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dBus gtsang dpon-chen, Reexamined

[Nanjing] Chen Dezhi

I published an article in 1984, which mainly discussed the date of the establishment of
Yuan dynasty’s Pacification Commission of dBus gtsang (Wusizang xuanweisi £ [
%‘;TF[J). The arguments of that article primarily relied on the Tibetan historical works, Deb-
ther dmar-po and Deb-ther sngon po, which recorded the Yuan Emperor Shizu (Qubilai
Khan)’s appointment of the first dpon-chen Shakya bzang-po as the military and civilian
myriarch of the three circuits of dBus gtsang, as well as his appointment of the fifth dpon-
chen Byang-chub rin-chen as Pacification Commissioner (xuanwei shi ;‘E‘l’%ﬁﬁj)l. In lieu
of this, I made a minor point about dpon-chen as a name of office. I believed that it was
not a formal title of government position, rather, it was the name that Tibetans used for
calling the highest local official in dBus gtsang appointed by the Yuan emperor. It may
have been a transliteration of the Chinese word = /| (chief official) that was used in China
proper at the time for calling the head of local administrations. In the beginning, the
formal office title of dpon-chen should be “Military and Civilian Myriarch of the Three
Circuits in dBus gtsang (Wusizang sanlu junmin wanhu [ s = 55 5 ]‘E'JJ E1),” and it
should be Pacification Commissioner after the Pacification Commission was established.”

Since the publication of my article, several scholars have discussed the origin, jurisdiction

" In this article, in order to make it more convenient for identifying special names from Chinese
and Tibetan sources, [ will do my best to use proper Chinese characters in accordance with its
pronunciation in the Yuan or early Ming period for transcribing Tibetan names from Tibetan
sources.

2 The article is published in Yuanshi ji beifang minzhu shi yanjiu jikan 7t 5 &2 At 7 G s wF 57
£ET1, No.8. In fact, thirty years before my article, the Italian Tibetan scholar G. Tucci had
already pointed out in the chapter “A Short History of Central Tibet from the XIII to XVIII
Century with Special Regard to the Province of gTsang” of the first volume of his monumental
work Tibetan Painted Scrolls (Rome, 1949, pp. 3-80), that dpon-chen “was in fact Xuanwei
shi,” though he did not elaborate on this point (Li Youyi 45 % and Deng Ruiling EF#i#s
have a Chinese translation of the chapter. Deng Ruiling, Zangzushi lunwen yiwen ji jB% 5 5
L 3C4E (Collection of Articles and Translations on Tibetan History), Beijing: Zhongguo
zangxue chubanshe, 2004, Vol. 2, pp. 686-846.



and other questions concerning this name of office in their works.! Whether supporting,
supplementing, or revising my argument, they delved in the issue deeper than I have done
and enlightened me a great deal. Because this is a very important question concerning the
Yuan administrative system in Tibet, one which there has yet to be a consensus among
scholars, I feel the need of writing again to spell out the rational of my original argument
and to respond to the scholars’ admirable works. Meanwhile, I also wish to correct some

inaccuracy in my earlier article. I hope this will be a useful reference for further research.

1. Origin of the Name dpon-chen and Basic Sources Concerning It

The office titles in ancient Tibet were formed by either attaching chen (chen-po, great
chief) to concrete official positions, as in blon-chen (the Tang period transcription is lun
chen FEP%E[, great minister), nang-blon chen-po (transcription nang lun zhi pu éil?r’ﬁf‘i—hm,
grand inner minister), and yo-gal-ba chen-po (transcription yu han bo zhi pu PE?:J%JEUEHE],
grand supervising minister = zhengshi daxiang EZEJ!*%’E[ censer), which were mostly for
court officials; or by attaching dpon (chief official, zhangguan %) to concrete positions,
as in zhing-dpon (commissioner of land = land official ying tian shi ¥t} ffl), mkhar-dpon
(official for guarding city, shouchengguan <355 1), khri-dpon (transcription “qi li ben Z
4, ~ FJJ * /ﬁ general of ten thousand men), and stong-dpon (commander of a
thousand or Chiliarch - A=< ), which were mostly for local officials. dpon-chen (chief
official) is just a general term, and it only became a particular name for official position
during the Yuan period. Tibetan historical works gave special explanation to this term that
the literal meaning would have been understood by everyone (more details later), thus
indicates that it was not an original Tibetan name for official position. This let me to

connect it with the name of chief local officials in various Chinese places during the early

! Shen Weirong I #48, “Yuanchao zhongyang zhengfu dui xizang de tongzhi J&4¢H S BUF
B A &T 67, Lishi yanjiu JE S2HF5T, 1988, No. 3; Chen Qingying [ B 9¢, “Yuandai
wusizang bengin jilue JoAX 5 BB A EKACHE, Yuanshi luncong JT %, No. 4, Beijing:
Zhonghua shuju, 1992; Zhang Yun 5822, “Youguan yuandai wusizang xuanweisi de jige wenti
A T eAR S R A R ] 1 2 41 R R, Xibei minzu yanjiu 75 b ECERIFST, No. 2, 1994; Wang
Xianjun FJik 5, “Sajia benqin fei wusizang xuanweishi kaobian A8k | 55 i & & i %
#¥, Zhongguo bianjiang shidi yanjiu ' [5& 58 52 HiAF 5T, No. 3, 1996; Zhang Yun, “Sajia
benqgin yu wusizang xuanweishi guanxi wenti zai tantao [ I AS $X B K5 KL B F At el 42 [ R
FHHRET,” Zhongguo bianjiang shidi yanjiu, No. 1, 1997. Italian Tibetan scholar L. Petech had a
detailed discussion on dpon chen and the Pacification Commission of dBus gtsang in his book
Central Tibet and the Mongols: The Yuan-Sa-skya Period of Tibetan History (Rome 1990). In
his book, Petech mentioned my article and voiced different opinion. I have intended to write an
article to discuss the issue further. But only now I am able to make a response to him by this
occasion.



Yuan. Since the beginning of their attack on the Jin (&£ §#]) in 1211, the Mongols
continuously appointed local officials to rule over the Chinese areas that they came to
occupy. Most of these were former Jin officials or local strongmen who surrendered to the
Mongols. The Mongolian rulers usually let them be in charge of both military and civilian
population in their own areas (or the areas that they acquired by joining the conquest).
Their official titles were conveniently granted by adopting the Jin system, such as
provincial governor (17 ¥}), chief commander (ﬁﬂﬁ A, commander (7 fjl]), imperial
commissioner (jiedushi &% ffl1), prefect ('fff=!), county magistrate (5% —"ﬁj) etc. In addition,
military title and civilian title were used at the same time, and honorific title overlapped
with the ones that had actual jurisdictions. There was thus great confusion of titles.
Generally speaking, the titles were either proposed by the officials themselves or
suggested by Mongolian commanders’ Han advisors, and there was no clear regulation. In
reality, this was not the formal system of office of the Mongols who were not very clear
about the complicated official titles in China proper. The Mongols only knew that they
have appointed the “chief official” (% |, Mongolian noyan) of a region or a city, and they
did not care what Chinese title these people used. For example, Yelu tuhua J[ i 7oL,
who commanded Khitan, Jurchen, and Han armies, “was appointed the Grand Imperial
Tutor, General Commander yeke noyan” (FE ({1 - ?E‘iﬁﬁ” JH HIE™) , and was also
called “Chief Official of the Xuande Circuit (;‘Eﬁ’iﬂ%‘[iﬁl{)”, Shimo xiandebu 7 ;i i
> who inherited his father’s office of “Yanjing Provincial Governor” was also called “the
Chief Official of the Yanjing Circuit” (ﬁsﬁli‘%‘,%ﬂ), etc. In text of burial tablets (tomb
inscriptions) and the biographies in Yuanshi, we can find records of many people’s
appointment as “chief official” or “military and civilian chief official (Ji*J={)” of a
certain circuit, district, county (or sometimes with the term “dengchu” 7% added). “Du
Feng £+ %”s Biography” in Yuanshi recorded that Du Feng was rewarded for his merit
after he surrendered to the Mongols and joined their conquest, he received the appointment
of military chief commander of the Hedong south-north circuits (Hedong nanbei lu bingma
du yuanshuai Jf N 28 = /.\uﬁ_{i filll), and after Qinzhou /|| prefecture was taken by
him, he “was promoted to }*/[[< | chief official of Qinzhou. The term zhangguan ==y
was a high official rank at the beginning of this dynasty.” In the “Epitaph for Duke Zhao
of Xiangning County i = fLFE” (in Shanyou shike congbian p[f[%fﬁﬂiiﬁ
ch.28), it was said that Zhao Zhong Hlif{[i followed the order of the “Mffj# = (grand
imperial preceptor - prince =Mugqali 7 &' f]?) to establish the city of Xiangning, and he
thus “became the },‘;HF",;%’EII’ administrative chief official which is equivalent to today’s

county magistrate.” (Note: “today” refers to the first year of the Dade ™ f# reign 1297



when the tablet was set up). When it was even necessary to give special explanation to the
ordinary Chinese term zhangguan, and it turned out to refer to different rankings (in one it
was high ranking, and in another it was equivalent to county magistrate), it reveals that
this must be a title of office used under the peculiar conditions of the early Yuan and that it
differed from the official system of China proper (Chinese system of office gave each rank
of official position specific names). Actually, it may be a corresponding word to the
Mongolian term noyan, which was a general name for various ranks of officials (based on
the example of Yelu tuhua being called yeke noyan, it seems that those who were in
charge of broader areas and larger military and civilian populations were referred to as
yeke noyan). If two or three local officials were appointed in the same area, they were
called according to their status as chief official, second official and third official
respectively.' In the early Yuan, the name of “chief official” was used commonly in
China proper, yet it was merely a popular name. Han officials usually had office titles
according to Chinese system of office (either casually assigned by the Mongols or
assumed by themselves). These varied from provincial governor, to chief commander, and
to magistrate.” The formal office titles that were “bestowed” by the Mongolian court were
]E'JJ E1 myriarch or © ¥ chiliarch (there seem to be no “bestow” of head of a hundred or
centurian by the court). This is because the myriarch and chiliarch in the Mongolian
system governed both military and civilians, but in the Jin system these were only military
posts, thus Han officials often added the term § (2 “military and civilian” to their titles
which were often used together with the Chinese names of their office (or to use the
popular name of “chief official” for such and such place). For example, Yan Shi #{ was
appointed FJJ 71 myriarch, but he was still called Provincial Governor of Dongping i1 i+
#. His son Yan Zhongji B}{L13%“inherited the position of Military Myriarch and Chief
Official of Civilian of Dongping Circuit” fu=t ¥ = IFJJ Fi R Zhang Rou 3R
was promoted from the Chiliarch and Chief Commander of Baozhou i [ | to

“Military and Civilian Myriarch Hi RFIJ E7.”  Later, when Baozhou prefecture was

" See Shanyou shike congbian L1471 %34, chap. 24, “Chuangxiu Changchunkuan ji flf& &
FHIC.” But this title seems have disappeared after the time of the Shizu emperor.

2 For example, Shanyou shike congbian, chap. 27 “Liu hui bei $/ €74 recorded that by the
order of the princess (Emperor Taizu’s daughter Alaqai beki i #1737 who was married to
the chieftain of the Onggut ¥ i tribe), Liu Hui was granted the office title of “Chief
Commander and military governor of Jianzhou B¢ /|.” Later, the princess ordered Liu Hui’s
son Ze {% “to inherit the position, and be the chief official in charge of the civilian of
Jianzhou.” This means inheriting the title of “Chief Commander and military governor” was
actually only to assume the position of chief official in Jianzhou prefecture (the Mongolian
princess only knew that she appointed the chief official of Jianzhou).



upgraded to Shuntian’fi= circuit, Zhang’s son Honglue 7 [i¥ inherited the position and
became “Chief Administrator of Civilian and Military Myriarch ’FlTjJ??i’FIT = I]}i'lj ET of
Shuntian Circuit.” When the Myriarch and Provincial Governor of Hedong North-Circuit
Haoheshang badu i Al r&]ﬁﬁ?’s son inherited his father’s position, he became the
“Military and Civilian Myriarch, the Chief Administrator Fi FJJ ET o~ ?IBFJ”ET of Taiyuan
MR Cireuit.” The official title of Zhou Xianchen %J%%El was “Left Wing Deputy Chief
Commander of Jiuyuan Prefecture 7 D’FLT{]‘"}E&'J?L flll, Acting Prefect of Jiuyuan /= J</EU
g, and Court Appointed Military Chiliarch ;Eh’?s‘?'rﬂ—f?j E7.” (Zhou referred to himself as
“Court appointed chiliarch bearing imperial-granted gold tablet ?ﬁl]ﬁfj E“\ﬁ“ﬁﬁﬁl;@ﬁ%";ﬁ[%
T h‘,)'l

Reading the records in Tibetan materials about the official name “dpon-chen” in the
Tibetan region of the Yuan period, I immediately thought that it might have come from the
influence of the common use of the ;'%E[l' as popular name for local officials in Chinese
proper during the early Yuan. Hence it may also be corresponding to the Mongolian terms
noyan or yeke noyan. The Deb-ther dmar-po records: Sa-skya’i dpon-chen la snga-ba
Shakya bzang-po la/......Bla-ma’i ’Phags-pa’i dus/ Se-chen gyi lung gis/ dBus gTsang-gi
zam klu gun min dbang hu’i dam-kha byin nas dpon-chen la bskos/ (The earliest Sa skya
dpon-chen was Shakya bzang-po. ...At the time of Imperial Preceptor ’Phags pa, by
Sechen(=Qubilai qaqan)’s edict, he was bestowed the seal of “Military and Civilian
Myriarch of Three Circuits in dBus gTsang” and was appointed as the dpon—chen.)2

The second half of the same sentence in rGya-bod yig-tshang read: “By the Emperor
Sechen’s edict, granted him the title and seal of “Military and Civilian Myriarch of Three
Circuits” and appointed him the dpon-chen of dBus gtsang.” (Se-chen rgyal-po’i lung
gis/zam klu gun (min) dhen hu’i ming dang./ tham-kha gnang nas./ dBus gtsang-gi dpon-
chen la bskos/)* Note: This work often used “dpon-chen of dBus gtsang”, but not “dpon-
chen of Sa skya”, this is its difference with Deb-ther dmar-po.

' See Dingxiang jin shi kao &£ 4:41%, chap. 2, “Xuanyuan guan ji % JG#{iiC,” and the “Gu
zuo fu yuanshuai xuanshou zhengxing qianhu Zhou hou shendao bei ming # 2= Il JC Al E #Z 1L
17T 7 R e 857 composed by Wang Liyong +F/] in the same chapter.

? Deb-ther dmar-po. Tibetan version, p. 53 (Beijing: Minzhu chubanshe, 1981), Chinese
translation by Chen Qingying and Zhou Runnian J&i#4F, p. 48 (Lhasa: Xizang renmin
chubanshe, 1988). Note: The Chinese translation has mistaken “Ef [X; % /7 ”(military and
civilian myriarch) as “% [ B 7 ”(myriarch in charge of civilian). The character “jun” was
pronounced as “geun” in the Yuan period.

3 rGya-bod yig-tshang, Tibetan version, p. 357 (Chengdu: Sichuan minzhu chubanshe, 1985),
Chen Qinying’s Chinese translation, p. 224 (Lhasa: Xizang renmin chubanshe, 1986).



There are two points worth noting in the above cited Tibetan sources: First, the
“military and civilian myriarch of three circuits = %% ﬁ [ = FJJ E1” was written in
transcription of its Chinese title of office, which is the same as the official name used by
local chiefs appointed as myriarch in China proper during the early Yuan. After Emperor
Shizu reformed the system of office to separate military and civilian officials, this type of
office name was no longer used in China proper. However, the frontier regions continued
to use the old system. Local chiefs were allowed to be in charge of both military and
civilians and to set up “Chief Governing Office of Military and Civilians [EJ?E;'*ETT(]"’
and “Office of Military and Civilian Myriads I}Jﬁ FUf” etc.  Tibet belonged to the
regions that enforced the system of “governing military together with civilians F *J3g{
(see “Shi Lao zhuan %% € in Yuanshi). Secondly, when someone was bestowed the
title and the seal of “military and civilian myriarch of three circuits of dBus gTsang,” he
was simultaneously “appointed dpon-chen”, the two are in fact one and the same. The
“military and civilian myriarch of three circuits of dBus gtsang” was the highest official
appointed by the court to govern military and civilians in the dBus gtsang region; “dpon-
chen” was the term that Tibetans used to call this particular office, rather than the name for
a different office. They usually shorten a long and formal name of office (that used
Chinese that were not understood by ordinary people), and merely referred it to as dpon-
chen. This is the same as the above mentioned Chinese terms “Chief Official of Xuande
Circuit”, “Chief Official of Yanjing Circuit” and “Chief official of Jizhou”, “Chief Official
of Daming £ F{”” that were used in Han regions during the early Yuan.! At the time
that Shakya bzang-po was appointed military and civilian myriarch of the three circuits in
dBus gtsang, this region should have already established several myriads (Tibetan khri-
dpon). The thirteen myriads in dBus gtsang were further completed after his
appointment.2 Because all these myriads should be under the jurisdiction of the military
and civilian myriarch of three circuits of dBus gtsang, he was specifically referred to as the

“dpon-chen.” 1t is just as Yelu tuhua was called “Chief Commander yeke noyan,” for he

" See Yuanshi, chap. 153, “Wang Yuru zhuan £ EJZf#.” “Chief Official of Jizhou M|
should be Shi Tianlu 1 K # who was the “military commander of thousand, chief
administrator of the three prefectures of Ji %, Yan %%, and Dan Hi,” and “Chief Official of
Daming K4 should be Wang Zhen T-¥2 who was the “Junior Chief Commander of the
Daming Province,” ‘“Deputy Governor of Daming Province,” Yuanshi chap. 152 has
biographies for both of them.

? For reference see Shen Weirong, “Lun wusizang shisan wanhu de jianli #5581+ = 8 7
1% 37>, Yuanshi luncong, Beijing: Zhongguo shehui kexue chubanshe, 1993, No. 5.



commanded Khitan, Jurchen, and Han armies, and under his jurisdiction were the three
myriads of Xiao Zala &t ALi1], Liu Heima %} F5, and Shi Tianze plI=%.

Since “dpon-chen” was used as a special term to call the highest military and civilian
official who governed the entire region of dBus gtsang, the one who was above the many
myriarchies, then, when the “Military and Civilian Myriads of Three Circuits” was
converted to Pacification Commission (xuanwei si & /&l ), it’s chief official would
naturally be used to call the Pacification Commissioner (xuanwei shi). I mainly relied on
two kinds of evidence for this conclusion. One is that the two Pacification Commissioners
of dBus gtsang recorded in Yuanshi—Ruannu wangzhu [fi{7¥= K and Jiawa zangbo “[15|
J& b are in fact the dBus gtsang “dpon-chen” gZhon-nu dbang-phyug (the seventh and the
tenth) and rGyal-ba bzang-po (the eighth and the twenty-first) written in Tibetan sources.
The other evidence is the Dharma edicts (fa zhi ¥ 'F"I) issued by Yuan Imperial Preceptors
that are preserved in the Zha lu (Shalu 17/ E‘}K:Tfj) monastery in Tibet. Two of them
mentioned the names of “chief official of Pacification Commission [of dBus gtsang]”
(mgo byas swon wi si mi dpon): Ag-len (see the Imperial Preceptor Z fi[</" fafy i
Grags pa ’od zer’s Dharma edict in the year of the sheep, i.e. 1295) and *Od-zer seng-ge
(see Imperial Preceptor & %é;’ﬁ%%&[%’?ﬁ%?fﬂ%ﬁ b Kun dga’ blo gros rgyal mtshan dpal
bzang po’s Dharma edict in the year of the dragon, i.e. 1316)." The former was the ninth
“dpon-chen” of dBus gtsang, and the later was the thirteenth “dpon-chen.” These Dharma
edicts of the Imperial Preceptors were official documents issued to the military and
civilian population in their home region. The persons that the Dhama edicts notified as the
highest local official of the region were “dpon-chen” of dBus gtsang according to Tibetan
historical records; however, they were named in the edicts as “Chief official of the
Pacification Commission” and there was completely no mention of the official name
“dpon-chen.” Tt shows that this name was not a formal title of official position in dBus

gtsang of the Yuan period, it was only a popular name that people habitually used.”

' The Imperial Preceptors’ edicts preserved at the Zha lu monastery were first published by the
Italian Tibetan scholar G. Tucci in the second volume of his Tibetan Painted Scrolls, and they
were translated into English. Xizang lishi dangan gongwen xuan shuijing mingjian 4/ 5t
Fifi & 4> SC 88 K i IH BE (Tibetan), published in 1989 by Renmin chubanshe, included these
twelve edicts. The two edicts cited in this article are in page 198 and 203 of this book.

2T wish to propose an even more daring hypothesis: using the Tibetan term “dpon-chen” to call
the highest local official in Tibet might not have begun in dBus gtsang, rather, it came from
mDo-smad (present day Qinghai) and its surrounding regions. This is because this was the
Tibetan region that was taken the earliest by the Mongols. When emperor Taizu attacked Xi
Xia (Tangut Kingdom) in the later years of his life, he sent army to the districts of Jishi /&7,
Xining P4%%, Tao ¥k, and He 77]. When Tolui attacked Jin via Sichuan during Emperor



Because of the above evidences, I thought that “dpon-chen” were not a very difficult
problem to resolve. Nonetheless, specialists who are doing Tibetological studies both in
China and overseas explore Tibetan sources more fully and conduct more thorough
research in their works concerning this question. In particular, the Tibetan specialist Mr.
Chen Qingying connects it to the Yuan system of granting fiefdoms and argues that “the
position of dpon-chen was appointed by the Imperial Preceptor in his capacity as feudal
lord to govern his domain.” He believes that “dpon-chen administrated the Imperial
Preceptor’s fief and thus was in effect the duanshi guan &g {{(judge) for feudal lord.”!
The Italian Tibetan scholar Luciano Petech posed many questions about the relationship
between “dpon-chen” and xuanwei shi (more details later).” Their works made me realize
that this question is indeed quite complicated and there are points that require more

thorough analysis.

2. On the Status of the Imperial Preceptor and the

Taizong’s reign, he also sent army to Tibetan areas. In 1236, when Kidan led his army to
invade Qin-Gong Z&#: and Sichuan, he subdued Tibetan chieftain Zhao Agechang i[5} 5
in Lin tao [k and appointed him as the pacifying commissioner of Diezhou £ /1. Zhao’s
son Agepan [ 5f % was accumulated merits in assisting the Mongol’s attack of Sichuan, he
was appointed the deputy prefect of Lintao (promoted to Chief commander of Lin tao during
Emperor Xianzong’s reign). This is the earliest record about Mongol appointment of Tibetan
local officials. Lin tao’s neighboring region of mDo-smad must also have established Mongol
rule relatively early. Soon after Emperor Xianzong ascended the throne, he ordered Helidai F/!
E % “to command the Mongol and Han armies in Tibet and other regions...to continue
advance," this should be the troops that was stationed in the mDo-smad region. “Ye Xiannai %2
AliFi zhuan” in chap. 133 of Yuanshi recorded that after the suppression of Li Tan 4%¥’s
rebellion (the third year of the Zhongtong reign 1262), Ye Xiannai was appointed chief
commander of the western circuit (xidao i) and pacifying commissioner of Tibet. “Xiannai
had always been familiar with the condition of the barbarians, he set up many garrisons and
fortress to guard the place. He combined benevolence and force, and the stubborn and rough
barbarians all obeyed him. He was the pacifying commissioner for twenty four years.” Ye
later was promoted to governor of Yunnan province, and was soon reassigned to be governor
of Jiangxi province. He participated in the suppression of Zhong Mingliang i # 5%’s rebellion
(the twenty sixth year of the Zhiyuan reign 1289). From this we know that Ye Xiannai should
hold the position of pacifying commissioner of Tibet from the end of the Zhongtong reign to
the beginning of the Zhiyuan reign (1263-1264). Therefore the “Pacifying Commissioner of
Tibet” already existed at that time, and it should be the earliest military and civilian institution
established in eastern Tibet (mDo-smad and its surrounding areas). According to Deb-ther
dmar-po and rGya-bod yig-tshang, the chief officials of the three regions dBus gtsang, mDo
khams, and mDo-smad were all called “dpon-chen.” Then, Ye Xiannai might very likely have
been called “dpon-chen” by local Tibetans, and its timing was earlier than the “Military and
Civilian Myriarch of the Three Circuits in dBus gtsang” mentioned before.

! Chen Qingying, “Yuandai wusizang dpon-chen ji lue,” Yuanshi lun cong, no. 4, pp. 237-238.
2 Petech, Central Tibet and the Mongols, pp. 43-46.



Bailan [ I[# Prince in Tibet

The rGya-bod yig-tshang wrote: “The Mongols and the Sa skya sect formed the
relationship of patron and priest (yon mchod), the Dharma king ’Phags pa went to the
court of Da du *Ugf[ﬁ in Han region. He gave three tantric empowerments especially
favored by the Sa skya pa sect to the emperor, imperial consorts, and imperial sons for
three times. As an offering (yon) for the first empowerment, the emperor donated (phul-ba)
the thirteen myriarchies of dBus gtsang...... as an offering for the second empowerment, he

donated three chol-kha.”!

The Sa-skya gdung-rabs embellished on this a bit: “The
offering for the first empowerment was the thirteen myriads, each had four thousand lha
sde (houscholds attached to monastery), and six thousand mi sde (commoner). The
offering for the second empowerment......was the monks and people in the three Tibetan

2 The record in the fifth Dalai Lama’s chronicle is similar, and none of them

districts.
gave exact date. Some Tibetan historical sources that came later put the event of Qubilai
Khan giving the Tibetan thirteen myriarchies as an offering to *Phags pa in the year 1253
or 1254,3 which shows that the dates recorded in these sources are often inaccurate.
According to "Phags pa’s biography (xing zhuang ;%) that Wang Pan = #% composed
upon the order of Emperor Shizu, ’Phags-pa had an audience with the emperor in 1253.
“The imperial consorts and the hire-apparent all received empowerments, thus granted
special exultation.” This was the first empowerment.® Fozu lidai tongzai {2 TR SR
recorded that in the first year of Zhi-yuan reign (1264), “the Imperial Preceptor
paxyita "Phags Pa ascended the seat and conducted a secret empowerment.” This should
be the second time. On both occasions, Qubilai Khan issued edicts of protection
to "Phags-pa, and the two documents are recorded by Sa-skya gdung-rabs. The first one is
called the “Tibetan Letter Edict” (’ja’ sa bod yig ma) which explained the procedure of the
empowerment and the gold, silver, and jewelry that were bestowed upon "Phags pa. It also
ordered the monks in Tibet to practice according to Buddhist principal and to pray to
heaven for the emperor’s longevity for which they would enjoy the favor of tax and coviie
labor exemption. The second one is called the “Pearl Edict” (’ja’ sa mu tig ma) which
pronounced ’Phags pa as the National Preceptor and appointed him as the supervisor of

monks who must obey his order and practice according to Buddhist principal. It

! rGya-bod yig-tshang, Tibetan version, pp. 277-278, Chinese translation, p. 170.

2 Chinese translation, Lhasa: Xizang renmin chuban she, 1989, p.108.

3 See Tucci Tibetan Painted Scrolls, vol. 2. In page 651-652, Tucci translated the relevant
sections from dPag bsam ljong bzang and Dam pa’i chos kyi™ byung tshul.

* See Fozu lidai tongzai, chap. 21.



prohibited anyone to mistreat monks, to demand tax and coviie labor from them, and to
take monastic property.' The characteristic of these two “’ja’ sa” is entirely the same with
the protective edicts or orders that were issued by the Mongolian khan or princes to the
clergy and monasteries of various religions. There was not a single word in them that
indicated the so-called “offering” of the thirteen myriads and the three districts (chol kha)
in Tibet. Petech noticed the contradiction between the content of Qubilai’s edicts and the
story in the Tibetan sources. He pointed out: “Contrary to what the tradition [recorded by
Tibetan historical works] has to say, it (referring to the Tibetan Letter Edict) contains not
the slightest hint at Sa-ska temporal rule ‘over the thirteen myriarchies (k‘ri skor) of dBus
and gTsang’.” “Once more in contradiction to the Tibetan tradition, according to which
this decree conferred upon ’Phags-pa the temporal sovereignty over the three regions
(chol-kha)...... , the imperial edict (referring to the Pearl Edict) merely confirmed to the
Buddhist clergy the usual freedom from taxation and service, with the addition of the
exemption from lodging and entertaining imperial messengers.” Yet he said: “Still, the
tradition has a basis of fact, because Sa-ska-pa administrators were stationed in each of the
three chol-kha.”* He does not provide evidence for this statement, but I think that he had
the “dpon-chen” in mind. I shall discuss this question later.

The “Shi lao zhuan” in Yuanshi wrote about ’Phags pa’s status in Tibet this way:
“Emperor Shizu saw that the [Tibet] land is vast and remote, and the people were tough
and violent, and thus thought to soften them by following their customs. The emperor
divided the Tibetan land into prefectures and counties, set up officials for different
positions, and made the Imperial Preceptor the supervisor. Hence the Xuanzheng yuan ;‘Eﬁ’
#15% (Bureau for Tibetan and Buddhist Affairs) was established. The commissioner who
held its second highest position must be a monk and come from the Imperial Preceptor’s
recommendation. Both clergy and secular personal were always used for the positions
ranked below the Shuai chen fj|E1 that coordinated administrative affairs in and out. They
were made to command both military and civilians. Thus the Imperial Preceptor’s order
and imperial edicts were both implemented in the western region.” Ouyang Xuan [ [
of the Yuan period had a paragraph in which he also discussed Qublai Khan’s policy of
using Buddhist power to rule the Tibetan region: “After coming back from his expedition
of Di X and Qiang 7%, Emperor Shizu praised Buddhism and elevated the status of its

masters, so much so that their palaces and clothing were equivalent to those of the emperor.

! Sa-ska gdung rab, Chinese translation, Xizang renmin chubanshe, 1989, p.116(Tibetan letter
edict);pp. 112-113 (Pearl edict).

? Petech, Central Tibet and the Mongols, Rome, 1990, pp. 14-15, 17.
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This was the strategy of observing local custom and using it to control the remote region.
Common people in the world would not be able to understand this.” (“[Yunnan Yaoan]
Miaoguang si ji[%ﬁkj&j"\?&']i{'y%’ﬁ] F%l) ,” in Huanyu tongzhi ${="3f[id., chap.113.) Thus
we can see that Qubilai Khan supported *Phags pa for the purpose of using Buddhism, to
adjust to the special condition of Tibetans who “diligently worshiped Buddha and obeyed
his principal,”’ and to adopt a policy of flexible control. Therefore, despite the fact that
the “Pearl Edict” of 1264 only granted ’Phags pa the power of governing the monks, in
Tibet it actually amounted to be in charge of both the monastic and the secular population.
This is in effect the same with what is recorded in the “Bai guan zhi [ I F{&.” of the same
book that “The guoshi B[] (State Preceptor) was in charge of the Zhongzhi yuan {Fiﬁj[]ﬁ;‘a
( later Xuanzheng yuan) that controlled the Buddhist monks and governed the Tibetan
region.” This means *Phags pa was “in charge” of the affairs of Zhongzhi yuan with his
status of the Imperial Preceptor--the highest religious position set up by the court, and
through this he received the power of being “in charge” of religious and administrative
affairs in Tibet. People of the Yuan period said that in the Tibetan region “military,
selection for official position, punishment and reward, and administration of taxes were all

2 This indicates that there was no another

under the jurisdiction of the Xuanzheng yuan.
government under the Imperial Preceptor (or the Sa skya sect) in the Tibetan region that
was independent of the Xuanzheng yuan. The Imperial Preceptor’s “ling ﬁﬁ” (in charge)
of Xuanzheng yuan or the Tibetan region means to preside over it and in command. Not
only this had nothing to do with him receiving feudal domain, but also that he was not
directly in control of the religious and administrative matters. His power is mainly
expressed in providing the emperor with advice on dealing with Tibetan religious and
administrative affairs, recommending candidates for the Xuanzheng yuan’s secondary
commissioners and positions below it, as well as for local officials. The Tibetan sources
that we have so far, especially the edicts from Imperial Preceptor have proven that he was
only issuing orders to officials and monastic and secular population according to imperial
edicts. He mainly promulgated the appointment of local officials (myriarchies) and
protected monasteries and exempted taxes for the households and land attached to them.

“Beyond this, he had no direct share in the actual running of the administration of Central

' Zhu Derun R4, “Xingxuanzhengyuan fushi songxing shi xu 17 & Bt BIE 54T 555,
Cunfu zhai wenji ££157%% L 4E, chap. 4.
? Ibid.
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Tibet.”' and he certainly would not have another set of administrative orders expressing
his right as the “feudal lord” of the entire Tibet.

It is true that ’Phags pa and the Yuan Imperial Preceptors after him owned fiefs
bestowed by emperor. rGya-bod yig-tshang recorded that “in the Rab-kha area of Hezhou
I *} prefecture were estate (gzhis) under the supervision of Nang-so (stewards for
religious master). There was one estate at the foot of the city wall named Bla-ba mkhar,
and another one below it was named Dem-khang. These were portion land (sa-phud)
granted to [Imperial] Preceptor *Phags pa by imperial edict, they did not have any Tibetan
and Han region tax and coviie labor duty for government storage and the postal system,
they were not included in governmental registration.”1 Only these were the real fiefs
for "Phags pa. Of course, he undoubtedly retained the land and people that originally
belonged to the Sa-skya sect, and he might have been bestowed some land by the court in
other places in Tibet. The “Wuzong ben ji ¥ 74 5™ in chapter 22 of Yuanshi recorded
under the tenth month in the first year of the Zhida =~ reign (1308): “Following the
petition of the Imperial Preceptor, the chief governor of Buddhist religion Duo er zhi ban
—CI': 53 | {7 (rDo rje dpal) was also put in charge of the land and money of nang-pa % /\, he
was appointed the Daruquchi ;& £} {~- of the Office of Chief Administration to supervise

2

its revenue.” This “land and money of nang-pa” should be the same as the estate under
the supervision of nang-so in the above-cited Tibetan source, the private domain and
property of the Imperial Preceptor. In this sense, the Imperial Preceptor was also a feudal
lord, but he was not the feudal lord of the whole Tibet.

Arguing from the point that ’Phags pa’s younger brother Phyag na rdo rje was given the
title of “Bailan Prince [1 T.,” Mr. Chen Qingying proposes that “it allowed the Sa-skya
family to gain the status of feudal lord similar to that of the Mongolian princes, imperial
son-in-laws, and the meritorious generals who contributed to the founding of the dynasty.
The Tibetan region began to have a Tibetan feudal lord whose titles were granted by the
Yuan government.” He further assumed that when Phyag na rdo rje died suddenly in 1267,
“in order to protect the Sa skya family’s newly gained status as feudal lord, Qubilai Khan
let *Phags pa took over Phyag na rdo rje power as secular feudal lord, thus made *Phags pa
a feudal lord who truly concentrated religious and secular power in one person.” Chen’s
argument is based on the accounts in Tibetan sources that Qubilai Khan donated the
thirteen myriarchies and the three Tibetan districts as offering to ’Phags pa. He thinks that

this is the way “the authors of the Tibetan historical works viewed ’Phags pa’s domain

! Petech, op. cit, p. 37.
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from their stand point as Buddhists,” while “actually the Yuan government only added the
Bailan prince’s secular power to *Phags pa.”® In other words, he sees the “donation” of
the thirteen myriarchies and three districts in Tibetan sources as granting feudal domains.
He presupposes that Phyag na rdo rje was entitled to be granted feudal domian as Bailan
prince.

Story about Phyag na rdo rje is only seen in Tibetan sources. Deb-ther dmar-po is the
earliest that recorded him going to Liangzhou jfii”| with his uncle when he was five years
old. Prince Kudan ordered him to ware Mongolian clothing and married princess Me-
’ga’-‘dun to him. “The Se-chen emperor (Qubilai Khan) appointed him as the general
head (or viceroy?) of Tibet (Se-chen gyis bod spyi’bi steng du bskos),” but it did not
mention the event of him being entitled as the Bailan prince and receiving fiefdom.”> The
rGya-bod yig-tshang that came a little later gave a more detailed record on him. It said
that “after the audience with the Se-chen emperor, he was bestowed the title of Bailan
prince and a golden seal, and the left and right Tongzhi yamen [ﬁjiﬂf{ﬁ'ﬂ was established,
he was appointed the general head of Tibet.” (Se-chen rgyal-po dang mjal nas/ ba’i len
dbang gi ming dang./gser gyi tham kha/thong ji g. yas g. yon gyi khrims ra dang bcas pa
gnang./ bod spyi'i steng du bkos) * Petech wrote: “His position at Sa-skya is not easy to
define. Our earliest source (Hu-lan Deb-ther=Debther dmar-po) employs vague terms: he
was placed over whole of Tibet (Bod spyi’i steng du bkos). According to another text (Sa-
skya gdung-rabs) he was appointed Lord of the Law (khrims bdag) in the three regions
(chol-kha). The term khrims bdag implies some form of judicial activity; in my opinion, it

> | think there is not much difference

corresponds to the Mongol title jarghuchi i.e. judge.
between spyi’i steng and khrims bdag, they both meant chief supervisor of secular affairs.
The fifth Dalai’s chronicle in fact said that he was appointed the “Head Official of Tibet”
(bod gyi dpon) by Qubilai Khan.' The jarghuchi in Mongolian means chief administrator,
thus Petech’s point may be valid. But the key issue here is does this means that the whole
Tibetan region was given to Phyag na rdo rje as a feudal domain? I do not think this is the

case.

! rGya-bod yig-tshang, Tibetan version, p. 277; Chinese translation, p. 107.

? Chen Qingying, “Yuandai Wusizang benchin shulue,” Yuanshi lun cong, no. 4, pp. 233-234.

3 Deb-ther dmar-po, Tibetan version p. 48; Chinese version, pp. 43-44.

* rGya-bod yig-tshang, Tibetan version pp. 330-331; Chinese version p. 206 (there are slight
differences in the translation).

> Petech, op.Cit, pp. 19-20, and notes 58, 59 on page 20.
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The Yuan feudal system generally had two layers: the first layer is dividing the qubi 22
. ({7777) for the imperial clan members (i.e. the so-called aga-de’u “older and younger
brothers”) which granted fiefdom and people in its real sense; and the second layer was the
Soyurqal (reward) for meritorious subjects which was actually granting inheritable rights
to guardianship. Although they were generally called “tou xia &, but their natures
were different. The former was sometimes also called “wei xia & ™ .” Furthermore, the
so-called “feudal system 43311 %> in Mongol-Yuan period was of two types. One was
the fiefs that mainly located in nomadic areas, including the kingdoms (ulus) for imperial
clan members and the tribes belong to chiliarchies (Mongolian: mingat-un noyat, the
chiliads granted to the various princes of the imperial clan belonged to ulus of Imperial
Princes, the rest belonged to the great ulus directly under the great Khan’s rule). Another
was the Wuhu si 7+ Fi55 tax revenue fief mainly in agricultural areas. The aristocrat
families that had marriage connection to the imperial family have dual nature: those that
had been marrying princesses for generations “were treated as close as princes,” and they
held favorable positions in receiving annual rewards and the right over fiefs (Yet on the
list of annual reward only princesses could be treated the same with princes and called
“wei . Although imperial son-in-laws were entitled “prince”, they were not listed
among the various “wei.”) Meanwhile, husbands of princesses were also appointed heads
of myriads and heads of chiliads, and thus they were the chief military and civilian
officials of chiliads directly under the rule of the Great Khan. They were similar to other
meritorious subjects belong to the type of soyurgal fiefs which obviously differ from the
imperial princess’s status as aqal-de’u.2

With regard to the Yuan implementation of its feudal system in Tibet, the research of
many scholars now allows us to be generally certain that it was carried out once during the
period of Emperor Xianzong Mongge. In 1247, Kudan ordered Sa skya paxyita (Sa pan),
head of the Sa skya sect, to send a pacifying announcement to various areas in dBus
gtsang. At this time, dBus gtsang should be under Kudan’s control, but it seemly was not
given to him as a fiefdom. Soon after that, the throne changed hands from the Okodei line
to the Tolui line and Kudan died of sickness. The newly ascended Mongge Khan got

involved immediately. He continuously conquered and pacified the Tibetan region, and

! Beijing: Minzhu chubanshe, 1980, Tibetan version p. 98 (cited from Yuan yilai Xizang difang
yu zhongyang zhengfu guanxi dangan shiliao huibian, vol. 1, p. 45, Chinese traslation), Guo
Heqing ZFF18]’s Chinese translation (Beijing: Minzhu chubanshe, 1983) p. 95.

? For the meaning of “tou xia” and types of fiefdom, see Li Zhian 45744, Yuandai fenfeng
zhidu yanjiu yoAX 4 &l FE#EFST (Tianjin: Tianjin guji chubanshe, 1992), chapter 1.
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established connections with all the major religious sects in dBus gtsang. Following that,
he sent commissioners to dBus gtsang to conduct census and divided domains according to
the Mongolian feudal system. He made the areas that were controlled by the different
sects into fiefs for himself (’Bri gung pa) and his brothers Qubilai (Tshal pa), Hulegu
(Phag mo gru pa), and Ariq Boke (sTag lung bka’ brgyud pa) respectively. Both the
rLangs Kyi po ti bse rgyas pa and the fifth Dalai lama’s Chronicle recorded this. They
wrote: “The Mongolian princes became lords of the various religious sects in the whole
Tibet and took over their appanages” and made detailed records of the perimeters of the
fiefdom that Hulegu received the area controlled by the Phag mo gru pa sect.' This was
probably similar to the tax revenue domain in China proper, however, due to lack of
sources and the special conditions in the dBus gtsang region, we are not very clear about
the actual relationship between the feudal lord and their domains. We only know that
Hulegu had sent a “land official” (yul-bsrungs-pa) named Go-go-chu to his domain that
had been the area controlled by the Phag mo gru pa. Later, Go-go-chu’s son rDo-tje still
had part of the right over governing the Phag mo gru pa Myriad. They may be the
Daruquchi appointed in Hulegu’s fiefdom.? Petech thinks that Qubilai Khan “dismantled
the appanage system in Tibet and recalled the representatives (yul bsrungs) of the imperial
princes, with the exception of the appanage of his brother Hulegu.” The material base for
this point must be the record in the rLangs kyi po ti bse rgyas pa that Qubilai Khan
“abolished the troops sent by Mongolian [princes] for guarding their manors in Tibet.”*
Yet this is not sufficient for us to conclude that the princes’ fiefdoms were abolished,
because sharing land and people was the inalienable property right for members of the
“Golden Clan”. Even though it may be temporarily taken away in case of rebellion, it
must be redistributed to one’s family members or his hires. For example, the families of

Qaidu and Nayan were always able to keep their domains in China proper.5 Therefore, 1

"rLangs kyi po ti bse rgyas pa, Lhasa: Xizang renmin chuban she, 1986, pp. 109-111 (for
reference see Yuan yilai Xizang difang yu zhongyang zhengfu guanxi dangan shiliao huibian,
vol. 1, p. 8); dPyid kyi rgyal mo’i glu dbyang, Tibetan version p. 105 (for reference see Shen
Weirong, “Lun yuandai wusizang shisan wanhu de jianli”, p. 88.

? rGya-bod yig-tshang, Tibetan version p. 547; Chen Qingying’s Chinese version, p. 317.

3 Petech, op.cit, p. 16.

* See Yuan yilai Xizang difang yu zhongyang zhengfu guanxi dangan shiliao huibian, vol. 1, p. 8.
> Yuanshi, chap. 23, “Wuzong ben ji”: “On the gengyin <% day of the third month in the
third year of the Zhida reign, Shangshu sheng j& 44 said: ‘In past the Emperor Shizu had said
to convert the wuhu si tax in the rebellious prince Haidu’s fief into money, and to bestow it to
him when he come to surrender. It had been stored for over twenty years. Now his son
Chapaer %% /\ 5. admired the benevolence of the emperor and come to the court. Please give
him the money.” The emperor said: ‘The Shizu Emperor truly thinks for the long term. Let us
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think even if Qubilai Khan abolished the fiefs supervisors appointed by the princes
(according to “Shizu benji ] 7= 4 5! in Yuanshi, there had been an edict to abolish the
Daruquchi of the princes’ tou xia in the first year of the Zhiyuan =7 reign 1264), he
would not abrogate their rights over their fiefdoms. When many places in the dBus gtsang
region were already fiefdoms of the Mongolian princes, how could they be bestowed to
others as “feudal domains™? It is even more unlikely that a Tibetan would be made a great
feudal lord on top of Mongolian princes. Merely a son-in-law to prince Kiidan, Phyag na
rdo rje had neither the status nor the power that would allow him to have the entire Tibet
as fiefdom.

Investigating Phyag na rdo rje being made a prince (if it indeed happened) and his
appointment as “general head of Tibet” in the specific time period, it is actually significant
for a different reason. Phyag na rdo rje and his older brother went with their uncle to
Liangzhou in 1246, lived there for 18 years, and were sent back to dBus gtsang around
1264. 1t should be about that time that he was given the status of “prince” and the
appointment. [ very much agree with Petech’s analysis about the condition of that time
and Qubilai Khan’s policy. For Petech, that particular year was decisive in many aspects:
Qublai Khan won the internal war; he made Yanjing il replacing Qaraqorum #{I#F as
the capital which meant shifting the center of the empire from Mongolia to China Proper;
he started military operations to pacify Xi Fan /i3 (mainly the mDo khams region); he
established the government institution Zongzhi yuan for managing Buddhist and Tibetan
affairs; and he sent *Phags pa and his brother back to Tibet and issued the “Pearl Edict.”"
We can add one more item to the list: Qubilai Khan sent the minister Dashiman to Tibet to
promulgate Yuan pacification, to investigate local conditions, and to establish postal

service.” In any case, Qubilai Khan was obviously strengthening his rule in the Tibetan

wait until the morning audience of the princes. After the rewards are passed out, you must
explain the reason in detail and then give the money so as to let him know the shame.” This is
a typical material about the princes’ rights over their fiefdom. The “Shizu ben ji” in the same
book recorded when Neiyan and other princes in the east rebelled in the twenty forth year of
the Zhiyuan reign, Shizu had ordered to abolish the Daruquchi and other officials they
appointed in their fiefdoms in Yidu %i#f, Pingluan *F#%, Hejian y[[i], and Jinan {#§F4. But
according to the “Annual rewards %" section in the “Shihuo zhi & &,” these fiefdoms
continued to remain in the hands of those families.

! Petech, op.cit, pp. 16-17.

? For details, see rGya-bod yig-tshang, Tibetan version, pp. 273-276; Chinese version, pp. 167-
169. This book did not record the year in which Dashimen set up the postal service. Petech
said it was in 1269 base on mKhas pa’i dga’ ston (Petech, op.cit, p. 62), Luosan Qunjue % 3&
H#4 and Chen Qingying think it was between 1260 and 1265 (see “Yuandai zai Zangzhu diqu
shezhi de yizhan JoAQ7E B Ml 7% R Bk, Xibei shidi P5JE 521, no. 3, 1984), Shen
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region. We can easily see why Qubilai Khan emphasized controlling Tibet as soon as we
analyze the situation of Qubilai Khan’s war with Ariq boke for the throne during the
Zhong tong "7 reign (1260-1264). During this war, the two sides’ struggle over Qin-
Long % [#and Chuan-Shu’|[%Y was fierce and it extended to Tibet. In the second year of
the Zhong tong reign (1261), after Ariq boke’s chief commander Alandar i [ FATEEJ was
defeated and died, his subordinate general Qodu '} ﬁﬂ stayed in the Dianxi Eﬁ [
mountains in Tibet and rebelled again. Qubilai Khan’s side sent many Mongolian and
Han troops and spent a long time to suppress this rebellion.' Because of Mongge Khan’s
support, the very influential Karma sect refused to obey Qubilai Khan and sided with Ariq
boke instead. At that time Qubilai Khan was not yet able to have stable control over Tibet.
Therefore, he spent much energy to prop up the Sa skya sect as a tool for his rule over the
Tibetan region. Sending ’Phags pa and his brother back was obviously for the purpose of
using their influence among Tibetan people to establish his control. To ensure that this
measure was enforced, he even used military support. Based on Tibetan sources, Petech
points out that *Phags pa’s travel back to Tibet “accompanied by the advance of imperial
troops. A large Mongolian force headed by Du-mur (Temur?) was marching toward Tibet
in 1263.”* The “Shizu ben ji” in Yuanshi recorded under the fifth month of the second
year in the Zhiyuan reign (1265): “reward four hundred and fifty taels of silver to
myriarch Qongridar fi¢ H Fb'fb:ﬂ ’s troops for its expedition in Tibet.” Thus we know that an
expedition into Tibet indeed happened before that. rGya-bod yig-tshang also recorded
clearly that Qubilai Khan sent Dashiman to Tibet for pacification and its purpose was to
confirm that “the recalcitrant Tibetans had already come under the rule of our emperor
Qubilai Khan” (bod bying po/ se-chen go-dpe-la’i *og ti chug nas).” We can see that the
source material must be understood according to its original meaning: Phyag na rod 1je

was only appointed as the “general head (or viceroy?) ”(spyi’i steng) or “Zhang guan”

Weirong thinks it should be around the year of 1264 (See his above cited article). The author
thinks that Shen’s point is more plausible.

" Yuanshi, chap. 162, “Li Hulanji chuan %= Z.[i 75 8" records that Huodu rebelled in the ninth
month of the second year of the Zongtong reign, and he was captured in the tenth month. But
chap. 135 of the same book, “Yuejushuchihaiya chuan H 223 7% 27 {4, and chap. 155
“Wang Weizheng chuan yFH#E [ 5> both recorded the suppression of Huodu’s rebellion in the
third year of the Zhongtong reign. Chap. 123 “Zhao Agepan chuan” recorded it in the fourth
year of the Zhongtong reign. In addition, the rebellion is also seen in chap. 121 “Anzhumi
chuan %% 1#14,” chap.133 “Baiyan chuan £/, chap.155 “Wang Liangchen chuan i [
[if8,” and chap.166 “Shimogougou chuan £ 4% %i{%.” The record of suppressing the
rebellion in the third year of the Zhongtong reign is more reliable.

? Petech, op.cit, pp. 17-18.

3 rGya-bod yig-tshang, Tibetan version, p. 274; Chinese version, p. 167.
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(dpon) to manage Tibet for the emperor. He was not given Tibet as a feudal fiefdom
because that would go against the emperor’s goal. Phyag na rdo rje spent three years after
returning to Sa skya, and died of sickness in 1267. Nothing was recorded of the sort of
political activities that he might have during this period. It is not known whether he truly
carried out his duty as the “general head Cor viceroy) ” or how he exercised power. It is
worth pointing out here that the Tibetan sources recorded that Qubilai Khan’s donation of
the three Tibetan districts to "Phags pa at the time of the second empowerment (1264)
which was three years before Phyag na rdo rje died. Therefore, the assumption that
“donating the three Tibetan districts” meant that after Phyag na rdo rje’s death Qubilai
Khan added his secular power of feudal lord to "Phags pa does not fit with the dates. It is
completely without evidence.

Phyag na rdo rje’s son FATEﬂ ’ﬁ‘i} \%'JEP’J?,% Dharmapararakita, born after his father’s
death, went to the court when he was fourteen years old (1281) and succeeded the position
of Imperial Preceptor next year. He later married the daughter of prince Jibik temur 1.+
[[JF’M‘ B2 (Kudan’s son), returned to Tibet by order, and died in mDo khams. According to
the Mongolian system, if his father had been made a prince, and he himself was also
married to a princess, he should have inherited the title. However, there is no such record
in the sources, which makes it doubtful whether Phyag na rdo rje was ever given the title
of prince. According to Tibetan sources, during the time of the Yuan Emperor Yingzong
42, Suo nan zang bo I i b (bSod nams bzang po), the brother of the Imperial
Preceptor Kun dga’ blo gros rgyal mtshan dpal bzang po (’Phags pa’s grand nephew), was
married to princess Mun da gan and made the Bailan prince, he then returned to Tibet and
died in mDo khams. His half brother Gongge lesiba jianzang banzangbo ** £ ¥[| ful* I ks
75 b (Kun dga’ legs pa rgyal mtshan dpal bzang po) then married princess Mun da gan.
Yuan Emperor Shundi ’”ET'J’ bestowed on him the title of Bailan prince and a golden seal,
as well as an edict for him to preside over the three Tibetan districts. Kug dga’ legs pa
rgyal mtshan’s son Qilasiba jianzang banzangbo Z il 778 b (Grags pa rgyal
mtshan dpal bzang po) was given the title of Bailan prince afterwards, set up the left and
right Tongzhi offices, and bestowed the edict for presiding over the western land." Among
them, bSod nams bzang po is seen in records in Yuanshi: the “Yingzong ben ji 4§t % 7cl”

! Ibid, Tibetan version, pp. 334-335, 338, 342; Chinese version, pp. 209, 212, 214. Note that
this book recorded that bSod nams bzang po married the princess and became prince during the
period of the emperor Aiyurbarwada % & 224k J1 /\i# (Renzong), that is mistaken. Deb-ther
dmar-po said it was during the reign of the emperor Gegen %% which matches with Chinese
sources and it correct.
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listed that in the twelfth month of the first year of the Zhizhi = J§i reign (1321) “bSod
nams bzang po was made the Bailan prince, and was bestowed a golden seal.” The
“Taidingdi ben ji Zf‘ “Q‘—_ﬁ?[r #e1” listed under the fifth month of the third year in the Taiding
reign (1326) that “the Imperial Preceptor’s older brother bSod nams bzang po was put in
charge of affairs of the Pacification Commission of the three Tibetan districts, he married
a princess and was bestowed the title of prince.” (The Princes List of Yuanshi “Z%-—* #.”
said that bSod nams bzang po was bestowed the title of Bailan prince in the first year of
the Zhizhi f—*if i reign. Thereafter, he entered monastery. He returned to secular life in the
fourth year of the Taiding reign (1327), and was bestowed the title again. When Tibetan
and Chinese sources are correlated, we know that the political position that the Yuan court
conferred to Bailan prince was that of “supervising the affairs of the three Pacification
Commissions of Tibet” and it was not to give the three Tibetan districts as his fiefdom. To
trace it back to Phyag na rdo rje (disregard whether he was given the title of prince), the
position of “Bod spyi’i steng” that Emperor Shizu granted him as some Tibetan sources
related should also mean the same. The Bailan prince, with the title of “supervisor of the
three Tibetan districts,” the status of imperial son-in-law, and the establishment of his own
office, naturally had a certain power in managing Tibetan affairs when he was sent back.
Sources reveal that the later two Bailan princes who returned to Tibet indeed in some
cases used their power to interfere the local administration. But their responsibility was
not that of directly in charge of local administration. rGya-bod yig-tshang recorded that
when Emperor Shundi made Grags pa rgyal mtshan dpal bzang po the Bailan prince, “he
also bestowed an edict for governing the areas under the sTag tshang rdzong and Chu mig
myriad.”' This may be bestowing him fiefs, which demonstrates that not the entire Tibet
was given as the Bailan prince’s domain.

The one who truly governed the whole Tibet with the status of feudal lord was the
imperial prince who was granted appanage to garrison this large area. One of the
measures that Qubilai Khan took to strengthen centralization was to “order imperial
princes to command troops in strategic places on the frontier,” and he set up his several
sons as feudal lords in the vast territory outside of the interior regions (fu li J5£!). When
the Geographic Records in Yuanshi “#72£/i¢.” talked about the Anxi prince %'f'1= , it used
the term “given domain to guard” (fengshou J<|) which is very appropriate. But the
regions they guarded were not feudal domains or tax revenue fiefs in the strict sense. Their

power was mainly to command the troops for defense or offense. In the meantime, they

" Ibid, Tibetan version, p. 342; Chinese translation, p. 214.
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had a certain role in supervising or controlling local governments (xingsheng).1 The one
who was made the feudal lord in the Tibetan region was Qubilai Khan’s seventh son, the
Xiping prince 177 = A’uruqchi 4%+ . Throughout the Yuan period, A’uruqchi’s
descendents who was bestowed the title of Zhenxi wujing prince & 1 ¢ I = ,
continuously inherited the status of feudal lord in the region, and this was its highest ruler
in name. In reality, they also possessed considerable power over the management of
affairs concerning the three Tibetan districts (dBus gtsang, mDo smad, and mDo khams).
For example, the Zhenxi wujing prince Chos dpal ## [~ had issued a protective order to
Zha lu monastery in dBus gtsang and to Phag mo gru for new appointment of myriarch (it
was the same as the Imperial Preceptor’s order, issued in the name of imperial edict). He
ordered to set aside a place in northern Tibet to be governed by the Sa skya sect’s Rin-
chen brtson-"grus and his descendents.”> However, the management of Tibetan affair was
in the hand of the Xuanzhen yuan. The “Wuzong ben jin ¥ 74 5e” in Yuanshi listed
under the seventh month of the second year in the Zhida = reign (1309): the Wujing
prince Chos dpal and the Xuanwei si of the mDo smad district petitioned to Xuanzheng
yuan to change the Anfu si %}‘:"ﬁj in Songpan Tf?iﬁ and its surrounding areas into Xuanfu
si ;Eh’},if'\ﬁj, to move its seat to Wen chuan J2/|| county in Mao zhou 7% *|| prefecture, and
to send one thousand troops from Songzhou 77| to guard it. Xuanzheng yuan discussed
it and “granted their petition,” thus it was reported to the emperor and carried out. A
document that was included in the “Jamuchi fﬁf’ section of Jingshi da dian 5% {f] A4l
said: “In the twelfth month of the second year in the Huangqing f!'3 reign (1313), the
Wujing prince Chos dpal sent an order to Xuanzheng yuan. He said that in the three
districts of dBus gtsang, mDo khams, and mDo smad the postal stations’ horses died from
disease and household were impoverished, please report this to the emperor. After
reporting it , the Xuanzheng yuan received the empress dowager’s edict that ordered to
discuss this with the Grand Secretariat Hl?} P it is proposed to give each of the
twenty eight stations three hundred ding of Zhongtong money notes [| l7##)......and, if that
is not enough, to supply them a proper amount from the Tibetan tax revenue that was
managed by the Xuanzheng yuan.”3 These two events illustrate that in managing Tibetan

affairs, the Zhenxi wujing prince only provided resolution and guidance, and it still needed

" See Li Zhian, Yuandai fenfeng zhidu yanjiu, chapter 5 “Yuanchao shigi de zongwang chu
zhen JGEARFI) 5% 2 HH 84, Tianjin, 1992.

? rGya-bod yig-tshang, Chinese translation, p. 247.

* Yongle da dian 7k 44 K dt, chap.19421.
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to be reported through discussion of Xuanzheng yuan to the emperor for asking

authorization, then could be put into effect.
3. dPon-chen’s Position and its Relationship with the Xuanwei si

In rGya-bod yig-tshang, the part about the history and system of Yuan dynasty was
composed by using the dynasty’s own official documents (for example the Dayuan tongzhi
AT IEJ?EIJ that was mentioned by the author) and is thus invaluable. In several places it
recorded the system of office concerning the Tibetan region. In the following, I quote the
important sections from the Chinese translation (collated with the Tibetan version):

“In the time of the Mongol Sechen emperor, there were eleven provinces (zhing) under
his rule......There was Zhongshu sheng at Dadu, and there were Henan province,
Lingbei province, Gansu province, Sichuan province, Yunnan province, Jiangzhe
province, Jiangxi province, Huguang province, Liaoyang province in other places. The
three chol-kha in Tibet were not enough to be a province, still it was counted as one
because it was the Imperial Preceptor’s residential place and the region that Buddhist
teaching flourished. There were eleven provinces in total. As for the various ranks of
official positions, there were head of ten households (bcu dpon), head of fifty
households (Inga bcu dpon), centurion (brgya dpon), chiliarch (stong dpon), myriarch
(khri dpon), and Darugachi of circuits. If one governed three circuits, then he was
given the title of “Military and Civilian Myriarch of Circuit” (klu-gun-min-dben-hu),
and was bestowed a crystal seal......In Tibet, this title had been granted to dpon-chen
Shakya bzang-bo. The title that was given to the majority of the dpon-chen was Chief
Myriarch of the Pacification Commission of the three circuits “Z = "% k*]%’jﬁjﬁﬂﬁ
=17 (note: the term in Tibetan edition is dhing-zam-lu-son-wi-pi-du-dben-ba-hu, there
are obviously two wrong wordings in it, the pi should be corrected as si, and the ba
should be sa. Therefore, this title should be [ G125 = % & & 7 ZBICIPRF 7 Chief
Military Command of Pacification Commission of the three circuits), and they were also
given a six-sided silver seal and a tiger-head badge. The term of dpon-chen (note: it
seems to be more appropriate to translate the original dpon-chen zhes-pa as “the so-
called dpon-chen”) was a special name (note: the original text was che-ming, which
seems to be more proper to be translated directly as “grand name”, i.e. “honorific name”)
that the Tibetans used for the Imperial Preceptor’s close attendants (nye-gnas); the term
chol-kha was a place name made for the regions of mDo khams, mDo smad, and dBus
gtsang that the Mongolian emperor donated to the Imperial Preceptor as an offering for

receiving empowerment.” “......though the three chol-kha was donated according to the
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rules of patronage gift, each chol-kha had one dpon-chen and they were appointed
according to the decision made by the emperor, after he consulted with the Imperial
Preceptor.”l

At the end of the section about the dpon-chen of dBus gtsang, it said:

“There were twenty seven dpon-chen in total. They obey the orders of the Imperial
Preceptor and edicts of the emperor to protect administration and religion so as to make
the land peaceful and Buddhist teaching flourish. Similarly, in the Gon-gyo of mDo
stod and the Gling-tshang of mDo smad, each chol-kha had a dpon-chen.”!

From the above records (except the author’s excessive explanation from religious point
of view), we can conclude the following: First, the whole Tibetan region was one of the
provincial level administrative units under the court. It was divided into three chol-kha
(mDo khams %‘JE] fl, mDo smad %F&l’ﬁﬁ, and dBus gtsang fi k) which undoubtedly
were the “three Tibetan dao [+ = 3fi” recorded in Yuanshi. Secondly, “dpon-chen” was
the highest official at the chol-kha (dao) level who was responsible for affairs within his
jurisdiction. There was one dpon-chen in each of the three chol-kha in Tibet. Thirdly,
dpon-chen were officials selected through the emperor’s consultation with the Imperial
Preceptor and were appointed by the court. They exercised power by obeying imperial
edicts and the Imperial Preceptor’s orders. Fourth, the title given to the earliest “dBus
gtsang dpon-chen” Shakya bzang-bo was “Military and Civilian Myriarch of (the three)
Circuits.” Later, the majority of dpon-chen were given the title of “Commissioner of
Pacification and Chief Commander of the Three Circuits”. There is one more point worth
noting: dpon-chen was originally an ordinary term in Tibetan that even commoners could
understand, yet it was given a distinct explanation by this book that said it was a “grand
name” used by Tibetans for the Imperial Preceptor’s close attendants. Whether or not this
explanation is correct, it shows that the term was not a formal name of office position,
rather, it was a Tibetan term that Tibetans used to call a special type of high officials
during the Yuan period. This is exactly the same as Chinese sources of the Yuan period
gave particular explanation to the ordinary Chinese term “zhang guan = | that was used
frequently in the early period of the dynasty. They both had special reasons to do so.

Mr. Chen Qingying cites the explanation of dpon-chen in rGya-bod yig-tshang, and he
takes this as a starting point to examine its origin and jurisdiction. He believes that this
position had its origin in the chief steward who managed secular affairs on behalf of the

religious masters of various sects (which had already developed into local powers that

! rGya-bod yig-tshang, Tibetan version, pp. 271-278; Chinese translation, pp.165-166, 171.
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possessed land and people). When Sa skya paxyita was invited by Kudan to go to
Liangzhou, he left his disciple Shakya bzang-po as the gZhis-rgan-pa (note, the original
text in rGya-bod yig-tshang was gZhi-gan-pa, in the Chinese translation it is “chief
steward”). But the latter’s job was still an agent for the sect’s master and was not a formal
official position. By the year 1267, 'Phags pa gained the dual status of head of the sect
and secular feudal lord (Qubilai Khan added his younger brother’s rights as secular feudal
lord on him). Thus according to the Yuan system that aristocrats and princes were allowed
to appoint subordinate officials, those who had assisted the master to manage affairs in
earlier times now became formal officials. Concretely speaking, Shakya bzang-po
changed from gZhis-rgan-pa to Sa skya dpon-chen. Based on this idea, he infers that
dpon-chen was appointed by the Imperial Preceptor, in his capacity as feudal lord, as an
official of his domain; he was the chief manager of the Imperial Preceptor’s share of land,
equivalent to the Duanshi guan #rgi {y in the princes’ fiefdoms; the dpon-chen who
concurrently held the position of the pacification commissioner of dBus gtsang (wusizang
xuanwei shi) had double duties that were different from others: the highest priority for the
dpon-chen of dBus gtsang was to carry out the order of the Imperial Preceptor who was
also the head of the Sa skya sect, and to govern the sect’s monastic and secular affairs and
to serve its interest, whereas the pacification commissioner (xuanwei shi) had no power
over the Imperial Preceptor’s fief, etc.'

This argument based itself on the assumption that Phyag na rdo rje’s being made prince
and appointed the chief official of Tibet was the same as members of the imperial clan
being granted feudal domains. Phyag na rdo jre thus gained the status of feudal lord.
After his death, this status of secular feudal lord was transferred to *Phags pa (its evidence
is the so-called donation of the three Tibetan districts). I have spent much time discussing
this (see above), and I believe that this point does not stand on solid ground. However, Mr.
Chen Qingying also proposes the concept of “the Imperial Preceptor’s fief” and he thinks
that it included the estates bestowed by the emperor (such as those in Hezhou) and the land
and people that originally belonged to the Sa skya sect. Yet how is this different from
what he has said about Phyag na rdo rje and ’Phags pa was made feudal lords in Tibet
successively? Does the Imperial Preceptor’s feudal lord status only mean that he owned
“fief”, or does it mean that all three districts of Tibet were his “feudal domain”? He did
not specify in his article. As I have said earlier, the Imperial Preceptor and head of the Sa

skya sect indeed owned land or “domain,” and only in this sense could they be considered

" Ibid, Tibetan version, p. 362; Chinese translation, p. 227.

23



feudal lords. Nevertheless, both Tibetan and Chinese sources cited above demonstrated
that the Imperial Preceptor and head of the Sa skya sect’s land or “domain” were not
managed by dpon-chen, instead, they were managed by the inner affairs manager hang-so.
Before the Yuan period, the Sa skya sect already developed into a local power that owned
considerable amount of people, land property, and storage of valuable goods. It should
have established managing personals. For example, when Sa skya paxyita took Kudan’s
invitation to go to Liangzhou, he entrusted the responsibility of managing the sect’s land
property and money to the inner chief manager (nang gnyer) Shakya bzang-po.> Among
the Imperial Preceptor’s edicts that are preserved at Zha Iu monastery, the edict by Kun
dga’ blo gros rgyal mtshan dpal bzang po in the year of the rooster (1321) and the one by
Kun dga’ rgyal mtshan dpal bzang po in the year of the rat (1336) (both were for
exempting tax and coviie labor for the monks and people who belonged to the Zha Iu
monastery), both mentioned the inner administrator (nang so’i gnyer pa).” Thus we can
see that there had always been offices of inner affairs in the Sa skya sect. I think that the
head of this kind of office of inner affairs is none other than the nang-chen, whose status
in Tibetan sources is only second to dpon-chen. Yet from the events recorded in rGya-bod
yig-tshang, we can see that there are major differences between the two. First, “dBus
gtsang dpon-chen” was all appointed by imperial edicts, but “Sa skya nang-chen” was
normally appointed by the head of the Sa skya sect himself (only a few were appointed by
imperial edicts). Secondly, “dBus gtsang dpon-chen” managed religious and secular
affairs of the entire region of the three circuits of dBus gtsang. He mainly answered to the
court. On the other hand, the “Sa skya nang-chen” answered to the head of the Sa skya
sect and the *’Khon family to serve their interest. He managed the affairs within that sect.
Thirdly, the last “dBus gtsang dpon-chen” remained from the demise of Yuan to the
founding of Ming, afterwards, this official position no longer existed. But the position of

nang-chen continued to exist during the Ming period.* All these can prove that the head of

! Chen Qingying, above cited article, pp. 231, 233-235, 238.
? rGya-bod yig-tshang, Tibetan version, pp. 323, 357; Chinese translation, pp. 201, 224.

3 Bod kyi lo rgyus yig tshags dang gzhung yig phyog bsdus dwangs shel me long (Tibetan) pp.

206, 208, Minzhu chubanshe, 1989.

*It is recorded in rGya-bod yig-tshang, when the rGyal rtse chos rgyal’s predecessor bZang po
dpal lived in Dan yul E mo lung, some local rich households had to pay contributions to the Sa
skya pa sect’s “nang so.” They needed help from literate people, thus bZang po dpal went
several times. In Sa skya he was selected as a secretary (yig mkhan, his name was yig dpon
bZang po dpal, which means using secretary as name) for Sa skya nang-chen. Later his
son "Phags pa dpal bzang po (the Imperial Preceptor Bla-ma ’Phags-pa bestowed him his own
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those who oversaw land and other affairs within the domain of the Imperial Preceptor and
head of Sa skya sect, the so-called “touxia officials” were not dpon-chen but rather nang-
chen.

Since dpon-chen was a high ranking official appointed by the court, there must have
been a regular name for this position. rGya-bod yig-tshang explained it as a “grand name”
that Tibetans used for calling the Imperial Preceptor’s close attendant, which left it very
unclear. This is because close attendant is a general term. The Imperial Preceptor had
many close attendants who had various special titles for their duties. It did not explain
what was the name for those who were referred to with the honorific name dpon-chen.
This is a bit similar to the Chinese of Yuan period who explained “zhang guan” as “high
ranking at the beginning of the dynasty.” It can only be seen as the author’s viewpoint
about the relationship between dpon-chen and the Imperial Preceptor or head of the Sa
skya sect, but not a historical annotation of the name itself. If it were the judge (jarghuchi)
of the feudal lord, why did it not use a transcription (for example there was one for
darugachi) or a transliteration (khrims gcod, see Imperial Preceptor’s edicts in Zha lu
monastery)? The Zhongzhou duanshi guan [[1”[[7%} i judge appointed by Mongol Great
khan Okodei to govern the north China) Shigi qutuqu %75 275 % was called “great
official”, but it was a general term and a popular name. At that time the chief daruquchi
Qulan Zf# of Shanxi was also called “great official.” This shows that Chinese normally
called administrator with large jurisdiction “K'Ff A\ (great official) in the early Yuan. The
Tibetan dpon-chen is very much similar to it, but this cannot prove that its position was
that of judge. Furthermore, since we absolutely cannot prove that whole Tibet or dBus
gtsang was feudal domain for the Imperial Preceptor or head of the Sa skya sect, the
argument of dpon-chen as judge in the fiefdom of feudal lord is invalid.

Petech also traces the origin of dpon-chen to the year of 1244 when Sa-skya paxyita
took his departure for Liangzhou. “On that occasion he entrusted the care of the
temporalities of the see, and probably also the disciplinary supervision of the monks, to
Shakya bzang-po.” “It was the unprecedented length of the absence of the abbots that gave

an enhanced weight and power to the administrator. This situation did not change during

name) became an attendant to the head of Sa skya and he was promoted to nang-chen. During
emperor Yuan Shundi’s reign, he followed the Imperial Preceptor Kun dga’ rgyal mtshan to the
court and was given the title of da situ K& f. He founded the rGyal rtse castle. bZang po
dpal’s oldest son and second son held the position of Sa skya nang-chen and da situ
respectively, his grandson inherited the positions of nang-chen and da situ (bestowed by Ming)
after the founding of the Ming dynasty. See Tibetan version, pp. 376, 381, 395, 398; Chinese
translation, pp. 234, 236-237, 242-243.
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the whole of the Sa-skya -Yuan period: the abbot (gdan sa chen po) remained the figure-

» 1

head of the sect, but in secular matters he acted through the dpon chen. In other
words, he also starts from the explanation in rGya-bod yig-tshang and the event of Shakya
bzang-po, the inner chief manager of the Sa skya sect, became the first dpon-chen, and
argues firmly that the original jurisdiction of dpon-chen was the chief manager of
monastic and secular affairs for the Sa skya sect. He has done detailed examination of
records about the series of dpon-chen of dBus gtsang, however, warped with the above
idea, he is baffled by the historical facts that obviously repudiate it and made some
judgments that are either far-fetched or inconsistent. He points out that “the dpon-chen
was appointed by the emperor, apparently through the Department for Buddhist and
Tibetan Affairs, upon the presentation by the Imperial Preceptor; this last point,

however, is inductive only.” On the other hand, following the “vague statements” in
rGya-bod yig-tshang (dpon-chen “governs by the order of the Lama and by the mandate of
the emperor. He protects the two laws and keeps the realm tranquil and religion
flourishing™), he writes: “the peculiar features of Tibet policy, and above all the fact of the
Mongol paramountcy, created a situation in which the dpon-chen managed in his own
rights the landed estates of the Sa-skya monastery, while outside them he acted in his
capacity as an imperial official subject to the control of the & /& #] (pacification
Commission)”. As for the question of the relationship between dpon-chen and the
Pacification Commission, Petech thinks that “is moot point”. He then argues that the first
dpon-chen was given the title of “Military and Civilian Myriarch of the Three Circuits in
dBus gtsang”, possibly in 1264 or 1265, and “This seems to indicate that the three lu were
at first considered as an appanage of imperial princes, referring either to appanages
distributed to the members of the imperial family, or more likely to the special position
held for a couple of years by the Bai-lan prince Phyag-na-rdo-rje. This title was then
changed, and later the dpon chen was styled == E%;E‘[’%*Iﬁjﬁ[ﬁﬁ E}ﬂﬁ{]‘. This new title was
actually conferred in 1292 only.” “All this seems to show that the dpon-chen was a
permanent ex-officio member of the F /& 7] Pacification Commission.” As for the two
records in the annals of Yuanshi about the appointment of the dpon chen of the day as Fi,
F&[ﬁ%’ﬁﬁ[’%‘ﬁ@ Pacification Commissioner of dBus gtsang, he thinks “it probably indicate
that such appointments were exceptional, and at present it is difficult to decide on this

Y
question.”

! Petech, op.cit, p. 43.
2 Ibid, pp. 44-45.
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Petech’s book is a Tibetan history of the Yuan period that used by far the widest range
of Tibetan sources. Some of the materials that he cited are very useful for clarifying the
question of dpon-chen’s position. However, restricted by the mis-explanation from rGya-
bod yig-tshang for this name, he has ignored the obvious fact that dpon-chen was merely a
commonly used honorific name. He insists on treating it as a formal name of position, and
on fixing its function as the chief manager of secular affairs for the Sa skya pa sect. He
then examined the relevant facts and comes up with the point that dpon-chen held double
responsibility for the religious sect as well as the court, it thus had dual status. As a result,
he is unable to explain either aspect.

According to my understanding, the Tibetan sources actually have already made it very
clear about the real official function of dpon-chen. Shakya bzang-po was appointed by the
court as military and civilian myriarch of the three circuits of dBus gtsang, therefore, he
was the first dpon-chen. Military and civilian myriarch was a commonly seen name for
head of local officials at the beginning of the Yuan dynasty. The three circuits of dBus
gtsang were his jurisdiction, completely unrelated to the “domains of the princes.”
Petech’s assumption is thus without any foundation. When Shakya bzang-po assumed the
position of military and civilian myriarch of the three circuits, i.e. dpon-chen, Kun dga’
bzang po *Eijh [ was the chief manger of secular affair for the Sa skya pa sect with the
position of nang-chen. Later when Kun dga’ bzang po became dpon-chen, his hang-chen
position was succeeded by gZhon nu dpal. The two kinds of positions were distinguished
very clearly. Then why did the sources also say that the responsibility of dpon-chen was
to “protect both administration and religion”? This is not hard to understand. Because
emperors of the Yuan dynasty upheld Buddhism, officials in the interior also had the duty
to protect Buddhism and its monasteries. Let alone the Tibetan region, not a small number
of local officials in China proper constructed Buddhist monasteries while in office (mainly
Mongolian and Semu &1 f I officials) and took it as their accomplishment. The Sa skya pa
sect enjoyed special status because the prominence of the Imperial Preceptor. The Yuan
emperor Renzong ordered that Imperial Preceptor temple ﬂﬂﬁﬁq dedicating to ’Phags-pa
be built throughout the country. As the highest official of administration in Tibet, it was a
matter of course for dpon-chen to take it as his responsibility to serve the Imperial
Preceptor and the head of the Sa skya pa sect. And it was precisely because he was the
highest local official that he had the power to mobilize labor and material resources from
various myriads to build monasteries for the Sa skya pa sect. We definitely cannot take

this as prove of the nature of his position was “close attendant of the Imperial Preceptor”.
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It may help resolve the problem to have a discussion on an issue related to the
emergence of the name dpon-chen, that is, the date of the establishment of the military and
civilian myriarch of the three circuits of dBus gtsang. Although Kudan had subjugated the
Tibetan region through Sa pan, he did not set up institution for control. When Mongge
Khan divided the region into fiefdoms, the princes set up officials in various places to
guard their domain, while some local headmen were appointed myriarchies. Despite the
fact that most of the region came under the Mongolian control, it was basically in a state of
various local powers competing among themselves with no clear chain of command. After
Qubilai Khan took the throne and defeated his rivals, he made an effort to bring dBus
gtsang under solid control of his court. It has been widely accepted by scholars that
Qubilai Khan sent "Phags pa and his brother back in the first year of the Zhiyuan reign
(1264) exactly for this purpose. Petech infers that Shakya bzang-po was given the title of
military and civilian myriarch of the three circuits of dBus gtsang either in 1264 or 1265,
that is, at the time of Bla-ma ’Phags-pa’s return to Tibet (according to Sa-skya gdung-rabs,
he was in Lhasa in December of 1264). If this were the case, then before he went back to
Tibet he must have discussed the establishment of this position with Qubilai Khan,
recommended and gained the emperor’s permission for the Sa skya chief inner manager
Shakya bzang-po to hold this position. However, this is only a guess. Phyag na rdo rje
had just been appointed the general head (?) of Tibet at the time, was it possible to
establish this position simultaneously? We can also propose a different hypothesis.
According to what Petech said, after Phyag na rdo rje’s death in 1267, there was an event
of the ’Bri gung pa sect opposing the Sa skya pa sect. In the same year, a Mongolian troop
led by Kher-khe-ta (or prince Kher-ta) entered Tibet, killing one ’Dam-pa-ri-pa (probably
the leader of the revolt) and suppressed all the resistance. He thinks that the advancement
of this troop into Tibet “cleared path for implementing new administrative structure,” and
“the year of 1268 signified a true start of the Mongolian rule with the dpon-chen Shakya

s 1

bzang-po’s whole-hearted support. As far as this statement is about a unified
administrative structure according to the Yuan system being established in the dBus gtsang
area, it is very correct. Shakya bzang-po undoubtedly played an important role in this.

According to the record in rGya-bod yig-tshang, when dispute erupted between the Sa

"Ibid, pp. 20-21. Note: The author said according to the letter sent by Bu ston to the myriach
of Phag mo gru pa Byang chub rgyal mtshan: earlier, Sa skya and ’Bri gung struggled for the
power to rule. This sentence is about the events that happened before the friction between Bla-
ma ’Phags-pa and dpon-chen Kun dga’ bzang po, it should be about the dispute in 1267. The
Mongolian troops led by Kher-khe-ta entering Tibet that he mentioned is according to records
in mKhas pa’i dga’-ston.

28



skya pa sect and the *Bri gung pa sect, both sides sent important figures to the court to plea
their cases and to seek fairness. The people sent by Sa skya pa were Shakya bzang-po and
two dGe ba’i bshes gnyen. They went to Shang du fﬁﬁ and won the trial. When they
returned to Sa skya, they were called the three great men with big accomplishment and
received generous rewards from the Imperial Preceptor.! This event should happen during
the period of "Phags pa’s first return to Tibet, around 1266-1267. This is because the two
dGe ba’i bshes gnyen were disciples that he took in when he was passing the place of Gya-
ba-lung in dBus and brought to Sa skya.' It is very likely that *Phags pa and his brother
were unable to pacify the various forces in dBus gtsang after their return. At least the *Bri
gung pa sect that originally belonged to Mongge Khan was unhappy to have Sa skya
dominating them. When the dispute between the two sects was presented at the court,
Shakya bzang-po and the other representatives sent by the Sa skya pa sect won the case.
In fact, as Qubilai Khan had been supporting the Sa skya pa sect, he was bond to assist it.
Thus in 1267, he sent troops into Tibet to interfere. In the meantime, he decided to have
the court directly appointing officials in dBus gtsang to realize unified governance and
eradicate strive among the sects. Shakya bzang-po was liked by Qubilai Khan because
visiting the court had given him the opportunity to demonstrate his loyalty and ability. He
was thus appointed the military and civilian myriarch of the three circuits of dBus gtsang.
Due to the fact that this position was the high ranking official directly appointed by the
Mongolian emperor and above the other myriarchies, it was respectfully called dpon-chen.
Since then, the office of the military and civilian myriad of the three circuits of dBus
gtsang had become the highest local government in that area. This seems to be a more
plausible theory.

When was the military and civilian myriad of the three circuits of dBus gtsang elevated
and changed into the pacification commission (Xuanweisi or xuanweisi duyuanshuai fu)?
Answering this question is of crucial importance for clarifying the position of dpon-chen.
Records in Tibetan sources said that the fifth dpon-chen of dBus gtsang Byang-chub rin-

3

chen “was liked by the Sechen (Qubilai Khan) and was bestowed the insignia of the
Pacification Commission and a crystal seal” (Se chen gyi thugs la btags nas/ swon wi si’i
dam kha dang/ shel gyi sa dam gnang/ see Deb-ther dmar-po, it is written as “bestowed a
crystal seal and the title of the chief official of the Pacification Commission” in Deb-ther
sngon-po). Based on this, I argued in my earlier article that this was the beginning of the

military and civilian myriad of the three circuits of dBus gtsang being elevated and

! rGya-bod yig-tshang, Tibetan version, p. 404; Chinese translation, p.246.
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changed into the Pacification Commission of dBus gtsang. Byang-chub rin-chen was the
last dpon-chen whose position was recommended by ’Phags pa (died in December 1280)
which should happen shortly before his death. I considered this together with the historic
background of ’Phags pa’s serious conflict with the second dpon-chen Kun dga’ bzang po
after he returned to Sa skya the second time (1276) and eventually was murdered. As a
result, the court sent a large troop led by Sangge =% into Tibet to crush the rebellion
(1281). 1 believed that the Yuan court established the Pacification Commission of dBus
gtsang exactly for resolving the turbulent situation in this region during that period; and it
should be dated around the year of 1280. Using the record in rGya-bod yig-tshang, Mr.
Chen Qingying points out that Byang-chub rin-chen was appointed by Qubilai Khan’s
edict as dpon-chen and bestowed the seal of the Pacification Commission after the court
received news about ’Phags pa’s death, thus the time should be 1281. This is correct.
Based on this, my assumption of the date of the establishment of the Pacification
Commission of dBus gtsang should be adjusted to 1281.

Petech disagrees with me. He writes: “We may suppose with great probability that it
(dBus gtsang hsuan-wei ssu) was set up in 1268, in connection with the census of Tibet
taken in that year.” According to him, “it was certainly in existence in the seventies of the
century, when its members met Karma Paksi on his return home.” Yet the military and
civilian myriad of the three circuits of dBus gtsang had been established shortly before
1268, and the imperial appointed high official dpon-chen Shakya bzang-po was on duty,
how could another administrative institution be set up in the same jurisdiction? There are
many records about the census in dBus gtsang, but none of them mentioned the
Pacification Commission or its officials. Petech proposes this idea because it is not clear
about the nature of the “military and civilian myriarch of three circuits”. He mentions that
there were members of the dBus gtsang Pacification Commission meeting Karma Paksi
when he returned to Tibet, this event is seen in mKhas pa’i dga’ ston that was written in
1565. Due to the fact that the Pacification Commission of dBus gtsang had been the
highest local government in Yuan Tibet since it was established, it is very likely that later
authors mistakenly attribute it to earlier time. This is a very common phenomenon in
Chinese and Tibetan historical works. For example, the Zhongzhi yuan was replaced by
the Xuanzheng yuan in the twenty-fifth year of the Zhiyuan reign (1288), but when rGya-
bod yig-tshang recorded Sangge’s army entering Tibet, it said that Sangge was an official

" Ibid, p. 403.
2 Petech, above cited book, p. 40.
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of the Xuanzheng yuan. Therefore, it is not enough to just rely on this one source to prove
the existence of the Pacification Commission of dBus gtsang.

Petech notices that the three chol-kha in Tibetan were the three Pacification
Commissions in Tibet that was recorded in Yuanshi, and that such administrative division
conformed to the Yuan system of frontier governance, making the entire Tibetan region
part of the empire’s territory. However, because he is prejudiced about the nature of dpon-
chen, he artificially detached it from the Pacification Commission. He believes that there
existed an “autonomous government” in dBus gtsang, “the task of the dBus gTsang hsuan-
wei suu was to exercise a more or less strict control over the autonomous government of
the country; day-to-day administration was apparently reserved to the dpon chen and, at
local level, to the myriarchs.” In this fashion, the clear and concrete circuit level local
government, the Pacification Commission of dBus gtsang, was hung up in the air.
Apparently, he was confused by the phenomenon that in Tibetan sources we only see
dpon-chen perform administrative duty and rarely see any mention of the Pacification
Commission. He said with much uncertainty: “We know very little of the actual function
of the hsuan-wei suu. The texts and documents show that at least the essential parts of this
ponderous machinery existed and operated. As to its personal, the number of Mongol
officials who actually resided in Tibet is unknown; no Chinese was employed, at least not
on the executive level. It stands to reason that the staff became more and more tibetanized
with the passing of time.” He continues his inference: “In the 14" century the hsuan-wei
ssu underwent some changes. No resident hsuan-wei shi appears any longer in our sources
(practically: in LANG) and apparently that office was left vacant; the usual formula at that
time is “officials (mi dpon rnams; in the plural!) of the swon wi si.”' This is indeed a
phenomenon very hard to understand! The highest local government in charge of the
whole territory of Tibet, one that is seen in Chinese and Tibetan official documents and
historical works of the Yuan period, yet we cannot see activities that fulfill its function and
we do not know what its actual responsibility was; and aside from two “exceptions,” we
do not know who were its chief officials, it is even doubtful whether it had chief officials.
However, Professor Petech’s doubts and assumptions are rootless.

In reality, the idea of the Pacification Commission (Xuanwei Si) supervising or

controlling the local government that was headed by dpon-chen is a pure conjecture

" Ibid, pp. 40-42. A supplemental note should be added here : Among the Imperial Preceptors’
Dharma edicts preserved in Zha lu monastery, there is only one used the term mi dpon rnams
(in the plural) as Prof. Petech said, yet others (the Imperial Edicts of 1304,
1316,1321,1325,1336) all used merely Swon wi si’i mi dpon when they mentioned this official.
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without any source to prove it. Chinese and Tibetan sources provided five Pacification
Commissioners of dBus gtsang during periods of emperor Shizu, Chenzong =% 5,
Renzong {~ 7, and Wenzong 5. They were all recorded in Tibetan historical works as
“dBus gtsang dpon-chen.” In the Imperial Preceptor Grags pa ’od zer’s edict of 1295, it is
written clearly “the officials of the Xuanwei si headed by Ag-len and A-was O-khol.” The
Imperial Preceptor Kun dga’ blo gros rgyal mtshan dpal bzang po’s edict of 1316 also
wrote clearly about “the official of Xuanwei si headed by Od zer seng ge ("Od zer seng
ges ’go byas swon we si’i mi dpon.” Ag-len was the ninth dpon-chen, and ’Od zer seng ge
was the thirteenth dpon-chen (later he again became the seventeenth dpon-chen). Because
there can be found in Yuanshi only two Pacification Commissioners of dBus gtsang, who
were simultaneously dpon-chen of dBus gtsang, Petech takes them as “exceptions.”
Seeing that there are only five Pacification Commissioners in the sources I cited, some
scholars think that some dpon-chen held the position of the Pacification Commissioner
while others did not. In fact, it is a common problem for historians that sources are lost or
they did not record certain things. This problem is especially serious in Chinese
documents about Tibet of the Yuan period. There are also few Tibetan official documents
of the Yuan period survived. Of the five examples that are found among the small amount
of sources that managed to survive to this day, all of them positively support my argument
and none prove the opposite. We may then ask, of all the Pacification Commissioners of
dBus gtsang (or “heads of dBus gtsang swon wi si) was anyone not a dpon-chen?

My understanding is still simple: the dpon-chen position recorded in Tibetan sources
was actually the honorific name that Tibetans used to call the highest local officials
appointed by the court. In the region of dBus gtsang, the highest local official appointed
by the court was originally the “military and civilian myriarch of the three circuits in dBus
gtsang,” later its name was changed to “the Pacification Commissioner of the three circuits
of dBus gTsang mNga’ ris skor gsum[ [, F&lﬁ%&iﬁf]%ﬁﬁ[%}@%%‘“ = R T The two
positions both belonged to the empire-wide system of office and used Chinese for their
names, thus Tibetan official documents used their Chinese transcriptions. Because local
people did not understand these transcription of Chinese names for office, that was why
authors of historical works made special note of “so called...name” (zhes pa’i ming or zer
ba’i ming). Furthermore, they usually omitted the office title and only used the Tibetan
name dpon-chen (great official) to call them. Therefore, the name of official position for
the first four dpon-chen of dBus gtsang was military and civilian myriarch of the three
circuits of dBus gtsang, the one for later dpon-chen was the Pacification Commissioners of

the three circuits of dBus gtsang (some of them also held the position of chief commander).
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They were all court appointed officials rather than attendants to the Imperial Preceptor and
head of the Sa-skya pa sect. It may be asked: if this is the case, why were those who held
the position of dpon-chen, i.e. the chief official of the Pacification Commission, mostly
belonged to the Sa-skya pa sect (some of them used to be nang-chen, and some used to be
close attendants)? Why was there no Mongol, Semu, or Han holding this position? This is
in fact not difficult to understand. This is because the Yuan policy for controlling Tibet,
especially the dBus gtsang region, was to rely on the Sa skya pa sect as its pillar.
Allowing the Sa skya pa sect to monopolize the position of Imperial Preceptor gave it the
status above all other sects. As the highest local official, the Pacification Commissioner of
dBus gtsang was normally appointed with the Imperial Preceptor’s recommendation.
Naturally the majority of them came from the Sa skya pa sect. Using the chieftains of
minority groups as local officials was the Yuan court’s policy for controlling the frontier
regions that were populated by minority peoples. This policy was enforced in the xuanwei
si, anfu si, zaotao si }‘ﬁ?«]‘ﬁj, zhangguan si j'%E,I»—F[J, or lu ¥, fu'fty, zhou /[ of areas of
minorities in Yunnan 5, Huguang ﬁﬁ?ﬂ, Sichuan [“/|| and other provinces. Some
prominent chieftains who held the position of the Pacification Commissioner even
assumed the position of provincial Can zheng % or held that title, just like several
dpon-chen of dBus gtsang were appointed deputy commissioner or tongzhi of the
xuanzheng yuan. Therefore, it is not at all strange that we cannot find example of
Mongolian officials holding the position of the Pacification Commissioner of dBus gtsang.

I do not deny that there was close connection between dpon-chen of dBus gtsang and
the Sa skya pa sect. We can even say that protecting the interest of this sect was an
important foundation for holding that position. Yet this is not the same as saying that
officials of the Pacification Commission were purely from the Sa skya pa sect. Deb-ther
dmar-po recorded one person from the Karma sect who was “appointed the chief
commander of the three circuits.”' I especially disagree with Petech’s idea that each of the
three dao in Tibet had one administrative official sent by the Sa skya pa sect. Take for
example the dao of mDo smad, i.e. “Tufan dengchu xuanweisi [H 3 Z75 ] [',%*Iﬁj,” its
earliest Commissioner Ye Xiannai # ['U[}}f@r was an Uighur, and there were several later
ones who were not Tibetan. The dpon-chen of mDo khams recorded in the Deb-ther
dmar-po also not necessarily belonged to the Sa skya pa sect.! As the highest
administrative official, he should give respect and protection to the various Tibetan

Buddhist sects that were patronized by the court.

! Deb-ther dmar-po, Tibetan version, p. 121; Chinese translation, p. 105.
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Notes:

1. This Article is translated by Wang Liping ¥F#]°F*, Associate professor at University of

Minnesota.

2. The Chinese version of the article “Zailun Wusizang ‘benqin’ 55 55 [ A $K” was
published in Mengyuan de lishi yu wenhua: Mengyuanshi xueshu yantaohui lunwen ji 5% JG[)
JEE S BRSCAk s 50 S ERARTIIT Y 6 A S 4E (History and Culture of the Mongol-Yuan Dynasty:
Proceedings of the Conference on the history of Mongol-Yuan Dynasty), Edited by Xiao
Qiqing # & B, Vol. 1, pp. 213-244. Taibei: Xuesheng shuju, 2000, Vol. 1, pp. 213-244.

" Ibid, Tibetan version, p. 114; Chinese translation, pp. 99-100.
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Classification of Texts Related to the White Old Man

[Tokyo] Hiroshi FUTAKI

The White Old Man (Mong. CaGan ebUgen, Tsagaan yvgyn) is a deity of protection
and importantly a deity of longevity and fertility and has been one of the most popular
deities in Mongolia. In the souvenir shops of Ulaanbaatar we can see a variety of paintings
and sculptures of the deity. In kiosks near the Gandan Monastery printed reproductions of
Tibetan prayers for the White Old Man are sold. When in the summer of 1998 I stayed for
a short time in the capital of Mongolia, a booklet and two newspaper articles related to the
White Old Man were published. These phenomena show how popular the deity is even
now.

Three approaches are possible for the study of the White Old Man; that is,
iconographical, theatrical and philological. Many paintings and sculptures remain
preserved in museums and private collections and they are representative of Tibetan and
Chinese influences upon the figure of the deity.

The White Old Man plays a unique role in the mystical religious dance cham. The cham
itself originated in Tibet and was introduced into Mongolia with the influx of Buddhism
and Buddhist culture. So this might mislead researchers to believe that the White Old Man
also originated in Tibet. In this respect an account by Dr. Nebesky-Wojkowitz, one of the
best researchers of the cham, is invaluable. He wrote as follows in his posthumously
published work on Tibetan religious dances.

“This dancer is a well-known figure in the sacred dances of Mongolia and northeastern
Tibet. His Mongolian name is cagan ebUgen which corresponds to the Tibetan term rgan
po dkar po or short rgan dkar, ‘white old man’. His act was introduced into the New Year
dance of the »Nam rgyal monastery only at the beginning of this century, upon order of the
thirteenth Dalai Lama as a result of a dream he had in his Mongolian exile (1904 to
1906).”"

! Nebesky-Wojkowitz 1976, p. 44.
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It seems to me that this account strongly suggests the origin of the deity is Mongolian.

In this paper I study the White Old Man using the philological approach.

There are many texts in which the White Old Man is referred to. Some are written texts
and some are recorded from the oral. Some texts are devoted to the ritual for the White
Old Man and some texts just mention the name of the deity. In some cases it is difficult to
differentiate written texts from oral ones, because written texts can be changed into the
oral and vice versa.

The White Old Man is described as the ruler of the world in the famous Western
Mongolian Epic Jangar. The deity also appears in Eastern Mongolian epics such as
Ere-yin degedU AriyakUU and Tusibaltu BaGatur." These texts should be regarded as
typically oral.

The deity appears not only in Buddhistic narratives, but in folk-religious prayers.
NoGoGan dara eke-yin tuGuji is classified as the former and hker-Un Ures GarGaqu
yoson as the latter.” In some cases it is also difficult to distinguish folk-religious texts
from Buddhistic prayers, because most folk-religious prayers have Buddhistic elements;
for example Arban Gurban sang, which refers to the White Old Man.

This paper centers on the classification of religious texts in which the entire texts are
devoted to the White Old Man.

A. M. Pozdneev found a manuscript of a prayer to the White Old Man in the library of
Jebtsundamba Khutagt and published its Russian translation in his book : Ocherki byta
buddiiskikh monastyrei i buddiiskogo dukhovenstva v sviazi s otnosheniiami sego
poslednego k narodu (St. Petersburg, 1887).> This is the first known translation of the text.
Since then many texts, translations and studies have been published and it is appropriate to
mention the studies and publications by A. Mostaert, W. Heissig and A. Sorknzi.

Reverend Mostaert wrote an article about the deity based on materials he collected
during his stay in the Ordos district, Inner Mongolia." When he stayed in Ordos, the
White Old Man was popular especially as a protector-deity of cattle.

Prof. Heissig’s studies of the Tsagaan [[vgyn are essential to the research of the deity.
He published almost all types of texts related to the god. Some were translated into
German with useful explanations and footnotes. In the introduction of Mongolische

volksreligiyse und folkloristische Texte (1966), he demonstrated the relationships amongst

! Heissig 1987, pp. 614-616.

* Heissig 1970, p. 385; Rintchen 1959, p. 37.
* Pozdneev 1887, pp. 84-85.

* Mostaert 1957.
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five texts (19-23).!

Dr S6rkuzi published transcriptions and English translations of two important texts.”

There are many manuscripts devoted to the White Old Man (Tsagaan [{vgyn) preserved
in libraries for Oriental Studies. The catalogue of collections of Mongolian Manuscripts
and Xylographs in the Institute of Oriental Studies in St. Petersburg , compiled by Dr
Sazykin , has 18 entries for the prayer.’ In Kyzyl, the capital of the Tuva Republic of the
Russian Federation, he found 11 manuscripts illustrating the worship of the White Old
Man.” In the Institute of Language and Literature of the Mongolian Academy of Sciences
there are 27 manuscripts, all of which are in Todo character.” In the collection of the late
academician Damdinsuren there are also several manuscripts of the texts.

The number of entries of manuscripts in catalogues shows how popular the White Old
Man was to the Mongols.

There should have been many manuscripts of the prayer in Ikh Kheree when Pozdneev
visited the city. Learned lamas do not usually recognize the importance of such a localized
deity. Even now well-informed monks in the Gandan Monastery are indifferent to texts of
the prayer. I suppose this partly explains why in the late nineteenth century Pozdneev had
difficulty in acquiring a manuscript of the prayer to the White Old Man.

In the summer of 1998 I participated in the Third International Conference of
Mongolology organized by the Inner Mongolia University, and read a paper, entitled
“Mergen Gegeenii zokhioson Tsagaan Llvgunii sangiin khuvilbaruud (Versions of
Incense-offering to the White Old Man composed by Mergen Gegen)”. This paper was
published in the Journal of Inner Mongolia University in 1999.° This Mongolian paper is
considered a concise version of a more comprehensive article in Japanese, which was
published in the Bulletin of the Japan Association for Mongolian Studies.’

After the conference of Mongolian studies I researched some materials related to the
White Old Man in two libraries in Huhhot. One is the library of the Institute of Mongolian
Studies of the Inner Mongolia University, the other the library of the Inner Mongolian
Autonomous Region. I found four manuscripts at the former and one stencil version at the

latter.

! Heissig 1966, pp. 18-23.

2 S6rkuzi 1983.

3 Sazykin 1988, pp. 227-229.
* Sazykin 1994, p. 329.

> Sambuudorj 1997, pp. 74-87.
¢ Futaki 1999.

’ Futaki 1997.
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I asked Professor Choiraljav of the Inner Mongolia University to survey manuscripts
preserved in the library of the Academy of Social studies, because of constraints of the
time I had available. He found five titles for manuscripts related to the White Old Man and
managed to read four of the actual manuscripts, except the one which was missing. Thus I
was able to get an outline of manuscripts connected with the White Old Man in Inner
Mongolia.

I flew to Ulaanbaatar to attend another conference and in the capital of Mongolia at the
National Library of Mongolia I was able to research ten manuscripts related to the
Tsagaan yvgyn.

Through research in Inner and Outer Mongolia I managed to acquire some new
materials. Using these materials I had obtained in Inner and Outer Mongolia, I would like
to explain my view on the classification of texts related to the White Old Man. I believe
that the classification of the texts is absolutely essential for the further study of the deity.

I have already published my primary classification of the texts in the earlier-mentioned
articles. This is the revised second version of my classification.

I have selected nine typical types of the prayer to the White Old Man on the basis that at
least two manuscripts are known.

Type A:  an incense-offering composed by Mergen Gegen.

Type Al: avariation of type A with additional stanzas.

Type B:  an incense-offering which has a Tibetan equivalent.

Type B1: a variation of type B with additional stanzas representing

agricultural elements.

Type C:  apseudo-Buddhistic sutra.

Type C1: avariation of type C with some stanzas from type B.

Type D:  a prayer connected with Wutai mountains worship.

Type E:  a manual for consecration used by the Buryats.

Type F:  an incense-offering used by the Oirats.

CaGan ebUgen-U sang dorma kemekU orosiba (type A), an incense-offering composed
by Mergen Gegen, was published in Beijing in the second half of the 18th century. First it
was contained in an anthology of prayers, [{ljei badaraGsan sUm-e-yin qural-un aman-u
ungsilG-a nom-un yabudal masi todorqgai gegen oyutan-u qoGolai-yin cimeg cindamani
erike kemegdeku orosiba, which was compiled by Mergen Gegen for a temple called []/jei

badaraGsan sUm-e." According to a description in the first volume of the collected works

' Cindamani erike, No. 35 (Tib. Khi, 330 1. — 331v.).
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of Mergen Gegen, in which the second version of the incense-offering text to the White
Old Man was published,' this temple was built by Qoshoi Jorigt Chinwang, a prince of
Khorchin, an eastern province of Inner Mongolia.” It is difficult to identify or accurately
locate the temple because there is no reference to it in other materials. Two published texts,
one in the anthology, the other in the collected works of Mergen Gegen are almost the
same, although there are a few trivial differences.

I can not ascertain why reverend Mostaert did not examine the printed version of the
incense-offering when he translated a Mongolian manuscript into French. I was able to
correct his omission when I translated the original version of the text into Japanese. In my
article I compared twelve copies of the incense-offering text written by Mergen Gegen,
including two xylograph-editions and the three manuscripts I own.

I came to the conclusion that two of them should be reclassified as type Al, because
they had additional stanzas. There are two versions of type Al text. In one version (BoGda
caGan ebUgen-U sang) which was published in Ejene, supplementary stanzas are added at
the beginning of text A, while in the other (CaGan burgan sang) published in Ordos, they
are at the end of the text.” Worshippers were supposed to recite the supplementary stanzas
of this prayer as they moved towards the fence enclosing their livestock. In Mongolian it is
expressed as “kUriy-e qasiy-a jUg yabuqu jaGur-a ungsin-a”.*

I think that this type was initiated somewhere around the Ordos area of Inner Mongolia.
Originally Mergen Gegen wrote the incense-offering to the White Old Man for monks of a
temple. But later the text spread in four directions from Urad district where the Buddhist
incarnation practised his religion and even laymen had started to recite the prayer and I
believe that type A1 was engendered by such a process.

In 1998 I found a few more materials to show the popularity of Mergen Gegen’s version.
For example a text preserved in the library of the Inner Mongolian Autonomous Region
was printed using a stencil method, possibly in the 1930s or 1940s.” Another text in
manuscript form and held in the National Library of Mongolia was written in Todo
character.®

Type B is very important because there is a Tibetan equivalent and in mostcases the

Y "Bum JarliG, Vol. 1, No. 61 (251 . — 252 v.).

® Ibid., 51 v.

3 Ejen-e-yin irUgel maGtaGal, p. 148; Altan GalGudai gaGan, pp. 50-51.

* Altan GalGudai gaGan, p. 50.

3 CaGan ebUgen-U cadig bolun sang-un sudur kemekU orosibai (the Library of the Inner
Mongolian Autonomous Region, B233-1), 6 r.—7 v.

¢ CaGén ObOgOni sang orosibui (the National Library of Mongolia, 8324/96), 1 v.—2 v.
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Tibetan text agrees with the Mongolian one word for word.

I show below an example of the relationship between the Mongolian and Tibetan texts;
the Mongolian text was taken from Heissig’s text 19 (without a title), p. 129 and the
Tibetan one, Sa bdag rgan po dkar po’i bsang mchod zhes bya ba bzhugs so, 1r.-2v., is
from my collection.

/the Mongolian text/

ay-a jimislig neretU aGula-yin orgil-un oron-aca

asuru ebUgen dUrsUtU Gajar ejen tabar

aqga degUU nOkOd-Un ciGulGan-luG-a setle

alGasal Ugei ene oron-a iren soyorq-a

/the Tibetan text/

kye shing tog ming can ri yi gnas mchog nas

ha cang rgan po gzugs can sa bdag khyod

lcam dral "khor dang tshogs rnams bcas pa yi

g.yel ba med par gnas ’dir gshegs su gsol

At present it is rather difficult to ascertain whether the Tibetan version was translated
from the Mongolian one or the Mongolian version is a translation of Tibetan. I think it is
very possible that the Mongolian version preceded the Tibetan one.

Generally speaking Tibetan texts were and are read by Buddhist monks in temples or in
Buddhistic rituals. As for Tibetan texts for incense-offering to the White Old Man even
now Mongolian monks recite type B.

Some stanzas of type B are very similar to that of type A. As I argued in my Japanese
article, it seems to me that type A is a shortened text of type B, or type B is an enlarged
version of type A.

In 1966 Prof. Heissig published a transcription of a manuscript of type B (text 19) and
in1976 he published its German translation, comparing several manuscripts of the
incense-offering text.! He thought text 19 was the oldest among the five manuscripts
related to the White Old Man, which he published in his anthology of Mongolian
folk-religious and folkloric texts. At present it is difficult to tell whether Dr Heissig’s
opinion is correct or not because at present there are no documents to prove his views.

There appear to be several types of Tibetan prayer for the White Old Man. I have found
four of them, including the equivalent of type B. An incense-offering text entitled Sa bdag

rgan po dkar po’i bsang bzhugs so, was composed by the famous Mongolian monk,

! Heissig 1966, pp. 129-130; Heissig 1976, pp. 52-55.
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Lubsanchsltem (1740-1810) and was published in the sixth volume of his completed
works in Beijing."

I have two Tibetan manuscripts of the same text entitled Sa bdag rgan po dkar po tshe
thar zhes bya ba bzhugs so, which was written by Blo bzang dpal mgon, a disciple of Blo
bzang snyan grags dge legs mam rgyal dpal bzang po, the second incarnation of Zaya
Pandita of Khalkha (1717-1765).

It is a very important factor that these texts were written not by Tibetan monks, but by
Mongolian authors because it suggests the Mongolian origin of the deity.

The fourth Tibetan text is entitled Sa bdag rgan po dkar po g.yang ‘gugs zhes bya ba
bzhugs so2 As the Tibetan word gyang ‘gugs is usually translated into dalalG-a in
Mongolian, there might exist a Mongolian text CaGan ebUgen-U dalalG-a, though 1 have
not encountered it yet.

The Hungarian scholar A. Sorkuzi transcribed a text for incense-offering to the White
Old Man and translated it into English in 1983.> A few years later Dr Heissig published a
transcription and a German translation of another manuscript of the same text.* Both
manuscripts contain some stanzas, representing agricultural elements, otherwise they are
identical with type B. I want to call this text type B1. It is probable that type B1 was
composed somewhere in the eastern part of Inner Mongolia, where the herdsmen had
begun to cultivate the land.

Type C is very unique in its pseudo-Buddhistic form. At the beginning of an Oirat
manuscript (text 21), which was published by Prof. Heissig in Romanised transcription in
1966, the Sanskrit and Tibetan names of the sutra were written, observing the manner of
Buddhist canons. However the alleged Sanskrit title is recorded by some Chinese words
and under the Tibetan title the Mongolian name of the text is written. According to Prof.
Heissig, the Chinese title can be identified as Chu shui an du da jing.” 1 am not sure if this
identification is correct. Anyway scholars don’t believe in the existence of the Chinese
book. Apparently the Chinese title was only written in accordance with the form of the
Buddhist canons.

The Mongolian title, ~ajar usun-i nomoGadgan daruGulun cidaGci neretU sudur,

translates to the sutra for the stability of the land and water.

' Cha-har dge-bshes, pp. 309-311.

? The same manuscript as Sa bdag rgan po dkar po’i bsang mchod zhes bya ba bzhugs so (the
equivalent text of type B), 4 v.-5 v.

3 S6rkuzi 1983, pp. 359-361, 363-365.

* Heissig 1987, pp. 600-602.

> Heissig 1966, p.19.
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The text is composed in the form of a dialogue between the Buddha and the White Old
Man, also modeled on the style of Buddhist sutras.

This type was very popular amongst the Oirats. Professor Heissig thought type C had
been composed before the Oirats moved to the West.! That a text is written in Todo
character does not necessarily mean that the text was composed before the Oirats’
movement. As the territory of the Oirats has been close to that of the Mongols, texts in
Mongolian character could be changed into Todo character at any time. As I mentioned
above, even the incense-offering composed by Mergen Gegen, type A by my classification,
was copied in Todo character. So it is difficult to accept Dr Heissig’s opinion.

As I mentioned above a text of type C was translated into Russian by A. M. Pozdneev
over a hundred years ago.

Out of the three texts 19, 20 and 21, which were published by W. Heissig, text 20 is
almost identical with text 21 (type C) except for lines 9-24 of text 20 which are equivalent
with lines 10-29 of text 19 (type B). Thus we can conclude that text 20 was composed by
adding some stanzas from type B to type C. A manuscript in Ulaanbaatar also contains a
text which is identical to text 20.% It is possible to recognize an independent type for text
20 and classify it as type C1.

From a ritualistic point of view, types C, D and F are useful because they specify that
the ritual for the deity should take place on the 2nd and the 16th day of every month.
Actually in the Ordos district, the White Old Man was worshipped on these days every
month.

We have two texts of type D; one, without a title, was transcribed and translated into
English by A. Sorknzi and the other, entitled ¥ dai sang-un oron-aca jalaju iregsen caGan
manjusiri caGan ebUgen neretU sudur orosibai, was transcribed and translated into
German by W. Heissig.3

This type is interesting in that the White Old Man makes a lot of vows himself. In other
words, the text is written from the point of view of the Tsagaan [[vgyn.

Explaining the relationship between the White Old Man and the Wutai mountains,
where the deity originated in type D, Prof. Heissig insisted that Tsagaan L[vgyn was
worshipped in the Yuan dynasty in the thirteenth century.® However, I would say, it is
more appropriate to explain the alleged original location of the deity in type D by taking

Ibid., p. 23.

Heissig 1987, p. 604.

Sorkuzi 1983, pp. 361-363, 365-367; Heissig 1987, pp. 591-196.
Heissig 1987, p. 591.
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account of the influence of Wutai mountains worship, which became so popular for the
Mongols in the Qing era, approximately from the seventeenth century onwards.

Prof. Heissig examined a manuscript at the National Library of Mongolia in 1980 and
published a Romanized transcription and German translation of it in 1987." This text
(without a title) is a prayer which should be read at the so-called seterlekh ritual, the
consecration of livestock for the deity. 1 found another manuscript of the same text in the
same library in the summer of 1998.> The two manuscripts are basically identical except
that a horse was added to the list of domestic animals, which should be consecrated. These
manuscripts are written in Buryat handwriting. According to Prof. Poppe, a manuscript
about the consecration ritual for the White Old Man was written in the Buryat style of
writing.” Therefore we can conclude that type E, my classification for the text, was
popular amongst the Buryats, in Eastern Siberia.

In my first classification of texts related to the White Old Man I excluded text 22
entitted CaGén ObOgOni sang orSibo, which was published in the anthology of
folk-religious and folkloric texts by Prof. Heissig, because I could not find other texts of
the same type. In 1998 in Ulaanbaatar I managed to find almost the same manuscript as
text 22.% 1 classified this text as type F. The two manuscripts of type F (an
incense-offering) were written in Todo character. This suggests that this type was popular
among the Oirats. A characteristic of type F is that several names of Mongolian mountains
are mentioned for worship.

On the basis of the comparison of the nine types, I want to emphasize some points,
which are important for the study of the cult of the Tsagaan [[vgyn.

First of all, these classifications are useful practically for describing manuscripts which
consist of some types of prayers; a manuscript from Budapest which was studied by A.
Sorkuzi can be described as type B1 plus type D. Similarly an Ulaanbaatar manuscript can
be regarded as type B plus type C and a stencil version held in Huhhot as type C plus type
A’

There are also some prayers which have several elements in the text; a manuscript

entitled AtaG-a kUcUn tegUsUgsen asur caGan ebUgen-U sang-un sudur-a orosibai was

Ibid., pp. 605-608.

CaGan ebUgen-U sudur oroSibai (the National Library of Mongolia, 5010/96), 3 v.-4 r.
Poppe 1932, p. 187.

CaG6n ObOgOni sang orosibui (the National Library of Mongolia, 8324/96), 2 v.- 4 v.
CaGan ebUgen-U sang oroSiba (the National Library of Mongolia, 4859/96),1 r.-5 v;
CaGan ebUgen-U cadig bolun sang-un sudur kemekU orosibai (the Library of the Inner
Mongolian Autonomous Region, B233-1), 1 r.-7 v.
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probably composed by blending three types, that is types A, B and C.'

These combinations show the importance of types A, B and C.

In all texts, except type D, the place the deity lives is called a mountain abundant with
fruits (Mong. jimestU aGula, jimislig netetU aGula). In type D, as I mentioned above, the
location of the god is the Wutai mountains in China. At present however we should not
regard him as a mere mountain-deity, because he was actually thought to rule the world.
According to type C, the White Old Man ruled the god of heaven and the goddess of earth,
ytygyn eke, in Mongolian. Thus ytygyn eke, the old Mongolian goddess was introduced
into the Buddhist pantheon, by conceding to the higher rank of the White Old Man.

The most symbolic possession of the White Old Man is his stick, usually with a
dragon-shaped head. Prof. Heissig suggested a close connection between the dragon-head
stick of the deity and the horse-headed stick of the shaman.” His speculation is attractive,
but hard to prove.

In the text of type A, in Mergen Gegen’s version, the White Old Man is mounted on a
deer and carries a curved stick, miracle medicine (Mong. sim-e em) and a scroll,
apparently showing the influence of the Chinese deity Shou xing .

The function of the Tsagaan Ilvgun is diverse, but the most essential part of it is to
ensure long life for the people, an abundance of cattle and protection from disasters,
illnesses and evil spirits. From the texts related to the White Old Man we are able to gain
an understanding of pre-modern Mongolian people, their wishes and fears in everyday life.
These texts are also useful to understand why the deity attracts people even now.”

: Acknowledgements : my thanks to Ms Louise Harvey-Freeman for reading this paper’s

draft, correcting and refining my English.
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I ntroduction

This article begins with a brief introduction of China's Inner Mongolia Autonomous
Region (hereafter abbreviated “Inner Mongolia’ or the Region) and then focuses on the
Mongol language in terms of its usage, a discussion of Mongol-language education, a
historical overview in the use of the Mongol Language in Inner Mongolia Autonomous
Region, issues surrounding the designation of standard Mongol Dialect in Inner Mongolia,
on what basis new loanwords are introduced in Mongol, and how contact with the Han
language has affected Mongol.

Inner Mongoliais situated in North China and shares a 4,221 border with Mongolia and
Russia. It was founded in May 1947, two years prior to the establishment of the People’s
Republic of China. The Region’s area comprises 12.5 percent of al of China. The 2002
population was 23,750,000, including 3,960,000 Mongols, or 16.6 percent of the Region’s
total. Thisleads to such statements in government documents as “Mongols are main body
and Han are the mgjority in Inner Mongolia’, the reason for which will be explored later in
thisarticle. Mongol and Chinese are both official languages within the Region.

Mongols were originally nomads but circumstances have transformed the traditional
way of life to such an extent that, for the past two centuries, agriculture has become
increasingly predominant. Today, most Mongols are agricultural or semi-agricultural,
with large concentrations in eastern Inner Mongolia, namely Tongliao Municipality
(former Jirim League), Hinggan League, and Chifeng Municipality (former Juu-ud
League)). Even in such remote areas as western Inner Mongolia, herdsmen are sedentary
and natives of Shilin-gol and Hulun-boir Leagues, the so called “more traditiona” people,
areincreasingly becoming sedentary in the face of the forces of cultural change.

" | would thank Kevin Stuart for his editing this paper
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A distinctive feature of the Region is that Han have become the magjority in most
banners (counties) in the last half-century. This is particularly striking when population
statistics for 1947 are considered. In that year, although Mongols numbered 832,000, or
14.8 percent of the total Inner Mongolia population of 5,617,000, they were the majority in
more than 30 banners.

The religious life of Inner Mongolia natives has dramatically changed through such
political movements as the Land Reform Movement and the Cultural Revolution (1966-
1976). The Mongols adaptation of Tibetan Buddhism can no longer be called a national
belief, although there are some contemporary indications of a revival of interest, such as
reestablishment of some monasteries, monks participating in funeral and marriage rituals
and pilgrimages to Kumbum in Qinghai (Koknor) Province and Wutai Mountain in
Shanshi Province.

Stalin’ s theories on ethnic groups were borrowed by the Chinese government to identify
“Mongols’ as an ethnicity group and therefore entitled to autonomy. As a basis for the
government’s minority policies, these theories have had a profound influence for they
define an ethnic group as “ a stable community formed through history, with a common
language, common territory, common economic life, and common psychological qualities
expressed in common culture” 1. Consequently, ethnic groups, as they are defined in
China, are supposed to generally display the above-mentioned four features. This theory
serves not only as theoretical grounds for making policies on ethnicity, but also in popular
interpretations, it is used by Mongols to identify themselves. Increasingly, however,
Stalin’s definition of an ethnic group has become ill fitting with Inner Mongolia's redlity.
As mentioned above, Mongols no longer share the same mode of production, and with
respect to common territory, Mongols and Han live together in all banners. It must be
pointed out that, in China, land is owned by the State, which has the authority to
requisition land in fact, although pasture is supposed to owned by Gacha or collective of
herders as written in relevant law. Activities associated with mining, land cultivation, and
railway constructions have taken large amounts of land in the Region. As a result, the
proportion of native peopleto that of Han immigrants has atered not only in cities but also
in rural areas and the possibility for Mongols retaining a separate cultural identity in
compact communities has |essened.

This resulted in languages and “psychological qualities’” becoming attractive criteria for
ethnicity in the eyes of the government and Mongols. Due to its concrete form, the

! Stalin 1980: 294.
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Mongol language appears more important and is given more attention than psychological
qualities in Inner Mongolia. Consequently, the Mongol linguistic situation in Inner
Mongolia, particularly how both the Mongols and the government considered and act on
thisissue, reveals more than just the current language problem itself.

Use and User s of the Mongol L anguage

Of the Region’'s present Mongol population, approximately 23 percent in both pastoral
area and agricultural areas do not speak Mongol *. The number of Mongols speaking their
mother tongue is more than 2.5 million, which exceeds the 1947 Mongol total population.
Optimists about the future of Mongol culture use this statistic because it implies that the
Mongol population has increased and Mongol culture, including the language, have been
preserved and developed. Conservely, others argue that the situation is not encouraging.
They suggest that use of the mother language has decreased over the past decades in terms
of percentage of the Mongol population. Furthermore, they note there is a steady
acceleration in the number of Mongols unable to use their national language, who are
often second and later generations of town and city Mongoals.

In tandem with the official China project of “Modernisation” (xiandaihua), increasingly
numbers of Mongols are moving to urban areas for greater employment and educational
opportunities. Consequently, the future generations will surely lose the ability to use
Mongol because there are no specific quarters for Mongols to live together in Inner
Mongolia's towns, including the capital city, Hohhot. The preponderance of the Han
nationality/ethnic group means that urban Mongol children begin using the Han language
as soon as they start playing with the mostly Han neighbourhood children. The more the
young generations forget the language, the more valuable the language seems to be in the
eyes of some Mongols.

As an officia language, Mongol is used mainly in both media and education at
ingtitutions. Six presses publish books in both Mongol and the Han languages. By the late
1990, these presses had, in total, published 169,666,700 copies of 13,209 books?.
According to statistics, 40 Mongol language periodicals and 14 different Mongol
newspapers are issued in Inner Mongolia. Certain radio and television broadcast stations
also use® Mongol. There are more than 2,600 Mongol intellectuals working with Mongol
language in these institutions and schools as journdists, editors, photographers,

! Inner Mongolia committee for the Mongol Language 1992 121.
2 CCEIM 1991: 840.
% CCEIM 1991: 859.
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announcers and teachers in the Region *. The Inner Mongolia Mongol Bookstore, which
specialises in selling Mongol language publications, sell in excess of one million books
yearly through its network in the Region and other areas such as Liaoning Province and
the Xinjiang Uygur Autonomous Region®.

Offices related to the media are led by a bureau concerned with the Party’s political

publicity efforts whose express purpose is to publicise the Party’s and the government’s
polities. Primarily organisations and institutions order newspapers and periodicals.
Subscriptions by private individuals are fewer in number. Inner Mongolia Daily (Mongol

edition), the largest Mongol language newspaper, received only 4,800 subscriptions in
1997°. The orders of the newspaper were not improved in 1998. L{nir-chechig (Flourishing
Flowers) and Cholmon (Morning Star), the best selling literary magazines, are reported to
have received less than 5,000 yearly subscriptions in the past decade.

Mongol is rather widely used in the Party’s publicity work, as seen in the forms of
media mentioned above. The effect, however, is dissatisfactory for both the authority and
Mongol masses, owing to a limited subscription. The low subscription and reception (in
the case of TV and radio) indicate that the media are filled with the Party’s ideology,
beyond the peopl€’ s interests and demands in socia aspects. This results from the fact that
editorial staffs lack initiative in widening market and creating new features in their work,
besides the Party’s control of the direction and contents of the media. The reason for it is
that the government not only officiates their work but also appropriates specific funds to
them. The party’s guidelines and editorial staff’s passive position also limits the ambition
of the people to take part the editorial work. This kind of responses must have increased
the gap between media and readership.

Why does the government keep publishing and broadcasting these media while the
effect is dissatisfactory with waste of money? The answer is that the authority wants a
kind of symbolic representation. That is to say, Mongols enjoys their traditional culture.
It is same as the Mongol writings on doorplates and signposts in Inner Mongolian towns
and cities, on which unit names are written in both Mongol and Han languages. Usually
Han characters are written in bigger form and more showy colours, while Mongol in
smaller and duller. The former is practical, the latter symbolic.

! Senamijil 1993:18.
2 CCEIM 1991: 844.

3 Inner Mongolia Daily (Han language edition), December 20, 1996.
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Apart from the Party’s publicity work and education (which we will discuss in the next
part), there are few public areas employing the language, athough it could be used in any
field in the Region as stated in relevant laws. In early 1980s, it was said that a letter
addressed in Mongoal, travelled in many provinces in China for along time, which in fact
was addressed to another town within Inner Mongolia. The story shocked some people
and aroused a discussion of use of Mongol. It was left unsettled.

Thus, the use of the language occurs only in some areas in the public sphere, and the
effect of its practical application is discounted, in today’s Inner Mongolia.

M ongol-L anguage Education

A very different arena, in terms of genera interest, is that of Mongol language
education. The use of Mongol as an instructional language from elementary school to the
college has been available in recent decades. In the regional education, the Han language
is taught as a course from the third grade of elementary school through college. There are
2,404 elementary schools, 359 middle schools, and 10 colleges offering varying degree of
instruction in Mongol in Inner Mongolia. There were 249,309 elementary school pupils,
92,720 middle school students, and 3,405 college students learning in their native
language in 1985-86. They accounted, respectively, for 68, 53, and 55 percent of the total
Mongol students studying at the same level™.

Obviously, Mongol-language education is significant, especialy in elementary and
middle school in areas where Mongols live in compact communities. Some Mongol
students studying in Han language-classes |earn the Mongol language as a separate course.
It is aso worth noting that many Mongol students studying in the Han language are never
exposed to Mongol language classes. This is particularly true in areas where Mongols are
intermixed with Han.

There have, however, been encouraging changes in recent years. In Tumet Right Banner
and Tumet Left Banner, for example, indigenous Mongols who have lost Mongol language
for a few generations have attempted to recover it. Tumet Right Banner, with a Mongol
population of 8,218 (comprising 2.5 percent of the tota population of 330,000),
established a primary school and employed nursery workers and teachers who spoke fluent
Mongol from other areas, such as Ordus, and appropriated special funds for the school.
Graduates go to the Mongol Middle Schoal in Baotou City.

! Inner Mongolian Committee for Mongol language 1992: 108, 113.
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Conversely, thereis a current view in some education offices that instruction in Mongol
is inferior and that, over time, teaching should be conducted exclusively in the Han
language in order to promote the quality of Mongolian education. To further this goal, an
experiment was carried out whereby Mongol students were taught in the Han language as
early as the first year of primary school in certain Banners of Tongliao Municipality. The
relevant official document states that the goa was “to improve the teaching and learning
quality of minority group’s education” and “good results were obtained from the
experiment” . An appraisal by the regional Department of Education in 1988 commented
that the level of success was such that it should be emulated throughout the entire region®.
Nevertheless, there were differing opinions as to its success, particularly among some
local people who argued that Mongol children perform better in their own language. They
pointed out that the historical record has demonstrated that many Mongol current scholars
and scientists had originally learnt and researched in Mongol and still reached a high
standard of achievement in different fields:

Most members of ethnic groups with a long-standing language and script (such as
the Mongols) communicate and think in their mother tongue, and only with
education in their native language and applying their national language and script
widely in different fields could they effectively exploit their intelligence, improve
scientific and cultural knowledge, develop productive forces, and finally catch up
with developed ethnic groups °.

Wu concurred, indicating that “educational reform should not change the language
of instruction™.”

Similarly, a principal of a Mongol elementary school in Tongliao Municipality,
where Mongols and Han each account for about one half of the total populationl and
where the educational experiment was conducted, said that the number of the Mongol
students who studied in Mongol Language in middle schools and who were admitted
by colleges greatly exceeded their Han counterpartsin the area. This contrasts sharply
with the fact that few Mongol students taught in the Han language pass the higher-
level education entrance examinations. Relevant statistics support these conclusions.
During the period 1980-85, Tongliao Municipality sent 4,869 students to colleges, of
which 2,895 were Mongols (60 percent). Among Mongols admitted 2,087 (73 percent)

1 CCEIM1991: 742.
2 CCEIM 1991: 743.
3 Senamjil 1993: 22.
4 \Wu Guoshan1995: 6.
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were educated in Mongol at middle schools®. The elementary school principal also
indicated that, in tandem with multilingual education trends current world-wide, the
mother tongue is not only a means of education as a symbol of linguistic equality, but
also the finest way to retain ethnic traditions and cultural heritage.

The Mongol linguistic role in education is decided by the Mongols' percentage in a
local population and the local Mongol attitude toward their language, identity, and culture.
Mongol is used as an instructional language at certain school in areas where many
Mongols dwell and in such areas as the Tumet Banners, where there is an overwhelming
desire to restore the lost language to younger generations. In the case of Tongliao
Municipality’s educational experiment, the focus of the issue could have been not on
improving teaching and learning in the sphere of Mongol education, but on whether to
retain the Mongol language and perhaps even the Mongol culture. Certain Mongols
express a profound concern that Mongol will probably lose their culture including the
language in the face of a powerful chalenge from the predominant social culture. They are
open to development in education, but are unwilling to give up “tradition” for
“development”. These people believe that Mongol education reform should be conducted
a the highest level by expanding the scope of current majors in Mongol language to
embrace economics, commerce, law, foreign languages, and sciences and technology.
This sort of reform, they argue, would meet the unprecedented demand for education
arising from processes of modernisation while, at the same time, maintain the language as
the means of communication and aform of culture. The realisation of such desire requires
considerable activity on the part of concerned Mongols as well as the incorporation of
government support.

A Historical Perspective

In order to understand the current conditions better, it will be helpful to examine the
officia attitude and behaviour toward the application of the Mongol language, which have
conflicting elements when different periods of time and involved personalities are
considered. The Chinese Constitution (article 4) specialy mentions the right of minorities
to apply and develop their language and script. In addition, the regional National
Autonomy Act (articles 21, 37, 47, 9) makes similar provisions’. The Inner Mongolia local
government or, more precisely its predecessor, noted the linguistic issue as early as the

! Senamjil and Heshigduuring 1992.
2 Qiu Liyuan 1994: 272.
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1940s. The Mongol language was part of the propagandising policies of the party
concerning Mongol natives. Respecting minorities' language and customs was seen as
helpful in obtaining the trust of the natives and their support in politics. Use of the Mongol
language was seen as central to the Party’s desire to successfully promulgate its view to
the local people, because of the widespread use of the Mongol language in many areas at
that time. One consegquence was the Chinese Communist Party publishing numerous
Mongol-language magazine such as Inner Mongolia weekly (Zhangjiakou), The Masses

(Ulaanhot), and People’s Road and Freedom (Hailar) in the region. Inner Mongolia Daily

(Mongoalian edition) was founded based on these periodicals in 1948. Furthermore, the
Party espoused a policy that al nationalities were equal and entitled to retain their
individual languages and customs. The policy possessed great significance for Mongols at
that time, because local war lords governing Inner Mongolia areas had disregarded the
rights of native people, creating much discontent. The Communist Party was welcome by
the natives, for people could enjoy the freedom to maintain their tradition, which they had
not enjoyed for some decades.

The secretary of the North-eastern Branch of the Chinese Communist Party said in a
1948 speech that the Mongol language should be used, more newspapers and periodicals
in Mongol should be published, and there should be struggle against the trend to neglect
the Mongol language. These same sentiments were expressed in a policy formulated by a
Party delegation to Suiyuan in 1948 and reiterated in a 1949 resolution by a Party working
group delivered to the Yihejuu area’. After the founding of the People’s Republic of China,
the Party and government continued to conduct a supportive language policy, at least until
the Cultural Revolution, in Inner Mongoliaand in other minority areas as well.

Nevertheless, in the past few decades, certain changes appeared in the nature and scope
of the policy. The focus shifted from political publicity and the united Front to issues
surrounded the center of power in the Region, such as what requirements officials working
in local governments should meet and who should be Regional local officias. In 1952,
Ulaanhu, Chairman of Inner Mongoliathen, pointed out that

Some people retain the intention to be a guest, and do not plan to stay here for the
long term. ...They do not like to learn Mongol and do not understand Mongol
comrades' feeling meticulously way. Let them change their idea about being a guest,

! Hecheeltu 1987; 24-25.
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serve people wholeheartedly, pay attention to minority characteristics, and deeply
understand the feeling of Mongol people®.

These remarks were obviously aimed at Han cadres, especially those from inner China.
The Inner Mongolia government moved from Ulaanhot, where it was established, to
Hohhot, and was merged with the government of Suiyuan province in early 1950s. The
Suiyuan government consisted of nearly all Han officials who had worked under the
leadership of Fu Zuoyi, a warlord and national hero against the Japanese. They had
ignored Mongol tradition and the rights of the natives. Meanwhile, the new Regiona
government received many cadres from inland China who had come to “develop and
defend the frontier.” Additionally, most inhabitants of the new capital and its suburban
population were, and remain Han. Accordingly, the new government confronted a
complicated situation, not only in terms of the social environment but aso its internal
structure. Mongol cadres comprised 32 percent of the total cadre number in the region,
when the government was in Ulaanhot. This decreased to 15 percent after the government
moved to Hohhot?.

There were varying attitudes toward the use of Mongol language among those with
different backgrounds in governmental departments. It was a common personal idea
among cadres that “whether or not the Mongol |anguage exists, whether or not it is applied,
and whether or not it is studied, all people can work”3. There was not only this sort of
neglect but also, still worse, ultra-l€eftists confused emphasis put on Mongol language with
“narrow-minded nationalism of the natives’. In addition, Hohhot and its suburb were not
viewed as a suitable linguistic environment for the application of Mongol. In recognition
of these opinions, the Inner Mongolia government officially adopted such steps as
organising cadres to learn Mongol, honouring diligent study, making proficiency in
Mongol a requirement for the promotion of officials, issuing officials documents in both
the Mongol and Han languages, and applying the language widely in the fields of
economy, commerce, education, and media, in order to extend the scope of Mongol
language application.

Chairman Ulaanhu remarked that “to develop the Mongol Language is an important
condition to do any work in minority area.” The ultimate intention of these measures was
to maintain and improve the autonomous authority of the Inner Mongolia government in a

! Inner Mongoliadaily (Chinese edition) December 20, 1952.
2 Orchilang 1993: 110.

3 Hecheelt 1987: 36.
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new cultural and linguistic environment. In such circumstances, the Mongol language was
and is a ded to secure more ground for Mongols in political and related arenas.
Conversely, for the local Han, it isafield to restrict national ambition. An emphasis on the
importance on the Mongol language met resistance from Han and aroused different
reactions among the natives. Emphasising linguistic competence in Mongol elevated the
status of those who spoke Mongol over Mongols who did not. This caused divisions
among groups of Mongols. Thisis one way that alanguage can be more than a language.

During the Cultural Revolution, the Mongol language suffered a series of setbacks. At
that time, those who espoused concern for Mongol language issues were seen as
nationalists and separatists. Consequently, none in official positions dared mention related
concerns until 1976. At that time, high ranking officials in the Inner Mongolia government
resurrected work on the Mongol language and obtained certain positive results such as
restoring the use of the language in education and publishing.

In 1987, Buhe, former chairman of the Region's government and son of Ulaanhu, said
in speech that “the learning and application of the Mongol language should be considered
an implementation of the right of national autonomy,” and “affairs related to the Mongol
language should be viewed as important in implementation of the Party’s mass line. No
mastery or neglect of the language of more than 3,800,000 Mongolsis to be divorced from
the masses’ *. However, more recently, the Committee for Nationdity Affairs, a
governmental department responsible for the Mongol language, has advanced the view
that the native language should serve two objectives. economic advancement of the region
and encourage unity among nationalities.

This dogan, at least in the eyes of some people, implies that affairs related to the
language have been moved to the outer periphery of importance in the government’s
agenda. According to this interpretation, the reason for this change in policy is that,
nowadays, the native people more or less understand the Han language. More importantly,
they recognised the position of the Chinese government and Party over Inner Mongolia.
Policies encouraging cadres to learn Mongol and widen the scope of the linguistic
application have never been cancelled, but there have been marked changes in their
practical implementation. In the 1950s and 1960s, competency in both the Mongol and
Han languages was emphasised as a condition for promoting cadres. Today, the condition
is, rarely aluded to in officia documents in the area of personnel affairs, and even less
seen in practical operation.

! Buhe 1987: 4-5.
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“Standard” Mongol

Inner Mongolia is home to many different Mongol groups that have originated from
different tribes. Linguists have put these dialects into three categories—Bargu and Buryat
Diadect, Middle Diaect (Horchin, Harchin, Chahar, Shilingol, Urat, Ordus, and Alasha),
and Oirat Dialect. This embraces all Mongol groups in China. The government of Inner
Mongolia, in 1978, determined that Chahar Dialect should be considered the “standard”
Mongol, based on investigation by linguists. This decision was welcome by many native
intellectuals, who saw it as an important step to standardise the Mongol language in Inner
Mongolia. These people thought that the existence of various dialects in the region had
adversely influenced the formation of a common identity and ordinary communication.
Accordingly, diaects were considered a handicap in maintaining and developing Mongol
culture in the Chinese social context. Unification and standardisation of the language was
seen as a prerequisite for cultural survival. In the other words, “standard” Mongol should
be a means to strengthen Mongol language and culture to resist the influence from those of
Han.

Announcement of the existence of “standard” Mongol has, however, not achieved what
many had hoped for. The language standardisation has not persuaded many Mongols
including ordinary people and some intellectuals speaking various dialects that this is a
benefit for them and they continue to speak their respective Mongol dialects. At present,
“standard” Mongol is evident only in regional radio and television broadcasts. The reasons
for the failure of standardisation are that, the so-called standard Chahar Mongol is a kind
dialect which has no special influence over other dialects; meanwhile Mongols from
different areas have strong feeling of localism, which make people love speaking in their
own dialect rather than other diaects.

The standardisation of the language reflects some Mongol intellectuals ambition to
unify the language and reconstruct new culture in China. This ideal has not worked, in
some sense, with challenges from localisms.

New Terms and L oanwords

In addition to the “standard” Mongol, there have been official efforts to create new
terminology in Mongol, which has stirred up considerable debate around which language
new terms should be borrowed from. One view holds that new terms should be directly
borrowed from the Han language in the light of the Soviet Union minorities’ directly
borrowing terms in Russian. Another viewpoint holds that some terms should be created in
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Mongol while others should utilise international terms when necessary. The former
position was adopted by the government during the Cultural Revolution, creating many
Han termsin Mongol. An extreme example of thisis the term zhongguo gongchandang -in
huadexian-u weiyuanhui, which trandates as “Haude County’s Chinese communist Party
Committee”. In this example, no Mongol appears other than the two underlined
postpositions.

Since 1976, the latter view has found increasing favour. Many Han loanwords were
replaced by Mongol terms. Interestingly, the basis for translation is to trandate into
Mongol the meaning of each Han language lexical item comprising the term. The result is
often cumbersome, lacking in accuracy, and often little used. For example, the term
“computer” isvariously rendered electron bodolga-in mashin, oyon tarhi, chahilgan tarhi,
boduur, and computer ( the former four respectively mean electric calculating machine,
intelligent brain, electric brain, and calculator) only at the campus of the Inner Mongolia
University.

In spoken Mongol, people use more the Han terms directly not only for new technology
and sciences, but also usual terms of every day’s life. Especialy agricultural and urban
Mongols employ higher percent Han language items in their speaking. Mongols often use
this sort of Creole when speaking in informal situations. Thus, there are actually two forms
of Mongolsin Inner Mongolia—"low” Mongol and “high” Mongol. The informal spoken
Mongol with Han terms is “low” Mongol, while the formal spoken Mongol without or
with less Han loan words is “high” Mongol. The former is used among those who are
familiar each other, and the latter in formal occasions. The use of the “high” Mongol and
“low” Mongol is related to the closeness of users and occasions in which the discourse
goes, rather than users' strata and educated situation. Of course, the written Mongol should
be considered a form of the “high” Mongol. In addition, code switching between the
Mongol and Han languages is common.

The Mongol language in fact, intentionally or not, has received a great amount of
influence from the Han language. The influence, together with other factors such as
dialects, has caused the division between “high” and “low” Mongol languages.

Conclusion

Mongol language issues are related to many social and political factors, such as the
Mongol position in society and politics, identity, and governmental attitude and behaviour.
The Mongol language, its significance, the scope of its application, different attitudes
toward the language, and its changes collectively embody the contention and change
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Mongol culture is experiencing in the Chinese cultural context. It means, the issues are not
only linguistic ones, but importantly a kind of a ground in which Mongols respond to the
powers from the Chinese government and Han culture.

The language, for Mongols themselves, is a way to communicate their feeling thought,
and unite their identity, while it is also a watershed to split among different dialects, and
between those who can speak their native language and those who can not speak the
language. Thus, the ideal that Mongol intellectuals unite and strengthen their language and
culture is till rather far from the reality, because the language, with which they want to
realise the ideal, is such a complicated phenomenon. In part, the Mongol language has
become an alienated cultural form, as showed in the effect of its use in the Party’s
publicity work. The language should have brought about necessary information and
entertainment, and expressed the Mongols' own will. It, in fact, has been and is a means
to express other’s will that directly limits their interests in some instance in the context
where thereis alack of conditions for civil society to form and develop.

In respect of Mongol language education, athough it runs very successfully in the
educational sense, it meets challenges from almost al public spheres in which the Mongol
language is not employed. The students educated in Mongol, for example, have to adapt to
a new environment, including Han language, and compete with Han counterparts, while
going to the society for jobs and other means of survival.

The latest attitude of the local government toward the Mongol language shows the fact
that the Mongols have recognised the Chinese sovereignty over them, and the authority
has full confidence about its position. Consequently, the Mongol language has transformed
from a communicative system between the government and Mongoals, to be a symboalic
form addressed to the Mongols and outsides.
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I

It has been widely accepted that Tibetan tantric Buddhism was very popular at the court
of the great Mongol khans, yet little is known about the details of the Buddhist teaching
that were taught and practiced enthusiastically in and outside the Mongol court of the Yuan
dynasty. Due to the prevailing misconception that it was the tantric practice of Tibetan
Buddhism, notoriously epitomized in the so-called Secret Teaching of Supreme Bliss (Fi
K447 mimi daxile fa), that caused the rapid down fall of the great Mongol-Yuan
dynasty, Tibetan lamas and Tibetan Buddhism were sharply criticized and dramatically
demonized by Chinese literati, western travelers and Arabic historians alike.! More often
than not, Tibetan Buddhism was viewed as sorcery and magic, and Tibetan lamas as
“idolaters” or “evil monks”. This has resulted in a lack of scholarly attention and
contributed to the current abysmal state of our knowledge concerning the details of
Tibetan Buddhism among the Mongols and Chinese during the Yuan Dynasty. Needless to
say, the practice of the Secret Teaching of Supreme Bliss, broadly believed as an orgy in
the garb of religious practice, was not the only activity of Tibetan Buddhism at the Mongol
court. The enthusiasm about Tibetan Buddhism among Mongols and Chinese during the
Yuan period was clearly demonstrated in various ways. The Mongol court in China was
the center of great Tibetan Buddhist missionary activities. Not only Sa skya pa-, but also
bKa’ brgyud pa- and rNying ma pa- lamas participated in the missionary activities at the
Mongol court. The Mahakala cult, introduced mainly by Sa skya pa- lamas to the Mongols,

spread to the whole country. Tibetan Buddhist art works were seen not only in the capital

! Shen, 2003; Otosaka, 2001.
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cities, but almost everywhere in the country.1 The Mongol government devoted an
enormous amount of time and effort in the compilation and production of Buddhist
literature in Chinese. In addition to the translation of various Buddhist canonical texts
from Tibetan into Chinese and perhaps even the composition of Buddhist texts in Chinese
by Tibetan, a comparative catalogue of the Chinese and Tibetan canons was produced
under Kubilai’s patronage.” Without doubt, it is unfair to view the Tibetan tantric
teachings practiced at the Mongol court as pure sorcery that has brought calamity to the
country and the people, and to place the blame for the rapid down fall of the Yuan dynasty
solely on a few Tibetan monks.

Since numerous previously unknown Tibetan sources for the history of the Mongol
Empire period were discovered and made available in Tibetological circles during last two
decade, many excellent studies on the history of political, cultural and religious
interactions among Mongols, Chinese and Tibetan during the Yuan Dynasty have been
published.” However, none of these studies deals in depth with the concrete content of the
teachings and practices of Tibetan Buddhism at the Mongol court itself.* We are still not
able to expel the evil spirit of the Secret Teaching of Supreme Bliss. As mentioned above,
the widespread prejudice against Tibetan Buddhism is responsible for the lack of scholarly
attention to Tibetan Buddhism itself at the Mongol court. However, the lack of reliable
sources about tantric practice of Tibetan Buddhism at the Mongol court both in Tibetan
and Chinese has also greatly contributed to this regretful situation. The only recognized
work written by a Tibetan lama for his Mongolian disciples and handed down from Yuan
time to the present is the renowned FZ2JT A1 Zhang suo zhilun, a translation of *Phags
pa lama Blo gros rgyal mtshan (1235-1280)’s Shes bya rab gsal. This work is simply an
outline of the Buddhist cosmology and Weltvorstellung according to the Abhidharma
tealching.5 It does not disclose any information about the tantric teaching and practice of
Tibetan Buddhism disseminated at the Mongol court at that time.

Twenty years ago, Christopher I. Beckwith drew attention to an until then unnoticed
Yuan-period collection in Chinese on Tibetan tantric Buddhist teachings. This collection is
called K G 4L Dacheng yaodao miji, or Secret Collection of Works on the

' Xiong, 2003.

2 Franke, 1996; Huang Mingxin, 2003.

3 Szerb, 1985; Petech, 1991; van der Kuijp, 1994; Franke, 1996; Chen Dezhi, 2000; Xiong, 2003.

* The only attempt was made by Wang Yao based on his preliminary study on the Dacheng yaodao miji.
Cf. Wang Yao, 1996.

5 Taisho Tripicaka, Nos. 1645; Hoog, 1983; Wang Qilong, 1999.
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Quintessential Path of the Mahdyana. It includes at least 28 texts' devoted to 14 daoguo,
or lam ’bras (the path and fruit) teaching, which are particularly favored by the Sa skya pa
sect, and to KT-E da shouyin, or Mahamudra.> According to the publisher’s preface,
this collection became a basic teachings text of the esoteric school in China, and from the
Yuan through the Ming and Manchu Qing dynasties down to the present day it has been
revered as a “sacred classic of the esoteric school”.” Needless to say, this collection is of
great importance for revealing the accurate story of how Tibetan Buddhism was practiced
in Yuan China, for it is the only text book of Tibet tantric Buddhism in Chinese date from
the Yuan time.* A thorough examination of the contents of the works incorporated in this
collection will undoubtedly restore the true colors to the teaching and practice of Tibetan
Buddhism at the Mongol court hazed over by the Secret Teaching of Supreme Bliss.
According to Beckwith, “’Phags pa himself did not compile the collection. However,
numerous works of Ywan-period Saskyapa provenience are included in it, and one may
therefore safely assume that most — if not all — of the texts date from that period.” This
proposition is only partly accurate. It is certainly true that ’Phags pa himself did not
compile the collection, since at least more than one text seen in this collection was written
after "Phags pa’s death. The text, entitled K554k RSV Da putita yang chicun fa, is
a translation of Byang chub chen po’i mchod rten gyi tshad bzhugs so, or Proportional
Manual of the Stipa of Enlightenment, authored by the famed Zha Iu pa Master Bu ston
Rin chen grub (1290-1364) who was born ten years later after ’Phags pa’s death.® Also,
the same person, mKhan chen Bu ston (% #7i fl%i; Kan chan bu si duan) is once again
mentioned in the text JGAREYNAE 1 Bei juluzhou yanshou yi, or Tantric liturgy of
longevity from the northern continent Julu. Bu ston was even not the last one in the
lineage of transmission who received this esoteric instruction for longevity: he again
transmitted it to a certain lama called M4 [ Dan ling ba.” That is to say, this text existed

in written form later than Bu ston’s life time. In one other short text, entitled 75 4% 218 22

! According to [#{@[¢ Chen Jianmin, the editor of a new edition of the same work, this collection
consists of 83 texts altogether. Sajia daoguo xinbianh, preface.

> Beckwith, 1984.

3 The preface of the Dacheng yaodao miji by Xiao tianshi 7 X471, pp. 1-9; Cf. Lu Cheng, 1942.

4 Recently I have unexpectedly discovered several Chinese texts which are obviously translations of
Tibetan tantric Buddhist texts, especially texts on the yogic practice of the intermediate state (bardo), in
the fifth and sixth fascicles of B E/KIW LER E zang heishuicheng wenxian (the Khara Khoto
manuscripts preserved in Russia), published recently by the i £5H ik Shanghai Publishing
House for Ancient Books. These texts now can be considered as the earliest Chinese translation of Tibetan
tantric Buddhist text known to us at the present time. Shen, 2004.

> Beckwith, 1984, p. 12.

% Shen Weirong, 2005.

" Dacheng yaodao miji, Vol. 4, p. 2.
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' Kule weidao yaomen, or the Quintessential Instruction on [the yogic practice] of
Suffering and Happiness utilized as the Path [to Enlightenment], a detailed list of
transmission lineage is given in its colophon, though the author of the text remains
anonymous. This lineage starts with fiil s M — 4 PFf¥) 1% Shijia shili bandida, i.e.
Kashmir pa ita $akyasribhadra (1140s-12257?), goes through AiMAn7& £ Kulubu
luozawa, i.e. Khro phu lotsaba, 7 #%#% AW — ¢ [ Kanchan luobuluo ba, mKhan chen
Blo gros pa (?), &#%2 [LE Kanchan Di wa ba, i.e. mKhan chen bDe ba pa (?), H#EIZ
I — & U L% 00 Kanchan Geluosiba runu, i.e. mKhan chen Grags pa gzhon nu and 7 #
5 R4 Uz Kanchan Shanan geluo, i.e. mKhan chen bSod nams grags, and ends with %%
75 ¥ j#k Fa zun Shannan jianzang. Beckwith reconstructed the name of the last person in
the lineage as “Venerator of the Dharma bSod nams rgyal mtshan.”' Obviously, he took
the first two characters of the name “Fazun” as a honorific epithet attached to the person’s
real name. But this does not have to be the case: it is equally possible that “Fazun” is a part
of the name and stands for Bla ma dam pa in Tibetan. If my hypothesis is correct, then this
lineage ends actually with the famed Sa skya pa master Bla ma dam pa bSod nams rgyal
mtshan (1312-1375). Chen Qingying pointed out that this lineage should be identical to the
transmission lineage of mkhan po chen po of Chos lung, one of the several eminent
transmission lineages of Kashmir pa ita makyasribhadra’s teaching in Tibet. This lineage
is well recorded in sTag tshang rdzong pa dPal ’byor bzang po’s rGya bod yig tshang.”
However, these two lineages are not exactly the same. In particular, I am not convinced by
the equation of Kanchan Luobuluo ba to mKan chen Byang chub dpal. It goes without
saying that further examination is needed here. What remains true, nevertheless, is that this
text must have come into existence still later than the life time of *Phags pa, since mKhan
chen Byang chub dpal was none other than the one who was invited to the boarder area
between Tibet and China in order to preside over the ordination of *Phags pa.’

Moreover, it is not the case that most — if not all — of the texts date from the Yuan period.
According to excellent studies on the Dacheng yaodao miji published recently by Chen
Qingying, several texts included in the collection must have been transmitted and
translated during the Tangut — Xixia /5 — time (1032 - 1227). Chen pointed out that the
text fFREIE RLEESR M A)EC Jieshi daoguo yulu jingang juji, or Commentary on the
Vajra verses of the lam ’bras teaching, one of just a few lengthy texts in the collection,

was definitely translated in the Tangut time. It is said that this text was translated by Srama

! Beckwith, 1984, p. 15.
2 Chen Qingying, 2003, pp. 59-60.
* rGya bod yig tshang, pp. 512-513.
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a =8 Hui Zhong of the b1l KiE745F Beishan dagingliang si, transmitted by H 5]k
Je Z % il Zhongguo dacheng xuanmi dishi [The Great Vehicle Esoteric Imperial
Preceptor of the Central Kingdom], collected by Chan Ba, the Master of the Law of the
Central Kingdom of Tibet P57 11 [ 72 Hilif# (.. All three persons and the monasteries they
belonged to seem to be of Tangut origin." The Tangut version of the text, entitled i %
rEsk e f) 2 G Daguo yulu jingangju zhi jieyongji, was also found among the
Tangut manuscripts preserved in Leningrad (today’s Saint Petersburg), Russia.” Therefore,
it is unquestionable that the collection arguably attributed to the Yuan-period had in deed
included works of the Tangut kingdom period. Besides the Jieshi daoguo yulu jingang juji,
there are still other texts in the collection which are also possibly of Tangut origin. For
instance, two other lengthy texts, f#FEE R IEHFL Jieshi daoguo zhunanji, or the record
of expelling difficulties for explaining the lam ’bras teaching, transmitted and translated by
the Srama a %% & Bao Chang of the Ganquan dajue yuanjisi H & A5 Bl 55, and K7
FE L 88 7 5 R B OE X A% Y jixiang shangle fangbian zhihui shuangyundao
xuanyi juan, recorded by the national preceptor ;[ £ 5/ % youguo baota hongjue
guoshi, the Srama a {5 Hui Xin”, are also of Tangut origin. It is said that the Chinese
translation of the Jieshi daoguo zhunanji was made and compiled into one single text by
Bao Chang based on two Tibetan texts (1K W #li % A8 75 (5 5 G AY), and was collected by
the great Master Chan Ba (Mit#, KA ELAIFTHAR).] It was thus just like the Jieshi
daoguo yulu jingang juji, which was also collected by the same great master Chan Ba. The
great master Chan Ba was said to be a disciple of Féi%ffi Kang fashi, the Dharma master
Kang, or of [ %4 PL Kang Saxijiewa. Kang Saxijiewa can be clearly reconstructed
as ’Khon Sa skya ba. This ’Khon Sa skya pa must refer to the second patriarch of the Sa
skya pa sect Kun dga’ snying po (1092-1158), since it is said in the text that the so-called
Kang Saxijiewa, or "’Khon Sa skya ba, is the other name of the master = EL.0» Jixi
zhenxin, while Jixi zhenxin must be the Chinese transliteration of the Tibetan name Kun
dga’ snying po. Thus, the personal master of the collector of the text Chan Ba was in
fact ’Khon Sa skya ba Kun dga’ snying po. This information gives us crucial clue for
identifying the Tibetan original of these two major texts on the /am ’bras teaching
included in the Dacheng yaodao miji. Although these two texts may not be strict
translations of single Tibetan text but rather compilation composed of two or more texts,

they must have followed Kun dga’ snying po’s teachings in varying degrees. It is

! Chen Qingying, 2000; Chen Qingying, 2003.
% Nishida, 1977, p. 24; Shi Jinbo, 1988, p. 401.
* Dacheng yaodao miji, Vol. 3, p. 1.
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well-known that Kun dga’ snying po was the author of eleven commentaries on the
lam ’bras gzhung rdo rje’i tshig rkang." There is a group of four small texts referred to as
“the four small texts for removal of impediments” (gegs sel yig chung bzhi) in the first
collection of texts on the lam ’bras, the Pod ser (The Yellow Volume) compiled by Grags
pa rgyal mtshan.” Three of which are attributed to Sa chen Kun dga’ snying po, and one of
which was composed by Grags pa rgyal mtshan.

In addition, many texts concerning the practice of Mahamiidra in the Dacheng yaodao
miji are also of Tangut origin. The Tangut origin of three Mahamiidra texts in the
collection can be attested simply through the existence of their Tangut versions.

(1) The Tangut version of #rase KF-EHH AN ZE[" Xinyi dashou yin dunru yaomen, or
the new translation of the quintessential instruction of the sudden enterance of
Mahamidra, is entitled KTF-E) L2550 Da shouyin zhiru yaolun.

(2) KF-EN51%E Da shouyin yinding or KTF-ENIR51€ %Y Da shouyin chi yinding
yaomen is supposed to be identical with the Tangut text KT=EE 5280 3 Da shouyin
ding yindao luewen.

(3) The Tangut version of the text KTF*Ell = FVEMT Da shouyin sanzhong fayu is said
tobe KT-ENZ =MW Da shouyin zhi sanzhong yiyu.

This is not all. The longest text among numerous texts concerning the practice
Mahamudra, i.e. #raf KTF-EVAILZRC AL Xinyi da shouyin bugongyi peijiao yaomen,
must also have stemmed from the Tangut time, since it was, exactly like the Xinyi dashou
yin dunru yaomen, transmitted by ¥ % figSF 2 B AT YD ' H B Guohai miyansi
xuanzhao guoshi shamen huixian chuan shamenhuixian [the national preceptor Xuan Zhao,
the mramaxa Hui Xian of the monastery Guohai miyan] and translated by 5% i S50
"JE % Guohai miyansi shamen huizhuang [the Srama a Hui Zhuang of the same
monastery]. In short, a great deal of texts included in the Dacheng yaodao miji was in deed
translated in the Tangut time. In view of the fact that several other Chinese texts of the
yogic practices of Tibetan Buddhism are recently discovered among Chinese manuscripts
found in Khara khoto of the Tangut Kingdom, we are certainly able to claim that it was not
the Yuan, but the Tangut kingdom when Tibetan texts of tantric practices were translated

into Chinese for the very first time.

" Lam bras gzhung rdo rje’i tshig rkang gi rnam grel bcu gcig: commentaries of sa chen kun dga’
snying po (1092-1158) on the root text of the lam ’bras system of teachings written at the behest of
various disciples. Dehra dun: Sakya Centre, 1985, 3 Volumes. Cf. Stearns, 2001, pp. 9-25.

2 1Tsa ba rdo rje tshig rkang gtsos pod ser gsung bshad, Sa skya lam “bras literature series, vol. 11, pp.
260-292.

? Nishida, 1977, p. 21.
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Compared to Khara Khoto Chinese manuscripts of Tibetan tantric yoga practice of the
bKa’ brgyud pa tradition, the Dacheng yaodao miji is superior not only in terms of the
total number of separate texts it includes, but also in terms of its much greater impact on
the history of the dissemination of Tibetan Buddhism in China. It played and plays
continuously a great role for maintaining the yogic practice among Chinese practitioners
of Tibetan Buddhist tradition, since it was the only Chinese text book of tantric practice of
Tibetan Buddhism until very recently.' Furthermore it includes texts authored or
transmitted by lamas of various traditions of Tibetan Buddhism, and texts of different
genres from exegetical works devoted to a specific teaching, manuals on meditative
practice, to iconometrics of stipas and praises of protective deities and great Masters. As
Beckwith pointed out, “what may be of especial interest to Tibetologists are the incipits
and colophons. Quite often the transmission lineage of a text is given, and some familiar
names — such as “Lama Marpa, Mila Raspa, Lama Ras-chun” etc. — may be recognized.
Anyone wishing to study Tibetan historical phonology might also be interested in the
numerous transcriptions of Tibetan and Sanskritic words and names scattered throughout
the book.” However, the contents of the works in this collection must be of greater
interest to scholars who want to deepen our knowledge on and reveal the historical truth
about Tibetan Buddhism at the Mongol court. It is time for us to turn our attention straight
to the doctrinal contents of these texts. Regrettably, hitherto studies on this collection have
barely scratched the surface and has not gone much beyond a preliminary clarification the
historical circumstances around this collection. None of the texts has been treated in a
comparative way. Beckwith was only able to provide an imperfect list of all of the texts
and to “positively identify two of the three or four works which are supposed to have been
authored by ’Phags pa”. Chen Qingying successfully sorted out all texts authored
respectively by Grags pa rgyal mtshan, Sa skya pa ita and *Phags pa- the third, fourth
and fifth patriarch of the Sa skya pa sect from this text corpus, though no further effort was
made to identify their Tibetan originals.

I plan to undertake a systematic investigation into the texts included in this collection. I
will first attempt to identify the Tibetan original of each single text. Since many texts do
not offer any information about their author, transmitter or translator, it is very hard to
locate their Tibetan original. Even when, in some texts, the name of the author is indicated,

it is still not easy to trace them back to their Tibetan original, since they might not be a

' At least six different editions have been published respectively in Beijing, Hunan, Taiwan and Hong
Kong since it was rediscovered in 1930s. Chen Qingying, 2003, pp. 49-51.
2 Beckwith, 1984, p. 11.
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strict translation, but rather a compilation. Some texts were probably composed directly in
Chinese. The difficulties notwithstanding, it is not an entirely impossible mission, given
that most of texts on the lam ’bras and Mahamiidra teachings are easily available to us
nowadays through encyclopedic text collections such as gDams ngags mdzod' and
Lam "bras slob bshad.> Works of the early Sa skya pa patriarchs are mostly to be found in
Sa skya pa’i bka’ ’bum, or the complete works of the great masters of the Sa skya sect of
the Tibetan Buddhism.* In any case, it certainly worth the effort to find the Tibetan
original of these texts because we are not able to find out the whole truth about Tibetan
tantric Buddhism at the Mongol court otherwise. Secondly, I will examine whether these
Chinese translations are in deed complete and correct through comparing the two versions
of the same text, whenever the Tibetan original can be identified. That is the only way to
perfect these Chinese texts and to let these texts serve their proper purpose.” 1 will then try
to provide a concise discussion of the doctrinal content and the history of the transmission
of a particular text in order to further clarify who were propagating what kind of teachings
at the court of Mongol Khans. It is my very best hope to be able to demonstrate the truth
about the teaching and practice of Tibetan Buddhism at the Mongol court through a
persistent and laborious, but interesting and rewarding endeavor. This article deals with the
texts authored by Sa skya pa ita Kun dga’ rgyal mtshan (1182-1251) and ’Phags pa Blo
gros rgyal mtshan, both of them played the foremost role in establishing the political and
religious relation between Mongols and Tibetans at the very beginning of the

Tibetan-Mongol interaction.
I

There are four texts in the Dacheng yaodao miji that are indicated to be authored by Sa
skya pa ita Kun dga’ rgyal mtshan either in the note directly behind the title or in the
colophon of the text. They are:

' g¢Dams ngag mdzod, A treasury of precious methods and instruction of the major and minor Buddhist
traditions of Tibet brought together and structured into a coherent system by ’Jam-mgon Kon-sprul,
edited from a set of the Dpal-spuns prints and published at the order of H. H. Dingo Chhentse Rimpoche
by Lama Ngodrup and Sherab Drimey, Kyich u Temple, Paro, Bhutan, 1919. The Volume 5 and 6 of
gDams ngag mdzod include texts of the Sa skya pa sect.

> Lam ’bras slob bshad: the Sa-skya-pa teachings of the path and the fruit according to the Tshar-pa
transmission, (Sa skya Lam bras Literature Series) Dehra dun u.p. the Sa skya center, 1983-1985, Vol.
1-21.

* Compiled by bSod nams rgya mtsho, Tokyo: the Toyo Bunko, 1968.

* Chen Jianmin, a life long practitioner and famed Chinese Master of the lam ’bras teaching of the Sa
skya pa tradition, expressed his great concern about the completeness and correctness of the Dacheng
yaodao miji and his regret over that fact that the situation could not have been improved when he was
editing a new edition of this collection. Sajia daoguo xinbian, pp. 437-498.
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(1) ¥Z4&E W Shou xiuxi chigui (Conferring the esoteric instruction of the
meditative practice), Vol. 2, pp. 5-9; KKl 1% = A& Transmitted by the great
Yogin Master Kun dga’ rgyal mtshan.

(2) fL#&4TE Wu yuansheng dao (The path of five interdependent originations), Vol.
2, pp. 12-16; K 52 UE 7 35 =% AR Transmitted by the great Sa skya pa ita
Kun dga’ rgyal mtshan.

(3) KR&MREETEM Da jingang cheng xiushi guanmen (The gate of meditation on
lamas of the great Vajrayana) , Vol. 2, pp. 16-24; K 857 Y7 tH & PTG LAl
FEWLyP 95 W IZ VA% Transmitted by the Superior Master Chos rje ba, the great Sa
skya pa ita, translated by the Mantradhara mramana bSod nams grags.

(4) &8 A% N S Xiuxi zizai miliwaba zantan (Praise of the Viripa's
Bhavanakrama), Vol. 4, pp. 1-2; The Colophon says, &% H £ %5 MEIE AR ALK ESIE,
TE T o B IR e AT A 5 JA N4 The Prayer for the Viripa’s Bhavanakrama was
collected at Sa skya by Lotsaba Kun dga’ rgyal mtshan dpal bzang po.”"

It is very fortunate that I am able to identify the Tibetan original of all these four texts in
pa ita kun dga’ rgyal mtshan gyi bka’ "bum, or the complete works of pa  ita kun dga’
rgyal mtshan. In the following, I am going to give a brief introduction and analysis to each
of these four texts.

(1) #BAGE B Shou xiuxi chigui or Conferring the esoteric instruction of the
meditative practice.

This text is a translation of the sGrub pa lung sbyin, text No. 44 in pa ita kun dga’

rgyal mtshan gyi bka’ "bum, pp. 345-3-2-347-1-3.2 The colophon of the text says:

zab mo’i don ’di gzhan la phan pa’i phyir

dpal ldan sa skya’i dben gnas dam pa ru

grags pa rgyal mtshan zhabs rdul spyi bo yis
gus pas blangs te bdag gis ye ge bkod

rdo rje’i tshig ’di zab pas sngon chad gang

gsal bar bkod pa’i rnam gzhag ma mdzad pas
gzhan gyis bskul nas kun dga’ rgyal mtshan gyis
sbyar ba ’di la dam pas bzod par dgongs

Its equivalence in Chinese reads as follows:

! Beckwith mistakenly identified this Kun dga’ rgyal mtshan as the Imperial Preceptor Kun dga’ rgyal
mtshan dpal bzang po who lived from 1310 to 1358. Beckwith, 1984, p 14.

% This text is also seen in Sa pa Kun dga’ rgyal mtshan gyi gsung "bum, Vol. 3, pp. 224-30. Lhasa: Bod
ljongs bod yig dpe rnying dpe skrun khang, 1992.
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It is unambiguous that this text is written by Sa skya pa ita Kun dga’ rgyal mtshan in
the Sa skya monastery sometime before he was invited by Kudzan khan to China in 1244."
Chen Qingying suggests that this text was probably translated before the Yuan time, since
“Sa skya” is uncommonly transliterated here in this text into “[13” , or “the white land,”
whereas it is normally transcribed as “Sa si jia” or “Sa jia”FE 5%, FE5E, BEM in
Yuan Chinese literature.” This seems to be a logical hypothesis, since it is fully proven
that Sa skya pa ita had previously established contact with the Tangut kingdom before
the Mongol-Yuan dynasty came into existence. In the complete works of pa  ita kun dga’
rgyal mtshan there is a letter addressed to the monks of the great monastery dPal sde chen
lhun gyis grub pa’i gtsug lag khang chen po in the Tangut kingdom.’ Thus, it is not
implausible that the text in question was actually transmitted into the Tangut kingdom and
translated into Chinese in the Tangut time.

sGrub pa lung sbyin is a concise esoteric instruction of the meditative practice of
lam ’bras of the Sa skya pa tradition. The practice consists of three steps: 1) to please
vakinis through the accumulation of merit (bsod nams kyi tshogs bsags pas mkha’ *gro
mnyes par bya ba, A& 4= 41T); 2) [to make] external and internal auspicious
connections through giving the spiritual authorization (instruction) of the meditative
practice (bsgrub pa’i lung sbyin pas phyi nang gi rten ’brel, 15 # N 7h&x£4410); 3) to
attain the prophecy of the Buddha Vajradhara through being bound under oath (dam la
gzhag pas rdo rje ’chang gi bka’ lung bsgrub pa, &% Z4T KEF4:MI20). The actual

instruction of the yogic practice of lam ’bras is mainly given through explaining the literal,

! Jackson considered this text “as possibly of early authorship”. Jackson, 1987, pp. 62-63.

2 Chen Qingying, 2003, p. 58. Furthermore, we come across the name HEfEZ&4% I kang saxijiewa,
i.e. ’Khon Sa skya ba and B 4% I sasijiewa, i.e. Sa skya ba in Jieshi daoguo zunan ji, Dacheng yaodao
miji, Vol. 3, p. 1, 2. Both of them are irregular compared to the standard Yuan transcription of Sa skya ba.
It strongly suggests that this text was also translated prior to the Yuan time. However, Sa skya pa was not
always consistenly transcribed as Sa si jia {# &5% or BE}Till during the Yuan period. K4 ZRAE Al
' Da jingang cheng xiushi guanmen (The gate of meditation on lamas of the great Vajrayana) is said to
be transmitted by the Superior Master Chos rje ba, the great Sa skya pa ita, and translated by the
Mantradhara bSod nams grags. It has to be translated during the Yuan period, since bSod nams grags is
proven to be a well-known translator of the Yuan time. Lu Cheng, 1942; However, Chos rje Sa skya pa
chen po seen in the Tibetan original of the text was not transcribed as KB /& 5% Z M) Da sa si jia zhu
li zhe wo, but 1&g IN#EAT shangwu sashijia chanbu. Dacheng yaodao miji, Vol. 2, p. 23.

* “Mi nyag gi rgyal khams su gnang ba’i yi ge bzhugs”, Sa skya bka’ "bum, Vol. 5, No. 37, pp. 337-2-1-
338-1-2.
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symbolic and practical meanings of the following verses from the Vajra verse (rDo rje

tshig rkang)' that is the starting point and the quintessence of the text. The verse reads:

dkyil *khor Inga la btud de bskrun GEREINIL o e
’bar g.yo brten pa’i bye brag gis AT B [ 2 )
srog rtsol *gog pa de bzhin te LEENEN DINCES

bde chen chos sku nam mkha’ bzhin KRGV s

“One bows down to and multiplies the five mandalas

Through the differences of blazing, moving and stabilizing

The life force, effort and cessation are [differentiated] likewise

The supreme bliss, the dharma body is like the space.”

Saskyapa ita explains that the first sentence of the verse shows the purification of the
cause (rgyu sbyong) and the [four] empowerments (dbang [bzhi]), while the two sentences
in the middle illustrate the path, and the last sentence the fruit of the practice. The basic
procedure of the practice is described in the following way: the practitioner will
successively attain four empowerments, i.e. 1) the empowerment of the Vajra master (rdo
rje slob dpon, Z:fIffijE), 2) the secret empowerment (gsang dbang, ##TH), 3) the
empowerment of transcendent wisdom and pristine awareness (shes rab ye shis kyi dbang,
B EHE), 4) the fourth empowerment (bzhi pa’i dbang, i VU3#E), through paying homage
to five mandalas, i.e. 1) mandala of colored powder (rdul tshon gyi dkyil *khor &K H i),
2) mandala of body and Bodhichitta (lus dang byang chub sems, & & H0aAF ), 3)
mandala of body and bhaga (lus bhaga, & /% %fii*[1[#), 4) the three mandala of the base
(rten dkyil ’khor gsum, KT —H#f) and 5) mandala of the support of the ultimate
Bodhicitta (brten pa dam pa byang chub sems, AE{K Fifi 54 0[ 1 [#]). The paths or the
skillful means of the practice are the blazing (’bar), moving (g.yo) and stabilizing (brten
pa). There are two paths, i.e. the path of maturity (smin pa, ) and the path of
liberation (grol ba, fi#/litiE). In the end, the practitioner will attain the fruit of the practice,
that is to say, the supreme bliss or the space-like Dharma body. The actual practice is very
complex. All these terms, five mandalas (dkyil ’khor Inga), the life force (srog), effort
(rtsol) and cessation (’gog pa), and the blazing (’bar), moving (g.yo) and stabilizing (brten
pa), have different meanings seen from the perspectives of the cause (rgyu), the path (Ilam)

and the fruit ("bras). Their symbolic meanings change in the different paths of the practice.

' The complete title of the #Do rje tshig rkang is Lam 'bras bu dang beas pa’i gdams ngag dang man
ngag tu bcas, or The oral instruction, together with the esoteric instructions, of the path with the fruit. It
is the most fundamental text of the lam ’bras formulated by the Indian master Virlipa who received the
direct transmission of the tantric goddness Vajra Nairatmya, the consort of Hevajra. Stearns, 2001, pp.
9-16.
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Their functions are also changing in the creation stage and the perfection stage (bskyed
rdzogs rim pa). As Sa skya pa ita himself claimed, “this text completely illustrated the
profound intent of four tantras and summed up the meanings of the path and the fruit.”"
Needless to say, this short text is of great significance for the actual practice of lam ’bras.
(2) Fit&:1E Wu yuansheng dao or The path of five interdependent originations.

The Tibetan original of the text is rTen 'brel Inga rdzogs which is listed as text no. 45 in
pa ita kun dga’ rgyal mtshan gyi bka’ ’bum, pp. 347-1-3 — 349-1-2,% and directly
follows the sGrub pa lung sbyin. While the Chinese text is entitled the path of five
interdependent originations, the title of the Tibetan original should in fact be rendered as
the perfection of five interdependent originations. There is a long colophon in the Tibetan
text which reads as follows:

“lam ’bras rdo rje tshig rkang las/ rten ’brel Inga yas lam rdzogs zhes// gsungs pa’i

dgongs pa mdo tsam zhig/ bla ma’i dgongs pa bdag gis bris// sakya’i dge slong kun

dga’i rgyal mtshan dpal/ bzang por grags pa de la ring mo nas// yang yang gsol ba ’debs

ba’i blo gros can// sdom brtson mang thos bla ma la gus pa// de yis gsol ba btab nas ’di

bshad do// lam ’bras rdo rje tshig rkang las/ rten ’brel Ingas lam yongs su rdzogs pa’o//

zhes bya ba’i dgongs pa phyogs tsam zhib// mdo smad rtse sgab kyi sdom btson seng ge

rgyal mtshan legs kyis gus pas yang yang gsol ba btang nas/ drug pa rdo rje ’chang chen

po/ dpal ldan sa skya pa ita chen pos sbyar ba’0.”

The parallel passage in the Chinese text reads:

CTEIRGEMIA), SRR, FRALLE, MRS, 223520 T

PEIEZR SR A, R R T A A e . 7

Obviously, the Chinese translation does not precisely match the Tibetan original. It
clearly omits the statement that Sa skya pa ita wrote this text at repeated requests of the
ordained person Seng ge rgyal mtshan legs from mDo smad rtse sgab. Although I am
unable to either identify the person Seng ge rgyal mtshan legs or locate the place mDo
smad rtse sgab, this statement certainly indicates that this text might be written by Sa skya
pa ita when he was staying in the area of mDo smad at Kudan khan’s invitation between
1244 and 1251.

As the colophon tells, this text is an exegesis of the Vajra verse “rten ’brel Ingas lam

yongs su rdzogs pa”, or “the perfection of the path through five interdependent

' “dis rgyud sde bzhi’i dgongs pa ma lus par ston pa lam ’bras bu dang bcas pa’i don bsdus pa yin no”,
Sa skya bka’ "bum, Vol. 6, p. 347-1-1; “A- Wi VU AERE < B, FES5E R R, Dacheng
yaodao miji, Vol. 2, p. 8.

2 This text is also included in Sa pa  Kun dga’ rgyal mtshan gyi gsung "bum, Vol. 3, pp. 231-239.
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originations”, from “lam ’bras rdo rje tshig rkang”, or “the Vajra verses of the path and
fruit”. The path of five interdependent originations is an indispensable integral part of the
lam ’bras practice. Though interdependent originations (rten ’brel) are commonly viewed
as the origin of all phenomena, they are brought to the path to enlightenment by the secret
mantra Vajrayana (gsang sngags rdo rje theg pa ni/ rten ’brel lam byed par gsungs).
Contrary to the exoteric teaching, the esoteric teaching of Tibetan Buddhism advocates
that all negative elements, such as disturbing emotions, ignorance and interdependent
originations and so forth, are not necessarily obstacles on the way towards the
enlightenment. They can be also utilized as the path of liberation. The advocates of the
lam ’bras practice were especially fond of transforming five originations, i.e. 1) outer
interdependent origination (phyi’i rten ’brel), 2) inner interdependent origination (nang gi
rten ’brel), 3) secret interdependent origination (gsang ba rten ’brel), 4) interdependent
origination of thatness (de kho na nyid rten ’brel), 5) ultimate interdependent origination
(mthar thug rten ’brel), into the path of liberation and developed a sophisticated structure
of applying five originations as skillful means for perfecting the path of enlightenment. In
this text #Ten ’'brel Inga rdzogs, Sa skya pa ita expounds the way of making five
interdependent originations into the path of enlightenment through giving precise
instructions on the changing meanings [designations] of five interdependent originations
respectively in the various phases of the cause (rgyu), the path (lam) and the fruit ("bras)
and in the meditative stages of creation (bskyed rim) and perfection (rdzogs rim) of the
actual practice.

The first text of the same kind in the Sa skya pa tradition must be the rTen ’brel Inga
attributed to Sa chen Kun dga’ snying po.' There is one other short text with the same title
Ti# 418 Wu yuansheng dao in the Dacheng yaodao miji.2 This text is one of many
sub-texts under the general title 7% JE(XAHRC L Hanzang yinxu jiwen and is said to be

> T am not able to

“transmitted by the Great Yogin, the Master Grags pa rgyal mtshan.
identify this text in the Grags pa rgyal mtshan gyi bka’ "bum.* However, we might be able
to find the Tibetan original of the text in another text attributed to Grags pa rgyal mtshan

under the title Kun gzhi rgyu rgyud las 'phros nas ’khor ’dbyer med kyi lta ba’i rtsa ba

' Sa skya lam ’bras literature series, vol. 11, pp. 163-166.

% Dacheng yaodao miji, Vol. 2, pp. 22-23.

3« KFfin-t: 4 M IEFIA Da yujiashi mingcheng zhuang shi shu”. Beckwith mistakenly translated this
sentence into “Transmitted by the Great Yogin, the Master named T ung [=(Kun dga’