the last Yiian emperor Toq6n Temiir (Shun-ti, r. 

1333-67) and his Left chancellor Temiir TaS (1302-47), recorded in the latter’s 

biography in the Yuan History. The emperor, during an audience with Temiir Ta¥ on 

matters of government, commented on Wang Wen-t’ung’s extraordinary talent and 

regretted not having a man of his calibre in his service. Toqon Temiir was probably 

alluding to the current fiscal chaos precipitated by the devaluation of the paper 

currency in the absence of capable administrators. But the Left chancellor, who was 

well versed in Neo-Confucian teaching, dissented. He exclaimed, ‘Shih-tsu (i.e. 

Qubilai) had the wisdom of Yao and Shun, but Wang Wen-t’ung did not inform his 

lord of the kingly way. He worshipped the craft of the hegemons and was infatuated 

with profit; this was definitely the emperor’s guilty man!’ What is significant here is 

that Temiir Ta’ condemned Wang for his non-Confucian outlook and profit-seeking 

policies, without mentioning his involvement in Li T’an’s rebellion. 

Seen in this context, the appraisal of Wang Wen-t’ung remained ambivalent in 

late Yiian. From the Mongol ruler’s standpoint, Wang Wen-t’ung, despite his alleged 

treachery, was appreciated for his administrative skills and pragmatic policies. As the 

Confucian scholar-officials saw it, however, Wang’s political conduct and fiscal 

programmes grew out of a world-view inimical to Confucianism, and were therefore 

detrimental to the people’s welfare. Wang’s merits or faults, therefore, varied 

according to the interests of the observers. In this light, we should note a comment in 

the encomium of Wang Wen-t’ung’s Yiian History biography written by early Ming 

historiographers. It says: ‘Although Wang Wen-t’ung was executed because of (Li 

T’an’s) rebellion, many in the country considered that the institutions, rules and 

measures of the Yiian establishment owed greatly to his contribution.’ This is 

evidently a more balanced opinion, perhaps an attempt to reconcile the conflicting 

viewpoints that prevailed at the end of the Yiian dynasty. In this view, a proper 
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appraisal of Wang Wen-t’ung must consider the entirety of his career under Qubilai 

and ignore the prejudices of the Confucian scholar-officials who were motivated by a 

different conception of statecraft and of Mongol rule in China. 
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32. AHMAD (? - 1282) 

Ahmad (in Chinese A-ho-ma), for many years a trusted adviser and financial 

expert under Qubilai, stands out in Yiian history not only for being mentioned in 

Chinese and Islamic sources, but for becoming known even in medieval Europe 

through the book of Marco Polo. Although he rates a biography in ch. 205 of the 

Yuan History (Ytian-shih), such was the compilers’ opinion of Ahmad that they dealt 

with him in the section of their work devoted to ‘treacherous officials’ (chien-ch’ en). 

As a rule, biographies of that kind depart from the normal format in that they do not 

draw their substance from systematic records, necrologies, and similar primary 

sources, but amount rather to a patchwork of items culled from other parts of the 

History. Thus, as in other Chinese documents, information on Ahmad in the Yiian 

History pertains solely to the period extending from his appearance at court to his 

dramatic assassination. The compilers of the History admit to not knowing who it 

was that presented Ahmad to the emperor. The Chinese literature of the Yiian period 

never mentions Ahmad’s origin and early life, beyond stating that he was a Muslim 

(hui-hui jen). 

The Persian historiographer RaSid al-Din, however, has preserved some 

information on Ahmad’s background. Ahmad is said to have come from Fanakat (or 

Banakat, south-west of Tashkent, Uzbek SSR). This would make him a native of the 

former Qara Khitai empire which had been absorbed by the Mongols in ca. 1218 — 

1220 and whose population was of mixed Iranian and Turkic stock. Ahmad’s career 

seems to have begun in the household of Al¢in Noyan of the Qonggirat tribe, a 

brother-in-law of Cinggis Qan, who died after 1237. He also seems to have been in 

the service of Cabui or Cabi (d. 1281 ?), a descendant of Aléin Noyan, who was 

married to Qubilai in 1239 and became his empress after he ascended the throne in 

1260. Ra&’id al-Din says that ‘when she became the Qa’an’s wife, (Ahmad) was in 

attendance at her ordo.’ We may therefore regard Ahmad as a household retainer of 

Aléin Noyan, who had found favour with Cabui and come through her to Qubilai’s 

attention. Indeed we find Ahmad in the service of Qubilai during the years 1247 and 

1253 together with Li Te-hui (1218 — 80) in an unspecified position attached to the 

heir apparent’s residence. At that time, Li managed Qubilai’s finances and military 

expenditures, so that we may assume that Ahmad served him in a similar capacity — 

which would fit perfectly with what we know of his career after Qubilai’s accession, 

governed as it was by relentless craving for total control over government finances. 
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The early stages of Ahmad’s career in the Chinese bureaucracy coincide with a 

period of relative disorganization and regionalism. It is not surprising therefore that 

Ahmad’s earliest recorded activities after Qubilai’s enthronement should concern local 

rather than state-wide affairs. In the 5th month of 1261, being co-director of the 

Metropolitan Bureau in K’ai-p’ing fu (To-lun in Inner Mongolia), he was ordered to 

make an inventory of the Imperial Treasury in Yen-ching (Peking). Two days later he 

was appointed commissioner of the Imperial Granary. In that capacity he requested 

that an Office for Harmonious Purchase be established, through which grain might be 

bought at a fixed price for the purpose of creating reserves. Under their engaging 

title, institutions of that kind were often nothing more than a device to requisition 

supplies for the host of military and civil retainers at Qubilai’s court. Such an agency 

was indeed set up in this instance, to be known as the Office for Regulated 

Management. Thus we may infer that Ahmad’s function in 1261 did not radically 

differ from that which he assumed when Qubilai was still heir apparent, namely that 

of a sort of major-domo responsible for provisioning the princely residence. His 

aspirations, however, went much beyond that. 

This was demonstrated in 1262. Ahmad had apparently been found worthy of 

promotion. He was made chief of the Left and Right Boards of the Secretarial 

Council and, concurrently, commissioner of Transport Bureaux in all districts. This 

gave him great power in fiscal matters although he still remained under the 

supervision of the Secretarial Council. He seems to have resented that control, for 

Ahmad requested that he should not have to report to the Council but be 

henceforward responsible solely to the emperor himself. This attempt to bypass the 

existing hierarchy — still in its formative stage at the time — was resisted, of course, by 

the officials in the Council. Their spokesman was Chang Wen-ch’ien (q.v.), then 

assistant of the Left in the Secretarial Council. Chang protested strongly against 

Ahmad’s proposal and managed to have Qubilai reject it. The confrontation between 

Ahmad and Chang Wen-ch’ien was the first of many similar incidents which were to 

become a leitmotiv for the next twenty years: unceasing attempts by Ahmad to 

emasculate the Secretarial Council and to secure for himself a position of power 

equal, if not superior, to it. In this struggle he encountered the opposition of many 

Chinese advisers to the emperor, themselves steeped in the tradition of a proper chain 

of command and of delimited power within the bureaucracy. 

In 1263, the prefecture of K’ai-p’ing, which had been the summer residence of 

Qubilai, was elevated to the rank of a capital and renamed Shang-tu. Ahmad’s 

position was not affected by this change, and he continued to suggest innovations in 

fiscal matters. He sought to increase government income by tightening control over 

the production of iron. At that time there existed government operated mines and 
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smelters besides privately owned works. In a memorial Ahmad proposed to increase 

the revenue from the casting of iron tools in the government foundries of Chiin and 

Hsii prefectures (in Honan and Hopei, respectively). His idea was to raise annual 

production to 200,000 articles and to have those supplied to farmers in exchange for 

40,000 shih of grain. It seems therefore that the main objective was to increase the 

grain reserves of the state. Another proposal by Ahmad put forward in 1263 was the 

introduction of a sales tax (shang-shui) for transactions in government silver in the 

capital. This must be seen against the background of the so-called ortag merchants 

who were recipients of government silver loans against interest. Ahmad requested 

that these merchants should have to pay a sales tax to the metropolitan tax bureau and 

that merchants who could not produce a licence (tax-receipt) when entering the 

capital should be prosecuted for tax evasion. All these proposals were adopted by the 

emperor. 

A most important source of public income had always been the salt monopoly. It 

is therefore no wonder that Ahmad also tried to increase government revenues from 

this commodity. In 1263 or 1264 — the dates given by the sources are conflicting — he 

pointed out that people in T’ai-yiian (Shansi) produced cheap low-quality salt for sale 

abroad. This was in his opinion an unfair competition to the government-supplied salt 

from Chieh (Shansi) which could not be exported and yielded the equivalent of only 

7,500 liang of silver a year. Ahmad requested that this revenue be raised by another 

5,000 liang and that tax exemptions, which apparently existed heretofore for such 

people as Buddhist and Taoist monks, soldiers and artisans, be abolished. 

The year 1264 brought Ahmad a crucial promotion. He became a director of 

political affairs in the Secretarial Council, while concurrently serving as 

commissioner of the Transport Bureau and supervisor of the Imperial Treasury — a 

combination of fiscal and political power which foreshadowed his further career. All 

this did not go smoothly nor without opposition from other officials. Already in 1264 

Ahmad must have sometimes behaved with singular arrogance at court. It is reported 

that his followers (or bodyguard) started a fight. The emperor ordered the Secretarial 

Council to investigate this incident but at first nobody dared start a prosecution. This 

was eventually undertaken by the respected Sino-Uighur statesman Lien Hsi-hsien 

(q.v.) who informed the emperor of Ahmad’s lack of control over his retainers. The 

culprits were handed over to the authorities for prosecution, and Ahmad himself 

received a beating. To inflict corporal punishment on a high official was not 

uncommon under the Liao, Chin and Yiian dynasties, in contrast to the Sung who 

observed the ancient rule that no such treatment should be inflicted upon dignitaries. 

It is interesting to note that the incident did by no means entail a break in Ahmad’s 
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career; it is rather an indication of the rough-and-ready way in which justice was 

meted out at the Mongol court. 

Early in 1266 a new agency for fiscal management was created and again Ahmad 

was made its head. The name of the new office was Office for Regulating State 

Expenditure. The duties of this agency were similar to those of a court of general 

auditing and supervision of public expenditure. A memorial issuing from this new 

office soon after its establishment reveals the concerns of Ahmad and his officials, 

and shows to what degree he was informed of local shortcomings which could affect 

state revenues. The memorial complains that the linen cloth supplied by Liao-yang 

(in southern Manchuria) was of bad quality and unfit for use; the gold and silver from 

the foundries of Chen-ting and Shun-t’ien (Hopei) were not up to standard and that the 

casting of ingots should be improved. It goes on to say that in the Pieh-ch’ieh-ch’ih 

(*Beke&i) mountains (which must have been somewhere in Central Asia), asbestos 

could be found from which non-flammable cloth could be woven, and government 

officials should be sent there to collect it. The memorial ends with a stern warning 

that expenditures would have to be restricted in future if no additional revenue could 

be raised. This obvious desire to increase state income can easily be understood if it 

is remembered that the resources of the state at that time had to meet heavy 

commitments. Grain was needed because the 1263 harvest in north China had been 

bad and damaged by locusts; much grain and money was also required for the armies 

which were fighting the Sung in Szechwan and the pretender Ariq Boke in Mongolia. 

In view of all this we can understand that Ahmad strove to mobilize even the smallest 

potential sources of additional state revenue. His Office for Regulating State 

Expenditure, for example, reported towards the end of 1266 that silver could be found 

in a place called Huan-chou yii in the district of Shang-tu and that about 160,000 chin 

of ore had already been mined. Three liang of silver and fifteen Jiang of tin could be 

smelted from each 100 chin. It was suggested that the tin be sold and the proceeds 

paid into government coffers. Seven hundred-odd kilograms of tin could surely not 

have amounted to much, but even this was considered a valuable addition to the 

state’s revenue. Thus did Ahmad endeavour to squeeze the last drop out of every 

available resource throughout the empire. 

A first attempt by Ahmad to obtain powers equal to that of the Secretarial 

Council was made in 1268 when he proposed to establish a Presidential Council. This 

move met with resistance from within the Secretarial Council. The Mongol An-t’ung, 

(q.v.) of the Jalair tribe, a fourth-generation descendant of Mugqali (q¢.v.) who had been 

Right chancellor since 1265, and Shang T’ing (q.v.) who had been associate director 

of political affairs from 1261 to 1266, both opposed the motion and for the moment 

the matter was dropped. The year 1268 also saw the establishment of a Censorate 
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with regional branch offices (Inspection Bureaux) in all provinces. Ahmad suspected 

that this new agency might eventually interfere with his own power base in the 

metropolitan bureaucracy. He is reported to have said, ‘Why should we have a 

Censorate — there is no reason for this as long as money and grain come in!’ — a 

statement which shows his exclusive concern with government income. He was 

opposed by Lien Hsi-hsien who pointed out that a Censorate was indeed necessary in 

order to maintain traditional principles of government. Ahmad’s view did not prevail 

and the Censorate was established after all. 

Ahmad’s aspirations were contained only temporarily, however. Two years later, 

in 1270, he succeeded in persuading Qubilai to set up a Presidential Council and to 

appoint him director of political affairs. Thus a super-ministry of finance had come 

into being, not without strong opposition from the leading officials in the Secretarial 

Council. These included in addition to the Mongol chancellors An-t’ung and Hsien- 

chen of the Tiibeyen tribe, who both were on good terms with the Chinese officials, 

the trusted adviser Shih T’ien-tse (g.v.) who had been Right chancellor since 1261. 

Other opponents were the famous scholar-official Hsii Heng (qg.v.), who had been 

made an assistant of the Left in the Secretarial Council in 1270, and Lien Hsi-hsien, 

named assistant of the Left after having been demoted from the position of director of 

political affairs in 1267. The eventual victory of Ahmad over his opponents must be 

attributed to his previous success in increasing government revenues and also to his 

gifts as a debater, which must have been considerable. 

In any case there existed now four high-level government organisations: 

Secretarial Council, Presidential Council, Department of Military Affairs and 

Censorate. While the Department of Military Affairs remained more or less outside 

the power-struggle between the other three, it became a permanent issue as to which 

would be first to secure the emperor’s approval without having to consult the others. 

A case in point was the employment of personnel. Originally Ahmad had appointed 

his subordinates in the Office for Regulating Expenditure without consulting the 

Ministry of Personnel which was in turn subject to the Secretarial Council. When the 

Presidential Council was set up, it was decreed that each appointment in the 

Presidential Council should first be drafted in the Ministry of Personnel and then be 

passed on to the Presidential Council which in turn should transmit it to the emperor 

for approval. This would have given the Secretarial Council a chance to influence the 

staffing of the Presidential Council and to thwart Ahmad’s selection of personnel. 

Ahmad protested in the presence of the emperor and insisted on his right to select his 

subordinate officials. He scored a victory over An-t’ung and the Secretarial Council 

because after some debate it was ordered that only serious criminal cases and the 

appointment of general administrators had to be submitted to An-t’ung; all other 
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business was entrusted to Ahmad. But this apparently did not yet satisfy him. He 

even proposed to abolish the Secretarial Council and, as a consolation prize, to 

promote An-t’ung to the high dignity of grand preceptor. Not even Ahmad’s own 

subordinates supported him in this move which would have amounted to a coup d’état. 

The associate director of political affairs in the Presidential Council, Ch’en Yu (1222- 

77), voiced strong protest and maintained that a time-honoured organization like the 

Secretarial Council could not be dispensed with so easily. Ahmad avenged himself 

by having Ch’en Yu demoted to a provincial post. Another of his victims was the 

director of the Board of the Left in the Presidential Council, Ma Heng (1207-77). 

Ahmad had him dismissed from office, presumably for the same reason as Ch’en Yu. 

Among the various actions taken by the Presidential Council soon after its 

establishment, we should mention the application submitted in the 5th month of 1270. 

It was requested that a general census of households and individuals be taken 

throughout the empire. This was certainly relevant to fiscal matters; without an 

approximate knowledge of population figures neither Ahmad nor any other minister 

of finance would have been able to assess correctly the fiscal potential of the empire. 

It seems that an annual census was taken, but that only the number of households and 

not the individuals per household were counted, since all census figures from 

Qubilai’s reign prior to 1290 record the former only. However, the Censorate asked 

for a deferment on the grounds that the population had suffered from locust plagues 

and that a census would create unnecessary trouble. In 1271 the Presidential Council 

again applied to organise a census, once more, it seems, without success. 

A major stage on Ahmad’s way to supreme power was reached in 1272 when the 

Presidential Council was integrated into the Secretarial Council. Ahmad and his close 

associate Chang I (? — 1282) both became directors of political affairs in the 

Secretarial Council. At the same time a comprehensive reorganisation of the 

metropolitan offices took place and many new appointments were made. One of 

Ahmad’s protégés was the Chinese Chang Hui (1223 — 85), who was made assistant of 

the Left in 1273. He and Ahmad were attacked soon afterwards by An-t’ung who 

complained to the emperor that these two were equal in power to a chancellor, but 

that they were no more than merchants who wanted to make profits at all costs and at 

the expense of the people. Ahmad was informed of this accusation and demanded 

that he should be given an opportunity to discuss this openly at court. When the 

confrontation took place, An-t’ung no longer accused Ahmad directly but as a 

scapegoat named Chou Hsiang, an underling, as a major profiteer who should be 

demoted. Qubilai approved this. 

The strength of Ahmad’s position as shown by this incident is also demonstrated 

by the fact that he succeeded in having his son Husain appointed as general 
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administrator of Ta-tu (Peking) and concurrently metropolitan prefect. A second 

attempt by An-t’ung to incriminate Ahmad was as unsuccessful as the first. He 

impeached Ahmad for preying upon the country and injuring the people, complaining 

at the same time that all the unworthy persons among his subordinates should be 

subject to a renewed selection process. Indeed the emperor ordered a thorough 

investigation but apparently nothing serious happened to Ahmad’s protégés. At the 

same time a Chinese censor, Yao T’ien-fu (1230-1302) had impeached Ahmad for 

twenty-four crimes. This temerity impressed Qubilai greatly but again nothing came 

of Yao’s action. Yao was commended for his brave behaviour and that was all. 

Indeed Yao’s fearless attitude on an earlier occasion had already earned him the 

Mongolian nickname of Bars (‘Tiger’), a distinction conferred upon him by Qubilai in 

person. 

This was in 1274, at a time when the resources of the whole empire were 

mobilised for the last and decisive attacks against the Sung state. Increased state 

expenditure was, of course, required and again Ahmad took the lead in organising the 

supplies for the army. In January 1275 the Mongol forces had reached the Yangtze 

River and the complete overthrow of the Sung seemed to be a matter of a few months 

only. At this juncture the future policies for exploiting the rich newly-conquered 

Sung territories were discussed in great detail before Qubilai. The emperor had 

summoned, in addition to Ahmad, his advisers Yao Shu (qg.v.), Chang Wen-ch’ien, 

T’u-tan Kung-lii, Ch’en Han-kuei and Yang Ch’eng, all Chinese intellectuals whom 

the emperor trusted. The discussion was heated, particularly with regard to the 

question of whether the Sung paper money should continue to circulate or be replaced 

by the Yiian paper money (Chung-t’ ung chiao-ch’ao) which had been introduced in 

the Chung-t’ung period (1260-63). Ahmad was strongly in favor of imposing Yiian 

paper money as sole currency in the newly conquered territories. Yao Shu and T’u- 

shan Kung-lii objected; the latter pointed out that the Mongol commander-in-chief 

Bayan (q.v.) had publicly proclaimed to the population in the south that the Sung 

paper money (chiao-tzu and hui-tzu) would not be replaced or exchanged, so that the 

introduction of Yiian money would entail a loss of credibility. Also Chang Wen- 

ch’ien shared this opinion and proposed to ask Bayan for his considered opinion in the 

matter. Qubilai, however, replied that he had asked Ch’en Yen (d. 1299), a former 

Sung chin-shih who had joined the Mongols, for his opinion and that he too had 

advocated an exchange of money. Yang Ch’eng and Ch’en Han-kuei both were in 

favour of exchanging the Sung money for the northern currency. In view of this 

divided opinion among his Chinese advisers, Qubilai followed Ahmad’s proposal and 

consequently the Sung money was exchanged for Ytian money throughout the former 

Sung territories. The rate of exchange was almost confiscatory; fifty notes of Sung 
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money were declared equivalent to one note of Yiian money of the same 

denomination. 

Another proposal of Ahmad was the extension to the South of the state monopoly 

on salt and on medicinal herbs. Yao Shu and T’u-tan Kung-lii advocated the tolerance 

of free trade but Ahmad insisted that the expenditures for the campaign required a 

sizable increase in revenues and that the former practice of allowing the general 

administrations to collect annual monopoly taxes (k’o-ch’ eng) should be abandoned. 

Instead, new Transport Bureaux should be established and the tax rates on salt 

increased. All iron, whether cast privately or in government foundries, should be sold 

by the government and a general prohibition placed on the private manufacture of 

bronze tools. The emperor overruled the objections raised by Yao and T’u-tan and 

followed Ahmad’s requests. This must be considered as another defeat for the 

Chinese advisers and a major victory for Ahmad. On the institutional level Ahmad’s 

fiscal policies resulted in the creation of eleven Transport Bureaux. The Yiian History 

has preserved the names of the eleven commissioners and it is interesting to note that 

five of them had Muslim names, two Jurchen names and only four were Chinese. The 

preference granted to non-Chinese officials was certainly a factor which tended to 

alienate the new bureaucracy from the people in the South. On the other hand it 

seems plausible that Ahmad and his followers at court preferred foreigners because 

they were less liable to engage in collusion with influential Chinese in their respective 

districts. 

Ahmad had now reached the peak of his power and achieved complete control 

over the finances of the state. Some hitherto influential Chinese advisers of the 

emperor had either resigned or become disillusioned with the situation at court. But 

there were still potential enemies who could check him. Most prominent among these 

was An-t’ung, and in fact Ahmad tried hard to have him removed from the inner circle 

of advisers. He eventually succeeded in persuading the emperor to send An-t’ung 

abroad as Right chancellor of the Regional Secretarial Council in Almaligq (north-west 

of Kuldja in Sinkiang) where he was supposed to assist the Prince of Pei-p’ing, i.e. 

Qubilai’s fourth son Nomuqan (d. ca. 1292). Nomuqan had been stationed at Almalig 

in the far west of Qubilai’s dominion since 1271 in order to prevent incursions from 

the unruly descendants of Ca’adai and Ogédei who continued to endanger the frontiers 

of Qubilai’s state. Now that An-t’ung was safely out of the way, Ahmad had in fact 

become the most powerful figure at the court. Biographical information for the 

remaining few years of his life includes a great number of episodes either denouncing 

the arbitrariness of his rule or praising the opposition of other officials, Chinese, 

Mongol and Uighur alike. Some of these suffered intense persecution and not a few 

of them eventually died in prison or were formally executed. 
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Not even the great military leader Bayan (q.v.) was spared Ahmad’s enmity if we 

are to credit an incident recorded in Bayan’s biography. After the victorious general 

returned to Ta-tu, an order was given for metropolitan officials to greet and 

congratulate him outside the gates. Ahmad arrived ahead of the others and Bayan 

gave him as a present a jade belt-buckle which he had on him, observing that he, 

Bayan, would take nothing for himself from the jade treasures of the Sung. Ahmad 

considered this a slight and began to scheme against him. He falsely accused Bayan 

of having appropriated a jade cup from the Sung booty. The emperor ordered an 

investigation but the charge could not be substantiated and Bayan was exonerated. 

The cup in question was recovered after Ahmad’s death and the emperor realised how 

close to ruin it had brought a loyal and brave servant of the throne. Ahmad also 

slandered Bayan by alleging that he had had Sung soldiers killed in Ting-chia chou 

(Anhwei province) after they had surrendered, but this second attempt to eliminate 

Bayan apparently failed. 

Apart from his personal grudges, such as that against Bayan, Ahmad had a 

constant fear that the Censorate in the capital and the provinces would interfere with 

his high-handed activities which after 1275 also covered the former Sung provinces. 

He memorialised in 1276 to abolish the Regional Judicial Bureaux, but Chang Wen- 

ch’ien who had just been named chief censor opposed this in a submission of his own 

and was thus able to prevent a weakening of the controlling power of the Censorate in 

the provinces. Other institutional changes which might have limited Ahmad’s power 

were also opposed by him. In 1277, when the court discussed the establishment of an 

Imperial Chancellery and Lien Hsi-hsien, with whom Ahmad had been on bad terms 

for a long time, was considered for the post of director, Ahmad succeeded in blocking 

the plan. 

Nevertheless there existed a slowly growing opposition to Ahmad and his ways, 

even within the regional branches of the Secretarial Council. An ardent spokesman 

for this faction was Ts’ui Pin (1225-80) who had been a member of Qubilai’s staff 

since before 1260 and who had distinguished himself in the campaigns against Sung. 

In 1278, when he was assistant of the Left in the Regional Secretarial Council in 

Chiang-Huai, he submitted a memorial denouncing Ahmad. He complained that 

Ahmad had established many unnecessary agencies in the province and that a great 

number of Ahmad’s relatives had been given important posts throughout the empire, 

notwithstanding an earlier promise by Ahmad not to employ them. Ts’ui Pin’s 

initiative was temporarily successful since an edict was issued to dismiss members of 

Ahmad’s family from government service. Some of those, including Ahmad’s son 

Husain, were soon reinstated, however; but others, like his nephews Badr al-Din and 

Sams al-Din and his son Mas‘iid, were not reemployed although Chang Hui spoke in 
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their favour. Ts’ui Pin fell soon afterwards to Ahmad’s revenge. An inquiry into the 

finances of Chiang-Huai province was ordered and it was alleged that Ts’ui Pin 

together with his colleagues ‘Ali Beg (g.v.) and El Temiir had stolen hundreds of 

thousands of shih of government grain. Other charges against Ts’ui Pin and ‘Ali Beg 

were to the effect that they had cast bronze seals for themselves without proper 

authorisation. The three men were executed in 1280 as a result of these machinations. 

Husain’s reinstatement had already taken place in 1279. This coincided more or 

less with the establishment of a new set of agencies in Chiang-nan called Merchant 

Tax Superintendency which served to exploit local resources ever more fully. Husain 

was also given charge of all artisans in the Hang-chou region and responsibility for 

collecting the grain tax. It is said that he doubled the people’s burden. This cannot be 

regarded solely as the result of Husain’s or Ahmad’s greed, or of indifference to the 

people’s welfare. The years from 1278 to 1281 were a period of costly campaigns 

overseas and the rich fertile regions of the lower Yangtze were crucial in providing 

supplies for the army and the navy. Military expeditions included the second attempt 

to attack Japan (1281), the first expedition against Burma (1278), and the first naval 

campaign against Java (1281). All this required abundant provisions of grain, 

technical skills and, last but not least, of money. We can perhaps understand better in 

the light of such military endeavours that some officials should protest against the 

increased exploitation of the population. Ahmad himself repeatedly stressed the 

necessity to register the grain reserves in Chiang-nan and complained that the figures 

given in the reports were untrue and that grain had been embezzled by the local 

officials. He therefore requested in 1280 that special agents of the Censorate should 

inquire into alleged corruption at the local level and that the recently established Tax 

Superintendencies should by no means be abolished as had been proposed by some. 

Ahmad’s opinion prevailed once again with Qubilai who apparently gave priority to 

military considerations. Officers from the Censorate were sent out to investigate. 

One of them should have been Chang Hsiung-fei (d. after 1286), but Ahmad, knowing 

that Chang hated Husain, made sure that the former was not sent to the south and had 

him appointed instead inspection commissioner of a district in Shensi. This is a good 

example of how Ahmad tried to combine personal motives with his overall concern 

for increasing state revenues. 

It must have been around 1280 that Jingim, heir apparent and second son of 

Qubilai, developed a strong dislike for Ahmad. The Yiian History records several 

incidents which show the prince’s hatred for his father’s Muslim minister. It is not 

improbable that Jingim was influenced by Chinese courtiers because it is well known 

that he, unlike other members of his clan, favoured Chinese advisers and even tried to 

learn some Chinese. Ahmad, on the other hand, feared Jingim and did not dare to 
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confront him openly. On one occasion Jingim hit Ahmad in the face so hard that he 

could no longer open his mouth. When Qubilai asked Ahmad what had happened to 

him, Ahmad claimed to have hurt himself falling off a horse. Another time Ahmad 

was physically attacked by Jingim in the emperor’s presence but the latter took no 

notice of the incident. Jingim also resented the plot against Ts’ui Pin, who was a 

protégé of his but whose death the prince was unable to prevent. He had sent envoys 

to stop the execution but they arrived too late to save the victim’s life. It is not 

impossible that we must view Ahmad’s request to establish a High Court of Justice in 

the light of his fear of Jingim. A memorial to that effect was submitted by Ahmad in 

1280. It must be remembered that the proposed instrumentality should have held 

jurisdiction over the imperial princes themselves. Yet as a similar institution had 

already been in existence since 1261, there did not seem much point in requesting the 

creation of this new agency. In the same memorial Ahmad also proposed to abolish 

the Base Camp Office of Shang-tu and to place its affairs in the care of the local 

governor. In any case Qubilai did not adopt Ahmad’s proposal — he even reproached 

him for having brought up the matter and said that he had never heard before of 

tsung-cheng, a term which can also be interpreted as ‘censure of the (imperial) clan.’ 

In 1281 two creatures of Ahmad were promoted on his initiative. These were 

Hao Chen and Keng Jen; Hao had been associate director of political affairs in the 

Secretarial Council since 1276, and Keng had held the same rank since 1278. Now 

both were promoted to the rank of assistant of the Left. In the sources they too are 

described, like Ahmad, as greedy, corrupt and neglectful of the welfare of the people. 

They had raised the annual tax quota in Ching-ch’ao district (Hsi-an, Shensi) from 

19,000 ting to 54,000 ting (2.7 million strings of cash or the equivalent in paper 

money). Even this considerable sum did not satisfy Ahmad who said that even more 

could be extracted from the district. The emperor, however, thought this was enough 

and the whole matter was dropped. 

The year 1281 also saw the Ch’in Ch’ang-ch’ing affair. Ch’in came from an old 

family in Lo-yang and had been taken to Qubilai’s court when the latter was still a 

prince. He later served in the Imperial Guard together with Liu Hsiian. He wrote a 

letter to the emperor in which he denounced Ahmad in the strongest possible terms 

for corruption, bribery and generally for being a rogue. Ahmad had him dismissed 

from court and sent to serve as co-director of the government iron foundries in Hsing- 

ho and Hsiian-te (both in Hopei). Ahmad then accused him of having failed to deliver 

10,000 kuan of money of the quota set for those works. Ch’in was demoted to the 

position of a simple clerk, his property was confiscated and he was eventually thrown 

into prison where he was illegally executed by jail attendants. The censor Chang 

Hsiung-fei had tried to block the trial of Ch’in but failed. The injustice committed 
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against Ch’in Ch’ang-ch’ing was never formally redressed although his sons and 

grandsons later reached high and important offices. 

Ahmad’s last fiscal activity recorded in 1281 concerns the provision of funds to 

open up the Chi-chou River in Shantung for navigation, as a part of the Grand Canal 

system. The general administrator in this region had estimated that 10,000 ting of 

paper money were needed for hiring labour in addition to the food for the work force. 

This had been approved by the emperor in 1280. One year later the Right chancellor 

Qorqosun furthered the general administrator’s plan by suggesting that the taxes from 

the three adjoining prefectures should be used for one year to finance the project 

directly, instead of being paid into the treasury. This scheme was also accepted by 

the emperor, after Ahmad and other senior officials had stressed its efficiency. 

In the spring of 1282 Ahmad, who apparently enjoyed Qubilai’s complete 

confidence, was promoted to the rank of Left chancellor. This put him on a par with 

the other Left chancellor Yeh-lii Chu, a son of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (qq.v.), who, 

incidentally, does not seem to have ever interfered with Ahmad’s business in the 

Secretarial Council. Ahmad had now reached the highest position, except for that of 

Right chancellor, to which he could have aspired. But his fall was imminent, not 

through any particular action of his but because of a plot to assassinate him. Qubilai 

trusted Ahmad until the end. The story of how Ahmad was murdered is one of the 

most colourful episodes in Ytian history which was promptly made known to the 

world outside China by Ra8id al-Din and Marco Polo. 

The plot against Ahmad did not originate among his political adversaries. It was 

rather a desperate attempt on the part of some conspirators of low rank to eliminate 

the all-powerful minister. The leading part seems to have been played by Wang Chu 

(1254-82). Hailing from I-tu in Shantung, the man is said to have despised material 

wealth and cared nothing for trifles. He had joined the army and reached the rank of 

chiliarch (ch’ien-hu). During a campaign in the north, he met the ‘magician’ (yao) 

Buddhist monk Kao who became one of his fellow-conspirators. It is not clear 

whether Wang Chu was a Buddhist nor is there any indication that he might have 

been the tool of some high-ranking personage. The sources say only that Wang Chu 

‘loathed and detested’ Ahmad. No particular reason for this hatred is mentioned 

anywhere, so that it seems justified to regard the plot as the individual initiative of a 

person who considered Ahmad a criminal and wished to destroy him, even at the cost 

of his own life. The magician monk Kao must have been a shady figure. The Yiian 

History reports that he practised secret arts while attached to a military expedition, but 

his spells failed and he left the army. He spread the rumour of his death, and, before 

disappearing, killed one of his followers whose corpse was made to pass for Kao’s. In 
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other words, this monk was a desperado, a fugitive from justice who had become 

acquainted with Wang Chu during the campaign. 

In the spring of 1282 Qubilai had gone to Shang-tu in the company of the heir 

apparent Jingim, and Ahmad was left at Ta-tu in charge of government. This gave the 

conspirators their chance. On 26 April Wang and Kao sent two Tibetan monks to the 

Secretarial Council. These men were to announce that the heir apparent and the 

Imperial Preceptor (the chief Lamaist dignitary) were returning to Ta-tu for a 

religious ceremony that evening. The guard of the palace precincts was then in the 

care of Kao Hsi (1238-90), who became suspicious and had the two monks arrested. 

But Wang Chu was not deterred. He sent a forged document purporting to come from 

Jingim to the director of political affairs and vice-commissioner of the Department of 

Military Affairs Chang I, ordering him to proceed for further instructions to the 

prince’s residence with the ready troops in his command. Chang I fell for this 

deception and indeed despatched a captain with a detachment of guards to Jingim’s 

palace. Then Wang Chu went to Ahmad and told him that the heir apparent was 

about to arrive: all members of the Secretarial Council should turn out to meet him in 

front of his palace. In the middle of the night a noise of men and horses was heard 

and a crowd with torches and lanterns approached the palace gate. This was the gang 

of conspirators, some eighty to hundred people, one of whom (perhaps the monk Kao) 

remained on horseback pretending to be the heir apparent while the other accomplices 

dismounted. The impersonator then ordered the Council members to come forward, 

whereupon Wang Chu drew a brass club that he held concealed in his sleeve and 

bludgeoned Ahmad to death on the spot. The assistant of the Left Hao Chen was also 

killed, and Chang Hui, the assistant of the Right, was seized. There followed a 

general confusion. Kao Hsi, whose suspicions were now confirmed, and Chang Chiu- 

ssu (1242-1302), a protégé of Jingim and minister of Works who happened to be at 

the palace, gathered a strike force to counter the coup. Arrows were shot 

indiscriminately and the crowd of conspirators dispersed. Wang Chu did not flee but 

gave himself up. Two days later the monk Kao was found and arrested. Both were 

executed on 1 May. Before dying Wang Chu cried out that he had rid the state of a 

pest. Chang I was executed too because he had moved his forces without proper 

orders. 

Qubilai had been informed of the massacre by Kao Hsi personally while he was 

staying at Caqan Nor. He proceeded to Shang-tu the same day and ordered the vice- 

commissioner of the Department of Military Affairs Bolod, the chancellor Qorqosun, 

and others to carry out a thorough investigation of the Wang Chu incident. Until then 

Qubilai had been unaware of Ahmad’s villainy but when he questioned Bolod he was 

told what sort of person Ahmad had been. The emperor flew into a rage and ordered 
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that Ahmad’s followers be prosecuted. On 10 May 1282 he called a full meeting of 

the Secretarial Council, the Censorate, the Department of Military Affairs and the 

Han-lin Academy under Qorqosun’s chairmanship. At the same time Qorqosun was 

promoted Right chancellor. The annals for the following monriths are full of entries 

recording details of the prosecution of Ahmad clan members and other associates. 

These actions took place in the capitals as well as in the provinces. 

On 4 June it was decreed that all those who had offered their wives, daughters or 

sisters to Ahmad in order to obtain a post should be dismissed, and that the properties 

stolen from the people should be returned to their original owners. As a Muslim, 

Ahmad seems to have had a considerable harem. Marco Polo actually reports that 

Ahmad and his gang used to force beautiful women into their harems by promising 

offices to their relatives. One such case is recorded in the Yiian History. Chang 

Yung, a Transport commissioner, had given his younger sister to Ahmad whose 

favorite she soon became. After Ahmad’s death she became a government slave and 

served in Sangha’s (q.v.) household. Sangha too made her his favorite. She must 

have been clever, or beautiful, or both. 

The number of Ahmad’s appointees was determined three days later (7 June). 

Altogether there were 714 of whom 133 had already been replaced; the remaining 581 

were all to be dismissed. An inventory was taken of Ahmad’s property: it included 

3,758 horses, camels, oxen, sheep and donkeys. On the same day, an order was made 

to open Ahmad’s tomb and to feed his corpse to the dogs outside the northern gate of 

Ta-tu. The private property of Ahmad’s wives, sons and relatives was itemised and 

his slaves freed. In July 1282 those goods were confiscated; Ahmad’s private 

residence was given as a present to Qorqosun. In autumn — which was the season for 

capital punishments according to Chinese tradition — a series of executions took place. 

The first to die was Ahmad’s third son Hasan. He was followed by the fourth son, 

Hindu, and a nephew, Zayn al-Din. Ahmad’s two eldest sons, Husain and Mas‘id, 

were executed in Yang-chou on 30 November. Their bodies were pickled as an 

additional disgrace. A similar aggravation of the death sentence was also applied to 

Hasan, who had been flayed after execution as a warning. A black list containing the 

names of all members of Ahmad’s faction was compiled and finally, on 12 December, 

it was decreed that all crimes committed by Ahmad should be proclaimed in the 

capitals and provinces throughout the empire. 

The establishment’s revenge on Ahmad was not limited to members of his family. 

His subordinate Keng Jen, the assistant of the Left in the Secretarial Council, was also 

executed together with Hindu and a Muslim official called Sadr al-Din. This man 

could be the same Sadr al-Din who had been sent as an envoy to Japan in 1275. In 

August 1283 Ts’ai Chung-ying, the father of one of Ahmad’s many wives, was 
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arrested and asked to make restitution of 200,000 ting of paper money which he had 

borrowed from the government. Later he was accused of embezzlement and executed 

in 1285. However thorough the elimination of Ahmad’s relatives and followers may 

have been, not all members of his family were dismissed from office in 1282 and 

1283. As late as 1303 a nephew of his, also named Hindu, was a resident 

commissioner (darugaci) of the Nan-chien district in Fukien. He had extorted by 

threat 50 ting of paper money from a man under his jurisdiction and was accused of 

having caused the man’s death. Hindu was sentenced to pay double the amount of the 

funeral expenses and to be dismissed from his office. His other crimes fell under an 

amnesty. 

The death of Ahmad and his posthumous disgrace had some far-reaching 

consequences at the institutional level. Already in his lifetime he had been attacked 

by court officials for having established many unnecessary offices. This bureaucratic 

proliferation was brought to an end by a decree of 12 July 1282. Out of 204 

government offices only 33 were kept, and all the others abolished. An interesting 

opinion on what had been wrong in the past and what should be done in the future 

was expressed in 1283 by the minister of Justice Ts’ui Yii (d. 1298) in a long 

memorial. He complained that many censors had kept silent during Ahmad’s lifetime, 

but had joined the chorus of detractors after his death. The same was true of Han-lin 

academicians who had praised the merits of Ahmad while he lived. Such people were 

to be replaced. In punishing Ahmad’s followers, equal sentences should apply for 

identical crimes, and persons who had lost their offices through Ahmad’s interference 

should be reinstated. While Ahmad was in power, the treatment of prisoners must 

have become harsher, mainly because of men like the vice-minister Wang I who had 

devised sadistic methods to torture even the innocent. In 1283 the government tried 

to curb these excesses in the course of the general reforms following Ahmad’s demise. 

A strange find among Ahmad’s possessions was made when his property was 

being listed for confiscation. Two tanned human skins were discovered in a 

cupboard, but the domestic eunuch in charge of the key did not know what they were 

for. He only said that when they were placed on an altar and incantations recited, the 

response was immediate. This enigmatic passage occurs in Ahmad’s biography in the 

Yiian History and the curious rituals that might have been performed in Ahmad’s 

household remain a matter for speculation. Such proceedings seem foreign to Islam. 

Furthermore, two silk scrolls were discovered, painted by a person named Ch’en. 

They represented several rows of horsemen surrounding a tent-hall; the soldiers had 

their bows drawn and were brandishing their swords as if attacking someone inside. 

The authorities apparently related the painting to illegal cults because the painter was 
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executed, as were the eunuch and two soothsayers, Ts’ao Chen-kuei and Wang T’ai- 

p’an, who had been employed by Ahmad. 

A person like Ahmad who had held almost unlimited power for so many years 

cannot fail to have made an impact on the people’s mind. It is said that in the year 

1264, which was a chia-tzu year and thus the beginning of a new sexagenary cycle, a 

song called ‘Western Barbarian Eighteen’ (Hu shih-pa) was in vogue. This was 

interpreted by numerologists as meaning that the Western Barbarian Ahmad would 

remain in power for eighteen years and no more. Nobody believed it in 1264 but the 

prediction of Ahmad’s fall proved correct eighteen years later, in 1282. This is 

evidently one of the many instances of a vaticinium post eventum to be found in 

Chinese popular lore; nevertheless, it shows that the imagination of the literati who 

dabbled in such prognostications was powerfully aroused by Ahmad’s personality. 

The account of Ahmad given by RaSid al-Din does not completely tally with the 

information found in the Chinese sources, but the general outline of the plot 

culminating in Ahmad’s assassination is more or less the same, with the exception of 

the names of some of the protagonists. The enmity between the heir apparent Jingim 

and Ahmad is also mentioned by Raid al-Din who mentions that Jingim once struck 

Ahmad in the face. The plot against Ahmad is described in Raid al-Din as having 

originated among the ‘Khitayans,’ that is the Chinese, and Ahmad’s killer is said to 

have been Gau Finjan, a ‘vizier’ of Qubilai. ‘Finjan’ is a rendering of the Chinese 

p ing-chang (‘director of political affairs’), but no such person served with Ahmad in 

either of the Councils. This must be a confusion with the magician monk Kao who, 

according to the Chinese sources, was a co-conspirator of Wang Chu. On the other 

hand the p’ing-chang Chang I was implicated in the murder of Ahmad as we have 

seen above. According to RaSid it was also Gau Finjan who impersonated the heir 

apparent the night of the plot and who slew Ahmad. Qubilai’s change of mind which 

resulted in Ahmad’s posthumous disgrace was occasioned, according to the Persian 

historiographer, by the following incident. Two merchants had given Ahmad a 

precious stone and had asked him to hand it over to the emperor. After Ahmad’s 

death this stone was discovered among the possessions of Ahmad’s wife Injii Qatun 

(whose name also occurs in Chinese sources as Yin-chu). This angered Qubilai so 

much that he ordered Ahmad’s body to be exhumed and hanged in the market-place, 

before being cut down for its head to be crushed under chariot wheels. Injii was put 

to death; Ahmad’s other forty wives and 400 concubines were given away to others, 

and his personal property confiscated. 

Marco Polo gives an equally colourful account of Ahmad’s ‘assassination in his 

chapter on the ‘Wicked tyranny of Acmat the Bailo’. In this text the plot is described 

as a widespread rebellion of the Chinese contrived by Jingim. Contrary to what we 



395 

read in Raid al-Din, Marco Polo regards the ‘Saracen’ Ahmad from the beginning as 

a villain who deserved his fate. He explains why Wang Chu hated Ahmad so much: 

Wang’s mother, wife and daughter are said to have been taken forcefully by Ahmad. 

This can hardly be true as far as the daughter is concerned because Wang Chu was 

only twenty-eight years old in 1282. In any case the broad outline of the plot given in 

Marco Polo’s book is not much different from the accounts in RaSid’s work and the 

Chinese sources. Marco Polo also reports that Ahmad was afraid of Jingim. 

According to Marco the rebellion was directed not only against Ahmad personally, 

but against all Saracens, Tartars (i.e. Mongols) and Christians; in other words, Marco 

Polo describes the plot as an insurrection of the Chinese against the foreigners. He 

adds that after Ahmad’s death Qubilai forbade ritual slaughter of animals as practiced 

by Muslims and Jews, and ordered all Muslims to follow the Tartar matrimonial laws. 

Ra&id al-Din also records this anti-Islamic edict and dates it to the time when Sangha 

had succeeded Ahmad as ‘vizier.’ The prohibition of ritual slaughter (arab. dakdt) is 

also attested by Chinese sources, but it cannot have followed Ahmad’s fall since the 

edict had already been promulgated in January 1280 when Ahmad was still in power. 

In any event it can be said with some certainty that Ahmad’s rule may have increased 

anti-Muslim feelings among the Chinese and even the Mongols. 

It is difficult to characterize Ahmad’s personality and his activities. The Chinese 

sources are without exception biased against him. Things might perhaps have 

developed differently if he had died peacefully in his bed around 1280. But even so 

some passages in the Yiian History concede that he was versatile, clever, skilled in 

debating and gifted with a keen feeling for practical matters. Marco Polo describes 

him as clever and energetic. Ahmad was able to provide the government with the 

financial resources needed for the many costly campaigns ordered by Qubilai. At the 

same time he was successful in supplying the wherewithal to keep up the splendour of 

the imperial court which so impressed the Venetian. That all this was achieved at the 

cost of exploiting the people — above all the Chinese — is another matter. 

As a politician Ahmad had tried with singular purposefulness over many years to 

concentrate power in his own hands. He tried constantly to weaken the Secretarial 

Council by increasing the prerogatives of the Presidential Council. Most judicial and 

all financial matters became vested in the Presidential Council and, after the merger 

of the two councils, actual power remained with the latter. In this he was opposed not 

only by many Chinese officials, but also by pro-Chinese Mongols such as An-t’ung 

and the crown prince Jingim. 

The strongest opposition to his rule was always voiced by those Chinese advisers 

who were protégés of An-t’ung and Jingim. An additional factor which alienated 

Ahmad from this group of Chinese intellectuals was that he relied heavily on Muslims 
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and favoured them in financial affairs. It would be wrong, however, to say that 

Ahmad was anti-Chinese. He promoted many Chinese officials and even within the 

Presidential Council they were a majority among the leading officials. It is not 

impossible however that many Buddhists may have harboured hostile feelings 

towards Ahmad. Be that as it may, it seems justified to say that the period of Muslim 

power under Qubilai came to an end with Ahmad’s death. Buddhist and Lamaist 

influences prevailed thereafter, personified by Sangha. It should finally be observed 

that Ahmad’s monopolizing of government functions cannot be seen solely as the 

mark of a power-hungry upstart. Ahmad’s whole career shows that his ideas of 

government were those of a politician brought up in the neareastern tradition of 

statecraft, where an omnipotent vizier served an equally omnipotent ruler or despot. 

Chinese government with its carefully balanced and departmentalized institutions 

remained basically alien to a man like Ahmad: he belonged to a type of politician that 

differed radically from those Chinese advisers of Qubilai who had opposed him 

throughout his career. In spite of all his intelligence Ahmad had not been able to 

adapt to Chinese ways of government. In politics as in religion he remained an 

outsider. 
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33. SANGHA (? - 1291) 

Sangha was a leading court official and minister towards the end of Qubilai’s 

reign and, like the ill-fated Ahmad (q.v.), for some time the almost omnipotent 

manager of Yiian China’s finances. He also shares with Ahmad the unflattering 

distinction of having been included by the compilers of the Yiian History among the 

‘treacherous officials.’ His biography in the History is, therefore, full of bias against 

him and particularly uninformative about his origin and early career. His name is 

transcribed differently in Chinese sources. The Yiian History has Sang-ko!; other 

Chinese variants are Sang-ko” and Hsiang-ko. The form Seng-ko which has been 

adopted in some later editions of Yiian works is to be rejected because it goes back to 

the unfortunate spelling ‘reform’ of the Ch’ien-lung period. Tibetan sources spell the 

name as Sam-gha, Zam-gha or Zam-k’a; the history of RaSid al-Din has S’nk’h. All 

these versions point to an original Sanga or Sangha, which must be seen as a 

rendering of Sanskrit samgha ‘religious community.’ This word occurs mostly as part 

of Buddhist personal names, but it is occasionally used alone as a name. The Chinese 

sources do not mention Sangha’s nationality or place of origin. 

RaSid al-Din’s history says that he was an Uighur. Tibetan sources, however, 

make it reasonably clear that he came from the Tibetan tribe bKa’-ma-log which had 

settled in the northwestern borderlands of China proper as early as the 7th century 

under the T’ang. Sangha therefore might have descended from a partly Uighurized 

family, and this would explain why Rasid al-Din calls him an Uighur. 

The Yiian History reports that Sangha was in his early years a pupil of the 

Buddhist Tibetan cleric Dam-pa Kun-dga’-grags (Tan-pa, 1230-1303), an imperial 

preceptor under Qubilai and his successor, but Sangha was to repudiate him after 

rising to power and never mentioned his former master. Tibetan sources, however, 

give a different picture: Sangha had a good command of many languages such as 

Chinese, Tibetan, Uighur and Mongolian — a fact which is corroborated by the Yiian 

History. He became first an interpreter and later a member of the political retinue of 

the ’P‘ags-pa Lama (q.v.). In subsequent years he served the Lama as a parasol-bearer 

(Mo. siigiirci), that is, as a sort of chamberlain. It seems to be a safe assumption that 

Sangha became known at Qubilai’s court shortly after the visit of ’P‘ags-pa Lama to 

China in 1268. Apparently the emperor was impressed by Sangha’s linguistic abilities 

and therefore attached him to the Yiian government. It is not clear whether Sangha 

held an ecclesiastic rank or had taken monastic vows, although it is certain that he had 

been consecrated by Dam-pa. But such initiations could also be conferred on laymen, 

and many Mongols, including Qubilai himself, were initiated according to Lamaist 
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rites. However that may be, it was through Buddhist channels that Sangha first 

became an official in China where he was to achieve a meteoric career. 

Not much is known about the early years of Sangha’s stay in China. One Chinese 

author describes the lavish Buddhist rituals performed each year on the eighth day of 

the second month, which was traditionally regarded as the birthday of the Buddha. 

These rituals took place on the outskirts of Peking near the Buddhist temple of Kao- 

liang ssu on the Kao-liang River. It is said that the extravagance and luxury of these 

public festivities increased greatly after Sangha had gained the emperor’s favour. No 

date is given for the beginning of Sangha’s career. The earliest mention of his 

activities at the Mongol court seems to be in 1280, when an expedition into Tibet was 

planned to explore the sources of the Yellow River. Sangha had been sent there at the 

time to quell a rebellion started by Kun-dga’-bzan-po. 

The first influential office held by Sangha was that of commissioner of the 

Department of Buddhist Affairs. This office was not only responsible for the 

Buddhist clergy but also for Tibetan affairs, both military and civilian. In 1288, 

following a request from Sangha, it was reorganised and renamed the Department of 

Tibetan and Buddhist Affairs (see below). We do not know how long he remained 

head of this office because none of the extant sources gives a date for his 

appointment. We do know for certain, however, what offices were held by Sangha in 

1284 because a document, the date of which corresponds to the 21 March of that year, 

mentions him as commissioner of the Department of Buddhist Affairs and, 

concurrently, director of the Bureau for Religious Merits; at that time he also held the 

honorific title of Great Officer Endowed with Virtue. Sangha’s activity in Tibet, as 

recorded for 1280, must certainly have been related to his duties as commissioner of 

Buddhist Affairs. The Bureau for Religious Merits was a government agency 

responsible for the supervision of the Buddhist clergy within China, similar to the 

Department of Buddhist Affairs whose jurisdiction concerned Tibet. Sangha’s power 

base at the court was therefore the Buddhist bureaucracy until 1287, when he was 

appointed director of political affairs in the Presidential Council, a purely political 

position. But Sangha seems already to have taken a strong interest in fiscal 

management before that, which must have endeared him to the emperor whose 

dependence on financial experts grew ever greater as government expenses continued 

to soar. It appears that Sangha frequently tried to influence appointments, chiefly in 

the judicial and censorial branch of the metropolitan bureaucracy. The appointment 

of Lu Shih-yung (d.1285) as assistant of the Right in the Secretarial Council in 1284 

was also due to Sangha’s recommendation. Sangha had praised Lu’s gift for financial 

affairs pointing out that Lu would be able to rationalise the paper money system and 

increase tax revenues. 
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Sangha showed a business-like turn of mind even in relatively minor matters. 

An episode occurring in 1281 or 1282 may be typical of his preoccupation with profit. 

He managed to persuade the grand preceptor Qorgosun that trade in oil from the 

government reserve could be profitable if it were managed, not by Chinese but by a 

Buddhist monastery, in the form of an interest-bearing loan. This proposition was 

implemented and Qorqosun was pleasantly surprised to receive from Sangha the 

promised commission. Shortly thereafter Sangha was given an opportunity to discuss 

the problems of ‘harmonious purchase’ (ho-mai) and ‘harmonious hiring’ (ho-ku) in 

the presence of the emperor. Those were schemes to have grain and labor, 

respectively, supplied by contract for government uses. The emperor was impressed 

and began to consider employing Sangha in more important functions. 

In the Annals (pen-chi) of the Yiian History Sangha is mentioned for the first 

time in 1282, in connection with a ship-building project in the P’ing-luan prefecture 

(Hopei). This initiative may have been intended to replace the losses incurred the 

previous year during the disastrous second expedition against Japan. Nine thousand 

soldiers and civilians were mobilised, and trees had to be felled in the mountains. 

Even the forests around Buddhist and Taoist monasteries were not to be exempted, 

although those communities received compensation for their trees. Sangha was 

ordered to provide supervisors to oversee the lumbermen’s work, perhaps because he 

was the official responsible for government control over the Buddhist monks. 

In the same year Dam-pa, Sangha’s former teacher, asked for permission to return 

to his native Tibet. It is said in one of his biographies that Dam-pa feared lest Sangha 

use his rising influence to ruin him because of the growing alienation between himself 

and his erstwhile pupil. Later, when Sangha was at the peak of his power (1289), he 

ordered Dam-pa to come back and to take up residence in a temple in the capital. 

Dam-pa obeyed the summons, but instead of being lodged in the capital, he was sent 

to Ch’ao prefecture in modern Kwangtung province, a distant locality considered 

unhealthy and for Dam-pa nothing more than a place of banishment. Only after 

Sangha’s fall could Dam-pa return to the capital where he remained attached to the 

imperial court until his death. All this shows that Dam-pa must have been a person of 

some influence in the Buddhist community; his persecution by Sangha would make 

no sense otherwise. 

A major reorganisation of the Secretarial Council took place in 1284. The Right 

chancellor Qorgosun and other leading officials of the Council were dismissed; 

Qorgosun was succeeded by An-t’ung (q.v.) of the Jalair tribe, who had opposed 

Ahmad some years before and had therefore been temporarily distanced from the 

court. Lu Shih-yung who had been Tea Monopoly commissioner in Chiang-hsi, 

became assistant of the Right in the Council. Sangha may have been partly 
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responsible for the new appointments, and not only for that of Lu Shih-yung whom he 

had recommended on an earlier occasion. 

Another one of Sangha’s activities recorded for 1284 concerned the religious 

situation in the empire. Sangha was ordered by decree to have the Han-lin Academy 

compose the text for a stele commemorating the burning of the Taoist apocryphal 

scriptures. The proscription of religious Taoist books had of course been a victory for 

the Buddhist party at court and Sangha, as head of the government agencies dealing 

with Buddhism, certainly was on the winning side, although he had not taken part 

personally in the preceding controversies. Indeed most of Sangha’s recorded dealings 

for the years 1284 to 1287 concern Buddhist affairs. 

Sangha’s name is linked also with the desecration of the Sung imperial 

mausoleums in Shao-hsing (Chekiang). One of Sangha’s protégés was Yang Lien- 

chen-chia, a Buddhist monk of Tangut or Tibetan origin whose personal name renders 

perhaps the Tibetan Rin-chen-skyabs. Yang’s career had begun before Sangha 

reached high government posts. The monk was appointed in 1277 as supervisor of 

the Buddhist Religion in the newly conquered territories of southern China shortly 

after the former Sung seat in Hang-chou had been occupied by Mongol armies (1276). 

In this capacity he concentrated on restoring to Buddhism the buildings and sites of 

former Buddhist temples which had been appropriated by the Taoists, or converted to 

other uses, such as the state cult and mausoleums for Sung emperors. Between 1285 

and 1287 Yang recovered over thirty Buddhist temples. Gold and silver taken from 

the Sung imperial tombs was spent on redecorating Buddhist temples, and the former 

Altar of Heaven of the Sung in Hang-chou was converted into a Buddhist place of 

worship. Many buildings in the precincts of the imperial mausoleums near Shao- 

hsing too were returned to their original function as Buddhist temples. But Yang was 

not content to restore the Buddhist temples. In 1286 he obtained a decree transferring 

to his office all lands and fields formerly belonging to Buddhist monasteries, the 

income from which was to serve in future for the upkeep and repair of Buddhist 

temples. Of the former Sung palaces, Yang reported in 1288 that one had been turned 

into a stiipa and five into temples. All this aroused fierce anti-Mongol and Sung- 

loyalist feelings in the south; in particular, the desecration of the Sung tombs and the 

revolting treatment of the deceased emperors’ remains were widely resented. 

Furthermore, Yang must also have enriched himself and his followers, including one 

of his sons named An-p’u, in the course of his activities as supervisor of the Buddhist 

Religion. Only after Sangha’s fall in 1291 did the full extent of Yang’s depredations 

come to light (see below). Sangha himself must have inspired the order which Yang 

received in 1286 to send some Sung imperial clan-members and relatives of Sung 
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empresses to the Mongol court as hostages. This was clearly a political move, aimed 

at eliminating a potential hotbed of loyalist sentiment. 

Sangha’s first action to betray his political ambitions was an attempt to eliminate 

officials of the Secretarial Council whom he considered unfit: In the seventh month 

of 1286, he submitted to the emperor a list of functionaries whose replacement he 

recommended. This was obviously outside the jurisdiction of his own office, or not 

of direct relevance to it. His initiative was shelved at first, but not for long. An 

opportunity arose for Sangha to present himself as an expert financial administrator 

when the introduction of a new kind of paper money, the Chih-yiian pao-ch’ao 

(‘Precious Paper Money of the Chih-yiian Period’) was mooted. The debate took 

place on 19 March 1287. Present were Majd al-Din and Temiir. Majd al-Din had 

been an assistant of the Right in the Secretarial Council since 1282 after Ahmad’s 

death. Other participants were Yang Chii-k’uan (1233-87), associate director of 

political affairs in the Secretarial Council since 1286, and the Uighur Han-lin scholar 

Argun Sali (1245-1307). Three former Sung officials who had been invited to 

become advisers to Qubilai also attended the meeting. These were Ch’eng Chii-fu 

(1249-1318), Yeh Li (1244-94) and Chao Meng-fu (1254-1322) whose fame in 

Chinese history is due to his achievements as a painter and calligrapher more than to 

his political career. Majd al-Din declared himself in favour of restoring the 

Presidential Council because this would facilitate fiscal management as it allegedly 

had in the past. The meeting resulted in a decree to establish the Presidential Council 

in addition to the Secretarial Council, and to subordinate the existing regional offices 

of the Secretarial Council to the Presidential Council. Sangha and Temiir were made 

directors of political affairs in the Presidential Council; Yeh Li was appointed 

assistant of the Left. Ma Shao (1239-1300), who was at that time minister of Justice, 

became associate director of political affairs. 

As a consequence of this reorganisation, Sangha had reached a position of 

executive power of the highest importance, extending also to the provinces. Even 

more power was given to the Presidential Council by subordinating to it the Six 

Ministries which had been heretofore under the jurisdiction of the Secretarial Council. 

The immediate reason, or rather pretext, for this far-reaching reorganisation of the 

highest political agencies was apparently an order commanding Sangha to carry out a 

revision of the financial management of the Secretarial Council. During this action a 

discrepancy of several thousands ting of paper money had been discovered in the 

Secretarial Council’s accounts, and Sangha used the fact to blackmail the leading 

officials into admitting their guilt. The new regulations on the issue of paper money 

were introduced shortly afterwards (17 April 1287). The Chih-yiian money was 

printed in denominations ranging from 5 wen (cash) to 2. kuan (strings), and 
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circulated concurrently with the paper money of the Chung-t’ung period (see the 

biography of Ahmad). The rate of exchange was fixed at one to five, which amounted 

to an 80% devaluation of the Chung-t’ung currency. The new currency remained in 

circulation for a very long time, through repeated reforms. 

From 1287 to his fall in 1291, Sangha enjoyed the favour of the emperor. The 

sources provide only a partial picture of his activities during this period, involving 

mostly struggles against opposing officials, chiefly those in the Censorate, and the 

ruthless elimination of critics. Other episodes illustrate his vanity and greed. But 

from 1288 to 1291 Sangha does not seem to have produced any innovative legislation 

comparable to the currency reform of 1287. He appears to have been mainly 

concerned in exercising a rigid control of financial management throughout the 

empire and in prosecuting officials suspected of irregularities. 

The first victims of Sangha were two high-ranking Chinese officials of the 

Secretarial Council, Yang Chii-k’uan and Kuo Yu. Yang, a man from Tung-ch’ang in 

Shantung, had started his career in the Secretarial Council as a clerk; he became vice- 

minister of Personnel in 1276. He was prefect of Hang-chou for some time and, in 

1286, became associate director of political affairs in the Secretarial Council. Kuo 

had been a vice-censor and in this capacity had impeached the notorious Lu Shih- 

yung. He eventually became associate director of political affairs in the Secretarial 

Council and, together with Majd al-Din, was ordered in 1286 to supervise the 

collection of taxes. Both Yang and Kao were held responsible for a shortfall in 

revenue discovered soon after; they were beaten, tried, and finally executed in the 

tenth month of 1287. Buqumu (1255-1300), a Qangli nobleman who was minister of 

Justice at the time, attempted in vain to protect Yang and Kuo. His intercession in 

their favour won him of course the deep hatred of Sangha who repeatedly plotted 

against him and also bribed a Western merchant to accuse Buqumu of mishandling a 

law-suit. Tired of Sangha’s persecutions, Buqumu eventually resigned his office on 

grounds of ill-health to become an academician for the transmission of directives, a 

position in which he believed to be less exposed to court intrigues. The sentence 

against Yang Chii-k’uan included also the enslavement of members of his family. His 

wife née Ma, who came from a commoner family in Hang-chou, was given as an 

imperial present to an officer in the guards but she feigned illness and threatened to 

commit suicide rather than let a new husband approach her. She was then redeemed 

from slavery through the influence of her dead husband’s family, but she stayed near 

his tomb, cut her hair and took an oath never to remarry. She was rehabilitated after 

Sangha’s fall and rejoined her parents. 

Another victim of Sangha was Wang Liang-pi, a clerk in the censorate. Wang 

had discussed with others the reorganisation of the two Councils, and had deplored 
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that the Secretarial Council had been reduced to a powerless position and that the 

Presidential Council was rife with corruption. He had predicted, moreover, that in 

time the censors would become aware of Sangha’s misdeeds, which must result in 

Sangha’s execution. When Sangha was informed of this, he instructed the grand 

judge of the Secretarial Council to arrest and try Wang, insisting that he be put to 

death as a warning. Wang was duly executed and his family enslaved. The same fate 

was suffered by Wu Te, a former resident commissioner (darugaci) in Chiang-ning 

county (Kiangsu). He too had voiced in conversations the opinion that one day the 

Secretarial Council might once more become more powerful than the Presidential 

Council and that Sangha might not survive such a reversal. 

Among the administrative events in connection with which reference is made to 

Sangha, the restoration of the Bureau of Maritime Trade in the summer of 1287 

deserves a special mention. This office was placed under the supervision of a newly 

installed regional Bureau of Foreign Trade and Ortaq Administration in Ch’tian-chou 

(Fukien). Two Muslim officials, Sihab al-Din and ‘Umar, were appointed to the new 

bureau. The ortag administration dealt with the affairs of ortag merchants, who 

received government funds as interest-bearing loans to encourage their business. 

Sangha must therefore be regarded as a protector of the ortaq system, and his 

decision, in 1281 or 1282, to issue government oil on loan (see above) can be seen in 

this context. The reorganisation of the maritime trade agencies had also some impact 

on the government-sponsored maritime navigation program whereby the grain surplus 

from the south was shipped to the north by sea. This program had started in 1282 and 

was carried out with the help of rich Chinese ship-owners, prominent among whom 

were Chang Hsiian and Chu Ch’ing, both former pirates. These two were temporarily 

eclipsed, however, as a result of Sihab al-Din’s appointment, but were to regain their 

influence after Sangha’s death, when the regional ortag administration was abolished. 

The appointment of Sihab al-Din and ‘Umar had been recommended by Sangha, 

bypassing the chancellor An-t’ung. 

At the local level, Sangha undertook a reform which — at least according to 

modern notions of administrative efficiency — must be regarded as useful. No direct 

contact existed originally between the regional censorates and the regional (branch) 

offices of the Secretarial Council. All judicial matters submitted by the regional 

censors were first sent to the metropolitan censorate. They went from there to the 

Secretarial Council, which in turn informed the emperor. Sangha considered this to 

be unwieldy and proposed that the Regional Censorate and the Regional Council 

should communicate directly. A similar procedure was suggested for the Judicial 

Bureaux. Sangha adduced as an additional argument for these reforms an order 
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emanating from Cinggis Qan who had allegedly ruled that all local officials should 

know and control each other. 

The situation in the southern provinces was a matter of permanent concern for 

Sangha and other officials in the capital. Towards the end of 1287, Us Temiir, who 

was chief censor at that time, pointed out that, whereas Chiang-nan, the territory of 

the former Sung state, had been annexed ten years earlier, it was still plagued with 

unrest and brigandage. Yeh Li (see above) shared Sangha’s view of the situation, 

adding that he had lived for ten years in Chang-chou in Fu-kien and had therefore had 

a good opportunity to observe what was going on. Yeh Li said that many military 

governors were rapacious and acted in collusion with local ‘bandits’; to remedy this, 

all garrisons and their commanders should be rotated every three years. This 

suggestion was implemented by the emperor, as was Sangha’s proposal that a deadline 

be set for the arrest of law-breakers and that local officials unable to act accordingly 

be dismissed. The disciplining of local officials was one of Sangha’s main 

preoccupations. He also called for the punishment of clerks and officials in the 

counties, prefectures and other local government agencies, including the Pacification 

Bureaux, who were found negligent in their duties. Special envoys were to be sent 

out to the provinces to reprimand and inflict beatings on those found guilty. Sangha 

was clever enough, however, to point out in such a case that two local pacification 

commissioners charged with neglect of duty happened to be descendants of old 

trusted servants of the emperor; final judgment in the matter was therefore left to 

Qubilai. The emperor ordered the two men dismissed without further punishment. 

Some minor activities of Sangha are recorded for 1287. He presented a memorial 

in which he pointed out that government-controlled artisans applying for food rations 

had families the size of which varied greatly, ranging from two or three to twenty 

members. Sangha proposed that families should continue to draw rations according to 

their size — but that the latter would be deemed never to exceed a maximum of four 

persons. On two occasions, Sangha took action affecting the status and household 

administration of imperial princes. He denounced Ananda, the son of Manggala 

(Qubilai’s grandson), for having succeeded his father in 1280 in two separate fiefs 

concurrently, as both Prince of Ch’in and Prince of An-hsi. Now, Ananda and his 

younger brother Altan Buga were sharing these titles and prerogatives among 

themselves, Ananda having assumed the title of Prince of An-hsi and Altan Buqa that 

of Prince of Ch’in. Sangha regarded this practice as improper and memorialised the 

emperor to this effect. Qubilai then decreed that Ananda should inherit the position of 

Prince of An-hsi with the household administration pertaining to it, whereas Altan 

Buga was to renounce the title, seal and administrative prerogatives of Prince of 

Ch’in. The interest taken by Sangha in this matter can be easily explained because 
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Manggala’s fief endowment included the overlordship of Tibet, the Tangut lands (Ho- 

hsi), and Ssu-ch’uan. Some weeks before, Sangha had already interceded on behalf of 

Qubilai’s fourth son Nomuqan who, he said, had not yet been granted an official seal 

for his household administration. Sangha also complained that the imperial prince 

Singnaqar, a descendant of Cinggis Qan’s younger brother Qaéi’un, should use a seal 

inscribed ‘Precious seal of the imperial nephew from exalted ancestry.’ Sangha 

considered this a breach of etiquette and requested that, as for other princely fief- 

holders, a geographical designation be adopted — in the present case, Prince of Chi- 

nan. Qubilai accepted these proposals. It is noteworthy that, very soon afterwards, 

Singnagar joined the rebellion of Prince Nayan. 

While Sangha sought to control the local officials by intimidation, he was no less 

forceful in the capital. It must perhaps be seen in this context that he applied to return 

the Secretarial Council back to the palace precinct from which Ahmad had had it 

transferred to an outside building. This entailed of course closer supervision by the 

emperor and his personal entourage. Discipline within the Council was harsh. 

Sangha had the officials of all ministries beaten for arriving at a meeting after the 

starting bell had sounded. Chao Meng-fu himself was once late and the court judge 

was about to have him beaten. Chao appealed to the assistant of the Right Yeh Li, 

arguing that in old times high officials were not subjected to corporal punishments, 

and observing that the public humiliation of a dignitary amounted to a humiliation of 

the court itself. Sangha intervened, calmed Chao and sent him out of the room. As a 

result of this incident, only lower officials from the scribes downward were beaten 

thereafter. Interestingly, Sangha appears here as a protector of Chao Meng-fu, as he 

does also in the following episode. One day Chao was riding along a wall outside the 

eastern confines of the palace. The road was narrow, his horse stumbled and Chao 

fell into the river. Sangha was informed and reported the incident to the emperor who 

ordered that the wall be moved two chang (ca. 6m) to the west to widen the road. 

Sangha may have practiced a stick-and-carrot policy in dealing with other officials, 

including the Chinese. In 1287 he requested that an imperial gift be presented to Yeh 

Li, Ma Shao, Kao Chu, and Buqumu. Yeh was granted 150 ting of paper money, a 

considerable sum, and the others 100 ting each. It was certainly a clever move on 

Sangha’s part to include his enemy Buqumu among the beneficiaries of the gift. The 

fourth person mentioned, Kao Chu, later became associate director of political affairs 

in 1291. He must have been a junior official in 1287. 

Towards the end of 1287, Sangha was promoted once more. Qubilai had asked 

the Han-lin scholars whether the Presidential Council had had a chancellor as its head 

under the Han and T’ang. On learning that it did, Yeh Li informed the emperor 

accordingly and suggested that the director of political affairs, Sangha, be made Right 
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chancellor of the Presidential Council, in addition to his other functions as head of the 

Department of Buddhist Affairs and of the Bureau for Religious Merits. This 

promotion was decreed on 11 December 1287 with other new appointments. Sangha’s 

previous post was given to Temiir; Argun Sali became assistant of the Right, Yeh Li 

was promoted to assistant of the Left and Ma Shao to associate director of political 

affairs. Furthermore, Sangha was granted the rank of Gold and Purple Great Officer 

of Eminent Dignity, a very high civil distinction carrying the rank la. The collusion 

between Yeh Li, the former Sung official, and Sangha which appears in this instance 

is confirmed by other reports. Sangha’s commanding personality must have 

impressed Yeh Li — whose political fortunes were even to survive the purge of 

Sangha’s faction in 1291, no mean achievement in the circumstances. 

For 1288 the records show a great number of fiscal activities involving Sangha, 

together with the customary allegations of his having persecuted officials whom he 

considered inadequate. This happened for example to the associate director of 

political affairs of the Regional Presidential Council of Kan-su and to the director of 

political affairs in Chiang-si. Both were Mongols and both were dismissed for 

alleged neglect of duty. Moreover, the minister of War Qududar was impeached 

because of incompetence; Sangha had him beaten and dismissed without even 

informing the emperor. But Qubilai did not object and expressly approved Sangha’s 

action on learning of it. A case involving the sale of office is also reported for 1288. 

A commoner called Ts’ao Meng-yen in Sung-chiang (Kiangsu) had offered to give the 

government 10,000 shih of rice every year in return for being exempted from corvée 

duties and given an official position. Sangha agreed and nominated Ts’ao for the post 

of deputy pacification commissioner for the district of Che-tung. Among the claims 

of unjustified persecutions, one notes the case of Oros (1258-1313), who was 

administrator of the household of the Prince of Yiin-nan (at that time Esen Temiir, a 

inventory was being taken, one belt of jade and gold and 50 liang of gold, both 

imperial presents, were discovered. Sangha attempted to make out a charge of illegal 

possession of government property, but failed for Qubilai directed him to let the 

matter rest. 

In the fourth month of 1288 Sangha reported to the throne that many instances of 

theft and embezzlement had occurred in the Office for Harmonious Purchase in Ying- 

ch’ang (Inner Mongolia), requesting that a judicial investigation be undertaken. He 

informed the emperor at the same time that the officers of the imperial retinue owned 

large expanses of cultivated land on which they were not taxed. He proposed to tax 

them according to the rules for military postal stations: owners of more than four 
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ch’ing of land should pay land tax according to the size of the property. Qubilai 

approved all those suggestions. Some time later, in the fifth month, Sangha submitted 

that the Chung-t’ung paper money had been in circulation for over thirty years, but 

that none of the Council officials knew how much of it remained in use. He requested 

leave to conduct a survey of all districts with a view to assessing the amounts of 

Chung-t’ung money kept in all offices. This also was approved by the emperor. 

Sangha’s fine sense of economy was displayed in very minor matters too. He 

reported that over 70,000 tablets and sashes were rotting away in the Imperial 

Treasury : they should be taken apart and put to some productive use. Another case 

concerned imperial presents to Prince Cubai, a great-grandson of Ca’adai. The 

presents consisted of 25,000 Jiang of silver and 10,000 bolts of textiles. Those gifts 

were transported by government-owned donkey train, but, when the caravan arrived at 

Cubai’s residence, he kept the animals, regarding them as part of the present. Sangha 

remarked that it would have been much better if the donkeys had been used to 

transport jade back to court rather than being left with Cubai. Such acute concern for 

potential gains ingratiated Sangha with Qubilai. Cubai’s fief was located in the far 

north-west, in western Kansu province — a jade producing region, which explains 

Sangha’s proposed use of the government donkeys. 

Among the cases of high functionaries being dismissed for failing to exercise 

proper supervision over the affairs of their office, that of Kerait is worthy of mention. 

In his capacity as overseer of the Grain Transport Bureau, Kerait had never inspected 

the granaries located by the inland waterways. Much grain had consequently been 

stolen, spoiled or embezzled. Sangha had the negligent official dismissed and 

replaced by the vice-minister of War Tacar. The transport of grain to the north, 

especially to the two capital territories, was naturally of paramount importance, which 

explains Sangha’s concern in this instance. Sangha endeavoured to improve the 

taxation and grain transport systems in several ways, such as tightening control over 

the local offices and granaries, upgrading inland waterways, and increasing the 

tonnage shipped by sea. Financial control and constant auditing of local offices 

became a permanent activity for Sangha and the Presidential Council. In the ninth 

month of 1288, he obtained a decree establishing an Inquiry Bureau for the sole 

purpose of recovering unpaid taxes. The associate director of political affairs of the 

Kan-su Regional Council Tiire Yangqa was made commissioner with a Chinese, Wu 

Ch’eng, as his deputy. The Yiian History adds that the financial controls and the 

efforts to recover tax monies from culpable officials were very strict, and that many 

lost their private property because they could not satisfy the commissioner’s 

scrutinies. It even happened that no replacements could be found for the dismissed 

officials; indeed people preferred to leave their homes rather than accept an 
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appointment in the granaries and treasury offices. One month later (3 November 

1288), Sangha implemented a control mechanism that was more thorough still. 

Complaining once again that theft and embezzlement were rife in all provinces, he 

suggested that two plenipotentiary officials should effect a general audit in each of six 

regions, Chiang-Huai, Chiang-hsi, Fu-chien, Ssu-ch’uan, Kan-su and An-hsi. To 

carry out their duties, these commissioners should be given a special seal and a 

retinue of soldiers. The names of the twelve officials are known; they must all be 

regarded as protégés of Sangha. They were recruited mostly from the metropolitan 

offices and included the minister of Finance Wang Chii-chi, the associate director of 

political affairs Hindu, the minister of Justice An Yu, as well as several judges and 

censors. No ethnic or religious preferences can be detected in their selection: of the 

twelve, six were Chinese, whereas the names of the others are Muslim, Mongol or 

Turkic. 

Sangha’s attempt to improve grain transport on inland waterways occurred in 

early winter 1288. In his memorial on the subject, he had noted that the section of the 

canal between An-shan and Lin-ch’ing in Shantung, measuring 265 Ji (i.e. over 130 

km), was badly silted. It would take 3 million labor units costing 30,000 ting of 

paper money, in addition to 40,000 shih of rice and 50,000 of salt, to reopen it for 

barge traffic. Sangha proposed to impose the status of commoners on the 13,000 

families employed in land transport, thus making them liable to the payment of taxes. 

Their taxes were expected to yield 28,000 ting plus fodder and grain — enough to 

cover the intended expenditure. Supplies of grain should be prepared during winter 

for the dredging of the canal to begin without delay the following spring. All this was 

approved by the emperor. Meanwhile Sangha tried to increase the transport of grain 

by sea. He prescribed that yearly shipments out of Chiang-nan should reach 1 million 

shih. It seems that this was achieved in 1289-1290 when 935,000 shih were shipped, 

of which 919,943 shih reached Ta-tu. A great leap forward occurred the year after 

that: shipments totalled 1,595,000 shih of which 1,513,856 shih were received in the 

capital. 

Sangha sought not only to increase the revenues of the state: he strove also to 

check its expenditures. He once told the emperor that many officials only pretended 

to be poor in their requests for imperial presents, adding that money did not fall from 

the sky or grow out of the earth — but had to be taken from the people. Reckless 

spending would therefore ruin the state. Qubilai agreed and ordered that Sangha 

should in future review all requests for presents and submit for the emperor’s decision 

only those which he considered worthy of favourable attention. Nevertheless, we 

know of cases where Sangha was very much in favour of granting presents. The 

pacification commissioner for dBus-gtsang in Central Tibet, Juan-nu-wang-chu, had 
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once succoured famine-stricken families of the postal stations with grain. Sangha 

applied on his behalf for a gift, as a result of which this Tibetan governor received an 

imperial present of 2,500 liang of silver. 

In 1288 Sangha proposed structural changes in the administration on several 

occasions. In the spring he applied to issue detailed instructions for the proceedings 

of the censorial inspectors : an edict of 5 March 1288 proclaimed the revised 

guidelines. The most important event took place the following winter. The 

Department of Buddhist Affairs had control of the pacification commissioners in 

Tibet, dealing with the military, civil and financial aspects of Tibetan affairs. It 

seemed desirable therefore to raise the status of this office. Sangha applied to change 

its name to Department of Tibetan and Buddhist Affairs and to allow it a silver seal. 

When Qubilai asked who should become the head of the reorganised office, Sangha 

answered, ‘Myself and Toyin.’ Sangha was in fact appointed director of the new 

department, while retaining his current office with the Bureau for Religious Merits. 

He received also the highest civil honorific title of Commander Unequalled in Honour 

(17 December 1288). At the same time he was elevated to the rank of Right 

chancellor in the Presidential Council. Sangha’s answer to Qubilai, when asked who 

should become head of the reorganised Department of Tibetan and Buddhist Affairs, 

is not altogether clear to us. The word toyin means ‘monk’ in Uighur and Mongolian 

so that the answer could mean “myself and the monk,’ that is, the head Lama. But it 

concerned more probably Toyin Sevin¢é, an Uighur who had already been chief 

commissioner of the Bureau for Religious Merits in 1281. 

In the spring of 1288, orders were issued for the construction of an office 

building to house the Presidential Council (8 April 1288). The labour force appointed 

for that purpose comprised 1200 Chinese soldiers of the Imperial Guard, 400 soldiers 

from the newly recruited armies (that is, former Sung servicemen enrolled by the 

Mongols) and 400 men from military colonies. Most of the former Sung troops were 

stationed in southern Manchuria (Liao-yang region) and received orders to proceed to 

the capital. The building was completed on 7 September 1288. 

Sangha’s fame had reached its peak in 1288; so had his political career. It comes 

as nO surprise that many persons tried to attach their fortunes to his and that he 

became the object of much sycophancy. A commoner from Ta-tu by the name of 

Shih Chi applied to the court for permission to erect a stele with an inscription 

praising Sangha’s achievements. When the emperor was informed of this request he 

said that people were free to do so; the gesture would certainly please Sangha. 

Thereupon the Chinese scholar Yen Fu, noted Han-lin academician, was invited to 

compose an appropriate text. The stele was completed one year later and set up in 
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front of the Presidential Council. Yen Fu’s readiness to eulogise Sangha was to cost 

him his post as surveillance commissioner three years later. 

As in previous years, increasing the State’s revenue remained Sangha’s main 

concern in 1289. In the autumn of that year, he submitted a long memorial to the 

emperor expressing concern over rising expenditures. Although tight financial 

control over taxation offices throughout the empire had reduced theft and 

embezzlement, he claimed that there still was a deficit of over one million ting. To 

make good this shortfall, he proposed to raise the charge for one salt licence (required 

for the sale of one yin, or load, of salt) from 30 kuan to one ting (i.e. 50 kuan) and 

to double that for a tea licence from 5 to 10 kuan. Also the contributions from the 

wine and vinegar monopolies should be raised by 100,000 ting in Chiang-nan, and 

by 50,000 fing in the inner (northern) territories. Further income was to accrue from 

the suppression of previous tax exemptions. In 1276 the land tax had been reduced by 

half for households without adult males, the so-called ‘families entitled to public 

assistance’ (hsieh-chi hu). Sangha argued that such households had surely acquired 

adult males by natural growth since then, and should consequently pay full taxes 

henceforward. All those proposals were accepted by the emperor. The yield of the 

commercial tax was increased consequently to 250,000 ting in Chiang-nan and to 

200,000 ting in the metropolitan region. 

Sangha also introduced new rules governing the control of the Council and its 

ministries by the censors. Previously, the clerks of the ministries had carried their 

documents to the building of the Censorate, where the censorial scribes had examined 

them for mistakes or irregularities. Believing that the clerks, particularly those in the 

ministries of Finance and Public Works, were overburdened, Sangha ordered that 

censors should carry out their inspections in future on the premises of the Council and 

its ministries, personally signing each scroll reviewed. The object of this exercise was 

to gain control over the controllers; the Censorate had so far escaped Sangha’s direct 

influence, whereas the new ruling now put the censors in a position of weakness 

which could be exploited. For one thing, they were received discourteously by minor 

employees in the ministries and the Council; some were even beaten for allegedly 

neglecting their duties. 

The management of key personnel came increasingly under Sangha’s influence. 

No appointment or promotion was made without his approval. The emperor 

sanctioned this by ordering that all nomination decrees should first be submitted to 

the Presidential Council. The Ydian History strongly condemns Sangha’s personnel 

management, asserting that everything could be had from him for a_ bribe. 

Punishments and rewards were for sale, and offices could be obtained by purchase. 

An interesting case which shows the degree to which Sangha was able to protect his 
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followers is that of Hsiao I. This man, once a clerk under Sangha, had risen to the 

position of district assistant in the Office of General Administration at Ta-tu. Hsiao 

was accused of having accepted bribes. When the affair became known, Qubilai 

commuted his death sentence and wanted to commit him to a‘government-run gold- 

panning station. But Sangha protested. He said that Hsiao had once carried out a 

very successful audit in the Imperial Treasury and shown a great ability for recovering 

money. He should therefore be dismissed from his present office, given a beating, 

and appointed to the Treasury. Qubilai grudgingly concurred. 

But not all of Sangha’s requests were successful. Towards the end of the year, 

the district assistant of Shao-hsing, Po Hsieh-chii, reported that many members of the 

former Sung imperial clan, Chao, lived in Chiang-nan where they still enjoyed the 

population’s greatest respect. He proposed to have them arrested and transported to 

the capital. Sangha forwarded this report to the emperor with the request that Pai 

should be made a drafting official in the Presidential Council. This was granted, but 

some months later in 1290, the Regional Council of Chiang-Huai opposed the action 

against the Sung imperial clan members on the grounds that it would create additional 

unrest; people in Chiang-nan were already complaining about increased taxation and 

requisition. The operation should therefore be deferred to a later date, a suggestion 

which the emperor accepted. 

Sangha exploited Qubilai’s continuing favour to increase his own status in even 

relatively minor matters. He once told the emperor that, while in Shang-tu, he had 

inspected daily all the imperial treasures and store-houses. This year he asked 

permission to use a small carriage for his tours of inspection. Qubilai agreed, 

although that was a prerogative of the emperor. Meanwhile the stele praising 

Sangha’s virtues had been set up in front of the Presidential Council, but some of 

Sangha’s followers apparently thought that this was not enough. The younger brother 

of one of Sangha’s wives, Pa-chi (or Pa-chi-yu) was pacification commissioner in the 

district of Yen-nan. He persuaded some people to erect similar steles in the counties 

of his district, and asked the local director of Confucian studies Chang Yen (1229-90) 

to compose a suitable text. But Chang refused and resigned his office. His strength 

of character was praised by other scholars. 

It took some courage for opponents of Sangha to voice their complaints openly. 

One who did was the famous scholar Ch’eng Chii-fu, an academician of the Chi-hsien 

Academy. In 1289 he submitted a memorial pointing out the reasons for the growing 

unrest in the empire. He accused the Presidential Council of exploiting the people, 

and said that all appointees of the Council were greedy and self-seeking. Ch’eng 

called for a purge of the Presidential Council in the capital and for a curb on the 

powers of the Regional Council. Officials obsessed with material profit should be 



573 

dismissed. Sangha’s rage when he heard of this may be imagined : he applied six 

times to have Ch’eng executed, but Qubilai did not give in. 

Sangha’s principal opponent was probably Tung Wen-yung (q.v.). A vice-censor, 

Tung had the courage to confront Sangha openly. He ignored the suggestion made 

through an intermediary that he should praise Sangha in the emperor’s presence, and 

also refused to arrange a huge banquet for Sangha in the latter’s office. Tung actually 

told Sangha that the unrest among the population was a consequence of harsh laws 

and excessive taxation: the chancellor should wholeheartedly support the censors’ 

efforts to abolish abuses, rather than constantly oppose the Censorate. Without the 

Censorate, Tung continued, the people would have no one to hear their complaints, 

which must endanger the very essence of government. Sangha retaliated by 

calumniating Tung Wen-yung, whom he denounced to the emperor as the only man at 

court to be obstreperous in his opposition to the Presidential Council, and thereby 

deserving of severe punishment. Qubilai replied that it was no crime for a censor to 

do his job. 

It became obvious the following year that the ruthless fiscal policies of Sangha 

did foment discontent among the masses and the local officials. Millions of ting had 

been recovered in arrears and fines but still that was not enough. According to the 

biography of Chao Meng-fu, many families went bankrupt; people were imprisoned, 

while others fled to the mountains. Chao was a good friend of the Uighur Argun Salt 

to whom he once remarked in confidence that the campaigns of financial inquisition 

should cease and that the best policy would be to proclaim an amnesty, to remit taxes 

and to stop soldiers from pursuing absconding people. Only thus could the sufferings 

of the people be alleviated. Chao even went so far as to say that the earthquakes from 

which the country had recently suffered were a sign from Heaven that government 

was not in order. The worst had occurred on 20 September 1290 in Wu-p’ing district 

(north of Peking) where over 7,000 people had perished and 480 public buildings had 

been damaged. Following his conversation with Chao Meng-fu, Argun Sali submitted 

a memorial to the throne in which he repeated Chao Meng-fu’s argument. A decree 

was drafted accordingly, which Chao Meng-fu was ordered to read in the presence of 

the senior officials of the Council, Sangha among them. When Chao reached the 

passage on remittance of taxes and labor services, Sangha protested furiously, 

claiming that this would be contrary to the emperor’s will. Chao rejoined that seeking 

to recover taxes by means of exactions would be futile. By now, defaulters had died 

or fled; and where should future taxes come from? He concluded that a refusal to 

remit taxation now would mean the loss to the Council of millions in future revenue. 

Sangha gave in; the edict was proclaimed; and ‘for the first time, the people had a 

hope for recovery and rest.’ The text does not make clear which edict on tax 
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remittance is meant here. The annals of the Yiian History record many remittances 

for regions which had suffered from catastrophes and floods in 1289. 

As usual, Sangha was busy in 1290 hunting for fresh sources of revenue. In 

summer he established a Silver Superintendency to handle thé silver from the mines 

in Yiin-nan, of which government inspectors had obtained 4,048 liang. Two months 

later, Sangha instructed the general administrator of Ch’ing-ytian district (Ning-po, 

Chekiang), Mao Wen-pao, to requisition the gold and silver which people had 

retained from the time of the Sung. Both measures are consistent with Sangha’s 

general policy regarding the Stabilisation Treasuries. The first of those offices had 

been established in 1263 at Yen-ching (Peking) to serve as a sort of reserve bank 

holding the counterpart in gold and silver of the government’s issue of paper money. 

Sangha prescribed in 1290 that each district should maintain its own reserves of gold, 

silver and paper money. 

Sangha was also responsible for increasing the number of registered tax-payers. 

In January 1291 the vice-minister of War Chin Jung had been delegated to inspect and 

register the military families in the three regions of An-hsi, Feng-hsiang and Yen-an 

(in Shensi). The original records had listed 4,000 families, in addition to which a 

further 33,280 adult males were now found to reside in the regions. The Department 

of Military Affairs wanted to register all the latter as military personnel but Sangha 

objected and the emperor followed his advice. The point was, of course, that the 

military families in the north enjoyed certain tax exemptions, whereas common 

households were liable to full taxation. 

Sangha’s name is linked with a minor change in the conditions of public 

employment. It had been the rule that metropolitan and provincial officials who had 

failed to take up their position, or who had not undergone an efficiency review within 

five years of their appointment, should be dismissed and become ineligible for further 

government employment. Sangha proposed that, barring some major impediment, 

such men should not be excluded for ever from holding official posts; the emperor 

agreed. 

Records for 1290 show two more cases of officials being persecuted by Sangha. 

One concerns the Uighur Tére who had repeatedly opposed Sangha’s schemes. He 

was unjustly charged, dismissed and killed for alleged crimes. The other, more 

fortunate victim was Wang Kou (1245-1310), a secretarial censor who had been 

delegated with Buqumu, Sangha’s arch-enemy, to audit the taxes levied in the district 

of Yen-nan and to supervise the recovery of arrears. Wang exceeded the deadline set 

for the job, but assured Buqumu, who was his senior, that he, Wang, would assume 

full responsibility for the delay in the event that they should be taken to task. Wang 

was indeed punished; he was pardoned only after Sangha’s death. 
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This came soon after. The annals of the Yiian History record laconically on the 

day jen-hsii of the first month of the 28th year of Chih-yiian (23 February 1291) : 

“The official Sangha of the Presidential Council was dismissed because of crimes.’ 

An order to that effect from Qubilai, who was at that time hunting in the imperial 

reserve of Liu-lin near Peking, was issued after a small group of three court officials 

had impeached Sangha for abuse of power and corruption. One of Sangha’s accusers 

was Cerig (1260-1306), a Mongol noble from the Eljigitei clan. He had previously 

tried to impeach Sangha when he was vice-censor but met with no success. The 

second accuser was Yeh-li-shen-pan (“Iri8enbal) of whom nothing else is known. 

The name — if it is written correctly — sounds Tibetan (? Irinjinbal, tib. Rin-chen- 

dpal). The third was Esen Temiir. He may be the man of that name who was made 

associate director of political affairs of the Secretarial Council in 1297; the name, 

however, is common in the 13th and 14th centuries. After these three had submitted 

their memorial, the emperor summoned Buqumu who was then director of political 

affairs of the Secretarial Council. Buqumu confirmed the charges against Sangha 

whom he held responsible for the widespread unrest in the provinces, and urged for 

the immediate execution of the accused. During the following weeks, many other 

officials joined the chorus against Sangha. Some had tried to impeach him 

previously. It seems that the growing number of Sangha’s accusers impressed the 

emperor. Among them we find the chief censor Urliig, that is, Us Temiir, whose 

alternative name was Urliig Noyan; the governor of Shang-tu Ho Bayan; the associate 

censor Tu Ssu-ching (1235-1320); and even a subordinate of Sangha in the 

Presidential Council, the director of political affairs Yestider. Some of the charges 

preferred against Sangha were of a general nature such as bribery and corruption, but 

in some cases reference is made to specific crimes. Sangha was charged with having 

exempted rich people in Ta-tu from taxation, with having used government artisans 

for private purposes, and — which certainly would not have endeared him to the 

Censorate — with having on several occasions flogged censors for alleged neglect of 

duties. 

The accusations against Sangha were strong enough for the emperor to deal with 

them forthwith. While at Ta-k’ou, a stage between Shang-tu and Ta-tu, he summoned 

the leading officials of the Censorate and the two Councils to a conference on 

Sangha’s case. This was 16 March 1291. Sangha was given a chance to defend 

himself before the assembly. But Qubilai became more and more outraged as one 

official after another rose to denounce Sangha. He even blamed the censors for not 

having impeached Sangha long ago. As an immediate outcome of this conference, an 

inventory was taken of Sangha’s property (26 March). Sangha’s arrest was decreed on 

12 June 1291. He was imprisoned in the Tso-i men building and put in fetters. As an 
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additional disgrace, the imperial physician Qurqosun was ordered to spit in Sangha’s 

face : he refused. The emperor was impressed by Qurqosun’s character and even 

rewarded him with a white jade belt. Qurqosun’s real name was Hsii Chiin-fu. He 

was a close friend of chancellor An-t’ung and had always been an opponent of 

Sangha. Sangha was executed on 17 August 1291. A detail concerning his execution 

is mentioned in the gloss of a poem written by Wang Yiin some weeks earlier (23 

July). This gloss says that when the chief steward Tiire was put to death, wild cats 

were made to bite and claw his flesh. Now, so Wang Yiin wants to make us believe, 

Sangha asked of his own accord to die like Tiire. Could this be an indication of last- 

minute repentance, or, perhaps, an expression of the Buddhist precept of self- 

immolation by giving his body to wild animals? 

The execution of Sangha led as a matter of course to the downfall of most of his 

followers and relatives. The first of his cronies to go was the resident commissioner 

of Yang-chou (9 March). On 1 April, Sangha’s brother-in-law Pa-chi was executed 

for having made illicit profits. The stele praising Sangha’s merits was destroyed on 

the same day. Its author, Yen Fu, lost his post of surveillance commissioner in the 

district of Che-hsi. A formal request to dismiss from office all protégés and relatives 

of Sangha was made by Ts’ui Yii and Majd al-Din on 5 June; it was approved by the 

emperor. A prominent member of Sangha’s group was YaSmit, the director of 

political affairs in Hu-Kuang. He was accused of dozens of infringements. His 

property was found to include 4,000 liang of gold. He had held his office in Hu- 

Kuang since 1284 where he is said to have been a rapacious and oppressive official. 

He also harassed subordinates who opposed him, such as Wu-ku-sun Tse, a district 

assistant in Yung-chou whom YaSmit imprisoned and who was released only after 

Sangha’s fall. YaSmit was also accused of a grave breach of etiquette. On New 

Year’s Day, the officials of the Regional Council used to gather at the office building 

to wish the emperor good luck in the coming year. YaSmit, however, summoned his 

subordinates to his private residence first, and only after he had received their 

congratulations did he repair to the office and perform his ceremonial duties to the 

emperor. The order for his execution was given on 12 June 1291. 

A younger brother of Sangha had been pacification commissioner in Kung-ch’ang 

(Kansu), an office created expressly for him. Fearing punishment after Sangha’s fall, 

he committed suicide. His name is given in the Yiian History as Ta-ma-la-ta-ssu, 

which is perhaps a garbled version of a Buddhist name corresponding to Sanskrit 

Dharmadasa, ‘Servant of the Dharma.’ 

Yeh Li, who had been a close associate of Sangha during the currency reform of 

1287, managed to escape persecution. After Sangha’s fall he asked leave to return to 

his home in the south on grounds of ill-health. Thereupon the superintendent of 
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studies in Yang-chou, Li Kan, wrote a letter to the emperor denouncing Yeh Li in the 

strongest possible terms and asking for his execution. Qubilai flew into a rage and 

said that Yeh Li had always been an upright and honest servant of the state. He even 

proposed to promote him to director of political affairs in the reorganised Secretarial 

Council, but Yeh Li declined this offer and died soon afterwards (second month of 

1292). He was dead when Li K’an arrived in the capital on the emperor’s summons. 

Although Qubilai had not approved of Li K’an’s attack on Yeh Li, he nevertheless 

praised him for his upright and brave words, and made him director of studies in 

Chiang-yin district. 

On 13 December 1291, the censors impeached more members of Sangha’s 

faction, including Sihab al-Din, Nasr al-Din Melik, ‘Umar, Wang Chii-chi and others, 

whom they accused of having oppressed the people in Chiang-nan. A formal request 

for their prosecution was made on 8 March 1292 by the chief censor Us Temiir. On 3 

April, Nasr al-Din was executed for having stolen from the people over 130,000 ting 

of paper money; so was Hindu, a former colleague of Yeh Li as assistant of the Right, 

for having caused the death of 520 persons during his tenure as controller of finances. 

Wang Chii-chi was also executed, although a charge of illicit gains could not be 

substantiated. Altogether thirteen cases of illicit gains were proved against members 

of Sangha’s faction. 

Other literati besides Yen Fu found themselves in trouble for having sung the 

praise of Sangha while he was in power. The emperor was inclined not to forgive 

those Han-lin scholars who had joined Yen Fu in his adulation. But he baulked in the 

summer of 1292 when some officials in the Secretarial Council wished to have a 

certain Feng Tzu-chen punished. Although Feng had himself written poems in praise 

of Sangha, he denounced other academicians for having supported him when the tide 

turned. Qubilai, who apparently took a very realistic view of the intellectuals of 

Feng’s calibre, said, ‘If it should be a crime to have praised Sangha, what about all the 

other court officials who did the same?’ and added that he himself had previously held 

Sangha in high regard. It seems generally that the urge to punish former associates of 

Sangha tended to abate somewhat over the years. Sun Min-hsien, one of Sangha’s and 

Yasmit’s followers who, as co-director of affairs of the governor’s office in Shang-tu, 

had accepted bribes and reduced the courtiers’ allowance, saved his life but had his 

family property confiscated and his wife enslaved (4 December 1293). 

Things were different for the Buddhist monk Yang Rin-chen-skyabs and his 

associates. After the fall of Sangha, he was accused of having made illicit gains. It 

took the authorities some time before the inventory of his property was completed. 

His profits were estimated at 116,200 ting of paper money and 23,000 mou of 

paddy-fields; he had also acquired 1,700 Jiang of gold, 6,800 liang of silver, and 
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many more precious objects. Yang was furthermore accused of having desecrated 

101 tombs and caused the death of four innocent people. Nevertheless, it does not 

seem that he was executed like other followers or protégés of Sangha, but the fiscal 

consequences of Yang’s rule over the Buddhist clergy in Chiang-nan continued to 

occupy the attention of the government for many years. Yang had listed many 

previously free peasants as tenants of monasteries. In 1292 it was ordered that fields 

and tenants that had been attached to the residences of monks and nuns be returned to 

their original owners and landlords. But as late as 1299 the number of households 

abusively designated as monastery tenants was still estimated at 500,000. The 

Secretarial Council requested that this should be made good. The emperor agreed. 

The office of supervisor of the Buddhist Religion in Chiang-nan was abolished that 

same year. The transfer of peasant families from the status of tenants to that of free 

farmers was, of course, important for the economy of the state; as tenants, the farmers 

were usually exempt from taxes. In fact registration as monastery tenant might have 

been welcome for that reason to many peasants in southern China. 

Following the dismissal and execution of Sangha, action was taken to reorganise 

metropolitan and other offices, and to review some of the measures introduced by 

him. On 14 June 1291, the Presidential Council was dissolved and reintegrated into 

the Secretarial Council. The former Right chancellor of the Presidential Council Oljei 

was made Right chancellor in the Secretarial Council; Majd al-Din and Buqumu 

became directors of political affairs; other officials like Ho Jung-tsu, Ho Sheng, Kao 

Chu and Ma Shao, were also transferred to the Secretarial Council. Three days later, 

the Council reported that Sangha and his associates had accepted payments for 

services, monopoly goods and taxes only in Chih-yiian money, to the exclusion of 

Chung-t’ung currency. The latter was now declared legal tender, the continuing 

circulation of which was formally sanctioned. In January of 1292 a minor financial 

reorganisation took place. In Sangha’s time the fines imposed for illicit profits had all 

been channelled to the Regional Presidential Councils, Pacification Bureaux and 

General Administrations. From 1292 on, these monies were to go to the Censorate, as 

they had done before Sangha came to power. The sums involved were very large; 

they amounted to 170,000 ting in 1288. Further, the classification of soldiers as 

civilian tax-payers which Sangha had arranged in 1290 was abolished. On application 

from the Department of Military Affairs, 3,000 persons were re-enlisted as military 

colonists and garrisoned in the Liu-p’an Mountains, a strategic area in western Shensi. 

One of the constant complaints of many officials in Ahmad’s and Sangha’s time had 

concerned the haphazard appointment of functionaries. To remedy this, new and 

stricter rules were proclaimed for promotion and demotion (15 March 1295) in the 

reign of Temiir, Qubilai’s successor. 
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In some cases the wrongs committed by Sangha and his followers could not be 

remedied because the victims were already dead. But in others some restitution to 

family members was possible. A certain Chou Tsu had been a regional censorial 

inspector and as such had impeached the Regional Presidential Council’s officials. 

Sangha accused him of imaginary crimes so that Chou was eventually banished to 

Central Asia. His wife and children were seized by the government, but returned to 

him after Sangha’s fall. Another case concerned the family of Liu Ping-chung (q.v.), 

the famous Chinese adviser of Qubilai. Liu had died without a son, and Sangha had 

appropriated his land. Liu’s widow said that Liu had reared his nephew Liu Lan- 

chang like a son and wished to make him his heir. It was resolved to give back 100 

ch’ ing of land to the Liu family. In 1292 also the confiscated properties of Yang Chii- 

k’uan and Kuo Yu were restored to their original owners. 

The general attitude of the Chinese authors towards Sangha is overwhelmingly 

negative. We find a summary of this attitude, which is also shared by later Chinese 

historiographers, in a 1304 document issuing jointly from the Secretarial Council and 

the Censorate : Sangha (and Ahmad who is expressly included) was careless in 

appointing officials and in conferring rank, but took great care of his personal 

interests; he created superfluous offices and ignored the principles of proper selection. 

The evil and wicked came to power, the greedy and oppressive ruled the people. 

Sangha is also mentioned in Raid al-Din’s work, but not in as much detail as 

Ahmad. He is said to have been ‘vizier’ after Ahmad for seven years, but nothing is 

reported about his affiliations with the Buddhist clergy or his origins, except that he is 

called an Uighur. According to the Persian historian, Sangha was instrumental in 

repealing the legislation which forbade Muslims to practise ritual slaughter (for this 

see also the biography of Ahmad). Raid says that a group of Muslim officials bribed 

Sangha to obtain an imperial decree to that effect. They also pointed out that the 

current legislation prevented Muslim merchants from coming to China, importing 

precious goods and paying commercial tax. Some of the Muslims mentioned by 

Ra&id figure also in Chinese sources, e.g. Nasr al-Din Melik, Hindu, “Umar and Sadi 

(the Sha-ti of the Yiian History, who was eventually dismissed for theft and bribery 

from his post as general administrator of Ta-tu in 1297). Sangha’s fall is attributed by 

Ra’id al-Din to a quarrel over jewelry. On being asked for pearls by the emperor, 

Sangha replied that he had none, but a Muslim courtier denounced him for having 

hidden treasures in his house. The Muslim was sent to Sangha’s residence, and indeed 

many jewels and pearls were found there. Qubilai reprimanded Sangha for keeping 

valuables for himself and giving only coarse fabrics to his ruler. Sangha replied 

insolently: the emperor flew into a rage, had him seized, had his mouth filled with 

filth and finally put him to death with others of the ‘Tazik emirs.’ But ‘Umar and Sadi 
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were spared because Prince Ajigi, who was a descendant of Ca’adai, interceded on 

their behalf, The emperor then replaced Sangha by Oljei. 

This story agrees only in part with the Chinese sources. The repeal of the anti- 

Muslim legislation is not corroborated by the Yiian History, nor are bribes to Sangha 

mentioned in this context; and the reasons for the execution of Wang Chii-chi, Nasr 

al-Din and Hindu are given by the Chinese sources in very general terms only. The 

main charge against them was their association with Sangha, a fact which is evident 

from both the Persian historian and the Chinese authors. It should be added that Nasr 

al-Din, if he is the man of the same name who rates a biography in ch. 173 of the 

Yiian History, was posthumously rehabilitated; his descendants continued to serve the 

Mongols in high positions. 

The Tibetan sources give yet another picture of Sangha. They describe in some 

detail the exploits of his military expedition in Tibet (1280-81) and the distribution of 

Mongol garrisons over central Tibet and the Tibetan borders. Sangha also 

reorganised the courier service in Tibet and introduced a system whereby the cost of 

the postal services was not shouldered exclusively by the Tibetan population. 

Sangha’s Tibetan biographer praises him therefore as a benefactor of the people. 

Another episode mentioned in this text is difficult to interpret. It concerns perhaps 

the introduction of regular salaries and stipends for Chinese officials, and may be 

regarded as an imprecise reference to two imperial decrees of 1285 and 1286 which 

systematised the remuneration of officials and increased salaries in general. The 

Tibetan sources remark at this point that Sangha considered his actions in the matter 

of religious affairs, of the postal service and of almsgiving as a service to his Lama 

for the good of the people. The end of Sangha, who was ‘wise and wealthy,’ is 

explained in a way that differs markedly from the Chinese accounts. Although the 

report is rather garbled, it alludes to a controversy between Urliig (Us Temiir) and 

Sangha originating apparently in the discontent of officers of the Imperial Guard 

whose pay Sangha was said to have withheld. Sangha was ‘accused because of his 

property’ so that the emperor in the end turned against him. He charged Sangha with 

breaches of etiquette in three cases: Sangha had sat on a seat reserved for the emperor 

while travelling from Shang-tu to Ta-tu; he had eaten fruit from a box sent to the 

emperor; and he had worn a robe more sumptuous than the emperor’s. The Tibetan 

source also says that after Sangha’s execution the emperor repented and had Sangha’s 

accusers punished. Thus, the Tibetan sources picture Sangha as a wise and good 

minister who eventually fell victim to jealousy and slander. 

It is difficult to reconcile this view with the Chinese accounts, even if we admit 

that these are heavily biassed against Sangha: on the one hand a wise and good 

minister, on the other a treacherous villain. It is perhaps not idle speculation to 
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consider how the Chinese intellectuals who wrote history would have viewed Sangha 

in the light of his financial and political achievements alone, had he been born into a 

family of Chinese literati instead of an obscure Tibeto-Uighur clan, and if he had 

quoted Confucius rather than declaring himself a Buddhist believer. The Chinese 

sources concede, however grudgingly, that Sangha was highly intelligent, hard- 

working, and a good organiser. All in all the currency reform which he introduced 

was a success. The state economy survived his activities and the Chih-yiian money 

remained in circulation almost up to the end of the dynasty. Temiir, Qubilai’s 

successor who as heir-apparent must have had the opportunity to observe Sangha in 

action, once complained that the work of the Secretarial Council was sluggish and 

that orders were not obeyed promptly. He accused his ministers of laziness and added 

that Sangha might have been an evil and wicked person, but that his subordinates 

respected his authority and that, under him, government affairs were dealt with 

expeditiously. This was not too long after Sangha’s death (14 November 1294), and 

the memory of his rule must still have been vivid at court. 

Who were Sangha’s followers, who supported him, and who were his chief 

opponents? This cannot be answered in simple terms of nationality or religion. 

Certainly the personal favors and the confidence of Qubilai were the deciding factors 

in Sangha’s rise to the highest offices. So far as we know, Sangha himself did not 

favour Tibetans or Tanguts as such outside of his role as protector and supervisor of 

the Buddhist clergy. It is true that many of his appointees in the provinces were 

Muslims, but it would be difficult to prove that Sangha’s followers included a greater 

proportion of Muslims than that prevailing at the time among officials throughout the 

empire. And he certainly was not anti-Chinese per se. Many presumed members of 

‘Sangha’s gang’ bear Chinese names; in fact, Sangha might be suspected of 

entertaining a slight preference for southerners: his closest associate in currency 

matters was Yeh Li, a former Sung official. One thing is perfectly clear, however; 

hardly any Mongols belonged to his faction. But this could be expected because 

Mongol aristocrats would not as a rule be either competent or even interested in 

financial affairs. On the other hand, Sangha’s main opponents included several high- 

ranking Mongols such as An-t’ung, Us Temiir and the Qangli Turk Buqumu. They 

might have seen Sangha as a threat to their established power. Equally hostile as a 

group were those Chinese intellectuals who had been advisers to Qubilai for a long 

time. Tung Wen-yung was one of them. Their antagonism might have resulted from 

Sangha’s disregard for the accepted criteria of personnel recruitment, for Sangha 

seems indeed to have appointed chiefly men who could be relied upon to act as 

ruthless tax collectors, rather than bureaucrats in the scholar-official’s tradition. 
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It is not surprising then that those intellectuals’ opinion of Sangha should have 

found such wide expression, in addition to the Yiian History and its primary sources. 

In Chinese literature the names of Ahmad and Sangha have become bywords for 

exploitation and greed. We do not know how many Chinese rejoiced in Sangha’s 

elimination, nor whether the masses of the population were better off after 1291. But 

it cannot be denied that discontent must have been rife until then, particularly among 

educated Chinese. A curious episode which shows how popular superstitions began 

to grow around Sangha is reported in a 14th century document. When the art of 

glyphomancy, making predictions based on the structure of written characters, was 

applied to Sangha’s personal name, the character sang was found to yield the 

numerical value of 48; in the case of the alternative character hsiang, the value was 

the same. At first nobody knew how to interpret this result : did it refer to Sangha’s 

age or to his time in office? All became clear when he was dismissed in the first 

month of 1291, 48 months exactly after the establishment of the Presidential Council. 

Another anecdote refers to the year 1290 when a stele praising the virtues of Sangha 

and Sihab al-Din was erected in Hang-chou. It was to be a huge affair and a 

correspondingly big stone was needed for its foundation. A man who wished to 

ingratiate himself suggested that a stone from the site of the tomb of Yang Ts’un- 

chung (1102-66), a famous Sung official, should be used, and thousands of labour- 

conscripts toiled to haul the block to its new site. When the work was finished, a 

stove in the Council building began to emit strange noises during the night, which 

ceased only at dawn. Owls hooted in the rafters, and tigers entered the town. All this 

was regarded as an omen of Sangha’s imminent fall. 

In the final analysis, history must probably return an open verdict on Sangha. 

Both his efficiency and his ruthlessness reflect the circumstances that prevailed in the 

ethnically heterogeneous government of Qubilai’s time — when ability to produce 

revenue far outweighed respect for ethical standards and traditional rules of official 

behaviour. 
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MILITARY LEADERS 

34. BAYAN (1237-1295) 

The conquest of the Southern Sung by the Yiian meant not only the annexation of 

the whole of China by an alien regime for the first time in Chinese history, but also 

the re-unification of the Chinese world after more than three centuries of political 

division and military conflicts from the late T’ang times. When the Yiian army 

triumphantly entered Lin-an (present-day Hang-chou) and forced the Sung court to 

surrender in the spring of 1276, this historic conquest had essentially been 

accomplished; what remained to complete it was no more than the mopping up of the 

Sung loyalists in central and south China. Equally important, this historic campaign 

was carried out in less than one and a half years’ time, entailing minimum bloodshed 

and destruction, in sharp contrast to the bloody conquest of the Chin four decades 

earlier. Bayan, better known to the West as Baian Hundred Eyes from the colourful 

account of Marco Polo, was the commander-in-chief of the Ytian army in this 

campaign and the man who made this speedy and peaceful conquest possible. 

Belonging to the Niciigiit Naked’) branch of the Barin tribe, Bayan was from a 

Mongol family which had served Cinggis Qan’s house with great distinction during 

the three previous generations. The family had originally been subjected to Tarqutai 

Kiriltug, a chieftain of the Tayiti’ut tribe and the chief tormentor of Cinggis in his 

adolescence. Bayan’s great-grandfather Sirgii’etii, his grandfather Alaq, and his great- 

uncle Naya, all surrended to Cinggis Qan in 1201 just after he had destroyed the 

Tayiti’ut. All three made significant contributions in the subsequent wars to unify 

Mongolia. Both Alaq and Naya were among the eighty-eight chiliarchs appointed in 

1206 when Cinggis was transforming his newly unified Mongols into a monolithic 

war-machine. According to the Secret History of the Mongols, Naya even enjoyed the 

distinction of being appointed the commander of ‘10,000 of the Center,’ i.e. of the 

main army (according to the Persian historian RaSid al-Din, Naya was made the 

deputy commander-in-chief of Muqali’s Left [= East] Wing, with 3,000 Barin 

tribesmen under his personal command). In the campaigns against Khwarazm, Alaq 

is known to have played an active role in the seizure of Fanakat and Khojend in 1219- 

1220, and been given Khojend as his apanage. 

In view of the imperial favours subsequently enjoyed by his descendants, RaSid 

al-Din’s statement that Alaq was ‘executed for a great crime’ is not convincing. The 
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Chinese sources are perhaps right in saying that Alaq died in Méngke’s campaign 

against the Sung in Szechwan in 1258-1259. Bayan’s father, Se’iigiitei (or K6k6%ii as 

he is called by Ra&id al-Din) accompanied Hiilegii during the conquest of Persia 

which started in 1256, and was subsequently killed in action there. 

Bayan — the name means ‘Rich’ in Mongolian — was born in 1236. Although his 

birthplace is not known, he is said to have been brought up in the Western Region 

(Hsi-yii, i.e. Central Asia and the Middle East) and he accompanied his father on the 

campaigns in Persia. He came to China in 1265 at the age of twenty-eight. 

According to RaSid al-Din, Bayan had originally ‘fallen to the lot and share’ of 

Qubilai Qa’an, i.e. had been allocated to Qubilai’s house as a retainer — at Qubilai’s 

specific request. Bayan’s Chinese biographers, however, maintain that Bayan was 

sent by Hiilegti as an envoy and was subsequently kept by Qubilai in his own service. 

The reason given in the Chinese sources for Qubilai’s retention of him is that Qubilai 

was greatly impressed by his imposing appearance and incisive speech, and became 

convinced that Bayan’s character deserved greater distinction than being the subject of 

a vassal king. Bayan’s illustrious family background and his status as the 

representative of the Il-qan may also have enhanced his stature in Qubilai’s mind at a 

time when the qa’an was still trying to rally as much support as possible from the 

Mongol princes. 

Even though Bayan had previously taken a wife in Persia, Qubilai personally 

arranged his marriage to Besiijin, a Jalayir lady, perhaps to help Bayan re-settle in 

China and to strengthen his loyalty. Since Besiijin was the niece of Qubilai’s own 

principal consort, Cabui (or Cabi), and the younger sister of An-t’ung (1245-93), a 

great-grandson of Muqali (qq.v.) and the Right chancellor in the Secretarial Council 

for many years to come, Bayan became related to the emperor and the powerful 

Mugali house by marrying her. Still a newcomer at Qubilai’s court, Bayan was now 

politically unassailable. 

Indeed, Bayan’s political fortunes progressed rapidly: when a reorganisation of 

the Secretarial Council took place in the fall of 1265, Bayan was appointed Left 

chancellor, while his brother-in-law, An-t’ung, became Right chancellor. Bayan was 

to remain a member of this top administrative body for the next five years — first as 

the Left chancellor and, from 1267 when a general retrenchment of the council took 

place, as the junior assistant of the Right. 

By the time Bayan became a member of the Secretarial Council, Qubilai’s regime 

had already weathered its severest tests and its institutional reforms had nearly been 

completed. It is not known exactly what kind of role Bayan played in running the 

administration. It was the practice early in Qubilai’s reign for the director of political 

affairs to be in actual charge of routine administration, while the chancellors, usually 
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members of noble Mongol families, concerned themselves only with important 

decisions. It was precisely in such matters that Bayan excelled. He is said to have 

been admired by his colleagues as a ‘true prime minister’ for he was able to find 

solutions unhurriedly and concisely to the problems that his colleagues considered the 

most intractable. 

When Bayan was a chief executive in the Secretarial Council, the famous conflict 

between the Chinese scholar-officials and a group of Muslim fiscal experts led by the 

notorious Ahmad (q.v.), had already begun to rage inside and outside the council. 

During this protracted struggle the Chinese scholar-officials depended upon the 

sympathy and support of their non-Chinese colleagues such as Jingim (1243-85), 

Qubilai’s heir apparent and the titular head of the council, An-t’ung and Lien Hsi- 

hsien (qg.v.), an Uighur Confucian statesman. Our sources are silent on Bayan’s 

attitude to the issue. Although himself not ideologically committed, Bayan seems to 

have been much closer to the pro-Confucian faction than to Ahmad in personal 

relationships, if not in political stand. On the one hand, not only was he related to 

Jingim, An-t’ung and Lien Hsi-hsien through marriage, but he apparently also enjoyed 

good working relations with them as well as with Chinese scholar-officials. On the 

other hand, whereas we do not know how Bayan and Ahmad interacted at this stage, 

their relations in later years were certainly not cordial. It is said that Ahmad falsely 

accused Bayan of having appropriated a peach-shaped jade cup from the Sung palace, 

because he felt that Bayan had not handed out enough presents after his triumphant 

return from the Sung conquest in 1276. It is also said that Ahmad accused Bayan of 

having massacred Sung soldiers at Ting-chia chou (in present-day Anhwei); but 

Ahmad failed to get Chiao Te-yii (1220-88), a subordinate of Bayan in the Sung 

campaign and then an associate director of political affairs in the Secretarial Council, 

to testify against Bayan. If those episodes can be taken as evidence that Bayan had 

never got on with Ahmad, Bayan’s departure from the Secretarial Council in 1270 was 

most timely since the power of that agency was to be seriously undermined when the 

Presidential Council was established in the same year with Ahmad as its head. 

Bayan changed in 1270 from being a civilian chief executive to becoming a top 

military administrator and commander, thus realising his main talents. He was 

appointed the associate commissioner of the Department of Military Affairs, a post 

which he was to hold for the next four years. Since the department, as the highest 

military instrumentality in the empire, was only nominally headed by Jingim, Bayan, 

as the associate commissioner, was its effective chief. Bayan apparently acquitted 

himself with expertise in this role. It is said in the P’ing-Sung lu, or Record of the 

Pacification of the Sung, that Bayan was ‘efficient in disposing the troops in the four 

quarters, even when the situation was difficult.’ After the attack against Hsiang-yang 
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and Fan-ch’eng, the Sung strongholds in the Han valley, had begun in 1268 as the 

preliminary step in an all-out offensive against the Sung, Bayan’s functions seem to 

have included developing strategies and mobilizing the human and material resources 

for that onslaught. 

Before Bayan could assert himself in the campaigns against the Sung, however, 

the military situation in Inner Asia called him temporarily away from the south. 

Qaidu (21235-1301), the grandson of Ogédei Qa’an, using Qayaliq as his base, formed 

an alliance with the Ca’adai princes in 1269, openly challenging Qubilai’s legitimacy 

as the overlord of all Mongols. Apparently as a precautionary measure against the 

possible invasion of Mongolia by Qaidu, Qubilai despatched Jingim in the spring of 

1270 on a military tour of inspection to Cinqai (see the biography of Ch’iu Ch’u-chi), 

an important garrison in northwestern Mongolia, with Bayan as his adviser. Before 

their departure the emperor advised his son: ‘Bayan combines in his person the talents 

of a general and of a minister. He is trustworthy in everything.... You must not treat 

him as an ordinary person.’ Jingim showed great deference to Bayan as a result. 

Since Qaidu took no action against Mongolia, the party returned to the capital that 

same winter. 

With the fall of Hsiang-yang at the beginning of 1273, the door to the Yangtze 

valley was opened to the Yiian army. The Yiian court began seriously to consider an 

all-out offensive against the Sung. When Qubilai consulted his Chinese advisers in 

the summer, Yao Shu (g.v.), Hsii Heng (g.v.) and T’u-tan Kung-lii all urged him to 

take prompt action. The final decision was made at the beginning of the following 

year when the field commanders Ariq Qaya (1227-86) and Aju (1234-87) returned to 

court advising the emperor to take advantage of the seizure of Hsiang-yang and the 

decline of the Sung’s military capability. While the exact role played by Bayan in the 

decision to attack the Sung is not known, it is also uncertain how he came to be 

appointed commander-in-chief of the operation. The recommendation of Bayan for 

the post is variously attributed in the Chinese sources to the soldier-statesman Shih 

T’ien-tse (g.v.), the scholar-advisers Yao Shu and Liu Ping-chung (qgq.v.), and the 

court astrologist T’ien Chung-liang (1243-1317). In the meantime, the Tibetan 

chronicle, rGya Bod yig ts‘an, attributes the recommendation to ’P‘ags-pa (q.v.), the 

great lama and Imperial Preceptor, who praised Bayan as ‘hero of heroes’ and prayed 

for the latter’s victory in the campaign. This confusion reflects perhaps the fact that 

Bayan was the unanimous choice of Qubilai’s advisers. In April Qubilai appointed 

Bayan, together with Shih T’ien-tse, Left chancellor of the Ching-Hu Regional 

Secretarial Council, to direct the offensive in the middle Yangtze valley. In the 

meantime, Qadaq was appointed the Left chancellor of the Huai-hsi Regional 

Secretarial Council which would attack from the east. Bayan, however, soon became 
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commander-in-chief of the entire campaign after the Huai-hsi Regional Secretarial 

Council had been reclassified as a Regional Department of Military Affairs in 

September, and after Shih T’ien-tse had relinquished his command in October because 

of sickness. 

The grand strategy to destroy the Sung had been determined before Bayan’s 

appointment as commander-in-chief. From the start, Qubilai had ruled out an attack 

on the Sung heartland directly through the Huai valley, since the Sung defences 

between the Huai and the Yangtze rivers were almost impregnable. M6ngke Qa’an (r. 

1251-59) had attempted to breach them from Szechwan but had become bogged down 

and had indeed perished in that mountainous region. Liu Cheng, former Sung 

commander of Lu-chou, urged Qubilai to seize Hsiang-yang and then sail down the 

Yangtze. This was accepted by Qubilai in 1267. Now with Hsiang-yang in Mongol 

hands, the main force of the Yiian army under Bayan and his deputies Aju and Ariq 

Qaya, the director of political affairs and the assistant of the Left of the Ching-Hu 

Regional Secretarial Council respectively, would set out from Hsiang-yang for E- 

chou on the Yangtze, and then use that river as the route to the Sung heartland. In the 

meantime the forces of the Huai-hsi Regional Department of Military Affairs would 

launch a simultaneous but secondary offensive from the middle Huai valley towards 

Ho-chou and An-ch’ing on the northern bank of the Yangtze. The purpose of that 

operation was two-fold: firstly, to prevent the Sung forces in the Huai area from 

reinforcing the Han region; and secondly to make a way for Bayan’s forces when they 

began to move eastwards from the Han valley. 

Assembling their army at Hsiang-yang, Bayan and Aju set out from that city in 

mid-October to begin the historic sixteen-month campaign. In the first phase, which 

lasted three months, Bayan’s forces marched from Hsiang-yang along three different 

routes. While the main corps, under the personal command of Bayan and Aju, 

advanced along the Han River toward E-chou on the Yangtze, a smaller division of 

10,000 men commanded by Sédii (d. 1284) set out to occupy the Ssu-k’ung Mountain 

by way of Tsao-yang east of Hsiang-yang, in order to cover the left flank of the main 

corps. Another 10,000 troops, under Chai Wen-pin, were to seize Ching-nan 

(present-day Chiang-ling, Hupei) in order to block eventual Sung reinforcements from 

Szechwan. 

The numerical strength of Bayan’s army according to the Persian historian Ra¥id 

al-Din was thirty myriarchies (tiimen) of Mongols and eighty myriarchies of 

Khitayans, i.e. northern Chinese. These numbers are probably exaggerated. The 

figure of ‘200,000 men’ stated in the Chinese biographies of Bayan is more credible. 

Of these 200,000, half were conscripts called up in early 1274 specifically for the 

offensive. In any event, Bayan did not enjoy a numerical advantage over the Sung 
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army, since the Sung government still had 700,000 men at its disposal at the time. 

However Bayan’s lack of superiority in numbers was compensated by the support of 

the Yiian navy. To overcome Sung superiority in naval warfare, Liu Cheng had 

trained a river naval force for the Yiian, comprising 5,000 vessels and 70,000 men, 

which was used effectively in the siege of Hsiang-yang. In early 1274, 800 warships 

were built at Pien-liang for the offensive. Thus contrary to the British military expert 

B.H. Liddel-Hart’s claim that the ‘use of a single arm’, cavalry, was the ‘secret’ of the 

unbroken sweep of Mongolian victories, the forces commanded by Bayan were 

amphibious as well as multi-racial. Mongol cavalry, Chinese infantry and the new 

navy gave Bayan the winning combination to overcome Sung resistance. 

When Bayan took leave of the throne and set out to assume his command in 

August, Qubilai advised him to emulate the general Ts’ao Pin (931-99) who, because 

he refrained from indiscriminate killing, achieved a swift conquest of south China for 

the Sung dynasty in the tenth century. To kill as few people as possible was the 

advice which the Chinese scholar-officials had repeatedly urged upon Qubilai when 

he led a campaign against the Sung in 1258, and it had now become one of the 

directives set for Bayan’s campaign. 

The first stronghold which Bayan’s army encountered was Ying-chou, where the 

Sung had concentrated over 100,000 men and 1,000 warships in anticipation of the 

Yiian advance, under the command of the famous general Chang Shih-chieh (1236- 

79). Not only did the city itself have massive stone walls, but the Sung had built 

another fortress across the river, linking the warships with an iron cable and setting up 

numerous piles in the river to block the passage of the Yiian fleet. Fearful of 

repeating the experience at Hsiang-yang, whose siege had lasted five years, Bayan 

wisely decided to bypass Ying-chou, despite strong opposition from his generals. He 

made the troops portage their boats on split-bamboo ramps and re-enter the Han River 

to the south of Ying-chou. When the Sung forces came out of Ying-chou in pursuit, 

Yiian troops killed more than 500 men: Bayan himself is said to have killed one Sung 

general and captured another. 

After successfully bypassing the strongest Sung fortress on the Han, Bayan’s 

army marched towards the Yangtze with relative ease. After Ytian forces had 

overpowered the Sung resistance at Sha-yang and Hsin-ch’eng in late November, Fu- 

chou (Mien-yang), at the south-west of Han-yang, peacefully surrendered on 

December 13. With this surrender, the route to the Yangtze stood wide open. 

On 22 December, the army reached Ts’ai-tien, west of Han-k’ou, where Bayan 

convened his generals to discuss the crossing of the Yangtze. In the metropolitan area 

of the triple city, Bayan was to have his first real test as campaign commander. The 

Sung not only had the Yangtze River to rely on for its defence, but had also 
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concentrated there a force of 100,000 men. In addition to the local garrisons, Hsia 

Kuei (1197-1279), the military commissioner of Huai-hsi, had rallied with a large 

fleet and occupied various strategic points along the Yangtze. Wang Ta, a campaign 

commander sent by Chao Chin, the military commissioner of the Yangtze, garrisoned 

Yang-lo Fortress, the strategic islet east of the triple city, with 8,000 men. Upstream, 

the vanguard sent by Chu Ssu-sun, the pacification commissioner of Ching-Hu and 

Ssu-ch’uan, held the middle course of the river. 

Bayan originally intended to make his army enter the Yangtze from the Han 

River by way of the Sha-wu River east of Han-k’ou. Hsia Kuei, however, promptly 

occupied the mouth of the Sha-wu River with élite troops. To lure Hsia Kuei’s force 

away, Bayan laid siege to Han-yang, announcing that his army would cross the 

Yangtze at Han-k’ou. As soon as Hsia Kuei moved his troops to strengthen the 

defence of Han-yang, Bayan’s army struck swiftly and on 7 January 1275 successfully 

established a base on the northern bank of the Yangtze at the mouth of the Sha-wu 

River. By the following day, the bulk of Bayan’s army had been concentrated on the 

banks of the Yangtze. 

Bayan’s first target on the Yangtze was the Yang-lo Fortress, a historically 

important crossing point in Huang-kang, east of the Sha-wu River. After an 

unsuccessful assault that lasted three days, Bayan took counsel with Aju and decided 

to launch a surprise attack against the Sung forces upstream. On 11 January he 

ordered Ariq Qaya to resume the assault against the fortress in order to induce Hsia 

Kuei to reinforce its garrison. In the meantime, Bayan dispatched Aju 22 km 

upstream with four myriarchies. It was snowing heavily the night that Aju’s division 

occupied the sandbars in the middle of the river after suffering very heavy losses. 

They then seized Ch’ing-shan-chi on the southern bank of the river by means of 

pontoon bridges. As a result of this surprising manoeuvre, the Sung forces were 

thrown off balance. The following day Bayan personally led his main force in an 

attack on the Yang-lo front. The naval force commanded by Chang Jung-shih and 

Hsieh Ju-chi dealt Hsia Kuei’s fleet a decisive blow. Hsia Kuei escaped to his own 

home base at Lu-chou (Ho-fei) with 300 ships. The resistance of the Sung army at 

Yang-lo collapsed after this naval defeat. During the battle for Yang-lo, the fortress 

commander, Wang Ta, was killed. After the flight of Hsia Kuei and Chu I-sun, who 

had escaped to Chiang-ling, the triple city became isolated. 

While some of his generals urged him to move promptly to seize Ch’i-chou and 

Huang-chou downstream, Bayan accepted Aju’s recommendation to capture the triple 

city first in order to secure the army’s rear. The Sung army had been completely 

demoralised after the fall of Yang-lo: Chang Yen-jan, the prefect of E-chou, Wang I, 

the prefect of Han-yang, and Ch’eng P’eng-fei, a field commander, all surrendered by 
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16 January. Most of the Sung officials who submitted were re-confirmed in their 

former positions not only as a means of maintaining local political stability, but also 

to tempt more Sung officials to switch sides. 

With the triple city now safely in his hands, Bayan divided his army, leaving 

40,000 men with Ariq Qaya to extend and consolidate Yiian control in the Ching-Hu 

region. Bayan himself set out on 25 January with his main force for a new stage of 

the campaign. In this phase, which lasted only two months, Bayan’s army moved 

speedily toward Chien-k’ang (present-day Nanking). Now Bayan effectively used 

turncoat generals and officials to persuade the various Sung cities to submit to his 

advancing army. Lii Wen-huan, the former commander of Hsiang-yang, as well as 

the prefect of Huang-chou and the commander of Chiang-chou, were all called on for 

this purpose. Li was particularly helpful in persuading the Sung commanders to 

surrender since many of them in the cities along the Yangtze had been the 

subordinates of either Wen-huan or his elder brother, Wen-te. As a result, the Sung 

cities in eastern Hupei, Kiangsi and western Anhwei fell to the Yiian like dominoes 

within forty days of Bayan’s departure from E-chou. 

The surrender of Fan Wen-hu (?-1301), the Sung commander at An-ch’ing, was 

particularly significant, for An-ch’ing, a mountain city with a large garrison and 

sufficient provisions, had held up the Yiian troops of the Huai-hsi Regional 

Department of Military Affairs under Ataqai and Tung Wen-ping (q.v.) who had 

swept down from the Huai River in northern Anhwei. With the surrender of An- 

ch’ing, the army under Ataqai and Tung Wen-ping was able to join forces with 

Bayan’s, considerably increasing the latter’s offensive power. 

Despite Bayan’s rapid advance, a major battle was in the offing. Ever since the 

fall of E-chou, public opinion in the Sung capital pressed Chia Ssu-tao (1213-75), the 

powerful prime minister, to confront the invading enemy in person. Chia hurriedly 

assembled a force of about 130,000 men and reached Wu-hu in eastern Anhwei in late 

February. Still unresolved to play his last card, he sent Sung Ching to Bayan to sue 

for a peace settlement, promising to pay annual tributes in exchange for the Yiian’s 

withdrawal and the return of the Sung’s lost cities. Urged by Aju not to accept the 

peace proposal, Bayan requested that the plea for peace be presented by Chia in 

person. Since such terms were unacceptable to Chia, negotiations were promptly 

broken off. 

Never having intended to make peace with the Sung, Bayan pressed forward and 

reached Ting-chia Islet, north-east of T’ung-ling, on 19 March. Here, the main Sung 

force of 70,000 men under the command of Sun Hu-ch’en was positioned on both 

banks of the river which itself was blocked by 2,500 warships commanded by Hsia. 

Facing this formidable defence, Bayan launched cavalry and infantry assaults against 
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the Sung positions on both banks, bombarding them as well as the fleet with catapults. 

The Sung army consisted of Imperial Guardsmen and garrison troops from the rear 

without experience in the field, while the fleet under Hsia Kuei had no will to fight 

after its recent defeat at E-chou. Resistance collapsed at the first push. Chia Ssu-tao, 

Hsia Kuei and Sung Hu-ch’en led the flight. As a result of this rout, many Sung 

soldiers were drowned and over 2,000 vessels together with a large quantity of 

military supplies were captured. 

The victory at Ting-chia Islet was significant for the Yiian, entailing as it did not 

only the destruction of the enemy’s main force but also the downfall of Chia Ssu-tao, 

the strongman in the Sung government, who was banished and killed soon after. As a 

result, the advance of Bayan’s forces was made ever easier. T’ai-p’ing, Wu-wei and 

Ho-chou (Ho-hsien) in eastern Anhwei all surrendered as soon as the Ytian forces 

arrived. More importantly, Hsii Wang-yung, a field commander, surrendered Chien- 

k’ang on 30 March after his superior Chao Chin had fled the city. The fall of this 

administrative centre and strategic position immediately sent a shockwave throughout 

the region south of the lower Yangtze. Several important cities in present-day 

southern Kiangsu and southeastern Anhwei, including Chen-chiang, Wu-hsi, Ning- 

kuo and Kuang-te, surrendered in quick succession. 

With much of the Yangtze delta under Ytian control, the destruction of the Sung 

would seem to have been imminent. But the need for consolidation in the newly 

occupied areas and for reorganising the victorious army, the military demands 

elsewhere in the empire, and the resurgence of Sung resistance as well as the 

advancing season, all contributed to delay the coup de grace for a period of nearly 

eight months. Not long after the seizure of Chien-k’ang, Bayan began to busy himself 

with the tasks of administration. With the approval of the throne, he relocated his 

regional secretarial council to Chien-k’ang in mid-April, renaming it the Chiang-Huai 

Regional Secretarial Council. At the same time the Huai-hsi Regional Department of 

Military Affairs was moved to Chen-chiang to guard the cities on both banks of the 

lower Yangtze. Aju was detached to seize Yang-chou on the northern bank of the 

Yangtze, where the Sung general Li T’ing-chih (d. 1276) offered a gallant defence and 

posed a serious threat to Bayan’s forces. 

Yiian-Sung relations soon took a turn for the worse because of some unexpected 

incidents. Lien Hsi-hsien and Yen Chung-fan, the envoys sent by Qubilai to the Sung 

court, were killed by a local garrison commander on 12 April 1275 when they reached 

Tu-sung Ridge north-west of the Sung capital. Subsequently the Sung court 

dispatched a messenger to disclaim responsibility for the murder and to beg once 

again for the cessation of hostilities. In response, Bayan sent Chang Yii, a counsellor, 
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to demand Sung’s immediate surrender. Unfortunately, Chang Yii was also killed by 

the Sung populace when his party reached P’ing-chiang. 

On 21 May, before he could retaliate, Bayan received an imperial directive 

enjoining him to hold off the attack until the autumn on account of the summer heat in 

the Yangtze valley which was particularly debilitating for the northern Chinese and 

the Mongols. Determined to crush the Sung as quickly as possible, Bayan sent a 

memorial urging the emperor not to let the opportunity slip away. Apparently 

agreeing, the emperor instructed Bayan to decide for himself according to the 

situation in the field. Before Bayan could complete his preparations for the offensive, 

however, the situation in Inner Asia compelled Qubilai to put off the operation and 

summon Bayan to the capital. Qaidu, taking advantage of Qubilai’s preoccupation 

with the conquest of Sung, had mounted an attack against the Yiian garrisons in 

Uighuristan and Mongolia. Faced with this serious challenge, Qubilai needed the 

expert advice of Bayan. 

Before setting out for Shang-tu in mid-June, Bayan appointed the Mongol 

myriarch Alaqan (1233-81) associate director of political affairs to take charge of the 

Regional Secretarial Council during Bayan’s absence. During his stay in Shang-tu, 

Bayan no doubt took part in the deliberations regarding the campaign against Qaidu. 

These led notably to the assignment of An-t’ung to assist Nomuqan (see the biography 

of Muqali), who had been responsible for the operations against Qaidu since 1271. In 

addition, having gained the emperor’s approval of his strategic plan for the final 

conquest of Sung, Bayan must also have succeeded in convincing the emperor that, 

events in Inner Asia notwithstanding, the campaign in the south should receive top 

priority. In August, the emperor issued the general order for Bayan’s army to attack 

the Sung capital directly, while Ariq Qaya was to advance in Hu-nan and Sundudai to 

conquer Chiang-hsi. As a reward for past performance and a spur to further 

achievements, Bayan was promoted to the rank of Right chancellor and Aju to that of 

Left chancellor. In the meantime, the Huai-hsi Regional Department of Military 

Affairs was abolished in order to unify the command of the forces in the lower 

Yangtze valley. 

During Bayan’s three-month absence, the military situation in this region had 

tipped even further in favour of the Yiian. The Ytian army had succeeded in isolating 

the Sung forces at Yang-chou and Lu-chou (in Anhwei). By July Aju had been able 

to inflict a decisive blow on Li T’ing-chih and to besiege the city of Yang-chou. In 

the meantime, the Tangut general Anggir (d. 1295), whom Bayan had assigned to deal 

with the Sung force in Huai-hsi, had turned back an attack by Hsia Kuei, then the 

commander at Lu-chou, and immobilised the latter’s force. As the Sung capital had 

always depended upon the support of the two Huai regions, with the defeat of both Li 
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and Hsia, Bayan no longer needed to worry about threats to his rear when he moved 

his forces towards the Sung capital. 

On the southern bank of the Yangtze, Bayan’s colleagues were able to contain 

renewed activity by the Sung forces. Ever since the fall of Chien-k’ang in March, the 

Sung court had made a desperate effort to rally support from all over the shrinking 

empire and had thus been able to muster a force estimated at 170,000 men. Several 

cities, such as Ch’ang-chou, P’ing-chiang, and Wu-hsi, which had surrendered earlier, 

either resumed their allegiance voluntarily or were re-captured by the Sung forces. 

By early summer, the Sung had spread their area of control to the Yangtze River; they 

concentrated an immense fleet under the command of Chang Shih-chieh and Sun Hu- 

ch’en and occupied Chiao-shan, an islet in the Yangtze north-east of Chen-chiang. 

Yet the Yiian fleet commanded by Aju succeeded in crushing the Sung fleet on 26 

July. It is said that after this defeat the Sung were ‘no longer able to form an army.’ 

Thus Bayan’s deputies had successfully withstood the Sung’s resurgence and opened 

the way for the offensive which he would launch on his return. 

With his plan to eradicate the Sung approved by the throne, Bayan set out from 

Shang-tu for the front in late August. On the way, he contributed further to 

weakening the Sung position on the northern bank of the lower Yangtze. When he 

arrived in Chen-chiang he immediately began to work out the details of the final stage 

of the campaign and to reorganise the command structure. On 27 November he 

divided his army into three corps which would advance simultaneously towards the 

Sung capital by different routes. The right wing, under the command of Alaqan and 

A?urugéi (1232-97), set out from Chien-k’ang and took the route along the western 

bank of Lake T’ai. The left wing, mainly a naval force commanded by Tung Wen- 

ping and Sang’ui (1241-84), sailed from Chiang-yin and approached the Sung capital 

from the sea. Bayan himself commanded the centre with the assistance of Ataqai, and 

advanced along the southernmost section of the Grand Canal. The respective strength 

of these forces as recorded in the P’ing-Sung lu was: over 10,000 on the right, several 

hundreds of thousands on the left, and 10,000 men in the centre. The figure given for 

the left wing is clearly exaggerated, whereas the one given for the centre may be an 

underestimate, although not necessarily so, in view of the fact that the myriarchy of 

the centre was traditionally made up of élite troops chosen for their mobility. 

As the main forces of the Sung had been annihilated and the Sung court lacked 

the will to fight to the last, all three Yiian corps advanced rapidly towards the Sung 

capital with little fighting. The only resistance encountered by Bayan’s centre force 

occurred at Ch’ang-chou. The city, which had massacred the Yiian garrison, doggedly 

resisted the subsequent Yiian attempts to re-capture it. Its defence had been 

strengthened by 3,000 men sent by Wen T’ien-hsiang (1236-83), the military 
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commissioner of Che-hsi and Chiang-tung, and 2,000 men sent by the new chancellor 

Ch’en I-chung (1228-ca.1285). When his corps reached the city on 4 December, 

Bayan tried to persuade the Sung defenders to surrender peacefully. Failing to get 

any positive response, his army stormed the city within two days and massacred the 

populace in punishment for its revolt and resistance — a traditional Mongol practice. 

After overcoming the Sung resistance at Ch’ang-chou, the military phase of the 

conquest was nearly over. For two and a half months thereafter until his triumphant 

entry into Lin-an, Bayan tried to persuade the Sung court to surrender while the 

Mongol army was steadily and speedily encircling the capital. A short while later, 

after the re-capture of Ch’ang-chou, he sent the Sung court a copy of Qubilai’s edict 

demanding complete surrender in exchange for the preservation of the Sung imperial 

family and its ancestral temple. From mid-December 1275 to the end of January 

1276, the Sung court sent out several peace missions, offering progressively more 

submissive terms ranging from a promise to pay an annual tribute to one of honouring 

Qubilai as the uncle of the Sung sovereign. Bayan firmly rejected all those proposals, 

demanding nothing less than total surrender. 

By late January 1276 the Yiian position had been immeasurably reinforced. 

Before Bayan’s centre army had reached Chia-hsing on 20 January, Alaqan’s right 

wing had seized the strategic Tu-sung Ridge and encroached upon the Sung capital 

itself, while Tung Wen-ping’s left wing had embarked for Cha-p’u to the north-east of 

the capital. Facing a hopeless situation, the Sung court, under the direction of 

Empress Dowager Hsieh Tao-ch’ing (1209-84) and Chancellor Ch’en I-chung, 

rejected the advice given by Wen T’ien-hsiang and Chang Shih-chieh to defend the 

capital to the last man. They decided instead, firstly to surrender according to the 

conditions set by the Yiian, and secondly to send the princes Shih (1268-78) and Ping 

(1272-79) to south China where they might ensure the continuity of the imperial 

house. On 26 January, the Sung court sent Liu Chieh, a censor, to present to Bayan 

the draft of a document acknowledging the overlordship of Qubilai. More symbolic 

as an act of surrender, on 4 February at the Kao-t’ing Mountain, about 16 km north of 

Lin-an, Chia Yii-ch’ing, the prefect of Lin-an, presented on behalf of the Sung court 

the dynastic seal as well as a memorial. The memorial indicated the Sung emperor’s 

willingness to give up the imperial title and to submit all his territories to the Yiian. 

By this time, both Alaqan and Tung Wen-ping had already joined forces with Bayan 

at Ch’ang-an chen and Kao-t’ing Mountain respectively. 

On 10 February, when Lin-an was already firmly under his control, Bayan 

triumphantly entered the city accompanied by the full retinue of the commander-in- 

chief of a victorious army and the myriarchs of the Left and Right. But the real 

historic moment came only on 21 February when the young Sung emperor led his 
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civil and military officials to perform the formal act of surrender by making obeisance 

towards the Yiian court in the north. This act symbolised the substitution of Mongol 

for Sung rule, even though the work of pacifying south China still remained to be 

done. 

As soon as the surrender of the Sung court was certain, Bayan began to 

concentrate on the speedy and peaceful takeover of the Sung government and capital. 

He reportedly guaranteed the personal safety and dignity of the imperial family 

members and prohibited the desecration of their mausoleum. To maintain social 

order and stability, he forbade the Yiian troops to enter the city, commit arson, or 

enslave the local populace. He also allowed the Sung style of dress and its monetary 

system to remain unchanged. To ensure a peaceful and complete administrative 

transition, he abolished all the Sung government organs and ordered the registration 

of the local population, the recording of captured grain and treasure, and the 

collection of all patents, seals, regalia, ceremonial, musical and_ sacrificial 

instruments, as well as of the archives, maps, and books of the Sung government. In 

addition, he posted troops at strategic points inside and outside Lin-an and set up a 

Military Command Administration for Liang-Che, with Mangqudai and the turncoat 

Sung general Fan Wen-hu as its heads. Under this office, the Pacification Bureau of 

Chen-tung-hsi was established, with Mai Kuei and Chiao Yu-chih as _ its 

commissioners and Yang Chii-k’uan (1233-87) as deputy commissioner. Yang served 

concurrently as the first prefect of Lin-an. In one and a half months, Bayan had not 

only achieved a bloodless surrender, but also the peaceful takeover of the Sung 

government and capital. “The market places of the nine thoroughfares were not 

moved and the splendours of a whole era remained as of old’ — these were the phrases 

used by the Mongol general when he proudly described the situation in the 

congratulatory memorial which he submitted on 23 February to report the conquest. 

The description is indeed not far from the truth. 

Bayan’s concern was by no means confined to Lin-an alone. He used to good 

effect the surrender of the Sung court and the lenient treatment of Lin-an to speed up 

the surrender of the rest of the Sung empire. He obtained proclamations from the 

Sung emperor and the Empress Dowager personally instructing loyal officials to cease 

their resistance. He also dispatched officials, mostly Sung who had surrendered, to 

persuade other Sung officials everywhere to lay down their arms. By late March, not 

only had most of the Sung officials in Che-tung, Che-hsi and Chiang-tung offered 

their surrender, but Hsia Kuei, who had long held out at Lu-chou (Ho-fei), had also 

capitulated. Bayan’s most important achievement in this regard, however, was his 

success in persuading the Prince of Fu, Chao Yii-jui, the most senior member of the 
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Sung royal family, to make his peace. This event greatly weakened the Sung 

resistance movement. 

The conquest of the Sung had largely been completed by March. What remained 

was a matter of pacification and consolidation. Believing that he needed Bayan more 

urgently to deal with the situation on the northwestern frontiers, Qubilai summoned 

him back on 11 March. Before his departure for the capital, Bayan appointed Alagan 

and Tung Wen-ping to take charge of the Regional Secretarial Council of Chiang- 

Huai and to destroy the Sung partisans in Fukien and Kwangtung. He also named 

Mangqudai, the military commander of Liang-Che, to govern Che-hsi, and Sédii, the 

pacification commissioner, to govern Che-tung. 

On 26 March Bayan left Lin-an, taking with him the deposed Sung emperor, 

imperial clansmen, officials and even the imperial university students > several 

thousand persons altogether. On 14 June the party reached Shang-tu, where Qubilai 

was spending the summer. In his elation, Qubilai honoured Bayan by having him 

report the historic victory to the altars of Heaven and Earth and the Imperial Ancestral 

Temple, bestowing upon him twenty sets of jisiin or ‘garments of a single colour,’ a 

great honour in the Mongol tradition, and re-appointing him associate commissioner 

of the Department of Military Affairs. When the emperor commended him for his 

achievement, Bayan responded with characteristic modesty, attributing his success to 

the emperor’s plans and Aju’s efforts. 

Bayan had been resting for only half a year when he went on campaign in 

Mongolia. The situation there had taken an unexpected turn in the summer of 1276, 

when Siregi, son of Méngke Qa’an, and Tuq Temiir, son of Ségédii and grandson of 

Tolui, both of whom had followed Nomugqan in the campaign against Qaidu, suddenly 

mutinied. Abducting both Nomugan and An-t’ung they chose to side with Qaidu 

against the Yiian, and seizing the Yenisei area they used it as a base to storm Qara 

Qorum. To make the situation worse, their revolt was supported by Jirwadai, younger 

brother of Oloéin, the chieftain of the Onggirat tribe, who seized Ying-ch’ang (165 

km north of Shang-tu), and by Hoqu, son of Giiyiik Qa’an, in the Liu-p’an Mountains 

in Kansu. Facing the dreadful prospect of the collapse of the defence system outside 

the Great Wall and in north-west China, Qubilai was compelled to pull back a large 

number of the Chinese as well as the Mongol forces from the newly conquered Sung 

territories to fight the rebellious Mongol princes. Bayan was the natural choice for 

the post of commander-in-chief of this operation. After Prince Bai Temiir and the 

Qiptaq general Tuq Tuga (1237-97) had destroyed Jirwadai’s forces, Bayan’s army 

encountered Siregi and Tuq Temiir on the Orkhon River. The two armies faced each 

other from opposite banks. Having noticed the enemy’s relaxed vigilance, Bayan split 

his army into two divisions which he pushed across the river. Caught by surprise, 
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Siregi and Tug Temiir were both put to flight. While Siregi withdrew to the Irtysh 

River, Tug Temiir fled to Kirghiz territory. As a result of this victory, the old capital 

Qara Qorum was recovered. Subsequently, the rebel party was further weakened by 

internal discord over the question of leadership. As a result, Tuq Temiir was killed by 

Siregi, while Siregi himself was captured by his former allies and sent to Qubilai. 

The rest of the rebel princes surrendered to Qubilai in 1283. The degree of Bayan’s 

involvement in the subsequent Yiian actions against these rebel princes remains 

unknown, however. 

After making Mongolia secure once again for Qubilai, Bayan returned to the 

capital. As the associate commissioner of the Department of Military Affairs, he was 

responsible for the military operations and administration of the empire. During his 

years as the associate commissioner, the Yiian armies were very active in all 

directions. In this period, the Mongols completed the destruction of the Sung 

remnants (1279) and invaded Burma (1278), Japan (1281), Champa (1282-84) and 

Annam (1284-85). Even though he did not take part personally in any of those 

campaigns, Bayan must have played an important role in their planning and 

execution. However, his activities during the next several years, as described in our 

sources, only include his recommendations in 1283 that the former Sung soldiers be 

used alongside the Mongol troops in the campaign against Burma and that 83,600 

men of the former Sung forces be reorganised and incorporated into the Yiian army. 

He also recommended in 1284 that 1,000 Korean troops be used to replace the 400- 

strong garrison on Tamna Island off the Korean coast. 

More significant was his proposal to ship grain by sea from the grain-rich lower 

Yangtze valley to the metropolitan region. Before this time, grain travelled mainly by 

canals and coastal routes, which proved to be either time-consuming or dangerous. 

Recalling the earlier success of Chu Ch’ing (1237-1303) and Chang Hsiian (?-1303), 

commissioned by him six years earlier to transport the Sung archives and treasures to 

Ta-tu by maritime routes, Bayan suggested that Chu and Chang be ordered to 

construct sixty flat-bottomed, ocean-going vessels to transport 46,000 shih of grain 

from the mouth of the Yangtze to Chih-ku near the capital. There were some delays 

due to technical problems and unfavourable winds, so it took the flotilla half a year to 

reach its destination. Although the government was not impressed by the attempt, the 

system of shipping grain by sea was adopted nevertheless. When traffic on the sea 

route peaked in the 1320s, more than 3,000,000 shih of grain were transported each 

year and the Yiian government depended heavily on it to support its huge bureaucracy 

and army in the metropolitan region. 

Even though Qubilai could have also used Bayan in the capital, the emperor 

needed him still more urgently to deal with the fluid situation in the north and north- 
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west. Despite the suppression by the Yiian of their allies in Mongolia, the forces of 

Qaidu and Du’a had grown more powerful than ever. The Yiian outpost of Almaliq 

had been lost to Qaidu since the abduction of Nomuqan, and so had Khotan in the 

south of T’ien-shan since 1282. This frontier had become so insecure that the Yiian 

court had to move the Uighur royal house to Yung-ch’ang in Kansu in 1283, and to 

take over complete responsibility for the defence and administration of Uighuristan. 

Two years later, after Ajigi, great grandson of Ca’adai and the commander-in-chief of 

all the Yiian forces in Central Asia, was defeated by Qaidu’s forces, Qubilai assigned 

Bayan to replace Ajigi and to save the defence of the region from collapse. Qaidu’s 

forces were so powerful that even Bayan’s presence seems to have helped the 

situation very little. Perhaps in the spring of 1286, Bayan’s forces encountered those 

of Qaidu at Mt. Hung-shui (south-west of Hu-t’u-pi in Sinkiang) near Be Baliq and 

were overwhelmed by the latter. As a result, the Chinese generals Ch’i Kung-chih and 

Li Chin, among others, were captured by the enemy. 

Even though he accomplished little in the field, Bayan apparently did tighten the 

Yiian defence system in Uighuristan. He is said to have posted lookouts far afield, 

and been fair in handing out rewards and punishments, thus ensuring good morale in 

his army. To help solve the difficult problem of supplying food to this remote, dry 

frontier, he ordered his troops to gather edible plants like the snake-weed (meke’ er) 

and the great burnet (siidiin) for the needy days of winter. He also had his soldiers 

save the skins of marmots and send them to the capital in exchange for clothing. 

After less than two years as commander-in-chief in Uighuristan, Bayan was 

transferred back to Mongolia when the Nayan (d. 1287) rebellion broke out. Perhaps 

in reaction to Qubilai’s centralisation policy in eastern Mongolia and Manchuria, 

Nayan, the great-great grandson of Cinggis Qan’s younger brother Otvtigin, together 

with some other descendants of Cinggis Qan’s younger brothers in these regions, 

revolted and joined forces with Qaidu in 1287. The alliance of Nayan, the most 

powerful of all ‘Eastern princes,’ with Qaidu posed a formidable challenge to Qubilai. 

Should Nayan be able to form a lasting alliance with Qaidu, the Yiian control over the 

steppe region would be completely lost. Because of the seriousness of the threat, 

Qubilai himself took to the field in June. Relying as much on his Chinese infantry as 

on his Mongol cavalry, Qubilai was able to destroy Nayan’s forces and had the rebel 

executed. The role played by Bayan in this campaign, however, remains uncertain. 

His biographies say that he had been dispatched by Qubilai to watch Nayan in the 

spring of 1287, before Nayan’s open revolt, and that he had managed to escape when 

Nayan’s attempt to seize him was discovered. According to his biographies, Bayan 

accompanied Qubilai on the campaign and his many recommendations, including that 

of engaging the Chinese army and of adopting the Chinese method of fighting, were 
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largely responsible for the victory. However, the historians C. D’Ohsson (1780-1855) 

and T’u Chi (1856-1921) have suggested more convincingly that Bayan’s real 

assignment in this war was to secure Qara Qorum with a large force in order to 

prevent Qaidu from reinforcing Nayan. They also suggested that it was because 

Bayan had kept Qaidu in check so effectively that Qubilai was able to destroy the 

isolated Nayan with relative ease. 

Even though Nayan’s rebellion had been put down, Qaidu remained a constant 

threat to Mongolia. Consequently, in March 1289 Qubilai promoted Bayan to be the 

administrator of the Department of Military Affairs and directed him to set up a new 

branch of that department at Qara Qorum in command of the forces in Mongolia. 

Bayan’s task was by no means an easy one. By the late 1280s Qaidu’s forces had not 

only seized Uighuristan, but had also taken the Yenisei valley from the Yiian, thus 

enabling Qaidu to raid Mongolia more frequently than ever. Even before Bayan took 

up his command, the Prince of Chin, Kammala (1263-1302), son of Jingim, was 

defeated by Qaidu in the Khangai Mountains. In the meantime, Kibek, the Ytian 

pacification commissioner of Qara Qorum, had defected to Qaidu in July 1289. The 

situation was in fact so serious that Qubilai felt compelled to set out on his last 

expedition, notwithstanding his advanced age. The emperor was not able to engage 

Qaidu’s forces, however, because as usual Qaidu had retreated before the Yiian’s main 

body had arrived. Qaidu again raided Mongolia the following year, crushing the 

Yiian forces guarding the great ordo of Cinggis Qan on the Selenga River — a victory 

of great symbolic significance in internal Mongol politics. 

According to the sources, Bayan’s first field action after assuming command 

resulted in the defeat in the autumn of 1292 of Ariq Béke’s son, Minglik Temiir, who 

had defected to Qaidu. Bayan is said to have personally led his men in the assault of 

Minglik Temiir’s battle line on the Asaghtu Range and subsequently to have 

persuaded him to surrender. 

Despite this minor success, Bayan apparently achieved nothing comparable to 

what he had accomplished against the Sung. Such lacklustre performance reflects 

perhaps more upon Qubilai’s grand strategy than upon the veteran general’s ability. 

Now based in China, the Yiian dynasty seems to have been reduced to a defensive 

posture in the conflict with its steppe brothers by the logistic problems involved in 

sustaining such a war from China. What was intended by Qubilai was not a 

destructive all-out strike against Qaidu, but a protracted war of attrition that would 

deny the Mongolian homeland to his opponent while blocking his access to food- 

producing settlements. Bayan might have faithfully implemented this strategy, but in 

doing so he was vulnerable to attacks at court. Late in 1292 he was accused of 

collusion with Qaidu and blamed for having gained no ground as a result of his 
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conservative strategy. The attack was so virulent that Qubilai had to relieve Bayan of 

his command and order him to go to Ta-t’ung in northern Shansi and to wait there for 

further instructions. The chief censor Us Temiir (1242-95), grandson of the great 

general Borju and a hero in the war against Nayan, was appointed as his replacement. 

Bayan was determined to show his true mettle before handing over his command. 

Learning that Qaidu’s forces were on the march once again, Bayan delayed Us 

Temiir’s arrival, insisting that he had to deal with the invading enemy before turning 

over the army to his successor. To entice the enemy forces deeply into Yiian territory 

with a view to capturing Qaidu, Bayan retreated for seven days without allowing his 

troops to make a determined stand. Only in the face of the violent protests of his own 

generals who believed Bayan was being pusillanimous, did Bayan order his forces to 

hit back. Although the enemy was crushed, Qaidu, to Bayan’s regret, managed to 

escape once again. 

The loss of his field command heralded by no means the eclipse of this soldier- 

statesman’s political influence. Bayan was to play a key role in the enthronement of 

Temiir Oljeitii (Ch’eng-tsung, r. 1295-1307), the third son of Jingim, as Qubilai’s 

successor. Bayan was summoned to Ta-tu from Ta-t’ung when Qubilai fell ill in 

January 1294 and was designated by the emperor — along with Us Temiir and the 

Qangli Confucian statesman Buqumu (1255-1300) — as one of the executors of his 

will. Perhaps the will contained the order for Temiir’s elevation. After Qubilai’s 

death in February, Bayan is said to have been placed at the head of ‘sundry officials in 

stabilizing the sentiments of the nation.’ At the time, the question of succession still 

hung in the balance since no system of imperial succession had been firmly 

established. Eight years after the death of Jingim in 1285, i.e. in 1293, Temiir was 

only designated informally as the heir apparent and his succession still had to be 

confirmed in the quriltai, the assembly of imperial relatives and ministers, as required 

by Mongol tradition. It is apparent that, during the two-month interval after Qubilai’s 

death, Bayan worked closely with Us Temiir in ensuring Temiir’s smooth accession. 

When the quriltai was finally convened on 18 April, there was no lack of 

supporters for the candidature of Kammala, Temiir’s elder brother. To resolve the 

dispute, according to RaSid al-Din, K6kejin Qatun, Jingim’s widow, made Kammala 

and Temiir both recite the biligs or ‘maxims’ of Cinggis Qan in the quriltai. Temiir 

was proclaimed the new qa’an because his recitation had been the better. It is highly 

unlikely, however, that the grave problem of imperial succession would have been 

settled solely by means of such a test. In fact, Bayan and Us Temiir overwhelmed 

Kammala’s supporters. While Us Temiir is said to have convinced Kammala that he 

should lead the way in urging his younger brother to accept the throne, Bayan took a 

more forceful posture in making Temiir’s elevation acceptable to the dissenters. It is 
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said that, standing on the steps of the audience hall with a sword in his hand, Bayan 

proclaimed the will of Qubilai and explained the reasons why Temiir should be 

enthroned. As a result, we are told, ‘the princes of the blood, trembling, hurried to the 

hali to make obeisance.’ Apparently the prestige and power'that Bayan had gained 

over the years carried enormous weight in the matter of Temiir’s succession. 

As one of the most important king-makers, Bayan was lavishly rewarded by the 

newly enthroned Temiir. He was given fifty Jiang of gold and re-appointed to the 

post of administrator of the Department of Military Affairs, with the prestigious and 

honorific title of Grand Tutor. Revered and powerful as he had become, Bayan was 

still not immune from attacks. It is said that the emperor originally intended to make 

him one of the senior ministers of the Secretarial Council. The idea was dropped as a 

result of the jealousy of a certain minister — this might have been Oljei (1246-1303), 

then the Right chancellor. Bayan approached this minister and is quoted as saying, 

‘Please give me a couple of pots of good wine. I shall drink them with the princes in 

front of the palace. As for the rest, it is not my concern.’ 

Bayan did not have much time to enjoy his honours nor his wine: he was soon to 

fall ill. Even on his sickbed, he was consulted by the emperor. By this time the 

Regional Departments of Military Affairs of the three provinces south of the Yangtze 

(which had been established in 1285 to suppress the rebellion in those regions) had 

become the subject of much dissension among provincial officials because of the 

separation of the civil and military authorities at the provincial level. Consequently, 

there were repeated pleas for the abolition of those departments. Asked by the 

emperor for his views, Bayan recommended that while the civil and military 

authorities should remain distinct at the level of central government, it would be more 

efficient to combine them at the provincial level. As a result, the departments were 

abolished and the Regional Secretarial Council exercised military as well as civil 

power thereafter. This was Bayan’s last contribution to the development of the 

dynasty’s institutions. 

Bayan died on 11 January 1295 at the age of fifty-eight and was buried in the 

ancestral grave at Mount Baijiraq in the southern Khangai region in Mongolia. He 

was deservedly granted the posthumous name Chung-wu (‘Loyal and Martial’) and 

the title of Grand Preceptor in 1308. In addition, he was invested with the title of 

Prince of Huai-an. On this occasion, a ‘stele of meritorious virtue,’ composed by Shih 

Chou-ch’ing, was erected in Hang-chou, the former Lin-an, to commemorate Bayan’s 

bloodless conquest of the city. In 1309 the court ordered a temple be built in Hang- 

chou in memory of Bayan. When the temple was completed six years later, a stele 

composed by Liu Min-chung (1243-1318) was erected there. In the meantime, 

another stele, composed by Yiian Ming-shan, was dedicated in Ta-tu. Subsequently 
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20 ch’ing of land were granted to the temple in Hang-chou to support half-yearly 

sacrifices. The temple was rebuilt in 1347 after it had burned down, as were those of 

his colleagues, Aju and Alaqan. Another temple in memory of both Bayan and his 

predecessor, the great Mugali, was built in Tung-p’ing in 1347. At the beginning of 

the Ming dynasty, the founder, Emperor T’ai-tsu (r. 1368-98), rejected the proposal to 

destroy Bayan’s temple in Hang-chou, on the grounds that Bayan had done great 

service to the local people by conquering them without bloodshed. 

Bayan married three times. His wife in Persia, whose name is not known, bore 

him a son called Noqai who may have remained in Persia. His wives in China, 

Besiijin, the sister of An-t’ung, and Dinnu bore him three sons: Maidi, Nanggiadai, 

and Dojinpu. Because of Bayan’s military achievements, his descendants were almost 

automatically appointed to the ranking positions of the Department of Military 

Affairs. Moreover, since both Bayan and his grandson SenggeSiri married ladies of 

Mugali’s lineage, their family seems to have had a very close relationship with that 

most prominent Mongol clan. 

Surprisingly, although a military man and despite his upbringing in Persia, Bayan 

seems to have mastered the Chinese literary arts to a creditable degree. Hsii Yu-jen 

(1287-1364), who had the opportunity to view two examples of Bayan’s signature, 

considered his brush-strokes as vigorous as a veteran calligrapher’s. Wu Sheng, a 

Ch’ing calligraphic connoisseur, said that Bayan was versed in the cursive style of 

calligraphy and saw in his elegant and calm strokes the influence of the great Chin 

master Jen Hsiin. Four Chinese poems by Bayan have survived, as well as a san-ch’ ii 

lyric. The following is his poem ‘With an Order to Conquer Chiang-nan’: 

Swords point at the blue mountains, 
The mountains are about to crack. 
Horses drink at the (Yangtze) River, 
The river is about to dry. 
A million élite soldiers conquer Chiang-nan, 
Arms will not be stained with human blood. 

In terms of diction, the poem leaves much to be desired. In spirit, however, Bayan 

effectively conveys the vigour of a Mongol warrior and his humanitarian desire to 

achieve the bloodless conquest which Qubilai had expected of him. 

Because Bayan’s conquest of the Sung was of such great historical significance, a 

number of legends grew around him during and after the event. One of these is 

reported in both Chinese and Western accounts. According to the Yii-t’ang chia-hua 

by Wang Yiin (q.v.), a ditty in Chiang-nan predicted before the fall of the Sung that 

the region would not be conquered until ‘a hundred wild geese (pai yen) had come.’ 

Only after the conquest did the people realise that ‘a hundred wild geese’ referred to 

Bayan, since the words pai yen and the Chinese transcription of the name Bayan were 
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homophones. A variant of the same pun in the form of po-yen or ‘white wild goose’ 

appeared in the ‘Song of the White Wild Goose’ (‘Po-yen hsing’) written by the noted 

Confucian scholar Liu Yin (q.v.), in which the Sung dynasty was said to have been 

destroyed when the white wild goose had come. Marco Polo,’ who perhaps heard of 

the prophecy from the Mongol side, gives us a more elaborate but substantially 

different version. According to Marco, the king of Mangi, i.e. the Sung emperor, had 

discovered from astrology that he could not lose his kingdom except to a man who 

had a hundred eyes. Since he did not know that ‘Baian Hundred Eyes’ had been 

dispatched to conquer the Sung, he felt safe in the belief that no normal man could 

have a hundred eyes (the Chinese phrase ‘hundred eyes’ was pai yen, another pun for 

Bayan). Later, after the king had fled, his queen surrendered the kingdom when she 

learned that the commander of the invading army was no other than Baian Hundred 

Eyes, a confirmation of the punning prophecy. 

Another cluster of legends centres around Bayan and the bores of the Che River, 

which was known for its violent tidal waves. Immediately after the takeover of Lin- 

an, Bayan positioned part of his troops under the command of Fan Wen-hu on the 

sandflats of the river, apparently to guard the eastern flank of the city against the Sung 

loyalists. The Sung Empress Dowager Hsieh is said have prayed for the coming of 

the tidal wave to wipe out the Yiian forces. However, the Yiian army remained safe, 

for the tide, which came in twice a day as a rule, failed to rise for three days. This 

was attributed at the time to the assistance given by Heaven to the Ytian. Another 

version of the story which can only be traced to the Ming writer Wu Kuei-ch’eng has 

it that the bore failed to come only because Bayan had shot three arrows in the water 

before he took his troops to the river. These legends reflect the fact that in the minds 

of the people at the time and later, the conquest of the Sung by the Yiian resulted from 

Bayan’s personal might, besides having been the Sung’s destiny as mandated by 

Heaven. 

In appearance and character, Bayan is depicted by his contemporary, the scholar- 

official Wang Yiin, as ‘majestic but not fierce, and simple yet courteous’; by Yiian 

Ming-shan, the author of his stele, as ‘rich in endowment and tranquil in appearance,’ 

‘lofty, magnanimous, firm and incorruptible, fearless and unfathomable in emotion.’ 

As a general he is described in the P’ing-Sung lu as a superb strategist and tactician 

who could use arms of all sorts to attack or to defend at the most opportune times and 

places, an excellent commander who won the hearts of his subordinates by handing 

out rewards and punishments always in a fair manner, and a good judge of men who 

never failed to put the right person in the right job. His biography in the Yiian History 

(Yiian-shih) sums up his leadership as follows: ‘He led a host of 200,000 to attack the 
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Sung as if he were leading but a single man. His generals looked up to him as if he 

were a god.’ 

As the commander-in-chief in the destruction of the Sung and one of the most 

important political as well as military pillars of Qubilai’s and the beginning of 

Temiir’s reigns, Bayan was naturally praised in the highest terms by writers 

throughout the Ytian dynasty. The patent of canonisation written by Yen Fu exalted 

him for providing the empire with great stability as a civil administrator, for 

supporting Temiir’s enthronement after Qubilai’s death, and more importantly for 

realising Qubilai’s humane wishes regarding the conquest of the Sung as a result of 

which the country was speedily unified. In a similar vein, Su T’ien-chiieh (1294- 

1352), the famous late-Ytian historian, praised his achievement in unifying China 

after a three-century division by faithfully carrying out Qubilai’s instruction to prevent 

wanton killing during the conquest of the Sung. Even Chao Meng-fu (1254-1322), a 

Sung imperial clansman and one of the most highly respected literati of the Yiian 

period, wrote a poem to eulogize the humane way in which Bayan unified China. 

This appraisal of Bayan, however, changed drastically soon after the overthrow 

of the Mongols by the native Ming dynasty. Li Shan-ch’ang (1314-90), the Left 

chancellor of the Ming founder, T’ai-tsu, rejected the likening of Bayan to Ts’ao Pin 

by citing as evidence of his brutality the massacres at Sha-yang and Ch’ang-chou 

which were carried out under Bayan’s orders. Li also condemned Bayan’s arrogance 

when he referred to the Sung as “island barbarians’ and Lin-an as the ‘mock capital’ in 

the congratulatory memorial he submitted to Qubilai upon the Sung surrender. One 

century later, the renowned Confucian thinker Ch’iu Chiin (1420-95) denied Bayan’s 

humanity in even stronger terms. He believed that the precept of sparing lives was 

practiced only at Lin-an, not elsewhere during the conquest, and that Lin-an was 

taken without bloodshed only because of the Sung’s voluntary surrender, not as a 

result of Bayan’s compassion. In fact, cruelty, in Ch’iu’s view, was a part of the nature 

of the ‘barbarians’; Bayan, as a barbarian, could never be expected to act like Ts’ao 

Pin. Such drastic revision reflects not only the dynastic change from the Yiian to the 

Ming, but also the rise of a militant Han ethnocentrism in Chinese politics and 

thought during the Ming period. 

In retrospect, Bayan was undoubtedly the greatest soldier-statesman of Qubilai’s 

times. As a statesman, Bayan served as one of the highest ranking civil and military 

executives in the central government for nearly two decades, concerned in many 

important decisions relating to the expansion and consolidation of the Yiian empire. 

As a field commander, Bayan was a key figure in stabilising the Yiian defence in 

Mongolia and Central Asia against Qaidu and his allies. His historical importance, 

however, rests mainly in his contribution to the conquest of the Sung. 
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To be sure, the Mongol conquest of the Sung cannot be ascribed to Bayan alone. 

The Mongols’ success where the Jurchens had failed should be attributed, to a large 

extent, to the solid foundations laid by Qubilai’s predecessors, and to the correct 

military and political strategies adopted by Qubilai. By the time Bayan assumed 

command in 1274, the Mongols had been attacking the Sung intermittently for forty 

years, thereby exhausting the latter’s ability and will to resist. As in any war, the 

responsibility for the higher direction of the conquest of the Sung lay in political 

hands. It was Qubilai who adopted the grand strategy of attacking the Sung by way of 

the Han valley instead of Szechwan as had previously been done by Méngke Qa’an. 

It was also Qubilai who decided to rely as much on political persuasion as on force to 

conquer the Sung. Nevertheless, without Bayan’s faithful and efficient 

implementation of his policies, Qubilai’s desire for the conquest would have remained 

unfulfilled. 

Throughout the campaign, Bayan showed a single-minded devotion to the 

purpose of a speedy and humane conquest of the Sung. In order to crush the Sung as 

quickly as possible, he never allowed the advance of his armies to be delayed for the 

sake of secondary gains. Even when Qubilai instructed him to halt the advance in the 

early summer of 1275 because of weather conditions, Bayan insisted on pressing on. 

But the consideration of speed never led him to rely on force alone. At no time, it 

seems, did Bayan forget the instructions given by Qubilai to emulate Ts’ao Pin in 

conquering the South as bloodlessly as possible. He put his trust in political and 

psychological means to destroy the Sung defence: strict discipline over his own troops 

and generous promises to the Sung generals and officials were his most effective 

instruments to induce the Sung people to submit. Such means proved so effective that 

only a few pitched battles were fought, and massacres of inhabitants in fallen cities, 

which were so frequent elsewhere, occurred only twice in the entire campaign. 

Bayan’s speedy conquest and restrained behaviour not only enabled the Yiian to take 

over the area south of the Yangtze, the richest in the entire empire, largely 

undamaged, but also helped his lord to strengthen his position as the legitimate ruler 

of the whole of China. 
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35. CHANG HUNG-FAN (1238-1280) 

The drowning in 1279 of the last claimant to the Sung throne at Yai-shan off the 

Kwangtung coast marked not only the completion of the Mongol conquest of China 

which had started nearly seventy years earlier, but also the first annexation of the 

whole of China by an alien regime. The commander-in-chief of the combined Sino- 

Mongolian forces that accomplished this historic campaign was the Chinese general 

Chang Hung-fan. Consequently, Hung-fan has become a controversial figure in 

Chinese history, receiving much praise during the Yiian and severe condemnations in 

later times. 

Actually, Chang Hung-fan, T. Chung-ch’ou, came from a region that had long 

been under alien rule. His family had served the Mongols with distinction since the 

early Mongol campaigns in China. His native district, Ting-hsing, belonging 

originally to Cho-chou, was part of the sixteen prefectures of Yen-Yiin which were 

ceded to the Khitans in 939 and subsequently ruled by the Khitans and Jurchens for 

nearly 300 years before being conquered by the Mongols. Hung-fan was the ninth 

son of Chang Jou (q.v.), which accounts for his other name, Chang Chiu or Chang the 

Ninth. By the time Hung-fan was born in 1238, his father, originally a Chin general, 

had served the Mongols for twenty years and distinguished himself as one of the most 

powerful myriarchs (wan-hu) of the Han Armies (Han-chiin). With Pao-chou (Pao- 

ting in Hopei) as his headquarters and de facto fief, Chang Jou had under his 

jurisdiction more than thirty cities and towns, several divisions of 10,000 troops and 

100,000 civilian families. Clearly, Hung-fan’s family was one of the most illustrious 

among the Chinese under Mongol rule and it had never served the Sung or any other 

Chinese dynasty. 

As the son of a distinguished general, immersed in a military environment from 

childhood, Hung-fan developed quite naturally into an outstanding commander. But 

his family also provided this young man with an excellent literary education. In 

Hung-fan’s upbringing, the role played by his ‘mothers’ seems to have been as 

important as that of his father. Since Chang Jou assumed on behalf of the Mongols 

the major responsibility of defending the Honan and Anhwei frontiers against the 

Sung in 1239-1259 and was away from home for most of the time, the upbringing of 

his children was apparently left to his wives. Little is known about Hung-fan’s own 

mother, née Chao; but the principal wife of Chang Jou, née Mao (1198-1259), was 

regarded as a learned and capable woman from a Chin scholar-official family. It was 

she who actually managed the household and it would seem that she had much 
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influence on the young Hung-fan. Even though Chang Jou had grown up as an 

unlettered man, he had learned to respect culture and scholars by the time of the 

conquest of the Chin in 1234. Gathered at his headquarters in Pao-chou were a 

number of famous Chin officials and literati, and his family library comprised over 

ten thousand volumes. He engaged as tutors for his children Wang E (q.v.), a top- 

ranking laureate of the Chin civil service examinations and prominent historian, and 

Hao Ching (q.v.), a young scholar destined to become a famous literatus and official 

at Qubilai’s court. Although Hung-fan was at the time too young to be a pupil of 

Wang E, who left the Chang family for Qara Qorum in 1244 at the summon of 

Qubilai, he apparently learned much from Hao Ching, who began to teach Chang’s 

children in 1252 if not earlier. Hung-fan, therefore, had an upbringing which was 

quite different from that of his father. It is little wonder that he should have become a 

fine literatus as well as a great general. 

Hung-fan showed his ability as an official early in life. When his elder brother, 

Hung-liieh (d. 1296), went to Moéngke’s temporary court at Shou-yang in Shansi in 

1257 to make an annual report, Hung-fan was asked to act in his brother’s absence as 

the general administrator of the Shun-t’ien district, the former Pao-chou. Although 

merely twenty years old, Hung-fan is said to have impressed his subordinates and the 

local population with his intelligence and resolution. For example, he arrested and 

flogged the Mongolian soldiers in transit who had done violence to the people in 

Shun-t’ien. Thereafter, the story goes that no Mongolian soldier dared break the law 

within the Shun-t’ien district. In those days it was a brave Chinese official who dared 

to discipline the Mongolian military outside his jurisdiction. 

Hung-fan began his formal career under Qubilai’s new regime in China. In his 

struggle for the throne with his younger brother Ariq Boke based in Mongolia, 

Qubilai depended upon the support of northern Chinese generals such as Chang Jou. 

Consequently, after Qubilai had established his authority in 1260, Hung-fan was 

immediately appointed, perhaps by virtue of his father’s recommendation, to be the 

general administrator of the newly established Imperial Supplies Service. After 

staying in the new imperial capital as a young bureaucrat for only two years, Hung- 

fan was given the opportunity to show his military talent for the first time in 1262 

when Li T’an (q.v.), a powerful Chinese military lord in Shantung, changed his 

allegiance to the Sung. By this time Chang Jou had already been retired for one year 

because of old age. When Li T’an’s rebellion broke out, Hung-fan, in concert with his 

father who was called back to active service, was first ordered to take 2,000 soldiers 

to guard the capital as a precautionary measure. He was soon appointed field general 

administrator, to join with a part of his father’s troops in the campaign against Li T’an 

conducted under the command first of Prince Qabiéi and then of the Chinese soldier- 
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statesman Shih T’ien-tse (g.v.). In the three-month siege of Li T’an’s stronghold in 

Chi-nan during the summer of 1262, Hung-fan was directed to position his troops 

west of the city and is credited with ambushing a sortie ordered by Li T’an. In his 

biographies he is praised as the most meritorious general in the entire campaign. On 

being told of Hung-fan’s performance, his father proudly proclaimed: “He is truly my 

son!’ Clearly, though only twenty-five, Hung-fan had made his mark as a general. 

The merit won by this young leader did not further his career for some time, 

however, for Qubilai proceeded to eradicate Chinese military feudalism as soon as the 

Li T’an rebellion had been suppressed. The revolt of such a powerful Chinese 

military lord incited Qubilai to centralize power by separating local civil 

administration from military command, and to remove as many members as possible 

of the Chinese military families. As a result of this reorganization, the civil 

administration of the old fief of Hung-fan’s family, Shun-t’ien, devolved upon his 

elder brother, Hung-liieh; the command of the Shun-t’ien and Po-chou myriarchies 

were assigned respectively to Hung-yen, another elder brother, and Chia Wen-pei (d. 

1304), son of an old aid of Chang Jou. Hung-fan was unfortunately relieved of his 

command and left jobless for the time being. But this unhappy situation did not last 

long: in 1264 Hung-fan succeeded his elder brother as the general administrator of 

Shun-t’ien when Hung-liieh was appointed to the Imperial Guard in the capital. By 

this time, however, the general administratorship of a district was no longer a 

hereditary post, but had become transferable under the direct control of Qubilai’s 

strengthened central government. Consequently, Hung-fan was posted the following 

year to become the general administrator of Ta-ming in Hopei. This transfer broke 

his family’s ties with Shun-t’ien which had lasted since 1227, when Chang Jou first 

established his headquarters there. 

Though ending in dismissal two years later, Hung-fan’s time of office in Ta-ming 

demonstrated his willingness to shoulder responsibilities. In 1265, when the area was 

affected by serious floods, we are told that he relieved the local populace from much 

of the taxes. Officials in charge of finance consequently accused him at court of 

having acted without authority. He was only cleared of the charge after having 

explained the situation to the emperor in person. But he was less fortunate two years 

later on being implicated in a case of corruption. According to his biographers, 

Hung-fan was dismissed from office for protecting his colleague Ayirit who had 

caused a person’s death. The Annals (pen-chi) of Qubilai’s reign in the Yiian History 

(Ytian-shih), however, say that both Hung-fan and Ayirit were dismissed as the result 

of their purloining of government funds. In any case, Hung-fan had to live once more 

in obscurity for the next two years. This adversity was made doubtly painful by the 

loss of his father who died in 1268 at the advanced age of seventy-nine. 
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Hung-fan had little time for mourning for he was soon called back when Qubilai 

resumed the war against the Sung. In 1267, having consolidated his rule in China, 

Qubilai sent the Mongol general Aju (1223-87) to besiege the twin cities of Hsiang- 

yang and Fan-ch’eng, which commanded the lower Han basin in Hupei and the 

gateway to the Yangtze valley. Before long, Qubilai had to mobilize a large number 

of northern Chinese troops to reinforce Aju and to reinstate in commanding positions 

many members of the Chinese military families who had been dismissed after the 

suppression of the Li T’an rebellion. In consequence, Hung-fan was appointed in 

1269 field myriarch of I-tu, Tzu-lai and other districts, in command of Li T’an’s 

troops. At this long siege that was to last for five years — one of the most famous in 

Chinese history — Hung-fan proved his worth both as a fighting leader and as a 

tactician. He was first assigned to garrison Lu-men shan (on the east bank of the Han 

river south-east of Hsiang-yang) in order to cut off supplies to the city from the south. 

With a view to making the blockade more effective, Hung-fan urged Shih T’ien-tse, 

the commander-in-chief in 1269-1270, to isolate the city from the west by means of 

fortifications at Wan-shan and to establish ramparts at Kuan-tzu t’an, thus cutting off 

the city from the east. When the plan was adopted, Hung-fan was given 1,000 troops 

to fortify Wan-shan. In March 1270, after the work had been completed, Hung-fan 

defeated a Sung relief force of more than 10,000 men sent up from Hsiang-yang in 

100 ships. For this victory he was highly commended by the court. 

The siege was making only slow progress; for the next few years Hung-fan 

continued to be engaged in its prosecution. In 1271, his troops helped construct the 

wall connecting all the forts built earlier, thus tightening the noose around the twin 

cities. The following March, he participated in an attack on Fan-ch’eng and breached 

the outer defences of the city, but the Sung army commanded by Fan T’ien-shun (d. 

1273) managed to close the inner wall and held it. Although the Yiian army 

intensified the attack in early February 1273, little progress was made and Hung-fan 

himself was wounded by an arrow. This did not prevent him from reporting to Ariq 

Qaya and Aju with the suggestion that a floating bridge linking the two cities should 

be destroyed to stop reinforcements moving between them. By following Hung-fan’s 

advice, the Yiian army was able to cause the fall of Fan-ch’eng that same month and 

to force the surrender of Hsiang-yang in March. After that event, Hung-fan led Lii 

Wen-huan, the Sung commander of the surrendered city, to court and was 

consequently awarded brocades, silver and a jewelled saddle by Qubilai. 

With the fall of Hsiang-yang, the door to the Yangtze valley was opened. In the 

following year, the Yiian army launched a three-pronged attack that was to lead to the 

capture of the Sung capital Lin-an in 1276. Rushing back from the north, Hung-fan 

joined the central army under the commander-in-chief Bayan (q.v.) himself. Setting 
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out in October 1274 from Hsiang-yang, this army advanced with a large flotilla along 

the Han River toward the Yangtze. To cross the Yangtze, Hung-fan first took part in 

the assault on Wu-chi Fortress in early January 1275, which enabled the Yiian army to 

gain a footing on the northern bank of the river. A few days later under the command 

of Ariq Qaya, Hung-fan and the Yiian army seized Yang-lo Fortress, the strategic islet 

in the river, thus successfully crossing the Yangtze. This, together with the surrender 

the same month of the important city of E-chou meant that the Yiian army was now 

poised to move down the river toward the Sung heartland. 

The Yiian army met little resistance along the Yangtze until it reached Ting-chia 

chou (north-east of T’ung-ling in Anhwei), where a decisive battle took place on 19 

March. In this battle, during which Hung-fan fought in the vanguard, the Yiian army 

routed a large Sung force of more than 100,000 men and 2,500 ships commanded by 

the Sung prime minister Chia Ssu-tao (1213-75) in person. This crushing victory was 

proof that the Yiian army was able to defeat the Sung’s last defence, the navy. 

After the Yiian army had entered Chien-k’ang, the modern Nanking, without a 

fight in late March, Bayan received an order two months later instructing him to cease 

operations till the autumn, on the grounds that summer was at its height. It was 

Hung-fan, according to his biographies, who urged Bayan not to comply with the 

order, arguing that the enemy should be given no breathing-space. Thus while Bayan 

was away between June and November explaining the situation to Qubilai, the army 

he left behind continued to consolidate its gains on both banks of the lower Yangtze. 

During that period, Hung-fan followed Aju in an attack against the major city on 

the Grand Canal, Yang-chou, where the Sung general Li T’ing-chih (d. 1276) offered 

a gallant defence. Hung-fan was first assigned to garrison Kua-chou at the confluence 

of the Grand Canal and the Yangtze, where Aju had set up his headquarters. When 

the advance troops commanded by Shih Pi (1212-97) were attacked in July by the 

Sung general Chiang Ts’ai (d. 1276) with 20,000 men at Yang-tzu ch’iao, about 8 km 

south of Yang-chou, Hung-fan followed Aju to reinforce Shih Pi’s forces. In the 

ensuing battle on the banks of the Grand Canal, Hung-fan clearly demonstrated his 

courage and prowess. He is credited with having led a party of only thirteen 

horsemen across the canal and to have charged into the Sung ranks causing a panic in 

the Sung army that led to its final collapse. As a result, more than 10,000 Sung 

soldiers are said to have been killed by the Yiian army which followed the charge, and 

only one tenth of their original number managed to escape. After this victory, the 

Yiian army was able to besiege Yang-chou, even though that city was not to be 

captured until mid 1276, after the fall of the Sung capital. 

Hung-fan also contributed to the naval victory at Chiao-shan, which helped 

prevent the resurgence of the Sung forces in the lower Yangtze. By mid 1275, the 
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Sung forces were again active in the area south of the Yangtze and several cities such 

as Ch’ang-chou, P’ing-chiang and Wu-hsi, which had surrendered earlier, changed 

their allegiance back to the Sung. The Sung generals Chang Shih-chieh (1236-79) 

and Sun Hu-ch’en assembled an immense fleet of 10,000 vessels and occupied Chiao- 

shan, an islet in the Yangtze north-east of Chen-chiang. The Yiian fleet commanded 

by Aju destroyed this armada on 26 July by means of fire arrows. For his part, Hung- 

fan captured eighty Sung vessels and more than 1,000 soldiers. After this battle, Sung 

was Said to be no longer able to form an army and its fate was largely sealed. As a 

reward for his contribution, Hung-fan was allowed to exchange the command of the 

Teng-chou myriarchy for that of Po-chou which had belonged to his father. 

Moreover, in appreciation of his bravery, Qubilai gave him the Mongolian title bdtur 

or ‘hero’, a rare honour which Mongke had conferred on Hung-fan’s father. 

In the final attack on the Sung capital that was launched in late November after 

Bayan had returned from the north, Hung-fan joined the left wing of the army 

commanded by Tung Wen-ping (g.v.) which was to approach Lin-an by sea. The fleet 

set out from Hsii-p’u at the mouth of the Yangtze in late December 1275 and 

disembarked in Yen-kuan at the head of the Gulf of Hang-chou in late January 1276. 

After joining forces at the Kao-t’ing Mountain, 16 km from Lin-an, with two other 

armies led respectively by Bayan and Alaqan (1233-81), which had come by land, 

Hung-fan served as emissary in the final phase of negotiations with the terrified Sung 

court. He is credited with forcing the Sung ministers to rephrase the memorial of 

surrender, reducing the terms of relationship between the two emperors from that of 

uncle and nephew to one of sovereign and subject. 

The formal surrender of the Sung emperor Kung-ti (r. 1275-76) on 21 February 

did not mean the conclusion of the war, however, since much of south China still held 

out for the Sung. Moreover, two half-brothers of the captive Sung emperor, Shih and 

Ping, had fled to the south. In June, Shih was enthroned by some loyalist at Fu-chou 

in Fukien, to be known as the Emperor Tuan-tsung (r. 1276-78). The fugitive Sung 

court thus became the rallying point of Sung loyalism in south China. Hung-fan was 

destined to play an increasingly important role in the war against the Sung loyalists 

that was to last three more years. 

In late 1276 and early 1277, Hung-fan was engaged in the pacification of Che- 

tung under the command of Tung Wen-ping and Alaqan, who had been in charge of 

the conquest of Che-tung and Fu-chien after Bayan had returned north with the main 

army in late March 1276. By late 1276, many cities in the Che-tung which had earlier 

surrendered to the Yiian again rallied to the Sung. Hung-fan, together with Sédii (d. 

1284), was ordered to pacify these places. When his army captured T’ai-chou, where 

the envoy sent by him to negotiate for surrender had been murdered, many of his 
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subordinates urged him to slaughter all the inhabitants. Hung-fan, it is said, rejected 

this proposal and executed only those who were mainly responsible for the death of 

the envoy. After completing the campaign in 1277, he was granted the honorific title 

of Grand General Defender of the State and appointed pacification commissioner of 

the Chiang-tung region with his headquarters in Chien-k’ang. 

The resilience of the fugitive Sung court was to offer Hung-fan the opportunity to 

crown his career. By the summer of 1278 the fortune of the Sung state had further 

declined. The court had long fled Fukien before the pursuing Yiian forces, to set up 

temporary residence at various places near the mouth of the Pearl River in 

Kwangtung. The young Sung emperor Shih died in May 1278 at Kang-chou, an 

island off the eastern coast of the Lei-chou peninsula. His younger brother, Ping, then 

a boy of six, was proclaimed emperor a few days later by the loyalists Chang Shih- 

chieh and Lu Hsiu-fu (1238-79). Ping’s court was moved to Yai-shan, an island about 

40 km south of Hsin-hui, in late June. The court still commanded 200,000 soldiers 

and civilians and over 1,000 vessels, and it could be supplied from the various 

prefectures of Kuang-yu in Kwangsi and Hai-wai ssu-chou in Hainan. Some places in 

Fu-chien, Kuang-tung and Hu-nan still responded to its call. The continued existence 

of the fugitive Sung court in southernmost China posed a real threat both to the 

Yiian’s legitimacy and to the order the Yiian sought to establish in south China. 

In the summer of 1278, Hung-fan reported the situation to Qubilai during an 

audience, urging him to undertake a new campaign to wipe out the remnants of the 

Sung once and for all. His proposal immediately struck a responsive chord and in late 

July Qubilai appointed him grand marshal of the Mongol and Han Armies, to take 

charge of the campaign by sea. In appointing Hung-fan the supreme commander of 

this campaign, Qubilai perhaps had little option, since many senior generals were tied 

up in a war against the Mongol princes Qaidu and Siregi who, from the northern 

steppes, were challenging Qubilai’s legitimacy as qa’an. Moreover, the campaign 

against the fugitive Sung court was to be conducted in an area where the climate and 

terrain were not suitable for the horsemen from the steppes. Soldiers and sailors from 

central and south China were required. Hung-fan who came from a family that had 

rendered long and distinguished service and who had demonstrated his naval skills in 

the battles of Ting-chia chou and Chiao-shan, was apparently an acceptable candidate 

to command this amphibious campaign. As the appointment of a Chinese general to 

lead the Mongol as well as the Chinese armies in the field was unprecedented, Hung- 

fan asked Qubilai to assign a trusted Mongol general to assist him. Qubilai rejected 

his proposal, reminding Hung-fan that Chang Jou, his father, had once lost a captured 

Sung city, possibly in 1238, only because the Mongol commander Caqan had failed to 

adopt Chang Jou’s advice. Qubilai further admonished Hung-fan to serve the state 
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with the same devotion as his father. But Hung-fan was prudent enough successfully 

to suggest that the Tangut general Li Heng (1236-85) be appointed his deputy. Hung- 

fan’s insistence on having a Mongol or se-mu general share his command reflects the 

difficult position of a Chinese commander in the armed forces of the conquering 

regime. That Qubilai set a precedent in appointing Hung-fan commander-in-chief 

clearly shows the degree of trust Qubilai had in him. 

When Hung-fan took leave of the throne, Qubilai bestowed on him a suit of 

precious armour and a jewelled sword that symbolised the discretionary powers the 

emperor was investing in him. After enlisting 20,000 men (1,000 Mongol 

cavalrymen, 4,000 infantrymen and 15,000 marines) from the Regional Secretariat 

Council of Chiang-Huai in Yang-chou, Hung-fan embarked his troops at Ming-chou 

and Hsiu-chou in Chekiang. His army first landed in the Ch’iian-chou and Chang- 

chou region to suppress the Sung loyalist forces in southern Fukien and northeastern 

Kwangtung. Seizing Chang-chou on 28 December, Hung-fan was informed that the 

redoubtable Sung loyalist Wen T’ien-hsiang (1236-83) was in Ch’ao-yang. He 

immediately sent his younger brother Hung-cheng with a vanguard of 5,000 light 

cavalrymen to pursue Wen. On 2 February, Hung-cheng caught up with Wen’s troops 

at Wu-p’o ling, north of Hai-feng, and took Wen prisoner. By capturing Wen T’ien- 

hsiang, Hung-fan had removed a threat to the Yiian from one of the most determined 

Sung loyalists. 

Unable to persuade Wen T’ien-hsiang to enter the Mongol service, Hung-fan 

decided to take Wen with him when he sailed from Ch’ao-yang on 14 February in 

pursuit of he fugitive Sung court. Upon reaching Chia-tzu-men in Hui-chou, he 

learned the exact whereabouts of the Sung court from captured enemy scouts. His 

fleet arrived in Yai-shan on 22 February; six days later, Li Heng, who had come from 

Chiang-hsi by land via Kuang-chou, joined him with 120 vessels and an unspecified 

number of men. 

The remnant Sung forces were perhaps not inferior to those commanded by 

Hung-fan in effectives, and actually superior in numbers and sizes of vessels. While 

the Yiian fleet consisted of 500 vessels of various tonnage, according to Wen T’ien- 

hsiang who witnessed the battle of Yai-shan as a captive, the Sung had over 1,000 

ships, most of them large. Morale and tactics won the day. While the Yiian army 

consisted of crack troops especially selected for the offensive, the Sung forces were 

demoralised by constant retreat and long confinement on a small island. Their poor 

condition forced Chang Shih-chieh, the Sung commander, to adopt a completely 

defensive strategy. He had all the temporary palaces and market places on Yai-shan 

burned, and withdrew with the court and all his troops to Yai-men Bay where the fleet 

was anchored. All the vessels of the fleet were chained together to form a square like 
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a floating city. As Wen T’ien-hsiang noticed, this arrangement practically wasted the 

fleet as a mobile force. 

Even so, Hung-fan was not anxious to attack the Sung fleet. He made several 

attempts to secure Chang Shih-chieh’s surrender. Shih-chieh had once been a 

subordinate of Chang Jou and had only joined the Sung army after being found guilty 

of crimes. Therefore Hung-fan invited him to come over to his side and talk about old 

times. Shih-chieh refused (in his Hsin-shih, the staunch Sung loyalist Cheng Ssu- 

hsiao [1239-1316] claims that Shih-chieh was the uncle of Hung-fan; but that is 

highly unlikely). Then Hung-fan requested Wen T’ien-hsiang to write a letter urging 

Chang Shih-chieh to capitulate; Wen declined to do so. Refusing to give up, Hung- 

fan dispatched on three occasions one Han, Shih-chieh’s nephew, whom he had made 

a junior officer in his army, to make Shih-chieh lay down his arms — to no avail. 

Failing to induce the Sung fleet to surrender, Hung-fan had no option but to 

launch his attack. He first positioned a force to cut off the Sung fleet from its source 

of drinking water on the island, thereby seriously weakening the Sung troops’ fighting 

ability within some ten days. He then tried to burn the Sung fleet by means of fire 

ships, but failed for the vessels were protected by a coating of mud covering hulls and 

rigging, and by beams that staved off the fire boats. Dividing his fleet into four 

squadrons to attack from all sides, Hung-fan personally led a party that broke into the 

Sung formation from the south-west. After a day of ferocious fighting, the Sung 

defence collapsed. Eight hundred Sung vessels are reported to have been captured 

and more than 100,000 men to have perished — perhaps an exaggeration. Lu Hsiu-fu 

drowned himself, carrying the child emperor in his arms. Chang Shih-chieh managed 

to escape and attemped to reach Champa to continue fighting for the Sung cause, but 

he too perished at sea in June. Thus, with the naval victory at Yai-shan, Hung-fan 

completed the annihilation of the Sung and the conquest of all of China for the 

Mongols. To commemorate his achievement, Hung-fan had these proud words 

engraved on a rock at Yai-shan: “Here the great Yiian general, Chang Hung-fan, 

destroyed the Sung.’ 

Returning triumphantly to the imperial capital in November, Hung-fan received a 

hero’s welcome which he certainly deserved. Qubilai gave a banquet in his honour. 

Unfortunately, Hung-fan did not have much time to relish the glory he had won on the 

battlefield, for he soon was stricken by a disease caught while campaigning in 

southernmost China. The emperor sent one of his personal physicians to care for him, 

and detailed imperial guardsmen to keep unwelcome visitors away. Nevertheless, by 

11 February 1280 the patient’s condition had worsened so much that Hung-fan knew 

his time had come. He requested his family not to give him a lavish funeral, but to 

bury him with only a set of armour and a sword. To his son Kuei (1264-1327) he left 
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the armour and the sword bestowed on him by Qubilai, with the reminder that those 

had been the instruments of his greatness. He died peacefully after completing his 

instructions. He was only forty-three. He was buried in his family graveyard at Ho- 

nei li, Ting-hsing. As a last tribute to the great soldier, Qubilai granted him 

posthumously the honorific title of Great Officer of Eminent Dignity and the rank of 

director of political affairs, and canonized him as Wu-liieh (‘Martial and Strategist’). 

In 1311 he was invested as Duke-of-state of Ch’i and re-canonized as Chung-wu 

(‘Loyal and Martial’). Eight years later, he was elevated to Prince of Huai-yang and 

his canonization was changed anew to Hsien-wu (‘Sagacious and Martial’). 

Hung-fan’s wife, née Chao, was the daughter of a general subordinate to Chang 

Jou, Chao Ming, who was killed in action in 1242. Chang Kuei was her only son, 

whose brilliance consoled her for not having given him brothers. Appointed 

commanding myriarch in 1279 at the age of sixteen, Kuei served as a respected 

minister under six reigns. The family suffered a major setback in 1328-1330, 

however: five of Chang Kuei’s six sons were executed and the family’s property was 

twice impounded by Tuq Temiir (r. 1328-32) because Kuei had supported Yisiin 

Temiir (r. 1324-28), from whom Tug Temiir had wrested the throne. Even so, two of 

Chang Kuei’s grandsons, Wang and Hsii, are known to have served respectively as 

deputy pacification commissioner of Kuang-tung in 1342 and as a censorial inspector 

of Chiang-nan in 1350. Thus, the good fortune of Hung-fan’s family was to last 

almost as long as the Yiian dynasty itself. 

Hung-fan was a versatile literatus as well as a distinguished soldier, a ‘scholar- 

general’ (ju-chiang) par excellence. It is reported that he was an avid reader and very 

quick to grasp the essence of what he read. Because he studied under Hao Ching, he 

is listed as one of the latter’s followers in the Sung-Yiian hstieh-an pu-i. He is also 

known to have been a fine poet, equally versed in the genres of shih, tz’u and san- 

ch’ti. As a writer of san-ch’li, he had the honour of being listed as one of the 

precursors of that genre in Chung Ssu-ch’eng’s Lu-kuei pu, a register of the famous 

san-ch ti and tsa-chii writers of the Yiian. As a soldier poet whose poems were virile 

and vigorous, Hung-fan has often been compared to Ts’ao Ts’ao (155-220), the 

famous statesman-poet of the Three Kingdoms period. His collected poetic works, 

now known as the Huai-yang chi, are composed of two parts containing 120 shih, 26 

tz’u and 5 san-ch’ii. They were first published, apparently not long after Hung-fan’s 

death, as the Chang Hsien-wu wang chi by the Ching-i tang (‘Hall of Reverence and 

Righteousness’) of the Wang family of Chin-t’ai, and were reprinted in 1350 by the 

author’s great-grandson Chang Hsii. The present title was adopted in 1511, when the 

work was published once again by Chou Yiieh, the magistrate of Kung-an. The Huai- 

yang chi was incorporated in 1781 into the great imperial collection Ssu-k’u ch’ tian- 
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shu. This edition is now easily accessible as it has been included in the Ssu-k’u 

ch’iian-shu chen-pen published in Taipei. Another edition was published in 1895 by 

Lu Chuan-lin. Some of Hung-fan’s shih-poems have been selected and printed in the 

Yiian-shih hsiian and in the Sung Yiian shih-hui. Hung-fan’s*tz’u and san-ch’ ti were 

also published separately in the Ssu-yin chai k’o Sung Yiian san-shih-i chia tz’u. Some 

of his san-ch’ti also appear in such collections as: Li-yiian an-shih yiieh-fu hsin-sheng, 

compiled by an anonymous Yiian author; Yiieh-fu ch’iin-chu, compiled during the 

Ming; Yao-shan-t’ ang wai-chi, compiled by Chiang I-k’uei; and the Ch’tian Yiian san- 

ch ik. 

As the Chinese general who completed the Mongol conquest of China, Hung-fan 

was universally praised during the Yiian dynasty. The late Ytian scholar Liu Yiieh- 

sheng, for example, compared him to Yang Hu (221-78) and Ts’ao Pin (931-99), 

soldiers whose role was paramount in unifying China under the Chin and Sung 

dynasties respectively, and he admired Hung-fan greatly for establishing Yiian’s 

‘legitimate’ rule over China. Esteem for Hung-fan waned, however, after the fall of 

the Yiian. As the native Ming dynasty replaced the Mongol regime, and the 

distinction between Chinese and ‘barbarians’ intensified in Chinese thinking, Hung- 

fan came consequently to be castigated as a traitor to the Chinese race. Huang Ch’un, 

compiler of the Ch’ung-hsiu Yai-shan chih, asserted that Chang Jou and Hung-fan, 

father and son, were guilty of monstrous crimes, since Chang Jou, originally a Sung 

subject, had dishonoured himself first by serving the Chin and again by helping the 

Mongols destroy the Chin; Hung-fan, for his part, had destroyed the native Sung 

dynasty on behalf of the Mongols. Similarly, in the best tradition of Chinese ‘praise 

and blame’ (pao-pien) in historiography, the great Ming Neo-Confucianist Ch’en 

Hsien-chang (1428-1500) is said to have taken the liberty of changing a key word in 

Hung-fan’s inscription at Yai-shan. To highlight the latter’s treason, he made it read: 

‘Here did the great Sung general, Chang Hung-fan, destroy the Sung.’ In 1479, Ch’en 

also had a stone engraved at Yai-shan with a poem in which his friend Chao Yao 

further berated Hung-fan for his action: 

Heartlessly, they seized China for alien barbarians. 
How sad it is when one looks back into history! 
Chang Hung-fan, who inscribed his merits on a singular stone, 
Was not a barbarian but a Chinese! 

Moreover, in order to denigrate Hung-fan’s achievement and to commemorate the 

death of his Sung adversaries, Ch’en K’ai, an educational intendant, completely erased 

Hung-fan’s Yai-shan inscription and wrote in its stead: ‘Here the young emperor of 

Sung and his subject, Lu Hsiu-fu, gave their lives for their country.’ 

Hung-fan was dealt with more harshly still in literary and political writings when 
modern Chinese nationalism, and its anti-Manchu streak in particular, emerged 
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around the turn of the twentieth century to become the driving force of the 1911 

Revolution. The earlier figures who collaborated with nomad conquerors, such as 

Hung-fan, tended to be identified with the supporters of the Manchus, and even with 

the colonial powers. In the historical novel T’ung-shih (The Sad Story) serialized in 

1902-1906, which related the Mongol conquest of the Sung, Wu Wo-yao (1867-1910) 

sharply contrasted Hung-fan’s treachery with the loyalty of Wen T’ien-hsiang and 

Chang Shih-chieh, denouncing Hung-fan as a shameless little man who invaded his 

motherland and mercilessly killed his fellow countrymen for the sake of glory and 

wealth. Similarly, in his influential revolutionary tract Ko-ming chiin (The 

Revolutionary Army), the revolutionary prodigy, Tsou Jung (1885-1905), lumped 

Hung-fan together with Hung Ch’eng-ch’ou (1593-1665), a famous erh-ch’eng 

(‘disloyal minister’) who helped the Manchus destroy the Ming whom he had served. 

Further, Tsou Jung mentioned Hung-fan in the same breadth with Tseng Kuo-fan 

(1811-72), Tso Tsung-t’ang (1812-85), and Li Hung-chang (1823-1901), the three 

Chinese officials in the service of the Manchus responsible for suppressing the T’ai- 

p’ing movement, whom he accused of enslaving their compatriots on behalf of alien 

lords. In the same vein, Ch’en T’ien-hua (1875-1905), in his inflamatory Meng hui- 

t’ou (Sudden Realization) published in 1903, compared Hung-fan to an owl and a 

Muntjac tiger (hsiao-ching), animals believed to devour their own parents. Ch’en 

asserted that Hung-fan deserved the punishment of being hacked to pieces. 

Moreover, hatred for an alleged traitor like Hung-fan was felt in the late Ch’ing not 

only by people with revolutionary leanings; followers of the leading reformer K’ang 

Yu-wei (1858-1927), including Liang Ch’i-ch’ao (1873-1929), are said to have 

destroyed Hung-fan’s tablet in K’ang’s school, the Wan-mu ts’ao-t’ang, on the ground 

that Hung-fan, as a member of the Han race, had served as the ‘claws ands teeth’ of 

the ‘barbarian slaves’ in destroying the native Sung dynasty. 

Much of the invectives that have been directed against Hung-fan are not 

necessarily fair or historically accurate. The allegation that he was disloyal to the 

Sung dynasty is not founded in fact, since neither Hung-fan nor his father had ever 

been subjects of the Sung or served under the Sung in official capacities. As 

mentioned earlier, his native town, Ting-hsing, was in a part of Hopei that had not 

been ruled by the Sung. Moreover, by the time he completed the conquest of China, 

his family had been in the Mongols’ service for all of sixty-one years. His ultimate 

loyalty was naturally to the Yiian. It was as normal for him to assist his dynastic 

masters in completing the conquest of the Sung, as for Wen T’ien-hsiang and Chang 

Shih-chieh to sacrifice their lives for the Sung; all conformed with the highest 

standards of loyalty in imperial Confucianism. 
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The charge that Hung-fan was a Chinese traitor is an anachronism, for it amounts 

to criticising his conduct according to a concept of national identity which developed 

only at a later stage in Chinese history. As is well-known, the notion of Chinese 

nationhood was cultural rather than ethnic for most of the imperial era. The idea of a 

state founded on a racial entity was lacking. To serve an alien ruler who had 

professed to practice the ‘ways of the former kings,’.as Kung-chuan Hsiao put it, 

‘involved not the slightest humiliation.’ Even though a few Southern Sung scholars 

such as Ch’en Liang (1143-94) had developed proto-nationalist ideas by the late 

twelfth century, stressing ethnic loyalty and the distinction between Chinese and 

foreigners, their influence was limited and confined to south China only. Ethnically 

based proto-nationalism did not become a fact until the early Ming, when it was 

promoted by scholars as well as by the government; it only assumed a virulent 

modern form at the turn of the twentieth century when the concept of nation-state was 

accepted in the throws of imperialist onslaughts which the Manchu government was 

impotent to defeat. By the political and ethical standard of his time, Hung-fan is 

blameless: he has fallen a victim to changing conceptions of national loyalty and 

identity. 
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36. THE TUNG BROTHERS: TUNG WEN-PING (1217-1278), 

TUNG WEN-YUNG (1224-1297), TUNG WEN-CHUNG (1230-1281) 

Tung Wen-ping (T. Yen-ming), Wen-yung (T. Yen-ts’ai) and Wen-chung (T. 

Yen-ch’eng) were three of the nine sons of a Chinese farmer turned militia leader who 

rallied to the Mongols in the early stages of their invasion of north China. They were 

still under-age when their father died in battle on the eve of the Mongol conquest of 

the Chin state in 1234. In the early 1250s, they joined Qubilai’s entourage and were 

to enjoy distinguished careers during his reign as qa’an (1260-94). A born general, 

the eldest, Wen-ping, took part in numerous military campaigns and reached the apex 

of his career with the capture of the Southern Sung capital Lin-an (Hang-chou) in 

1276. An outspoken scholar-official, the third-born, Wen-yung, held many important 

offices and lived an eventful political life. As Qubilai Qa’an’s lifetime seal keeper, the 

eighth-born brother, Wen-chung, remained extremely close to his master. He was one 

of the most trusted Chinese subjects and a nearly indispensable servant in the daily 

life of the Mongol ruler. 

Rise of the Family 

The three brothers were natives of Kao-ch’eng, a small town east of Chen-ting 

(Cheng-ting) in western Hopei. Their father Tung Chiin (T. Yung-chang, 1186-1233) 

was a barely literate young farmer when the Mongols began their attack on the Chin 

state in 1211. Brave, robust and skilled in horsemanship and archery, he rose to 

distinction in the troubled years immediately following the Mongol invasion. By 

virtue of his prowess, he was elected the leader of a militia band newly organised by 

the magistrate of his home town in 1213 or 1214. He is said to have led his men 

against the enemy, but whether he actually fought the Mongols is not known. 

Soon after the Mongols had captured Chung-tu (Peking) and advanced southward 

in 1215, Tung Chiin surrendered outside Kao-ch’eng. At the time he commanded 

only a few hundred soldiers at most, and never in his life did the number of his troops 

exceed a thousand. In the years following his surrender, however, he played an 

important role in helping the Mongols bring to terms Wu Hsien (d. 1234), the most 

powerful Chin militia leader active in western Hopei. For his contributions, he was 

granted in 1220 the honorific title Supreme General of the Dragon and Tiger Guard 

and the authority to exercise the functions of the Marshal’s Administration in his 

home town. Thus, in a few years of chaos the orphaned son of an ordinary farmer 

under Jurchen rule became a local strongman in the service of the Mongols. 
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In 1225 Wu Hsien, then the deputy commander in Chen-ting, killed his 

immediate superior Shih T’ien-ni (b. 1197) and rebelled (see the biography of Shih 

T’ien-tse). Most cities and towns in western Hopei followed him, but Tung Chiin 

stood firmly for the Mongols. He not only drove back numerous attacks on his 

isolated stronghold but also contributed to the recovery of Chen-ting. He gave Shih 

T’ien-tse, younger brother of Shih T’ien-ni, 600 élite soldiers and together they drove 

Wu Hsien from the city in a surprise attack. Tung Chiin thus saved the Shih family 

from ruin, and became a protégé of the younger but much more powerful warrior Shih 

T’ien-tse. 

In 1229 the newly enthroned Ogédei Qa’an (T’ai-tsung, r. 1229-41) reorganised 

the Han (North Chinese) Armies in preparation for the final attack on the Chin state, 

which since 1214 had retreated south of the Yellow River with Pien (K’ai-feng, 

Honan) as its new capital. Tung Chiin was made chiliarch under the newly appointed 

myriarch, Shih T’ien-tse. Just four years later, however, Tung Chiin gave his life for 

the Mongols during the siege of Kuei-te where the last Chin ruler Ai-tsung (1224-34) 

had fled after breaking out from his embattled capital. 

Against the advice of T’ien-tse, who had previously left for Pien, the Mongol 

general Sargis Buqa, T’ien-tse’s superior, stationed his army between the northern gate 

of the besieged city and the southern bank of the Sui River. One night in the summer 

of 1233, the Chin general P’u-ch’a Kuan-nu (d. 1233) launched a surprise attack on 

these ill-positioned besiegers. Sargis Buga and his 3,500 troops all lost their lives, 

most of them drowned in the river. Tung Chiin is said to have fought to the death that 

night. 

The future of his bereaved sons appeared gloomy. As his soldiers had nearly all 

perished in the tragedy of Kuei-te, his sons were deprived of the privilege of 

inheriting his command of a de facto private army with which they might have 

established themselves more easily, just as Tung Chiin himself had done. 

Consequently, unlike the descendants of most other military leaders, the careers of 

Wen-ping and his younger brothers were largely self-made. 

At that time Wen-ping was but seventeen; Wen-yung, ten; and Wen-chung, four. 

They grew up in the care of their able and strict mother née Li (1194-?). Their formal 

education was entrusted to the renowned Neo-Confucian scholar, Shih-ch’i Chu of 

Pien, who had been invited to serve as family tutor by Tung Chiin only several 

months before his death. Shih-chi Chu later became the superintendent of schools in 

the Chen-ting district, the power base of Shih T’ien-tse. 

The opportunity for the Tung brothers to re-establish their family’s fortune came 

in 1235 when Wen-ping, at nineteen, was appointed magistrate of Kao-ch’eng. 

According to his biographies, the appointment was due to the yin (‘protection’) 
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privilege enjoyed by the heirs of a deceased man of merit. It seems more likely, 

however, that it was made in compliance with the Mongol rule that placed rallied 

Chinese and their heirs in charge of their native districts. It is also probable that Shih 

T’ien-tse, former superior and patron of Tung Chiin, and Shih-chi Chu, Wen-ping’s 

teacher, had a hand in the appointment. Whatever the case, Wen-ping remained in 

office for nearly two decades, thus enabling the Tung family to establish a close 

relationship with Qubilai. 

Wen-ping soon proved himself a competent administrator by exercising his 

authority wisely and issuing sound judgements. He thus earned the respect of his 

subordinates, who had at first regarded him as too young to be their superior. More 

important yet were the policies which he instituted on behalf of his fellow townsmen. 

First of all, he made sure that his people would be free from oppressive taxation by 

altering the census taken in 1235-1236 preparatory to the allotment of apanages to the 

Mongol nobles. Against the opposition of his immediate subordinates and a few 

commoners, and at the risk of severe punishment to himself, he registered as many 

persons as possible as members of the same household in order to reduce the total 

number of households and consequently the burden of household-tax on his people. 

According to Wang P’an (1202-93), Wen-ping reported only some 600 households, 

most of which were given as households of the elderly, the young, the maimed and 

the sick. In contrast, many officials in other places deliberately increased household 

numbers by registering members of a single family as forming two or more 

households, with the aim, in the words of Wang P’an, of ‘fawning on (their) 

superiors.’ 

Wen-ping aided his people in other ways. He provided relief for the poor and 

paid taxes on their behalf. To help the people earn a living and to attract the war- 

scattered townsmen back home, he allotted uncultivated public lands to them and 

protected them from oppression by locally influential families. Like people elsewhere 

in north China at that time, the inhabitants in Kao-ch’eng also suffered from a ruinous 

interest rate on the money which Wen-ping’s predecessor had borrowed to defray the 

crushing taxes that they had been unable to pay. For such loans, usually made by 

Muslim merchants, the principal of one /iang of silver might yield an interest as high 

as 1,000 Jiang (1,024 according to Hei-Ta shih-liieh) in ten years. These loans were 

so profitable that they were compared with a sheep (yang) bringing forth lambs (kao), 

thus accounting for the term yang-hsi or yang-kao li, meaning compound interest (see 

the biographies of Lien Hsi-hsien and Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai). To save his people from 

such a curse, Wen-ping reportedly sold some of his family properties to repay the 

usurers. Wen-ping thus brought a measure of stability and prosperity to his home 
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town and proved himself to be not only a competent but also a benevolent 

administrator. 

The exploitative policies of Mongol rule frustrated this popular magistrate so 

deeply, however, that Wen-ping was finally forced to give up his office. During the 

last years of his tenure, he repeatedly refused to exact payments from his people to 

satisfy his superior in the Chen-ting prefectural government whose pressing demands 

seem to have originated with Sorqaqtani Beki (d. 1252), mother of Méngke Qa’an 

(Hsien-tsung, r. 1251-59), Qubilai Qa’an, and the founder of the Il-Khanate, Hiilegii 

(d. 1265). As the principal wife of Tolui (d. 1232), Cinggis Qan’s fourth son, she was 

assigned in 1236 the Chen-ting district, including Kao-ch’eng county, as her apanage. 

She made this district the major source of her wealth, using all the gold and silver 

collected there to reward the nobility for their support of her son Mongke (r. 1251- 

1259) in his claim to the throne. So much so that when Méngke’s successor, Qubilai, 

extended the use of paper money nationwide in 1260, the Chen-ting district was 

unable to provide a sufficiency of gold and silver as cover for the new currency. 

Presumably, Wen-ping’s superior must have played an important role in Sorqaqtani’s 

exploitation of her apanage, for he was in charge of the family properties of the house 

of Tolui in north China. He would consequently have been enraged by Wen-ping’s 

refusal to cooperate. Unwilling to compromise at the expense of his people, Wen- 

» ping had no option but to resign from official life. He did so sometime between 1250 

when Wen-ping came back from Qara Qorum, and 1253 when he joined Qubilai’s 

expedition against the Ta-li kingdom in Yiinnan. 

Wen-ping visited Qara Qorum in 1250 with his younger brother Wen-yung, on 

Sorqaqtani’s order that the sons or brothers of officials in charge of her apanage in 

north China be sent to her. This amounted to hostage-taking, a common practice of 

the time among apanage holders. The hostages usually served in the princely guards. 

Some of them subsequently rose to distinction, as did Wen-yung. Like his elder 

brothers, Wen-yung studied under Shih-chi Chu; he developed a stronger interest in 

scholarship than they did. He passed an examination in poetry and rhymeprose (fu) 

when he was about twenty years old. By the time he came to Qara Qorum, he had, at 

twenty-seven, already established himself as a young scholar. Following an audience 

with Sorgaqtani, he was soon assigned to her son Qubilai. A direct relationship 

between the Mongol prince and the Tung family was thus established. 

Qubilai first put Wen-yung in charge of official documents. Later, in 1257, he 

was given the task of teaching the Chinese Classics to the prince’s sons Nomuqan (d. 

1301) and _Hiigeti. But perhaps the most important contribution he made during his 

ten years of service to Qubilai was the assistance he gave in assembling such 

distinguished scholars as Li Chih, Tou Mo, Yao Shu (qq.v.), Li Chiin-min (1176- 
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1260) and Wei Fan (a chin-shih of 1215) at the prince’s headquarters. Such 

concentration of talent was a clear indication of Qubilai’s esteem for Chinese culture, 

and it explains in part why it was he, and not his younger brother Ariq Boke (d. 

1265/66), who secured the support of the Chinese people when the two brothers vied 

for the throne after M6ngke’s death in 1259. Wen-yung’s own scholarship must have 

greatly benefited from constant contact with his learned colleagues. 

The relationship between the Tung family and Qubilai was further strengthened 

when Wen-chung, at twenty-three, came in 1252 to join his brother Wen-yung in the 

service of the prince, one year after Qubilai had been given control over the 

conquered Chinese territory, with headquarters at Chin-lien ch’uan in the area of the 

upper Luan River in present-day Inner Mongolia. Little is known about Wen-chung’s 

early life except that he enjoyed a good education provided by his elder brothers. 

Unlike Wen-yung, Wen-chung showed no interest in belles-lettres. He considered 

poetry to be worthless in personal cultivation and government. Scholarship for him 

was the application of the lessons of the Confucian Classics which he regarded as ‘the 

real learning’ (shih-hstieh). On one occasion, in reply to Wang E’s (g.v.) inquiry on 

whether he wrote poetry, Wen-chung said that poetry was not his subject and that his 

knowledge extended no further than the need to serve parents and rulers with 

devotion. Thus, in fact, did Wen-chung serve his lord, and so valued was his service 

that he was kept in closest attendance from the time he came to Qubilai in 1252 until 

he died in 1281. 

The ties between the Tung family and Qubilai were further strengthened in 1253 

when Wen-ping undertook a long and arduous journey to Yiinnan to offer his service 

to the prince. The previous year, Qubilai had left his headquarters by order of 

MGngke Qa’an to lead an expeditionary force against the Ta-li kingdom. In this 

campaign, the prince’s first, Wen-yung and Wen-chung were in charge of supplies and 

acted at times as advisers. Inspired by the news of the prince’s campaign, Wen-ping, 

then in retirement, wasted no time in assembling forty-six men with two hundred 

horses (another source has forty men and a third says two hundred “family followers’) 

and setting out posthaste to join the prince. They marched via Honan, Shensi and 

Kansu, where they turned south and entered the difficult Tibetan lands. The great 

majority of Wen-ping’s followers died there. Wen-ping himself was exhausted and 

fell sick. Qubilai was deeply moved by his loyalty and dedication. 

Wen-ping’s decision to join the army was not surprising, since he was a man who 

belonged in the field. Born to a distinguished general and raised in a military 

environment, he had developed from childhood an interest in the art of war. Like his 

father, he was a champion horseman and archer. Although educated by a renowned 

scholar, he was not particularly interested in scholarship. His favourite book was the 
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Tso-chuan, which has been classed as a hsiang-k’an shu or ‘book on war.’ A born 

soldier, Wen-ping would have found it easier to rise to distinction in times of troubles 

than in peacetime. But he commanded no troops when he served as the magistrate of 

his home town, for he had inherited no command from his father. The expedition led 

by Qubilai thus provided Wen-ping with a chance not only to revive his career but 

also to demonstrate his natural talent. 

His deep loyalty proven by the efforts which he had made to join the prince’s 

camp, Wen-ping was soon given the chiliarch’s golden tablet (chin-fu), although he 

had but two followers. Only when ordered by Qubilai in 1255 to raise troops in 

Shansi and Shensi did Wen-ping command an army. For the next two years, he was 

in charge of the construction work at K’ai-p’ing (renamed Shang-tu in 1265), Qubilai’s 

new headquarters and the future summer capital of the Yiian emperors. During those 

years, Wen-yung busied himself with the recruitment of Chinese scholars, while Wen- 

chung remained at the princely residence. 

Two other scions of the Tung family, Wen-wei (T. Yen-hua, d. 1268) and Wen- 

chih (T. Yen-cheng, 1225-76), also gained fame in those years. Wen-wei, who had 

not obtained an appointment since he led a small group of men to the south in 1241, 

was made a campaigning chiliarch of the Kao-ch’eng region by Qubilai in 1254, 

partly because of his own ability and partly on account of his brothers’ connections 

with the prince. He was soon sent to the south once again. Stationed at Teng-chou, 

Honan, under the acting myriarch Shih Ch’tian, a nephew of Shih T’ien-tse, Wen-wei 

contributed greatly to the defence of the areas north of the Southern Sung strongholds 

of Hsiang-yang and Fan-ch’eng in Hupei. He is credited with having built fortresses 

at Kuang-hua, P’i-yang and Tsao-yang over the following few years. In 1257, he took 

part in the attack on Hsiang-yang and displayed his prowess by leading élite troops to 

capture the outer walls of the city. Like his eldest brother Wen-ping, he was a career 

soldier famed for his success in military service. 

During the same years, Wen-chih served as the magistrate of Kao-ch’eng. His 

election to succeed his father Chiin and eldest brother Wen-ping in the office seems to 

have owed more to the Tung family’s newly established relation with Qubilai than to 

the Mongol rule of putting rallied Chinese and their heirs in hereditary charge of their 

native district. As in the case of his brothers Wen-ping and Wen-wei, Wen-chih was 

also granted the golden tablet. 

The Tung brothers served with distinction on both fronts of the two-pronged 

attack of 1258/59 against the Sung, led respectively by Méngke Qa’an and Qubilai. 

When the army under Mongke’s personal command was held up by the Sung general 

Wang Chien’s (d. 1264) obstinate resistance at the mountain stronghold of Tiao-yii 

ch’eng in Ho-chou (Szechuan), probably in the first half of 1259, Wen-wei, joined by 



627 
f 

Wen-ping’s eldest son Shih-yiian (T. Ch’ang-ch’ing, 1235-76), hastily led his élite 

troops westward from his headquarters at Teng-chou. He attacked the enemy soon 

after his arrival at the imperial camp, but like other Mongol generals, was repulsed by 

the stones and arrows poured down from the enemy’s inaccessible stronghold. He 

was nevertheless granted imperial favours for his bravery. 

At that time, Wen-ping, Wen-yung and Wen-chung were engaged further east in 

a campaign under the immediate command of Qubilai. After crossing the Huai River 

in autumn 1259, Wen-ping was detached to capture the Sung stronghold of T’ai-shan 

chai at Huang-p’i in Hupeh. He later rejoined the prince and arrived at the Yang-lo 

fortress guarding a ford on the Yangtze. With his two brothers, Wen-ping led a force 

against the Sung navy deployed on the Yangtze and advanced to crush the enemy on 

the south bank of the river. Qubilai was then able to cross the Yangtze safely and 

proceeded to besiege the Sung stronghold of E-chou. The siege was raised about two 

months later when Qubilai realised that his hope to succeed MG6ngke Qa’an, who had 

died at Tiao-yii ch’eng in August 1259, was threatened by his younger brother Ariq 

Boke in Mongolia. Qubilai returned to the north to deal with this situation. The Tung 

brothers accompanied him. 

By the time Qubilai proclaimed himself qa’an of the Mongol Empire at K’ai-p’ing 

on 5 May 1260, the Tung brothers had undoubtedly reached prominent positions in 

his entourage. Their loyal service and great contributions in the past years guaranteed 

them an important role in the new qa’an’s regime. 

Wen-ping: the General 

After Qubilai’s enthronement in 1260, his authority was defied by his younger 

brother Ariq Boke, and then by the Chinese warlord Li T’an (q.v.). Having restored 

internal order, Qubilai embarked on the conquest of the Southern Sung. These events 

provided Wen-ping with the opportunity to pursue his military career. As his father 

Tung Chiin had risen during the Mongol invasion of north China, so did Wen-ping 

make his name during the years of strife attending the Mongol advance into south 

China. 

On the very day Qubilai ascended the throne, he appointed Wen-ping one of three 

pacification commissioners of the area south of Yen-ching (Peking), the two others 

being Ma-ma and Chao Pi (1220-76). This area was in turmoil due partly to the 

conscription of soldiers by Ariq Boke’s supporter Dorji during the interregnum. Wen- 

ping re-established order and so facilitated Qubilai’s campaign against Ariq B6ke who 

had been crowned at Qara Qorum days only after Qubilai’s own accession at K’ai- 

p ing. 
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The following summer, leading the Han Army, Wen-ping followed Qubilai in his 

attack on Ariq Boke. He provided the qa’an’s guard and did not engage in actual 

combat. Arig Boke fled westward and Qubilai failed to catch up with him. 

Back in K’ai-p’ing in early 1261, Wen-ping was soon appointed pacification 

commissioner of Eastern Shan-tung. But on his way to assume office in September, 

he was summoned back to K’ai-p’ing to assume an office of even greater importance. 

He was made general control commissioner of the Imperial Guard. Composed of Han 

effectives, this newly organised unit of the Guard was at first placed under the sole 

command of Li Po-yu, a Korean who had formerly served in Shih T’ien-t’se’s army. 

The appointment of Wen-ping as co-commander indicates Qubilai’s trust in him. 

Wen-ping also received the myriarch’s golden tiger tablet on his appointment. Having 

joined Qubilai in 1253 with two followers only, Wen-ping had now become one of 

the most trusted and powerful Chinese military leaders. 

In autumn 1261 Ariq Boke recaptured Qara Qorum and headed for K’ai-p’ing. 

Qubilai mobilised his troops to repel the advancing enemy. At the same time Wen- 

ping set out from Yii-erh po (Ta-li po/Dalai Nor in Inner Mongolia) with 1,000 

mounted archers to rendezvous with Qubilai. Later that year the two rival forces met 

and fought at Simultu, an unidentified lake in the eastern Gobi. Ariq Boke was badly 

defeated, but did not surrender until the summer of 1264. 

Back from Mongolia, Wen-ping was soon engaged in another campaign. This 

time he enjoyed the company of his brothers Wen-wei and Wen-yung, and of Wen- 

chih’s son Shih-piao (T. Chin-ch’ing, 1245-97). The campaign was directed against Li 

T’an, the powerful overlord of eastern Shantung who had switched his allegiance to 

the Sung in February 1262. Li T’an’s revolt forced Qubilai to face the possibility of 

being attacked simultaneously by Ariq Boke on one front and by Li on the other. To 

overcome this serious threat, Qubilai called up a great number of Mongolian and 

Chinese soldiers. Li was finally captured and executed in August. After the victory, 

Prince Qabiti, the commander-in-chief, ordered that 20,000 captured soldiers from 

Hai-chou and Lien-shui in northeastern Kiangsu be put to death by the victors. Two 

thousand such prospective victims were reportedly sent to Wen-ping, but following 

his father’s example, he refused to slaughter them. He even persuaded Qabiti to 

revoke the order. Thus, in addition to his role in suppressing of the revolt, Wen-ping 

is credited with the preservation of more than 10,000 lives. 

The revolt of Li T’an adversely affected the Chinese overlords in the north. Ever 

since their defection to the Mongols in the early stages of the invasion, these local 

Chinese strongmen had all exercised hereditary civil and military powers over large 

areas, and were known consequently as shih-hou or hereditary lords. The revolt of Li 

T’an, however, called their political reliability into question. Steps were taken to 



629 
f 

reduce their influence in the wake of the rebellion. These measures included the 

separation of military and civil powers, the suppression of hereditary privileges and 

the withdrawal of their fiefs, as well as the removal of as many as possible of their 

kinsmen from military posts. As a result, authority was centralised and the Chinese 

armies under the hereditary lords were nationalised. The Mongol rule over China was 

thereby further consolidated. 

The Tung brothers had nothing to lose from the centralisation policies since they 

had neither fief nor private army and so posed no threat to the Mongols. One 

limitation placed on the Chinese overlords after Li T’an’s rebellion excluded Chinese 

families from holding more than one military command each. Both Wen-ping and 

Wen-wei, however, retained their posts in the Imperial Guard as general control 

commissioner and chiliarch respectively. Moreover, more soldiers were incorporated 

in the Guard under Wen-ping’s command. In 1265, Wen-ping took over the 

command of two myriarchies from the family of Shih T’ien-tse. When Wen-wei died 

heirless in 1268, Wen-ping’s son Shih-yiian was appointed to succeed in his uncle’s 

office. The fifth Tung brother, Wen-i, was also made a field chiliarch of Teng-chou, 

probably soon after Li T’an’s rebellion. These exceptions to the military regulations 

underline the extraordinary position of the Tung brothers in Qubilai’s new imperial 

order. 

In September following Li T’an’s rebellion, a Regional Military Bureau was 

established to deal with the chaotic post-war situation in Shantung, which was 

exacerbated by the anti-Mongol activities of Li T’an’s lieutenant, Mao Chang, who 

had rallied some of his former colleagues and was about to stage a second revolt. Not 

surprisingly, Qubilai chose Wen-ping to undertake the difficult but important task of 

suppressing Mao. He was made regional military commissioner with discretionary 

powers. Bringing fifty gold and silver tablets of office with him to use as he thought 

fit, Wen-ping soon arrived in I-tu. About this time, Sargis, high military administrator 

of the I-tu Regional Secretarial Council, killed Mao. But Mao’s men were reportedly 

still rebellious. In order not to panic them and make things worse, Wen-ping entered 

the city with only a few followers. Bearing no weapons, he persuaded the rebellious 

troops to lay down their arms, promising them military posts as rewards. Thus, Wen- 

ping brought peace back to Shantung without open violence. He remained in 

Shantung for about two years in command of the military forces while Sargis dealt 

with civil affairs. 

Wen-ping’s force grew larger soon after his arrival at I-tu. By imperial order, it 

absorbed the so-called Old Army of I-tu and the troops which Li T’an had recruited 

and transferred to I-tu from Hai-chou, Tung-hai and Lien-shui, and whom Wen-ping 

had saved from execution. It was expanded further when every five households in the 
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I-tu district were made to provide a recruit. These conscripts might have formed the 

so-called New Army of I-tu. Wen-ping was now in command of a greatly enlarged 

force that consisted of the new and old armies of I-tu. He was referred to henceforth 

as the myriarch of the New and Old Armies, responsible for the defence of southern 

Shantung against Sung raids. 

In early 1265, as a warning to the Chinese military leaders, two members of the 

Shih family were removed from office (as the field myriarchs of Teng-chou and 

Kuang-hua respectively). Wen-ping took over their command and was concurrently 

made the vice-commissioner of the Military Control Bureau of Ho-nan, in the areas 

south of the Yellow River. Posted to this strategically most important frontier, Wen- 

ping was apparently expected to play a major role in the final attack on the Sung. In 

preparation for that attack, he built 500 warships and trained his soldiers in naval 

warfare. He was summoned back to court to discuss military strategy with Qubilai. 

On that occasion Wen-ping told Qubilai that incessant campaigning had so 

impoverished his officers that even those of higher rank had no horses. A salary 

system was consequently established in autumn 1270, by which officers were paid 

according to rank. 

In 1270, Wen-ping was transferred back to southern Shantung. Three years later, 

in April 1273, he was again posted to the Huai-hsi frontier, in the western valley of 

the Huai River, as the director of the newly established Huai-hsi Regional Department 

of Military Affairs. Wen-ping built two forts at Cheng-yang (west of Shou-hsien, 

Anhwei) where his headquarters were located, one on each bank of the Huai. He 

armed them with some 200 catapults, thus enabling the Yiian forces to block the 

passage of Sung ships through Cheng-yang. In the summer of 1274, a sizable fleet of 

Sung warships attacked Cheng-yang but was crushingly defeated. In this battle, Wen- 

ping was hit by an arrow which struck his ribs through his left arm. His second son 

Shih-hsiian (T. Shun-ch’ing, 1253-1321) temporarily took over command, capturing a 

Sung general in his first battle. 

The attack that led to the Mongol seizure of the Sung capital Lin-an began in 

autumn 1274. Setting out from his headquarters at Cheng-yang, Wen-ping reached 

An-ch’ing in southern Anhwei in early 1275, where he joined the commander-in-chief 

Bayan (q.v.) who had come from Hsiang-yang along the Han River and the Yangtze. 

With Wen-ping in the vanguard, the Yiian army advanced northeastward along the 

Yangtze with a large flotilla, meeting little resistance until it reached Ting-chia Island 

(north-east of T’ung-ling, Anhwei) in March. There, a large Sung army of more than 

100,000 men and 2,500 ships commanded by the prime minister Chia Ssu-tao (1213- 

75) was routed. The Yiian army entered Chien-k’ang (Nanking) shortly after without 

a fight. Later, an imperial decree instructed Bayan to cease operations on the grounds 
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that summer was at its height. Bayan obediently stayed at Chien-k’ang and Wen-ping 

proceeded to Chen-chiang where he received in late March the surrender of Shih Tsu- 

chung, the general administrator of the Metropolitan Cavalry. 

In the next two months, Wen-ping saw little action, but his eldest son Shih-yiian, 

a chiliarch of the Imperial Guard, was engaged in battles in the lower basin of the 

Huai River. After capturing the fortifications of Huai-an, a town on the Grand Canal 

in central Kiangsu, Shih-yiian went south and stationed his forces at Wan-t’ou pao in 

preparation for an attack on Yang-chou. On 26 June, Chiang Ts’ai (d. 1276), the Sung 

general at Yang-chou, attacked the fort at night with superior forces. At dawn, Shih- 

ylian was found lying in the mud. He had been speared seventeen times. He died 

immediately after being carried back to camp. He was the second Tung, with his 

grandfather Chiin, to die in battle for the Mongols. 

Soon after the death of his son, Wen-ping and other commanders again crushed 

the Sung navy at the battle of Chiao-shan in late July 1275. In an attempt to halt and 

destroy the Ytian army at Chen-chiang, the Sung generals Chang Shih-chieh (d. 1279) 

and Sun Hu-ch’en gathered more than 10,000 warships around Chiao-shan, an islet in 

the Yangtze north-east of Chen-chiang. Determined to fight to the last, the Sung 

generals had their ships tied together in groups of ten to form a unit called a fang. No 

ship could lift anchor without an order from the unit commander. To counter this 

challenge, the Yiian commanders grouped their ships into five squadrons, planning to 

attack the enemy from all sides. The attack started at dawn on 26 July. Wen-ping 

directed the southern attack with all the ships of the myriarchies of the Huai-hsi 

Department of Military Affairs. With his flag-ship flanked by the ships of his son 

Shih-hsiian and nephew Shih-piao, Wen-ping launched a fierce assault on the enemy, 

fighting at close quarters for hours while his archers shot fire arrows into the sails of 

the stationary Sung ships. Tens of thousands of Sung soldiers and a great number of 

their vessels were destroyed. The Sung general Chang Shih-chieh was forced to flee 

from the battle-field but was soon overtaken by Wen-ping at Ch’uang-shan, south-east 

of Chiao-shan, where Wen-ping captured about 700 Sung vessels and more than 

10,000 Sung soldiers. Chang Shih-chieh escaped to sea, where Wen-ping could not 

follow in his flimsy craft. 

Wen-ping reached the pinnacle of his career in the final attack that led to the 

capture of Lin-an. In late November 1275, the commander-in-chief Bayan regrouped 

the Yiian forces into three corps. Bayan and Alaqan (1233-81) commanded the two 

corps that were to march toward Lin-an by land. Wen-ping was in command of the 

third that was to approach Lin-an from the sea. Setting out from Chen-chiang late 

that year with his generals Esen Buga, Qutuqu and Chang Hung-fan (q.v.), Wen-ping 

progressed along the Yangtze, receiving the surrender of Chiang-yin and Hsii-p’u. At 
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the turn of the year, he reached Ch’ung-ming, an island at the mouth of the Yangtze, 

and successfully called for the submission of Chu Ch’ing (1237-1303) and Chang 

Hsiian (d. 1303), the powerful pirates and salt smugglers who operated along the 

north China coast from Ch’ung-ming Island. This added more than 500 large ships 

and several thousand men to his fleet. 

Wen-ping continued to advance along the coast, and the towns and cities on the 

way submitted without resistance. On 23 January 1276, his troops disembarked at 

Yen-kuan (Hai-ning), fifty km from the Sung capital. Eleven days later, he caught up 

with Bayan at Ch’ang-an chen. Two days after that, Wen-ping and Bayan moved to 

Kao-t’ing Mountain, eleven km from Lin-an, where they were joined by Alagan. 

After a series of negotiations, the Sung emperor Kung-ti (r. 1275-76) formally 

surrendered on 21 February 1276. On that day, Wen-ping entered the Sung capital in 

accordance with Bayan’s orders. He abolished the institutions of the Sung 

government, disbanded the armed forces, sealed the treasuries, and took charge of the 

imperial ritual regalia, the maps, the registers and all other archives, including the 

books in the Imperial Archives. He maintained strict order, even dispatching soldiers 

to escort merchants visiting the capital. The people of Lin-an consequently suffered 

little from the change of dynasties, in sharp contrast to the cruel fate of Pien when it 

fell to the Mongols in early 1233. 

Just as Chang Jou (q.v.) is credited with saving the Chin Veritable Records, Wen- 

ping is praised for having preserved the source materials of the standard history of the 

Sung. It is said that when Li P’an, a member of the Han-lin Academy, arrived in Lin- 

an with Qubilai’s order to recruit Sung scholars for service in the Yiian government, 

Wen-ping told Li, ‘A state can be eliminated, but not its history. The sixteen rulers of 

the Sung reigned over the empire for more than three hundred years. Records by their 

official historians are kept in the Historiography Institute. They should be 

preserved....’. Thereupon, the 5,000-odd volumes of the National History, the Diaries 

of Activity and Repose, the Records of Current Government and the Veritable Records 

of the Sung were turned over to Li and sent by sea to the Yiian Department of 

National History. A slightly different version is given by two Yiian scholars. 

According to Yiian Chiieh (1266-1327) and Yii Chi (1272-1348), it was the scholar 

Wang Kou (1245-1310) who advised Wen-ping of the importance of preserving the 

source materials for the Sung History (Sung-shih). In August-September 1276, Wen- 

ping was promoted assistant of the Left in the Secretarial Council and, at the same 

time, made Great Officer Endowed with Virtue. 

The capture of Lin-an did not mean the end of the war. Much of south China still 

refused to submit to the Mongols. As a general with experience in naval warfare, 

Wen-ping was entrusted by Bayan with the task of pacifying the coastal areas of Che- 
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tung, Fukien and Kwantung after Bayan had left Lin-an for the court in late March 

1276. Wen-ping began his campaign in autumn, strictly forbidding his soldiers to 

molest or enslave the people. He arrived at T’ai-chou in Chekiang and forced Chang 

Shih-chieh to flee to the south with Shih (1268-78), the half-brother of the captive 

Sung emperor Kung-ti. Wen-ping then proceeded toward Wen-chou, where he 

captured and executed a Sung general who had set fire to the city before fleeing. He 

stormed Hsing-hua in Fukien only after the place persistently refused to surrender; 

and he executed only those who resisted. 

By the end of that year, Wen-ping reached Ch’iian-chou. It was here that he 

received the submission of the famous Muslim P’u Shou-keng, the superintendent of 

Maritime Trade in that important seaport. Enraged by Chang Shih-chieh’s 

requisitioning of his ships and properties, P’u had killed more than 2,000 members of 

the Sung royal family only shortly before Wen-ping’s arrival. Considering that P’u 

would be of great use in helping the Yiian defend China’s southeastern coast with his 

ships and thousands of followers, Wen-ping gave his own golden tiger tablet to P’u, 

without heeding the possible consequences of this unauthorised delegation of a 

myriarch’s authority. 

After pacifying much of Fukien and setting the stage for the elimination of the 

last claimant to the Sung throne at Yai-shan by his subordinate Chang Hung-fan off 

the Kwangtung coast in 1279, Wen-ping was summoned back to court in early 1277. 

He arrived at Shang-tu (K’ai-ping) in late spring and immediately obtained an 

audience with Qubilai Qa’an. He requested in vain to take part in the intermittent but 

prolonged war against the rebel princes under the leadership of Ogédei’s grandson 

Qaidu (d. 1301). Instead, he was confirmed in his post in the Secretarial Council and 

retained as assistant in the Department of Military Affairs. The emperor pressed him 

to take up his duties in Ta-tu without delay. So, three days later, after an imperial 

banquet probably in his honour and a short visit to the heir apparent Jingim, Wen-ping 

set off for the capital. A distinguished and meritorious general who had spent much 

of the past quarter of a century in the field thus unwillingly left the army. 

Back at Ta-tu, deprived of his command, Wen-ping seems to have felt depressed, 

with little heart for administrative work. He went to his office in the Secretarial 

Council and the Department of Military Affairs on alternate days but accomplished 

nothing significant enough to be recorded. He had little power in the Secretariat 

which had long been under the control of the notorious Ahmad (q.v.), the director of 

political affairs. Wen-ping regarded Ahmad as a vicious man, partly because his 

brother Wen-yung had recently been ousted from the Secretarial Council by Ahmad, 

while another brother, Wen-chung, was also being victimised by the high-handed 

minister. As a meritorious general who had just conquered the Sung and as a high 
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official who was next only to Ahmad in rank in the Secretarial Council, Wen-ping 

might have been expected by Ahmad’s opponents to challenge their common enemy. 

But Wen-ping was a novice in politics and Ahmad had the ear of the emperor; all 

Wen-ping could do was refuse to co-sign the documents of the Council. Deeply 

depressed, Wen-ping resigned in the summer of 1278 on grounds of sickness brought 

about by his constant campaigning in the south. He was ordered to travel to Shang-tu 

for the sake of his health. Upon his arrival, however, he once more asked for 

permission to take part in the war against the rebel princes. Obviously, Wen-ping 

would have rather returned to the army than stay in the capital. But his request was 

again rejected. On 16 September Qubilai granted him a seat of honour at the 

emperor’s birthday banquet. Back home that night, Wen-ping had a relapse. Imperial 

physicians attended him daily. On 18 September, he was appointed signatory official 

of the Department of Military Affairs. Thirteen days later, on 1 October, he died at 

Shang-tu at the age of sixty-two. His last words, uttered to his brother Wen-chung, 

were that he regretted being unable to die on the field of battle as his father had done, 

and he hoped the Tung family would produce generations of able and patriotic 

military men. 

Wen-ping’s body was carried back to Kao-ch’eng in late 1278. By imperial order, 

local officials held mourning ceremonies when the funeral procession passed through 

their cities and towns. Thousands of Mongol soldiers coming back from Qara Qorum 

dismounted to mourn their respected commander when they encountered the 

procession. As a last tribute to the general who had served so loyally and made such 

great contributions over the past twenty-five years, Qubilai gave Wen-ping, whom he 

had nicknamed Tung Ta-ko, ‘Tung the Eldest Brother,’ the posthumous title of Gold 

and Purple Great Officer of Brilliant Dignity, the posthumous office of director of 

political affairs, and canonised him as Chung-hsien (‘Loyal and Devoted’). In 1312- 

1313, Wen-ping was given the higher posthumous title of Grand Commandant and 

was invested as Duke-of-state of Chao. He was buried in the family graveyard at 

Kao-li in Kao-ch’eng. 

Wen-yung: the Scholar-Official 

Wen-yung’s rise in the civil hierarchy was rather slow compared to his brother 

Wen-ping’s career in the Yiian armed forces. When he was made vice-censor in 1288, 

the highest position in the Censorate open to a Chinese official, twenty-seven years 

had passed since he had first obtained an official appointment in the year Qubilai 

ascended the throne. Also, unlike Wen-ping, Wen-yung suffered many political 

setbacks during nearly forty years of official service, because of his unyielding 

attitude toward such as his contemporaries called ‘high-handed’ and ‘vicious’ 
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ministers. He became noted as an outspoken scholar-official and is said to have cared 

only for the welfare of the dynasty and the people. His political life exemplifies the 

difficult position of a Chinese official supporting a conqueror’s regime. 

Shortly after Qubilai’s enthronement, Wen-yung was first assigned to select 

soldiers from the armies on the frontiers to form a guard for the new qa’an. Back at 

court in autumn on the request of Chang Wen-ch’ien (1217-83), the new pacification 

commissioner of Ta-ming and Chang-te in southern Hopei, Wen-yung was appointed 

first secretary of the Bureaux of the Left and Right, an office subordinate to the newly 

formed Secretarial Council. Next year, he was appointed the first secretary of the 

Ministry of War. When Li T’an revolted in 1262, Wen-yung followed the Mongol 

general K6kGdei (d. 1262), son of Siibétei (g.v.), to participate in the war against Li 

as a military adviser. Later, when K6kGédei’s nephew Aju (1234-87) was to go south 

to attack the Sung, Wen-yung was offered a position by Aju. He declined on the 

grounds that, since his brother Wen-ping was already commanding a large force in 

Shantung, his acceptance would breach the new regulation, established in the wake of 

the suppression of Li T’an’s rebellion, that forbade a Chinese family to hold more than 

one military post. Although he was told by Aju that the regulation did not apply to 

the old followers of the new ga’an, Wen-yung insisted on declining the office because 

of ill health. 

Two years later, in 1264, Wen-yung was called out of retirement by the emperor 

himself. He was appointed first secretary in the Regional Secretarial Council of the 

districts of Hsi-hsia and Chung-hsing, collectively known as Ho-hsi. Wen-yung 

worked there for about three years until the Regional Secretarial Council was 

abolished in 1266. During this period, he actively participated in the restoration of 

order after the war fought there by Qubilai’s army and the forces led by “Alamdar (d. 

1260) and Qundugqai (or Qundaqai), both supporters of Ariq Boke. He built irrigation 

canals and opened up lands in Chung-hsing in Ninghsia, and Hsi-liang, Kan-chou, Su- 

chou, Kua-chou and Sha-chou in Kansu. Between 40,000 and 50,000 refugee 

households returned to their farms, to be given grain seed and farming tools. Boats 

were provided for both the defeated rebels and hostile local tribesmen when they 

submitted. Thus, Wen-yung helped stabilise Ninghsia and Kansu. 

It was during this period that Wen-yung was first humiliated by the Mongol 

conquerors. Prince Jibik Temiir, grandson of Ogédei, was then in command of an 

army stationed at Ho-hsi, his family apanage. The establishment of the Regional 

Secretarial Council in late 1261 was aimed at reducing the power of the prince. But 

this provincial government does not seem to have been very effective in carrying out 

its task. When Wen-yung came to Ho-hsi in 1264, Jibik Temiir’s followers were still 

oppressing the people harshly. As usual, they forced the Council to meet their 
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demands. For fear of the prince, no one in the government dared speak up. Indignant 

and courageous, Wen-yung often reprimanded these wrongdoers publicly. He was 

slandered as a result. Jibik Temiir grew angry, called in Wen-yung and had him 

questioned by his retainers. Wen-yung refused to submit to such improper procedure, 

saying that he would only justify his actions to the prince’s tutor, who, he thought, had 

the authority to question him. Wen-yung reported scores of offences committed by 

the prince’s men to the tutor, who had attended Sorqaqtani Beki and might have thus 

been acquainted with Wen-yung. He added bitterly: ‘I am a Han, and (a Han’s) life or 

how true death is not worthy of concern.’ The tutor is said to have been surprised to 

learn of the exactions committed by Jibik Temiir’s men, and in the end the prince 

himself allegedly praised Wen-yung for his loyal service. Wen-yung’s biographies 

state that the Regional Secretarial Council was able to hold its own thereafter. Such a 

report may have been exaggerated, for the Regional Secretarial Council was soon 

abolished in 1266, very likely as a result of Jibik Temiir’s opposition to it. 

Frustrated, Wen-yung declined the first secretary’s office in the Secretarial 

Council when he returned from Ho-hsi in 1266. Two years later, Wen-yung rejected 

a post in the newly established Censorate because of the death of his brother Wen- 

wei. In 1270 or 1271, he re-entered public life as the commissioner-on-tour for the 

promotion of agriculture in Shan-tung. He held that office for the next five years, 

serving with distinction. 

In 1275, on the recommendation of the young chancellor of the Right An-t’ung 

(q.v.), a fourth-generation descendant of Muqali (q.v.) and leader of the anti-Ahmad 

faction in Ta-Tu, Wen-yung was appointed vice-minister of War, replacing a Jurchen 

named Ho-shih-li, a protégé of Ahmad. Shortly after An-tung had left for Mongolia 

to assist Prince Nomuqan in the war against Qaidu, the chief falconer charged the 

vice-minister of War at Ahmad’s instigation with failure to provide food for the 

falcons. Hearing the report that the falcons were about to die of hunger, Qubilai 

angrily ordered the arrest of the vice-minister. Wen-yung was brought before the 

emperor. Only then, realising who the culprit was, did Qubilai declare that Wen-yung 

was too exalted a personage to be serving the needs of the chief falconer. Wen-yung 

was pardoned and the falconer was instructed to get food for the falcons through 

another office. 

Soon after this incident, Wen-yung left the Secretarial Council, probably driven 

out by Ahmad, and in 1276 took the office of general administrator of the Wei-hui 

district in northern Honan. There he released thousands of poor people from the 

obligation of having to transport treasure and grain from the newly conquered 

territory in the south to the capital. He used petty clerks and government runners 

instead. He established a postal relay system for the same purpose, in cooperation 
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with the neighbouring districts. In 1277, he went to Pien and dissuaded the local 

transport officials from diverting the Ch’in River into the Yii River, because Wei-hui 

in northern Honan and Ch’ang-lu in Hopei would be flooded in the process. For such 

actions the people of Wei-hui erected a commemorative stele in honour of Wen-yung 

when he left his office in 1278/1279. 

Back from Honan, Wen-yung went into retirement for the third time. He built a 

cottage in Kao-ch’eng, calling it Hsia-kuan t’ing (‘Far-sighted Cottage’). He styled 

himself Yeh-chuang lao-jen or the ‘Old Man of the Villa.’ He led the life of a hermit, 

busying himself with reading and writing. He was weary, it seems, of public service 

after having been humiliated on at least two occasions. In 1281, he even turned down 

a posting to the Censorate which the heir apparent Jingim had procured for him. 

Yet Wen-yung was soon to obtain an exalted office in the bureaucracy. After 

Wang Chu (1254-82) and the monk Kao had assassinated Ahmad in April 1282, the 

court reappointed most of the officials purged during Ahmad’s ascendency. Wen- 

yung was made minister of War and probably served also as representative of the heir 

apparent in the Secretariat. Thereafter, as the head of a ministry, he attended every 

court conference at which policy matters were considered. 

At those conferences, Wen-yung’s counsel against curtailing the powers of the 

Regional Secretarial Councils proved decisive. In 1283, in an attempt to rid itself of 

censorial control, the Chiang-Huai Regional Secretarial Council proposed to 

subordinate the Regional Censorate to its authority. Wen-yung argued successfully 

against this move at court by likening the Censorate to a tiger: just as one had to 

envisage the consequence before one undertook to provoke the tiger, one had to 

remember the possibility of impeachment by the Censorate before one proceeded to 

break the law. If the Regional Censorate was controlled by the Regional Secretarial 

Councils, so his argument ran, there would be no deterrent to corrupt officials. 

In late 1283 or early 1284, Wen-yung was transferred to the Ministry of Rites 

and, in March of 1284, was appointed an academician in both the Han-lin Academy 

and the Chi-hsien Academy. He was made concurrently the director of the Imperial 

Archives. 

As an academician, Wen-yung retained the right to attend court conferences 

where he remained as outspoken as before. This time he directed his criticism at a 

powerful Chinese official from Ta-ming named Lu Shih-yung (d. 1285). Lu is said to 

have entered officialdom by bribing Ahmad. Years later, at the end of 1284, Lu was 

appointed assistant of the Right in the Secretarial Council as a fiscal expert and 

entrusted with the task of stabilising the paper currency and increasing state revenues, 

on the recommendation of Sangha (q.v.). He had reinstated many of Ahmad’s men 

and thus became the target of recriminations by a number of Ahmad’s erstwhile foes. 
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Wen-yung was one of his main critics. When Lu claimed that he could triple revenue 

without increasing taxes, a court conference was held to debate the proposition. No 

one dared speak in the conference until Wen-yung told Lu to his face that, to make 

true his promises, he would have to contribute the funds himself or levy higher taxes 

on the people. One might be able to draw much revenue from the people over a short 

period but such levels of exaction were not sustainable in the long term since the 

taxpayers would be apt to die of starvation in the process. Thus, Wen-yung is said to 

have silenced Lu Shih-jung, who was dismissed in May 1285 and executed late that 

year. 

Shortly after, in 1285, Wen-yung was appointed associate director of political 

affairs in the Chiang-Huai Regional Secretarial Council at Yang-chou, Kiangsu. He 

remained in that office for the next three years, frequently arguing with his arrogant 

superior, presumably a Mongol noble, who treated his colleagues like petty clerks. 

Wen-yung reportedly dissuaded that man from sending his rapacious underlings to 

seize land from the people. He is also credited with saving many lives when, in 

opposition to the same official, he suspended construction work which the emperor 

had approved on a pagoda and a large Buddhist temple in the former imperial palace 

of the Sung dynasty. As a consequence, people no longer had to get building timber 

in the snowy mountains where hundreds of workers had perished. In 1286, the 

Chiang-Huai Regional Secretarial Council hastened the building of warships, training 

of troops and gathering of supplies in preparation for the third expedition against 

Japan. Corrupt officials used the opportunity for personal aggrandizement. Thinking 

it unwise to exhaust the nation’s resources for the conquest of a distant and useless 

little island country, Wen-yung went to court and remonstrated with the emperor. His 

objection is said to have contributed to the cancellation of the projected expedition. 

Wen-yung’s official career reached its pinnacle in 1288 when he returned to the 

capital as vice-censor, the highest position open to a Chinese in the Censorate. In this 

capacity, he recommended Hsii Yen (d. 1301) and Wei Ch’u (1232-92) as his 

counterparts in the Chiang-nan Regional Censorate, and more than ten men, including 

Hu Chih-yii (1227-95) and Wang Yiin (q.v.), as inspection commissioners of the 

locally-based Inspection Bureaux. He is reputed to have made the best selection of 

Censorate officials in his time. 

But Wen-yung was only to retain his prestigious office in the Censorate for under 

two years. At the end of this short period, he clashed with Sangha, the powerful 

director of political affairs of the newly established Presidential Council responsible 

for state finances. A shrewd man proficient in several languages and a self-styled 

financial expert, Sangha had long been Qubilai’s favourite. In early 1287, he was 

given extensive powers to save the state from financial disaster. Brooking no 
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opposition to his policies, he had a number of ranking officials and petty clerks 

dismissed or even executed for incompetence or insubordination. On several 

occasions he even came to blows with his critics. Yet he continued to enjoy the 

emperor’s full support. When Cerig (1260-1306), a Mongol noble of Eljigitei’s clan 

and an intimate of Qubilai, for example, was railing against Sangha in front of the 

emperor, the emperor ordered Cerig to be slapped on the face immediately. In the 

circumstances, Wen-yung first adopted an attitude of silent opposition. Later, he 

refused to take the hint that he should praise Sangha to the emperor. He further 

disappointed Sangha by refusing his personal offer of an alliance. When Sangha tried 

to bring the Censorate to its knees, Wen-yung stood up in opposition, entreating him 

to desist for the sake of the state. Enraged, Sangha complained unceasingly about the 

Censorate and berated the obstreperous vice-censor. Wen-yung impeached Sangha to 

no avail. Sangha accused Wen-yung of obstructing the implementation of his policies 

and requested that Wen-yung be severely punished. The emperor rejected so extreme 

a measure, but Wen-yung was removed from the Censorate and transferred to the 

Bureau of Agriculture. Yet, because of his opposition to the policy of converting 

privately-owned holdings into government-controlled agricultural colonies, Wen- 

yung was soon transferred once again to the Han-lin Academy as one of its executive 

academicians, a high-sounding title. As a victim of Sangha’s political purges himself, 

Wen-yung was one of the Secretarial Council and Censorate members called to 

deliberate on the fate of Sangha’s partisans after the latter’s execution in August 1291. 

In 1290, at the request of Jingim’s widow K6kGjin (d. 1300), Wen-yung became 

the tutor of her son Temiir (i.e. Temiir Oljeitii, r. 1294-1307), the grandson and 

immediate successor of Qubilai. As he had done some thirty years earlier, he lectured 

on the Chinese Classics. To help Temiir fully understand the texts, Wen-yung 

repeatedly drew analogies with contemporary political events, so earning much 

respect from the prince. Temiir left for Mongolia in 1293, returning to Shang-tu to 

ascend the throne the following year. Sent from Ta-tu by the prince’s mother 

K6k6jin, Wen-yung attended the coronation and followed the new qa’an on an 

imperial progress to San-pu-la (San-pu-lo), 385 km south-west of Shang-tu. On the 

way, Wen-yung was often summoned to the imperial tent to talk about events of the 

preceding reign. He constantly praised the virtues of Qubilai, with a view further to 

educating the young ruler. These conversations reportedly lasted sometimes until 

midnight. 

In mid-1294, Wen-yung was made concurrently the drafter of Imperial Edicts and 

the redactor of the National History. He took part in writing the Veritable Records of 

Qubilai’s reign. His knowledge of the genealogies and deeds of the royal family, the 

imperial relatives and the court dignitaries, greatly facilitated the completion of the 
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work within one year (July 1294 — July 1295). His biographers say that Wen-yung, 

after serving the royal family for so long, was able to give prompt, correct and 

detailed answers to the questions put to him by other compilers. 

In summer 1297, Wen-yung retired, aged seventy-four. ‘He was pensioned off 

with an allowance of 10,000 kuan of paper currency. One of his sons (probably Shih- 

heng who started his official career as an assistant in the General Administration of 

the Chen-ting district) was appointed an official in his native prefecture in order to 

care for him. Wen-yung died of illness on 7 July. He bequeathed nothing to his 

family but books and sacrificial instruments. Buried in his family’s graveyard, he was 

given the posthumous titles Silver and Blue Great Officer of Eminent Dignity and 

Junior Guardian, canonised as Chung-mu (‘Loyal and Reverent’) and invested as 

Duke-of-state of Chao, probably in 1301. 

Wen-chung: the Imperial Seals Keeper 

Unlike his elder brothers, the military commander Wen-ping and the scholar- 

official Wen-yung, who spent many years away from the capital, Wen-chung 

remained stationed there in the service of Qubilai Qa’an. Appointed seals secretary 

when Qubilai ascended the throne in 1260, he held that office for twenty years until 

he assumed the concurrent appointment of deputy administrator of the Department of 

Military Affairs a few months before he died in 1281. As required by his duties of 

keeper of the imperial seals, he followed Qubilai at all times, whether on a hunting 

expedition or a military campaign. He was probably the only person to remain in 

Qubilai’s innermost entourage for nearly three decades. 

As no special ability was required of the keeper of the seals, one might expect 

Wen-chung to have discharged his duties with ease and enjoyed a comfortable living 

in the imperial palace. According to witness accounts, however, nothing would be 

further from the truth. As personal attendant to Qubilai, he had often to endure great 

physical discomfort because of the requirements of court etiquette. 

In fact, Wen-chung’s duties included much more than his official title indicated. 

According to Yao Sui (1238-1313), Wen-chung was in charge of the imperial 

carriages and of no fewer than one hundred bags containing such items as clothing, 

belts and medicines. He was thus not merely an imperial seals keeper, but also a sort 

of major-domo to Qubilai, indeed a most diligent and competent one. He was in 

attendance from dawn until late at night. On one occasion he never once returned 

home in forty days... At night he slept on the ground next to the imperial bed, 

notwithstanding the presence of the concubines. Even in the dead of night, he was 

able to retrieve any item that Qubilai might require, without striking a light. 
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Thanks to his privileged position, Wen-chung seems to have been acknowledged 

as an influential courtier soon after Qubilai’s accession to the throne. As early as 

1263, at the instigation of Jingim, the heir apparent, he requested imperial permission 

to transfer the ownership of the hunters and falconers under the hereditary jurisdiction 

of Kao Liang from the government to the prince. The plea was granted as Jingim 

expected. That Jingim did not approach his father, but should have conveyed his wish 

through Wen-chung, indicates the influence which Wen-chung was seen to exert on 

Qubilai. 

Indeed, Wen-chung had the ear of the emperor. His opinions were almost always 

accorded favourable consideration. His opposition to the old-fashioned civil service 

examination system was regarded as a decisive factor in frustrating the attempt to 

revive it made in 1271 by T’u-tan Kung-lii, a prominent Jurchen member of the Han- 

lin Academy. In 1274, when so-called magicians (yao-jen) appeared in such places as 

I-tu and Chang-te to spread misleading rumours among the populace, Wen-chung 

successfully proposed that the officials of the local Surveillance Bureaux, the resident 

commissioners, and the community leaders, be held responsible for their failure to 

forestall rumour-mongering. In 1277, knowing that there had been an abrupt increase 

in the number of prisoners held in the capital due to the imperial decree ordering the 

imprisonment and execution of any Chinese who stole even six wen of paper 

currency, Wen-chung again remonstrated successfully with Qubilai over such 

excessive severity. He argued that a distinction should be made between ‘robbery’ 

(ch iang-tao) and ‘theft’ (ch’ieh-tao) in setting the punishment for stealing, and that 

the value of the goods involved should also be considered. Moreover, Wen-chung is 

credited with persuading Qubilai to abstain from levying additional imposts in 1274 

when the people were already overburdened by the taxes and corvées exacted for the 

war against the Sung; to allow the people in 1276 to make farming tools for their own 

use instead of having to buy them from the government; and in the same years, to 

allow the families of poor hunters to stay in Ta-tu instead of having to move east of 

the Ta-hung Mountains in Hupei, thus saving the hunters from having to sell their 

wives or children to pay for their relocation. 

Besides acting as a critic and adviser, Wen-chung was occasionally assigned 

special tasks by the emperor. For instance, when Qubilai learnt that many high 

officials in the newly conquered South had obtained appointments by bribing Ahmad, 

Wen-chung and four others were commissioned to dismiss the unqualified office- 

holders. In 1276, angered by a report that a Chinese had assaulted and wounded a 

Mongol, and that Lu Chih, a clerk in the Imperial Treasury, had misappropriated 

cloth, Qubilai summarily ordered the execution of both Chinese as a warning. Wen- 

chung alone dared to remonstrate with the furious emperor. As a death sentence had 
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to be reviewed before a prisoner was executed, he said, it appeared unjust to put a 

man to death merely because he was accused. Praised for his frankness, Wen-chung 

himself was thereupon ordered to investigate the case of Lu, who was ultimately 

cleared of the charge. 

As one of his regular duties, Wen-chung seems also to have had to supervise the 

imperial bodyguards, for he was one of the few people allowed to inspect the Guard at 

will. Once, when the bodyguards were entering the Yen-ch’un ko (‘Lingering Spring 

Pavilion’) at the time of an imperial banquet, Qubilai noticed that a scholar named 

Wang Ssu-lien (1238-1320) occupied the space reserved for the guards. Wen-chung 

was reprimanded for this faux-pas, for he had helped arrange the banquet. 

A fluent Mongolian speaker, Wen-chung frequently acted as an interpreter for 

Qubilai who apparently did not speak Chinese. He sometimes acted as the announcer 

of imperial decrees and would report to the throne on behalf of those unable to obtain 

an imperial audience. On such occasions, he was often consulted by Qubilai on a 

variety of matters. For instance, when Qubilai summoned the Sung generals to 

determine the reason for their surrender and the Sung collapse, Wen-chung was 

present ostensibly as an interpreter. Wen-chung was asked to comment on the 

generals’ claim that the last Sung prime minister Chia Ssu-tao was to blame, inasmuch 

as his overt contempt for the military had shattered their morale. Praised for his 

pertinent comments, Wen-chung was immediately ordered by Qubilai to rebuke the 

generals for shifting the blame for their action, observing that their surrender was a 

betrayal of the ruler who had rewarded them with high titles and great wealth. 

Whereupon Qubilai asked the generals: did not Chia despise you because he knew 

you for what you were? 

After having remained imperial seals keeper for eighteen years, Wen-chung was 

offered his eldest brother Wen-ping’s position of assistant of the Left in the Secretarial 

Council and deputy administrator of the Department of Military Affairs on the 

incumbent’s death in 1278. He declined on the grounds that his own achievements 

could not compare with his brother’s in the conquest of the Sung. In early 1281, with 

the establishment of the Directorate of Imperial Insignia (replacing the former 

Imperial Seals Office), Wen-chung was made its first president. In the meantime, he 

was appointed to the office in the Department of Military Affairs which he had earlier 

refused. Only then was Wen-chung released from his obligation to accompany 

Qubilai whenever the latter left the capital, in view of the expanded duties which his 

new offices entailed. He had overall responsibility for many matters, including the 

imperial palace, the city gates, the duty houses, the guarded streets, the imperial 

carriages, and such establishments as the Imperial Treasury, the Directorate of 

Imperial Workshops and the Directorate of Military Supplies. The General Control 
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Bureau of Soldiers and Horses of the metropolitan district, previously subordinate to 

the Secretarial Council, was also put under Wen-chung’s jurisdiction, although the 

Secretarial Council sought time and again to recover control over it from the 

Department of Military Affairs. Wen-chung’s achievements through the past decades 

had apparently been so impressive that Qubilai entrusted his faithful retainer with a 

further array of important charges. 

Unfortunately, Wen-chung died soon after these new appointments. On 7 

December 1281, when about to resume his duties after home leave, he suddenly 

collapsed gasping for breath. The courier that Qubilai immediately dispatched with 

medicine arrived too late to save his life. Qubilai ordered that Wen-chung’s remains 

not be put into the coffin for five days, after which all hope of a miraculous 

resurrection had to be abandoned for the man who had devoted well over half of his 

fifty-two years to the personal service of Qubilai. 

Wen-chung was buried in his family graveyard. In 1301 he was given the 

posthumous title of Great Officer of Brilliant Dignity and Grand Instructor, canonised 

as Chung-chen (“Loyal and Virtuous’) and invested as Duke-of-state of Shou. Years 

later he was accorded the higher posthumous title of Grand Preceptor, recanonised as 

Cheng-hsien (“Correct and Devoted’) and reinvested as Duke-of-state of Chao. 

* * * 

Wen-ping, Wen-yung and Wen-chung not only successfully revived the fortunes 

of their family, which had reached its nadir in 1233 when their father was killed in 

action, but also established for their descendants a career path that differed from that 

of other northern Chinese military families. Four of the other six Tung brothers, ten 

of their sons, twenty-one of their grandsons, and ten of their great-grandsons are 

known to have held official posts. As individuals, few of the Tungs could match Shih 

T’ien-tse, Chang Hung-fan or Chang Kuei, the outstanding members of other Chinese 

military families, in terms of rank and achievement. As a group, however, they very 

likely outshone and outlasted all other Chinese families in the Yiian government from 

the time of Qubilai’s reign. Moreover, they most commonly held posts in the palace 

services, the Imperial Guard and the Censorate, reflecting the high degree of imperial 

esteem enjoyed by the Tung family. 

Although the Tungs emerged and rose as a military clan whose fortune reflected 

its members’ prowess against the enemies of Mongol rule, they were unlike any other 

Chinese military family. During the Mongol conquest of the Chin, the Tungs were a 

fairly obscure lineage, always fighting under the aegis of the Shih family of Chen- 

ting. Their rise to prominence was closely connected with the political ascendancy of 
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Qubilai. Taking full advantage of their service in the apanage of Qubilai’s mother, 

Sorgaqtani, the Tung brothers established themselves as Qubilai’s personal retainers 

and confidants when Qubilai was still a young prince. After Qubilai’s accession, they 

served the new monarch most faithfully and competently by fending off a number of 

challenges and by promoting a centralised power structure for the Mongol regime in 

China. Consequently, unlike other Chinese military families which Qubilai deemed 

threatening and which consequently were all reduced by the qa’an’s centralising 

policies, the Tungs benefited greatly from the new system which they had helped 

Qubilai construct. 

As members of the Chinese family most trusted by Qubilai, the Tungs served the 

Mongol monarch as more than just his ‘claws and teeth.’ In addition to being 

competent commanders, conscientious administrators, faithful counsellors and 

diligent retainers, the Tungs also acted as a link between the Mongol monarch and the 

Chinese world. On the one hand, they were used effectively by Qubilai to control the 

Chinese armies and to communicate with the Chinese literati; on the other, the Tungs 

championed Chinese interests at the Mongol court by recommending Confucian 

scholars for public service, by opposing the exactions of the monarch’s finance 

experts, and by protecting the cultural heritage of the Sung from destruction. The 

Tungs were highly esteemed by the Chinese scholar-officials not only because they 

enjoyed the emperor’s confidence, but also because of the family’s Confucian 

credentials attested by the education and discipline of its scions. Deeply trusted by 

the Mongols and widely respected by the Chinese, the Tungs were uniquely qualified 

for their role as go-betweens. Consequently, the family continued to enjoy high status 

and respect throughout the period of Mongol rule in China. 
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RELIGIOUS LEADER 

37. ’P‘AGS-PA (1235-1280) 

In the course of their conquest of China, the Mongol qa’ans were compelled to 

formulate a religious policy in order to consolidate their hold over newly occupied 

territories. The early Mongol rulers had remained substantially neutral in the religious 

field, which helped them to act as umpires in the disputes between Buddhists and 

Taoists that had reached an intolerable level of acrimony by the fifties of the 13th 

century. The need for religious peace drove Méngke and then Qubilai to convene 

three disputations between the two creeds (1255, 1256, 1258). Those encounters 

resulted in the victory of the Buddhist party, which the Mongols tended increasingly 

to favour since their commanders in north China had given their support to the Ch’an 

master Hai-yiin (q.v.). In 1252 Na-mo, a monk from the Western Countries (Hsi-yii), 

had been appointed as a sort of general supervisor of Buddhist affairs in the Mongol 

empire. But even before ascending the throne, Qubilai preferred as a matter of policy 

to be served by Tibetan Buddhists than by Chinese monks. 

The increasing importance of Tibet within the Mongol empire contributed to the 

change. Later traditional accounts notwithstanding, that mountainous country had 

remained wholly outside the purview of Cinggis Qan, and in the main also of his 

successor Ogidei. It was left to the younger son of the latter, KGden, to involve the 

Mongols in Tibet. In 1240 he sent a raiding party into the country, and he embarked 

soon after on a deliberate scheme of political penetration. He needed local support in 

order to win the allegiance of the heads of the various sects who held the real power at 

the time in Tibet. He was soon able to decide that the head of the Sa-skya-pa sect 

would be the best choice for this task. The position of abbot of the Sa-skya monastery 

in central Tibet (founded in 1073) was hereditary in the ’K‘on family. The see was 

then occupied by the great scholar Kun-dga’-rgyal-mts‘an, usually called Sa-skya 

Pan-c‘en or Sa Pan for short (1182-1251). K6den summoned him to his fief in 

western Kansu, and this invitation turned out to be the starting point for the career of 

Sa-skya Pan-c‘en’s young nephew. 

Blo-gros-rgyal-mts‘an, usually known by the honorific surname ’P‘ags-pa (‘holy’; 

chin. Pa-ssu-pa, Pa-ho[=ha]-ssu-pa and similar forms), was the son of Sa-skya Pan- 

c‘en’s younger brother Zan-ts‘a bSod-nams-rgyal-mts‘an (1184-1239). He was born 

on 26 March 1235 (the date 1239 given by all the Chinese sources is certainly 



647 
/ 

incorrect) at Klu-k‘un in the Nam-rins district of western Tibet. He undertook the 

usual course of religious and philosophical studies under the supervision of his uncle, 

in whose train he departed from Sa-skya in 1244. 

The party travelled leisurely, spending the whole of the year 1245 in dBus 

(central Tibet). During the journey the boy took his vows as a novice (dge-ts‘ul), with 

Sa-skya Pan-c‘en acting as his disciplinary superior (mk‘an-po) and Zul-p‘u-ba as his 

religious master (slob-dpon). In 1246 uncle and nephew reached Byan-nos, i.e. 

Liang-chou, K6den’s headquarters, and waited there for the prince, who had gone to 

Mongolia to attend the great quriltai assembled for the election of the new qa’an. In 

1247 Sa-skya Pan-c‘en and Kéden met at last and concluded an agreement whereby 

Sa Pan was to act as the Mongols’ main agent in Tibet. Accordingly, the latter 

addressed a sort of circular to the clergy and aristocracy of Tibet, entreating all 

recipients to submit willingly to the Mongols and to pay tribute, rather than attempt a 

hopeless resistance. For his own part, Sa Pan remained with Prince Kéden at Liang- 

chou, where he died at the end of 1251. 

The death of Sa-skya Pan-c‘en closed the first chapter of the Mongols’ 

relationship with Tibet. K6den was to lose prestige and authority that same year, 

when Ogédei’s branch of the empire’s ruling clan was replaced by that of Tolui. 

Although the new qa’an, Méngke, acknowledged the Sa-skya sect as part of Kéden’s 

sphere of influence, ’P‘ags-pa, who had inherited his uncle’s religious office and was 

then only sixteen, found himself in a precarious position. Not only did he fail to 

command the respect enjoyed by his uncle, but other sects (Ts ‘al-pa, Karma-pa) vied 

for the favour and support of Méngke and of his younger brother, Qubilai, the 

governor of Mongol China. 

The situation came to a head in 1253 when Qubilai ordered Kéden to deliver the 

young Sa-skya abbot into his custody. ’P‘ags-pa was brought to Qubilai’s camp where 

he was well received. According to the Tibetan tradition, he immediately conferred 

on the prince a preliminary initiation into Buddhism; but this is probably an 

anticipation of later events. As a matter of fact, he was left virtually on his own when 

his new patron left in September 1253 for his successful campaign in Szechwan and 

Yunnan, from which he returned only in the late spring of the following year. During 

Qubilai’s absence ’P‘ags-pa travelled to Liang-chou, where he dedicated the cenotaph 

of his uncle. He then departed for central Tibet, where he intended to undergo full 

ordination and receive further tuition from ’U-yug-pa; but he had only reached Amdo 

when news reached him of that master’s death in 1253. He thereupon turned back and 

joined Qubilai who was then on his way back to north China. It was then that the 

prince granted him the so-called ‘diploma in the Tibetan script’ (‘ja’-sa bod-yig-ma), 

conferring on the monasteries of the central Tibetan province of gTsan (where Sa- 
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skya is situated) immunity from military service, corvée and taxation. That 

dispensation was allegedly issued on 6 July 1254 ‘at Mun-pa-Sar on the Chinese- 

Tibetan border’. The document may be authentic, but the date and place of its release 

are open to doubt, for we know that Qubilai was residing at the Liu-p’an shan in 

eastern Kansu in June of that year. 

During the following years (1255-56), ’P‘ags-pa may have followed Qubilai as he 

travelled his extensive fief on the northern fringe of China. He took his final 

monastic vows on 21 June 1255, by the Great River on the Mongol-Chinese border 

(the Yellow River), in a ceremony led by sNe-ttan-pa Grags-pa-sen-ge. He was not 

regarded as an important personage at the time: the most revered Lamaist churchman 

at the court of the qa’an was the famous miracle-worker, Karma PakSi (1206-83), the 

head of the Zva-nag (Black Hat) section of the Karma-pa sect. But his early fall from 

favour was to pave the way for the ascent of the Sa-skya abbot. 

’P‘ags-pa’s career in Mongol China really started in 1258, when he initiated 

Qubilai into Lamaism, actually for the first time. The Sa-skya-pa considered this 

event to have triggered the expansion of Tibetan Buddhism throughout the Mongol 

empire. In the same year ’P‘ags-pa took part in the third and last disputation between 

Buddhists and Taoists, held before Qubilai at Shang-tu, on which occasion he 

presented a short refutation in verse; his intervention during the last stages of the 

conference proved decisive, at least according to the Buddhist sources. 

Immediately after the conference Qubilai left for the Sung frontier in command 

of the Mongol army. His absence lasted until the autumn of 1259, when the death of 

Mongke brought him back to the North. Qubilai’s proclamation as qa’an and emperor 

was followed by a long war against the other pretender to the throne, his younger 

brother Ariq Boke. This conflict also settled the contest between the Karma-pa and 

the Sa-skya-pa. Karma Paksi was suspected of being a partisan of Ariq Béke; upon 

his ill-advised return to north China, he was imprisoned, sentenced to death, but 

reprieved and banished. He was brought back to the court in 1263 but his influence 

had dissipated and he was permitted to go back to his convent in Tibet. Qubilai had 

already decided that ’P‘ags-pa was the best tool available for his designs; on 9 January 

1261, he awarded him the title of National Teacher and made him the supreme head 

of the Buddhist clergy. 

During the following few years ’P‘ags-pa stayed on at the court of Qubilai, at 

Chung-tu and K’ai-p’ing (or Ta-tu and Shang-tu as they were soon to be re-named). 

These were also the first years of his abundant literary output. His letters, tracts, 

booklets, blessings, prayers, etc. usually mention date and place of composition, thus 

allowing us to follow the movements of their author in some detail. 
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On 26 June 1264, Qubilai granted ’P‘ags-pa the famous ‘pearl diploma’ (’ja’-sa 

mu-tig-ma), which proclaimed explicitly the latter’s authority over the Lamaist clergy 

while confirming the clergy’s privileges and immunities in the whole of Tibet; the 

monks were also freed from administrative supervision and were exempted from the 

charge of supplying lodgings to imperial envoys. The occasion for the grant of the 

‘pearl diploma’ was apparently ’P‘ags-pa’s departure for his homeland; the document 

was intended to serve as a sort of imperial commission in dealing with the Tibetan 

monasteries and sects. It is noteworthy that the document should make no mention 

whatsoever of a temporal sovereignty of the Sa-skya abbot over Tibet; it could not 

even be construed as granting any political or administrative powers. He must have 

left the imperial capital at once, for he was already in Amdo the following September. 

It seems that some opposition was expected and actually offered to his progress, 

because an imperial army under General Qongridar had to crush the resistance of the 

clans in T’u-fan, the Yiian name for Amdo. In 1265 ’P‘ags-pa was back in Sa-skya 

after an absence of more than twenty years. 

Qubilai intended that the return of the abbot to his see as imperial protégé and 

representative should facilitate the establishment of Mongol sovereignty in central 

Tibet. This was to be achieved while paying due respect to the feelings, religion and 

traditions of the people. We do not know what part ’P‘ags-pa played in the events. 

He would not have been supposed to participate directly in political and 

administrative affairs, since, upon his arrival, his younger brother P‘yag-na-rdo-rje 

(1239-67) was appointed head of the Tibetan administration, with the title of Prince of 

Pai-lan, a golden seal and the rank of associate commissioner. As the Tibetan texts 

are at pains to emphasise, this was the first time that an imperial seal was presented to 

a Tibetan. Actually, P‘yag-na-rdo-rje appears to have been in charge of the judiciary 

only. 

This first resolution of the Tibetan question was of short duration, however. 

Following the young ‘governor’s’ premature death in 1267, the new regime soon 

collapsed and ’P‘ags-pa himself had to vacate his see. In November 1267, he was in 

’Dam, the region to the south of Lake Tengri (Tengri Nor), from which he issued the 

only document of his that has come down to us in the original; it confirmed the 

privileges and estates of a monastery. It appears that widespread uprisings had 

broken out, fomented by the ’Bri-gun-pa sect which, from the very beginning and 

until its final defeat in 1290, led the resistance to the Sa-skya-pa and their Mongol 

protectors. The emperor took prompt action. An expeditionary force under K‘er-k‘e- 

ta or K‘er-t‘a’i (possibly *Qitay Salig) started from Amdo and penetrated as far as 

’Dam, apparently with the aim of rescuing ’P‘ags-pa from his perilous position. This 

move cowed the opposition and paved the way for the establishment of Mongol rule 
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in Tibet, which was to last for the next eighty years. A census was taken, a mail 

service was organised and the civil government was entrusted to a Pacification 

Bureau, staffed mainly by Mongols. ’P‘ags-pa, whom the Mongol commanders on the 

spot apparently considered as useless for practical purposes, was allowed no part in 

these measures. He was not even permitted to return to Sa-skya, but was brought to 

western China, at Ch’in-chou (Kansu) and Man-gon (?), where he resided during the 

whole of 1268. The following year he travelled to Qubilai’s court at Shang-tu. 

In the meantime the emperor had charged ’P‘ags-pa with devising a new script, to 

be used both for Chinese and for Mongolian, on the basis of the Tibetan alphabet. The 

completed project was submitted to the throne, and, on 17 March 1269, the ’P*ags-pa 

alphabet was officially adopted as the national script, to be used compulsorily in 

official documents. This was a personal success for its creator, whose ascent 

culminated with the award of the title of Imperial Preceptor at the end of 1269 or 

early in 1270. 

It strikes us as rather surprising that he should have left the court soon after. 

During the following years 1271-1273, he resided habitually at Sin-kun (Lin-t’ao, in 

Kansu) where he founded a temple; he then sojourned for some months in Liang- 

chou. In 1274 he returned to Shang-tu, but this was merely in order to apply for leave 

to return home. The emperor was loath to let him go, but ’P‘ags-pa would not be 

denied. His departure was to be final, since in the 3rd month of that year he 

renounced the office of Imperial Preceptor, to which his half-brother Rin-c‘en-rgyal- 

mts‘an (1238-79) was thereupon appointed. Once more the journey home of the Sa- 

skya abbot had to be covered by an imperial expeditionary force; in the 3rd month of 

1275 the emperor commanded three princes to send their contingents to reinforce 

A’uruq¢i, Prince of Hsi-p’ing, who was campaigning in Amdo. We know that ’P‘ags- 

pa passed most of the year 1275 and the first months of 1276 at various places in the 

region of the rMa-c‘u (upper Yellow River), which might suggest that his return was 

meeting with some opposition. Not till the last months of 1276 did he and Prince 

A’urugéi arrive at Sa-skya. The unrest was put down with some executions. 

In 1277 ’P‘ags-pa summoned a general assembly of the clergy to affirm the 

ecclesiastical ascendancy of the Sa-skya see. This was the so-called council of C‘u- 

mig, near sNar-t‘an in central Tibet. The Mongol heir apparent, Jingim, donated the 

means to meet the expenses and the bKa’-gdams-pa master mC‘ims Nam-mk‘a’-grags, 

apparently as a token of regard and conciliation, acted as chairman under the overall 

direction of the Sa-skya hierarch. 

’P*ags-pa spent his last years peacefully at Sa-skya, where he composed his most 

important religious work, the Ses-bya rab-gsal. He died there on 14 December 1280. 

He was only forty-five years old, and this early death gave rise to suspicions of foul 
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play; the dpon-c‘en Kun-dga’-bzan-po was accused, possibly without reason, of 

having poisoned him. The dpon-c‘en was caught and executed by an imperial force 

under the future minister Sangha (q.v.). 

*P*ags-pa was an outstanding figure in Mongol China and represented a major 

element of Qubilai’s politics in two areas: Tibet and the Buddhist clergy. But his role 

in his home country should not be overrated. He never wielded any personal power in 

Tibet, due both to his long periods of absence and to the fact that administrative 

responsibility was entrusted at first to his younger brother, and finally to the 

Pacification Bureau established in Tibet about 1268. The bureau comprised five 

members, one of whom was the Sa-skya administrator (dpon-c‘en). Thereafter 

Tibetans considered the dpon-c‘en to be the actual ruler of the country. But the 

documents from the Zva-lu monastery published by G. Tucci show that, in the early 

14th century, authority in Tibet was vested in the Pacification Bureau. The powers of 

’P‘ags-pa, as finally defined, rested upon his title of Imperial Preceptor, an office 

whose holder would reside in the capital, in close attendance on the emperor. It was 

as Imperial Preceptor that he issued orders to the Pacification Bureau and to the 

Tibetan authorities in the name of the emperor, not as the abbot of Sa-skya. After the 

death of his nephew and successor Dharmapalaraksita in 1287, the two offices were 

never again united in the same person. When ’P‘ags-pa finally returned to Tibet after 

renouncing the post of Imperial Preceptor, it appears that his later activities were 

limited to the religious field. 

According to the later Tibetan chronicles, ’P‘ags-pa initiated Qubilai into the 

Buddhist religion on three occasions. The first time, the emperor rewarded him with 

the gift of the thirteen districts (or myriarchies, k‘ri-skor) of central Tibet; the second 

time, he received the three districts (tib. c‘ol-k‘a, mo. €dlge) of Tibet; and the third 

time, Qubilai donated some precious relics and perhaps a large quantity of serfs in 

China. Actually, as we have seen above, the two documents vouchsafing the 

emperor’s grants, whose authenticity seems to be established even if their dates are 

not beyond doubt, imply only overall authority over the clergy; their import has been 

vastly exaggerated by the later Lamaist historians. 

It is difficult to tell whether ’P‘ags-pa’s position of control over the Chinese 

clergy, as distinct from the Tibetan, carried any actual substance. His successor to the 

office of Imperial Preceptor came to wield power over the Tibetan monks in China, 

and to a lesser extent over the Chinese monks as well. 

Theoretically, the relationship between ’P‘ags-pa and Qubilai was that of patron 

and protégé (mc‘od-yon), pupil and teacher. But in reality the Sa-skya hierarch 

appears as a tool utilised by Qubilai to implement a policy of control without 

conquest, adopted solely in Tibet. His prestige was no doubt great and was 
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sedulously bolstered up by the emperor. But positive evidence of a personal influence 

in the politics of the empire is lacking, although a Tibetan source (rGya-Bod yig- 

ts‘an) maintains that the appointment of Bayan to lead the final campaign against the 

Sung empire was due to his recommendation. 

’P‘ags-pa’s fame increased considerably after his death. Early in 1283 a cenotaph 

was erected in Ta-tu. In 1318 a gift of 10,000 strings of cash was granted to the Ta- 

hsing-chiao ssu in his honour. The climax of his posthumous career came under the 

rule of Sidebala (Ying-tsung, r. 1321-23), an earnest follower of Buddhism. On 22 

December 1320, the emperor ordered that memorial halls devoted to the Imperial 

Preceptor ’P‘ags-pa should be built in all the districts, and that the rites performed in 

them should follow the model of those practised in the temple of Confucius. In 1321 

a ’P‘ags-pa monastery was built in the capital, and the Sa-skya convent(s) received an 

offering of 250 ounces of gold, 2,200 ounces of silver, and 20,000 red cassocks, in 

addition to gifts of banners, pieces of silk and tea to the monks. Further donations 
> were made to the ’P‘ags-pa temple in 1323. In the following year portraits of the 

Imperial Preceptor were sent to each of the eleven provinces and an order was issued 

to present offerings to his tablets. In 1332 a sum of 50,000 strings of cash was 

presented to his memorial hall. All this tends to show that early in the 14th century 

’P‘ags-pa was considered as a sort of protecting saint of the Mongol dynasty. This 

belief resulted in the period of the Mongol dynasty being regarded as crucial to the 

history of the Buddhist church, as shown by such works as the Fo-tsu li-tai t’ ung-tsai. 

*P‘ags-pa undeniably played a considerable role in the religious and cultural 

history of Tibet. He was a prolific author, his collected works (gsun-’ bum) amounting 

to 321 items, most of them very short. But his literary output was heavily constrained 

by the imperatives of his political life. His contribution to doctrine is inferior to his 

revered uncle’s, the Sa-skya Pan-c‘en. His most important work is the Ses-bya rab- 

gsal, composed in 1278 for the heir apparent Jingim; it is a short (36 leaves) summary 

of doctrine, of the type called bfad-mdzod in Tibetan. It enjoyed great diffusion and 

was translated into Chinese by Sar-pa (1259-1314) in 1306, under the title Chang-so- 

chih-lun (TSD 1645). A free Mongol version was made by Siregetii giiiisi forji 

(fl.1580-1620), titled Cigula kereglegci tegiis udqatu sastir. An English translation 

was published by C. Hoog, Prince Jingim’s textbook of Tibetan Buddhism, Leiden, 

1983. Two short tracts on the Vinaya of the Milasarvastivadin are also included in 

the Chinese canon (TSD 1904 and 1905). Another remarkable booklet is the rGyal- 

po-la gdams-pa’i rab-byed, a summary of the main points of Buddhism addressed to 

Qubilai in the form of an epistle in verse. In the same vein ’P‘ags-pa wrote several 

epistles of religious instruction to members of the imperial family; a similar letter was 

addressed to the clergy of central Tibet on the eve of his final return there (1274). 
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Generally speaking, his main interests lay in the field of Tantric literature and related 

liturgy. 

Like his uncle, ’P‘ags-pa maintained some connections with Nepal, and thus with 

Indian culture. One of his letters is addressed to the Nepalese scholar Laksmikara, 

who in collaboration with the Tibetan Son-ston rDo-rje-rgyal-mts‘an translated 

the Bodhisattvavadana-kalpalata of Ksemendra, the Kadvyddarfa of Dandin, and 

the Ndgdnanda of Harsadeva. He also requested a translation of the Buddhacarita of 

ASvaghosa. By means of versions of those works, he promoted the introduction into 

Tibet of the best Indian models and handbooks of ornate style (alankdra). They were 

much appreciated and keenly followed, with profound influences on Tibetan literary 

style. 

The period of ’P‘ags-pa was no less fruitful in the artistic field. He had 

apparently no direct hand in the large building activity started at Sa-skya by the dpon- 

c‘en Sakya-bzan-po and continued by his successor Kun-dga’-bzan-po. The main 

undertaking was the construction of the huge Lha-k‘an c‘en-mo, a palace and fortress 

which served as the centre of the Tibetan administrative agencies in the Mongol 

period. ’P‘ags-pa’s influence was more direct in sculpture. In 1260 he had been 

ordered by Qubilai to build a gilt stupa in T’u-fan (i.e. probably in Amdo); the work 

was to be entrusted to Nepalese artisans, a quite common procedure at that time. 

Eighty craftsmen were enrolled, but nobody was prepared to act as director of the 

work, till a Nepalese youth of noble birth called A-ni-ko (Aniga, 1245-1306) boldly 

offered himself for the task. He was accepted, and the work was completed within the 

year, whereupon ’P‘ags-pa insisted that the task-master should proceed to court with 

him. A-ni-ko complied; Qubilai was quite satisfied with his work, and in 1273 

granted him authority over all the metal workers in the empire. A-ni-ko founded a 

flourishing school, and his tradition lasted for a long time in the Buddhist sculpture of 

China. 
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WTSCC = SEX, SHENAE, SIL, 1969 
Wu H46 = Salts, TURRET, CKSHCCSCK 7:1946, 79-106 
Wu H61 = Salis, Se AEC, ALEK, 1961 
Wu ST70 = Sa8ibH, IER SEACH, BEAL, 1970 
WWCC = SS, SESCIESE, SKCSCP 
Wylie 77 = T.V. Wylie, 'The First Mongol Conquest of Tibet Re-inter- 
preted', HJAS 37:1977, 103-133 
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Yabuuchi 44 = BAYS, 'TCRRRASE', 7G 14:1944, 264-282 
Yabuuchi 67 = BAYS, RICK OD BSR TH, ERB, 1967 
Yamada 78 = LUFABESA, ‘BREA iH - CHAT ORME KB 
CKKS, 1-207 

Yamamoto 55 = LARS, TENCE ZB AIT HW T', TG 11:0ct. 
1955, 81-99 
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Yang CC91 = fai, ' RNS HENS ACE, LSCH 1991:1,8-9 
Yang CL7S = tatksH!, ‘Bese, CKPC 49:1975, 8-13 
Yang HL87 = toFaB, ‘QF Use ESCH, LSCH 1987:9, 6-10 
Yang TE47 = tf@8, CRIES, LY, 1947 
Yao TC77 = Yao Tao-chung 'The Historical Value of the Chiian-chen 

Sources in the Tao-tsang', SSN 13:1977, 67-76 

Yao TC80 = Tao Tao-chung, Chiian-chen: A New Taoist Sect in North China 

During the Twelfth and Thirteenth Centuries, Ph.D. Dissertation, 
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1986, 201-219 
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23-35 
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1957, II, 567-582 

Yao TW59 = WHEE, RAL aR, SIL, 1959 
Yao TW60 = SHES, TUHHMRE_LIAE SHE SSeS Ae AT 
HI, WSCHP 19:1960, 225-275 

Yao TW61 = DUES, TOME AATEC a RICA A 
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FM', WSCHP 15:1966, 209-307 
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223-236 
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Yao TW71 = WKS, TOMAR E SZ AF, SSYCC 
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YCHP = ABU, Wain, Aba, 1959 
YCMCSL = #&KG, THESIMS, 1335; IER, 1962 (BEN) 
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de Rachewiltz 71-86 

YCS = BBP Me, TOE, ICH, 1986 
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Yeh HM84 = #837, (HERSE-P RES ', MKSLWC, I, 380-394 
Yen CP46 = Ria, HAR AGE ESIE 4 Bae Be BEES, YCHP 30:1946, 
27-50 

YFCC = Anon., SS) #FER, EY, 1955 
YIWC = (588%, C5, TUBOGE, LCYIWC 
YLNP = SBaHE, ABSESCIEZE', WKW, v.32 
YNEC = ai ecs, RINGS, 1696; SEdb, 1967 
YNTCK = =#AS, SPATE, 1835 
Yoshikawa 60 = GIIS22R ES, TORERIIAZL, SOVTEHE, SE4b, 1960 

Yoshioka 52 = FhiFeS, A OD WA, Ea, 1952 
Yoshioka 59 = TRASES, THA b HAL, SB, BT, 1959 
Yoshioka 79 = Yoshioka Yoshitoyo, ‘Taoist Monastic Life’, in H. Welch 

and A. Seidel, eds, Facets of Taoism, New Haven and London, 1979, 

229-252 
Yoshitaka 20 = uitEFERS, HME OD HBR, RIG 224:1920, 383-401 
YPSCC = E34, eh, TOME, KTHCTS 
YS = AHR, OL, PN 
YS' = RRS, OH, PHB, Iba, 1976 
YS’ = 70+, PRABN Sie, PROSE, dba, Lys, 1985 
YSCS = BRAT, 7uRFACER, KHCPTS 
YSHKC = JBttEt, TORPSERE, 1888 
YSHKS = tm, BIAH, ERK, TORR, KE, 1989 
YSHP = Bis, To HTHa, 1905 
YSIWCP = #885, TORRE CRS, KHCPTS 
YSLC = BRAS R ATCC he, Toes, RISE, 1984 
YT = H.-L. Chan and Wm. T. de Bary, eds, Yiian Thought. Chinese Thought 

and Religion under the Mongols, New York, 1982 

YTC = ATCHBBAIAE, 1322; SEdt, 1972 HEN) 
Yule 29 = Sir H. Yule, The Book of Sir Marco Polo, I-I1, 3rd ed., Lon- 

don and New York, 1929 

Yii TC79 = RAS, aH, CKMKCK, 123-141 
Yui TC81 = RAB, SAHA ROC LEER CKMK, 173-184 
Yi TC84 = RASS, ‘aE EET AHR LR EB RNA, YSLC 1984, 
63-81 

Yi TW55 = SiS, ‘Vs, ACIY 1955:6,20-23 
Yiian C74 = SBE, TOR PRCA SIS, Se4b, 1974 
Yiian C74.1 = BB, TOR, Bb, 1974 
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YYWC = 223K, FOC, SPTK 
ZUZR = E. Haenisch, tr., P. Olbricht, ed., Zum Untergang Zweier Reiche, 

Berichte von Augenzeugen aus den Jahren 1232-33 und 1368-70, Wiesba- 

den, 1969 

Zva-sgab-pa 76 = Zva-sgab-pa, Bod kyi srid don rgyal rabs, Kalimpong, 

1976. See Shakabpa 

ADDENDUM 

CSSLT = PEt3a 



CHINESE CHARACTER INDICES 

1. TOPICS AND TERMS 

This index includes also titles of essays * 

and books quoted in the biographies 

‘account of conduct' see hsing-chuang 

ai & (‘love’) 

ai-tz'u SRF (‘lament') 
Analects see Lun-yit 

Black Army see Hei-chiin 
Book of Changes see I-ching 

Book of History (or Classic of Documents) see Shu-ching 

Book of Odes see Shih-ching 

Book of Rites see Li-chi 

cha }i§ (mech. device) 
ch'ai-fa #228 (‘household tax') 
Chan-jan chii-shih wen-chi #238 FRE SCR 
Chan-kuo ts'e BBO 

Ch'an it# (Buddhist sect) 
chang 3C (measure) 

Chang Ch'iu-chien suan-ching (ERAS 

Chang Hsien-wu wang chi see Huai-yang chi 

'‘Chang-shih hsin-ying chi' GeEG@rBac 

Chang-so-chih-lun 32 Fit Allata 
ch'ang-fa *s%& (math. expression) 

Chao-tan FR 
Chen-chiu chih-nan $F&4FSR (=Tou T'ai-shih chen-chiu BRAMEAB) 
chen-jen !&_A (‘perfected [= realized] man') 

Chen-kuan cheng-yao Agu 
cheng-fang an 1E 77% (astr. instrument) 
cheng-hsin IEC) (‘rectification of the mind') 

cheng-i 1E‘#& (astr. instrument) 

cheng-li i 3EF#% (astr. instrument) 
Cheng-lung JER (reign period: 1156-61) 
cheng-meng #@'44 (‘oath of [spiritual] allegiance’) 
cheng-shih 1E5& (‘standard history’) 
Cheng-ta IEX (reign period: 1224-32) 

cheng-t'ung IE#€ (‘legitimate [dynastic] succession') 

Cheng-t'ung pa-li IE#/ Pl 
Cheng-t'ung shu IEC 
Cheng-yao BUS 
Ch'eng-hua shih-liieh ASE BNS 
ch'eng-i x (‘sincerity of the will') 
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chi && (‘series') 

chi ®€ (‘opportunity’) 

Chi ££ (lunar mansion) 

chi-an 25 (‘temporary abode') 
Chi-chiin (t'u-)chih BEB (ta) aS 
Chi-fu t'ung-chih SS#RSEE 
Chi-hsing #247 
Chi-ku ch'ien-wen F844 FSX 
‘Chi-meng' sc 
Chi-sheng pa-ts'ui BSE EKZE 
ch'i SA (‘breath; material or vital force') 

Ch'i-chii chu ROFRYE 
Ch'i-ku suan-ching a HAS 
ch'i-lin BBS (‘unicorn’) 

Ch'i-pao teng-lou tc KES (clock) 
'Ch'i-tao i! ibs 
chia-tzu AF (cycl. year) 
Chia-tzu chi PFS 
chia-wu "AF (cycl. year) 
Chiang-ts'un ts'ung-shu SEIN 33 
ch'iang-tao FR (‘robbery’) 
chiao 8 (Taoist religious service) 

chiao-ch'ao 72% (‘exchange notes, ' paper money) 

chiao-hua #6 (‘to educate and transform’) 

chiao-miao XA (sacrifice) 

chiao-tzu 3% (paper money) 
ch'ieh-tao #4. (‘theft') 

chien-ch'en #E= (‘treacherous officials’) 

Chien-hsi-ts'un-she ts'ung-k'o WEEN Bie 
chien-hsing FL (‘to perceive one's true nature’) 

chien-i f&§{8 (astr. instrrument) 

ch'ien ¥Z (trigram) 
ch'ien #% (‘cash’) 
Ch'ien-ching #8 

ch'ien-hu FF (‘chiliarchy') 
Ch'ien-tzu wen FFX 

Ch'ien-wen chi Bilblad 
chih %& (‘treatise’) 
chih & (‘wisdom' = skr. prajna) 

chih *!| (‘Imperial patent') 

chih-chih 2H (‘extension of knowledge’) 

Chih-fu-chai ts'ung-shu SARA ET 
Chih-pu-tsu chai ts'ung-shu RUAN Fees 
Chih-tso pen-ytian fillfEASTS 
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Chih-yiian 27U (reign periods: 1264-94; 1335-40) 

Chih-ytian hsin-fa 2ICBRE 
Chih-yiian hsin-ko ETCHRS 
Chih-yiian pao-ch'ao ICH (paper money) 
ch'ih #b (‘shame') 
Ch'ih-shui i-chen AR7KGES 
chin Fr (measure: 'catty') 

chin-fu fF (‘golden tablet') 
chin hu fu eHeFF (‘golden tiger tablet') 

Chin-shih BR 
Chin-shu 
Chin-Yiian san-ch'ii @7CRCHA 
ch'in ® (‘zither') 

ching #8 (‘classic’) 

Ching-chai ku-chin chi (or t'ou) Gm HSER) 
Ching-chai wen-chi a CER 
ching-chieh ¥4% (‘pure commandments’) 

ching-chung *4°& (‘utmost loyalty') 

ching-fu 5<*¥ (astr. instrument) 
ching i hsiu shen #LMEX 
ching-t'ien (chih) #FEA (ill) (‘well-field [system]') 
ch'ing t# (‘emotion{[s]') 

ch'ing && (measure) 
Ch'ing-lo she ¥#48itt (‘Pure Happiness Society’) 
chiu #4 (mil. unit) 

Chiu-chang suan-shu TUF ht 

chiu-shu it (‘old method’) 
Ch'iu-chien hsien-sheng ta-chiian wen-chi FYI KA SCR 
Ch'iu-tsu ch'itan-shu Eom 2 
Cho-keng lu REE 

Chou I wai-chuan Fal AYME 
Chou-li Fait 
Chou-tzu T'ung shu Fal-f3S 
'‘Chou-tzu tz'u-t'ang pei' fai) 
chu-wang #8. (‘imperial princes') 
ch'u-chia LHX (‘those who have left home' - i.e. to enter religious life) 

ch'u-shih BEA: (‘retired scholar’) 

Chuan-shen hstian-tse i} 32F2 
chuang-yiian #KTE (‘optimus’) 
'‘Ch'un-chai shuo' Feast 
Ch'un-ch'iu FX 

Ch'un-ch'iu san-chuan che-chung @F#kK=4497 
Ch'un-ch'iu wai-chuan ##KIMS 
chung ¥F (‘centrality, mean, middle’) 
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Chung-chou ming-hsien wen-piao PING 
Chung-hua shu-chii PRES 
Chung-t'ang shih-chi PES30 
Chung-t'ung Pe (reign period: 1260-64) 

Chung-t'ung (ytian-pao) chiao-ch'ao PIE TCE) ACY (paper money) 

'Chung-t'ung shen-wu sung’ PAvcTHECAS 

Chung-t'ung yin-huo Pik (paper money) 

Chung-yung "FURS 

ch'ung-chih tou-men HIS <+-F4 (mech. device) 
Ch'ung-hsiu Yai-shan chih BEEK 
chii-jen #&X. (‘graduate’) 
chiian *8 (‘section, chapter’ of a book) 
chitan-mo 4878 

ch'ii-k'ou SU (‘slave’) 
Ch'iian-chen 4B (Taoist sect) 
Ch'iian Yiian san-ch't 2ICE AA 
chiieh-tuan FaSia (myth. animal) 

chiin-tzu 44-¥ (‘gentleman’) 
Classic of Filial Piety see Hsiao-ching 

community schools see she-hsiieh 

Doctrine of the Mean see Chung-yung 

e é§ (‘to shut’) 
Elementary Learning see Hsiao-hsiieh 

erh-ch'en B\EA (‘disloyal minister’) 
erh-ch'eng fang-shih —4€77 & (math. expression) 

Erh-chih kuei-ching k'a0 —#RRA 
fa-hao 4% (‘monastic name’) 

fa-yii %&a4 (‘religious discourses') 

fan-p'u AK (‘return to the natural state of being') 

Fan-shuo (Fan-lun) Wai) 
fang Si (‘naval unit') 
fang-chi F7#X (‘techniques’) 
fang-shih 7’ (math. expression) 

fen St (division of tu FE) 
fen-ti 7t34 (‘princely estate, apanage') 
Five Classics see Wu-ching 

‘five constant virtues' see wu-ch'ang 

Fo-hsiieh wei t'i, Ju-hsiieh wei yung ti ®P Fa tales Fs FA 
Fo-tsu li-tai t'ung-tsai (Ril RE{ bik 
Four Books see Ssu-shu 

fu F¥ (‘tablet’) 

fu ¥ (‘administration’) 

fu 3K (‘prose-poem, rhymeprose') 

fu-lu MY8K (‘appendix’) 
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fu-ma 'f{R% (‘imperial son-in-law’) 

golden tablet see chin-fu 

golden tiger tablet see chin hu fu 

Great Learning see Ta-hsiieh 

Han 7 (‘[Northern] Chinese’) 

Han (= Northern Chinese) Armies see Han-chiin 

Han-chiin Y%# (‘Northern Chinese Armies') 
Han-shu 

hao % (‘appellation, style') 

hao ch'ang-shao B28 (‘fondness for long whistling') 

Hao Wen-chung kung chi WICEASE 
Hei-chiin #484 (‘Black Army') 

Hei-Ta shih-liieh ABE Ag 
ho #1) (‘harmony’) 

ho-ku #7 (‘harmonious hiring') 
ho-mai #1 (‘harmonious purchase’) 
hou-chi i ®RRRAR (astr. instrument) 

Hou-Han shu SS 

hou-hsit #2F¥ (‘postface') 
'Hsi sheng chieh' #722 /¥% 

Hsi-shih chi FabeaC 
'Hsi-tz'u' BaF 

Hsi-yu chi Padeac 
Hsi-yu lu Pade 
hsia F (‘lower’) 

hsia ®& (‘knight-errant') 
hsiang #4 (first character [alter.form] of Sangha's Chinese name), cf. sang 

Hsiang-chien *Ai 
hsiang-k'an shu *4iK (‘book on war') 
hsiao-ching 525 (‘owl and Muntjac tiger’) 
Hsiao-ching F#S 
Hsiao-heng chi /)\ 5% 

Hsiao-hstieh /)\ 

Hsiao-hsteh Ssu-shu pei-yao /)e US hi 
Hsiao-hsiieh ta-i /J¥PKRE 

hsiao-jen /J\A. (‘mean individual’) 
hsiao-k'ang /) (‘Small Tranquillity’) 
hsieh-chi hu #488 (‘families entitled to public assistance’) 
hsien {Ill (‘immortal’) see also shen-hsien 

'Hsien-pi hsing-chuang' FEMtATAK 

hsin-chieh #17 (‘novice’) 
hsin-fa U%& (‘study or learning of the mind-and-heart') 
hsin-hai =X (cycl. year) 
Hsin-ko #¥&S 
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Hsin-kuan #186 (‘New Hall’) 
hsin-min #1 E& (‘to renew the people’) 
Hsin-shih 2. 
Hsin-ts'e erh-shih-pa-she_tsa-tso chu-hsing ju-hsiu ch'it-chi 

Bre) Be a KK 
Hsin-ts'e wu-ming chu-hsing #r WRB E 
hsing “ (‘human nature; one's pure nature or innate essence’) 

hsing KE (surname, clan name') 

hsing-chuang 477K (‘account of conduct') 

hsing-kuei 24% (astr. instrument) 
hsing-kuei ting-shih i A252 FF RR (astr. instrument) 
hsing-li ME#2 (‘human nature and reason’) 
hsing-lou {1¥& (time-keeping device) 
hsing-ming Mea (‘natural life-essence') 

hsing-shu 43 (style of calligraphy) 
Hsing-ting SRE (reign period: 1217-22) 
hsiu 74 (lunar mansion) 

Hsiu-kai yiian-liu (ECOG 
hsiu-shen E& (‘self-improvement') 
hsi Ii (math. term) 

Hsii Hou-Han shu ®(QES 
'Hsii hstieh' KH 

hstian cheng-i FRIESE (astr. instrument) 

hsuan-chi 35% (astr. instrument) 

Hsueh-chai chi eS 
'Hsiin shu chi' §)llEad 
hsiin-te pei ETE (‘stele of meritorious virtue’) 

hu #4 (‘barbarian, foreigner’) 

Hu shih-pa tA /\ 
hua 16 (‘to transform, to convert') 

Hua-hu ching (Gt 
Hua-yen 426% (Buddhist sect) 
Huai-nan tzu YERAF 
Huai-yang chi ¥EKGSE (= Chang Hsien-wu wang chi ‘daKIKESR) 
Huan-shan chi #2 USE 
Huan-shan i-kao it Lett 
Huang-chi ching-shih shu SLRS TESS 
huang-chih kuei-tsung chih pao SRERARZ EE 
Huang-lu chiao TEBLHE (sacrifice) 

Huang-t'u ta-hsan Sahel Kall 
hui & (Taoist ‘lay congregation’) 

hui-hui jen IEA (‘Muslim’) 
Hui-hui li-fa AER 
hui-tzu #F (paper money) 
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hun-t'ien hsiang WEXK (astr. instrument) 

Hun-yiian YU ( religious sect) 
Hung-ao chiin #L#2 (‘Red Coats Army’) 
Hung-ao tse KLPRRK (‘Red Coat Bandits’) 
huo ®&% (‘perhaps, so it seems') 
Huo-wen Bie 
i 4 (math. term) 
i #8 (‘righteousness’) 

I-ching KS 
I-chiin #854. (‘Righteous Armies’) 

'T hsi-tz'u shuo' ASeeake 
I-hsiang fa-shih RFSEX 

i-hsin —Ly (‘One [or Universal] Mind') 

I-ku chi #858 

I-ku yen-tuan 4 trv RZ 
i-min i 8 (‘loyalist') 
I-shan hsien-sheng wen-chi i USCA SCE 

i-shu #¢24 (‘free school’) 

I-tu chiu-chiin #843 (‘Old Army of [-tu') 

I-tu hsin-chiin <x #1. (‘New Army of I-tu') 
I-wen yin-shu-kuan 2 SCEU=SRe 
Imperial Ancestral Temple see fsung-miao 

Imperial patent see chih till 

jen © (‘benevolence’) 

jen-tzu =F (cycl. year) 
jih-yiieh-shih i A ABER (astr. instrument) 
Ju-chi shih-so WR RESA 
ju-chiang (fr®f (‘scholar-general') 

Ju-nan i-shih UxPaia 
K'ai-fang t'ung-shih BATT 
k‘ai-shu 4% (style of calligraphy) 

K'ai-ytian BHU (rites) 
K'ai-yiian chan-ching BTC ARS 
kao 3 (‘lamb’) 
kao-piao xz (astr. instrument) 

k'ao (‘examination of merits’) 
'K'ao-kung chi' Lad 
k‘ao-sui liieh RNS 
ken §& (trigram) 
keng-tzu B&F (cycl. day) 
Keng-wu yiian-li EF-TU 
Ko-ming chiin a7. 

ko-wu #84) (‘investigation of things’) 

k'o Xl (measure of time) 



k'o-ch'ai F422 (‘household tax') 

k'o-ch'eng #REZ (‘taxes') 
Ku-chin chiao-shih k'ao HS RR 
Ku-liang chuan #244 
kuan & (‘string [of cash]') 
kuan #4 (‘belvedere') 
Kuei-ch'ien chih BYE 
kuei-ch'ou ®#: (cycl. day) 
kuei-hsiang-lou 48458 (clock) 
kuei-mao 9) (cycl. day) 
Kuei-te chiin §# 852 (‘Kuei-te Army’) 

kuei-yu RE (cycl. day) 
K'uei 4 (constellation) 

k‘uei-chi (lL (astr. instrument) 
k'un #4 (trigram) 

kung “ZS (‘impartiality’) 
kung-an 7“ (Ch'an 'theme' for meditation) 

kung-chu “=. (‘Imperial princess') 
kung-li SUFI) (pragmatic policies) 

Kung-yang chuan “3=F44 

Kuo-ch'ao wen-lei BARA 

Kuo-ch'ao ming-ch'en shih-liieh BARA EARS 
'Kuo-hsiieh shih-chi' BUS#3388 
Kuo-shih Bae 
Kuo-t'ung li-ho piao BgthE GZ 

Kuo-yir Baa 
li # (measure) 
li #£ (‘principle’) 
'Li-cheng i' 12a 
Li-ch'eng \L& 
Li-chi igi 
Li-hsiang lu FER 
li-hsiieh #2 (‘doctrine of the Principle’) 

Li-i ni-kao FR Bastia 
'Li-kuo kuei-mo' TZBdSute 
li-shu k# (style of calligraphy) 
li-tung 1Z& (cal. term) 
Li-yiian an-shih yiieh-fu hsin-sheng SE bREGASRIS Bree 
li-yiin i YL#44% (astr. instrument) 
liang FA (ounce of silver, 'tael') 
Liao-hai ts'ung-shu Est 

lieh-chuan 9\V (‘Classified Biographies’) 
Lieh-kuo hsti-lun BAF ae 
lien BE (‘honesty’) 
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lien-hua lou #£46%8 (clepsydra) 
Lien Wen-ching kung chi BEOXUROBS 
Lin-chi a (Ch'an Buddhist sect) 

Ling-ch'uan chi 2) || 
ling-lung i Safa (astr.instrument) 

Liu Ching-hsiu hsien-sheng wen-chi PUPHESCE SCR 

Liu-chu chih-yao fu GiXtfasTn 

liu-ma YitR (device) 
Liu T'ai-pao hsieh-lou t'ien-chi ZAGREB 
Liu-ting 7\ J (Taoist deities) 
Loyal and Righteous Army of Shan-tung see Shan-tung chung-i chiin 

lu $K (‘record’) 

Lu-chai ch'tian-shu a 2s 
Lu-chai i-shu yeas 

Lu-kuei pu #R EG 

‘Lun shih chiieh-chi' smnhi@7) 
Lun-yui ate ae 

lii-k'o FE} (degree) 

Ma-ta-pa li WATE 

Mencius see Meng-tzu 

man * (‘southern aborigines’) 
Meng hui-t'ou 4m (El 5F 
Meng-ku chiin 3c (‘Mongol Army’) 

Meng-ku Han-chiin 5 4h YE (‘Mongol and Han [= Northern Chinese] 

Armies') 

Meng-Ta pei-lu RSE ise 

Meng-tzu ‘iat 
min #8 (‘string of cash’) 

ming aa (‘one's destiny, mandate’) 

ming x (‘personal or given name’) 

ming ming-te 4ABAGE (‘to manifest the brilliant virtue’) 
Mongol and Han (= Northern Chinese) Armies see Meng-ku Han-chiin 

Mongol Army see Meng-ku chiin 

mou BA (measure) 

Mu-an chi ®ORESE 

mu-niu 7X4 (device) 

Nan-Sung Yiian Ming ch'an-lin seng-pao chuan see the Bibliography under 

CLUSPe 

National History see Kuo-shih 

nei-suan P\%. (‘esoteric computation’) 
New Army of I-tu see /-tu hsin-chiin 

nien-p'u “Fs (‘chronological biography’) 

Old Army of I-tu see J-tu chiu-chiin 

One (or Universal) Mind see i-hsin 
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ortaq, ortog see wo-t'o 

Ou-hsiang ling-shih #8 S43 
Pa-shih-i hua t'u /\--—(1 Eh 
pai yen FAR (‘a hundred eyes') 
pai yen FARE (‘hundred wild geese) 

paiza = p'ai-tzu KF (‘tablet of authority', 'paiza') 
pan . (division of tu FE) 
‘Pan-shih i' BEETS 
p'an-ch'en FREE (‘rebellious officials’) 
P'an-ch'i chi PRE 
pao-chia RFF (system) 
pao-pien 2282 (‘praise and blame’) 

Pao-shan lou @\L)8 (clepsydra) 
pao-yin 3K (‘tax in silver') 
patent of canonization see tseng shih chih 

pen-chi AS#C (‘[Imperial] Annals’) 
Pi-lei t'iao-mu EGR 
Pien ku-kung chi TFL a 
Pien-nien ko k'uo #eE GE 
Pien-wei lu #435 

p'ien a (‘section' of a book) 
pin-chih ¥& i (‘funerary record') 

ping-shen AFA (cycl. year) 
p'ing-feng hsiang-lou F/E\45%8 (clock) 
p'ing-shih 7 (math. expression) 

P'ing-sung lu PRK 
po-yen FAKE (‘white wild goose’) 
'po-yen hsing' FAA}fe47 

Precious seal of the Imperial nephew from exalted ancestry see huang-chih 
kuei-tsung chih pao 

pu 4 (measure) 

pu-ch'ii hu “SHH (‘privately attached households') 

Pu Yiian-shih i-wen chih #8ICRESGE 
‘pure commandments' see ching-chieh 

Records of Current Government see Shih-cheng chi 

Red Coats (bandits) see Hung-ao tse 

Red Coats Army see Hung-ao chiin 

Righteous Armies see /-chiin 

san-ch'eng fang-shih =#€I7 & (math. expression) 
san-chiao = (‘the Three Teachings') 

San-chuan =44 
San-chuan hsii-lun =A8FF at 
san-ch'ti BH (song form) 
san-kang =#il (‘the three bonds’) 
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'San-ko' = #f (‘The Third Brother’) 

san-kung = (‘The Third Duke’, i.e. the Grand Guardian) 

San-kuo chih =Bai& 
san-t'ai == (‘the three terraces') 
sang 3€ (first character of Sangha's Chinese name) 

se-mu (jen) 4,8 A (‘miscellaneous aliens' or 'ethnics') 

shan # (‘goodness') 
Shan-chu hsing-t'ung fu TATE 
'Shan-chii t'u' [L/S te 

Shan-ling tsa-chi UB2RERC 
Shan-tung chung-i chiin LIAR Se (‘Loyal and Righteous Army of Shan- 

tung’) 

shang . (‘upper’) 
Shang-chung-hsia san-li chu-shih EY B= JRE 
shang-shui FEAF (‘sales tax') 
shao Y (division of tu FE) 

She-ch'i ko wL2K 
she-hsiieh itt (‘community school’) 

She-sheng hsiao-hsi lun $#427B Sam 

shen-hsien Wa{lI (‘holy immortal’), see also Asien 

shen-tao iif. (‘spirit-way') 

shen-tao pei WIDE (' spirit-way stele’) 
shen-tao pei ming iIETES, (‘inscription on the spirit-way stele’) 
sheng FF (measure) 
Sheng-wu ch'in-cheng lu 2ETRRUIERR 
shih 4 (measure) 
shih &¥ (poetic genre) 
shih & (math. expression) 

shih #% (‘posthumous name’) 

Shih-cheng chi FFBGC 
Shih-chi Rac 
Shih-ching FRE 

shih-chung 7% (‘to show [=inform] the multitude’) 
shih-hou TE (‘hereditary lords') 
Shih-hou chien-chu FARSI 
shih-hsiich &@ (‘the real learning") 

shih-lu {EK ('Veritable Records’) 
Shih-shih t'ang chi xexe aC 
Shih Sung lu ERR 

Shih-tsu sheng-hsiin tif alll 
‘Shih-wu wu-shih' (or 'Shang shih-wu shu') FasL St (LSS) 
Shih-yiian ts'ung-shu TABS 
Shou-shih li BARE 
shu fit (‘method, technique’) 
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Shu-ching SS 
Shu-shu chiu-chang BES ILE 
Shuang-ch'i tsui-yin chi S23°RRSEE 
Shuo-fu Sh 
silver tablet see yin-fu 
‘spirit-way' see shen-tao 

‘spirit-way inscription' (i.e. inscription on the spirit-way stele) 

see shen-tao pei ming 

‘spirit-way stele’ see shen-tao pei 

Spring and Autumn Annals see Ch'un-ch'iu 

ssu-ch'ao #42 (‘silk notes', paper money) 

ssu-ch'eng fang-shih PI#e77 EX (math. expression) 

Ssu-k'u ch'iian-shu Be 
Ssu-k'u ch'iian-shu chen-pen BEA SEA 
Ssu-k'u ch'iian-shu tsung-mu GRE Sts A 
Ssu-shu Wo 
Ssu-shu chi-i S23 
Ssu-shu chi-i ching-yao USSR Rits 
Ssu-yin chai k'o Sung Yiian san-shih-i chia tz'u POEVFRRIFRTC= + Ra 
ssu-yit FLFK (‘selfish desires’) 
Ssu-yiian yii-chien POC 
"stele of meritorious virtue’ see hsiin-te pei 

stupa see t'a 

Su-hsiian chi REF 

Su wen 34 

sui (‘years' since conception) 

sui-kung ju-li BENE (‘annual tribute of Confucian scholars and clerks') 

Sung History see Sung-shih 

Sung-shih R&R 

Sung-Yiian hsiieh-an RICBR 
Sung-Yuan hsiieh-an pu-i AICPA 
Sung Yitan shih-hui RGR & 
Ta-ch'ao KH (‘Great Dynasty') 
(Ta-ch'eng) San-chii-chieh (KR) = FR 
(Ta-Chin) Hsiian-tu pao-tsang (Kz) Keb Eee 
Ta-hsiieh KF 

Ta-ming KAA (Palace hall) 
Ta-ming li KH 
ta-tan KF¥ (‘Great Flixir') 
Ta-tan chih-chih KF}E4E 
ta-tao AGE (‘Great Doctrine’) 
Ta-tao Ki (Taoist sect) 
Ta-ting chih-chi KEI 
ta-t'ung KI] (‘Great Unity') 
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Ta-t'ung li KBUE 

Ta-Yiian AJu (‘Great Yuan') 
Ta-Yiian hsin-lii KICBE 
t'a 3 (‘stupa, pagoda’) 
tai H@ (‘transcendent embryo') 

t'ai A (math. term; a division of tu EE) 

t'ai-chi A#K (‘Great Ultimate’) 
'T'ai-chi shu-ydan chi! AES bac 
T'ai-chi yen ARE 

T'ai-ho lu RAVE 

T'ai-hsiian (ching) KX (*®) 
T'ai-i A— (Taoist sect and deity; method of divination) 

T'ai-p'ing kuang-hui K7R REE 
T'ai-shang kan-ying-p'ien K_LJ&KE FS 
Tammati Army see t'an-ma-ch'ih chiin 

tan ¥} (‘cinnabar elixir') 
t'an-ma-ch'ih chiin #RESIRE ('Tammati Army’) 
T'ang Code see T'ang lii 

T'ang lit FERRE 

T'ang Sung chin-t'i shih-hsiian FRAGILE SE 
tao i8 (‘the Way') 
Taoist Canon see Tao-tsang 

tao-hsiieh 13} (‘Doctrine of the [True] Way') 
Tao-tsang per 4 

tao-t'ung i184 (‘transmission of the [True] Way’ or ‘orthodox transmission’) 

te f& (‘virtue’) 
te-tao #8 (‘to attain the Tao') 

T'eng-hsien chih BRR 

tengenjuisu see t'ien-yiian shu 

‘three bonds' see san-kang 

Three Commentaries see San-chuan 

Three Teachings see San-chiao 

ti-erh-lien 3 —BE (math. expression) 

Ti-fan 8 
ti-i WW (‘ultimate meaning’) 

ti-i-lien 33 —BR (math. expression) 

ti-san-lien 3=B# (math. expression) 
ti-ssu-lien 3304 R% (math. expression) 
ti-tung i SHE)‘ (instrument) 
Ti-wang ching-liieh ti ESNS 
ti-wang hsiieh i= (‘learning of the emperors and kings') 

t'i $E (‘to lift, open’) 

t'i He (‘substance’) 

t'i-yao fe 
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t'i-yung ¥#FA (‘substance and function’) 
't'ien feng hai t'ao' F/B 
t'ien-hsia K F (‘empire, realm’) 
T'ien-hsing chin-chien KBAT& 
T'ien-shih tao Rs ("Way of the Heavenly Masters’) 
T'ien-shun AIK (reign period: 1457-64) 
t'ien-yiian KIC (math. expression) 
T'ien-yiian i-shih KIC 
t'ien-yiian shu (tengenjutsu) KIC (algebraic process) 

ting $E (‘ingot’) 
ting-ch'ou J ££ (cycl. year) 
T'ing-hai chi KE 
Ting-shih i 7E FRE (astr. instrument) 

Tou shih (Chieh) ch'uang-yang ching-yen ch'iian-shu 

RKh( PASS 
Tou T'ai-shih chen-chiu see Chen-chiu chih-nan 

t'ou-hsia 4% F (‘private domain, fief, apanage’) 

t'ou-hsia kuan-yiian # FS & (Mongol enfeoffed nobility serving in the 

government, at court, or in the army) 

t'ou-hsiang 3828 (apanage holder) 

T'ou-to S4$E (Dhita - a Buddhist ‘heretical’ sect) 
tsa-chit #EF! (plays) 
tsa-shih #ES (‘Miscellaneous History') 

Tsa-tu hai FEBS 
ts’‘ai 7 (‘material substance’) 

Ts'ang-ch'un chi FRA 
'Ts'ao-an ko! Bipeeek 

Ts'ao-mu teu ARF 
ts'ao-shu 44% (cursive style of writing) 

Ts'ao-tung #7] (Ch'an Buddhist sect) 
ts'e fit (‘volume’) 
Ts'e-yiian hai-ching (hsi-ts'ao) EUR) 
Ts'e-yiian hai-ching shih-shu WERE SOR ANT 
Ts'e-yiian suan-shu YEAR 
tseng shih chih Saari] (‘patent of canonization’) 
tso-cheng i ARIE (astr. instrument) 
Tso-chuan Fret 
tsu-tang f&% (‘clansmen and followers') 

'Tsui ching chi! Mead 
Tsui-ching t'ang chi BERESEC 
tsung-cheng SIE (‘censure of the [imperial] clan') 

tsung-feng ARIA (‘tradition of a [particular] school’) 
tsung-miao sBA (‘Imperial Ancestral Temple’) 
ts'ung %E, ts'ung-fang (75 (math. terms) 
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tu FE (‘degree') 
'Tu Chiang fu' WTR 

'Tu I-shan shih’ @Get| Ly 
Tu I ssu yen BAMA 
T'ui-pu HE 

t'un-t'ien HH (‘agricultural colony; military farm’) 

t'un-t'ien chiin FLEAS (‘military colonists’) 
'Tung-shih i! PREMag 
Tung-tu shih-lieh Rebus 
Tung-yu chi eC 
'Tung-yiian chiu-yung' WAFL 

T'ung-chih t'iao-ko BHR 
t'ung-hu #2%z (‘bronze clepsydra') 

T'ung-shih Ja 
T'ung Shu ie 
tzu & (‘courtesy name’) 
Tzu-chih t'ung-chien Arai tia 
Tzu-chih t'ung-chien kang-mu Avestan Bh 
tzu-te FAfS (‘finding [the Way] for himself’) 

Tzu-yang wen-chi 3a CR 
tz'u a] (poetic genre) 
al-Usturlab see hsing-kuei ting-shih i 

Veritable Records see shih-lu 

'Wan-chu t'ang chi' B3/T#ad 
wan-hu ®F (‘myriarchy') 

Wan-li S3/& (reign period: 1573-1615) 
Wan-nien li ESS 
wan-piao hsiian ALZSK (astr. instrument) 

Wang-fa cheng-lun p'in = 1E etn 
'Wang-t'ing wen-tui' Ref} 
Wei-sheng pao-chien (i Gi 
‘well field’ (system) see ching-t'ien (chih) 

wen SX (‘cash; literary art') 

wo-ti E<Y (‘my') 
wo-t'o ETH (ortoq, ortaq ‘associations, merchants’) 

wu-ch'ang F.'% (‘the five constant virtues’) 

wu-ch'ang chih tao F.%5,Zi8 (‘doctrine of the Five Constant Virtues") 
wu-ch'eng fang-shih LACH Ef (math. expression) 
Wu-ching FS 
Wu-ching yao-yii FAS Eas 
Wu-hsing hsi-hsing k'ao HEAT 
wu-hsii DXEK (cycl. day) 

wu-hu ssu hu LP #*F (‘five-household silk household') 
wu-shen JXFA (cycl. day) 
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Wu-t'ai pi-pu Fen 
yang I (cosmic element or force) 
yang-hsi ==} = yang-kao li 
yang-hsing #2 (‘to foster [man's] nature’) 

yang-i {48 (astr. instrument) 

yang-kao li FSF (‘baby lamb [= compound] interest') 

yao 4K, yao-jen #KX (‘magician') 
Yao-shan-t'ang wai-chi 58 4}KC 
yen-hu #4 (‘salt-household') 
Yen-yu KEN (reign period: 1314-20) 

yin 5] (‘load' of salt) 

yin & (cosmic element or force) 
yin & (‘protection’ privilege or prerogative for appointment to office) 

yin-ch'ao $Y (paper money) 
yin-fu SEFF (‘silver tablet') 
yin-fu ching ATE 
yin-kuei 242 ("Yin ghosts') 

yin-te (24% (‘unostentatious virtue’) 

Yin- Yang 2% (philosophy) 

yu-wei A FS (‘outward activity’) 

yung FA (‘function, functioning’) 
yung fe (‘commonality’) 

"Yung-chai chi' aad 
Yung-ch'ing hsien-chih ANS Phin 
yung-ju JAét#e (‘petty Confucian scholar’) 
Yung-lo ta-tien 7K HL 
yit BS, yii-fa bY (math. terms) 
Yii-ch'ih ching ERE 
Yii-heng chen-kuan Effet 

yii-lu HEB (‘recorded sayings’) 

Yii-t'ang chia-hua KE %4aG 
yiian Ju (‘head, chief'; math. term) 
Yiian-ch'ao ming-ch'en shih-liich see Kuo-ch'ao ming-ch'en shih-liieh 

(Yiian-chen) Shou-ch'eng shih-chien (ToL) *¥ CP Sis 
yiian-ch'i CSA (‘primal pneuma’) 

Yiian History see Yiian-shih 

yiian-shen JCi# (‘primal spirit') 
Yiian-shih Tose 
Yiian-shih hsiian Tom 3 
Yiian-shih hstian kuei-chi Tumf3e REE 
Yiieh-fu ch'iin-chu SEIS EFER 
Yiieh-li k'ao ARES 
Yiin-men 22F'4 (Buddhist sect) 



2. OFFICES AND TITLES 

abbot +, #&, HEF 
Aboriginal Bureau =¢ =] 
academician (Han-lin) (#A7*)242 
senior - A&#c¢ 

academician (Han-lin) for the transmission of directives BMS LKS 

academician (Han-lin) for the transmission of directives in charge of 

Imperial Edicts KA SB Ala 

academician-in-waiting (Han-lin) OK Fil 

Academy for the Glorification of Literature see Chao-wen Academy 

Academy of the Bamboo Grove see Chu-lin Academy 

Academy of Worthies see Chi-hsien Academy 

accountant S£Haw 

acting (chief of)... 4T...3# 
acting chief of the Presidental Council (Chin) {Tf 454 
acting president of the Six Ministries {Tf NOS 
adjunct (£34 

Administration /¥ 

administrative consultant ma 

administrator see military administrator 

administrator of...4]...3# 

administrator of military affairs see administrator of the Department 

of Military Affairs 

administrator of the Department of Military Affairs AH 24 bc34 

joint deputy administrator - [a] arta Ze bcSt 

Agricultural Promotion Bureau (Chin) #1 (() =] 

agricultural promotion commissioner BUM 

arbitrator see judge 

assistant see district assistant 

assistant chief (in the Secretariat) (F=$)fFEp 
assistant (director) Z 
assistant instructor BUA 

assistant in the Imperial Archives #427E[ 
assistant military controller alice 
assistant of the Left in the Secretarial Council PERAK 
assistant of the Right in the Presidential Council (Chin) fa#4ZK 
assistant of the Right in the Secretarial Council #27aZK 
assistant secretary see secretary 

associate (commissioner, administrator) [AJ] see general administrator 

associate censor fH 5# 
associate commissioner of the Department of Military Affairs [AJA bee 

associate director of political affairs AAIBEt 
attendant see personal attendant 
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a'uruq see Base Camp (Office) 

ba'atur (‘valiant, brave’) see élite officer 

Base Camp (Office) 524 (Mo. a'urugq) 
bicéci (=bicigeci) see scribe-secretary 

Board of the Left (in the Presidential Council) 72a 

Branch see Regional 

Buddha-Sun, Perfectly Enlightened Great Patriarch {#H JER AAEM 
Bureau for Religious Merits (#4) 

director of the - ADV fe GH a] St 

Bureau of Agriculture =] /##] (later Grand - X - ) 
director of the - KB) EM) 

Bureau of Compilation #afEAT 

Bureau of Foreign Trade and Ortaq Administration 2R/Y =] 

Bureau of Literature KS#8FANT 
Bureau of Maritime Trade THAAES# A] 

Bureau of the Left Ze =] 
Bureau of the Right 4#] 

Bureaux of the Left and Right 4] 
campaign commander see field commander 

censor #4158 see chief censor, investigating censor (Sung), censorial 

inspector, regional censorial inspector, secretarial censor 

vice- fA SE AK 
Censorate (il, =£ see Inspection Bureau 

censorial inspector Ba 22 #52 

centurion (Chin) HAE, (Ytian) HF (Mo. ja'un-u noyan) 
chamberlain Fl (Mo. Cerbi) 
Chancellery (= the Imperial Chancellery) [J 44 
director of the - fF 

chancellor Z<#H 
Right - 442844 (= prime minister [Sung]) 

Left - ZA 
Chao-wen Academy (= Academy for the Glorification of Literature) HE SCHL 

Chi-hsien Academy (= Academy of Worthies) ete 

chief £2’ , 43 (Mo. noyan) 

chief administrative officer of - =...54+ 
chief administrator (in the Secretarial Council) = chancellor; see also 

director of political affairs, assistant (of the Right and of the Left), 

associate director of political affairs, and chief administrative officer 

chief censor tIB AK 

chief civil administrator @ Rik'F 

chief councillor (=chief minister) 34H 
chief falconer Ji Hs 
chief military intendant in the regional administration FTI GET 

chief minister (=chief councillor) 3444, 4H 

699 
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chief of the Left and Right Boards of the Secretarial Council see L. 

and R. Boards of the secretarial council 

chief of the Political Council (Liao) BERS 
chief of the Presidential Council see Presidential Council 

chief of the Regional Secretariat see Regional Secretariat 

chief of the Secretariat/Secretarial Council see Secretarial Council/ 

Secretariat 
chief of the Tax-collection Bureau see Tax-collection Bureau 

chief resident commissioner see resident commissioner 

chief secretary see chief of the Secretariat 

chief steward 4 ill see steward 
ch'ien-hu see chiliarch 

chiliarch = (Mo. mingqan-u noyan) 

chin-shih ¥£¢ 

Chu-lin Academy (=Academy of the Bamboo Grove) RHE 

clerk 5 

senior - #SHE(EB) 

co-director of the Metropolitan Bureau 4 Flax 

College of Foreign Languages (Ch'ing) [RISCEE 
Commander Unequalled in Honour BAT #&la] = 5] 
commander-in-chief see marshal, grand marshal 

Commandery Prince of Ch'i ASE 

commanding prefect (Sung, Chin) GFE 

vice- SEE 

commissioner {# see also pacification commissioner 

vice- H(i, Sl... 

commissioner of the Department of Budddhist Affairs Mail bobe 

commissioner of the Department of Tibetan and Buddhist Affairs BEbCgE 
commissioner of the Imperial Granary ABBE 

commissioner of the Transport Bureau see Transport commissioner 

commissioner-on-tour for the promotion of agriculture «(THERE 

community leader m5 
compiler #2 

co-redactor [AI{(E 
Correct and Devoted (S.) IEJa&k 
Council see Secretarial Council, Presidential Council 

councillor Bask 

counsellor #&3+E 

Court of Imperial Sacrifices Ki 
president of the - AJ 

Court of Justice see High Court of Justice 

Cultured and Correct (S.) SCIE 
Cultured and Exemplary (S.) SCH 

Cultured and Expressive (S.) XE 
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Cultured and Loyal (S.) SCG 
Cultured and Pacific (S.) 30% 

Cultured and Prosperous (S.) SCR 

Cultured and Steadfast (S.) SCE 

Cultured and Virtuous (S.) XA 

curator of documents in the Han-Lin Academy fE28#9/(0== 
cerbi see chamberlain 
darqan see freeman 

daruqa = daruqaci see resident commissioner 

dean of studies BJ5# 
defence commandant hh 25 

Department of Buddhist Affairs #&r#]5¢ (later Department of Tibetan 

and Buddhist Affairs, q.v.) 

Department of Calendrical Affairs A3Eb¢ 

director of the - FAA SEECH, ART 

co-director of the - ASE/FI# 
Department of Military Affairs tab 

Regional - (7H be 

Department of National History Bet 

Department of Tibetan and Buddhist Affairs Bch (formerly Department 

of Buddhist Affairs) 

deputy #!] see deputy chief and vice- 
deputy administrator of... #2... see general administrator 

deputy administrator of military affairs @ 234i 

deputy chief (of the Regional Secretarial Council) &!) (74) 

deputy commander (of a locality) HYG 
deputy inspection commissioner fer Pap 

director #H(... 54), #2 
director of Calendrical Studies BRAG 

director of compilation #a(Z 
director of Confucian studies {#2 AGZ 

director of political affairs 7? 32BcS+ 
associate - BAIUBSt 

director of state military affairs 7? 324i 6d 54 
director of Waterways a7 Ge 

vice- MB7KY Ee 
Directorate of Astronomy F] KE 
Directorate of Imperial Insignia #5 rats 
president of the - F&A) 

Directorate of Imperial Workshops DY 

Directorate of Military Supplies Bias fir 

Directorate of the National College Bd-F i 

Directorate of Waterways #7 Bi 
district assistant 7B 
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district assistant of the military governor SHEEAVS 

drafter of Imperial Edicts Mttillii 

drafting official A 

Duke of An-su FZ 
Duke-of-commandery of T'ai-yian AREA 
Duke of Heng-shan 1412s 
Duke of Jung-ch'eng Commandery ADA 
Duke of Kao-yang ula 
Duke of Overflowing Sageliness RTEEZS 
Duke-of-state of Chao #52 
Duke-of-state of Chi 3EBQZS 
Duke-of-state of Ch'i ABZ 
Duke-of-state of Lu #892 
Duke-of-state of Shou ##BYZS 
Duke-of-state of Ts'ai S$BYZS 
Duke-of-state of Wei #7 BAS 
Duke-of-state of Wei SBI 
editor HEB 

élite officer BET (Mo. ba'atur) 

Eminent Scholar, Brilliant Heavenly Guardian of the State SER SRB AGT 

emissary Zee ('B) 

envoy (official - ) {5(E2) (Mo. el¢i) see special (government) envoy 

envoy plenipotentiary Bafa te 
Exchange Notes Superintendency ACD) Hee a] 

executive (Han-lin) academician (297%) Stk & 

executive assistant #43 

exercising the functions of (= acting)...47... 34 

female attendant 4 
field - , in the field 7, SAU 

field administrator see general administrator 

field commander ##t see general controller 
first secretary see secretary 

freeman @#l32 (Mo. darqan) 
garrison commander #kFa7s (Mo. tammaci) 
general ef 

General Administration (of a district #4) A@E IT 

General Administration of the Catapult Operators f= Kee 

general administrator (of a district) (A) KE 
associate administrator AJA... #2 SF 

deputy administrator BU @hHO' 
field administrator {TAGE 

general civil and military administrator (of a district) ERGO 
General Control Bureau of Soldiers and Horses SE Ro ehfS HH 5] 

general control commissioner of the Imperial Guard FFL abt Hee 
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general controller #4 see field commander 

general field administrator see general administrator 

Gold and Purple Great Officer of Brilliant Dignity @3s5tieRAK 

governor 45} (Mo. liusiu) see military governor 

Grain Transport Bureau Yea 5] 
Grand Bureau of Agriculture X®JEe=] (formerly Bureau of Agriculture) 
grand commandant Adat 

Grand General Defender of the State SEBQ”AGK#2 
Grand General of the Left Military Guard ZAGAKH 
Grand General Who Displays Valour FG 53 AKL 

grand guardian APR 

- of the Heir Apparent AFAER 
grand instructor #)¢é 

grand judge BTS+B, (tt 8))#L84Q75 (Mo. [yeke] Jarquéi) see judge 
grand marshal (££) @h7cEil 
acting - {7...($& 5) ah cE SS 

grand officer KE 

grand physician fale, AEE 

grand preceptor ACEifi (Mo. taisi) 

- of the Heir Apparent AAEM 
grand tutor Afe 

- of the Heir Apparent AFAE 
great arbitrator see grand judge 

great dignitary AEA 

Great Master of Unimpaired Profundity and Extensive Kindness #4 BES ABM 
Great Officer Endowed with Goodness BEAK 

Great Officer Endowed with Virtue Af@AK 

Great Officer in Palace Attendance P48AK 
Great Officer of Brilliant Dignity 6ikkAXK 
Great Officer of Eminent Dignity RikAX 
Great Officer of Commendable Counsel B&i#& AK 

Great Officer of Correct Counsel IEH@AXK 
Great Officer of Excellent Counsel 34 AK 

Great Officer of the Military Wing AEAK 
Great Officer of Penetrating Counsel Hm AK 

Great Officer Recipient of Precepts #alIAK 
Guard(s) see Imperial Guard 

Han-lin academician see academician (Han-lin) 

Han-lin Academy (or the Academy) #2>4b¢ 
Han-lin Academy and Department of National History RPK (FR) BSE Bo 

Heir Apparent's Administration see Household Department of the Heir 

Apparent 

hereditary lord see overlord 

High Court of Justice AAEM 
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high military administrator K#VE see military administrator 

Historiography Institute (Sung) Bal: 

Household Department of the Heir Apparent feeb 

Imperial Ancestral Temple AA 

Imperial Archives Sik 

director of the - SS EE Se 

Imperial Brigade (Chin) bse eh 

Imperial Chancellery FYE see Chancellery 

Imperial commander (in general control) #&#H (Mo. yeke noyan) 
Imperial commissioner see chief resident commissioner 

Imperial consort S/S 

Imperial diarist (E(@&0/E)YE 
Imperial Guard i, REGS, TERE (Mo. keSXig) 

- Guards(men) TKBEFE (Mo. keSxigten) 

Imperial Preceptor “Ei 
Imperial Seals Office #F#% lau 
Imperial Secretariat see Secretariat 

Imperial son-in-law SNR (Mo. giiregen) 
Imperial Supplies Service $8] FA fa 
Imperial Treasury BS fe/et 

in charge of... fT... 3 

Inquiry Bureau #5] 
Inspection Bureau feFTFZE A] 
inspection commissioner #eFT FZ 
inspector of granaries H&E 

inspector of the Silver Superintendency #75 
instructor BG 

assistant - HX 

interpreter 15% (Mo. keleme/r]¢i) 

investigating censor #3= (A152 
investigating officer #f4I'E 
(Imperial) grand physician see grand physician 

joint - [Al - 

joint deputy administrator of military affairs see administrator of 
military affairs 

judge, arbitrator BT EB, *LS@AK (Mo. Jarqu¢i) see grand judge, 

prefectural judge 

Judicial Bureau(x) £5] 

Junior Great Officer YAK 
Junior Guardian DPR 
Junior Preceptor Fifi 

Junior Venerable V5 

Lady-of-state of Jung A BIKA 
lecturer-in-waiting fast 
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Left and Right Boards (of the Secretarial Council) (PHYAAD 

chief of the - HABLA 
Left chancellor see chancellor 

Left Three Ministries L=7H 
Left vice-marshal Z¢S!/7CEM 
Loyal and Admirable (S.) 8&8 
Loyal and Commendable (S.) 34 

Loyal and Compassionate (S.) 3&8 
Loyal and Decorous (S.) s9 33] 

Loyal and Devoted (S.) FeBA 

Loyal and Exemplary (S.) rset 

Loyal and Martial (S.) aX 

Loyal and Reverent (S.) 

Loyal and Steadfast (S.) RE 
Loyal and Virtuous (S.) foe | 

magistrate 4 

marshal (= commander-in-chief) 7UEII 
grand - @67CEIll 

vice- BU@7UEIM 
Marshal's Administration JCBIIT 
Martial and Benevolent (S.) HAA 

Martial and Resolute (S.) AX 

Martial and Strategist (S.) AHS 
Martial and Strong (S.) HABE 
Master of the Sect SEI 
Merchant Tax Superintendency Bate a] 

Meritorious Official Who Promoted Sincerity and Preserved Integrity HEA 

PRET EL 
metropolitan prefect # see prefect 
military administrator BS 

high - A#V 
Military Bureau see Regional Military Bureau 

Military Command Administration Hay 

military commander #1" 

Military Commission ‘i 5] 

military commissioner ffi (t)(E 
- of Huai-hsi 4275 - 
- of the Yangtze #42 - 
regional - #SHE/(5E 
m. vice-commissioner #i/ ENE 

Military Control Bureau see Regional Military Control Bureau 

military controller C34 

deputy - alfCs# 
military governor SRE BE 
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military intendent see chief military intendent 
military vice-commissioner see military commissioner 

Minister fale 

- of Justice FEB 
- of Revenue Pub fates 

- of Rites feeb fates 

- of War Seah 

- of Works Lihat 

vice- FFE! 
Ministry #5 see Six Ministries, Three Ministries of the Left 

- of Justice FEM 
- of Personnel 35 

- of Revenue Pt 

- of Rites iat 

- of Works ii 

mitigation commissioner ACHE 

Mobile see Regional 

monitor frat 

myriarch f= (Mo. tiimen-ii noyan) 
field - {THBSA 
commanding - #2253 

civil and military - HRS F 
- of the New and Old Armies #17425 7 

National Archives 88 

National College BU 
National Teacher Babiffi 

National University (Chin) A 

noyan see chief 

observing officer eEE 
Office for Harmonious Hiring #UFEFT 
Office for Harmonious Purchase FI¥2FIT 

Office for Regulated Management #tfS Ft 

Office for Regulating State Expenditure ‘ii BU FAGE =] 

office head Fe’ , 4 4E7R (Mo. daruqaci) see senior official 

office manager (in a prefecture) %e3+ 

acting - (sxe 
Office of General Administration see General Administration 

officer in charge of bandit suppression feaatii B 
overlord (= hereditary lord) tHE, 774 
overseer see resident commissioner 

Pacification Bureau HRS], BRA] 

pacification commissioner EUR 

deputy - SSR 
parasol-bearer ETH 5tZK (Mo. siigiirci) 



707 

§ 

personal attendant (to the Emperor) (A)f¥, VTE2, VTRF 

Pillar of the State FEBY 

Supreme - AEE 

prefect FIV, N)3# see metropolitan prefect 

vice- [Al¥a.. 34 
prefectural judge #£E see judge 

prefectural school /¥=# 

Presidential Council (Chin, Yiian) M44 see Regional Presidential Council 

chief of the - fal=4z 

prime minister (Sung) see chancellor 

Prince of An-hsi ZP¥=E 
Prince of Ch'ang-shan #LL=E 
Prince of Chen-yang #83 

Prince of Chi-nan RE 

Prince of Chin #=E 
Prince of Ch'in 28 
Prince of Fu iE 
Prince of Ho-nan 75) Fa 
Prince of Hsi-p'ing F47R=E 
Prince of Hsieng-yang fax 
Prince of Huai-yang Yéha= 
Prince of I-ning #&24-E 
Prince of Ju-nan PAE 
Prince of Lu 

Prince of Pai(Po)-lan HBA 
Prince of Pei-p'ing 4t72= 
Prince-of-state Bd=E (Mo. giii-ong) 

- of Lu BBE 
Prince of Tung-p'ing RAE 

Prince of Yiin-nan 224 -— 

Princely Establishment —E[*H)¥ 

administrator of the - = [*H/FF FH 
principal of the Confucian School {#4 1E 

professor fac 
provisional director-general of the Right FEA abt 

punitive commissioner 74m 

Queen Mother &/a 

reader-in-waiting (in the Han-lin Academy) (>) Fiat 

recording officer BIAE 

rector 74 

redactor-compiler (in the Han-lin Academy) (EO) EE 

redactor of the National History (2BU52 

region see Regional Secretarial Council 

regional administrator (for a region) Kev 
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Regional (Branch) Office fT... 
Regional Censorate FTE, TS 

regional censorial inspector {Te SR 

regional commander (=overlord) {Te 

Regional Council see Regional Presidential Council, Regional Secretarial 

Council 
Regional Department of Military Affairs see Department of Military Affairs 

Regional Military Bureau EHS Fi] 

regional military commissioner see military commissioner 

Regional Military Control Bureau f7#t#2. 5], {7 7] 

Regional Presidential Council (of Chin) (T# fal 
chief of the - {Tf434 (early Mongol period) 

Regional Secretarial Council 7THH#é, TA 
Regional Secretariat (pre-Qubilai) = Regional Secretarial Council 

THESE 
chief of the - (=regional commander) {74 

registrar @ 

resident commissioner (Imperial -) #2484675 (Mo. daruqaéci) 

chief - #824E7R (Mo. yeke daruqaéi) 

Right chancellor see chancellor 

Runners' chiliarchy AK (=giiigci) FF 

Sagacious and Martial (S.) PANIES 

Salt Administration HEC 

salt commissioner #42 

school superintendent see superintendent of schools 

scribe-secretary 4752, PESEFE (Mo. biceci) 
seals secretary RFEFES 
second secretary see secretary 

secretarial censor (42S E 

Secretarial Council #33 see Regional Secretarial Council 
chief of the - PiS4z 

Secretariat (before Qubilai) +4 see Regional Secretariat 

chief of the - $47 

secretary (court -) see scribe-secretary 

first - BBA 
second - AYKES 

assistant - #b34 

secretary(-scribe) see scribe-secretary, recording officer 

security officials of the Four Wards PUbRm 
senior academician see academician 

senior clerk see clerk 

senior official 467% (Mo. daruqaci) see office head 

Senior Venerable f= 
sheriff fat 
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Signatory official of the Department of Military Affairs 2231 #2 bts 

Silver and Blue Great Officer of Eminent Dignity $2 EFSRIRRAK 

Silver Superintendency #84zte 22 5] 

Six Ministries VE 
special (government) envoy Bafa see envoy 

Stabilization Treasuries 7 fHi 
State Finance Bureau ‘fi! BUF] 
steward ¥ 5278 (Mo. bawurci) 

student (at National University, etc.) 4 

Superintendency #24") 
- for the printing of exchange notes see Exchange Notes Superintendency 

superintendent —-3#+, #22 

superintendent of the arsenal HARE 

superintendent of Buddhist Affairs #7033 

superintendent of Confucian studies {##he22 

superintendent of Maritime Trade (Sung) fee Ae 

superintendent of schools fe2==#4X%B , 

superintendent of studies EX 

superintendent of waterways for the various districts fe eaare oR 

superior (in a temple) see abbot 

supervising combat commissioner HR CAs 

supervising combat myriarch GER BS 

supervisor of the Buddhist Religion PAGE 

supervisor of the Imperial Treasury AUN 

supervisory commissioner (AAS 

Supreme General of the Dragon and Tiger Guard HEC LR 

Supreme Pillar of State see Pillar of the State 

Surveillance Bureau (FBC BRA 

surveillance commissioner [FABQREATE 
tammaci see garrison commander 

Tax-collection Bureau ME@RAT, (KR aRECAT 

chief of the - #faRFTR’'E 

tax commissioner see chief of the Tax-collection Bureau 

Tea Monopoly commissioner At(2 

Three Dukes (= Three Excellencies) =7 
Three Excellencies see Three Dukes 

Three Ministries of the Left = 
Transport Bureau(x) iS A] 

Transport commissioner HEGRE, ELBE 

tutor if 

tutor to the Heir Apparent see grand instructor 

vice- fa!) see also deputy and deputy chief 

vice-censor see censor 
vice-commissioner see commissioner 
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vice-commissioner of Waterways B7J22 68 
vice-director of Waterways see director of Waterways 

vice-marshal see marshal 

vice-minister see minister 

vice-prefect see prefect 

wan-hu see myriarch 

yeke daruqaci see resident commissioner 

yeke jarquéi see grand judge 



3. PROPER NAMES 

‘Abd al-Rahman BLEW Gag 
Ahmad fa GES 

A-ho-ma see Ahmad 

*Ai Do'en Rites 
Ai T'o-yen see *Ai Do'en 

Ai-tsung (Chin) 324% 

‘Ali Beg Pa] EAC) 
A-li Hai-ya see Ariq Qaya 

*Altinga ZRG 
Ananda 232 

An Hsi 288 

An-p'u Hie 
An-t'ien-ho see *Altinga 

An-t'ung Et 

An Yu 216 

Ao-tu La-ho-man see ‘Abd al Rahman 

Arig Qaya bal YS 

Bayan {HER 

Bol #4 
Bujir WES, BAS 
Buyruq Qaya 7A EEA 
Cha-la-erh see *Jalar 

Chai Wen-pin #3CH, 

Chang Ste, f. of Ch'ih-ch'eng 

Chang ‘i (née),w. of Hao Ching 

Chang iz (née), w. of Liu Jun 

Chang 4 (née), w. of Shih Ping-chih 
Chang Sie (née), m. of Yao Shu 

Chang Ch'eng Sheva 
Chang Ch'i-yiian S575 
Chang Chih 2% 

Chang Chih-ching sbi 

Chang Chin-heng Sk 
Chang Chiu-ssu 5IUE 
Chang Chu 5&3 
Chang Ch'u 5efté 
Chang Chung-an fez 
Chang Chung-shun 5 "FIG 
Chang Chiin-heng Skga( 
Chang Fang SB 

Chang Fei-jan ik2E% 
Chang Fu che FA 
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Chang Fu-shou iets 

Chang Han Sixt 
Chang Heng ape 

Chang Hsing-hsin S(T {8 

Chang Hsiung-fei SEF 
Chang Hsii ref, 

Chang Hsiian GPE 
Chang Hsiieh-ch'eng hae 4 

Chang Hui ihe 

Chang Hung SZ 

Chang Hung-cheng #44 1E 
Chang Hung-chi 5k 5A2& 
Chang Hung-ch'ing ie) Be 

Chang Hung-fan 55\%6, T. (ilies, Ge 7L 

Chang Hung-kuei e5A8e 
Chang Hung-liieh Se5hHS 
Chang Hung-yen Seah 
Chang I 534 

Chang Jou 9&2, T. fehl 

Chang Ju-chi ieceg ies 

Chang Jung Seo 

Chang Jung-shih 758 Ef 
Chang Kao Shee 

Chang Keng Skit 

Chang Kuei REE 

Chang K'ung-sun 5&fLEK 

Chang Kuo Sea 

Chang Liang 5 

Chang Lin 5k 

Chang Pang-chih e# SEL 
Chang Po-ta iA 

Chang Po-tuan 5ie(Aulia 
Chang Sheng 5k 
Chang Shih-chieh Fett BE 
Chang Te-hui Sie (eu 

Chang T'iao-shan Sie(RLL 

Chang T'ien-kang ie Al] 

Chang Tsai sak 
Chang-tsung (Chin) 23% 
Chang Tzu-chen Sk FIE. 

Chang Wang Sik 
Chang Wen-ch'ien 5 Catt, T. (Pitt; H. BAAS 
Chang Yen i, s. of Chang Wen-ch'ien 
Chang Yen SiehE 
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Chang Yen-jan sez 
Chang Ying Sie5 

Chang Yung Size 
Chang Yii 44, d. 1275 
Chang Yii 7a 

Ch'ang-ch'un chen-jen $45. see Ch'iu Ch'u-chi 
Chao #8, Sung imp. clan 

Chao #8 (née), w. of Chang Hung-fan 
Chao #8 (née), w. of Chang Jou 

Chao Chih #2 
Chao Chin 2% 
Chao Feng @3al 

Chao Fu #3, 1165-1202 
Chao Fu #243, fl. 1235-1257 
Chao Hung #8# 

Chao Jen-jung #{—2R 

Chao K'o-chi #3 5e3£ 

Chao K'o-kang #3 5c hi]! 

Chao K'uang-yin EER 

Chao Kuei 

Chao-kung 2 
Chao Liang-pi #8 E5% 
Chao Meng-fu #34 

Chao Ming #8549 

Chao Pi #32 

Chao Ping #34, 1222-1280 
Chao Ping #3, Sung prince 
Chao Ping-wen #4232, 1159-1232 
Chao Ping-wen #8381, 1222-1293 
Chao Shih #8 t= , Sung prince 
Chao T'ien-hsi BKB 
Chao Tzu #88 
Chao Yao tHe 

Chao Yen #8 {it 

Chao Yi-jui HA 
Ch'ao Hai Jays 
Ch'e Hsi #28 
Chen-chin (4% see Jingim 
Chen-hai see Cingai 
Chen Te-hsiu A fa9> 

Ch'en §X, painter 

Ch'en Cho Bah 
Ch'en Han-kuei BREE 

Ch'en Hsien-chang PARE 
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Ch'en I-chung BREA 

Ch'en K'ai Bete 
Ch'en Keng SE 

Ch'en Liang BRE 

Ch'en Shih-k'o BRIEF AT 
Ch'en Shu-ta'o BRAM 

Ch'en Ssu-chi BRURY 

Ch'en T'ien-hua BRAK 
Ch'en Yen BRE 

Ch'en Ying Sue 

Ch'en Yu BRI 

Ch'en Ytian bate 
Ch'en Yiian-k'ai BRITS 
Cheng Chung Sf7& 

Cheng Ssu-hsiao Wise | 

Ch'eng ¥#, monk 

Ch'eng brothers see Ch'eng Hao and Ch'eng I 

Ch'eng #4 (née), m. of Yang Huan 

Ch'eng Chi-fu #296 

Ch'eng-hai see Cingai 

Ch'eng Hao etl 

Ch'eng I S2ER 

Ch'eng-ming-chung tzu wBA A 
Ch'eng P'eng-fei FAHEAR 

Ch'eng Ssu-lien EHR 
Ch'eng Ta-wei FEACZ 

Ch'eng-tsung (Yiian) KAS 

Ch'eng Yi Ke 
Chi Li-an see Stumpf, Bernard Kilian 

Chi Yii-hsi SEES#% 
Ch'i Fu Pi 
Ch'i Jung-hsien F75RR8 
Ch'i Kuei FREE 
Ch'i Kung-chih 4418 
Ch'i Lti-ch'ien PRS 
Chia Chii-chen BUSA 
Chia Fu Bil 
Chia Hsien BR 
Chia I aif 
Chia-ku Ch'ang-ko RES55 BT 

Chia-ku Chih-ch'i #2 4F 
Chia She BY 

Chia Ssu-tao HGS 
Chia Sun-chih H#BZ 
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Chia T'ing-yang BE 

Chia Wen-chien EU. C#® 
Chia Wen-pei Bit 
Chia Yi 3% 
Chia Yii-ch'ing BER 
Chiang Chou #4) 
Chiang Fang 2255 

Chiang I-kuei #3 
Chiang P'ing-chieh #/2F $4 

Chiang-shan #1 

Chiang Ts'ai 22-4 

Chiao Hsiin #84 
Chiao Te-yii FRfEA 

Chiao Yu-chih #2 
Ch'iao Wei-chung @ffé# 
Chieh Hsi-ssu #8 
Chieh-lieh #47 
Ch'ieh-lai see Kerait 

Ch'ieh-lieh EZY 
Ch'ieh-po see Kibek 

Ch'ien Hsi-tso $8 88iF 

Ch'ien-lung (Ch'ing) #28 (= fra) 
Ch'ien Pao-tsung #25 
Ch'ien Ta-hsin S2AXHT 
Chih-lang 4788 (= K'o-an Lang 4) #85) 

Chih-lu-ku H&S 
Chih Yi #5 
Chin (dynasty) & 
Chin (dynasty) & 
Chin #f (née), m. of Wang Yiin 
Chin Jung #roe 

Ch'in (dynasty) 4 
Ch'in Ch'ang-ch'ing 2252/8 
Ch'in Chih-ts'ai ZY 
Ch'in Chiu-shao 427L84 
Ch'in Chung 24{# 
Ching Hsiian EY, 

Ching # (née), w. of Hsii Heng 

Ching K'o #9] 

Ching Yu-chi #HAC 
Ch'ing-ho ¥#7J see Yin Chih-p'ing 
Ch'ing-yang Meng-yen Bla? 
Ch'iu Ch'u-chi Eras, T. A; H. RAIA) 
Ch'iu Chiin Fev 

Ts 



716 

Ch'iu-ko [r#F see Ch'iu Ch'u-chi 
Cho Weng fii 
Chou (dynasty) Fé 

Chou Chih-kang /a.Z Ai 
Chou Hsiang /adiré 
Chou Shu-hsiieh fajst& 

Chou Ti Fan 
Chou To Jas 

Chou Tsu Jadité 
Chou Tun-i Jal cbH 
Chou Yiieh fais 
Chu Chih-fu ti 
Chu Ch'ing AVE 
Chu Hsi AR 
Chu-hu Kao-ch'i Jitgeredet 

Chu-ko Liang #85 

Chu Pao-ch'en ACE E2 
Chu Shih-chieh ATHER 
Chu Ssu-sun ARIE LA 

Chu Ti RK 
Chu Yiin-ming mis04A 
Chuang Chou #£/€l see Chuang-tzu 
Chuang-tzu #E- 

Chung-ho eral 

Chung-ko AKBY 
Chung-kuan Pi 

Chung Ming-liang #2593 

Chung Ssu-ch'eng SH Bc 
Ch'ii-t'an Hsi-ta eA 

Cingai SYS, TAY, Hs. 
*Cingqai see Cingai 

Dam-pa Kun-dga'-grags f@ 
*Dharmadasa Sint Z Ea 
Dinnu *+4 

Dojinpu RE 

Eligus BPH 

Fa-teng t&kE 
Fan T'ien-shun YEAR 
Fan Wen-hu YESCHe 

Fei Yin 43% (= Fei Cheng-yin #tIER) 
Feng Chih-heng (7 
Feng-lung san-lao #}H#E= 
Feng-lung shan-jen #1HELUA 

Feng Tzu-chen (Six 
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Feng Yiin-hao (23 
Five Dynasties see Wu-tai 

Fu Chien #8 
Fu Chin-ch'tian #2 
Fu Hsi (hz 

Fu Lin (8% 
Fu Yi fata 
Gau Finjan = Kao P'ing-chang fu2P 32 
Hai-ling wang #9 
Hai-yiin see Sung Yin-chien 

Han (dynasty) % 
Han Shih-an Seth} 2 

Han Yi #2 
Hao Chen isi, fl. 1280 
Hao Chen iiS#2, a. of Hao Ching 
Hao Chih-wen #42im, H. HH 
Hao Ching MWS, T. (BF 

Hao I #8, a. of Hao Ching 

Hao I #S3%, b. of Hao Ching 

Hao Kuan aii 

Hao-li #fiz 

Hao Ssu-wen #i UE, H. API 
Hao Ta-t'ung #SAGH, H. Beet 
Hao T'ien-t'ing MALE 
Hao Ts'ai-feng MAA, T. bye 
Hao Ts'ai-lin AFR 

Hao Ts'ai-yiin MARE, T. bol ee 
Hao Tsu AMifé 
Hao Yung vi 

Hao Yiian #57 
Hindu {rats 

Ho # (née), w. of Hsii Heng 
Ho Bayan (HE see Ho Sheng 
Ho Jung-tsu {5J28i14 
Ho Po-hsiang 48){Airé 
Ho Sheng 244# see Ho Bayan 

Ho-shih-li #26 4 
Ho-shih-lieh Chih-chung see Hu-sha-hu 

Ho-shih-lieh Ya-wu-t'a ACO RUF 3 
Ho-ssu-mai-li @ A284 (*Hesmail = Esmail/Ismail) 

Ho-t'ung FU 
Ho Wei {#JEt 

Ho Yuan {VK 
Hou Chou (dynasty) #/al 
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Hou Jen fe{— 

Hou K'o-chung eae pi 

Hou T'ang (dynasty) #2 

Hou Tso-hsien Seve 

Hsi Chieh-chieh S##ctiK 
Hsi-Hsia (dynasty) Paz 
Hsi-li Ch'ien-pu see *Siri Gambu 

Hsi Shih-ch'en Fi tHEt 
Hsi-yiin An te 6 

Hsia (dynasty) #2 

Hsia Kuei St 

Hsia-li see *Sariq 

Hsiang-ko see Sangha 

Hsiang-mai ise 

Hsiang-wei see Sang'ui 

Hsiao Cha-la-erh HEAL 5 

Hsiao Ch'i-ch'ing Hy BS 

Hsiao Fu-tao Aa fie 
Hsiao I AAS 

Hsiao Ming-feng #AS/A 
Hsiao Po-tieh #734 (= Shih-mo Po-tieh-erh HPRSGK 52) 
Hsieh ##, Sung empress dowager; see Hsieh Tao-ch'ing 

Hsieh Ch'eng f¥a% 

Hsieh Hsien-tzu eh 
Hsieh Ju-chi fYche 
Hsieh Tao-ch'ing #EIS 

Hsien-chen #45 
Hsien-tsung (Hsi-Hsia) | tas 

Hsien-tsung (Yilan) Ras 

Hsin Yiian 778 
Hsing Tse FS: 
Hsii #F (née), w. of Hao Ching 
Hsii-chao Hef 

Hsii Chi #74 
Hsii Chiin-fu see Qurqosun 

Hsii Hao #834 (= Hsii Chi-hai RAH) 
Hsti Heng aft, T. (3%; H. 

Hsii Hsi-chi (R75 +H) FE 
Hsii K'an #F fit 

Hsii Kuo-chen st Bia 
Hsii Shih-ching #F Bax 
Hsii Shih-fu #F EVE 
Hsii Shih-hsiin #76 
Hsii Shih-k'o # FEAT 
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Hsit Shih-lung #R tHE 
Hsii-shih-tai HUE, M. hs; T. Riz 
Hsii T'ing (RE 

Hsii T'ung #8 
Hsii Wang-jung (R28 - 
Hsii Yen (RK 

Hsii Yu-jen #PAE 

Hsiian-ni EE (Confucius) 
Hsiian-tsung (T'ang) “ae 

Hsiian-tsung (Chin) Bax 
Hsiieh Chiin-sheng BE E## 
Hsiieh Hsiian BEX 

Hsiieh(-yen)-man 23) #8 
Hsiieh Yu-liang BEACH 

Hsiin-tzu #I-F 
Hu An-kuo #82 
Hu Chih-yii Amps 
Hu Chin #8xé 
Hu-sha-hu #8Y>5@ (= Ho-shih-lieh Chih-chung 42071347) 
Hu Wang tH 

Huai-su 54 

Huang Ch'un BO 

Huang-fu Chung-ho #FA(#40 

Huang T'ing-chien Bake Ee 
Huang Tsung-hsi #{a<B% 

Hui-lin 
Hui-tsung (Sung) OK 

Hung Ch'eng-ch'ou G&A Ure 

Hung-yen we 

Hung-ming Z<4A see Hsii-chao 

I-hsing as 

Lla P'u-a REP 

*Tri$enbal (?rinJinbal) tHE #EYE 
Jen Hsiin fE#0) 
Jen-tsung (Ytian) (77% 
Juan Hsien beak 

Juan-nu-wang-chu #RANYETt 
Juan Yiian bt7c 
Jung & (née), w. of Tou Mo 
*Jalar FLA A 
Jingim A 

K'ang Yeh BR BE 

K'ang Yu-wei BRAS 

Kao fm, monk 
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Kao Chih-yao Tu ee 

Kao Chu fuze 

Kao Chii-shih aha Ef 
Kao Hsi muff 

Kao K'uei Hu 

Kao Liang man 

Kao Ming mulls 
Kao P'ing-chang fi! (Gau Finfan) 

Kao T'ai-hsiang muaeire 

Kao Tao-ning Te BE 

Kao T'ao usd 

Kao-tsu (Han) fail 
Kao-tsung (T'ang) uae 

Keng Jen HE 

Kerait (ER 
Kereit see Chieh-lieh 

Kibek 1A 
Ko T'ieh-ch'iang 3X38 

K'o-an Lang see Chih-lang 

K'o Shang-ch'ien #4] fal 

K'o Shao-min TANS 

K'o Ts'ung-liang BtC5E 

Kou Meng-yt aye 

Kou Tsung-tao Mzibapei=l 

K'ou Yiian-te t27Uf8 

Kéten (Kédén) falta 

Ku Ssu-li BAWAIZ 
Ku Ying-hsiang EAE 
Kuan Ssu-i b83% 

Kuan-tzu 
Kun-dga'-bzah-po BEST je 
K'un-ko tsang-pu see Kun-dga'-bzan-po 

Kung-ti (Sung) 4877 

K'ung Chin #L 
K'ung Kuang-sen SLEG#® 
K'ung Ts'ung-tao FL¢438 

K'ung Yitan-ts'u fL7ufs 
Kuo 3%, district assistant 

Kuo 3& (née), w. of Liu Yin 
Kuo An-yung see Wan-yen Yung-an 

Kuo Ang #3 
Kuo Hao 283% 

Kuo-ho BUF 
Kuo Jung #5 
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Kuo Kuan 3S 

Kuo Kuei 3h 

Kuo p’an-kuan 2hP\\E 
Kuo Shou-ching PSF, T. 8 
Kuo Shu-yiin ANE 

Kuo Ts'ung Ex 
Kuo Tzu-i 2-6 

Kuo Yu 306 

*Laladi SA 
Lai-man #a 

Later Chou see Hou Chou 

Later T'ang see Hou T'ang 

Lao-tzu 2S 
Lei Ying BE 
Li & (née), imp. concubine 

Li & (née), w. of Shih T'ien-tse 
Li 4 (née) w. of Tung Chin 
Li 4 (née) w. of Yao Shu 
Li Ch'ang 72748 

Li Ch'e PK 
Li Chen 2248 

Li Ch'eng tk 
Li Ch'i #C 
Li Ch'i-ko see Li Shou-hsien 

Li Ch'i-shan 274) 
Li Ch'ien Z2a€ 
Li Chih 24 (Yeh 74), T. (JH; H. BOR, BHRELLLA 
Li Chih-ch'ang 2778, H. 3X 
Li Chih-shao 32.244 
Li Chin 25x£ 
Li Chin it 
Li Ching 29 
Li Ching-shan 35x11) 
Li Ch'un-fu 22#0F8, T. ZH; H. ALL 
Li Ch'ung-shan ey 

Li Chii-shou Hae 
Li Ch'tan 2, H. SBE 
Li Ch'iian-i (or Ho-i) P22 ~47)%% 
Li Chiieh 3 FE 
Li Ch'tieh-lu 2a 
Li Chiin-min PRE 
Li Fang ZEA 

Li Fen FY 

Li Feng-shan AL 



722 

Li Fu 3278 

Li Hao FY 
Li Heng 
Li Hsien-ch'ing ZENE 

Li Hsien-fu 22RAFA 

Li Hsien-neng ZB MAAE 

Li Hsin &f8 

Li Hung-chang gE 

Li Jui PR 
Li K'ai #18 
Li Kan Fe 

Li K'o-hsiu 225aE 

Li Nan-shan 22/1 

Li Niu-shan 224F 11 

Li P'an 228% 

Li Pi FW 
Li Po =H 
Li Po-yu 2A 

Li Shan-ch'ang EE 

Li Shan-lan 2224 

Li Shang-yin Rabe 

Li Shou-chung SEAT 

Li Shou-hsien 4°5F& (= Li Ch'i-ko 4244) 
Li Sung-shou see Li T'an 

Li Ta-chieh 2XKEi 

Li T'an 2518 , T. PASS 
Li Te-hui 2 

Li Te-wang 4°fHE see Hsien-tsung (Hsi-Hsia) 
Li Teli FRI 
Li T'ing 2B E 

Li T'ing-chih PRES 

Li-tsung (Sung) SHAR 
Li Tzu FR 
Li Wei 2x 

Li Wen-i 2 — 

Li Wen-t'ien 22 5CFA 
Li Yen-chien SESH 

Li Yu-chih 31iZ 
Li Yi Fe 
Li Yiian @7C 
Li Yiian-li #°7tile 
Liang 2B (née), w. of Yeh-lii Ch'u-ts'ai 

Liang Ch'i-ch'ao Rt 

Liang Tung 226K 
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Liao (dynasty) 2 

Lieh-tzu YF 
Lieh Yti-k'ou YJ@SE see Lieh-tzu 
Lien Fu BES, M. 18; T. A 

Lien Hsi-hsien BRAT HR, M. rah, T. SAF 
Lien Hsi-hsien i #52 (1247-75) 

Lien Hsi-kung Beas 

Lien Tun Be 

Lin-chi Hav (ZEX) 
Lin Ling-su KEES 

Liu #1, ruling f. of Shu 

Liu # (née), w. of Chang Wen-ch'ien 
Liu 2] (née), w. of Li Yi 
Liu Ang-hsiao #/5n7$ 

Liu Ch'ang 2B 
Liu Cheng 2/32 

Liu Chi #/2& 
Liu Ch'i 2Ua06 
Liu Chieh 2 
Liu Chih #/2% 
Liu Chih-chung 2/34 

Liu Chin #72 
Liu Ch'u-hsiian 22%, H. BAe 
Liu Chung eas 

Liu Chung-hui E(B 

Liu Erh-tsu #J iH 
Liu Fang ZUG 

Liu Fu 2) 
Liu Hsiang #5) 
Liu Hsilan 2 
Liu Hui 2 
Liu Jen-chieh 2) AE 

Liu Ju-hsieh B94 
Liu Jun 2163 
Liu K'an 2) (i 
Liu Kuei #/EE 
Liu Kung-ch' tian #242 
Liu Kung-liang #54 
Liu Kuo-pao #/ Bd Ef 
Liu Lan-chang 2 BE 
Liu Man 3% 
Liu Mao-chih #782.Z 
Liu Min 2 
Liu Min-chung 2! 
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Liu Ni (alias Hei-ma) #/5% (FRE) P 

Liu Ping-chung #328, M. Oil; T. 0; A. PHS, Heeead, wes, 

ieee) A 
Liu Ping-shan le esa 

Liu Ping-shu SIR, T. Fb 
Liu Po-hsi (AER 

Liu Po-lin 2A 
Liu *Quturma BAERS 

Liu Shu suf 
Liu Su 2/58 

Liu T'ai-p'ing BIA 

Liu T'ien-lu 2 Xiek 
Liu T'ing-yii 2!/RE 75 
Liu Tsung-yiian MAIC 
Liu T'ung #58 

Liu Wen #/ii, T. (ek 
Liu Yin 21M, orig. M. 8A, T. 25%, 24; H. HME, PIRES, BORS, HA, 
VLA, 2S 

Liu Yi #{R, a. of Liu Yin 
Liu Yi 2/48, author of Hsi-shih chi 

Liu Yi BURR, 1074-1143 
Liu Yiian #170 
Liu Yiieh-sheng 2/5778 

Lo K'uei $23 

Lo-p'an-tien (tribe) HES& ta) (@) 
Lo T'ien-i KEK 
Lu Chia EY 
Lu Chih 
Lu Chiu-yiian REVUE 
Lu Chuan-lin FER 
Lu Chung-lien 22 

Lu Hsiu-fu BAK 

Lu Shih-yung Batts 

Lii Tung-pin SS 
Lii Wen-huan SC 
Lii Wen-te Hf 
Ma F (née), w. of Liu Jun 
Ma SEK (née), w. of Yang Chii-kuan 

Ma Heng a= 

Mahmid Yalavat F-e#ll 2) AUK 
Ma Ko Jit 
Ma-ma isis 
Ma-pi hsien-sheng see Wu-ku-lun 

Ma Shao Fa#8 
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Ma Te-lin Fafa 

Ma Tsu-ch'ang Fei 5 
Ma Yii Rokk, H. AHS 
Maidi FREY 
Mai Kuei 2S 
Mai-ti see Maidi 

Manggala TUB Hil 

Mang-ko-la see Manggala 

Mao *G& (née), w. of Chang Jou 

Mao Chang 3 
Mao Chii-chieh G/EEfi 
Mao Wen-pao 43099 

Mei Ku-ch'eng #E#ZR% 

Mencius see Meng-tzu 

Meng-cheng IE 
Meng Ch'i ait 

Meng Hung att 
Meng-ku Kang 3¢ Ail 

Meng P'an-lin m2 
Meng-tzu mat 
Miao Ch'iian-sun #2E4% 

Miao Tao-jun EEE 
Miao Yiieh HK 

Mo-nien $k (née), w. of Shih T'ien-tse 

Mo-nien Ch'in@Chin)-chung PRERZE (aE) 

Mo Ti 28 (= Mo-tzu a) 
Mu-hua-li see Mugali 

Mu-tsung (Liao) fa 

Mu-yen Temiir FREER 

Mugali 7\2#2% 

Na-ho #44 (née), w. of Shih Ping-chih 
Na-ho Sung-nien MGtASE 
Na-mo FB 
Nai-hsien 4 
Nan-kung Ytieh Mam 

Nan Sung (dynasty) PAAR 

Nan T'ang (dynasty) Pa 

Nang-chia-t'ai see Nanggiadai 

Nanggiadai BACSe 

Nei-tsu Po-sa AURAHK 
*Nerbi 4h 
Nieh Fu-chien #72 
Nieh Kuei #9 EE 
Nieh-li-pi see *Nerbi 
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Nien-ho Ch'ung-shan Ae EEL 

Nien-ho Nan-ho Mi haa 
Niu 4F, maternal u. of Hao Ching 
Niu 4F (née), m. of Chang Fu-k'uan 
Niu-erh-chieh #L5¢¢% 
Niu Hsien 4-34 
No-cha "BIG 

Oros Ret HE FE 
Ou-yang Hsiu BoE 

Ou-yang Hstian BKB 
Pa-chi (or Pa-chi-yu) /\#i(FB) 
Pa-ch'un /\# 
'P‘ags-pa / EE, VERE 
Pa-ssu-pa, Pa-ho-ssu-pa see 'P‘ags-pa 

P'an Kung-po YEA 

Pao Ting-po fuze te 

P'ei Sung-chih RAZ 

Pen-wu Hsiian APEK 

P'eng I-pin B73 

P'eng Ta-ya CAKE 

P'eng Tse wy 

Pi Shu-hsien #245 
Ping (Sung prince) see Chao Ping 

Po Hsieh-cht B32 
Po Hua Hi 

Po-lan Ba 

Po-lu see Bdl 

Po P'u A 

Pu-chih-erh see Bujir 

Pu-lu Hai-ya see *Bulur Qaya 

Pu-san An-chen PACA 
P'u-an see Hao Chih-wen 

P'u-ch'a Kuan-nu Yi DU 
P'u-hsien Wan-nu YS eS 2 
P'u Shou-keng Yeas be 

Qurqosun QB/KE (= HsiiChiin-fus tA) 

Qurumg’i (T'ou-lien-ko BA Ef) 

Rin-chen-dpal see *IriSenbal 
Rin-chen-skyabs(?) see Yang Lien-chen-chia 

*S‘ad Midir #RAYLREG 
Sa-fa-li see Safaliq 

Safaliq BEXKiS 
Sangha 38, 383, tHE, (848 
Sang'ui TORK 
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San-kuo = 
San-la =i 

Sa-pa-erh #/\ 50 
*Sariq 
Sa-ti-mi-ti-li see *S‘ad Midir 

Schall von Bell, Johann Adam (T'ang Jo-wang ¥443 22) 

Seki Takakazu (Kowa) BHE=AL 

Shan Chung (41 
Shang (dynasty) Fi 

Shang Ch'i ea, T. FEF 

Shang Heng RAG 

Shang Hu PAE, T. Bf 

Shang Huan Fa5a 

Shang Kang Fash 

Shang Lin Faw 

Shang T'ang FAS 

Shang T'ing PSHE, T. m2 VA; H. ELLA 
Shang Wen fald< 

Shang Yiian FAtx(or Lung Pi) 
Shao Yung AYE 
Shen Shih-hsing FRERF{T 
Shen-tsung (Ming) las 

Shen-t'u Chih-yiian ABB GH 

Shen Wei-jung Yf#5e 
Shih 4 (née), w. of Shih T'ien-tse 
Shih (Sung prince) see Chao Shih 

Shih Chang EAH 
Shih Ch'eng-kuei 32 ACEE 
Shih Chi BEF 
Shih Chi 3248, s. of Shih T'ien-ni 
Shih-ch'i Ch'eng-chih fFELACZ 
Shih-ch'i Chu FSH 
Shih Chin-tao 2&4 
Shih Chiu-san-hsien FLAX! 
Shih Chou-ch'ing fal Jal 
Shih Ch'iian 5ORE 
Shih Hsin-tao Afaii 
Shih Hsin 524% 
Shih Huai-te 52 RE 
Shih Jung ESR 
Shih Kang 324T. 
Shih Ko 24% 
Shih Kuei 4 
Shih Kuo-ch'i Jaa ii 
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Shih-li Ch'ien-pu see *Siri Gambu 
Shih Lun 352i 
Shih-mo 414k (née), w. of Buyruq Qaya 

Shih-mo Hsien-te-pu Hibkiacte b 
Shih-mo Ming-an dkHAZ 
Shih-mo Po-tieh-erh HERI35E (= Hsiao Po-tieh AAAI) 

Shih-mo Yeh-hsien HPR(HIE 
Shih Pi 5255 
Shih Pin 52 
Shih Ping-chih #31 
Shih Shu 524i 
Shih T'ien-an BRE 
Shih T'ien-hsiang 52 KI 

Shih T'ien-lu 5K 

Shih T'ien-ni SA 
Shih T'ien-tse HAE, T. FF 
Shih-tsu (Yéan) {Hii 
Shih Tsu-chung Amie 
Shih-tsung (Liao, Chin) thas 
Shih Yao 52 ff 
Shih Ytian-heng 70% 
Shun 3#€, sage king 

Shun-ti (Ytian) JAF 
Shun-tsung (T'ang) JIERAS 
Southern Sung see Nan Sung 

Southern T'ang see Nan T'ang 

Ssu-ma Hsiang-ju #] Re t820 
Ssu-ma Kuang R36 
Stumpf, Bernard Kilian (Chi Li-an #C#E2Z) 
Su #& (née), w. of Yeh-Iti Ch'u-ts'ai 
Su Kung-pi #55 

Su Shih eX 
Su T'ien-chiieh #&KEt 

Su Tung-p'o #*RIX see Su Shih 

Sui Shu-sen bRRTRR 

Sun Ch'i-feng Raz 
Sun Hu-ch'en #45€E2 
Sun K'o-k'uan FA5C RL 

Sun Min-hsien SERIA 
Sun Pu-erh AA—, H. wa 

Sun-tzu AF 

Sun Wu faba 

Sung (dynasty) RK 

Sung % (née), w. of Yao Shu 
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Sung Ching AR, Sung envoy 

Sung Ching AER, 663-737 
Sung Chiu-chia KIL 

Sung Hsii-ching Aiea 
Sung T'ing-tso FEE 
Sung Tzu-chen KFA 
Sung Yen Ais 

Sung Yin-chien FEN, H. YSZ 
Sigi Qutuqu KA AMA 
Siri Gambu HESS 
Ta-ma-la-ta-ssu see *Dharmadasa 

T'a-ssu see Tas 

T'a-t'a T'ung-a see *Tatar Toya 

T'ai-tsung (Liao) AAR 

T'ai-tsu (Liao, Chin, Yiian, Ming) Ai 
T'ai-tsung (T'ang, Sung, Liao, Yiian) Kat 

Tan-pa see Dam-pa Kun-dga'-grags 

T'an Ch'u-tuan im, H. RE 
T'ang (dynasty) f= 

T'ang (Shang) ¥ (= Ch'eng T'ang %&) 
T'ang Chien (3 
T'ang Jo-wang see Schall von Bell, Johann Adam 

T'ao Ch'ien Mav& 

T'ao Tsung-i Ma 

T'ao Yiian-ming Vl Fil AA 

Tas 648 
*Tatar(?) Toya SS ieha 
Three Kingdoms see San-kuo 

Ti Chieh Shy 
Ti I (Shang) 7#7°Z 

T'ieh-le #4) see Toles 
T'ien H, Hs. of Cingai 
T'ien Chung-liang FA 
T'ien Ho-ch'ing HAFUSH 
T'ien P'ien ASF 
T'ien Po-jung FAIA 
Ting-tsung (Yiian) 72 a5 

To-chen-p'u see Dojinpu 
T'o-hu-lu see *Toqur 

T'o-lieh see Téles 

T'o-t'ieh-erh Mik ot 

T'0-t'o-li-t'ai Mt BA 

*Toqur HRS 

Tou Lit Sg 

29 
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Tou Mo S88K, orig. M. G&; T. FH, BH 
Tou-nu see Dinnu 

Tou Wang SHE 
T'ou-lien-ko SAHA (= Qurumsi) 
Tdles Bay 
Ts'ai Chung-ying SoHE 

Tsan Wan-shou 4 i= 

Ts'ao #, ruling f. of Wei 
Ts'ao Chen-kuei #7 #2== 

Ts'ao Chi #748 

Ts'ao Chi-i 8 E— 

Ts'ao Meng-yen BR 

Ts'ao Pin EH, 

Ts'ao Ts'ao EYER 
Tseng Kuo-fan eae 

Tseng-tzu 4 
Tso Tsung-t'ang Feat 

Tsou Jung BA 

Tsu I WHEE 
Ts'ui #2 (née), w. of Li Yii 

Ts'ui Li #212 
Ts'ui Ming-ytian eH at 

Ts'ui Pin #25 

Ts'ui Yi BX 
Tu #£, f. of Ch'ang-ch'ing 
Tu #£ (née), w. of Yen Shih 

Tu Fu tL 

Tu Jen-chieh #i{—£# 

Tu Kao #3 

Tu Ssu-ching TLR 
TuYing *£3R 
Tu Yt thie 
T'u Chi 2 
T'u-lieh Yang-ho see *Tiire Yangqa 

T'u-tan Kung-li FEHR AKE 
T'u-yt-hun LAN 
Tuan Chen Bea 
Tuan Chi-ch'ang Rete 

Tuan Hsing-chih B2B#4', king of Ta-li 
Tuan T'ien-yu B&G 

Tuan Shao-hsien kD 5E 

Tuan-tsung (Sung) Sfiaas 

Tuan Yu Beta 

T'ui #€ (née), w. of Wang Yiin 
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Tung Chung-shu {Fa 

Tung Chin #&, T. FA 

Tung Shih-heng H-C1® 
Tung Shih-hsiian MEE, T. SESE 
Tung Shih-piao HE, T. & 
Tung Shih-yiian #70, T. I 
Tung Tso-pin #/FH 
Tung Wen-chih XIE, T. IE 

Tung Wen-chung HOCH, T. Sa 

Tung Wen-i HG 

Tung Wen-ping HOCH, T. 245 
Tung Wen-wei # <#Y, T. 23 

Tung Wen-yung # CAA, T. EY; H. BHA 
Tung-yilan Waly 

T'ung Chi-hsien [AJRE5E 
T'ung-mi 3 

*Tiire Yangga 7o7 EI 

Wan-sung EBEA, H. fT 

Wan-yen SCE (née), w. of Lien Hsi-hsien 

Wan-yen SCER (née), w. of Yao Shu 

Wan-yen Ch'eng-hui 7c2e KH 
Wan-yen Ch'eng-lin SGBRAKIE 

Wan-yen Ch'ing-shan-nu ScbH BELA 
Wan-yen Chung-te ScEHH48 
Wan-yen Fu-chao Seba (HA 
Wan-yen Fu-hsing scbeie. #2 
Wan-yen Ho-ta SCE Ge 

Wan-yen Hsiang 7cbHZe 

Wan-yen I SCE 

Wan-yen Ts'ung-yii SCAR HERE 

Wan-yen Yung-an SGBHFA (= Kuo An-yung Bd <A) 
Wang = (née), m. of Hai-ytin 

Wang = (née), w. of Li Yt 

Wang = (née), w. of Li T'an 

Wang = (née), w. of Tou Mo 

Wang =E (née), w. of Yao Shu 

Wang =, physician 
Wang and Hsieh if, f. 
Wang An-kuo E2BY 
Wang Ch'ang-ling ESkin 
Wang Che ©. £ (#4), H. H&, EAA 
Wang Chen £# 
Wang Ch'eng EK 
Wang Ch'eng Ef, d. ca. 1200 
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Wang Chi =f , T. BJ!l; H. Raw 
Wang Ch'i 4 
Wang Chien 8% 
Wang Chih-chin Ex 
Wang Chik = jifi (= Wonjong 7CA%) 
Wang Ching ES 
Wang Chu = 
Wang Ch'u-i Eke—, H. EB 

Wang Chi-chi EE 
Wang B £38, T. H— @38); H. PO 
Wang Hai-feng see Wang Che 

Wang Hao Ei 
Wang Hsi-chih E38 
Wang Hsiao-t'ung E248 
Wang Hsien E84 
Wang Hsien-chih RAZ 
Wang Hsien-tsu 88 
Wang Hsiin =H 
Wang Hui-chih F(Z 
Wang I Efex (1240-92) 

Wang I Ef 
Wang I-shen E3&¥R 
Wang Jao £2 
Wang Jen {= 

Wang Jo-hsit itt 
Wang Ju-ming YA 
Wang Jui ES 
Wang Ko £2 
Wang Kou £44 
Wang Kou £f¥# (1245-1310) 
Wang Kung-i EA 
Wang Kung-ju =i 
Wang Kung-yiieh E286 
Wang Kuo-wei Bae 
Wang Li E17 

Wang Li-yung EF F§ 
Wang Liang-ch'en YE Ei E2 
Wang Liang-pi £5 
Wang Liu £3 
Wang Meng =£-4ai 
Wang P'an 44 

Wang P'eng-yiin EHRs 
Wang Pi 55 
Wang Ping-i E52 
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Wang Po-ying or Chung-ying -E{AE (3) 
Wang Shen ER 

Wang Shih-chung =ERRFH 
Wang Shou-ch'ien E*f at 
Wang Shou-tao Efi 
Wang Sim Ea (= Ch'ungyol FU) 

Wang Ssu-lien = ABR 
Wang Sun = #% 

Wang Ta 32 
Wang T'ai-p'an E27 
Wang Te-su £1854 
Wang T'ien-to EK 
Wang T'ing-yiin FRERG 
Wang Tsui PF, M. 7U5e; T. FIE 

Wang Tsung-jen EAx{— 
Wang Tzu-ch'ang EFS 
Wang Tzu-ts'ai EFFI 
Wang Wei-cheng YEHEIE 
Wang Wen-kan CHF 
Wang Wen-t'ung 3C#t, T. LG; H. BB 

Wang Yi £F 
Wang Yii-ju ERX 

Wang Yiian-k'ai JUL 
Wang Yiian-li JC 
Wang Yiin El, T. (#2; H. PXfal 

Wei Ao #8 
Wei Cheng 22% 

Wei Ch'u S24) 
Wei Fan Bist 

Wei-shao wang (Chin) #4 

Wen T'ien-hsiang SCKIFE 

Wen-wang (Chou) SCE 
Wo-lo-ssu see Oros 

Wu £& (née), w. of Yang Huan 
Wu 42 (née), w. of Tou Wang 

Wu Ch'ang-shou 2B#% 
Wu Ch'eng Sak 
Wu Ch'ung Fal! 
Wu Hsien ZU 
Wu K'ang TAIL 

Wu-ku-lun Fe cram, H. sti oG AE 

Wu-ku-lun Chii-chen faci fii A 
Wu-ku-lun Hao Fa cranes 

Wu-ku-sun Chung-tuan Fath SA} 
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Wu-ku-sun Tse Fe tia 

Wu Kuei-ch'eng RAK 
Wu Ming 5244 
Wu-ming Kung #48 
Wu Na Sea 

Wu Sheng 2&5 
Ww-tai Aft 
Wu-tsung (Ytian) TA 

Wu-wang (Chou) RE 

Wu Wo-yao 21K 
Ya-la-wa-ch'ih see Mahmiid Yalavaé 

Ya-lao-wa-ch'ih see Mahmiid Yalavat 

Ya-lu-wa-ch'ih see Mahmtid Yalavat 

Yang f% (née), w. of Liu Shu 
Yang 75K (née), w. of *Saqis Buga 
Yang BK (née), w. of Yen Kuei 

Yang 4% (née), m. of Yeh-lii Ch'u-ts'ai 
Yang An-erh f@2¢ 5d (= Yang Kuo-an tad) 

Yang Chen faiix 

Yang Ch'eng adi 

Yang Chi-sheng oho 
Yang Chu fa 

Yang Ch'un-ch'ing S245 

Yang Chii-k'uan fase 
Yang Hsiung $l 

Yang Hu Fi 

Yang Huan #7, M. He, BE; 7. HOR, CR; H. Sele, BPR, BICER 
Yang Hung-tao Fibs 

Yang Kung-i baASs& 

Yang Kuo fz 

Yang Kuo-an see Yang An-erh 

Yang Lien-chen-chia S745 (ill (7Rin-chen-skyabs) 
Yang Miao-chen #a#)1& (= Yang Ssu-niang 24H) 
Yang Pao-tung #7fREL (= Yang Yiian-ssu y7uitel) 
Yang Shih tate 
Yang Shu tax 

Yang Ta-yiian BoA 
Yang Ts'un-chung fateF 
Yang Wei-chung ta f€Feid), T. Sak 
Yang Yiian-chen #7uii 
Yang Yiian-ssu #27Uiie) 
Yang Yin-i 2X 

Yao 38, sage-king 

Yao Ch'ing SK 
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Yao Chung-hung SKF 
Yao Kuang-hsiao Wk, T. Tao-yiian sei 

Yao Shu Pili, T. AT; H. & 
Yao-shu-mu see YaSmit 

Yao Sui Whe 

Yao T'ien-fu AI 

Yao Ts'ung-wu Chee 

Yao Wei KE, T. StH 

Yasmit BE5R7K 
Yeh Li ## 
Yeh-li-shen-pan UL 2¢5# see‘Irisenbal 
Yeh-li-shu see 'EliSus 

Yeh-lii A-hai HB #hay ye 
Yeh-lii A-pao-chi HERO] ERK see T'ai-tsu (Liao) 

Yeh-lii Chu EM@28%, T. Bch; H. SAR RES 
Yeh-lii Ch'u-ts'ai S047, T. BH, H. HEARSE, THR, ESR, ACD ee 
GG) 

Yeh-lii Hsi-liang M2455%, T. HARA; H. BREF 
Yeh-lii Hsiian HN 28%, T. AHA 
Yeh-lii K'ai HM 
Yeh-lii Liu-ch'i FREON 
Yeh-lii Liu-ko 9M #4 St 
Yeh-lii Lou-kuo ABB 

Yeh-lii Lis HM 4278 
Yeh-lii Mien-ssu-ko HM 4#ih 8 St 
Yeh-lii Mo-ko BB GEAC BT 
Yeh-lii Te-kuang FME56 see T'ai-Tsung (Liao) 

Yeh-lii Te-yiian WMAMHBIT 
Yeh-lii T'u-hua AMEFS{E 

Yeh-lii T'u-yii HMAZEAK, M. 13; RATE 
Yeh-lii Yu-shang IMA fa 

Yeh Tzu-ch'i 32-47 

Yen 6A, monk 

Yen Be, f. 

Yen Chen [HZ 
Yen Chen-ch'ing BIA 

Yen Chung-chen stl 
Yen Chung-chi V enoe yay 

Yen Chung-fan jane 

Yen Chung-ssu Fecthitel 
Yen Fu fd 

Yen Hui BAIE 
Yen Kuei BEE 

Yen Mi-chien hj BE 
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Yen Pin ph? 
Yen Po-chien H{HES 

Yen Shih BEL, T. RA 
Yen Su #FH 
Yen Tun-chieh BEX 

Yin BY, f. 
Yin Chih-p'ing FG, H. TAA 
Yin Huai-ch'in FY BERK 
Ying Ch'un-chih FEZ 
Ying-tsung (Yiian, Ming) TTR 

*Yuhanai BA(="8)75 
Yung-lo (Ming) 7% (=/#aiH) 
Yii BS, sage-king 

Yii Chi BaSS 
Yiian (dynasty) JU 
Yiian Chiieh 3249 

Yiian Hao-wen JURFS, T. #422; H. HBL 
Yiian Ming-shan JUBA 
Yiian Yung-chen JUAA 
Yiian Yi 7ut# 
Yiieh Ch'en A714 

Yiieh-ho-nai see *Yuhanai 

Yiieh Hsiian A49% 
Yiieh Ts'un 577 



4. PLACE NAMES 

If a locality no longer exists as such, the present area 

in which it has been incorporated is given in parenthesis 

Geographical Terms and Place Designations 

ai Mt pass, defile 
an f#, hut, retreat 

chai #, fortress 
chen $2, commandery 

ch'eng Yk, fortified town, city 

ch'i #£, Banner 

chiang YL, river (R.) 

ch'iao ¥&%, bridge 

ch'ih ¥t8, pond, lake 
chou i, prefecture 
chou WM, islet, island 
ch'uan JI\I, river, river valley 
chuang #E, village 
ch'ti &, canal 
ch'iian 5%, spring 

chiin #£, commandery 
fang Yi, ward 
feng lt, mountain peak 
fu F¥, administration 

hai #$, lake, sea 

ho ¥J, river (R.) 
hsiang ¥8, village 

hsien ¥&, county 
hu YA, lake 
kang fi, crest of a hill 

ko Fé, pavilion 
k'ou C1, pass, mouth (of a river) 

ku &, valley 

kuan #1, Taoist temple 

kuan |sl, frontier pass or gate 

kung 4, temple, palace 

li 4, village, hamlet 
ling , mound 

ling #8, mountain range, ridge 

lou *£, tower 

lu &%, district, province (Sung) 
men F4, gate 
miao fA, Confucian temple 

pao “&, fort, fortress 
po 1H, marshes, = po %# 
po ®&, (expanse of) stagnant water 

sai 3, pass, frontier 

shan \L, mountain(s) (Mt., Mts.) 

sheng #4, province 

shu-yiian #sG, private academy 

shui 7X, river, stream 

ssu =f, Buddhist temple 

t'ai %, terrace 

t'an 38, altar 

tian WE, beach, rapids 

tang Ye pond, enbankment 

tao 38, circuit 
tao fm, island 
t'ang “, hall 

tien J, inn 

t'ing 5, pavilion 

tse #2, marsh 

tsui 8, spur of a hill 

ts'un FY, village 

wan Ys bay 

yai HE, cliff 
yii WH, enclosed valley 
yiian JX, plain 
yiian Wi, spring, source 
yiian Bl, garden, park 
yiian bré, court, college 
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Ai-shan see Yai-shan 

An-ch'ing 2B (Anhwei) 
An-chou #/' (Hsin-an #7, Hopei) 
An-feng 2 (Shou-hsien 5%, Anhwei) 
An-hsi 4 (Shensi) 
An-hua 22{4 (Ch'ing-yang be 1S), Kansu) 

An-lu 2% (Hupei) 
An-p'ing 22> (Hopei) 

An-shan #\L| (Shantung) 

*Beketi Mts. see Pieh-ch'ieh-ch'ih shan 

Cha-p'u “Fv (Chekiang) 
Ch'a-po-wu-lang @NAILED (Wu-liang-su FS 22S, Inner Mongolia) 

Chang-chia k'ou #31 (=Kalgan, Hopei) 

Chang-chou %)' (Fukien) 
Chang-ho Ye] 

Chang-te He (An-yang 214, Honan) 

Ch'ang-an $e% (Hsi-an P42, Shensi) 
Ch'ang-an chen $< 2@$H (Hai-ning ¥3%, Chekiang) 

Ch'ang-chi Bri (Sinkiang) 
Ch'ang-ch'ing Se¥# (Shantung) 
Ch'ang-chou #3)" (Kiangsu) 

Ch'ang-ch'un kuan Se4¢¥i 

Ch'ang-ch'un kung Ree (Po-ytin kuan Ak, Pei-ching) 

Ch'ang-lu Seis (Ts'ang-hsien 125%, Hopei) 

Ch'ang-p'ing £7 (Honan) 
Ch'ang-p'ing &7F (Hopei) 
Ch'ang-yiian $t8 (Hopei) 
Chao-yang #4B% (Liaoning) 

Chao-yiian kung BAIL 
Ch'ao-chou #4)" (Chao-an 42, Kwangtung) 
Ch'ao-yang #ik% (Kwangtung) 
Che-chiang, Chekiang %#f7L 

Che-hsi YF 

Che-tung YT 

Che-tung-hsi YT F4 
Chen-chiang $BYL (Kiangsu) 
Chen-chou I (I-cheng (#&fx£, Kiangsu) 

Chen-chou $2)"| (Mongolia) 
Chen-chou $8) (Ting-hsien 325, Hopei) 

Chen-ting BE (Cheng-ting IE, Hopei) 
Ch'en-chou PRN (Huai-yang YE, Honan) 

Cheng-chou 88h (Honan) 

Cheng-lan ch'i IEEE (Inner Mongolia) 
Cheng-yang IEB% (W of Shou-hsien 3, Anhwei) 
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Ch'eng-fu R42 (Pao-feng Ef, Honan) 

Ch'eng-kao chen 4X23 (Honan) 

Ch'eng-tu GHB (Szechwan) 

Chi-chou #4! (Shansi) 
Chi-chou FN (Chi-an 42, Kiangsi) 
Chi-chou fi) (Hopei) 

Chi-chou ¥#)N (Chi-ning ¥%2, Shantung) 
Chi-chou ho YY 
Chi-hsien Y54 (Honan) 

Chi-nan #4 (Shantung) 
Chi-tse 8£¥ (Hopei) 

Chi-yin #4 (Shantung) 
Ch'i #¥ (feudal state) 
Ch'i-ao Y% (Ch'i-shui j#7|<, Honan) 
Ch'i-hsien #25 (Honan) 

Ch'i-chou #f/M (Ch'i-ch'un &4#, Hupei) 
Ch'i-hsien fr (Su-hsien T4%%, Anhwei) 

Ch'i-t'ai #7 (Sinkiang) 
Ch'i-yang mS (Ch'i-hsien ii, Shansi) 
Chia-chou E/N (Shensi) 
Chia-hsing #498 (Chekiang) 
Chia-ling chiang $2270 
Chia-ting Fae (Lo-shan #11] Szechwan) 

Chia-ts'un BAY (Hsing-t'ai JHS£, Hopei) 

Chia-tzu men FA--F4 (Lung-feng f=, Kwangtung) 
Chiang-chou YL)" (Chiu-chiang 7LYL, Kiangsi) 
Chiang-chou ##)'| (Hsin-chiang #1#, Shansi) 
Chiang-Han YL 

Chiang-hsi 7LP4 
Chiang-Huai YLY£ 

Chiang-ling YL (Hupei) 

Chiang-nan YL 

Chiang-ning 73% (Nan-ching Bd 5%, Kiangsu) 

Chiang-pei 7LAb 

Chiang-tung 7L3% 

Chiang-yin YLE& (Kiangsu) 

Chiao-hsi }#74 (Chiao-hsien 4, Shantung) 
Chiao-shan #11] (Kiangsu) 

Chieh f¥# (Shansi) see Hsieh 
Chien-k'ang #8 (Nan-ching Bd 5%, Kiangsu) 

Chien-kuo men 89F4 (Pei-ching 4L5%, Hopei) 
Ch'ien-chou #2) (Shensi) 
Ch'ien-t'ang $84 (Hang-chou #t)!, Chekiang) 

Ch'ien-ytian ssu #2ZJU5F 
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Chih-ku [7h (Hopei) 
Chih-shan t'ang Jb 33 

Ch'ih-ch'eng 74% (Hopei) 
Ch'ih-chou YM (Kuei-ch'ih V4, Anhwei) 
Chin-chou #/)' (Liaoning) 

Chin-k'ou 24 (Hopei) 
Chin-lien ch'uan 423#)| (on the Shan-tien PU#Z R., Inner Mongolia) 
Chin-ling <2 (Nan-ching Past, Kiangsu) 

Chin-ming ch'ih 289% (K'ai-feng BHT, Honan) 
Chin-shan hsien #&1L)§ (Inner Mongolia) 

Chin-t'ai (shan) #23£(1L)) (Szechwan) 
Chin-t'an 38 (Chin-ling 2%, Kiangsu) 

Chin-yiian <2 (Right Qaraéin Banner, Inner Mongolia) 

Ch'in 4 (feudal state) 
Ch'in-chou 42) (T'ien-shui AZK, Kansu) 
Ch'in-ho Yb 
Ch'in-Shu 4849 
Ch'in-yang ¥%% (Honan) 
Ching-chao 5¢YK (Hsi-an PY2Z, Shensi) 
Ching-chou Jf (Hopei) 
Ching-chou #4)" (Hupei) 
Ching-chou | (Inner Mongolia) 
Ching-e #38 (Wu-ch'ang HLS, Hupei) 

Ching-i t'ang @3eet 
Ching-Hu ##%41 (Hunan, Hupei) 

Ching-nan ##F4 (Chiang-ling YL, Hupei) 

Ching-nan chiin #322 (Pin-hsien Zh, Shensi) 

Ching-shan #1] (Anhwei) 
Ching-tung OR 

Ch'ing-chou #" (Lin-tzu fi, Shantung) 

Ch'ing-chou YN" (I-tu 4#h, Shantung) 

Ch'ing-chii shan FFL (Szechwan) 
Ch'ing-feng ko 7S /2\F) 
Ch'ing-ho ¥syJ 

Ch'ing-hua ¥416 (Ch'in-yang 1%, Honan) 
Ch'ing-liu ho Yauityey 
Ch'ing-shan chi EY LL&% (Wu-ch'ang HLS, Hupei) 

Ch'ing-shou ssu B&ae=F 

Ch'ing-yai ku EE (Ch'ang-ch'ing fe¥#, Shantung) 

Ch'ing-yang B& 1% (Kansu) 
Ch'ing-yiian B27C (Ning-po Fav, Chekiang) 
Chiu-li kuan 7LELBH (Lo-shan FELL, Honan) 

Ch'iung-chou 38h] (Ch'iung-shan 3811), Kwangtung) 

Ch'iung-hua tao $8325; (Pei-ching UR, Hopei) 



741 

f 

Cho-chou ®&/l (Hopei) 

Cho-lu ai AEM (Hopei) 

Chu-ch'eng #44% (Shantung) 
Chu-chiang #RYL 
Chu-lin ssu 75 

Chu-lin yiian 7TPKGC 

Chu-yai AE (Ch'iung-shan 38 (LJ, Kwangtung) 

Ch'u-ch'iu #F (Ts'ao-hsien #/§%, Shantung) 
Ch'u-chou Y/N (Ch'u-hsien YR#%, Anhwei) 
Ch'u-chou fz] (Li-shui HE7K, Chekiang) 
Ch'u-chou 7/1 (Huai-an #2, Kiangsu) 

Ch'ui-shan [fa|L| (Kiangsu) 
Ch'un-ling #/ (Nan-yang Fal%, Honan) 
Chung-ch'ing “PB (K'un-ming E288, Yunnan) 
Chung-hsing "79% (Yin-ch'uan #8)!|, Inner Mongolia) 
Chung-nan (shan) *£Fa(LL)) (Shensi) 
Chung-shan PL (Ting-hsien 725%, Hopei) 

Chung-tu #% (Pei-ching ALH%, Hopei) 

Chung-yung chiin-ying &53#2 (Yang-chou #7), Kiangsu) 
Ch'ung-ch'ing H£B (Szechwan) 

Ch'ung-ming tao 528A (Kiangsu) 

Ch'ung-te 32#@ (Chekiang) 

Chii-chou Yh (2, Hopei) 
Chii-chou 7! (-shui #17, Shantung) 

Chii-lu $22 (Hopei) 

Chii-yung kuan FSS BM (Hopei) 

Ch'ii-chou HH /Al (Hopei) 
Ch'ii-chou #27)" (Chekiang) 
Ch'i-fu HH (Shantung) 
Ch'ii-hsien #2 (Chekiang) 

Ch'ii-shan AJL] (Shantung) 
Ch'u-yang Hikes (Hopei) 

Ch'iian-chou 28) (Chin-chiang @YL, Fukien) 
Chin (Yii-hsien a Honan) 

Chiin-chou YN (Chiin-hsien 4%, Honan) 
Cam Baliq see Ch'ang-chi 

Cila'un Mt. see Tu-shih k'ou 
Daidu see Ta-tu 

E-chou h/t (Wu-ch'ang XE, Hupei) 
En J& (En-ch'eng AK, Shantung) 
En-chou AN (Te-chou f#/I1, Shantung) 
Fa-yiian ssu SAWS 
Fan-ch'eng #@4% (Hsiang-yang 38%, Hupei) 
Fei-hsiang JE8 (Hopei) 
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Fen-chou Y/N (Fen-yang %2%%, Shansi) 

Fen-shui Y7K 

Fen-yang Yt (Shansi) 

Feng-chou 1" (Inner Mongolia) 

Feng-hsiang RAJ (Shensi) 
Feng-hsien fang Z85¢33 (Pei-ching ALT, Hopei) 

Feng-lung shan #{#ELL| (Hopei) 

Feng-t'ien 45% (Ch'ien-hsien zen, Shensi) 

Fu-chien, Fukien jit 
Fu-chou ia)" (Fukien) 

Fu-chou (2)! (Mien-yang 7, Hupei) 
Fu-chou #€N (Chang-pei #4, Hopei) 
Fu-ho Y75] 

Fu-li @FBE (Su-hsien Ta*, Anhwei) 

Fu-yiian, is (Sinkiang) 

Gobi see Han-hai 

Grand Canal see Ta-yiin ho 

Hai-chou ¥)N (Tung-hai RS, Kiangsu) 

Hai-feng 4! (Hui-chou 34)", Kwangtung) 
Hai-k'ou #4 (Shantung) 

Hai-wai ssu-chou ¥4+P4)| (Hainan) 

Hai-yiin ch'an-ssu ¥S2ne SF 

Han-hai #8% (Gobi) 

Han-k'ou #01 (Wu-han RY, Hupei) 

Han-shui 7K 

Han-tan HiS#5 (Hopei) 

Han-yen WHE (Kansu) 

Han-yang chiin 32 (Wu-han HA, Hupei) 

Han-yen (ch'iti) ZZE@R) (Kansu) 

Hang-chou ft} (Chekiang) 

Hao-chou Bet (Feng-yang JR, Anhwei) 

Hao-hsiang #548 (T'ai-yiian AJ, Shansi) 
Hao-t'ien kuan SAR 
Hao-t'ien ssu SASF 
Heng-shan {1 

Heng-yiieh #44 (Heng-yang #84, Hunan) 
Ho-chien ¥*Jf&j (Hopei) 
Ho-chou Gh (Ho-ch'uan 4) !1, Szechwan) 
Ho-chou #0 (Anhwei) 

Ho-chung fu YAY (Yung-chi 7¥¥, Shansi) 

Ho-hsi YJ 74 

Ho-hsi li Y74§ 44 (Chi-hsien YQ, Honan) 
Ho-lin Fp (Qara Qorum, Mongolia) 

Ho-nan, Honan RS 
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Ho-nei YA (Ch'in-yang Y01%, Honan) 
Ho-nei li JAH (Ting-hsing 752, Hopei) 
Ho-pei, Hopei 754 

Ho-p'ing YJ7E (Wei-hui ###, Honan) 

Ho-shuo YA 
Ho-tse fan (Shantung) 

Ho-tung YR 
Ho-wei Y##f see Wei-chou #1)" 
Ho-yang Y5J&% (Meng-hsien i, Honan) 
Hsi-ching PAR (Ta-t'ung AI], Shansi) 
Hsi-chou 4) (Honan) 
Hsi-chou f&)" (Shansi) 

Hsi-ho F4#l (Kansu) 
Hsi-hsia F932 (kingdom) 
Hsi-hsia #23 (Shantung) 

Hsi-hu Pay (Hopei) 
Hsi-hua 748 (Honan) 
Hsi-liang FAY (Wu-wei ARK, Kansu) 
Hsi-pien men P4{%F4 (Pei-ching ALH%, Hopei) 
Hsi-shan PYlL (nr. Pei-ching AE5%, Hopei) 
Hsi-yti F44% (Western Region) 
Hsi-yiian FJ (Wan-p'ing 962F, Hopei) 
Hsia-kuan t'ing 3B@AS* 

Hsiang #8 (An-yang 2%, Honan) 
Hsiang ¥€ (Yeh-hsien 424, Honan) 

Hsiang-ch'eng 324% (Honan) 

Hsiang-ch'iian ssu ARS 
Hsiang-ch'iian yiian @ Rb 

Hsiang-shan #1] (Hopei) 

Hsiang-yang 32% (Hupei) 
Hsiao-kan hsien 4&5 (Hupei) 

Hsiao-shih t'an TAM (Hsiang-yang ¥e/%, Hupei) 
Hsiao-wang ts'un /J\EAY (Hopei) 
Hsieh f# (P'ing-lu 772%, Shansi) 
Hsin fa (Ch'ang-shan LL, Chekiang) 

Hsin-an fa (Pa-hsien #454, Hopei) 

Hsin-cheng #18 (Honan) 

Hsin-ch'eng #14K (Hupei) 

Hsin-hsien JT} (Shansi) 

Hsin-hui #7 (Kwangtung) 

Hsin-lo #14 (Hopei) 

Hsin-ying #128 (SW of Chung-hsiang fHIFE, Hupei) 

Hsing-an $2% (Ch'eng-te 48, Hopei) 
Hsing-chou #@)N (Ch'eng-te AX, Hopei) 

743 
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Hsing-chou FAS (Hsing-t'ai JE, Hopei) 
Hsing-ho S841] (Inner Mongolia) 
Hsing-hua $£{E (P'u-t'ien FAH, Fukien) 
Hsing-kuo #269 (1-hsien Saye, Hopei) 

Hsing-kuo ssu RBIS 

Hsing-lung 1i 58/5! (Hopei) 
Hsing-p'ing $22 (nr. Lu-lung hsien [BtHE'#*, Hopei) 
Hsing-t'ai I= (Hopei) 

Hsing-yiian $270 (Nan-cheng FASS, Shansi) 
Hsiu-chou 7/1 (Chia-hsing 3452, Chekiang) 
Hsiung-chou £)N (Hopei) 

Hsii #€ (Hsii-shui #R7K, Hopei) 

Hsii-chou ##)| (Kiangsu) 
Hsii-chou #F\ (Hsii-ch'ang #1, Honan) 
Hsii-ch'ang #f& (Honan) 

Hsii-p'u atid (Ch'ang-shu tHe, Kiangsu) 

Hsiian-sheng miao 22H 
Hsiian-te 4% (Hsiian-hua 1b, Hopei) 
Hsiieh-chai shu-yiian 2 Freg bt 
Hu-chou ¥44)" (Wu-hsing 525%, Chekiang) 
Hu-Kuang Yee 
Hu-nan, Hunan WARS 

Hu-t'o ho FHEV 

Hu-t'ou kuan SE9ABM (Ma-ch'eng fiii#ic, Hupei) 
Hu-t'u-pi "tH B¥ (Sinkiang) 

Hua-chou Yh (Honan) 

Hua-t'ing #25% (Sung-chiang FAYL, Kiangsu) 
Hua-yen ssu HE ESSE 

Huai-an ¥£2Z (Kiangsu) 
Huai-chou ()N (Ch'in-yang 7%, Honan) 
Huai-ch'ing {82% (Ch'in-yang }i%%, Honan) 
Huai-ho ¥E75) 

Huai-hsi 779 
Huai-Meng lu ae 

Huai-nan £54 

Huai-tung 4252 

Huan-chou #4)" (To-lun & ff, Inner Mongolia) 
Huan-chou yii HEA (To-lun & fff, Inner Mongolia) 

Huan-erh tsui 32503 (Hopei) 

Huang-chia-wan pao Bt ACHE (Ching-chou #AN, Hupei) 

Huang-chou #¢) (Huang-kang =f], Hupei) 
Huang-ho #275] (Yellow River) 

Huang-ling kang Beha (Shantung) 

Huang-p'i 326% (Hupei) 



745 

/ 

Hui-chou #)' (Honan) 

Hung-chou 54) (Yang-yiian Bal, Hopei) 
Hung-shan chai #&(1 3% 
Hung-shui shan 2&7K(L (Sinkiang) 

Huo-lu 4/2 (Hopei) 

Hutubi see Hu-t'u-pi 

| 2 (Kun-chou 22), Shantung) 

I-chen #855 (I-cheng fk, Kiangsu) 

I-chou 34)" (Hopei) 

I-chou YT (Lin-i EAYT, Shantung) 

I-chou ##)' (Liaoning) 

I-chou 8)" (Hei-shan FALL, Liaoning) 
I-ch'uan {#1 (Honan) 
I-ho yiian GAAS 

I-mu-ch' tian —HAER (Man-ch'eng YX, Hopei) 
I-tu #8 (Shantung) 

Jen-ch'eng FE¥K (Jen-hsien fE5%*, Hopei) 
Jao-chou #2)" (P'o-yang Eby, Kiangsi) 

Jen-chih ssu (745 

Jimsa see Fu-yiian 

Ju-nan YP (Honan) 
Ju-shui ¥7K 
Ju-yang zl (Honan) 
Jui-chou fa)! (Chin-chou #8) N, Liaoning) 
Jung-ch'eng 44K (Hopei) 

K'ai 4] see K'ai-chou 
K'ai-chou BAN (Pu-yang hsien ela, Honan) 

K'ai-p'ing see K'ai-p'ing fu, Lung-kang, Shang-tu 

K'ai-p'ing fu BAZEIY (To-lun 2 ffi, Inner Mongolia) = Shang-tu 

K'ai-yiian ssu BAJUSF 
Kalgan see Chang-chia k'ou 

Kan-chou HN (Chang-yeh HX, Kansu) 

Kan-p'u 0H (Hai-ning ¥3, Chekiang) 

Kan-su, Kansu HR 

Kang-ch'eng Aud 

Kang-chou fi] (Kwangtung) 
Kang-shui 487K 

Kang-t'ou [38 (Hopei) 
Kao-ch'eng 514% (Hopei) 
Kao-chou fa) (P'ing-ch'tian 7°48, Hopei) 

Kao-li =u (Kao-ch'eng 4K, Hopei) 
Kao-li, Korea uke 

Kao-liang ho me 
Kao-liang ssu uaF 
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Kao-ling tu (Shensi) 

Kao-t'ing shan =] (Chekiang) 

Kao-yu 8 (Kiangsu) 
Kao-ytian fue (Huan-t'ai f2==, Shantung) 

Korea see Kao-li 

Ku-an [42 (Hopei) 
Ku-ch'eng #29% (Chin-hsien ts", Hopei) 
Ku-su 458% (Su-chou #&)N, Kiangsu) 
Ku-yiian fli (Inner Mongolia) 

Kua-chou JIU (Chiang-tu 7L@8, Kiangsu) 
Kua-chou JIN (An-hsi 274, Kansu) 
Kuan-chung Bal 
Kuan-chung shu-ytian BP eb 

Kuan-hsi bi? 

Kuan-hsien 75s (Shantung) 
Kuan-shih 7££& (Shantung) 

Kuan-tzu t'an #28 
Kuang-chou 3) (Huang-ch'uan ##)!|, Honan) 
Kuang-chou ey (Kwangtung) 

Kuang-hsi, Kwangsi B74 
Kuang-hua 3616 (Hupei) 

Kuang-hui ssu Be5F 

Kuang-ning B&3# (Pei-chen AL$H, Liaoning) 

Kuang-p'ing 2° (Yung-nien 7K4F, Hopei) 
Kuang-te fs (Anhwei) 

Kuang-tung, Kwangtung Ba 

Kuang-yu Ba 

Kuei-chou #) (Kwangsi) 

Kuei-lai t'ang Bak 
Kuei-te 48 (Shang-ch'iu FE, Honan) 
K'uei-chou #)N (Feng-chieh 4), Szechwan) 

Kun-chou 2£)| (Shantung) 
K'un-ming £649 (Yunnan) 
K'un-yii shan Eéligil) (Shantung) 
Kung-an 2S (Hupei) 
Kung-ch'ang = (Lung-hsi be, Kansu) 
Kung-ch'eng #£9X (Hui-hsien #5, Honan) 

K'ung-t'ai shan L321 
K'ung-t'ung shan Mtlfq1) (Kansu) 

Kuo-chou #2 (Yen-men MEF, Shansi) 

Kuo-hsien $5 (nr. Feng-hsiang JA, Shensi) 
Lai-chou 28) (-hsien HU, Shantung) 

Lai-yang AR (Shantung) 

Lan-chou Jet (Shansi) 
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Lan-ku Jt (Shansi) 
Lang-shan JRL 

Lang-shan chai &/SL3£ (I-hsien 4%, Hopei) 
Lang-ya ling 38 2°48 

Lao-ts'ang k'ou #41 (Shantung) 

Lei-chou #4/N (Hai-k'ang YEE, Kwangtung) 

Li-chia chuang 2 3¢#£ (Pei-ching JER, Hopei) 

Li-feng ts'un EA (nr. Ho-nei IA, Honan) 

Li-ho 7a] 

Li-yang Gh (Kiangsu) 
Liang-Che PAY 

Liang-ching %7& (Inner Mongolia) 
Liang-chou YN (Wu-wei HX, Kansu) 
Liang-Kuang PH 

Liao-chou 7 (Hsi-yang =f, Shansi) 

Liao-shui 77K 

Liao-tung TERR 

Liao-yang 2£/% (Liao-ning %#3%, Liaoning) 

Lien %# see Lien-shui 

Lien-chou 2) (Kwangtung) 

Lien-hua ch'ih #27674 (Pei-ching IER, Hopei) 

Lien-shui #87 

Lin-an fi (Hang-chou #7)", Chekiang) 
Lin-chi ssu Havas 

Lin-ch'ing Have (Shantung) 

Lin-chou #) (Honan) 
Lin-ch'ti Fay (Shantung) 

Lin-huang [avs (Lin-hsi #474, Inner Mongolia) 

Lin-i Hav (Shantung) 

Lin-p'ing chen ia2P HH (Hang-hsien Hus, Chekiang) 

Lin-t'ao av (Kansu) 

Lin-tzu AY} (Shantung) 

Lin-yii ho FATA 

Ling-chou | (Te-hsien fest, Shantung) 

Ling-chou #2) (SW of Ling-wu hsien #2245%, Inner Mongolia) 

Ling-ch'uan ()!| (Shansi) 
Ling-wu #4 (Inner Mongolia) 

Ling-yen 7 (Shantung) 

Ling-ying wan-shou kung Sale Bas 

Liu-ch'eng #1 (Hsi-hua 742, Honan) 
Liu-chiang ts'un SY (Chung-nan <<, Shensi) 

Liu-lin #4 (Hsi-an P72, Shensi) 
Liu-lin #4 (SE of Pei-ching 4t5%, Hopei) 
Liu-p'an shan 7\#$LL] (Kansu) 

747 
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Liu-t'ang UGE 
Lo-ho Y&vJ 

Lo-hsi shu-yiian YS PHS bG 
Lo-ning 183% (Honan) 

Lo-pan tien ¥2 423) (Yunnan) 

Lo-yang ¥é% (Honan) 
Lu-chai shu-ytian Pe es bt 

Lu-chou Yl (Shansi) 
Lu-chou J!) (Ho-fei GH, Anhwei) 
Lu-chou Ya) (Hsi-ch'ang P41, Szechwan) 
Lu-chii ho JH] (Kerulen R., Mongolia) 

Lu-erh HE 5% 

Lu-kou ch'iao BYE (Pei-ching 4E5%, Hopei) 

Lu-kou ho EW (also called Yung-ting ho 7KZEVA) 
Lu-lung ItHE (Hopei) 

Lu-men shan HF 9L (Hupei) 

Lu-shan #11 (Honan) 

Luan-ch'eng ##4% (Hopei) 
Luan-ho #4] (Inner Mongolia) 

Lun-ho yay] 

Lun-t'ai #2 (Sinkiang) 

Lung-chou fN (Shensi) 

Lung-hsi P78 (Kansu) 
Lung-hu shan HEFELL (Kiangsi) 

Lung-hu t'ai HEC (Hopei) 

Lung-kang Hef] (Inner Mongolia), see K'ai-p'ing fu 

Lung-kang Hef] (Sui-hsien HE%%, Honan) 
Lung-men shan #EF SLL (Shensi) 

Lung-shan shu-ytian HELL=S he 

Lung-wan HE% (Chiang-ning YL, Kiangsu) 
Lii-liang EZ (Shansi) 
Ma-yii ts'un Jil (nr. Pei-ching IE5X, Hopei) 
Man-ch'eng adn (Hopei) 

Mei-chou JAB) (Shensi) 
Meng-chou ia (Honan) 
Mi-chou #41 (Chu-ch'eng BAK, Shantung) 

Mi-yiin #2 (Hopei) 
Mien-yang 73% (Hupei) 
Min-hai [&d# (Fukien) 
Ming-chou AJ (Yin-hsien #854, Chekiang) 
Ming-chou Y4/ hl (Yung-nien 74=, Hopei) 
Ming-shui ¥47K (Wei-hsien 5X%, Hopei) 

Nan-chao Pad (Ta-li A##, Yunnan) 
Nan-chien FA#!] (Nan-p'ing R32, Fukien) 
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Nan-ching, Nanking Fa 5 (Kiangsu) 

Nan-ching BS5% (K'ai-feng 63+, Honan) 
Nan-hai PAYS (Kwangtung) 

Nan-hua FS (Shantung) 

Nan-k'ang chiin PB¢2= (Hsing-tzu F, Kiangsi) 
Nanking see Nan-ching 

Nan-li Fi (nr. Pao-chou RN, Hopei) 
Nan-p'ing shan FA FLL (inner Mongolia) 

Nan-t'ang ssu P= 

Nan-yang Pak (Honan) 

Nei-ch'iu ANE (Hopei) 
Ning-chin 32 (Hopei) 
Ning-hai 32% (I-hsien #0, Shantung) 

Ning-kuo 3269 (Anhwei) 
Ning-ytian 223 (Wu-chai 4.3%, Shansi) 
Niu-hsin 4-0) (Inner Mongolia) 

Ou-ma kang Yast (nr. Ch'ang-ytian $48, Honan) 
Pa-chou #811 (Hopei) 
Pai-chang k'ou H3CU1 (Anhwei) 
P'an-ch'i YK (S of Pao-chi EH, Shensi) 
Pao-chi EfHE (Shensi) 
Pao-chou $&)| (Pao-ting ERIE, Hope) 

Pao-en ssu Was 

Pao-ning {R= (Tien-po #4, Kwangtung) 
Pao-ting RE (Hopei) 

Pao-tu chai #UTRSE (T'ai-hang shan A{TIL, Shansi) 

Pao-ying E¢/E (Kiangsu) 
Pao-ying chiin #52 (Kiangsu) 

P'ao-tzu ho 72-4 (in Pei-ching 4E5%, Hopei) 

Pearl River see Chu-chiang 

Pei-ching, Peking 4t5% (Hopei) 

Pei-ching 4ES< (Ta-ming X44, Hopei) 

Pei-hai IE#S (Wei-hsien #EK, Shantung) 

Pei-shan ALLL (Hopei) 

P'ei-hsien Yi (Ts'ao-hsien {/§*, Shantung) 

Peking see Pei-ching 

P'eng-lai 344 (Shantung) 

Pi-shui W47K (Pi-yang ¥%%, Honan) 

P'i-chou ANN (Kiangsu) 

P'i-yang Hk 
Pieh-ch'ieh-ch'ih shan #!/KEARLL (*Beketi Mts., Central Asia, unident.) 

Pien(-ching, -liang) 7K(%, 2) (K'ai-feng bA£T, Honan) 

Pin-chou 74) (Shantung) 
Pin-tu ¥#b (Ch'i-hsia #243, Shantung) 
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P'ing-chi 4° (Chao-hsien #5, Hopei) 
P'ing-chiang 727 (Wu-hsien Sei, Kiangsu) 
P'ing-chou 4) (Liao-yang ith, Liaoyang) 

P'ing-liang 7°2 (Ku-yiian [IR%, Kansu) 

P'ing-luan 4°% (Wan-hsien 5c's*, Hopei) 
P'ing-ting 4° (Shansi) 

P'ing-yang ZEISS} (Lin-fen liv, Shansi) 

P'ing-yin 4° (Shantung) 
Po 1 (Liao-ch'eng WK, Shantung) 

Po-chih-la shan BH A¥ILLY 
Po-chou 22) (Anhwei) 
Po-fu chiian B28 (Ch'ang-p'ing EF, Hopei) 
Po-hai YH 

Po-hu shan Bell) (Hupei) 

Po-kung miao HAH 
Po-lu chi HERS (E-ch'eng sb, Hupei) 
Po-yiin kuan HH 

P'u-chi ch'an-ssu Panes 

P'u-chi ch'an-ytian Byes 
P'u-chou el (Ytin-ch'eng EES, Shantung) 

P'u-t'ai J#i3= (Pin-hsien Yi, Shantung) 

Purple Mountain see Tzu-chin shan 

Qara Qorum see Ho-lin 

San-feng shan =I€\1| (Yii-hsien FS, Honan) 
San-hsien t'ang = 
San-pu-la(lo) =¥|(&) (SW of Shang-tu/To-lun, Inner Mongolia) 

San Wen-chen kung tz'u =SCAAi 
Sha-chou Yh (nr. Tun-huang BE, Kansu) 
Sha-ho Wyal 
Sha-wu ho Wye] 
Sha-wu k'ou #0 (Hupei) 

Sha-yang W¥F (SE of Ching-men ##F4, Hupei) 

Shan-ch'an ##/J (Yunnan) 

Shan-chou #h (Shantung) 

Shan-hsi, Shansi L749 
Shan-nan [LFA 

Shan-tien ho [#874] (upper reaches of Luan-ho Y875J, Inner Mongolia) 
Shan-tung, Shantung LUE 

Shan-yang [LB (Huai-an 7X, Kiangsu) 

Shang-tang _63& (Ch'ang-chih S238, Shansi) 
Shang-tu E #8 (To-lun & fff, Inner Mongolia) = K'ai-p'ing fu 

Shang-tu ho #@BY*] see Shan-tien ho 
Shao-hsing 445% (Chekiang) 
She-yang hu Shes (Kiangsu) 
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Shen-chou Ah (Hsin-yang faS, Honan) 

Shen-chou ¥R)N (Hopei) 

Shen-hsi, Shensi B74 
Shen-tse YX (Hopei) 

Sheng-an ssu BAS 
Shih-ching shan 43211 (Hopei) 
Shih-chou 47) (Li-shih BE, Shansi) 
Shih-mu-wen-tu G7NG#S (Simultu Lake, Mongolia, unident.) 
Shih-tzu feng #ii-F-ll (Chekiang) 
Shih-yang hu SR see She-yang hu 

Shou-ch'ang ##& (Wu-ch'ang HLS, Hupei) 
Shou-ch'un #4 (Shou-hsien 34%, Anhwei) 
Shou-yang ##0% (Shansi) 

Shu 43 (Szechwan) 
Shuang-t'a ssu S685 

Shun-te JIEG& (Hsing-t'ai J1'2£, Hopei) 
Shun-t'ien JIECK (Pao-ting (RE, Hopei) 
Ssu-an PY (nr. Ch'ang-hsing $82, Chekiang) 
Ssu-chou YN (Anhwei) 
Ssu-ch'uan, Szechwan P4JI| 

Ssu-hsien t'ang CUB 
Ssu-k'ung shan &J22|1) (Hupei) 
Ssu-shui 47K (Shantung) 
Ssu-wen 4} (Shantung) 

Su-chou 7a)f1 (Anhwei) 

Su-chou FRM (Chiu-ch'iian YR, Kansu) 

Su-men fF (Hui-hsien #254, Honan) 

Su-men shan #&F4/L (Honan) 

Sui-chou Ba (Hupei) 

Sui-ho HEY 

Sui-yang HE (Shang-ch'iu 4. Honan) 
Sung-chiang WAYL 
Sung-p'u FAS (Hopei) 

Simultu (Simultai) Lake see Shih-mu-wen-tu 

Ta-hsing AS (Pei-ching ALEt, Hopei) 

Ta-hsing-chiao ssu ARASH 

Ta-hung shan A#ELL| (Hupei) 
Ta-huo ch'iian #274 5R (Hsing-t'ai H%S£, Hopei) 
Ta-k'ou AU (Hopei) 

Ta-ku shan AML (Kiangsi) 

Ta-li A## (Yunnan) 
Ta-ming X%4 (Hopei) 

Ta-ming ch'uan AH)! (Shansi) 
Ta-ming hu AHA (Shantung) 

TSI 
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Ta-pei ko AAS 
Ta-sheng kuan AR#8H (Lo-yang Y&l%, Honan) 
Ta-tu, Daidu A# (Pei-ching ALH%, Hopei) 
Ta-t'ung Ala] (Shansi) 

Ta-yiin ho AG#Y5] (Grand Canal) 
Tai-chou f&)| (Shansi) 
T'ai-an 42 (Shantung) 

T'ai-chi shu-yiian ARES BC 
T'ai-chou Gi (Lin-hai Hat&, Chekiang) 

T'ai-chou 2@)f| (Kiangsu) 
T'ai-hang shan ATW 

T'ai-hsii kuan Alte 

T'ai-hu AY (Anhwei) 

T'ai-pao chuang APRHE (Cheng-ting IEXZ, Hopei) 
T'ai-p'ing chou A2P)" (Tang-t'u #2, Anhwei) 
T'ai-p'ing hsing-kuo ssu A7P SE BOSF 
T'ai-shan 4é\L| (Shantung) 

T'ai-shan chai ALU (Huang-an 32, Hupei) 

T'ai-yiian AJ (Shansi) 

Tan-ho FRA 
T'an-chou #8) (Pei-ching 4t5%, Hopei) 

T'ang = (Honan) 

T'ang-lai (ch'ii) 23K) (S of Ning-shuo 2##, Kansu) 

Tao-hui ku f4[EI4 (Shensi) 
Te f@ (Te-chou #@)N1, Shantung) 
Te-an f8 (An-lu LE, Hupei) 

Te-an fu f2/9¥ (Kiangsi) 

Te-hsing #252 (Cho-lu RE, Hopei) 

Tenduc see T'ien-te 

Teng-chou NM (P'eng-lai 34%, Shantung) 
Teng-chou 31h] (Honan) 

T'eng Si (Shantung) 

T'eng-hu Bayi (Hupei) 

Ti-chou SN (Hui-min ER, Shantung) 
Ti-hua t'ang SREB 
Tiao-yii ch'eng SVfAHK (Ho-ch'uan 4)!1, Szechwan) 
Tiao-yii shan SIFALL (Szechwan) 

T'iao-k'o an Saljazfas 
T'ieh-fan kan SHE (Hopei) 
T'ieh-fo ssu SUF 
Tien-ch'ih 78} (Yunnan) 
Tientsin see T'ien-chin 

T'ien-ch'ang kuan Kiet 
T'ien-ch'eng AYK (T'ien-chen K$H, Shansi) 
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T'ien-chin XK} (Hopei) 
T'ien-ning ssu K345F 
T'ien-shan ALJ 
T'ien-te, Tenduc A4# (Tung-sheng 5H, Inner Mongolia) 

Ting-an 22 (NE of Wei-hsien eS, Hopei) 

Ting-chia chou J AY (NE of T'ung-ling #4, Anhwei) 

Ting-hsing 7€5% (Hopei) 

Ting-t'ao fg (Shantung) 

To-lun, Dolon ff (Inner Mongolia) 

T'o-k'o-t'o FE54£ (Inner Mongolia) 

Ts'ai-chou 2)" (Ju-nan YS, Honan) 

Ts'ai-tien 32/5 (W of Han-yang ¥/%, Hupei) 

Tsan-huang #5 (Cheng-ting IEX2, Hopei) 
Ts'ang-chou YI (Hopei) 

Tsao-yang Fel (Hupei) 

Ts'ao(-chou, -hsien) # (J, #*) (Shantung) 
Ts'ao-wu #f2X (Ching-shan 5<11, Hupei) 

Tse-chou #2) (Chin-ch'eng 4, Shansi) 
Tso-i men ACHXF (Ta-tu/Pei-ching) 
Tsou-hsien #h§* (Shantung) 
Ts'u-lai shan (H@R1U (Shantung) 

Tu-shih k'ou 44400 (Hopei) 
Tu-shu t'ang aes 5 

Tu-sung kuan SPAR (Chekiang) 
Tu-sung ling SaPA4E (Chekiang) 

T'u-fan 1:3 (Amdo, Tibet) 
Tun-hsien 25% 

Tung-a 5/4] (Shantung) 

Tung-ch'ang #2 (Liao-ch'eng Wl5k, Shantung) 
Tung-ching #25R (K'ai-feng BAT, Honan) 

Tung-ching HX (Liao-yang 2%, Liaoning) 
Tung-hai 42% (Kuan-yiin #232, Kiangsu) 

Tung-kuan 5268 (Shantung) 

Tung-liu ku FRUtH4 (T'ai-hang shan metry) 

Tung-ming 3244 (Shantung) 

Tung-p'ing #22 (Shantung) 

Tung-sheng #A# (T'0-k'o-t'o fE5c46, Inner Mongolia) 

Tung-tan (kuo) RABY) (= Po-hai TAYE) 
T'ung-chou 38) (Nan-t'ung Pas, Kiangsu) 
T'ung-chou 34)" (T'ung-hsien 38%, Hopei) 

T'ung-hui ho #8305) 
T'ung-kuan 44 (Shensi) 

T'ung-ling #4 (Anhwei) 

Tzu-chin shan 34211] (Purple Mountain, Hopei) 
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Tzu-ching kuan STAR (Hopei) 

Tzu-chou YN" (Tzu-ch'uan ¥éi)!1, Shantung) 
Tzu-lai Y3R (Tzu-ch'uan ¥)!1, Shantung) 

Tz'u-chou i (Hopei) 

Urumchi see Lun-t'ai 

Wan-chou 5c) (Hopei) 

Wan-chu t'ang Ba T= 
Wan-chiian lou B375t# 

Wan-mu ts'ao-t'ang BARE 

Wan-ning kung mae 

Wan-p'ing 9&4F (Pei-ching AEST, Hopei) 

Wan-shan 3/1) (Hupei) 

Wan-shou shan @saell| (nr. Pei-ching, Hopei) 

Wan-sui shan S3b%LL) (Ching-shan <1, Pei-ching, Hopei) 

Wan-t'ou ##f8H (N of Chiang-tu 7-#h, Kiangsu) 

Wei #8 (P'ing-liang 7%, Kansu) 
Wei #i% (Ta-ming A%4, Hopei) 
Wei #% (one of the Three Kingdoms) 

Wei-chou FN (Hopei) 
Wei-chou #4) (Chi-hsien 2, Honan) 

Wei-chou }#£N (Wei-hsien HE, Shantung) 

Wei-ho ¥HY5J (Kansu, Shensi) 
Wei-ho ##%J (Honan, Shantung) 

Wei-hui #2 (Chi-hsien 744, Honan) 

Wei-ning BKS# (Chang-pei ied, Hopei) 
Wei-yang #€#z (Yang-chou #7), Kiangsu) 

Wen-chou Wim) N (Yung-chia 7K%%, Chekiang) 

Wen-hsi B= (Shansi) 

Wen-shui 77K 

Weng-shan #11] (nr. Pei-ching, Hopei) 

Western Hills see Hsi-shan 

Western Region(s) see Hsi-yii Pa 
Wu-an sR (Han-tan HH, Hopei) 

Wu-chai 7.38 (Hsin-hsien T*, Shansi) 
Wu-ch'ang HES (Wu-han FE, Hupei) 

Wu-chi #&# (Hopei) 
Wu-chi pao ARSE see Yang-lo pao 
Wu-chi shan HVRSLL] (Hupei) 

Wu-chiang $47. (Kiangsu) 
Wu-chih APF (Honan) 

Wu-chou 22)" (Chin-hua 23%, Chekiang) 
Wuw-ho k'ou AYO (Anhwei) 
Wu-hsi #&% (Kiangsu) 

Wu-hu #74) (Anhwei) 
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Wu-i XE: (Hopei) 

Wu-liang-su Fs225% (Wu-yiian ZR, Inner Mongolia) 
Wu-p'ing HX7F (Liaoning) 

Wu-p'o ling A448 (Kwangtung) 
Wu-sha pao FaY>48 (Chang-pei 54, Hopei) 

Wu-ssu-tsang Fa Ex (dBus-gtsang, Tibet) 
Wu-t'ai shan #13211) (Shansi) 
Wu-wei chiin #3 (An-ch'ing ZETH, Anhwei) 

Yai-men F4 (Kwangtung) 

Yai-shan £11) (Hsin-hui #7&, Kwangtung) 

Yang-ch'eng ba¥K (Chi-ning ¥832, Shansi) 

Yang-chou #4) (Kiangsu) 
Yang-i tien 52/5 (Ning-ling 32, Honan) 

Yang-kuan abd (Kansu) 

Yang-lo pao Ba (Huang-kang =<ft], Hupei) 
Yang-ti ### (Honan) 

Yang-ts'un fT (Ch'ien-hsien 825%, Shensi) 

Yang-ts'un SY (NW of T'ien-chin AY, Hopei) 
Yangtze R. see Yang-tzu chiang 

Yang-tzu chiang #FYL (Yangtze R.) 
Yang-tzu ch'iao 43-48 (Yang-chou #7), Kiangsu) 

Yang-ytian bali (Hopei) 
Yao-pei ku MEW#E: (Kansu) 

Yeh-li #742 
Yellow River see Huang-ho 

Yen(-ching) #&(5%) (Pei-ching ALT, Hopei) 

Yen-an #£% (Shensi) 

Yen-chih shan #5 52/1 (Kansu) 

Yen-ching lu HERES 

Yen-chou fc)'\| (Chien-te #8, Chekiang) 
Yen-chou #4) (Yen-ch'ih #47, Inner Mongolia) 

Yen-ch'un ko 224 
Yen-kuan ##’ (Hai-ning #34, Chekiang) 
Yen-nan #€F4 (Hopei) 

Yen-shan #11] (Hopei) 

Yen-shan #11) (Hupei) 

Yen-yiin (shih-liu chou) #&22(+-7\ 1) (Hopei) 
Yin-chou #2) (Mi-chih 2KH8, Shensi) 
Ying #4 see Ying-chou #4) 
Ying-ch'ang Fi (Inner Mongolia) 
Ying-chou #5/h| (Chung-hsiang f=, Hupei) 

Ying-chou #4)" (Yti-hsien Ha, Honan) 

Ying-ho #5 

Yung-ch'ang 7K (Kan-liang HY, Kansu) 
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Yung-ch'ing 7X78 (Hopei) 

Yung-ch'ing ssu 7K BES 

Yung-chou AJ (Ling-ling 23(, Hunan) 

Yung-nien 7K4F (Hopei) 
Yung-ning chiin 7K343% (Li-hsien =), Hopei) 

Yung-p'ing 72 (Yii-t'ien KH, Hopei) 
Yung-ting ho 7ZE¥9J (also called Lu-kou ho [EQEYA) 
Yii-ch'i 4 (Honan) 
Yii-chou m)N (P'ing-ting 72, Shansi) 
Yii-ch'iian shan 24811 (Hopei) 

Yii-erh po YASS (=Ta-li po 324A, Inner Mongolia) 

Yii-ho fHlyAy 
Yii-yii “KMS (nr. the Chu R., Kazakhstan) 
Yiian-shih JUEX (Hopei) 
Yiieh &} (Kwangtung) 

Yiieh-chih 32 (Sinkiang) 
Yiieh-t'ai £732 (Honan) 

Yiin-chou 22) (nr. Ch'ih-ch'eng 784K, Hopei) 

Yiin-chung 2 (Ta-t'ung Ala], Shansi) 
Yiin-nan, Yunnan = 

Yiin-nan fu Rat (K'un-ming £284, Yunnan) 

Yiin-nei WW (Inner Mongolia) 



GENERAL INDEX 

A-ho-ma, see Ahmad 
A-li Hai-ya, see Ariq Qaya 
A-ni-ko, see Aniga 
“Abd al-Rahman, xxi, 125; 

administrative posts, 161, 162, 170, 
172; execution of, 125-6; influence 
on Toregene, 190; and tax farming, 
106, 160, 202, 470 

Aboriginal Bureaux, 478 
Abt Bakr, 129 
academicians: appointed by Qubilai, 

322; attendance at court 
conferences, 637; Chao-wen 
Academy, 399; Han-lin Academy, 
xxvill, 72-3, 173, 375, 402, 410; 
imperial control of, 322-3; influence 
on Qubilai, 307-8 (see also Chinese 
literati); Wang E’s 
recommendations, 306; see also 
Chinese literati; cultural life and 
developments 

academies, xxvi, 412; see also private 
academies; under name of academy 

Academy for the Glorification of 
Literature, see Chao-wen Academy 

Academy of the Bamboo Grove, see 
Chu-lin Academy 

Academy of Worthies, see Chi-hsien 
Academy 

‘account of conduct’, see hsing-chuang 
Achbaluch, see Chen-ting 
acupuncture, 408, 409; treatises on, 

414-15 
administration: abolition of hereditary 

posts, 610; adoption of Chinese 
institutions and traditions, xii, xiil, 
XXV-XXxil passim, 10, 36, 42, 127, 
153, 170-1, 255-6, 265, 304-5, 425, 
522; ascendancy of Muslim 
administrators, 468-9; Central Asia, 
xx1; centralization policy, xix, 
xxxvii, 99, 394-5, 397, 490-1, 497, 
519, 628-9; Chinese participation 
in, xiii, xxii, 249-50 (see also 
Chinese literati); Chinese principles 
of, 354, 359-60, 373-80 passim, 
390-1, 409, 428-31; conflict 
between Chinese and Mongolian 
ideologies, XxV-XxXVl, XXX, XXXiV, 
498: and Confucianism, xxii-xxiil, 
xxiv, 167-8, 170, 247-51, 321-2, 
374, 390-1, 430-1, 444, 497, 498; 

employment of indigenous groups 
in, 122, 152-3; ethnic and political 
factional conflicts, xiv, xxii, 102-4, 
161, 480; feudal system, 99; general 
regional audits, 569; 
mismanagement and corruption, 
382, 483-4; north China, xxi-xxii, 
7.0.4, SYASIS, BL ilps. IT lei 
policy of political cosmopolitanism 
in, 466-7; reduction in bureaucratic 
offices, 553; review of 
governmental institutions, 261, 431- 
2; separation of military and civil 
powers, 38-9, 43, 56, 69, 150, 171- 
2, 200, 490, 518, 610, 628-9; and 
“steppe intelligentsia’, xx-xxi, 95-6; 
structure and hierarchy, 471, 472, 
543; structure under Qubilai, 472; 
supremacy of Presidential Council, 
342; utilization of religious sects, 
XXili-xxv, 651; west China, 474, 
487; see also administrative 
reforms; civil service; fiscal 
administration; local administration; 
military administration 

administrative code, 40 
administrative reforms, 67-8, 149-59; 

Chen-ting, 32-3, 42; Ching-Hu, 
494-5; Honan, 34, 42, 55, 191, 391- 
3, 636-7; Hsing-chou, xxvi, xxvii, 
250-1, 271-2, 280, 396, 449; Kuan- 
chung, 34, 392, 474, 487; local 
administration, 431, 564-5, 578; 
Shensi, 34, 391, 392-3, 423, 483; 
Szechwan, 487; Tung-p’ing, 395; 
western China, 487; Yunnan, 474-8 

Afghanistan, 130 
Agricultural Promotion Bureaux 

(Chin), 313 
agriculture, 10, 34, 68, 171; 

administrative agencies, 276-7, 481; 
farm tools, 641; government 
takeovers of private holdings, 639; 
Honan, 249, 404; importance for 
good government, 429, 446; Kansu, 
276; Kuan-chung region, 392-3; 
military colonies, 54, 100, 342; 
promotion of, 249, 338, 404, 431, 
522; rice cultivation, 476; Shan- 
tung, 636; Shensi, 249; see also 
irrigation; military colonies 

Ahmad (?-1282), xxvii, xxx1, xxxiii, 
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130, 173, 377, 539-56, 582; 
administrative appointments, 257-8, 
274, 277, 540-1, 550; ascendancy 
of, 427, 433-4, 490, 495, 536; 
assassination of, xxxili, 456, 550-1, 
554-5; attempts to discredit Chinese 
officials, 397, 547-9; conflict with 
An-t’ung, 542, 543-5, 546; conflict 
with Hsii Heng, 433-4, 440; conflict 
with Lien Hsi-hsien, 491-5 passim, 
498; fiscal policies, 401-2, 405, 
437, 534, 536-7, 545-6, 550; 
opposition to, 10, 37, 274-5, 277-8, 

281, 305-6, 341-2, 433-4, 540, 543, 
547-9, 555-6, 586, 633-4; reprisals 
against family and followers of, 
552-3, 641; size of harem, 552, 554; 
Yiian-shih biography, 37, 539, 553 

ai (‘love’), 428 
Ai T’o-yen (*Ai D6’en), 284 
Ai-tsung (Chin) (7. 1224-34), 30, 51, 

197, 282, 300, 308, 348, 408, 622; 
in attack on Pien-ching, 198-9, 205, 
301, 417; burial, 304; death of, 302; 
Wang E on, 312-14 

ai-tz’u (‘lament’), 352 
Ajigi, 580, 599 
Ajinai, see Ajul 
Aju (1234-87), 399, 509, 603; 

appointed Left chancellor, 593; 
crushes Sung naval fleet, 594; and 
the Li T’an rebellion, 397, 512; in 
Sung campaigns, 400-1, 587, 588, 
590, 591, 597, 611-12, 635; Yang- 
chou campaign, 592 

Ajul, 5 
al-Battani (ca. 858-929), see under 

Battani 
Ala Qu Tigin Quri, 98 
“Alamdar (d. 1260), 34, 338, 393, 484, 

635; alliance with Ariq Boke, 340, 
486 

Alan Qo’a (Gooa), 13 
alankara (‘ornate style’), 653 
Alaq, 584-5 
Alaqan (1233-81), 593, 594, 595, 597, 

603, 613, 631-2 
Glaya-vijndna (‘Storing Center of 

Ideation’), 166 
alba qubciri (‘household tax’), 150 
alchemy and yoga, in Taoism, 218-9 
Aléi (Aléin) Noyan, 9, 152, 539 
algebraic process, see mathematics 
alginci (‘scouts’), 117 
Algu (r. 1260-65), 129 
“Alt, 467 
“All Beg (?-1280), 130-1, 548 
Allsen, Th. T., xx, xxi, xxii 

Almaliq, 128, 141, 213, 343; captured 
by Qaidu, 599; Regional Secretarial 
Council, 546 

Altan Bugqa, 565 
Altan Qan, 80-1 
Altan Tob¢i, 84, 92 
altan urug (royal clan), 469 
Altani, 78, 79 
*Altinga, 106, 160 
Amdo, see T’u-fan 
Amin al-Mulk, see Qan Melik 
Amir Husain, 130 
amnesty: of 1229, 149; of 1241, 161; 

of 1264, 364 
An-hsi, 569, 574 
An Hsi (1270-1311), 456-7 
An-p’u, 561 
An-t’ien-ho, see *Altinga 
An-t’ung (1245-93), xxx-xxxi, 9-11, 

493, 498, 564, 576; military 
campaigns, 495, 593, 597; 
opposition to Ahmad, 542, 543-5, 
546, 555; opposition to Sangha, 
581; Right chancellor of Secretarial 
Council, 276, 342, 398, 427-8, 434, 
560, 585, 636; support for Chinese 
literati, 492, 586 

An Yu, 569 
Analects, see Lun-yii 
Ananda, 343, 565 
Anéar Noyan, 6 
Andijan, 129 
Anggir (d. 1295), 593 
Anhwei (An-hui), 130, 357, 360, 407; 

administrators, 264; military 
campaigns, 53, 55, 70, 512, 591-2, 
612; Mongol defences, 608, 630 

Aniga (1245-1306), 289, 653 
Annals, see pen-chi 
Annam, 598 
Ao-tu La-ho-man, see ‘Abd al-Rahman 
apanages, 70, 89, 623; allocation 

system, 75, 80, 86, 178; 
apportioning disputes, 86-7; 
exploitation of, 623-4; functions of 
Jarqucis in, 469-70; hostage-taking 
system, 624; and taxation 
collection, 155-6, 171; see also fen- 
ti (‘princely estates’); feudal system 

apocryphal works, 144, 253-4, 394 
Aqai, 511 
archery, 187 
architecture: K’ai-p’ing fu, 252, 258, 

267; Ta-tu, 258-60 
Argun Sali (1245-1307), 562, 567, 573 
Ariq Boke, xii, xx, xxxv, 9, 38, 86, 

172, 480, 522, 525; aspirations for 
the throne, 35, 42, 43, 55-6, 133-4, 
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2995 212, 410; 424 471-2625, 
627; campaign against, 525, 534, 
609, 627-8; strategy used against, 
339-40, 345, 357-8, 484-6; 
submission of, 274, 515 

Ariq Qaya (1227-86), 398-9; in Sung 
campaigns, 400-1, 494, 587, 588, 
590, 591, 593, 611-12 

Arki§, 9 
armies, see Chinese armies; Mongol 

armies 
Armijo-Hussein, J., xxxii 
Arqai Qasar, 80-2, 116 
Arran, 19 
art, see calligraphy, painting, sculpture 
artisans, 565 
Aruq Qudugq, 131 
astrology, 417; predictions of Yeh-lii 

Ch’u-ts’ai, 141-3; see also 
divination; superstitious beliefs 

Astronomical Bureau, 289 
astronomy, xxvii; calculations, 291-6; 

instruments, 283, 286-9, 298-9; 
observatories, 286-91 passim, 441; 
publications, 296, 366; shadow 
measurements, 290-1 

Asvaghosa, 653 
Ataqai, 591, 594 
a urug (agurug) (‘base camp’), 100, 518 
A’urugéi (Agurugéi) (1232-97), 594, 
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Austria, 25 
Ayirut, 610 
Ayurbarvada (r. 1312-20), 190, 263, 

310, 345, 367, 464, 496; and 
administration, 399, 439; bestows 
honours on Hsii Heng, 442-3 

Azerbaijan, 19 

ba’ atur, batur (bagatur) (‘valiant, hero, 
élite officer’), 14, 25, 49, 58, 613 

Baéman, 23-4 
Baéun, 340 
‘Badger’s Mouth’, see Huan-erh tsui 
Badr al-Din, 547 
Bai Inal, 9 
Bai Temiir, 597 
Balasagun, 141, 213 
Baljuna, 14, 98, 114, 381 
bandit gangs, 184; Hopei, 500-2; Shan- 

tung, 60-1, 500-2; Yen(-ching), 
180-1; see also uprisings and 
rebellion 

Baraq, 129 
bara un qar (baragun gar), see Right 

Wing of Mongol army 
Baréuq Art Tegin, 481 

TS? 

Barin (Bagarin) tribe, 584 
Barthold, W., 122, 136 
base camp, see a’ uruq 
Bashkirs, 24 
al-Battani (ca. 858-929), 295 
Batu, 102-4 passim, 107, 128; in 

Hungarian campaign, 24-5; 
involvement in Méngke’s accession, 
89 

*Batu Motai, 511-12 
bdatur, see ba’ atur 
Batur (Bagatur) (d. 1261), xxxi, 9; and 

the Li T’an rebellion, 512; Sung 
military campaigns, 254-5 

bawurci (bagurci) (‘steward’), 116 
Baya’ut (Bayagud) tribe, 86 
Bayan (1237-95), xxxv-xxxvi, 495-6, 

584-606; campaigns against rebel 
princes, 343, 597-8, 599-601; death 
of, 602; in Department of Military 
Affairs, 586-7, 597, 598, 600, 602; 
involvement in accession of Ch’eng- 
tsung, 601-2; legends and 
prophecies about, 603-4; political 
intrigues against, 547; relationship 
with Ahmad, 586; relieved of his 
command, 601; on Secretarial 
Council, 10, 585-6; steles composed 
in honour of, 602-3; Sung 
campaigns, 39, 130, 277-8, 285, 
367, 400-1, 454-5, 545, 587-97, 
606, 611-13, 630, 631-2, 652 

Bayan (?-1340), of the Merkit, xxxiv 
Beg Temiir, 134 
Begder, 149, 160 
Béla IV, King, 24 
Besiijin, 585 
BeS Balig, 128, 213, 472, 480, 599 
bicéci (bicigeci) (‘scribe-secretary’), 

99, 108, 141, 187, 190, 212, 469; 
duties, 151, 185 

biligs (‘maxims’), 601 
Bilyar, 23 
bindu (‘dot’), 331 
Black Army (Hei-chiin), 5, 28, 29 
Blo-gros-rgyal-mts‘an, see ’P‘ags-pa 
Blochet, E., 136 
‘Blue Books (or Registers)’ (k6k6 

debter), 79, 80, 94, 154-5 
Bodhidharma, 144 
Bodhisattvavadana-kalpalata, 653 
bodyguard(s), see Imperial Guard 
Bol (Bogol) (1197-1228), xvii, 8-9, 29, 

65, 470, 504; and Ch’an Buddhism, 
230 

Bolod, 551 
Book of Changes, see I-ching 
Book of History, see Shu-ching 
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Book of Odes, see Shih-ching 
Book of Rites, see Li-chi 
Bo’ortu (Bogoréu), 3, 4, 79, 80, 91, 

601; relationship with Cinggis Qan, 
7 

border security system, 34, 396 
Borjigin clan, 493 
Boroqan (1239-1300), 512 
Boroqul (Borogul), 3, 79 
Botu, 178 
Borte Fujin, 75-7 
Bretschneider, E., 163, 174, 222, 384 
’Bri-gun-pa sect (Lamaism), 649 
Buda, 25 
Buddha, 144, 166; Dharma, 167, 236- 

7, 241; nature, 241 
Buddhacarita, 653 
Buddhadharma, 167; see also under 

Buddha 
Buddhism, xv, xxxvii, 444, 462; 

Bodhisattva-ordination, 236; 
Commandments of the Great 
Vehicle, 236; and Confucianism, 
169-70; and cultivation of the mind, 
169, 241; and cultivation of virtue, 
159, 166; dharmadhatu, 235; Dhita 
sect, 146, 168; and government, 
169, 241; promoted by Sigi Qutuqu, 
87; rituals, 559; scriptures, 157; 
Sung period, 241; syncretism in, 
237, 241; and Taoism, 144; 
teachings, 235-7; Three Jewels, 
234; see also Ch’an Buddhism; 
Lamaism; Tantric Buddhism; Three 
Teachings 

Buddhists: accused of corruption, 577- 
8; codes of conduct, 217; conflict 
and debates with Taoists, xxv, 239, 
253-4, 272, 393-4, 410, 484, 646, 
648; converts to Taoism, 147; 
examination system for monks, 150, 
159, 168, 240; involved in 
government trading arrangements, 
560; privileges, 234, 240; 
restoration of temples, 561-2; 
support for Chinese literati, 156-7 

Buddho-Taoist controversy, see under 
Buddhists 

Buell, P.D., xvii, xx-xxi, xxxi 
Buji Aibuqan, 511 
Bujir (f1. 1206-60), xx, 126, 131-4; 

appointed chiliarch of Left Wing, 
132; appointed governor general of 
north China, 133; appointed grand 
judge, 89, 133; in Chung-tu 
Regional Secretarial Council, 471; 
opposes Qubilai’s administrative 
reforms, xx; relationship with 

Qubilai, 133-4 
Bukhara, 96, 129, 389; administrators, 

xxi, 116; Mongol attack on, 117-18, 
467; rebuilding of, 129; Sino- 
Khitan administration, 467; and the 
Tarab rebellion, 119, 124 

Bulgar(s), 19, 22-3, 23 
Bulga (Bulga), 64 
Buga, 3, 340, 426, 488; appointed to 

Secretarial Council, 529 
Buqalun, see Lai-man 
Buqumu (1255-1300), 456, 457, 563, 

566, 574, 601; appointed director of 
political affairs, 578; denounces 
Sangha, 575, 581 

Buralki, 134 
Bureau for Religious Merits, 567, 570 
Bureau of Agriculture, 279, 426, 472, 

481, 639; establishment of, 276; 
under Yao Shu, 395-6, 531 

Bureau of Compilation, 157 
Bureau of Foreign Trade, 564 
Bureau of Literature, 157 
Bureau of Maritime Trade, 564 
Bureau of Military Affairs, 441 
Bureau of Religious Merits, 559 
Bureau of the Left, 67, 374 
Bureau of the Right, 67; corruption in, 

B15 
bureaucracy, see administration; civil 

service 
Bureaux of the Left and Right, 138, 

273, 635; abolished, 492; Ahmad as 
chief of, 258; functions, 301 

Burma, 475, 478, 548, 598 
Burtas, 24 
dBus-gtsang, 569 
Buyrug Qaya (1197-1265), xxxi, 470, 

482, 488; administrative 
appointments, 480-1, 526 

Buzgala Pass, 142, 214 
Biirilgidei, 54 

calendars, 143, 163-4, 275, 285-6; Hsi- 
cheng keng-wu-yiian li, 143; Keng- 
wu ylian-li, 278, 286; Ma-ta-pa, 
164; parameters used in compilation 
of, 291-6; publications, 296; Shou- 
shih li, 262, 278, 291, 296, 441; Ta- 
ming li, 163, 278, 285-6, 292, 441; 
Ta-t’ung li, 291; updating in 
Mongol period, 249, 285-6, 289, 
440-1; Wan-nien li, 278, 286 

calligraphy, 346, 374, 405; styles, 268- 
9; Wang Yiin’s catalogue of, 380, 
384; of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, 164 

canals, see waterways 
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cannibalism, 313 
Capital Museum (Peking), 242 
Caucasus, 132 
Censorate, 256, 432, 544, 637; 

Ahmad’s plots against, 547; 
Confucian supremacy in, 493; 
corruption inquiries, 548; 
establishment of, 373, 431, 491, 
542-3; guidelines for censorial 
inspectors, 570, 571; opposition to 
Sangha, 563, 573, 639; promotion 
restrictions on Chinese officials, 
634, 638; Wang Yiin’s writings on, 
382; see also Regional Censorate 

census (1207-8), 155 
census (1235/36), xx, 75, 86, 468; 

adjustments made by local 
administrators, 623; Sigi Qutuqu’s 
role, 87-8, 154-5 

census (1252), 126-7, 133 
Central Asia: administrators, 129-30; 

economic and political conditions, 
128-9; military campaigns, 100, 
300; military colonies, 146; Mongol 
envoys to, 185 

Central Asians: adoption of 
Confucianism, xxx-xxxi; appointed 
as fiscal experts, xxvi, 37, 257-8, 
305-6, 369; ascendancy over 
Chinese literati, 373, 397, 516, 536; 
conflict with Chinese literati, 389, 
404; opposition to Wang Wen-t’ung, 
535; tax-farming initiative, 159-60, 
202; see also se-mu (jen) 

ceremonies, 73; see also rituals 
cha (mech. device), 297 
Cha-la-erh, 117, 120 
ch’ ai-fa (‘household tax’), 88, 105, 150 
Chai Wen-pin, 588 
Champa, 598, 616 
Chan, H.L., xxiii, xxix, xxvii, xxxil- 

XXXIll 
Chan-jan chii-shih wen-chi, 157, 163, 

164 
Chan-kuo ts’ e, 462 
Ch’an Buddhism, xxiv, 139, 144, 399; 

behaviour and sayings of monks, 
229-30; enlightenment in, 140, 219, 
227-9; and Hua-yen philosophy, 
166; Pure Commandments, 231; 
self-cultivation through, 218-19; 
transmission of patriarchal 
authority, 230; see also Buddhism; 
Lin-chi sect; Ts’ao-tung sect 

Chancellery, see Imperial Chancellery; 
Secretarial Council; Sino-Uighur 
chancellery 

Chang (née), w. of Hao Ching, 353 
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Chang (née), w. of Liu Jun, 245 
Chang (née), w. of Shih Ping-chih, 41 
Chang (née), m. of Yao Shu, 387 
Chang Ch’eng, 67 
Chang Ch’i-yiian, 523, 530 
Chang Chih, 5 
Chang Chih-ching (1220-70), 254, 393 
Chang Chin-heng (d. 1276), 66 
Chang Ch’iu-chien suan-ching, 329 
Chang Chiu-ssu (1242-1302), 264, 

374, 551; adviser to Jingim, 382, 
456 

Chang Chu, 369 
Chang Ch’u (1232-94), 498 
Chang Chung-an, 358 
Chang Chiin-heng, 206 
Chang Fang, 67 
Chang Fu, 48, 49 
Chang Fu-k’uan (1151-?), 46 
Chang Fu-shou, 57 
Chang Han, 616 
Chang Heng, 298 
Chang Hsien-wu wang chi, 617 
Chang Hsien-wu wang chi, see Huai- 

yang chi 
Chang Hsing-hsin (1163-1231), 198 
Chang Hsiung-fei (d. after 1286), 491, 

498, 548, 549 
Chang Hsii, 617 
Chang Hsiian (d. 1303), 564, 632 
Chang Hstieh-ch’eng, 42 
Chang Hui (1223-85), 544, 547, 551 
Chang Hung (1229-87), 511, 517 
Chang Hung-cheng, 57, 615 
Chang Hung-chi, 57 
Chang Hung-ch’ing, 56, 57 
Chang Hung-fan (1238-80), xxxv, 

Xxxvi, 56, 57, 58, 353, 608-20, 643; 
appointed field myriarch, 611; 
appointed grand marshal of Mongol 
and Han armies, 614-15; appointed 
pacification commissioner, 614; 
criticisms of, 618-20; death of, 616- 
17; defeats Sung fugitive court, 
614-16, 633; and the Li T’an 
rebellion, 397, 511, 512, 517, 533, 
609-10; literary works, 617-18; in 
Sung campaigns, 400-1, 611-13, 
631 

Chang Hung-i, 57 
Chang Hung-kuei, 57 
Chang Hung-liieh (d. 1296), 55, 56, 57, 

353, 609, 610 
Chang Hung-tao, 57 
Chang Hung-yen, 56, 57, 610 
Chang I (d. 1282), 254-5, 278, 282, 

286, 399; calendrical work, 440-1; 
execution of, 551, 554; involvement 
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with Wang Wen-t’ung, 488, 521-2, 
533; on Presidential Council, 433; 
on Secretarial Council, 523, 544 

Chang Jou (1190-1268), xviii-xix, 
xxxvi, 8, 21, 29, 46-58, 307, 356, 
608, 614; appointed field chiliarch, 
50; appointed myriarch, 31, 52; 
campaigns against the Sung, 53-5, 
254; and the construction of Ta-tu, 
258; criticisms of, 618; defection to 
Mongols, 6, 47; employs Hao Ching 
as tutor, 352-3; and the Li T’an 
rebellion, 511, 515, 533, 609-10; 
relationship with Qubilai, 33, 55, 
58; saves Wang E from execution, 
303 

Chang Ju-chi (d. 1215), 61 
Chang Jung (1185-1265), 31 
Chang Jung-shih (1218-78), 510, 590 
Chang Kao, 279 
Chang Keng, 250, 282; administrative 

reforms, 251, 271 
Chang Kuei (1264-1327), 57-8, 616- 

17, 643 
Chang K’ung-sun (1233-1307), 73, 498 
Chang Kuo, 54 
Chang Liang (d. 189 B.C.), 264 
Chang Lin, 7, 8, 62, 64, 503 
Chang Ming-shan, 57 
Chang Pang-chih, 517 
Chang Po-ta, 82-3 
Chang Po-tuan (ca. 980-ca. 1078), 218 
Chang Sheng, 279, 384 
Chang Shih-chieh (1236-79), 619, 633; 

commands Sung naval fleet, 613, 
631; military campaigns, 615-16; 
with Sung fugitive court, 614, 633 

“Chang-shih hsin-ying chi’, 279 
Chang-so-chih-lun, 652 
Chang Sung-shan, 57 
Chang Te-hui (1197-1274), 32, 33, 88, 

89, 319, 320, 384; recruited into 
Mongol administration, 252, 422; 
on Wang Wen-t’ung, 529 

Chang T’e-li (1179-1253), 67, 300 
Chang T’iao-shan, 32 
Chang T’ien-kang (d. 1234), 302, 312, 

313 
Chang Tsai (1020-77), 451, 462 
Chang-tsung (Chin) (7. 1190-1208), 

137, 407, 520; attitude towards 
Ch’tian-chen sect, 210-11; and the 
oe degree examinations, 138, 
1 

Chang Tzu-chen, 228 
Chang Wang, 617 
Chang Wen-ch’ien (1217-83), xxvii, 

245, 248, 270-81, 282, 310, 635; 

administrative style, 280-1; adviser 
to Qubilai, 250, 251, 271, 422; 
appointed to Chao-wen Academy, 
278-9, 286; calendrical work, 440- 
1; as chief censor, 547; conducts 
review of governmental institutions, 
261, 276-7, 431-2; conflict with 
Ahmad, 274-5, 277-8, 281, 427; 
education proposals, 412, 434-5; 
fiscal policies, 401-2, 545; 
intercedes with Qubilai to save 
civilians, 392; as military adviser, 
272-3, 394; opposition to Ahmad, 
540; opposition to Wang Wen-t’ung, 
523-4; participation in the 
Buddhist/Taoist debates, 254, 410; 
on Secretarial Council, 283-4, 425, 
523, 530; and war with Ariq Boke, 
339 

Chang Yen (1229-90), 32, 572 
Chang Yen, s. of Chang Wen-ch’ien, 

279-80 
Chang Yen-jan, 590 
Chang Ying, 270 
Chang Yung, 552 
Chang Yii, 69 
Chang Yii (d. 1275), 592-3 
Ch’ang-an, 196, 342 
Ch’ang-chen, see T’an Ch’u-tuan 
Ch’ang-ch’un chen-jen, see Ch’iu Ch’u- 

chi 
Ch’ang-ch’un kung, 215-16 
ch’ ang-fa (math. expression), 331 
Ch’ang-sheng, see Liu Ch’u-hsiian 
Chao, Sung imp. clan, 264 
Chao (née), w. of Chang Hung-fan, 

617 
Chao (née), w. of Chang Jou, 57, 608 
Chao Chih, 52 
Chao Chin, 590, 592 
Chao Feng, 269 
Chao Fu (1165-1202), 352 
Chao Fu (fl. 1235-57), xxix, 187-8, 

193, 204, 321, 351; and Neo- 
Confucianism, 189, 389, 420; 
relationship with Yao Shu, 388, 
389, 404, 418 

Chao Hung (1195-1246), 6-7, 62, 116; 
Epo anus 7-8; on Yeh-lii T’u-hua, 

Chao Jen-jung, 344 
Chao K’o-chi, 52 
Chao K’o-kang, 52 
Chao K’uang-yin, 336 
Chao Kuei, 186 
Chao Liang-pi (1217-86 or 1214-86), 

483, 485, 487, 488; implicated in Li 
T’an rebellion, 516, 535; Pei-ching 
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appointment, 494 
Chao Meng-fu (1254-1322), 241, 384, 

562; on Bayan, 605; supported by 
Sangha, 566; urges remittance of 
taxes, 573 

Chao Ming, 617 
Chao Pi (1220-76), 126, 127, 252, 303, 

371, 372, 390; accuses Lien Hsi- 
hsien of treason, 487-8; appointed 
regional military commissioner, 
391, 627; as director of political 
affairs, 425, 491; and the Li T’an 
rebellion, 511 

Chao Ping (1220-80), 341, 343-4 
Chao Ping (1272-79), 595, 613-14, 616 
Chao Ping-wen (1159-1232), 196, 263, 

318, 323, 383; advises on court 
rituals, 260; and the design of Ta-tu, 
258 

Chao Ping-wen (1222-93), 204, 252 
Chao Shih (1268-78), see Tuan-tsung 

(Sung) 
Chao-tan, 329 
chao-t ao (shih) (‘punitive 

commissioner’), 153 
Chao T’ien-hsi (1191-1240), 66, 67; 

offers protection to Chinese literati, 
199-200, 337 

Chao Tzu, 345 
Chao-wen Academy, 278, 286, 399- 

400, 441; appointees to, 413 
Chao-wen Court, 298, 368 
Chao Yao, 618 
Chao Yen, 173 
Chao Yii-jui, 596-7 
Ch’ao Hai, 64 
Ch’ao-yiian kuan, 120 
Che-hsi, 595, 596, 597 
Che-tung, 596, 597, 613, 633 
Chekiang (Che-chiang), 500, 615, 633; 

destruction of Sung mausoleums, 
561-2 

Chen-chin, see Jingim 
Chen-chiu chih-nan, 415 
Chen-hai, see Cingai 
chen-jen (‘perfected [= realized] man’), 

219 
Chen-kuan cheng-yao, 383 
Chen Te-hsiu (1178-1235), 183, 445 
Chen-ting, 6, 31, 186, 270, 449, 621; 

administrative reforms, 32-3, 42; 
battle for control of, 28-30, 48-50; 
Buddhist temple, 234; cultural 
developments, 32, 40; currency 
shortage, 526-7; pacification 
commissioners, 472; schools, 450; 
under Sorgagqtani, 247, 303, 624; 
Wu-Hsien rebellion, 186 
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Chen-tung-hsi, 596 
Chen-yen sect (Buddhism), 168; see 

also Buddhism 
Ch’en, painter, 553-4 
Ch’en Cho, 346, 405 
Ch’en Han-kuei, 401-2, 545-6 
Ch’en Hsien-chang (1428-1500), 618 
Ch’en I-chung (1228-ca.1285), 595 
Ch’en K’ai, 618 
Ch’en Keng, 202 
Ch’en Liang (1143-94), 620 
Ch’en Shih-k’o, 157, 187 
Ch’en Shu-t’ao, 316 
Ch’en Ssu-chi (1232-1301), 492, 498 
Ch’en T’ien-hua (1875-1905), 619 
Ch’en Yen (d. 1299), 545 
Ch’en Ying, 202 
Ch’en Yu (1222-77), 544 
Ch’en Yiian, 94, 163 
Ch’en Yiian-k’ai (1235-1312), 257 
Cheng Chung, 260 
cheng-fang an (astr. instrument), 288 
cheng-hsin (‘rectification of the mind’), 

446 
cheng-i (astr. instrument), 289 
cheng-li i (astr. instrument), 287 
cheng-meng (‘oath of [spiritual] 

allegiance’), 217 
cheng-shih (‘standard history’), 365 
Cheng Ssu-hsiao (1239-1316), 616 
cheng-t ung (‘legitimate [dynastic] 

succession’), see dynastic 
legitimacy 

Cheng-t ung pa li, 205-6 
Cheng-t’ ung shu, 205-6 
Cheng-yao, 373, 382, 383 
Ch’eng, monk, 139 
Ch’eng (née), w. of Yang Huan, 195-6 
Ch’eng brothers, see Ch’eng Hao and 

Ch’eng I 
Ch’eng-Chu, xxix, 193, 350, 445; see 

also Neo-Confucianism 
Ch’eng Chii-fu (1249-1318), xvi, 240, 

377, 405, 562; opposition to 
Sangha, 572-3 

Ch’eng-hai, see Cinqai 
Ch’eng Hao (1032-85), 348, 379, 388, 

418, 420, 421, 439, 462; 
commentaries on the classics, 450 

ch’ eng-hsiang (‘chancellor’), 231 
Ch’ eng-hua shih-liieh, 374, 380, 385; 

contents, 382-3 
ch’ eng-i (‘sincerity of the will’), 446 
Ch’eng I (1033-1107), 189, 300, 379, 

388, 418, 420, 421, 439, 462; 
commentaries on the classics, 450 

Ch’eng I school (Neo-Confucianism), 
300 
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Ch’eng-ming-chung Tzu, 451 
Ch’eng P’eng-fei, 590 
Ch’eng Ssu-lien (1235-96), 257 
Ch’eng Ta-wei, 332 
Ch’eng-tsung (Yiian) (r. 1295-1307), 

see Temiir Oljeitii 
Ch’eng-tu, 341, 485 
Ch’eng Yii, 359, 364 
Chi (lunar mansion), 292 
chi (‘opportunity’), 229 
Chi(-chou), 82 
Chi-chiin (t’ u-)chih, 373, 385 
Chi-fu t’ ung-chih, 413, 464 
Chi-hsien Academy, 279, 413, 637; 

appointees to, 434, 441; offer of 
appointment to Liu Yin, 457-9 

Chi-hsien Court, 345 
Chi-hsing, 384 
Chi-ku ch’ ien-wen, 436 
Chi Li-an, see Stumpf, Bernard Kilian 
“Chi-meng’, 456 
Chi-nan, 31, 50, 62, 316, 353, 360, 

503, 506; conquest of, 6, 62; and 
the Li T’an rebellion, 37, 56, 510- 
13, 515, 533, 610; restoration of law 
and order in, 514 

Chi-sheng pa-ts’ ui, 415 
Chi Yii-hsi (1192-1237), 317 
ch’i (‘breath; material or vital force’), 

445, 452, 461 
Ch ’i-chii chu, 632 
Ch’i Fu, 186 
Ch’i Jung-hsien, 66, 69 
Ch’ i-ku suan-ching, 328, 332 
Ch’i Kuei, 66 
Ch’i Kung-chih, 599 
Ch’i Lii-ch’ien (1263-1329), 297, 299 
ch’i-pao teng-lou (clock), 298 
‘Ch’i-tao 1’, 356 
Chia Chii-chen (1218-80), 67, 252 
Chia Fu (1192-1254), 50, 52, 350, 352 
Chia Hsien, 328 
Chia I (200-108 B.C.), 462 
Chia-ku Chih-ch’i (d. 1289), 73 
Chia She (d. 1223), 500-1 
Chia Ssu-tao (1213-75), 255, 362-3, 

394, 509, 612; criticisms of, 642; 
preparations for Shantung 
campaign, 507; at seige of E-chou, 
521; sues for peace settlement with 
Mongols, 591; at Ting-chia Islet, 
592, 630 

Chia Sun-chih, 201-2 
Chia T’ing-yang, 52 
Chia-tzu chi, 363 
Chia Wen-chien, 350 
Chia Wen-pei (d. 1304), 56, 350, 610 
Chia Yii (d. 1218), 47, 48 

Chia Yii-ch’ing, 595 
Chiang Chou, 329, 332 
Chiang Fang (1185-1240), 505 
Chiang-hsi, 560, 615; financial audit 

of, 569; Mongol attack on, 593 
Chiang-Huai, 35, 502; administrators, 

358, 507; inquiry into financial 
administration of, 547-8, 569; 
Regional Secretarial Council, 572, 
592, 597, 615, 637, 638; see also 
Anhwei; Kiangsu 

Chiang I-k’uei, 618 
Chiang-nan, 131, 454, 577, 617; 

administrative problems, 565; 
administrators, 345; corruption 
inquiry, 548; Merchant Tax 
Superintendency, 548; Regional 
Censorate, 638 

Chiang-pei, 368 
Chiang P’ing-chieh, 267 
Chiang-shan (d. 1234), 314 
Chiang Ts’ai (d. 1276), 612, 631 
Chiang-ts’un ts’ ung-shu, 173 
Chiang-tung, 595, 596; pacification 

commissioner, 614 
ch’iang-tao (‘robbery’), 641 
chiao (Taoist religious service), 210, 

211; communication with celestial 
beings, 220, 221; origins, 217-18 

chiao-ch’ ao (‘exchange notes, paper 
money’), 256, 392, 525-6 

Chiao Hsiin (1763-1820), 332 
chiao-hua (‘to educate and transform’), 

167 
chiao-miao (sacrifice), 299 
Chiao Te-yii (1220-88), 186, 586 
chiao-tzu (paper money), 277, 401, 

545 
Chiao Yu-chih, 596 
Ch’iao Wei-chung (1202-46), 49, 50 
Chieh-lieh (Ch’ieh-lieh), see Kereit 

tribe 
Ch’ieh-lai, see Kerait 
Ch’ieh-po, see Kibek 
ch ieh-tao (‘theft’), 641 
chien-ch’ en (‘Treacherous Officials’), 

XXxii, 539 
Chien-hsi-ts’ un-she ts’ ung-k’ 0, 163 
chien-hsing (‘to perceive one’s true 

nature’), 219 
chien-i (astr. instrument), 286 
Chien-k’ang, see Nanking 
ch’ien (trigram), 253, 451 
Ch’ ien-ching, 329 
Ch’ien-chou, 195, 198 
ch’ien-hu, see chiliarch(y) 
Ch’ien-lung, 162, 216 
Ch’ien Pao-tsung, 163, 316, 331 



Ch’ien Ta-hsin (1728-1804), 366 
Ch’ ien-tzu wen, 380 
Ch’ ien-wen chi, 505 
Ch’ien-yiian ssu, 253 
chih wisdom’ = skr. prajna), 229 
chih-chieh (‘straightforward 

explanation’), 436 
chih-chih (‘extension of knowledge’), 

446 
Chih-fu-chai ts’ ung-shu, 173 
Chih-lang (= K’o-an Lang), 237, 238, 

241, 247 
Chih-lu-ku (d. 1213), 122 
Chih-pu-tsu chai ts’ ung-shu, 324 
Chih-shan t’ang, 497 
Chih-tso pen-ylian, 364 
Chih Yii, 483, 498 
Chih-ytian hsin-fa, 373 
Chih-yiian hsin-ko, 40, 396 
Chih-ytian pao-ch ao (paper money), 

562-3 
ch’ th (‘shame’), 359 
Ch ih-shui i-chen, 332 
chiliarch(y) (mingqan, ch ien-hu), 14, 

28, 50; Cinggis’ ordinance on, 79; 
Runners’ chiliarch, 110 

Chin dynasty, 387; antagonism of 
Chinese towards, 71-2; campaigns 
against the Sung, 407, 501; collapse 
of, 22, 51, 154; compilation of its 
history, xxviii, 303, 304, 306-7; 
court rituals, 260; defections to the 
Mongols, xxvi, xxvil-xxviii, 7; 
diplomatic missions to the Mongols, 
7; militia units, 46, 60-1; as model 
for Mongol statecraft, 374, 376, 
378, 383; Mongol campaigns 
against, 4-5 passim, 99, 101, 114- 
17, 138-9, 198-9, 211, 348-9; 
Mongol/Sung joint campaign 
against, 182-3; moves capital to 
Pien-ching, 46, 115, 138, 177; 
official history proposal, 249; 
oppression of border peoples, 114; 
patronage of Taoism, 209-10; peace 
agreements with the Mongols, 115; 
Red Coats rebellion, 60-1, 501-2; 
and the Three Sages, 166; tribal 
uprising of 1207, 17, 115; truce 
with the Sung, 179, 360; war with 
the Sung, 61; writings on collapse 
of, 311-14; see also Jurchens 

Chin (née), m. of Wang Yiin, 371 
chin-fu, see golden (tiger) tablet 
Chin History, see Chin-shih 
chin hu fu, see golden (tiger) tablet 
Chin Jung, 574 
Chin-lien ch’uan, 191, 354, 381; 
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Qubilai’s headquarters, 203, 239, 
248, 250, 252, 391, 422, 625 

Chin-ling, 454 
Chin-shih, xxviii, 51, 52, 62, 172, 205, 

306, 314, 341, 372-3; authorised by 
Qubilai Qan, 307; Li Ch’iian’s 
biography, 501-2; sources for, 308- 
9 

chin-shih (degree), xxvii, 138, 176, 
195, 301, 317, 348; trickery by 
examiners of, 196 

Chin-shu, 365 
Chin-tsung (Yiian) (7. 1324-28), see 

Yisiin Temiir 
Chin-Yuian san-ch ti, 346 
ch’in (zither’), 450 
Ch’in dynasty, 394 
Ch’in Ch’ang-ch’ing, 549-50 
Ch’in Chih-ts’ai, 360 
Ch’in Chiu-shao, 327, 331, 335 
Ch’in Chung, 367 
Chinese: absence of political loyalty, 

71-2; defections to the Mongols, 
xvil, xviii, 4-5, 7, 47, 177; deported 
to Mongolia, 28; discrimination 
against southern groups [tribes], 
xvi; educated in Mongolian 
language and culture, 186-7; in 
Mongol administration, xxv-xxx, 
xxxiv, 33, 55, 72, 191, 203, 250-1, 
252, 257, 303-5 passim, 319, 320, 
354, 390-1, 422, 624-5; national 
identity, xxxii1, xxxvi, 620; 
representation in Mongol 
government, x1i, xiii; rewarded for 
allegiance to Mongols, 28, 623; see 
also Chinese literati 

Chinese armies: deployed to guard 
Yen-ching region, 396; expansion 
of, 31; incorporated into tamma 
structure, 117; militia groups, 46, 
60-1; mobilised to repress Li T’an, 
510-11; in Mongol conquest of 
China, xxi, 28, 30; nationalization 
of, 39, 517-19, 629; reorganization 
under Cinggis Qan, 116; 
reorganization under Ogoédei, 30; 
restrictions on family holdings in, 
635; at seige of Pien, 303; 
Szechwan campaign, 120; see also 
military administration; military 
campaigns 

Chinese classics, see Confucian 
classics; under individual titles 

Chinese language, see languages 
Chinese literati: in administration, 

xxill, 157, 158, 171; appointed to 
academy posts, 157-8 (see also 
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academicians); assigned to military 
duties in Chin defence, 198-9; 
assisted by military leaders, xviii, 

52, 67, 199-200, 270; assisted by 
religious leaders, xxiv, 156-7; 
captured by Mongols, 301, 318-19, 
336, 418; Ch’an Buddhist support 
for, 232-3, 241; ‘Confucian scholar’ 
status, 419; educate younger 
Chinese for civil service, 372; ‘free 
schools’, 201-2; Hsing-t’ai group, 
XXVi-xxvii; loss of influence at 
Mongol court, xxxiii, 190, 257-8, 

305-6, 373, 397, 491-2, 516, 519, 
535-6; mistreated by Qubilai, 
xxviii; Mongol opposition to, 404; 
non-Chinese court support of, xxx- 
Xxxil, 232-3; policies on 
assimilation of Southern Sung, 401- 
2; promoted by civil officials, 156- 
7, 275, 280; ransomed from 
captivity by Qubilai, 484; recruited 
for the bureaucracy, 158; state 
examinations, 158; support for Sung 
collapse, 454-5; two major 
intellectual traditions of, 439; see 
also academicians; Chinese; 
Confucianists; cultural life 

Chinese literature, see Chinese literati; 
historiography; poetry; san-chii; 
tsa-chii; under individual titles 

Chinese overlords: curtailment of 
privileges, 38-9, 44, 69-70; formal 
associations with Mongol rulers, 43; 
opposition to centralization policies, 
70; powers and privileges, 31, 50; 
see also shih-hou 

Ching (née), w. of Chang Jou, 57 
Ching (née), w. of Hsii Heng, 442 
Ching-chai ku-chin chi, 324, 330 
Ching-chai wen-chi, 323 
ching-fu (astr. instrument), 288 
Ching Hsiian, 52 
Ching-Hu, 399; administrative 

reforms, 494-5; military campaigns 
under Ariq Qaya, 591; pacification 
commissioner, 590; Regional 
Sateen Council, 39, 494-5, 587, 
5 

ching i hsiu shen (‘quiescence 
wherewith to cultivate the self’), 
448 

Ching-i tang, 617 
Ching K’o, 452 
ching-t ien (chih), see ‘well-field’ 

system 
Ching-tung: administrators, 502, 503; 

Sung armies, 511 

ch’ ing (‘emotion{s]’), 445 
Ch’ ing dynasty, 256; see also Manchus 
Ch’ing-ching, see Sun Pu-erh 
Ch’ing-ho, see Yin Chih-p’ing 
Ch’ ing-ho chi, 345 
Ch’ing-lo Army, 28 
Ch’ing-lo she (‘Pure Happiness 

Society’), 27 
Ch’ing-shou ssu, 230, 231, 235, 238, 

239, 240, 241-2; renovations of, 
238 

Ch’ing-yang Meng-yen, 344, 512 
chiu (mil. unit), 117, 141 
Chiu-chang suan-shu, 324, 326, 329, 

B52 
chiu-shu (‘old method’), 332 
Ch’iu-chien hsien-sheng ta-ch’ tian 

wen-chi, 378-80 
Ch’iu Ch’u-chi (1148-1227), xv, xxiv- 

xxv, 100, 141, 208-22, 247, 253; 
attitude towards Buddhism, 144; 
criticisms of, 145-6, 163, 168-9; 
death of, 147; doctrine and 
teachings, 219-21; residence, 210; 
visit to Mongol court, 119-20, 143- 
5; and Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, 143-5, 212, 
214-5; in Yen-ching, 179-80 

Ch’iu Chiin (1420-95), 605 
Ch’iu-ko, see Ch’iu Ch’u-chi 
Ch iu-tsu ch’ tian-shu, 222 
Cho-keng lu, 256, 424, 449 
Cho-lu Pass, 176 
Cho Weng, 451 
Chou dynasty, 354, 387 
Chou Chih-kang, 310 
Chou, Duke of, 249 
Chou Hsiang, 544 
Chou I wai-chuan, 368 
Chou-li, 259, 462-3 
Chou Shu-hsiieh, 332 
Chou Ti, 306, 307; Chin and Liao 

history proposal, 341 
Chou To, 260, 310 
Chou Tsu, 579 
Chou Tun-i (1017-73), 189, 190, 379, 

388, 451, 462; commentaries on the 
classics, 450; shrine of, 189; 
writings, 452 

Chou-tzu T ung shu, see T’ung shu 
“Chou-tzu tz’u-t’ang pei’, 189 
Chou Yiieh, 617 
Christians, see Nestorian Christians 
Chu Ch’ing (1237-1303), 564, 632 
Chu Hsi (1130-1200), 189, 190, 193, 

350, 365, 379, 388, 418, 439, 450; 
commentaries on the Four Books, 
420, 421, 436, 461; and dynastic 
legitimacy, 205-6; philosophical 
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beliefs, 445-6; school, 439 
Chu-hu Kao-ch’i, 176 
Chu I-sun, 590 
Chu-ko Liang (181-234), 264, 298, 

448 
Chu-lin Academy, 494 
Chu-lin ssu, 234-5 
Chu Pao-ch’en, 360, 361 
Chu Shih-chieh, 329 
Chu Ssu-sun, 590 
chu-wang, see imperial princes 
Chu Yiin-ming (1461-1527), 505 
ch u-chia (‘those who have left home - 

i.e. to enter religious life’), 145 
ch’ u-shih (‘retired scholar’), 454 
Chuan-shen hsiian-tse, 296 
Chuang Chou (Chuang-tzu), 453 
Chuang-tzu, 462 
chuang-yiian (‘optimus’), 301, 303 
‘Ch’un-chai shuo’, 453 
Ch’ un-ch iu, 68, 189, 337, 462-3; 

commentaries on, 364, 366 
Ch’ un-ch’iu san-chuan che-chung, 364 
Ch’ un-ch iu wai-chuan, 364 
chung (‘centrality, mean, middle’), 

352, 446 
Chung-chou ming-hsien wen-piao, 403 
Chung-ho (d. 1232), 228-30, 231 
Chung-hua shu-chii, 163 
Chung-ko, 48 
Chung-kuan (ca. 1161-1120), 8, 225-7, 

228 
Chung Ming-liang, 375 
chung-shu sheng, see Secretarial 

Council 
Chung Ssu-ch’eng, 40, 268 
Chung-t ang shih-chi, 36, 274, 372, 

375, 377-8, 379, 380, 382, 409, 
425; content and themes in, 381, 
383, 384-5; on Lien Hsi-hsien, 489; 
on Saiyid Ajall, 472; on Wang 
Wen-t’ung, 520, 523, 527-30, 535 

Chung-tu, 4, 6, 27, 49; administration 
under Méngke, 472; as Chin capital, 
209-10; Chin plans for recovery of, 
46-7; construction works, 57; court 
investigation at, 120; fall of, 18, 
101, 300, 416, 621; Hao Ching on 
collapse of, 353; jarquci system, 
468, 470; Khitan officials in, 140; 
Khwarazmian-Bukharan 
administration, 467, 468; military 
garrison, 35, 116-17; Mongol 
campaigns against, 5, 115, 177, 
501; Mongol conquest of, 80-2 
passim, 115-16, 211; protection of 
civilians in, 177; Regional 
Secretarial Council, 471, 472; 
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revenue administration, 104; see 
also Pei-ching; Ta-tu; Yen-ching 

Chung-t’ung (‘Pivotal Succession’), 
2D) 30D; 22 

Chung-t’ ung (ylian-pao) chiao-ch’ ao 
(paper money), 256, 402, 526, 545 

“Chung-t’ung shen-wu sung’, 513 
Chung-t’ ung yin-huo (paper money), 

526 
Chung-yung, 352, 436 
Chung-yung Fort, 361 
ch’ ung-chih tou-men (mech. device), 

297 
Ch ung-hsiu Yai-shan chih, 618 
Ch’ungy6l, see Wang Sim 
Ch’ii-fu, 354 
ch’ ti-k’ ou (‘slaves’), 158 
Ch’ ii-t’an Hsi-ta, 331 
Ch’iian-chen sect, xv, xxiv, 197, 246; 

alchemy and yoga, 218-9; ‘apostles’ 
of, 208, 221; ascendancy of, 145, 
147, 214-16; court patronage of, 
209-10, 253; criticisms of, 145-6, 
163, 168-9; dietary rules, 209, 217; 
disputes with the Buddhists, 221, 
253-4; doctrines and rituals, 216-21; 
as mediator between Mongols and 
Chinese masses, 221; origins, 208; 
patriarchal visit to the Mongol 
court, 119-20, 143-5, 212-15; 
patriarchs of, 188, 210 (see also 
Ch’iu Ch’u-chi; Ma Yii; Wang Che); 
self-cultivation, 218; social welfare 
Olen, PALAL. PAIL OM S)s OIL T Ae B72 118 
syncretism in, 143, 217, 221; and 
the Three Teachings, 216-17; Wang 
Yiin’s works on, 380; see also 
Taoism; Taoists 

Ch’iian-chou, 615, 633; administrative 
offices, 564 

Ch’ tian Yiian san-ch ti, 618 
chiieh-tuan (myth. animal), 141-2 
chiin-tzu (‘gentleman’), 498 
mC‘ims Nam-mk‘a’-grags, 650 
civil service: buying of positions in, 

567, 571; Chinese officials, xxiii, 
157, 158, 171; Confucian scholars’ 
nomination system, 491; corporal 
punishments for officials, 541-2, 
565, 566, 572; corruption and 
impropriety, 373-4, 375, 378, 382, 
548, 567-8; disciplinary reforms, 
67-8; efficiency reviews, 574; entry 
examinations, 158, 190, 200, 249, 
270, 309-10, 337, 349, 399, 412, 
419; multi-ethnic composition, xii, 
xix-xx, 93, 152-3, 466-7; penalties 
for military involvement, 532; 
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promotion of Chinese-style 
bureaucracy, 158, 170, 255-6, 265, 
377; recruitment policies, 376, 383, 
429, 578; reforms, 431; 
remuneration system, 35-6; 
reorganization of, 156-7, 256; 
review of institutions, 261; role of 

Confucianism 
Confucianists: assigned to instruct 

Mongol aristocracy, 157; conflicts 
with Taoists, 394; goal of moral 
perfection, 450-1; official Mongol 
policy on status of, 483; see also 
Chinese literati 

Confucius, 166; benevolence and 
righteousness concepts, 394; 
birthplace of, 354; descendants of, 
68, 156-7, 232-3, 395-6; sacrifices 
to, 249, 304 

conversion of barbarians: Lao-tzu’s, 
144; see also Hua-hu ching 

Court of Imperial Sacrifices, 68, 260, 
mc ‘od-yon (‘protégé’), xxxviii, 651 432; functions, 73 
c‘ol-k‘a (‘districts’), 651; see also court rituals, see rites 

Célge crimes and punishments, see judicial 
Commandments of the Great Vehicle, system; punishments 

236; see also ‘Pure C‘u-mig council, so-called, 650 
Commandments’ cultural life and developments: 

commodities: commercial taxes, 571; adoption of Chinese court rituals, 

ministers, 414; structure, 256; see 
also administration; fiscal 
administration; local administration 

Classic of Filial Piety, see Hsiao-ching 
classics: Confucian, see Confucian 

classics; under individual titles 
‘The Classics Mat (= Tutorial)’, 431 
clocks, 298 

government oil loans, 560, 564; 
medicinal herbs, 546; price 
stabilisation, 526; salt, 541, 546, 
571; state monopolies, 278, 401, 
402, 525, 541, 546, 571; see also 
industries 

149, 260-1, 399, 432; Chen-ting, 
32, 40; Indian influences, 653; 
influence of Yen Shih, 68-9, 72-3; 
multi-ethnic influences, 466; 
promotion of Mongolian language 
and culture, 186-7, 412; relationship 

communication systems, see post-relay with political institutions, xxx (see 
system also Confucianism); revival of 

‘community schools’, see education Chinese traditions, 68-9, 241, 337, 
Confucian classics, xxiii, 137, 143, 396; role of Chinese military 

196, 224, 233, 309, 389-90, 436, 
437, 443, 462; influence on Jingim, 
374; institution of lecture course on, 
431; Liu Yin’s study philosophy, 
463; Neo-Confucianist 
interpretations, 351, 352; see also 
Ssu-shu; Wu-ching 

Confucian schools, 376 
Confucianism: and administrative 

reform, xxil-xxiil, xxiv, 167-8, 170, 
247-51; and Buddhism, 169-70, 
438-9; and filial piety, 497; ‘five 
constant virtues’, 169, 248, 409, 
422; and government service, 448- 
9; non-Chinese support of, xxx- 
Xxxll passim, 232-3, 480; official 
patronage of, 277, 337, 387, 395-6, 
477; principles of moral conduct, 
xxix, 166, 275, 430, 438; 
relationship between family and 
government, 241; and rules of 
government, 280, 321-2, 374, 390- 
1, 409, 430-1, 444, 497; ‘three 
bonds’, 248, 409, 422; the Way, 
143, 166-7, 420, 424: see also 
Confucian schools; Neo- 

leaders, xviii, 52; role of religious 
leaders, xxiv-xxv; Tung-p’ing, 67, 
68, 71, 337; Yunnan, 477, 478; see 
also academicians; Chinese literati; 
Confucianists 

currency reform, under Qubilai, 581; 
introduction of paper money, 133, 
156825125 6-782 712533 Seo 92472 
525-7, 562-3, 624; see also fiscal 
administration 

Czechs, 24 

Ca’adai (Cagadai, Cagatai), 92, 124, 
127, 128-9, 148, 470, 546, 568; 
Shansi apanage, 468; Western 
Campaign, 141 

a’an, 25 
Ca’at Salair (Cazad Yalayin), see Jalair 

tribe 

482, 526, 539, 585 
Caqin (Cagan) (d. 1255), 53, 251 
Caqan Nor (Cagan Nagur), 551 
Ca’urqan (Ca$urqan), 14 
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Cerbi (‘chamberlain’), 20, 100, 178; 
duties, 146; functions, 151 

Cerig (1260-1306), 575, 639 
Cila’un (CilaSun) Qayiti, 3, 470 
Cin Temiir, 102-4, 105 
‘Cinggis Legend’, 8 
inggis gagan-u Cadig, 8 

Cinggis Qan (r. 1206-27), 9, 13, 95, 
601; accession, 14, 99; 
administration, 360, 565; adoption 
of Sigi Qutuqu, 75-6; bodyguard, 
14, 98; campaign against 
Khwarazm, 132, 140-2; and 
Confucianism, 143; death, 20, 101, 
147, 179; defeats Jiirkins, 3; as 
dynastic founder, 114; historical 
work on, 306-7, 308; Hsi-Hsia 
campaigns, 146-7; north China 
campaign, xi, 138-9, 300, 317; 
patronage of Buddhism, 234, 236; 
patronage of Taoism, xxiv, 145, 
146, 180, 212-15, 253; rewards 
supporters, 79, 100-1; in service of 
the Chin, 17; taxation policies, 145; 
and the Way of the Three Sages, 
143, 166-7; and yeke jasaq, 22; and 
Yeke Monggol Ulus designation, xi, 
261 

Cingai, Cingqai (ca. 1169-1252), xx, 
xxi, 95-110, 146, 152; adviser to 
Cinggis Qan, xxi; appointed as 
arbitrator (Jarquci), 99, 101, 107, 
111; establishes military colony, 
213; ethnic background, 96-8; 
execution of, 109-10; military 
campaigns, 98, 99-100, 101-2; 
promotion of Nestorian Christians, 
106; relationship with Sigi Qutuqu, 
93; relationship with Yeh-lii Ch’u- 
ts’ai, 152, 160; responsibilities in 
the Secretariat, 107, 152 

Cingai Balqasun (Balgasun), 100, 213, 
Dilis 

Ciqula kereglegéi tegiis udgatu Sastir, 
652 

Citegi, 172 
Cormagan, 102, 104 
Colge (‘oasis, city and its hinterland; 

district’), 105, 150, 651 
Cubai, 568 

Da’aritai (Dagaritai), 80 
Daidu, see Ta-tu 
Daisun, 7, 8, 65, 66; I-tu campaign, 

504 
dakat (ritual slaughter), 555 
Dalan Nemiirges battle, 3-4, 78 

769 

Dalmatia, 25 
Dam-pa Kun-dga’-grags (1230-1303), 

558, 560 
Dandin, 653 
Danismand Hajib, 103, 109 
darqan (‘freemen’), 227 
daruqaci (darugaci) (‘resident 

commissioner, etc.’), 19, 70, 89, 96, 
116, 276, 343, 471, 553; Bukhara, 
118; Chen-ting, 481; Chiang-nan, 
131; functions of, 118; Inner 
Mongolia, 468; Samarqand, 213; 
Shansi, 190-1, 468; Turkestan, 123 

de Bary, Wm. T., 420 
de Rachewiltz, I., xvii, xxii, xxiv, xxxi, 

163 
De’ ere Tenggiri (Degere Tngri) 

(‘Heaven Above’), 142 
defectors, xvii, xvili; Chin, to the 

Mongols, 180; Chinese, to the 
Mongols, 4-5, 7, 47, 177; Khitan, to 
the Mongols, xvii, 115 

Department of Buddhist Affairs, 238- 
9, 559, 567, 646 

Department of Calendrical Affairs, 
262, 291, 296, 298; administrators 
of, 441; establishment of, 278, 289 

Department of Military Affairs, 37, 
157, 279, 344, 432, 449, 543, 551, 
574, 578; abolition of regional 
departments, 602; administrators in, 
343, 586, 597, 600, 642; authority 
of, 518-19; Ch’eng-tu, 341; 
established, 36, 255; Huai-hsi, 588, 
591, 592, 593, 630, 631; Jingim as 
head of, 258, 586-7; Qara Qorum, 
600; responsibilities of, 598 

Department of National History, xxvi, 
AN) TP, NST hy S08}, SHAY SV 272 BVI 
632; appointees to, 372, 376; 
appointment of Wang E to, 301; 
divided into two academies, 412; 
establishment of, 381; see also Han- 
lin Academy 

Department of Tibetan and Buddhist 
Affairs, 559, 570 

Devendra-samaya, see Wang-fa cheng- 
lun p’in 

Dharma (Buddhist Law), 236-7, 241 
*Dharmadasa, see Ta-ma-la-ta-ssu 

dharmadhatu, 235 
Dharmapalaraksita, 651 
Dhita (T’ou-t’o) sect, 146, 164, 168; 

see also Buddhism 
Diaries of Activity and Repose, see 

Ch’ i-chii chu 
Dinnu, w. of Bayan, 603 
diplomatic missions, see envoys 
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Directorate of Astronomy, 298, 299 
Directorate of Imperial Insignia, 642 
Directorate of Imperial Workshops, 

642 
Directorate of Military Supplies, 642 
Directorate of Waterways, 285, 404 
dissent, see uprisings and rebellion 
divination, 141-2, 267; see also 

astrology; superstitious beliefs 
Doctrine of the Mean, see Chung-yung 
D’Ohsson, C. (1780-1855), 600 
Dojinpu, s. of Bayan, 603 
Dolén Nor (Dologan Nagur), 424 
Dogolqu Cerbi, 20, 21 
Dorji, 485, 627 
dorben kiilii’ ut (kiiliigiid), see “Four 

Steeds’ 
dérben noqais, see ‘Four Hounds’ 
Du’a (Duua), xxxv, 599 
Duladai Ba’uréi, Emir, 86 
dynastic legitimacy, 205-6, 365, 379, 

384 

E-chou, 485, 588; capture of, 400, 612; 
siege of, 353, 357, 363-4, 394, 484, 
521-2, 627 

earthquakes, 573; explanations for, 
321-2 

Ebiigen, 9 
Edgii Temiir, 102-4 
education, 10, 157-8; academies, xxvi, 

157-8, 189, 193, 197, 202, 319, 389, 
412, 443, 464; “community schools’, 
433; Confucian instructors, 157; in 
Confucian rites and music, 68-9, 
396; function of public schools, 
423-4; importance for good 
government, 429-30, 446-7; 
participation of officials in public 
school lectures, 432-3; prefectural 
schools, 68-9; promotion of, 337, 
412, 432-3, 434-5, 483, 494; school 
superintendents, 309; teaching and 
learning philosophies, 420-1, 436-8, 
446-7, 461-3; see also National 
College; tutors; under names of 
academies and schools 

Ejil, 251 
E] Temiir (?-1333), xxxiv, 130-1, 548 
Elementary Learning, see Hsiao-hstieh 
‘Elisu’, 93 
Eljigidei, 152 
Eljigitei clan, 575, 639 
eltebir (‘viceroy’), 23 
emcii bo’ ol (bogol) (‘personal 

hereditary slaves’), 3 
Emegen, 9 

envoys, 381; Ch’iian-chen sect, to 
Mongol court, 119-20, 143-5; of 
Innocent IV, 107; Khitan, to Kereit 
tribe, 114; Mongol, to Central and 
Western Asia, 185; Mongol, to 
Khwarazm, 122-3; Mongol, to the 
Sung, xxix, 71, 182-4, 355, 357-63, 
506-7, 508, 592-3; Mongol attitudes 
towards function of, 183; Ongiit, to 
the Mongols, 98; Sung, to north 
China, 165, 565 

*Ere’6l Inscription, 97 
erh-ch eng fang-shih (math. 

expression), 331 
Erh-chih kuei-ching k’ ao, 296 
Esen Buqa, 631 
Esen Temiir, 567, 575 
‘ethnic(s)’, see se-mu (jen) 
Euclidean geometry, 332; see also 

mathematics 
Europeans, xiii, 466 
examinations, 138; for Buddhist and 

Taoist monks, 150, 159; held in 
1237/38, 158-9; palace 
examination, 198; see also under 
civil service 

expansionism, see military campaigns 

Fa-teng (1075-1126), 225 
fa-yii (‘religious discourse’), 239 
Fa-ytian ssu temple, 242 
(Ching-chai) Fan-lun, 323 
fan-p ’u (‘return to the natural state of 

being’), 218 
Fan-shuo (Fan-lun), 323 
Fan T’ien-shun (d. 1273), 611 
Fan Wen-hu, 596 
Fanakat, 584 
fang-chi (‘techniques’), 168 
fang-shih (math. expression), 331 
Farghana, 117 
farming, see agriculture 
Fatima, 108, 190 
Fei Yin (or Fei Cheng-yin), 341, 488, 

535 
fen (math. expression), 293 
fen-ti (‘princely estates’); see also 

apanages 
Feng Chih-heng, 187 
Feng-hsiang, 7, 9, 176, 574; Chin 

defections to the Mongols, 180 
“Feng-lung san-lao’, 320 
“Feng-lung shan-jen’, 320 
Feng Tzu-chen, 577 
Feng Yiin-hao, 40 
feudal system: administration of, 99; 

conflict with imperial authority, 
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493-4; exploitation by imperial 
princes, 565-6; ‘hereditary fiefs’, 
155, 178; under Ogédei, 69; and 
Qubilai’s centralization policies, 69, 
150; suppression of hereditary 
privileges, 38, 44, 56-7, 397, 490, 
517-19, 629; see also apanages 

fiefs, see apanages; feudal system 
field chiliarch, myriarch, see 

chiliarch(y); myriarch(y) 
financial advisers, see fiscal 

administration 
fiscal administration, 101; conflict 

with Confucian ideals, 498, 523, 
537-8, 581, 582; control of 
expenditure, 569; exploitation of 
south China, 277-8, 545-6; financial 
advisers, XXvVi, XXvil, xxxvii, 33, 37, 
44 (see also Ahmad; Sangha); 
function of the Pacification Bureau, 
251, 271-2; inflationary trends, 537; 
influence of Central Asians, 257-8, 
516; local level, 32-3; measures 
used to offset effects of drought, 
413; native means of exchange, 
476; proposals for increasing 
revenue, 540-2; under Qubilai, 394, 
491-2; reforms, 104-6, 150, 170, 
201, 271-2, 395, 523; 
responsibilities of the Presidential 
Council, 10, 277, 433-4, 493, 562; 
Shensi, 483; stabilisation of paper 
money issue, 574; Sung territories, 
401-2, 545-6; Turkestan, 129; under 
Wang Wen-t’ung, 525-9, 533-5; see 
also currency reform; Office for 
Regulating State Expenditure; 
taxation system 

Five Agents theory, 379 
Five Classics, see Wu-ching 
‘five constant virtues’, see wu-ch’ ang 

chih tao 
Five Dynasties period, 206, 387 
‘five-household silk households’, see 

wu-hu ssu hu 
Fo-hstieh wei t i, Ju-hstieh wei yung 

(‘Buddhism for the substance, 
Confucianism for the functions’), 
72 

Fo-tsu li-tai t ung-tsai, 156, 224, 226, 
235, 652 

‘Forest Peoples’ (hoi-yin irgen), 15 
Forest Uriyangqai, 13 
Four Books, see Ssu-shu 
‘Four Hounds’ (dérben noqais), xv, 

xvii, 3, 14 
‘Four Steeds’ (ddrben kiilii’ tit), xv, xvii, 

8 

Wp 

Franke, H., xxxiii, xxxiv 
frontier zone, see border security 

system; Sino-Mongolian frontier 
Ju (‘tablet’), see golden (tiger) tablet; 

silver tablet 
Fu Chien (357-85), 394 
Fu Chin-ch’tian (ff. 1823), 222 
Fu-chou, 31, 213; Sung loyalists in, 

613; surrender of, 589 
Fu Hsi, 450 
Fu Lin, 350 
fu-ma (‘imperial son-in-law’), 86 
Fu-yii (1203-75), 239, 254, 393 
Fukien (Fu-chien), 565; administrative 

reforms, 375, 378; financial audit 
of, 569; military campaigns, 401, 
633; Sung loyalists in, 614, 615 

Gau Finjan, 554 
Gautama Siddhartha, see Ch’ii-t’an Hsi- 

ta 

Gazna, 85 
dge-ts‘ul (‘novice’), 647 
Gedalecia, D., xxviii 
General Administration, 572; of Chen- 

ting, 640 
geomancy, 267 
Georgia, 19 
glyphomancy, 582 
Goi, see Kuo-ho 
Golden Horde, 10, 23, 127, 128 
golden (tiger) tablet, 52, 100, 626 
government, see administration; civil 

service 
government monopolies, see state 

monopolies 
grain stores, 274, 540-1; government 

contracts for grain supply, 560; 
transportation of grain, 568, 569, 
598 

Grain Transport Bureau, 568 
Grand Bureau of Agriculture, 276-7 
Grand Canal, see Ta-yiin ho 
Great Learning, see Ta-hstieh 
Great Mongol Nation, see Yeke 

Monggol Ulus 
Great Wall, 115, 381, 494 
Guard(s), see Imperial Guard 
Gurganj, 117 
Gi’ tin U’a (*Kiimitin Ufa), 3 
Giitiltik (Ktiéliig): assassination of, 

18; in Qara Khitai campaign, 16-17, 
100, 122; retreat from Mongol 
forces, 14-16 

gilli ong (‘Price-of-state’), 5, 153, 493, 
494 

giiigci (‘Runners’ chiliarch’), 110 
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glir-qan, 15, 18, 122; see also Qara 
Khitai 

Giiyiik Qa’an (r. 1246-8), 9, 13, 132, 
133, 470; accession, 25, 106, 125, 
161; administrative policies, 107; in 
campaign against the Bulgars, 22; 
Chinese officials under, xxiii; death, 
108, 190; patronage of Buddhism, 
xxiv, 238; promotion of Nestorian 
Christians, 106-7 

rGya Bod yig ts‘an, 587, 652 
rGyal-po-la gdams-pa’i rab-byed, 652 

Haba’ ‘Amid, 124 
Hai-ling wang (Chin) (r. 1149-61), 

308, 407 
Hai-yiin (1203-57), xv, xxiv-xxv, 

xxvii, 8, 87, 155, 224-42, 646; 
achievements, 240-1; achieves 
enlightenment, 227-8; as advisor to 
Qubilai, 235-7, 239, 247-8, 271, 
303, 408, 422; death, 240; meeting 
with Chung-ho, 228-30; opposes 
examinations for monks, 159, 168, 
233-4; relationship with court 
officials, 231-2; support of K’ung 
Yiian-ts’u, 156-7 

Hai-yiin Ch’an-ssu, 239 
Hainan, 290, 614 
Han dynasty, 365; as model for 

Mongol statecraft, 374, 383; 
scholars, 462 

Han armies (Han-chiin), see Chinese 
armies 

Han-lin Academy, xxvi, 137, 305, 322, 
438, 637; appointees to, xxvili, 72- 
3, 173, 301, 359, 372, 402, 410, 
639; divided into two academies, 
412; involvement in the burning of 
Taoist books, 561; officials 
exempted from mandatory 
retirement, 298; political intrigues, 
323; role in spread of Neo- 
Confucianism, xxvi; see also 
Department of National History 

Han-lin kuo-shih yiian, see Department 
of National History 

Han nationalism, xxxiii, xxxvi, 620; 
see also national identity, Chinese 

Han Shih-an (d. 1271), 511, 512 
Han-shu, 365 
Han Yii (768-824), 168, 204, 369, 378 
Hang-chou (Hangchow), 332, 602-3; 

see also Lin-an 
hao ch’ ang-shao (‘fondness for long 

whistling’), 449 
Hao Chen (fl. 1280), 549, 551 

Hao Chen, a. of Hao Ching, 348 
Hao Chih-wen (1217-67), 246, 251 
Hao Ching (1223-75), xxvii, xxvili- 

xxix, 171, 185, 204, 321, 348-69, 
372; as advisor to Qubilai, 55, 192, 
250, 354, 391, 430, 522; appointed 
as envoy to the Sung, 357-63, 506- 
7, 508; attempted murder of, 364; 
biographies, 368; death of, 367; 
detained by the Sung, 361-7, 455; 
employed by Chang Jou, 52, 57, 
352-3, 609, 617; employed by Chia 
Fu, 350, 352; literary works, 350-3, 
363-4, 365-6, 368-9; as military 
adviser, 355-7; recommended for 
appointment to Han-lin Academy, 
306, 322, 372; scholarly pursuits, 
349-50; Wang Yiin’s writings on, 
380; on Yang Wei-chung, 190, 192 

Hao I, a. of Hao Ching, 348 
Hao I, b. of Hao Ching, 368 
Hao Kuan, 443 
Hao-li, 134 
Hao Ssu-wen (1191-1258), 348-50, 

354-5 
Hao Ta-t’ung, 208 
Hao-t’ien ssu, 238, 239 
Hao T’ien-t’ing (1161-1217), 348, 352 
Hao Ts’ai-feng, 353, 355, 358 
Hao Ts’ai-lin, 355, 367-8 
Hao Ts’ai-yiin (1244-46), 351, 353 
Hao Tsu, 348 
Hao Wen-chung kung chi, 369 
Hao Wen-chung kung Ling-ch’ uan 

wen-chi, 368 
Hao Yung, 362, 365, 367, 368 
Hao Yiian, 348 
Harqai Qasar, see Arqai Qasar 
Harqasun, 412 
Harsadeva, 653 
Hasan, envoy, 98 
Hasan, s. of Ahmad, 552 
Heavenly Mandate (7’ien-ming), 165 
Hei-chiin, see Black Army 
Hei-ma, see Liu Ni 
Hei-Ta shih-liieh, 52, 88, 623; on 

Cingai, 97, 101 
Heir Apparent’s Administration, see 

Household Department of the Heir 
Apparent 

Herat, 130 
‘hereditary fiefs’, see feudal system 
‘hereditary lords’, see shih-hou 
*Hesmail, see Ho-ssu-mai-li 
High Court of Justice, 549 
Himalayas, 142 

Hindu (d. 1292), 569, 577, 579-80 
Hindu, nephew of Ahmad, 553 
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Hindu, s. of Ahmad, 552 
Hindukush, xxiv, 213 
Historia Mongalorum, 107, 108 
historiography, xxvi, xxviii, 462; Han 

kingdom, 365; and moral 
judgement, xxxii, 205, 618; writings 
on, 384; see also Chin-shih; 
Department of National History; 
Liao-shih 

Historiography Institute, 632 
History of the World-Conqueror, 102; 

see also Juvaini 
history textbooks, 436 
ho (harmony’), 446 
Ho (née), w. of Hsiti Heng, 442 
Ho Bayan, 575 
Ho-hsi, 376, 635-6 
Ho Jung-tsu (71228-71306), 396, 578 
ho-ku (‘harmonious hiring’), 560 
Ho-lin, see Qara Qorum 
ho-mai (‘harmonious purchase’), 560 
Hoy PIYSS XxVil xxVill 
Ho Po-hsiang (1203-59), 353 
Ho Sheng, 578 
Ho-shih-li, 636 
Ho-shih-lieh Chi-chung, see Hu-sha-hu 
Ho-shih-lieh Ya-wu-t’a (d. 1231), 503 
Ho-ssu-mai-li, 18 
Ho-tung, 341 

Ho-t’ung, 9 
Ho Wei (1245-1310), 456 
Ho Yiian, 359 
hoi-yin irgen, see ‘Forest Peoples’ 
Honan (Ho-nan), 357; administrative 

reforms, 34, 42, 55, 191, 391-3, 
636-7; administrative 
reorganization, 490-1; 
administrators, xxiii, 158, 264, 301; 
administrators under the Chin, 320; 
agricultural promotion, 249, 404; 
iron mines, 540-1; irrigation 
systems, 283; judicial system, 374; 
military administration, 185, 608, 
630; military campaigns, 9, 21, 30- 
153764970) LO1MIS3;, 1875 3185 
348-9, 387, 407, 417-18, 504; 
military mobilisation during Li 
T’an’s rebellion, 511; pacification 
commissioner for, 356; preparations 
for war against the Sung, 34; 
protection of civilians in, 167, 418; 
Regional Secretarial Council, 39, 
398, 403; schools, 390; strategic 
defenses, 53-4; Taoist 
congregations, 209; Tax-collection 
Bureau, 158, 200-1; Wu Hsien 
rebellion, 186 

Hoog, C., 652 

THB 

Hopei (Ho-pei), xix, xxvi, 4, 245; 
administrative reforms in Hsing- 
chou, 250-1; administrators, 264; 
bandit groups under the Chin, 500- 
2; Chinese participation in military 
campaigns, 28, 178; iron mines, 
540-1, 549; judicial system, 374; 
military administration, 185, 270, 
396; military campaigns, 5, 6, 8-9, 
27, 48-50, 138, 177-8, 300, 407, 
416, 504; military mobilisation 
during Li T’an’s rebellion, 511; 
Mongol conquests, 7, 49; 
Mongol/Sung rivalry in, 182; 
pacification commissioners, 338, 
524, 635; waterways and irrigation 
systems, 283-4, 297-8; Wu Hsien 
rebellion, 29, 186 

Hoqu, 597 
Hor tribes, 473 
Horner, W.G., 329 
hostage-taking system, 246, 624 
hou-chi i (astr. instrument), 287 
Hou Chou, see Later Chou dynasty 
Hou-Han shu, 365 
Hou Jen, 403 
Hou K’o-chung, 40, 496 
Hou T’ang, see Later T’ang dynasty 
Hou Tso-hsien, 260 
Household Department of the Heir 

Apparent, 262, 412 
‘household tax’, see ch’ ai-fa 
H6’eliin, 75-6 
Hsi-cheng keng-wu-yiian li, 143, 163-4 
Hsi Chieh-chieh, 344 
Hsi-Hsia, 4, 18; bureaucratic 

government in, 275, 284; 
campaigns against, 20, 29, 99, 101, 
114, 146-7, 180, 317, 473; see also 
Tanguts 5 

Hsi-li Ch’ien-pu, see *Siri Gambu 
“Hsi sheng chieh’, 450 

Hsi Shih-ch’en (d. 1888), 40, 194, 315 
Hsi-shih chi, 384 
‘Hsi-tz’u’, 461 
Hsi-yu chi, 96-7, 119, 147, 212; on 

Ch’iu Ch’u-chi’s visit to Cinggis 
Qan, 144, 145, 213, 222; and Hsi-yu 
lu, 147; on Wang Chi, 179-80 

Hsi-yu lu, 140, 143, 144-5, 147, 152, 
163; criticism of Ch’tian-chen sect 
in, 215; on Cinggis Qan, 166; on 
heterodox teachings, 168-9 

Hsi-yii (“Western Region[s]’), 585, 646 
Hsi-yiin An, 241 
Hsia dynasty, 354 
hsia (‘knight-errant’), 46, 60 
Hsia Kuei (1197-1279), 56, 508, 512, 
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593-4; naval fleet, 590, 591-2; 
surrender of, 596 

Hsia-li, 231-2, 234 
Hsiang-chien, 385 
hsiang-k’ an shu (‘book on war’), 626 
Hsiang-mai, 163 
Hsiang-wei, see Sang’ui 
Hsiang-yang, 34, 591, 630; 

administrators, 442; capture of, 30- 
1, 187, 400, 439, 587, 626; Mongol 
campaign against, 39, 399, 474, 
586-7, 589, 611; Sung control of, 53 

Hsiao Cha-la-erh, 30 
Hsiao, C.C., xix, xviii, XXV-XXXVi, 

xxxi, 261, 528 
Hsiao-ching, 143, 196, 224, 374, 436, 

443 
hsiao-ching (‘owl and Muntjac tiger’), 

619 
Hsiao Fu-tao, 372 
Hsiao-heng chi, 281 
Hsiao-hstieh, 420, 421, 436; 

commentaries on, 423, 443 
Hsiao-hstieh Ssu-shu pei-yao, 461 
Hsiao-hstieh ta-i, 423 
Hsiao I, 572 
hsiao-jen (‘mean individual’), 498 
hsiao-k’ ang (‘Small Tranquillity’), 170 
Hsiao Ming-feng, 443 
Hsiao Po-tieh, 4-5 
Hsieh, Sung empress dowager, see 

Hsieh Tao-ch’ing 
Hsieh Ch’eng (d. 1262), 510 
hsieh-chi hu (‘families entitled to 

public assistance’), 571 
Hsieh Hsien-tzu, 408 
Hsieh Ju-chi, 590 
Hsieh Tao-ch’ing (1209-84), 595, 604 
hsien (‘immortal’), 219; see also shen- 

hsien 
Hsien-chen, 543 
Hsien-pei tribes, 473 
“Hsien-pi hsing-chuang’, 351 
Hsien-tsung (Hsi-Hsia) (7. 1223-36), 8, 

146 
Hsien-tsung (Yeke Mongqol Ulus) (r. 

1251-59), see Méngke Qa’an 
Hsien-ytian, 450 
Hsin-ching 

(Prajnaparamitahrdayasiitra), 143, 
445 

hsin-fa (‘study or learning of the mind- 
and-heart’), 420 

Hsin-ko, 40 
hsin-min (‘to renew the people’), 446 
Hsin-shih, 616 
Hsin-ts’ e erh-shih-pa-she tsa-tso chu- 

hsing ju-hsiu ch’ ti-chi, 296 

Hsin-ts’ e wu-ming chu-hsing, 296 
Hsin Yiian, 201 
hsing (‘human nature’), 218, 351, 445 
Hsing-chou: administrative reforms, 

XXVi, XXvii, 250-1, 271-2, 280, 396, 
449; military defences, 177; 
waterways, 282-3 

hsing-chuang (‘account of conduct’), 
299 

Hsing-hsiu, see Wan-sung 
Hsing-kuei (astr. instrument), 288 
Hsing-kuei ting-shi i (astr. instrument), 

288 
Hsing-kuo ssu, 230 
hsing-li (human nature and reason’), 

379, 420 
hsing lou (time-keeping device), 298-9 
hsing-ming (‘natural life-essence’), 218 
hsing-sheng, see shih-hou 
hsing-shu (style of calligraphy), 269 
Hsing-t’ai group, xxvi, xxvii; see also 

Chang Wen-ch’ien; Kuo Shou- 
ching; Liu Ping-chung 

Hsing Tse, 526-7 
hsiu (lunar mansion), 283 
Hsiu-kai yiian-liu, 296 
hsiu-shen (‘self-improvement’), 446 
hsti (math. term), 331 
Hsii (née), w. of Hao Ching, 350, 353 
Hsii (née) (1198-1246), w. of Hao Ssu- 

wen, 348-9, 351 
Hsii-chao (1196-1252), 237, 246, 247, 

248 
Hsii Chi, 498 
Hsii Chi-hai (703-82), 405 
Hsii Chiin-fu, 576 
Hsii Hao, see Hsti Chi-hai 
Hsii Heng (1209-81), xxix-xxx, 10, 72, 

262, 278, 377, 403, 416-47, 464, 
483, 498; as adviser to Qubilai, 250, 
252, 257, 305, 354, 395, 424-5, 
522; advises on court rituals, 260, 
432; appointed pacification 
commissioner, 425, 522-3; 
appointed rector of National 
College, 26, 277, 381, 412, 431, 
434, 531; appointed to the Chi- 
hsien Academy, 434, 441; 
assessments of, 410, 411, 424; 
astronomical and calendrical work, 
286, 289, 440-1; attitude towards 
government service, 449; attitudes 
towards the Sung offensive, 439-40, 
587; avoidance of Qubilai’s 
summons, 426-8; biography, 432; 
and the civil service examinations, 
309-10, 424-5; conducts review of 
governmental institutions, 261, 276, 
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431-2; conflicts with Ahmad, 433- 
4, 440, 543; death of, 442; learning 
and teaching methods, 420-1, 436- 
8, 446-7; and Neo-Confucianism, 
193, 379, 389-90, 399, 404, 408, 
420-1, 439, 444-7; opposition to 
Wang Wen-t’ung, 412, 425-6, 529, 
533; on philosophy of human 
nature, 444-6; on the principles of 
good government, 428-31, 444; 
relationship with Chang Wen- 
ch’ien, 275, 280; relationship with 
Tou Mo, 413, 419; resigns from 
National College, 440; on 
Secretarial Council, 433-4; teaching 
appointments, 423-4; on Wang 
Yiin, 374; Wang Yiin’s writings on, 
380; writings, 443-4 

Hsti Hou-Han shu, 365, 368 
Hsii Hsi-ch’i, 500-1, 505 
‘Hsii hsiieh’, 460, 461 
Hsii K’an, 419 
Hsii Kuo-chen, 303 
Hsii Shih-ching, 442 
Hsii Shih-fu, 442 
Hsii Shih-hsiin, 442 
Hsii Shih-k’o, 421, 434, 438; 

administrative appointments, 441, 
442 

Hsii Shih-lung (1206-85), 67, 156, 257, 
307, 310; as adviser to Qubilai, 305; 
appointed to the National College, 
73; Chin and Liao history proposal, 
341; on court rituals, 260, 432; 
historical writings, 380; 
recommended for appointment to 
Han-lin Academy, 306, 322 

Hsii-shih-tai (f7. 1298), 93 
Hsii T’ing (ff. 1230-40), 88, 165, 183 
Hsti T’ung, 416 
Hsii Wang-yung, 592 
Hsii Yen (d. 1301), 73, 638 
Hsii Yu-jen (1287-1364), 96, 403, 603 
hstian cheng-i (astr. instrument), 289 
hstian-chi (astr. instrument), 283 
Hsiian-ni, see Confucius 
Hsiian-sheng miao, 157, 187 
Hsiian-te, 115, 120, 212; 

administrators, 200 
Hsiian-tsung (T’ang) (r. 712-756), 316, 

416; extolled by Wang Yiin, 383 
Hsiian-tsung (Chin) (7. 1213-24), 138, 

141, 186, 226, 245, 270, 309, 449; 
retreat to Pien, 211, 300, 501, 502 

Hstian-tu pao-tsang, 210 
Hstieh-chai chi, 405 
Hsiieh-chai Private Academy, 403 
Hsiieh Chiin-sheng (d. 1268), 511 
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Hsitieh Hsiian (d. 1271), 201, 202, 521; 
opposition to Wang Wen-t’ung, 523; 
relationship with Yao Shu, 387 

Hsiieh(-yen-)-man (d. 1206), 139 
Hstieh Yu-liang, 202 
“Hsiin shu chi’, 452 
Hsiin-tzu, 462 
hu (‘barbarian, foreigner’), 144 
Hu An-kuo (1074-1183), 189 
Hu Chih-yii (1227-95), 72, 273, 307, 

371-2, 405, 496, 638; Chin and Liao 
history proposal, 341; 
recommended for appointment to 
Han-lin Academy, 306, 372 

Hu Chin, 55 
Hu-Kuang, 576 
Hu-sha-hu (d. 1213), 317 
Hu shih-pa, 554 
Hu Wang, 276 
hua (‘to transform, to convert’), 144 
Hua-hu ching, 144, 253-4, 394 
Hua-yen sect (Buddhism), 166 
Hua-yen ssu, 240, 253 
Huai-hsi, 264, 590; Department of 

Military Affairs, 588, 591, 592, 
593, 630, 631; Regional Secretarial 
Council, 39, 587-8 

Huai-nan, 8, 508; military campaigns, 
421, 506; military commissioners, 
500; Regional Secretariat, 504; 
Sung defences, 507 

Huai-nan tzu, 375, 379 
Huai-su (737-?), 380, 405 
Huai-tung, 362, 404 
Huai-yang chi, 617 
Huan-chou, 113 
Huan-erh tsui, 4, 176 
Huan-shan chi, see Tzu-yang wen-chi 
Huan-shan i-kao, 206 
Huang-chi ching-shih shu, 266 
Huang Ch’un, 618 
Huang-fu Chung-ho, 286, 287, 289 
Huang-ho, 63, 112, 198, 199, 348; 

flood prevention, 404; irrigation 
systems, 283-5; surveying of, 285, 
559 

Huang-ling kang battle, 63 
Huang-lu chiao (‘Sacrifice of the 

Yellow Register’), 217 
Huang T’ing-chien (1045-1105), 405 
Huang Tsung-hsi, 204, 280, 438 
Huang-t u ta-hstin, 385 
hui (Taoist ‘lay congregation’), 208, 

217 
hui-hui (jen), see Muslims 
Hui-hui li-fa, 286 
Hui-lin, 264 
Hui-tsung (Sung) (r. 1101-25), 144 
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hui-tzu (paper money), 256, 277, 401, 
- e545 
hun-i (armillary sphere), 287 
hun-t’ien hsiang (astr. instrument), 287 
Hun-yiian sect (Taoism), 168 
Hunan (Hu-nan): Chinese 

administrators, 192; military 
campaigns, 593; Sung loyalists in, 
614 

Hung, W. 78 
Hung-ao chiin, see Red Coats Army 
Hung Ch’eng-ch’ou (1593-1665), 619 
Hung, C.F., xxxvii 
Hung-chou, 185; military colony, 100, 

110 
Hung-yen, 225 
Hungary, 24-5 
Huo-wen, 420 
Hupei (Hu-pei), 357; Chinese 

administrators, 192; military 
campaigns, 30-1, 70, 187, 351, 353, 
388, 400-1, 439, 591, 611; Mongol 
defences, 626; pacification 
commissioner for, 356 

Husain, s. of Ahmad, 434, 544-5; 
administrative appointments, 547-8; 
execution of, 552 

Husain, s. of Nasir al-Din, 478 
Hiigeci, 477, 567, 624 
Hiilegii, fl-khan (d. 1265), 86, 585, 624 

i (‘righteousness’), 351 
i (math. term), 331 
I-ching, 189, 248, 253, 262-7 passim, 

357, 379, 462-3; commentaries on, 
300, 371, 375, 380, 418, 443, 461; 
‘law of reversal’, 445 

i-chiin (‘righteous armies’), 46 
‘T hsi-tz’u shuo’, 461 
I-hsiang fa-shih, 296 
I-hsin, see One (or Universal) Mind 
I-hsing, 290 
I-hsiian, see Lin-chi 
T-ku chi, 322, 329, 332 
I-ku yen-tuan, 322, 324, 329, 330, 332- 

a 
I-la P’u-a (d. 1232), 320 
i-min (‘loyalist’), 112; see also under 

Sung dynasty 
I-shan hsien-sheng wen-chi, 203 
i-shu (‘free school’), 202, 372, 390 
I-tu, 62, 65, 611; defensive build-up 

under Li T’an, 507-9; and the Li 
T’an rebellion, 510-13; military 
conscription after Li T’an rebellion, 
514; military forces, 629-30; Red 
Coats’ attack on, 502; Regional 

Secretariat, 506, 521, 629; siege of 
1226, 504; Sung/Chin campaigns 
in, 503 

Ibaqa Beki, 132 
lida Rigy6, 163 
Ikhtiyar al-Din, 57, 258 
Ikires tribe, 117 
Il-khans of Iran, 127 
Iluqai Noyan, 86 
Imperial Ancestral Temple, 73, 597 
Imperial Archives, 345, 632, 637 
Imperial Brigade (Chin), 312 
Imperial Chancellery, 62, 547; 

proposed by Qubilai, 495; see also 
Secretarial Council; Sino-Uighur 
chancellery 

Imperial Granary, 274, 540 
imperial grants, see apanages 
Imperial Guard (kesik), 9, 99, 116, 

152, 185, 256, 345, 481, 549; 
civilian officials in, 152; 
commanders of, 628; divisional 
structure, 37; functions of, 482, 
518; mobilised for Li T’an rebellion, 
511, 512; in Sung army, 592; 
supervision of, 642 

Imperial Household, 457 
Imperial Preceptor (ti-shih), xxxviil, 

650, 651 
imperial princes, 86; administration of, 

565-6; conflict with Mongol court 
policies, 21, 119, 124; fief 
irregularities, 565-6; rebellions, 
343, 587, 597-8, 599-601, 633; 
slaves assigned to, 154; see also 
under names of princes 

“imperial pronouncements’, see yeke 
jasaq 

Imperial Seals, 102, 152; duties of 
keeper of, 640-1 

Imperial Secretariat (= Secretarial 
Council, qg.v.), 108 

“imperial son-in-law’, see fu-ma 
Imperial Treasury, 274, 540, 541, 571, 

641, 642 
India, Mongol withdrawal from, 141-2 
Indian culture, 653 
industries: government supply 

contracts, 560, 564; mining, 251, 
272, 540-1, 542; ship-building, 560; 
see also commodities 

inje (‘dowry’), 469 
Injii Qatun, 554 
Innocent IV, Pope, 107 
Inosaki Takaoki, xix, 72 
Inspection Bureaux, 278, 491, 543; 

officials in, 638 
intellectuals, see Chinese literati 
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interest rates, 32, 623 
interpreters, 188; see also languages 
interracial marriages, 29, 41 
Igar Qalja, 83 
Iran, 466; military campaigns, 130; 

taxation system, 127 
Iranians: in administration, 466 
Iraq, see Persian Iraq 
*IriSenbal, see Yeh-li-shen-pan 
Iron Buddha Temple, 358 
‘Iron Gate’, see Buzgala Pass 
iron mines, 251, 272, 540-1 
irrigation: Honan, 283; Hopei, 283-4; 

Kansu, 275-6, 284-5, 635; 
Ninghsia, 635; Shensi, 284-5; 
Turkestan, 123; Yunnan, 476; see 
also agriculture 

Irtysh battle, 15 
Irtysh-Yenisei region, 290 
Islam: Qubilai’s edicts against, 555, 

579-80; in Yunnan, 477; see also 
Muslims 

Iuri II of Vladimir, 23 
Iwai Hirosato, 226 
Iwamura Shinobu, 222 

*ja -sa bod-yig-ma (‘diploma in the 
Tibetan script’), 647 

*ja -sa mu-tig-ma (‘pearl diploma’), 649 
Jany Yer xxiv, 
Japan, 548, 560, 598; cancellation of 

third expedition against, 638 
Java, 548 
Jehol, 138 
jen (‘benevolence’), 446 
Jen-chih ssu, 230 
Jen Hsiin, 603 
Jen-tsung (Yiian) (r. 1312-20), see 

Ayurbarvada 
Jerozlaus, 108 
Jih-yiieh-shih i (astr. instrument), 288 
Ju-chi shih-so, 329 
Ju-nan, 182 
Ju-nan i-shih, 303, 309, 311-14 
Juan Hsien, 268 
Juan-nu-wang-chu, 569-70 
Juan Yiian (1764-1849), 324, 332 
judges, see judicial system 
Judicial Bureaux, 278, 564 
judicial system, 75; amnesties, 149, 

161, 364; authority of Mahmud 
Yalavaé, 389; ‘blue books (or 
registers)’, 79, 80, 94, 154-5; 
censorial inspectors, 373-4; Chen- 
ting, 481; Chung-tu, 468-70; code 
of justice, 396; functions of 
Jarquéis, 99, 470; (yeke) jarquci, 
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Xx, Xxli, 75-94 passim; Mongol 
Opposition to adoption of alien 
rules, 88; ranks in, 375; treatment of 
prisoners under Ahmad, 553; see 
also punishments 

Jui-tsung (Yeke Monggol Ulus), see 
Tolui 

Jung (née), w. of Tou Mo, 413 
Jurchens (Jiiréed), xiii, 93; in 

administration, 466; campaigns 
against the Sung, 316; defections to 
the Mongols, xvii; Mongol 
campaigns against, 100, 179; 
Mongol-Khitan alliance against, 
140; see also Chin dynasty 

alair (Jalayir) tribe, 3, 542, 560 
alal al-Din, 83-5 passim 

*Jalar, see Cha-la-erh 
fam, see post-relay system 
amal al-Din, 278, 286 
Jamal Qar%i, 128 
Jamuga (Jamuga), 14, 131 
jarliq (jarlig) (‘personal rescript’), 103, 

133 

ae (‘weather magic’), 21 

J 

Jarqu (Jargu) (‘joint investigation’), 
103 

Jarquci (jarguci) ‘judge, arbitrator’), 
see judicial system 

Ja@ un (Jagun) (‘hundred’), 98 
ja@ ut quri (? ‘centurion’), 17 
mee (‘punitive commissioner’), 153 
ebe, 3, 15-16; in Chin campaign, 17- 

18, 115; in eastern Turkestan, 18; 
Russian campaigns, 19 

Jebke, 3 
Jedei Noyan, 86 
Jelme, 3, 14, 78, 79 
je’ tin gar (egiin gar), see Left Wing of 

Mongol army 
Jetei, 78, 79 
Jibik Temiir, 635-6 
Jingim (1243-85), xxxi, xxxiil, 37, 

251, 262, 286, 413, 495, 551, 639; 
administrative appointments, 258, 
306, 341; appointed heir apparent, 
395, 426; Buddhist baptism of, 238; 
as head of Department of Military 
Affairs, 258, 586-7; instructed in 
principles of government, 374, 378, 
382, 383; opposition to Ahmad, 
548-9, 554-5; patronage of 
Lamaism, 650, 652; support for 
Chinese literati, 492, 548, 586; 
tutors of, 391, 400, 409-10, 412, 
440, 456 
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Jirwadai (Jirgugadai), 63, 597 
Jisiin (‘garments of a single colour’), 

597 
Joei Qasar, 3, 5, 76, 470; advance into 

Siberia, 15; Shansi apanage, 468 
Jungdu, see Chung-tu 
Juqunai, 374, 382 
Juvaini, 8, 16, 102-3, 108; on Bukhara 

administration, 119; on Cinqai, 96, 
97, 109; on Mahmiid Yalavaé, 125; 
on the Western Campaign, 85 

Juyins, 98, 99-100; see also jiiyin 
Juzjani, 142 
Jiiréedei, 131, 132 
Jiirkin tribe, 3 
jiiyin (chiu) troops, 117; see also chiu 

(mil. unit); Juyins 

bKa’-gdams-pa, 650 
bKa’-ma-log tribe, 558 
Kadac, see Qadaq 
Kafarov, P.I., 384 
K’ ai-fang t’ ung-shih, 332 
K’ai-feng, see Pien 
K’ai-p’ing (fu), 35, 56, 172, 255, 273, 

274, 304, 359; Buddhist/Taoist 
debates at, 254, 272, 393-4, 410, 
484; central administration, 472, 
522-3; construction of, 252, 258, 
267, 626; Qubilai proclaimed 
emperor at, 339, 372, 394, 424; 
renamed Shang-tu, 275, 540; see 
also Shang-tu 

k’ ai-shu (style of calligraphy), 269, 
405; see also calligraphy 

K’ ai-ytian chan-ching, 331 
K’ai-yiian rites, 260 
K’ai-yiian ssu, 231 
Kalka River, 19 
Kalmyk, see Volga Kalmyk 
Kamil al-Din, 467 
Kammala (1263-1302), 600, 601 
mk‘an-po (‘disciplinary superior’), 647 
K’ang Yeh, 68, 337 
K’ang Yu-wei (1858-1927), 619 
Kansu (Kan-su), 172, 473; civil 

administration, 275-6; financial 
audit of, 569; irrigation systems, 
284-5, 635; military administration, 
342; military campaigns, 6-7, 146- 
7; Regional Secretarial Council, 
568; transfer of Uighur royal house 
to, 599; and the war with Ariq 
Boke, 485-6; see also Kuan-chung 

Kansu Corridor, 180 
Kao, monk, 550-1, 554, 637 
Kao-ch’ang, see Qoéo 

Kao Chih-yao, 491 
Kao Chu, 578 
Kao Chii-shih, 62 
Kao Chiin (d. 1290), 252, 566 
Kao Hsi (1238-90), 258, 551 
Kao K’uei,52_ 
Kao-li, see Korea 
Kao-liang ssu, 559 
Kao Ming (1209-74), 307, 432; Chin 

and Liao history proposal, 341; 
recommended for appointment to 
Han-lin Academy, 306 

kao-piao (astr. instrument), 286 
Kao P’ing-chang, see Gau Finjan 
Kao T’ai-hsiang, 252 
Kao Tao-ning, 384 
Kao T’ao, 359 
Kao-tsu (Han) (r. 202-195 B.C.), 248 
Kao-tsung (T’ang) (7. 650-683), 316 
‘K’ao-kung chi’, 259 
Kao Liang, 641 
k’ ao (‘examination of merits’), 138 
Karma-pa sect (Lamaism), 647, 648 
Karma Paksi (1206-83), 648 
KavyddarSa, 653 
Kazakhstan, 141, 213 
kebte’ til (kebtegiil) (‘night guards’), 14 
kelemiirci (‘interpreter’), 188 
ken (trigram), 253 
Keng Jen, 549, 552 
Keng-wu ylian-li, 278, 286 
K ‘er-k‘e-ta (or K‘er-t‘a’i), 649 
Kerait, 568 
Kereit (Kereyid) tribe, xiii, 80, 93, 97; 

and the Baljuna covenant, 381; 
campaigns against, 4; Khitan 
envoys to, 114 

Kesh, 214 
KeSik (KeSig), 109 
kesik (keSig) (‘Guard’), see Imperial 

Guard 
Ket Buga (d. 1260), 485-6 
Ketei (Kehetei), 131 
Ketiiltin, w. of Mungsuz, 482 
Khazars, 23 
Khitan-Chinese army, 5 
Khitans (Kitan, *Qitan), xiii, 93, 608; 

in administration, 466; attitudes 
towards Cinggis Qan, 114; 
defections to the Mongols, xvii, 
115; opposition to, 120; relationship 
with the Mongols, 113, 117, 140; 
role in the Chin dynasty, 112; 
“steppe intelligentsia’, xxi; see also 
Liao dynasty, Qara Khitai 

Khmer domains, 475 
Khojend, 584 
Khorasan, 104, 107; administration 
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dispute in, 102-3 
Khotan, 599 
Khwarazm empire: Mongol attack on, 

18-19, 47, 83-4, 100, 117-18, 132, 
140-1, 212, 226, 584; Mongol 
envoy to, 122-3 

Khwarazm shah Muhammad, see 
Muhammad shah 

Khwarazmians, 466 
Kiangsu (Chiang-su), 357; cities 

surrender during Sung campaign, 
591, 592, 631; military campaigns, 
30, 70, 130, 502, 508, 512; 
protection of soldiers of Li T’an, 
628 

Kibek, 600 
Kiev, 24 
Kirghiz tribe, 598 
Kirman, 126 
Kiyan lineage, 13 
‘knight-errant’, see hsia 
Ko-ming chiin, 619 
Ko T’ieh-ch’iang, 48 
ko-wu (‘investigation of things’), 446 
k’o (measure of time), 292 
K’o-an Lang, see Chih-lang 
k’o-ch ai, see qubcir (‘poll tax’) 
k’o-ch eng (‘taxes’), 545 
K’o Shang-ch’ien, 332 
K’o Shao-min (1850-1933), 316 
K’o Ts’ung-liang, 260 
’K‘on family, 646 
Korea (Kory6), 290, 274, 527, 530; 

visit of heir apparent in 1261, 381 
Koreans, xiii, 107; garrison forces, 

598; involvement in Li T’an 
rebellion, 512 

Kou Meng-yii, 6 
Kou Tsung-tao, 355, 359, 363, 364, 

365, 366; appointed rector of 
National College, 368 

K’ou Yiian-te, 498 
K6éii, 30; military campaigns, 187, 

388, 408 
Kéden (K6ten), 86, 106, 108, 125, 473; 

establishes relations with Tibet, 
646-7 

K6d6’e (Kédege) Aral, 91 
K6ke Qota, 215 
Kokejin (K6k6jin) Qatun (d. 1300), 

601, 639 
kék6 debter, see ‘Blue Books (or 

Registers)’ 
K6k6&ii, adopted s. of Cinggis Qan, 79 
K6k6Cii, s. of Qubilai, 343 
K6k6éii (Se’iigiitei), f. of Bayan, 585 
Kok6édei (d. 1262), 635 
K6k@6nor, 20, 473 
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K6k6tei, 23 
Kokse’ti Sabraq (Kéksegii Sabrag), 3 
K6kii, 3 
Korgtiz (George), 102-4, 106 
KO’lin (K6begiin) Buga, 31 
k‘ri-skor (‘myriarchies’), 651 
Ksemendra, 653 
Ku-chin chiao-shih k’ ao, 296 
Ku-liang chuan, 364 
Ku Ssu-li (1669-1722), 207, 346, 405, 

464 
Ku Ying-hsiang (1483-1565), 332 
kuan (‘string [of cash]’), 527, 562 
Kuan-chung, 191, 195, 471; 

administrative reforms, 34, 392, 
474, 487; administrators, 338, 345; 
investigation into administration of, 
393; military campaigns, 6-7; and 
the war with Ariq Boke, 485-6 

Kuan-chung Private Academy, 197 
Kuan Ssu-i, 260 
Kuan-tzu, 462 
Kuang-ning, see Hao Ta-t’ung 
Kuang-tung, 617, 633; Sung loyalists 

in, 614 
Kuei-ch ’ien chih, 196, 199, 350; on 

Wang E, 300 
kuei-hsiang lou (clock), 298 
Kuei-te, 182, 192, 199, 301, 417, 622 
Kuei-te Army, 356 
K’uei (constellation), 454 
k’ uei-chi (astr. instrument), 288 
Kun-dga’-bzan-po, 559, 651, 653 
Kun-dga’-rgyal-mts‘an, see Sa-skya 

Pan-c‘en 
k’un (trigram), 451 
kung (‘impartiality’), 428, 528 
kung-an (Ch’an ‘theme’ for 

meditation), 229 
Kung-chuan Hsiao, 620 
kung-li (pragmatic policies), 528 
Kung-ti (Sung) (r. 1275-76), 613, 632, 

633 
Kung-yang chuan, 364 
K’ung Chin, 359, 364 
K’ung Kuang-sen (1752-86), 324, 332 
K’ung Yiian-ts’u (1181-ca.1252), xxiv, 

67, 68, 156-7, 241; Mongol court 
patronage of, 232-3 

Kuo, chiliarch, 191 
Kuo, district assistant, 456 
Kuo (née), w. of Liu Yin, 460 
Kuo An-yung, see Wan-yen Yung-an 
Kuo Ang, 498 
Kuo-ch’ao ming-ch'en shih-liieh, 203, 

279, 320, 323, 336, 368, 443 
Kuo-ch’ao wen-lei, 279, 288, 297, 299; 

Wang E’s writings in, 315 
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Kuo Hao (1194-1268), 498 
Kuo-ho, 81-2 
‘Kuo-hsiieh shih-chi’, 436 
Kuo Jung, 282 
Kuo Kuan (1250-1331), 367, 368 
Kuo Kuei, 299 
Kuo Shou-ching (1231-1316), xxvii, 

259, 262, 282-99; administrative 
appointments, 273, 275, 284, 285, 
296; astronomical instruments 
constructed by, 286-9, 290; 
biography of, 288, 297, 299; 
calendrical work, 278, 291-6, 441; 
inventions, 298 

Kuo Shu-yiin, 343-4 
Kuo Ts’ung, 343-4 
Kuo-t ung li-ho piao, 206 
Kuo Tzu-i (697-781), 43 
kuo-wang (‘Prince-of-state’), see gui 

ong 
Kuo Yu, 563, 579 
Kuo-yti, 462 
Kiiéliig, see Giitiiltik 
Kii¢u, 79, 88 
Kiiciigiir Noyan, 77 
Kil Tegin, 173 
Kwangsi (Kuang-hsi), 475, 478, 614 
Kwangtung (Kuang-tung), 475, 560; 

military campaigns, 401; naval 
battle, xxxvi; Sung loyalist forces 
in, 614, 615 

Kweichow (Kuei-chou), 475, 478, 495 

La-la-chi (*Lalaéi), 131 
Lai-man, 8 
Laksmikara, 653 
Lamaism, 224; ascendancy of, xv, xxv, 

XXXVI1I-XXXVili, 238-9, 648, 650; 
exemptions from taxation and 
military service, 647-8; see also Sa- 
skya-pa sect; Tantric Buddhism 

land grants: Mongol system, 155; to 
religious groups, xxiv; see also 
apanages; feudal system 

land ownership traditions, 469 
land use: ‘well-field’ system, 424; see 

also agriculture; irrigation 
Langlois, J.D., xxx 
languages: ascendancy of Persian, 466; 

development of Tibetan-based 
alphabet, 650; instructors in 
Mongolian and Chinese, 157; 
interpreters, 188, 642; introduction 
of Uighur script, 75, 96, 151; Oirat 
dialect, 13; skill in, 9, 496, 638, 
642; translations into Mongolian, 9, 
652; used at Mongol court, 151 

Lao-tzu, 166, 394, 444-5; conversion 
of barbarians, 144 

Lao-tzu, 462 
Taos ¥.S-4 535-60 
Later Chou dynasty, 387 
law, see judicial system 
Later T’ang dynasty, 387 
Left and Right Boards (Secretarial 

Council), 273-4; appointment of 
Ahmad to, 274, 540 

Left Wing of Mongol army, 4, 584; in 
campaign against Ariq Boke, 35; 
campaigns in Liaotung, 9; 
chiliarchs, 132, 133; composition, 

5-6 
Legalism, 462 
legends, see myths and legends 
legitimacy, see dynastic legitimacy 
Lei Ying (1225-97), 306, 384 
Lha-k‘an c‘en-mo, 653 
li (‘principle’), 351, 445, 528 
Li (née), imp. concubine, 211 
Li (née), m. of Hsii Heng, 416 
Li (née), w. of Chang Jou, 57 
Li (née), w. of Shih T’ien-tse, 41 
Li (née) (1194-?), w. of Tang Chiin, 

622 
Li (née), w. of Yao Shu, 403 
li-ch’ a (math. term), 293 
Li Ch’ang (1203-89), 67, 68, 337; 

appointed to the National College, 
72; recommended for appointment 
to Han-lin Academy, 306 

Li Chie n316, 3172319 
Er Chenyos"337 
‘Li-cheng i’, 359 
Li Ch’eng, 316 
Li-ch’ eng, 296 
Li-chi, 189, 462-3 
Li Ch’1, 316 
Li Ch’i-ko (1189-1234), 226 
Li Ch’i-shan, 513 
Li Ch’ien (1233-1311), 73, 279, 413 
Li Chih (1192-1279), xxvii-xxviii, 32, 

33, 156, 203, 270, 304, 307, 316-35, 
355; administrative appointments, 
318, 322; advisor to Qubilai, 320-2, 
624; attitude towards politics, 
Xxvili, 322-3; biography of, 320, 
323; Chin and Liao history 
proposal, 341; chin-shih degree, 
318; death of, 323; literary writings, 
323-4; mathematical work, 319, 
322, 324-35; poetic ability, 318; 
recommended for appointment to 
Han-lin Academy, 306, 372 

Li Chih-ch’ang (1193-1256), 89, 119, 
212; account of journey to Mongol 
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court, 213, 222 
Li Chih-shao (1254-1326), 73, 384 
Li Chin, 599 
Li Ching (571-649), 260 
Li Ching-shan, 513 
Li Ch’un-fu (1185-1231), 166, 198, 

204, 318 
Li Ch’ung-shan, 511, 513 
Li Chii-shou (1221-80), 262 
Lie€h wan (ds 1231)xixixxxiiis 8550! 

61; administrative posts, 188, 503, 
504; and the Red Coats army, 500- 
1, 502; Shantung campaigns, 62, 64, 
211, 502-4; surrender of, 65, 504 

Li Ch’tian-i (or Ho-1), 362 
Li Chiieh, 502 
Li Ch’ tieh-lii, 47 
Li Chiin-min (1176-1260), 267, 414, 

624-5 
Li Fang (925-996), 319 
Li Fen (1192-1232), 317 
Li Feng-shan, 513 
Li Fu, 501-2, 503, 504 
Li Hao, 407-8 
Li Heng (1236-85), 615 
Li-hsiang lu, 366 
Li Hsien-ch’ing, 202, 321 
Li Hsien-fu (1195-1234), 197 
Li Hsien-neng (1192-1232), 197, 317 
Li Hsin, 63 
li-hstieh (‘Doctrine of the Principle’), 

420 
Li Hung-chang (1823-1901), 619 
Li-i ni-kao, 296 
Li Jui (1768-1812), 324, 332 
Li K’ai, 310 
Li Kan, 577 
Li K’o-hsiu, 323 
‘Li-kuo kuei-mo’, 354 
Li Nan-shan, 513 
Li Niu-shan, 513 
Li P’an, 632 
Li Pi (722-89), 264 
Li Pin, 63 
Li Po (669-762), 318 
Li Po-yu, 628 
Li Shan-chang (1314-90), 605 
Li Shan-lan (1811-82), 324 
Li Shang-yin (812-858), 318 
Li Shou-chung, 6 
Li Shou-hsien, see Li Ch’i-ko 
li-shu (style of calligraphy), 346 
Li Sung-shou, see Li T’an 
Li Ta-chieh, 32 
Li T’an (?-1262), xviii, xix, xxxil, 

xxxv, 188, 255, 357, 500, 504-19; 
administrative appointments, 337, 
394, 504-5, 507; attack on Chi-nan, 
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510-11; betrayal of Hao Ching, 357, 
358-60, 361, 506-7; campaign 
strategy, 510, 515; campaigns 
against the Sung, 507-9, 521; 
defection to the Sung, 509-10, 531; 
military campaigns, 506; 
motivations for rebellion, 514-15; 
rebellion of, 37-8, 56, 130, 257, 
305, 373, 396-7, 410, 426, 509-13, 
531-3, 609-10, 627, 628; 
relationship with Wang Wen-t’ung, 
505, 521, 531-3; repercussions from 
rebellion of, 490, 516-19, 534-6; 
Yiian-shih biography, 500, 505-10 
passim, 514 

Li Te-hui (1218-80), 248, 250, 342, 
408-9, 422; administrative duties 
under Qubilai, 539 

Li Te-wang, see Hsien-tsung (Hsi- 
Hsia) 

Weie-ligs2 
Li T’ing (1194-1277), 498 
Li T’ing-chih (d. 1276), 360-2 passim, 

399, 592, 593-4; at Yang-chou 
battle, 612 

Li Tse-fen, 526 
Li-tsung (Sung) (7. 1225-64), 358, 364, 

506; and the Li T’an rebellion, 509- 
10 

li-tung (cal. term), 292 
JOT Dera, Soy, BGs) 
Li Wei, 202 
Li Wen-i, 329 
Li Wen-t’ien (1834-95), 163, 173 
Li Yeh, see Li Chih 
Lipyvens 332 
Li Yen-chien, 509, 521 
Li Yu-chih, 350 
Li Yii, 317-18 
Li Yiian, 408 
Li-ylian an-shih yiieh-fu hsin-sheng, 

618 
Li Yiian-h, 496 
li-ytin i (astr. instrument), 287 
Liang (née), w. of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, 

162 
Liang-Che, 596 
Liang Ch’i-ch’ao (1873-1929), 619 
Liang-chou, 647 
Liang Tung, 68 
Liao dynasty, xxi, 136-7, 387; 

compilation of history of, 306-7; 
conquered by the Chin, 112; 
opposing the Jurchens, 13, 140; see 
also Khitans 

Liao and Chin Histories, see Liao- 
shih; Chin-shih 

Liao-shih, 172, 306-8, 341 
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Liao-yang, 570; Regional Secretarial 
Council, 496; visits of Ch’an 
Buddhists to, 230; see also Tung- 
ching 

Liaoning (Liao-ning), 28, 245; military 
campaigns, 5 

Liaotung (Liao-tung), 5, 9, 317 
Liddel-Hart, B.H., 589 
lieh-chuan (‘Classified Biographies’), 

308 
Lieh-kuo hsii-lun, 364 
Lieh-tzu, 462 
Lieh-tzu (Lieh Yii-k’ou), 453 
lien (‘honesty’), 359 
Lien Fu, 496 
Lien Hsi-hsien (1231-80), xxx-xxxi, 

38, 304, 480-99, 547; administrative 
appointments, 192, 338, 339, 345, 
392, 423, 425, 486-7, 493-5, 530; 
administrative reforms, 483, 490-1, 
494-5: conflicts with Ahmad, 491-5 
passim, 498, 541, 543; and 
Confucianism, 489-90, 496-7; as a 
disciple of Wang E, 482; implicated 
in Li T’an’s rebellion, 516, 535; 
political intrigues against, 487-8; 
resigns from Secretarial Council, 
492-3; role in suppression of Ariq 
Boke, 339-40, 484-6; on Secretarial 
Council, 488-90, 523; support for 
Chinese literati, 492, 495, 497-8, 
586 

Lien Hsi-hsien (1247-75), 71, 346, 
367, 592 

Lien Hsi-kung, 482 
lien-hua lou (clepsydra), 282 
Lien Tun, 496 
Lien Wen-ching kung chi, 496 
Lin-an, xxxvi, 286, 367, 374, 507, 595; 

fall of, 401, 595-6, 605, 611-12, 
621; Mongol attack on, 454, 504, 
584, 613, 630, 631-2; Sung 
defences, 400; see also Hang-chou 

Lin-chi (d. 866), 229 
Lin-chi sect (Ch’an Buddhism), xxiv, 

139, 225, 229, 247; under Hai-yiin, 
240; temples, 230, 234 

Lin-chi ssu, 234 
Lin Ling-su (1075-1119), 144, 169 
Ling-ch’ uan chi, 192, 350, 368, 369 
ling-lung i (astr. instrument), 287 
Ling-ying wan-shou kung, 262 
literati, see Chinese literati 
literature, see Chinese literati; 

historiography; poetry; san-ch’ ii; 
tsa-chii 

Liu (née), w. of Chang Wen-ch’ien, 
279 

Liu (née), w. of Li Yti, 317 
Liu family (Shu Han), 205 
Liu Ang-hsiao, 202 
Liu Ch’ang (1424-80), 403 
Liu Cheng (1213-75), 340, 373, 497; 

charged with sedition, 399; 
defection to the Mongols, 487; 
Sung campaigns, 588, 589 

Liu Chi (1311-75), 267 
Liu Ch’i (1203-50), 156, 196, 198, 201, 

300, 371, 419; as civil service 
examiner, 350; death of, 352; on 
Pien-ching defences, 199 

Liu Chieh, 595 
Liu Chih, 403 
Liu Chih-chung (1242-96), 260, 413 
Liu Chin, 260 
Liu Ching-hsiu hsien-sheng wen-chi, 

464 
Liu-chu chih-yao fu, 414-15 
Liu Ch’u-hsiian, 208, 209 
Liu Chung, 200-1 
Liu Erh-tsu, 501-2, 503 
Liu Fang, 449 
Liu Fu, 191 
Liu Hei-ma, see Liu Ni 
Liu Hsiang (77-6 B.C.), 462 
Liu Hsiian, 549 
Liu Hu-tu-ma, 105 
Liu Hui, 324 
Liu Jen-chieh, 359, 363 
Liu Ju-hsieh, 329 
Liu Jun (d. 1246), 245 
Liu Kuei, 413 
Liu Kung-liang, 363 
Liu Kuo-pao, 449 
Liu Lan-chang, 263, 264, 579 
liu-ma (‘Gliding Horse’), 298 
Liu Man, 164 
Liu Mao-chih, 354-5 
Liu Min (1201-59), 104, 125, 126, 147, 

389; and the Private Academy of 
the Supreme Ultimate, 158 

Liu Min-chung (1243-1318), 602 
Liu Ni (1200-62), 8, 21, 30, 393; 

appointed myriarch, 52; in Chin 
campaign, 120; in war with Ariq 
Boke, 486 

Liu-p’an shan, 485-6, 648; Qubilai’s 
headquarters, 252 

Liu Ping-chung (1216-74), xxvi, 88, 
245-69, 270, 282, 286, 341, 516, 
579; and administration, 248-51, 
271-2, 276, 280, 305-6, 372, 391, 
425, 430, 522; architectural 
assignments, 252-3, 258-60, 267; 
and Chin history proposal, 373; 
conducts review of governmental 
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institutions, 431-2; and 
Confucianism, 247; death, 262-3; 
honours awarded to, 258, 261, 263- 
4; intercedes with Qubilai to save 
civilians, 392; as military adviser, 
251-2, 394, 587; philosophical 
beliefs of, 266-7; promotion of 
Chinese literati, 377, 408-9; 
promotion of Chinese rituals, 260-2, 
432; proposes Yen-ching as Mongol 
capital, 307, 397, 412; Qubilai’s 
principal adviser, xxvii, 171, 192, 
DUBS 835), PST, UA, SHES OSI, PAST 
264-6, 303, 354, 422, 424; religious 
interests, 246, 254, 257, 262; 
scholarly attainments, 267-9; 
support for Wang Hsiin, 400, 412, 
440; supports appointment of Wang 
Wen-t’ung, 395, 488, 521-2; 
supports execution of Wang Wen- 
tung, 532-3 

Liu Ping-shan, 449 
Liu Ping-shu, 245, 263, 264 
Liu Po-hsi (1183-1256), 32, 120 
Liu Po-lin (1148-1221), 5, 6, 115, 117 
Liu *Quturma, see Liu Hu-tu-ma 
Liu Shu, f. of Liu Yin, 448 
Liu Su (1188-1263), 67, 250, 264, 282, 

523; administrative reforms, 251, 
271, 396, 449; as pacification 
commissioner, 472, 527; on Wang 
Wen-t’ung, 529 

Liu T’ ai-pao hsieh-lou t ien-chi, 268 
Liu T’ai-p’ing (d. 1260), 338, 393, 484; 

support for Ariq Boke, 485 
Liu T’ien-lu, 323 
Liu T’ing-yii, 105 
Liu T’ung (d. 1256), 66 
Liu Wen, 212, 413 
Liu Yin (1249-93), xxix-xxx, 424, 

448-64; appointed tutor to Jingim, 
456; attitude towards politics, xxx, 
448-9, 451, 457, 460; attitudes 
towards government service, 457-9; 
criticisms of Taoism, 453-4; death 
of, 459-60; on the reunification of 
China, 454-5; study philosophy, 
461-3; writings, 460-4, 604 

Liu Yui (1074-1143), 214 
Liu Yu, a. of Liu Yin, 449 
Liu Yii, author of Hsi-shih chi, 384 
Liu Yitian, 306 
Liu Yiieh-sheng, 618 
liuSiu (‘governor’), 80 
Lo-hsi Private Academy, 202, 390 
Eo keucins2 
Lo-p’an-tien (or Lo-p’u-tien) tribe, 477, 

478 
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Lo T’ien-i (7. 1246-83), 414, 415 
Lo-yang, 196, 419, 549, 1763; attack 

One22 

local administration, 99; appointment 
of Secretarial Council officials to, 
397; Chin dynasty, 313; Chinese 
authority over, xii, xviii, 150, 176, 
191-2; Chinese model, 42; under 
Cingai, 102-4; darugaci system, 
118; function of jarqus, 469-70; 
Kuan-chung region, 338; under 
Mongke, 472; placement of Chinese 
literati, 158; policy for conquered 
territories, 356-7; reduction in 
power of officials, 338; reforms, 
431, 564-5; reforms after death of 
Sangha, 578; reorganization of, 
490-1; replacement of military units 
with civil units, 476; structure, 256; 
see also administration; civil 
service; fiscal administration; 
Regional Secretarial Councils 

‘Lotus Clepsydra’, see lien-hua lou 
Loyal and Righteous Army of Shan- 

tung, 60, 503; see also Red Coats 
Army 

lu (‘district’), 150, 256; see also Célge 
Lu-chai ch tian-shu, 443 
Lu-chai i-shu, 430, 443 
Lu-chai Private Academy, 443 
Lu Chia, 248 
Lu Chih, 641-2 
Lu Chiu-yiian (1139-92), 446 
Lu Chuan-lin, 618 
Lu Chung-lien, 361 
Lu Hsiu-fu (1238-79), 614, 616 
Lu-kuei pu, 40, 268 
Lu Shih-yung (d. 1285), 375, 534, 536, 

563; criticisms of, 637-8; on fiscal 
policies, 537; on Secretarial 
Council, 559, 560-1 

“Lun shih chiieh-chii’, 268 
Lun-yii, 189, 462 
Lung-kang, see K’ai-p’ing (fu) 
Lung-shan Private Academy, 319-20 
lii-k’ o (degree), 371 
Lii Tung-pin (1. A.D. 770), 210 
Lii Wen-huan, 591, 611 
Lii Wen-te (d. 1269), 35, 507, 591 
Lynn, R.J., xxix 

Ma (née), w. of Chang Jou, 57 
Ma (née), w. of Liu Jun, 245 
Ma (née), w. of Yang Chii-k’uan, 563 
Ma Heng (1207-77), 248, 422, 483, 

544 
Ma Ko, 202 
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Ma-ma, 487, 488, 522-3, 627; 
dismissed from Secretarial Council, 
528, 529 

Ma-p’i, see Wu-ku-lun 
Ma Shao (1239-1300), 562, 566, 567, 

578 
Ma-ta-pa Calendar, 164 
Ma Te-lin, 359, 363, 364 
Ma Tsu-ch’ang, 131 
Ma Yii (1123-83), 208, 209, 210; 

ascendancy of Ch’iian-chen sect 
under, 219-20 

madrasa (‘institution of learning’), 129 
magic: weather, 21; see also 

superstitious beliefs 
Mahmid Bay, 122; see Mahmud 

Yalavat 
Mahmid Yalavaé (?-1254), xx, xxi- 

xxii, 98, 106, 122-8, 133, 161, 470, 
527; administrative reforms, 123-4, 
170; assessed, 389, 411; Chinese 
opposition to, 127, 305, 420; death 
of, 128; as governor general of 
Central Asia, 152; north China 
posts, 125-8, 158, 162, 172, 202, 
471, 472; on Secretarial Council, 
410, 425 

Mai Kuei, 596 
Maidi, s. of Bayan, 603 
Majd al-Din, 562, 563, 576; appointed 

director of political affairs, 578 
man (‘southern aborigines’), 477 
Manchuria, 17, 28, 100, 112; military 

campaigns, 115; military 
mobilisation during Li T’an’s 
rebellion, 511; Mongol control of, 

18 
Manchus, 618-19, 620; see also Ch’ ing 

dynasty 
Manggala, 342-3, 345, 565 
Mangqudai (Mang$udai), 596, 597 
Mangqut (Mang$ud) tribe, 86, 117, 

131 
Mao (née), w. of Chang Jou, 51, 52, 

57, 608-9 
Mao Chang, 629 
Mao Chii-chieh, 50 
Mao Wen-pao, 574 
Maragha observatory, 289 
maritime navigation program, 564 
marriages, see interracial marriages 
Marshal’s Administration, 47, 245, 

246, 336, 621 
Mas‘id, s. of Ahmad, 547, 552 
Mas‘id, s. of Saiyid Ajall, 478 
Mas‘id Beg, xxii, 106, 123, 128-9; 

economic administration, 129; as 
governor general of Turkestan, 124, 

128-9; relationship with Giiytik, 125 
mathematics, xxviil; algebraic process, 

329-31; problems and equations, 
324-35; textbooks, 436, 437 

Mazandaran, 104, 107; administration 
dispute in, 102-3 

medicine, 408, 409; treatises on, 414- 
15; see also acupuncture 

Megiijin Se’iiltii (Segiiltii), 78, 114 
Mei Ku-ch’eng (1681-1763), 332 
meke’ er (mekeger) (‘snake-weed’), 599 
Melik Qan, see Qan Melik 
Melik Qoja (d. 1260), 485 
Mencius (372-289 B.C.), 168, 396, 

448; descendants of, 68, 233 
Mencius, see Meng-tzu 
Meng Ch’i (1231-81), 73, 498; 

recommended for appointment to 
Han-lin Academy, 306 

Meng hui-t’ ou, 619 
Meng Hung (1195-1246), 51, 53 
Meng-ku chiin, see Mongol armies 
Meng-ku Kang (d. 1223), 62, 63, 503 
Meng P’an-lin (1204-67), 306 
Meng-Ta pei-lu, 6, 7, 98 
Meng-tzu, 137, 189, 428, 459, 462, 482 
Meng-tzu, see Mencius 
Mengeser Noyan, 89, 109, 471 
Mengeser Qorti, 86 
Mengge, 87 
Menggii, 191 
Mengu Qa’an, see Méngke Qa’an 
Merchant Tax Superintendency, 548 
Merkit (Merkid) tribe, 14-16, 19 
Merv, 85 
Metropolitan Bureau, 274, 540 
Miao Ch’iian-sun (1844-1919), 316, 

324 
Miao Tao-jun (d. 1218), 46, 47 
Miao Yiieh, 316 
Michel, H., 283 
military administration: centralisation 

policies, 38, 517-19, 628-9; and 
civil authority, 342; combined 
Mongol-Chinese forces, xxxvi, 37; 
conscription system, 629-30; 
Fukien, 375; Honan, 391; military 
commissioners, 34; under Muqali, 
185; Pien, 191; reduction in powers, 
38-9, 43, 56, 69, 150, 171-2, 200, 
490, 628-9, 717-19; reform 
proposals, 279, 342, 396; salary 
system for soldiers, 630; Shensi, 
391; subordinated to the Regional 
Secretarial Councils, 477-8; 
utilisation of soldiers as ‘military 
colonists’, 37; see also 
administration; Chinese armies; 
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Mongol armies 
military campaigns, xiii; Anhwei, 53, 

55, 70, 512, 591-2, 612; Annam, 
598; Burma, 548, 598; Central Asia, 
300; Chin-Mongol peace of 1214, 
115; conquest of China, xi, xiii; 
destruction of Sung fugitive court, 
614-16; eastern Europe, 24-5; 
Honan, 387, 407, 417-18; Hopei, 
178, 407, 416; Hsi-Hsia, 20, 29, 99, 
101, 114, 146-7, 180, 317, 473; 
Hupei, 439; India, 141-2; Japan, 
548, 560, 598; Java, 548; joint 
Mongol/Sung campaign against 
Chin, 182-3; Khwarazm empire, 18- 
19, 47, 83-4, 100, 117-18, 132, 140- 
1, 212, 226, 584; Kiangsu, 508; Li 
T’an’s rebellion, 511-13, 628; 
logistics management, 525, 534; 
Mongol expansionist philosophy, 
Xli, XXV, XXXiV-xxv; north China, 

xvii, 4-5, 176-7, 179, 300, 301-2, 
348-9; preservation of human life, 
66-7, 152, 167, 177, 392, 401, 418, 
589, 628; resettlement of captives, 
100; Shantung, 61-5 passim, 407, 
416; size of Mongol forces in Sung 
offensive, 588-9; strategies, xxxvi, 
16, 19, 355-7, 588-9; against the 
Sung, xxv-xxxvii, 22, 28, 30-1, 34- 
5, 39-40, 53-5, 54-5, 172, 187, 192, 
254-5, 338-9, 372, 388, 394, 400-1, 
454, 484, 584, 588-97, 611-13, 626- 
7 Szechwan, 34-5, 53, 55, 172; 
173, 255, 339, 355, 471; treatment 
of surrendered Sung officials, 591; 
war with Qaidu, xxxvi, 593, 599- 
601, 614; Western Campaign, xv, 
xvii, 18-20, 22-5, 83-5, 117-18, 
140-1; Yunnan, 251-2, 423 

military colonies, 54; Cingai 
Balaqasun, 100, 213, 215; 
establishment of, 146; Honan, 391- 
2, 399; Pien, 191; soldiers assigned 
to, 37, 342; western Mongolia, 100 

Military Command Administration, 
596 

Military Commission, 362, 391 
Military Control Bureau, see Regional 

Military Control Bureau 
military leaders, Chinese: in attack on 

Ts’ai-chou, 312; humanitarian 
actions, 66-7; reduction of powers, 
151, 517-19; relationship with the 
Mongols, xix, xxxvii; revolts 
against Mongol rule, xxxii-xxxiil; in 
the service of the Mongols, xviti- 
XIX, XXXV1-XXXVil 
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military leaders, Mongol, xv, xvii- 
XVili, XXXV-xxxvi; rebellions of, 
342-3; reduction of powers, 151 

Mind: Buddhist view of, 144, 241 
mines, see iron mines 

ming (‘one’s destiny, mandate’), 218, 
445 

Ming dynasty, xiv, 256, 475; 
condemnation of Chang Hung-fan, 
618 

ming ming-te (‘to manifest the brilliant 
virtue’), 446 

Minglik Temiir, 600 
Minggan (Mingan), 81-2 
minggan (minggan), see chiliarch(y) 
minggan-u (minggan-u) noyan 

(‘chiliarch’), 132 
Mingqandar, 87 
*Mingan, see Shih-mo Ming-an 
mining, 251, 272, 540-1; iron mines, 

251, 272, 540-1; silver mines, 542, 
574 

Ministry of Finance, 571 
Ministry of Justice, 279, 377 
Ministry of Personnel, 173, 344, 413, 

472, 543 
Ministry of Public Works, 571 
Ministry of Revenue, 371, 396, 472 
Ministry of Rites, 137, 173, 279, 359, 

472, 637 
Ministry of War, 635, 636, 637 
Ministry of Works, 57, 258, 285 
Mo-nien (née), w. of Shih T’ien-tse, 41 
Mo-nien Chin(Ch’in)-chung, 81-2 
Mo Ti (ca.479-ca.381 B.C.), 146, 168 
Mohi, Plain of, 24 
Mohist texts, 462 
monetary system, money, see currency 

reform 
Mongol armies: Chinese commanders, 

614-15; establishment of garrison 
forces, 19-20, 116-17; ethnic 
composition, xili, Xvii, xxxv, 5-6; 
incorporation of Sung forces, 598; 
mobilized to repress Li T’an, 510- 
11; placement in Chinese-controlled 
territories, 31; structure, 4; in Sung 
offensive, 588-9; utilization of local 
auxiliary forces, 21; Western Army, 
355; see also Left Wing of Mongol 
army; military administration; 
military campaigns; military 
leaders; Right Wing of Mongol 
army 

Mongol court: administration of 
imperial princes, 565-6; attitudes 
towards conquered people, 160; 
centralization vs. feudalization 
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policies, 69, 150; compilation of 
history of rulers, 306-7; conflicts 
between Méngke and Qubilai, 34, 
127, 393, 483-4; conflicts between 
qan and princes, 21, 119, 124; 
division over ganate in 1260, 485-6; 
duties of the keeper of the seals, 
640-1; envoys to Central and 
Western Asia, 185; envoys to 
Khwarazm, 122-3; envoys to the 
Sung, xxix, 71, 182-4, 355, 357-63, 
506-7, 508, 592-3; Heavenly 
Mandate, 165; imperial gifts 
system, 569-70; Imperial Seal, 102, 
152; legitimization of rule, 27, 376; 
Ogédeid conflict with the Toluids, 
126; rebellion of Mongol princes 
against Qubilai, 587, 597-8, 633; 
recruitment of scholars and officials 
LOLMXKV-XKKy XXKIV SSRN 2s 
187-8, 191, 203, 250-1, 252, 257, 
303-5 passim, 319, 320, 354, 390-1, 
422, 624-5; rituals, 10, 107, 399, 
432; see also administration; fiscal 
administration; military 
administration 

Mongol Empire: composition and 
nature of, 95-6; transformation into 
China-centred dynasty (Yiian), xii, 
xxv, 42, 55; Yeke Mongqol Ulus 
period, Xi, xii, Xiv, XVI-xxV, XXv, 
261 

Mongol language and script, see 
languages 

Mongol overlords, 150; see also t’ ou- 
hsia (kuan-yiian) 

Mongols: attitude towards Chinese 
collaborators, 27; attitude towards 
Confucianism, xxii-xxiii, Xxx-xxx1, 
167; conquest of China, xi, xiii; 
educated in Chinese affairs, 186-7 

Monggqol (Mongol) tribe, 3 
moral conduct, xxix, 166, 275, 430, 

438, 439 
Morita Kenji, 505 
Mote, F.W., xxx, 448, 451-2, 460; on 

Liu Yin, 457 
moxibustion, 415 
Moge, 238, 357 
Monggii Buga, 5, 7, 86 
Mongke Qa’an (r. 1251-59), 86, 132, 

354, 392, 422, 624; accession of, 
xxi, 108, 126, 133, 190, 248, 391, 
471; and administration, xii, 170, 
271, 472; attitude towards 
Confucians, 170; and the 
Buddhist/Taoist debates, 254, 646; 
campaign against the Bulgars, 22; 

conflicts with Qubilai, 34, 127, 393, 
410, 483-4; death of, xxix, 35, 129, 
255, 357, 394, 484; dispute 
surrounding accession of, 89, 109; 
launches attack on the Sung, 54-5, 
172, 254-5, 338, 393, 484, 506, 
588; patronage of Buddhism, xxiv, 
238, 647; rewards loyal Chinese, 
33; support for Chinese literati, 
304; Szechwan campaign, 473-4 

Mstislav of Galicia, 19 
Mu-an chi, 403 
Mu-hua-li, see Muqali 
mu-niu (‘Wooden Ox’), 298 
Mu-tsung (Liao) (r. 951-69), 137 
Mu-yen Temiir, 93 
Mubarak Shah, 128 
Muhammad, prophet, 467 
Muhammad shah of Khwarazm (r. 

1200-20), 16, 18-19, 117, 122; 
astrological prediction of death of, 
141 

Milasarvastivadin, 652 
Mulgar, 83 
Mungsuz (1206-67), 133-4, 482, 485, 

496 
Munkuev, N.C., 160 
Mugali (1170-1223), xv, xxxi, 3-8, 79, 

80, 91; achievements, xvii-xviil, 
185; as commander-in-chief in 
north China, 5, 140, 300; 
commands garrison forces, 116-17, 
470; death of, 7, 179; Hopei and 
Shantung campaigns, 245, 416, 501; 
military strategy, 61; offers 
protection to Ch’an Buddhists, 226- 
7; recruits Chinese defectors, 47 

music and musicians, 68-9, 260 
Muslims, 122, 160, 286, 539, 581; in 

administration, 161, 162, 467-70, 
488-9; calendrical science, see 
under calendars; southwestern 
China, xxxil, 471-8; see also 
Central Asians; Islam; Sarta’ul 
people 

myriarch(y) (tlimen, wan-hu), 4, 30, 
39, 65, 89, 588, 608; see also k‘ri- 
skor 

myths and legends: about Bayan, 603- 
4; dragon-king of Yen-ching, 260 

Na-ho (née), w. of Shih Ping-chih, 41 
Na-ho (née), w. of Shih T’ien-tse, 41 
Na-ho Sung-nien, 32 
Na-mo, 238-9, 646 
Nagdnanda, 653 
Nai-hsien (1309-7), 32 
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Naiman tribe, 3, 4, 19, 96; campaigns 

against, 4, 14-15, 382 
Nakano, M., 173 
Nan-ching, see Pien 
Nan-kung Yiieh, 290 
Nan Sung, see Sung dynasty 
Nan-Sung Yiian Ming Ch’ an-lin seng- 

pao chuan, 224 
Nan T’ang, see Southern T’ ang 

kingdom 
Nan-t’ang ssu, 237, 247 

Nanggiadai, s. of Bayan, 603 
Nanggiajan, Princess, 494 
Nanking (Nan-ching, Chien-k’ang): 

Mongol army in, 591, 612, 630; 
observatory, 286, 287, 289 

Naqu, 109 
Nasir al-Din, s. of Saiyid Ajall, 476, 

478 
Nasir al-Din Tisi (1201-74), 289 
Nasr al-Din Melik, 577, 579-80 
Nata, see No-cha 
National Archives, 51 
National College, xxvi, 72, 368; 

appointees to, 345; criticisms of, 
457-8; establishment of, 412, 426, 
431; under Hsii Heng, xxix-xxx; 
increase in student numbers, 440; 
origins, 157, 181, 186-7, 277, 387; 
recruitment of students, 435; 
teaching methods, 436-7; textbooks, 
436; Wang Hsiin as rector of, 262, 
400; Yen-ching, 434 

National History, 110, 172, 632, 639 
national identity, Chinese: absence of, 

XXXili, xxxvl1; development of, 620; 
see also Han nationalism 

National Teacher (kuo-shih), 240 
National University (Chin), 67, 198, 

350 
natural disasters, 573-4 
navy: in conquest of southern Sung, 

XXV, XxXxvi, 589, 591-2, 594, 612- 
13, 631; expansion of Mongol fleet, 
630; in Java campaign, 548; in Li 
T’an rebellion, 510-11; preparations 
for Japan campaign, 638; Yai-shan 
battle, 614-16 

Naya, 584 
Nayan (d. 1287), xxxv, 9; rebellion of, 

_ 566, 599-600 
sNe-t‘an-pa Grags-pa-sen-ge, 648 
Needham, J., 288, 316 
nei-suan (‘esoteric computation’), 141 
Nei-tsu Po-sa (d. 1233), 198 
Neo-Confucianism, xx1il, 275; 

ascendancy of, xxix, xxx, 188-90; 
and Ch’an Buddhism, 399; Ch’eng- 
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Chu school, xxix; Ch’eng I school, 
300; classics, 189; conflict with 
Tung-p’ing school, xxviii, 439; 
criticisms of, 204; and development 
of moral conduct, 438, 439; and 
good government, 430-1; 
interpretations of Confucian 
classics, 351, 352; in north China, 
KKM KK VIN Sem OOM OS aa ()s 
369, 379, 388-90, 404, 418; 
question and answer teaching 
method, 437; role of academies in 
spread of, xxvi, 72, 189; writings, 
350, 388, 390, 420, 423 

Nepal, 653 
*Nerbi, see Nieh-li-pi 
Nestorian Christians, 93, 97, 103; 

promoted by Giiytik, 106-7 
New Army of I-tu, 630 
Niciigiit (Niciigtid) clan, 584 
Nieh Fu-chien, 50, 54 
Nieh Kuei (1197-1252), 319 
Nieh-li-pi, 13 
Nien-ho Ch’ung-shan, 152, 187 
Nien-ho Nan-ho (d. ca. 1268), 488 
nien-p’u (‘chronological biography’), 

140, 163, 206; of Yao Sui, 403 
Ningsia (Ning-hsia), 146, 635 
Niu, maternal u. of Hao Ching, 355 
Niu (née), w. of Chang Fu-k’uan, 46 
Niu-erh-chieh, 132 

Niu Hsien, 48 
N 
N 
N 

izam al-Din, 173, 492 
Yo-cha (= skr. Nata), 259-60 
Yomugan (d. ca. 1292 or 1301), 10, 

343, 546, 566, 624; in war against 
Qaidu, 593, 597, 599, 636 

Nogai, s. of Bayan, 603 
north China: administrators, 123, 158, 

170, 179; impact of Mongol war on, 
149; military campaigns, xvii, 4-5, 
176-7, 179, 300, 317; Mongol 
administration of, xxi-xxil, xxxi, 
BRB, OY IAs), W275 Ie 
redefinition of boundaries, 65-6; 
role of Pacification Bureaux, 395; 
under Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, 149-59; see 
also under names of provinces 

Northern School of Taoism, see under 
Taoism 

Nosal, 103 
noyan (‘chief, noble’), 9, 79 
nokor, noker (“companion, retainer’), 

NIG, NOMUS IT 
numerology, 141 
nuntug (nutug) (nomadic territories), 

469 
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obog (obog, omog) Goint descent 
group), 469 

observatories: field stations, 290-1, 
441; Nanking, 286, 287, 289; Ta-tu, 
289-90; see also astronomy 

Office for Harmonious Purchase, 274, 
540; corruption in, 567-8 

Office for Regulated Management, 540 
Office for Regulating State 

Expenditure, 277, 401, 433, 543; 
functions of, 542 

Office of General Administration, see 
General Administration 

official titles, 14, 25, 49, 58, 92, 153, 
214 

Ogul Qaimi§ (1248-51), 108, 109, 190, 
470; patronage of Ch’an Buddhism, 
238 

Oirat dialect, 13 
old-age homes, 249 
Old Army of I-tu, 629 
Oloéin (d. 1277), 494, 597 
One (or Universal) Mind (i-hsin), 241 
ong (‘king, prince’), 153; see also giii 

ong (‘Prince-of-state’) 
Ong Qan, see To’oril Ong Qan 
Onggirat (Onggirad) tribe, 117, 597; 

see also Qonggirat tribe 
Onon-Keriilen Mongols, 96 
ordo (‘royal encampment; domain’), 

86, 146, 539, 600 
*Organa, 128 
Oros (1258-1313), 567 
orphanages, 249 
ortaq, ortog (‘{merchant] association’), 

159, 160, 171, 541, 564 
Ortaq Administration, 564 
Otrar (Utrar) massacre, 18, 117, 122-3 
Ou-hsiang ling-shih, 324 
Ou-yang Hsiu, 378, 462 
Ou-yang Hsiian (1283-1357), 443 
overlords, see Chinese overlords; 

Mongol overlords; shih-hou; t’ ou- 
hsia 

Ogédei Qa’an (r. 1229-41), xxii, 13, 
85, 120, 185, 481, 546; accession, 
9, 20, 92, 101, 148-9; 
administration, xi-xii, 101, 103, 
123, 136, 200, 256, 270, 310, 349, 
522; adopts use of Chinese ranks 
and titles, 153; and alcoholism, 104, 
159; allocates apanages in north 
China, 155-6, 247; campaigns 
against the Sung, 388, 408, 418; 
Chinese officials under, xxiii; death, 
25,53, 106, 161, 190; dispute over 

accession of, 148; and education, 
186-7; establishes National College, 
387; feudal policies, 69; Honan 
campaign, 407, 417-18; launches 
attack on the Chin, 51, 198, 301, 
622; and Neo-Confucianism, 193; 
patronage of Ch’an Buddhists, 231; 

_ Teorganises Han Armies, 30 
Oljei (1246-1303), 578, 580, 602 
Oljei Buga, 134 
Oljidei, 89 
Onggiir Ba’urti (Bagurti), 80-2, 116 
Ongiit (Onggiit) tribe, xiii, 98; Chinese 

influences, 97; in the Left Wing, 5; 
uprising of 1207, 99-100 

Orliig (‘stalwarts’), 90 
OtmiS, 375 

Pa-chi (or Pa-chi-yu), 572, 576 
Pa-ch’un, 486 
Pa-shih-i hua tu, 253-4, 394 
Pa-ssu-pa, Pa-ho-ssu-pa, see ’P‘ags-pa 
Pacification Bureaux, 35, 38, 256, 509; 

abolished, 338; Chen-tung-hsi, 596; 
Ching-chao, 339, 392, 423, 483, 
484, 487; disciplining of officials 
of, 565; establishment of, 251, 271- 
2, 273, 395, 472, 486-7, 523; Ho- 
nan, 484; Hopei, 273, 338, 524; 
Kuan-chung, 191; Shantung, 277; 
Shen-hsi, 340; Ssu-ch’uan, 340; 
supersedes jarquci offices, 472; 
Tibet, 650, 651 

pacification commissioners, 529; 
function of, 192, 251, 523, 527; 
Hopei, 338; Hsing-chou, 282; 
Kuan-chung, 338; supersede 
Jarqucis, 472 

’P‘ags-pa (1235-1280), xv, xxxvii- 
XXXVili, 646-53; development of 
alphabet, 650; first meeting with 
Qubilai, 647; as Imperial Preceptor 
under Qubilai, xxxviii, 650, 651; 
involvement in the Buddhist/Taoist 
debates, 648; posthumous honours, 
652; recommends Bayan to lead 
Sung offensive, 587, 652; temple in 
Ta-tu, 652; visit to China, 558, 647; 
writings, 651, 652-3 

painting, 269; catalogue of Sung 
works, 374, 380, 384 

paiza (= p’ai-tzu) (‘tablet of authority’), 
215; see also golden/silver tablet 

Palladii, Archimandrite, see Kafarov, 
al 

pan (math. term; a division of tu), 293 
‘Pan-shih i’, 357 
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p an-ch en (‘Rebellious Officials’), 
XXXil 

P’an-ch’i chi, 222 
P’an Kung-po, 360 
pao-chia system, 34, 396 
Pao-chou, 50-1 
Pao-en ssu, 139 

pao-pien (‘praise and blame’), 618 
pao-shan lu (clepsydra), 283 
Pao Ting-po (1728-1814), 324 
pao-yin (‘tax in silver’), 524 
paper money, see currency reform 
Parvan, 83-5 passim, 213 
peasant uprisings, see uprisings and 

rebellion 
Pei-ching: administration of, 493-4; 

Chin defences, 114; see also 
Chung-tu; Ta-tu; Yen-ching 

P’ei Sung-chih (372-451), 365 
Peking, see Chung-tu; Qan Baliq; Pei- 

ching; Ta-tu; Yen-ching 
Pelliot, P., 97, 102, 108 
pen-chi (‘Imperial Annals’), 90, 308, 

384, 560, 610; of Ai-tsung, 314; of 
Shih-tsung, 309 

Pen-wu Hsiian, 226-7 
P’eng I-pin (d. 1225), 28, 29, 49, 64, 

67; Shantung campaign, 211 
P’eng Ta-ya, 52, 115 
P’eng Tse, 330 
Persia, 585 
Persian Iraq, 19 
Persian language, 466 
Persians, xili 
Peshawar, 142 
Pest, 25 
Petech, L., xxxvli-xxxvill 
Peterson, Ch.A., xxili 
Pi-lei t iao-mu, 364 
Pi Shu-hsien (1200-54), 66 
Pian di Carpine, John of, 107 
Pien, -ching, -liang (K’ai-feng), 63, 

156, 404; attack on, 21-2, 30, 51, 
85, 180; as capital of Chin 
government, 46, 115, 138, 177, 196, 
211, 300, 318, 416, 449, 501, 502, 
622; Chin defences, 198-9, 473; 
educational facilities, 191; military 
administration, 191; naval ship- 
building, 589; protection of 
civilians during attack on, 66, 167; 
surrender of, 199, 232, 301, 336, 
417; Taoist congregation, 208; 
Yang Huan’s essay on, 201 

Pien-hsieh lun, 164 
‘Pien ku-kung chi’, 201 
Pien-nien ko k uo, 436, 437 
Pien-wei lu, 163 
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Ping, Sung prince, see Chao Ping 
p ing-ch’a (math. term), 293 
p’ing-feng hsiang lou (clock), 298 
p’ ing-shih (math. expression), 331 
P’ing-Sung lu, 586, 594, 604 
playwrights, plays, see tsa-chii 
Po-hai, 17-18, 137 
Po Hsieh-chii, 572 
Po Hua, 32 
Po-lan, 483 
Po-lu, see Bol 
Po P’u (1226-?), 40 
Po Shu-ren, 287, 288, 289 
‘Po-yen hsing’, 604 
Po-yiin kuan, 216, 221 
poetry, 346, 617-18; of Hao Ching, 

350; genres, 442, 464, 617, 618; 
theories, 268 

Poles, 24 
Political Council, 137 
Polo, Marco, xxxiii, 31, 466, 539, 550, 

604; on Ahmad’s harem, 552; on the 
assassination of Ahmad, 554-5; on 
Bayan, 584 

dpon-c‘en (Sa-skya administrator), 
651, 653 

population count see census 
post-relay system (jam), 118, 145, 476, 

636-7 
prajna, see chih 
prefectural schools, 32; Chen-ting, 

450; Tung-p’ing, 68-9; see also 
education 

Presidential Council, 10, 11, 113, 137, 
198, 536; Ahmad as chief of, 342; 
Ahmad’s proposal for establishment 
of, 542-3; appointees to, 302; 
building, 570; Chin period, 312; 
control over appointment of 
officials, 571-2; criticisms of, 572; 
dissolution of, 578; establishment 
of, 401, 433, 638; function of, 263, 
277, 493, 544; integrated into the 
Secretarial Council, 544; re- 
established in 1286, 562; Sangha as 
Right chancellor, 566-7; supremacy 
over Secretarial Council, 555 

Prince Jingim’ s textbook of Tibetan 
Buddhism, 652 

Princely Establishment, 342-4 
printing and publishing, 157, 189; 

Neo-Confucianist classics, 189 
private academies (shu-ylian), 157-8, 

197, 319; development from “free 
schools’, 202; established to honour 
Confucian scholars, 443, 464; Neo- 
Confucianist, 189, 193, 389; see 
also under name of academy 
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Private Academy of the Supreme 
Ultimate, 157, 189, 388-9 

‘privately attached households’, see pu- 
ch’ ti hu 

provincial administration, see local 
administration 

pseudo-sciences, Chinese, 267 
P’u-an, monk, see Hao Chih-wen 
Pu-chih-erh, see Bujir 
pu-ch’ ti hu (‘privately attached 

households’), 68 
Pu-san An-chen (d. 1221), 502 
Pu Yiian-shih i-wen chih, 366 
P’u-ch’a Kuan-nu (d. 1233), 311, 622 
P’u-chi Ch’an-ssu: expansion of, 239; 

see also Hai-yiin Ch’an-ssu 
P’u-hsien Wan-nu, 9 
P’u Shou-keng, 633 
publishing, see printing and publishing 
punishments: corporal punishments for 

officials, 541-2, 565, 566, 572; 
penalties for military involvement 
by civil servants, 532; for robbery 
and theft, 641-2; see also judicial 
system 

Punjab, 142 
‘Pure Commandments’ (ching-chieh), 

231; see also Commandments of the 
Great Vehicle 

‘Pure Happiness Society’, see Ch’ing-lo 
she 

P‘yag-na-rdo-rje (1239-67), 649 

qa’ an (qagan), title, 92 
Qaban, 14 
Qabici, 37, 397, 486; and the Li T’an 

rebellion, 511, 512, 513, 609, 628 
Qabul Qan, 3 
Qatéi’un (Qatigun), 566 
Qada, 80-2, 90 
Qadan, 340, 486 
Qadaq, 108, 109, 587 
Qaduqui, 9 
Qaidu (?1235-1301), xxxv; alliance 

with Baraq, 129; alliance with 
Ca’adai princes (1269), 587; war 
with, xxxvi, 10, 593, 597, 599-601, 
614, 633 

cae (Yiian) (r. 1308-11), 173, 403, 

qalan (‘land tax’), 123, 156 
qalja (‘buffoons’), 84 
qan, title, 92 
Qan Baliq (Peking), 128 
Qan Melik (Amin al-Mulk), 83-5 

passim 
Qangli (Qanglt) tribe, xiii, 16 

Qara Botu, 509 
Qara Buqa, 339-40 
Qara Hiilegii, 128 
Qara Jang, see Yunnan 
Qara Khitai (Qara Kitad), 15, 18, 122, 

126, 539; Mongol campaigns 
against, 16-17, 100; see also 
Turkestan 

Qara Qoéo, see Qoto 
Qara Qorum (Ho-lin), 65, 69, 103, 107, 

185, 235; 238, 247-8)27115 3039319; 
388, 390, 482; Ariq Boke plans 
attack on, 339-40; Buddhist/Taoist 
debates at, 254; captured by Ariq 
Boke, 628; revolt of Mongol 
princes against, 597-8; as seat of 
government, xii, 161, 170, 200 

Qara Qoto, 146 
Qaraéar, 238 
gara ul (qaragul) (‘scouting troops’), 

83 
Qargil Sira, 77-8 
qari (relative by marriage), 469 
Qarlug tribe, xiii, 16 
Qasi, 3 
Qayaligq Plain, 141, 587 
Qipéaq Steppe, 19, 22 
Qipéaq (Qipéaq) tribe, xiii, 19, 597; 

Mongol campaigns against, 19, 23- 
4 

Qitay Qaya, 480 
*Qitay Salig, see K‘er-t‘a’i 
*Qoduqui (d. 1260), 495-6 
Qoéo, 93, 146 
qol (gool) €erig (‘main army corps’), 4 
qol-un (gool-un) ulus (‘central 

domain’), 107 
Qonggirat (Qonggirad) tribe, 539; see 

also Onggirat tribe 
Qongridar, 649 
Qorqosun (Qorgosun), 551-2, 560 
qubcir (gubcigur) (‘poll tax’), 123, 127 
qubi (‘apportionment’), 469; see also 

apanages 
Qubilai, one of the ‘Four Hounds’, 3 
Qubilai Qa’an (r. 1260/1271-1294), 

XXV-XXXvili, 86; accession of, xi, 
XH XXV, DOT 2N25S N47 Ae 
administration, 191, 383, 472; 
adopts Chinese rituals and 
institutions, 149, 265, 304; adopts 
dynastic name of ‘Great Yiian’, 261, 
285; advised on principles of 
government, 375, 378, 380, 390-1, 
428-31, 444, 489-90, 497; 
appointed viceroy of north China, 
xxii, 191, 248, 271, 354, 391-2, 
471, 483; awarded personal 
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fiefdom, 354, 392, 422-3; and the 
Buddhist/Taoist debates, 253-4, 
393-4, 410, 646, 648; campaigns 
against the Sung, xii, 130, 192, 254- 
5, 272, 285, 338-9, 394, 400-1, 439- 
40, 454, 484, 521-2, 606, 627; 
centralization policies, 38-9, 43, 56, 
120, 170-1, 394-5; Chinese advisers 

Qutb al-Din, 126 
Qutuqu Noyan, see Sigi Qutuqu 

under, xxv-xxx, xxxiv, 33, 55, 72, 
191, 203, 250-1, 252, 257, 303-5 
passim, 319, 320, 354, 390-1, 422, 
624-5; Chinese military support of, 
35, 55; Chinese support for Sung 
campaigns, 454-5; clash with 
Mongke, 34, 127, 393, 483-4; 
concept of the perfect adviser, 414; 
conflict with Ariq Boke, 35, 42, 43, 
55-6, 90, 133-4, 255, 272, 410, 424, 
471-2, 484-6, 609; dissension 
under, xxxii-xxxiv, 34, 492; 
financial advisers to, xxxili-xxxiv, 
37, 277-8, 281; fiscal policies, 401- 
2, 405, 411, 491-2, 498, 524-5; 
investigates conduct and loyalty of 
Chinese advisers, 516; issues anti- 
Islamic edicts, 555; mistreatment of 
Chinese officials, 344, 346; 
opposition to, 129; patronage of 
Buddhism, 235-7, 438, 646; 
patronage of Lamaism, xxxvli- 
Xxxviil, 90, 648, 649; peace 
agreement with the Sung, 55; pro- 
Chinese policies, 34; relationship 
with Chinese literati, xii, 247-8, 
257-8; as Son-of-Heaven, xii-xiii; 
superstitious beliefs, 278-9; Tibetan 
policy, 651; ‘universal ruler’ 
aspirations, xii-xiil; Veritable 
Records, 376, 378, 384-5, 639-40; 
war with Qaidu, 599-601 

Qubilai Qoréi, 86 
Qudu, 15, 16 
Qududar, 567 
Qulan Qatun, 235 
Qunduqai (or Qundaqai), 172, 173, 

339-40; support for Ariq Boke, 485- 
6, 635 

Qunggotan (= Qonggqotan) tribe, 86 
Qura¢éu, 39 
qurilta(i) (great assembly’): of 1206, 

4; of 1228/9, 92, 148; of 1235, 22; 
of 1244-6, 25, 647; of 1251, 91, 
126, 391; of 1260, 485; of 1295, 
601 

QurimZi, 9 
Qurgosun, see Hsii Chiin-fu 
Quru Buga, 529 
Qurum&si, see T’ou-lien-ko 

Jes 
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Rabban Sauma, 97 
Ra&gid al-Din, 109, 142, 584; on 

Ahmad, 539, 554-5; on 
assassination of Ahmad, 550; on 
Bayan, 585; on Bujir, 131-2; 
inaccuracies in writings, 10; on 
Mahmid Yalavaé, 125; on Muqali, 
5, 8; and religion, 106; on Saiyid 
Ajall, 471; on Sangha, 558, 579-80; 
on Shih T’ien-tse, 39-40; on Sigi 
Qutuqu, 75-85 passim; on Sung 
campaigns, 588 

Ratchnevsky, P., xx 
rebellions, see uprisings and rebellion 
“Rebellious Officials’, see p’an-ch’ en 
“Record of the Library of a Myriad 

Books’, 351 
Red Coats (Army), 60, 61, 211, 500-1, 

502 
Regional Censorate, 130, 374, 564; 

Chiang-nan, 58, 638; Shensi, 279, 
404; Yen-ching, 389; see also 
Censorate 

Regional Department of Military 
Affairs, see Department of Military 
Affairs 

Regional Judicial Bureaux, 547 
Regional Military Bureau, Shantung, 

629 
Regional Military Control Bureau: Ho- 

nan, 630; Ts’ang-chou, 178 
Regional Presidential Council: 

abolition of, 69; Shan-tung, 311; 
Tung-p’ing, 60-1, 62, 63, 66; 
Western Shan-tung, 63 

Regional Secretarial Council, 38, 564; 
Almaliq, 546; assume responsibility 
for military affairs, 602; Chiang-hsi, 
42; Chiang-Huai, 572, 592, 597, 
615, 637, 638; Ch’in-Shu, 487; 
Ching-Hu, 39, 494-5, 587, 588; 
Chung-tu, 471, 472; establishment 
of, 256; Fukien, 375; functions, 
635; Ho-hsi, 635-6; Ho-nan, 39, 57, 
398, 403; Ho-tung, 341; Hsing- 
ytian, 474; Hu-Kuang, 41; Huai-hsi, 
39, 587-8; I-tu, 629; Kansu, 275, 
568; Liao-yang, 496; Lin-huang, 
114; Pei-ching, 493-4; Shansi, 398; 
Shantung, 257, 394, 489; Shensi, 
275, 398, 404, 472; Szechwan, 472, 
474; Yen-ching, 522-3; Yunnan, 
474-5, 476; see also Secretarial 
Council 
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Regional Secretariat: establishment of, 
200; functions, 187; Huai-nan, 504; 
I-tu, 506; loss of powers, 161, 170, 
190; officials, 188; recruitment 
examinations, 158; Shantung, 421, 
500, 504; Shensi, 340; structure and 
functions, 151-2; Szechwan, 340; 
Yen-ching, 492 

religion: clerical bureaucracy, xxxvii; 
utilized for political purposes, 
XxxViil; see also Buddhism; Islam; 
Lamaism; Nestorian Christians; 
Taoism 

religious leaders, xv; curtailment of 
privileges and power, 150-1, 171; 
privileges, xxiv, xxxvil; social 
welfare role, xxiii-xxiv; taxation 
exemptions for monks, 145, 214, 
234, 549, 647-8 

revenue administration, see fiscal 
administration 

revolts, see uprisings and rebellion 
Ricci, Matteo, 286-7 
Right Wing of Mongol army, 4, 34-5 
Rin-c‘en-rgyal-mts‘an (1238-79), 650 
rites, 68-9, 72; promotion of Confucian 

rites, 396, 422; and superstition, 
141; textbooks, 436; see also rituals 

Rites of Chou, see Chou-li 
rituals: adoption of Chinese court 

ceremonies, 73, 148-9, 260-1, 399, 
432; Buddhist, 559; Islamic, 555, 
579-80; sacrificial offerings, 249, 
304; Taoist, 217-18; throne 
canonization, 10; see also rites 

Rossabi, M., xi, xxx 
Ruffini, P., 329 
Rukn al-Din, 126 
ruling élite, xix; adoption of Chinese 

practices, 10, 153; criteria for 
admission under Qubilai, xxx1; 
education of children of, 186-7; 
ethnic composition, xiii; ‘steppe 
intelligentsia’, 95-6; see also 
Chinese literati; military leaders; 
religious leaders 

Rus(sia): campaigns against, 19, 23-4, 

Ryazan, 23 

Sa-skya monastery, 473, 646 
Sa-skya-pa sect (Lamaism), xxxviii, 

646, 647; so-called council of C‘u- 
mig, 650; opposition to, 649; see 
also Lamaism; Tantric Buddhism 

Sa-skya Pan-c‘en (Sa Pan) (1182- 
1251), 646, 647, 652 

Sa-ti-mi-ti-li, 412 
Sa’ari Ke’er (Saari Kegere), 5 
sacrificial offerings, see rituals 
Saéa Beki, 3 
*S‘ad Midir, see Sa-ti-mi-ti-li 
Sadi, 579-80 
Sadr al-Din, 552 
Safaliq, 131 
Sairam Lake, 141 
Saiyid Ajall (1211-79), xxx, xxxi, 126, 

466-78; achievements, xxxil; 
administrative posts under Qubilai, 
472-3, 530; administrative reforms 
in Yunnan, 474-8 

Saiyid Ajall Sams al-Din Bukhari, 467 
Saiyid Eli, see Saiyid Ajall 
Salt Administration, 456; see also 

commodities 
Samarqand, 117-18, 128, 129, 144, 

146, 214; administration of, 118-19; 
Mongol invasion of, 141, 213 

samgha (‘religious community’), 558 
Samuqa Ba’atur (or Bahadur), 81-2, 

1S 
san-ch’ eng fang-shih (math. 

expression), 331 
san-chiao, see Three Teachings 
San-chuan, 364 
San-chuan hsii-lun, 364 
San-chii-chieh, 238 
san-ch’ti (song form), 268, 346, 603, 

617, 618 
San-feng shan battle, 9 
San-hsien t’ang, 403, 442 
san-kang (‘three bonds’), 263 
san-kung (‘The Third Duke’, i.e. the 

Grand Guardian), 263 
San-kuo, see Three Kingdoms period 
San-kuo chih, 365, 366 
San-la, 93 
San-pu-la (San-pu-lo), 639 
san-t ai (‘three terraces’), 263 
San Wen-chen kung tz’u, 264 
Sangha (?-1291), xxxiii, xxxiv, 558- 

82: actions taken against officials, 
563-4, 567-8, 574, 638-9; 
administrative reforms, 564-5, 574, 
580; as commissioner for Buddhist 
Affairs, 559; contradictory 
historical accounts of, 579-81; 
execution of, 575-6; extent of 
power, 566; fiscal policies, 534, 
536-7, 562, 569-70, 574, 581; 
linguistic abilities, 558; opposition 
to, 11, 563, 572-3, 575, 581-2, 638- 
9; on Presidential Council, 559, 
562; promoted to Right chancellor 
of Presidential Council, 566-7; 
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reprisals against family and 
followers of, 576-8, 579-80, 639; 
stelae erected in honour of, 570-1, 
372,576 

Sang’ui (1241-84), 9, 594 
Sanjar, 115 
*Saqis Buqa, 87, 88 
Sargis Bugqa, 513, 514, 622, 629 
*Sariq (*Sarig), see Hsia-li 
Sarman, 385 
Sarta’ul (Sartagul) people, 83 
Sarton, G., 335 
Saryg Uighurs, 20 
Satilmi’, 129 
Schall von Bell, Johann Adam (1591- 

1666), 289, 299 
scholar-officials, see Chinese literati; 

Confucianism 
schools, see education 
science and technology, xxvii; see also 

astronomy; irrigation; mathematics 
sculpture, 653 
se-mu (jen) (alien, ethnic’), 435; 

officials, xxx-xXXli, XXX1V-XXxVv; See 
also Central Asians 

Secret History of the Mongols, 4, 7, 14, 
584; authorship debate, 90-3; on 
JiirGedei, 132; on Mahmiid Yalavaé, 
123, 125; on Sigi Qutuqu, 75-85 

Secretarial Council, xxxi, 102, 108, 
1S 1=2/223).259" 2835, 359: 
Confucian scholars on, 431; 
financial corruption in, 562; 
function of chancellors, 585-6; 
function of political affairs officials, 
472, 490, 585; Jingim as head of, 
258, 341; Left and Right Boards, 
273-4, 540; loss of powers, 562, 
564; maladministration in, 398; 
officials, 425, 522-3; operational 
guidelines, 36; punishments meted 
out to ministers of, 566; re- 
established in 1260, 35, 170, 255-6, 
305, 394, 472, 522; relationship to 
other government institutions, 432; 
reorganisations of, 340, 398, 560-1, 
562, 585; structure, 10; Wang Yiin’s 
writings on, 372, 377-8, 381, 523; 
see also Regional Secretarial 
Councils 

Secretariat (pre-Qubilai), see Regional 
Secretariat; Secretarial Council; 
Sino-Uighur chancellery 

Seki Takakazu (K6wa), 329 
Semeke Bahadur, 39 
SenggeSiri, 603 
Senjin, 397 
Se’ iigiitei, see KOk6cti 

195 

Se’tinidei (Segiinidei), 27, 29, 49, 64 
Seviné, 129 
shan (‘goodness’), 351 
Shan-chu hsing-t’ ung fu, 350 
Shan Chung, 62 
‘Shan-chii t’u’, 269 
Shan-ling tsa-chi, 207 
Shan-tung chung-i chiin, see Loyal and 

Righteous Army of Shan-tung 
Shang dynasty, 354 
Shang Ch’i, 345 
Shang-chung-hsia san-li chu-shih, 296 
Shang Heng (1185-1231), 336 
Shang Hu, 344, 345 
Shang Huai-ch’in (869-963), 336 
Shang Huan, 345 
Shang Kang, 336 
Shang Lin, 345 
“Shang shih-wu shu’, see ‘Shih-wu wu- 

shih’ 
Shang-shu, see Shu-ching 
shang-shui (‘sales tax’), 541 
Shang T’ang, 345 
Shang T’ing (1209-89), xxvii, xxviii, 

67, 156, 198, 203, 258, 309, 310, 
336-46, 377, 398, 412, 488; 
administrative appointments, 191, 
338, 340-2, 342-3, 423, 483, 487, 
530; as adviser to Qubilai, 305, 306; 
biography, 345; in conflict with 
Ariq Boke, 485; death of, 345; and 
history projects, 307, 322, 341, 373; 
implicated in Li T’an rebellion, 516, 
535; on Lien Hsi-hsien, 489; 
military appointments, 339-40; 
Opposes supremacy of Secretarial 
Council, 432; opposition to Ahmad, 
542; political intrigues against, 341, 
344, 345-6; supports appointment of 
Wang Wen-t’ung, 395, 521 

Shang-tu, xii, 36, 262, 283, 307, 341, 
397, 593, 633, 639; base camp 
office, 549; described, 252-3; see 
also K’ai-p’ing (fu) 

Shang Wen (1236-1327), 260 
Shang Yiian (or Lung), 336 
Shansi (Shan-hsi), 7, 350, 626; 

administrative reorganization, 490- 
1; investigation into 
maladministration in, 190-1; 
lawsuits, 373-4; military 
administration, 185; military 
campaigns, 6, 9, 28, 29, 48, 49, 64, 
101, 138, 300; pacification 
commissioner, 485; salt production, 
541; strategic significance of, 392; 
Taoist takeover of halls and 
temples, 215 
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Shantung (Shan-tung), xix, xxxiii, 350; 
administrative reorganization, 490- 
1; administrators, 172, 199, 395, 
514; administrators under the Chin, 
317; agricultural promotion, 636; 
bandit groups under the Chin, 60-1, 
500-2; Chinese literati in, 337, 418; 
Chinese participation in military 
campaigns, 28, 29; geo-politics of, 
72, 211; judicial system, 374; 
military campaigns, 4, 6-9 passim, 
27, 49, 50, 61-5 passim, 138, 300, 
407, 416; military mobilization 
during Li T’an’s rebellion, 511; 
Mongol/Sung rivalry in, 182; 
Pacification Bureaux, 277; power of 
Li T’an in, 358; Regional Military 
Bureau, 629; Regional Secretariat, 
421, 500, 504; Sung military 
preparations, 509; Taoist 
congregations, 209; uprising of 
religious rebels in, 276 

shao (math. term; a division of tu), 293 
Shao Yung (1011-77), 266, 379, 445, 

451, 462; commentaries on the 
classics, 450 

She-ch’i ko, 436 
she-hstieh (‘community schools’), see 

education 
She-sheng hsiao-hsi lun, 222 
shen-hsien (‘Holy Immortal’), 214, 219 
Shen-tsung (Ming) (7. 1573-1620), 264 
Shen-t’u Chih-yiian (d. 1298), 73 
Sheng-an ssu, 139 
Sheng-wu ch’ in-cheng lu, 81-5 passim 
Shensi (Shen-hsi), 172, 626; 

administrative reforms, 34, 391, 
392-3, 423, 483; agricultural 
promotion, 249; civil 
administration, 275, 410, 483; 
defence administration under the 
Chin, 336; irrigation systems, 284- 
5; military administration, 396; 
military campaigns, 6-7, 9, 49; 
militia forces, 343, 345; pacification 
commissioner, 339; rebellions, 341; 
Regional Censorate, 279, 404; 
Regional Secretarial Council, 404, 
472; Taoist congregations, 209; tax 
increases, 549; see also Kuan-chung 

shih (math. expression), 331 
shih (poetic genre), 464, 617, 618 
Shih, Sung prince, see Chao Shih 
Shih (née), w. of Shih T’ien-tse, 41 
Shih family, 41-2; loss of hereditary 

privileges, 38-9; transfer allegiance 
to the Mongols, 27-8 

Shih Chang, 41 

Shih-cheng chi, 632 
Shih Ch’eng-kuei, 27 
Shih Chi, a commoner, 570 
Shih Chi (1214-72), 41, 404 
Shih-chi, 462 
Shih-ch’i Ch’eng-chih, 32 
Shih-ch’i Chu, 622, 623, 624 
Shih Chin-tao (1179-1243), 28 
Shih-ching, 138, 374, 462-3, 497 
Shih Chiu-san-hsien, 41 
Shih Chou-ch’ing, 602 
shih-chung (‘to show [= inform] the 

multitude’), 220 
Shih Ch’ iian, 34, 41, 626 
shih-hou (‘hereditary lords’), 31, 50, 

56-7, 150, 188, 628; see also 
Chinese overlords 

Shih-hou chien-chu, 296 
Shih-hsi, see Hsii-shih-tai 
Shih Hsin-tao, 329 
shih-hstieh (‘the real learning’), 625 
Shih Hsiin, 42 
Shih Huai-te, 28 
Shih Jung, 41 
Shih Kang, 40, 41 
Shih Ko, 41 
Shih Kuei (d. 1232), 7, 63, 64 
Shih Kuo-ch’i (1750-1824), 316 
Shih-li Ch’ien-pu, 133 
Shih-lu (Veritable Records), 51, 52, 

303, 307, 381, 462, 632; of early 
Mongol rulers, 308; historical 
works produced from, 308; of 
Qubilai, 376, 378, 384-5, 520, 639- 
40 

Shih Lun, 27 
Shih-mo (née) (d. 1264), w. of Buyruq 

Qaya, 481 
Shih-mo Hsien-te-pu (d. 1235), 5, 47, 

116, 120, 140, 160; criticisms of, 
147-8, 181; patronage of Taoism, 
145 

Shih-mo Ming-an (d. 1216), 115, 116, 
140; Hopei campaigns, 177 

Shih-mo Po-tieh-erh, see Hsiao Po-tieh 
Shih-mo Yeh-hsien, 5, 6 
Shih Pi (1212-97), 612 
Shih Pin, 41 
Shih Ping-chih (1175-1245), 27, 28, 41 
Shih-shih t ang chi, 364 
Shih Shu (1221-87), 39, 41; and the Li 

T’an rebellion, 512 
Shih Sung lu, 184 
Shih T’ien-an (d. 1255), 28 
Shih T’ien-hsiang (1191-1258), 5, 6, 

28-9; military campaigns, 226 
Shih T’ien-lu (1183-1236), 66 
Shih T’ien-ni (1197-1225), 4, 6, 8, 28, 



29, 117; death of, 41, 49, 186, 622; 
Honan campaigns, 64 

Shih T’ien-tse (1202-75), xviii-xix, 
xxxvil, 4, 21, 27-44, 64, 393, 507, 
623; administrative reforms, 32-3; 
appointed myriarch, 30, 52, 65; 
appointed regional military 
commissioner, 34, 191, 391; 
assessed, 410, 424, 643; campaigns 
against the Sung, 254, 372, 587, 
588, 611; campaigns in Hopei, 8, 
49, 186; death of, 40; and the Li 
T’an rebellion, 397, 512-13, 515, 
517, 518, 533, 610; loyalty to the 
Mongols, 43; and National History 
programme, 307, 372; opposition to 
Ahmad, 543; patronage of Ch’an 
Buddhism, 234; patronage of 
Chinese literati, 270, 373; prepares 
feast for Kory6 heir apparent, 274, 
530; and the rebellion of Wu Hsien, 
622; relationship with Qubilai, 33, 
35, 43-4; on Secretarial Council, 10, 
36, 340, 381, 396, 398, 426, 488, 
529; on Wang Yiin, 374; Wang 
Yiin’s writings on, 380 

Shih T’ien-ying, 7 
Shih-tsu (Yiian), see Qubilai Qa’an 
Shih Tsu-chung, 631 
Shih-tsu sheng-hstin, 384-5 
Shih-tsu shih-lu, 376, 381, 384 
Shih-tsung (Chin) (r. 1161-89), 137; 

extolled by Wang Yiin, 376, 383; 
historical works on, 308; patronage 
of Taoism, 209-10 

Shih-tsung (Liao) (7. 947-51), 137, 360 
‘Shih-wu wu-shih’, 430 
Shih Yao (1256-1305), 41 
Shih Yiian-heng (1264-1317), 42 
Shih-yiian ts’ ung-shu, 206 
ship-building, 191, 560 
Shirvan, 19 
shou-ch’ eng (‘preserving 

achievements’), 383 
Shou-ch’ eng shih-chien, 376, 380, 383- 

4 

Shou-shih li, xxvii, 262, 278, 441; 
parameters used in compilation of, 
291-6; publications on, 296 

shu (‘method, technique’), 453 
Shu-ching, 68, 137, 138, 189, 283, 337, 

462-3, 497; commentaries on, 417 
Shu Han kingdom (221-63), 205 
Shu-shu chiu-chang, 327, 335 
shu-ylian, see private academies 
Shuang-ch’i tsui-yin chi, 173 
Shuang-t’a ssu, see Ch’ing-shou ssu 
Shun, sage-king, 490 
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Shun-ti (Yiian), see Togon Temiir 
Shun-tsung (T’ang) (r. 805-6), 274 
Shuo-fu, 207 
Siberia, 15, 112, 466 
Silver Superintendency, 574 
silver tablet, 284 
Sind, 142 
Singjung, emir, 81 
Sinkiang, 480, 546 
Sino-Mongolian frontier, 468; ethnic 

composition, 95, 113; garrison 
forces, 116-17; under Mongolian 
control, 98; strategic significance 
of, 112 

Sino-Uighur chancellery, 151, 152; see 
also Secretarial Council 

Siregetii giitisi Corji (7. 1580-1620), 
652 

Six Ministries, 35, 177, 562 
slaves: abolition of slave trade in 

Szechwan, 487; assigned to Mongol 
princes and nobility, 154; Chinese 
scholars, 158; personal hereditary, 
3, 276 

slob-dpon (‘religious master’), 647 
social welfare: participation of Ch’tian- 

chenwsectc lle ile ly M 
315; proposals of Liu Ping-chung, 
249; role of religious leaders, xxii1- 
XX1V 

Sodun Noyan, 86 
Solangi, see Koreans 
Soldaia, see Sudaq 
songs, 346, 554 
soothsayers, see astrology; divination; 

superstitious beliefs 
Sorqaqtani Begi (d. 1252), 33, 43, 85, 

86-7, 93, 409, 449, 481, 526, 636, 
644; exploitation of Chen-ting 
district, 624; sponsorship of 
Chinese literati, 247, 303 

south China: fiscal policies, 277-8, 
545-6; terrain, 356; threat of Sung 
fugitive court, 614; see also under 
name of province 

Southern Sung, see Sung dynasty 
Southern T’ang kingdom, 320 
Soyot Uriyangqai, 13 
soyurqal (‘grant; hereditary fief’), 155, 

_ 178, 469 
Sddii (d. 1284), 512, 588, 597, 613 
S6nidei, 23 
Spring and Autumn Annals, see Ch’ un- 

ch’iu 
ssu-ch’ ao (‘silk notes’), 256, 526 
ssu-ch’ eng fang-shih (math. 

expression), 331 
Ssu-hsien t’ang, 323 
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Ssu-k’ u ch'tian-shu, 173, 206, 263; 
Chang Hung-fan’s writings in, 617- 
18; Hsii Heng’s writings in, 443-4; 
Li Chih’s writings in, 324; Liu Yin’s 
writings in, 461, 464 

Ssu-k’ u ch’ tian-shu chen-pen, 263, 369; 
Chang Hung-fan’s writings in, 618 

Ssu-ma Kuang (1019-86), 40, 205-6, 
365, 462 

Ssu-shu, 189, 204, 389, 408; and the 
civil service examinations, 439; 
commentaries on, 420, 421, 436, 
443 

Ssu-shu chi-i, 461 
Ssu-shu chi-i ching-yao, 461, 462 
Ssu-yin chai k’o Sung Yiian san-shih-i 

chia tz’ u, 618 
ssu-yli (‘selfish desires’), 446 
Ssu-ylian yli-chien, 329 
Stabilization Treasuries, 574 
State Finance Bureau, 536 
state monopolies, 525; herbal 

medicine, 278; requests for lifting 
of, 401; salt, 278 

statecraft: kung-li approach, 528; 
Tung-p’ing school, xxviii; see also 
administration; civil service; under 
Confucianism 

‘steppe intelligentsia’, xx-xxi, 95-6 
Stumpf, Bernard Kilian (1655-1720), 

289 
Su (née), w. of Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, 162-3 
Su-hstian chi, 174 
Su Kung-pi, 163 
Su Shih (1036-1101), 163, 164, 204, 

346, 369, 378, 405, 462 
Su T’ien-chiieh (1294-1352), 203, 279, 

288, 310, 315, 345; on Bayan, 605; 
biography of Hao Ching, 368; 
biography of Hsii Heng, 443; 
biography of Li Chih, 320, 323; on 
Liu Yin, 454 

Su-tsung (T’ang) (7. 756-63), 274 
Su Tung-p’o, see Su Shih 
Su wen, 462 
Sudaq, 19, 24 
sui-kung ju-li (‘annual tribute of 

Confucian scholars and clerks’), 491 
Sui Shu-sen, 346 
Suldus tribe, 86 
Sun Hu-ch’en, 591, 594, 613, 631 
Sun K’o-k’uan, 183 
Sun Min-hsien, 577 
Sun Pu-erh, 208 
Sun-tzu, 462 
Sun Wu, 177 
Sundudai, 593 
Sung (née), w. of Yao Shu, 403 

Sung Ching, Sung envoy, 591 
Sung Ching (663-737), 264 
Sung Chiu-chia (d. 1233), 198, 387 
Sung dynasty, 112, 431; attempts to 

discredit imperial clan members 
under Mongols, 572; campaigns in 
Shantung, 62, 64, 211; causes of 
collapse of, 454-5; Chin campaigns 
against, 407; Chin rebel defectors 
to, 502-3; destruction of 
mausoleums, 561-2; envoys to north 
China, 6-7, 165, 595; founder of, 
336; fugitive court, 614-16; Honan 
campaign, 183; and the Li T’an 
rebellion, 512, 515; loyalists, 112, 
613, 614, 615; military defections to 
the Mongols, 7, 401, 487, 503-4; 
militia forces, 475; Mongol 
campaign strategy and conquest of, 
Xil, XXXV-Xxxvli, 584, 588-97, 606; 
Mongol campaigns against, 22, 28, 
30-1, 34-5, 39-40, 53-5, 70, 130, 
187,,192254-5;.272, 2853.338-9; 
355-7, 372, 388, 394, 400-1, 418, 
454, 484, 626-7; Mongol envoys to, 
xxix, 182-4, 355, 357-63, 506-7, 
508, 592-3; Mongol takeover of 
government, 596; north China 
military strategy, 61; peace 
agreement with Qubilai, 55, 339, 
358; scholars, 462; surrender to the 
Mongols, 596-7; truce with the 
Chin, 179, 360 

Sung Hsii-ching, 224 
Sung Hu-ch’en, 592 
Sung-shih, 304, 632; Annals of Li- 

tsung, 506; Li Ch’iian’s biography, 
501; on Li T’an, 304, 508, 510 

Sung T’ing-tso, 206 
Sung Tzu-chen (1186-1266), 37, 67, 

68, 70, 73, 512; census estimates, 
155; on Siib6tei, 21, 22; on Sung 
campaign, 355; on Wang Wen- 
vung, 529; on Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, 
141, 154, 159, 162, 164-5, 168 

Sung-Yiian hstieh-an pu-i, 40 
Sung Yen, 50, 55 
Sung Yin-chien, see Hai-yiin 
See: hstieh-an, 204, 280, 413, 

438 
Sung-Yiian hsiieh-an pu-i, 617 
Sung Yiian shih-hui, 346, 405, 618 
Sunit (S6nid) tribe, 86 
superstitious beliefs: astrology, 417; 

glyphomancy, 582; of Mongol 
rulers, 278-9; and rites, 141; 
weather magic, 21 

Suqunéaq, 9 



4 

Surveillance Bureaux, 256, 368, 641 
surveillance commissioners, 158, 200 
Suwar, 23 
Siib6tei Ba’ atur (1176-1248), xv, xxxv, 

13-25, 115, 635; achievements, 
XVli-xVill; attitude towards 
conquered peoples, 160; Caucasus 
and southern Russian campaign, 
132; in Chin campaign, 198, 301, 
336, 387, 417; Hsi-Hsia campaign, 
473; loses favour with Ogédei, 20- 
1; strategy in Hungarian campaign, 
24; and ‘the Four Hounds’, 3, 14; 
Western Campaign, 83-5 

suidiin (‘burnet’), 599 
siigtirci (‘parasol bearer’), 185, 558 
syncretism: in Buddhism, 237, 241; 

Ch’iian-chen sect, 143, 217; Three 
Teachings (Confucianism, Taoism, 
Buddhism), 139, 166 

Szechwan (Ssu-ch’uan), 120, 394; 
administrative reforms, 487; 
Chinese literati enslaved in, 275; 
financial audit of, 569; historical 
writings on, 365; military 
administration, 342, 345; military 
campaigns, 34-5, 53, 55, 172, 173, 
255, 339, 355, 471, 506, 588; 
pacification commissioners, 339, 
485, 590; quarrels between military 
leaders in, 340-1; Regional 
Secretarial Council, 472; Regional 
Secretariat Council, 340; strategic 
and economic significance of, 473- 
4; and the war with Ariq Boke, 485- 
6 

b§ad-mdzod (summary of Doctrine), 
652 

Sakya-bzan-po, 653 
Sar-pa (1259-1314), 652 
Sams (1278-1351), 314 
Sams al-Din, 547 
Saraf al-Din, 102, 103, 104; taxation 

farming concession, 105-6 
Ses-bya rab-gsal, 650, 652 
Sidebala (Yiian) (r. 1321-23), 299, 652 
Sigi Qutuqu (ca.1180-ca.1260), xx, 

75-94, 234, 468; adininistrative 
duties in north China, 82-3; 
appointed judge, 79, 86, 99; 
appointed myriarch, 89; attitude 
towards conquered people, 160; and 
authorship of the Secret History of 
the Mongols, 90-3; and ‘Blue Books 
(or Registers)’, 79, 80, 154-5; 
criticisms of, 88; defeat at Parvan, 
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83-5; involvement in religion and 
politics, 87, 89, 159, 232-3; military 
campaigns, 187, 388, 631; origins 
and adoption of, 75-7; relationship 
with Cingai, 93; responsibility for 
1235/36 census, 154-5; supports 

_ Chinese literati, 156-7 
Sihab al-Din, 564, 577, 582 
Sikdiir, 9 | 
Simultu (Simultai) battle, 35, 56 
Singnaqar, 566 
*Sinsen (‘Holy Immortal’), 214 
*Siregi, xxxv, 238, 239, 342-3; mutiny 
_ of, 597-8, 614 
Siremiin, 109, 161 
Sirgii’etii (Sirgiigetii), 584 
*Siri Gambu, see Shih-li Ch’ien-pu 
Son-ston rDo-rje-rgyal-mts‘an, 653 

Ta-Ch’ao, see Yeke Monggol Ulus 
(Ta-ch eng) San-chii-chieh, see San- 

chii-chieh 
(Ta-Chin) Hstian-tu pao-tsang, see 

Hstian-tu pao-tsang 
Ta-hsing-chiao ssu, 652 
Ta-hstieh, 68, 169, 337, 390, 428, 429; 

commentaries on, 436, 437 
Ta-hstieh yao-liieh, 436 
Ta-li kingdom, 473, 475; Mongol 

conquest of, 251-2, 267, 272, 392, 
409-10, 423, 475, 483, 624, 625-6; 
protection of civilians in, 392 

Ta-ma-la-ta-ssu, 576 
Ta-ming, 410, 610; Pacification 

Bureau, 273 
Ta-ming Hall, 298 
Ta-ming li, 163, 278, 285-6, 292, 441 
Ta-pei ko, 101 
ta-tan (‘Great Elixir’), 218-19, 220 
Ta-tan chih-chih, 222 
ta-tao (‘Great Doctrine’), 169-70 
Ta-tao sect (Taoism), 168 
Ta-ting chih-chi, 308, 309 
Tatu, 2627279) 3430367 NS745 

633; administrators, 544-5; 
construction of, 258-60, 267; 
development of transportation 
routes to, 297-8; establishment of, 
240, 285; observatory, 289-90; as 
seat of government, xii, 235, 277; 
see also Chung-tu; Pei-ching; Yen- 
ching 

ta-t’ ung (‘Great Unity’), 170 
Ta-t' ung li, 291 
Ta-Yiian (‘Great Yiian’), 261, 285 
Ta-Yiian hsin-lii, 396 
Ta-yiin ho, 418, 503, 504, 631; lock- 
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gates, 259, 297; opening up of the 
Chi-chou River, 550 

T’a-t’a T’ung-a (*Tatar Torna), 96 
Tabun (d. 1243), 231 
Tatar, 568; alliance with Qubilai, 485; 

in Chin campaign, 198, 301, 387; at 
fall of Ts’ai-chou, 303, 417; 
relationship with Li T’an, 505-6; on 
Secretarial Council, 530; support 
for, 357 

tai (‘transcendent embryo’), 218 
t’ai (math. term; a division of tu), 293, 

329, 330 
t’ai-chi (‘Great Ultimate’), 445 
T’ai-chi shu-yiian, see Private 

Academy of the Supreme Ultimate 
‘T’ai-chi shu-yiian chi’, 189 
T ai-chi yen, 368 
T ai-ho lii, 396 
T ai-hsiian divination method, 141 
T ai-i divination method, 141 
T’ai-i sect (Taoism), 168, 262, 372, 

379; Wang Yiin’s works on, 380 
T’ai-p’ing hsing-kuo monastery, 238 
T’ai-p’ ing kuang-hui, 194 
T’ai-p’ing movement, 619 
T’ai-shan, 354 
T ai-shang kan-ying-p’ien, 217 
T’ai-tsu (Chin) (r. 1115-23), 308 
T’ai-tsu (Liao) (r. 907-25), 136 
T’ai-tsu (Ming) (r. 1368-98), 603, 605 
T’ai-tsu (Yeke Monggqol Ulus) (7. 

1206-27), see Cinggis Qan 
T’ai-tsung (Liao) (r. 927-47), 137 
T’ai-tsung (Sung) (r. 976-97), 320, 

392, 400 
T’ai-tsung (T’ang) (r. 627-49), 320, 

376, 424; extolled by Wang Yiin, 
383 

T’ai-tsung (Yeke Monggol Ulus) (7. 
1229-41), see Ogddei Qa’an 

t’ ai-tzu, see taisi 
Taiéu, 3, 53 
taisi (‘Grand Preceptor; Prince of the 

blood’), 5, 153 
Talas, 141, 146, 213 
Taliqan, 84, 85 
tamma (‘garrison, etc.’), 20, 116-17 
tammaci (‘garrison commander’), 102, 

470, 513 
Tammaci Army, 31, 69 
Tamna Island, 598 
tan (‘cinnabar elixir’), 219 
Tan-pa, see Dam-pa Kun-dga’-grags 
Tan-yang, see Ma Yii 
T’an Ch’u-tuan (1123-85), 208, 209 
ae Ch’eng T’ang), Shang king, 

T’ang Chien, 361 
T’ ang Code, 396 
T’ang dynasty, 387; K’ai-yiian rites, 

260; as model for Mongol 
statecraft, 373, 374, 376, 378, 383, 
431 

T ang Histories, 173 
T’ang Jo-wang, see Schall von Bell, 

Johann Adam 
T’ang scholars, criticisms of, 204 
T’ ang Sung chin-t’i shih-hstian, 351 
Tanguts, 117, 142, 284-5, 473; 

campaigns against, 20, 100, 146-7, 
179; Chinese influences on, 275; 
see also Hsi-Hsia 

Tantric Buddhism, 260, 653; see also 
Lamaism 

Tao, tao (‘the Way’), 209, 210, 219, 
369, 458, 460 

tao-hstieh (‘Doctrine of the [True] 
Way’), 420 

Tao-te ching, 143 
Tao-tsang, 157, 210, 211, 216, 222 
tao-t’ ung (‘orthodox transmission’), 

420 
Tao-yitian, see Yao Kuang-hsiao 
T’ao Ch’ien (372-427), 365 
T’ao Tsung-i (ca.1315-ca.1402), 207, 

256, 424, 449 
T’ao Yiian-ming (?365-427), 460 
Taoism, Xv, XXXVil; criticisms of, 168, 

444-5, 453-4; and enlightenment, 
209, 210; fostering of man’s nature, 
166; longevity exercises, 449; 
philosophical texts, 462; 
proscription of religious books, 561; 
schools of, 218-19; social functions 
of, xxiv, 197, 216-7; syncretism in, 
197, 216-7; see also Ch’ iian-chen 
sect 

Taoist Canon, see Tao-tsang 
Taoist temples, 210 passim 
Taoists: codes of conduct, 217; conflict 

and debates with Buddhists, xxv, 
144, 239, 253-4, 272, 393-4, 410, 
484, 646, 648; conflicts with 
Contucianists, 394; criticisms of, 
145-6, 315; examination system for 
monks, 150, 159; exert power over 
Buddhists, 145, 147, 214-15; 
leadership dispute in Yen-ching, 
188; Mongol edict against, 239; and 
self-cultivation, 218; and spiritual 
immortality, 219; support for 
Chinese literati, 156-7; taxation 
exemptions, 145, 214; Wang E on, 
315 

Taqataq, 83 
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Tarab uprising, 119, 124 
Tarqutai Kiriltug, 584 
Tas (1212-1239), xvii, 9, 470 
Tas Qoréi, 70 
Tashkent, 213 
*Tatar Tona, see T’a-t’a T’ung-a 
Tatar tribe, 17, 77-9 passim, 98; 

campaigns against, 114 
Tax-collection Bureaux, 150, 151, 161, 

200; Ching-chao, 483; Ho-nan, 158, 
200-1 

taxation system, xi; allotments to 
fiefdoms, 31; annual quotas, 154, 
160, 201, 202, 524-5; apanage- 
household obligations, 70, 156, 
524-5; burden on Chinese, 154; 
centralization of, 69, 105; Chinese 
influences, xxii, 154, 273; 
commercial tax, 571; exemptions 
for Buddhist clergy, 234; 
exemptions for Confucian scholars, 
158, 419; exemptions for dargat, 
227; exemptions for military 
families, 574; exemptions for non- 
Chinese, 154; exemptions for Taoist 
priests, 145, 214; introduction of 
sales tax, 541; land taxes, 567-8, 
571; legislation of 1236/37, 524-5; 
local government taxes, 32-3; 
monopoly taxes, 546; north China, 
149-50; policies in China, 104-5; 
proposal to abolish exemptions, 
541; recovery of unpaid taxes, 568- 
9: redefinition of households, 88; 
reforms, 32, 34, 68, 123, 127, 154, 
249, 251, 338; reforms after 
Sangha’s death, 578; registration of 
tax-payers, 574; silk tax, 156; silver 
tax, 524; under Sigi Qutuqu, xx; tax 
farming, 105-6, 159-60, 202, 470, 
524; tax increases to support 
military campaigns, 548; tax 
increases under Ahmad and Sangha, 
536-7; tax relief after natural 
disasters, 573-4; Turkestan, 123; 
see also fiscal administration; 
Pacification Bureaux; under specific 
taxes 

Tayang Qan, 14, 96, 100 
Tayici’ut (Tayicigud) tribe, 77, 584 
te (‘virtue’), 355 
te-tao (‘to attain the Tao’), 219 
Tea Monopoly commissioner, 560 
teachers, see education; tutors 
technology, see science and 

technology 
Telegetii Bayan, 3 
Temer, 108 

199 

Temiige Otcigin, 104, 151, 179, 485; 
Ch’iu Ch’u-chi’s visit to, 212-13 

Temiijin, see Cinggis Qan 
Temiir, 562, 567 
Temiir Buga, 131 
Temiir Oljeitii (7. 1295-1307), xxxv, 

263, 279, 298, 308, 345, 403, 413, 
442, 496; accession of, 601-2, 639; 
advised on Chinese principles of 
government, 376, 383; tutored by 
Tung Wen-yung, 639 

Temiir TaS (1302-47), 537 
temiir telege (‘iron wagons’), 15 
Tenduk (T’ien-te), 97, 98, 117 
T’ eng-hsien chih, 408 
tengenjutsu, see t’ ien-ylian shu 
territorial expansion, see military 

campaigns 
Thai kingdom, 251-2 
theatrical literature, see tsa-chii 
‘three bonds’, see san-kang 
Three Dukes (=Three Excellencies), 

116, 342 
Three Kingdoms period (221-64), 205, 

365, 617 
Three Ministries of the Left, 472 
Three Teachings (Confucianism, 

Taoism, Buddhism): Buddhist 
ranking, 236; in the Ch’iian-chen 
sect, 216-17; syncretism in Mongol- 
Yiian period, 139, 166-7 

throne: canonization and ritual 
procedures, 10 

Ti Chieh (1223-99), 511 
ti-erh-lien (math. expression), 331 
Ti-fan, 383 
Ti I (Shang) (7. 1191-55 B.C.?), 348 
ti-i (‘ultimate meaning’), 239 
ti-i-lien (math. expression), 331 
ti-san-lien (math. expression), 331 
ti-ssu-lien (math. expression), 331 
ti-tung i (instrument), 298 
Ti-wang ching-liieh, 373 
ti-wang hstieh (‘learning of the 

emperors and kings’), 446 

t’i (‘substance’), 229, 445 
t’i-yung (‘substance and function’), 172 
Tibet, xxxvili, 142, 466, 473, 569; 

administration of, 580, 649, 651, 
653; establishment of Mongol rule 
in, 649-50; Kéden establishes 
relations with, 646-7; Mongol treaty 
with, 473-4; surveying expedition, 
559; see also ’P‘ags-pa 

Tibetan Buddhism, see Lamaism 
Tibetans, xiii, 558 
T’ieh-Fo ssu, 350 
T’ieh-le, see Toles 
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T’ien-chang kuan, 210, 215; see also 
Ch’ang-ch’un kung 

T’ien Chung-liang (1243-1317), 262, 
263, 587 

Tien Cingai, see Cingai 
T’ien Ho-ch’ing, 189 
T’ ien-hsing chin-chien, 199, 205 
t’ien-ming, see Heavenly Mandate 
T’ien-ning monastery, 246 
T’ien P’ien, 168 
T’ien Po-jung, 55 
T’ien-shih Tao (‘Way of the Heavenly 

Masters’), 222 
T’ien-te, see Tenduk 
t’ien-ylian (math. expression), 335 
T ien-yiian i-shih, 332 
t’ien-ylian shu (‘Method of the 

Celestial Element’), 329-31, 332 
Ting-chia Islet, 591-2 
Ting-hai chi, 464 
ting-shih i (astr. instrument), 288 
Ting-tsung (Yeke Mongqol Ulus) (7. 

1246-8), see Giiytik Qa’an 
t’ing-ch’ a (math. term), 293 
titles, see official titles 
T’o-hu-lu, 476_ 
T’o-lieh, see Toles 
T’o-t’o-li-t’ai clan, 132 
Tobciyan, see National History 
Tolui (Yeke Monggol Ulus) (7. 1227- 

29), xxili, xxxi, 10, 33, 65, 86, 89, 
132-3, 247, 470, 624; attack on, 77- 
9; in Chin campaign, 21, 85, 120, 
198, 301, 387, 407, 417; dispute 
over accession of Ogédei, 148; 
patronage of Ch’an Buddhists, 231; 
as regent, 20, 101, 147, 180; 
relationship with Siib6tei, 21 

To’oril (Togoril) Ong Qan, 4, 17, 76, 
78; Khitan envoys to, 114 

Toq (To) Temiir, 10 
Toqon (Togon) Temiir (7. 1333-67), 

58, 308, 443, 464; on Wang Wen- 
tung, 537 

Toqto’a (Togtoga) Beki, 14, 15 
Toquéar (Toguéar), 83-5 passim 
*Toqur, see T’o-hu-lu 
Torzhok, 23 
Tou (née), w. of Liu Ping-chung, 412, 

413 
Tou Lii, 413 
Tou Mo (1196-1280), xxix, 36, 72, 

187-8, 261, 262, 309, 320, 342, 377, 
398, 407-15, 516; appointed to 
Chao-wen Academy, 413; 
appointed to Han-lin Academy, 
410; appointed tutor to Jingim, 409- 
10; death of, 413; and establishment 

of the National College, 277, 434-5; 
fiscal policies, 413; medical skills, 
414-15; and Neo-Confucianism, 
389, 399, 408, 420, 439; opposition 
to Wang Wen-t’ung, 395, 410-11, 
414, 425-6, 529, 531, 532-3; 
participation in the Buddhist/Taoist 
debates, 254, 393-4, 410; and 
principles of government, 409; 
recruited into Mongol 
administration, 252, 305, 390-1, 
422, 624; relationship with Hsii 
Heng, 421, 424, 426; rewarded by 
Qubilai for loyal service, 411-12; 
on role of ministers, 414; support 
for Wang Hsiin, 400, 412, 440 

Tou shih (Chieh) ch’ uang-yang ching- 
yen ch’ tian-shu, 415 

Tou T ai-shih chen-chiu, 415 
Tou Wang, 407 
t’ ou-hsia (‘private domains; family 

fiefs’), 102, 381 
t’ ou-hsia kuan-ytian (Mongol enfeoffed 

nobility), 86 
t’ou-hsiang (‘apanage holders’), 115 
T’ou-lien-ko, 493, 494 
T’ou-t’o sect, see Dhita sect 
toyin (‘monk’), 570 
Toyin Seving, 570 
Toles, 290 
tolgecin (‘diviner [from other 

countries]’), 152, 212 
Tongge, 3 
Tore, 574 
Téregene Qatun, 106, 108, 125; 

influence of Central Asians on, 190; 
patronage of Ch’an Buddhism, 236, 
237; as regent, 128, 161-2, 172; 
taxation policies, 470 

trade: north-south route, 473, 475; oil 
trade, 560; promotion of, 522, 564; 
routes to Khwarazmian empire, 17; 
see also transportation systems 

Transport Bureaux, 274, 427, 540, 
541; expansion of, 546 

transportation systems: canals, 283; 
maritime routes, 564, 598; reforms, 
568, 569; Ta-yiin ho, 297 

“Treacherous Officials’, see chien- 
ch’en 

Tripitaka, 157 
tsa-chii (plays), 40, 268, 617 
tsa-shih (‘Miscellaneous History’), 311 
Tsa-tu hai, 239 
ts’ai (‘material substance’), 461 
Ts’ai-chou, 52, 102, 120; as Chin 

capital, 192, 199, 301-2, 408; fall 
of, 302-3; writings on, 311-14 
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Ts’ai Chung-ying, 552-3 
Ts‘al-pa sect (Lamaism), 647 
gTsan, 647-8 
Tsan Wan-shou, 474 
Ts’ ang-ch’un chi, 263, 268 
Ts’ao family (Wei), 205 
“Ts’ao-an ko’, 225 
Ts’ao Chen-kuei, 554 
Ts’ao Chi, 260 
Ts’ao Chii-i, 32 
Ts’ao Meng-yen, 567 
Ts’ ao-mu tzu, 259 
Ts’ao Pin (931-99), 43, 392, 400, 589, 

605, 606, 618; assessed, 320-1 
ts’ ao-shu (style of calligraphy), 380 
Ts’ao Ts’ao (155-220), 617 
Ts’ao-tung sect (Ch’an Buddhism), 

139, 231, 233, 237, 240, 246; see 
also Ch’an Buddhism 

Ts’ e-ytian hai-ching, 335 
Ts’ e-ylian hai-ching (hsi-ts’ ao), 319, 

323; mathematical problems in, 
324-32 

Ts’ e-yiian hai-ching shih-shu, 332 
Ts’ e-ylian suan-shu, 332 
Tseng Kuo-fan (1811-72), 619 
Tseng-tzu (b. 505 B.C.), 459 
tso-cheng i (astr. instrument), 289 
Tso-chuan, 137, 364, 462, 626 
Tso Tsung-t’ang (1812-85), 619 
Tsou Jung (1885-1905), 619 
Tsu I, 329 
“Tsui-ching chi’, 351 
Tsui-ching t’ ang chi, 379 
Ts’ui (née), w. of Li Yui, 317 
Ts’ui Li (d. 1234), 199, 301, 336; 

surrenders Pien to the Mongols, 417 
Ts’ui Ming-yiian, 362 
Ts’ui Pin (1225-80), 10, 36, 547-8, 549 
Ts’ui Yii (d. 1298), 553, 576 
ts’ ung (math. expression), 331 
tsung-cheng (‘censure of the [imperial] 

clan’), 549 
tsung-miao, see Imperial Ancestral 

Temple 
ts’ ung-fang (math. expression), 331 
tu (‘degree’), 292, 293 
Tu (née), w. of Yen Shih, 63 
Tu family of Ch’ang-ch’ing, 353 
‘Tu Chiang fu’, 454 
Tu Fu (712-70), 268 
‘Tu I-shan shih’, 268 
Tul ssu yen, 421 
Tu Jen-chieh, 202 
Tu Kao (1173-1248), 53 
Tu-shu t’ang, 497 
Tu Ssu-ching (1235-1320), 415, 575 
Tu-sung Ridge, 595 
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Tu Wei-ming, xxx, 452, 460-1; on Liu 
Yin, 457 

Tu Ying (1204-73), 273; opposition to 
Wang Wen-t’ung, 523 

Tu Yii (222-84), 264 
T’u Chi (1856-1921), 13, 109, 115, 

185, 190, 316, 600 
T’u-fan (Amdo), 649, 650, 653 
T’u-lieh Yang-ho, 568 
T’u-tan Kung-lii (1190-1257), 32, 270; 

as adviser to Qubilai, 277; and 
Confucianism, 439; fiscal policies, 
401-2, 545-6; proposes revival of 
civil service examinations, 399, 
412, 438-9, 641; recommended for 
appointment to Han-lin Academy, 
306, 322; on the Sung offensive, 
587 

T’u Tu-ha, see Tug Tuga 
Tuan Chen, 289 
Tuan Chi-ch’ang, 32 
Tuan Hsing-chih (r. 1251-53), 251-2 
Tuan T’ien-yu, 57, 258 
Tuan-tsung (Sung) (7. 1276-78), 595, 

613-14, 633 
Tuan Yu, 367 
Tueei; G2-651 
T’ul (née), w. of Wang Yiin, 372, 376 
T’ ui-pu, 296 
Tumbinai Seéen, 13 
t’un-t’ien, see military colonies 
Tung-ching, 17; see also Liao-yang 
Tung Chung-shu (176-104 B.C.), 462 
Tung Chiin (1186-1233), xxxvii, 30, 

186, 621-2, 627 
Tung-p’ing, 162, 200, 202, 372, 501; 

administrative and economic 
reforms, 395; economic hardships 
in, 337-8; as educational and 
cultural centre, 67, 68, 71, 337; 
memorial temple, 603; military 
campaigns, 62, 63; scholar-officials, 
72, 199-200, 319, 337, 345 (see 
also Tung-p’ing school) 

Tung-p’ing school, xxviii, 521; 
adherence to classical 
Confucianism, 439; promotes 
sinicized image of Qubilai, 385; 
statecraft tradition, 374, 377, 379 

Tung Shih-heng, 640 
Tung Shih-hsiian (1253-1321), 630, 

631 
“Tung-shih 1’, 356 
Tung Shih-piao, 631 
Tung Shih-yiian (1235-76), 627, 629, 

631 
Tung Tso-pin, 286 
Tung-tu shih-liieh, 462 
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Tung Wen-chih (1225-76), 626 
Tung Wen-chung (1230-81), xxxvii, 

344, 495, 621, 622, 640-43; debate 
on civil service examinations, 438- 
9, 641; interpreter duties, 642; as 
keeper of the seals, 625, 626, 640-3; 
victimised by Ahmad, 633 

Tung Wen-i, 629 
Tung Wen-ping (1217-78), xxxv, 

XXxVii, 621, 627-34; administrative 
reforms, 622-4; in attack on Lin-an, 
631-2; in campaign against Ariq 
Boke, 627-8; in campaign against 
Ta-li kingdom, 625-6; death of, 
634; in Imperial Guard, 628-9; and 
the Li T’an rebellion, 512, 515, 517, 
627, 628; as pacification 
commissioner, 514, 627-8; on 
Secretarial Council, 633-4; in Sung 
campaigns, 591, 594, 595, 597, 613 

Tung Wen-wei (d. 1268), 626-7; in 
campaign against Li T’an, 628; 
death of, 636; in Imperial Guard, 
629 

Tung Wen-yung (1224-97), xxxvii, 
273, 384, 422, 621, 622, 634-40; 
administrative positions, 275, 624, 
634-40; appointed tutor to Temiir, 
639; assigned as hostage to 
Sorqaqtani, 624; in campaign 
against Li T’an, 628, 635; dismissed 
from Secretarial Council, 633; 
opposition to Sangha, 573, 581, 
638-9; and recruitment of Chinese 
scholars, 624-5, 626 

*Tung-yu chi’, 202-3 
Tung-yiian, 325 
*Tung-yiian chiu-yung’, 325-7 
T’ung Chi-hsien, 498 
T’ung-chien kang-mu, 365 
T ung-chih t’iao-ko, 86 
T’ung-hstian, see Li Chih-ch’ang 

t’ ung-hu (‘bronze clepsydra’), 283 
T’ung-hui Canal, xxvii 
T ung-shih, 619 
t’ung-shih (‘interpreter’), 188 
T’ung Shu, 189, 450, 452 
T’ung-wen kuan, 324 
tug (tug) (‘banner’), 84 
Tug (Tug) Temiir (Yiian) (7. 1328-32), 

58, 597-8, 617 
Tuq (Tug) Tuga (1237-97), 131, 597 
Tuqlug (Tuglug), 343 
Turco-Mongolians, xx, xxii 
Turfan Uighurs, 97 
Turkestan, 15, 107; administration, 

466; administrators, xxi; campaigns, 
17, 100, 117-18, 123; under Mas‘id 

Beg, 128-9; military administration, 
342; Mongol administration of, 
123-4 

Turgqaq (Turgag), 231 
turqa’ ut (turgagud) (‘day guards’), 14 
Tus, 102, 104, 472 
tutors, 365, 371, 456, 493; Chinese 

family tutors, 52, 55, 57, 67, 173, 
198, 303, 381, 391, 409, 411 
passim, 521, 609, 622; Chinese, to 
Mongol princes and aristocracy, 9, 
157,251, 26228673372350 
passim, 400, 409, 416, 431, 434, 
440, 456, 624, 636, 639; palace 
tutoress, 138; in prefectural schools, 
68; Uighur, 157 

Tuvan Republic, 13 
Tiibeyen tribe, 543 
Tiimegen, 20 
tiimen, See myriarch(y) 
tiimen-ti noyan, see myriarch(y) 
*Tiire Yangqa, see T’u-lich Yang-ho 
Twin-Pagodas Temple, see Ch’ing- 

shou ssu 
Tzu-chih t ung-chien, 9, 40, 365, 462 
Tzu-chih t ung-chien kang-mu, 205 
Tzu-chin Mountain Observatory, 286, 

287 
tzu-te (‘finding [the Way] for himself’), 

421 
Tzu-yang Pavilion, 195 
Tzu-yang wen-chi, 206 
tz’u (poetic genre), 442, 464, 617, 618 

*U-yug-pa, 647 
Uighur script, 75, 96, 151 
Uighuristan, xxxvi, 593, 599 
Uighurs, xiii, xxxi, 93, 97, 320, 519, 

558; in administration, 466, 480-2; 
adoption of Chinese names, 481; 
criticisms of, 321; tutors, 157; see 
also Saryg Uighurs; Turfan Uighurs 

Uildar, 87 
ulus (‘joint patrimony’), 99, 105, 469 
“Umar, 564, 577, 579-80 
unemployment, xxili 
uprisings and rebellion, xxxii-xxxiii; 

Chin rebels, 501-3; Mongol princes 
against Qubilai, 597-8, 633; 
Mongol punishments, 401; 
peasants, 268; Shensi, 341; tribal 
uprising of 1207, 17, 99-100, 115; 
Tzu-chou, Shantung, 276; see also 
Li T’an 

Uniyangqadai (1201-72), 25, 251, 475 
Uriyangqai tribe, 13; political 

alliances, 13-14 
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Uru’ut (Urugud) tribe, 117, 131 
al-Usturlab, see hsing-kuei ting-shih i 
Utrar massacre, see Otrar massacre 
Uzbekistan, 142, 214, 539 

Urliig Noyan, see Us Temiir 
Us Temiir, 565, 575, 577, 580, 601; 
_. Opposition to Sangha, 581 
Uyer, 5 

Vaisravana, 260 
Vanhée, L., 316, 324 
Veritable Records, see Shih-lu 
Vietnam, 475, 478 
Vinaya, 652 
Vladimir, 23 
Volga Bulgars, 19 
Volga Kalmyk, 20 

Waley, A., 222 
Wan-chu t’ang, 353 
“Wan-chu t’ang chi’, 353 
Wan-chiian lou, 350 
wan-hu, see myriarch(y) 
Wan-mu ts’ao-t’ang (school), 619 
Wan-nien li, 278, 286 
Wan-ning kung, 353 
wan-piao hsiian (astr. instrument), 288 
Wan-sung (1166-1246), 139, 143, 148, 

169; opposes examinations for 
monks, 159, 233; on the Three 
Teachings, 166 

Wan-yen (née), w. of Lien Hsi-hsien, 
496 

Wan-yen (née) (d. 1297), w. of Yao 
Shu, 403 

Wan-yen Ch’eng-hui, 138 
Wan-yen Ch’eng-lin, 302, 313 
Wan-yen Ch’ing-shan-nu, 30 
Wan-yen Chung-te (d. 1234), 302, 

312, 313, 314; assessed, 320 
Wan-yen Fu-chao, 260 
Wan-yen Fu-hsing, 81-2 
Wan-yen Ho-ta (d. 1232), 21, 320 
Wan-yen Hsiang, 76, 114 
Wan-yen I, 20 
Wan-yen Ts’ung-yii, 260 
Wan-yen Yung-an (d. 1234), 311 
wang (‘king, prince’), 153 
Wang, local administrator, 338 
Wang, physician, 407 
Wang (née), m. of Hai-yiin, 224 
Wang (née), w. of Li T’an, 505, 513, 

pil 
Wang (née), w. of Li Yui, 317 
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Wang (née), w. of Tou Mo, 407, 413 
Wang (née), w. of Yao Shu, 403 
Wang An-kuo, 55 
Wang Ch’ang-ling (1201-63), 32, 34 
Wang Che (1112/13-70), 208, 210, 

221; teachings of, 216-18 
Wang Chen, 31 
Wang Ch’eng, 300 
Wang Ch’eng (d. ca. 1200), 462 
Wang Chi (ca. 1181-1240), xxiii, 148, 

157, 176-84, 212; diplomatic 
missions, 181-4; honours awarded 
to, 178; relationship with Cinggis 
Qan, 178 

Wang Chien (d. 1264), 35, 626 
Wang Chik, 274 
Wang Ching (1139-1214), 371 
Wang Chu (1254-82), 550-1, 555, 637 
Wang Ch’u-i (1142-1217), 208, 209, 

220 
Wang Ch’ung-yang (1112/13-70), 208, 

210 
Wang Chii-chi, 577, 580 
Wang E (1190-1273), xxvii-xxviii, 

xxxi, 55, 156, 252, 258, 300-15, 
321, 342, 371, 377, 398, 412, 440, 
625; administrative posts under the 
Chin, 310-2; adviser to Qubilai, 
303-4, 397, 422; appointed as 
executive academician, 305-6; 
assigned disciples at Qara Qorum, 
482, 495; Chin history proposal, 
203, 322, 341, 372-3, 381; and 
Confucianism, 439; death of, 310; 
education proposals, 309-10; 
employed by Chang Jou, 52, 57, 
609; historical writings, 308-9, 311- 
15; opposition to Wang Wen-t’ung, 
395, 411, 425-6, 529, 531, 532-3; 
support of Hsii Heng, 426; Wang 
Yiin’s writings on, 380, 384 

Wang-fa cheng-lun p’in, 235 
Wang Hai-feng, see Wang Che 
Wang Hsi-chih (321-79), 269 
Wang Hsiao-t’ung, 328 
Wang Hsien, 186 
Wang Hsien-chih (344-88), 269 
Wang Hsien-tsu (1241-1307), 251 
Wang Hsiin (1235-81), 251, 261, 282, 

456; appointed rector of National 
College, 262, 400, 412, 438, 440; 
calendrical work, 278, 286, 289, 
296, 441; conducts review of 
governmental institutions, 276 

Wang Hui-chih, 268 
Wang I, 553; surrender of, 590 
Wang I (1240-92), 257 
Wang I-shen, 64 
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Wang Jao, 531, 532 
Wang Jen (1241-1311), 498 
Wang Jo-hsii (1174-1243), 32, 270 
Wang Ju-ming (1209-68), 54 
Wang Jui, 69 
Wang Ko, 376-7 
Wang Kou, 384 
Wang Kou (1245-1310), 73, 257, 574, 

632 
Wang Kung-i, 376 
Wang Kung-ju, 372, 376, 380 
Wang Kung-yiieh, 376 
Wang Kuo-wei, 140, 163, 222 
Wang Li, 300 
Wang Li-yung, 498 
Wang Liang-ch’en (1231-81), 35, 341; 

in war against Ariq Boke, 340, 486 
Wang Liang-pi, 563-4 
Wang Lo, 368 
Wang Meng (325-75), 394 
Wang P’an (1202-93), 67, 68, 149, 

188, 202, 320, 371, 377, 403, 521, 
623; advises court of Li T’an’s 
defection, 510; and Chin history 
project, 373; and Confucianism, 
439; historical writings, 308; and 
the National College, 73, 440; 
recommended for appointment to 
Han-lin Academy, 306, 372; 
support for Wang Hsiin, 412; and 
tomb epitaph for Tou Mo, 413; on 
Wang Yiin, 374; Wang Yiin’s 
writings on, 380, 384 

Wang Pi (226-49), 418 
Wang Ping-i, 378, 379 
Wang Po-ying (or Chung-ying), 371 
Wang Shen, 300 
Wang Shih-chung, 367 
Wang Shou-ch’ien, 184 
Wang Shou-tao (d. 1270), 32 
Wang Sik (Kory6) (7. 1260-74), 527 
Wang Sim (Kory6) (7. 1274-1308), 

274, 530 
Wang Ssu-lien (1238-1320), 642 
Wang Sun, 512 
Wang Ta, 590 
Wang T’ai-p’an, 554 
Wang Te-su, 363 
Wang T’ien-to (1202-57), 371, 385 
“Wang-t’ing wen-tui’, 320 
Wang T’ing-yiin (1156-1202), 318, 323 
Wang Tsui, 189 
Wang Tsung-jen, 55 
Wang Tzu-ch’ang, 49 
Wang Tzu-ts’ai, 40 
Wang Wei-cheng (1242-85), 486 
Wang Wen-kan, 511 
Wang Wen-t’ung (?-1262), xxvii, 

XXXil, XXXiii, xxxiv, 346, 377, 379, 
489, 520-38; administrative 
policies, 528; and the campaign 
against Ariq Boke, 525; fiscal 
administration and reforms, 256, 
273, 274, 405, 523, 525-9, 533-4; 
involvement in rebellion of Li T’an, 
BY Si, SLU, SHB Se, CU, 
426, 487-8, 515, 516, 520, 531-3; 
and the Liao and Chin histories, 
307, 372; opposition to, 305, 395, 
410-11, 414, 425-6, 522, 529, 530- 
1, 533-5; proposes Hao Ching as 
envoy, 358, 506; Qubilai orders 
execution of, 511, 532; recruited by 
Li T’an, 521; relationship with 
Qubilai, 530; scholarly pursuits, 
520-1; on Secretarial Council, 36, 
255, 372, 394-5, 410, 490, 522-3; 
Yiian-shih biography, 505, 520, 
SPI, S3il, S37) 

Wang Yii (1174-1224), 371 
Wang Yii-ju (d. 1255), 67, 69 
Wang Yiian-k’ai, 206 
Wang Yiian-hi, 201, 371 
Wang Yiin (1227-1304), xxvii, xxviii, 

33, 36, 38, 202, 265, 269, 371-85, 
425; appointed to Han-lin 
Academy, 375; and calligraphy, 
346, 374; as censorial inspector, 
373-4, 493, 638; on Chang Wen- 
ch’ien, 280-1; death of, 376; on 
death of Sangha, 576; description of 
Bayan, 604; implicated in Li T’an’s 
rebellion, 535-6; intellectual 
influences on, 378-9; and official 
history programme, 308, 372; and 
principles of government, 373-380 
passim; on the Secretarial Council, 
274, 372; on Shih T’ien-tse, 517; 
and Taoism, 372, 379; on Wang 
Wen-t’ung, 520; writings, 378-85, 
409, 489, 513, 523, 527, 603 

war(fare), see military campaigns 
Warring States period, 361 
waterways: construction of canals, 

297-8, 298; Hopei, 283-4, 285; 
Hsing-chou, 282-3; Shantung, 285; 
see also irrigation 

Way of the Three Sages, 143, 166-7, 
420, 424 

wei (‘Guards’), see Imperial Guard 
Wei Cheng (580-643), 264, 383, 410, 

424, 490; assessed, 320-1 
Wei Ch’u (1232-1292), 493, 494, 638 
Wei Fan, 304, 319, 320, 321; as 

adviser to Qubilai, 625 
Wei kingdom (220-65), 205, 365 
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Wei-shao wang (Chin) (r. 1209-13), 
138, 211, 225, 300, 308, 336, 416; 
assassination of, 317; historical 
works on, 309 

Wei-sheng pao-chien, 414, 415 
Wei Valley campaign, 180 
“‘well-field’ system (ching-t’ ien [chih]), 

424 
wen (‘cash; literary art’), 369, 562, 641 
Wen, Chou king, 253 
Wen T’ien-hsiang (1236-83), 384, 594- 

5, 619; capture of, 615-16 
western China: administration, 474, 

487; military campaigns, 473-4; in 
war against Ariq Boke, 485-6; see 
also Kansu; Szechwan 

Western Region(s), see Hsi-yii 
White Cloud Temple, see Po-yiin kuan 
White Lotus sect, 168 
Wieger, L., 141 
Wo-lo-ssu, see Oros 
wo-t’ o, see ortaq, ortoq 
women and Taoism, 217 
WoOnjong, see Wang Sik 
Wu (née), w. of Tou Wang, 407 
Wu (née), w. of Yang Huan, 203 
Wu, Chou king, 249 
wu-ch’ ang chih tao (‘doctrine of the 

Five Constant Virtues’), 169, 248, 
409, 422 

wu-cheng fang-shih (math. 
expression), 331 

Wu Ch’eng, 568 
Wu-ching, 398, 412, 436, 439 
Wu-ching yao-yii, 309, 398, 412 
Wu Ch’ung (1264-1315), 456 
Wu Hsien (d. 1234), 6, 9, 65, 621; 

alliance with P’eng I-pin, 29, 49-50; 
campaigns in Hopei and Honan, 48, 
504; rebellion of, 8, 29, 186, 622; 
summoned to defend the Chin, 302; 
surrender of, 28; Wang E on, 312 

Wu-hsing hsi-hsing k’ ao, 296 
wu-hu ssu hu (‘five-household silk 

households’), 70 
Wu kingdom (222-280), 365 
Wu-ku-lun, 302, 312, 313 
Wu-ku-lun Chii-chen, 260 
Wu-ku-lun Hao (d. 1234), 302, 312 
Wu-ku-sun Chung-tuan, 7 
Wu-ku-sun Tse, 576 
Wu Kuei-ch’eng, 604 
Wu Ming, 457-9, 464 
Wu-ming Kung, 451 
Wu Sheng, 603 
Wuz-tai, see Five Dynasties period 
Wu-t’ ai pi-pu, 373, 380, 382 
Wu Te, 564 
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Wu-tsung (Yiian) (r. 1308-11), see 
QaiSan 

Wu Wo-yao (1867-1910), 619 

Ya-la-wa-ch’ih (Yalawaé), see 
Mahmid Yalavac 

Yai-shan, battle of, 615-16, 633 
yang (cosmic element or force), 218, 

445 
Yang (née), w. of Liu Shu, 448 
Yang (née), w. of *Saqis Buqa, 87, 88 
Yang (née), w. of Yeh-lii Lii, 138 
Yang (née), w. of Yen Kuei, 60 
Yang An-erh (d. 1215), 61, 211, 501-3 
Yang Chen (1153-1215), 195 
Yang Ch’eng, 401-2, 545 
Yang-chou, 54, 361, 500, 593, 615, 

638; attack on, 612, 631 
Yang Chu (? IV c. B.C.), 146, 168 
Yang Ch’un-ch’ing, 351 
Yang Chii-k’uan (1233-87), 562, 563, 

579, 596 
yang-hsi, see yang-kao li 
yang-hsing (‘to foster [man’s] nature’), 

166 
Yang Hsiung (53 B.C.-A.D. 18), 462 
Yang Hu (221-78), 618 
Yang Huan (1186-1255), xxiii, 156, 

158, 183, 195-207, 304, 336, 337, 
371, 377, 419; administrative 
appointments, 483; audience with 
Qubilai, 203; literary works, 204-7; 
military activities, 198-9; 
relationship with Yao Shu, 387; 
teaching activities, 197, 204 

Yang Hung-tao, 281 
yang-i (astr. instrument), 287 
yang-kao li (‘baby lamb [= compound] 

interest’), 483, 623 
Yang Kung-i (1225-94), 291, 438-9; 

calendrical work, 441 
Yang Kuo (1197-1269), 40, 530; on 

Wang Wen-t’ung, 529 
Yang Kuo-an, see Yang An-erh 
Yang Lien-chen-chia, see Yang Rin- 

chen-skyabs 
Yang-lo Fortress, 590, 612, 627 
Yang Miao-chen, 502-4 passim 
Yang Pao-tung, see Yang Ytian-ssu 
Yang Rin-chen-skyabs, 561-2, 577-8 
Yang Shih, 523 
Yang Shu, 52, 306, 454 
Yang Ssu-niang, see Yang Miao-chen 
Yang Ts’un-chung (1102-66), 582 
Yang Wei-chung (1206-60), xxiii, 157, 

172, 185-94, 351, 408, 418; 
administrative posts under Qubilai, 
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191-2, 338, 356, 423, 483; 
appointed regional military 
commissioner, 391; National 
College appointment, 186-7, 387-8, 
434; and Neo-Confucianism, 188- 
90, 191, 193 

Yang Ying, see Yang Huan 
Yang Yiian-chen, 202 
Yang Yiian-ssu, 203 
Yang Yiin-i (1170-1228), 318, 323 
Yao, sage-king, 206 
yao(-jen) (‘magician[s]’), 550, 641 
Yao Ch’ing, a. of Yao Shu, 387 
Yao Chung-hung, 387 
Yao Kuang-hsiao (1335-1418), 269 
Yao-shan-t’ ang wai-chi, 618 
Yao Shu (1203-80), xxix, 10, 40, 72, 

125, 202, 203, 205, 262, 309, 341, 
342, 351, 377, 387-405, 413, 418, 
450, 516; administrative reform 
proposals, 395-6, 404, 423, 430, 
438-9, 490-1, 522; as adviser to 
Qubilai, 191, 192, 250-2 passim, 
272, 277, 305, 307, 320, 354, 409, 
424, 624; and agricultural 
promotion, 392-3, 395, 426, 483; 
appointed to Han-lin Academy, 
402; appointed tutor to Jingim, 381, 
391; and calligraphy, 404; conflict 
with Mahmid Yalavaé, 420; death 
of, 402-3; fiscal policies, 401-2, 
545-6; as military adviser, 394, 408, 
510, 515; and the National College, 
157, 187, 388, 43405; and Neo- 
Confucianism, 188-9, 193, 350, 
379, 388-90, 439; opposition to 
Wang Wen-t’ung, 394, 411-12, 425- 
6, 522, 529, 530-1, 532-3; as 
pacification commissioner, 372, 
395; participation in the 
Buddhist/Taoist debates, 254, 393- 
4, 410; regional administration 
appointments, 398; relationship 
with Hsii Heng, 419-20, 421-2; on 
Secretarial Council, 397, 399, 431; 
on Sung offensive, 587; support for 
Wang Hsiin, 412, 440; Wang Yiin’s 
writings on, 380 

Yao Sui (1238-1313), 203, 206, 403, 
496, 640 

Yao T’ien-fu (1230-1302), 545 
Yao Ts’ung-wu (1894-1970), xx, 316 
Yao Wei (1266-1326+), 403-4 
Ya’qub Beg, 131 
Yarp Qaya, 480 
yasaq, see yeke jasaq 
YaSmit, 110, 576 
Yeh Li (1244-94), xvi, 562, 565, 566, 

567; escapes persecution after 
Sangha’s death, 576-7 

Yeh-li-shen-pan, 575 
Yeh-li-shu, see ‘Eli8u’ 
Yeh-lii A-hai (ca. 1151-1223), xxi, 96, 

112-20, 140, 178; appointed 
regional daruqaci, 118, 213; 
awarded title of Grand Preceptor, 
116 

Yeh-lii A-pao-chi, see T’ai-tsu (Liao) 
Yeh-lii Chu (1221-1285), 40, 163, 172- 

4; and Liao and Chin histories, 307; 
on Secretarial Council, 340, 341, 
492, 529, 550 

Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai (1189-1243), xi-xii, 
XX, XXi, Xxii, xxv, 50, 96, 97, 102, 
136-72, 176, 212; administrative 
reforms, 149-59, 200-1, 256, 270, 
310, 337,349, 360, 419; 522; 
appointed to govern north China, 
123; astrological predictions, 141-2, 
161; calendrical work, 278, 285-6; 
centralisation policies, 31, 69-70; 
and Ch’iu Ch’u-chi, 143-5, 212, 
214-5; commitment to Buddhism, 
xxii, 136, 139-40, 143, 144, 169-70, 
231, 241; conflict with Cingai, 160; 
and Confucianism, 168-9, 172, 248; 
court opposition to, 88, 151, 159; 
death, 162, 170, 190; and education, 
187; fiscal policies, 525; loss of 
power, xxi, 106, 159-62, 202; 
mission to Chung-tu (Yen-ching), 
120, 147-8, 180-1; nicknamed Urtu 
Saqal (“Long Beard’), 140; and 
official history project, 372-3; 
opposes heterodox teachings, 168- 
9; opposition to Mongol policies, xi, 
xll, 167-8; opposition to Taoism, 
145-6, 214-15; and preservation of 
human life, 67, 167; publications 
and poetry, 157, 163-4; relationship 
with Ogédei, 160-1; relationship 
with Yang Wei-chung, 188; 
relationship with Yen Shih, 70; role 
in Ogédei’s accession, 148; 
scholarly attainments, 138; at siege 
of Pien-ching, 22, 139; support for 
Chinese literati, 199, 232, 233, 301- 
2, 303, 318-19, 337, 377; and 
philosophical syncretism, 166-7; 
taxation policies, 105-6; utilization 
of Confucianism in government, 
XX1i-XXxili 

Yeh-lii Hsi-liang, 172, 173-4 
Yeh-lii Hsiian, 162 
Yeh-lii K’ai, 377 
Yeh-lii Liu-ch’i, 142 



Yeh-lii Liu-ko (1164-1220), 5, 140 
Yeh-lii Lou-kuo, 137 
Yeh-lii Lii, 137-8 
Yeh-lii Mien-ssu-ko, 119 
Yeh-lii Mo-ko, 120 
Yeh-lii Sa-pa-erh, 113 
Yeh-lii Te-kuang, see T’ai-tsung (Liao) 
Yeh-lii Te-yiian, 137 
Yeh-lii T’o-t’ieh-erh, 113, 114 
Yeh-lii T’u-hua (d. 1231), xxi, 5, 112- 

20, 140; honours awarded to, 116, 
120; Hopei campaigns, 177 

Yeh-lii T’u-yii, 136-7 
Yeh-lii Yu-shang, 436, 438, 442 
Yeh Tzu-ch’i (d. 1385?), 259 
yeke (‘great; imperial’), 468 
yeke jarquci (jarguci) (‘grand judge’), 

see judicial system 
yeke jasaq (jasag) (‘imperial 

pronouncements’), 22, 39, 373, 376 
Yeke Monggqol (Mongol) Ulus (1206- 

1271), xi, xii, X1vV, xvi-xxv, xxv, 261 
Yeke Noyan, see Tolui 
yeke noyan (‘Imperial commander’), 

116 
Yellow River, see Huang-ho 
Yen(-ching), xii, 82, 137, 162, 212, 

226,27 46283504, 30523807, 340: 
academies, 388; administrative 
offices, 157, 200; administrators, 
xxi, 104, 126-7, 180, 522-3; bandit 
gangs, 180-1; branch office of 
Secretarial Council, 488-9; Chin 
capital, 196; Chinese scholars in, 
351; corruption under Shih-mo 
Hsien-te-pu, 147; educational 
facilities, 186-7, 189, 322, 387; as 
headquarters of Mongol command, 
179; Mongol defences, 396; 
mythology surrounding water 
shortage, 260; Pacification Bureau, 
472; renamed Chung-tu, 252; tax 
farming, 105; temples, 157, 181, 
215, 231, 239; see also Chung-tu; 
Pei-ching; Ta-tu 

Yen family of Tung-p’ing, 43 
Yen, monk, 225 
Yen Chen (1185-1241), 66 
Yen Chen-ch’ing (709-85), 269, 437 
Yen Chih-p’ing, 147 
Yen-chou, 337 
Yen-ch’un ko, 642 
Yen Chung-chen, 71 
Yen Chung-chi (d. 1293), 67, 71, 337, 

517; governor of Tung-p’ing 
district, 395 

Yen Chung-fan (d. 1275), 37, 71, 337, 
395; death of, 592; and the Li T’an 
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rebellion, 511, 513 
Yen Chung-ssu, 337 
Yen Fu (1236-1312), 73, 368, 496, 

570-1, 605; execution of, 576, 577; 
recommended for appointment to 
Han-lin Academy, 306 

Yen Hui (521-490 B.C.), 233, 396 
Yen Kuei, 60 
Yen Mi-chien (1212-89), 450 
Yen Pin, 63 
Yen Po-chien (1218-89), 32 
Yen Shih (1182-1240), xviii, xix, 

xxviii, 60-73, 157, 176, 521; 
administrative reforms, 67-8; 
allegiance to the Mongols, 63, 64; 
allegiance to the Sung, 62, 64; 
appointed director of Chancellery at 
Chi-nan, 62; appointed myriarch, 
31, 52, 65; army, 66; offers 
protection to Chinese literati, 199- 
200, 232, 319, 337, 345; promotion 
of education and culture, 68-9, 72- 
3; and the Red Coats, 501; 
relationship with Yeh-lii Ch’u-ts’ai, 
70; surrender of, 6 

Yen Su, 282 
Yen Tun-chieh, 331 
Yenisei valley, 600 
Yestider, 575 
Yesiir Qor¢i, 86 
yin (cosmic element or force), 218, 

321, 445 
yin (‘protection’ privilege), 376, 429, 

431, 622-3 
yin-ch’ ao (paper money), 156, 525, 

SVL) 
Yin Chih-p’ing (1169-1251), 188, 211, 

212; as head of the Ch’iian-chen 
sect, 216 

yin-fu, see silver tablet 
Yin-fu ching, 462 
Yin Huai-ch’in, see Shang Huai-ch’in 
yin-kuei (‘Yin ghosts’), 218 
yin-te (‘unostentatious virtue’), 217 
Yin-Yang philosophy, 247 
Yin Ying-lei, 365 
Ying Ch’un-chih, 502 
Ying-tsung (Yiian) (7. 1321-23), see 

Sidebala 
Ying-tsung (Ming) (r. 1436-49), 299 
Yisiin Temiir (Yiian) (7. 1324-28), 58, 

403, 617 
yosun (‘Great Law’), 81 
yu-wei (‘outward activity’), 220 
*Yuhanai, see Yiieh-ho-nai 
yung (‘commonality’), 351-2 
yung (‘function, functioning’), 229, 

445 
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“Yung-chai chi’, 351 
Yung-ch ing hsien-chih, 42 
Yung-ch’ing ssu, 230, 231, 240 
yung-ju (‘petty Confucian scholars’), 

169 
Yung-lo ta-tien, 173, 314, 324, 496 
Yunnan (Yiin-nan), 131, 290, 467, 

473; administration of, 474-8; 
Confucian temples, 477; cultural 
developments, 477, 478; irrigation, 
476; Mongol conquest of, xxxii, 

| 251-2, 272, 392, 409-10, 423, 471, 
475, 483, 624; Regional Secretarial 
Council, xxxii, 474, 476; silver 
mines, 574; strategic and economic 
significance, 475 

yli (math. expression), 331 
Yii, sage-king, 354 
Yii Chi (1272-1348), 58, 279, 492, 632 
Yii-ch ih ching, 267 
yli-fa (math. expression), 331 
Yii-heng chen-kuan, 366 
yli-lu (‘recorded sayings’), 239, 437 
Yii-t’ ang chia-hua, 380, 384, 603 
Yii-yang, see Wang Ch’u-i 
ylian (math. term), 329, 330 
Yiian dynasty, xili passim, xxv- 

XXXVili; establishment of, 235; 
supports hereditary principle, 42; 
see under specific topics 

Yiian-ch’ ao ming-ch’en shih-liieh, see 
Kuo-ch’ ao ming-ch’en shih-liieh 

(Yiian-chen) Shou-ch’ eng shih-chien, 
see Shou-ch’ eng shih-chien 

Yiian Chi, 248 
ylian-ch’i (‘primal pneuma’), 218, 219 
Yiian Chiieh (1266-1327), 73, 405, 632 
Yiian Hao-wen (1190-1257), xxviii, 

32°52, 61,-62,'67; 26922705283; 
319, 337, 369, 377; enlists support 
for Chin scholars, 156, 158, 199, 
200, 232, 301-4 passim, 318-19, 
336-7; literary works, 373; 
mathematical skills, 329; 
relationship with Hao family, 348, 
352; relationship with Li Chih, 318, 
320; relationship with Wang Yiin, 
371-2, 378; relationship with Yang 
Huan, 198, 201, 203; relationship 
with Yao Shu, 387; theory of 
poetics, 268; Wang Yiin’s writings 
on, 380 

Yiian History, see Yiian-shih 

eg 
PUPS by Scena at 

Yiian Ming-shan (1269-1322), 345, 
497, 602; description of Bayan, 604 

ytian-shen (‘primal spirit’), 218, 219 
Yiian-shih, xxxii, 158, 163, 233; on 

accession of Ogédei, 148; on 
administrative issues, 381; Ahmad 
biography, 37, 539, 553; Annals of 
Qubilai’s reign, 610; on astronomy, 
296; Bayan biography, 604-5; Bol 
biography, 9; Bujir biography, 132; 
on Chinese contribution to Yiian 
dynasty, 224; Cinqai biography, 96, 
98; on death of Ogédei, 161; Hao 
Ching biography, 363, 368; Hsii 
Heng biography, 432; on Jingim’s 
dislike of Ahmad, 548; Kuo Shou- 
ching biography, 299; on layout of 
Shang-tu, 253; Li T’an biography, 
500, 505-10 passim, 514; Liu Min 
biography, 125; Liu Ping-chung 
biography, 246, 267, 268; Liu Ping- 
shu biography, 264; on Mahmid 
Yalavac, 127-8; on recruitment of 
civil servants, 309-10, 439; on 
Sangha, 558, 571, 575, 582; on 
Sung military campaigns, 192; on 
Sigi Qutuqu, 82-4 passim, 86; Tou 
Mo biography, 414; Wang Wen- 
t’ung biography, 505, 520, 521, 531, 
537; Wang Yii-ju biography, 69; 
Wang Yiin biography, 383; Yeh-lii 
Ch’u-ts’ai biography, 188; Yeh-lii 
Hsi-liang biography, 172, 174 

Yiian-shih hstian, 194, 207, 405, 464, 
618 

Yiian-shih hsiian kuei-chi, 40, 315, 346 
Yiian Yii, 329 
Yiieh Ch’en, 260 
Yiieh-fu ch’ tin-chu, 618 
Ytieh-ho-nai, 133 
Yiieh Hsiian (1249-1312), 262 
Yiieh-li k’ ao, 296 
Yiieh Ts’un (1194-1262), 66 
Ytin-men sect (Ch’an Buddhism), 139 

Zan-ts‘a bSod-nams-rgyal-mts‘an 
(1184-1239), 646 

Zayn al-Din, 552 
Zul-p‘u-ba, 647 
Zva-lu monastery, 651 
Zva-nag (Karma-pa sect), 648 
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