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In 1937 Dr. A. J. ArBERRY discovered the manuscript of the
Tab&'i al-hayawdn, “ The Natural Properties of Amimals,” by
Sharaf al-Zaman Tahir al-Marvazl (d. ¢. 1120) . Five years later,
in 1942, Professor V. MinorskY of London University published
an English translation of five chapters of Marvazl's work with
commentary and the original Arabic text of those chapters that
he had transcribed. The book was published as volume XXII of
James G. Forlong Fund by the Royal Asiatic Society under the
title Sharaf Al-Zaman Tahir Marvazi on Chine, the Turks and
India. The five chapters are on China, on the Turks, on India,
on the Ethiopians and on Remote Countries and Islands. It is
the chapter of China (MINoRsKY’s translation: pp. 13-29, com-
mentary: pp. 61-92) that I intend to deal with in this short article.

Marvazi himself had never gone to the East. His account was
largely based on the records of earlier Arabic geographers or what
he had heard from his contemporaries returned from the East?
Since his sources are not homogeneous one should not be surprised
at finding contradictions or confusions in his work. Although he
lived in the latter part of the Northern Sung dynasty his account
on China really extends throughout the T ang and Northern Sung
dynasties, i. e. from the seventh to the eleventh centuries. Never-
theless, Marvazi provides us with many valuable materials that
are not found in Arabic travelogues hitherto made available. This
chapter on China consists of forty-three sections; I shall discuss
the contents of these sections in numerical sequence, and point
out whether or not they are in agreement with Chinese sources.
Some mistakes in the commentary are also pointed out. There
are, however, a few important but puzzling passages, such as sec-
tion 19 on the route to China and section 35 on the names of nine

* MinorsgEY's Intraduction 6-8.

13



14 CHOU YI-LIANG

tribes living in the northeastern part of China, which are not
touched upon here. It is my hope that a more thorough study of
this chapter will be made by some competent sinologues, both. of
the East and West, particularly Professor Paul PerLior with whom
T had the pleasure of discussing this text during his brief visit to
Cambridge.

In section 6, explaining why the Chinese did not allow strangers
to enter their country, Marvazi says that it was due to the teach-
ing of Manichaeism because Mani (should be the Manichaeans)
“ feared lest strangers should come to them and explan to them
the futility of this faith and convert them from it.” This state-
ment, as well as sections 9 and 17, evidently exaggerates the
position of Manichaeism in China. The translator points out this
exaggeraton in his commentary (p. 65) but he also says that this
supposition of Marvazi “ indicates A. D. 843 as the terminus ante
quem of the original report.” This, however, is not necessary true.
Manichaeism was flourishing in China as late as the Sung dynasty.?
In the Sung hui-yao kao REE we find many imperial edicts
persecuting the followers of this religion throughout the Northern
and Southern Sung dynasties. In 1120 A. D., the year of Marvazi’s
death, it is said that in Wen-chou M alone there existed more
than forty Manichaean temples.? Two more edicts were issued in
the following year to arrest the helievers who were specially num-
erous in the south-eastern provinces along the seacoast, and to
burn all the Manichaean sutras.* It seems that Marvazi might
have obtained his information about the Manichaeans from his
friends who travelled to the East during his life time. Therefore
the sources of information need not necessarily be dated before
843 A.D. In reviewing this book, Mr. H. A. R. GiBB also raises
his objection to this remark ® but no reason is given by him.

In section 7 Marvazi records that a merchant who had been to

*Ed. Casvanngs et P. Pervior, Un traité manichéen retrouvé en Chine, JA eleventh
series (1913).9292-314.

2 Sung hui-yao koo, hsing-fa Tk 2.78a.

*Ihid. 2. 81h, 83a. I wish to thank my friend Mr. Lien-shéng Yawa for the abave
references in Sung hui-yao koo,

S TRAS (1844).94.
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China says that the Chinese capital is called Y.njir near which
is another greater city called Kwiwa, The translator identifies
Y .njir with Lo-yang and Kwiwa with K‘ai-féng (p. 71). For the
first identification he says, “ The western capital was at that time
Ho-nan-fu, which was then called Hsi-king, but during the period
A.D. 907-23 Yung-chou [#]. Our Y.njir (*Yun-ji) is a perfect
Arabic equivalent of Yung-chou and a close indication of the date
at which the original authority visited China.” In a note to this
statement, he offers as evidence the fact that Prof. J. MurLrie
quotes for him the T ai-p‘ing huan-yii chi RPFEFFE . Neverthe-
less, Lo-yang was never called Yung-chou and the translator’s
identification is merely based on an erroneous interpretation of
the text which Prof. MuiLie and he quote. The Huan-yi chi®
under Ho-nan-fu, reads: “ In the first year of T ien-pao [742 A. D.]
Tung-tu ¥ was changed to Tung-ching % . The Liang dynasty
of the Chu [family], in the early years of K'ai-p'ing period [907-10
A.D.Jhad their capital in Pien-chou ¥F#. Hsi-ching %% [Ch'ang-
an] was changed to Yung-chou whereas Tung-ching was changed
to Hsi-ching. In the first year of T‘ung-kuang [923 A.D.] of the
Later T*ang dynasty Lo-yang became Tung-tu again.” It is clear
that in the Liang dynasty the Western Capital or Hsi-ching of the
T‘ang dynasty was changed to Yung-chou, an old name for that
part of the country. At the same time Lo-yang, the former Eastern
Capital, was changed to Hsi-ching or Western Capital because it
was situated to the west of the new capital Pien-chou. The trans-
lator confuses the two Hsi-ching in this passage and so errs in
saying that Lo-yang was once called Yung-chou during the Liang
dynasty. Jf he had looked up the Hsin wu-tai shih FrHIE 7 he
would have known that Lo-yang is mentioned as the Western
Capital of the Liang dynasty and immediately after it is listed
the name Yung-chou. Mr. Lionel Gries in his review of this hook ®
suggests that Y.njar may refer to Yang-chou, yet he gives no
definite proof. Albiruni [al-Birani] (d. 1049 A. D.), quoted in
Abulfeda’s (1273-1181 A.D.) work, also says that Yanju is the

98.5b (Chin-ling shu-chii ed.).
760, 17a.
BSOS 11.1.238.



16 CHOU YI-LIANG

residence of the Chinese king.® It seems to me quite possible that
Y.njir in Marvazi corresponds to Yanjii in Albiruni, though their
reference to Yang-chou as the residence of the king is groundless.
If Y.njur should be Yang-chou the identification of Kwiwi with
K‘ai-féng would have to be reéxamined. Marvazi also records that
Y.njur “ is crossed by a great river which divides it into two parts,
The king with his retinue, army and attendants resides in one part,
while in the other are the dwellings of the subjects and the mer-
chants.” According to the traditional plan of the Chinese capital
city, the imperial palace is generally located in the northern part
of the city with government offices clustered around it. On the
other hand the markets are situated to the south*® Marvazl's
account on the plan of the capital city seems to agree with this
tradition,

In section 10 Marvazi quotes the merchant again by saying that
some Chinese merchants go ahout the city selling goods and ride
on carts that can go by themselves without any animals to draw.
This is an interesting information that I have not so far found
mentioned in any Chinese books, even in the section dealing with
merchants’ carts in the Tung-ching méng-hua lu FEKEFFEE 1 In
section 15 Marvazl says that the horn of the rhinoceros “is the
most precious freight for China because they make of it girdles,
and the price of each such girdles reaches high sums amongst
them.” This statement is corroborated by many Chinese hooks.
Tu-yang tsa-pien LM says that Emperor Ching-tsung of
the T‘ang dynasty had a girdle made of the rhinoceros horn that
shined brightly at night. Cu‘ten Shu ## presented a belt of the
rhinoceros horn to the Sung emperor.”® Such a belt is also men-

tioned in several works of the Sung dynasty, such as Ch'un-tu
chi-wén FHEAEE ¢ Féng-chuang hsigo-tu BB Hui-chu

*H. Yure and H. Corpier, Caihay aend the Way Thither 1.256.

Ot Buwoebare hakase kanreled kinen toydshi ronsé %E{ﬁiﬁ,ﬁﬁéﬂﬁ:ﬁﬁ.
HERE o4, 12412,

3. 5b-7a (Hsiieh-chin t'ao-yiian ed.).

122 10a (Pei-hai ed.).

12 Sung-chih 480. 52 (T ung-wén ed. This edition is wsed for all other dynastic
histories) .

g 13b {Hsiieh-chin £ao-yiian ed.). 11, 1b (Pei-hod ed.) .
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chiien-lu YBERTE and Hsia-jih chi BRHF.Y In Ch'i-tan kuo
chih FZFHEE " it is said that a belt of rhinoceros hom is to be
granted to the king of a tributary country while a golden or silver
one is to be granted to his envoy. It is evident that during the
T‘ang and Sung dynasties and also among the Kitans, the rhin-
oceros was regarded as precious. In section 17 Marvazi records
that all Chinese are of ane faith, which is the faith of Mani, con-
trary to the Qitay and Uyghur, among whom there are other
faiths, except Judaism. We know that besides Shamanism the
Kitans also believed in Buddhism. There is also proof that the
Uyghurs in Kao-ch‘ang " & believed in several religions including
Manichaeism, Buddhism and probably Mazdaism.*?

In section 22 we have a letter to the Sultin Mahmid of Ghazni
from Emperor Shéng-tsung of the Fiao dynasty. The letter is
dated the year of the mouse which corresponds to 1024 A. D, but
according to Marvazi the envoy reached Ghazni in 1027 A.D.
The Arabs had sent an embassy to the Liao court as early as 924
A.D., during the time of T ai-tsu.*®* Emperor Shéng-tsung who
reigned from 983 to 1031 A.D. was very ambitious. He took
every possible measure to cultivate friendship with distant eoun-
tries and exhibited his military power in conquering neighhoring
state. Cuang Chien &M in an obituary eulogy EMI sum-
marizes this emperor’s career: “[He] broadened the boundary [of
his empire] and tranquillized the whole world. In the east [he]
exhibited his martial prowess so that Ch'én /& and Pien F
[= Korea] surrendered. In the west [he] spread his fame and cul-
ture so that Kua [-chou] & and Sha [-chou] # presented precious
things. The Ch‘iang 7 and Hun # of Hsia B dispatched mis-
sions and Wu % and Shé & [=India?] sent envoys.” ** In 1020 and
again in 1021 A. D. the Arabs sent envoys to ask for the favor of

143 10b (Hsiich-chin tao-yian ed.).

7 Cited in Shuwo-fu ﬁfﬂ; 4 38b (Commercial Press ed.).

1291 3a (Sac-yeh shan-fang ed.}.

1 Cf. account of Wanc Yen-té translated by Cravanwes and Peritor, JA eleventh
series {1918).270-1.

2 ina-shih 70. 2b.

2 Finoawén heii-shih A TEH 1.0a.

2



18 CHOU YI-LIANG

a marriage alliance and the daughter of an officer was made a
princess to be married to the caliph.?®* It was probably from the
Arabic ambassadors that Shéng-tsung heard of Mahmiid’s mili-
tary achievements. Mahmid is said to have vowed to undertake
every year an expedition against the Hindu idolators, and he did
lead his army into India for more than ten times since 1001 A. D.
In the winter of the year 1024 A. D. he set out for his most famous
expedition into India.*® There might have been Arabic amhassa-
dors to the East again at this time, which was the reason why
Shéng-tsung’s letter praised Mahmiud so heartily and the Yughur-
Khan’s letter also said, “ We hear about his conquests over the
lower countries {(down) to the lands of Hind.” No Chinese book
has any aceount on this mission to Ghazni. Scholars who will here-
after compile the prose of the Liao dynasty will have to include
this interesting letter preserved in translation. In Tékoku tsiigan
SEESBSE ** an imperial edict sent by Shéng-tsung to the Korean
king in 1030 A.D. is recorded. It says: “ It must have beendue to
the obstruction of travel route that you have not sent envoys re-
cently. Now the traitors of Po-hai** have all been besieged and have
surrendered. You ought to send your ministers to our court. Cer-
tainly there will be no fear or worry.” The phraseology and
attitude expressed in this edict remind us of the letter to Mahmiid.
It seems that after the Liao dynasty the Chinese also knew some-
thing about Ghazni. This name appears among the Ta-shih RE
countries in hoth Chu-fan chih FEEE and Ling-wai tai-ta W@
X% The heroic king of Ghazni mentioned in Chu-fan chih as
feared by “Arabia and various countries of India ®X* may refer
to Mahmiid as Hirre and RocgrHIrL suggest.? But their trans-
lation of the word hsi-t9en as ““ the West * is inadequate. It is the
word hsi-tien that further supports the identification of this king
with Mahmaid. Among the textiles that the Kitan envoy had

2% Liaa-shik 16.5h, 62, 70.16h, 17a,

2 Cf. The Cambridge History of Indiz 3.13, 23. A slightly different date is given
by Muhammad Nazim in The Life ond Times of Sultdn Mahmid of Ghazna 115.

24 Ch. 16 (2.419).

25 Thig refers to the rebellion of Ta Yen-in RFEIK, ¢f. Liso-shik 17.6b, 3b.

*»F Hinre and W. W. Rocrawr, Char Ju-Kug 138-40.

*" Ihid. 139, note 2.
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brought to Mahmiid the word “ zhunki * seems to be quite close
to the word chin-ch’i B85 in the list of gifts from the Liao emperor
to foreign ambassadors.®®

A letter from the Yughur-Khan Ilig to Mahmiid is preserved in
section 23. The translator identifies the Yughur-khan with the
southern principality of Uyghur in the region of Kansu, which is
generally known in Chinese history as the Uyghur of Kan-chou
‘H. His reason is that the Kitan “ attached more importance to
the Kan-chou branch ™ (p. 78). As “indirect arguments in favor
of this hypothesis,” he also points out that a title one would expect
to be used by the Uyghur khan of Khocho is not mentioned in
the letter, while the two names which appeared therein seem. to
be quite similar to what are used by the Uyghur of Kan-chou.
His arguments nevertheless are rather weak and I am inclined to
believe that this Uyghur-khan refers to the khan of the northern
branch of Uyghur in Khocho, known in Chinese history as the
Uyghur of Hsi-chou ®, Ho-chou M or Kao-ch‘ang. There are
four grounds for this belief. In the first place both Shéng-tsung’s
and the khan’s letters say that the ambassador of the Liao court
will pass through the Uyghur territory on his way to and from
Ghazni. If one goes westward from Lin-huang fu FEHENF, the
Upper Capital of the Liazo dynasty, to Afghanistan, it would only
be natural to. go hy way of Kao-ch‘ang. It would be absurd if he
should go southward to Kan-chou first and then turn to north-west
again. In the second place section 19 says: “ He who intends going
to *Qocho, which is the city of the Yughurkhan, turns away
towards the left after Saji (*Sha-chou).” This information might
have been obtained from the Kitan or Uyghur ambassador. It
seems that the Yughur-khan whom Marvazi had in mind was
none other than the khan of the Uyghur of Kao-ch‘ang and it was
possible that he did not even know of the existence of the southern
branch of Uyghur. Thirdly, in the year 1124 A. D. when YeH-LU
Ta-shih REKRF intended to advance westward to Arabia, he
wrote to Pi-lo-ko B#IFF, the king of Uyghur, for permission to

2 (htitan kuo-chih 21.8h. According to Sung hui-yao kao (fan-i B8 1.36bL),
it was after the first years of the eleventh century that the Kitan bhegan ta make
good textiles.



20 CHOU YI-LIANG

pass through his territory.® Since the southern branch of Uyghur
was already conquered by Hasi-hsia then, this Uyghur must have
referred to that of Khocho. We also have evidence showing that
in the year 1130 A.D. Ta-shih was actually in Khocho.*® It is
clear that Khocho, not Kan-chou, was the place that the Liao
people had to pass through in order to go to the West. Later
travellers of the Yiian dynasty such as YER-LG Chu-ts‘ai HSE2ZE
#, Cu'tu Ch'ang-ch'un ERRE# and Cu‘ane Té T4 all took more
or less the same route.” Fourthly, according to the Shu-kuo piao
BB or tables of tributary nations in the Liao-shih,”? the embassy
of the Uyghur of Khocho frequented the Kitan court while the
Uyghur of Kan-chou, on the other hand, were not at all times on
friendly terms with the Kitan. In the Sung hwui-yao kao, a letter
from the khan of the Uyghur of Kan-chou dated 1015 A. D. is
preserved. He calls himself nephew and regards the Sung emperor
as his maternal uncle. He also promises that he will never dare
to betray the emperor and that he has severed diplomatic relations
with the Kitan. In the next year again came a letter saying that
the Kitan had sent more troops to Sha-chou. He suspects the
Kitan’s intention and reiterates his severance of relations with
them.”® In 1023, 1024, 1025, 1027 and 1028 A. D. the Uyghur of
Kan-chou sent tributaries to the Sung court.** The evidence seems
to indicate that the Uyghur of Khocho were allies of the Kitan
while the Uyghur of Kan-chou were on good terms with the Sung
court. In the year 1008 A.D., Shéng-tsung sent Hsiao T‘u-yii
BEBE to attack the Uyghur of Kan-chou. The khan Yeh-la-li
3N surrendered but revolted again soon after.® In 1026 A.D.
Hsiao Hui B was sent to conquer them. Hsi-hsia also sent
troops to help the Kitan. This expedition, however, ended in
failure.®** In 1028 A. D. the Uyghur of Kan-chou were finally con-
quered by Hsi-hsia.’” At that time relations between Liao and
Hsi-hsia. were very smooth. In 1029 A.D. the king of Hsi-hsia

» Cf. E. Brerscanelner, Medieval Researches 1.214. For the date cf. Liana

Yiian-tung ZREE, Hsilice shih FHIEH 85

3 Hei-liag shih 89. # Fan-i 4, 8b-9a.
3L Ct. BaeracANEIDER 1.16, 24, 65. *S Ligo-shih 14. 8a, 93, 5b.
82 Fina-shih 0. ¢ Ligo-shih 93.1h.

¥ Fan-i 4.6a-b. Also of. Sung-shih 490.12b. *7 Bung-shih 485.12a.
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asked that a Liao princess be married to his son and the request
was granted. It seemed that during the period 1023 to 1027 A. D.
relations between Liao and the Uyghur of Kan-chou were so bad
that one could hardly expect Shéng-tsung to permit the marriage
of a princess to the Uyghur Khan, or Uyghur to allow the Kitan
envay to pass through their territory. If the Uyghur of Kan-chou
had been allied with Liao by matrimony in the year 1027 A. D,,
as the letter says, and Hsi-hsia conquered them in 1028 A. D, it
would he still more difficult to explain why Shéng-tsung granted
the prinecess to Hsi-hsia so willingly. It is on these grounds that I
think Ilig Khan is the khan of the Uyghur of Khocho, not of
Kan-chou.

In section 26 Marvazi records that in Khan-fi at sunset the
drum is beaten as a signal for the Chinese and foreign merchants
to retire to their own quarters. According to the T ang hui-yao
HEE % in cities the drum is beaten two hundred times at noon-
time for the people to gather in the market. Before sunset the
gong is struck three hundred times and the people then leave the
market. Marvazi’s account seems to be a somewhat modified form
of this custom. The tithe levied on merchandise is recorded in this
section and it agrees with the statement in the Sung hui-yao kao*®
In section 27 Marvazi again says that “ Their custom is to levy
from the merchants wha come to this city three-tenths of whatever
they have with them.” This agrees roughly with P'ing-chou k'o-
t'an FEHIF F% which says that ten percent of the fine merchandise
and thirty percent of coarse merchandise are to be submitted to
the government.*® It seems that the rates of duty varied in accord-
ance with different periods and ports. Marvazi gives a list of goods
imported to China, among which dried fruits such as dates and
raisins are given. The dates from the West, particularly Basra,
are recorded in Chinese books.** In section 27 Marvazi tells about
the system of storage of goods for six months by the Chinese
government before they are allowed to be sold. This custom is
also deseribed by Sulayman but so far it has not been found in

2% g6, 18a (Chiang-su shu-chii ed.).

% Chih-kuan B'E 44. 1b.

a9 la (Bhou-shan-ko ts'umg-shu ed.).

 Ling-piaa lid ﬁﬁﬁﬁ 2. 4b (Jung-yiian tsung-shu ed.), Chau Ju-Kua 137-8.



29 CHOU YI-LIANG

any Chinese record, The eunuch clerk is mentioned in this section.
It is true that during the T ang and Sung dynasties eunuchs were
sent by the emperor to take charge of and supervise the foreign
trade in the south.*” Marvazi also says that the Chinese “ pur-
chase all with maney.” This seems to be supported by the informa-
tion that the Persian and Arabic merchants treasured Chinese
coing and that their goods could only be bought by money.*

In section 28 Marvazi says: “ If a Muslim. dies in their country
and has no heirs, his property is taken and placed in the king’s
treasury, . . . And they wait three years and three months and
three days and, if his successor comes hefore the expiration of the
term, the property is handed over to him.” We know that before
the year 817 A.D. the time limit for claiming the property of a
dead merchant was only three months. After that year it was
changed to an indefinite period.** It is not known at what time this
custom recorded by Marvazi was in practice. Marvazi says in this
section that the Chinese women outdo men in crafts and commerce.
Presumably he refers to the women in Kuang-chou. It seems to
agree with a statement in P'ing-chou k‘o-t'an that in Kuang-chou
women are stronger than men.*® In section 81 Marvazi says that
when the rain was scarce the king would send his men “to the
idol-temples to seize the shamans, to imprison. them, to put them
in irons and to threaten them with death if it does not rain, and
keep using them roughly till it does rain.” In ancient China it was
a custom to hurn a witch or expose her to the sun to bring on rain.**
There is also a story in Chii-t'an lu BI#%k that during the period
between 841 and 846 A. ). a magistrate beat a witch and threw
her into water, thus rain was caused.*” Newvertheless it is not known
whether this was an usual practice during the T‘ang and Sung
dynasties.

In section 32 Marvazl says that in the capital when the sun is

12 Furrrs, Tayohachi B B/, Tazai késhishi no kenkyil, nankai hen R
B OO B, 289-01, 945-7.

4 Sung huiygo kao, hsing-fa 2. 144b.

s Ohfang-li hsien-shéng chi By EE4E2E 33.4b (SPTK ed).

‘B9 4h,

# I Lecce, The Chlun-ts'ew part 1.180, S. Covwaevr, Li Ki 1.261.

4°1.19a (Hsiich-chin t'eo-gian ed.).
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about to set the drums in the palace are beaten. Then everyone
hurries to his house. The government agents disperse themselves
in the town wards and on the highways. Anyone out of his house
will be beheaded. This account is partly supported by Chinese
sources. In the T‘ang dynasty, at daybreak the drums are beaten
in the palace and then along the streets so that the whole city can
hear. After the drums are beaten four hundred times the gates of
the city are opened. Before sunset they also start to beat the
drums in the palace and then along the streets. After beating the
drums four hundred times the city gates are closed. After the
closing the drums are again beaten, now for six hundred times.
Then the gates of the enclosed wards are closed. No one is allowed
to go out of the enclosed wards before the next morning when the
drums are beaten again. Itis permitted to walk within the enclosed
wards. Those who violate the law of going out of the enclosed
wards at night, unless with good reason, are punished with twenty
strokes.*®* WMarvazi does not seem to know that one can walk
within the enclosed wards; perhaps he did not hear of that. The
light punishment of twenty strokes is also erroneously reported to
him as eapital punishment. The system of enclosed wards was still
kept in the first quarter of the eleventh century but after that it
gradually disappeared, due to the development of great cities.*
The custom of beating the drums was abandoned in the period of
Hsi-ning (1068-77 A.D.) * The Sung hsing-t'ung RIVEE , follow-
ing the T‘ang code closely, also has the item of violating the law
by going out of the enclosed ward, yet judging from the abandon-
ment of the enclosed ward system and the prosperity of various
shops at night,™* the law in the Hsing-t'ung must have existed in
name only, never being put into practice. In section 37 Marvazi
says that a criminal is not killed before he has signed a document
saying that he has indeed committed that erime. This agrees with
the law code of both the T ang and Sung dynasties.*

“ Taryg shii B 5B 360, Tangli sui FETEHEEE 26.13%a (SPTK ed).
* Kywabare® 103-110.

" Ibid. 114-5.

5 Tung-ching méng-hua I 2. 3b-4b, Ga, 7a, 8a.

52 Mang-lti su-i 29.10b, Sung hsing-t'ung 29.12b.





