Tzii-t‘ien F B or Own Land as Seen in Census
Registers from Tun-huang Z#2 (I1)”

By Tatsuro YAmamoTO

I

In the first part of this article, I investigated the grouping relationships
of the tzii-‘ien records to be found in the boundary definitions (ssii-chi PUZ)
given in the Tun-huang T'ien-pao K 6 (747) register and similar Tun-huang
materials of earlier date, considering only those cases in which the entries for
the given household’s allotted land (i-shou-tien B3 H) are quite complete.
On this basis, I arrived at the conclusion that ¢zii-t‘ien could not be interpreted
only as land that formed part of the i-shou-tien allotments and that therefore
lay within the framework of the chiin-t‘ien $5 system. On the present oc-
casion I wish to attempt a discussion of this question from another angle.

Here again I shall be treating of those cases in the 747 register and
register-type materials of earlier date that include mentions of tzi-t%en in
which the records of the allotted land holdings are perfectly complete; in this
there is no difference from the argument of Part 1. This time, however, I
propose to compare the boundary definition records of such holdings with
the records which show the name of the same head of household, to whom
such holdings belong, appearing in the ‘boundary definitions’ of the holdings
of other households found in the same source; and to see whether there is
any possibility of a link between them. If a link can be established, it will be
possible to understand the second parcel of land as having been adjacent to
the first; if not, it will be natural to regard the two as having been non-
adjacent, and the implication will be that the household in occupation of the
first parcel held, in addition to its i-shou-t‘ien, further land outside the Frame-
work of the chiin-t‘ien system.

This method of reasoning has already been employed by Masao Nisui-
KAWA,D but here I wish to carry out a re-examination using my own methods

* TFor Part 1, see M.T.B., No. 35, pp- 85-109.

I) Masao NisuikAwA Fg)I[{E5: ‘“Tonkd Hakken no To6dai Koseki Zankan ni arawareta
Jiden ni tsuite’ BueH ROBERFEBHEICHELE BRI DN T (On Tzii-t'ien as It appears
in the T‘ang Census Registers found at Tun-huang), Shigaku Zasshi shEsfsst Vol. 64,
No. 10, 1955, pp. 931-953.
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and selection of source material. In the present investigation we shall not be
interested in the disposition of the plots of land belonging to the i-shou-t‘ien
of the given household (@), as we were when studying the tzii-t‘ten records,
but will ask only whether or not any one of the boundary definitions of its
holdings can be linked with the name of the & household head appearing in
the boundary definitions of the holdings of household B. There will conse-
quently be no need to take into consideration the difference of the times at
which the various plots came to be assigned to the households that occupied
them and so to investigate according to three different models as we did before.

On the other hand, it must always be borne in mind that there are cases
in which a sequential relationship existed between the time of writing of the
boundary definition records for a holding A of cadastral-records-complete
household @, and the time of writing of the entry of the name of the « house-
hold head in the boundary definitions of the holding B assigned to house-
hold g which is to be examined for possible adjacency. If the name of the
head of household « appears in the boundary definitions pertaining to house-
hold B, either the two records were made at the same time or the record
pertaining to 8 was made later than that pertaining to . In the former case
a’s name appears in the boundary definitions of f’s holding B and p’s name
appears in the boundary definitions of a’s holding A; in the latter case, ’s
name appears in the entries for §’s holding B and that is all. The present
inquiry is concerned with both these cases.

If the record pertaining to § was written earlier than that pertaining to
a, even if the two holdings A and B were adjacent, the name of the head of
household « does not appear in f’s boundary definition entries, and such
cases cannot be made the objects of an investigation of the present form.
However, it is only that the @ name does not appear: in fact there must of
course have been a fair number of such adjacency relationships. If the g record
was made earlier than the « one, the name of the head of household j ought
to appear in the boundary definitions of s land, and such a case may be
used as source material not for the study of the adjacency relationships of a’s
i-shou-t‘ien, but for the study of the adjacency relationships of g’s. Here too,
however, it is necessary that the cadastral entries for §s i-shou-t‘ien should
be complete.

In the present investigation we are taking the boundary definitions of
the holdings of cadastral-records-complete household « and trying to see
whether the appearance of the name of its head in the boundary definitions
pertaining to household § can be explained on the basis of adjacency relation-
ship within the framework of the chiin-t‘ien system or not. As a matter of
fact, the sources include extremely few examples of cases in which the names
of the two houscholders « and g were entered simultaneously in the records
of each other’s holdings B and A;—cases, that is to say, in which we may
accept the boundary definitions of A and B as having been rewritten at the
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same time. In almost all cases we have only the appearance of «’s name in
B’s holding records.

Now in order for this majority of cases of the latter kind to have involved
adjacency relationships within the framework of the chiin-t‘ien system, unless
a new holding had come into being, the holding B belonged to g in whose
cadastral definition «’s name appears must on oné or more occasions have
become ‘vacated land’ (t‘wi-t‘ien EFH), which means have been returned to
the public according to the regulations of the chiin-tien system. When it subse-
quently came into B’s possession, the boundary definitions must have been
rewritten in such a way as to include a mention of «, the occupier of the
adjacent holding. Here we shall omit discussion of the case in which a new
holding had been created and pursue our argument on the assumption of
transmission of pre-existing holdings that lay within the framework of the
chiin-t‘ien system. In this way, the present inquiry becomes closely committed
to investigation of the possibility of there having taken place reversions.

The emphasis in this article will, then, lie on the following point. An
investigation will be made according to the above method as to whether or
not the appearance of the name of the head of household « in the entries
pertaining to household 8 can be explained on the basis of an adjacency
relationship with a’s i-shou-tien. It goes without saying that if such an ex-
planation is impossible, the existence of lands outside the framework of the
chiin-t'ien system will have been proved. This is the same reasoning as we
adopted before when we investigated the groupings of the {zii-t‘ien. Also
common to the two investigations is the fact that our aim is not the provision
of a reasonable or appropriate interpretation. We shall think about the
reasonable interpretation on another occasion.

1I

Let us begin by drawing up a table setting out the cases with which we
shall be dealing (p. 112).

The names which appear on the left are the names of heads of households
about whose holdings of allotted land we have complete cadastral information.
'The names on the right are the names of heads of households in the boundary
definitions of whose allotted land holdings the names on the left occur. The
relationship between the two should be clear from the table. Cases in which,
although the cadastral records for the i-shou-t‘ien are complete, the name of
the « householder does not appear in the boundary definitions of another
household’s holdings, have been excluded.

We will now examine these cases one by one.
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Docu- Name of head of Number Name of head of
ment Date cadastral-record- of other household with
num- complete household |y 40000 related cadastral
ber [] § entry [6]
Kaj-yiian D Tung Sst-chii
6 — 8 Cc ?
BEJL 4 (716) |  EEE
7 %%—yﬁ)arzm% I %Cﬁh%%Hsﬁan-l 5 J Fan Shang-ylian YEHIT
" " ” K Chao Hstian-piao wmEFE
" ” ” L Tsao Jén-pei )
T'‘ien-pao K Ch‘éng Ssi-ch'u
14 4 g 114*C | G ?
RE 6 (14T)|  BEE i
” " L %fﬁéx&g Shih-chu 1% M Ch'éng Jén-chén B
” % ” O Ch‘éng Ta-chiing EXE
” ” M %lél’g ]én-chén 5 A 2
” 1" " L Ch‘éng Shih-chu BHE
1 " " P Ch'éng Chih-i BEE
" P N %;g‘:hg Tachung | 9. | O Chéng Ta-ching FEKE
p P o P Ch'éng Chih-i BEE
” " O Ch‘éng Ta-ch'ing 6-4-C N Ch‘éne Ta-ch e
Ejﬁ% + ng la-chung Ej{',u
” " P %g%g Chih-i 164G | B Ch'éng En-yang  ERE3
” " o M Ch'éng Jén-chén BLA
” " 1 N Ch'éng Ta-chung BAE

*C indicates curtilage.

(1) Head of household D Tung Ssii-chii EE in the K‘ai-yilan 4 register.
Tung had eight holdings of allotted land, and his name is to be found in
the eastern boundary definition of the holding (b9) occupied by head of
household G (name unknown). All nine holdings lay twenty I east of the
city in the territory watered by the Ch'ien F ditch. Now since the words
“(on the) east (side), (land held by) Tung (Sst-)chi” (] #§5) appear in the
entry for household C’s holding (1), it is possible that one of Tung’s holdings
was adjacent to it, and in that case the western boundary definitions of Tung’s
holdings should include either a tzil-t‘ien record or the name of a head of
household. Yet among the eight sets of boundary definitions in question,
there are no cases of {zi-t‘ien entered for the western side and only three cases
of head of household names: those of Li Fu-shéng ZEfk4:, So Wan-k'uei REE
and Huai-hsin 5.

If, therefore, we tried to interpret this solely within the framework of the
chiin-t‘ien system, it would seem that we should be forced to consider that
household C’s holding (1) had once been occupied by one of the above three
men, and that after having been returned to the public at least once it came

2) For explanation of the numbering system used in this article, see M.T.B., No. 35, 1977,
p.87.
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into household C’s possession. The entry “East, Tung Chii” 3 #5 would then
have been made on the occasion of the consequent rewriting of the boundary
definitions. However, it is extremely doubtful whether the household of any
one of the three men did in fact encounter circumstances such as to give rise
to the vacation of a holding and whether precisely the holding in question,
holding (1), came into C’s possession after having been so vacated. The possi-
bility that the facts were otherwise seem to be rather strong.

(2) Head of household (I) Chao Hsiian-i %% in the K'ai-yiian 10 draft
register (chi ts‘ao-an FEEE).

We will repeat here the particulars of this household’s i-shou-tien (d 20-24)
already set out in the preceding article:®)

Holding | Size Type Eastern Western Southern Northern
number | (mou)| ~ /P boundary boundary boundary boundary
@ 1 yy | road & tzii-t'ien waste Fi cliff g
2 2 # | marsh B Hsilian-shuang x3k| tzi-t'ien tzii-t'ien
(3) 3 # | marsh & tzii-t'ien tzii-t'ien tzii-t'ien

“4) 4 # | road ¥ marsh 2 ditch & marsh 2
(5) 5 /| Hsiian-mei %3¢ |Hstian-mei %% Hstian-mei %28 | izii-t'ien
All the holdings were of the type yung-yeh 7k land (land held in perpetuity) and

all lay 20 li east of the city in the territory of the Sha yj Ditch.

For comparison, we may set out the following entries from the same
source:

Distance
Holding | Size Type| (i) and Ditch Eastern Western Southern | Northern
number |(mou) |~ YP¢| direction ¢ boundary | boundary | boundary| boundary
from city
I-shou-t'ien of J, Fan Shang-yiian {27t (d 50, 32)
Lo Li Hsiian- Lo
1) 5 | yy | 20 E|Shayp | Hsdani chih road g | IAstan-i
p2£ - Hyrsih ZE
Lo . Li T'ao-
3 6 " v noon H“ﬁn‘z Li Fuhu ditch shuan
p2¢ - FiR
ki
I-shou-t'ien of K, Chao Hsiian-piao #% 3% (d 42)
(1) 13 A # 1 | marsh H#As_i;%n-i waste % H?;\_%a%n'i
I-shou-t'ien of L, Ts'ao Jén-pei &{=f§ (d 57)
$ | 18 | #| 7 u |Chaojy|Hsing-ch'e |\ Tsao Pao | Hsdan-i | g3y g
& EiR B2

8) Part 1, M.T.B., No. 85, 1977, p.101.
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In the above sets of data, the name Hsiian-i % appears six times in the
second table. Chao Hsiian-i’s allotted lands, (J) Fan Shang-yiian’s holdings
(1) and (8) and (K) Chao Hsiian-piao’s holding (1) were all in the territory
of the Sha > Ditch twenty li east of the city; only (L) Ts‘ao Jén-pei’s holding
(8) was in a separate location, thirteen /i away in the territory of the Chao #
ditch seven li east of the city.

First, it would no doubt be natural to regard the land of Chao Hsiian-i's
that lay adjacent to Ts‘ao Jén-pei’s distant holding (3) as having been not his
allotted land but land outside the framework of the chiin-tien system. To
the contrary, however, it seems that we could also make sense of the situation
by assuming that there had once been chiin-t‘ien system land assigned to Chao
Hsiian-i next to Ts‘ao Jén-pei’s holding (3) but that precisely this holding
had been become ‘vacated land’ t‘ui-t‘ien. Since Chao Hsiian-i was a lao-nan
%% (old man) of sixty-nine, it would perhaps be well to recognize that there
was a fair possibility of some of his land having reverted.¥) It must be ad-
mitted, however, that we know neither whether he became head of household
before or after he became a lao-nan nor what ceiling quota would, in the
former case, have determined the extent of his liability to return land deemed
to have become surplus on his reaching the age of sixty under the shéng-tui
FiR ‘excess return’ system.

On the other hand, it is hard to interpret all five occurrences of Hsiian-i's
name in the boundary definitions of (J) Fan Shang-yiian’s and (K) Chao Hsiian-
piao’s land within the framework of the chiin-tien system. Since the names
of Fan Shang-yiian and Chao Hsiian-piao do not appear in the boundary defi-
nitions of Hsiian-i’s holdings at all, if we take it that holdings of Hsiian-i's
were adjacent to holdings of theirs, we cannot postulate that Hstian-i’s bound-
ary definitions and theirs had been simultaneously rewritten, but must assume
that these holdings of land adjacent to the sites of Hsiian-i i-shou-tien had
been posteriorly assigned to Fan Shang-yiian and Chao Hsiian-piao, probably
after having reverted.

Now, if taking such probable past reversions of the holdings into account,
we look for any possible correspondences between the mentions of Hsilan- in
the records of (J) Fan Shang-yiian and (K) Chao Hsiian-piao’s holdings—in
J (1), “East: Hsiian-i, North: Hsiiani”; in J (8), “East: Hstian-i”; in K (1)
“West: Hsiian-i, North: Hsiian-i’—and the boundary definitions of Chao
Hsiian-i’s allotted lands, the entries on the latter side (I) which come into
question are limited to the following: the seven izii-t‘ien records ((I) (1) West,
(2) South and North, (3) West, South and North, and (5) North) and the four
occurrences of head of household names (Hstian-shuang %z once, (2) West,
and Hsiian-mei %2 three times, (5) East, West and South). It is practically
impossible to make sense of the total grouping with just these. The detailed
explanation for this is as follows.

4) See Part 1, M.T.B., No. 35, 1977, pp. 105-6.
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First, if we look through the records of Chao Hsiian-i’s holdings for a
boundary definition that we may be able to link with the entry “(on the) west
(side), (land held by) (Chao) Hsiian4i” in K(l), the only possibility is I(5),
“(on the) east (side), (land held by) Chao) Hsiian-mei”. Because all Hsiian-i’s
other holdings have road or marshland on their eastern border. Thus we can
put K(I) only on the east side of I(5). Now to the north of K(1) there is also
a holding of Hsiian-i’s, but the only two Hsilani boundary definitions that
can be made to fit are the “(on the) south (side), ¢zii-t‘ien” entries of 1(2) and

1(2)
or
1(3)

1(5) (13

I(3). In that case, K(1) would be {zii-t‘ien from the point of view of the hold-
ing 1(2) or I(8) to its north and land assigned to Hsiian-mei from the point
of view of the holding I(5), to its west.

How can we solve this paradox? It cannot be done by assuming simply
that K(1) had originally been held either by Hsiian-i or by Hsiian-mei and
after having reverted once had come into the possession of (K) Chao Hstian-
piao. Rather, we must suppose that after this plot held in the first place by
Hstian-i had once it had become Hsiian-mei’s and that it had subsequently
reverted once more and been allocated to Chao Hsiian-piao; either this or the
same chain of events but with the first two stages in reverse order. At the
same time, the boundary definitions of I(2) or I(8) and the boundary definitions
of I(5) would have to have been written at different dates.

Suppose we take I(3) to have been the holding north of K(1). 1(3) had
tzii-t‘ien to its west, and in view of the disposition of I(5), K(1) and I(3), it
may be recognised as natural to assume that this tzi-ten lay to the north
of I(5). Since I(5) had ¢zii-tien to its north, the records are perfectly in agree-

tzii-t'ien 1(3)

I(5) K(1)
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ment, but what could this ¢zii-t‘ien to the west of I(8) and the north of I(5)
have been? As there is no holding among Chao Hsiian-i’s i-shou-t‘ien that
corresponds with it, we shall have to assume that this tzd-tien was land outside
Hsiian-i's present allotment of i-shou-t‘ien and that it had by this time re-
turned.

Suppose on the other hand we put I(2) on the north of K(1). Since I(2)
had a holding of Hsiian-shuang’s on its west, this latter holding becomes

1(2)

1(5) K(1)

Hsiian-shuang’s land if seen from I(2) but tzii-tlen if seen from I(5), which
we are assuming to lie on the west of K(1). Here once more a relationship
has emerged that we can solve only by allowing that the land in question had
returned at least twice.

Let us now look at the case of (J) Fan Shang-yiian. We may successfully
account for the appearance of Hsiian-i’s name in the eastern boundary defi-
nition of J(8) by postulating a linkage with any one of four of the western
boundaries of Chao Hsiian-i’s i-shou-t‘ien—I(1) “(on the) west fzii-tien”, 1(2)
“(on the) west, (land held by) Hsiian-shuang, I(3) “(on the) west, tzi-‘ien”
and I(5) “(on the) west, (land held by) Hsiian-mei”—and then assuming a
return of the westward holding; we cannot, however, make sense of the case
of J(1), in which Hsiian-i’s name appears on two sides.

The holding J(1) had land occupied by Hsiian-i on its east and north.
The Hsiian-i boundary definitions that it may be possible to link with J(1)’s
northern border are I(2) “(on the) south, tzi-tien”, I(3) “(on the) south,
tzii-t‘ien” and I(5) “(on the) south, (land held by) Hsiian-mei”. To take the
last possibility first, if we connect I(5) with J(1) and then reconstruct the

1(5) K(1)

J)
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disposition of the holdings bearing in mind the relationship postulated above
that I(5) is adjoined on its eastern side by K(1)—which means putting I(5)
on the north of J(1) and K(1) on the east of I(5)—, then since J(1) has a
holding of Hsiian-i’s on its east, the position of this latter holding should be
south of K(1). However, K(I) has wasteland to its south, and so we are left
with a contradiction. It being thus unsatisfactory to put I(5) on the north
of J(1), we have only 1(2) and I(8) to choose between, but each of these has
marshland on its east.

As for the mention of Hsilan-i in the definition of J(1)’s eastern border,
the entries which it may be possible to pair with this are I(1), “(on the) west,
tzt-tien”; 1(2), “(on the) west, (land held by) Hsiian-shuang”; I(3), “(on the)
west, {zi-ten”; and I(5), “(on the) west, (land held by) Hstian-mei”. If we

1(2)
or
1(3)

J(M) I(1)

suppose a relationship with the I(1) tzii-t‘ien record, then whereas I(1) has a
cliff to its north, I(2) and I(3), either of which we might put north of J(1),
both actually have marshland on their eastern side, in the space that ought
to be located north of I(1). There is thus a contradiction here. But then if
we couple the Hsiian-i holding on the east of J(1) with the Hsiiang-shuang

169

oY

19)

I )
1(3)

holding on the west of I(2) or the tzii-tien on the west of 1(3), then the holding
to the north of J(1) should be respectively either I(8) or I(2). Thus whereas
the I(2) or I(8) to the east of J(1) would both have izil-tlen to their north,
the I(8) or I(2) to J(1)’s north are both in actual fact entered as having marsh-
land for their eastern neighbour in the space that ought to lie north of
1(2)/1(3). Again, contradiction results. Last of all, if we try identifying the
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Hsiian-i holding on the east of J(1) with I(5), since I(5) also has fzii-t‘ien to
its north, we run into the same problem: this record conflicts with the state-
ment that holding I(2)/1(3) on the north of J(1) has marshland on its east.

After all, with whichever parcel of (I) Chao Hsiian-i’s allotted land we
attempt to match any of the mentions of Hsiian-i’s name in the boundary
descriptions of J, K and L, the task, exert ourselves as we may by adopting
the hypothesis of double reversions of given holdings, remains impossible.
And then while discussing the case of this (I) Chao Hsiian-i household, we
must also take into account the results of our previous inquiry into the group-
ing relationships of its ¢zii-tlen. In the first part of this article I demonstrated
that whatever combinations of the individual holdings of Hsiian-i’s i-shou-t‘ien
we postulate, and whatever hypothesis we adopt as to the chronological
sequence of the records, we cannot explain the izi-tlen entries simply within
the compass of the i-shou-t‘ten. 1 further expressed the opinion that, even
though as Chao Hsilan-i was a lao-nan there was a possibility of some of his
land having reverted in accordance with the shéng-t‘ui regulations, it would
probably be unreasonable to explain all the tzii-t‘ien entries solely on the
grounds of shéng-t‘ui.»

In our present discussion we have been making assumptions of returns
quite freely, but even so we have been unable to make sense of the data. And
even if we suppose, to make a vast concession, that it had been possible to
overcome all the difficulties in the way of an explanation by means of the
t‘ui-t'ien reversions theory, it would still be necessary that the two comple-
mentary problems of the grouping relationships of the tzii-t‘ien and of the
interpretation of the appearance of householder «’s name in the definitions of
other households’ holdings should both find a comprehensive solution within
the framework of our explanation. However, since the dispositions of holdings
we postulated when carrying out each of the two types of investigation are
quite different from each other, we have no option but to admit that there is
absolutely no possibility of an all-embracing interpretation based on assump-
tions of t‘ui-t‘len that will account for both aspects and include the distant
holding L(3) as well.

In consideration of the above, it would be fair to say that the cadastral
records pertaining to Chao Hstian-i provide firm proof of the existence of land
held outside the framework of the chiin-t‘ien system. It would in fact seem
that Chao Hsiian-i’s household should be regarded as having held such extra
land to quite a considerable extent. This may perhaps be not unconnected
with the fact that this household ranked in the eighth grade in the nine-grade-
household system.

Now, if we list the cases from the 722 draft register in which both the
grade of the household and the total acreage of its holdings of allotted land

b) Part 1, M.T.B., No. 35, 1977, pp. 106-7.
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are known, we find that while households I (Chao Hsiian-i) and L (Ts'ao Jén-
pei) were eighth grade households and held respectively eleven and sixty-three
mou, households C (Kuo Hsiian-fang 3% #}), J (Fan Shang-yiian) and K (Chao
Hstian-piao) were all of the ninth grade and held respectively twenty mou,
fifteen mou and twenty-five mou (or possibly thirty-five mou). Thus regardless
of the fact that with eleven mou Chao Hsilan-i’s household held the smallest
quantity of i-shou-t‘ien, it ranked as an eighth-grade household; on the other
hand three households with larger holdings—of fifteen mou, twenty mou and
twenty-five mou or more—were in the ninth and bottom grade. Furthermore,
the other eighth-grade household was in occupation of as much as sixty-three
mou. The reason for which Chao Hsiian-i’s household was an eighth-grade
one was that he possessed more “property” (tzii-ch‘an %g) than the ninth-
grade households whose holdings of allotted land exceeded his; should we not
consider that his “property” include some land held outside the framework
of the chiin-t‘ien system?

The nature of the “property” that determined a household’s grade cannot
easily be established, but it is practically certain that it included land. It
would therefore appear natural to believe that an important reason for Chao
Hsiian-i’s eighth-grade household ranking was that although he had little
allotted land, he held a large quantity of extra land outside the chiin-tien
system.

(8) Head of household (K) Ch'éng Sst-ch‘u B3t in the T ien-pao 6 register.
Apart from a house and curtilage, Ch‘éng Ssii-ch‘u’s allotted land (c 75-86)
consisted of eleven plots, all of which lay seven Ii west of the city, ten in the
territory of the P'ing ditch FZE and one in the territory of the Méng-shou
ditch #H#ZE. Now the four holdings (b 1-4) which surviving entries in the
same register identify as i-shou-t‘ien assigned to anonymous household C were
all situated at the same distance seven i west of the city in the territory of
the Kao ditch i, and common to two of them—(2) five mou, yung-yeh and
(8) three mou (two mou yung-yeh, one mou k‘ou-fén n4y)—is the boundary
definition “(on the) east, (land held by) (Ch‘éng) Ssi-ch‘u”.

Since Ch'éng Ssii-ch‘u had no holdings of allotted land in the Kao ditch
territory, it would seem natural to take the two holdings of his of which we
find in the above two entries as having been land held over and above his
i-shou-t‘ien and so outside the framework of the chiin-t‘ien system. However,
in the point that it too was seven li west of the city, the Kao ditch was no
different from the P‘ing and Méng-shou ditches in whose territory Ch‘éng
Ssti-ch‘u’s i-shou-tien lay. Consequently, and reasoning against the grain, we
must admit that it would perhaps be over-hasty to conclude that there was no
possibility of there having been an adjacency relationship of explicable on
the basis of an intersection of the Kao ditch with the other two, and of the
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two “(on the) east, (land held by) Ssti-ch‘u” entries having both referred to
i-shou-t‘ien.

Even if there was no adjacency relationship between the Kao ditch hold-
ings (b2 and 3) and any part of Ch'éng Ssii-ch‘u’s present i-shou-i‘ien allot-
ment, it would seem worthwhile to investigate the possibility of regarding the
land to the east of the two plots (b 2 and b 3) rather as a quondam i-shou-t‘ien
holding of his that had subsequently reverted. If, however, we examine the
membership of forty-seven sui (year)-old Ch'éng Ssii-ch‘u’s household (c 56-73),
records of reduction in the number of mouths are confined to the mention of
Ssti-ch‘u’s deceased elderly widowed mother that has been added to the entries
of the 745 tax register. There are on the other hand records supplementary
to the tax or household registers of 744, 745 and 746 that testify to an increase
in the membership. The individuals involved are an official’s wife (chih-tzil
ch'i WEE) a guardsman’s wife (wei-shih ch‘l #+£3%) and two unclassified
adult wives (ting-ch‘i T2) (“persons previously omitted and registered here-
with”, lou-fu JH}); and two male and two female infants (huang-nan, huang-
nil BE, Eir) (loufu or “newly registered”, fu Fff). FEight people have been
added in all. We therefore really cannot believe that this household lost any
land through shéng-t‘ui return.

(4) Head of housechold (L) Ch‘éng Shih-chu Bf-f£ in the T ien-pao 6 register.
This household had thirteen holdings of allotted land (c 103-115) of which
eight were ten Ii west of the city in the territory of the P‘ing ditch, three were
seven li west of the city in the territory of the same ditch, one was seven li
west of the city in the territory of the Méng-shou ditch, and one was ten [
west of the city in the territory of the P‘u-t‘ao ditch #§#k¥E. Among the entries
for the i-shou-tien held by head of household (M) Ch'éng Jén-chén {1 in
the same register, we find:

Distance .

. . . T Serial
Holding | Size (liy and | 1y: Eastern | Western | Southern |[Northern
number |(mow) Type | divection | Pitch boundary {boundary | boundary [boundary Comlém
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Also, among the i-shou-t‘ien entries for head of household (O) Ch'eng Ta-ching
BKEE there is:

kou- ” Ch‘éng : : :
0® | 3 | fen| 10W Pijg Shih-chu| dWelling d;é:h digh c 173
(mE BHA =

Since (M) Ch‘éng Jén-chén’s holding (4) and (O) Ch‘éng Ta-ch‘ing’s hold-
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ing (6) were both ten li west of the city in the territory of the P‘ing ditch, we
should first look for correspondence relationships with those of (L) Ch'éng
Shih-chu’s i-shou-t‘ien holdings that were similarly located. To pair with the
former’s “(on the) west, (land held by) Shih-chu; (on the) south, (land held by)
Ch'éng Shih-chu” we have the following selection: the entry “(on the) east,
(land held by) Jén-chén” is common to L(11) and L(13) (c 113 and 115); L(8)
(c110) has “(on the) north, (land held by) Jén-chén”; and L(9) (c111) has
“(on the) north, (land held by) Ch'éng Jén-chén”. It may therefore be con-
sidered that either L(11) or L(13) lay adjacent to M(4) on its west side and
either I(8) or L(9) on its south. This means that we can probably regard the
boundary definitions of these adjoining plots as having been rewritten at the
same time.

Now, as it is known that (L) Ch‘éng Shih-chu and (M) Ch'éng Jén-chén
were brothers (c 87 and 116), it would seem natural to suppose that in this
instance there had occurred a division of the household and that the boundary
definitions of our two adjoining plots had been simultaneously rewritten; and
as Ch’éng Shih-chu’s holding (9) was hsiin-t‘ien B{H (land granted in recogni-
tion of meritorious service) just like Ch'éng Jén-chén’s holding (4), it would
probably be correct to regard the two holdings as having been created by
differential apportionment at the time the household was divided. Assuming
this to have been the case, if we return to our two pairs of possible matches
for Jén-chén’s holding (4), the southern match was in fact probably L(9) and
the western match either L(11) or L(13).

On the other hand, for the entry “(on the) east, (land held by) Ch‘éng
Shih-chu” that appears in the boundary definitions of (O) Ch‘éng Ta-ch‘ing’s
holding (6), there is no corresponding mention of (O) Ta-ch‘ing’s name in the
western boundary definitions of any of (L) Shih-chu’s holdings that lay ten I
west of the city in the territory of the P‘ing ditch. We must therefore look
for a different type of relationship. Among the western boundary definitions
of Ch'éng Shih-chu’s holdings in this area, there was one case of a tzi-tien
entry (I.(9)) and two cases of head of household names: L(2) Sung Ching iF
and L(3) Huai Chu . Itis possible to believe that the holding in question,
O(6), had once been part of the i-shou-tien of one of the three householders
Ch‘éng Shih-chu, Sung Ching and Huai Chu, but that it had reverted and
been allocated to Ch‘éng Ta-ch'ing.

While the composition of the Sung Ching and the Huai Chu households
is unclear, Ch'éng Shih-chu was a lao-nan of seventy-eight sui, and the records
of change in the number of mouths in his household comprise: mention of an
adolescent male (chung-nan H:3) and of a boy (hsiao-nan /NB) who died
subsequent to the compilation of the 745 tax register; and the supplementary
addition of an infant female to the tax register of 746 (c78-101). Thus al-
though we cannot readily say that the shéng-t‘ui rule had been applied in this
case on the grounds of change in the size of the household, there is no particu-
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lar reason why we should not believe that Ch‘éng Shih-chu had originally been
a ting-nan (T 5 : adult male) head of household and that some of his land had
reverted when he reached the age of sixty.

(5) Head of household (M) Chéng Jén-chén A5 in the T ien-pao 6 register.
Of this household’s five pieces of allotted land (c 126-130), three were ten [
west of the city in the territory of the P‘ing ditch, one was in the territory of
the same ditch seven Ii west of the city, and one was in the territory of the
Ho-pei it ditch ten I west of the city. Jén-chén’s name appears in the
following boundary definitions entered in the same register:

](DIigtanc&a Serial
. 2) an eria.
Houscholder | mambes |dixection |~ Ditch Enary coluun
city
A g}fﬁzwm 2 10 W | Pling ¥ | (onthe)N, (land held by) Jég;én a 10
- S O I A IR
8 | 10 | u v N " e | ¢ 10
9 "o " on n N 1z ?él:;%ﬁ%n c 111
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13 v wl| w ow » E p Jen c 115

Let us now see how we can match the A, P and L records that involve
Jén-chén’s name with the boundary definitions of the latter’s i-shou-t‘ien.
(a) First, the entry “(on the) north, (land held by) Jén-chén” given for house-
holder A’s holding (2) cannot be coupled with any of the M boundary defi-
nitions. The reason for this is that the three M i-shou-t‘len southern borders
which defined holdings lying in the territory of the P‘ing ditch ten Ii west of
the city and one of which should have corresponded with the A definition in
question, are (1) ditch, (2) bank and (4) (land held by) Ch‘éng Shih-chu. Hold-
ing (5), the same number of Ii away from the city in the same direction but
situated in the territory of the Ho-pei ditch, had on its south a pit (kéng 7).
Thus the only case in which there can be question of a link with the entry
“(on the) north, (land held by) Jén-chén” is that of M(4)’s “(on the) south,
(land held by) Ch‘éng Shih-chu”.

Now this plot had a holding of Ch‘éng Shih-chu’s on its west as well, and
as we explained above, these two M(4) boundary definitions correspond with
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a pair of occurrences of Jén-chén’s name among the northern and eastern
boundary definitions of Shih-chu’s holdings. It is well conceivable that a
division of the household had taken place between these two brothers and
that since Jén-chén’s holding (4) and Shih-chu’s holding (9) were both Asiin-
tien, they had been adjacent from the first. Going by the normal rules for
establishing combinations, we might reason as follows. The holding of A’s
(No. 2) which has the entry “(on the) north, (land held by) Jén-chén” had once
been part of (L) Ch'éng Shih-chu’s allotted land. It lay adjacent to (M) Ch'éng

L(11)
or M(4)
L(18)
L(9)
!
A(2)

Jén-chén’s holding (4) on the latter’s southern side and in the boundary defi-
nition of M(4) it was entered, as it appeared when seen from M(4)’s point of
view, in the form “(on the) south, (land held by) Ch‘éng Shih-chu. The hold-
ing had then reverted and been allocated to household A, and when the
boundary definitions were rewritten, the entry “(on the) north, (land held by)
Jén-chén” came to appear among A’s cadastral records. The M(4) entry “(on
the) south, (land held by) Ch‘éng Shih-chu” would thus have been older than
the A(2) entry “(on the) north, (land held by) Jén-chén.”

If, however, we postulate the adjacency of the two holdings in the light
of an assumption of division of the household, what this means is that (L)
Ch’éng Shih-chu and (M) Ch‘éng Jén-chén had divided up their father Hsing-
k‘uan’s 7% household between them, and so had become independent house-
holders at one and the same time. Thus the two boundary definitions “(on the)
south, (land held by) Ch‘éng Shih-chu” and “(on the) north, (land held by)
Jén-chén” were established simultaneously and may be accepted as having held
good down to 747. This implies in turn that the entry “(on the) north, (land
held by) Jén-chén” given for household A’s holding (2) cannot be interpreted
according to the normal rules but may probably be seen as indicating that
Ch'éng Jén-chén occupied land outside his allotted quota of i-shou-tien.

There still remains the possibility, though, that to the north of A(2) there
was a holding of land quite separate from M(4) that had once been part of
Ch'éng Jén-chén’s i-shou-t‘ien but that had since reverted. Ch‘éng Jén-chén
was a lao-nan of seventy-seven sui and a guard of the Wing Militia (F-wei
), and the records indicating change in the size of his household (c 116-124)
comprise the supplementary addition to the 746 tax register of a previously
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omitted official’s wife aged sixty-one sui, and the mention of the death of an
infant male made in amendment of the household register for 744. These
latter give us insufficient grounds for accepting that reversion had occurred.
It would not however be unnatural to suppose that Jén-chén had become head
of household before he reached the age of sixty and that when he did reach
this age, the shéng-t‘ui regulations were applied to his holdings.

(b) We will next look at the occurrences, listed above, of Ch'éng Jén-chén’s
name in the boundary definitions of (L) Ch‘éng Shih-chu’s holdings. First,
there is no parcel of Ch'éng Jén-chén’s i-shou-tien that can be linked with the
entry “(on the) west, (land held by) Jén-chén” defining the western boundary
of L’s holding (4) seven li west of the city in the territory of the P'ing ditch.
That is to say, in precisely this area there was just one holding, M(3), that
belonged to Ch'éng Jén-chén’s allotted land, and this had the ditch on its
east. It therefore cannot be placed adjacent to L(4). Consequently, on the
west of L(4) there must have lain a holding of Ch'éng Jén-chén’s that was not
part of his allotted quota. If on the contrary we try to think solely in terms of
i-shou-t‘ien, we shall again be unable to produce a viable interpretation with-
out invoking the hypothesis of a quondam i-shou-t‘ien holding of Ch'éng Jén-
chén’s that had subsequently reverted.

We now come to the mentions of (Ch‘éng) Jén-chén’s name in the bound-
ary definitions of holdings L(8), L(9), L(11) and L(13) ten Ii west of the city
in the territory of the Pfing ditch. Since we have already, in consideration
of the Ch‘éng household division, accepted the hsiin-tien holding L(9) plus
either L(11) or L(18) as having been adjacent neighbours to the hsiin-i‘ien
holding M(4), there remain for discussion only L(8) and either L(13) or L(11).

First, there are absolutely no holdings among the i-shou-t‘ien of (M) Ch'éng
Jén-chén that might correspond with the L(8) record “(on the) north, (land
held by) jén-chén,” for when M(4) has been excluded from the three M hold-
ings that lay ten i west of the city in the territory of the P‘ing ditch, we are
left only with M(1) and M(2), which had respectively the ditch or a bank on
their southern borders and so cannot be recognised as ordinary holdings.
Ch‘éng Jén-chén’s holding (5) in the territory of the Ho-pei ditch ten i west
of the city is similarly disqualified by reason of its having had a pit to the
south. This being the case, it is natural to conclude that to the north of
(L) Ch‘éng Shih-chu’s holding (8) there lay a piece of land occupied by Ch'éng
Jén-chén over and above his i-shou-t‘len allotment. Otherwise, we should again
have to have recourse to the assumption of quondam i-shou-t‘ien that had
reverted and so passed out of Jén-chén’s hands.

As for the two holdings L(11) and L(13), these both have the boundary
definition “(on the) east, (land held by) Jén-chén”, and of the two M holdings
ten Ii west of the city in the territory of the P‘ing ditch that are left when
M(4) has been excluded, M(1) had the ditch on its west and M(2) land held by
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Ch'éng Chih (Ch'éng Chih-i #%%). Thus it is only in the latter case that a
coupling with the L boundary in question seems possible. But if the two
holdings—M(2) and either L(11) or L(18)—were adjacent, then the L holding
involved must originally have been land assigned to Ch‘éng Chih-i which had
reverted and subsequently been allocated to Ch'‘éng Shih-chu; the boundary
definitions would thereupon have been revised and the entry “(on the) east,
(land held by) Jén-chén” made. However, as we shall show in due course, there
were 1o clear-cut conditions in the case of Ch'éng Chih-i’s household such as
to give rise to the operation of the shéng-t‘ui regulations, and so it would be
difficult to decide simply that land that had once been held by Ch'éng Chih-i
had become the land of Ch‘éng Shih-chu. It would thus in the final analysis
be more natural to take it that on the east of holding L(11) or L(13) there
was a non-i-shou-t‘ien holding belonging to Ch'éng Jén-chén. The only alter-
native is to assume yet once again the existence of a reverted former holding
of Ch'éng Jén-chén’s.

() Last of all, we come to the entry “(on the) west, (land held by) Ch‘éng
Jén-chén” occurring in the boundary definitions of (P) Ch’éng Chih-i’s holding
(2) ten li west of the city in the territory of the P‘ing ditch. The eastern
neighbours of the three parcels M(1), M(2) and M(4) held in exactly this region
by Ch'éng Jén-chén were respectively a holding of Ch'éng Chih-i’s, tzi-tien,
and the ditch, while his holding (5) situated at the same distance from the city
only in the vicinity of the Ho-pei ditch, had to its east a bank. We can thus
look for an adjacency relationship with the entry “(on the) west, (land held by)
Ch'éng Jén-chén” in the cases of M(1) and M(2) alone.

If our choice falls on M(1), this will be an example of a match in which
the name of each of the two land-holders is mentioned in the definition of the
other’s holding, and so it will follow that the cadastral entries for the two
were rewritten simultaneously. If we assume that there was no sibling relation-
ship between Ch‘éng Jén-chén and Ch‘éng Chih-i, as there had been in the case
of Ch'éng Jén-chén and Ch‘éng Shih-chu, and consequently, that this time
there is no question of a household division to enter the discussion, does this
mean that we should regard the two adjacent holdings as having been allocated
independently and one by one to their respective occupiers but as having had
their boundary definitions simultaneously rewritten? Such a thing could hap-
pen, but surely in very few cases.

If on the other hand we pair P(2)’s “(on the) west, (land held by) Ch'éng
Jén-chén” with M(2)’s “(on the) east, tzii-tlen”, this will imply the assumption
that holding P(2) had once been part of the i-shou-t'ien of Ch'éng Jén-chén
and so from the point of view of M(2) had been tzii-t‘ien; after its reversion it
was allocated precisely to Ch‘éng Chih-i’s household and when the boundary
definitions were revised the record “(on the) west, (land held by) Ch‘éng
Jén-chén” was made. Here again we have had to postulate the occurrence of
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a reversion.

To review all that we have said above, our investigation of the holdings
of (M) Ch‘éng Jén-chén has revealed that in each of four cases—those of the
northern boundary of A(2), the western boundary of I.(4), the northern
boundary of L(8) and the eastern boundary ova(ll) or L(18)—, it would be
the most natural to believe that adjacent lay a holding of Ch'éng Jén-chén’s
that was not part of his i-shou-tten. If we try to interpret these cases solely
in terms of i-shou-t‘ten and so within the framework of the chiin-t‘ien system,
we have to assume every time that whereas the adjacent plot had once been
an allotted holding of Ch‘éng Jén-chén’s, it had reverted and so passed out of
his hands. The case of the western boundary of holding P(2) can also perhaps
be best explained by postulating a reversion. In view, however, of the fact
that not a single occurrence of reversion can actually be established, it would
seem to be impossible, even making due allowance for chance, to interpret all
these different instances distributed over two separate tracts of land at different
distances from the city on the assumption that shéng-t‘ui reversions had taken
place after precisely the requisite fashion.

In the final analysis, it would seem best to regard the source materials
pertaining to (M) Ch‘éng Jén-chén taken all in all as proving the existence of
‘holdings outside the framework of the chiin-tien system.

(6) Head of household (N) Ch'éng Ta-chung -k in the T ien-pao 6 register.
In addition to a house and curtilage, this household had twelve holdings of
i-shou-t‘ien (c 145-157) distributed as follows: eight plots were ten Ii west of
the city in the territory of the P‘ing ditch, two were seven li west of the city
in the territory of the same ditch, and two were five li west of the city in the
territory of the Méng-shou ditch. The further records which will receive our
attention in the present section are:

(@) There are six entries among the boundary definitions of those holdings
of (N) Chéng Ta-chung’s that lay ten li west of the city in the territory of the
P‘ing ditch in whose cases it may be possible to establish an adjacency relation-
ship with (O) Ch‘éng Ta-ch‘ing’s holding (2).
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These six entries are:
N(I) “(on the) East, tzii-t‘ien ’
N(5) #  East, (land held by) Ch‘éng Ta-ch‘ing
N(6) #  East, u Jan Ho-ch'ing KR EE
N(8) ” East, ” Liu Chén Z|H
N(11) #  East, ” Ch‘éng Shu-shéng &#i 4
N(12) ” East, ” Cheng Piao EE%

It we take first the second possibility, N(5)’s “(on the) East, (land held by)
Ch éng Ta-ch'ing”, we shall have a case of two matching head of houschold
names set side by side, and this we may accept as signifying that the two
adjacent holdings N(5) and O(2) had at the same time come into the hands
of their respective occupiers and that the boundary definitions had been re-
written thereupon.

Chéng Ta-chung and Ch‘éng Ta-ch‘ing, havmg in common I 2 for their
father (c 131, 158), were brothers, and so it would seem natural to regard this
case as parallel with that of the brothers (L) Ch‘éng Shih-chu and (M) Ch'éng
Jén-chén, in which we considered the relationship between the two holdings

L(9) and M(4) in the light of the supposition of a household partition. The
present case, however, differs from that of (L) Ch‘éng Shih-chu’s holding (9)
and (M) Ch'¢ng Jén-chén’s holding (4), both of which were hsiin-tien, in that
the plots in question belonged to no special category of land.

Alternatively, without actually binding O(2) and N(5) together in this way,
we may assume, staggering the dates of the two records, that the former, a plot
of land adjacent to an i-shou-t‘ien holding of Ch‘éng Ta-chung’s on the latter’s
eastern side, became the i-shou-t‘ien of Ch'éng Ta-ch‘ing subsequent to a re-
version and thereupon had the entry “(on the) west, (land held by) Ch‘éng
(Ta-)chung” made in its boundary definitions; or, vice versa, that the latter,
N(5), was a plot of land adjacent to an i-shou-t'ien holding of Ch'é éng Ta-
ch'ing’s on the latter’s western side which became the i-shou-tien of Ch‘d éng
Ta-chung subsequent to a reversion. Both of these are possibilities, but if
forced to choose, would it not be more satisfactory to regard the situation as
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having arisen from the division of the parent household? ‘

If we next try to pair the (O) Ch'éng Ta-ch‘ing (2) entry “(on the) west,
(land held by) Ch'éng (Ta-)chung” with the (N) Ch'éng Ta-chung (1) entry:
“(on the) east, tzii-t‘ien”, this will mean that O(2) had once been a holding of

N 0
@ B

Ch'éng Ta-chung’s adjacent to an ishou-tien holding of his on the latter’s
eastern side; it had subsequently reverted and come under the occupation of
(O) Ch'éng Ta-ch'ing’s household. The boundary definitions had thereupon
been rewritten and the g record in question made. However, Ch'éng Ta-chung
was a fifty-one sui-old Senior Pillar of the State (shang chu-kuo L#RE) and if
we look at the changes in the composition of his household (c 131-143) we
find the following. A previously omitted official’s wife aged twenty-two sui
has been added in supplement to the 745 tax register; the tax register for the
following year has been brought up to date by the addition of an infant male;
a boy (hsiao-nan /3B has had his age altered from twenty sui to sixteen
in amendment of the 746 tax register—which means, in effect, in the 747
household register; and the record of a boy’s death has been added to the 744
household register.

It is therefore extremely doubtful whether in the case of this household
a shéng-t‘ui reversion such as to correspond with that supposed above actually
occurred. The alteration of the “boy”’s age from twenty sui to sixteen was
made as a supplementary correction to the 746 tax register and may thus be
assumed to have appeared for the first time in the 747 household register now
under discussion. If shéng-t‘ui had arisen on account of this revision, the result
of the transfer of the reverted holding O(2) to the i-shou-t‘ien of Ch'éng
Ta-ch‘ing and the consequent rewriting of the boundary definitions would
have appeared already in the same 747 register. ‘

We must also consider the possibility of coupling the (O) Ch'éng Ta-ch'ing
(2) boundary definition “(on the) west, (land held by) Ch*éng (Ta-)chung” with
the (N) Ch'éng Ta-chung records of adjacent eastern parcels held by Jan
Ho-ch'ing %8, Liu Chén 2|5, Ch'éng Shu-shéng &4k or Chéng Piao ¥z
in the cases of N(6), N(8), N(11) and N(12) respectively. This time, we should
have to imagine that a former i-shou-t‘ien holding of Jan Ho-ch'ing, of Liu
Chén, of Ch‘éng Shu-shéng or of Chéng Piao had reverted on account of
changes in the circumstances of its occupying household, been allocated to the
household of Ch‘éng Ta-ch'ing, and had its boundary definitions rewritten
accordingly.

(b) We came next to the eastern boundary definition of (C) Ch'éng Chih-i's
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holding (2) ten & west of the city in the territory of the P‘ing ditch. When
we look for possible matches for this among the definitions of (N) Ch'éng
Ta-chung’s holdings of allotted land, the following five entries come into
question:®

N(1) (on the) West, (land held by) Huai Chu %

N(2) ” West, " Miao Shu &
N(8) ” West, ” Wang Chén E£H
N(10) “  West, z Jan Ho-ch‘ing &#HE

N(11) 7 West, tz1l-t'ien

If we pick the N(11) record, we encounter the same problem of whether
shéng-t‘ui reversion could have arisen in the case of Ch‘éng Ta-chung’s house-
hold as we did above when trying to couple the O(2) definition “(on the) west,
(land held by) Ch'éng (Ta-)chung” with the N(1) entry “(on the) east, {zi-t‘len.”
As for the four remaining possibilities, these again would all entail the as-
sumption of a reversion from the allotted land of the respective household,
just as we found when we tried to link O(2) with N(6), N(8), N(11) or N(12).

There remains the definition “(on the) west, (land held by) Ch‘éng Ta-
chung” common to the entries for the two Ch'éng Chih-i holdings P(4) and
P(13) five Ii west of the city in the territory of the Méng-shou ditch. The
eastern boundary definition—plots held by Huai Chu and Ch‘éng Hung-shou
Bt respectively—of both of (N) Ch‘éng Ta-chung’s two holdings in this
region N(3) and N(4) become the objects of our scrutiny; here again as in
many previous examples the P holdings (4) and (18) would have been former
holdings of the other households, Huai Chu and Ch‘éng Hung-shou respec-
tively, which had reverted and become the land of Ch‘éng Chih-i.

In fine, we have dealt with the problems relating to (N) Ch‘éng Ta-chung
arising from the 747 household register largely through reliance on the as-
sumption of reversion and reallocation of land and of a difference in date
between the boundary definitions of the various matching holdings. It should
surely be admitted, however, that the chances of reversions having taken place
exactly as we should wish in all the cases are very small.

(7) Head of household (O) Ch'éng Ta-ch'ing K8 in the T ien-pao 6 register.
Household O had six holdings of allotted land in addition to its house and
curtilage: O(2), (3), (4) and (6) were ten Ii west of the city in the territory of
the Pling ditch, O(7) was in the territory of the same ditch seven i west of
the city, and O(5) was five li west of the city in the territory of the Méng-shou
ditch. To compare with this, we have the entry “(on the) east, (land held by)

6) As to the meaning of the entry Hsi Chiin J§& appearing in the boundary definitions of
Ch'éng Ta-chung’s 2k & holding (5) (c 149) is not clear, it has been omitted here. It
may be that it refers to the Chéng Chiin %§# mentioned in the northern boundary
definition of (P) Ch'éng Chih-i’s #%5# holding (5) (c 196).
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Ch‘éng Ta-ch‘ing” among the boundary definitions of (N) Ch‘éng Ta-chung’s
holding (5) ten I west of the city in the territory of the P‘ing ditch. The
only record in whose case there are grounds for considering the possibility of
an adjacency relationship with the N(5) entry is the definition “(on the) west,
(land held by) Ch‘éng Chung” given for (O) Ch'éng Ta-ching’s holding (2)
in the same region: there are no other admissible candidates. As we have
already explained in the course of our discussion of the Ch‘éng Ta-chung
records, we feel that it would probably be the most satisfactory to regard this
as a case of a household division arrangement.

(8) Head of household (P) Ch'éng Chih-i B%%, in the T‘ien-pao 6 régistea'.
This household had sixteen holdings of allotted land (c 192-208) besides its
house and curtilage: holdings (1)—(3), (5) and (8)—~(10) were ten li west of the
city in the territory of the P‘ing ditch, (11) and (12), (14) and (15) in the
territory of the same ditch seven Ii west of the city, (4), (6) and (13) in the
territory of the Méng-shou ditch five Ii west of the city, (7) in the territory
of the Wu-tu B# ditch ten Ii west of the city, and (16) in the territory of
the same ditch seven Ii west of the city. Meanwhile, Ch'éng Chih-i’s name
appears in the following seven definitions of other households’ holdings:

Distance
Hold-| "/, .
: (l7) and Serial
tl;l)?l?% glfd £ nmg direction | Ditch Entry column
© t‘;l;l from number
city
@ [B C;f;‘gg En- o | 100w Pg‘g (on the) W, (land held by) Ché%g I a 37
R 14 "o ” n E 17 Ch'éng 1 a 39
n S ” Ch'éng 1
v N " Ch'éng I
(b) Mcgzﬁg Jén- 1 noon ” n E " Cg]fir}lfi c 126
2 "o ” n W " Ché%ng Chih c 127
(9 N[Chéng Ta- |7 |, é‘,ﬁ% v W Chéng I ¢ 151
***** 8

To take the last of these first, since there was no holding among the
allotted lands of Ch‘éng Chih-i that similarly lay in the territory of the Méng-
shou ditch ten Ii west of the city, it would be natural to assume that it
bordered on a holding of Ch‘éng Chih-i’s that did not form part of his i-shou-
tien. If we look for an explanation within the framework of the chiin-t‘ien
system, it will presumably mean postulating a reverted former holding of
Ch‘éng Chih-i’s allotted land. Ch‘éng Chih-i, however, was a guardsman and
lieutenant of the flying cavalry (wei-shih fei-ch‘t wei f5-EMEE) of forty-nine
sut and the records indicating change in the composition of his household
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are limited to the following (c 175-190). Supplementary to the 746 tax register
a boy’s age has been altered from twenty sui to fifteen; and the household
register of 744 and the tax registers for the following two years have been
brought up to date by the additional registration of a “girl”, hsiao-nii iz,
two infant females, and one infant female respectively. The grounds for con-
sidering that there had been shéng-t‘ui reversion are therefore weak. It may
be possible, stretching the point, to posit a connection between the entry
“(on the) west, (land held by) Ch‘éng I” and one of the i-shou-tien holdings
of Ch'éng Chih-i’s lying in the territory of the P‘ing ditch ten Ii west of the
city, on the assumption that the P‘ing ditch intersected with other ditches in
this area; but it would really seem more sensible to think of N(7) as having
occupied a quite separate site in the territory of the Méng-shou ditch.

As for the appearances, mainly in abbreviated form, of Ch‘éng Chih’s
name in the boundary definitions of the remaining holdings B(12), B(14), M(1)
and M(2), all these latter were ten i west of the city in the territory of the
Pling ditch, and there were seven holdings of Ch‘éng Chih-i’s allotted land
in the same area with a plenitude of mentions of tzii-tien or of head of house-
hold names in the boundary definitions for every side. As long as we consider
the possible adjacency relationships for each B or M boundary in isolation,
we can, by dint of assuming the rewriting of the B or M entries to have taken
place the later, establish viable hypotheses for them all, but we cannot account
for the set of three mentions of Ch‘éng Chih-i’s name in the eastern, southern
and northern boundary definitions of (B) Chéng En-yang’s holding (14).

If we look among the boundary definitions of these seven holdings of
Ch'éng Chih-i’s for entries that it may be possible to match with the three
B(14) records in question, for B(14)’s castern border we have P(3)’s “(on the)
west, (land held by) Ch‘éng Hsing-k‘uan fE7E” and P(9)’s “(on the) west,
(land held by) Chia Ch‘u-chang E##”;” for its southern border we have

P(8), P(9)
or P(10)
By | )
P(9)
P(5)
or
P(10)

7) This is omitting consideration of holding P (2) which we discussed above in connection
with the adjacency relationships of (M) Ch'éng Jén-chén’s /= holdings.
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P(5)’s “(on the) north, (land held by) Chéng Chiin #7%” and P(10)’s “(on the)
north, zii-tien”; and for its northern border we have P(8)’s “(on the) south,
(land held by) Wang Yu-hsing EpE#”, P(9)’s “(on the) south, (land held by)
Wang Yu-shéng FE#4 and P(10)’s “(on the) south, (land held by) Chéng
Huai-chien #piE5.” At first sight it appears that if we place either P(3) or
P(9) next to B(14) on its east, either P(5) or P(10) next to it on its south, and
one out of P(8), P(9) and P(10) next to it on its north, we shall have found
the way to an explanation that lets us believe there were no non-chiin-t‘ien
holdings on the three sides of B(14); in fact, however, whatever combination
of these P holdings we may select, there will always appear three mutually
inconsistent head of household names on the borders which coincide with
B(14)’s—that is to say, on the west, north and south faces of the respective
holdings. (The tzii-t‘ien is here regarded as being Ch'éng Chih-i’s land.)

How, then, does it come about that while holding (14) is the land of
Chéng En-yang and has for neighbours on its eastern, southern and northern
borders the three Ch'éng Chih-i i-shou-t‘ien holdings (i), (ii) and (iii), there
appear on the respective sides of these three holdings that adjoin B(14) the
different head of household names x, y and z? The explanation is extremely
complicated. B(14) would have in the past to have been the holding of one
of these three men, say x, and at this time his name would have been entered
in the definition of the border of one of the three holdings (i), (ii) and (iii)
that adjoined B(14). This record then still appeared unaltered in the registers
down to 747. Subsequently, B(14) would have reverted and been assigned as
i-shou-t‘ien to the second householder, say y; and the entry of y’s name in the
boundary definitions of the second adjoining holding that was still to be
found in the 747 register would date from this period. B(14) would then have
reverted yet again and become the i-shou-tien of householder z; z's name in
turn would have been entered in the boundary definitions of the third adjacent
holding and this record would also have gone on unrevised. A final reversion
and reallocation would have brought B(14) into the hands of Chéng En-yang.

We should thus be forced into an interpretation that assumed four differ-
entially dated sets of records; but it is absolutely impossible to believe that
such a complicated process actually took place. This means that we shall
never be able to make sense of the records for the three sides of B(14) as long
as we allow ourselves to think only in terms of i-shou-tien. We cannot but
admit that there existed parcels of land held by Ch‘éng Chih-i that were not
part of the i-shou-t‘ien assigned to him.

II1

In the above, we took the cadastral records for the i-shou-t‘ien allotments
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only of eight households whose i-shou-t‘ien entries are complete® and tried to
see whether or not the appearances of the respective householders’ names in
the boundary definitions of other households’ holdings could be explained on
the assumption of adjacency relationships. The result may be summarized as
follows: such an explanation is possible in the cases of (6) (D) Tung Ssii-chii,
(14) (L) Ch'éng Shih-chu and (14) (O) Ch‘éng Ta-ch‘ing; rather difficult in
the case of (14) (N) Ch‘éng Ta-chung; pretty well impossible in the cases of
(14) (K) Ch'éng Ssti-ch‘u and (14) (M) Ch'éng Jén-chén; and quite impossible
in the cases of (7) (I) Chao Hsiian-i and (14) (P) Ch'éng Chih-i. Since even
when we try making ubiquitous assumptions of the occurrence of reversions
there still arise a good few overall impossibilities or near impossibilities, we
are brought to the ineluctable conclusion that there existed cultivated land
that was not i-shou-tlen and that therefore lay outside the framework of the
chiin-t‘ien system.

In the first part of this article, we inferred the existence of land outside
the chiin-t‘ien system framework from the impossibility of explaining all the
mentions of tzii-tien in the boundary definitions of the i-shou-t‘ien of each
given household through consideration only of the internal grouping relation-
ships of that household’s holdings. This conclusion and our present one go
hand in hand and reinforce each other. As we have said more than once
before, in each case we have been concerned with exhaustive exploration to
the extremes of possibility and have left the question of what was likely to
have been the state of affairs in actual fact, and which would be the most
reasonable interpretation entirely to one side. If asked for the likely state of
affairs, we should have no choice but to say that cultivated land outside the
framework of the chiin-tien system existed to quite a considerable extent.
Apart from special cases such as those in which there had been partition of
the parent household, it would be possible to interpret all the tzi-t‘ien records
treated in the preceding argument as indicating land held outside the frame-
work of the chiin-t‘ien system.

The reason for which in my discussion so far I have temporarily excluded
from consideration the family rolls (shou-shih &) of Tali 4 (769) is that
there exist among the boundary definitions it records both entries that had
gone unrevised for many years and, alongside them, entries that had been
rewritten comparatively freshly. It was therefore impossible to use them indis-
criminately to establish grouping relationships for the boundary definitions.
As 1 explained before, when we are attempting to interpret mentions of
tzii-t‘ien in view only of the internal grouping relationships of the i-shou-t‘ten

8) The households of: (D) Tung Ssii-chii /85 from the 716 register (Doc. no. 6); (I) Chao
Hsiian-i #§3%8§ from the 722 draft register (Doc. no.7); and (K) Ch'éng Ssii-ch‘u @&k,
(L) Ch'éng Shih-chu F&{-f£, (M) Ch'éng Jén-chén (=g, (N) Ch'éng Ta-chung FE-KH
(O) Ch'éng Ta-ch'ing KB and (P) Ch'éng Chih-i T from the 747 vegister (Doc.
no. 14).
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boundary definitions of given households that contain them, such a discrepancy
in the dates of the records becomes a serious impediment. It is a different
matter, however, if we seek to investigate the cases in which the name of a
head of household forms one or more of the boundary definitions of a holding
assigned to another household in a separate location from that of the first
household’s i-shou-t‘ien. Here there should emerge our opportunity to exploit
the 769 shou-shih.

Now if in this shou-shih there are cases in which the name of a present
head of household (A) appears in the boundary definitions of the holdings of
a second household (B), this must mean that the B boundary definitions had
been rewritten comparatively recently; and if the location of the plot with
the recently rewritten boundary definitions is different from that of the i-shou-
tien of the householder under investigation (A), the implication will be that,
in addition to his allotment of i-shou-i‘ien, head of household A held other,
non-allotted land in another place. When we look to see whether such in-
stances can in fact be found among the records in the shou-shih, the case of
head of household (J) An Ta-chung %X/ (77) attracts our notice.

Whereas An Ta-chung’s allotment of i-shou-t‘ien was confined—apart
from his house and curtilage—to three parcels of land in the territory of the
Chao JIU ditch fifteen /i east of the city, the entry “(on the) west, (land held
by) Ta-chung” is to be found in the boundary definitions of one of (O) So
Jén-liang’s 3R{-5% (147) holdings of i-shou-t‘ien twenty Ii east of the city in the
territory of the same ditch. It would thus seem natural to accept that An
Ta-chung possessed non-i-shou-tten land that lay in a separate locality five Ii
away from his allotted holdings. While An Ta-chung himself was an adult
commoner (pai-ting HT) of only twenty-six sui, however, among the members
of his household there were as many as eight who had either died or fled and
been removed from the register. We thus cannot assert that there had been no
reversions. Only, there is no decisive proof that there had been reversions
either.

In the 769 shou-shih there is one more interesting group of records, relat-
ing, this time, to the household of (O) So Jén-liang. Jén-liang had originally
become head of household in place of his elder brother So Ssti-ch'u REZE
(tai-hsiung ch'éng-hu fEF), who had died subsequent to the compilation
of the 763 tax register; and, at the same time as “(Jén-liang’s) deceased elder
brother’s son Yiian-hui JGi#, aged twenty-nine su:” (wang-hsiung nan Yian-hui
nien érh-shih-chiu sui =5t 5 TSRS IAR) is numbered among the members
of Jén-liang’s household, the boundary definitions of two of his holdings of
i-shou-tien that lay fifteen Ii east of the city in the territory of the Chao J{
ditch (156 and 171) include respectively the entries “(on the) south, (land
held by) So Hui 3R#E” and “(on the) west, (land held by) So Hui; (on the)
south, (land held by) So Hui.”

This calls for our attention. As So Hui, that is to say So Yian-hui, was
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only a member of So Jén-liang’s household, it would seem that we should
adopt one of the following two interpretations to account for the appearance
of his name in the boundary definitions of Jén-liang’s i-shou-tien holdings.
Either we accept that there existed land other than the i-shou-tien allotment
held by a member of the household other than its head; or we believe that
there had once been a time when So Yiian-hui was himself a head of household,
and that the boundary definitions in question date from it.

If we go by the second interpretation, we shall be able to make sense of
the situation as one arising within the framework of the chiin-tien system.
However, Yuian-hui, a pin-tzit— HF, child of a ranking official—who had
inherited enjoyment of the yin privilege from his father Ssii-ch‘u, is registered
as having “fled, returned and been reregistered in amendment of the tax
register of Shang-ytian 2 (761)” (Shang-yiian érh-nien chang-hou t‘ao-huan fu
LIE IR RE) (151). At this point he should have been entered under
his father Ssi-ch‘u’s household. We may further accept that when, on Ssii-ch‘u’s
subsequent decease, his younger brother Jén-liang succeeded to the status of
hu-chu FZ, Yiian-hui became a member of his uncle’s household. There
would therefore seem to be difficulties in the way of an interpretation which
assumed that Yiian-hui had once been an independent householder. If we take
it that So Yiian-hui had never been a head of household, the implication is,
I would suggest, that at some time—whether during So Ssii-ch‘u’s headship of
the household, before it, or after So Jén-liang had taken over: the date is not
clear—a member of the household other than its head had occupied outside
the framework of the chiin-t‘ien system land that was not part of the house-
hold’s i-shou-t‘ien allotment.

v

In the preceding, I continued my inquiry, based on such Tun-huang
registers and related documents as contain mentions of tzii-t‘ien, into the ex-
istence of landholdings outside the framework of the chiin-t‘ien system. I wish
here in this connection to give some consideration to a source which is thought
to.be a tax register (chi-chang §tig) of Ta-t'ung 18 (547 A.D.)? as an example
of a register quite without records of ¢zii-t‘ien. This is the oldest known docu-
ment showing the chiin-t‘ien system in operation. In it, the i-shou-tien for
each household are not given en bloc with the household as the unit but are
entered separately under the names of the household’s adult males (ting-nan
T%) and adult wives (ting-ch T#). In cases where a holding (A) has an-

9) See Tatsurd Yamamoro [||7gEfS: ‘Tonké Hakken Keich-yé Monjo Zankan—Dai FEi
Hakubutsukan Shozo Stein Shorai Kanbun Monjo 613-g6° iz REMER BB — k5
FYEEFTEA & 1 VISRETCES—=82 (A Tun-huang manuscript identified as taxa-
tion record chi-chang—MS S.613 of Stein Collection in the British Museum), T'6y6 Gaku-
ho TEEEEEER, Vol.37, Nos. 2 and 8, 1954, pp. 139-198, 361-376.
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other (B) occupied by the same person adjacent to it, the holder’s name is
entered in the appropriate boundary definition of each holding (A): the ex-
pression tzil-t‘ien is not used.

Now what makes an inquiry based upon this source as to whether or not
there existed land held outside the framework of the chiin-t‘ien system marked-
ly different from our other investigations so far is the fact that the location of
the various parcels of i-shou-tlen is not stated. Thus except for special cases
it is almost impossible to investigate the question whether or not there existed
other holdings geographically separate from the i-shou-tlen. Our task will
therefore be an examination of the i-shou-t‘len holdings of households for
which the cadastral records are complete with the principal aim of establishing
whether the mutual adjacency relationships of these can all be understood
without the need to posit extra holdings.

(1) First let us take the case of the household of (B) Hou Lao-shéng #&Z4
(b 26) in the tax register-type document of 547, Entries for his i-shou-t‘ien are
found as follows (b 42-26): ‘

Distance
Hold- and
in Size directi
nugl- (mim) Type 1rf;z(cn;on East West South North
ber dwelling
(shé )
1 10 [Hemp| 1 pace S {Ts‘ao P‘i-chih-pa] Hou Lao-shéng Sao ditch
' OmoE KR E K #
2 20 | Reg.|5 ~ W | hemp (-field) |Liu Wén-ch‘éng|Yilan Hsing| road
B x m| T A

The above two holdings are the portion of the householder Lao-shéng. Full allocations
of both hemp-land (ma(-t'ien) FF(FH)) and regular land (chéng(-tien) IE(H))

3 5 [Hemp| 30 » W Lao-shéng Wén-ch'éng Lao-shéng ditch
X B
4 10 | Reg.| 1 li S |Ts'ao Niao-ti-pa| Wén-ch'éng Ch'i Lao-shéng
R o

The above two holdings are the portion of the wife La-la [§f§. Full allocations of
both hemp-land (ma(-t'ien) FE(H)) and regular land (chéng(-t'ien) E(H))

) —B+wR EE—F REELEHR WEBREEE EER LER

@ —H® EAEEARS RER BHERIR MEIE EE
HHETBEEEES RRIER

(@) —BHEBR SEHF REEBE BEER #REE ER

@ —BHIE SFF—E REERHME FEEUR BEEN E2EE
A BEB LY BER

The first thing that strikes our attention in these entries is the appearance
of the words “(on the) east, as far as hemp(-field)” (tung chih ma HZEH) in
the boundary definitions of Lao-shéng’s ‘regular’ allotment, holding (2). It
would seem natural to understand this “hemp” as indicating Lao-shéng’s hemp-
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field allotment, and the record in question does indeed seem to correspond
with the entry “(on the) west, as far as (land held by) Hou Lao-shéng” appear-
ing in the boundary definitions of his hemp-field allotment, holding (1). On
the other hand, holding (1) was “one pace south of (Hou’s) dwelling and hold-
ing (2) “five paces west” of it, and so there remains a doubt as to whether
the two can really be coupled.

Assuming that we do link them, there turns out to be something of a
want of consistency in the method of designation employed in as much as
Lao-shéng’s hemp-field is referred to as “hemp”. and his regular allotment as
“Hou Lao-shéng”. What are we to make of this? Alternatively, perhaps the
“hemp” does not refer to Lao-shéng’s ma-t‘ien at all, but to some other land
for the cultivation of hemp. If the hemp-field allotment (holding (1)) and the
regular allotment (holding (2)) were not adjacent, the Hou Lao-shéng land
to the west of the former must have been a plot of his other than his i-shou-
t‘ien and adjacent to his allotted hemp-field. How would this be?

In any case, however, whichever possibility we opt for, it is extremely
difficult to see what can have been referred to by the occurrences of Lao-shéng’s
name in the boundary definitions of his wife La-la’s j#j# holdings (3) and
(4).1 With whichever of Lao-shéng’s holdings, (1) and (2), we may try to
match these entries of his name, and after whatever fashion, we can discover
no way of tendering a suitable interpretation. Particularly striking is the case
of the northern boundary definition of holding (4) of La-la. Since Lao-shéng’s
hemp-field allotment had the ditch on its north and his regular allotment the
road, we cannot assume that holding (4) was adjacent to either. Holding (4)
was, moreover, one li south of the household’s dwelling and therefore at some
distance from holdings (1) and (2), which were one pace south of the dwelling
and five paces west respectively. Any supposition of an adjacency relationship
becomes more impossible than ever. We would thus seem to be led to the
conclusion that Hou Lao-shéng held outside the framework of the chiin-tien
system land other than the hemp-field (holding (1)) and the regular allotment
(holding (2)) which constituted his allocation of i-shou-t‘ien.

(2) We come next to the case of the household of (F) K‘ou-yen Tfien-fu AJE
KE (eb) in the same tax register-type document.

From this we may infer that K‘ou-yen T‘ien-fu’s allotted hemp-field (hold-
ing (1)) adjoined the household dwelling on the latter’s west while his regular
allotment (holding (2)) adjoined it on its east (see diagram), but what can the
mention of T'ien-fu in the eastern boundary definition of his wife T u-kuei’s
hemp-field (holding (8)) be indicating? We can hardly answer T*ien-fu’s hemp-

10) For holding (3), the hemp-field, “(on the) east, as far as (land held by) Lao-shéng” and
“(on the) south, as far as (land held by) Lao-shéng”; for holding (4), the regular allot-
ment, “(on the) north, as far as (land held by) Lao-shéng.”



138 The Memoirs of the Toyo Bunko, 36, 1978

Distance
Hold- _and
111111151 Size | Type dlffg;on East West South North
ber dwelling
(shé &)
10 | Hemp | 1 pace W dwelling ditch ditch i
2 10 Reg. | 2 paces E P‘i-chih-pa dwelling ditch ditch

U SI

The above two holdings are the portion of the householder T'ien-fu. The hemp-
field allocation has been given in full but the regular allotment lacks 10 mou.

3 5 Hemp | 20 paces W Tlien-fu ditch Niao-ti-pa | ditch
R B & 3K

The above holding is the portion of the wife T‘u-kuei H:f%. The hemp-field
allocation has been given in full but no regular allotment has been received.

4 ’ 1 I House and curtilage

Q) —Btk &E—F HEES HEE HEE B\
@ —BBIE HFR-S& HERME BEEE EER LEE
EHZBFERES KRR ESTH
@) —BEBUR FHEIF HERE WHER mEER#k ER
BH—-BELES RE ERR
—B—EEEE

field or his regular allotment. Why? Because T u-kuei’s hemp-field was twenty
paces west of the dwelling and should thus have been located to the west of

M) (2)

=
P

dwelling

Tfienfu’s hemp-field, which was only one pace west of the dwelling. T“ien-fu’s
hemp-field, however, had the ditch for its western boundary, and so it would
be difficult to conceive that it could have directly adjoined the eastern side of
holding (3). If we assume, then, that the two were not adjacent, the impli-
cation will be that what lay on the eastern edge of T‘u-kuei’s hemp-field was
land held by T*ien-fu that did not form part of his i-shou-t‘ien allocation.

(8) In the same tax register-type document there survive the following i-shou-
tien records (f 2-4) pertaining to the head of household (J) (surname unclear)
Kuang-shih B, '

As Kuang-shih’s i-shou-t‘ien comprised only the single hemp-field allotment
holding (1), it is clear that the Kuang-shih holding referred to in the definition
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Distance
Hold- and
nixr;:ﬁ- Size | Type dnggt‘;on East West South North
ber dwelling
(shé)

1 10 | Hemp | 5 paces W | dwelling | ditch |Kuang-shih A-nu-ku
B & IR A

The above holding is the portion of the householder Kuang-shih. The hemp-field
allocation has been given in full, but no regular allotment has heen received.

2 5 15 paces N road ditch | Kuang-shih Ho-shu{a‘ng-chii
mog R

(The above holding is the portion of the wife (0 0. The hemp-field allocation
has been given in full, but no regular allotment has been received)*

O —BTwH |HES KES BIE EEEE JLERK
WEHF—BFXEHRS KEHE k2

@ —BEm EhTES EHEE BEE EREN o
[EH—BEOOS MHE Fr¥]|

of its southern boundary cannot have been part of his i-shou-tGen. There are
also difficulties in the way of identifying with this holding (1) the holding of
his referred to in the southern boundary definition of the second parcel hold-
ing (2), which belonged to another member of his household, presumably his
wife. In the first place, it cannot be said to be natural to believe that what
lay to the south of the latter, situated fifteen paces north of the dwelling,
was the former, situated five paces west of it; on top of this, the holding (I)
boundary definition which ought to correspond with the problematical entry
for holding (2)’s southern boundary would then be “(on the) north, as far as
(land held by) A-nu-ku FII.” In order to establish the match we should
no doubt adopt the following reasoning: holding (2) had once been the land
of A-nu-ku but had reverted and come into the hands of Kuang-shih. At this
time the boundary definitions of holding (2) had been altered and the entry
“(on the) south, as far as (land held by) Kuang-shih” made. It is however
extremely doubtful whether this actually took place. Would it not rather be
safer to regard holding (2)’s record of a Kuang-shih holding to its south in
the same light as the equivalent entry for holding (1)—that is to say, as indi-
cating land belonging to Kuang-shih outside of his i-shou-t‘ien allotment?

Thus in all three cases—those of (B) Hou Lao-shéng, (F) K‘ou-yen T'ien-fu
and (J) OO Kuang-shih—difficulties arise when we attempt to make sense of
the boundary definitions containing mentions of the respective householders’
names without allowing for land outside the i-shou-t‘ien allotments. If we
are determined, come what may, to provide an explanation within the frame-
work of the chiin-t‘ien system, there is nothing for it but to postulate rever-

* The asterisk indicates a remark ‘author’s reconstruction’.
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sions; it is however surely quite impossible to produce a convincing inter-
pretation based on the assumption that just the right reversions to meet all
the obstacles happened to take place.

About the possibility of reversions, we may add the following few con-
siderations. First, this tax register-type document of 547 may be considered to
have been the register for the second year after the adoption of a new system
in 545 in connection with Su Ch‘o’s ### reforms made under the Western
Wei Emperor Yi-wén T ai 523x%. Even if there had been reversions since

the new system came into force, they would no doubt have been extremely
few in number.

Second, the size of the i-shou-t‘ien holdings recorded in this document
varies as follows. There are two twenty-mou parcels, one fifteen-mou parcel,
eight ten-mou parcels, one eight-mou parcel, one seven-mou paréel and four
five-mou parcels. To these we may add one deducible ten-mou parcel and one
deducible five-mou one. Thus overall the smallest unit is five mou and parcels
of exactly twice that size constitute the majority of the holdings. Furthermore,
the plots may be accepted as having been of regular shape. In other words,
the holdings recorded in the 547 register do not display the fragmentation into
plots of unequal size that is found in the T*ang dynasty registers. This would
seem to indicate that there had not yet occurred a repeated process of combi-
nation and division of holdings such as took place in the later period. The
combination and division of plots would have been carried out not only in the
case of private ownership but also during the process of the circulation of
holdings through grants and reversions under the chiin-t‘ien system.

Finally, let us look at the composition of the individual households under
consideration. The relevant records for the household of (J) [J Kuang-shih do
not survive, but we know that (B) Hou Lao-shéng was a fifty-five sui-old adult
commoner and that in his family there were two adult males, one adult wife
and one deceased thirteen-sui-old daughter (a “young unmarried woman”,
chung-nii $%). We therefore cannot suppose that land had reverted in
accordance with the shéng-t‘ui ruling. If we look at the recipients of land
mentioned in this document as a whole, we find that land was granted in
respect of adult males, adult females, adult female slaves (ting-pt TH#E) and
oxen; there is nothing to suggest the existence of chung-nii grantees.!!)

As for (F) K'ou-yen T‘ien-fu, he was an adult commoner of thirty-six sui
and his household included one adult male, one adult female and his deceased
sixty-five sui-old mother. Here also it is hard to believe that there had been
shéng-t‘ui reversion. :

In the final analysis, it is impossible to explain away all the difficulties in
the way of an interpretation within the framework of the chiin-tien system
by means of assumptions of reversions. Consequently, we have no choice but

11) See Tatsurd6 YaAmMAMoro: ‘Tonkoé Hakken Keichd-yo Monjo Zankan’ in T6yo6 Gakuhd,
Vol. 37, No.2, 1954, p.197.
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to recognise the existence of land-holdings lying outside the chiin-t‘ien frame-
work. In actual fact, it would seem natural to regard such non-chiin-t‘ien
holdings as having existed in quite considerable numbers.

A%

To review what we have said in the two halves of the present article, the
end result of our investigations is that whether we examine the question from
the point of view of the internal grouping relationships of the i-shou-tien
holdings or from that of the occurrences of the householders’ names in the
definitions of plots other than their own i-shou-t‘ien, we are compelled to
recognise the existence of cultivated land lying outside the framework of the
chiin-tien system. This is not only proved by the T‘ang dynasty registers but
may also be acknowledged in the case of the 547 tax register-type document
as well; it would therefore seem natural to take it that such land always
existed throughout the whole period in which the chiin-tien system was in
force. Our discussion has been limited to the scrutiny of what we have been
able to find scattered among the boundary definition records preserved in the
extant registers and related documents; it goes without saying that in reality
a great deal more non-chiin-t‘ien land existed. There would not even be any-
thing the least improper in believing that there was more land outside the
chiin-tien system than there was within it.

As we have shown, it is to be accepted that the expression “fzii-tien”
signified land held in addition to the i-shou-t‘ien and so outside the framework
of the chiin-t‘ien system; we should however perhaps recognise that this phrase
covered both chiin-t‘ien system land and non-chiin-tien system land. As we
saw while discussing the grouping relationships of the i-shou-t‘ien, there are
not a few cases in which “fzii-t’en” must be recognised as indicating an i-shou-
t‘ien holding. Not only that, but if we were to suppose that the expression
tzii-t‘ien could not be applied to i-shou-tien also, it would mean that there
was not a single example in all the T‘ang registers of one parcel of a given
household’s i-shou-t‘ien having another adjacent to it, since there are no cases
at all in these later registers of the occupying present head of household’s
name appearing in the boundary definitions of any of his i-shou-t‘ien holdings.
Such a situation would be most unnatural. There should unquestionably
have been cases in which two among the holdings of a given household’s
i-shou-tien lay side-by-side.

The expression “tzii-t‘ten” has previously been taken both, as having indi-
cated special land outside the framework of the chiin-t‘ien system and, alter-
natively, as having referred to land within the chiin-ten framework; my view,
however, differs from both these interpretations. As I see it, there are cases
when “tzii-t‘ien” refers to chiin-t‘ien land and cases when it refers to non-
chiin-t‘ien land; all the expression does is to identify a given holding as being
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under the occupation of the householder in question himself, without reference
to the land’s legal status. In any case, the purpose for which the boundary
definitions were recorded was to indicate, by stating how far the plot extended
in each direction, its borders or its position: there should have been no need
to make a point of inquiring into the legal status of the adjacent holdings.
It is for this very reason that whereas the registers and related documents do
mention the various different categories of land—yung-yeh-tien *ZH (land
held in perpetuity), k‘ou-fén tien m4rH (personal share land), hsiin-t‘ien R
(land granted in recognition of meritorious service), mai-t‘ien EH (purchased
land) and so on—, they do not pay the slightest attention to such distinctions
when it comes to writing boundary definitions, but simply enter the name of
the holder. It must then be the same in the case of the tzd-tlen records: the
expression “fzii-t‘ien” indicates only that the plot in question is the plot of
the given householder himself and is used indiscriminately both for land
outside the framework of the chiin-t‘ien system and for land within it.

In this second half of my discussion I have been concerned to find cases
in which the name of a given householder () appears in the boundary defi-
nitions of a holding pertaining to another household (8) that is geographically
separate from household «’s holdings of i-shou-tien. I have taken it that such
appearances indicate the existence of holdings that did not belong to the «
i-shou-t‘ien; and in ordinary cases the occurrence of the name will then point
to land held outside the framework of the chiin-t‘ien system. Since there are
of course many cases in which entries of names represent land held within
the chiin-t‘ien framework, it would seem to follow that we ought to recognize
that the names which ordinarily appear in the boundary definitions have been
put down without regard to the status of the indicated land vis-d-vis the
chiin-t‘ien system. In this, they are exactly like the tzii-t“ien records.

VI

Finally, it is necessary that I should in retrospect clarify the weak points
of my argument. The most important is that when matching boundary defi-
nitions I paid no attention to the size and shape of the holdings. Previous
studies have all approached the problem basically by looking only for corre-
spondences between field boundaries, designated as they are by the four
cardinal directions; my argument has taken the same form whether considering
occurrences of personal names or of izii-tlen entries. This was because no
other method came readily to hand and reflects the limitations inherent in
the nature of the sources. Even if we knew the size of the holdings, we should
be unable to advance a sound argument without knowledge of their shape;
even if it were within our power to guess the shape in a variety of cases,’

12) Masao NISHIKAWA: op. cit. pp. 950-953.
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we should still be unable to decide precisely which shape any given holding
bore. If we did know the size and shape, there would no doubt appear in my
argument quite a number of points demanding revision, but the overall con-
clusion ought not to change.

The reason for this is as follows. Let us first take the case of the in-
vestigation of the izii-tlen records through study of the adjacency relationships
between holdings belonging to the same household’s i-shou-tGen. Suppose we
were informed of the size and shape of each holding and so knew the precise
details of the adjacency relationships. We might then find, for instance, cases
in which the eastern boundary of holding (i) was to be coupled not only with

— i)
(@) (ii)
(iv)

the western boundary of holding (i) but also with that of holding (iii) or
even with that of holding (iv) as well into the bargain—cases, that is to say,
in which a single boundary definition corresponds with a multiple one, since
the eastern definition entry for holding (i) ought really to have included the
names of the occupiers of holdings (ii) and (iii), or of (ii), (iii) and (iv). There
might also have been cases in which the boundary definitions of a holding (ii)
which actually did correspond with a boundary of a holding (i) are missing
from the extant sources.

In consideration of these possibilities, we must admit that as the number
of tzii-t'ien relationships understood in detail increased, there would most
likely arise cases in which it became possible to make sense of tzii-t‘ien linkages
that posed difficulties before; at the same time, however, we should also have
to anticipate an accession of further problematical points in the form of newly
encountered izii-t‘ien entries. I cannot readily believe that my argument to
the effect that no attempt, however determined, to account for all the tzii-tien
within the compass of the i-shou-t‘ien can in the last analysis succeed would
prove invalidated if we knew the full details of the circumstances.

In cases where, while investigating the internal grouping relationships of
the i-shou-tien, we find a tzii-tien entry among the boundary definitions of
a holding lying at a certain distance away from the rest of the i-shou-tien; it
would not only be that knowledge of the holding’s shape and of the details
of its adjacency relationships would give rise to no objections such as to call
for alteration of my conclusion that this tzii-ten could not be understood
within the framework of the chiin-t‘ien system. On the contrary, it is to be
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expected that an increase in the known incidence of izi-t‘ien due to more
precise information would serve only to reinforce my argument.

The situation is the same in the case of the discussion in Part II, in which
I have investigated the pairing possibilities of the boundary definitions of the
i-shou-tien holdings of a given head of household & and any boundary defi-
nitions pertaining to a second head of household g in which «’s name has
been recorded. If knowledge of the precise details of the adjacency relation-
ships meant the discovery of further occurrences of head of household «’s
name implying the existence of additional adjacencies, these extra cases might
indicate a means of solving the problems over which our attempted explana-
tions stumbled; but then again, at the same time they might also increase the
number of intractabilities. In particular, in cases where a match between
holdings was found to be impossible on the grounds of geographical separation,
an increase in the number of occurrences of householder «’s name in the
boundary definitions of the distant § holding(s) would not unfavourably affect
my conclusion; it may indeed be conceded that my reasoning would on the
contraryt be reinforced by it.

In summary, we may accept that basically my conclusion, which infers the
existence of land held outside the framework of the chiin-t‘ien system from the
difficulty of establishing matches for all the #zii-tien and « householder name
entries, stands, and would not be invalidated by knowledge of the exact details
of the adjacency relationships. We ought even perhaps to recognize the possi-
bility that it would be strengthened.

In passing, we may observe that since the degree of intricacy not so much
of the boundary definitions that appear in the registers as of the adjacency
relationships of the actual holdings themselves should generally have been the
greater insofar as the holdings’ size deviated the more variously from the mean,
it would seem that this intricacy degree was higher in the case of the holdings
recorded in the T‘ang household registers and related documents than it was
in the case of those appearing in the Western Wei tax register-type document.
It will be remembered that whereas the sizes typical of the latter—five mou,
ten mou, fifteen mou, twenty mou—were consistently based upon a five-mou
unit, the former comprised a confused variety of plots of all sizes great and
small.

In my consideration of the problem of the tzii-t‘ien, 1 have so far omitted
to exploit the 769 shou-shih. The many tzii-t‘ien entries appearing in this
shou-shih are however important pieces of evidence demanding examination
from a different angle and according to a different method. I hope to carry
out such an examination in another article.



