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Chapter6

Confucius’s Sayings Entombed: On Two Han 
Dynasty Bamboo Lunyu Manuscripts

Paul van Els

AsoneofthefoundationaltextsofChineseculture,theAnalects (Lunyu 論語)
wascopiedthroughoutthecenturiesandinallcornersoftheChineseempire,
fromthecapitalcitytotheveryedgesoftheSinosphere.Thetextwasinkedon
bamboo,silk,paper,andwoodanddurablyengravedinstone.Someage-old
manuscriptshavemadeittomoderntimes.Untilthefinalquarterofthetwen-
tiethcentury,theearliestextantversionoftheAnalects wasoneofthe“Stone
ClassicsoftheXipingera”(Xipingshijing熹平石經).ThesecanonicalConfu-
ciantextswereengravedinstoneinLuoyang,theseatofgovernmentduring
theEasternHandynasty,aroundtheyear175CE.Severaldecadesago,however,
archaeologists discovered two handwritten copies of the Analects in tombs
thathadbeenclosedaround50BCE.Wellovertwocenturiesolderthanthe
stonecarvings,thesehandwritingsonstripsofbamboonowrankastheearli-
estAnalects everfound.1

ThetwobamboomanuscriptshavecometobeknownastheDingzhouAna-
lects 定州論語 and P’yŏngyang Analects 平壤論語, after the respective loca-
tionsofthetombsinwhichtheywerefound.Althoughuneartheddecadesago,
newsabouttheirspectaculardiscoverieshasonlygraduallytrickledoutinto

1 In2011,whenIwrotethepresentessay,archaeologistsinChinastartedexcavatingatomb
complexnearNanchang南昌inJiangxiProvince江西省.Thepersonburiedinthemain
tombissaidtohavebeenLiuHe劉賀,theMarquisofHaihun海昏侯,whodiedin59BCE.
ThearchaeologicalexcavationsyieldednumerousgravegoodsrelatedtoConfucius,including
alacquerscreencontainingtheearliestknownportraitofthemasterandbamboostripson
whichreportedlythechapter“Zhidao” 知道(KnowingtheWay)wasinked.Asthischapter
doesnotexistinthereceivedAnalects,scholarsspeculatethattheHaihunbamboostripsmay
bepartofaQi齊versionoftheAnalects(formoreonthis,seebelow).Thisremainsspecula-
tive,though,giventheabsenceofacademicpublicationsontheHaihunbamboostripsto
date.Forthesamereason,theHaihunbamboostripsarenotincludedinthepresentdiscus-
sionofHandynastyAnalectsmanuscripts,eventhoughthedateoftheMarquisofHaihun’s
tombroughlycorrespondstothedatesofthetwotombsunderdiscussioninthepresent
essay.
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theacademicworld.Asaresult,studiesoftheexcavatedmanuscriptsarefew
andfarbetween.2

Thepresentessayisintendedasagatewaytobothtwo-thousand-year-old
manuscripts.Thefirsttwosectionsdiscussthearchaeologicalcontextofthe
discoveriesandanalyzethemanuscriptsthemselves,includingcharacteristic
featuresofthebamboostripsandthetextsinkedthereonandnotablediffer-
encesbetweentheseandotherAnalects versions.Inthesesections,Ialsocriti-
cally evaluate present-day Analects studies and offer alternative hypotheses
wherethere isroomfordebate.Thethirdandfinalsectionof theessaydis-
cusseswhatIconsiderthemostfascinating(andmostcomplex)issueregard-
ingthemanuscripts:theirprovenance.Inthatsection,Iexaminewhen,where,
andwhytheAnalects wascopiedontothebamboostrips.Theultimategoalis
topresentanuancedunderstandingofthetwobamboomanuscriptsthatcon-
veysthefascinatinginsightstheyofferwhilealsoexploringthelimitationsof
whatthesemanuscriptscanactuallytellus.

 The Dingzhou Analects

ThissectiondiscussestheDingzhouAnalectsfromitsentombmenttoitsdis-
coveryinmoderntimes,itsanalysisbyarchaeologistsandpaleographers,and
finallyitsassessmentbyotherscholarsinthefield.

 Tomb and Excavation
In theWestern Han dynasty (202 BCE–9 CE), the area south of present-day
Beijing北京wasknownasZhongshan中山.Intheyear55BCE,therulerof

2 TheDingzhouAnalects wasdiscoveredin1973,butitstranscriptionwasnotpublisheduntil
1997.Sincethen,thebamboomanuscripthasbeenmentionedinadozenorsopublications.
AmesandRosemont(1998:271–277)intheirAnalects translationdevoteanappendixtothe
manuscript;Csikszentmihalyi(2002:146–147)discussesitinhisbookchapteronConfucius
andtheAnalects intheHandynasty;andMakeham(2003:367–368)offersabriefdescription
inhisessayonthedevelopmentoftheearlycommentarialtraditionontheAnalects.Other
scholarsmentiontheDingzhouAnalects inpassing,whiletranslatorsnotedifferencesbe-
tweenthebamboomanuscriptandthereceivedtextintheirtranslations.Specializedstudies
focusingentirelyontheDingzhouAnalects haveappearedonlyinChinese.Fordetails,see
thebibliographyattheendofthischapter,orseeTang2007forahelpfuloverviewofChinese
post–DingzhouAnalects research.TheP’yŏngyangAnalects wasdiscoveredin1992.Sinceac-
cesstothemanuscriptwas(andstillremains)highlyrestricted,noacademicstudyonitwas
publisheduntil2009.TheonlyrelevantpublicationstodatearebyKimKyŏng-ho,Shan
Chengbin,andYiSŏng-shietal.(seethebibliography).
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Zhongshan,LiuXiu劉脩,passedaway.3PosthumouslyknownasKingHuaiof
Zhongshan中山懷王,LiuXiuwasburiednearLunu盧奴,thecapitalcityof
Zhongshan,inawoodentombunderalargeburialmoundsurroundedbyan
earthenwall.Clothedinaprecioussuitmadeofjadetesseraesewntogether
withgoldthread,hewaslaidtorestinanestedcoffinandaccompaniedbya
wealthoffuneraryobjects(includingjade,gold,bronze,andlacquerware)and
anumberoftextswrittenonstripsofbamboo.4Whilehistombhadbeenfitted
witheveryconceivableposthumouscomfort,theking’safterlifewasfarfrom
peaceful.Notlongafterhisburial,robbersenteredthewooden-tombconstruc-
tion.Yetbeforetheycouldplundermanyofthevaluableobjectswithin,they
inadvertentlysparkeda firewith their torches, setting theplaceablaze,and
werethusforcedtomakeaquickescape.5Whiletheflamessavednumerous
objectsfromthebandits’hands,anunknownnumberofartifactsandmanu-
scripts went up in smoke, and many of those remaining were scorched and
scattered(fig.6.1).Afterthefire,nooneisknowntohaveenteredthetombfor
anothertwomillennia,until1973.

In 1973 a team of Chinese archaeologists excavated the tomb, located in
whatisnowthevillageofBajiaolang八角廊nearDingzhou(acitybuiltonthe
soil that once was Lunu) in Hebei Province. Eight months of work were re-
quiredtocompletetheexcavation.Theexcavatedmaterialsweresenttothe
NationalCulturalRelicsBureau國家文物局inBeijing,wherespecialistsana-
lyzedthebamboostrips,whichhadbeenseverelydamagedbythetombfire.6
WiththehelpoftherenownedpaleographerandhistorianLiXueqin李學勤
andotherscholars,theyassignedconsecutivenumberstothebamboostrips
andtranscribedlegiblegraphsontonotecards,onestrippercard.Sadly,in1976
thedevastatingTangshan唐山earthquaketoppledthestorageboxesinwhich
theancientmanuscriptswerecontained,causingfurtherdamagetothestrips.
The tombfire, theearthquake,andspectacularmanuscriptdiscoverieselse-
where(Mawangdui馬王堆,Zhangjiashan張家山,Guodian郭店,togiveafew
examples) delayed further analysis of the excavated objects. In 1981 the re-
searchteampublishedabriefexcavationreportandashort introductionto

3 VanEls(2009:916–919)reflectsontheexactyearoftheking’sdeathandonthelikelihoodof
LiuXiubeingthepersonburiedintheDingzhoutomb.

4 Hebeishengbowuguanetal.1976andHebeishengwenwuyanjiusuo1981providedetailed
informationaboutthejadesuitandtheexcavatedgravegoods.

5 Hebeishengbowuguanetal.1976:57.
6 Hebeishengwenwuyanjiusuo1995:38–39isadetailedreportoftheanalysisofthebamboo

strips.
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thebamboostrips.7Thisiswhentheworldfirstlearnedthateightdistincttexts
hadbeenfoundintheking’stomb:
• Rujia zhe yan 儒家者言(Sayings of the Scholars)
• Wenzi 文子

• Lunyu 論語

• Taigong liu tao太公六韜(The Grand Duke’s Six Secret Teachings)
• Ai gong wen wuyi哀公問五義(Duke Ai Inquires about the Five Ways of Righ-

teousness)
• Baohu zhuan保傅傳(Biography of the Grand Tutor)
• rishu,zhanbu 日書占卜(hemerologicalanddivinatorytexts)
• Liu’an wang chao wufeng ernian zhengyue qiju ji 六安王朝五鳳二年正月起

居記 (Record of the King of Lu’an’s Visit to the Imperial Court in the First 
Month of the Second Year of the Five Phoenixes Reign)

7 Guojiawenwujuetal.1981a.

Figure6.1
Bamboofragmentfromthe
Dingzhoutomb(photographby
theauthor)
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Inalaterpublicationtheresearchteammentionedenpassant thatonemore
text, a memorial by the prominent Han dynasty statesman Xiao Wangzhi
蕭望之(ca.114–46BCE),hadalsobeendiscoveredinthesametomb.8Todate,
fourofthetextshavebeenpublishedintranscription:Sayings of the Scholars 
(1981),Wenzi (1995),Analects (1997),andThe Grand Duke’s Six Secret Teachings 
(2001).The long intervalsbetweenthesepublicationsandtheapparentdor-
mancyoftheprojectsince2001havedonelittletoenhanceacademicaware-
nessofthetombanditsdiscovery.Thisisregrettable,becausethetombyielded
impressive objects and texts aside from the oldest handwritten copy of the
Analects ever found, and their function and significance will not be fully
understoodwithoutanin-depthstudyofallthetomb’scontents.9

 Tracings and Transcriptions
Asmentioned,theDingzhouAnalects wasdiscoveredin1973,butadescription
ofthemanuscriptwasnotpublisheduntileightyearslater,intheAugust1981
issueof theChineseacademic journalWenwu 文物.10Anothersixteenyears
later,atranscriptionofselectbamboostripswaspublishedintheMay1997is-
sue of Wenwu, accompanied by tracings, notes on the transcription, and an
explanatory essay by the research team responsible for arranging the Ding-
zhoubamboostrips,writtenbyteamleaderLiuLaicheng劉來成.11Thesame
yearalsowitnessedthepublicationofthefulltranscriptionoftheDingzhou
Analectsasaseparatemonograph.12

Comparedwithothermanuscripts,publishedinsumptuousbooksreplete
withmagnificentpictures,suchasthoseunearthedinGuodianorthosepur-
chased by the Shanghai Museum, the publication of the Dingzhou Analects 
(andothermanuscriptsfromthesametomb)leavesmuchtobedesired.The
fewtracingsareaccompaniedneitherbyphotographsnorbyexplanationsas
towhythesefewbamboofragmentswereselectedfortracing.Withoutphoto-
graphs or a complete set of accurate tracings, those who wish to study the
bambooAnalects mustrelysolelyonitstranscription.Sadly,thetranscription
isnotflawless.

Becauseofthefirethatonceragedinthetomb,thesurvivingbamboofrag-
mentswerefoundindisorder.Sinceitisimpossibletoknowtheiroriginalor-

8 Hebeishengwenwuyanjiusuo1997b:61.
9 VanEls2009providesmoreinformationabouttheDingzhoutombanditsunfortunate

fate.
10 Guojiawenwujuetal.1981a.
11 Hebeishengwenwuyanjiusuo1997b.
12 Hebeishengwenwuyanjiusuo1997a.
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der,thetranscriptionpresentsthemintheorderofcorrespondingpassagesin
thereceivedtext,whichdoesnotnecessarilyreflecttheoriginalorder.

OwingtotheTangshanearthquake,numerousbamboofragmentswerede-
stroyedordamagedtothepointthatthegraphsonthemarenolongerlegible.
Thegraphsfromthesefragmentssurviveonlyastranscriptionsoncardsmade
prior to thenaturaldisaster.Because thesegraphscanno longerbeverified
against the original manuscript, they appear within square brackets in the
publishedtranscription.

Thetranscriptionwaspublishedinmodernregularscript(kaishu楷書)in
simplifiedcharacters.This isamethodological flaw.AsWilliamG.Boltzhas
written, manuscripts “should be transcribed so as to reveal as precisely and
unambiguouslyaspossibletheexact formofwhat iswritten,without intro-
ducinganyinterpolations,alterations,orotherextraneousmaterialbasedon
assumptions, biases, or subjective decisions of the scholar-transcriber or of
anyoneelse.Inanutshell,thismeansthatthetranscriptionshouldreflectex-
actlywhatiswrittenandnothingmore.”13Boltz’sargumentalsoapplieshere:
thechangetoregularscriptisanalterationofthemanuscript,andevenmore
soisthechangetosimplifiedcharacters.Thisviolatestheprincipleofstruc-
tural consistency, which, Boltz explains, entails that the transcription of a
graph“shouldnotdeviatefromtheactualstructuralformofthegraphinthe
manuscript.”14

To facilitate reading, the transcriptionalsocontainsmodern punctuation
marks.While helpful, this “extraneous material” (Boltz’s terminology) is un-
called for in a methodologically correct transcription because it forces an
interpretation of the text that may limit the possibilities offered by the un-
punctuatedtranscription.Thereadershouldhavetheopportunitytoseeex-
actly what the ancient scribe wrote, not what the modern editor thinks the
scribeintendedtowrite.15

ThesearejustafewissueswiththetranscriptionofthebambooAnalects.
Otherissuesareoutlinedinafour-pagearticlebySunQinshan.16Iemphati-
callynotethatthepurposeofpointingouttheseproblematicaspectsofthe
transcriptionisnottocriticizeChinesecolleagueswhofacedtheunenviable
taskofmakingsenseoftheunpromisingheapofcharredpiecesofbamboo
(seefig.6.1),andwhoseprofessionalfacilitiesmaynothavemetinternational
standards. However, these problems do highlight the need for especially

13 Boltz1999:596.
14 Boltz1999:597.
15 Richter(2003)andXingWen(2005)discussmethodologicalissuesconcerningthetran-

scriptionofexcavatedearlyChinesemanuscripts.
16 Sun2007.
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careful treatmentofancientmanuscripts, includingthepublicationof tran-
scriptions.Moreover,theproblemsemphasizethatthetranscriptionmustbe
used with caution. When using the transcription in research, scholars rely
heavilyonchoicesmadebyeditorsseveraldecadesago,withnoopportunityto
verifytheaccuracyoftheirwork.AnystudyinvolvingtheDingzhouAnalects 
shouldideallycontainadisclaimerstatingthatitsresultsaretentative.

 Chapters, Sections, and Graphs
TheDingzhouAnalects consistsof620bamboostrips,mostofwhicharefrag-
mentswithoneorbothendsbrokenoff.Onlyahandfulofstripsarecomplete.
Whentheywereplacedinthetombtwomillenniaago,thestripswereproba-
bly16.2centimeterslongand0.7centimeterswide,with19–21graphsperstrip.
Threebindingthreadsjoinedthesebamboostripsatthetop,middle,andbot-
tom.Thethreadsdidnotsurvive,buttheirimprintsarestillvisibleontheexca-
vated bamboo fragments. On those fragments, 7,576 graphs have been
discerned,whichamountstojustunderhalfthelengthofthereceivedAna-
lects.Thegraphswerewritteninamature,highlyrectilinearHandynastycler-
icalscript(lishu 隸書),inwhichthegraphsaresquaretowideinshape,with
wavelikeflaringofmajorstrokes,asshownonfigure6.2.Therearenotabledif-
ferencesbetweenthebamboomanuscriptandthereceivedtext in termsof
their(1)chapters,(2)sections,and(3)graphs.

1. Thebamboomanuscriptappearstohavebeenacompleteversionofthe
Analects whenitwasplacedinthetomb,ascorrespondingbamboofragments
havebeenfoundforalltwentychaptersinthereceivedAnalects.However,the
degreeofsurvivaldiffersmarkedlyperchapter,fromasfewas20graphs(about
4percentofthechaptertotal)forchapter1toasmanyas694graphs(about77
percent)forchapter15.Ithinkthedifferentdegreesofsurvivalarecoinciden-
talandnotduetoaninherentfeatureofthemanuscript,astheopeningchap-
terwasprobablypositionedattheouteredgeoftherollofbamboostripsand
thereforemostsusceptibletodestructionbythetombfire.

The manuscript does not mention chapter titles or chapter numbers. It
does,however,mentionthenumberofsectionsandgraphswithincoherent
textual units that we would probably call chapters. Ten excavated bamboo
fragmentslistsuchinformation,andChenDongexploredlikelycounterparts
inthereceivedtextforeachofthem(table6.1).Fiveofthesetranscribedbam-
boofragmentsdisplaythetotalnumberofgraphsinthetextualunittowhich
theybelong.Ineachcase,thenumberislowerthanthatofthecorresponding
chapterinthereceivedtext.Thiscouldpotentiallyindicatethatthehandwrit-
tencopyisacondensedversionoftheAnalects.Morelikely,inviewofwhatwe
knowfromothermanuscripts,itshowsthatthegrowthoftheAnalects atthat
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timewasstillinprogress.TheFormerHandynastywasatimeoftextualfluid-
ity,whentextsweresusceptibletochange.17Itseemsthatdespiteoccasional

17 One famouscaseof (relative) textual fluidity in theHandynasty is theLaozi老子,or
Daodejing道德經,inwhichthetext’stwoconstitutivepartsoccurinreverseorderinHan
dynastymanuscriptswhencomparedwiththereceivedtext.Formoreonthis,seeHen-
ricks1990:xvi.

Figure6.2 TracingsoftheDingzhouAnalects (Hebeishengwenwuyanjiusuo
1997b:50)
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Table6.1 Possiblematchingchaptersinbamboomanuscriptandreceivedtexta

Strip Manuscript text and translation Received text

0612 •凡二章[凡三百廿二字]
•Inall,2sections.Atotalof322graphs.

Chapter20堯曰

3sections,341graphsb

0613 •凡卅七章……
•Inall,37sections……

Chapter7述而

37sections

0614 ……[章]……五百七十五字
……sections……575graphs.

Chapter2為政

581graphs

0615 凡[卅六]章•凡九百九十字
Inall,36sections.•Atotalof990graphs.

Chapter17陽貨

26sections,1,020graphs

0616 •凡卅章•凡七百九十字
•Inall,30sections.•Atotalof790graphs.

Chapter9子罕

30sections,812graphs

0617 •凡[卌]四章……
•Inall,44sections……

Chapter14憲問

44sections

0618 [•凡卌七章][□□百八十一字]
•Inall,47sections.{XX}81graphs.

Chapter15衛靈公

49sections,900graphs

0619 •凡十三章……
•Inall,13sections……

Chapter16季氏

14sections

0620 [凡十]三章•……
Inall,13sections.•……

Chapter11先進

23sectionsc

0621 •凡廿八章[•凡八百五十一字]
•Inall,28sections.•Atotalof851graphs.

Chapter5公冶長

28sections,871graphs

a ThistableisbasedonChenDong2003:8.ThetranscribedtextoftheDingzhouAnalects,here
andelsewhereinthischapter,correspondstoHebeishengwenwuyanjiusuo1997a.

b ChenDong(2003:8)explainsthatthenumberofgraphshererefersexclusivelytothefirst
twosectionsofchapter20inthereceivedtext.Thethirdsectionisoftenconsideredspurious.
Seealsobelow.

c ChenDong(2003:8)suspectsthatthebamboostripactuallymentions23sections,which
themoderneditorsofthetranscriptionmistakenlytranscribedas13.

Legend: symbolsusedinthetranscription:
□ Anillegiblegraphonthebamboostrip.Renderedas{X}intheEnglishtranslation.
…… Asequenceofillegiblegraphsonthebamboostrip.
• Ablackdotonthebamboostrip.
[] GraphsonthebamboostripthatweretranscribedontonotecardsbeforetheTangshan

earthquakebuthavebecomeillegibleaftertheforcesofnaturedestroyedthepartofthe
bamboostriponwhichtheywerewritten.Thesegraphsnowexistonlyonthenotecards.
Theaccuracyoftheirtranscriptioncannolongerbeconfirmed.Foraestheticreasons,square
bracketsareomittedintheEnglishtranslation.
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attempts to secure the number of sections and graphs, the Analects slightly
increasedinsizeafterthisparticularmanuscriptwasplacedinthetomb.

2. Specialistsmanagedtodeterminethedivisionofsectionsinthemanu-
scriptbecauseattheendofeachsectiontheancientscribelefttheremainder
ofthebamboostripempty,startingthenextsectiononanewbamboostrip.18
Therearesomedifferencesinthedivisionofsectionsinthemanuscriptand
thereceivedtext.AsinglesectionintheDingzhouAnalects maycorrespondto
twoormoresectionsinthereceivedAnalects.Conversely,onesectioninthe
receivedAnalects mayappearastwosectionsintheDingzhouAnalects.Most
differencesarefairlyinconsequential.Forinstance,chapter10intheAnalects
describeshowConfuciusactedindifferentsituations,suchas“whentherewas
asuddenclapofthunderoraviolentwind,heinvariablyassumedasolemn
attitude” (迅雷風烈必變) or “when climbing into a carriage, he invariably
stoodsquarelyandgraspedthemounting-cord”(升車必正立執綏).19Inthere-
ceivedtext,thesesentencesoccurinconsecutivesections.Inthemanuscript,
thesecondsentenceimmediatelyfollowsthefirst,suggestingthattheybelong
toonesection.

Thereisonenoteworthyvariationinsections.Inthereceivedtext,thecon-
cludingchapteroftheAnalects containsthreesections.Inthebamboomanu-
script,itcontainstwosectionswritteninregular-sizedgraphs,followedbytwo
smalldots,followedbythethirdsection,whichiswrittenintwocolumnsand
inhalf-sizedgraphs.Inotherwords,thethirdsectionissqueezedontothevery
samebamboostripthatcontainsthelastsentenceofthesecondsection.Liu
Laichengsuggeststhatthesmallgraphswereaddedtothemanuscriptafterit
hadalreadybeencompleted.20Hisevidenceisbamboofragment0612,which
mentions“2sections”and“322graphs”(seetable1)andlikelyreferstothecon-
cludingchapter.Thethirdsectionthenmusthavebeenaddedafterthetotal
numberofsectionsinthistextualunithadbeenwrittendown.Itseemsthat
someoneintheolddayswasapparentlyawareofatleastoneotherAnalects 
versionandfelttheneedtotallythedivisionofsectionsandchapterswiththat
otherversion.21Whydidthispersonsqueezetheadditionalsectionontothe
lastbamboostrip?Onepracticalexplanationisthatthismayhavebeencon-
sideredlesscumbersomethanaddingadditionalbamboostripstothemanu-
script.Amorelikelyexplanationisthatthethirdsectionwasalreadyknown
at the time when the text was copied onto the bamboo strips but was not

18 Hebeishengwenwuyanjiusuo1997b:49.
19 TranslationsbyD.C.Lau(1979:105).
20 Hebeishengwenwuyanjiusuo1997b:59.
21 Csikszentmihalyi(2002:147,157)alsomakesthispoint.
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consideredcanonical. In that scenario, itwas includedwith the text for the
sake of completeness, in smaller graphs to mark its inferior status. This is
whereaphotographoranaccuratetranscriptionofthebamboostripwould
comeinhandy,foritcouldpossiblyrevealwhetherthethirdsectionwaswrit-
tenbythesamehandastheothersections.

3. Manygraphsonthebamboostripsarewrittendifferentlyfromthegraphs
inmodernregularscripttowhichtheyaresaidtocorrespond.Thereportof
theDingzhouresearchteammentionsnofewerthansevenhundredvariants,
whichamountsto10percentofthereceivedtext.22Inameticulousanalysisof
thesevariants,MaYumenggroupsthemintovariouscategoriesandshowsthat
themanuscriptcontains,amongothers,graphsthatarenowwrittenwithan
addedsemanticelement(suchas立,nowwrittenwithanadditional亻“man”
elementontheleft:wei 位“place,location”);graphsthatarenowwrittenwith
thesamephoneticelementbutadifferentsemanticelement(suchas功,now
writtenwitha攵“beat,strike”elementontheright:gong 攻“toattack”);and
graphs with a similar pronunciation but no shared structural components
(suchas葆,nowwrittenbao 寶“treasure”).23Mostofthesevariantsarewhat
wehavecometoexpectfromaHandynastymanuscript:loanwords,alterna-
tivewritings,ormereslipsofthebrush.Suchvariantsarefrequentlyfoundin
othermanuscriptsofthatperiod.Theyshowthatthetextwasinkedonbam-
boobeforethegradualprocessofstandardizationofChinesescripthadcome
tocompletion.24Finally,MaYumengalsonotesthatthemanuscriptcontains
mistakes,suchasyue曰,whichshouldhavebeenyou 由“You[nameofadis-
ciple],”andjun君,whichshouldhavebeenju 居“toreside.”25

 Textual Differences
The Analects was transmitted over a period of two thousand years. In the
courseofitstransmission,thetextnaturallyunderwentchanges,whetherby
accidentoronpurpose.TheDingzhoumanuscript,bycontrast,spentallthis
timeunderlayersofsoil,unaffectedbychangesabovetheground.Onemajor
themeinpost-DingzhouAnalects scholarshipisthecomparisonofthebam-
boomanuscriptandthereceivedtext,oftentoclarifycontestedpassagesinthe
latter.

Aprimarydifference,asnotedbyMaYumeng,concernstheuseofgram-
maticalparticles.26Generallyspeaking,themanuscriptismuchlessinclined

22 Hebeishengwenwuyanjiusuo1997b:59–60.
23 Ma2010.Foranequallymeticulousanalysisofthevariants,seeXu2006.
24 Galambos(2006)describesthisprocess.
25 Ma2010:70.
26 Ma2010:73ff.
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tousefunctionwordsthanthereceivedtext.Forexample,thereareoversixty
instanceswheremodalparticles(e.g.,hu 乎,yi 矣),auxiliarywords(e.g.,zhi 之,
zhe 者),andsentenceconnectives(e.g.,ze 則,er 而)areusedinthereceived
textbutnotinthebambooversion.Conversely,themanuscriptversioncon-
tainsover twodozen functionwords,mostly sentence-finalmodalparticles,
thatareabsentinthereceivedtext.Onthebasisofthelatterobservation,Ma
Yumengsuggests that thebamboomanuscripthasa rathercolloquial flavor
andmayhavebeencopied fromoral recitation,asopposedtobeingcopied
fromawrittenversionoftheAnalects.Whiletempting,thisdoesnotharmo-
nizewiththeformerobservationofthemanycaseswherethemanuscripthas
fewermodalparticlesthanthereceivedtext.Moreover,someofthemistakes
inthemanuscriptappeartobevisualratherthanaural.27Thus,itmaybedif-
ficulttodeviseonecoherentexplanationtoaccountforallthedifferencesin
the use of grammatical particles. On the one hand, words without a lexical
meaningcansometimesbeleftoutwithoutchangingthemeaningofthetext;
ontheother,grammaticalparticlescanbeaddedtosentencestoclarifygram-
maticalrelationshipsbetweenwords.Assuch,thevariationintheuseofgram-
matical particles simply means that this manuscript instantiates a unique
readingofthetextjustasotherearlyAnalectsmanuscriptspresumablyinstan-
tiatedotheruniquereadings.

Inadditionto functionwords, thereareothernoteworthydifferencesbe-
tweenthebamboomanuscriptandthereceivedtext.Hereisanamusingex-
amplefromsection7/1inthereceivedAnalects notedbyZhaoJing:28

TheMastersaid,“Itransmitbutdonotinnovate.Itrustinandlovethe
ancient.Onecould,perhaps,comparethistoourOldPeng.”29

子曰：述而不作，信而好古，竊比於我老彭。

NooneknowswhothisOldPengwas.Somecommentatorssuggestthathewas
anintimateofConfucius’sgiventheatypicalgrammaticalconstructionwith
thewordwo 我(I,my,we,our)placedimmediatelybeforeOldPeng’sname,
whichsuggestsfamiliarityandforcesthetranslation“ourOldPeng.”Interest-
ingly,bamboofragment0138hasadifferentwordorder:

27 Compare:曰*gwat vs.由*lu or君*C.qur vs.居*ka.OldChinesereconstructions,marked
byanasterisk,arebyBaxterandSagart(2011).

28 ZhaoJing2005:176.
29 Cf.thetranslationbyD.C.Lau(1979:86).
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butdonotinnovate.Itrustinandlovetheancient.Onecould,perhaps,
comparemetoOldPeng.

[而不作，信而好古，竊比]我於老彭。

ThebamboomanuscriptleavesthequestionofOldPeng’sidentityunresolved,
but thedifferentwordorderopensuppossibilities for someoneoutside the
groupofConfucius’s intimates,anditmakesalotmoresensethan“ourOld
Peng.”

One final textualdifferencebetweenthebamboomanuscriptandthere-
ceivedtextconcernsthedesignations“MasterKong”孔子and“theMaster”子,
bothofwhichintroducestatementsascribedtoConfucius.Scholarshaveused
thesedesignationsforcenturiestodatedifferentportionsofthetext,theun-
derlyingrationalebeingthat“theMaster”displaysgreaterintimacy(andhence
anearlierdate)thanthemoredistant“MasterKong.”However,thevalidityof
thesedesignationsasadatingcriterionisquestionable,asWeingartenpersua-
sivelyshows.30Moreover,asseveralscholarspointout,theusageofthesedes-
ignations inthebamboomanuscriptdiffers fromthat inthereceivedtext.31
Therearetwosectionswherethereceivedtextreads“MasterKong”andthe
manuscript has the shorter “the Master.” Conversely, there are five sections
wherethereceivedtextreads“theMaster”andthemanuscripthasthefuller
“MasterKong.”Interestingly,fourofthesefivesectionsoccurinchapter11of
theAnalects.Itthereforeseemsthatthischapterascribedmorestatementsto
“Master Kong” in the Han dynasty than it does now (see also below). Apart
fromthisconspicuouschapter,theredoesnotappeartobeacleartrendora
strictsystemintheAnalects forusingthesedesignations.Theyobviouslydiffer
indifferentversionsofthetextandcannotbemeaningfullyusedasadating
criterion.Thus,othercriteriamustbeused indating the Analects, as I shall
explainbelow.

 The P’yŏngyang Analects

TheP’yŏngyangAnalects,alsoknownasLelangAnalects 樂浪論語,isabam-
boomanuscriptunearthedintheearly1990s.Quiteastonishingly,itsdiscovery
is still shrouded in mystery. No official report of the discovery has been re-
leased, nor have official tracings or transcriptions of the manuscript been

30 Weingarten2009:37–48.
31 Yang2003;Liang2005;Weingarten2009.
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published.Allwehaveareafewphotographs,withpartlyoverlappingcontent,
whichweremadepublicthroughtherelentlesseffortsofasmallnumberof
scholars.This section discusses the P’yŏngyang Analects on the basis of the
informationthathasbeenmadeavailable.

 Tomb and Discovery
About a decade after the Dingzhou tomb was closed, a high official passed
awayinLelangCommandery樂浪郡,anadministrativeunitinthefarnorth-
easterncorneroftheHanempire.Theofficialwasburiedwithanumberof
texts,includingacopyoftheAnalects writtenonbamboostripsandahouse-
holdregister(hukou bu 戶口簿)inkedonwoodentablets.Theregisterlistsin-
creases and decreases in the number of households and inhabitants of the
prefecturesthatconstitutedLelangCommandery.32Thetextstatesthatitwas
drawnupinthefourthyearoftheChuyuan初元period,or45BCE.Inalllikeli-
hoodthiswasdoneundertheauspicesofthehighofficial,whopresumably
diednotlongafterthepopulationcensuswascompleted.33

Twothousandyears later, the locationoftheofficial’sposthumousabode
has become known as the Chŏngbaek-tong貞柏洞 neighborhood, which is
part of the Nakrang-kuyŏk 樂浪區域 district in P’yŏngyang, the capital of
NorthKorea.Intheearly1990s,mostprobablyin1992,thetombwasexcavated
byNorthKoreanarchaeologists,whotodaypreserveitscontentsattheNorth
KoreanAcademyofSocialScience.Theexcavatedtextsprobablywouldhave
remainedunknowntotherestoftheworldifnotfortheeffortsofJapanese
andSouthKoreanscholars.Fromthe1990stotheearly2000s,teamsofJapa-
nesescholarsrepeatedlyvisitedNorthKoreatogathermaterialfortheirstudy
oftheancientKoguryŏ高句麗culture.Theteamsincludedtherenownedar-
chaeologist Egami Namio 江上波夫, the equally famous painter Hirayama
Ikuo平山郁夫,andtheactingdirectoroftheKoguryŏSociety高句麗会, Itō
Toshimitsu伊藤利光.Duringoneoftheirvisits,theyparticipatedinthecele-
brationsforKimIl-sŏng’s金日成birthdayandwereevengrantedanaudience
withtheNorthKoreanleader.In2003,perhapsinpartduetotheiracquain-
tancewithKimIl-sŏng,theyreceivedalargebatchofphotographsdepicting
excavationsofancienttombsinNorthKorea,including152colorphotosand
3,400black-and-whitephotos.ItōToshimitsu,astheheadoftheKoguryŏSoci-
ety,preservedthephotographs.Hekeptthecolorphotos,gavetwoalbumsof
black-and-white photos to Tsuruma Kazuyuki鶴間和幸, professor at Gaku-
shūin University 学習院大学, and donated the remaining black-and-white

32 Kim2011:61–63.
33 Yi,Yun,andKim2011:163.
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photostoanunspecifiedresearchinstituteinŌsaka大阪.Oneoftheblack-
and-whitephotosshowsbamboostripsonwhichpartsoftheAnalects arewrit-
ten.In2003YiSŏng-shi李成市ofWasedaUniversity早稲田大学 learnedof
theP’yŏngyangAnalects after itsdiscoveryhadbeenmentionedataconfer-
ence. He applied for permission to visit North Korea, which he received in
2005.Regrettably,thepersonresponsiblefortheAnalects manuscriptwasnot
inP’yŏngyangat thetime,soYiSŏng-shireturnedfromNorthKoreahaving
beenunabletoviewit.Afterathree-yearlull,hehappenedtovisitTsuruma
Kazuyuki,whoshowedhimaphotooftheAnalects bamboostrips.Together
withYunYong-gu尹龍九andKimKyŏng-ho金慶浩,YiSŏng-shithensetout
tostudytheP’yŏngyangAnalects basedonthephotohesawinTsurumaKa-
zuyuki’soffice.Intheprocess,thethreescholarsdiscoveredthatasimilarpho-
tohadalreadybeenpublishedasearlyasin2001intheBulletin of the Koguryŏ 
Society 高句麗会会報(issue63),sotheyusedbothimagesfortheiranalysis.In
2009theNorthKoreanAcademyofSocialSciencegaveYiSŏng-shi,YunYong-
gu,andKimKyŏng-hopermissiontoshowTsurumaKazuyuki’sphototothe
wideracademicworld.Hence,thankstothecombinedeffortsofNorthKorean,
SouthKorean,andJapanesescholarsand institutions, theworldnowfinally
hasachancetolearnabouttheP’yŏngyangAnalects.

Giventhisremarkablebackground,researchontheP’yŏngyangAnalects is
stillinitsinfancy.YiSŏng-shi,YunYong-gu,andKimKyŏng-hocoauthoredan
article in Korean, published in 2009, in which Yi Sŏng-shi details how they
came to study the photographs of the manuscript, Kim Kyŏng-ho describes
typical features of the manuscript and provides an annotated transcription,
andYunYong-gudiscussesthehistoricalvalueoftheAnalects manuscript.34
TheirarticlehassincebeenupdatedandtranslatedintoJapanese(2010),and
again updated and translated into Chinese (2011).35 Kim Kyŏng-ho also dis-
cussesthemanuscriptinhisEnglisharticleonthespreadofConfucianismand
Chinese script, which was published in 2011.36 One year later, in 2012, Kim
Kyŏng-hoandYiYŏng-hopublishedacomprehensivecollectionofpapersun-
der thecatchytitleChiha ŭi Nonŏ, chisang ŭi Non 지하의논어,지상의논어
(Analects Underground, Analects on Paper), which contains a number of
papersontheP’yŏngyangAnalects.37InadditiontothesemostlyKoreanpub-
lications, the Chinese scholar Shan Chengbin, who has also worked on the
DingzhouAnalects,hasanunpublishedconferencepaperontheP’yŏngyang

34 Yi,Yun,andKim2009.
35 Yi,Yun,andKim2010,2011.
36 Kim2011.
37 KimandYi2012.
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Analects.38Giventhatnoofficialreportortranscriptionhasbeenpublishedby
the North Korean Academy of Social Science, the writings of scholars men-
tionedinthisparagrapharecurrentlytheonlysourcesofinformationregard-
ingtheP’yŏngyangAnalects.Particularsaboutthebamboomanuscriptinthe
presentessayaredrawnfromtheirwork,towhichIamdeeplyindebted.

 Features of the Manuscript
The photograph from Tsuruma Kazuyuki’s collection (fig. 6.3) shows thirty-
ninebamboostrips.Ofthese,thirty-onestripscorrespondtochapter11inthe
receivedAnalects, andeightstripstochapter12.

ThephotothatwaspublishedintheBulletin of the Koguryŏ Society (fig.6.4)
showsthesamebamboostripsastheTsurumaKazuyukiphoto,plusanaddi-
tionalbunchofstripsontheright,fourteenofwhicharelegible.

Thetwophotosshowthatthreebindingthreadsoriginallyjoinedthebam-
boostripsatthetop,middle,andbottom.Thethreadsdidnotsurvive,butthey
didcreatediscolorationacrossthewidthofthestripsandindentationsofun-
evensizeat theright-handsideofeachstrip. If themanuscriptwascreated
specificallyfortheburial,KimKyŏng-horeasons,onewouldexpectindenta-
tionsoffairlysimilarshape.39Theirunequalshapesmaysuggestthattheman-
uscriptwasrepeatedlyrolledandunrolled forreading,allowingthebinding
threadstocutdeeperintosomestripsthanothers.IfKimKyŏng-ho’shypoth-
esisholds,thiscouldpotentiallymaketheP’yŏngyangmanuscripttheearliest
Analects copy,dependingonhowlongithadbeeninusepriortoitsentomb-
ment.

Thegraphsareneatlywrittenbetweenthebindingthreads.Onewayofex-
plainingthis,asKimKyŏng-hodoes,isthatthebamboostripswerejoinedinto
abundlebeforethetextwascopiedonthem.40Anotherpossibility, Iwould
add,isthatthescribemarkedthepositionofthebindingthreadsbeforecopy-
ingthetextontothebamboostripsandbundledthestripsonlyafterthetext
was fully copied on them. At present, our knowledge of the process of text
copying in early China is insufficient to make conclusive statements in this
regard. Moreover, for the P’yŏngyang Analects we would require more and
higher-qualityphotographs.

The medial binding thread divides the text on the strips into two halves.
Bamboostripscorrespondingtochapter11oftheAnalects containtengraphs
above the medial thread and ten graphs below, totaling twenty graphs per

38 Shan2011.
39 Yi,Yun,andKim2011:171.
40 Yi,Yun,andKim2011:170.
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strip.Bamboostripscorrespondingtochapter12oftheAnalects containnine
graphsaboveandninegraphsbelow,totalingeighteengraphsperstrip.

EachsectionintheP’yŏngyangAnalects startsonanewbamboostripandis
precededbyablackdottomarkthebeginningofthesection.Similartothe
DingzhouAnalects,whenasectionendsbeforetheendofastripisreached,
theremainderofthebambooisleftuninscribed.

Themanuscriptcontainssomeamusingtextualpeculiaritieswhichclearly
reveal a scribe at work. For instance, some graphs are written small and
squeezedinbetweenothergraphs.KimKyŏng-hoplausiblysuggeststhatthey
wereinitiallyforgottenandinsertedlater,asiscommoninmanuscriptsofthat
period.41 On some bamboo strips the scribe also decreased the spacing be-
tweengraphsoromittedwordssoastofitanentiresectiononastripandavoid
wastinganextrastriponthelastcoupleofgraphsofthesection.Theomitted
wordsweremostlygrammaticalparticles.ThisfeatureisnotedbyKimKyŏng-
ho,whoobserves that somebamboostripscontain fewerparticles than the
equivalenttextinthereceivedAnalects,particularlywhenasectioncoversthe
entirelengthofthestrip.42Thus,itseemsthatthearrangementofthetexton
thewritingmaterialsomewhatinfluencesthecontentofthetext.43

 Differences from the Received Analects
OnenotabletextualdifferencebetweentheP’yŏngyangAnalects andthere-
ceivedtextisthatthemanuscriptfairlyconsistentlyattributesstatementsto
“MasterKong”ratherthanto“theMaster,”particularlyonbamboostripscor-
respondingtochapter11.Take,forinstance,strip27:44

MasterKongsaid,“WhatisYou’szitherdoinginsidemygate?”Hisother
disciplesceasedtotreatZilu[=You]withrespect.MasterKong

孔子曰由之瑟奚爲於丘之門門人不敬子路孔子

In11/15ofthereceivedAnalectswefindthesamepassage,withidenticalword-
ing,butwithquotationsascribedto“theMaster.”Aswesawearlier,theDing-
zhou Analects likewise prefers “Master Kong” on bamboo strips related to
chapter11. Judgingbythetwomanuscripts, then,chapter11containedmore
attributionsto“MasterKong”intheHandynastythanitdoesnow.Theimpli-

41 Yi,Yun,andKim2011:168.
42 Yi,Yun,andKim2011:168.
43 SeeRichter’sessayinthepresentvolume(chap.7)ontheinfluenceofbookformatontext

structure.
44 Yi,Yun,andKim2011:177.
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cationsofthisobservationareunclear,fortherearenoapparentdifferences
between“MasterKong”and“theMaster”attributionswithrespecttotheircon-
tent.

Apartfromtheseconspicuousdifferences,majortrendsarehardtoobserve
whencomparingtheP’yŏngyangAnalects withotherAnalects.Detailedanaly-
sesbyKimKyŏng-hoandShanChengbinshowthattheP’yŏngyangandDing-
zhoumanuscriptssometimesshareatextualvariantthatisnotfoundinother
Analects versions,whileatothertimestheP’yŏngyangmanuscriptresembles
thereceivedtextwheretheDingzhoumanuscripthasa textualvariant,and
thenthereareinstanceswherethetwomanuscriptsandreceivededitionsare
alldifferent.45

 Provenance of the Manuscripts

Oneimportantissueinpresent-dayAnalects scholarshipisthepositionofthe
HandynastybamboomanuscriptsamongthevariousAnalects versions.The
issueisnormallydiscussedinaconceptualframeworkthatdatesbacktothe
Han dynasty. Historiographical sources of that period, such as the Hanshu  
漢書,mentionthreeAnalects versionscirculatingintheWesternHandynasty:
(1)theso-called“LuAnalects”魯論,aversionintwentychaptersfromanexe-
geticaltraditionintheancientstateofLu魯; (2)theso-called“QiAnalects”
齊論,aversionintwenty-twochaptersfromanexegeticaltraditioninthean-
cientstateofQi齊;and(3)theso-called“Ancient-ScriptAnalects”(guwen Lun-
yu 古文論語), or “Ancient Analects” (gu Lun 古論) for short, a version in
twenty-onechaptersthatwasallegedlycopiedintheWarringStateseraand
hiddeninawallofConfucius’sformermansion,whereitwasdiscoveredinthe
WesternHandynasty(orsothestorygoes),bywhichtimeitsscripthadbe-
comeoutdated(hence“ancient”).46Towhichofthesethreeversionsarethe
twoexcavatedmanuscriptsaffiliated?LiuLaichengsuggeststhattheDingzhou
Analects isprobablyacopyoftheLuAnalects.47ShanChengbinconcursand
providesfurthersupportforthisclaim.48LiXueqin,however,notesthemanu-
script’schapterdivisionandconsidersthelikelihoodofaconnectionwiththe
QiAnalects somewhathigher.49SunQinshan,ontheotherhand,suggeststhat

45 Yi,Yun,andKim2011;Shan2011.
46 Makeham(2003:363–377)offersadetaileddescriptionoftheseAnalects.
47 Hebeishengwenwuyanjiusuo1997b:61.
48 Shan2002:124.
49 LiXueqin2001:422.
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itresemblestheAncientAnalects.50Theproblemwiththesehypotheses,asLi
Ruohuiperceptivelypointsout,isthatallmodernAnalects editionsareconfla-
tions.51SincenoonehaseverseenanactualQi,Lu,orAncientAnalects,how
arewetoassociatetheexcavatedmanuscriptswithanyoneoftheselineages?
Accordingly,agrowingnumberofscholarsnowadayssubscribetotheideaof
thebamboomanuscriptsas independentcopiesoftheAnalects thatexisted
alongsidethethreemainlineagesandthatmayhavebeenrelatedinoneway
oranothertooneormoreofthoselineages,althoughtheexactnatureofthe
relationshipcannolongerbeascertained.52Thedifferencesbetweenthetwo
manuscriptsandotherversionsoftheAnalects suggestthatadiscussionofa
HandynastymanuscriptwithintheLu/Qi/AncientAnalects frameworkislike-
lytobeineffectiveandthatexcavatedmaterialsoughttobestudiedintheir
ownright.Togainabetterunderstandingofthetwoexcavatedmanuscripts,
Iproposetostudythemfromtheperspectiveofthreeinterrelatedquestions:
when,where,andwhyweretheAnalects copiedontothebamboostrips?

 When were the Manuscripts Copied?
The inscribedbamboostripswere found in tombsdating fromthemid-first
centuryBCE,buthowoldwerethetwomanuscriptswhentheywereplacedin
theirtombs?LetusstartwiththeDingzhouAnalects.Scholarsnowadaysiden-
tifythe“earlyHandynasty”(Han chu 漢初)asthedateofthemanuscript.53In
fact,thisdateissofirmlyacceptedinpresent-dayAnalects studiesthatonly
one scholar felt the need to support it with evidence. In his study of taboo
charactersintheDingzhouAnalects,ChenDongobservesthatthemanuscript
avoids mentioning the personal name of Liu Bang 劉邦 (r. 202–195 BCE),
founderof theHandynasty.Thereareoveradozeninstanceswherethere-
ceivedtextcontainsthewordbang 邦(state),whichiswrittenasguo 國inthe
bamboo manuscript.54 Chen Dong also notes that the manuscript does not
avoidthepersonalnamesoflateremperors.Thisleadshimtoconcludethat
thetextwascopiedbeforethenamesofthelateremperorsweretabooed—in
otherwords,beforethesemenbecameemperors.Whetherexplicitlysupport-

50 Sun1998:4.
51 LiRuohui2006:20.
52 ThesescholarsincludeChenDong(2003),LiRuohui(2006),TangMinggui(2007),andMa

Yumeng(2010).Inasimilarvein,Makeham(2003:368)suggestsitmaybeahybridtext.
53 ThesescholarsincludeChenDong(2003),TangMinggui(2007),ZhengChunxun(2007),

andMaYumeng(2010).
54 ChenDong2003.Infact,thegraphbang 邦isusedonlyonceonthesurvivingbamboo

fragments.ChenDongexplainsthissingleoccurrenceasamistakebythemoderneditors
ofthetranscription.
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ingChenDong’shypothesisornot,manyscholarsnowmaintainthattheDing-
zhouAnalects datesfromtheverybeginningoftheHandynasty.Whatdoes
thisdateimply?Howpersuasiveistheevidence?

OneimplicationisthatatthebeginningoftheHandynasty,theAnalects
alreadyexistedasatextthatcloselyresemblesitscurrentform.Thevastmajor-
ityofpresent-dayAnalects scholarswillhavenoproblemwiththis.55Theycon-
curthattheAnalectswas,asTangMingguiputsit,“basicallyformedasabook
within100yearsfollowingthedeathofConfucius”(在孔子去世後100年之內已

基本成書)—in other words, long before the founding of the Han dynasty.56
Thescholarlyconsensusisperplexing,asisthisdate.Letuslookatthebasic
facts.Thetwoexcavatedmanuscripts,theearliestrepresentationsoftheAna-
lects wehave,revealthatthetexthadbyandlargeacquireditscurrentform
whenthebamboostripswereplacedintheirrespectivetombs,around50BCE.
TopostulatethattheAnalects hadalreadyacquiredthisformafullthreecen-
turiesearlierisquiteastretch,onethatrequiressolidevidence.57Surprisingly,
claimsthattheAnalects wascreatedwithinahundredyearsafterConfucius’s
deatharescarcelyeversupportedbyevidence,letaloneevidencefromarchae-
ologicalfinds.Itseemstomethatthebamboomayhaveaddedanairofan-
cientness and authenticity to the Analects, which reinforced preconceived
notionsaboutthetext’sdate.Inactualfact,theexcavatedmanuscriptsinno
wayproveorevenremotelyhintatadateclosetothepassingoftheMaster.If,
hypothetically,theAnalects didexistthatearly,thengivenConfucius’srenown
wewouldreasonablyexpecttofindreferencestotheAnalects,ortotheMas-
ter’ssayingscontainedtherein, in textsreliablydatedbetweenthemid-fifth
centuryBCE(whenConfuciuscrossedthegreatdivide)andthemid-firstcen-
turyBCE(whenthetwotombswereclosed).Scholarswhohavescrutinized
thosewritings,suchasMakehamandHunter,astonishinglyconcludethatno
pre–HandynastytextsandfewWesternHandynastytextsmentiontheAna-
lectsandthatstatementsattributedtoConfuciusinpre-HanandWesternHan
textsdiffermarkedlyfromthoseattributedtoConfuciusintheAnalects.They
therefore situate the formation of the Analects well into the Han dynasty,

55 Thereare,asusual,scholarswithalternativeviews,suchasZhaoZhenxin(1961)andZhu
Weizheng(1986).

56 Tang2007:50.InhiscriticaloverviewofvariouscontemporaryChineseperspectiveson
thecompositionanddateoftheAnalects,Makeham’sessayinthepresentvolume(chap.
1)discussesthegradualdevelopmentofaChinesehypothesisaboutalargeproto-Ana-
lects corpus,compiledbyConfucius’sdisciples.

57 Confuciusreportedlydiedin479BCE.IftheAnalectswascreatedwithinacentruryafter
hisdeath,thisbringsusto379BCE,whichisoverthreecenturiesbeforetheclosingofthe
twotombsaround50BCE.
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perhapsevenaslateas140BCE,eventhoughitmayconsistinpartofpre–Han
dynastymaterial.58

AnotherimplicationoftheDingzhouAnalects’supposed“earlyHan”dateis
thatthemanuscriptwastransmittedforacenturyandahalfbetweenitsin-
ception(around200BCEunderLiuBang)anditsinterment(around50BCE).
This scenario, (implicitly) supported by all those who favor the “early Han”
date, leads to many other fascinating questions.Was it common practice in
thosedaystohanddownbamboomanuscriptsoversuchanextensiveperiod?
Whatwouldbetheunderlyingrationale?Didpeoplehaveapenchantforan-
tiques?Didtheytreasuretheirbooksandpassthemontotheiroffspringas
heirlooms?Didpeopleactuallyreadtheseantiquebooks?Woulditnothave
beenmorepracticaltocreatenewcopiesfromtimetotime?Ifthebamboo
manuscriptwasindeedkeptinthefamilyofthekingofZhongshanforallthis
time,whythenwasittakenoutofcirculationbyputtingitinhistomb?And
whydidthemanuscriptnotaccompanyanearlierholderintohisgrave?Such
questionsmaynotbeanswerable,butinmyopiniontheyshouldatleastbe
explicitlyreflecteduponwhenproposinganearlyHandate.

Onepossibility,proposedbyHoYung-chin,isthatthebamboomanuscript
isacopy(ofacopyofacopy)ofanAnalectsversionthatdatesfromthefoun-
dationalyearsoftheHandynasty.Inotherwords,nottheactualbamboostrips
but the text on them was transmitted from the time of Liu Bang.59 While
tempting,thisviewisflawed.IfthearchetypeofthisAnalectslineagewascop-
iedandrecopiedsincetheearlyHandynasty,copyistsfaithfullyobservedthe
tabooonLiuBang’snamebutignoredtaboosintroducedafterhisreign,which
essentiallyinvalidatestabooobservanceasacriterionfordatingtexts.

TheearlyHandynastydateforthebambooAnalectsmanuscriptrestssolely
ononepieceofevidence:tabooobservance.Howpersuasiveisthis?Itisin-
deed clear that the scribe makes a conscious attempt to avoid the tabooed
nameofthedynasty’sfounder,butdoesthatnecessarilymeanthemanuscript,
oritsarchetype,datesfromhisreign?Itisalsoclearthatthemanuscriptdoes
notavoidthepersonalnamesoflateremperors,butdoesthatmeanthemanu-
scriptcouldnothavebeencopiedduringoraftertheirreigns?Whatif,forin-
stance,themanuscriptwascopiedinatimeorplacewheretaboosforemperors
otherthanthedynasty’sfounderwerenotstrictlyobserved?Ofcourse,thisis
merespeculation,butitdoesindicatethatthetabootheorymaynotbewater-
tightandthatprudenceisinorderwhenapplyingthetaboocriterioninthe
dating of texts. In this context, Lundahl aptly notes that taboo practices

58 Makeham1996;seealsoHunter’sessayinthepresentvolume(chap.3).
59 Ho2007:ii.
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“differednotonlybetweendifferentdynasties,butevenbetweendifferentpe-
riodsofasingledynasty.”60Inhisanalysisofnametabooing intheHandy-
nasty,Adameknotes“manyinstancesofnotavoidingtabooininscriptionsand
writings,”whichcanbeexplained,amongotherreasons,“byalaxattitudeto-
wardtabooingatthetime.”61

Inviewofthisambiguityintaboopractices,Iproposetoapproachtheman-
uscript’sdatefromadifferentangle:namely,bylookingatthestructuralform
ofgraphs.ThestructuralformofDingzhouAnalects graphscanbeseenonthe
tracings of bamboo fragments that were published with their transcription.
Admittedly,thequantityandqualityofthetracingsandphotographsmaynot
beoptimal,butletusseewhatthematerialsathandtellus.

First, let us compare the handwriting of the Dingzhou Analects (fig. 6.2)
withthehandwritingofothermanuscriptsdiscoveredinthesametomb(figs.
6.5–6.7).TheDingzhouresearchteampublishedtracingsofthreeothermanu-
scripts:Sayings of the Scholars,Wenzi,andSix Secret Teachings.

60 Lundahl1994:181.
61 Adamek2012:131.

Figure6.5 SelecttracingsofSayings of the Scholars (Hebeishengwenwuyanjiusuo1981:7)
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Thehandwritingonallthesemanuscriptsisremarkablysimilar.Still,afew
differencescanbeobserved.Forinstance,thegraphsoftheSix Secret Teach-
ings appear to be slightly thicker than the graphs of the other manuscripts,
whichcouldbeduetoathickerbrushormorepressureonthebrushinthe
processofcopying.Ifwezoomin,minutedifferencescanbeobservedbetween
individualgraphs.

InthemanuscriptSayings of the Scholars (nos.1and2infig.6.8),theupper-
leftstrokeisadotwithalittlehorizontal“tail”totherightwherethebrushwas
liftedfromthebamboo.IntheAnalects (nos.3and4)andtheWenzi (no.5)
manuscripts,theupper-leftstrokeiswrittendownward.Ifthetracingsareac-
curateandthesmallsampleisrepresentative,thesesubtledifferencesmayre-
veal different hands at work. Apart from minute differences, what is most
strikingaboutthetracingsisthatthehandwritingonalltracingsofDingzhou
strips is remarkably similar—especially when compared with other manu-
scripts.

Figure6.6 SelecttracingsofWenzi (Hebeishengwenwuyanjiusuo1995:28)
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IftheDingzhouAnalects datesfromthebeginningoftheHandynasty,asis
nowcommonlyassumed,onewouldexpectittoresembleothermanuscripts
fromthatperiod.Letushavealookatimagesandtracingsofmanuscriptsthat
wereplacedintombsinthefirstcenturyoftheHandynasty,atMawangdui
馬王堆(tombdate:168BCE),Fuyang阜陽(tombdate:165BCE),Fenghuang-
shan鳳凰山 (tomb date: 156–141 BCE), andYinqueshan銀雀山 (tomb date:
140–118BCE).

Figure6.7 SelecttracingsofSix Secret Teachings (Hebeishengwenwuyanjiusuo2001:79)

Figure6.8 Thegraph之inDingzhoumanuscripts
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There are major differences between manuscripts from these tombs and
manuscripts from the Dingzhou tomb. Note, for instance, how道 dao (the
Way) is written in the various manuscripts (fig. 6.9).62 In manuscripts from
Mawangdui(no.1),Fuyang(no.2),andYinqueshan(no.3),thegraphiswritten
withtwodistinctelements:achuo 辵(go)componentontheleftandashou 首
(head)componentontheright.IntheDingzhoumanuscripts(nos.4and5),by
contrast,the辵componentissimplifiedto辶andoccupiestheleftandbot-
tompartsofthegraph,withthe首componentrestingontopofitsfinalstroke.

Figure6.10providesanotherexample.InmanuscriptsfromMawangdui(no.
1),Fenghuangshan(no.2),andYinqueshan(no.3),thegraphshe 何(what)and
ke 可(possible)arenormallywrittenwithalong,elongatedfinalstrokethat
gradually curves from the upper-right corner to the lower-left corner. In all
Dingzhou manuscripts (nos. 4 and 5), by contrast, the final stroke of these
graphsiswrittenwithasharphooktotheleft.Ofcourse,thismayreflectre-
gionalvariationorscribalpreference,buttheDingzhoumanuscripts’rectilin-
earstyle,whichdemandsthefinalstroketobendtotheleftratherthantothe
bottom,morelikelysignalsadevelopmentovertime,andhencealaterdate.63

62 In figure 9 the graphs from Mawangdui, Fuyang, Fenghuangshan, andYinqueshan are
takenfrom,respectively,ChenSongchangetal.2001;HuandHan1988;JilinDaxue1976;
andPian2001.Dingzhougraphsaretakenfromthetracingsprovidedwiththetranscrip-
tionsofthevariousmanuscripts.

63 Myuseoftheword“style”isbasedonRichter’s(2006)typologyofhandwriting,which
distinguishesthree levels: types,styles,andhands.Style, themiddle level,referstothe

Figure6.9 Thegraph道inHandynastymanuscripts

Figure6.10 Thegraphs何and可inHandynastymanuscripts
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NowletushavealookattheP’yŏngyangAnalects,themanuscriptthatwas
placedinatombin45BCE.Onthosebamboostrips,thegraphs何he (what)
and可ke (possible)arewrittenasshowninfigure6.11.Regrettably,high-reso-
lution photographs have not yet been made available.That said, even these
blurry imagesmakeitclearthat,muchlikewiththeDingzhouhandwriting,
thefinalstrokeendshorizontallytotheleft.

Tobesure,theseselectcomparisonsarenotironcladproof.Theydo,how-
ever,highlighthowsimilartheDingzhouandP’yŏngyangmanuscriptsareto
eachother,andhowdistincttheyarefrommanuscriptsdatingfromthefirst
centuryoftheHandynasty.IfthecalligraphicstyleofthetwoAnalects manu-
scripts is unlike any manuscript from the first century of the Han dynasty,
scholarswhoarguethattheywerecopiedunderLiuBangwouldhavetoac-
countforthisdiscrepancy.Insum,whileevidenceisscarce,Iwouldarguethat,
contrarytotheprevailingsentimentinAnalects studies,thetwobambooman-
uscriptsdatefromthemid-firstcenturyBCE.

 Where were the Manuscripts Copied?
Thetwo Analects manuscriptswerediscovered in tombs located inpresent-
dayDingzhouandP’yŏngyang,butthatdoesnotnecessarilymeanthetexts
werecopiedontothebamboostripsattheselocations.Ifweexaminewhere
themanuscriptscouldhavebeenproduced,thetwomostlikelypossibilities
areatplacesthatwereeithercentral(attheimperialcourtinChang’an)orlo-
cal(attheseatsofpowerinZhongshanandLelang).Thereissomethingtobe
saidinfavorofbothpossibilitiesbutnoneoftheargumentsareparticularly
persuasive.

Infavorofalocalmanuscriptproduction,onecouldpointtothedifferences
between the two Analects, such as the different ways in which they ascribe
quotationsto“MasterKong”or“theMaster,”asdiscussedearlier.Acentralized
reproductionwouldlikelyyieldmorehomogeneousresults,soalocalrepro-

fashioninwhichacertaintypeofscriptisexecuted.InRichter’sunderstanding,astyle
canbetypicalofacertainschoolofscribesorevenofanentireregionorperiod.

Figure6.11 Thegraphs可and何intheP’yŏngyangAnalects
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duction could explain the heterogeneity.That said, the differences between
themanuscriptscouldalsobeexplainedastemporal(copiedindifferentperi-
ods)orevenpersonal(preferencesofdifferentscribes).

Infurtherfavorofalocalmanuscriptproduction,onecouldpointtothefact
that the tombinP’yŏngyangyieldedahouseholdregister inadditionto the
Analects.Thedata for suchadocumentmusthavebeengathered inLelang
Commandery,anditwouldthereforebeoddifthetextwasnotcomposedat
thelocallevel.However,theargumentthatboththeAnalects andthehouse-
holdregisterwereproducedlocallywouldholdonlyiftheirmanuscriptshad
similarphysical features.This isnotthecase, ifonlybecausethehousehold
register was inked on wooden tablets whereas the Analects was written on
bamboo.Thedifferentwritingmaterialscouldreflectdifferentvaluesattached
to these documents, cheaper wood used for practical administrative docu-
mentsandbambooreservedforveneratedcanonicaltexts.Yetitcouldequally
reflectdifferentprovenances,thewoodendocumentproducedlocallyandthe
bamboodocumentsentfromelsewhere,perhapsfromthecapitalcity.

Infavorofacentralmanuscriptproduction,onecouldpointtotwodocu-
mentsfoundintheDingzhoutombthatmusthavecomefromelsewhere.The
firstdocument,Record of the King of Lu’an’s Visit to the Imperial Court,issaidto
tellofthejourneymadebyLiuDing劉定,KingMiuofLu’an六安繆王(r.73–50
BCE),toEmperorXuan’scourt in56BCE.Inthistravelogue,KingMiumen-
tionstheplaceshepassedthroughandthedistancesbetweenthem,andhe
describesthecourtactivitieshewitnessedorparticipatedin.Onecouldimag-
inethatKingMiusentcopiesofthetraveloguetohispeersforthemtoenjoy.
Onecouldalsoimaginethatthedocumentwascopiedinthecapitalcityand
distributedtoallkingsasamodelfortheirdealingswiththeemperor.Regret-
tably,atranscriptionofthedocumenthasnotyetbeenpublished,soitspre-
cise contents are unknown. The second document, also unpublished, is a
memorialwrittenbytheaforementionedXiaoWangzhi,thetutoroftheimpe-
rialcrownprinceandaknowntransmitteroftheAnalects.64XiaoWangzhiwas
aseniorscholarattheimperialcourtwhospentmostofhisadultlifeinthe
capitalcity,andsincehismemorialwasdirectedtotheimperialthrone,the
documentwasinalllikelihooddrawnupinChang’anand,forwhateverreason,
takentoZhongshanasacopy.IfthesetwodocumentsweresenttoZhongshan
fromthecapitalcity,onecouldspeculateastowhetherthesamemighthold
truefortheAnalects.

64 Hebeishengwenwuyanjiusuo1997b:61.SeeLoewe2000:606–608forabiographyofXiao
Wangzhi.
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Giventhelackofmaterialsavailabletous,allwecando,unfortunately,is
speculate.WehaveonlyalimitednumberofmanuscriptsfromtheDingzhou
andP’yŏngyangtombs,andonlytwoofthemareAnalects. Furthermore,what
istrueforonemanuscriptneednotnecessarilybetrueforanother,aswesaw
inthecaseofthehouseholdregisterandtheAnalects ofP’yŏngyang.Evenif
thehandwritingisstrikinglysimilar,asisthecasewiththeDingzhoumanu-
scripts,thatstilldoesnotmeanthatallthemanuscriptshavethesameprove-
nance, for it could simply mean that the various scribes who copied the
manuscriptsweretrainedinthesameplace.65

 Why were the Manuscripts Copied?
InhisarticleonConfuciusandtheAnalects intheHandynasty,Csikszentmih-
alyimentionsrenewedinterestinthecanonicaltextinthe50sand40softhe
first century BCE.66 This vogue, Csikszentmihalyi explains, may have some-
thingtodowiththeshiftthatLoeweobservedfromamodernisttoareformist
ideology,that is, fromanexpansionistandextravagantruletoamoresober,
humane,andinward-lookingstyleofgovernment.67TheAnalects providedthe
moralfoundationforthisnewgovernmentandwasactivelypromotedforthis
purposebyEmperorsXuan漢宣帝(r.74–49BCE)andYuan漢元帝(r.49–33
BCE).

InhisarticleonthespreadofConfucianismandChinesescript,KimKyŏng-
hoformulatesitalittlemorestrongly.Hearguesthatthetwodocumentsdis-
covered in the P’yŏngyang tomb testify to the growing influence of a
Chinese-script-basedbureaucracyandculture.Theonedocument,thehouse-
hold register, uses formulaic expressions (such as “more than the previous
[year]”多前)thatwerealsousedinsimilarinventoriesofhouseholdsandpop-
ulationselsewhere intheHanempire, thusshowingastandardizedbureau-
craticlanguagethroughouttheempire.68Theotherdocument,theAnalects,
resembles the canonical text discovered in the Dingzhou tomb. Since both
tombsarelocatedfarawayfromtheHandynastycapitalcityofChang’an,Kim
Kyŏng-hoarguesthatthetwoAnalects “shouldbeunderstoodinthemilieuof
Chinese rulers’ heightened efforts to spread Confucianism throughout the
empire.”69

It is a well-attested fact, Nylan shows, “that certain emperors, empresses,
andministerswereanxioustopromoteConfucianvalues,”butthatdoesnot

65 IthankKen-ichiTakashima(personalcommunication)forthisobservation.
66 Csikszentmihalyi2002:146.
67 Loewe1986:198.
68 Kim2011:63.
69 Kim2011:67.
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meanConfucianismexistedasawell-defined,uniformstateideology.70Italso
doesnotnecessarilymean,Iwouldadd,thatcopiesoftheAnalects weredis-
tributedfromChang’antobereadasavesselofthatideology.Twotombmanu-
scriptssimplydonotprovideenoughevidenceforthat.Thelimitationsofthe
evidence obtained from the two tombs demand that we be cautious in our
formulations.YetitisprobablysafetosaythatthetwounearthedAnalects cop-
iesbearwitnesstothenewfoundinterestinthecanonicaltextinthemid-first
centuryBCE.Thedocumentsmayhaveinformedthepoliticalviewsoftheoc-
cupants of the tombs and hence played a part in their political lives. Then
again,thedeceasedmayalsohavereadtheAnalects forpersonalmoralself-
cultivation.Theymayhavecherishedthetextforbeingpartoftheeducation
theyhadreceivedintheearlyyearsoftheirlives.OrthetrendyAnalectsmight
havebeenplacedinthetombssimplytoshowthatthetombownerswereau
courant withtheirsocialechelon.

 Conclusion

WearefortunatetohavetwoHandynastyAnalects manuscriptsatourdispos-
al.71TheyofferafascinatingglimpseintothemanuscriptcultureoftheWest-
ernHandynasty,andtheybearwitnesstothepopularityoftheAnalects inthat
period.Whilethemanuscriptsprovidevaluableinsights,thecurrentstateof
themanuscripts,theshortcomingsofofficialpublications,andthelimitations
ofthefieldofearlyChinesemanuscriptsatlargeforceustobecarefulinour
analyses.Consequently,thispresentessayexploresmanydifferentpossibilities
andoffersmorequestionsthanpositiveconclusions.Wecanonlyhopethat
as the study of early Chinese manuscripts advances and more high-quality
publicationsofthetwoAnalects manuscriptsappear(withcolorphotosand
methodologically accurate transcriptions), we can come to more definitive
conclusions. Meanwhile, rather than building shaky hypotheses on scanty
premises,itmaybepreferabletoclearlydelineatetheboundariesofourpres-
entstateofknowledge.Whilethismaybesomewhatdisappointing,itiscon-
sonantwiththeviewsespousedbyConfucius,whoisbelievedtohavesaid,“to
recognizewhatyouknowaswhatyouknow,andrecognizewhatyoudonot
knowaswhatyoudonotknow,thisistrueknowledge”(知之為知之，不知為

不知，是知也).72

70 Nylan1999:22.
71 Asmentionedabove,arecentdiscoverymayhaveyieldedafragmentarythirdbamboo-

stripAnalectsmanuscriptfromthesameperiod(mid-firstcenturyBCE).
72 Analects 2/17.TranslationbasedonSlingerland2003:13.
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