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K’ung Shang-Jen and His T°ao-Hua Shan
A Dramatist’s Reflections on the Ming-Ch’ing Dynastic Transition

Chun-shu Chang*

and

Hstieh-lun Chang

K’ung Shang-j
in Ch’ii-fu, Shantun,
descendant of Confu
the sixty-fourth generation.

In his days, the
K’ung clan was so big and the clansmen
so numerous that his being a descendant of
the Sage gave him no special privilege.X
Yet K’ung Shang-jen distinguished himself
from his fellow clansmen for his broad
learning and special interest in and know-

ledge of the rites and music. Thus he made
the most of being a descendant of the Sage
by obtaining the opportunity to lecture on
the Classics in the imperial presence when

the Emperor K’ang-hsi (r. 1662-1722) hap- X
684.

pened to stop at Ch’ii-fu in the yea
Impressed by K'u ng-je
talents, the emperor ¢l ;
the three hundred and eléven degree-holders

* Professor of History at the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan.

‘the K’ung clan (three hundred of them
obtained the elementary degree and K’ung
Shang-jen was one of them) and gave him
special attention.? The emperor later grant-
ed him the favor of being a po-shih (Doctor)
in the Imperial Academy. This was a turn-
ing point in K’ung’s life; he henceforth
concluded his quiet and seclusive life in his
native place and left for the national capital,
Peking, in 1685. His masterpiece, T’ao-hua
shan, was completed during his stay in
Peking.

A study of

hang-jen’s life will
rstand the background
Ve pr of his work. We shall
begin ‘with the important events in his life
before taking up the subject matter of the
T’ao-hua shan.

The present paper is the

sixth chapter of a forth-coming book, Literature and Society in Ming-Ch’ing China: The Litterateurs and
the Dynastic Transition, which has been prepared with the assistance of faculty research grants from the
Rackham School of Graduate Studies and the Center for Chinese Studies, both of the University of
Michigan.

The present paper was completed in the summer of 1972 and submitted to Wen-lin: Studies in
the Chinese Humanities for publication. Since there has heen a long delay in the publication of Wen-lin,
we have decided to withdraw the manuscript from Wen-lin for immediate publication. We are grateful
to Professor Chow Tse-tsung, editor of Wen-lin, for his kindness in accepting the manuscript and his
considerateness in permitting its withdrawal. A summary of this paper was read on August S, 1976
before the 30th International Congress of Orientalists at Mexico City. :

1 Accordmg to K'ung Shang-]ens own record, there were ab

Shu.chii, 1962), Vol 3 ( -438), p; 426;
*For details, see K'ung Shangjen’s Ch'u-shan i-shu chi.
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According to K’ung Shang-jen’s bio-
graphical sources;® ‘he had lived a very quiet
and seclusive life up to the year 1682 when
he was invited by K'ung Yii-ch’i (1657~
1723), the Holy Duke (Yen-sheng kung) by
lineal right of Confucius’ descendants, to
take charge of the funeral service of the
latter’s wife. It seems by this time that
K’ung had already won recognition within
the K'ung clan for his literary talent and
knowledge of the rites and music. In the
same year he was charged to work on the
K’ ung-tzu shih-chia ¥ ;
Confucius and Hi:

(Confucius’ h “entitled Ch’lieh-li
hsin-chih. That year he also assumed the
responsibility of selecting seven hundred
clansmen to instruct them in the rites and
music for making sacrifices to ancestors in
Confucius’ Temple. The long-prepared cere-
mony was held in the fall of 1684, and it
was a tremendous event for the K’ung clan.
Ten thousand clansmen participated in the
sacrifice service. It seems that K’ung Shang-
jen’s service in the ceremony firmly estab-
lished his reputation for broad learning in
the K’ung clan. Later in the same year,
when the Emperor K’ang -hsi  stoppe

3 The important biagraphical‘sources on K'ung Shang-jen are as follows:
Chung-kuo Wen-hsien, 1966), Vol. 4, p. 1632; K’ung Shang-jen,
pp. 425-438; Chang Wei-p'ing, Kuo-ch’ao shih-fen cheng-liieh

wen-hsten kK'ao (Reprint. Taipei:
K’ung Shang-jen shih-wen chi (1962),

sueh-lhn Chang

Ch’ii-fu on his return from the south, K'ung
Shang-jen was recommended to lecture on
the Classics in the royal presence. His
services won him royal recognition, and
he was made a doctor in the Imperial
Academy. In 1685, K’ung Shang-jen left
for Peking.

When K’ung Shang-jen first left home
for Peking, he was full of high hopes and
felt that all his dreams of serving his country
would be fu - He believed that “the
] ‘the Han and T’ang periods who
tered “the government [to shape the
onal policy] by way of their classical
accomplishments were all granted the post
of doctor* But he soon found out that
for him this was not the case. In the
capital the emperor seemed far-away and
unreachable.? Besides, the post of a doctor
in the Imperial Academy was not as
important as he had imagined. He was
unoccupied most of the time. No one
consulted with him about any important
governmental business, to say nothing of
participating in shaping the national policy.
Deeply disappointed, he wrote many poems
to vent h1s feelings... In this coliections of

find. that most of those written
85--1686 are pessimistic in

K’ung Chi-fen, Ckiieh-li

(Prefaced 1819, Ch'ao-hua-chai ed.), Ch. 13, pp. 8a-8b; Li Huan, Kuo-ch’ao ch’i-hsien lei-cheng (Reprint.
Taipei: Wen-hai ch’u-pan she, 1966), p. 5669; Hsii Shih-ch’ang, Yen Li shih-ch’eng chi (Tientsin: Hsii-
shih ed.), chilan 6, pp. 14a-14b; Chi Ieng, Yen-chou fu-chik hsi-pien (1719 ed.) chian 16; Ch'en Wan-
nai “K’ung Tung-t’ang hsien-sheng nien-p’u kao,” Chung-shan hsiieh-shu wen-hua chi-K’an, Vol. 5 (1970),
pp. 651-742; idem, K’'ung Shang-jen yen-chiu (Taipei: Shang-wu yin-shu kuan, 1971); Jung Chao-tsu,
“K’ung Shang-jen nien-p’w,” Ling-nan hsiieh-pao, Vol. 3, No. 2 (April 1934), pp. 1-86; Arthur Hummel
(ed.), Eminent Chinese of the Ch'ing Period (Reprint: Taipei: Cheng-wen ch’u-pan she, 1967), pp.
434~435; K’ung Shang-jen, Tao-hua shan (Peking, 1961 ed.), pp. 24-27 (“Chk’ien-yen”); Shonoya On
(trans.), Toke sen (Tokyo, 1922), pp. 3-6 (“Introduction”); Ima Mitsu (trans.), Téka sen (Tokyo,
1926), pp. 1-3 (“Introduction”), which is also a modern Japanese translation of Shinoya On’s piece.
See also K'ung Shang-jen, K’ung tzu shih-chia p’u (Taipei: Chung- yang tu-shu kuan, 1969 reprint of
1683 ed., 3 vols), Vol. I, pp. 1-98; Vol. 111, pp. 1675-1680. Th hih-chia p’u was completed
in 24 chiian in 1683 and printed in ten ¢s'e in 1684,

4#X’ung Shang-jen, K’
3 Ibid., Vol. 1, pp. 5, 7
wei-chung po-men ho Wa

ings toward the unreachable emperor: “I.ch’ou
.1, p. 5) and “Hsii Kukung tzw” (Vol. 1, p. 7).

ien-yin yun”




nature.® In these , we often find that
whenever he mentions his post, he describes
it as “unoccupied,” “‘nothing to do,” “poorly
paid,” “obscured and neglected,” and the
like. The disillusion and feelings of non-
fulfillment are everywhere in his lines.

In 1686 K’ung Shang-jen was appointed
to assist Sun Tsai-feng, then Vice-President
of the Board of Public Works, in conserva-
tion work on the Yellow River. He stayed

at the river conservation work for about four

years. During this time his experlence
official life was even worse;; the corrupt an
inefficient bureaucr; Y

the urgent conservatlon work, making of it
total chaos. Again finding himself with
nothing to do, K’ung Shang-jen wrote poems
to vent his feelings. He wrote seven chiian
of poems (totaling 644) in this period (1686
1689), which, together with three chiian of
essays (totaling 46) and three chiian of
letters (totaling 222), are collectively known
as the Collection of Poems, Essays, and
Letters Written in Yangchow (Hu-Hai chi).’
The Hu-Hai chi is very important as a source
for the study of K’ung Shang-jen’s life. It
tells us the significant events of K’ung’s
life from 1686 to 1689, the places he went to

¢ K’ung Shang-jen, K’
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the people he met, and other important
information of a biographical nature. This
is especially significant to our study of
T’ao-hua shan, for the plot of this drama
is laid in Nanking and Yangchow, where
K’ung Shang-jen personally visited during
this period. Moreover, the characters of
this drama are all names of real persons
whose stories were still vividly told in the
period when K’ Shang-jen visited these
ample through the letters in
.we learn that K’ung Shang-
en made acquaintance with several famous
Ming loyalists, such as Mao Hsiang (1611~
1693) — better known as Mao P’i-chiang;
Tsung Yiian-ting (1620-1698); Kung Hsien
(19617-1688) — better known as Kung Pan-
ch’ien (the painter); and Fei Mi (1625~
1701).8  Thus modern scholars tend to view
the period 1686-1689, when K’ung stayed in
the south, as the formative years of his
masterpiece. Judging from his own record,
the Hu-Hai chi, K’ung Shang-jen had a most
eventful and colorful life during this period.
He met many interesting and talented poets,
painters, artisans, and chglars in Nanking
and Yangchow which were the capitals of

; terary world in the early

S ang-jen shzh-wen chi (1962), Vol. 1, pp. 1-7. K'ung’s poems are generally

arranged in order of d: or detailed information regarding the dating of his poems, see Wang Wei-
lin’s note at the end of Vol. 3 of K’ung Shang-jen shih-wen chi (pp. 630-642).

?K'ung Shang-jen, K'ung Shang-jen shih-wen chi (1962), Vol. 1, pp. 8-182; Vol. 3, pp. 439-481; Vol. 3,
pp. 499-571. See also K'ung Shang-jen, Hu-Hai chi (Shanghai: Ku-tien wen-hsiich ch’u-pan she, 1957
ed.), pp. 1-307.

8 K’ung Shang-jen shih-wen chi, Vol. 3, pp. 506, 507, 508, 510, 518, 523, 531, 535, 551, 558, 570.
Altogether there are eleven letters addressed to these four Ming loyalists during the period 1686 to
1689. They reveal the mutual admiration and friendship between K'ung Shang-jen and his friends. For
biographies of these scholars and artists, see Authur Hummel, op. cit., pp. 240, 566-567; Li Tou, Yang-
chou hua-fang lu (Peking: Chung-hua Shu-chii, 1960 ed.), pp. 225, 226-227; Ch’ing-shih kao (Shanghai,
1942 Reprint), pp. 1530, 1592; CA’ing-shih lieh-chugn (Shanghai: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1928), chiian 70,
p- 20a; Li Chiin-chih, Ch’ing hua-chia shih shih (n. p., 1930), Part II, A, p. 14a; Feng Chin-po and Wu
Chin, Kuo-ch’ao hua shih (Yun-chien: Wen-ts'ui t'ang, 1831), chiian 6, p. 14a; Wang Shih-chen, Yii-
yang Shang-jen kan-chiu lu (2 Vols. Reprint. Taipei: Kuang-wen shu-chii, 1968) 309-311; Hu Shik,
“Fei Ching-yii yi Fei Mi, Ching-hsiich te liang-ko hsien-ch’ii che,” i iih. Wen-ts'un, Vol. 2 (Taipei:
Yiian-tung t’u-shu kung-ssu, 1953), pp. 48-90; FukPao shlh . -tsy i-jen chuan (Reprint.
Taipei, 1971), pp. 177-181; Lin Kang-chi, Kun
K’ung Shang-jen yen-c
Hai chi (1957 ed., p. 1)
(early Ch’ing) in his Chy

spn'lt of these’ scholars and artists was vividly described by Wang Cho
huo (1683) (Shanghai: Ku-tien wen-hsiieh ch’u-pan she, 1957), pp. 53, 56,
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Ch’ing. The literary and artistic atmosphere
of these cities was most stimulating to a
sensitive and creative mind. His writings
in this period refiected the influence of these
literary gatherings and exchanges of ideas.
They are emotion-ridden, which is charac-
teristic of his poems during this period.
K’ung Shang-jen himself noticed this. In a
letter to a friend, he described the collection
of poems in the Hu-Hai chi as a “voice of
nostalgia and distress.”® Actually, most of

his poems revealing his deep nat1ona1 feeli 18,

and his nostalgic remi
torical past are to be

In 1690 K'ung
the capital, and he remained at his original
post as doctor of the Imperial Academy
until 1694, when he was made a secretary
of the Board of Revenue. A small collec-
tion of his work (about 65 poems) entitled
An-t’ang kao (Poems Written in An-t’ang)
dates from the period 1690 to 1691.1¢ After
1691 K’ung Shang-jen became more interest-
ed in drama. In 1691, a small stringed

®K'ung Shang-jen, K'ung Shang-jen shih-wen chi (1962), Vol k
Was :

fu-chiin”; Hu-Hai chi, p. 255
10 K*ung Shang-jen, K’

“hang dnd Hsue};-lun Chang

instrument, hsiao hu-lei, of the T’ang dynasty
came into his possession. It became the
theme and the title of a drama which he
and his friend Ku Ts’ai jointly wrote in
169411 The success of the drama Hsiao
hu-lei might have encouraged K’ung Shang-
jen to work on his long awaited drama
T’ao-hua shan. In the spring of 1699,
K’ung Shang-jen completed this masterpiece
after three revisions. It immediately created
a sensation- in the " theatrical and literary
‘In. the autumn of the same vyear,

the drama was also well received into the

palaoe and by the following spring had
become extremely popular. But suddenly,
for some unknown reason, K’ung Shang-jen
was dismissed from his office in the spring
of 17003 At the time he was dismissed,
he had just been promoted from a secretary
of the Board of Revenue to a vice-director
of the Department of Kwangtung Affairs of
the same board. The cause of dismissal was
not known, but judging from K’ung Shang-
jen’s own poems, it was evidently due to a

2: “Yi T'ien Lun-hsia

;' Vol. 1, pp. 183-202; see also Wang Wei-lin’s

note (Vol. 3, pp. 630-642 tion regarding the dating of K'ung's poems.

11 Gee Ku Ts'al’s preface 1o Tlao-hua shan, in K'ung Shang-jen’s T°ao-hua shan (Shanghai: Shih-chieh
shu-chil, 1947 ed.) pp’.'\l-Z; K'ung Shang-jen, Hsiang-chin pu in Mei-shu ts'ung-shu ch’u-chi ti-ch’i chi,
Vol. 4 (Reprint. Taipei: I-wen yin-shu kuan, 1951), p. 242.

12 Based on K’ung’s own record about how he started and completed the T°ao-hua shan; see K'ung
Shang-jen, T’ao-hua shan (Shanghai, 1947), p. 154; Chou I-po, Chung-kuo hsi-chii shik (3 Vols. Peking:
Chung-hua shu-chii, 1953), pp. 513-514; Wang Chilieh, Yin-lu ch’ii-fan in Chi-ch’eng chii-p'u (8 Vols.
Reprint. Taipei: Ku-t’ing shu-chii, 1969), Vol. I, pp. 59-60; Jung Chao-tsu, op. cit., p. 70. It is said that
the K’ang-hsi emperor personally liked the play tremendously but felt very sad about the impotence and
corruption of the Hung-kuang court, and that a Yangchow salt merchant even spent 160,000 taels of
silver just on the costumes and stage for a production of the drama. See Chang Tz'w-ch'i, Pei-ching
li-yiian chang-ku ch’ang-pien in Ch’ing-tai Yen-tu li-yiian shih-liao by Chang Tz'u-ch’i et al. (4 Vols.
Reprint. Taipei: Hsiieh-sheng shu-chii, 1965), p. 1657; Wu Mei, Ku-ch’ii ch’en-f'an (Reprint. Taipei,
1966), p. 184.

3 In Arthur Hummel (op. cit.), the date of K'ung’s dismissal from his office:was the fall of 1699,
following Jung Chao-tsu’s view (op. cit, p. 69). However, accordmg o two. recent comprehensive studies
on K'ung’s life, it should be “the sprmg of ]ﬂOQ YCh'en “Wan: -nai, “K'ung Tung-t’ang hsien-shang
nien-p'u kao,” Chung-sha 1 ) '(1970), p. 7111; Wang Wei-lin’s “Hou-chi”
in K’'ung Shang-jen shih- (1962), Vol 3, pp. 634-635. In both studies, K’'ung’s poems are cited
as evidence,




malicious slander that had something to do
with his literary work.'* Moreover, the
evasiveness of the contemporary records
implies that the T°ao-hua shan might have
been the cause.!’> Modern scholars are
divided on whether the T°ao-hua shan was
the cause of K’ung Shang-jen’s dismissal.
The issue is a complicated one, but the
pro and con arguments can be analyzed as
follows.1¢

Those who believe that the Tao hua

shan was the cause of K’ung s

s T’ao-hue Shan 311

been banmed only revealed the political
shrewdness of the Emperor K’ang-hsi, who
disliked the nationalistic theme of this drama
but did nmot want to arouse the Chinese
people’s hostility by publicly banning the
drama. Instead, he found an excuse to
punish its playwright and to use this case
as a subtle warning to other litterateurs.

On the other hand, those who do not
believe that the T’ ao- hua: shan was the
s dismissal main-
1) the T’ao-hua

‘an’hlstorlcal play that tells of a
ove story, with the political strife of the
Southern Ming as background. It is true
that there are hidden national feelings in
the drama, but it would be erroneous to
conclude that its main theme is nationalism;
2) according to K’ung Shang-jen’s own
account, when he was dismissed from office,
his friends set up a special performance for
the T"ao-hau shan in honor of him. If the
T’ao-hua shan was the cause of K’ung’s
dismissal, his friends probably would not
have done that; 3) judging from K’ung
Shang-jen’s Ch’u-shan i-shu chi (A Record

from the civil servic
points: 1) the main
shan, nationalism, irritated the-Manchu court
and impelled it to~ ‘take action against its
author; 2) the fact that no one, including
K’ung Shang-jen himself, dared to give a
detailed account of the dismissal implied
the grave nature of the case; 3) judging
from K’ung’s own explanation in his poems,
the cause of dismissal is his literary work
and the most logical inference would be
this historical drama that had just been
released for performance at this time; and
4) the fact that the T ao-hua shan had not

¢ “Chao Yiieh-yiian kuo An-+t’ang
ta-p’eng k’uan-yii Wan Ch1 : Ll Pao-l, W g Knhsxu, Wei Chmg -an, Wu Ming-han, Yu Hung-X’o,
Meng Yu-shang, Chang Hsiao-yen, Ch’en Li-jen” (pp. 236-287); “Ta Seng Wei-tsai” (p. 237); “Fang-
ko tseng Liu Yii-feng yin-chang” (pp. 238-239); “Ta Li Nai-kung” (p. 312); “Ho Ts’ai Kang-nan tseng-
shan yilan-yun sung-chih nan-huan” (p. 324); “Liu-pieh Wang Yiian-t’ing hsien-sheng” (pp. 362-363).

1% There are two major contemporary documents that mention K’ung Shang-jen’s dismissal. Wang
Yiian, one of K'ung Shang-jen’s close friends, gives a vague account of K'ung’s dismissal from office.
He does not explain why K'ung was dismissed but, instead, mentions that “from nobilities and high-
ranking officials down to commoners, all felt sorry for him [K'ung Shang-jen].” See Wang Yiian (1648-
1710), “Sung K'ung Tung-t’ang hu-pu kuei shih-men shan hs#i,” in Chii-yeh T’ang wen-chi (Ts’ung-shu
chi-ch’eng cRu-pien ed.), pp. 247-248. In CR’iieh-li wen-hsien k’ao, by K'ung Chi-fen (Reprint, Taipei
1966), Vol. 4, p. 1632 (or chitan 77, p. 11b), the statement regarding K’ung’s dismissal reads “dismissed
from office for certain reasons,” but no specific reasons were ever given.

18 Several articles have discussed or touched upon the case of K'ung’s dismissal: Ch’en Wan-nai, “Lun
K’ung Shang-jen ‘Yin-shih pa-kuan’ i-an,” Ku-kung wen-hsien, Vol. 1, No. 2 (1970), pp. 35-41; Ch’en
Wan-nai, “K’ung Tung-t'ang hsien-sheng nien-p’u kao,” p. 711; Chao Li-sheng, “Lun K’ung Shang-jen
ai-kuo chu-i ssu-hsiang te she-hui ken-yiian,” Yiian-Ming-Chi’ing hsi-chii yen ~chiv lun.wenichi (Peking:
Tso-chia ch’u-pan she, 1957), pp. 403-417; Wang Wei-lin, “Hou- -c 1,7 1 ~S]mng Jen sth -wen chz,
Vol 3, pp. 634 642 Ma Yung “K’ung Shang ]en chi ch’i I? ‘

notl'img to do with h1s phy T’ ao- hua shan, and Chao Li-sheng stands

K’ung s dlsmlssal from office
strongly for the opposite viewp
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of Emperor K’ang-shi’s~ Pllgrunage to the
Confucian Temple), K'ung was very grate-
ful to the Emperor K’ang-shi for the special
favor and attention that the emperor once
granted him. It seems that K’ung viewed
the emperor never as a Manchu ruler but
just as one of the brilliant emperors in
Chinese history, one whom he wished to
help to become a Confucian ‘‘sage-king.”
This proves that he did not have much
loyalty to the Ming cause. His unhappy
official life might later arouse some of his
nationalistic feelings, but .the. purpose
T’ao-hua shan is definitely not. to- criticiz
the Manchu regi Rather, it more likely
presented the fall of the Ming empire as an
historical lesson for the new dynasty.

No matter what caused K’ung Shang-
jen’s dismissal, the fact remains that he was
permanently removed from government em-
ployment. He lived in Peking until 1702
and then returned to his hometown, Ch’ii-
ful” For the rest of his life he spent his
days in retirement. He wrote a large num-
ber of poems during this last stage of his
life, and died in 1718 at the age of seventy-
one.

Although an accomplished poet, K'ung

Shang-jen has long been 1dent1ﬁe¢ only=
the playwright of th
less to say, his ac .
drama has something to do with his poetic

d Hsiieh-lun Chang

talent, Almost all the critics agree that in
literary quality, the 7°ao-hua shan has been
ranked among the greatest in the Chinese
language. The famous Ch’ing scholar and
drama critic Liang T’ing-nan praised both
its vivid description of the characters and
the beauty of its literary style; he especially
pointed out that the tragic ending in the
concluding act of the play distinguished the
T"ao-hua shan from other ch’uan-chi operas

ad a happy ending with a grand
ever, Liang also pointed out
defects in this play, of which

"'the chief one was in the rhythm and musical

pitch, at which K’ung Shang-jen was not too
skillful. Wang Chi-lich, a modern drama
critic, lauded the T’ao-hua shan as the first
ch’uan-ch’i opera that may rightfully be
called an historical play because it followed
very closely all the actual events of history.1®
This significance of its being a true historical
play in the literary sense was also pointed
out by Wu Mei, a leading authority on the
history of Chinese drama in modern times,
who actually ranks the T’ao-hua shan as
the best opera in its literary quality. The
only regret for Wu.Mei was that there were

: good melodies in this opera.
he leading Japanese authority
on Chinese drama, agrees with Wu Mei on
bath his praise and criticism.2* To Aoki,
the chief merit of the T ao-hua shan is its

" p. 716; Wang Wei-lin, “Hou-chi,” in

7 Ch'en Wan-nai, “K’'ung Tung-t'ang hsien-sheng nien-p’u kao,
K’ung Shang-jen shih-wen chi, pp. 635-636. Both Ch’en and Wang agreed on 1702 as the year that K'ung
returned to Ch’ii-fu. This view is different from earlier scholarship (Cf. Jung Chao-tsu, op. cit., p. 74;

Arthur Humme), op. cit.) which viewed the year 1701 as K'ung’s date of return.

18 Liang T’ing-nan, Ch'ii-hua in Chung-kuo ku-tien hsi-ch’ii lun-chu chi-ch’eng (Peking: Chung-kuo hsi-
chii ch’u-pan she, 1960), pp. 270-271. A more recent evaluation of the literary and music qualities of
the T"ao-hua shan is made by Ch’en An-na, “T’ao-hua shan ch’uan-ch’i chih yen-chiu,”
fan Ta-hsiieh Kuo-wen Hsi (ed.), Ch’ii-hsiieh chi-K'an (Taipei, 1964),

19 Wang Chi-lieh, Yin-lu c

20'Wu Mei, Chung -kuo hsi-ch’ii kai-lun (Repnnt

in Tai-wan Shih-
pp. 220-270.

‘i-t'an (chilan 4), in Chi-ch’eng ck’ii-pu, Vol. 7, pp. 59-60.

Hong Kong: T’ai-p’ing shu chu, 1964), chiian 3, p.

21 24 (“Introductxon") and Iin itsu (trans.), Toka sen (Tokyo, 1926), pp
s by Japanese scholars can be found, for example, in the translations of
}’pl‘fabkeshl (Tokyo, 1926) and Iwaki Hideo (Tokyo, 1959).

Téka sen (Tokyo, 1922
16-20. Other similar 1
T"ao-hua shan by Yamag



playwright’s literary = skill — the story is
beautiful and the theatrical arrangement of
its plot perfect. While the playwright main-
tains the beauty and coherence of the drama,
he also follows truthfully all the historical
events of his chosen subject matter. But
like Wu Mei, Aoki regrets that there are
not many good melodies in this opera. After
all, the success of an opera depends not
only on a beautiful story but also on its
musical composition. For this reason, K’ung
Shang-jen’s T’ao-hua shan has not enj
a lasting popularity i theatres

The 7"ao-hau s
k'un-ch’ii style of ch’uan-ch’i. It has forty
scenes, and an “Interlude” following Scene
20 (the end of Chiian One) and a “Pro-
logue” preceding Scene 21 (the beginning
of Chiian Two), plus a “Prologue” (Hsien-
sheng) at the beginning of the play and an
“Epilogue” (Yii-yun) at the end. In writ-
ing the play K’ung Shang-jen considers
himself an historian with a special sense of
history that is enhanced by the fact of his
being a descendant of Confucius. In the
opening of the Prologue, he announces that
in writing this historical drama, he abides

22 K’ung Shang-jen, T’
pao-pien principle of the
No. 1 of 1962, pp. 51-51; C
pp. 23-25; Li Tsung~t’ung,:

~jen and His T"go-hua Shan

313

by the Confucius principle of “praise and
blame”’ (pao-pien) in the Ch’un-ch’iu (Spring
and Autumn Annals).?? His seriousness in
upholding his sage-ancestor’s ‘“Ch’un-ch’iu
tradition” is well established by the fact
that he includes at the end of the play
bibliographical notes and a chronology of
events of the Hung-kuang reign (1644-1645)
of the Southern Ming, the background of
the play®® Never beforeshas any drama
been writte ch painstaking historical
. the T'ao-hua shan. Further-
the time periods of all of the forty-four
scenes were specified. Besides the ‘“‘Pro-
logue” and the “Epilogue,” which were
timed, respectively, in the eighth month of
the year Chia-tzu of the K’ang-hsi reign
(1684) and the ninth month of the year
Wu-tzu of the Shun-chih reign (1648), the
first of the regular forty scenes was timed
in the second month of the year Kuei-wei
of the Ch’ung-chen reign (1643) of the
Ming, and the last timed in the seventh
month of the year I-yu (1645), with the

rest of the scenes timed in between. It is
clearly a deliberate effort to follow the
he  Ch'un-ch'iu.

rologue, p. 1. For discussions of the

‘tu, see STxu Shih- cheng, “K’ung Tzu ‘Cbh’un-chiu’,” Li-shih yen-chiu,
Hu, Chung-kuo shih-hsiieh shih (Reprint.
hung kuo shih-hsiieh shih (Taipei:

Peking: Chung-hua, 1962),
Chung-hua wen-hua ch’u-pan shih-yeh,

1955), pp. 15-17; Naitd Torajird, Shine shigaku shi in his Naité Konan zenshi, Vol. II (Tokyo, 1969),
pp. 7273. For studies of questionable authorship of the Ch'un-ch’iu, see Chang Hsin-ch’eng, Wei-shu
tung-k’ao (2 Vols. Shanghai: Shang-wu, 1954), Vol. I, pp. 340ff; George A. Kennedy, “Interpretation
of the CFun-ch’in,” Journal of the American Oriental Society, LXII (1942), pp. 40-48; Charles S.
Gardner, Chinese Traditional Historiography (Cambridge, Mass,, 1961), pp. 10-11; and P. Van der Loon,
“The Ancient Chinese Chronicles and the Growth of Historiographical Ideals,” in Historians of China
and Japan, ed. by W. G. Beasley and E. G. Pulleyblank (London, 1961), pp. 26-28. It is interesting to
note that although traditional Chinese historians since Ssu-ma Ch’ien (145-86 B. C.) often were fond of
declaring the influence of the CR’un-ch’iu on their historical writings, there seemed to have existed a
renewed trend in “writing history following the spirit of the Ch’un-ch’iu principles” during the Ming-
Ch’ing transition — K’ung Shang-jen’s time. This was particularly so with those who wished to preserve
the real historical record on the one hand and, on the other, wanted to avoid possible literary inquisition
by the Manchu rulers. For them, writing history was an unavoidable duty of an intellegtual, as Con-
fucius had demonstrated in recordmv and mterpretmg his own a isturhance and disorder. See
0 e, pp. 3a- Sa Wen Juilin

(chii-jen of 1705), Nan- chlan
“Preface,” pp. 1-2; and the
(Reprint. Peking: Chung-h

23 K'ung Shang-jen, T’ao-

uchu, 1959)' sited in this chapter
shan (Shanghai, 1947 ed.), pp. 151-153: “k’ao-chi.”
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These unique efforts he dramatist make
obvious the fact that he was using literature
to express historical observations and judg-
ments. It is primarily for this characteristic
that the T ao-hua shan becomes the subject
of our interest.

We shall begin our study of the T ao-
hua shan with its historical aspects. Its plot
is laid mainly in Nanking and is based on
the historical events of the Hung-kuang reign
of the Southern Ming in the years 1644-
1645.
period. Its plot includes the famo
story of Hou Fang-
mistress Li Hsiang-chin
best known essayists of ‘his time, was also
one of the “Four Esqmres (Ssu kung-tzu)
in the late Ming.>* 1In the drama, he repre-
sents a group of honest and sincere intellec-
tuals of his time who wish to save their
country from foreign invasion and internal

Its characters are real persons of the

disorder. These people are mainly the
elite of society who do not have much
power in the government but have a strong
influence upon public opinion through their
loosely organized association named the
Fu-she. The opposite group of the Fu-she
are politicians who are less concerned
about the fate of their country and their
people than about their own political power.
The representatives of these politicians in
the drama are J Tas¢h’eng (ca. 1587-
1646) ;and, ‘Ma* Shih-ying (1591-1646) 2%

‘ ao-hua shan thus develops

k through the political strife between these

two groups, with the love story between Hou
Fang-yii and Li Hsiang-chiin as the con-
necting thread.

The T’ao-hua shan is called an historical
drama not merely because it is based on
historical events and personages. To stu-
dents of intellectual history, the significance

24 For biographies of Hou Fang-yii, see Arthur Hummel, op. cit., pp. 291-292; Hu Chieh-chih, “Hou
Ch’ao-tsung hsien-sheng chuan,” in Chuang-hui t'ang ck’iian-chi (Shanghai: Sao-yeh Shang-fang ed.) pp.
1a-3a; T’ien Lan-fang, “Hou Ch’ac-tsung kung-tzu chuan,” ibid., pp. 4b-5b; Chia K’ai-tsung, “Hou Fang-
yii chuan,” ibid., pp. 3b-d4a; Hou Hsiin, Hou Fang-yii nien-p’u, ibid., 4 pages; Shao Ch’ang-heng, “Hou
Fang-yii Wei Hsi Chuan,” in Cheng Chu-jo (comp.), Yi CH ischih ‘(Reprint,” Taipei: Kuang-wen,
1968), pp. 23-25. Ch’mg shih (kuo fang yen- -chiu yilan- edi)," p. ian, Kuo-ch’ao ck'i-hsien lei-
cheng (Reprint. -hai . Ch’ien I-chi, Pei-chuan chi
(Reprint, Taipei: } ; ol. 52), pp. 2b-3b. For a biographical
sketch of Li Hsiang-chii Hou Fang-vii, Li Chx chuan,” Chuang-hui t'ang clWiian-chi, chiian 5, pp.
1lab; Yii Huai, Pan- ch’ tsa-shih (Shanghai: Chung-yang shu-tien, 1936 ed.), pp. 18, 26-27. Various
biographical sketches: ‘6f Hou Fang-yii and Li Hsiang-chiin, together with sixteen other interesting per-
sonages in the T°go-hua shan, also are found in Chiang Yin-hsiang (ed.), T°¢o-hua shan ming-jen hsiao-
shih (Hong Kong: Han-wen t’w-shu kung-ssu, 1970), pp. 1-7.

25 Aythur Hummel, op. cit., pp. 398-399, 558-559. For detailed biographical information of Juan, see
Chang Tai, Shik-kuei shu hou-chi, pp. 279-288; Wen Juilin, Nan-chiang i-shik, pp. 445-448; Wu Wei-
yeh, Lu-ch’iao chi-wen in Yang-chou shih-jih chi in Chung-kuo nei-luan wai-huan li-shik tsung-shu
(Shanghai: Shen-chou kuo-kuang she, 1946), pp. 127-131; Ming-shik (Kuo-fang yen-chiu yiian ed.), pp.
34943498 ; Wang Hung-hsii, Ming-shih kao, (Reprint. Taipei: Wen-hai ch’u-pan she, 1962), pp. 57-59;
Li Yao, Nan-chiang i-shik tse-i in Ming-Ch'ing shik-liao hui-pien, Series 6, Vol. 3 (Taipei: Wen-hai ch'u-
pan she, 1969), pp. 1965-1968. Hsii Tzu, Hsiao-tien chi-chuan (6 Vols. Taipei: T’ai-wan yin-hang ching-
chi yen-chiu shih, 1963 ed.), pp. 883-886. A detailed biography of Juan Ta-ch’eng in English is written
by Robert B. Crawford, “The Biography of Juan Ta-ch’eng,” Chinese Culture, Vol. 6, No. 2 (March, 1956),
pp. 28-105. For further biographical information on Ma Shih-ying, see Chang Tai, Shik-kuei shu hou-chi,
pp. 275-279; Wen Juilin, Nan-Chiang i-shik, pp. 442-445; Wu Wei- -yang, Lu Wigo chi-wen, pp. 128-313.
Mmg shih (Kuo fang yen- -chiu yilan ed. ), pp 3494-3498; Li Yao, | kil tse-i, chuan 18, la;

suéil shu ch’u—pan she, 1968),
pp. 17-94; steh Kuo-¢l Taipei: Shang-wu,

1968), pp. 145-186.



of this drama lies in the dramatist’s special
desite to make it ‘an ‘“‘authentic history.”
This is an effort to combine the roles of
historian and dramatist into one. Here we
should point out that there is a difference,
indeed a significant one, between K’ung
Shang-jen’s “‘authentic history” and that by
a professional historian. When K’ung
Shang-jen talked about ‘“‘authentic history,”
he concerned himself only with the problem
of whether and how justice has been done

in history. That is why he emphasized the | T€

principle of ““praise
Ch'un-ch’iu as the chigl
Moreover, he did chang e of the factual
historical happenings and dates of some key
events to fit the dramatized world of the
T’ao-hua shan.*® As he saw it, the minor
changes did not interfere with the justice of
history.

K’ung Shang-jen’s aspiration of making
the T’ao-hua shan a drama of ‘‘authentic
history” reflects his ching-shih conviction.
As a descendant of Confucius, he was
especially conscious of an intellectual’s
mission in history, ‘“‘to order the society and
to promote the welfare of the people”
(ching-shih). Born as a Ch’ing subject in

1648, he did not literally con51der himself:. tr:

a Ming loyalist. Howe e Wa t
up in a time when the past ‘“‘national catas:
trophy” was still fresh eople’s minds
and when the underlying spirit of the
transitional age was overwhelmingly in-
fluenced by Ming loyalists, including such
leading scholars as Sun Ch’i-feng (1583-
1675), Huang Tsung-hsi (1610-1695), Ku
Yen-wu (1613-1682), Li Yung (1627-1705),
and others; he could not help sharing with
these thinkers the Chinese national senti-
ments, since from the standpoint of nation-
ality he too had to recognize the Manchus

28 For a detailed comparison between the happenings of .actual

shan, see Ch’en Chih-hsien, f‘Ku
(Peking, 1956), pp. 206-217.
27 Chin I-feng, Yen-chou

of his

hsii-pien (1719 ed.), chiian 16.

Tso-hua Shan 115

s ‘“‘foreigners.” Like most Chinese of his
generation, he accepted the fact that he was
a subject of a new dynasty. Since there was
nothing he could do about it, he tried to
live with it by telling himself that of
numerous dynastic changes in history, the
establishment of the Ch’ing dynasty was just
one of them. Besides, he personally did
not owe anything to the Ming dynasty; he
was born under the Ch’ing regime, and he
could live in_ peace 'with himself in this
| do for his country
] to make himself useful
ying on the great cultural tradition
ancestors. Thus, while the Ming
loyalists engaged themselves in intense soul-
searching through their political and philo-
sophical writings, K’'ung Shang-jen attempt-
ed to recreate the tragedy of the fall of the
Southern Ming in hopes that by so doing
he could give the new dynasty and future
generations an unforgettable historical lesson.
This ching-shih aspiration of K’ung Shang-
jen was also recognized by his contempora-
ries. Im a local history, we find the
following statement about K’ung Shang-jen:
“Even when he wa in,_his: youth, he con-
sidered the the great Confucian
j s goal of life. He did not
withdraw *'from participating in the civil
service examinations, for he wished to enter
the government in order to carry on the
tradition [of ‘inner sage and outer king’].”%"
K’ung Shang-jen did enter the government,
as we mentioned, but his official career was
not successful. After long years of frustra-
tion, he picked up his youthful dream of
writing a great historical drama to vent his
feelings. The T’ao-hua shan was completed
in 1699, when K’ung Shang-jen was fifty-one
years old and had been in the government
for fifteen years. The fulfillment of his

thexplot of the T’ao-hua

i,” Wen-hsiieh i-ch’an hsiian-chi i-chi
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dream of ching-shih at . this time was
apparently as far off as ever. This is one
reason why he was so serious about writing
an authentic historical drama, using the
alleged Ch’un-ch’iu principle of “praise and
blame™ as a guide.

Although the motive and driving force
behind the writing of the T"ao-hua shan is
the moral consciousness of the dramatist,
the tremendous immediate success of this
opera lies in its unusual literary beauty.
Both the plot and the lines are perfect.
First of all, the title 1tse1f “The Pea; h:
Blossom Fan,” sugg mati
imaginative power.
represents the blood-stain of a beautiful lady,
K’ung Shang-jen" explamed to us, with the
blood-stain representing her chastity and
courage.®® According to the legend, as
recorded by K’ung Shang-jen, the beautiful
Li Hsiang-chiin, mistress of the young
gentleman Hou Fang-yli, hurt her face in
her defiance of a powerful official’s order.
The blood from her face dripped down and
stained a silk fan. A friend used a brush
to paint this blood-stain into a peach-
blossom.?® Later, Hsiang-chiin sent this fan,
with the blood-stained peach-blossom on it,

to her lover, Hou Fang-yii, to express h \

eternal love. K’ung Shang-jen, inspire
moved by this beautif ;
play “The Peach-Blos Han” to highlight
the dramatic beauty of this love story.3

gend, entitled his” ‘Ta-ch eng, who has sutfered a temporary

The plot of the T’ao-hua shan is very
complicated, because the background of this
drama follows the historical events of the
late Ming. However, we shall try to give
a brief account of the main developments
of this drama in order to discuss the thought
behind it. The hero of the drama is Hou
Fang-yli, who came from a high-ranking
official’s family. His father, Hou Hsiin
(chin-shin of 1616), President of the Board
of Revenue, was a member of the politico-
ry party known as Tung-lin. Thus Hou

i was initiated into current politics
hen he was young. The story starts from

~ Hou Fang-yii’s wandering life in Nanking,

where he fails his civil service examination.
At this time, the Ming empire is already
in a very shaky situation. The rebel Li
Tzu-ch’eng’s (1605-1645) force is very
strong in the northern provinces. Hou
Fang-yii’s native province, Honan, is ra-
vaged by Li’s forces in 1642. Separated
from home by the civil war, Hou remains
at Nanking to live a wandering life. It is

in Nanking that he meets the beautiful Li
Hsiang-chiin, a courtesan.

They fall in love
to get married.

set-back because of the fall of eunuch Wei
Chung-hsien’s (1568-1627) party, is also

28 T’ao-hua shan (Shih-chieh shu-chii 1936 ed.), p. 159: “Hsiao-shih” (A Note on the Title).
29 Ibid., p. 154: “Pen-mo” (Origin of the T°ao-hua shan).

30 K'ung Shang-jen’s choice of “T’ao-hua shan” apparently does not follow the title of the “T’ao-hua
yiian chi” by T’ao Ch'ien (T’ao Yiian-ming, 365-427), ome of the most popular Utopian writings in
Chinese literature. K'ung Shang-jen’s detailed explanation of the meaning of the title of his drama
speaks quite clearly for this point. For an annotated version of the “T’ac-hua yiian chi,” see Pei-ching
Ta-hsiieh Chung-kuo wen-hsiieh-shih chiao-yen-shih (ed. and annot.), Wei-Chin Nan-pei-ch’ao wen-hsiieh
shik ts’an-k’ao tzu-lino (2 Vols, Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1965), pp. 424-429 (and pp. 445-451, 455-466
for biographical information ahout T’ao Ch’ien); see also Chung-kuo k’o-hsiieh yiian che-hsiieh yen-chiu
so (ed.), Chung-kuo ta-tfung ssu-hsiang tzu-liao (Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii , 7pp. 29-31. An
English translation of the “T’ao-hua yiian chi” can be found in Cyril Bi nthology of Chinese
Literature (New York, 1956), p 15 not just a Utopia; it
too has its historical backegr
CRing-hua hsiieh-pao, Vol
(Tokyo, 1967), pp. 741-674

h is the most comprehenswe study of the problem.



) ce to get back
in power, Juan tries to befriend the literati
in order to establish a new political image.

in Nanking. Awaiting a

Knowing Hou Fang-yli’s interest in Li
Hsiang-chiin and his lack of funds at the
moment, Juan Ta-ch’eng tries to buy off
Hou through a go-between friend by spending
a lot of money in gifts for Li Hsiang-chiin
and in throwing banquets for them. At the
beginning, Hou Fang-yii was moved by
Juan’s friendly gesture and was wavering in
his determination to have nothing to do
with the opportunistic. politi ‘ k
Hsiang-chiin is an un
only beautiful but ho
upright by nature. It is she who makes
Hou Fang-yii realize that accepting gifts from
such a notorious politician as Juan Ta-ch’eng
s wrong. They return all of the gifts
to Juan, but by so doing they make an
enemy of him. From this incident onward,
the plot of the T ao-hua shan develops;
two hostile groups gradually form, with
Hou Fang-yii and his friends on one side
and Juan Ta-ch’eng and his friends on the
other.

There are several incidents in the drama

that deal with the struggles between Hou s

literati group and Juan’s gr
These struggles becom
some of the military leader :
In one incident, Tso Liang-yii (1598-1645) 31
then the Regional Commander at Wu-ch’ang,
is facing some problem of shortage of
grain supplies; it is rumored that he might
march his army to Nanking. When the
rumors reach Nanking, the local authority
is alarmed. Since Tso Liang-yii was once
a subordinate to Hou Fang-yii’s father, Hou

3L For a brief biography of Tso Liang-yii's real life, see Arthur Hummel, op. cit.,
detailed blographles, see Hou Fang -yil, Chuang hut tang ch’uan-chi, chiian 9.

hsiao- shlh Pp. 13 24. Chi L
yen-chiu shih, 1963 ed.), pp. 1

by Juan’s slander.

re_involved.

Ming-chi ran- iueh 3 Vols Taipei:
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is asked to write Tso a letter to advise
the latter not to make any hasty decision.
Hou Fang-yii writes the letter and also
receives reassurance from Tso Liang-yii that
the latter never has any intention of
marching his army eastward. Nanking is
reassured by Tso Liang-yli’'s promise. But
Juan Ta-ch’eng, who now very much hates
Hou Fang-yii, turns this incident against
Hou. He spreads rum :;saymg that Hou
ntacts with Gene-
 his own ambitious
ocal authority is alarmed
Thus Hou Fang-yii has
no choice but to leave Nanking. He bids
farewell to Li Hsiang-chiin, and they pro-
mise each other that nothing could change
their true love. While Hou Fang-yii travels
in South China to unite comrades for
a patriotic cause, L.i Hsiang-chiin remains
faithful to him. Powerful officials in Nan-
king try to force her to give up her love for
Hou Fang-yii, but Li Hsiang-chiin makes it
clear that she would rather die than submit
to insult. The legend of the blood-stained
peach-blossom fan Wthh tells_the moving
“proves how
ory spread among her

e inner political strife went on,
the situation of the Ming empire worsened.
In the third month (April) of 1644, when
Peking fell to Li Tzu-ch’eng’s forces, the
Emperor Ch’ung-chen (r. 1628-1644) com-
mitted sujcide. The Ming royal family fled
south. Prince Fu (Chu Yu-sung, 1607-
1646) was enthroned in the fifth month
(June) of 1644 in Nanking by Ma Shih-ying,
then Governor-General of Feng-yang, and

Pp- 761 762. For

59‘ ed.), p
D T’ao hua shan ming-jen
T’ai-wan yin-hang ching-chi

Pp- 352 354
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the politician Juan Ta-ch’eng. This was the
beginning of the Hung-kuang reign. The
outcome of the new establishment was Juan
Ta-ch’eng’s coming into power in the Nan-
king government.

Back to the drama, once in power Juan
Ta-ch’eng initiates a mass arrest of the Fu-she
members, and Hou Fang-yii is one of them.
When the government is in the hands of
corrupting officials, its leadership is lost in
every direction. The royal court forgets that
there are enemies within and w1thout~—for-
eign invaders and civil rebels everywkt
It is preoccupied 4]
agents are sent to country‘ to select
beautiful and talent\ [ pirls for the palace.
Li Hsiang-chiin“is one of them — she is
chosen as leading lady in the royal theatre.
In the capital, Nanking, authorities con-
ducts political arrests and pleasure-seeking
activities, while outside the capital, military
leaders are quarreling with and competing
bitterly against each other. Consequently,
General Kao Chieh, one of the Four Grand
Regional Commanders (Ssu-chen), is trap-
ped and killed by Hsii Ting-kuo (1576~
1646), Regional Commander of Sui-chou;??
and Shih K’o-fa (1602-1645)33 loses Yang-
chow to the Manchus.
Yangchow, Shih d
Yangtze River in th
Hung-kuang reign.

After escapmg from:.

There was no hope for the Southern Ming
court; Nanking fell to the Manchus after
the Hung-kuang emperor fell before the
enemy in the fifth month of his reign.
There were many turncoat officials and
generals but few loyal ones. Finally. when
the emperor was betrayed by the traitors
and handed over to the Manchu forces, the
Hung-kuang regime fell.

In the last two scenes of the drama,
set on Ch’i-hsia MGuntam (near Nanking),
’ -who escapes from jail when
) Asifalling to the invaders, meets,

e White Cloud Monastery, with Li
Hsiang-chiin, who has escaped from the
palace amidst the chaos. Both lovers are
filled with joy for a moment, until they
realize they could not have a future toge-
ther. ““Where now is your nation? Where
is your home? Where is your emperor?
Where is your father?” the Taoiser priest
Chang Wei (1608-1695) asks them. The
only world left for them is the ‘“other
world” of Taoism in the remote mountians,
the Taoist priest points out. The drama
ends without the usual great reunion of
the ch’uan-ch’i opera, as. both Hou and Li.
; Wel decide to
abandon forever this absurd and hopeless
world.©
"~ Although the love story is the main
thread of this drama, the tragic ending of

32 For a brief biography of Kao Chieh’s (d. 1645) real life, see Arthur Hummel, op. cit., pp. 410-411.
For detailed biographies, see Wen Jui-lin, Nan-chiang i-shih, pp. 380-382; Wu Wei-yeh, Lu-ch’iao chi-wen,
pp. 99-191; Chi Liu-ch'i, Ming-chi nan-liiek, pp. 66-71, 185; 198-201; Ming-shih (Kuo-fang yen-chiu yiian
ed.), pp. 3068-3070; Hsii Tzu, Hsiao-tien chi-chuan, pp. 278-283. For a biography of Hsi Ting-kuo, see
Ch’ing-shih kao (Shanghai, 1942 reprint), p. 1076.

33 For a hrief biography of Shih K'o-fa’s real life, see Arthur Hummel, op. cit,, pp. 651-652. For
detailed biographies, see Shih K'o-fa, Shih Chung-cheng-kung chi (Shanghai: Shang-wu, 1937), esp. pp.
1-11, 62-74; Chu Wen-ch’ang, “Shih K'o-fa lun,” Wen-shik tsa-chih, Vol. 3, Nos. 7-8 (April, 1944), pp.
61-68; idem, Shih K'o-fa chuan (Chungking, 1943); Wei Hung-yun, Shik K’o-fa (Shanghai, 1955);
Chang Tai, Shih-kuei shu hou-chi, pp. 165-170; Wen Jui-lin, Nan-chiang i-shik, pp- 35-44; Cha Chi-tso,
Kuo-shou lu in Wan-Ming shih-liao ts'ung-shu (Reprint. Tokyo: Dalan 1967):. 9p.82-35; Hsii Tzu,
Hsiao-tien chi-nien, pp. 352 ff, 359-362; idem, Hsiao-tien Chl) hlen Su-yun, Nan-
chung chi in Wen- Mmg shih- lzao ts’'ung- shul




the two lead characters’ conversion to Taoist
monk and nun reveals the playwright’s
pessimistic view of life. K’ung Shang-jen
seems to deny that individual happiness can
survive the national disaster. To K’ung
Shang-jen, the rights of society as a whole
are more important than those of individuals.
Furthermore, following the basic time-
honored Confucian conviction of an intel-
lectual’s unavoidable responsibility to his

society and the state,’* he holds that the ¢

fate of a dynasty i
intellectuals, and ther
a symbol of the inte uals is responsible
for the fall of the Southern Ming?5 This
is why K’ung Shang-jen could find no way
out for Hou Fang-yli except to make him
escape to Taoism and live in the faraway
mountains, a symbol of departing from this
world. To him, Hou Fang-yli is, and
should be, a Ming loyalist in every sense,
and as such he has no place to live under
the Manchu rule. It is significant, however,
to point out that K'ung Shang-jen’s frame
of thinking on this issue does not in any
way reflect his personal experience of the

in. the hands

problem of loyalty. Born four years after

the Manchu conquest,
the Manchu dynasty
“loyalty” was not a p
ending of the play thus ‘reflects only his
conception of dynastic loyalty at a time of
dynastic transition.

One may still argue that the tragic
ending of the T’ao-hua shan reveals both
K’ung Shang-jen’s political thought and his

Kung Shang;jen and His Tao-hua Shan

e, Hou Fang-yii, as" ‘voluminous poems.

to him. The
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literary genius. For in literature the tragic
finis, by provoking the readers’ profound
sympathy, surpasses the comic reunion.
While this is true most of the time, it is
only partly true in K’ung Shang-jen’s case.
As mentioned before, K’ung was a man of
conviction. As a descendant of Confucius,
he considered himself the man to carry on
the Great Way (ta-tao)‘ of -the Sage. Thus
‘doubt characteristic of
is. ideological orientation of

s further evidenced in his
One modern scholar
has classified him as one of the most famous
poets of the School of Poetry as the Vehicle
of the Way (Shih i tsai-tao p’ai)3® As
K’ung himself clearly declared, the purpose
of poetry is to manifest the Great Way
(ta-tao), and, for that matter, all literature
is a vehicle of the Way, which generally
refers to the political ideals and philosophy
of life prescribed by Confucianism.3? Thus
it becomes clear that K'ung’s theory of
literature follows the orthodox view of the
Confucian school, wen i tsai-tao (literature
Way), that gradually
red from Confucius,
: 9 B.C.), and Hsun Tzu
. 298-238 B. C.), to the Han scholars such
as Yang Hsiung (53 B.C-A.D. 18) and
Wang Ch’ung (27-ca. 97 A.D.), to the T’ang
Confucian master Han Yu (768-824), to
the Sung Neo-Confucian philosophers Chou
Tun-i (1017-1073), Ch’eng Hao (1032-
1085) Ch’eng 1 (1033-1107), and Chu Hsi
(1130-1200), and to the late Ming and

34 Lun-yii (Lun-yii cheng-i ed.; Hong Kong, 1963), pp. 159-160, 403, 405; Meng-tzu (Ssu-shu tu-pen
ed.; Taipei, 1952), pp. 144, 272, 363-364; Fan Chung-yen (989-1052), Fan Wen-cheng kung wen-chi
(Ssu-pu ts'ung-K'an ed.), chiian 7, p. 4a; Ku Yen-wu, Ku Ting-lin hsien-sheng i-shu (Shanghal Wen-jui
lou, 1885, ed.), Vol. 10, chiian 4, p. 13a. ;

85 T"ao-hua shan (Shanghai, 1947 ed.), p. 93.

38 Tung Pi, “Lun K’ung Shang-jen te shi
12 (Peking, 1963), pp. 14 .

37 K'ung Shang-jen beli
he elaborated quite clearly i
Vol. 3, p. 472. ¥

eh-i-ch’an tseng-i’an, Vol.

t.he sake of expressing the Way, a theory that
See K’ung Shang-jen shih-wen chi (1962),
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early Ch’'ing intellectual” giants, Huang
Tsung-hsi and 'Ku Yen-wu.3® Comparing
his theory of literature with his declaration
of the drama as an historical writing to
carry the Ch'un-ch’iu principle of ‘‘praise
and blame,” one finds a remarkable con-
sistency of Confucian orthodoxy in K’ung
Shang-jen’s intellectual and ideological be-
liefs. It is for this reason that we see the
tragic ending of the T’ao-hua shan not
merely as representing literary sophistication
but as exhibiting K’ung Shang -jen’s C

happiness should
disaster. :

While traditional ‘Chmese critics tend to
emphasize the artistic value of dramas and
to neglect the currents of thought in them,
modern scholars sometimes tend to overdo
their interpretations. In the case of the
T’ao-hua shan, historians in Mainland China,

sieh-lun Chang

Marxist and non-Marxist, generally tend to
exaggerate nationalism as its main theme.?®
It is of no doubt that there are national
feelings in the drama. But what these
national feelings amount to is open to
question. As pointed out before, K’ung
Shang-jen applied the ‘“‘praise and blame”
principle of the CA’un-ch’iu in this historical
drama. All the characters praised by K’ung
are Ming loyalists: the two lead characters,
Hou Fang-yii/ and Li Hsiang-chiin; the
ational martyr, General Shih K’o-fa; the
socgglly Tow but highly moral and patriotic
storyteller, Liu Ching-t’ing (ca. 1587-d. after
1669); the righteous and courageous musi-
cian and singer, Su K’un-sheng;%® and so
forth. Those who are blamed in the drama
include the corrupting officials, such as Juan
Ta-ch’eng and Ma Shih-ying; the turn-
coats — officials and generals — such as
Grand Regional Commanders Liu Liang-tso

38 For the Wen i tsai-tao tradition of Chinese literature and its relation with main traditional Chinese
intellectual currents, see Nagasawa Kikuya, Shina bungaku gaikan (Tokyo, 1966), pp. 9-10; Huang Chi-
ch’ih, “‘Wen-yii-tao’ ‘hsing-yii-ch’ing’,” Chung Chi hsiieh-pao, Vol. 7, No. 2 (May, 1968), esp. pp. 187-192;
Yang Hui-chi, “Chung-kuo che-hsiieh yii wen-hsiieh chih kuan-hsi,” Hsien:tai hsii¢h-ylian, No. 76 (July,
1970), esp. pp 4-6 and No. 77 (Aug 1970) esp. Pp- 22 23 Ku@ Shao-y -kuo wen-hsiieh p’i-p’ing
150, 403-417; and Lo Ken-tse,

: en“wen-hsiieh éh’\x-pan she, 1958, 1961 ed.),

Chung-kuo wen- hsue
Vol. 2, pp. 142-146 a

3% Chao Li-sheng, “Lun Kung Shang-jen aikuo chu- ssu-hsiang te she-hui ken-yilan,” pp. 403-417;
Fan Ning, “T’ao-hua shan-tso:che K'ung Shang-jen,” pp. 381-387; Ma Yung, “K’ung Shang-jen chi ch'i
T’ao-hua shan,” pp. 388-402; Nieh Shih-chiao, “Lileh-t'an T°ao-hua shan,” Wen-hsiieh i-ch’an tseng-Kan,
liu-chi (Peking, 1958), pp. 251-268.

40 Both Liu and Su were well-known artists of the time. A rather large number of accounts of their
life and activities were written by their contemporaries; the most significant of these are Huang Tsung-hsi
(1610-1695), “Liu Ching-ting chuan,” in Huang Li-chou wen-chi, ed. by Ch'en Nai-ch’ien (Peking:
Chung-hua shu-chii, 1959), pp. 86-88; Wu Wei-yeh (1609-1672), “Liu Ching-t'ing chuan,” in Mei-chia-
ts’un ts'ang-kao (Ssu-pu tsung-k'an ed.), chiian 52, pp. 3b-5a, and idem, “Wei Liu Ching-'ing ch’en ch’i
yin,” ibid., chiian, 26, pp. 2b-3a, and idem, “Ch’u Liang-sheng ko,” ibid., chiian 10, pp. la-1b; Chk’ien
Ch'ien-i (1582-1664), “Shu Liu Ching-ting ts’e-tzu,” in Mu-chai yu-hsiieh chi (Ssu-pu ts’ang-Kan ed.), Vol.
12: chiian 51, pp. 79a-80a; Chang Tai (1597-16847), T’eo-an meng-i, ed. by Yii P’ing-po (Peking:
P'u-she, 1927 ed.), pp. 67-68; Wang Shih-chen (1634-1711), Fen-kan yii-hua in Ku-chin shou-pu ts'ung-
shu, Vol. 24 (Shanghai: Kuo-hsiteh fu-lun she, 1915), chiien II, pp. 1b-2a; Yi Huai (1619-1696), Pan-
ch’iao tsa-shik, pp. 24-25; Chiang Yin-hsiang (ed.), T’ao-hua shan ming-jen hsiao-shik, pp. 24-28.
Important and more comprehensive studies by modern scholars are, Hung Shih-liang, Liv Ching-fing
p’ing-chuan (Shanghai: Ku tien wen- hsueh ch’u- -pan she, 1957> /Chen" Tu -heng and Yang Ting-fu, Ta

: '“"em ety pan she. 195433 CWen Ju- heng Shuo-shu hszao
. Shuo-shu shih-hua (rev. and enl. ed.
pp. 157-169; idem, “Kuan-wyii Liu Chmgtmg




(d. 1667) and Liu Tse-ch’ing (d. 1648);4!
and the Hung-kuang emperor (r. 1644-1645)
whose inability to recognize and use the
talented and the virtuous cost him the
Southern Ming empire. From the structure
of the two stereotypes of ““the praised™ and
“the blamed™ in the pattern of character
models in the play, it is obvious that K’ung
Shang-jen intentionally upheld Confucian
orthodoxy in the writing of the T ao-hua
shan. His picture of the Southern Mlng
court, furthermore,
acterization of th
dynasty in the traditi Chmese historical
generalization of dynastic cycles. The loss
of the emperor’s trust in the righteous and
able officials; the continuous strife between
feuding field generals; the control of power
and continuous purging of the opposition by
evil officials who had the emperor’s blind
trust; the bitter and fatal factional strifes;
and the “bad-last” emperor (like Chieh of
the Hsia dynasty and Chou of the Shang
dynasty) who always indulged in beautiful
women, wine, and punishment of able minis-
ters for their righteous advices — all fit the

4! For brief biographi
and 531-532, respectlvely\
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traditional picture of a dying dynasty. As
a matter of fact, he plainly called the Hung-
kuang regime ‘‘the administration of self-
destruction” (wang-kuo chih-cheng).?

On the other hand, there are hardly, in
a strict sense, any anti-Manchu sentiments
in the T’ao-hua shan. It is true that all
Ming loyalists are highly praised, but the
praise of these men alone cannot be viewed
as the spread. _hatred for the Manchus.
yyalty’” as the highest form of
ds to hatred of the Chinese
traitors,” not of the Manchus who were
in general considered ‘“‘foreigners.” Besides,
the concepts of loyalty and statesmanship
are part of the very essence of the Confucian
orthodoxy of statecraft and are not in any
way connected with nationalism based on
anti-foreignism.

The Mainland Chinese scholars’® argu-
ments, however, are not only based on
K’ung Shang-jen’s reminiscence of the Ming
empire in the T’ao-hua shan. They add
that K’ung Shang-jen spent four years in
South China and made many friends with
Ming loyalists who might have influenced

Llu Liang- tso and Li Tse-ch’ing, see Arthur Hummel, op. cit., pp. 524-525
‘or ‘detailed biographies of these two generals, see Chang Tai, Shih-kuei shu

hou-chi, pp. 227-228°(Liu Tse ch’ing), 231 (Liu Liang-tso); Wen Jui-lin, Nan-chiang i-shih, pp. 380-383
(Liu Liangtso and Liu Tse-ch’ing are treated together with Huang Tekung and Kao Chieh); Ch’ing-
shik kao (Shanghai, 1942 reprint), p. 1076 (Liu Liangtso) ; Ch'ing-shih lieh-chuan (Shanghai: Chung-
hua shu-chii, 1928), chiian 79, pp. 16a-17a (Liu Liang-tso), chiian 80, p. 43b (Liu Tse-ch’ing); Hsi Tzu,
Hsiao-tien chi-chuan, pp. 912:915 (Liu Tse-ch’ing); Ming-shih (Kuo-fang yen-chiu yiian ed.), p. 3070 (Liu
Tse-ch’ing); Chi Liu-ch’i, Ming-chi nan-lieh, pp. 6465 (Liu Tse-ch’ing) and 65-66 (Liu Liang-tso).

42 T’ao-hua shan (Shanghai, 1947 ed.), p. 111. Some of the traditional historical generalizations of
the pattern of the fall of a dynasty are discussed in Arthur F. Wright, “Ceneralization in Chinese
History,” in Louis Gottschalk (ed.), Generalization in the Writing of History (Chicago, 1963), esp.
pp. 4143, and “Sui Yang-ti: Personality and Stereotype,” in Arthur F. Wright (ed.), The Confucian
Persuasion (Stanford, 1960), pp. 61-65; and Yang Lien-sheng, “Toward a Study of Dynastic Configurations
in Chinese History,” in his Studies in Chinese Institutional History (Cambridge, 1961), esp. pp. 10-14.
The earliest origin of this Chinese historiographical tradition — the my h of Cln fid Chou as “bad-
last” emperors — is analyzed by Hsia Tseng-yu, Chung kuo k Taipei: Shang-wu,
. r lgn as a dying regime is

given in the scene “Chi 0
contending generals, Hu, K’ung Shang-jen summed up the most significant
symptoms of the Hung-kua urt and compared the Hung Kuang emperor to Chieh and Chou. T ao-
hua shan (Shanghai, 1947 ed.), pp. 120-121.
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his thought, and that many of K’ung’s poems
reveal deep patriotic feelings. While this
is true, it shows only that nationalistic senti-
ments indeed existed in K’ung Shang-jen’s
mind. But such sentiments were universally
shared in varying degrees by almost all
Chinese in that difficult period of transition,
particularly after the Manchu massacres in
such cities as Yangchow and Chia-ting in
South China. That is somewhat different
from being actively engaged in advancing
the ideology of Chinese nationalism. Be-
sides, K'ung Shang i i onside

clearly shows that he regarded the Manchu
emperor only as a brilliant prince of a new
dynasty, not as an alien ruler.*?

However, how the dramatist wrote his
masterpiece is one thing, and how his readers
and audience reacted to this drama is
another. While we do not agree that the
main theme of the T’ao-hua shan is nation-
alism, we do hold that this drama provoked
Chinese nationalistic sentiments at the time.
According to K’ung Shang-jen’s own record,
the T"ao-hua shan won immediate popularity

after it was staged, and it created a sensation

in the literary and theatncal world
the capital, the show
on every day. . B
setting and the music
opera, there were people in the audience
who could not help sobbing; they were the
Ming loyalists.””** The mystery of K’ung
Shang-jen’s dismissal from office created a
myth among people who believed that the
dramatist was punished for his sympathy
for the Ming cause. It is not important
to speculate upon the real cause of K'ung’s
dismissal; so far, no historical evidence can
prove that the T ao-hua shan was the real
cause. What is more important is how

43 See ahove, note 1.
44 K’ung Shang-jen, T”
Yin-lu ch’ii-hua, Vol. 7,

éhiluﬁ :Chang

K’ung Shang-jen’s contemporaries felt about
his case.

The incident took place a little over ten
years after Hung Sheng (1645-1704), another
great dramatist of the time, was expelled
from the Imperial Academy because of his
play Chang-sheng tien (The Palace of
Eternal Youth), completed in 1688. People
could not help connecting the two cases
and suspecting that the imperial authority
was. irrita wo dramatists’ re-
fall of the past dynasties.
“the: Manchu court may have been
alarmed by the tremendous popularity of
these two dramas, and been aware of the
possibility that these historical dramas could
provoke nationalistic sentiments among the
Chinese people. Under such circumstances,
it was not important to ask whether or not
the dramatists intended to provoke nation-
alism. To the Manchu court, the thought
that these dramas might provoke Chinese
nationalistic sentiments was enough for them
to take precautionary action. At this time,
after the special Po-hsiieh hung-tzZ’u ex-
amination of 1679, the Manchu court was
adoptmg an appeaser wpolicy toward the

aturally, they avoid-
persecutions. It is possible
"2 warning they only expelled Hung
eng and K'ung Shang-jen from the office
and sent them home from Peking.

Now we shall discuss some of the
characters of the T”ao-hua shan in order to
have a closer look at this drama. The lead
character Hou Fang-yil is the man K'ung
Shang-jen chooses to represent the honest
intellectuals of Hou’s day. Although Hou
is a young gentleman-scholar with high
aspirations for serving his country, he
possesses the wavering determination char-
acteristic of scholars. In the drama, Hou’s
weakness is shown when the politician

p- 155 (“Pen-mo”). See also Wang Chi-lieh,



Juan Ta-ch’eng tries to buy his friendship
by spending money and gifts on his mistress,
Li Hsiang-chiin.#®* Befriended by Juan’s
gestures, Hou is about to accept Juan’s
sincerity in self-repentance, and to speak
kindly of Juan to his friends. But Li
Hsiang-chiin makes him realize that Juan
Ta-ch’eng is only an opportunist trying
to use Hou for his own political ambitions.*¢
It is significant that K’ung Shang-jen drama-
tizes this contrast between Hou Fan-yii’s
indecision and lack of ]udgment and <Li

To K’ung Shang\
sents his own kind of il

ideas but lacks ex-
perience and dynamic purpose. He knows
this type of intellectuals only too well to
ignore their weakness. At a time of great
political turmoil, the helpless feeling of being
a useless scholar must have been especially
keen. Thus, K'ung Shang-jen recognizes
the weakness of Hou Fang-yii just as he
recognizes his own. But in the character
of Li Hsiang-chiin, who belongs to an
entirely different social class, K’ung Shang-
jen feels free to create his ideal heroine. Li
Hsiang-chiin is described in the drama
a simple but noble soul.who by nature
distinguish right fron t C
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weakness in the character of his chosen hero,
Hou Fang-yii; he also sees selfishness and
opportunism as the main factors that make
the scholar-officials corrupt. The character
of Juan Ta-ch’eng is an example. Juan,
the number-one villain of the T"ao-hua shan,
is a “successful” scholar-official; he won
a chin-shih degree — the highest degree in
the academic world —in the year 1616.
The entire official career of his life shows

. ang pportumstlc politician he is.#”
24, he allied himself with the powerful
euntch Wei Chung-hsien to fight against
Yang Lien (1571-1625) and Wei Ta-chung
(1575-1625) in order to obtain a coveted
post. In 1627, when Wei Chung-hsien was
condemned, he wrote memorials excoriating
both the Tung-lin group (represented by
Yang Lien and Wei Ta-chung), who des-
pised him, and the eunuchs who had helped
him.48 In the following year (1628) he was
made Director of the Banqueting Court, but
when the case of Wei Chung-hsien was
finally settled, he was charged with support-
ing the eunuch and was deprived of ali
official titles. From 1629 to 1644, he lived
in retlrement t the end of this
d- 1 ory of our drama takes
. ao-hua shan, we first find
that Juan Ta-ch’eng tries to use Hou’s

It seems that - Shang-jen’s dis-
illusion over the-scholar class as a whole
goes even decper. He not only finds

influence to make peace with the Tung-lin
and Fu-she groups. Failing to buy Hou’s
friendship, Juan begins vilifying Hou when-

45 T’ao-hua shan (Shanghai: Hui-wen Tang, 1924 ed.), chiian 1, pp. 43-49 (Seventh Scene, “Ch’iieh-
chuang™).

46 K’ung’s version apparently was based on a true or well-’known story. See Yii Huai, Pan-ch’iao tsa-
shih, p. 27; Hou Fang-yii, “Li Chi chuan,” p. 1la.

47 For biographies of Juan Ta-ch’eng, see note 25 above.

48 For a recent historical study of Wei Chung-hsien, see Ulrich H. Mammitzsch, Wei Chung-hsien
(Honolulu: Univ. of Hawaii, 1968, Microfilm ed.); also see Arthur Hummel, pp. 846-847. For an
excellent historical study of the Tunglin group, see Charles O. Hucker, “T ngilin Movement of
the Late Ming Period,” in Chinese Thought and Institutions, ed. by:John K’ B?Ahk (Chicago, 1957),
pp. 151-157, whlch although it does not dxs.cuq the same‘fp ] degbackground of the issues
ngsshe yun-tung kao, pp. 61-108, of which
] Hung kuang reign. See also Tai Ming-shih
weihou chi tang-huo chi-liieh,” in Ming-Cking shih-liao

hui-pien, 3rd series, qul;.: ,,p‘p; 2705-2747.
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ever he can. In 1644, when Prince Fu is
enthroned by his intimate friend, Ma Shih-
ying, Juan Ta-ch’eng is back in power in
the Hung-kuang court. Once back in power,
Juan makes the most of it by revenging
himself on the Tung-lin group. It is under
Juan’s corrupting leadership that the Nan-
king government falls. In 1645, when the
Manchu troops are approaching Nanking,
the Ming emperor flees and Juan Ta-ch’eng

escapes to Chin-hua (in Chekiang) where

the gentry refuse to receive him. Late
Juan surrenders to the:]

shes the city by leading Manchu troops to

destroy it. He dies in .while following
the Ch’ing army into” Fukien.

Juan Ta-ch’eng’s life in the drama is
illustrative of the type of official greedy for
power and wealth without consideration of
national interest. When K’ung Shang-jen
makes Juan Ta-ch’eng the number-one villain
of the T"ao-hua shan, his deep contempt for
all that Juan Ta-ch’eng represented is
obvious.

In contrast to his disappointment in the
ruling class of scholar-officials, K’ung Shang-
jen sometimes tends to praise the honest
and simple-minded

*® For biographies and studies of' Liw and Su, seg-note’ 40 above
Liang-yii and, after the fall of the Hung-kuang court, continued their profession.

“small people” in order_

to emphasize their virtues of unselfishness
and knight-errantry. Besides the heroine,
Li Hsiang-chiin, there are two distinct
characters of common folk in the T’ao-hua
shan that K’ung Shang-jen praises very
highly. They are the two supporting roles,
Liu Ching-t’ing, the traveling storyteller, and
Su K’un-sheng, the musician who happens
to be Li Hsiang-chiin’s singing teacher.*®
Both entertainers are .praised for their

Yy wvery. For example,
- “T’ou-yian” (In the

QHf:;aéq arters of the General), Liu Ching-

t’ing is sent by Hou Fang-yii to greet General
Tso Liang-yli with both oral and written
messages asking the latter not to lead his
troops to Nanking. K’ung Shang-jen gives
in this scene one of his most vivid and
unforgettable descriptions of Liu Ching-
t’ing’s wit and courage.’® Along the same
line of approach, in another moving scene,
“Ts’ao-hsi” (To Dispatch a Proclamation
against Juan and Ma), the musician Su
K’un-sheng’s knightly valor on behalf of
Hou Fang-yii, who is put in jail by Juan
Ta-ch’eng at this time, is forcefully detail-
ed.5! When Hou.Fangwyii is arrested, Su

un—sheng leaves Nankmg for General Tso’s

Both men served General Tso
Both enjoyed great

reputations in their day. Lin Chingt'ing was particularly respected as a man of high morality and
Ming loyalism by leading scholars of his day, and has become a topic of research in modern scholarship.
The evaluation of Liu Ching-t’ing as a man of high morality and loyalty, however, has bheen questioned
from his own time to modern day. In his day, while such distinguished scholars as Huang Tsung-hsi,
Wu Wei-yeh, and others all praised him highly, Wang Shih-chen held that these scholars praised Liu
because he once served General Tso Liang-yii; Tso became in the eyes of the Ming loyalists a symbol
of righteousness by openly fighting the evil official, Juan Ta-ch’eng, a symbol of the remnants of Wei
Chung-hsien’s eunch faction. (See Wang Shih-chen, Fen-kan yii-hua, chiian 2, pp. 1b-2a.) Modern
scholars are also divided in their view of Liu. Ch’en Ju-heng contends that Liu served, after the fall
of the Southern Ming, General Ma Feng-chih (d. 1659), who betrayed the Ming to surrender to the
Ch’ing (in 1645), and therefore should not be considered a man of loyalty or a man of morality,
because of his association with such an immoral man as Ma Feng-chih. (See Ch’en Ju-heng, “Kuan-yii
Liu Ching-t'ing te chi-chien shih,” pp. 11-12.) Hung Shih-liang, on the other hand, argues that Liu’s
joining Ma Feng-chih might be for different reasons. Furthermore, Ma later was accused of making
connections with Cheng Cheng-kung’s (Koxinga, 1624-1664) Ming forces and was killed by.the Manchu
court, and this fact indicates that Ma might not be totally disloyal '* (Hung Shih-liang,
Liu Ching-t'ing p’ing-chuan, pp. 18-19). a‘man of high morahty
and patriotism (pp. 9, 43- 4-7) e version of the Ming
loyalists.
5¢ K’'ung Shang-jen, T’ao-
51 Ibid., chiian 2, pp. 68-7




headquarters at Wu-ch’ang to seek help.
Being an obscure musician, Su K'un-sheng
can not obtain an audience with the general.
To arouse the attention of the general, Su
sings loudly in the middle of the night, in
defiance of a martial curfew. Arrested by
a soldier, he finally has a chance to speak
to the general and to persuade him to dis-
patch a proclamation against the group of
politicians represented by Juan Ta-ch’eng

messenger and is almost kllled Although
the efforts of these two artisans do not free
their friend, Hou Fang-yii, their loyalty and
bravery represent the dramatist’s hope in
humanity. He refers to both Liu and Su
as ‘‘courageous and righteous men” and
compares Liu to the famous Ching K’o
(d. 227 B.C.), a symbol of knight-errantry
in Chinese history, who, on behalf of Prince
Tan of the Yen State, unsuccessfully at-
tempted to take the life of the King of
Ch’in, who was later to become the First

Emperor (Shih-huang-ti, r. 221-210 B.C.),

of the Ch’in dynasty (221—207 B. C) and-0
Imperial China as we
of Liu Ching-t’ing and:
Shang-jen apparently chooses to reiterate the
recurrent theme in the world of popular
literature that morality, loyalty and patrio-
tism often can be found only in persons
who are socially low and not expected to
have these qualities. He further emphasizes

- K'ung éhang-jen and His T"ao-hua Shan
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that at a time of ‘‘national catastrophe” this
fact could become most clear.

K’ung Shang-jen’s treatment of the
military leaders is worthy of examination,
because the continuous strife between the
ignorant and selfish military leaders was in
general conceived at K’ung’s time to be
partly responsible for the fall of the Hung-
kuang court.5? K’ung Shang-jen also sees
the majority, of the" military leaders of the

-Hung- -kuang relgn ias being ignorant, selfish,

and ‘arrogant. They are so concerned
among themselves about trifles that they lose
any chance they might have had to unify
the country. In the scene “Cheng-wei” (A
Quarrel over Seating Position), K ung Shang-
jen gives a most sarcastic description of the
quarrel between the Four Grand Regional
Commanders — Huang Te-kung (d. 1645),
Kao Chieh, Liu Liang-tso, and Liu Tse-
ch’ing — over the most insignificant problem
of “who sits where” during a conference
with Shih K’o-fa, their chief commander.5?
As the strife continues and intensifies, the
military leaders end up klllmg each other

General Kao Chieh and his subordinate
Regional Commander, Hsti Ting-kuo, causes
the latter to set a trap to ambush Kao and
then surrender to the Manchus.5* In the
scene “Chieh-Chi” (Battle at Pan-chi), the
civil war between the two ablest generals
of the Southern Ming, Huang Te-kung® and

52 Chang Tai, Shih-kuei shu hou-chi (ca. 1670), pp. 231-232; T’an Ch’ien (1594-1658), Kuo-ch’iieh
(ca. 1653), (6 Vols. Peking: Ku-chi ch’u-pan she, 1958 ed.) Vol. 6, pp. 6213ff; Wen Jui-lin, Nan-chiang
i-shih (between 1702 and 1722), p. 385; Chi Liu-ch’i, Ming-chi nan-liieh (1671), pp. 62-70.

53 T’a0-hua shan (Shanghai, 1924 ed.), chiian 1, pp. 106-112.

51 Ibid., chiian 2, pp. 36-40.

55 Huang was considered the only honest, righteous, and loyal top military general of the Hung-kuang
period. For a brief biography, see Arthur Hummel, op. cit.,, p. 348. For. detaxled decounts of his life,
see Chang Tai, Shih-kuei shu hou-chi, pp. 226- 227 Ch1 Liusch', Ming-chz 7 lgeh pp. 62-64; Cha Chi-
tso, Kuo-shou lu, pp. 73-75; Ch’ien Su-yun, & uing chi (1650), pp. 107-168; Wen Jui-lin, Nan-chiang
i-shih, pp. 380-383; Wu We. f en DD 98:99; “Hsii Tzu, Hsiao-tien chi-chuan (1861),
pp. 273-277; Ming-shih Ty d.), pp. 3022-3023; Shu-ho-te and Yii Ming-chung
(comp.), Ch'ing-ting shen chiao hsiin- chteh chu-cken Iu (1776) (2 Vols. Reprint; Taipei: Ch’eng-wen
ch’u-pan she, 1969), p:53. i
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Tso Liang-yil, leads -to the death of the
latter.® 1In recreating the military chaos and
impotence of the Southern Ming, K'ung
Shang-jen forcefully shows the fundamental
weakness and helplessness of the Hung-kuang
court.’?

Three generals in the T’ao-hua shan
die for their country: Tso Liang-yii,
Huang Te-kung, and Shih K’o-fa. Although
they die in different ways and under
different circumstances, they die as notable
soldiers, and K’ung Shang ]en pays

loyalty and beliefs; and that, except for Shih
K’o-fa, they are critically responsible for
the fall of the Hung-kuang regime.

General Tso Liang-yii commands
300,000 troops and controls the middle
Yangtze River region. He maintains an
independent status before the fall of Peking

" restoration.5®

Hsiieh-lun Chang

and the Ch’ung-chen emperor, and even
more so after that. He is hesitant to give
his allegiance to the Hung-kuang court at
Nanking,5® a fact that contributes to the
instability of the new regime. But he is
without question loyal to the Ming, and
for that reason he marches his troops to
rescue the alleged heir-apparent of the
Ch’ung-chen emperor, who is imprisoned
in Nanking, and rid the court of evil officials
such a Ma Shih-y: g and Juan Ta-ch’eng,
rupted the Hung-kuang ‘em-
destroyed any chance of Ming
But when his troops are
defeated by General Huang Te-kung’s forces
at Pan-chi, and he learns that his son and
his lieutenants have disobeyed his wish to
have pillaged a city, he so regrets his action
and is so angered at the unexpected event
that he first attempts to commit suicide
to redeem himself and then suffers a fatal
heart attack.® In Tso Liang-yii®* K’ung

56 T’ao-hue shan (Shanghai, 1924 ed.), chiian 2, pp. 87-92.

57 T"ao-hua shan (Shanghai, 1947 ed.),
%8 Ibid., pp. 31, 46, 109, 111.

9 Ibid., pp. 11, 120-121. The affair of the alleged heir-apparent of
came 1o the South from the North caused great restlessness..and. fictional st
tributed partly to the msta}nhty of the N nkmg goveminen‘t

and development of
tung-shih, (Taipei:
Hung-kuang’s failure
Prince Fu—in Hon

pp. 62, 92, 132 (comments on these pages).

hg-chen emperor who
e in Nanking and con-
d discussions of the circumstances

o chi<wen, pp. 153-162; Hsiao I-shan, Ch’ing-tai
other of Tso Liang-yii's accusations was Emperor

cognize an accept his wife, who was separated from the emperor — the former
by military disturbance but eventually reached Nanking. She died in a prison

at Nanking. See Chi Liu-ch’i, Ming-chi nan-liich, pp. 167-170; Hsiac I-shan Ch’ing-tai 'ung-shik, p. 305.

8 T"ao-hua shan (Shanghai, 1947 ed.), p. 121

6! In actual history, the causes and development of Tso Liang-yii’s eastward expedition were to some

extent different from what has been said of it in the T"go-hua shan.

See Hsii Tzu, Hsiao-tien chi-chuan,

pp. 909-911; idem, Hsiao-tien chi-nien, pp. 352-358; Wen Jui-lin, Nan-chiang i-shih, pp. 70-711; Ming-shih
(Kuo-fang yen-chiu yiian ed.), pp. 3066-3143. Among contemporary records, see Li Chieh (late Ming-
early Ch'ing), T’ien-hsiang ko sui-pi (Ts’ung-shu chi-ch’eng ch’u-pien ed.), p. 27; Wang Shih-chen, Fen-
kan yii-hua, chilan 2, p. 1b; and Chang Tai, Shih-kuei shu hou-chi, pp. 173-174. Although the versions
in these works varied to a certain extent, they all indicated that Tso Liang-yii's expedition was motivated
more by economic and personal reasons than by his intention of “purfying the surroundings of the
throne” (ch’ing chiin-ts’e), and that Tso’s decision was induced more by the Regional Inspector, Huang
Chu, than by himself. Furthermore, these works showed that both Ho T’eng-chiao (1592-1649) and Yiian
Chi-hsien (1598-1646), the two governor-generals in control of regions and provinces west of Nanking,
bons:dered Tso’s move more destructive than constrnctlve and refused to jointhim; and that Tso died

1942 reprint), p. 10
op. cit., pp. 290-291



Shang-jen characterizes a general whose
allegiance to the Hung-kuang court is
fragile to begin with and is further alienat-
ed and even severed by its corruption and
factional strifes. In the end, he is partly
responsible for its fall, for when the court
moves the troops from its northern and
northwestern areas to fight Tso Liang-yii,
the defense of these areas — critical to the
safety of Nanking —is drastically weaken-
ed, thus opening the door for the Manchu

forces to march southward and overtake.

Yangchow and eventu

Huang Te-kung is
Grand Regional Commanders. In the T ao-
hua shan, as in history, he is a sincere,
honest, and sometimes selfish military man.
But it is his utmost loyalty to the Hung-
kuang emperor that marks him out from
such top military leaders of the time as
Liu Liang-tso and Liu Tse-ch’ing, who are
willing to surrender to the Manchus; his
single purpose is to assist the emperor to
recover the lost land and to restore the
Ming dynasty.®3 Ironically, even the em-
peror is surprised to learn that Huang
Te-kung is actually loyal to him.8* Yet,
even more ironically, Huang Te-kung, m
than anyone else, is direct
the fall of the Hung-ku

losing the emperor to the Manchus.. Wlthout‘

questioning its implication, he accepts Juan
Ta-ch’eng’s order to give up his defense

r E
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against the Manchus and to engage in the
civil war against Tso Liang-yii; his victory
over Tso’s forces at Pan-chi leads indirectly
to the death of General Tso Liang-yii.%®
The weakening of the northern defense, the
devastating civil war, and the death of Tso
Liang-yii all make the Hung-kuang court
militarily unable to stop the Manchus’ south-
ward march.%®

" troops besiege

X ‘fﬁtaT and by mistake reaches the head-
quarters of General Huang Te-kung at
Wu-hu (in modern Anhwei).5? With all
his loyaity to the emperor and his hysterical
but heroic efforts to save him, Huang fails.
He is betrayed and shot by his most
trusted lieutenant, T’ien Hsiung (d. 1663).
T’ien Hsiung turns over the helpless
emperor to the other two Grand Regional
Commanders, Liu Liang-tso and Liu Tse-
ch’ing, who have already surrendered and
have come to capture the emperor for the
Manchus. After the emperor has been
aken away from his own ands, a distressed
fe-kung cries:

: Heavens !
Ah Heavens!

How could the Ming Dynasty be
ended in my hands!

82 T’ao-hua shan (Shanghai, 1947 ed.), pp. 122-123, 125. For a concise, real historical picture of the

development,
65-66, 70-71.

see Hsieh Kuo-cheng, Nan-Ming shik-lieh (Shanghai:

Jen-min ch’u-pan she, 1957), pp.

%3 T"ao-hua shan (Shanghai, 1947 ed.), p. 120. For Huang Te-kung as a historical figure, see the
sources given in note 55 above.

84 T’qo-hua shan (Shanghai, 1947 ed.), p. 130.

85 Ibid., pp. 113-116, 119-122. For differences in the development of the civil war between the descrip-
tions of the Tao-hua shan and historical sources, see note 61 above.

% TIn history, after the death of Tso Liang-yii, Tso’s forces were defeated by Huang Te»kung s troops,
first at T’ung-ling and then at Pan-chi, and after these defeats Tso Liang-yi's” Tso Meng-keng, the
new commander, retreated and surrendered his tmops to the Manchus.: e Tzu, Hsico-tien chi-
chuan, pp. 911912; idem, Hsiao-tien| c}zlz-men pp 352 362' Ming-shih (Kuo-fang yen-chiu yian ed.),
p. 3066.

87 I"go-hua shan (Shanghai; :

D, pp. 125, 129-130.

N
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After that, he
sword!s8 o

This emotional and telling scene, en-
titled ‘““Chich-pao” (To Capture the Trea-
sure) in the drama, clearly is used by
K’ung Shang-jen to dramatize — by slightly
changing the historical facts — his compel-
ling understanding that the enemy of the
Hung-kuang Court is within rather than
without. In the character of Huang Te-
kung, K’ung Shang-jen symbolizes a general
and a leader who has the utmost loyalty

vision and far
for its fall. :

Of all the ‘generals, Shih K’o-fa,
Grand Secretary and President of the Board
of War, is the only one who is praised
whole-heartedly by K’ung Shang-jen. Com-
manding the troops at Yangchow, Shih
K’o-fa is characterized as the perfect
Confucian high minister: First he settles
the bitter, war-threatening disputes between
the Four Grand Regional Commanders;®®
then he dispatches General Kao Chieh on
the unsuccessful Northern expedition;’® and
following the Confucion principle, “Give
your best try even if you know it is helpless”

%8 Ibid., pp. 131 : At least six

; shu;{Chahé amkl"kHs‘ii‘eh-lun Chang

(Chih ch’i pu-k’o erh wei chih), he fights
the heroic battle at Yangchow;™ finally he
dies for his country when he realizes that
all hope is completely gone. In all, Shih
K'o-fa’s dedication to his country and his
wisdom in fulfilling it are an inspiration to
patriotism and loyalty for his soldiers and
his countrymen at a time of ‘national
catastrophe.” 2

The death of Shih K’o-fa in the T’ao-
iaxes the emotions of sadness

;At the same time, it sparks the reliving of

a noble, influential Chinese ideal of how at
the end of a dynasty the righteous ministers
have to carry on the painful task of revital-
izing the dying regime even when they know
that the future is hopeless, and of how
they die for their country after the final
hope is gone. This is the scene “Ch’en-
Chiang” (Drowning in the River). In this
sad, tear-provoking scene, K'ung Shang-jen
describes how Shih K’o-fa flees the fallen
city of Yangchow and painfully struggles
to reach the vicinity sof Nanking in hopes
last efforts to save the

ifferent versions of the dramatic scene of how the Hung-kuang

emperor was tuméd ‘over to the Manchus from Huang Te-kung’s headquarters were given by contemporaries
and in historiéél sources. See Ch’ien Su-yun, Nen-chung chi, p. 108; Cha Chi-tso, Kuo-shou lu, pp.
74-75; Chang Tai, Shih-kuei shu hou-chi, p. 229; T’an Ch’ien, Kuo-ch’iieh, Vol. 6, p. 6213; Li Chieh,
T’ien-hsiang ko sui-pi, p. 51: Wen Juilin, Nan-chiang i-shih, p. 383; Hsii Tzu, Hsiao-tien chi-nien, p.
369; idem, Hsiao-tien chi-chuan, p. 277; Chi Liu-chi, Ming-chi nan-lich, pp. 233-234; Ming-shih (Kuo-
fang yen-chiu yilan ed.), pp. 3022-3023. T’ien Hsiung’s biography can be found in CA’ing-shih kao
(Shanghai, 1942 reprint), p. 1076. In the I"ao-hua shan, K'ung Shang-jen apparently chose to dramatize
the most dramatic of all these versions.

69 T"go-hua shan (Shanghai, 1947 ed.), pp. 59-67.

7 Ibid., pp. 66, 90-91.
7! For the origin of the spirit of “Chih ch’i pu-k’o ehr wei chih,” which was used to describe Confucius,
l cheng, Vol. 12 (Taipei: Shih-chieh

see Lun-yii, p. 325; Kung -yang chuan in Shih-san chmg chu shit.

e sﬁéné""‘stléihgéh;h’; (Haranguingthe Troops) in the drama. See T"ao-hue shan

ian 2, pp. 92.96.

(Shanghai, 1924 ed



dynasty.™ But after: “told that the
Hung-kuang emperor has already fled Nan-
king as the Manchu troops cross the
Yangtze, he realizes that the last hope is
gone, and decides to drown himseif in the
Yangtze River. In the last seconds of his
life, Shih K’o-fa looks at the rushing,
turbulent, and determined current of the
Yangtze and says,™

Look the boundiess world!

What is the use of keeping your life!
Shih K’o-fa, y

in this world:
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After the country has changed its
master!

After that, Shih K’o-fa, like the Sung loyal
general and minister Chang Shih-chieh (d.
1278) and Lu Hsiu-fu (1236-1279) at the
end of their dynasty, throws himself to the
mercy of the water, thus ending the struggle
of saving the Hung-kuang court and probably
the Southern Ming as well.”

In Shih_K’o K’ung Shang-jen dra-
1 of life and ministership
; spirit of Chih ck’i pu-k'o
erh wei chih, which were perfected pre-

viously by the Sung ministers Chang Shih-
chieh, Lu Hsiu-fu, and Wen T’ien-hsiang
(1236-1283) at the end of that dynasty.
This was a similar historical incident which
saw the last remnants of a dying Chinese
dynasty wiped out by a southward-marching

A hero finally reach
his life,

After so many times on the
edge of death for his
country.

What is there left for him,

73 T’ao-hua shan (Shanghai, 1947 ed.), pp. 132-133. The scene of Shih K’'o-fa’s death in the T"ao-hua
shan is K'ung Shang-jen’s creation, which differs from the often-varied versions of the event in historical
In history, Shih died in the Yangchow area, although the exact location and manner of his
See the various works cited in note 33 ove; Shu-ho-te and

sources.
death have been varied in different records

” in Ming-Ch’ing shih-

§ h'ing), Yeh:shih wu-wen
i Liv-chi, Mmg chi Nan-liieh, pp. 228-230; E.
Backhouse and J 0. P. Annals and irs of the Court of Peking (Reprint. Taipei: Ch’eng-
wen, 1970), p. 187. For fall @nd pillage of Yangchow, see Wang Hsiu-ch’'u (17th century), Yang-
chou shih-jih chi (1645);in Yang-chou shih-jih chi, pp. 229-243; its English translations may be found
in E. Backhouse and J. O. P. Bland, op. cit., pp. 187-208, and Lucien Mao (trans.), “A Memoir of Ten
Day’s Massacre in Yangchow,” T’ien-hsic Monthly, Vol. 4, No. 5 (March, 1937), pp. 515-537. But it
must be pointed out that Wang Hsiu-ch’u has often been misunderstood and that his book has errors
in its statements about the number of people killed in Yangchow and other events; see Chang Te-fang,
“Yang-chou shih-jih chi pien-wu,” Chung-hua wen-shit lun-ts'ung, Vol. 5 (Shanghai, 1962), pp. 365-376.

74 T’ao-hua shan (Shanghai, 1947 ed.), p. 133.

75 For Chang Shih-chieh, see Sung-shik (K'ai-ming shu-tien; Erh-shih-wu shih ed.), p. 5635; for Lu
Hsiu-fu, see Sung-shih, p. 5635. Both Chang and Lu drowned themselves in the South Sea. Holding
the last Sung emperor, Ti-tsung (Ping, r. 1276-1279), Lu threw himself and the emperor into the sea at
Yai-shan off the Kwangtung coast after he had thrown his wife and children into the sea. Lu took the
boy emperor with him because he did not want to see the emperor insulted by his enemies. After
having heard that Lu and the emperor had drowned themselves in the sea, Cna fShlhmhleh decided
to lead his troops to Champa, but on the way he changed his mmd an k self in the sea when
he realized that his final hope of restormg the Sung: dynasty was go hese developments see,
in addition to the biograph 4 n : . Pi Yiian, Hsii Tzu-chih tung-chien (4
Vols. Peking: Ku-chi Ch'u- e, f958 ed.)  5027.5028; Feng Ch’i, Sung-shik chi-shih pen-mo, ed.
with additions by Ch’en Pi n. (Kuo-hsiieh chi-pen tsung-shu ed.), pp. 938-939.
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northern people, ongols.”® Some of
Shih K’o-fa’s weaknesses, such as indecision,
failure to insist on his principle, and lack
of determination had been regarded by his
contemporaries as being contributing factors
in the fall of the Hung-kuang court, but
these are not explicitly criticized by K’ung
Shang-jen. K’ung rather considers those
weaknesses of Shih K’o-fa the results of his

patience, wisdom, and goals are in vain,
just as were those of the famous minister
Chu-ko Liang (181-234) of the Shu (221-
264) of the Three Kingdoms period (220-
265)."

To conclude our study of the Tao-hua
shan, we may again point out that although
most of the characters of the drama are
based on real personages of the late Ming

heroic deeds, of bending a little in order to and early Ch’ing period, the plot is not
keep the court and his country harmonious exactl structured after what happened in
and united behind a great cause. But.his- -history omparison of real historical

ng, ee Sung shih, p. 5560. The hopeless last struggle of the Southern Sung
against the Mongols parallels, to a certain extent, that of the Southern Ming against the Manchus. For
a concise and informative account of the tragic Southern Sung story, see Li Chieh, Sung-shih (Taipei:
Ta-hsin shu-chii, 1968), pp. 207-215; Pi Yiian, Hsii Tzu-chih t'ung-chien, pp. 4983-5028; Feng Ch’i,
Sung-shih chi-shih pen-mo, pp. 919-930. In the spirit of Chang Shih-chieh, Lu Hsiu-fu, and Wen T’ien-
hsiang, we see that of Shih K'o-fa in K’ung Shang-jen’s I’go-hua shan. Ming loyalists took pride in
comparing the last struggle of the Southern Ming to that of the Southern Sung. The whole issue
reflected one of the most fundamental political ideologies of traditional China — the problem of life and
death during drastic political changes. It was generally and commonly believed that at the time of
dynastic defeat the ruler should die for his country and his ministers should die for their offices as a
demonstration of their loyalty to their ruler and their dynasty. But these people should die in the right
Death should not come unless the final hope of saving and restoring
eathifor a political cause
. Traditional historians
he total number oi deaths in

place and at the right moment.
the dynasty is gone, and it should be well planned and foreseen. In short,
was a most revered and at times mandatory ideal of hfe in traditiona

elaborated into a predbmmant political 1dea1 in the Neo-Confucian traditions since the Sung dynasty.
For Ming loyalists’ conceptiori of this tradition, see, for example, Chang Tai, Shik-kuei shu hou-chi, pp.
4344, 46, 55, 134-135, 146, 218-219. It seems quite reasonable to assume that K’ung Shang-jen’s treat-
ment of the problem of loyalty and death followed this general climate of opinion.

"" T’ao-hua shan (Shanghai, 1947 ed.), pp. 46-54. See also the comments on these pages; it must be
pointed out that K'ung Shang-jen approved of these comments as interpreting his views correctly. See
his “Pen-mo,” p. 155. One nineteenth-century scholar even ascribed the authorship of these comments
to K'ung Shang-jen himself. But positive evidence for such a view is lacking. See Li Tz'u-ming (1830-
1894), Yiieh-man tang jih-chi, ed. by Yu Yun-lung (2 Vols. Reprint. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii,
1963), p. 920. For the personality and deeds of Chu-ko Liang, see his biography in the San-kuo chih,
punctuated and collated by Ch’en Nai-ch’ien (5 Vols. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chii, 1959 ed.), pp. 911-931,
934-937 (including various comments). Chu-ko Liang’s description of his spirit as a minister “To bend-
ing my body and exhausting my energy [in the service of the state]l, only death shall put a stop”
(Chii-kung chin-ts’ui ssu erh hou i) has long become the motto and belief of all who dedicated them-
selves to the service of the state in traditional China. See Yen K’o-chii ‘Kiian Shang-ku San-
tai Ck’in-Han San-kuo Liu-ch’ao wen, Vol. 13 (Taipei: Shih.chich 1963 ed.), chiian 58, p. 8.
In the mind of K’ung Shang-jen, Shih K’o-fa’s s 6. t {ing government at Nanking

(Continued to page 331)
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(Continued from pagé‘%ﬂ)

exactly followed this description. However, judgments on and evaluation of Shih K’o-fa’s place in history
have been controversial from his day to modern times. Among the contemporary and slightly later
records are included, for example, Li Chieh, T’ien-hsiang ko sui-pi (after 1644), pp. 45-46, which
criticized Shih for a lack of farsightedness that led the Hung-kuang court to lose opportunities of
consolidating the regions of Honan and Shantung, and for not taking stern disciplinary action against
feuding generals and corrupting soldiers; Wang Hsiu-ch’'u, Yang-chou shih-jih chi (1645), and Chang
Tai, Shih-kuei shu hou-chi (ca. 1670), p. 170, both of which criticized Shih for his narrow-mindedness
and selfishness; Chi Liu-ch’i, Ming -chi nan-liieh (1671 ), pp. 61-62, 229-230, which also. pointed out Shih’s

i : anchus. All of these

lzu, Hsigo-tien chi-nien (1891), p. 361, which gave high praise to Shih K’ -fa’s loyalty and pohcy and
compared his failure to save the Hung-kuang court to that of Chu-ko Liang to unify China, both due to
a stroke of Heaven's will which was beyond human efforts. This changed txrend scems to have been
influenced by the Manchu court’s continuous efforts to praise Shih K'o-fa’s loyalty and spirit of “chih
ch'i pu-k'o erh wei chih,” including the bestowal of the posthumous title of “Chung-cheng” (Loyalty
and Kighteousness) in 1776. See Chi Liu-ch’i, /#ing-chi nan-liieh, p. 229; Shih Chung-cheng kung chi,
pp. 1-44; Anonymous, Chiang-nan wen-chien lu in Chung-kuo nei luan wai-huan li-shih ts'ung-shu, Vol.
3: Tung-nan chi-shih, ed. by Wang Tu-ch’ing (Shanghai: Shen-chou Kuo-kuang she, 1947), p. 325.
Modern views of Shih K'o-fa have been as divided as ever. Chu Wen-ch’ang praises Shih as a great
statesman and military leader, but also points out his basic weaknesses of indecision and indetermination
which clouded the fate of the Hung-kuang court (“Shih K’o-fa lun”). In Mainland China, a debate
over Shih K'o-fa’s place in history developed in 1952 and a number of articles were published in the
issues of the Li-shih chiao-hsiieh of that year. While Ting Cheng-hua, Lo Cheng-yiian, and others hold
that bhxh should not be consldered a national hero because he suppressed the peasant’ tebelhons, Chi

u- tlen, 1957), pp. 233-243; see also Wel Hung
yun, Shih K’o-fa (Shangha 5), -esp. 14- 24- 32-57. The debate has continued to the 1960’s. Hsieh
Kuo-cheng praises Shil‘l;{ia‘:s' a-great statesman, military leader, mediator, negotiator, and national hero
who gave his life for the defense of his country against foreign invaders; see his Nan-Ming shih-lieh,
esp. pp. 66-71. Chang Hsi-k'ung holds a similar view that Shih K'o-fa was a national hero, that his
defense of Yangchow was a noble revelation of the Chinese nationalistic spirit against foreign invasion,
and that his service to the Hung-kuang court was an exemplification of how a person should work for a
national goal at a time of national crisis (Shih K'o-fa, Peking, 1959). The last work, which is in the
series Li-shih hsiao ts'ung-shu edited by Wu Han, again promoted a series of articles (10) and letters (9)
in the Wen-hui Pao in Shanghai in 1966. While some of these severely criticized Chang Hsi-k™ung for
misinterpreting Shih K’o-fa as an historical figure and voiced the view that Shih was a “feudal
reactionary,” “the enemy of the people,” and “the slaughterer of the peasant armies,” some still evaluated
Shih K’o-fa as a great man of loyalty and a national hero, and still others followed a middle road by
pointing out both the weaknesses and achievements of Shih K’o-fa. Although these discussions were
first motivated hy pohucal reasons, thelr conclusions were still far divided. It is 51gn1ﬁcant to note that

by K'ung Shang-jen in the Tao-hua shan;
tion of Shih K'o-fa and denounces Shih “a slaugh
people,” and “a slave of the :
chia wen-t'i hui-pien, ed. by
Tsung Chih-huang’s article, ¢

Newél;aper‘ {gency (Hong Kong: O. K. Newspaper Agency, 1969),
giél':’ao-hua shan t'an-ch’i — P’ing Shih K’o-fa,” is on pages 59-68.
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events™ and the rewriting of ‘these events
in the T’ao-hua shan reveals K’ung Shang-
jen’s modes of recasting the historical per-
sonages and events that, in turn, illustrate
his ideas of history and man. As real
historical figures, the lead characters port-
rayed in the drama acted differently in key
decisions in their lives. Hou Fang-yi did
not become a Taoist for the sake of the
Ming. To the contrary, he even took a
Honan provincial examination under the
Manchu rule in 1651, though he was. not
quite successful.?? Shlh K’ ;
drown himself in

hours of his life varied, he was probably
captured by the’ Manchus after an unsuccess-
ful suicide attempt and was killed at Yang-
chow by the Manchu commander Dodo
(1614-1649) upon his own request. In any
event, he died in the Yangchow area and
was not as perfect and as noble as was
characterized by K’ung Shang-jen. Tso
Liang-yii did not march his troops eastward

tieh-lun Chang

just for “purifying the surroundings of the
throne”; he had in mind other practical
considerations; in any case, he died before
the battle at Pan-chi. General Huang Te-
kung did not lose the Hung-kuang emperor
in the fashion described in the drama, and
was not as upright and as innocent as was
portrayed by K’ung Shang-jen. It becomes
clear. that K’ung Shang-jen created the
drama of T’ao-hua shan to express his
historical judgmen ‘and moral creed; the

’Ing 6¢ ed his writing and provided
the background of a stage on which he
paraded his ideas and visions of history
and man and society, and his criticism of
the society in which he lived. As one
contemporary of his, Wang Yilan (1648-
1710), observed, it was through the love story
of Hou Fang-yii and Li Hsiang-chiin that
K’ung Shang-jen interpreted the causes and
process of the demise of the Hung-kuang
regime.?* In so doing, K’ung Shang-jen

"8 For a concise treatment of the Hung-kuang reign, see Hsieh Kuo-cheng, Nan-Ming shih-liieh, pp.
46-75; Li Chieh, Ming Shih (Hong Kong: Hai-chiao ch’u-pan she, 1962), pp. 196-209; Hsiao I-shan,

CKing-tai Cung-shih, Vol. 1, pp. 293-312; CHFing-shih (Kuo-fang yen-chin yua
pp. 4111-4114. For contemporary- E
Hung-kuang period, see Ku Yen-wu (1613 1682) Sheng-aw

shih (Kuo-fang yen-chiu yilan ed.), p

(Shanghai: Wen-jui-l
Hung-kuang shih-lu
Tai (1597-16847), S
6173-6217; Wu Weisyel

=PP. S797-5827; Ming-
d. tly later accounts of the
n Ku T’ing-lin hsien-sheng i-shu
““Huang Tsung-hsi (1610-1695),
pe uang wen shu-chii, 1968), Vol. 2; Chang
T’an Ch’ien (1594-1658), Kuo-ck’iieh, Vol. 6, pp.

09-1671), Lu ch’uzo chi-wen, pp. 79-131; Cha Chitso (1601-1676), Tsui-wei

lu, chilan 18, pp. 18-205‘,‘ Chi Liu-ch’i (Early Ch'ing), Ming-chi nan-lieh (1671), pp. 1-223; Wen Jui-lin
(chii-jen of 1705), Nan-chiang i-shih, esp. pp. 1-11, 3544, 380-383, 405-412, 442-448; Hsii Tau, Hsiao-tien
chi-chuan (1861), pp. 1.35. Needless to say, these sources, primarily primary sources, are by far incom-
plete and differ with one another on many issues. But the reading of them still presents a general
historical picture that clearly tells the dramatic and at times creative nature of the T"ao-hua shan.

7® Hou Hsiin, “Hou Fang-yii nien-p’y,” in Chuang-hui t'eng chiian-chi, p. 4a; Ch'ing-shih (Kuo-fang
yen-chiu yiian ed.), p. 5225. His name appeared only on the supplementary list of successful candidates
(fu-pang).

80 Wang Yiian, “Sung K’ung Tung-t’ang hu-pu kuei Shih-men shan hsii,” pp. 247-248. For a different
but also keen observation of the T"ao-hua shan, see also Yang En-shou (1834-after 1885), TZ'u-yii ts'ung-
hua in Chung-kuo ku-tien hsi-ch’ii lun-chu chi-ch’eng, ed. by Chung-kuo Hsi-ch’ii Yen-chiu Yilan (Peking:
Chung-kuo hsi-chii ch’u-pan she, 1959), Vol. 9, p. 272. Wang Yian’s view was shared and further
elaborated, sometimes incorrectly, by Pao Shih-ch’en (1775-1855) and Li Tz u-mlng (1830-1894) ; see Pao
Shih-ch’en, I-chou shuang-chi (1851) in An-wu ssu-chung (Taipei: Wen-hai ¢ an she, 1968), pp.
718-721; Li Tz'uw-ming, Yiieh-man T’ang jih-chi, p. 920 (this particular comme as written in 1886).
Other traditional interpretations of the themes of the T'ao -hug. shan, re often arbitrary and mis-
leading, can be found in Chlang Jul : : n, Shih-i (Shanghai, Ku-tien
wen-hsiich ch’u-pan sh : 1 - Hsigo-shuo chih-fan (2 Vols. Shanghai:
Shang-wu yin-shu kua m analysis and ecritique of these varied views,
see Chou I-po, Chung-k

chi 'shih, pp. 502.508.



created history by remolding some of the
key personages of that historical period.
The character of Shih K’o-fa in the T’ao-hua
shan is a good point at issue. Basing the
character on a controversial and generally
much criticized historical figure, he moulded
Shih into a perfect national hero and a
symbol of loyality and martyrdom in the
play, while the Shih K’o-fa of history has
also gradually changed to catch up with
its dramatic image. As a result, Shih K’o-fa

has become a perfect Confucnan mlmst I

a model for all other
historical image has
of deep intellectual, h1 onographxca] and
political concerns, partlcularly in modern
times. Even in 1966, the T’ao-hua shan
image of Shih K’o-fa was still an ideological
concern and a topic of heated debate in
Mainland China.8!
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To students of intellectual history, what
the T’ao-hua shan represents in the world
of ideas is far more important than how
accurately the dramatist K’ung Shang-jen
projected the tragic historical experience of
the Hung-kuang reign into his play. In the
T’ao-hua shan, we have seen the beliefs and
feelings that K’ung Shang-jen intended to
share with his audience in a dramatic

ithrough these beliefs
tremendous impact of

These are the ideas and emotions that
he had received from his cultural traditions,
his family heritage, and his special historical
and social contexts. He, in turn, transform-

ed all these into action by applying them
to examine and interpret a critical period
in Chinese history.52

8! See above, note 77.

82Tt is worth noting here that the University of California Press .
forthcoming publication of a complete uanslanon of . the.

Harold Acton. This translati
in the West, promises to bé
themselves with the litera
in Chinese to read the origina

::lities and 1d

Be ,ele"j;': has T;{dvertised the

‘of the T"go-hua shan but do not have enough training
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