
 
 
 
 
 
 

CHAPTER II 
 
 

WHILE THE VETERANS STILL LIVED 
 
 

 
The reasons why a given author’s writings may not have been transmitted to later gener-
ations, or may have been transmitted only tenuously or in partial or corrupted form, are 
many: paper disintegration; destruction or damage by fire, water, earthquake, worms, 
mold, or other natural forces; loss, whether under normal or disrupted conditions such as 
warfare; theft by an agent who subsequently changes the identity of or does nothing with 
the manuscript; alteration of the contents, perhaps by persons who disliked the author’s 
viewpoint, perhaps by publishers or bookstores hoping to augment sales; neglect by the 
author’s progeny out of ignorance of the work’s value, insufficiently high literacy to 
undertake editing, or insufficient means to publish it; and, in relatively few cases, 
negative pressures or proscriptions by the state. All of these factors can be seen in the 
fates of early writings about the Ming-Qing conflict. 

In seventeenth- and eighteenth-century China, as in probably any literate culture at 
any point in human history, the test of survival for a given work lay close to the author 
himself; his immediate progeny and close disciples, if he had any; and his situation just 
before and soon after his death. If he were survived by a son, grandson, devoted student, 
or close associate who had the cultural values, scholarly training, and stable circum-
stances to carefully preserve his manuscripts, place them in order, and perhaps edit the 
contents, then the chances of long-term transmission were greatly enhanced. If the 
work(s) could be published, even in a limited edition, then long-term transmission was 
almost assured. With such posthumous assistance, even if an author had wanted to 
conceal his work, it would eventually be brought out; lacking such assistance, even if he 
had wanted to spread his words throughout the world, they would virtually die with him.  
The crux usually occurred in the decade or so after the author’s passing, not in some 
proscription that might be mounted generations later. 

Sadly, under the terrible conditions of the middle seventeenth century in China, a 
great many writers of primary records of the Ming-Qing conflict died or were killed in 
desperate straits far from home—or with no home remaining. Those who survived the 
hostilities often had lost their closest family members, disciples, and friends, as well as all 
or much of their property. That some of these men’s works, nevertheless, are available to 
us today is testimony to the high value that Chinese civilization placed on preserving the 
words of men from the past. And to some extent it also is attributable to certain social 
institutions that provided crucial substitute families and cohorts to men who had lost their 
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normal ones: monasteries, non-Buddhist eremitic retreats, and remnants of the heavily 
politicized late-Ming “literary societies” 文社 or 黨社. 

Numerous examples could be given of the robust survival of conquest-related works 
by men who had been active in the Fushe 復社 and Fushe-affiliated politico-literary soci-
eties when other factors mitigating against such survival were strong. Allow this one to 
suffice: Xia Yunyi, a Ming magistrate of high repute, had been an especially active and 
well-respected member of the Jishe 幾社, centered in the southern Yangzi Delta and 
closely allied with the Fushe. Moreover, he had successfully inculcated his precocious 
son, Wanchun, with strong “righteous” principles. When Qing officials took over the 
Xias’ home county, Huating 華亭, in Songjiang 松江 Prefecture, father and son went 
into hiding and promoted both covert and overt resistance. Yunyi and his elder brother 
soon found no recourse but suicide. Wanchun continued resistance activities but was 
captured and executed, at the age of seventeen or eighteen, in a determined extirpation of 
those suspected of collaborating with the Qing-appointed commander in chief of the 
Suzhou-Songjiang garrisons in a restorationist plot. One cannot imagine that the Xia 
household was in very good condition after all this. Yet the Xingcun lu and the Xu 
Xingcun lu (I.C.26), written by Yunyi and Wanchun while on the lam between the 
summers of 1645 and 1647, were soon in wide manuscript circulation, drawing attention 
because of the Xias’ martyrdom and former prominence in literary-society circles, but 
also causing consternation because of the unconventional views expressed therein about 
figures who were supposed to be either anathematized or lionized by “righteous” parti-
sans. So upsetting were the Xias’ opinions to erstwhile admirers that the texts of the 
Xingcun lu and Xu Xingcun lu probably were cut and altered by former partisan asso-
ciates well before any changes might have been made because of Qing prohibitions.  But 
the texts could not be entirely suppressed. Indeed, their combined title appears more 
frequently in contemporaneous bibliographies and library catalogs than that of any other 
work on the Ming-Qing conflict.i They share those listings with many other works on the 
conquest period by persons active in the late-Ming literary societies and those close to 
them, which on average were twice as likely to be acquired by early-Qing book collectors 
as were those by all others combined.ii

More tenuous but equally interesting is the survival of works by men who lost every-
thing in the conquest and resistance and ended up taking the tonsure and spending all or 
most of the rest of their lives in Buddhist monasteries.

 

iii Of course, innumerable men 
“became monks” during the conquest to comply in a way with the Qing requirement to 
shave the head in the Manchu style (men in the secular sphere also had to cultivate the 
queue) while not showing allegiance to the Manchu-Qing government. But regardless of 
whether the Buddhist monastic lifestyle was adopted as a lesser evil, compared to secular 
destitution or acceptance of the new dynasty, or out of genuine religious motivations amid 
the horror, despair, and disillusionment of the time, Buddhist monastic commun-ities, 
especially the more scholarly ones, supplied cohorts and culturally sanctioned 
institutional settings that greatly aided the transmission of writings that otherwise would 
have been lost.iv

Outstanding among the many monasteries noted for housing “former Ming 
subjects,”

 

v whether as resident or itinerant monks or as lay visitors, were two related ones 
in Guangdong Province: that at Leifeng 雷鋒 in the Xiqiao 西樵 Mountains of Nanhai 
南海 County, established by a monk named Hanshi 函是;vi and that at Danxia 丹霞 in 
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Shaozhou 韶州 Prefecture, established by Hanshi’s pupil, Jin Bao (see I.H.10).  Hanshi 
had consorted with prominent litterateurs since his teens and had not taken the tonsure 
until 1639, at the age of thirty-two. He had maintained close contact with non-Buddhist 
literary, social, and political leaders and later eulogized those who fell in the Jiangnan and 
Guangdong resistance movements. With the final defeat of the Yongli court and of the 
popular resistance to repeated Qing invasions of Guangdong, Hanshi’s mon-astery 
became a haven for many well-known loyalists, including Jin Bao. A supporter of the Lu 
and Longwu courts, successively, Jin had been most outspoken as a fiery member of the 
“righteous” Chu 楚 clique in the Yongli regime.vii

This certainly was a factor in the preservation of a collection of Jin’s memorials to 
the Southern Ming courts, the Linghai fenyu (I.H.10), as well as the publication of two 
large collections of Jin’s postconquest, nonpolitical, mostly Buddhist poems, the Bian-
xingtang ji 徧行堂集, 49 j. (mid-1670s), and the Bianxingtang xuji 續集, 16 j. (preface 
1681).

 Badly crippled, his fire in ashes at the 
age of thirty-nine, Jin first studied under Hanshi, then gradually began teaching on his 
own. In 1665, he established the Danxia monastery. 

viii Probably through Hanshi and Jin Bao, the writings of one of Jin’s close associ-
ates in the Yongli court, Liu Xiangke 劉湘客, survived long enough and circulated 
widely enough to be substantially incorporated by authors of both primary and secondary 
histories.ix And the brilliant poet Qu Dajun (see II.18) began the Buddhist phase of his 
life under Hanshi, later studying with Jin Bao. The Leifeng and Danxia monasteries were 
two of the most important places where he gathered both written and oral information to 
compile the Huang Ming sichao chengren lu (II.18), one of the largest collections of 
biographies of figures who died for the Southern Ming courts.x

Paradoxically, such monastic centers received much sympathy and support from 
Qing officials. One might interpret that patronage as reflecting Qing satisfaction and 
relief that former Ming officials had removed themselves from the political scene by 
joining Buddhist communities. But such removal would have been the case even without 
patronage. Rather, the giving and accepting of patronage by Qing officials and former 
Ming subjects shows a mutual recognition of, and respect for, a certain space that 
intellectuals were to be allowed, insulated from the demands of the state—the kind of 
space that had been recognized as a valuable part of civilization ever since the early 
centuries of Buddhism in China. But, the long history of monastic patronage in China 
notwithstanding, it still is striking that money for the publication of Jin Bao’s Bianxing-
tang ji was contributed by virtually every incumbent, high-ranking Qing official in central 
and northern Guangdong.

 

xi

Non-Buddhist eremitic communities, though not usually the objects of official 
patronage, had also been culturally sanctioned in China by Daoistic values for about two 
millennia. They tended to attract men who had no taste for institutional Buddhism, who 
truly wanted no contact with officialdom, and who preferred a physically demanding 
lifestyle. Perhaps the best known of these during the Ming-Qing transition was estab-
lished after the fall of Beijing and Nanjing in Ningdu 寧都 County, southeastern Jiangxi 
Province, principally by a young local scholar named Wei Xi 魏禧.

 

xii With his two 
brothers and six other scholars from Ningdu and Nanchang 南昌, Wei built a veritable 
fortress at a precipitously high place in the Cuiwei Peaks 翠微峰 about forty li 里 north 
of Ningdu city. Initially it was for self-protection from banditry and warfare, but it also 
proved suitable for the communal cultivation of a philosophy that stressed “preserving 
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authenticity” in a strongly physical sense, and it could effectively keep out unwelcome 
visitors such as Qing officials. Welcome, on the other hand, were former Ming subjects—
in some cases refugees from their own home locales—who could share in the spirit of the 
“Nine Scholars of Yi Hall” 易堂九子 as they supported themselves by means of 
agronomy, medical practice, and prognostication. 

A number of men who helped to transmit the record of the Ming-Qing conflict ad-
mired from afar or actually visited Wei Xi at the Yi Hall. An example is Song Zhisheng 
(see II.21) from Xingzi 星子, the prefectural city of Nankang 南康 in southwestern 
Jiangxi, who formed his own less formidable group, the “Seven Eremites of Ji Mountain” 
髻山七隱. In 1659, Song obtained a collection of materials from a man named Zhang 
Yujin from north-central Jiangxi. Little is known about Zhang except that he spent years 
traipsing all over the province, gathering information about people who had lost their 
lives nobly in the dynastic transition, and that he soon died traveling in the mud and snow 
of winter. After Song edited Zhang’s materials into a collection of biographical sketches 
entitled Jiangren shi (II.21), the work probably gained wider circulation through Wei Xi, 
who in his middle age sojourned among well-known philosophers and historians in Jiang-
nan and Zhejiang. 

In spite of the numerous, obvious fragilities and vagaries in the early transmission of 
written works, there has been an overwhelming tendency among twentieth-century schol-
ars, especially in China, to attribute any case of nontransmission, mere partial transmis-
sion, or tenuous transmission of writings about the Ming-Qing conflict to the “literary 
persecutions” of the Qing period. The assumption is widespread that some sort of clamp-
down occurred on such writings at the beginning of the dynasty, that people all knew 
what the “taboos” were, and that inhibitory policies remained fairly uniformly in force, 
with salient exacerbations, until the mid–nineteenth century. When cases must be ad-
dressed that do not fit this picture, the author of the text in point is credited with great 
courage in flouting the terrible power of the state, or the text is said to have survived by 
amazing good luck, or the “net of prohibition” is said to have “loosened slightly for a 
time,” permitting limited circulation. Whether we view this proclivity as an aspect of the 
anti-Qing sentiment so endemic to Chinese scholarship since the last years of the Qing 
dynasty or as a reflection of twentieth-century Chinese scholars’ own feelings of oppres-
sion under modern totalitarian governments, it does not advance very far our understand-
ing of the cultural historiography of the Ming-Qing conflict. 

Literary persecutions and the felt possibility thereof certainly cannot be dismissed as 
factors. On the contrary, the atmosphere of intolerance or tolerance generated by the Qing 
state toward writings on the Ming-Qing transition must be looked at very care-fully—to 
discern policy changes and qualitative differences, which sometimes could be significant 
even from one year to another, as well as actual effects on the behavior of people who 
lived in the “real time” of those days.xiii When this is done, we find that early-Qing 
intellectuals had a keen sense of the motivations that invariably lay behind osten-sible 
charges of literary violations and of the ways in which, and extent to which, such 
motivations might or might not affect them in particular. As much in the seventeenth 
century as in China today, intellectuals were quick to trim their sails to the winds 
emanating from the topmost levels of state, and the higher they themselves might rise in 
scholarly prominence or the government hierarchy, the more skillful their sailing needed 
to be. In the Shunzhi and Kangxi periods, however, when so many persons who had 
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experienced the events of midcentury remained alive and wished to see those events 
recorded satisfactorily, the influence of the state, whether consolidated or not, on the 
written record of the Ming-Qing conflict could not be as great as later, when the veterans 
had all passed away. 

Let us take a Ming historiographical walk through the first half-century or so after 
the Qing “entered the Pass”: 

The Shunzhi emperor, a relative sinophile among the Manchu leaders of his day, 
ordered work begun on a standard history of the Ming dynasty as early as the 5th month 
of 1645, that is, even before major resistance to the Qing occupation of Jiangnan had been 
quelled. Thus, he placed as much priority on compilation of the “fallen” dynasty’s history, 
as a legitimizing measure for his newly risen dynasty, as on the resumption of civil 
service examinations.xiv Even the compilation of a shilu 實錄 (Veritable Record) for 
Shunzhi’s father, Hungtaiji, was not attempted until years later.xv Predictably, however, 
the Ming History project saw scant forward movement in the Shunzhi period.  General 
conditions were not ripe: the country was still severely disrupted, the Qing court still had 
much more pressing tasks at hand, and feelings among Chinese intellectuals still were too 
raw. More specifically, the two Han Chinese officials whose names headed the list of 
appointive editors, Feng Quan 馮銓 and Hong Chengchou (see I.D.1.f), were hated by 
most of the scholars whose services would be needed to actually accomplish a standard 
history of the Ming—Feng because of his identification with the “eunuch party” during 
the Tianqi and Chongzhen reign periods and Hong because of his especially high-profile 
surrender to the Qing in 1642 and his subsequent leading role in Qing military 
suppressions.xvi

Also, central-governmental materials on which the Palace Historiographic Academy 
國史館 (one of the Three Palace Academies 內三院 at that time) needed to base its 
Ming History were found to be lacking or inadequate. The fires that had consumed most 
of the buildings in the Ming Forbidden City when Li Zicheng’s 李自成 followers 
abandoned Beijing had destroyed all of the documents that normally would have been 
used to compile a shilu of the Chongzhen reign.

xviii

 

xvii Moreover, inexplicable gaps were 
found in the Tianqi shilu. So in 1649 the various government offices inside and outside 
the capital were ordered to submit any documents or other records that might help fill 
those lacunae, and in 1651 the chief Manchu editor, Ganglin, urged a repetition of this 
appeal, adding that partial copies from shilu, collections of dibao 邸報, and private 
historical writings, also, were much desired and that monetary inducements should be 
given.  Chinese compilers elaborated on these problems and needs, showing even more 
awareness that a satisfactory job could not be done without drawing on the great achieve-
ments by individual scholars of the preceding century in Ming historical studies.xix In 
spite of the assignment of large numbers of functionaries to organize the extant palace 
records, however, little progress was made either in that or in obtaining supplementation 
from the private sphere. Few men were more avid collectors of Ming historical informa-
tion than Tan Qian (see I.C.30), who sojourned in Beijing from 1653 to 1656 as a per-
sonal secretary to his friend, Vice Supervisor of the Heir Apparent’s Household Zhu 
Zhixi 朱之錫. But when Zhu was assigned to compilation duties in the Ming History 
project and Tan had an opportunity to assist him, Tan declined, having learned that the 
palace sources still were “fragmented, out of order, and not amenable to editing.”xx He 
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managed to complete his voluminous chronological history of the Ming dynasty, the 
Guoque (II.12), without them. 

Indeed, private historical work on the Ming era flourished in the 1650s, especially in 
Jiangnan and central Zhejiang, where armed hostilities had largely ceased. Scholars were 
busily writing memoirs, gathering information, rebutting the accounts of others about the 
affairs of the previous several decades, and doing historiographical obeisance to their 
fallen state. Compared to the scene before 1644, the level of activity was even higher, 
with some notable differences. For one thing, by seemingly unspoken understanding, the 
rise of Manchu power in the Liao region, previously considered an integral part of Ming 
history (since Liaodong had been Ming or Ming-supervised territory), had become Qing 
history.

xxiii

xxi Though general works on the late Wanli, Tianqi, and Chongzhen periods 
continued to include material on Ming governmental responses to northeastern defense 
problems, private historians ceased dealing with Liao affairs in the round.xxii To continue 
doing so would have necessitated commenting directly on the recent ancestors of the 
reigning emperor—prohibitive under any Chinese dynasty. Consequently, the whole 
history of the Liao region, and the formation of the Latter Jin 後金 and Qing states, in 
particular, became the virtually exclusive preserve of the Qing court and imperial 
clansmen until the twentieth century.  

After 1644, there was more anguish, of course, and a much smaller percentage of 
writings went into print. Evidence is ample that many former Ming subjects, out of polit-
ical circumspection, did not wish their works that touched on the Ming-Qing conflict to 
circulate widely. And the first Qing controls on publishers, limiting them to “studies of 
principle, works on governance, and other books that contribute positively to learned 
affairs,” were imposed in 1652.

xxvii

xxiv But we should not ignore the probability that publish-
ing on the whole declined in the latter half of the seventeenth century, affected by an 
economy devastated by decades of warfare. In some cases, it appears that the holders of 
manuscripts, far from being able to have them printed, were in such need of cash that they 
sold the unpublished works to other scholars or collectors.xxv Even Zou Yi (see II.27), of 
a very prominent and presumably well-to-do Ming scholar-official family in Wuxi 無錫 
(Changzhou 常州 Pref., Jiangnan) is said to have had to sell off his properties in order to 
publish Wu Weiye’s Suikou jilue (II.36), which Zou edited. And, because of the 
unpopularity among peers of some views in that work, as well as in his own Mingji yiwen 
(II.27), Zou is said to have been accused of improprieties and to have spent a harrowing 
time in jail.xxvi Zou’s troubles, though related to the Qing conquest, were not brought 
upon him primarily by the Qing authorities.  

Yet Zou openly used the reign titles (lit. “year names” 年號) of the Southern Ming 
claimants (Hongguang, Longwu, and Yongli) in the Mingji yiwen, a practice that some-
times has been taken as evidence of courageous Ming loyalism in early-Qing historical 
works on the Ming-Qing conflict.xxviii

Indeed, Zou’s emphases in editing the 
Suikou jilue and writing the Mingji yiwen were compatible with contem-poraneous Qing 
propaganda, and his determination to publish those works may have been in the hope of 
earning favor with the new powers. 

 Actually, there was no policy on this matter in the 
seventeenth century; the principles decided on for the Ming History project in the Kangxi 
period were not imposed on private historians. Practice varied widely in the use of 
princely and imperial nomenclature in reference to the last Ming rulers/claimants and 
cannot be taken alone as an indication of an author’s political loyalty. Zou Yi, certainly 



 
Veterans  31 

not intending to displease the Qing court, carefully explained his position in the fanli to 
the Mingji yiwen, item 3 (probably written ca. 1657): 

In none of [my records of the courts] in Jiangnan, East Zhe, Fujian, or Liang-Guang 
do I write “Emperor” 帝 or “The One Above” 上; I merely give [those regimes’] 
reign titles to show respect for their princes 王. The forms of address as used in 
memorials and other documents of that day are given as they were, following the 
precedent of earlier histories. I have found stated in the Chongxin lu 崇信錄, part 6: 
“Reign titles record affairs of the time, whereas imperial titles 帝號 sing [in praise 
of] a ruler’s virtue.” One can tell [this difference] when reign titles are used for 
dating in the texts of documents but are not elevated [as they would have been in 
reference to an exalted ruler or his court]. Even the Qing [government], in its internal 
communications, often uses [the southern princes’] reign titles. It is just a way of 
disparaging them.xxix

In sum, although many intellectuals feared or at least were wary of the new Qing 
government and, unlike Zou Yi, preferred to keep their writings on the Ming-Qing 
conflict unpublished, even hidden, there was no inquisitorial atmosphere so far as such 
writings were concerned in the Shunzhi period. The only systematically destructive 
search seems to have been conducted, early on, for original, official documents of the 
Southern Ming courts, not one shred of which survives.

 

xxx

When Gu Yingtai assumed the post of education commissioner for Zhejiang in 1656, 
he probably was aware of the court’s frustration over the paucity of dibao and private his-
torical works being sent up from the provinces and of the suggestion made by a Ming 
History compiler, in 1655, that submissions of helpful materials be made an item in pro-
vincial officials’ evaluations.

xxxii

xxxiii

 Otherwise, the Shunzhi em-
peror had no reason to worsen the telling contrast between the stagnation in his Ming 
History project and the activity among Ming historians at large. 

xxxi Immediately Gu set about gathering sources and scholars 
to compile an excellent topically narrative history, the Mingshi jishi benmo (see II.29), for 
which he obtained a preface by a grand secretary then assigned to the Palace Historio-
graphic Academy. Gu had the work printed and submitted to the court toward the end of 
his tenure as education commissioner in 1659. He had done just what the emperor and the 
Academy wanted—bridged the gap between official and unofficial Ming history. Early in 
1661 a censor named Dong Wenji 董文驥 criticized Gu’s work for implying disrespect 
toward the Qing, apparently because of a passage in which the elimination of Li Zicheng 
was credited to a Ming viceroy rather than to the Manchu prince Ajige. The Shunzhi em-
peror commended Dong for his boldness but also treated Gu Yingtai warmly, expressing 
regret about the incident over tea with him in the imperial winter retreat and providing Gu 
with a prestigious escort home.  That thereafter Gu did not assume another official 
post nor again put his hand to history writing, that he, rather, stayed home and “calmly 
observed changes of the times,” has been attributed to his alarm over the Mingshi jishi 
benmo affair.  

Here I refer to the advent of the so-called Oboi Regency, the collaborative rule of the 
Qing dynasty by four powerful Manchu noblemen during the minority of the succeeding 
Kangxi emperor, from mid-1661 through mid-1667 (Oboi’s clique was not entirely sup-

More likely, however, he responded prudently to the drastic change in 
political atmosphere that occurred after the sudden death of the Shunzhi emperor—within 
a fortnight after Gu’s audience with him. 
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pressed until 1669). Having been unhappy with the young Shunzhi emperor’s attraction to 
things Chinese and his close relations with Chinese scholar-officials, the older, more 
hard-bitten regents effected an array of changes, many of which were crudely atavistic.  
In particular, they seized upon a number of incidents to get tough with members of the 
social and intellectual elite of the Jiangnan-Zhejiang region, who were indispensable to 
any government that purported to rule all of China, but whose political loyalty to the Qing 
doubtless was untrustworthy and whose culture in many respects was an insidious threat 
to Manchu values.xxxiv 

Among those incidents was the revelation that a privately compiled history of the 
Ming dynasty, published in Hangzhou by a certain Zhuang 莊 family of Nanxun 南潯 
(Huzhou 湖州 Pref., Zhejiang), at least in its first edition (winter 1660–1661), had 
contained many terms, phrases, and passages that disparaged the Manchus or the Qing.  
A moderately well-known scholar, Zhuang Yincheng 胤城, himself very wealthy and 
related by marriage to an equally wealthy merchant, had set about to fulfill the wish of his 
deceased son, Zhuang Tinglong 廷鑨, to revise and supplement an unpublished general 
history of the Ming by an earlier historian. He invited (i.e., hired) a large number of 
scholars—sixteen or seventeen—from the surrounding region to finish that task. The 
resulting Mingshu 明書, when reviewed by the Zhejiang education authorities, was found 
to contain many offensive items. Through heavy bribery on Zhuang’s part, he was 
allowed to correct those items and continue publishing the cleansed version, which 
subsequently passed muster with watchdog ministries in Beijing. But a venal threesome, 
consisting of the local prefect and two dismissed minor officials (one of whom had 
obtained a copy of the first edition), then tried unsuccessfully to blackmail Zhuang over 
the matter. Though Zhuang again was able, for a time, to induce influential Han Chinese 
officials to ignore the blackmailers’ charges, the matter eventually came to the attention 
of some Manchu officials on the provincial and capital levels. Zhuang Yincheng was 
arrested in the 10th month of 1662. 

The outcome of this case was disastrous for everyone involved, directly or remotely.  
Seventy men were executed, including some who had merely bought copies of the Ming-
shu, and hundreds of their family members were exiled. The printing blocks and all 
copies of the work were destroyed.

xxxvi

xxxvii

xxxv Though violations of the unwritten codes of 
scholarly political expression were the ostensible grounds of this case, and Jiangnan-
Zhejiang literati were its most obvious victims, matters surely were exacerbated by its 
exposure of bribe taking and cover-up on the part of southern, Han Chinese, Qing 
officials. One might well surmise that this draconian persecution had a deeply chilling 
effect on private Ming historical work. Nevertheless, inquiry proves it unwarranted to say 
that “after [the Zhuang case] the study of Ming history, especially the history of Ming-
Qing relations at the end of the Ming, became a prohibited zone.”  Within two years 
after the conclusion of the Zhuang case, the court moved to effect damage control by 
announcing: “Should officials or commoners have in their homes books that record 
historical events of the late Ming, they should be sent in. Even if some contain disallowed 
wordings, there shall be no indictments.”  Certainly never again in the Qing period 
was it felt prudent to gather in groups for such projects in the absence of clear official 
sanction. But if we look carefully at important Ming historians of the time—even one 
who was implicated in the Zhuang case but excused—we find that work by committed 
individual scholars went on undeterred. 
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One of those terrorized in the Zhuang case was Zha Jizuo (see I.E.6), a prolific writer 
and popular lecturer from Haining 海寧, about equidistant to the east from Nanxun and 
Hangzhou. Apparently in an effort to augment sales, the publishers of the Mingshu had 
placed Zha’s name on the list of collators, even though Zha had never even heard of the 
Zhuang history project. He was arrested, like the others, and his life came into as much 
jeopardy as it had during his ardent resistance to the Qing occupation of Zhejiang in 
1645–1646. Since that time, however, Zha’s expansive personality had led him into warm 
relations with a number of like-spirited Qing officials, both in his home region and 
Guangdong, where he had sojourned. In 1662, those relations paid off when Zha, through 
the intercession of some unnamed, well-positioned benefactor, was acquitted in the 
Zhuang case. Far from being frightened away from Ming history, however, Zha returned 
in high dudgeon to work on his own history of the Ming dynasty, one in the standard 
annals-treatises-biographies genre. In pointedly ironic self-reproach, Zha changed the title 
of this work from one containing the character “Ming” 明 to Zuiwei lu—”Record 
[Written in] Cognizance [That It May Bring] Indictment” (II.46). He continued both to 
work on this massive tome (an incomplete manuscript of which survived into the 
twentieth century in 97 j.) and to consort with Qing officials for almost the rest of his life 
(d. 1676 at age seventy-six), giving no indication that the Zuiwei lu was concealed. 

The Zuiwei lu was less an anti-Qing endeavor than a homage to the bygone 
Ming.xxxviii 

Another indefatigable historian of the late Ming, much less well connected than Zha 
Jizuo, was Ji Liuqi (see I.D.10), a little-known tutor whose home was in Wuxi County.   
Ji could not have been naive about the capacity of the Qing state to persecute those sus-
pected of sedition, since he wrote a lengthy account of how forty-nine persons came to be 
executed and fourteen exiled for collaborating in Zheng Chenggong’s 鄭成功 naval 
attack on the Nanjing area in 1659—the Jintan yu’an (I.D.10). But he also shows therein 
the degree to which that persecution was exacerbated by powerful families that had scores 

Therein Zha Jizuo provides full-status, legitimizing annals for the Hongguang 
emperor and appends annals not only for the princes of Lu 魯, Tang 唐, and Gui 桂 but 
also for the obscure prince of Han 韓 in Sichuan and Huguang, thereby suggesting some 
degree of continuing allegiance to the Ming. In the preface, however, through clever 
wordplay, Zha compares his duty as a historian with that of Zuo Qiuming 左丘明 (fl. 
6th–5th centuries B.C.), the purported author of the famous commentary to Confucius’s 
Spring and Autumn Annals 春秋 of the ancient state of Lu 魯. And other histories by 
Zha specifically on the Southern Ming, the Dongshan guoyu (“[Zha] Dongshan’s ‘Voices 
of the [Southern] States’”; II.7) and the Lu Chunqiu (“‘Spring and Autumn Annals’ for 
Regent Lu”; I.E.9), are titled and prefaced to make clear Zha’s position: though states 
inevitably fall, the dedication of those men and women who sustained and were loyal to 
them must be recorded to inspire later generations for the health and longevity of human 
civilization as a continuum (i.e., Chinese civilization, which, of course dissolved the 
barbarity of all conquerors). In this way, Zha cloaked his historical writings more thickly 
in the rhetoric of what John D. Langlois (1980) has called “cultural loyalism” than did 
any other former Ming subject. Since Zha did not emphasize differences or incompati-
bilities between the Chinese 夏 and the barbarians 夷, as did some cultural loyalists, and 
since it was arguable, in this line of thought, that preserving the best from the Ming was 
in the interest of future civilizational florescence under the Qing, Zha seems to have 
regarded his culturalist stance as insurance against trouble from the authorities. 
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to settle (unrelated to the sedition question) with others in their locales. In spite of the 
Zhuang history case, Ji’s extensive interviewing of witnesses of late-Ming events, in his 
home area and while traveling, seems actually to have grown in the 1660s. Accord-ing to 
Ji’s own postscriptional words, he began writing in earnest, simultaneously, on the very 
large companion works Mingji beilue and Mingji nanlue (II.26) in 1666. The latter, 
especially, was sympathetic to the Ming resistance, in which Ji’s father-in-law had 
perished. Ji interrupted that concentration briefly in 1669–1670 because of an eye 
affliction, but he resumed, under murderous local weather conditions, when his close 
maternal cousin, a minor Qing official, provided him with valuable new materials. He 
pressed on to finish the clean copies and, in 1671, proudly set the two works before his 
community head. 

The assistance offered by Ji Liuqi’s cousin is a small reflection of the fact that Qing 
officials, also, continued contributing substantially to the historiography of the Ming-
Qing conflict during the 1660s, apart from their state duties and in spite of the Zhuang 
history case. In fact, precisely during this decade, Qing officials’ personal research 
expanded into “field studies,” one might say—collecting written, oral, and material 
evidence often in remote provincial areas. A good example here is Feng Su (see II.5), 
who traveled widely in a series of official capacities in Yunnan Province beginning in 
1661, just as a Qing expeditionary force was bringing the Yongli emperor back to 
Kunming 昆明 from Burma. When the feudatory of Yunnan, Wu Sangui 吳三桂, 
revolted in 1673, Feng was imprisoned by Wu for opposing him, but in about three years 
Feng was able to escape to loyal territory in Guangdong. Both in captivity and in freedom 
thereafter, Feng wrote two works based on his researches: a history of Yunnan up to his 
own time entitled Diankao (II.5); and a history of the Yongli court entitled Jianwen suibi 
(II.23). While making it clear that the Yongli regime had no rightful claim to legitimate 
rule over China, Feng did not disguise how moved he was by its long saga. 

Traveling back and forth [between Yunnan and Guangdong and] across Guizhou and 
Huguang [Provinces], I mourned the regrouping and rescattering at Wuhua 五華 and 
picked up abandoned weapons at Jiaoshui 交水. Passing through Guni 古泥, I was 
saddened that [the Yongli loyalists], like birds in flight, had found no place to perch. 
And approaching Duanxi 端溪, I lamented [the Yongli adherents’] fighting within 
their own lair. Often local elders still were able to point out remaining traces, and I 
always was painfully affected.xxxix 

Works such as these by officials and nonofficials, written from the 1640s through the 
1670s, rendered much more promising the second inauguration of the Ming History pro-
ject, this time under the Kangxi emperor. Ye Fang’ai 葉方譪, appointed one of the chief 
editors of that renewed effort, solicited and obtained from his friend Feng Su copies of his 
writings on Yunnan history for use in the Ming History compilation, assuring him that 
there would be no problems with Qing sensitivities over the contents.xl This was charac-
teristic of a new period of openness and very fruitful Ming historical activity, which 
lasted from 1679 through the end of the seventeenth century. During that time, wide-
spread interviewing of participants in the Ming-Qing conflict, and collection of their 
memoirs, helped to make the historiography predominantly biographical (see part two, 
cat. II, passim). And it probably induced some authors to adopt stances that were more 
strongly anti-Qing, or at least pro-Ming, than one might expect.xli 
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In the years 1678–1679, the young Kangxi emperor (then about twenty-five) could begin 
to envision the end of the Three Feudatories Rebellion, which had severely tested Qing 
dynastic cohesion for five years but had not resulted in any significant resurgence of pro-
Ming restorationist activity.

xliii

xlvii

xlviii

xlii He was in a mood to start again in many respects. Not only 
was he able to attend to the most extensive and drastic revisions of the shilu for Nurhaci 
and Hungtaiji ever undertaken in the Qing period,  but he also began to show a special 
interest, which lasted for almost the remainder of his long reign, in the Ming History 
compilation.xliv The time had come to act on a censor’s memorial of 1665, which had 
called for renewed efforts in gathering private writings from the late Ming and for 
extraordinary steps to engage qualified scholars to work on the Ming History.xlv The 
emperor acted grandly, conducting in 1679 a special examination for “Outstanding 
Scholars of Vast Learning” (boxue hongru 博學鴻儒), particularly to enlist excellent 
men for the Ming History project and more generally to help overcome remaining 
alienation between the Qing court and the Chinese intelligentsia.xlvi As I have pointed out 
elsewhere, most of the fifty scholars who were chosen in that examination, like the first 
director general of the reorganized Historiography Institute 國史館,  Xu Yuanwen 徐
元文, had been just boys or at most teenagers in 1644 (and in 1645 when the Shunzhi 
emperor had first ordered the Ming History compilation). Thus, most of them had been 
less deeply affected by the events of the conquest than had people of their parents’ gen-
eration.  

Willingness and aptitude often do not match, however, and few of the original se-
lectees lasted long in the specially established Ming History Office 明史館. Most of them 
soon retired from official life or were transferred to other duties.

Obviously, those who agreed to participate in the special examination had 
come to accept the new order, but they also knew well their elders’ feelings of identi-
fication with the Ming. They now were willing, and sufficiently mature in years, to help 
the Qing court reinforce its legitimacy by laying the Ming to rest in the finest historio-
graphyical style. 

xlix But a distinctive 
spirit of cooperation with private scholars was generated by those who remained—
especially Chief Editor Ye Fang’ai and compilers Zhu Yizun 朱彝尊, Tang Bin 湯斌, 
and Mao Qiling 毛奇齡—and not least by the two brothers of Xu Yuanwen, Xu Qianxue 
乾學 and Xu Bingyi 秉義, who served as chief editors of the Ming History during the 
years 1682–1690 and 1700–1704, respectively.l In their homes in Kunshan 昆山 County, 
Jiangnan, Xu Qianxue and Xu Bingyi built large libraries chock-full of Ming and late-
Ming materials, which they used in their Ming History work and also made available to 
outstanding scholars.li Whether in Jiangnan or Beijing, the “Three Xus” were the greatest 
scholars’ patrons of the middle Kangxi period. They did much to restore the normal flow 
of intellectual talent between the Chinese government and elite society at large.lii

Most extraordinary among the Xus’ client-scholars was Wan Sitong 萬斯同, who is 
credited with doing most of the real work on the Ming History. Ming-loyalist feeling was 
especially strong in Wan’s family, and his father’s dying words had implied a hope that 
Wan would continue the family’s dedication to the Ming and not assume office under the 
Qing. Later, Wan surely came to feel that he could best comply with his father’s wish by 
working in an unofficial capacity on the standard history of the Ming. He lived mostly as 
a house guest in Beijing, first with Xu Yuanwen and later with Ming History Chief Editor 
Wang Hongxu 王鴻緒, for over twenty years, from 1679 until he died on the job in 1702. 
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A retiring man who went nearly blind during the course of this voluntary service, Wan 
nevertheless was highly regarded for his wide learning and powerful memory. His 
lectures on historical topics at the Jiangnan Visitors Hall 江南會館, where he stayed for a 
time, attracted large audiences and augmented the lively interest in recent history that the 
Ming History project generated in the capital and encouraged throughout the country 
during the middle Kangxi reign.liii

This atmosphere would have been difficult to sustain without the continuing interest 
of the Kangxi emperor in the Ming standard history, especially in the parts on the begin-
ning and ending reigns, and his concern that its quality reflect well on his own reign for 
ages to come.

  

liv Although the Ming dynasty unquestionably was to end with the roving 
rebels’ occupation of Beijing and the suicide of the Chongzhen emperor, Kangxi appar-
ently accepted Wang Hongxu’s view that the Song History 宋史 precedent should be 
followed, according to which a composite account of the Ming claimants in the South 
(using their princely titles rather than their imperial reign titles) would be appended to the 
basic annals of Chongzhen.lv Nor did he fault Xu Yuanwen’s comparison of the “loyal 
and righteous” heroes of the southern resistance to the “stubborn people” 頑民 of the 
ancient Shang 商 state, whose difficulty in accepting a new dynasty was looked upon 
magnanimously by the conquering Zhou 周.lvi Repeatedly, Xu and others in charge of the 
Ming History expressed to the Kangxi emperor their desire to treat fairly personages of 
the late Ming, so that the work could be “set for judgment before upstanding men of those 
times” 質諸當代之大人君子.lvii

But what sort of account would pass muster with upstanding men of the Ming resis-
tance? If “setting [the Ming History] for judgment before them” were to be taken as more 
than a platitude, then it would be difficult to draw any clear conclusions in the work as 
long as many of the resistance veterans and their contemporaries remained alive, with 
their multifarious individual and family histories; factional, cultural, and scholarly views; 
and current perceptions of their own best interests. Contention over how to view the 
Ming-Qing conflict, so central to the fall of the Ming, had been heated among the 
historical participants all along (as was shown in chap. I). It was not about to be set in a 
mold and cooled simply by fiat of the Ming History Office. But, putting aside disagree-
ments over particulars, what broad approaches might have been viable in that day? 

 

There always had been revanchists who would only settle for pushing the Manchus 
back out of Chinese territory. Granted, absolute revanchists were few. When East Liao 
was lost, many were willing to let it go if a line could be drawn at the Liao River (e.g., the 
critics of Fang Zhenru [see I.A.18]). When West Liao was lost, some were willing to let 
that go if a line could be drawn at Ningyuan or at least at Shanhai Pass (e.g., Wang Zaijin 
[see I.A.31]). Even when North China was lost, some were willing to let that go, remem-
bering the tolerable division of the country between the Jurchen Jin 金 and the Southern 
Song in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries (e.g., Xue Cai [see I.D.19]). But loss of all 
China to the Manchus had been very hard to accept for the vast majority of literati. 
Though many assuaged themselves with cultural loyalism on the “Yuan analogy,”lviii no 
small number remained committed in their hearts to expelling the Manchus.lix

What overarching interpretations of the end of the Ming would the Kangxi court 
favor or tolerate? Crassly put, it could tolerate any account that did not directly blame the 

 Needless 
to say, no official historiographical approach could embody such a commitment as long 
as the Qing dynasty remained in power. 
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Manchus for knocking off the Ming. Among those, some were more usable than others, 
but each had its drawbacks. From 1644 onward, the Qing had played very perspica-
ciously on the fact that only they had taken effective action against the roving-rebel 
armies, which had ravaged about two-thirds of the country and one of which had been 
responsible for the death of the Chongzhen emperor. Defeating the remnants of those 
armies, as well as the numerous bandit groups that had arisen almost everywhere in China 
during the 1640s, had been a big part of the Qing claim to have received “Hea-ven’s 
mandate.” Consequently, historical works that emphasized the role of rebels and bandits 
in toppling the Ming could be expected to earn favor with the Qing court.lx

Moreover, as the Qing court gradually became more occupied with managing 
stability than quelling instability, the Shunzhi and Kangxi emperors became more 
attracted to historiographical themes that reinforced the classic Chinese conception of the 
proper, optimally functional emperor-minister relationship—that is, direct communi-
cation between conscientious, hardworking rulers and equally conscientious, hard-
working, straightforward ministers, who perform individually for ruler and state without 
forming cliques behind the scene. A series of cases and imperial actions in the 1650s, 
punctuated by the execution of Chen Mingxia 陳名夏 in 1654, had shown how 
extremely concerned the Qing emperors would be to preclude any recrudescence of the 
sorts of partisan divisions that had paralyzed late-Ming government and to quash the 
formation of cliques or preferences based on Han or Manchu, northern or southern, civil 
or military identifications.

 But too many 
living people had seen with their own eyes the rapine of Qing soldiers, not to mention the 
license, corruption, and self-indulgence of early-Qing local officials and high-ranking 
Bannermen, to believe that the “law and order” reimposed by the Qing had really been 
intended to “save [the Chinese] people from flood and fire.” Clearly, the Qing had seized 
China out of an alien self-interest. No rebels or bandits, after all, had forced anyone to 
shave his head or cultivate the barbarian queue. 

lxi In certain pronouncements on the Ming History compilation, 
the Kangxi emperor was emphatic about the priority of partisan wrangling as a cause of 
the Ming demise: It had led everyone in government to neglect the state and its defense 
needs; as a result, the roving-rebel problem had grown uncontrollably.lxii

But to give much emphasis to partisan interpretations of the Ming demise would not 
have been wise. For one thing, of men who had been identified with the “eunuch” or 
“pernicious” elements, a large number had joined the Manchus and some had even 
become prominent in Qing service, whereas the “righteous” element had been more 
resistant to Qing rule, actively fighting for the loyalist cause or passively refusing to serve 
in Qing posts. Encouraging partisan recriminations left over from the late Ming and the 
Southern Ming would have worsened pro- and anti-Qing differences and might also have 
fanned into flame the coals that lay near the surface among Han Chinese officials within 
the Qing bureaucracy. If the partisanship in point could have been contained in the past as 
a strictly historical phenomenon, then it would have served well as a Qing scapegoat for 
the Ming debacle. But as long as veterans of that partisanship remained alive such 
containment could not be safely achieved. 

 So the numer-
ous historical accounts that blamed Ming and Southern Ming failures on partisan enemies 
or enmities were welcome confirmations of the Qing imperial view that bureaucratic 
factionalism needed to be prevented at all cost. 
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Integral to late-Ming factional warfare had been the question of the role of eunuchs 
in government, and from a “righteous” historiographical point of view the fall of the 
Ming could be attributed almost solely to eunuchs and their civil-official lackeys. This 
sort of interpretation apparently was tried in an early draft of parts of the Ming History 
but was flatly rejected by the Kangxi emperor. Hardly well-disposed toward eunuchs, he 
saw the root of their power abuses in weak, ill-informed, inattentive monarchs.lxiii Rather 
than blame eunuchs, he preferred to emphasize the need for strong, well-informed, ac-
tively engaged emperors—all too rare during the Ming. But neither was he inclined to 
follow this line of reasoning so far as to heavily condemn the Ming emperors, generally 
or individually. By and large, occupants of the dragon throne were chary about criticizing 
its former occupants in any dynasty for fear of degrading the emperorship as an institu-
tion. Beyond this, both the Shunzhi and Kangxi emperors, as founding monarchs as far as 
Qing rule over China proper was concerned, saw much to admire in the reigns of the 
strongest early-Ming emperors, Taizu 太祖 (Hongwu 洪武, r. 1368–1399) and Chengzu 
成祖 (Yongle 永樂, r. 1403–1425). Though the first Ming History editors were wont to 
point out those emperors’ cruelties and their overweening exercise of power, Shunzhi and 
Kangxi admired their boldness and energy in constructing a new order and saw their 
reigns as models of effective martiality and incorrupt, nonpartisan governance. As the 
Kangxi emperor said, in perfectly pointed self-contradiction: “Though history 
compilation is the responsibility of history officials, to write so [critically of the early 
Ming emperors] during my reign is somewhat inappropriate.”lxiv

As for the last Ming emperor to rule in Beijing, the goodwill that Chongzhen 
suddenly earned among the populace upon his death had worked to the Manchus’ 
advantage. They were able to trumpet all the more loudly their success in destroying Li 
Zicheng because they could claim it had been an act of “avenging the former emperor” to 
satisfy the hearts of the Chinese people. The Chongzhen emperor’s own protestations that 
his rule was undone by clique-emasculated, do-nothing, know-nothing ministers, not by 
any failing on the throne, went over well with the Shunzhi and Kangxi emperors and 
became a threnody in Qing accounts of his reign.

 

lxv

Forget that the Chongzhen emperor had been so mistrustful as to run through fifty 
grand secretaries in seventeen years, that he had unwisely rejected the prudent advice of 
one of his ministers to move to Nanjing (or to at least install the crown prince there) 
while it still was possible to do so. Forget that he had tried but failed to escape the palace 
on horseback, incognito in the dark of night, leaving his courtiers in the lurch.

lxvii

 

lxvi The 
melodrama that captured Chinese minds after his suicide was that of an ill-served mon-
arch who nevertheless had continued to do his best until the rebels literally were at his 
gate. Then, with anguish-fraught but firm resolve, he again did his best to personally 
dispatch his womenfolk before ending his own life, accompanied by one loyal servant.  
The universal element in stories such as these—of extraordinarily sterling responses to 
extraordinarily trying times—could be brought out in accounts of figures from across the 
social spectrum, from emperors to beggars, and from across the political and ethnic 
spectra as well. Perhaps it was because other approaches to conquest-period history, being 
partial to one element or another, threatened to worsen divisions. Perhaps it was because 
the crosscuttings of policy stances, of scholarly, partisan, regional, and Southern Ming 
affiliations, and of the choices made by former Ming subjects vis-à-vis the Qing had 
become so complex that judgments on any of these parameters were hard to draw.   In 
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any case, during the Kangxi period many historians of the late and Southern Ming tended 
to set such matters aside and focus on how people of all kinds and backgrounds had 
shown their true colors under duress. 

The primacy of mettle comes through in a variety of ways. In the Nanjiang yishi 
(II.31), for instance, Wen Ruilin writes of a Ming provincial degree holder named Chao 
Mingsheng 巢鳴盛 who chose to be a poor recluse rather than offer his services to the 
new dynasty. After bandits carried away all his possessions, Chao lived by planting 
gourds around his dwelling, which he somehow grew in such a great range of sizes and 
shapes that he could use them for every container need in his household. (The Daoist 
symbol of the gourd as an infinite source and the Confucian idea of the superior man as a 
multiuse instrument should not be overlooked here.) Though his gourds became famous 
and people from far and near came to learn how he grew them, only Chao, among the 
other “recluses” of his area, steadfastly refused any social contact. Thus, his reputation 
rose even higher (j. 42). Zha Jizuo, in his Dongshan guoyu (II.7) writes of Qian Shixing 
(Qian Xin, author of the Jiashen chuanxin lu [II.24]) that he did not follow the crowd and 
in poetry cultivated a strange, archaic style at which everyone laughed. But when the 
world went topsy-turvy with the change of dynasties, it was Qian who best was able to 
capture the “drunkenness” of the times in his poems. Consequently, his reputation rose, 
and he was able to aid a defeated resistance fighter by introducing him to a philanthropic, 
prominent litterateur in Qian’s home prefecture (“Zheyu” 浙語, sec. 3). And Chen Ding 
陳鼎, in his Liuxi waizhuan 留溪外傳 (18 j., preface 1698), leads with a section of 
biographies about men, often theretofore unnoted, who performed rousing feats, when the 
chips were down, out of loyalty to the Qing. But following that, Chen also provides 
sections for those who were loyal to the Ming. In his biographical sketch of the famous 
painter and Ming imperial clansman Zhu Da 朱耷 (Bada Shanren 八大山人), Chen 
emphasizes the liveliness of both Zhu’s brush and his repartee before the fall of Beijing 
and his father’s death in 1644. But thereafter Chen dwells on Zhu’s ten-year vow of 
silence as a form of homage to what his father had stood for, his apparent insanity after he 
became a monk, and his attainment of a totally liberated, limitless state of mind and body 
(j. 5).lxviii 

Notable in these examples is that people could display admirable resolve without 
necessarily dying—as was also the case with the principal characters in that heart-
rendingly popular drama of love, politics, and the Hongguang court, the Taohua shan 
(“Peach Blossom Fan”), first staged in Beijing in 1699 or 1700.lxix

But many people who looked on themselves, too, as honorable, had gone on living 
rather than end their lives—the latter being the easier option, some felt. Their presence 
made death controversial as the sole criterion of respectful entry in histories of the 
dynastic transition. He Guanbiao has written extensively about the complicated and 
difficult choices people made during the conquest, weighing their degrees of obligation to 
state and family, pondering whether their capacities to aid civilization would be greater in 
effecting a certain kind of death or in sustaining a certain kind of life, and wondering 

 Certainly, other works 
of the same period did emphasize death as the ultimate proof of the authenticity of one’s 
honor—for instance, Qu Dajun’s Huang Ming sichao chengren lu, Lu Yi’s Erxu Biao-
zhong ji (II.9), and Gao Chengyan’s Zijing lu (II.45). And the relatives and friends of 
martyrs recorded therein probably took pride and comfort in having their loved ones 
rendered historical. 
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whether, in the midst of myriad imponderables, they indeed could manage to effect either 
that kind of death or that kind of life. Moreover, awareness was widespread that many 
people were enthusiastically recorded as having died righteously when, in fact, they had 
died for reasons unrelated, or actually contrary, to nobility of character—illness, poverty, 
accident, fright, unavoidable hostilities, and so on. Debates over the proprieties of “life 
versus death” 生死, “loyalty versus filiality” 忠孝, “going out [into politics] or staying 
[at home]” 出處, and the true meaning of “life-sacrifice for one’s country” 殉國 were 
sanguine among former Ming subjects in the Shunzhi and Kangxi periods.lxx

It also complicated the Ming historiographical mission of the Qing court, not only for 
the reason discussed above but also because the vast majority of the men on whom the 
Manchus had relied to take possession of China—many of whom, along with their 
relatives and close associates, were still alive and influential in the Kangxi period—had 
“altered [the focus of] their dedication” 變志 from the Ming dynasty to the Qing.  
Pejoratively put, they were turncoats. Their choice—referred to favorably as “knowing 
Heaven’s command” 知天命 and “submitting [to it] wholeheartedly” 投誠—could not 
easily be devalued by the Qing court. But emphasis on those who had died for the Ming 
in compiling biographies for the Ming History (biographies constituting about two-thirds 
of its bulk) would implicitly do just that. Moreover, the historiographical precedent of the 
Song and Yuan histories (i.e., those produced since the rise of neo-Confucianism with its 
more absolute demands for loyalty)

lxxii

 This 
circumstance definitely affected the private historiography of the time. 

lxxi called for righteous death in men whose biogra-
phies were entered from the end of a dynasty. This was made clear in the compilation 
principles set forth by the two most important Ming History directors of the Kangxi 
period, Xu Yuanwen and Wang Hongxu.  

Probably in 1699, when he was called out of retirement to resume posts in the cap-
ital, including a chief editorship in the Ming History Office, Xu Bingyi put the finishing 
touches on a large collection of biographies of about 575 men and 360 women whom he 
considered to have certifiably died for the principle of loyalty to the Ming dynasty, the 
Mingmo zhonglie jishi (II.28). From Xu’s fanli it appears that he intended to transfer most 
of the biographies in that work to the Ming History. Moreover, the preface by Qian 
Chengzhi (see I.C.21) closely echoes one of the compilation principles laid down by 
Wang Hongxu: in recording righteous deaths, one must be abstemious, taking care not to 
include those that were not really noble acts by noble persons; the effusions of many 
private histories and family biographies must be tempered with careful research.lxxiii

But the Qing dynasty had come to power 
with far greater levels of collaboration from subjects of the defeated state than had either 
the Yuan or the Ming, under which the Song and Yuan standard histories had been 
compiled. The Kangxi official historians’ response to this dilemma apparently was to 
sweep it under the carpet. 

 

All scholars, everywhere, seem able to finely discern the good and bad about people 
in the distant past. But, if asked about the caliber of any among their own contempo-

How-ever, Xu’s intention seems not to have been carried out after he assumed his 
editorial post. In 1702, the “Xu draft” of the Ming History biography section was 
submitted to the emperor and found “displeasing,” apparently for its pusillanimity. The 
frustrated emperor “handed [the draft] over to the grand secretaries for scrutiny” as he 
angrily admonished his historians: 
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raries, they cannot manage one word in reply. Either they claim to never have much 
contact with others or they say one can’t really know.… How can they be so myopic 
about their own time and so clear-sighted about the remote past?… The superior man 
does not make heavy demands on others and light demands on himself in this way.  
It is imperative that the Ming History be finished, that general agreements be found, 
that right and wrong be clarified, and that people’s minds and hearts [thereby] be 
won.… Every day I manage ten thousand critical affairs with limited energy. I cer-
tainly cannot read every single item in [the Ming History] drafts and facilely make 
[the necessary] judgments [for you].… The truths and falsities of Ming history are 
self-illuminating. You ministers must jointly come to a solid recognition of them.lxxiv  

They probably recognized most solidly from this verbal flogging that references to   
the conquest period would have to be largely abandoned if the enjoined general agree-
ments were to be reached. Before he died in that same year, Wan Sitong suggested to his 
friend Wen Ruilin, long in the employ of Xu Bingyi, that he write an “outside history” 外
史 of the southern courts because the record of them in the Ming History would be “very 
sparse, with many omissions.”

lxxvi

lxxvii

 

lxxv Subsequently, Xu, who retired in 1704, must have lent 
or given the Mingmo zhonglie jishi to Wen for use in writing the biographies for the work 
that arose from Wan’s suggestion, the Nanjiang yishi.  Though Xu certainly had the 
means to publish his own work, it actually became very rare, not surfacing again until 
1799–1801.  

 

NOTES 

And the Ming History project, too, entered a phase of relative neglect, 
which lasted until the troublesome veterans of the Ming-Qing conflict were all more 
conveniently dead. 

1. This pair of works is listed in all of the bibliographies analyzed to test the survival 
of prohibited works in chapter III, note 87. 

2. Struve 1982: 262–64. 

3. For a thorough exposition of the social roles of Buddhist monasteries in the 
seventeenth century, see Brook 1993. Particularly regarding the fall of the Ming and the 
Qing conquest, see pages 122–26. 

4. For a moving, detailed, personal example of the insecurity and sadness of litter-
ateurs who were forced to spend the rest of their lives moving from one Buddhist or non-
Buddhist retreat to another, see the Jiaxing rizhu 甲行日注 (8 j.), the last section of a 

three-part autobiographical nianpu by Ye Shaoyuan 葉紹袁 [sob. Mufu 木拂, Tianliao 

Daoren 天寥道人], in Jingtuo yishi (rpt. in BJ.4, vol. 7); in Jiayetang congshu, History 

pt.; and in Zhongguo wenxue zhenben congshu 中國文學珍本叢書 (1935–1936: pt. 1). 

5. Henceforth this phrase, “former Ming subjects,” shall be the English equivalent of 
the Chinese term Ming yimin 明遺民. It connotes certain forms of continuing identi-
fication with the Ming dynasty. A useful index to biographies of such persons has been 
compiled by Xie Zhengguang (1992). 
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6. Original name Zeng Qixin 曾起莘, of Panyu 番禺 County. See Chen Botao 1916: 
4/39a–48b. 

7. See Struve 1984: 131–34, 141–42. 

8. The original edition is held at ZPL (rare). Special thanks are due to the ZPL Rare 
Book Vault staff for bringing this item to my attention. Wang Zhongmin (1983: 680–81) 
cites a copy at the NLB, but none is now listed in that library’s rare book catalog. Later 
editions appear to have been of only the Xuji. 

9. On Liu, see Xiaotian jizhuan, j. 32 (III: 401), and Yongli jinian (I.H.15), passim.  
The first juan of the Xingzai yangqiu (see I.H.15) cites Liu’s writings (a jishi 紀事 and a 

Liang-Guang xinshu 兩廣新書), and the Nanjiang yishi (II.31) lists Liu’s Xiangjun jishi 

象郡紀事 among its sources. Qian Chengzhi’s Yongli jinian uses a diary by Liu for the 
period prior to Qian’s arrival in Guangdong. 

10. For other examples of writers whose works apparently were preserved through 
monastic connections, see Struve 1993: 209–11. For a taste of the patriotic inspiration 
that the Danxia group gave to Chinese intellectuals in Guangdong during the War of 
Resistance against Japan, see Chen Jingnong 1941. 

11. See the front matter to the original edition (note 8). 

12. Qingshi liezhuan, 70/1a–3b; Deng Zhicheng 1965: I, 199–201; Shao Tingcai 1894: 
3/75b–78a. 

13. For a Chinese work that does pay attention to differences among cases and periods, 
see Guo and Lin 1990. 

14. The first provincial examinations were given in relatively secure regions in the 
autumn of 1645, and the first metropolitan examinations were held in the early spring of 
1646 (Da Qing huidian, 52/1a). 

15. Two instances are recorded of the Shunzhi emperor’s order to commence work on 
Hungtaiji’s shilu: 1st month 1649 and 2nd month 1652. The first may be a recording 
error. But, because the interlude 1649–1652 corresponds with the height of Prince Regent 
Dorgon’s power, his sudden death, and the subsequent purge of his clique, it also may be 
that the first order could not be implemented—due either to factional disruption or sus-
picion that Dorgon’s appointees would meddle unacceptably with the shilu of Hungtaiji, 
who had been Dorgon’s rival for the imperial succession (Imanishi 1935: 483–95). In any 
case, the Taizong 太宗 shilu was first completed in 1655. 

16. On Hong, see I.D.1.f., and chapter IV, p. 115. On Feng, see Qingdai erchen zhuan, 
9/9a–12b; Xie Guozhen 1934: 120–21; and Zhang Jiacang 1984. Since early-Qing times, 
it has been speculatively charged that turncoat Feng, after he became a Qing grand secre-
tary and was assigned to work on the Ming History in 1645, had surreptitiously destroyed 
the missing parts of the TQ shilu to cover up his nefarious activities as a member of the 
“eunuch faction” (see ECCP: 241; and Franke 1968: 18). As with the many charges 



 
Veterans  43 

 
against Feng, however, this one lacks substance. For summaries of the four stages of the 
Ming History compilation—in the SZ, KX, YZ, and QL reign periods—see the contri-
bution of Tang Gang 湯綱 to the Zhongguo shixue mingzhu pingjie, II: 403–8; as well as 
Qiao Zhizhong 1994: 177–96. 

17. If the Ming dynasty had survived, then the succeeding ruler would have had a 
formal shilu compiled for the Chongzhen reign and would have ceremonially stored it 
with those of all the preceding Ming reigns. This, indeed, was commanded by the 
Hongguang emperor in Nanjing but never accomplished. The Qing court had no obli-
gation to do this, but a shilu-like chronicle needed to be compiled to serve as a long draft 
for the Chongzhen basic annals 本紀 and for other purposes in completing an official 
history of the Ming (see II.4 and III.A.1.b). 

18. Huang Yunmei 1968: 9–11; Li Jinhua 1968: 64, 78; Struve 1982: 239–43. 

19. See Franke 1968: 4–8. 

20. Tan Qian 1969: preface to “Hou jicheng” 後紀程; Wu Han 1962: 183. 

21. Xu Yuanwen, the first director general of the Historiography Institute, made it clear 
that references to Liao affairs in the standard Ming History after middle Wanli times were 
to take the Qing official records as authoritative. See Mingshi li’an, 2/8b–9a. 

22. One work that does concentrate on Liao affairs, now titled Mingshi jishi benmo 
buyi (II.29), consists of chapters thought to have originally been intended for, but then 
withheld from, the Mingshi jishi benmo, completed circa 1659 by the Qing official Gu 
Yingtai. Whether or not this was the case, a comparison of the Benmo and the Buyi 
provides a good example of the separation of spheres pointed out here. 

23. Wei Yuan (1794–1856), author of the Shengwu ji, is the only exception, to my 
knowledge. Zhao Lian (1776–1830), who wrote the Xiaoting zalu, was a lineal 
descendant of Nurhaci. The litterateur and bibliophile Wu Qian (1733–1813) was not 
primarily a historian. These men and their works are discussed in chapter III (pp. 72–74).  
During the SZ period, compilation of a shilu for Hungtaiji (Taizong) was attempted but 
not found satisfactory, and revision of the shilu for Nurhaci (Taizu) was begun but 
aborted (see III.A.2). 

24. Qinding xuezheng quanshu, 7/1a. 

25. On the early fate of Zha Jizuo’s Zuiwei lu (II.46), see Shen Qi 1916, note to the 
entry for year 1675 (KX 14, 乙卯). It is well recorded that Zhang Dai sold the manu-
script of his Shikui shu (see II.35) to Gu Yingtai for use in writing the Mingshi jishi 
benmo (see II.29, esp. Chen Jinzhong 1974). In a different sort of case, publication of the 
Zijing lu (II.45), sponsored by a Qing official, was halted halfway when the author-editor, 
Gao Yousi, died and no one could decipher his handwriting! 

26. Liang Yusheng 1800; Shi Runzhang 1992–93, I: 551–52. 
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27. The Suikou jilue was banned in the latter part of the eighteenth century because it 
mainly was authored by Wu Weiye, whom the Qianlong emperor looked upon as having 
been disloyal to the Qing. The Suikou later was found to contain nothing objectionable; it 
actually had already been copied into the imperial “four-treasuries” anthology, the Siku 
quanshu 四庫全書— (see Goodrich 1966: 43, 102, 217). Zou Yi’s Mingji yiwen was 
ordered destroyed at about the same time for unspecified reasons—perhaps merely Zuo’s 
close association with Wu. 

28. The same is the case for use of the posthumous titles conferred on the Chongzhen 
emperor by the Southern Ming courts rather than those conferred by the Qing court.  The 
various titles are numerous and confusing. For a succinct study, see [Liu Yazi] Nanshi 
1940b. A “temple name” 廟號, the second character of which was zu 祖 or zong 宗, was 
not given to the last emperor of a dynasty, since he would not be sacrificed to by a 
successor in the imperial temple. Rather, he was given a posthumous “emperor name” 帝
號. When the Manchus entered Beijing, they allowed a temple name, Huaizong 懐宗, to 
be chosen for the Chongzhen emperor, apparently by erstwhile Ming officials (see Mingji 
beilue [II.26, 1984 ed.] j. 20 [p. 497]). Since this could be taken to imply that at least the 
Hongguang emperor was a legitimate successor and the Ming dynasty had not ended with 
Chongzhen, this temple name later was changed by the Qing to an emperor name, 
Zhuanglie (huang)di 莊烈[皇]帝. The point at which this was done, however, is not clear; 
it seems to have been deliberately obscured in Qing official sources. Probably it was 
changed between the 2nd month of 1657, when a stele was ordered for an improve-ment 
of the Chongzhen emperor’s tomb, and the 2nd month of 1659, when the stele was 
erected (see Da Qing lichao shilu, Shizu 世祖, 124/7a–8a). Guidelines for work on the 

Ming History, written circa 1679–1680 by Xu Yuanwen and Zhu Yizun 朱彝尊, indicate 
that the emperor name “Zhuanglie di” was then in use, but they do not acknowledge that 
the Qing earlier had approved a temple name for the Chongzhen emperor (Mingshi li’an, 
2/9a and 5/14a). In fact, important Qing officials and persons intimately familiar with the 
Ming History Office continued to use “Huaizong” in nonofficial writings at least into the 
second decade of the eighteenth century. And a late-Qing source indicates that, although 
“Zhuanglie di” could be seen inscribed on the Chongzhen emperor’s tomb stele, “Huai-
zong” was written on the spirit tablet! See Yan-Chu youcan lu (1916): 甲 pt., 3/33a. 

29. In the latter phase of the “Qianlong inquisition” (see pp. 61–62, 68–69), it was 
made clear that the mere use of Southern Ming reign titles, in the absence of other 
objectionable wording, was not to be cause for prohibition (Wu Zhefu 1969: 87). Before 
then, the matter was ambiguous, but it seldom was the sole reason for censure. Zou is 
correct in saying that internal Qing documents used the claimants’ reign titles—often as 
one would simply use a personal name, not as a term of respect for a current ruler. 

30. No positive evidence of a search-and-destroy policy regarding such documents has 
been uncovered. On the merely suggestive case of the monk Hanke 函可, see Struve 
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1989: 5–6; and Guo and Lin 1990: 10–11. Actually, two documents of Hongguang date, 
written to Dorgon by the Nanjing court’s envoys to Beijing in 1645, are preserved in the 
FHA (see I.K.1.a). They have survived as Qing, not Hongguang, documents. 

31. The compiler here was Tan Qian’s friend, Zhu Zhixi. See Huang Yunmei 1968: 
10–11. 

32. Wang Chongwu 1948. After the Kangxi emperor entered his majority in 1667 and 
assumed direct rule, he reprimanded Dong Wenji for being too meddlesome. 

33. Chen Zuwu 1988: 174. 

34. See Oxnam 1975: esp. chap. 5. 

35. Writings on this case are numerous. For thorough studies, see Yuasa 1968; 
Kawakatsu 1983; and Barr 2005. See also chapter III, n. 91. 

36. Chen Zuwu 1991: 130. 

37. Da Qing lichao shilu, Shengzu, 聖祖, 16/11b–12a. Also, the “monkey see, 
monkey do” effects of the Zhuang case were not allowed to go far. In 1665 and 1668, 
there arose bogus cases concerning the compilation of a purportedly seditious poetry 
collection, which implicated a Qing official (and his deceased father) as well as a 
prominent intellectual, Gu Yanwu (see I.C.16). The motive in the first case was extortion 
and in the second vengefulness over a property dispute. Both cases were dismissed. The 
perpetrators of the first were beheaded; the perpetrator of the second, Hanlin Compiler 
Jiang Yuanheng 姜元衡, apparently was demoted. See Guo and Lin 1990: 101–7; and 
Qingshi gao jiaozhu, IV: 3291. 

38. Another surviving work by Zha, the Guoshou lu (see II.46), is thought to have been 
an earlier collection of materials, drafted circa 1650. The title means “record of those who 
ended their lives at the end of their country’s lifespan.” 

39. Feng Su’s preface to juan 2 of the Jianwen suibi, subtitled “Ji xi’nan wangshi” 紀
西南往事 (1816 ed.), 1b. 

40. Ibid. 

41. For instance, the Huang Ming mozao lu (II.17; prefaced 1695), in its account of a 
clearly legitimate Yongli court, uses virulently pejorative language in references to the 
Manchu-Qing. And the Dianyou jiwen 滇遊紀聞, by Fang Xiaobiao 方孝標, formerly an 
academician of the Palace Academy for the Advancement of Literature and a favored 
reader in waiting to the adolescent Kangxi emperor, called Yongli an “emperor” and 
accorded him the legitimacy of a last ruler of a major dynasty (in Fang’s Dunzhai 
wenxuan 鈍齋文選, j. 3, prefaced 1680 [see Wu Xinli 1983: 259–61]; also in Guoxue 

yuekan 國學月刊, 1.4 [1927]: 1–11). On Fang, see Deng Zhicheng 1965: 563; and 
chapter III, pp. 50–51. On the historiographic principle of starting the Qing with KX1, see 
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note 55. Concerning the early-Qing enthusiasm for records of “surviving subjects” not 
just of the Ming but of several past dynasties, see Xie Zhengguang 1986. 

42. Tsao 1974–75; Kessler 1976: chap. 4; Wakeman 1985, II: 1099–1124. 

43. The Kangxi emperor had commanded revision of the Taizong 太宗 (Hungtaiji) 
shilu in 1673, but that could not be finished until 1682. Then he immediately ordered 
revision of the Taizu 太祖 (Nurhaci) shilu as well, which was not completed until 1686.  
See III.A.2; and Imanishi 1935. 

44. The latest recorded criticism by the Kangxi emperor regarding the Ming History in 
progress was in the 4th month of KX52 (1713). Again, it expressed dissatisfaction over 
errors and superficialities in the records for the Wanli, Tianqi, and Chongzhen periods.  
See Mingshi li’an, 1/8b. 

45. Memorial by Gu Ruhua 顧如華, in Shier chao Donghua lu, Shengzu, 1/33a. 

46. See Wilhelm 1951; and Kessler 1976: 158–65. 

47. The Palace Historiographic Academy had been one of the Manchu-style Three 
Palace Academies during the years 1636–1658 and 1663–1670. After subduing the Oboi 
faction, the Kangxi emperor renewed the change to a more Chinese-style structure in 
which a Historiography Institute was loosely associated with the Hanlin Academy 翰林
院. The Ming History Office was an ad hoc unit of the Institute. 

48. Struve 1982: 244–45. 

49. Huang Yunmei 1968: 16. Soon scholars with skills more particularly suited to 
Ming historical work were brought in to assist the remaining boxue examinees, men such 
as the bibliographer Huang Yuji 黃虞稷 and the historian Wan Sitong 萬斯同. See 
Struve 1982: 248–53. 

50. Often several “chief editors” served simultaneously, and those men often concur-
rently supervised other compilations or served in other official capacities. Sometimes the 
director general of the Historiography Institute was also a chief editor of the Ming Hi-
story. Primary formal responsibility and working responsibility at any given time are 
difficult to discern. For a fairly complete roster, see Huang Yunmei 1968: 32. For a 
critique of the Ming History Office staffing and organization, see Tang, Wang, and Fu 
1983: 307–10. 

51. Even Huang Zongxi (see I.C.10) and Gu Yanwu, the most prominent contempo-
raneous historians to refuse Qing appointments and decline participation in the boxue 
examination, could not entirely resist the Xu brothers’ lure. Gu was the brothers’ mater-
nal uncle. Though he had no taste for their clientage circles, he did stay with them when 
he visited Beijing (Zhang Mu 1971: l/9a–b, 3/1b, 5a; Peterson 1968, I: 142). And one of 
Gu’s best students, Pan Lei 潘耒, was a boxue selectee and worked in the Ming History 
Office (ECCP: 606–7). Huang, though not willing to serve in the office, did permit his 
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son, Huang Bojia 百家, and his best students, Wan Yan 萬言 and Wan Sitong, to do so. 
Through correspondence, he gave advice on the calendrics treatise and on categorizing 
biographies in the Ming History, and he allowed various of his compilations and writings 
on Ming history to be copied for Ming History Office use. Also, a period of concentrated 
work in Xu Qianxue’s library in 1683 enabled him to expand his anthology of Ming prose 
literature, the Ming wenan 明文案, into the enormous Ming wenhai 明文海. See 
Huang’s Nanlei wending qianji, 4/last item; and Nanlei wending houji, 1/last item; as 
well as Huang Binghou 1969: 36b–37a, 38a. On the holdings of Xu Qianque’s and Xu 
Bingyi’s libraries, see the Chuanshilou shumu and Peilintang shumu, respectively, in 
“Part One References.” 

52. For a more extensive treatment of their semiofficial patronage, see Struve 1982.  
The best curriculum vitae of these brothers can be found in the Kun-Xin liangxian xuxiu 
hezhi 崑新兩縣續修合志 (1880: 24/26a–30b, 33a–37a). 

53. See Zhang Xu 1968. 

54. See Mingshi li’an, 1/2a–9a; and Kangxi zhengyao, 17/1a–b, 13b, 16a (pp. 312, 320, 
321–22). On the Kangxi emperor’s strong interest in history and what he valued in it, see 
Qiao Zhizhong 1994: chap. 9. 

55. Mingshi li’an, 2/29a–b; Zhao Lingyang 1981: 723, 725; He Guanbiao [Ho Koon 
Piu] 1995. Accounts of the Southern Song princes Shi 昰 and Bing 昺, who held out 
against the Mongol conquerors in Fujian and Guangdong from 1276 to 1279, are 
appended to the end of the basic annals section of the Song History (j. 47) after the annals 
of the last Song ruler in Hangzhou, the duke of Yingguo 瀛國公 (see Jay 1990: 599).  
Yuan dynasty reign titles are used for dating after the surrender of the duke, to indicate 
that the Song ended therewith. Private historians of this time still felt free, however, to 
follow the dating principle used by Xue Yingqi 薛應旂 (1500–1573) in his Song-Yuan 

zizhi tongjian 宋元資治通鑒, whereby Ming reign dates could be justified down to the 
demise of the Yongli emperor. Thus, Qing reign dates would be called for only from 
Kangxi onward. See Xie Guozhen 1981: 14; and DMB: 619. 

56. Mingshi li’an, 2/9a–b, 29a–b. This is an allusion to the Books of History 尚書, 

especially number 14 of the “Books of Zhou” 周書, “Duoshi” 多士, in which the duke of 
Zhou admonishes the assembled former officers of the vanquished Shang state, who had 
been moved close to the Zhou capital. They were to cease murmuring against the Zhou, 
which had merely executed Heaven’s command in putting an end to the degenerate Shang 
dynasty. He reminds them of his patient generosity in not having them killed but giving 
them a chance to be near, and to learn to recognize the superiority of, the Zhou 
government. See also “Books of Zhou” no. 24, “Biming” 畢命. 

57. See, for instance, Mingshi li’an, 2/9a. 
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58. See Langlois 1980 in relation to Zha Jizuo, p. 33 above. 

59. The enthusiastic response of Jiangnan residents to Zheng Chenggong’s 1659 attack 
on Nanjing, as recorded in the Beizheng deshi jilue by diehard loyalist Zhang Huangyan 
(I.D.2), is testimony to this. Also, Qu Dajun, author of the Huang Ming sichao chengren 
lu (II.18), was one of the few prominent literati who were willing to collaborate even with 
the likes of Wu Sangui to push back the Qing. 

60. A prime example here is Wu Weiye’s Suikou jilue (II.36), discussed above, p. 30. 

61. Xie Guozhen 1934: chap 6; Da Qing lichao shilu, Shizu, 82/16b–17a; Wakeman 
1985, II: 959–1016. The prohibition on partisan associations in Jiangnan-Zhejiang was 
strongly reinforced in 1660. See Da Qing lichao shilu, Shizu, 131/17a–18a. 

62. Mingshi li’an, 1/4b, 5b. 

63. Ibid., 1/4b, 6a; Kangxi zhengyao, 17/24a (p. 327). 

64. Mingshi li’an, 1/3a–b, 4b–5b; Wakeman 1985, II: 967; quotation, Kangxi 
zhengyao, 17/22a (p. 326). Xu Yuanwen stressed that the Hongwu emperor had killed 
many officials unjustly, that this was covered up in the Ming shilu, and that lack of good 
official biographies for his numerous victims made work on the Ming History more 
difficult. But, after the Kangxi emperor had expressed his admiration for the Ming 
founder, a later chief editor, Wang Hongxu, made no such negative remarks about the 
Hongwu reign. See Xu’s “Xiushi tiaoyi” 修史條議 and Wang’s “Shili yi” 史例議 in 
Mingshi li’an, 2/2b–3b, 2/14a–3/31b, passim. 

65. The flavor of early-Qing imperial approval of the Chongzhen emperor can be 
sampled in the Shunzhi pronouncement upon erection of a tomb stele for him in 1659.  
See Da Qing lichao shilu, Shizu, 124/8a–11b. 

66. For narrations of salient developments of the Chongzhen reign and the fall of 
Beijing, see Wakeman, 1985, I: chaps. 2 and 4. 

67. See the “difficulties upon difficulties” set forth by one of the Ming History com-
pilers, Shi Runzhang (1992–1993, I: 498–99). 

68. On Zhu Da, see DMB: 354–55. For a major study, see Wang and Barnhart 1990. 

69. Strassberg 1983: chap. 4; Struve 1980. 

70. He Guanbiao [Ho Koon Piu]: 1982, 1993a, 1993b, 1994. 

71. On the escalation in standards of loyalty from the Song period onward, see Wang 
Gungwu 1962; James T. C. Liu 1972; and McMorran 1994. 

72. Mingshi li’an, 2/9a, 31a. 

73. Ibid., 3/28a. Cf. the front matter of the Mingmo zhonglie jishi. 

74. Mingshi li’an, 7/7a; Kangxi zhengyao, 17/26a–b (p. 328). A 93–j. manuscript of 
Ming biographies (held at the NCL) has been attributed to Xu Qianxue and reprinted 
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under the titles Mingshi liezhuan 明史列傳 (Taipei: Taiwan Student Bookstore, 1970) 

and Xuben 徐本 Mingshi liezhuan (in Mingdai zhuanji congkan [see “Part Two Refer-
ences, Collections and Series”], vols. 89–94). The authenticity is suspect, however, 
because the prefatory colophon bears an impossible date; moreover, it says that the work 
extends through the reigns of Tianqi and Chongzhen, whereas the present manuscript 
concludes with Wanli-period figures. 

75. Fanli to the Nanjiang yishi (II.31), first item. 

76. Wen acknowledges Xu’s work as a major source, and there is a very high level of 
correspondence between biographical entries in the two works—see the II.31 annotation.  
As Xu’s employee, Wen would not have dared to use Xu’s work to such an extent 
without his permission. Moreover, Wen wrote the preface to the Nanjiang yishi in Xu 
Bingyi’s study, the Bingzhuzhai 炳燭齋. 

77. See a colophon to the Mingmo zhonglie jishi by Wen Chun 溫純, rendered in Fu 

Yili 1969: 上/ 71b.  


