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Introduction

This article concerns nomadized Sogd horsemen active in the east-
ern Eurasian world (i.e., east of the Pamir Mountains) between the 8th
and 10th centuries and the role they played in China’s historical develop-
ment.!) This period between the 8th and 10th centuries marks the latter
half of the Tang Dynasty’s reign, the decentralization of China into Five
Dynasties and Ten Kingdoms and the birth of the Song Dynasty. For his-
torians of China, the period has drawn considerable interest as an era of
tremendous social change marking what is termed the “Tang-Song transi-
tion.” Moreover, when such interest is extended to eastern Eurasia, the
researcher also finds similar changes taking place.

From the time of the “An Lushan Rebellion” of 755-763, the actual
territorial control of the Tang Dynasty only encompassed the Chinese
mainland, with the Eastern Uighur Khanate to the north and the ancient
Tibetan empire of Tufan to the west. Moreover, within the Tang Dynas-
ty’s territory, a militia comprising An Lushan’s rebel army took control of
the Hebei region, forming semi-independent kingdoms known as Hebei
Sanzhen [t =$ (the three garrisons of Hebei).

Then during the 9th century this regional arrangement began to
change, beginning in 840 with the collapse of the Eastern Uighur Khan-
ate followed by the breakup of the Tufan Empire. In their place, the Tur-
kic Shatuo {#F& people began expanding into northern Shanxi I dur-
ing the latter half of the 9th century, and following the fall of the Uighurs,
Khitan made its presence known from the direction of Manchuria.

Entering the 10th century, Yelii Abaoji AT £ became the para-
mount chieftain of the eight tribes of Khitan, unified them into a kingdom
and assumed its throne in 916. Meanwhile, the three semi-independent
garrisons of Hebei situated between growing forces of the Shatuo and Khi-
tan began to lose its autonomy; or rather, began to be absorbed by its two
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neighbors. The Shatuo toppled the Later Liang Dynasty and formed the
Later Tang Dynasty in 923. From that time on we witness the rise and fall
of the Shatuo-based Later Jin, Later Han and Later Zhou Dynasties, lead-
ing to the birth of the Song Dynasty in 960 as successor to those Shatuo
polities. It was in 979 that the Song Dynasty was successful in unifying the
Chinese mainland, while continuing hostilities with Khitan until 1004.

Within these historical developments, specifically the An Lushan Re-
bellion, the semi-independence of the three garrisons of Hebei and the
territorial expansion of the Shatuo, a very important role was played by
the Sogd people, although their contributions receive only fragmentary
mention in the period’s official histories (Jiu-Tangshu #EE, Xin-Tangshu
WEE, JivWudaishi &1 and Xin-Wudaishi ¥ HACUE) and Zizhi Tong-
Jian #1638, thus severely limiting the possibility of historiographically
painting a complete picture of actual conditions and activities of the
Sogds. However, from the mid-20th century we have seen the continual
compilation and publication of both traditional and newly discovered epi-
graphic sources, in particular epitaphs, which have markedly improved
our sources of information on the Sogds, in general, and Sogd warriors,
in particular, and have made it possible to pursue their specific activities
in a more concrete fashion.

Therefore, in the spirit of the research that has been rapidly accu-
mulating over the past 10 years or so on the East Asian activities of the
Sogds during the Tang-Song transition era, this article will attempt to sys-
tematically summarize the problems pertaining to Sogd warriors, present
an overview of their activities in China during the period in question and
discuss their historical importance.

1. Various Issues Concerning Sogd Warriors: The Non-Han People of
Liuhuzhou and the Sogdian Go6ktiirks

The Sogdian militiamen who were active in the Huang He river ba-
sin of northern China during the 8th century were comprised mainly of
chakars, who directly migrated from Sogdiana, and Sogds who had been
Ttiirkified through a process of migration from Sogdiana through Mongo-
lia into northern China. The term charkar denotes a militiaman enlisted in
the private armies of the princes and aristocratic families of the oasis king-
dom of Sogdiana and is rendered in the Chinese sources as zh¢jie, either
¥ or #6545, It was chakars who comprised the insurgent forces during the
“An Lushan Rebellion” and probably fought on the side of the Tang Dy-
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nasty as well. The Tiirkified Sogds adopted nomadic horsemen lifestyles
in the process of living among the Goktiirks of the Mongolian Plateau,
and are identified in the Chinese sources as Liuzhou Hu /M. How-
ever, it is necessary to explain that not all the Ttirkified Sogds of northern
China were the non-Han people who were settled in Liuhuzhou 7<#i/H.
The origins of the Tiirkified Sogds lay in those who migrated to the Mon-
golian Plateau. It has been thought that the Sogds not only advanced into
plains of the Huang He river basin, but also into the Mongolian Plateau,
since antiquity. For example, there are historians who argue that they were
originally Sogd merchants from the Western Regions who were engaged
in the fur trade in Mongolia during the reign of the Xiongnu.

The written sources confirm the Sogds advancing into the Mongo-
lian Plateau and forming settlements under the First Goktiirk Khanate
(552-630). During the reign of the Khanate’s last ruler, Jieli Qaghan #
FIT]{T, Tong Tégin #4FE), a member of the Goktiirk royal family, is re-
corded as commanding a contingent of barbarians (hubu #1#), who were
none other than a group of Sogds. There were also Sogds who acted as
intellectual leaders of Jieli Qaghan. In any case, it was in 630 that the
Khanate fell under siege by the Tang Dynasty and many Tiirkic nomadic
tribes (called “Goktiirk Khanate remnants”), including the Ashina FJ52
# branch of the Khanate royal family, pledged their allegiance to Tang
China. The Tang Dynasty moved these people to an area extending from
Ordos to the northern part of Shanxi and appointed their leader as a pre-
fect (cishi H|5) to govern them indirectly. This is also the time when the
Hubu (Sogds) were placed under indirect governance.

After about 40 years of rule under this system, the Goktiirk Khan-
ate remnants of Ordos formed an organization to revive the Khanate. In
679 the Ashide FJ51{# family assisted the Ashina branch in organizing a
movement for independence, which in 682 resulted in the formation of
the Second Goktiirk Khanate.

In response to the Goktiirk independence movement, the Tang Dy-
nasty set up in 679 six prefectures, Luzhou /N, Lizhou B/, Hanzhou
&M, Saizhou ZEMM, Yizhou K and Qizhou #2J1 in the vicinity of what is
today Yanchi Prefecture of the Ningxia Hui Ethnic Autonomous Region,
appointing “Tang personnel” as their cishi in order to strengthen Dynasty
control over the Goktiirk Khanate remnant settlements. This region ap-
pears in the Chinese sources as Liuhuzhou and the people living there as
Liuzhou Hu.?) Although the six prefectures would be merged and elimi-
nated in various ways, the name of their residents remained Liuzhou Hu.
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Since the term “Hu #]” in the Tang historiographical sources invariably
refers to people of Sogdian heritage, Liuzhou Hu should be considered
to have been Sogds. The Turkic Bilge Qaghan Inscription confirms this
fact by clearly identifying these people as “alti ¢ub soydaq,” which trans-
lates as “Sogds of the six prefectures.” Further confirmation is provided
by the surnames of the leaders of an anti-Tang rebellion raised in Ordos’
Lanchizhou i)l (a former prefecture among the original Liuhuzhou)
in 721; namely, Kang Daibin FEfF#, An Murong % %:%, He Heinu {74
i, Shi Shennu f17# 4 and Kang Tietou H#H, all of which are Chinese
renderings of Sogdian names. Incidentally, the name of Lanchizhou may
have been changed to Lanchi Dudufu G ii#8E/fF in 707, when the origi-
nal Liuhuzhou prefectures were reorganized.

In addition to the testimony of the official histories, the Dunhuang
documents and epitaphs discovered during the second half of the 20th
century not only shed a great deal of light on the actual conditions in
the Liuhuzhou prefectures, but have also correctly revised what we know
from the official histories about the “Tang” cishi of Liuhuzhou. The fact
that the Liuhuzhou prefectures were originally populated by Sogds serv-
ing the Goktiirks is made clear in the epitaph of An Pu %#, which was
discovered on the eastern side of the Longmen Stone Cave Site in the
southern outskirts of Luoyang City, Henan Province. The epitaph, whose
title reads, “The Epitaph of An [Pu], Former Grand Chief of Liuhuzhou,”
informs us that in 630, at the time when the Goktiirks were defeated, An
Pu led his group of nomads and submitted to the Tang Dynasty, and then
from 641 on commanded an army in a punitive expedition against the
Xueyantuo EEAEFE in northern Mongolia.®) In other words, An Pu has
been a Sogd formerly in the service of the Goktiirks. The epitaph also
mentions that An Pu was married to a woman of the He 1 family, also of
Sogdian descent. On the other hand, it is also a fact that An Pu died in
Chang’an in 664, 15 years before the establishment of Liuhuzhou. This
confusion can probably be explained by the fact that An Pu’s son, An
Jinzang % 47, brought his father’s remains back to Luoyang for reburial
in 709 and in honor of that event, called his father “a former great chief of
[what is now]| Liuhuzhou.” Although the Liuhuzhou had not been estab-
lished during the lifetime of An Pu, there is no doubt that the contingent
which he led into the region was incorporated into those six prefectures
after his death.

The Dunhuang document dated the 2nd year of Jingyun (711) and
extolling the achievements of one Zhang tells us more about the Sog-
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dian origins of Liuhuzhou.?) In the text we find persons residing in Han-,
Yi- and Luzhou of the Liuhuzhou with the surnames of An %, Cao &
and Kang , all Chinese renderings of Sogdian names. Moreover, in a
Tang period epitaph discovered in Yanchi County, Ningxia Hui Ethnic
Autonomous Region in 1985 we find concrete explanations about the
Sogds who resided in Liuhuzhou.®) To begin with, the occupant, with the
surname of He, is reported to have died in his home in a village of Rulu
Xian A4 %%, Luzhou, on the 7th day of the 9th month of Jiushu 1 (700) at
the age of 85 and was buried in a stone cave to the east of the prefectural
capital. From the location of the grave, we can conclude that the Ming
Period archeological site of Xinwu Ying # % Garrison was formerly the
Tang Period capital of Luzhou.

Turning to the claim that the prefects (¢ishi) of Liuhuzhou were “Tang
personnel,” the epigraphical sources contradict the official histories. For
example, in Li Zhiyuan 2= #’s graveside eulogy (shendao-bei) of Lord An,
the Cishi of Weizhou,% we find that the grandfather of An Fuguo “Zff[H
was a Goktiirk eltidbir, the title given to a headman of a leading tribe, and
that Fuguo himself was a Goktiirk Khanate remnant who in the 630 defeat
of the Goktiirks led a “contingent of over 5,000” along with his father,
An Feihan ZfiF, to pledge allegiance to the Tang Dynasty. In sum, An
Fuguo and his family were Sogds loyal to the First Goktiirk Khanate and
may have been the above-mentioned chiefs who led at least one “contin-
gent of barbarians [Sogds]| (hubu)”; and while they were no doubt chief-
tains like An Pu, we do not know how they were related, if at all.

Turning to An Feihan’s appointment as cishi of Weizhou #f£ /!l after his
capitulation to the Tang Dynasty, although the “Weizhou” that we find in
the official histories corresponds to a prefectural district in Sichuan, there
are historians who propose that An Feihan’s Weizhou was one of the indi-
rectly governed (jimi) prefectural settlements of the first G6ktiirk Khanate
remnant Sogds, which did not make the pages of the official histories.
After inheriting the position of ¢ishi of Weizhou, An Fuguo died in Luo-
yang on the 18th day of the 2nd month of Diaolu 2 (680) at the age of 83.
In the above-mentioned graveside eulogy, An Fuguo’s second eldest son,
An Sigong % 87§, is mentioned as the cishi of Luzhou, which implies that
immediately after the establishment of the Liuhuzhou prefectures in 679,
the cishi appointed to them were not “Tang personnel,” but rather Sogd
chieftains. It was in 1989 that this implication was clearly proven as fact
with the discovery in the city of Xiangyang, Shanxi P74 of the Tang Pe-
riod epitaph of the Consort of State of Hanhai-guo #if.”) The woman
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eulogized was from the An Family and was the wife of Ashina Huaidao
BT S BR1#E, a member of the Khan family of the Western Goktiirks. The
text records the fact that the woman’s father, one An Fuguo %[, had
been the cishi of Luzhou and was obviously of Sogdian descent. She was
born in 675 and died in Chang’an in 733 at the age of 59, and therefore
An Fuguo’s prefectship corresponds to the initial establishment of the
Liuhuzhou prefectures. Furthermore, her great grandfather, whose name
was An Fei Zifi, has been identified as the An Feihan who appears in the
above-mentioned graveside eulogy (see Figure 1). If so, at least one of
the Liuhuzhou prefectures, Luzhou, was indirectly governed by Sogdian
Goktiirks descent related to An Feihan.

It was in 1991 that another Liuhuzhou cishi of Sogdian descent was
discovered in an epitaph of a women from the Kang family, found in
Xi’an.®) The deceased, who was born in 706, had married An Jiuguang
%\, a Sogd who was appointed as a bigjia 5% (administrative aide) of
Hezhou i, in 720 at the age of 15; and her father was Kang Shi Héf7,
“Cishi of Changzhou £/.” We know of three different Changzhous that
existed during the Tang Period. One was located in Lingnan Dao 4
JE (presently part of Vietnam); one was an indirectly governed (jimi) pre-
fecture in Tangut; and the other was also a jimi prefecture of Liuhuzhou.
We will not go into anymore detail here,”) but it would probably be best
to place the Sogd Kang Shi’s prefectship in the last of the Changzhous,
among the Liuhuzhou prefectures. This assumption is supported by the
marriage of another of Kang Shi’s daughters, the wife of one Kang Xiaoyi
% 2. Kang Xiaoyi’s father, Kang Zhi i, was distinguished for his role
in quelling a “rebellion” raised in the Liuhuzhou prefectures by one Kang
Daibin Héf#%# and was a Liuzhou Hu himself. If so, Kang Shi was also a
Liuzhou Hu, whose family resided in the Ordos Liuhuzhou prefecture of
Changzhou and who arranged for his daughters to marry into fellow Liu-
zhou Hu families. Finally, Kang Shi’s appointment as ¢ishi of Changzhou
no doubt took place during his daughter’s lifetime (706-782), most prob-
ably during the early 8th century, which leads us to the conclusion that
during that time, the governance of the Liuhuzhou prefectures had been
placed in the hands of c¢ishi of Sogdian descent.

Now let us turn from politics to the question of the occupations of
the Liuzhou Hu. According to the recently progressing research on the
subject, it has become clear that they were deeply involved in pastoral
animal husbandry.!®) Moreover, in the sources related to the early years
of the 8th century, we find that the Liuhuzhou prefectures were one home
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of the Tang Dynasty’s horse training grounds, which suggests that Liu-
zhou Hu was not populated by pure-blooded Sogds, but rather by people
whose lifestyles were greatly influenced and changed by nomadic culture.
Let us delve a little deeper into this point and examine in more concrete
terms how the Liuzhou Hu were influenced by the nomadic culture of
the Goktiirks.

It was in the year 720 that Kang Daibin rose up in rebellion and ap-
pointed himself “Yabyu,” a Goktiirk official title, and another group took
up the call and made its leader Kang Yuanzi HE ¥ “Qaghan,” the title
of the Goktiirk king. As previously mentioned, the great grandfather of
An Pu, who was the paramount chieftain over all Liuhuzhou, was called
Bodagan $£3% T, a Chinese ideograph for fargan, which is a Géktiirk of-
ficial title. These facts imply that the Liuzhou Hu were actually Sogds who
were influenced by Goktiirk society and culture. Furthermore, the army
led by Kang Daibin in his Lanchizhou rising is described in the Chinese
sources as comprised of 35,000 ¢i %. Since ¢i is the enumerator for count-
ing mounted horsemen, Kang Daibin’s army of Liuzhou Hu were thus
organized based on cavalrymen.

To sum up the above facts, first the Liuzhou Hu were former subjects
of the First Goktiirk Khanate who had pledged their allegiance to the
Tang Dynasty, but in more concrete terms, were members of a colony of
Sogds which had been established among the Goktiirks. Furthermore af-
ter their removal to Ordos, they retained their Sogdian family names and
married among themselves, thus preserving their Sogdian ethnic identity.
On the other hand, it is impossible to ignore the strong Goktiirk influ-
ence on the Liuzhou Hu, and that the leaders of Liuhuzhou adopted offi-
cial Goktiirk titles, organized themselves in nomadic fashion into cavalry
units and became experts in pastoral animal husbandry. In other words,
from the evidence at hand, we can only conclude that the Liuzhou Hu
were none other than Tiirkified Sogds, or rather “Sogdian Goktiirks,”!!) a
term that can be thought of in two different ways. In the strictest sense, it
indicates people of Sogdian descent whose lifestyles were nomadized un-
der the influence of Goktiirk culture and social organization. In a wider
sense, the term indicates horse mounted nomads in the vicinity of Ordos,
comprised of not only Sogds, but other ethnic groups, including those of
Goktiirk or Xi 42 descent, with Sogdian family names, organized into an
inclusive marital group. Members of this latter group could have been
influenced by Sogdian Goktiirks (in the strict sense) in Mongolia before
moving to Ordos, or within the process of moving, and then intermarried.
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Actual examples of this latter group can be found in Shi Xiancheng " %
%, Military Commissioner of Weibo %£1%, who will be dealt with in detail
later on, and He Junzheng £ L, a governor (zhangshi £52) of a “settle-
ment” (buluo #i¥%) in Jitian-Fu £5Hff during the Five Dynasties Period.

There is one more important point to be made before concluding this
section. There is no doubt that the Liuzhou Hu were Sogdian Goktiirks;
however, there were Sogdian Goktiirks who were not Liuzhou Hu. The
Sogdian Goktiirks were already formed during the era of the First Gok-
tiirk Khanate, and with other Goktiirk Khanate remnants pledged their
allegiance to the Tang Dynasty and were settled in indirectly governed
(jimi) prefectures on China’s northern periphery. Later, when the Second
Goktiirk Khanate was re-established, there were Sogdian Goktiirks who
returned to Mongolia north of the Huang He and those who remained in
Ordos to reside in the Liuhuzhou prefectures as Liuzhou Hu. We will en-
counter both groups in the next section, in Hebei during the An Lushan
Rebellion.

2. The An Lushan Rebellion and Sogdian Warriors

An Lushan, who rose up in rebellion in 755, was the son of a Sogdian
father and Goktiirk mother who had been born in Mongolia (perhaps
southern Mongolia) during the era of the Second Goktiirk Khanate.!?)
A large contingent of An Lushan’s army was made up of Sogdian war-
riors, who can be first divided into the two previously discussed groups
of chakars and Sogdian Goktiirks, while the latter can be divided into two
further groups. One of these latter groups comprised Sogdian Goktiirks,
who had again pledged allegiance to the Tang Dynasty after the fall of the
First Goktiirk Khanate, while the other comprised those who chose not
to return to Mongolia and remain in the Liuhuzhou prefectures. Upon
realliance with the Tang Dynasty, the first group was in 742 put under
the jurisdiction of Fanyang-Jun Gl #F (Youzhou B/H) and settled in a
new indirectly governed (jimi) prefecture called Linzhou #J!. Then in
744, when An Lushan, who was the military commissioner of Pinglu 7
JiZ, was jointly appointed military commissioner of Fanyang, the Sogdian
Goktiirks of Linzhou were probably placed under his command. This cir-
cumstance is indirectly supported by the fact that it was at this same time
that An Lushan added Kang Ayiqu Tagan HEFTZE/F 3% T13) to his staff of
commanding generals.

Kang Ayiqu Tagan was one of the Goktiirk generals who along with
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the Ashina and Ashide families had pledged allegiance to the Tang Dy-
nasty in 742. His Goktiirk title of tagan indicates that he had been a promi-
nent figure in the Second Goktiirk Khanate. His father and great grand-
father had been “settlement” governors (buluo dudu TR#EHE), and after
reallying with the Tang, he himself was recommended by An Lushan to
fill the same post. The ostentatious title of dudu in reality made the ap-
pointee the chieftain of a “settlement” of nomads (buluo) and indicates
that his ancestors had also been chieftains. Kang Ayiqu Tagan’s wife was
from the Shi #1 Family of Sogds residing in Jiaohe i (near present day
Turfan in the Xinjiang Uighur Autonomous Region), indicating the way
in which Sogds under the rule of the Goktiirks continued to maintain
Sogdian bonds through intermarriage. On the other hand, Kang Ayiqu
Tagan was also called a “scion of the twelve clans of Beifan Jt#,” by which
name the Eastern Goktiirks identified themselves before the rise and after
the fall of the Second Goktiirk Khanate. These facts clearly show Kang’s
Sogdian and Goktiirk roots. Also, upon his death, his followers commit-
ted limian jie’er 75 %L E, a northern Asian nomadic and Sogdian ritual of
disfiguring one’s face and ears when parting with a loved one. Here is ad-
ditional proof that the “settlement” which Kang commanded was Sogdian
Goktiirk. Although there is no written proof that Kang Ayiqu Tagan’s
“settlement” was located in Linzhou, his realliance with the Tang in 742
matches the year of the establishment of that prefecture. In sum, we can
safely assume that An Lushan exercised control over Linzhou indirectly
through the appointment of Kang Ayiqu Tagan as the prefecture’s com-
manding general.

On the other hand, it remains unclear when the Liuzhou Hu had
been placed under the command of An Lushan. Immediately after the
outbreak of the rebellion, the records contain the term chakar (rendered
#i#5), but there is no mention of the Liuzhou Hu. There is the possibility
that they had yet to be placed under the rebel army command, or that
they did not comprise an important contingent in it. The Liuzhou Hu first
appear in the 10th month of Zhide 2 (757) on the occasion of An Qingxu
‘L BE#%’s defeat by the Tang forces at Luoyang, as part of the survivors flee-
ing for Youzhou. Therefore, looking at the An Lushan Rebellion prior to
that time, in the 7th month of Zhide 1 (756), An Lushan’s general Ashina
Congli F 8 /£ marched from Chang’an to Ordos at the head of a con-
tingent of Tongluo [ and Goktiirk troops, and during the 9th month
joined an allied force in the tens of thousands supposedly from Jiuxing-Fu
JUENT and the Liuhuzhou prefectures. Then during the 11th month this
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joint rebel army engaged the Tang Army reinforced by Uighur forces at
Yulin ##%, was defeated and routed. However, since Ashina Congli was
appointed general of the Zuoyulin ZM#k army’s imperial guard, by An
Qingxu at the end of 757, we know that he was not killed at the Battle
of Yulin, but returned to Luoyang after the defeat. Therefore we can as-
sume that the Liuzhou Hu under Ashina’s command also deployed from
Ordos to Luoyang to join An Qinxu’s army; then after its defeat, fled to
Youzhou.

It is possible to offer profiles of two Liuzhou Hu who migrated from
Ordos to Hebei via Luoyang at that time. The first is Cao Runguo & [
%.14) First, Cao is also a Sogdian surname, and secondly, since he hailed
from the Liuhuzhou prefecture of Hanzhou, he was a Sogdian Goktiirk.
One of his wives was of the Shi family, another example of Sogdians who
migrated to China tending to intermarry. Although his epitaph states that
he migrated to Hebei just prior to the An Lushan Rebellion, in the opin-
ion of this writer, Liuzhou Hu migration to Hebei took place later than
that, in 757. To begin with, prior to the Rebellion neither Cao’s official ti-
tle nor his duties had been determined, only the fact that he was suddenly
embroiled in the Rebellion and enlisted in the rebel army are recorded.
After the rebellion, he was assigned as an officer under the military com-
missioner of Chengde /%%, one of the three Hebei Garrisons.

Our second profile is that of Kang Rizhi H¢ F 41, a native of Lingzhou
M (present day on the southwestern outskirts of Lingwu City, Ningxia
Hui Ethnic Autonomous Region), whose grandfather, Kang Zhi, we have
already seen quelling the Liuzhou Hu rebellion raised by Kang Daibin
in 721."%) According to the epitaph of his son, Kang Zhida Fi&iE, which
became publically available in 1991,!9) Kang Zhi moved to Chang’an,
and his son, Kang Xiaoyi (Rizhi’s father), was the commander of a garri-
son militia (zkechong-fu Fi7& ) by the name of Wan’an-Fu in Jinzhou /M,
Shanxi 174 Province. Also, in the previously mentioned epitaph of the
wife of An Jiuguang, Kang Xiaoyi’s wife is mentioned as being the daugh-
ter of Kang Shi, indicating another Sogdian intermarriage (see Figure 2).
According to the biography recorded in Xin-Tangshu, in his youth Kang
Rizhi served Li Weiyue Z*{ff{f:, the son of Li Baochen &%k, the military
commissioner of Chengde in Hebei, but as to when and how he made his
way to Hebei is unclear.

The fact that his grandfather moved to Chang’an and his father served
in Jinzhou would suggest the migration of a family from the Liuhuzhou
prefectures to Chang’an, then on to Hebei via Jinzhou over three genera-
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tions; however, upon further reflection, the key to discovering the date
and route of Kang Rizhi’s move to Hebei lies in his aristocratic title of
“prince of YulinJun #&#%E.” That is to say, it is first necessary to deter-
mine Kang’s relationship to Yulin-Jun. What comes to mind in this regard
is obviously the fact that it was at Yulin that the Liuzhou Hu under the
command of Ashina Congli were defeated, after which the surviving Liu-
zhou Hu troops joined An Lushan’s main army. If we assume that Kang
Rizhi was one of their numbers, we can pinpoint his migration to Hebei
at the year 757 and his route from Yulin to Hebei via Luoyang. This ex-
plains the inclusion of Yulin, a place where Rizhi had formerly resided, in
his subsequent title.

Along another vein, the fact that the Kang Rizhi’s maternal aunt (nee
Kang), who had married An Jiuguang, spent her last years and died in the
house built in Hebei by Kang Rizhi shows another migration from Ordos
to Hebei. Also, there is the fact that immediately following the pacifica-
tion of the An Lushan Rebellion both Kang Rizhi and Kang Ricong i H
It were assigned as officers under the military commissioner of Chengde.
From the names, one can assume that the two officers were of the same
family, and the fact that both were residing in Hebei suggests the migra-
tion of a whole family and its followers.

The Liuzhou Hu who served under An Qingxu were later placed
under the command of Shi Siming 5 P; and it is possible that in that
process Kang Rizhi came to serve under Li Baochen, one of An Lushan’s
generals stationed in Hengzhou 1/l (present day Zhengding County,
Hebei Province). Among the names of officers who served under Li as
military commissioner of Chengde inscribed on the reverse side of the
Li Baochen Memorial erected in 766,'”) immediately after the end of the
An Lushan Rebellion, we find one Kang Rizhi with the rank of Chengde-
Jun Zuoxiang Bujun Dushi 85 /22 HH#6E. At that time the organi-
zation of the troops stationed in Chengde was first divided into cavalry
and infantry divisions. Each division was further divided into left and
right wings (xiang /i), each commanded by a dushi. Therefore, Kang Rizhi
was an infantry wing commander in charge of one-quarter of the whole
Chengde Garrison. Finally, in the boldest assumption so far, it is possible
that it was a regiment of Sogdian Goktiirks that was serving under Kang
Rizhi and that is why he was chosen by General Li as wing commander to
keep his fellow travelers under control.
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3. Sogdian Warriors in Hebei During
the Latter Half of the Tang Period

To summarize the fate of the Sogdian Goktiirks during the latter years
of the Tang Dynasty, those who served under An Lushan and Shi Siming
remained in the northern and central parts of Hebei after the end of their
commanders’ rebellion and were reassigned under the military commis-
sioners of Chengde and Youzhou. Then there were those who continued
to reside as before in their Liuhuzhou prefectures. While the information
provided by the official histories concerning Sogdian Goktiirks, includ-
ing the Liuzhou Hu, during the time in question is extremely scarce, the
epigraphical sources are a little clearer and more concrete. In the midst
of such circumstances, there is only one compiled history which describes
Liuzhou Hu residents of Shizhou £/l (present day Lishi District, Liiliang
City, Shanxi ILIT§ Province) in the year 786 relocating to the Datong Basin
in the northernmost part of Shanxi [LI74. There is also the possibility that
during that time a portion of the Liuzhou Hu of Shizhou decided to relo-
cate to Hebei instead of northern Shanxi. With these facts in mind, let us
look at the activities of the Sogdian Goktiirks that did find themselves in
Hebei during the period in question.

It was in Hebei during the latter half of the 8th century that the forces
supporting An Lushan and Shi Siming incubated, forming semi-inde-
pendent “kingdoms.” The most important geo-political apparatus was
the three garrisons headed by the military commissioners of Youzhou,
Chengde and Weibo, which maintained their autonomy until the end of
the Tang Period, with one short exception at the beginning of the ninth
century.

Historically, they are called “the three commands of Hebei” (Heshuo
Sanzhen {[#]=#i; however, on the ground, the character of each garri-
son was different. The military commissioners of Youzhou were from the
time of An Lushan located at the headquarters of the military commis-
sioner of Fanyang and succeeded that stronghold. The military commis-
sioners of Chengde comprised during the An Lushan Rebellion the army
of Li Baochen stationed in Hengzhou and continued to do so. These two
garrisons continued to be organized from the time of the Rebellion as
cavalry divisions, which included Sogd warriors of mixed Sogdian Gok-
tiirk descent. In contrast, the military commissionership of Weibo came
into the possession of Tian Chengsi 7K, who had taken part in various
battles in Hebei and thus had no geographical roots when he pledged
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allegiance to the Tang Dynasty. For this reason, Tian had to register the
peasants within his jurisdiction to raise a new army. Consequently, the
Weibo Garrison was an infantry division of peasants with an insufficient
cavalry force, which needed to be bolstered. In response to this situa-
tion, Liuzhou Hu began relocating to the Weibo Garrison in southern
Hebei, two of whom, Shi Xiancheng and He Jintao {T3if5, rose through
the ranks to become military commissioners.

Although Shi Xiancheng called himself Xi 42, he was a native of Ling-
zhou, which bordered on the Liuhuzhou prefectures.!®) However, accord-
ing to the sources related to his son, Shi Xiaozhang % ## !9 Xiancheng’s
ancestors had resided on the Mongolian Plateau and intermingled with
the Goktiirks. In this writer’s opinion, Xiancheng’s Xi ancestors served
the Goktiirks and in the process established bonds with Sogdian Gok-
tiirks through marriage or some other means, meaning that they can be
classified as Sogdian Goktiirks within our broader definition of the term.
Then with the fall of the First Goktiirk Khanate, they relocated to north-
ern China and were placed in the Liuhuzhou settlements.

It is said that Shi Xiancheng’s father and grandfather also served in
the Weibo Garrison. Although both the rank and military career of his
grandfather, Shi Daode H!3E7E, are unclear, his father, Shi Zhouluo % J#
#% served under Military Commissioner Tian Ji’an HZ5% (in office 796-
812) as an officer. The lack of information about his grandfather’s career
may be due to the fact that he did not relocate to Weibo. If so, it was his
father’s generation that first came to Weibo, during the Zhenyuan Era
(785-804). This era corresponds to the above-mentioned relocation of
Liuzhou Hu from Shizhou to the Datong Basin and may indicate that Shi
Zhouluo had reached Hebei from Ordos via Shizhou at that time.

Shi Xiancheng rose through the officer ranks to become Weibo’s
military commissioner in 822, an epoch-making event in the garrison’s
history. That is to say, the post, which had been passed down to the de-
scendants of Tian Chengsi for some fifty years, was now handed over to
Shi Xiancheng, thus terminating an important Tian Family tradition. The
circumstances surrounding Shi’s appointment are as follows.

At the beginning of the 9th century, Emperor Xianzong (r. 805-820)
was successful in implementing a policy to strengthen the Dynasty’s con-
trol over its provincial garrisons, resulting in even the previously semi-
independent garrisons of Hebei submitting for a time to the Tang authori-
ties. Then upon the sudden death of the Emperor in 820, the military
commissioners of Youzhou and Chengde began to distance themselves
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again from direct Tang governance. Within all the confusion, Shi Xian-
cheng managed to obtain special privileges for the Weibo Garrison in
exchange for appointment as its commissioner. Could it have been that
among the troops making up the garrison, there were many who did not
recognize the right of the Tian Family to inherit the commissionership,
thus opening the door to someone other than a Tian Family member to
gain the appointment? Before taking up that question, let us turn to the
other Sogdian Goktiirk, He Jintao, who also rose to the rank of military
commissioner.

Like Kang Rizhi and Shi Xiancheng, He Jintao was a native of Ling-
zhou bordering on the Liuhuzhou prefectures. Both his great grandfather,
He Xiaowu fi[#%)), and grandfather, He Jun fif#&, were commissioned of-
ficers in Lingzhou; and his father, He Mo {i#, was an officer in Xiazhou,
while Jintao himself relocated to the Weibo Garrison during the Yuanhe
Era (806-820) and served under Military Commissioner Tian Hongzheng
FH5AIE (in office 812-820), also as a Weibo commissioned officer. In 829,
Shi Xiancheng, the first Sogd warrior to be appointed military commis-
sioner, now fearing for his life, appeared before the Dynasty to request
transfer to another garrison commissionership. It seems that Shi had been
accused of embezzling garrison assets, inciting the officers serving under
him to mutiny and assassinate him. The Weibo Imperial Guard (Yajun J
#) recommended that He Jintao succeed Shi as commissioner.

Both the new and old Zangshu suggest that He Jintao, as a native of
Lingzhou, was of Sogdian descent, and that implication was confirmed
in 1973 after the discovery of the epitaph of his son, He Hongjing 175/
#%.20) The epitaph also informs us that Jintao’s wife was born into the
Kang Family and that Hongjing’s wife was the daughter of the An Fam-
ily of Wuwei iU, confirming two more cases of Sogdian intermarriage.
These facts also lead to the assumption that when He Jintao relocated
from Ordos to Hebei, he not only took along his own family, but also the
families of his wife and daughter-in-law. The He Family’s move to Hebei
is described in Hongjin’s epitaph as occurring during the Zhenguan Era
(627-649), when He Lingsi {4 led “800 tribesmen (bugu #BHI)” into
the “three prefectures of Wei-, Xiang- and Beizhou.” However, the official
histories state that He Jintao relocated to Hebei during the Yuanhe Era
(806-820); futhermore due to a genealogical gap, it is not clear that He
Lingsi actually existed. There is the possibility that the epitaph’s version
was written after He Jintao and Hongjin had been appointed military
commissioners, in order to establish the fact that the He family had been
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long time residents of Weibo. However, the episode of the “800 tribes-
men” may reflect an actual historical event of the 7th century.

In 822 Shi Xiancheng was appointed military commissioner of Weibo,
in 829 He Jintao, who probably had just relocated to Weibo, was recom-
mended for the post and then in 870 Jintao’s grandson was murdered by
the Weibo Imperial Guard, marking the end of the He Family’s commis-
sionership lasting three generations. Given the fact that Shi Xiancheng
was also a Sogdian Goktiirk native of Lingzhou, it was for almost half a
century that four successive generations of Sogdian Goktiirks had held
the top military post in Weibo, leading at least this writer to conclude that
the military organization which selected these leaders was dominated by
the group of Sogdian Goktiirks stationed in Weibo. One historical source
supporting such a conclusion is the epitaph of Mi Wenbian K 3§# discov-
ered in 2002.2) Mi Wenbian’s grandfather was an officer serving under
the military commissioner of Hedong, and his father, Mi Zhenbao K%
#, served as an officer at the Weibo Garrison, after relocating there.
Given the fact that Mi Wenbian was born in 785, Mi Zhenbao’s move to
Weibo must have been around that same time. If so, it is possible that the
move also involved Shi Xiancheng’s father or even He Jintao.

Mi Wenbian worked directly under the Weibo military commission-
er as supervisor of not only the cavalry horses, but also the camels and
mules. Therefore, since Mi served in the garrison at the same time as Shi
and He, he represents a concrete example of a Sogdian Goktiirk serving
in the Weibo Imperial Guard at that time.

The fact that during the terms served by Shi and He as Weibo mili-
tary commissioners, the garrison’s ranks were filled with Sogdian warriors
is suggested by an inscription entitled Wuliji-Bei 7Li# L% from Daming
County, Hebei Province, which lists the names of soldiers stationed at
Weibo during that time. This inscription was originally a memorial to He
Jintao’s illustrious commissionership at Weibo, erected in 840. In 1114,
the original inscription was erased by the Northern Song governor of
Daming-Fu (Weizhou during the Tang Period); however, one side of it has
existed up to the present day.??) Although the original contained all the
names of the generals and officers who served under He at Weibo, the
existing fragment enables us to identify only 45 names and 89 military
ranks. Of those 45 names, a little over half, or 23, are of Sogdian origin,
namely members of the He (12), An (4), Shi (3), Mi (2), Cao (1) and Luo
(1) Families. One can not help thinking that they were part of the “800
tribesmen” described in He Hongjin’s epitaph. Incidentally, the Imperial
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Guard of Weibo originally numbered 10,000 and remained 8,000 strong
at the end of the Tang Dynasty. Based on the latter figure, the “800 tribes-
men” who moved to Weibo with He Jintao made up 10% of that guard.

It was in this way and on this scale that horse mounted nomads ex-
erted their influence on 9th century Weibo, many of them Sogdian Gok-
tiirks from the Liuhuzhou prefectures of Ordos, including two warrior
who were appointed military commissioners. In the light of the above
facts, the research done to date on the Weibo Garrison, at least from the
commissionership of Shi Xiancheng on, which describes how the Elite
Guard grew out of local peasants originally enlisted at the time of Tian
Chengsi and the Guard’s authority to elect the garrison’s military com-
missioners from its ranks,?3) now needs to be revised.

4. The Shatuo Dynasties and the Sogdian Goktiirks

It seems that the three commands of Hebei that came into existence
after the An Lushan Rebellion maintained their semi-independent status
throughout most of the Tang Period and also would become one source
of energy in creating the new post-Tang world after the fall of the Dynasty.
However, what ultimately drove the Tang Dynasty into decline was the
Huang Chao Rebellion of 875-884, out of which a new power was cre-
ated to replace the Tang Dynasty. This transition begins with the rise of
Zhu Wen “Kifi. an officer under the command of Huang Chao who after
submitting to the Tang Dynasty was given the personal name Quanzhong
2. It was in 907 that Zhu inherited the imperial throne from the last
Tang emperor and gave birth to a new dynasty, which he named Liang
(the Later Liang according to historians). Nevertheless, there were also
those who maintained their independence by retaining the Tang Dynasty
calendar; namely, the Shatuo based in what is today Shanxi ILI7§ Prov-
ince. It was in 923 that the Shatuo chieftain Li Cunxu 478 brought
down the Later Liang Dynasty and established the Later Tang Dynasty.
The Later Tang was followed in succession by four dynasties—the Later
Jin, Later Han, Later Zhou and Song—all regimes headed by warriors af-
filiated with the Shatuo.

We also find Sogd warriors serving within the Shatuo military. Many
of them were Shanxi natives of places like Yunzhou 2/ and Shuozhou
#JH or their neighboring districts of Yuzhou #fJM, Xingtangxian P& R,
Daizhou U/l and Taiyuan KJii. There were also natives of “settlements”
(buluo) like Suoge-Bu #EES, Shatuo-Bu WFEHS, Saibei Buluo L%,
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Daibei San-Buluo f{At=## and Shatuo San-Buluo #FE=F#%. As al-
ready mentioned these settlements indicate groups of nomadic people,
and while they cannot be identified with any specific location, there is no
doubt that they were scattered throughout the Daibei region, which lies
in northern Shanxi ILI74.

As to the origins of the Sogds of Daibei, first, this region, which was
situated between the worlds of the steppe and settled agriculture, was well
adapted to nomadism, a fact that makes it possible that Sogdian Goktiirks
may have been inhabiting the region as early as the time of the fall of the
First Goktiirk Khanate or the An Lushan Rebellion. However, as men-
tioned at the beginning of the last section, the official histories tell us that
Sogdian Goktiirks relocated to Daibei during the latter half of the 8th cen-
tury, around 786, when the Liuzhou Hu fled to Shizhou in Shanxi 174
to avoid the ancient Tibetan empire’s invasion of Ordos. One source re-
fers to these refugee settlements in Shanxi 174 as Hequ i il Liu-Huzhou
(the six barbarian prefectures of Hequ) and tells us that they were first
governed by Ma Sui 5/, the military commissioner of Hedong, then
later on moved to the Datong Basin (Zizhi Tongjian, Vol. 232). It is pos-
sible to assume that these “barbarians” were of Sogdian Goktiirk descent
and were the ancestors of the Sogd warriors who later served the Shatuo.
However, after the appearance of “Liuzhou Hu” in the description of 786,
we no longer find any reference to it in the compiled histories, preventing
us from definitively stating that the Sogds who served in the Shatuo mili-
tary were descendants of the Au of the six prefectures of Liuhuzhou.

The affiliation of Sogd warriors to the Shatuo dates back to the Huang
Chao Rebellion, at which time the latter were led by Li Guochang %=
£ and his son Li Keyong Z=%H. The Li Family was formerly named
Zhuye KIf, before Zhuye Chixin ‘R¥F7R/(> was awarded the name Li
Guochang for successfully quelling the Pang Xun Rebellion. It was af-
ter the fall of Chang’an to the Huang Chao rebel army during the 2nd
month of Chonghe 1 (881) that the Tang Dynasty turned to Li and his son
for military assistance. At that time Li Keyong, whose fame had spread
throughout the region of Daibei, had originally organized regiments of
horse mounted nomads, ethnically comprised of not only Shatuo, but also
soldiers of Tuyuhun, Qibi, “Sage” and “Anqing” descent, the last two be-
ing led by Sogds (probably Sogdian Géktiirks), Mi Haiwan Kif# and
Shi Jingcun HHXFF, respectively.

The term “Sage” i& %), which the compiled histories also render Suoge
%% and Xuege E% %), has been interpreted as a phonetic equivalent of
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Sogd, but recently another hypothesis has been offered to the effect that
the term is related to chakar. Even if the term turns out not to be a render-
ing of Sogd per se, the fact that the Sage were led by a Sogdian comman-
der leads to the assumption that they were a regiment of Sogd warriors.
Unfortunately, beyond telling us that Li Keyong had joined forces with
a band of Sage, the compiled histories have nothing more to say about
them; but there are the epigraphical sources.

According to the epitaph of An Wanjin % # 42,24 his family held the
post of prefect (cishi) over the “Suoge” for five successive generations from
his great grandfather to his son. In addition, An Wanjin’s mother was a
member of the Cao Family, his wife a member of the He Family, his con-
cubine a member of the Mi Family, and his daughter married a member
of the Shi Family, indicating at least three generations of Sogdian inter-
marriage. The epitaph of An Wanjin was composed during the Tianfu
Era of the Later Jin Dynasty (936-944). The fact that Sogd families were
still practicing exclusive intermarriage as late as the mid-10th century in-
dicates that they had not integrated with the Han people and maintained
strong bonds based on Sogdian Goktiirk solidarity.

The other Sogd-led regiment serving under Li Keyong, the “An-
qing” % B#, appears nowhere in the compiled histories; however, infor-
mation is provided by the family of Shi Kuang’han HE#H (902-941).
Shi Kuang’han, a warrior who served both the Later Tang and Later Jin
Dynasties (fiu-Wudaishi, Vol. 88), was the grandson of Shi Jingsi J#} /&
(?-884), who had served under Li Keyong as governor of Jiufu and the
son of Shi Jiantang S 2% (876?-921), who served under both Li Keyong
and his son Cunxu (ibid., Vol. 55). These facts from the compiled histo-
ries can now be enlarged and revised with the publication of part of the
graveside eulogy for Shi Kuang’han.?®) According to this document, Shi
Jingsi was the governor of Anqing Jiufu, a post that had been inherited
from his father, Shi Huaiqing 5%

On the other hand, the compiled historiography states that chieftain
of the Anqing tribesmen who joined Li Keyong was Shi Jingcun, who
is not found in the Shi Kuang’han eulogy, but the fact of the “jing” ap-
pearing in the personal name suggests that they were of the same family.
Consequently, since the Shi Family were commanding contingents of An-
qing tribesmen from the last years of the Tang Dynasty into the Later Jin
Period, there is the extremely high possibility that those contingents were
comprised of Sogd warriors.

When in 936 Shi Jingtang £1#3#, the founder of the Later Jin Dy-
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nasty, ceded the 16 prefectures of Yanyun #5% to Khitan as reward for
its military assistance in conquering the Later Tang Dynasty, the Anqing
were, together with other groups of horse mounted nomads residing in
Daibei, put under Khitan jurisdiction. However, immediately after the
territorial cession, many of the Daibei nomads fled the territory, probably
due to the oppressive nature of Khitanese rule and settled in the territory
of the Later Jin Dynasty. Within this process, it is possible to confirm the
existence of the nomadic tribe known as Anqing Jiufu. Those who stayed
behind were to eventually pledge their allegiance to the Song Dynasty in
979. The official histories describe this time as the arrival of An Haijin %
i3, the governor of the Anqing-Fu. The Song Dynasty utilized the An-
qing militarily and stationed them in Shanxi, in such locations as Shizhou
and Luzhou #/!. The Anqing contingent in Shizhou was commanded
by Kang Xing H#, while the Luzhou contingent was commanded by
An Mei %3, both surnames of whom suggest that the Anqing were of
Sogdian descent.

Both the “Sage” and “Anqing” who were placed under the command
of Li Keyong, were groups led by Sogdian generals who had inherited
their commands, again suggesting that their troops were also of Sogdi-
an descent; and these paramount and sub-chieftains formed the Shatuo
armed forces by individually placing their troops in the service of Li
Keyong.

With the discover of the epitaph of He Junzheng,?®) we now know
that there were other groups of Sogd warriors besides the “Sage” and “An-
qing.” He Junzheng, a native of Datong (called Yunzhou during the Tang
and Five Dynasties Periods) with a Sogdian surname, took a member of
the An Family to be his wife and married three of his sons to Sogd women
of the An and Kang Families, indicating that he and his family were of
Sogdian Goktiirk extraction and intermarried with similar families.

The title of the epitaph tells us that He Junzheng held the post of
settlement governor (buluo zhangshi) of Jitian-Fu, which during the Tang
Period was an indirectly governed (jimi) prefecture in Ordos settled by
the Adiz, a Goktiirk group. Therefore, while a descendant of the Adiz, He
Junzheng, in the process of relocating to Daibei, either allied himself with
a group of Sogdian Goktiirks and adopted their surname, or it was He
Junzheng, as a descendant of Liuzhou Hu, who moved to Daibei; or possi-
bly at the time of absorbing the Adiz native to the region, their Liuhuzhou
prefecture was turned into a buluo. Within any of these scenarios, He Jun-
zheng should be considered to have been of Sogdian Goktiirk descent.
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Information concerning the daily lives of the Sogdian Goktiirks in
Daibei is provided by the epitaph of Shi Jinjun £ 4:/%,%) a native of Shuo-
zhou with a Sogdian surname who was a descendant of the Liuzhou Hu
from the fact that he was an accomplished horse mounted archer. From
the fact that “he herded cows and horses over [an area covering several]
valleys” we know that he led a pastoral life as a nomad like the other Sog-
dian Goktiirks of Daibei.

The leading chieftains of Sogdian Goktiirk groups living their lives in
buluo “settlements”—the An Family, prefects of Suoge-Fu, the Shi Family,
governors of the Anqing Jiufu, and the He Family, buluo zhangshi of Jitian-
Fu—were not only tribal chieftains, but also commissioned military offi-
cers of the Shatuo dynasties. It is said that Shatuo General Shi Jiantang’s
attack on Later Liang Emperor Zhu Quanzhong was launched at the head
of a “buluo of crack cavalrymen” who brought Zhu’s troops to their knees,
and that this was the same “settlement” of which he was governor. If so,
then this kind of Sogdian Goktiirk group served the Shatuo emperors by
virtue of the fact that their chieftains had placed all or a portion of their
members at the disposal of their Shatuo lords.

Conclusion

This article, which draws from the present writer’s previously pub-
lished research, has focused on activities of Sogdian Goktiirks within the
context of the political history of China between the 8th and 10th centu-
ries. We have seen how these activities of Sogdian Goktiirks began in the
year 630 with the fall of the Goktiirk Khanate and how from that time on,
the Sogdian Goktiirks who were settled in Ordos became involved in the
An Lushan Rebellion, the governance of the garrisons in Hebei and rise
of the post-Tang Shatuo dynasties.

However, we still know very little about 1) what role the chakar Sogd
warriors played in the process and 2) the activities of the Liuzhou Hu oth-
er than those of the Hebei garrisons and Shatuo battalions. Regarding this
second problem, there is a distinct possibility that the Tang Shence Jifi#
Imperial Guard was comprised of Sogdian Goktiirks, a portion of whom
were Liuzhou Hu. For example, after the death of Emperor Muzong of
Tang at the young age of 30 in the first month of 824 and the accession of
Emperor Jingzong of Tang to the throne, a palace rebellion broke out in
the 4th month. Commanding the Shence Guard, which was mobilized in
response, were Kang Yiquan H¢#£4>, commander of the left wing with He
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Wenzhe 3% as adjutant and Kang Zhimu &, commander of the
right wing, indicating that at least there were Sogd warriors leading the
Guard. Moreover, He Wenzhe was a native of the Liuhuzhou prefectures
in Ordos, and Kang Zhimu was the son of the Sogdian Goktiirk, Kan
Rizhi, whom we have discussed previously. The Sogdian warriors who
served in the Shence Guard is an issue requiring future study.

1)
2)

12)

13)

14)

Notes

This article is based on chapters 3-5 in Moribe 2010 and idem. 2011 with
new perspectives and later findings added.

For a review of the research and pending issues regarding the Liuhuzhou,
see Li Danjie 2004.

For the circumstances surrounding the excavation of this epitaph, see Luo-
yangshi Wenwu Gongzuodui 1982, and the latest research can be found
in Li Hongbing 2011. The text of the epitaph is contained in Luoyanshi
Wenwu Gongzuodui 1991.

See Obal961.

For the circumstances surrounding the discovery of this epitaph, see Ning-
xia Huizu Zizhiqu Bowuguan 1988.

Wenyuan yinghua 3C5E5EEE, vol. 920.

For the research done to date on this epitaph, see Ishikawa 2011.

The text of this epitaph was published in Shi 1997.

Moribe 2010:104-6.

See Yamashita 2008.

While Nakata 2009 uses the term “Sogdian Goktiirk People,” the author
argues that the group so identified were “Goktiirks,” indicating a different
interpretation from that presented in this article.

However, upon a more detailed reading of Nakata’s research, one sees that
she is describing the same ethnic group as this writer, resulting in less dif-
ference of perception as one might detect at first face. Nakata’s emphasis
on “Goktiirk People” seems to arise from a perception that Sogdian Gok-
tiirks were already Goktiirk People. In contrast, this writer’s opinion that
they were Sogds has been arrived at through a consideration of the kind of
historical role the Sogds played in eastern Eurasia, the analysis of which is
facilitated by that definition of Sogdian Goktiirk.

Concerning the background of the An Lushan “Rebellion” and the compo-
sition of the rebel forces, see Moribe 2013.

Concerning Kang Ayiqu, see Yan Zhenqing BHEJ, “Tejin Hangzuo-jinwu-
wei-dajiangjun Shangzhuguo Qinghejun-kaiguogong Zeng-kaifu-yitong-sansi
Jian-Xiazhou-dudu Kanggong shendaobei” HFHE47 70 4 5 A0 5 AL
TR AR e 5 2 i B M 5 ] = ) 5 B WIS e xS b, in Yamlugong wengi BRAS 2%
%, vol. 6 (Sibu conggang MU+, 1st edition).

The records of Cao Runguo can be found in “Tang gu-shi-guangluqing Cao-
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fujun muzhi bingxu” FEHGETEREE A EREF e, in Jingji zhongmu yiwen 5T
MK EM AL (Repr. in Shike shiliao xinbian £ R #i, vol. 18 [Taibei: Xin
Wenfeng Chuban Gongsi #13C# Hihi, 1977]).

Kang Rizhi’s biography is contained in Vol. 148 of Xin-Tangshu.

“Tang gu-Youzhou-lulongjun-jiedu-yaqian-bingmashi Zhaosan-daifu Jian-
jiao-guangluqing Jian-Jiancha-yushi Zeng-Mozhou-cishi Kuaiji Kanggong
muzhi bingxu” J#CEAH i EE 5 8 2R AR AR RION IAR Bk e 4% B 2% 18
SR BN 0 FEHE N EERE SR, in Sui Tang Wudai muzhi huibian: Shanxi
Juan PR TACEZSIESR © PRPG4, vol. 4 (Tianjin: Tianjin Guji Chubanshe K
e LR, 1991).

“Chengdejun-jiedushi Kaifu-yitong-sansi Jianjiao-shangshu Youpuye Jian-
yushi-daifu Hengzhou-cishi Guannai-zhidu-yingtianshi Qinghejunwang Li-
gong jigong zaizhengsong bingxu” i {5 & 5 A B IFF F& 7] = FIAsA fg E 4 BE
G SR S RS RN A0 L2 A8 P SR8 B it T A 2 A D) BB, i Chang:
shan zhenshizhi %111 {175, ed. Shen Tao iLif#, vol. 10 (Daoguang it 22;
Repr. in Shike shiliao xinbian, vol. 18).

Shi Xiancheng is mentioned in vol. 181 of fiu-Tangshu and vol. 210 of the Xin-
Tangshu.

See Liu Yuxi 21&#j, “Tang gu-Bin-Ning-Qing dengzhou-jiedu-guancha-chu-
zhishi Chaosan-daifu Jianjiao-hubu-shangshu Jian- yushi -daifu Ci-zijin-yudai
Zeng-youpuye Shigong shendaobei” JH 7% B 45 & B2 B2 i i RN HOR
FAGH H (e 3 A4 SR T 2 B AR AR BE g S 2 sE R, in Liu Yuwi ji jian-
zheng %5 #5523 (Shanghai: Shanghai Guji Chubanshe | if i Hiffit,
1989) and Guo and Zhao 2007.

See “Tang gu-Weibo-jiedushi Jianjiao-taiwei Jian-zhongshuling Zeng-taishi
Lujiang Hegong muzhiming?” JA 24 8 & £ fiAg RS 4 vh 3 45 I R ARV LA
NELEESG, in Sui Tang Wudai muzhi huibian: Hebei juan F&RE HACELZRIENR © Wk
% (Tianjin: Tianjin Guji Chubanshe, 1991). Concerning the epitaph of He
Hongjin, see Moribe 1997 and Ren and Li 2006.

“Datang Weibo-jiedu gu-bujun-zuoxiang-duzhi-bingmashi, Jian-jiedu-yaya,
Yinging-guanglu-daifu, Jianjiao-taizi-bingke, Jian-shiyushi Migong muzhi-
ming bingxu” KRB E KO B/ RN TG - SR - SRR
KWK TEE - TR AERESHIFF. See Sun, Li, and Ma 2004.

See Sun 2006.

See Hori 1960.

“Jin gu-Junzhou-cishi, Guanglu-daifu, Jianjiao-situ, Jian-yushi-daifu, Shang-
zhuguo, Kaiguonan, Shiyi-sanbaihu-Anfujun muzhi” EH3gHH L - SomkR
K- ARFEIGE - FRBILORR - BHE - B - RE=E LA ER, in Luo-
yanshi Wenwu Gongzuodui 1991. See Morlbe 2001.

“Gongchen Yichengjun-jiedu-?-Pu-dengzhou-guancha-chuzhi-guannei-hedi-
dengshi, Qifu-guanjun-dajiangjun, Youjinwuwei-dajiangjun, Yuanwai-zhi-
shang-zhengyuan, Jianjiao-situ, Jian-yushi-zhongcheng, Fuma-duwei-
shang??? Zeng-taibao Shigong shendao beiming bingxu” [ F/R]) Ty
B R LA N LR A8 T B S i - A S - A A WO
BAMEMIE R - AREIE - el iR - REHK _ EOOD0O0O0O00 (K]
e A PR R ATSE RS 57T, in Jinshi cuibian 40 %54, vol. 120.
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26) “Dajin guJitianfu-buluo-zhangshi Hegong muzhiming bingxu” K& HEEH
W = A A BERESE 7, in Sui Tang Wudai muzhi huibian: Shanxi juan V&
FACEZEMESR © 11754 (Tianjin: Tianjin Guji Chubanshe, 1991). See Moribe
2001.

27) “Dazhou gu-Beijing-feisheng-wujundu-zhihuishi, Yinqing-guanglu-daifu,
Jianjiao-sikong, Jian-jushi-daifu, Shangzhuguo, Zeng-zuo-xiaoweijiangjun
Shigong qi Henanjun-taifuren Yuanshi muzhiming bingxu” K& #db 5%
TLHEHIRIE A - ST - AR 22 - ROk - BARR - B B
FARFM B RN TTIREZES#FHT, in Qiantang zhizhai zangzhi T 57 #
it (Beijing: Wenwu Chubanshe CH iifiit, 1984).
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An Wuhuan
Fuguo Zhongchen Ashina Buzhen
Sizhi Sigong Fuguo Hubiluo

Mrs. An Huaidao Anon.
Mrs. Ashina Mr. Shatuo
Fig. 1: An Fuguo Family
Kang Xiaowei
Kang Zhi Shi
Xiaoyi Mrs. Kang Mrs. Kang An Jiuguang
Kang Rizhi

Fig. 2: Kang Rizhi Family



