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UIGURS AND TIBETANS IN PEI.T'ING (790—-791 A.D.)

BY

HILDA ECSEDY

Around' 790—1791, the Chinese, in spite of the Uigur help, were worsted
in their struggles against the Tibetans. In consequence of this defeat China
lost its fortresses in Rastern Turkestan, i.e. the territories north of Kl
T’ien-shan, whose centre was It 2 Pei-t'ing, and also the completely isolated
Turfan defended by %P6 An-hsi till that time. These territories fell into the
hands of the Tibetans, and the Uigurs — despite some temporary successes —
could not dislodge the Tibetans. It was some decades later that flying from
the Kirghiz troops they finally succeeded in doing so (about 840).

The battles, fought in 790--791, are mentioned in the inscription of the
monument of Qara-Balghasun;! their first detailed description can be found
in the chapters on the Uligurs and the Tibetans (cxev and excevi) of the OTS.2

CTS excvi, B 1468

“In the 6th year (790) (of I{5¢ Chéng-yiian period)® the Tibetans (M- 3
Cu-fan) invaded our province (KBziif tu-hu-fu)* of Pei-t’ings Formerly,
as Pei-t’ing and An-hsi,® taking their way through [the territory of] the Uigurs
(JWHZ hui-ho),” had been able to come to the court for audience,® they had
belonged to our provinces.” The Tibetans (# fan) were of greedy and cruel
nature; in their demands there was no measure.10 Pei-t’ing was near the 3
Ch’iang [tribes]; they took by force all the clothes and food and everything,
necessary for living, from them [i.e. from the inhabitants of Pei-t'ing]; people
had nothing to live on.' — Moreover more, than 6000 tents of the #PE
Sha-t’o tribes lived in peace with Pei-t'ing and were dependants of the Uigurs;12
but the Uigurs let them rob and pillage, and that was why [the population]
had rather enough of grievances. The Karluk (#5iik ko-lu)® tribes and the
Turks (%MK £'u-chiieh) of white dressit generally lived in harmony with the
Uigurs, but they were also dissatisfied with their robberies and invasions.
Therefore the Tibetans cajoled them by abundant presents in order to annex
them (to Tibet). Then the Tibetans led the army of the Karluks and of the
[tribes of] white dress;15 the year before'® they all came and invaded Pei-t’ing.
The Uigurs’ chief minister (KM ta-hsiana) 11 iiohsi  (FEFIHE LTaind 7.
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chia-sz1)17 led troops to reconquer [Pei-t’ing]; he was defeated in several
battles.’8 The Tibetans offended and closed him about; he was in desperate
straits. As the inhabitants of Pei-t’ing had suffered from the Uigurs, this
year the whole town surrendered to the Tibetans; the Sha-t’o tribes, too,
surrendered.’* The military commander (EiJEM chieh-tu-shih )*° of Pei-t'ing,
B Yang Hei-ku?' with more, than 2000 men,? commanded by him,
sallied and ran to ¥§J4 Hsi-chou.? Il iigisi returned without success.* — In the
autumn of the 7th year (791)% all the grown-up men® [of the Uigurs], 50—
60 000%? men went to reconquer Pei-t’ing, then they called for [Yang] Hsi-ku
to take part in the eampaign. Suddenly they were attacked hy the Tibetans,
Karluks and so on;® they suffered a great defeat, most of them died.

CTS excv, 1453
T iigasi (BT R Hsieh-kan-1i)* gathered the survivors’® and returned

fleeing day and right. The remainder of the army of [Yang]-Hsi-ku, 160 men
altogether,® went back to Hsi-chou.

CTS cxevi, B 1468

But Il iigisi (Hsieh-kan-chia-szii)* cajoled him [i.e. Yang Hsi-ku],
saying: “If you come with me to the residence of the kaghan,*® we shall accom-
pany you when you return to the court of your emperor.” [Yang] Hsi-ku
yielded to him, but arriving at the residence of the kaghan he was hindered,
he was not sent home; finally he was killed.** From that time An-hsi was cut
off, nobody knew whether it was still holding out or had been lost. Only the
population of Hsi-chou were defending themselves steadily. After Il iigisi®
had been defeated, the troops of the Karluks used the victory to conquer
the valley 72§ Fu-t'u® of the Uigurs. The Uigurs got frightened very much
and they brought all their tribes, sheep and horses of Hsi-chou southward
from the residence of the kaghan to hide them.3?

OTS cexcv, 1454

In the 8th month of the Tth vear (791)* the Uigurs sent delegates and
offered to the emperor the prisoners and the livestock seized, taken among
the Tibetans and Karluks, defeated at Pei-t’ing. Previously the Tibetans had
invaded & Ling-chou®® and were defeated by the Uigurs;i® at the violent
attack at night they had withdrawn in panie.f”#

All this is accounted by the THY Ixxiii, 1330 and by the TCT'C (789—791)
in a similar detailed manner; their texts are related to that of the CTS. The
short reference of the TFYK cmxcv, 11 687 to the battle between Uigurs
and Tibetans in 791 can also be connected with the above-mentioned sources.
The chapter of the HTS, reporting about the Uigars (coxvii, A 1524—1525)
by shortenings and omissions recounts the same events as can be read in the
chapter on the Uigurs of the CT'S, and the parallel parts of the WHTK (xxiv,
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141%) and of the PIT (cxxvi, 48a) originate from the HT'S. (Shorter references
occur elsewhere too in the sources, mentioned above ) | -
The events in question have heen transl . i
T ques ranslated already by Biturin, I, p
329-~3i:(i)'()n the basis of the ATS cexvii, A; they have been translatedlk?y
Bushell in the chapter on the Tibetans of the C'7'S : Chavannes (Chirese Docu-
me.'vzts ) has translated and commentated on some parts of the 7'CTC concerning
ﬁh{s time; Abe ']:’akeo (pp. 150—169) compiles the history of Pei-t’ing and its
nelghbourhoo‘d in the second half of the 8th century from different 'passanres
of severalﬁ Ch{nese sources (from parts of our quotation of OT'S too- PP 15;—«
1}?4) i Sato Hisashi* summarizes the events of the years 789-—791 mainly by
I‘Z e? help of the CT'S exevi (I1, pp. 662—665). Recently the history of ‘790:—791
35 been translated by Pelliot (Histoire ancienne du Tibet, ypp. 59—60)
" OThe chronological .order of these events, not quite clearly described in
hele ?fl,l c::m loefe;tgbh;hed by the help of other sources, especially by the
1P of the text of 7ICTC (see the notes of our quotations fr i
note 251} as follows: ! onerom the G mainly
it Af.: ?he .end of 7.89 near Pei-t'ing the Sha-t’o, Karluk and other Turk
lrl es, .hvmg in the flelghbourhood of the fortress, revolted against the Ulgurs;
)f}" ;helr help the Tibetans attacked and captured Pei-t’ing at the beginniné
ot January, 790, but the Uigur troops, led i ini iigési
- g ps, led by the chief minister 11 iigési,
0 T.In the fifrst half of 790 Tl tigiisi led an unsuccessful campaign against
H('a dlbetans. The '(.lefepceless Pei-t’ing was attacked by Tibetans and other
s‘t ted Turk troops (i.e. Ka,rluk, Sha-t’o and other tribes of Turk origin) in the
ii(r?(;:ddhalj of J(;mi — in the first half of July; the inhabitants of the town
3 naered, and the commander of the Chinese is i i
his 2000 soldiers fled to Hsi-chou. rmison, Ying Hsiku with
- Ifl u.géim re‘turned f.'rom his campaign against the Tibetans in the second
ha of July — in the first half of August, 790. During the next two months
e gathered an army of several thousands, and together with Yang Hsi-ku he
z;ent'; to' reconquer Pei-t’ing, but without success. At the end of October—at
Ye e%n.ni{ng %f November the defeated troops marched away from Pei-t’ing;
Yang Hsi-ku, being invi i i ’
kiueg b emng invited by Il tigiisi, accompanied the Uigurs, who soon
‘ II)n.tI}fa next year (7 9.1) the Karluks settled down on the Uigur territories
2]}6:&1 .el-t ing, and t;h.e Uigurs were forced to go southward. By the autumn
: e Uigur troops regained their strength to such an extent that at the end of
; ﬁptember they beat off the Tibetans’ attack in Ling-chou, and afterwards
1 tey could beat the army of Tibetans and Karluks too in Pei-t’'ing. A little
la ‘c‘r — at the en(} {)f September or in October —- their deputation offered the
l}?rtlsoners to the Chinese court; they sent a Tibetan prisoner to the court as
ate as on 6th January 792. (At that time the temporarv military smeenssns
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f the Uigurs and of the Chinese, trying their luck again a.nd agamilcoglitl})le
prlainedg by the Tibetans being occupied in their campaigns in the South,
o TC’LJIE c;:t‘;x(:}l ’0’17’»55’2é;:)$§5%;1)00ve, too, contract the events which had ta::zg
place duriﬁg two years; making furtl;(zl al:brev1a;:;;:r(1§;1(;no?etf}i>2§;1;istt er(l?c;:;vents)

i of the two years
‘tge; ,s::gelzolzf‘;ﬁi r;tilg}:eflhg}}llilrslzzzyand Tibetan);, where the Chinese were de-
od | se o ; Jigurs .45

feateq b'ec? e t(;lf;: lllz ;);gr—a};gll (t)lt;et}Cu}iiEefe and the Uigurs were alli(?s. O‘n thg
north;I:ve])Zt lt:;lc?ntiers, in the region of Pei-t’ing, where Uigurs too? :hflrg‘; ::tiin

i iddle of the 8th century (%.e. since the (.10wnfall of the X > '
Tork o ire and where the Chinese defended their last military posts a
ol emI;lri)» Mrlne century, in consequence of the Tibetan threat, t}'le Uigurs
o tle Safeder#tes 0% the Chinese. But despite their r‘nutua,l 1nterest.s,
were r}atgfa C(;;tion% of the two empires had not been undls’furbed ev(?n in
the frl?'nd%);fween ‘;he two major Tibetan attacks. In that tm‘le the Ulfgurs
chi}:zi)tp:i/fn the power struggle around the person of the kaghan insecret from

China:

J cxev, 14534 . I N
g’?ﬁe ?&Wﬁﬂfz’ﬂ hung-lu-ch’ing?? ¥ Kuo Fe.ng,48 wh]:) v;las %‘E%ikcj}%mzz-
shih-ta-fu® too, became the delegate to recognize the aghan ,ut\l,w o)
6-lz‘ of the Ui’curs. In the 4th month of this year (19th April—18 }i ] ?:, o
:}i:nkgaghan Ch§ng~chéng wag killed by hi's younger ]orother;, alndf tieuijig}zl -
the rank [of his elder brother]. In that time tl'le chvlef g:nbll;adothe s
(Fz hui-ho) 11 tghsi (S0l Hsieh-kan-chia-szi) .at' :c Se;O Nogeinn
on the West and had not returned yet. The other minis el;l oand the b
officers® of the empire that had cut the usurper olown,tmle:3 el yéars i
kaghan Chung-chéng kaghan ; in this year Fhe wasﬂ bu caraig. from the
In the 6th month (17th July--14th August 790) I_l ugafl, ;ebhe e the
western campaign, had almost arrived at the residence o e
inis d the others were frightened, that he Would. Frlve . 1 .
lnlnlbte’;;i v did not want the Chinese delegate to know it;® they. sin;;vahen
?ﬁii] Fé(r?gr for .several months, {before] they let him. retur'n l%oriai.h en
I iigétsi arrived, the kaghan and the others erlcage hlfn, loercllm%mg?K oo
of alliance,® the [precious] vessels and _the wilks, pr;;e)nk ,,,wf; e
to the field, surrounding the residence of the kaghan. de,t h( g t(;ld nd ol the
minor leaders®” and ministers threw themselves down a?’l | t(l;\; %Skedvhim ”
selves why they had dethroned the [former] lm/g/z,rin, an v gﬂ;f e
command [them]: “Our life and death depend only O]rll{ ‘ot e e
And they gave all the aligned [precious] vessels and silks to Il tigési,

to please him.”
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Thus the imperial court could not obtain knowledge of the fact that — in

consequence of the increased power of 1] ligdsi — the friendship with the Uigur
kaghan (reflected in a Chinese order of appointment, i.e. the recognition of the
Uigur kaghan ) was not more a guarantee of the Uigur alliance for the Chinese,
and as they did not know that the Uigur military forces were busy in Il igéisi’s
campaign and occupied by the troubles about the person of the kaghan, they
could count on military help from the Uigur empire in Eastern Turkestan with
good reasons. But for the Ulgurs this alliance was by no means as advanta-
geous as for the Chinese. Compared with I1 ligsi’s army of 5060 000 soldiers,
Yang Hsi-ku’s 2000 men were a negligible force, so the historiographer is
exaggerating, when he says that the Uigurs asked the escaped part of the
garrison of Pei-t'ing for help. Naturally in China too, one had no doubt about
the power relations, that is why the relation of the Chinese court to the
Uigurs remained unchanged after Kuo Féng’s arrival on 29th November 790.
The delegate Kuo Féng, sent on 31st December 789 to recognize the kaghan
Chung-chéng, could report he had been kept in prison for months at the time
of the internal riots, and that he had not been allowed to return home until
the defeat at Pei-t’ing had weakened the Uigurs to such an extent that the
Karluk tribes had conquered their territories north of the town. Likewige it
must have been Kuo Féng who informed the court about Yang Hsi-ku’s
death and also about its circumstances. However, not much later (on 21st
March 791) a Chinese delegate set out to the weakened and treacherous Uigurs
in order to recognize a son of the kaghan Chung-chéng as the ruler ofthe
Uigurs and to give him the name 7% g Féng-ch’éng. Further on there was no
sign of the emperor’s grudge or of the Uigurs’ apology. Just as till then, Uigur
deputations brought the prisoners, taken in battles, to the capital, and brought
the Chinese silks or the plentiful dowry of the Chinese princesses home. The
exchange of princesses (that is to say, a Chinese wife in the residence of the
Ulgur kaghan and the female relatives of the Uigur kaghan in the imperial
court), the relationship, emphasized by titles too and the mutual presentations,
in which the generosity of the Chinese was out of all proportion, strengthened
the friendship, which was always in need of being strengthened, in the same
way, as it had done during three decades, since 762—1763, when the Uigurs
had defeated the rebels. All this shows that the Uligurs’ behavior towards
China in 790 is to be attributed first of all to the weakness of the Chinese fron-
tier troops; — the Uigurs realized this and took advantage of it, and naturally
the Chinese could not even try to retort.

The hopes of the Chinese about an alliance between themselves and the
Uigurs originated partly from the friendly politics of Chira to the Uigurs for
@ few years before 790. Since 784 the relation between China and the Uigurs
had become more friendly indeed; the main strength of this policy was repre-
sented by the powerful chief ministerss b T4 Pis? Ho nhotinatnlee - .
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the pro-Tibet party, which -— referring to the Tibetans’ power and to the
heavy consequences of their attacks — was admonishing the emperor to be
indulgent towards the Tibetans.’® But by dint of obtaining full powers in 787
(ef. TCTC cexxxii, 7490), Li Pi succeeded in concluding an agreement between
the Chinese court and the Uigurs in the autumn of 787; on the day %%
kuei-hai of the 9th month (28th October) the princess J#% Hsien-an was
promised to the kaghan Chung-chéng as a wife (cf. TCTC cexxxiii, 7505),
and soon the younger sister of the kaghan arrived at the court; in the 4th year
of Chéng-yiian period, on the day IX T wwu-tzi of the 10th month (16th Novem-
ber 788) or earlier, in the 7th month, see note 7) the emperor agreed to write
the Chinese name of the Uigurs from that time in a new form, changed accord-
ing to the desire of the Uigurs. It seems, that Li Pi’s sympathy towards the
Uligurs can be explained by the fact that the trade and levy routes led through
the territories of the Uigurs (see note 8), and that the minister took a consi-
derable advantage of the roads until he was deprived of the controlling of
roads in the 12th month of the 4th year of Chéng-yiian period (lst—30th
January 789), when he was accused of pilfering taxes and of hoarding private
property (cf. TCTC coxxxiii, 7510). It is understandable that he made many
enemies, and after his death (1st April 789) his friendly policy to the Uigurs
was not continued consistently by the court; it was rather used only in case
of need, — e.g. in 790, despite the betrayal of the Uigur general.

Li Pi’s name is connected with a proposal which prevailed on the emperor
not to relinquish An-hsi and Pei-t'ing to the Tibetans in August, 784.51 The
Tibetans demanded the frontier region as theirdue because of having suppressed
the rekellion of ZRit Chu Tz’{,% on the basis of a treaty, concluded in the 4th
year of ##1 Chien-chung period, on the day T X% ting-hai of the 1st month
(15th February 783), at the river {# Ch’ing® (cf. TCTC cexviii, 7338);
for in 783 the emperor wanted to obtain at any cost the help of the
Tibetans against Chu Tz'di and his supporters. Then the rebels attacked
the capital with the allied Uigur troops, with those Uigurs who were called
into China by the emperor in 762--763 to put down a rebellion against the
dynasty; (in those times it was the Tibetans who took advantages of the troubles,
and that is why they could infiltrate between the capital £% Ch’ang-an and
the region of the frontiers).

The relation between Tibetans and Chinese on the one hand and between
the Uigurs and the Chinese on the other was determined by a number of factors
in the second half of the 8th century too.

From the middle of that century to the beginning of the 780’s the Tibe-
tans were hostile towards China; in 783—784 they fought and defeated the
rebels (and the Uigurs), in defence of the emperor; afterwards (as they became
disappointed in their hopes to obtain territories) they were again enemies of
China; and in 789-—790, when they succeeded in gaining the tribes who lived
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on the north-western frontie ;

S T, they conquered the regi f i
forme{l{‘ly defended by the two fortresges An-hsi and P(i—(t)flln; the frontiers,
“h wn};e Ul%m:] ha}c)l been China’s (disobedient) allies from th;; aiddle of the

1 century to the beginning of the 807: in 783—7 rt in
: ' : 0 R —784 they took i
pi gdlatory campaign of the rebels; and about 787 pmrtlyybe(:uste)?:)?llﬁl]gl’e
] opal 1 : i Pi’s
n ng?tnt politics — they were again friends of China, but this I"riendshli;)Z
— was proved in 790 — o ied or ‘ '
e 7 could not be relied on for any longer period
e emtﬂ;l&e I}rllany treaties, broken now by this and then by that party, and the
m,gyc -in ) }f 'm(i;o‘s of tel;dency of China’s foreign policy had their o’ause not
¢ e robbing, pi laging way of life of the Uigur. Tj l
oy n robbing ! vay e Uligur, Tibetan
tizflf“-zth()f a]! in the fact that since the middle of th: 8th century, in connec
&rmi:]]b ;ch(l* mnher troubles, China was not only at the mercy of th’e attacking:
: S but also that of the foreign troops c: i :

: ' roops called in to help. It h i
of the inner provinces could tuation in th oo
: ] S ¢ not feel secur situation i i
regions was oo ne%t threatenin: e, and the situation in the frontier

f.he frontier fortresses were cut off from the ¢

ex > 60’
Cofz:s(l)?ln flr:o;n Athe. 60’s of the 8th century, so that the garrisons could not
feintorcements. A few garrison commanders held out to the Jast

b , . ~ . X
TEZ izf;ll the dnewsfof their act of heroism reached the imperial court too late. 8
-ommander of An-hsi and Pei-t’ing #5355 it 75 v l ‘
N - 2 ’/3'}‘7[:41;4\ Li Yiian- C 85
mander of the “four fortresses” {cf. note 6 e and the com-

o o ) 3BIF Kuo Hsin® fou dt v
eading to the capital through the territories of the Uigurs only inn781hel<‘1‘?(;2

but not without d i
; , , , ut dangers. It was fit :
O(;r ;ravegexjs and tradesmen than for armies. At any rate the small mj?r‘:i::;
ang Hsi-ku’ is " Pei-t ) |
N vi ths: klrl § garrison of Pei-t'ing proves that the frontiers were not pro-
roops of such numbers, that would have been sufficient to defend

the place. The distances b :
) : e8 between the fortr
and so it increased ortresses made contro

their destiny.

hat t’}[]‘(}:e alleﬂlary troops .could not arrive from the capital for the very reason
e anﬁ Zere needed inside the country because of the Tibetans, marauding
7‘“6" ecause of the danger of further rebellions (e.g. see TOTC coxxxiii
5 t)Iand also of the taxes that had to be collected / m’
1 consequence of %Il An Lu-shan’ el
. : ! % Lu-shan’s rebellion (755-—7
the 'I.jl?etan Invasion, which followed it the taxes h oo ofoend of
a . o . » . ’ v -
keiatls ying quaptlty.t?r a long time; at least the taxes were not enough to
D :';111] eal;my of sufficient number, heside of maintaining the officers ¢
hxes, , 1reasury became al‘most empty, because the much of the collected
d( go 0st en route. (Cf. TCcTro cexxx, 7419--7420.) )
epending on the officers’ pleasure, that is to say :
Cexxx, 7417) were increaged bV the eontineatie. .

ete. troops,

apital by the Tibetan

1 almost impossible
the power of the governors of frontiers, but it also sealed

ad not been collected in

The “presents”,
the extra taxes (ef. TCTC
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too who were necessary, as Li Pi urged, Yor although only the two thirds of
the population remained on their land (in consequence of the battles and of
the emigration), but they were to be restrained with ten times as much diffi-
cult than formerly (cf. T7CTC cexxxii, 7490—7491). From the decreasing taxes
the court could not pay the army; several troops did not receive their provi-
sions for months (they lived from robbery as the foreign troops did), and the
_soldiers’ salary was often delayed and only paid through raising money from
loans (782: cf. TCTC cexxvii, 7325; 786: cf. TCTC cexxxii, 7469—7471).

It was in vain that in 780 the chief minister #52¢ Yang Yen®” made the
taxation more rigorous, initiating the so-called WRE P lang-shui-fo ““method
of twofold taxation”’; the greatest part of the extremely overburdened peasantry
flew away from the too high taxes, mostly to the frontiers, which were com-
paratively independent (cf. Baldzs, 1931, pp. 25—32). The deserted fields
that had not produced enough even when cultivated gave now less taxe;
and the peasants, having run to the frontiers, escaped from the sphere of
authority of the taxe-collector officers too.

The population of the frontiers consisted partly of foreign tribes, partly
of not numercus Chinese garrisons of a fate to serve for life, because they
would never be replaced by new troops.So these soldiers settled down, estak-
lished a family and even cultivated the soil of that region (cf. 7T7CTC cexxxii,
7494—7495); finally the Chinese exiles and the peasants, who emigrated from
their fields also came to live in the border regions. We can understand from
the composition of the population, why e.g. the inhabitants of Pei-t’ing sur-
rendered to the Tibetans in 790: the Chinese garrison could not defend them,
they could not expect help from inside the country and they, left alone, did
not continue the fight for this territory which had been till then only loosely
connected with China and whose people — the most part of which consisted
of foreigners and of escaped or exiled Chinese — did not wish to prolong the
war just for the sake of belonging to China.

Accordingly the loss of Pei-t’'ing and An-hsi was a direct consequence
of China’s weakness for several decades at home and abroad. The fields — in
case of unchanged productive methods — could not be forced to produce more,
and the taxes were to be increased if only because of the wars; the people of
the fields had flown away from the charges, so there remained very few
peasants to serve as soldiers and to pay taxes; the number of the troops
diminished day by day, and the taxes, necessary to keep the enormous appa-
ratus of officers, were not enough even to sustain the army, still less to increase
it, -—— and this army could not resist the foreign tribes threatening inside the
country and on the frontiers; and much less support was given to the frontier
garrisons that could hold out for a short time only by desperate individual
heroism. For this reason it was not an accident that at the end of the 8th
century, when the Tibetans succeeded in turning the frontier tribes against
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China, Turfan and the northern reg
for China.

The same unsolved internal problems

in consequence of which Chi
ol ' ‘ . s, which China
ot keep its westernmost fortresses, in a few decades produced a discon

tent of quilh proportions that at the beginning of the 9th century those secret
rou ’

gf ps, which pushed the T ang dynasty to an Inescapable fall at th d
of that century, began to organize. ’ oo

ion of Tien-shan were definitively lost
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Central Asia, Kan-su and Eastern Iran, I—IV, Oxford 1928, The Clarendon Press.
*The excerpt of the chapter on Tibetans that seems to be the oldest of our texts

referring to this event (see notes 11 and 17), is completed by two excerpts of the chapter

on Uigurs of the OT'S, which were not included in the text of the CTS the second time.

3 According to the THY Ixxiii, 1330 it happened in the 12th month of the 6th
year of Chéng-yiian period (9th January-—7th February 791). The THY draws two events
together: the two big Tibetan attacks against Pei-t’ing. One of them took place in the 12th
month, but in the 5th year of Chéng-yiiun period (between 31st December 789 and 14th

January 790, ¢f. TCTC cexxxiii, 7520); the CTS, too, refers to the attack of the ‘last

year”, i.e. the 5th year of Chéng-yiian period (cf. note 16). The other battle took place
in the 6th year, but in about the 7th or 8th month (15th August—12th October 790,
of. TOTC cexxxiii, 75621); the beginning of this excerpt, quoted from the CTS, refers
to the latter battle. (See note 25.)

* BEHEHF tu-hu-fu  “un protectorat général...” (Des Rotours, p. 719). It is
a frontier province. Pei-t’ing was a tu-hu-fu from the 2nd year of &%z Ch’ang-an period
(702), of. HTS xI 281.

¢ In the THY, TFYK and TCTC the name of £ Pei-t’ing is written ag in the
CTS ; in the HT'S, WHTK and PIT it is written jp4E. — In the Tang-period it was
the centre of the district 4E | T’ing-chou, a frontier province of China. —1In the Han-
period its name was 43 Chin-man, later on it was called HLfi[i #% -F £ Chii-shih hou-
wang-t’ing; in the 7th century it was the residence of the Western Turks, then named
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o] FF I Eﬂyﬁ K’o-han-fu-t’u-ch’éng (Quyan-stapa) ; from the l4th year of {'{{§l Chéng-
kuan period (640), after the conquest of £ B Kao-ch’ang (Ko&o), it was nml"x‘.ed T’invg.
(']ilou; Va,ft.er 'the 2nd year of Ck’ang-an period (7 02) it was the centr)al fortress of ¥h<'a rf-
vince .Pel-_t’mg; from the end of the 9th century it was the centre of the Uiours /narljled
Begbaliq in the epoch of Mongols; and its Tranian name was Panjikath (cf ‘; M;norsk’
H uddd. al-’xf.lam “The Regions of the World”. A Persian Geography 372 A. H .——-.‘982 A.D y
‘E‘ J. ‘W. Gibb J"Iemom'al New Series XI, Luzac et Co., London 1937 i)p. 271—;27.2).
It lgy rm the territory of fPi5 Fu-yiian of the present province Hsinch,iang on the Bitt;
of ,,ﬁ@é? Hu-pao-tzii, near A2 B Pao-hui, i.e. R AR EE Chi-mu-sa (cf. Chaw’mnes Turcs
pcczd.,}?. 11), northwest of Tk Ku-ch’éng (its correct name was Ku-ch’éng, not %iﬁ?
Ku-ch’éng-tzu, as mf*ntioned in Stein, Innermost Asia, I1, pp. 553—554; ’such a place-
name can be met in the present provinces Shenhsi and Kansu ) ané north-east of
Uruméi. (Cf. E. Bretschneider, Medigeval Researches from Eastern Asiatic Sources. Frag.
ments towards the Knowledge of the Geography and History of Central and Weater-n Aszg'
from the 13th to 17th Century, Triibner et Co., London 1888, I p. 66; Chavannes Turca
z_)cczd., pp- 11—12; Stein, Innermost Asia,I1, pp. 534, 549, 553; L.,Giles :4 Chinese Ge; ra; ks
ical Text of the Ninth Century : BSOS VI [1932], p. 846.) — Pei-t’z‘niq and its regioil xf:as-
the key. to the northern roads (towards South-Siberia) and to the western roads (towards
the‘ basin of Tarim) between the mountains T"ien-shan and Altai (cf. Stein, Innermost
Asia, 11, pp. 534, 653); that is why it changed hands so many times aecoréin to th
balance of forces of the powers appearing in the area. T ¢ °
S ZP§ An-hsi, i.e. the region of Turfan, westward of -4 B Tu- i
of .the present province Hsin-chiang; 4Z{i] Chiao-ho (Yar-K%l%)%ﬁ‘tgﬁsfeli:u']f:;eﬁrm;
48m, II, p. 555) had been the old centre of this territory. — It became a pajrt of Chifxs
in t.he l%’fh year of Chéng-kuan period (640); in the 11th month of the 2nd year of 1| Ea
HS?evn-ch ing period (11th December 657-—9th January 658) a tu-hu-fu was eqtablf;é d
on its territory, and in the 5th month of the 3rd year of Hsien-ch’ing period (6th J une-Sih
July 6’3:58) ﬁ}&‘ Chiu-tz’n (Kucha) became the centre of the province. — The “four fort
ress.es (VY $i: C%niu-tz.’ﬁ [Kucha] was China’s fort from the 22nd year of C’ké‘ng-lczmr;
It?erloxih[ﬁzlm]; e Tien-sha or F[#) Yti-tien [Khotan] was one of the Chinese forts
.;;;;r(l\h 7e61s]1.; ;ngnth ;)lf the ?nd year ?f kG Shang-yiian period [10th February—10th
(\hinése m, and on the terrlt(.)ry of'l?}h;%j] Su-16 [Kashgar] and ¥ Yen-ch'i [Karashar)]
¥ provinces were established in the Shang-yiian period [7 60—7617) were governed
by An-hsi, and the territories westward of the fortresses, too, belonged to it now i
fact !out then only in name. In the 1st year of 28 fifi Chih-té period ( 7%6) the n’a,me of t}llr(:
province was changed to $if P8 Jff Chén-hsi tu-hu-fu, but about 780 it is mentioned
a\:%’_ Ar%-hm again. In that time from an administrative point of view it was a part bf
Big J{jfg" I.‘.ung-yu-tao. (Cf. CT'S x1 453—454; HTS x1 281; Chavannes, Turcs oceid q 7
An-hsi, like Pei-t’'ing, was always a threatened frontier zone. T P
) ?The name of the Uigurs is written %%, hui-ho only by one of the sources, inform-
ing us about the years 7 90—791, the OT'S (both in chapters excvi B and cxev) ’in other
;);x;es t}:g second syllable is transcribed by the character & hu. (Cf. TH Y’ : »‘"lti]"‘z
el Kf thLLu_lﬂ%, TCTO, HTS, WHTK, PIT: [ hui-hw ; about the former tranjs;gxgl[:‘)]-’
NS of the name of. Hamilton, p. L.) — The different forms of the name of the Uigurs
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hui-hu, the name wuiyur occurs in the form Jiif}; hui-ho too. (So the way of transcription
of the name can not decide in itself the period from which the original text of one or an-
other part of the CT'S originate.) In other sources the date of the change of name is
an earlier one. The THY xcviii, 1746 refers to the 7th month of the 5th year of Chéng-
yiian period (27th July—24th August 789) and the TFYK, too, (cmlxvii, 11373)
refers to the 5th year of Chéng-yiian period. — According to Chavannes—Pelliot, Un
traité, p. 180 the HTS cexvii, A 1524 places the event in question between 785 and 788.
TImmediately before it there is no date; right after it the first one is the 5th year of Chéng-
yilan period (789), and the passages before and after it (according e.g. to the chronological
order of the chapter cexxxiii of the TCTC too) lead to the conclusion that it happened
in 788. — In the TCTC (cexxxiii, 7515) the deputation, requesting the change of name,
arrived to %2 Ch’ang-an in the 4th year of the Chéng-yiian period, the day y§ F- wu-tzi
of the 10th month (16th November 788); another work by 7] Ji o5 Szi-ma Kuang, the
ST G B Toung-chien-F'ao-i (quoted in the chapter cexxxiii of the TCTC) informs us
about the dates of other sources too: the ¥ fr YL Hsii-hui-yao by 11§ Ts'ui Hsitan, like
the THY, gives the Tth month of the 5th year of Chéng-yiiun period, so does the
Tung-chi ; the ¥ {75 {1 Yeh-hou-chia-chuan refers to the 7th month of the 4th year
of Chéng-yiian period (6th August—4th September 788) and so does the b 7E 35 B 4%
Pei-huang-chiin-ch’ang-lu by 42 Li Fan (the chief minister Li Pi’s son) too. According
to the TCTC, as the chief minister Li Pi died next spring (789), his biography (b %g
P E-4%) would not contain the change of Uigurs’ name unless it had not happened but
in the summer of the year 789, (Li Pi died on lst April 789, ¢f. note 58.) — The WHTK
xxiv, 141 repeats the text of the HT'S almost word for word in this point too, and it,
too, marks the time before the 5th year of Chéng-yiian period (788). — The PIT is evi-
dently mistaken, when stating, that the Ulgur deputation, asking for the recognition of
the new kaghan ¥, #{ Chung-chéng and for the change of name, went to the court for an
audience in the lst year of Chéng-yitian period (785), because the kaghan Chung-chéng
had not become the ruler of Uigurs till 789, and according to the collateral evidence of
the sources, the deputation, requesting for the change of name and the information about
the change of kaghan arrived to the imperial court almost simultaneously. -— Most of
the sources place the event in question in the years before 790. The argumentation of
the TCTC (i.e. that it must have happened before 789, because it can be found in Li Pi’s
biography) is strengthened by the consideration that in that epoch a manifestation of
such a friendly relation between the Chinese and the Uigurs might be expected during
the power of the minister Li Pi (787—789), a supporter of the Uigurs. — On the basis
of the above-mentioned facts it seems that the imperial decree was issued in the 2nd
half of the 4th year (788) of Chéng-yiian period (in the 7th month: 6th August—4th

September or later on), ordering, that the 2nd character of the name [F}#7 (Al §7,) hui-ho

should be written J}f; from that time, expressing, that the Uigurs were so rapid in fight,
as the falcons (fji4), just as it was demanded -— according to the evidence of numerous
sources — by the Ulgurs themselves.

8 In the years following the rebellion of %2ii% /| An Lu-shan (755—757), mainly from
764 on, the Tibetans used the chaos to conquer the most part of the provinces Kansu
and Shenhsi: ] Ho, Le. ] g% Ho-hsi-tao and [ Lung, ie. [ Lung-yu-tao
(in the Chinese sources these territories are also mentioned as [§|[ii Kuan-Lung instead
of fiif i Ho-Lung). By this clever strategy the Tibetans separated the Chinese fortresses
near the western frontier, so that about 766 their connection with China was broken for
a long time. The commanders of Pei-t’ing and An-hsi (of. notes 65 and 66) could not send
ambassadors to the capital Ch’ang-an only in 781 for the first time, through the northern
territories, inhabited by the Uigurs. (Cf. Chavannes, Chinese Documents, pp. 533—536;
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Demiéville, pp. 169—172 ) Thi
. > PP 2b9—172.) This route was followed I ilgri i
Fongonns W ) : *d by the famous pilgrim iff % & Chis
o i — }?:vevnd by ?115 .molnk name ;& SL Fa-chieh, who receiwidg the Ir::rr:lgjrlighl’l
okl T,Hr;, Of'hIS p;?gr}znage, in 790 (cf. Lévi-Chavannes Voyages, pp. 341 ,3':3?
belonging to,a Ure.at em[g] [5” )JI}:;{;,;?{'; Fff Hf means a small territory countr,y I())1' p.rovince)-.
08 g fapire. Pelliot, Histoire ancie ) 0. 5 i si
i ‘ ‘ : : , enne du Tibet, p. 59: <“ilg p i insi
; rfm.s la 'dépendémge .( ?) de Vempire”. — o0 LM v % 1] “‘rhe‘II)'ef"D y lls'wsmlfmt hom
continuous (undisturbed) peace”, e Horeor e lved with them
¥The THY ri 3 ‘
of the 07 e 1‘,1 ;g)o;V:;;ie:ti?(;:t (,?;sznt(“f??rbarians”). In the chapter on Uicurs
boor s ey, 1 ©find fu. hn (" *toetan”) here, thus the original text g
4 Cor;gzted o ' /0 49 IﬂFEJ HSm—hua shu-chii edition (Shanghai 1923) i 3% ¢ g
eecte Az, wui-ho (wiyur) in the text of the chapter on the Ui i
PI,/I' g re (;0, and it could lead to further errors, ef. note 11.) — The Higgrsl;l’g;?bably
T do no enti i ¥ a b the ark vy ;
.KBarbarianS”m((;i;)lon any name, they write only about the arbitrary demands i"a‘:}l]q
%Jﬁ:i‘@ﬂﬁ L :};ib——MHe:re the. T?TO cexxxiil, 7520 writes abou;; something el e-
insati i)l s Ellr{* KUEHE ., Pes-t'ing was rather near the Ulgurs; (the Ui Y o
m”e n ravaging and in demanding” (see note 11) S (the Uigums) were
foibes] n,{e[;%_r;li}ei;‘gl ,,Pel-t’inlg was near the Ch’iang [tribes]”, or “as to the Ch’ia
i > #ing..." In the chapter on th Ui | g e
P o ! . the chapter e Ulgurs of the C7T'S (e
immeﬁjate?v Ifef;u;d- aS‘foHowS. Ab s FLAS 2 A7 00 q> “[’Alf'hé ;Zﬁ)lzhiii?;n ;
Hemo VV};O ue Pei. 1'r1g,r took away [from the inhabitants] e\;frything neces; fg 1
g o :n];x;)ltt;d 1t? The name of the tribe is missing, and the éxpre%ion ,{ o} mz" “Off
o TCTO (.ef n; tee loa;kt?: sollllnec}t;s the above-mentioned passage with an alhﬁéﬁt&‘
. 3 1t tells, that Pei-t’ing was r igu
e | ‘ : g ather near th
1]-,0 mt;fii ;)}fl' thf TCTC can not be inserted in the text of the C7'S, for is ft}{;g:urs. e
e &E}b) s ,rzteinent about the tormenting of the population 120 thé U’i 'urgaiiwe e
e e 2 ou i them a fe.ew. sentences further on, in connection with th§ Sh; Jt’ Outgl'1 ou
. paséag‘, ablgizqugcs are evidently separated (by the conjunction “, which u«xu'ali) o
ho 1o oho P; fl:: e‘;:(;lt' 01:D : new remark). Besides in that time the Uiéurs \}x’/:rge;lf
! . Leitang in the rvegion of Pei-t’ing ; i ‘
ipoane both ing : Q el-t'mg, not only as Cf ’s alli
Wh&;l:fi(;ctne Possessors of this territory; it also e‘qbolains Wh; ?t& v(;illllrllg Sndihzs iy
remaric 1-£°1 : : 0 l ‘
e & K;::nk t}?ab.Pebt ng was “near” the Uigurs. We may rather consi(; W(t)}llth
hanma .r ) g who generally adheres to the text of the CT'S, but several ti " i o
o Obselilf fation Jn'stea,d 0# & certain passage of the O7'S {cf.e.g ;10te 9) ‘ fI::s t‘lmles inte
e E‘? V;x;x essmnd;{t JEE A% 30T in this way: At e L[ A tf on fl;e ];) ) 'umg:l:e
/1 4 0-na edition and of the THY ot the regir ‘ i oxcerpt
oo ' for > we accept that the beginnj
W&:];::lpi’t :c;r%cerr}it,d the Tibetans, and if we consider that it hag b;?:;nilfjrogr e}}{ferpt
Chapt(;,c‘{,:vnilntf Z :eg’{; g{' tgl;I cllan})ltyer on the Ulgurs [see the remark at tilee;am;v o? Ifthl::
Xe the » 06 Hsin-hua shu-chii editi i
honpter exc i : - u ecition, stating, that i
BariaE?;:StI}Iw P,.LOPIQ in qufesthn and that is why the name of %im a{:'bigl;r U(llgurs m'uSt
ndenans h%‘.vﬁ;t }f u-fan (beetan) was corrected to 4 hui-ho (Uiuur) 1] {heflmandmg
oF the chapter o c; }(]a:[;ff-;)ssion 4k fl,@‘ Z2 T originated: it may very VVGITC'OH.]G’ from t:: t(:i:
. e tbetans, from the expression Ab 5 3= =¢- : .
e § > Ti : pression b 7 2 Wh i
nent ;{:ea(tlgt t:u, begl.nnmg of our text, the presence of tvltjallj’%ang t::lxoi] ° [?@rs and
Uhar&pt’erq jt(;t'he :l‘lbetans, was not quite obvious, and when a copy ‘V’V;": Hldees e
o Ol;apf;er £ n@t },;_: ,%,T 1.nay have got to the new text instead of AL R Ié srﬁlc? e’t}ﬁhe
ot Oh&f/)t” o ih 1'%‘1'1;5 of the CTS8 (at least parts of it) takes its ;Eggn from t;:: t 9‘2
e evplain‘ anof}’l; I ); etans (;‘ftt}ﬁlhe (},;T;S’ (or from its sources). This consideration heeI}[}){s
us 3 the ssage of the chapter on the Ui ‘
it~y of the Uigur chief minister 1 Ugdsi, cf. no(tjeUllg)m‘S °f the 0TS too (the verians




0 H. ECSEDY
6

he i o 7[> 5 Sha-

i f the tribe in the form Jij>[ifh
2 xov, 1453) once writes the name o | : 8000
I“ThegT,}?I](;(C;@TC : “more than 6000 tents”; HTS, WHTf,. PtI}iZ;.WHTK

) L : s Rac
ch lh;,_‘ Cgml chapter on the Sha-t’o of the HTS (cexviii, 1532) m}ll‘ ;;estern —
o ;1:1317)- #7000 tents”. — The tribes #LBE; Sha-t'o parted from 4 of TR Pou-lei
(xxl“f”h liv;ad on the southern slope of the mountain ,ﬁﬁflic}tl;ln-soy (;&Bf 789( th;sy joined
ana they - 9 ceid. p. 97) At € enda o

. HTS cexviii, Chavannes, Turcs o % . e re expelled
(]}?al'}‘(%lgtfri but in the 3rd year of the 5¢ 1 Yiian-ho perlodh (88?1) tZI;Y fzvreproteition,
t, Bth; Tibe-.t,;ms themselves from this territory. They. asked t o );nsilonhsi somewhat
w}}’m’ settled them in the territory of [ Yen"ch?u 3(:;; t(}éi p;;};;l}{ YXi"I 14531); Franke,

N Ling-co and of Ling-chou (see note P N ’ t
south 0ff§2m Allél;gt;}:i)ru)desce ndants probably live in the nelghl;x;urhozd t())i (;ilfgp;jss}llle
1L, pp. T893 . S ke, III, pp. 410—411.) — Acc

o~ L d J##§ Ch’ing-hai: Franke, , . . . that time
E'foi ol nl‘zlhge ?I‘I;beﬁnf;of the HTS (cexvi, B 1517) the legtans .(,}}ose J‘;itit rebelled
; hapteltl'()tnr expedition against Pei-t’ing, when the Sha-t’o tribes, living ne )
or a military ; &

inst the Uigurs. B i du.. THY :

N : = B ji% “‘the three [tribes]ko-lu”, i.e. e
K= Rjik; TOTC, HTS, PIT: =Rk 2 t sed one is 53
;figﬁhg?mese name is }Ri# ke or HRHERR ko-lo-lu, the most ozgltlinu of two charjac-
? X5 #EHE ko-lo-lu. The transcription of the name, corﬁ tg  The name
ii% 'oI‘ ﬁx;s:]t"irst in the reports from the 2nd half. of the Sth ceKn 2;‘3’1;9. elsowhore
tj"‘f" ,?, “three Karluks” refers to the three tribes of. t (1 af ks; T
TEw mentioned as == I Bk <Karluks of three tribes l(c... ET;,CS-’%‘Ou q.XXX
Ramtedt, e wigioche Bureninachrsn 5 s e

ams 19{8] 17, 25). The three tribes are as tollows':. 1. u,i{dlf’r bt (o K.
[1971_31&— (flTiS’ pg(-:xvi]:-’ 2529), T¥EE mou-lo (TFYK cmxcl}:, T1 1;:;])) Mag?m el
gLO lédy, A karluk torzsek never [=The names of the Karl% 7];1 luk.wrm i
weg edy, ' ; L. Ligeti, Egy kar Tz

; XLV (1949), p. 168; g karluk ;
(:HunvgaruﬁlTiu';!\lrsz: )of a K((wlulc Tribe in Chinese Transcr;.,z.nwn] .r%a'gy;" jlv ?iecf”
afi;'daban [eme 168—170). — 2. kg{R chih-szie (HTS cexvii, B 15 );kiyg ot
}XLY (13\479),/ ?i;es pp. 222--223), but the other variant <?f the ;lamfher I/l-ﬂlme of
Pe}ll?tf: Te;"YK 01;1xcii 11650) does not support this HretadmNg. fT :Oteos' o, 243). —
szt (cf. on, R if. Pelliot, Neuf notes, p. .

X . s ~iP) B ‘ofso]-fu: sibig (cf. o ) . 109).
this trfbe 1s, Z%](l_h%%?s pccivii, B 1529—1530): ta-slz.q? (cf. Sch‘l‘?g:léﬂf’ Turks),
3. BN ;4;'8 ,; 44 the Karluks, separated from the tribes of ’chel etsion o Tiun
o l? boutt in tht: overthrow of the Turk empire as members of the c;ri: rs(:& independent.
to-({) p&'ll“he gradually grew stronger and after a deca.ade t/l:y Wutd-chien (Otiskan,),
;’r;r: So'f then}i were subjects of the Uigurs near the m(;unta%‘[ﬁ’é%ff shan (Altai) and in the
’ t with the Uigurs near the moun ftm & H o h-té period
- of t}fle? f(;';i}; ;‘Z; the possession of this territory; aftex: the _E:_ﬂgui}?m (;Spﬁydb)
rsglﬁon 7(6:58) te};y expanded westwards and conquered the 'l’f*g;;’n] f"\;{()%_ b 1{t the HTS
( i{f_ﬂiﬁﬁf Ta-lo-szii (Talas) according to the HTS cexvii, B Tt period (766750,
an ; —é 1 gorg writes that they arrived there only after the }g G, and they grew to
At o te after 766 they settled down in the valley of the I'lv‘?lj Ju’(of- V.Y. Barthold,
At any I_‘a or betwee;l the empires of the Tibetans and the U}gurs d b.io ,;aphi,gches
P minzclni'pov‘;ciopaedie des Islam. Geographisches, ezhnogmphzghes un 1tzg oidom
Karluk : Ency oo T Brill—-0. Harrassowitz, i

- y edanischen Volker, E. J. i : lated
,W(.me?mtlcghwder]qughgmgf 820; Four Studies on the History of Oeﬂn;ml A;z{z,—g';‘f)m; :-lom
fl;‘z;sz;}%e Russian by' V.)and T. Minorsky, Edi . ?ril&(l;ei&}cr;rgzig,t(; t};z‘Tibetan rources

i sions towards Tibet and India . Ac : Karluks
h}fretﬂ'r;:y I;‘jf ;ogl]n?ilrllr?lcn): Se&u‘ly Tibetan sources this name refers mostly to the Kar
the tribes gar-
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cf. L. Ligeti, Tibet; forrdsok Kozép- dzsig tirténetéhez (Tibetan Sources on the K istory
of Central Asia) ; KQsA {(Archives Csoma, dp Kérés ) T. compl. vol, [1935—19397, p. 102)
troubled the Tibetang much from the Sth century onwards (cf. (2. Tucci, Tibetan Painted
Serolls, La Libreria dello Stato, Roma 1949, 1, p. 257; H. Hoffmann, e Qarlug in der
tibetischen Literatuy - Oriens 111 [1950], pp. T98—201). As it is to be seen from their
subsequent history they used the battles in 790—791 to get the power from the Ulgurs
over the northern part of the mountaing T*en-shan.
"OTS (exev, 1453 too), THY Ixxiii, 1330 and Trero Ccexxxiii, 7520: F DR 5 e
“Turks of white dress’ The HTS coxvii, A 1524 and the PIT exxvi, 480 mention FIHR 2% kg
“Turks of white eyes” instead; LR Ts'én Chung-mien would recognize in jt a name
of tribe created like the Turkish name of the tribe Qaragszii “|Tribe] of black eyes’’
(ef. Ts’en Chung-mien, KBz T"u-chiich-chi-shih, Chung-hua shu-chii, Peking 1958,
I, p. 495). But we have RO reason to believe the (lata, of the HT'S (and that of the PJ 7,
copying the H7'S) rather than the data of the C7'8 and 'HY both being nearer in time
to the event here described than the H7S is. Instead the 2nd character of the expression
4 R 52 ik (Il *clothes, dress’) the copyist must have written K ‘eyes’ by mistake, for in
China by the 11th century the “Turks of white dress” would most, certainly be forgotten,
though they had played a great part in the history of Central Asia from the second half
of the 8th century. — This bassage of the CT'S informsg us about the Oghuz tribes, living
at the lower reaches of the Syr-Darya; they went westward from the neighbourhood of
China after the fall of the Western Turk empire (742--744), and they often attached
themselves to other empires as allies. In the second half of the 8th century they helped
the sect of “white dress” in fight against the Abbasids. The followers of the governor of
ressed in white and unfurled white flags against the Abbasids
(whose governmental colour was the black), when the 2nd caliph of Abbasids, Al-Mansiir
had his most faithful, but too powerful adherent killed in 755. (The white colour has
been also a holy colour of the Manichaean religion, a religion spreading then by the day,
of. Chavannes—Pelliot, 175 ailé, p. 262.) The seot still existed in the 12th century. Its
religious ideas are still not cleared up; Abq Muslim, who wag looked upon as s, prophet,
was not a founder of religion: his name was written first on the f lags of the movements

of peasants, opposed to the Abbasids (ef. Barthold, Turkestan, pp. 193—201; 8. Moscaii,

Ene. of Isl., p. 141). About 780—7%3 Turk troops also Jjoined the rebellion of the sect

of white dress in Bokhara (cf. Barthold, Turkestan, Pp. 199—200). After the defeat, as it
seems, they tried their luck on the side of the Tibetans, fighting
and the Uigurs. In 806 they played a significant part in the rebellion of Rafi b. Layth
m Samarkand (cf. Barthold, Turkestan, Pp. 200—201), and from 820 they got more
and more power within the Abbasidg’ army (ef. Barthold, Turkestan, p. 211; B. Lewis:
Ene. of Isl., p. 18). — They are mentioned as “Turks of white dress> by the Chinese
sources. — (A remark of Hamilton, p. 50 Suggests that the designation BER Mg is to
be connected with the Turks of white dress, mentioned by Barthold.)

" HAR ’ftribes] of white dress’ d.e. AR 28 Wk *Turks

1$The year before, i.e. in the 5th year of Chéng-yiian period, the Tibetans had
already attacked Pei-t’ing, according to the TOT( CeXXX1l, 7520 in the 12th month of
the 5th year of Chéng-yiian period (21st December 789—19th January 790); on the bagis
of the dates before and after the event in question (r§ 4 and %) it took place between
3lst December, 789 and 14th January, 790.

YT W00 it is written in the same way in the THY Ixxiii, 1830; HTS cexvii,
A 1524, TCoTCO cexxxiil, 7520; PIp CXXVi, 48a¢. — In the CTS ¢xev, 1453: ,ﬁ/{[;fAf,,ngjl
Hsieh-kan-ckm-szzz, and here it occurs ag ST T Hsieh-kan-l; too; it is shortened several
times by the HTS and PIT: Pl Chia-szi (in the BN s o

of white dregs’.

iSlecieettrs
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by mistake P ol Hsieh-kan-chia ). Though in the inscription of fh_e monument of Qara-
Balghasun the 2nd character of the name is “F yit and not = kan (A R0 B Hsteh-
yii-chia-szu inner minister, i.e. iérdks, cf. Chavannes—DPelliot, Un traité, p. 182), Schlegel
considered the data of the CT'S and HTS to be authentic and he inferred the form
Qirqan qa¥ from it (cf. Schilegel, pp. 11—12), he completed a hardly legible passage of
the inscription (.. .FF{iE{,1. . .) by the help of the evidence of J{-T- 1 Hsieh-kan-li
of the 0TS cxcv, 1453 in a manner, that it should resemble the name of the minister:
HTEF 0 4,0 18, by Schlegel’s correction: {#F 4,10 {1 i ; — the method and the inferred
name Qirgan gari qa§ are unacceptable. — F. W. K. Miiller (Uigurica II : Abh. der
Konigl. Preuss. Akademie der Wissenschaften 1910, pp. 93—94) considered the inscription
to be authentic in connection with the name of the Uigur minister instead of the Chinese
sources (rightly, for it was made still during the life-time of the minister),and he recognized
the title i #igisi "Ruhm des Reichs’ in the name of the inscription {f{-{,1 /8 Hsieh-yii-
chia-szii (yiet-jiu-kja-sig). His opinion is supported by the data of other sources too:
Tl Hste-yii-chia-szii is written by the THY exvi, 1746—1747; TFYK delxiii,
7937 and WHTK xxiv, 141b; the same form must have been written in the original text
or in the source of the TCTC cexxvii, 7330 too, for at the hands of copyists it changed
to FHF- 157 Y0 Hsieh-tzii-szii-chia (the character I~ was read -, and the last two characters
were inverted). So rather numerous data strengthen the authenticity of those variants
of the name which are the transcriptions of the title il iigisi. (Besides, the characters
- and “{~ are often confounded by the Chinese sources, e.g. in the case of the title
P~ T targan.) — The name of 11 digisi oceurs twice as Fif{~f-J] Hsieh-kan-li in the
CTS cxcev, 1453, giving the account of two of his defeats. — We read in the 0TS exevi,
B 1468, which seems to be our earliest text from other points of view (see notes 10 and 11):
BT I AR B 1T 35t < Hsieh-kan-chia-sza (1L tigdsi) returned unsuccessfully”. The same
point of these events can also be read in the CTS cxev, 1453: Ff{~ R yF 5 ., Hsieh-kan-li
returned too”’. — The transcription of foreign names is often used by the Chinese sources
in a shortened form, like the Chinese names, i.e. the family name may be omitted in the
course of a story; therefore the end of the name (cf. il Chia-s2u - H T8 and PIT)
can serve as a name, but its beginning, too, can replace the whole name (e.g. the name
of the kaghan ¥4 @5 H g Wu-su-mi-shih (Ozmig) is represented now by its first part YR,
then by its second part 3¢ Jiii ). The second half of the name 7~ {if Hsieh-kan-chia-szi
could be omitted in the same way. When from the side of the new name {1~ Hsieh-kan
the character 5 was omitted, the text was not understandable, the character Ij, too,
was considered a part of the name, and the character Jfij was corrected to K, that it should
fit in the context. — This sentence can be found in the parallel text of the TCTC cexxxiii,
7521 too: [AJRE T I dYr o1t 3 % A F) <“The Ulgur 11 tgdsi battled with the Tibetans,
but unsuccessfully.” The HTS (and following it, the WHTK xxiv, 141b; PIT exxvi, 48a)
tells the same: Hj-F (WHTK : ) i ik A Hg Ll digdsi battled with them [i.e.
with the Tibetans], but did not win.”” — The parallel texts of mostly the same contents
before and after the quoted passage of our sentence render it probable that the sentence,
including the name #{J-F, too, was of the same contents, and that according to these
facts the designation 3~ is not a variant of the name of Il #igdsi but a mere mistake.
(Its second oceurence, in the same text, cf. note 30, is an adoption of this mistake.) —
11 @igasi was the chief minister of fi{ BL#§ Tun mo-ho (Tunbaya). Tun baya, the uncle of
the kaghan J% B Téng-li (Tdngri), used the discontent in the empire, and when in 780
the soldiers killed the kaghan, he himself replaced him under the name &1 Wil £.1 77 T
Ho ku-tu-lu pi-chia ko-han (Alp qutluy bilgi qayan) ; on 28th July, 780 he received
the name 3% ¥, 5 Wu-i-ch’éng-kung from the Chinese. (Cf. OT'S cxev, 14563; HTS
cexvii, A 1528; TCTC coxxxvi, 7282.) Il igdsi appeared on his side; in 782 he received
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a Chinese delegation (of. HT'S cexvii, A 1524; TOTC o
tained such a great power at the head of Uigur arr
‘ 2 T at t; of the Uigur army th i
i ! ] read o; y that his consent w. eCess
a(l)1 t;oor;f:]rr? tt}llqe .new.lm.ghan in his office (see this paper further on). He V;; Son( “’;ﬁm}’
at S O 1e mnscription of Qara-Balghasun (prepared between 808' d P ey _‘Y'he
\smflesaPelhot, Un traité 199). — We meet, another Ui, the s Cha-
— 4l u?;zm £ﬂ~}'—1‘,,,];ffj| — in 841 too (see TCTC cexlvi).
o TOTIl itgdsy :s:?&rted to recapture Pei-#’ing before 14th Ja
h?the e Zcxxxul, 7520), as‘it seems, with success; it is borne out b the fact th
It > :zle(*,o? half of.790 the Tibetans attacked the town again. The Ui uz shief inis o
,Yh;iage ”w1th t‘l.lem In several unsuccessful battles in the 5th month ogfr' t}b :9 Monr ot
C e,ng-g{;;im period (17th June-——16th July 790, of. TOTC ccxxxiii‘ 7521‘)‘6 i yoar of
n the TOTC coxxxiii, 7521: “With the ; n, S
‘ , 7521: th the Sha-t’o chieftai e
C’hznjchuw/g together, they all went over to the Tibetan side.” L e AL Che-yeh
of tribe of the Sha-t’o (Jt: of. TOTC coxxiii 7169) - AR Oheyel - nme
20 5 1 Ll ohy : ’ o
BEAE Al chieh-tu-shih - ‘‘gouverneurs militai
Y 1, M. g, F et . o
commandement (d’une région)” (¢f. Des Rotourq1 336865’6 ‘g’;?;m%mre rpenal w
*1'The more complete title of i Hsik (@ :
" he more con > of HL I Yang Hsi-ku is (ef. X0 B
i 4y *ﬁI)‘f‘l)f&l%‘r— chieh-tu-shih chien-chiao kung-pu shang-&ifz iTS v, 1459): 8k
ﬁ%jﬁi Zhwmchiao ¢ “faisant fonction” (cf. Des Rotours p 3)
L+ kung-pu: ““le ministére des tr ic: arean
(ef. Des Rotours, p. 123). e publics,
3§ shang-shu : “président q inistére; i
b o16) : p de ministere; chef de service’ (cf. Des Rotours,
In 789, in the time of the pileri
‘ In 789, > pilgrimage of the monk jk ¥ Fa-chieh (}5 2 ?
gang Hsi-ku was the commander of the district of 'Pe‘%ffz’in (cf. L(é!né: Pavans)
Wiy g (cf. vi—Chavannes,
* Elsewhere (in the ToTe) » <20007,

23 B 4 i o . . .

belonged ?% (,)” ll;:]:;[;] BZ?E, %e. C’Eburfa.hn;l‘ t};}e.reglon of Qara-khodjo during the Han dynasty

‘ 0 °F U-shik oh’ien-wang-r'ing, during the T "t s

it i , e ‘

t{u]’;{,'ﬁ Chmo-ho-chun (Yar-khoto, of. Chavannes, Turcs occ%d. PP anS)d}?:aISty s

e.rntory.of Uiiﬁ%ﬂ[}ﬁ T’u-lu-fan-hsien and LRI Sha.n-qhan’—h ien of th o

vines ottt HEER L S S sien of the present pro-

*11 iigéisi returned in the 6th month of the 6th

July —14th August 790), of. TOTC coxxxiii, 7521
* In the CTS cxev, 1453 we find , ¥

: , 148 “ten’ instead of .}~ « » i
An error crept into the chronological ord(:xf'“ of the 5. 11 i s g stk —

e CT'S. 11 iigiisi and 31
: ror ¢ , - 5 gési and Yang Hsi-l
0 recapture Pei-t’ing not in the 7th year of Chéng-iiian period, but ingthelaﬁazgi:ltz(}

D, Ny — ' —10 A% t t ﬁB

the 61}(1" ear (“/h 9th month of 790: 15th August 10th No ember). In the par 4\

of the C'7 (> (Xlll, 120) the battle 18 mentioned in the proper tlme, in the 6th year; alt’hough
Ly

only at the end of the ye i
bhe year, but we find % _thi i i i i
need not place it in the 12th month a/L& DY b e of tme, 30 wo

e " L s the THY does, probably on the hasis o
Pei-t’i(:;; ;1:52&2 - l,&;cuordmg. to the. chapter on the Tibetans of the crs (cxc\ff‘it]};;
oy i v At cked by the lee.tans In 790 (i.e. in the 6th year of Chéng-yiian period)
e the gmyvu.)ut.s ye.a,r (according to the chapter cxev of the CTS and the THY :
i th tl}j] N winter) it was looted by the Tibetans and by the tribes allied with the )
the basis of the CT'S we suppose that Tl tigési did not gather o
;&te.r, m the 7tb year (791) and Yang Hsi-ku we for th
1avin 1 i-c
v lg :;:Zet(}l, :Sn fI;I(stlcimll.lf for a year, so many events would accumulate in the antumne
ey ot itse mwould. make us suspicious regarding the authenticity of th
9. presents no difficulty in the chapter on the Tibetans of the 0TS that tie armj

cxxvii, 7330), and by 789 he ob-

gur leader of the same dignity

nuary, 790 (cf. note 16

le bureau des travaux publics

year of Chéng-yian period (17th

; ‘ an army only a year
nt with him for the campaign only after




100 H. ECSEDY

of the Uigurs and Chinese fails at Pei-t’ing in 791, for there we do not find the later
battles, — mentioned in the chapter on the Ulgurs, — in which the Uigurs defeated the
Tibetans and the Karluks. According to the order of the events in the chapter on the
Uigurs of the CTS, the following events would take place in two months’ time in the
autumn of the Tth year of Chéng-yian period (7th—9th months of 791), by the end
of the 8th month (when the Uigurs brought the prisoners taken among the Tibetans and
Karluks, to the court): — The gencral 11 tigdsi raises troops; he calls Yang Hsi-ku and
his soldiers back fromn Hsi-chou, and they arrive; they go to Pei-t’ing together and suffer
defeat; I1 iigéisi cajoles Yang Hsi-ku into going to the residence of the kaghan, he forces
him to stay there tor a while, then he has him killed; the Karluks conquer a part of the
Uigur territories; the Uligurs flee southwards; finally the Uigurs regain strength, they
defeat first the Tibetans in Ling-chou and then the Tibetans and Karluks at Pei-t'ing;
afterwards they send a deputation to the imperial court in the Sth month. (As there is
only one date in connection with the journey of the delegates, probably it is the date
of their arrival, — so the delegates arrived to the capital in the 8th month, or — according
to the TF YK cmxov, 11 687 — in the 9%th month.) -— It took a considerable time to cover
the distance between the scenes of the events (especially in that time, under the dangerous
wayfaring circumstances), and all these events could not have possibly taken place
within two months. Above all it is improbable that the Uligurs could win against the
Tibetans twice and in two different places only a fow days, one or two weeks after their
complete defeat. — Besides there is some trouble in the text of chapter excv of the ors,
veferring to 790—791. (In other cases the C'I'S does not change the order of time, as e.g.
the parallel part of the HT'S does, and even if it inverts certain events, it does it only
within a year.) — The passages describing the second battle of Pei-t’ing, belong to the
6th year of Chéng-ytion period (790); the deputation, offering to China the prisoners after
the victory on the same place, is mentioned in the 8th month of the Tth year (791),
and the latter date is strengthened by the evidence of the TFYK emxcv, 11 687, slightly
different from that of the CT'S : “In the 9th month of the 7th year of Chéng-yiian period

(791) during [the rule of the emperor] fifi 5= Té-tsung the Uigurs sent a deputation and

offered the defeated Tibetans and Karluks, beaten near Pei-t’ing, to the emperor ..
— In the chapter c¢xcv of the OT'S the nearest date before the victory of the Uigurs is
the 5th month of the 7th year of Chéng-yiian period (the Chinese delegate, recognizing
the kaghan 4% i Féng-ch’éng was sent in thab time; according to the TCTC it happened
in the 2nd month). The story of the battle of 790 can be found immediately before it,
as far as to the expansion of the Karluks and to the escape of the Uigurs. Meantime the
0TS is mistaken, when telling that the Uigurs’ preparation for war and the events fol-
lowing it, took place in the autumn of the 7th year (791). — The TCTC corrects it:
before the word “autumn’ omits the designation “seventh year”, and refers this passage
to the 6th year (790). (It is probable that the Uigurs and the Chinese went to reconguer
Pei-t’ing not too long after the Tibetan attack.) — The HTS ranges the events of the
years in question according to a not too strict chronological order; before the fights in
790 there is no date, and later on, in the time of the victory of the Uigurs only the words
“this year” refer to the date; it may be 790, but (according to the text) 791, 792 or 793
as well. However, the part A #{ of the HTS (vii 63) tells about the unsuccessful campaign
of 1l figési and Yang Hsi-ku in the 6th year of Chéng-yiian period (790) and puts Yang
Hsi-ku’s death in the 9th month; the PIT — perhaps after the HTS — writes, that the
Chinese commander died in the 9th month, — but in the 7th year (791). — The THY
follows the 0TS, and the WHTK follows the HTS. So from the collation of the passages
of the OTS and of the HTS, referring to these events, and from the consequence of the
events it seems that it is the chronological order of the TCTC, which corresponds to the
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f)a‘(',lgs;. ?:r?d consequently 1. there was a minor Tibetan at

2. Pei-¥’ing fell in 790, and ° 4 " f

b b;;fﬂes lf: 7 %g;an];l 3 by th(‘e autumn of 791 the Ujgurs gathered their fore

e e a'.mm, \t/ above-mentioned facts make reasonable, that we h 1(;1'('08 o

o et S petent source about the chronological order and the d&} s of the s

mm‘m.n o ;he é tOhvve cmz;;)%r)rm:t the text of the CTS, quoted above és fé?ls o theremS
, h year ..., that is to s ' )  baforn 1o

o of | vear s 18 to say after 15th Aucust

nth (13th October—10th November, i.e. the month of S?:r?; 7}20" ]blw blefore "

2 Hsi-kw’s death, ef,

the HTS and the 4
b Accordin; 1?({ Zt‘ fw (Iqxlet;el reTe t_h’e first date following this is: 10th month

period an imperiafediot 'u.bl' h oY, 15551556, in the Ist year of FEil K ) Z
Deoredt e aoed,,f; (En ZLStGd ?n the llth day of the 7th month (24th X?;wu;;a’;g?;m
orhose ity Was, t(,:pa o 5 to 55 years to be regarded as T4 ting-chuang ;?e d l)’
e, 553y.t00 P Zl t xeg‘, to- do socage-service and to serve in the armv’)' fh N ors
bt the 1 Lo R ves this edict in the 7th month of the Ist year of K, il y QTS

west age i1s 23 years and the upper age limit ig 58 vea.rs in it e period,

*In the CTS cxev: 50 000 1 (
fen-thounis. 50000; THY : 60 000; TOTC, HTS, PIT -

tack in the winter of 789790

“several times

* The chapters vxevi B and cxev of th i
cortesponding DT exev he CT'S write: T B e 3 35 pi Al Bl iue
observe, g o0 (‘an, i 1;}11) s.r d~— In the'sentence, quoted from the THY wZa(*:d
W 4 P i (2 P in : &ltlée- by copying: the two characters of the e>£ ressi "
Cenc ot f },, ,‘h erted; the character & was replaced by Jk, then fh\ 'mn
only theomp] ar,m ¥ the character f, fitting into the context, — th ’crh it ws 108
> y that suffered defeat, but the Uj ’ T ton, white ot

words J§ I% ) > i e Chinn,( ofeate .
Jk % our army’ would underline that. it was thé Chinese d;f;‘i“dft?o’ Wy
) S€, who got into trouble.

( n other cases the te q & ) —
I t} 3 ext of the HY uotes the i st word for worc 113 1
’ ‘ 1 otes the TS almos ord ord I hig
way V\GK'DIH&V Imagme the or g of a variant” of I1 i1gési’s name to f. not e) 17
o) Il Qe 1’ N e [kl > a, e .
= Here £a51°s name is writ on {‘*i‘%”, ((/1 . note 1 /.) — HTS PIT “b!] gl 7;1/.
[5 Y o N ,j‘ s

“I tgési fled and returned home
S OTS oxev, 1453; -
o th;‘i;xn,lel;zs. ,\ﬂ; Eh. TOTC cexxxiii, 7521 “several hundreds”
I > 5 sage of the chapter exe S tgdsi e is
i f}lgfl)}l}i fi[T T ot iy ev of the OT8 11 ugasl’s name is written
g — the i
oF the river[%rkhos rs:lt(laenoe of the kaghan, the capital of the Uigurs lay on the b
o the prver Or 2, 8t Jara-Balghasun (cf. V, Minorsky, Tamim i ( iy
.=4Jy wrs © BSOS XII: 2 [19481, pp. 299-—-300) i fon Bahr's Joumney
b o ‘ A(vs(:ordmg to the HTS vii, 63 Yang Hs .
3 yea? of C'kmg-yuan period (13th October—1
.contmdlct this information ; the PIT, too, ment
in t'he {)th month, but — by mistake ’_ ir; 791 (l
Hsi-ku’s death is not revealed in the g

% In the CTS cxev, 145 i

; N , 1453 11 Ugdsi’s name is wr; o -

3 The valley 5[] 7, s, ¢ > me Is written S fp i

in the TCT&' ‘.“ ey i§ [l Pu-tu is written in the same way i?;ﬁth ﬁg&gr

vexxxil, 7521. The HT'S, WHTK and PIT writ ]’ﬁ[e 5 oy, 1453 and
’ © TR I

a mistake, — 35 = s =P .
N IF i Putu is Eranscription of Buddha’s name T?lin(’l:s}'le la:—,‘?er is only
. esignation of the

I R e Ck’éname of this_territ-ory under the rule of Western Turks: H] Y5
with Kot frere Ck’én,gy ; Qg)}/lan-stupa) (in connection with the identifying of P 13::(?
) i - ot. Chavannes, 7Ty 2 p . 2 oo
o Sancnoie » Lurcs oceid., pp. 12, 305). Aco i g
wost op o ]i,o u net ;;mg;ﬂr;z%m;f tl:xehZ.'OTg (see in cexxxiii, 7521;, t,heL (\):;iizs ;:i?aqﬁfjlo: tf]
K Con the K18 u-té-chien (Otiikin, cf, Pelliot, Ne; 212 ‘r )
glédy, C’oyag-quzz, Qara-qum, Kok-6ng : Acta Orient H:Z; n;i;’ rr:gﬂ‘il R

B INq. 5 n AN

i-ku was killed in the 9th month of the
.Oth Novem.ber 790); the TCTC does not
ions the Chinese commander to be killed

of. note 25), — i
o 5) The direct cause of Yang




102 H. ECSEDY 3

Abe Takeo (p. 166) considers it to be in the territory of {5 4{it% P'u-lei-ksien (the region
o Baﬂ;u%igzw(\]{ﬂggﬁ;. The CTS cxev and the TCTC erite: ’;ﬁ}k@: mﬁ;'ﬂ,ﬁlin‘tgh;?;
brought all the north-western bribes‘ s,wayl . ht’l’ —;(;I]‘I};; é{a ’i f, W ‘I’-] TK anc :
Mo« oht their tribes slightly sou
i IVH{“-I.:!;A?}.‘}leTEl;lt,ﬁ;ly 11122212%1hitjc}t1}e): ;31 year Bof g’héng-ydan period: 3rd Sept&fmber~2nd
Qctober 7911. — According to the TFYK c¢mxcev, 11 687 an Uigur deputation went to
th4e Chinese court in the 9th month of that year (3rd—31st October). . (56535
3 g2 Ling-chou: it was established during the dynasty Lat@r %ji!if\?ﬁie{( L)in '_“;uj
in the time of the dynasty [fj Sui (539—618) its name was chafxged t? ;ﬁ]ﬁ;ﬁﬁ i "
chiin; in the T’ang-period it was called % J{| Ling-chou ani ?}S’J‘H .ng»will-(:e:l)u. y
in the neighbourhood of 4 ¥ Ning-hsia, south-welst, of ‘ﬁljﬁ;l&lT Llng_gr-vvu-kx:nd t.h Tibe.
40 The HTS, WHTK and PIT write: “In this year the Ulgurs attacke ‘the o
tans and Karluks at Pei-t’ing; they defeated them, then they offered the prisoners
he en?f?l?:TF YK emxcv, 11 687 writes: “At night (the Uiglur‘s ?) att:a(:ked v1olelrllttlz
the defences of the town, but afterwards they withdrew.” -— f‘he T.Jlg‘urs‘ bIt'(}):;gwth
Tibetan chieftain to the court as a present even on the d?y‘ 4 chzla-wu 51111(1V ,, .;Q;Xiﬁ
month of the 7th year of Chéng-yilan period (6th January 792) too, cf. TOTC cc ,
A — 5. . )
o 4725;1516 battle of the Uigurs and the Tibetans of 791, in which thelngu}I;s) \g;;
victorious, is mentioned in all of our sources, except in the ch‘aptrer f:xovllc;; 5t L;T e
and the THY : CTS cxcv, 1454; TFYK cmxcv,Tll 687.; Iiél;é coxvii, A 1525; !
¢ iii, 76247525, K xxiv, 142a and PIT cxxvi, 48a. o
“XXX“:; S/o\?é B'Zlgszhi‘,’ll,W;ilbz1 Early History of Tibet from Chinese Sourcesr: Royal Asiatic
Society of Great Britain and Ireland, Ne'w. Series XII (lS%O), PP '.‘5.047;::’)5;4 o Ancient
“ Ok B Sato Hisashi, Ko«izi c;mz;e(;g; sh;glc:;nkyu ( Historical Study
Y —I1II, Toyoshi Kenkyikai, Kyoto 1958—1959. ‘
szet),“‘-‘;[ ThIeI bggii?:, {{20 whi'ite,q: "Ir{ this year (790) the Tibetans invsfded our proviqce;‘
of Pei-t’ing, and the military commander Yang Hsi-l'{u fled to Hsyvh(l))ui :[:i};e (Wzllteil
rinister of the Uigurs Il ugési prevailed on [Yang] Hsi-ku t(? reconquer | e‘l-b,m kgen o
united troops, but afterwards he killed [Yang] Hsi-ku. There»fore Anlrtsll rw'z;; e
{from China], and only Hsi-chou remained to defend.ltvself I)GI'S[E:LE!; y. e Ui
drove away the Uigurs too, and took the valley Fu-t’u [from them, i.e. from /.1th gUi \um
— We can see that the abbreviation changes the charac‘ter of the events: the : gth;‘
called for the Chinese commander, but afterwards they killed him and ths.l.t lSl ;v ' gt ion.’r
borderland was lost; then the victorious enemy — here, folr the sake of simplific :
the Tibetans — conquered the territories, formerly belonging to the 7U1gm‘s]. S
46 See the same event in the THY xcviii, 1746—1747; _’{’FIK de x1.1.1., ;rm,
HTS cexvii, A 1525 (it is translated by Bi¢urin I, pp. 329—330); TCTC cexxxii, 1621;
o (}::(:‘1}, ?:szp hung-lu-ch’ing: the head of the office fiJJi-& Hlu'n,g-g?t—szfl "““L»{:i:izx
cérémoniale envers les étrangers” (cf. Des Rotours, p. 408); §fl ch’ing . ‘préside
‘une cour . .. =f3)” (cf. Des Rotours, p. 9567). o )
(un 4; 1183 Kujo) Feffng’s name ig written ,";[& %3 i.n the ?’F YK dclxm}, .1937 ].o&); rr;ll?;:l:)e;l
The news about the death of the kaghan X 3ji T’ien-ch’in reached Athb 1fnper1 ~01 i
the day B¢ 4~ kéng-wu in the 12th month of the 5th Yefif' of O.heng-ly‘z:ag I?eru]);er "e0)
December 789), and Kuo Féng was sent on the day j¥ i wu-yin (3 ; e;e:;;, ,Ui )
to recognize in the name of China ! ['{ Chung-chéng as the new kaghan of the Uig
(ef. TCTC cexxxiil, 7520).
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B gt ok ke yéi-shih-ta-fu : the head of the office PG 3 Yishih-ai (~le prési:
dent du tribunal des censeurs”, of. Des Rotours, p. 281, note 1).

5 il

LN

°2 The son of the kaghan Chung-chéng, Faf g A-cho (A-Bur) was 17 years old accord-
ing to the THY ; he was 16-—17 years old according to the TFYK delxiii, 7937 and
15 years old according to the TOTC. The Chinese sent a delegate to recognize him as the
kaghan ik Féng-ch’éng on the day ZX5|] kuei-mao in the 2nd month of the 7th year
of Ohéng-yiian period (cf. TOTC cexxxiii. 7523).

71t means rather: “they did not want the Chi
about it . ..”

# Kuo Féng could not return home till the autumn of 790, after the capitulation
of Pei-t’ing; he was accompanied by the Uigur deputation, reporting about the death
of the kaghan Chung-chéng (his death was announced to the court only then, though the
kaghan had died in the 3rd month, between 21st March and 18th April). They arrived
at the court on the day I ¥ hsin-hai of the 10th month (29th November 790).

* {5 a document of two country’s pact.

.

K

8 Wl t9ai-hsiang : “grand ministre” (¢f. Des Rotours, p. 4).

* See the biography of A4 Li Pi (whose o owas B Ch’ang-yiian) in the CT'S
exxx, 999—1000; HTS cxxxix, 1129—1131. — He died at the age of 68 (cf. the HTS)
on the day W1 f< chin-ch’én of the 3rd month in the oth year of Chéng-yiian period: on lst
April 789 (ef. TOTC coxxxiii, 7518; OT'S xiii, 119; HTS vii, 63), so he born in 722. Till
784 he held greater and smaller offices at the court or — when there he was attacked
by his enemies — in the provinces; from 784 his prestige grew greater and greater in the
emperor’s eyes. In 787 he was appointed to is’ai-hsiang (chief minister) with fall powers.
His biographers condemn him because of his “magic knowledge”, i.e. the alchemy,
though in that time even emperors dealt with it. Li Pi made & lot of enemies for himself
by his full powers, enforced violently, by his foreign politics, supporting the Ulgurs and
by his wealth, obtained in uncommon rapidity, and perhaps his enemies’ judgements
are reflected in the opinion of the historians about him.

80 In 786 a new series of Tibetan attacks started, with the loss of Ed N Yen-chou
(in the neighbourhood of Ning-hsia, north of 4 il % Yen-ch’ih-hsien) and B ] Hsia-
chou (in the province Shen-hsi, west of Bz Héng-shan-hsien) (cf. Demiéville, p- 182).
In the summer of 787 there were some among Chinese, who would have liked to negotiate
with the Tibetans (cf. TOTC cexxxii, 7485); the pact between China and Tibet was almost
reached in the same year (of. TOTC cexxxil, 7486).

#1Cf. Li Pi’s biography in the HTS and the TCOTC cexxxi, 7442; Chavannes, Chi-
nese Documents, p. 535.

8 Syt Chu T2’tt was a powerful officer; with the help of the Uigurs he tried to
gain the throne in 783-—784. At the end of 783 the emperor was forced to escape from
him to 4¢ K Féng-t’ien {in the province Shenhsi). Chu Tz’tt conquered Ch’ang-an; he
declared himself to be emperor and established a new dynasty named j4; Han. With the
help of the Tibetan troops the army of the emperor beat Chu Tzt and set the capital
free on 3rd May, 784; Chu Tz’d broke out and ran away. (Cf. Demiéville, pp. 171—172))

He died in August, 785. See his biography in the CTS cc, B 1505--1507; HTS cexxv th
1610—1613.

63

nese delegate to know and to report

7 7K Ch’ing-shui was in the province Kansuy, in the territory of % Ch’in-chou;
this region was conquered by the Tibetans about 766 (cf. Demiéville, pp. 169—172).
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S lefended 43| I-chou (i.e. f3E M2 I-wu-hsien,
o B e K“ﬂ'ni't ingf Wh‘lj;?};‘;‘] ’{‘}’jw’r]]l pao period (742‘:;7’56), resisted
istric Hami since the last years of K {1 T’ien-pa : (
he (_115"'1"“/’“ O:hle{i:;ﬁlli olf the Tibetan invasion; when he lost his soldiers and usv.:dfup a}l;
h(‘ml“au}flf‘ti hig wife and children and set fire to the fortress. The .court w:fxs not 1}0. 0;31(1;5
f(;)Od ltne ]l\lltlflixqe events but in 781 by a delegate of Kuo Hsin (¢f. TOTC cexxvii, ;
Chonannes. Chingse D p. 535; te 66).
havs s, Chinese Documents, p. 535; see no ) L . ‘ -
Chav (“I:-nitsj 0 ,:;:l Li Yian-chung’s original name was & 4 1 Ts’ao ng/—;hu.n;.;, 26 ;Za:
3 o~ o ’ ) . X s e )
iven hisﬂj;ejvs l;ame (and the family name of the imperial hou.s? T an,«i. _{_.t; }) 1: niié?vme
v 7 the chieh-tu-shih of {H-P§ I-hsi (according ,
e nse. He had been already the chieh-tu-s ‘ : © ‘ ‘
o ?;r‘lper:;hould rather consider it % An-hsi, for in that time f# /j.x[\] I;:,h(?)’uémd E{e;z
o pirz b'y the Tibetans for a long time) and of Pei-t'ing, when Vthth #lsg}gh quJim;rS
oceupie he stans - Bl X ’
‘ ati he court through the territory 0
ether he could send a delegation to the cour : o of th -
t(()fgrtvhj(:‘unjl the region seized by the Tibetans; then on the dayﬂrf()‘ 2F wu-wu mpzi:)e (he
wont ond 3 ‘ Chi i h July 781) ag a recompens
p 2 A ien-chung period (26th y ¢
th of the 2nd year of 4t Chien-chun od (2 as & rec onse
;::zl;mo the -k ERl ta-tu-hu (chief governor) of Pel.-tr ing and th.e pru;{c:n: 1}1:)) (wa ;};.T Hgg
Nln 7 sai-chiin (i.e.kthe region of | K’uo-chou in tf‘xe plo.vmu;l, 1 3 Ti. tion. o
1 i 1329; TCTC cexxvii, 7303; the imperial edict, including the descript i
;X:; (h'ung"’q and Kuo Hsin’s merits, was translated by Chavannes, Chinese Documents,
tan-c s and |
b 938 i Qa8 Tz1-i, one of the suppressors
1 5 8 Kuo Hsin was a younger brother of :f[S')’“. HiKuo ~I‘zu i, ohe T % lz‘fhou (e,
f the X; Lu-shan’s rebellion. Kuo Hsin was the chieh-tu-shih and the ¥ ££ ou (e
, o ! § ‘ ’ ‘ [ 150¢ 23 ue. s
‘O‘fonctionnaire provisoire”, of. Des Rotours, p. $25) nf the ¢“four fortres;esof(An-hg]-
Khotan, Kashgar, Karashar, c¢f. note 6); he was appomtc@ t.o th:e..f(lb-[tgtl-;iurvemanc;
the chieh-tu-shih and WL Al buan-cl’a-shih (i.e. “comvmlssalre 1@pt,;{la (l thé; iyt
(ll‘u’np région”, cf. Des Rotours, pp. 669, 964) of the *four fortresse?s and t _s(‘e o)
f :'Qé&ﬁ;SVthj\vei-(ahiin (i.e. the neighbourhood of & 'JJ‘ILla‘r.lg—chou in the Proﬂvr 1: n(, anim)
) E’Gth July, 781 (cf. note 65), when after long years he first succeeded in ben:}lx g o
26th . y 1 f. € R g year et ‘ e,
O:ation to t.he imperial court. (Cf. THY Ixxiii, 1329; TCTC cexxvii, 7303; Chavan
mat. )
Chinese Documents, pp. 533—535.) i s 25 P and the
87 &R Yang Yen (whose 52 was /% 145 Ku‘ngﬂahn, the F7% “i% [11 )?;i,o o ag, A
Taoist nmfxe was :Q"j}{;ﬁt/_[ “master” Hsilan-ching): 727—781. See his W,, pIt o the
(’TSk('*{viii 940—942; HTS cxlv, 1155-—1156; ef. Barlaiz‘s, 19?1, Pp- 86?h .l;mm.lt’il of
f/ha(; )t waﬁ‘he who issued the edict dated on the day 7 JjI ang-mao.ln tﬁat‘ t month of
tlhe Ist year of Chien-chung period (1lth Februar?r 780),. demandmgth, ] Ti,nning m
taxes.qhould be payed in two instalments (the first falling due by the > i ming o
Au, Jus‘; the second by Ist January), in direct ratio to the wealth of.t,he fami 1f3:', doviced
'An;f “(-;ttegories of tz;xat‘ion”. This “reform of taxation” was practically a rmzl;leaqu
:'Lwes And it was an unsuccessful attempt to fill the empty state treasury. (Cf. ,
1931, pp. 86—92; Baldzs, 1932, p. 47.)

TANGSUX IN ARMENIA

BY

E. SCHUTZ

It is at a very early time, indeed, already from the Vth century, i.e.
practically from the first written records, that Turkic words begin to appear
in Armenian chronicles and, from the XIITth century onward there are also
oceurrences of Mongolian names and even of common nouns. Although these
words, by means of dating the compositions in which they occur, can mostly
be linked with certain ethnic elements, they resist at present a really system-
atic treatment, which can only be successfuily undertaken when the clarifi-
cation of the inner (textual) problems of the chronicles concerned will have
been accomplished.

The incursions in the times prior to the Seljugs hardly left any linguistic
traces in the Armenian language; and the relevant words occurring in the
chronicles and colophons are, without exception, the Turkic names or digni-
tarial designations of the invaders.

The task of identifying various strata in the Turkic stock of words
appearing in the Armenian dialects will, at any rate, meet with the special
difficulty that, in this case, we have to do with cognate languages or dialects
of the Turkiec group, let alone the additionaj snags that, on the one hand, with
the later predominance of Ottoman-Turkish, the shades of difference become
obliterated, while, on the other hand, we have no exact means of ascertaining
wether an Arabo-Persian word directly or indirectly found itg way into the
Armenian language.

We are in a somewhat different situation ag regards the linguistic remains
of the Mongolian conquest. The linguistic influence of the hundred years long
II-Khan period can be separated, to a certain extent, from the Turkic material
originating from the preceding and subsequent periods. Only to a certain
extent, to be sure, as the linguistic influence of the Mongolian period does not,
necessarily mean g Mongolian linguistic influence. It is to be taken into con-
sideration that the Mongol-Tatars constituted but a rather small part of the
conquering army.! The troops consisted to a large part of Turkish nomads

VAt any rate A.J. Jakubovskij rightly warns us (O4epku mo HCTOPUH PYCCKOFO
BOCTOKOBeieHUs, Moscow 1953, p. 76), in connection with the Golden Horde: we
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