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			Preface by Lionel Giles

			The sev­enth volume of Mé­m­oires con­cernant l’his­toire, les sci­ences, les arts, les mœurs, les us­ages, etc., des Chinois1 is de­voted to the Art of War, and con­tains, amongst oth­er treat­ises, Les Treize Art­icles de Sun-tse, trans­lated from the Chinese by a Je­suit Fath­er, Joseph Ami­ot. Père Ami­ot ap­pears to have en­joyed no small repu­ta­tion as a si­no­logue in his day, and the field of his la­bours was cer­tainly ex­tens­ive. But his so-called trans­la­tion of the Sun Tzǔ, if placed side by side with the ori­gin­al, is seen at once to be little bet­ter than an im­pos­ture. It con­tains a great deal that Sun Tzǔ did not write, and very little in­deed of what he did. Here is a fair spe­ci­men, taken from the open­ing sen­tences of chapter 5:

			
				De l’habi­leté dans le gouverne­ment des Troupes. Sun-tse dit: Ayez les noms de tous les Of­fi­ci­ers tant généraux que sub­al­ternes; in­scrivez-les dans un cata­logue à part, avec la note des tal­ents & de la ca­pa­cité de chacun d’eux, afin de pouvoir les em­ploy­er avec av­ant­age lor­sque l’oc­ca­sion en sera ven­ue. Faites en sorte que tous ceux que vous de­vez com­mand­er soi­ent per­suadés que votre prin­cip­ale at­ten­tion est de les préserv­er de tout dom­mage. Les troupes que vous ferez avan­cer contre l’en­nemi doivent être comme des pierres que vous lan­cer­iez contre des œufs. De vous à l’en­nemi il ne doit y avoir d’autre différence que celle du fort au faible, du vide au plein. At­taquez à dé­couvert, mais soyez vain­queur en secret. Voilà en peu de mots en quoi con­siste l’habi­leté & toute la per­fec­tion même du gouverne­ment des troupes.

			

			Through­out the nine­teenth cen­tury, which saw a won­der­ful de­vel­op­ment in the study of Chinese lit­er­at­ure, no trans­lat­or ven­tured to tackle Sun Tzǔ, al­though his work was known to be highly val­ued in China as by far the old­est and best com­pen­di­um of mil­it­ary sci­ence. It was not un­til the year 1905 that the first Eng­lish trans­la­tion, by Capt. E. F. Cal­throp, R.F.A., ap­peared at Tokyo un­der the title Son­shi (the Ja­pan­ese form of Sun Tzǔ).2 Un­for­tu­nately, it was evid­ent that the trans­lat­or’s know­ledge of Chinese was far too scanty to fit him to grapple with the man­i­fold dif­fi­culties of Sun Tzǔ. He him­self plainly ac­know­ledges that without the aid of two Ja­pan­ese gen­tle­men “the ac­com­pa­ny­ing trans­la­tion would have been im­possible.” We can only won­der, then, that with their help it should have been so ex­cess­ively bad. It is not merely a ques­tion of down­right blun­ders, from which none can hope to be wholly ex­empt. Omis­sions were fre­quent; hard pas­sages were wil­fully dis­tor­ted or slurred over. Such of­fences are less par­don­able. They would not be tol­er­ated in any edi­tion of a Greek or Lat­in clas­sic, and a sim­il­ar stand­ard of hon­esty ought to be in­sisted upon in trans­la­tions from Chinese.

			From blem­ishes of this nature, at least, I be­lieve that the present trans­la­tion is free. It was not un­der­taken out of any in­flated es­tim­ate of my own powers; but I could not help feel­ing that Sun Tzǔ de­served a bet­ter fate than had be­fallen him, and I knew that, at any rate, I could hardly fail to im­prove on the work of my pre­de­cessors. To­wards the end of 1908, a new and re­vised edi­tion of Capt. Cal­throp’s trans­la­tion was pub­lished in Lon­don, this time, how­ever, without any al­lu­sion to his Ja­pan­ese col­lab­or­at­ors. My first three chapters were then already in the print­er’s hands, so that the cri­ti­cisms of Capt. Cal­throp therein con­tained must be un­der­stood as re­fer­ring to his earli­er edi­tion. This is on the whole an im­prove­ment on the oth­er, though there still re­mains much that can­not pass muster. Some of the gross­er blun­ders have been rec­ti­fied and la­cunae filled up, but on the oth­er hand a cer­tain num­ber of new mis­takes ap­pear. The very first sen­tence of the in­tro­duc­tion is start­lingly in­ac­cur­ate; and later on, while men­tion is made of “an army of Ja­pan­ese com­ment­at­ors” on Sun Tzǔ (who are these, by the way?), not a word is vouch­safed about the Chinese com­ment­at­ors, who nev­er­the­less, I ven­ture to as­sert, form a much more nu­mer­ous and in­fin­itely more im­port­ant “army.”

			A few spe­cial fea­tures of the present volume may now be no­ticed. In the first place, the text has been cut up in­to para­graphs, both in or­der to fa­cil­it­ate cross-ref­er­ence and for the con­veni­ence of stu­dents gen­er­ally. The di­vi­sion fol­lows broadly that of Sun Hsing-yen’s edi­tion; but I have some­times found it de­sir­able to join two or more of his para­graphs in­to one. In quot­ing from oth­er works, Chinese writers sel­dom give more than the bare title by way of ref­er­ence, and the task of re­search is apt to be ser­i­ously hampered in con­sequence. From the mass of nat­ive com­ment­ary my aim has been to ex­tract the cream only, adding the Chinese text here and there when it seemed to present points of lit­er­ary in­terest. Though con­sti­tut­ing in it­self an im­port­ant branch of Chinese lit­er­at­ure, very little com­ment­ary of this kind has hitherto been made dir­ectly ac­cess­ible by trans­la­tion.3

			I may say in con­clu­sion that, ow­ing to the print­ing off of my sheets as they were com­pleted, the work has not had the be­ne­fit of a fi­nal re­vi­sion. On a re­view of the whole, without modi­fy­ing the sub­stance of my cri­ti­cisms, I might have been in­clined in a few in­stances to tem­per their as­per­ity. Hav­ing chosen to wield a bludgeon, how­ever, I shall not cry out if in re­turn I am vis­ited with more than a rap over the knuckles. In­deed, I have been at some pains to put a sword in­to the hands of fu­ture op­pon­ents by scru­pu­lously giv­ing either text or ref­er­ence for every pas­sage trans­lated. A scath­ing re­view, even from the pen of the Shang­hai crit­ic who des­pises “mere trans­la­tions,” would not, I must con­fess, be al­to­geth­er un­wel­come. For, after all, the worst fate I shall have to dread is that which be­fell the in­geni­ous para­doxes of George in The Vicar of Wake­field.

		
	
		
			Sun Wu and His Book

			Ssǔ-ma Chʽi­en gives the fol­low­ing bio­graphy of Sun Tzǔ:4

			
				孫子武 Sun Tzǔ Wu was a nat­ive of the Chʽi State. His Art of War brought him to the no­tice of 闔盧 Ho Lu,5 King of 吳 Wu. Ho Lu said to him:

				“I have care­fully per­used your 13 chapters. May I sub­mit your the­ory of man­aging sol­diers to a slight test?”

				Sun Tzǔ replied: “You may.”

				Ho Lu asked: “May the test be ap­plied to wo­men?”

				The an­swer was again in the af­firm­at­ive, so ar­range­ments were made to bring 180 ladies out of the Palace. Sun Tzǔ di­vided them in­to two com­pan­ies, and placed one of the King’s fa­vor­ite con­cu­bines at the head of each. He then bade them all take spears in their hands, and ad­dressed them thus: “I pre­sume you know the dif­fer­ence between front and back, right hand and left hand?”

				The girls replied: “Yes.”

				Sun Tzǔ went on: “When I say ‘Eyes front,’ you must look straight ahead. When I say ‘Left turn,’ you must face to­wards your left hand. When I say ‘Right turn,’ you must face to­wards your right hand. When I say ‘About turn,’ you must face right round to­wards your back.”

				Again the girls as­sen­ted. The words of com­mand hav­ing been thus ex­plained, he set up the hal­berds and battle-axes in or­der to be­gin the drill. Then, to the sound of drums, he gave the or­der “Right turn.” But the girls only burst out laugh­ing. Sun Tzǔ said: “If words of com­mand are not clear and dis­tinct, if or­ders are not thor­oughly un­der­stood, then the gen­er­al is to blame.”

				So he star­ted drilling them again, and this time gave the or­der “Left turn,” whereupon the girls once more burst in­to fits of laughter. Sun Tzǔ: “If words of com­mand are not clear and dis­tinct, if or­ders are not thor­oughly un­der­stood, the gen­er­al is to blame. But if his or­ders are clear, and the sol­diers nev­er­the­less dis­obey, then it is the fault of their of­ficers.”

				So say­ing, he ordered the lead­ers of the two com­pan­ies to be be­headed. Now the king of Wu was watch­ing the scene from the top of a raised pa­vil­ion; and when he saw that his fa­vor­ite con­cu­bines were about to be ex­ecuted, he was greatly alarmed and hur­riedly sent down the fol­low­ing mes­sage: “We are now quite sat­is­fied as to our gen­er­al’s abil­ity to handle troops. If we are bereft of these two con­cu­bines, our meat and drink will lose their sa­vor. It is our wish that they shall not be be­headed.”

				Sun Tzǔ replied: “Hav­ing once re­ceived His Majesty’s com­mis­sion to be the gen­er­al of his forces, there are cer­tain com­mands of His Majesty which, act­ing in that ca­pa­city, I am un­able to ac­cept.”

				Ac­cord­ingly, he had the two lead­ers be­headed, and straight­way in­stalled the pair next in or­der as lead­ers in their place. When this had been done, the drum was soun­ded for the drill once more; and the girls went through all the evol­u­tions, turn­ing to the right or to the left, march­ing ahead or wheel­ing back, kneel­ing or stand­ing, with per­fect ac­cur­acy and pre­ci­sion, not ven­tur­ing to ut­ter a sound. Then Sun Tzǔ sent a mes­sen­ger to the King say­ing: “Your sol­diers, Sire, are now prop­erly drilled and dis­cip­lined, and ready for your majesty’s in­spec­tion. They can be put to any use that their sov­er­eign may de­sire; bid them go through fire and wa­ter, and they will not dis­obey.”

				But the King replied: “Let our gen­er­al cease drilling and re­turn to camp. As for us, We have no wish to come down and in­spect the troops.”

				Thereupon Sun Tzǔ said: “The King is only fond of words, and can­not trans­late them in­to deeds.”

				After that, Ho Lu saw that Sun Tzǔ was one who knew how to handle an army, and fi­nally ap­poin­ted him gen­er­al. In the west, he de­feated the Chʽu State and forced his way in­to Ying, the cap­it­al; to the north he put fear in­to the States of Chʽi and Chin, and spread his fame abroad amongst the feud­al princes. And Sun Tzǔ shared in the might of the King.

			

			About Sun Tzǔ him­self this is all that Ssǔ-ma Chʽi­en has to tell us in this chapter. But he pro­ceeds to give a bio­graphy of his des­cend­ant, 孫臏 Sun Pin, born about a hun­dred years after his fam­ous an­cest­or’s death, and also the out­stand­ing mil­it­ary geni­us of his time. The his­tor­i­an speaks of him too as Sun Tzǔ, and in his pre­face we read: 孫子臏脚而論兵法 “Sun Tzǔ had his feet cut off and yet con­tin­ued to dis­cuss the art of war.”6 It seems likely, then, that “Pin” was a nick­name be­stowed on him after his mu­til­a­tion, un­less the story was in­ven­ted in or­der to ac­count for the name. The crown­ing in­cid­ent of his ca­reer, the crush­ing de­feat of his treach­er­ous rival Pʽang Chuan, will be found briefly re­lated in note 292.

			To re­turn to the eld­er Sun Tzǔ. He is men­tioned in two oth­er pas­sages of the Shih Chi:—

			
				In the third year of his reign [512 BC] Ho Lu, king of Wu, took the field with 子胥 Tzǔ-hsü [i.e. 伍員 Wu Yüan] and 伯嚭 Po Pʽei, and at­tacked Chʽu. He cap­tured the town of 舒 Shu and slew the two prince’s sons who had formerly been gen­er­als of Wu. He was then med­it­at­ing a des­cent on 郢 Ying [the cap­it­al]; but the gen­er­al Sun Wu said: “The army is ex­hausted.7 It is not yet pos­sible. We must wait.” …8 [After fur­ther suc­cess­ful fight­ing,] in the ninth year [506 BC], King Ho Lu ad­dressed Wu Tzǔ-hsü and Sun Wu, say­ing: “Formerly, you de­clared that it was not yet pos­sible for us to enter Ying. Is the time ripe now?” The two men replied: “Chʽu’s gen­er­al 子常 Tzǔ-chʽang,9 is grasp­ing and cov­et­ous, and the princes of 唐 Tʽang and 蔡 Tsʽai both have a grudge against him. If Your Majesty has re­solved to make a grand at­tack, you must win over Tʽang and Tsʽai, and then you may suc­ceed.” Ho Lu fol­lowed this ad­vice, [beat Chʽu in five pitched battles and marched in­to Ying.]10

			

			This is the latest date at which any­thing is re­cor­ded of Sun Wu. He does not ap­pear to have sur­vived his pat­ron, who died from the ef­fects of a wound in 496.

			In the chapter en­titled 律書 (the earli­er por­tion of which M. Cha­vannes be­lieves to be a frag­ment of a treat­ise on Mil­it­ary Weapons), there oc­curs this pas­sage:11

			
				From this time on­ward, a num­ber of fam­ous sol­diers arose, one after the oth­er: 咎犯 Kao-fan,12 who was em­ployed by the Chin State; Wang-tzǔ,13 in the ser­vice of Chʽi; and Sun Wu, in the ser­vice of Wu. These men de­veloped and threw light upon the prin­ciples of war. (申明軍約).

			

			It is ob­vi­ous enough that Ssǔ-ma Chʽi­en at least had no doubt about the real­ity of Sun Wu as an his­tor­ic­al per­son­age; and with one ex­cep­tion, to be no­ticed presently, he is by far the most im­port­ant au­thor­ity on the peri­od in ques­tion. It will not be ne­ces­sary, there­fore, to say much of such a work as the 吳越春秋 Wu Yüeh Chʽun Chʽiu, which is sup­posed to have been writ­ten by 趙曄 Chao Yeh of the 1st cen­tury AD. The at­tri­bu­tion is some­what doubt­ful; but even if it were oth­er­wise, his ac­count would be of little value, based as it is on the Shih Chi and ex­pan­ded with ro­mantic de­tails. The story of Sun Tzǔ will be found, for what it is worth, in chapter 2. The only new points in it worth not­ing are: (1) Sun Tzǔ was first re­com­men­ded to Ho Lu by Wu Tzǔ-hsü. (2) He is called a nat­ive of Wu.14 (3) He had pre­vi­ously lived a re­tired life, and his con­tem­por­ar­ies were un­aware of his abil­ity.15

			The fol­low­ing pas­sage oc­curs in the 淮南子 Huai-nan Tzǔ: “When sov­er­eign and min­is­ters show per­versity of mind, it is im­possible even for a Sun Tzǔ to en­counter the foe.”16 As­sum­ing that this work is genu­ine (and hitherto no doubt has been cast upon it), we have here the earli­est dir­ect ref­er­ence for Sun Tzǔ, for Huai-nan Tzǔ died in 122 BC, many years be­fore the Shih Chi was giv­en to the world.

			劉向 Liu Hsiang (80–9 BC) in his 新序 says: “The reas­on why Sun Tzǔ at the head of 30,000 men beat Chʽu with 200,000 is that the lat­ter were un­dis­cip­lined.”17

			鄧名世 Têng Ming-shih in his 姓氏辨證書 (com­pleted in 1134) in­forms us that the sur­name 孫 was be­stowed on Sun Wu’s grand­fath­er by 景公 Duke Ching of Chʽi (547–490 BC). Sun Wu’s fath­er Sun 馮 Pʽing, rose to be a Min­is­ter of State in Chʽi, and Sun Wu him­self, whose style was 長卿 Chʽang-chʽing, fled to Wu on ac­count of the re­bel­lion which was be­ing fo­mented by the kindred of 田鮑 Tʽi­en Pao. He had three sons, of whom the second, named 明 Ming, was the fath­er of Sun Pin. Ac­cord­ing to this ac­count then, Pin was the grand­son of Wu,18 which, con­sid­er­ing that Sun Pin’s vic­tory over 魏 Wei was gained in 341 BC, may be dis­missed as chro­no­lo­gic­ally im­possible. Whence these data were ob­tained by Têng Ming-shih I do not know, but of course no re­li­ance whatever can be placed in them.

			An in­ter­est­ing doc­u­ment which has sur­vived from the close of the Han peri­od is the short pre­face writ­ten by the Great 曹操 Tsʽao Tsʽao, or 魏武帝 Wu Wei Ti, for his edi­tion of Sun Tzǔ. I shall give it in full:—

			
				I have heard that the an­cients used bows and ar­rows to their ad­vant­age.19 The Lun Yu says: “There must be a suf­fi­ciency of mil­it­ary strength.”20 The Shu Ching men­tions “the army” among the “eight ob­jects of gov­ern­ment.”21 The I Ching says: “師 ‘army’ in­dic­ates firm­ness and justice; the ex­per­i­enced lead­er will have good for­tune.”22 The Shih Ching says: “The King rose majest­ic in his wrath, and he mar­shaled his troops.”23 The Yel­low Em­per­or, Tʽang the Com­pleter and Wang all used spears and battle-axes in or­der to suc­cor their gen­er­a­tion. The Ssǔ-ma Fa says: “If one man slay an­oth­er of set pur­pose, he him­self may right­fully be slain.”24 He who re­lies solely on war­like meas­ures shall be ex­term­in­ated; he who re­lies solely on peace­ful meas­ures shall per­ish. In­stances of this are Fu Chʽai25 on the one hand and Yen Wang on the oth­er.26 In mil­it­ary mat­ters, the Sage’s rule is nor­mally to keep the peace, and to move his forces only when oc­ca­sion re­quires. He will not use armed force un­less driv­en to it by ne­ces­sity.27

				Many books have I read on the sub­ject of war and fight­ing; but the work com­posed by Sun Wu is the pro­found­est of them all. [Sun Tzǔ was a nat­ive of the Chʽi state, his per­son­al name was Wu. He wrote the Art of War in 13 chapters for Ho Lu, King of Wu. Its prin­ciples were tested on wo­men, and he was sub­sequently made a gen­er­al. He led an army west­wards, crushed the Chʽu state and entered Ying the cap­it­al. In the north, he kept Chʽi and Chin in awe. A hun­dred years and more after his time, Sun Pin lived. He was a des­cend­ant of Wu].28 In his treat­ment of de­lib­er­a­tion and plan­ning, the im­port­ance of rapid­ity in tak­ing the field,29 clear­ness of con­cep­tion, and depth of design, Sun Tzǔ stands bey­ond the reach of carp­ing cri­ti­cism. My con­tem­por­ar­ies, how­ever, have failed to grasp the full mean­ing of his in­struc­tions, and while put­ting in­to prac­tice the smal­ler de­tails in which his work abounds, they have over­looked its es­sen­tial pur­port. That is the motive which has led me to out­line a rough ex­plan­a­tion of the whole.30

			

			One thing to be no­ticed in the above is the ex­pli­cit state­ment that the 13 chapters were spe­cially com­posed for King Ho Lu. This is sup­por­ted by the in­tern­al evid­ence of chapter I (“The gen­er­al that hearkens to my coun­sel …”), in which it seems clear that some ruler is ad­dressed.

			In the bib­li­o­graph­ic sec­tion of the Han Shu,31 there is an entry which has giv­en rise to much dis­cus­sion: 吳孫子八十二篇圖九卷 “The works of Sun Tzǔ of Wu in 82 pʽi­en (or chapters), with dia­grams in 9 chüan.” It is evid­ent that this can­not be merely the 13 chapters known to Ssǔ-ma Chʽi­en, or those we pos­sess today. Chang Shou-chieh in his 史記正義 refers to an edi­tion of Sun Tzǔ’s 兵法 of which the “13 chapters” formed the first chüan, adding that there were two oth­er chüan be­sides.32 This has brought forth a the­ory, that the bulk of these 82 chapters con­sisted of oth­er writ­ings of Sun Tzǔ—we should call them apo­cryph­al—sim­il­ar to the 問答 Wen Ta, of which a spe­ci­men deal­ing with the Nine Situ­ations33 is pre­served in the 通典 Tʽung Tien, and an­oth­er in Ho Shih’s com­ment­ary. It is sug­ges­ted that be­fore his in­ter­view with Ho Lu, Sun Tzǔ had only writ­ten the 13 chapters, but af­ter­wards com­posed a sort of ex­eges­is in the form of ques­tion and an­swer between him­self and the King. 畢以珣 Pi I-hsün, the au­thor of the 孫子敘錄 Sun Tzǔ Hsü Lu, backs this up with a quo­ta­tion from the Wu Yüeh Chʽun Chʽiu: “The King of Wu summoned Sun Tzǔ, and asked him ques­tions about the art of war. Each time he set forth a chapter of his work, the King could not find words enough to praise him.”34 As he points out, if the whole work was ex­pounded on the same scale as in the above-men­tioned frag­ments, the total num­ber of chapters could not fail to be con­sid­er­able.35 Then the nu­mer­ous oth­er treat­ises at­trib­uted to Sun Tzǔ36 might also be in­cluded. The fact that the Han Chih men­tions no work of Sun Tzǔ ex­cept the 82 pʽi­en, where­as the Sui and Tʽang bib­li­o­graph­ies give the titles of oth­ers in ad­di­tion to the “13 chapters,” is good proof, Pi I-hsün thinks, that all of these were con­tained in the 82 pʽi­en. Without pin­ning our faith to the ac­cur­acy of de­tails sup­plied by the Wu Yüeh Chʽun Chʽiu, or ad­mit­ting the genu­ine­ness of any of the treat­ises cited by Pi I-hsün, we may see in this the­ory a prob­able solu­tion of the mys­tery. Between Ssǔ-ma Chʽi­en and Pan Ku there was plenty of time for a lux­uri­ant crop of for­ger­ies to have grown up un­der the ma­gic name of Sun Tzǔ, and the 82 pʽi­en may very well rep­res­ent a col­lec­ted edi­tion of these lumped to­geth­er with the ori­gin­al work. It is also pos­sible, though less likely, that some of them ex­is­ted in the time of the earli­er his­tor­i­an and were pur­posely ig­nored by him.37

			Tu Mu, after Tsʽao Kung the most im­port­ant com­ment­at­or on Sun Tzǔ, com­posed the pre­face to his edi­tion38 about the middle of the ninth cen­tury. After a some­what lengthy de­fence of the mil­it­ary art,39 he comes at last to Sun Tzǔ him­self, and makes one or two very start­ling as­ser­tions:—“The writ­ings of Sun Wu,” he says, “ori­gin­ally com­prised sev­er­al hun­dred thou­sand words, but Tsʽao Tsʽao, the Em­per­or Wei, pruned away all re­dund­an­cies and wrote out the es­sence of the whole, so as to form a single book in 13 chapters.”40 He goes on to re­mark that Tsʽao Tsʽao’s com­ment­ary on Sun Tzǔ leaves a cer­tain pro­por­tion of dif­fi­culties un­ex­plained.41 This, in Tu Mu’s opin­ion, does not ne­ces­sar­ily im­ply that he was un­able to fur­nish a com­plete com­ment­ary. Ac­cord­ing to the Wei Chih, Tsʽao him­self wrote a book on war in some­thing over 100,000 words, known as the 新書. It ap­pears to have been of such ex­cep­tion­al mer­it that he sus­pects Tsʽao to have used for it the sur­plus ma­ter­i­al which he had found in Sun Tzǔ. He con­cludes, how­ever, by say­ing: “The Hsin Shu is now lost, so that the truth can­not be known for cer­tain.”42

			Tu Mu’s con­jec­ture seems to be based on a pas­sage in the 漢官解詁 “Wei Wu Ti strung to­geth­er Sun Wu’s Art of War,”43 which in turn may have res­ul­ted from a mis­un­der­stand­ing of the fi­nal words of Tsʽao Kung’s pre­face: 故撰為略解焉. This, as Sun Hsing-yen points out,44 is only a mod­est way of say­ing that he made an ex­plan­at­ory para­phrase,45 or in oth­er words, wrote a com­ment­ary on it. On the whole, this the­ory has met with very little ac­cept­ance. Thus, the 四庫全書 says:46 “The men­tion of the 13 chapters in the Shih Chi shows that they were in ex­ist­ence be­fore the Han Chih, and that lat­ter ac­cre­tions are not to be con­sidered part of the ori­gin­al work. Tu Mu’s as­ser­tion can cer­tainly not be taken as proof.”47

			There is every reas­on to sup­pose, then, that the 13 chapters ex­is­ted in the time of Ssǔ-ma Chʽi­en prac­tic­ally as we have them now. That the work was then well known he tells us in so many words: “Sun Tzǔ’s 13 Chapters and Chʽi’s Art of War are the two books that people com­monly refer to on the sub­ject of mil­it­ary mat­ters. Both of them are widely dis­trib­uted, so I will not dis­cuss them here.”48 But as we go fur­ther back, ser­i­ous dif­fi­culties be­gin to arise. The sa­li­ent fact which has to be faced is that the Tso Chuan, the greatest con­tem­por­ary re­cord, makes no men­tion what­so­ever of Sun Wu, either as a gen­er­al or as a writer. It is nat­ur­al, in view of this awk­ward cir­cum­stance, that many schol­ars should not only cast doubt on the story of Sun Wu as giv­en in the Shih Chi, but even show them­selves frankly skep­tic­al as to the ex­ist­ence of the man at all. The most power­ful pre­sent­ment of this side of the case is to be found in the fol­low­ing dis­pos­i­tion by 葉水心 Yeh Shui-hsin:49—

			
				It is stated in Ssǔ-ma Chʽi­en’s his­tory that Sun Wu was a nat­ive of the Chʽi State, and em­ployed by Wu; and that in the reign of Ho Lu he crushed Chʽu, entered Ying, and was a great gen­er­al. But in Tso’s Com­ment­ary no Sun Wu ap­pears at all. It is true that Tso’s Com­ment­ary need not con­tain ab­so­lutely everything that oth­er his­tor­ies con­tain. But Tso has not omit­ted to men­tion vul­gar ple­bei­ans and hire­ling ruf­fi­ans such as Ying Kʽao-shu,50 Tsʽao Kuei,51 Chu Chih-wu52 and Chuan She-chu.53 In the case of Sun Wu, whose fame and achieve­ments were so bril­liant, the omis­sion is much more glar­ing. Again, de­tails are giv­en, in their due or­der, about his con­tem­por­ar­ies Wu Yüan and the Min­is­ter Pʽei.54 Is it cred­ible that Sun Wu alone should have been passed over?55

				In point of lit­er­ary style, Sun Tzǔ’s work be­longs to the same school as Kuan Tzǔ,56 Liu Tʽao,57 and the Yüeh Yü,58 and may have been the pro­duc­tion of some private schol­ar liv­ing to­wards the end of the “Spring and Au­tumn” or the be­gin­ning of the “War­ring States” peri­od.59 The story that his pre­cepts were ac­tu­ally ap­plied by the Wu State, is merely the out­come of big talk on the part of his fol­low­ers.60

				From the flour­ish­ing peri­od of the Chou dyn­asty61 down to the time of the “Spring and Au­tumn,” all mil­it­ary com­mand­ers were states­men as well, and the class of pro­fes­sion­al gen­er­als, for con­duct­ing ex­tern­al cam­paigns, did not then ex­ist. It was not un­til the peri­od of the “Six States”62 that this cus­tom changed. Now al­though Wu was an un­civ­il­ized State, is it con­ceiv­able that Tso should have left un­re­cor­ded the fact that Sun Wu was a great gen­er­al and yet held no civil of­fice? What we are told, there­fore, about Jang-chu63 and Sun Wu, is not au­then­t­ic mat­ter, but the reck­less fab­ric­a­tion of the­or­iz­ing pun­dits. The story of Ho Lü’s ex­per­i­ment on the wo­men, in par­tic­u­lar, is ut­terly pre­pos­ter­ous and in­cred­ible.64

			

			Yeh Shui-hsin rep­res­ents Ssǔ-ma Chʽi­en as hav­ing said that Sun Wu crushed Chʽu and entered Ying. This is not quite cor­rect. No doubt the im­pres­sion left on the read­er’s mind is that he at least shared in these ex­ploits; but the sub­ject of the verbs 破, 入, 威 and 顯 is cer­tainly 闔廬, as shown by the next words: 孫子與有力焉.65 The fact may or may not be sig­ni­fic­ant; but it is nowhere ex­pli­citly stated in the Shih Chi either that Sun Tzǔ was gen­er­al on the oc­ca­sion of the tak­ing of Ying, or that he even went there at all. Moreover, as we know that Yüan and Po Pʽei both took part in the ex­ped­i­tion, and also that its suc­cess was largely due to the dash and en­ter­prise of 夫㮣 Fu Kai, Ho Lu’s young­er broth­er, it is not easy to see how yet an­oth­er gen­er­al could have played a very prom­in­ent part in the same cam­paign.

			陳振孫 Chʽên Chên-sun of the Sung dyn­asty has the note:—66

			
				Mil­it­ary writers look upon Sun Wu as the fath­er of their art. But the fact that he does not ap­pear in the Tso Chuan, al­though he is said to have served un­der Ho Lü King of Wu, makes it un­cer­tain what peri­od he really be­longed to.67

			

			He also says:—

			
				The works of Sun Wu and Chʽi may be of genu­ine an­tiquity.68

			

			It is no­tice­able that both Yeh Shui-hsin and Chʽên Chên-sun, while re­ject­ing the per­son­al­ity of Sun Wu as he fig­ures in Ssǔ-ma Chʽi­en’s his­tory, are in­clined to ac­cept the date tra­di­tion­ally as­signed to the work which passes un­der his name. The au­thor of the Hsü Lu fails to ap­pre­ci­ate this dis­tinc­tion, and con­sequently his bit­ter at­tack on Chʽên Chên-sun really misses its mark. He makes one of two points, how­ever, which cer­tainly tell in fa­vor of the high an­tiquity of our “13 chapters.” “Sun Tzǔ,” he says, “must have lived in the age of Ching Wang [519–476], be­cause he is fre­quently pla­gi­ar­ized in sub­sequent works of the Chou, Chʽin and Han dyn­asties.”69 The two most shame­less of­fend­ers in this re­spect are Wu Chʽi and Huai-nan Tzǔ, both of them im­port­ant his­tor­ic­al per­son­ages in their day. The former lived only a cen­tury after the al­leged date of Sun Tzǔ, and his death is known to have taken place in 381 BC. It was to him, ac­cord­ing to Liu Hsiang, that 曾申 Tsêng Shên de­livered the Tso Chuan, which had been en­trus­ted to him by its au­thor.70 Now the fact that quo­ta­tions from the Art of War, ac­know­ledged or oth­er­wise, are to be found in so many au­thors of dif­fer­ent epochs, es­tab­lishes a very strong an­teri­or to them all—in oth­er words, that Sun Tzǔ’s treat­ise was already in ex­ist­ence to­wards the end of the 5th cen­tury BC. Fur­ther proof of Sun Tzǔ’s an­tiquity is fur­nished by the ar­cha­ic or wholly ob­sol­ete mean­ings at­tach­ing to a num­ber of the words he uses. A list of these, which might per­haps be ex­ten­ded, is giv­en in the Hsü Lu; and though some of the in­ter­pret­a­tions are doubt­ful, the main ar­gu­ment is hardly af­fected thereby.71 Again, it must not be for­got­ten that Yeh Shui-hsin, a schol­ar and crit­ic of the first rank, de­lib­er­ately pro­nounces the style of the 13 chapters to be­long to the early part of the fifth cen­tury. See­ing that he is ac­tu­ally en­gaged in an at­tempt to dis­prove the ex­ist­ence of Sun Wu him­self, we may be sure that he would not have hes­it­ated to as­sign the work to a later date had he not hon­estly be­lieved the con­trary. And it is pre­cisely on such a point that the judg­ment of an edu­cated Chi­n­a­man will carry most weight. Oth­er in­tern­al evid­ence is not far to seek. Thus in chapter XIII (“Rais­ing a host of a hun­dred thou­sand men …”), there is an un­mis­tak­able al­lu­sion to the an­cient sys­tem of land-ten­ure which had already passed away by the time of Men­cius, who was anxious to see it re­vived in a mod­i­fied form.72 The only war­fare Sun Tzǔ knows is that car­ried on between the vari­ous feud­al princes (諸侯), in which ar­mored chari­ots play a large part. Their use seems to have en­tirely died out be­fore the end of the Chou dyn­asty. He speaks as a man of Wu, a state which ceased to ex­ist as early as 473 BC. On this I shall touch presently.

			But once refer the work to the 5th cen­tury or earli­er, and the chances of its be­ing oth­er than a bona fide pro­duc­tion are sens­ibly di­min­ished. The great age of for­ger­ies did not come un­til long after. That it should have been forged in the peri­od im­me­di­ately fol­low­ing 473 is par­tic­u­larly un­likely, for no one, as a rule, hastens to identi­fy him­self with a lost cause. As for Yeh Shui-hsin’s the­ory, that the au­thor was a lit­er­ary re­cluse,73 that seems to me quite un­ten­able. If one thing is more ap­par­ent than an­oth­er after read­ing the max­ims of Sun Tzǔ, it is that their es­sence has been dis­tilled from a large store of per­son­al ob­ser­va­tion and ex­per­i­ence. They re­flect the mind not only of a born strategist, gif­ted with a rare fac­ulty of gen­er­al­iz­a­tion, but also of a prac­tic­al sol­dier closely ac­quain­ted with the mil­it­ary con­di­tions of his time. To say noth­ing of the fact that these say­ings have been ac­cep­ted and en­dorsed by all the greatest cap­tains of Chinese his­tory, they of­fer a com­bin­a­tion of fresh­ness and sin­cer­ity, acute­ness and com­mon sense, which quite ex­cludes the idea that they were ar­ti­fi­cially con­cocted in the study. If we ad­mit, then, that the 13 chapters were the genu­ine pro­duc­tion of a mil­it­ary man liv­ing to­wards the end of the “Chʽun Chʽiu” peri­od, are we not bound, in spite of the si­lence of the Tso Chuan, to ac­cept Ssǔ-ma Chʽi­en’s ac­count in its en­tirety? In view of his high re­pute as a sober his­tor­i­an, must we not hes­it­ate to as­sume that the re­cords he drew upon for Sun Wu’s bio­graphy were false and un­trust­worthy? The an­swer, I fear, must be in the neg­at­ive. There is still one grave, if not fatal, ob­jec­tion to the chro­no­logy in­volved in the story as told in the Shih Chi, which, so far as I am aware, nobody has yet poin­ted out. There are two pas­sages in Sun Tzǔ in which he al­ludes to con­tem­por­ary af­fairs. The first is in VI:—

			
				Though ac­cord­ing to my es­tim­ate the sol­diers of Yüeh ex­ceed our own in num­ber, that shall ad­vant­age them noth­ing in the mat­ter of vic­tory. I say then that vic­tory can be achieved.

			

			The oth­er is in XI:—

			
				Asked if an army can be made to im­it­ate the shuai-jan, I should an­swer, Yes. For the men of Wu and the men of Yüeh are en­emies; yet if they are cross­ing a river in the same boat and are caught by a storm, they will come to each oth­er’s as­sist­ance just as the left hand helps the right.

			

			These two para­graphs are ex­tremely valu­able as evid­ence of the date of com­pos­i­tion. They as­sign the work to the peri­od of the struggle between Wu and Yüeh. So much has been ob­served by Pi I-hsün. But what has hitherto es­caped no­tice is that they also ser­i­ously im­pair the cred­ib­il­ity of Ssǔ-ma Chʽi­en’s nar­rat­ive. As we have seen above, the first pos­it­ive date giv­en in con­nec­tion with Sun Wu is 512 BC. He is then spoken of as a gen­er­al, act­ing as con­fid­en­tial ad­viser to Ho Lu, so that his al­leged in­tro­duc­tion to that mon­arch had already taken place, and of course the 13 chapters must have been writ­ten earli­er still. But at that time, and for sev­er­al years after, down to the cap­ture of Ying in 506, 楚 Chʽu and not Yüeh, was the great hered­it­ary en­emy of Wu. The two states, Chʽu and Wu, had been con­stantly at war for over half a cen­tury,74 where­as the first war between Wu and Yüeh was waged only in 510,75 and even then was no more than a short in­ter­lude sand­wiched in the midst of the fierce struggle with Chʽu. Now Chʽu is not men­tioned in the 13 chapters at all. The nat­ur­al in­fer­ence is that they were writ­ten at a time when Yüeh had be­come the prime ant­ag­on­ist of Wu, that is, after Chʽu had suffered the great hu­mi­li­ation of 506. At this point, a table of dates may be found use­ful.

			
				
					
							
							BC
						
							
					

				
				
					
							514
							Ac­ces­sion of Ho Lu.
					

					
							512
							Ho Lu at­tacks Chʽu, but is dis­suaded from en­ter­ing 郢 Ying, the cap­it­al. Shih Chi men­tions Sun Wu as gen­er­al.
					

					
							511
							An­oth­er at­tack on Chʽu.
					

					
							510
							Wu makes a suc­cess­ful at­tack on Yüeh. This is the first war between the two states.
					

					
							509

						or

						508
							Chʽu in­vades Wu, but is sig­nally de­feated at 豫章 Yü-chang.
					

					
							506
							Ho Lu at­tacks Chʽu with the aid of Tʽang and Tsʽai. De­cis­ive battle of 柏舉 Po-chü, and cap­ture of Ying. Last men­tion of Sun Wu in Shih Chi.
					

					
							505
							Yüeh makes a raid on Wu in the ab­sence of its army. Wu is beaten by Chʽin and evac­u­ates Ying.
					

					
							504
							Ho Lu sends 夫差 Fu Chʽai to at­tack Chʽu.
					

					
							497
							勾踐 Kou Chi­en be­comes King of Yüeh.
					

					
							496
							Wu at­tacks Yüeh, but is de­feated by Kou Chi­en at 檇李 Tsui-li. Ho Lu is killed.
					

					
							494
							Fu Chʽai de­feats Kou Chi­en in the great battle of 夫椒 Fu-chiao, and enters the cap­it­al of Yüeh.
					

					
							485

						or

						484
							Kou Chi­en renders homage to Wu. Death of Wu Tzǔ-hsü.
					

					
							482
							Kou Chi­en in­vades Wu in the ab­sence of Fu Chʽai.
					

					
							478

						to

						476
							Fur­ther at­tacks by Yüeh on Wu.
					

					
							475
							Kou Chi­en lays siege to the cap­it­al of Wu.
					

					
							473
							Fi­nal de­feat and ex­tinc­tion of Wu.
					

				
			

			The sen­tence quoted above from chapter VI hardly strikes me as one that could have been writ­ten in the full flush of vic­tory. It seems rather to im­ply that, for the mo­ment at least, the tide had turned against Wu, and that she was get­ting the worst of the struggle. Hence we may con­clude that our treat­ise was not in ex­ist­ence in 505, be­fore which date Yüeh does not ap­pear to have scored any not­able suc­cess against Wu. Ho Lu died in 496, so that if the book was writ­ten for him, it must have been dur­ing the peri­od 505–496, when there was a lull in the hos­til­it­ies, Wu hav­ing pre­sum­ably ex­hausted by its su­preme ef­fort against Chʽu. On the oth­er hand, if we choose to dis­reg­ard the tra­di­tion con­nect­ing Sun Wu’s name with Ho Lu, it might equally well have seen the light between 496 and 494, or pos­sibly in the peri­od 482–473, when Yüeh was once again be­com­ing a very ser­i­ous men­ace.76 We may feel fairly cer­tain that the au­thor, who­ever he may have been, was not a man of any great em­in­ence in his own day. On this point the neg­at­ive testi­mony of the Tso Chuan far out­weighs any shred of au­thor­ity still at­tach­ing to the Shih Chi, if once its oth­er facts are dis­cred­ited. Sun Hsing-yen, how­ever, makes a feeble at­tempt to ex­plain the omis­sion of his name from the great com­ment­ary. It was Wu Tzǔ-hsü, he says, who got all the cred­it of Sun Wu’s ex­ploits, be­cause the lat­ter (be­ing an ali­en) was not re­war­ded with an of­fice in the State.77

			How then did the Sun Tzǔ le­gend ori­gin­ate? It may be that the grow­ing celebrity of the book im­par­ted by de­grees a kind of fac­ti­tious renown to its au­thor. It was felt to be only right and prop­er that one so well versed in the sci­ence of war should have sol­id achieve­ments to his cred­it as well. Now the cap­ture of Ying was un­doubtedly the greatest feat of arms in Ho Lu’s reign; it made a deep and last­ing im­pres­sion on all the sur­round­ing states, and raised Wu to the short-lived zenith of her power. Hence, what more nat­ur­al, as time went on, than that the ac­know­ledged mas­ter of strategy, Sun Wu, should be pop­ularly iden­ti­fied with that cam­paign, at first per­haps only in the sense that his brain con­ceived and planned it; af­ter­wards, that it was ac­tu­ally car­ried out by him in con­junc­tion with Wu Yüan,78 Po Pʽei and Fu Kai?

			It is ob­vi­ous that any at­tempt to re­con­struct even the out­line of Sun Tzǔ’s life must be based al­most wholly on con­jec­ture. With this ne­ces­sary pro­viso, I should say that he prob­ably entered the ser­vice of Wu about the time of Ho Lu’s ac­ces­sion, and gathered ex­per­i­ence, though only in the ca­pa­city of a sub­or­din­ate of­ficer, dur­ing the in­tense mil­it­ary activ­ity which marked the first half of the prince’s reign.79 If he rose to be a gen­er­al at all, he cer­tainly was nev­er on an equal foot­ing with the three above men­tioned. He was doubt­less present at the in­vest­ment and oc­cu­pa­tion of Ying, and wit­nessed Wu’s sud­den col­lapse in the fol­low­ing year. Yüeh’s at­tack at this crit­ic­al junc­ture, when her rival was em­bar­rassed on every side, seems to have con­vinced him that this up­start king­dom was the great en­emy against whom every ef­fort would hence­forth have to be dir­ec­ted. Sun Wu was thus a well-seasoned war­ri­or when he sat down to write his fam­ous book, which ac­cord­ing to my reck­on­ing must have ap­peared to­wards the end, rather than the be­gin­ning of Ho Lu’s reign. The story of the wo­men may pos­sibly have grown out of some real in­cid­ent oc­cur­ring about the same time. As we hear no more of Sun Wu after this from any source, he is hardly likely to have sur­vived his pat­ron or to have taken part in the death-struggle with Yüeh, which began with the dis­aster at Tsui-li.

			If these in­fer­ences are ap­prox­im­ately cor­rect, there is a cer­tain irony in the fate which de­creed that China’s most il­lus­tri­ous man of peace should be con­tem­por­ary with her greatest writer on war.

		
	
		
			The Text of Sun Tzǔ

			I have found it dif­fi­cult to glean much about the his­tory of Sun Tzǔ’s text. The quo­ta­tions that oc­cur in early au­thors go to show that the “13 chapters” of which Ssǔ-ma Chʽi­en speaks were es­sen­tially the same as those now ex­tant. We have his word for it that they were widely cir­cu­lated in his day, and can only re­gret that he re­frained from dis­cuss­ing them on that ac­count.80 Sun Hsing-yen says in his pre­face:—

			
				Dur­ing the Chʽin and Han dyn­asties Sun Tzǔ’s Art of War was in gen­er­al use amongst mil­it­ary com­mand­ers, but they seem to have treated it as a work of mys­ter­i­ous im­port, and were un­will­ing to ex­pound it for the be­ne­fit of pos­ter­ity. Thus it came about that Wei Wu was the first to write a com­ment­ary on it.81

			

			As we have already seen, there is no reas­on­able ground to sup­pose that Tsʽao Kung tampered with the text. But the text it­self is of­ten so ob­scure, and the num­ber of edi­tions which ap­peared from that time on­ward so great, es­pe­cially dur­ing the Tʽang and Sung dyn­asties, that it would be sur­pris­ing if nu­mer­ous cor­rup­tions had not man­aged to creep in. To­wards the middle of the Sung peri­od, by which time all the chief com­ment­ar­ies on Sun Tzǔ were in ex­ist­ence, a cer­tain 吉天保 Chi Tʽi­en-pao pub­lished a work in 15 chüan en­titled 十家孫子會注 Sun Tzǔ with the col­lec­ted com­ment­ar­ies of ten writers.82 There was an­oth­er text, with vari­ant read­ings put for­ward by Chu Fu of 大興 Ta-hsing,83 which also had sup­port­ers among the schol­ars of that peri­od; but in the Ming edi­tions, Sun Hsing-yen tells us, these read­ings were for some reas­on or oth­er no longer put in­to cir­cu­la­tion.84 Thus, un­til the end of the 18th cen­tury, the text in sole pos­ses­sion of the field was one de­rived from Chi Tʽi­en-pao’s edi­tion, al­though no ac­tu­al copy of that im­port­ant work was known to have sur­vived. That, there­fore, is the text of Sun Tzǔ which ap­pears in the War sec­tion of the great Im­per­i­al en­cyc­lo­pe­dia prin­ted in 1726, the 古今圖書集成 Ku Chin Tʽu Shu Chi Chʽêng. An­oth­er copy at my dis­pos­al of what is prac­tic­ally the same text, with slight vari­ations, is that con­tained in the 周秦十一子 El­ev­en philo­soph­ers of the Chou and Chʽin dyn­asties (1758). And the Chinese prin­ted in Capt. Cal­throp’s first edi­tion is evid­ently a sim­il­ar ver­sion which has filtered through Ja­pan­ese chan­nels. So things re­mained un­til 孫星衍 Sun Hsing-yen (1752–1818), a dis­tin­guished an­ti­quar­i­an and clas­sic­al schol­ar,85 who claimed to be an ac­tu­al des­cend­ant of Sun Wu,86 ac­ci­dent­ally dis­covered a copy of Chi Tʽi­en-pao’s long-lost work, when on a vis­it to the lib­rary of the 華陰 Hua-yin temple.87 Ap­pen­ded to it was the 遺說 I Shuo of 鄭友賢Chêng Yu-hsien, men­tioned in the Tʽung Chih, and also be­lieved to have per­ished.88 This is what Sun Hsing-yen des­ig­nates as the 古本 or 原本 “ori­gin­al edi­tion (or text)”—a rather mis­lead­ing name, for it can­not by any means claim to set be­fore us the text of Sun Tzǔ in its pristine pur­ity. Chi Tʽi­en-pao was a care­less com­piler,89 and ap­pears to have been con­tent to re­pro­duce the some­what de­based ver­sion cur­rent in his day, without troub­ling to col­late it with the earli­est edi­tions then avail­able. For­tu­nately, two ver­sions of Sun Tzǔ, even older than the newly dis­covered work, were still ex­tant, one bur­ied in the Tʽung Tien, Tu Yu’s great treat­ise on the Con­sti­tu­tion, the oth­er sim­il­arly en­shrined in the Tʽai Pʽing Yü Lan en­cyc­lo­pe­dia. In both the com­plete text is to be found, though split up in­to frag­ments, in­ter­mixed with oth­er mat­ter, and scattered piece­meal over a num­ber of dif­fer­ent sec­tions. Con­sid­er­ing that the Yü Lan takes us back to the year 983, and the Tʽung Tien about 200 years fur­ther still, to the middle of the Tʽang dyn­asty, the value of these early tran­scripts of Sun Tzǔ can hardly be over­es­tim­ated. Yet the idea of util­iz­ing them does not seem to have oc­curred to any­one un­til Sun Hsing-yen, act­ing un­der Gov­ern­ment in­struc­tions, un­der­took a thor­ough re­cen­sion of the text. This is his own ac­count:—

			
				Be­cause of the nu­mer­ous mis­takes in the text of Sun Tzǔ which his ed­it­ors had handed down, the Gov­ern­ment ordered that the an­cient edi­tion [of Chi Tʽi­en-pao] should be used, and that the text should be re­vised and cor­rec­ted through­out. It happened that Wu Ni­en-hu, the Gov­ernor Pi Kua, and Hsi, a gradu­ate of the second de­gree, had all de­voted them­selves to this study, prob­ably sur­pass­ing me therein. Ac­cord­ingly, I have had the whole work cut on blocks as a text­book for mil­it­ary men.90

			

			The three in­di­vidu­als here re­ferred to had evid­ently been oc­cu­pied on the text of Sun Tzǔ pri­or to Sun Hsing-yen’s com­mis­sion, but we are left in doubt as to the work they really ac­com­plished. At any rate, the new edi­tion, when ul­ti­mately pro­duced, ap­peared in the names of Sun Hsing-yen and only one co-ed­it­or 吳人驥 Wu Jên-shi. They took the “ori­gin­al edi­tion” as their basis, and by care­ful com­par­is­on with older ver­sions, as well as the ex­tant com­ment­ar­ies and oth­er sources of in­form­a­tion such as the I Shuo, suc­ceeded in restor­ing a very large num­ber of doubt­ful pas­sages, and turned out, on the whole, what must be ac­cep­ted as the closest ap­prox­im­a­tion we are ever likely to get to Sun Tzǔ’s ori­gin­al work. This is what will here­after be de­nom­in­ated the “stand­ard text.”

			The copy which I have used be­longs to a re­is­sue dated 1877. It is in 6 pên, form­ing part of a well-prin­ted set of 23 early philo­soph­ic­al works in 83 pên.91 It opens with a pre­face by Sun Hsing-yen (largely quoted in this in­tro­duc­tion), vin­dic­at­ing the tra­di­tion­al view of Sun Tzǔ’s life and per­form­ances, and sum­ming up in re­mark­ably con­cise fash­ion the evid­ence in its fa­vor. This is fol­lowed by Tsʽao Kung’s pre­face to his edi­tion, and the bio­graphy of Sun Tzǔ from the Shih Chi, both trans­lated above. Then come, firstly, Chêng Yu-hsien’s I Shuo,92 with au­thor’s pre­face, and next, a short mis­cel­lany of his­tor­ic­al and bib­li­o­graph­ic­al in­form­a­tion en­titled 孫子敘錄 Sun Tzǔ Hsü Lu, com­piled by 畢以珣 Pi I-hsün. As re­gards the body of the work, each sep­ar­ate sen­tence is fol­lowed by a note on the text, if re­quired, and then by the vari­ous com­ment­ar­ies ap­per­tain­ing to it, ar­ranged in chro­no­lo­gic­al or­der. These we shall now pro­ceed to dis­cuss briefly, one by one.

		
	
		
			The Commentators

			Sun Tzǔ can boast an ex­cep­tion­ally long dis­tin­guished roll of com­ment­at­ors, which would do hon­or to any clas­sic. 歐陽修 Ou-yang Hsiu re­marks on this fact, though he wrote be­fore the tale was com­plete, and rather in­geni­ously ex­plains it by say­ing that the ar­ti­fices of war, be­ing in­ex­haust­ible, must there­fore be sus­cept­ible of treat­ment in a great vari­ety of ways.93

			
					
					曹操 Tsʽao Tsʽao or 曹公 Tsʽao Kung, af­ter­wards known as 魏武帝 Wei Wu Ti (AD 155–220). There is hardly any room for doubt that the earli­est com­ment­ary on Sun Tzǔ ac­tu­ally came from the pen of this ex­traordin­ary man, whose bio­graphy in the San Kuo Chih94 reads like a ro­mance. One of the greatest mil­it­ary geni­uses that the world has seen, and Na­po­leon­ic in the scale of his op­er­a­tions, he was es­pe­cially famed for the mar­velous rapid­ity of his marches, which has found ex­pres­sion in the line 說曹操曹操就到 “Talk of Tsʽao Tsʽao, and Tsʽao Tsʽao will ap­pear.” Ou-yang Hsiu says of him that he was a great cap­tain who “meas­ured his strength against Tung Cho, Lü Pu and the two Yüan, fath­er and son, and van­quished them all; whereupon he di­vided the Em­pire of Han with Wu and Shu, and made him­self king. It is re­cor­ded that whenev­er a coun­cil of war was held by Wei on the eve of a far-reach­ing cam­paign, he had all his cal­cu­la­tions ready; those gen­er­als who made use of them did not lose one battle in ten; those who ran counter to them in any par­tic­u­lar saw their armies in­con­tin­ently beaten and put to flight.”95 Tsʽao Kung’s notes on Sun Tzǔ, mod­els of aus­tere brev­ity, are so thor­oughly char­ac­ter­ist­ic of the stern com­mand­er known to his­tory, that it is hard in­deed to con­ceive of them as the work of a mere lit­térat­eur. Some­times, in­deed, ow­ing to ex­treme com­pres­sion, they are scarcely in­tel­li­gible and stand no less in need of a com­ment­ary than the text it­self.96 As we have seen, Tsʽao Kung is the re­puted au­thor of the 新書, a book of war in 100,000 odd words, now lost, but men­tioned in the 魏志.97

				

					
					孟氏 Mêng Shih. The com­ment­ary which has come down to us un­der this name is com­par­at­ively mea­ger, and noth­ing about the au­thor is known. Even his per­son­al name has not been re­cor­ded. Chi Tʽi­en-pao’s edi­tion places him after Chia Lin, and 鼂公武 Chʽao Kung-wu also as­signs him to the Tʽang dyn­asty,98 but this is a mis­take, as his work is men­tioned in the 隋書經籍志. In Sun Hsing-yen’s pre­face, he ap­pears as Mêng Shih of the Li­ang dyn­asty (502–557). Oth­ers would identi­fy him with 孟康 Mêng Kʽang of the 3rd cen­tury. In the 宋史藝文志,99 he is named in one work as the last of the 五家 “Five Com­ment­at­ors,” the oth­ers be­ing Wei Wu Ti, Tu Mu, Chʽên Hao and Chia Lin.

				

					
					李筌 Li Chʽüan of the 8th cen­tury was a well-known writer on mil­it­ary tac­tics. His 太白陰經 has been in con­stant use down to the present day. The 通志 men­tions 閫外春秋 (lives of fam­ous gen­er­als from the Chou to the Tʽang dyn­asty) as writ­ten by him.100 He is also gen­er­ally sup­posed to be the real au­thor of the pop­u­lar Taoist tract, the 陰符經. Ac­cord­ing to Chʽao Kung-wu and the Tʽi­en-i-ko cata­logue,101 he fol­lowed the 太乙遁甲 text of Sun Tzǔ which dif­fers con­sid­er­ably from those now ex­tant. His notes are mostly short and to the point, and he fre­quently il­lus­trates his re­marks by an­ec­dotes from Chinese his­tory.

				

					
					杜佑 Tu Yu (died 812) did not pub­lish a sep­ar­ate com­ment­ary on Sun Tzǔ, his notes be­ing taken from the Tʽung Tien, the en­cyc­lo­ped­ic treat­ise on the Con­sti­tu­tion which was his life­work. They are largely re­pe­ti­tions of Tsʽao Kung and Mêng Shih, be­sides which it is be­lieved that he drew on the an­cient com­ment­ar­ies of 王凌 Wang Ling and oth­ers. Ow­ing to the pe­cu­li­ar ar­range­ment of Tʽung Tien, he has to ex­plain each pas­sage on its mer­its, apart from the con­text, and some­times his own ex­plan­a­tion does not agree with that of Tsʽao Kung, whom he al­ways quotes first. Though not strictly to be reckoned as one of the “Ten Com­ment­at­ors,” he was ad­ded to their num­ber by Chi Tʽi­en-pao, be­ing wrongly placed after his grand­son Tu Mu.

				

					
					杜牧 Tu Mu (803–852) is per­haps the best known as a poet—a bright star even in the glor­i­ous galaxy of the Tʽang peri­od. We learn from Chʽao Kung-wu that al­though he had no prac­tic­al ex­per­i­ence of war, he was ex­tremely fond of dis­cuss­ing the sub­ject, and was moreover well read in the mil­it­ary his­tory of the Chʽun Chʽiu and Chan Kuo eras.102 His notes, there­fore, are well worth at­ten­tion. They are very co­pi­ous, and re­plete with his­tor­ic­al par­al­lels. The gist of Sun Tzǔ’s work is thus sum­mar­ized by him: “Prac­tice be­ne­vol­ence and justice, but on the oth­er hand make full use of ar­ti­fice and meas­ures of ex­pedi­ency.”103 He fur­ther de­clared that all the mil­it­ary tri­umphs and dis­asters of the thou­sand years which had elapsed since Sun Wu’s death would, upon ex­am­in­a­tion, be found to up­hold and cor­rob­or­ate, in every par­tic­u­lar, the max­ims con­tained in his book.104 Tu Mu’s some­what spite­ful charge against Tsʽao Kung has already been con­sidered else­where.

				

					
					陳皡 Chʽên Hao ap­pears to have been a con­tem­por­ary of Tu Mu. Chʽao Kung-wu says that he was im­pelled to write a new com­ment­ary on Sun Tzǔ be­cause Tsʽao Kung’s on the one hand was too ob­scure and subtle, and that of Tu Mu on the oth­er too long-win­ded and dif­fuse.105 Ou-yang Hsiu, writ­ing in the middle of the 11th cen­tury, calls Tsʽao Kung, Tu Mu and Chʽên Hao the three chief com­ment­at­ors on Sun Tzǔ (三家), and ob­serves that Chʽên Hao is con­tinu­ally at­tack­ing Tu Mu’s short­com­ings. His com­ment­ary, though not lack­ing in mer­it, must rank be­low those of his pre­de­cessors.

				

					
					賈林 Chia Lin is known to have lived un­der the Tʽang dyn­asty, for his com­ment­ary on Sun Tzǔ is men­tioned in the 唐書 and was af­ter­wards re­pub­lished by 紀燮 Chi Hsieh of the same dyn­asty to­geth­er with those of Mêng Shih and Tu Yu.106 It is of some­what scanty tex­ture, and in point of qual­ity, too, per­haps the least valu­able of the el­ev­en.

				

					
					梅堯臣 Mei Yao-chʽên (1002–1060), com­monly known by his “style” as Mei 聖兪 Shêng-yü, was, like Tu Mu, a poet of dis­tinc­tion. His com­ment­ary was pub­lished with a laud­at­ory pre­face by the great Ou-yang Hsiu, from which we may cull the fol­low­ing:—

					
						Later schol­ars have mis­read Sun Tzǔ, dis­tort­ing his words and try­ing to make them square with their own one-sided views. Thus, though com­ment­at­ors have not been lack­ing, only a few have proved equal to the task. My friend Shêng-yü has not fallen in­to this mis­take. In at­tempt­ing to provide a crit­ic­al com­ment­ary for Sun Tzǔ’s work, he does not lose sight of the fact that these say­ings were in­ten­ded for states en­gaged in in­terne­cine war­fare; that the au­thor is not con­cerned with the mil­it­ary con­di­tions pre­vail­ing un­der the sov­er­eigns of the three an­cient dyn­asties,107 nor with the nine pun­it­ive meas­ures pre­scribed to the Min­is­ter of War.108 Again, Sun Wu loved brev­ity of dic­tion, but his mean­ing is al­ways deep. Wheth­er the sub­ject be march­ing an army, or hand­ling sol­diers, or es­tim­at­ing the en­emy, or con­trolling the forces of vic­tory, it is al­ways sys­tem­at­ic­ally treated; the say­ings are bound to­geth­er in strict lo­gic­al se­quence, though this has been ob­scured by com­ment­at­ors who have prob­ably failed to grasp their mean­ing. In his own com­ment­ary, Mei Shêng-yü has brushed aside all the ob­stin­ate pre­ju­dices of these crit­ics, and has tried to bring out the true mean­ing of Sun Tzǔ him­self. In this way, the clouds of con­fu­sion have been dis­persed and the say­ings made clear. I am con­vinced that the present work de­serves to be handed down side by side with the three great com­ment­ar­ies; and for a great deal that they find in the say­ings, com­ing gen­er­a­tions will have con­stant reas­on to thank my friend Shêng-yü.109

					

					Mak­ing some al­low­ance for the ex­uber­ance of friend­ship, I am in­clined to en­dorse this fa­vour­able judg­ment, and would cer­tainly place him above Chʽên Hao in or­der of mer­it.

				

					
					王皙 Wang Hsi, also of the Sung dyn­asty, is de­cidedly ori­gin­al in some of his in­ter­pret­a­tions, but much less ju­di­cious than Mei Yao-chʽên, and on the whole not a very trust­worthy guide. He is fond of com­par­ing his own com­ment­ary with that of Tsʽao Kung, but the com­par­is­on is not of­ten flat­ter­ing to him. We learn from Chʽao Kung-wu that Wang Hsi re­vised the an­cient text of Sun Tzǔ, filling up la­cunae and cor­rect­ing mis­takes.110

				

					
					何延錫 Ho Yen-hsi of the Sung dyn­asty. The per­son­al name of this com­ment­at­or is giv­en as above by 鄭樵 Chêng Chʽiao in the Tʽung Chih, writ­ten about the middle of the twelfth cen­tury, but he ap­pears simply as 何氏 Ho Shih in the Yu Hai, and Ma Tu­an-lin quotes Chʽao Kung-wu as say­ing that his per­son­al name is un­known. There seems to be no reas­on to doubt Chêng Chʽiao’s state­ment, oth­er­wise I should have been in­clined to haz­ard a guess and identi­fy him with one 何去非 Ho Chʽü-fei, the au­thor of a short treat­ise on war en­titled 備論, who lived in the lat­ter part of the 11th cen­tury.111 Ho Shih’s com­ment­ary, in the words of the Tʽi­en-i-ko cata­logue, 有所裨益 “con­tains help­ful ad­di­tions” here and there, but is chiefly re­mark­able for the co­pi­ous ex­tracts taken, in ad­ap­ted form, from the dyn­ast­ic his­tor­ies and oth­er sources.

				

					
					張預 Chang Yü. The list closes with a com­ment­at­or of no great ori­gin­al­ity per­haps, but gif­ted with ad­mir­able powers of lu­cid ex­pos­i­tion. His com­ment­ary is based on that of Tsʽao Kung, whose terse sen­tences he con­trives to ex­pand and de­vel­op in mas­terly fash­ion. Without Chang Yü, it is safe to say that much of Tsʽao Kung’s com­ment­ary would have re­mained cloaked in its pristine ob­scur­ity and there­fore value­less. His work is not men­tioned in the Sung his­tory, the Tʽung Kʽao, or the Yu Hai, but it finds a niche in the Tʽung Chih, which also names him as the au­thor of the 百將傳 Lives of Fam­ous Gen­er­als.112

				

			

			It is rather re­mark­able that the last-named four should all have flour­ished with­in so short a space of time. Chʽao Kung-wu ac­counts for it by say­ing: “Dur­ing the early years of the Sung dyn­asty the Em­pire en­joyed a long spell of peace, and men ceased to prac­tice the art of war. But when [Chao] Yüan-hao’s re­bel­lion came [1038–42] and the fron­ti­er gen­er­als were de­feated time after time, the Court made strenu­ous in­quiry for men skilled in war, and mil­it­ary top­ics be­came the vogue amongst all the high of­fi­cials. Hence it is that the com­ment­at­ors of Sun Tzǔ in our dyn­asty be­long mainly to that peri­od.”113

			Be­sides these el­ev­en com­ment­at­ors, there are sev­er­al oth­ers whose work has not come down to us. The Sui Shu men­tions four, namely 王凌 Wang Ling (of­ten quoted by Tu Yu as 王子); 張子尚 Chang Tzǔ-shang; 賈詡 Chia Hsü of 魏 Wei;114 and 沈友 Shên Yu of 吳 Wu. The Tʽang Shu adds 孫鎬 Sun Hao, and the Tʽung Chih 蕭吉 Hsiao Chi, while the Tʽu Shu men­tions a Ming com­ment­at­or, 黃潤玉 Huang Jun-yü. It is pos­sible that some of these may have been merely col­lect­ors and ed­it­ors of oth­er com­ment­ar­ies, like Chi Tʽi­en-pao and Chi Hsieh, men­tioned above. Cer­tainly in the case of the lat­ter, the entry 紀燮注孫子 in the Tʽung Kʽao, without the fol­low­ing note, would give one to un­der­stand that he had writ­ten an in­de­pend­ent com­ment­ary of his own.

			There are two works, de­scribed in the Ssu Kʽu Chʽüan Shu115 and no doubt ex­tremely rare, which I should much like to have seen. One is en­titled 孫子參同, in 5 chüan. It gives se­lec­tions from four new com­ment­at­ors, prob­ably of the Ming dyn­asty, as well as from the el­ev­en known to us. The names of the four are 解元 Hsieh Yüan; 張鏊 Chang Ao; 李村 Li Tsʽai; and 黃治徵 Huang Chih-chêng. The oth­er work is 孫子彙徵 in 4 chüan, com­piled by 鄭端 Chêng Tu­an of the present dyn­asty. It is a com­pen­di­um of in­form­a­tion on an­cient war­fare, with spe­cial ref­er­ence to Sun Tzǔ’s 13 chapters.

		
	
		
			Appreciations of Sun Tzǔ

			Sun Tzǔ has ex­er­cised a po­tent fas­cin­a­tion over the minds of some of China’s greatest men. Among the fam­ous gen­er­als who are known to have stud­ied his pages with en­thu­si­asm may be men­tioned 韓信 Han Hsin (d. 196 BC),116 馮異 Fêng I (d. 34 AD),117 呂蒙 Lü Mêng (d. 219),118 and 岳飛 Yo Fei (1103–1141).119 The opin­ion of Tsʽao Kung, who dis­putes with Han Hsin the highest place in Chinese mil­it­ary an­nals, has already been re­cor­ded.120 Still more re­mark­able, in one way, is the testi­mony of purely lit­er­ary men, such as 蘇洵 Su Hsün (the fath­er of Su Tung-pʽo), who wrote sev­er­al es­says on mil­it­ary top­ics, all of which owe their chief in­spir­a­tion to Sun Tzǔ. The fol­low­ing short pas­sage by him is pre­served in the Yu Hai:121—

			
				Sun Wu’s say­ing, that in war one can­not make cer­tain of con­quer­ing,122 is very dif­fer­ent in­deed from what oth­er books tell us.123 Wu Chʽi was a man of the same stamp as Sun Wu: they both wrote books on war, and they are linked to­geth­er in pop­u­lar speech as “Sun and Wu.” But Wu Chʽi’s re­marks on war are less weighty, his rules are rough­er and more crudely stated, and there is not the same unity of plan as in Sun Tzǔ’s work, where the style is terse, but the mean­ing fully brought out.124

			

			The 性理彙要, ch. 17, con­tains the fol­low­ing ex­tract from the 藝圃折衷 Im­par­tial Judg­ments in the Garden of Lit­er­at­ure by 鄭厚 Chêng Hou:—

			
				Sun Tzǔ’s 13 chapters are not only the staple and base of all mil­it­ary men’s train­ing, but also com­pel the most care­ful at­ten­tion of schol­ars and men of let­ters. His say­ings are terse yet el­eg­ant, simple yet pro­found, per­spicu­ous and em­in­ently prac­tic­al. Such works as the Lun Yü, the I Ching and the great Com­ment­ary,125 as well as the writ­ings of Men­cius, Hsün Kʽuang and Yang Chu, all fall be­low the level of Sun Tzǔ.126

			

			Chu Hsi, com­ment­ing on this, fully ad­mits the first part of the cri­ti­cism, al­though he dis­likes the au­da­cious com­par­is­on with the ven­er­ated clas­sic­al works. Lan­guage of this sort, he says, “en­cour­ages a ruler’s bent to­wards un­re­lent­ing war­fare and reck­less mil­it­ar­ism.”127

		
	
		
			Apologies for War

			Ac­cus­tomed as we are to think of China as the greatest peace-lov­ing na­tion on earth, we are in some danger of for­get­ting that her ex­per­i­ence of war in all its phases has also been such as no mod­ern State can par­al­lel. Her long mil­it­ary an­nals stretch back to a point at which they are lost in the mists of time. She had built the Great Wall and was main­tain­ing a huge stand­ing army along her fron­ti­er cen­tur­ies be­fore the first Ro­man le­gion­ary was seen on the Danube. What with the per­petu­al col­li­sions of the an­cient feud­al States, the grim con­flicts with Huns, Turks and oth­er in­vaders after the cent­ral­iz­a­tion of gov­ern­ment, the ter­rif­ic up­heavals which ac­com­pan­ied the over­throw of so many dyn­asties, be­sides the count­less re­bel­lions and minor dis­turb­ances that have flamed up and flickered out again one by one, it is hardly too much to say that the clash of arms has nev­er ceased to re­sound in one por­tion or an­oth­er of the Em­pire.

			No less re­mark­able is the suc­ces­sion of il­lus­tri­ous cap­tains to whom China can point with pride. As in all coun­tries, the greatest are fond of emer­ging at the most fate­ful crises of her his­tory. Thus, Po Chʽi stands out con­spicu­ous in the peri­od when Chʽin was en­ter­ing upon her fi­nal struggle with the re­main­ing in­de­pend­ent states. The stormy years which fol­lowed the break­up of the Chʽin dyn­asty are il­lu­min­ated by the tran­scend­ent geni­us of Han Hsin. When the House of Han in turn is tot­ter­ing to its fall, the great and bale­ful fig­ure of Tsʽao Tsʽao dom­in­ates the scene. And in the es­tab­lish­ment of the Tʽang dyn­asty, one of the migh­ti­est tasks achieved by man, the su­per­hu­man en­ergy of Li Shih-min (af­ter­wards the Em­per­or Tʽai Tsung) was seconded by the bril­liant strategy of Li Ching. None of these gen­er­als need fear com­par­is­on with the greatest names in the mil­it­ary his­tory of Europe.

			In spite of all this, the great body of Chinese sen­ti­ment, from Lao Tzǔ down­wards, and es­pe­cially as re­flec­ted in the stand­ard lit­er­at­ure of Con­fucian­ism, has been con­sist­ently pa­cific and in­tensely op­posed to mil­it­ar­ism in any form. It is such an un­com­mon thing to find any of the liter­ati de­fend­ing war­fare on prin­ciple, that I have thought it worth while to col­lect and trans­late a few pas­sages in which the un­ortho­dox view is up­held. The fol­low­ing, by Ssǔ-ma Chʽi­en, shows that for all his ar­dent ad­mir­a­tion of Con­fucius, he was yet no ad­voc­ate of peace at any price:—

			
				Mil­it­ary weapons are the means used by the Sage to pun­ish vi­ol­ence and cruelty, to give peace to troub­lous times, to re­move dif­fi­culties and dangers, and to suc­cor those who are in per­il. Every an­im­al with blood in its veins and horns on its head will fight when it is at­tacked. How much more so will man, who car­ries in his breast the fac­ulties of love and hatred, joy and an­ger! When he is pleased, a feel­ing of af­fec­tion springs up with­in him; when angry, his poisoned sting is brought in­to play. That is the nat­ur­al law which gov­erns his be­ing. … What then shall be said of those schol­ars of our time, blind to all great is­sues, and without any ap­pre­ci­ation of re­l­at­ive val­ues, who can only bark out their stale for­mu­las about “vir­tue” and “civil­iz­a­tion,” con­demning the use of mil­it­ary weapons? They will surely bring our coun­try to im­pot­ence and dis­hon­or and the loss of her right­ful her­it­age; or, at the very least, they will bring about in­va­sion and re­bel­lion, sac­ri­fice of ter­rit­ory and gen­er­al en­feeble­ment. Yet they ob­stin­ately re­fuse to modi­fy the po­s­i­tion they have taken up. The truth is that, just as in the fam­ily the teach­er must not spare the rod, and pun­ish­ments can­not be dis­pensed with in the State, so mil­it­ary chas­tise­ment can nev­er be al­lowed to fall in­to abey­ance in the Em­pire. All one can say is that this power will be ex­er­cised wisely by some, fool­ishly by oth­ers, and that among those who bear arms some will be loy­al and oth­ers re­bel­li­ous.128

			

			The next piece is taken from Tu Mu’s pre­face to his com­ment­ary on Sun Tzǔ:—

			
				War may be defined as pun­ish­ment, which is one of the func­tions of gov­ern­ment. It was the pro­fes­sion of Chung Yu and Jan Chʽiu, both dis­ciples of Con­fucius. Nowadays, the hold­ing of tri­als and hear­ing of lit­ig­a­tion, the im­pris­on­ment of of­fend­ers and their ex­e­cu­tion by flog­ging in the mar­ket­place, are all done by of­fi­cials. But the wield­ing of huge armies, the throw­ing down of for­ti­fied cit­ies, the haul­ing of wo­men and chil­dren in­to cap­tiv­ity, and the be­head­ing of trait­ors—this is also work which is done by of­fi­cials. The ob­jects of the rack129 and of mil­it­ary weapons are es­sen­tially the same. There is no in­trins­ic dif­fer­ence between the pun­ish­ment of flog­ging and cut­ting off heads in war. For the less­er in­frac­tions of law, which are eas­ily dealt with, only a small amount of force need be em­ployed: hence the use of mil­it­ary weapons and whole­sale de­cap­it­a­tion. In both cases, how­ever, the end in view is to get rid of wicked people, and to give com­fort and re­lief to the good130 …

				Chi-sun asked Jan Yu, say­ing: “Have you, Sir, ac­quired your mil­it­ary aptitude by study, or is it in­nate?” Jan Yu replied: “It has been ac­quired by study.”131 “How can that be so,” said Chi-sun, “see­ing that you are a dis­ciple of Con­fucius?” “It is a fact,” replied Jan Yu; “I was taught by Con­fucius. It is fit­ting that the great Sage should ex­er­cise both civil and mil­it­ary func­tions, though to be sure my in­struc­tion in the art of fight­ing has not yet gone very far.”

				Now, who the au­thor was of this ri­gid dis­tinc­tion between the “civil” and the “mil­it­ary,” and the lim­it­a­tion of each to a sep­ar­ate sphere of ac­tion, or in what year of which dyn­asty it was first in­tro­duced, is more than I can say. But, at any rate, it has come about that the mem­bers of the gov­ern­ing class are quite afraid of en­lar­ging on mil­it­ary top­ics, or do so only in a shame­faced man­ner. If any are bold enough to dis­cuss the sub­ject, they are at once set down as ec­cent­ric in­di­vidu­als of coarse and bru­tal propensit­ies. This is an ex­traordin­ary in­stance in which, through sheer lack of reas­on­ing, men un­hap­pily lose sight of fun­da­ment­al prin­ciples.132

				When the Duke of Chou was min­is­ter un­der Chʽêng Wang, he reg­u­lated ce­re­mon­ies and made mu­sic, and ven­er­ated the arts of schol­ar­ship and learn­ing; yet when the bar­bar­i­ans of the River Huai re­vol­ted,133 he sal­lied forth and chas­tised them. When Con­fucius held of­fice un­der the Duke of Lu, and a meet­ing was con­vened at Chia-ku,134 he said: “If pa­cific ne­go­ti­ations are in pro­gress, war­like pre­par­a­tions should have been made be­fore­hand.” He re­buked and shamed the Mar­quis of Chʽi, who cowered un­der him and dared not pro­ceed to vi­ol­ence. How can it be said that these two great Sages had no know­ledge of mil­it­ary mat­ters?135

			

			We have seen that the great Chu Hsi held Sun Tzǔ in high es­teem. He also ap­peals to the au­thor­ity of the Clas­sics:—

			
				Our Mas­ter Con­fucius, an­swer­ing Duke Ling of Wei, said: “I have nev­er stud­ied mat­ters con­nec­ted with armies and bat­talions.”136 Reply­ing to Kʽung Wên-tzǔ, he said: “I have not been in­struc­ted about buff-coats and weapons.”137 But if we turn to the meet­ing at Chia-ku,138 we find that he used armed force against the men of Lai,139 so that the mar­quis of Chʽi was over­awed. Again, when the in­hab­it­ants of Pi re­vol­ted; he ordered his of­ficers to at­tack them, whereupon they were de­feated and fled in con­fu­sion.140 He once uttered the words: “If I fight, I con­quer.”141 And Jan Yu also said: “The Sage ex­er­cises both civil and mil­it­ary func­tions.”142 Can it be a fact that Con­fucius nev­er stud­ied or re­ceived in­struc­tion in the art of war? We can only say that he did not spe­cially choose mat­ters con­nec­ted with armies and fight­ing to be the sub­ject of his teach­ing.143

			

			Sun Hsing-yen, the ed­it­or of Sun Tzǔ, writes in sim­il­ar strain:—

			
				Con­fucius said: “I am un­versed in mil­it­ary mat­ters.”144 He also said: “If I fight, I con­quer.”144 Con­fucius ordered ce­re­mon­ies and reg­u­lated mu­sic. Now war con­sti­tutes one of the five classes of State ce­re­mo­ni­al,145 and must not be treated as an in­de­pend­ent branch of study. Hence, the words “I am un­versed in” must be taken to mean that there are things which even an in­spired Teach­er does not know. Those who have to lead an army and de­vise stratagems, must learn the art of war. But if one can com­mand the ser­vices of a good gen­er­al like Sun Tzǔ, who was em­ployed by Wu Tzǔ-hsü, there is no need to learn it one­self. Hence the re­mark ad­ded by Con­fucius: “If I fight, I con­quer.”146

				The men of the present day, how­ever, will­fully in­ter­pret these words of Con­fucius in their nar­row­est sense, as though he meant that books on the art of war were not worth read­ing. With blind per­sist­ency, they ad­duce the ex­ample of Chao Kua, who pored over his fath­er’s books to no pur­pose,147 as a proof that all mil­it­ary the­ory is use­less. Again, see­ing that books on war have to do with such things as op­por­tunism in design­ing plans, and the con­ver­sion of spies, they hold that the art is im­mor­al and un­worthy of a sage. These people ig­nore the fact that the stud­ies of our schol­ars and the civil ad­min­is­tra­tion of our of­fi­cials also re­quire steady ap­plic­a­tion and prac­tice be­fore ef­fi­ciency is reached. The an­cients were par­tic­u­larly chary of al­low­ing mere novices to botch their work.148 Weapons are bane­ful149 and fight­ing per­il­ous; and un­less a gen­er­al is in con­stant prac­tice, he ought not to haz­ard oth­er men’s lives in battle.150 Hence it is es­sen­tial that Sun Tzǔ’s 13 chapters should be stud­ied.151

				Hsiang Li­ang used to in­struct his neph­ew Chi152 in the art of war. Chi got a rough idea of the art in its gen­er­al bear­ings, but would not pur­sue his stud­ies to their prop­er out­come, the con­sequence be­ing that he was fi­nally de­feated and over­thrown. He did not real­ize that the tricks and ar­ti­fices of war are bey­ond verbal com­pu­ta­tion. Duke Hsiang of Sung153 and King Yen of Hsü154 were brought to de­struc­tion by their mis­placed hu­man­ity. The treach­er­ous and un­der­hand nature of war ne­ces­sit­ates the use of guile and stratagem suited to the oc­ca­sion. There is a case on re­cord of Con­fucius him­self hav­ing vi­ol­ated an ex­tor­ted oath,155 and also of his hav­ing left the Sung State in dis­guise.156 Can we then reck­lessly ar­raign Sun Tzǔ for dis­reg­ard­ing truth and hon­esty?157
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			Con­sid­er­ing the high pop­u­lar es­tim­a­tion in which 諸葛亮 Chu-ko Li­ang has al­ways been held, it is not sur­pris­ing to find more than one work on war ascribed to his pen. Such are (1) the 十六策 Shih Liu Tsʽê (1 chüan), pre­served in the 永樂大典 Yung Lo Ta Tien; (2) 將苑 Chi­ang Yüan (1 chüan); and (3) 心書 Hsin Shu (1 chüan), which steals whole­sale from Sun Tzǔ. None of these has the slight­est claim to be con­sidered genu­ine.
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			通典 Tʽung Tien (circa 800 AD), ch. 148–162

			太平御覧 Tʽai Pʽing Yu Lan (983), ch. 270–35.
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			淵鑑類函 Yüan Chi­en Lei Han (1710), ch. 206–229

			古今圖書集成 Ku Chin Tʽu Shu Chi Chʽeng (1726), sec­tion XXX, esp. ch. 81–90

			續文獻通考 Hsu Wen Hsien Tʽung Kʽao (1784), ch. 121–134

			皇朝經世文編 Huang Chʽao Ching Shih Wen Pien (1826), ch. 76, 77.

			The bib­li­o­graph­ic­al sec­tions of cer­tain his­tor­ic­al works also de­serve men­tion:—

			前漢書 Chʽi­en Han Shu, ch. 30.

			隋書 Sui Shu, ch. 32–35

			舊唐書 Chiu Tʽang Shu, ch. 46, 47.

			新唐書 Hsin Tʽang Shu, ch. 57,60.

			宋史 Sung Shih, ch. 202–209

			通志 Tʽung Chih (circa 1150), ch. 68.

			To these of course must be ad­ded the great Cata­logue of the Im­per­i­al Lib­rary:—

			四庫全書總目提要 Ssǔ Kʽu Chʽüan Shu Tsung Mu Tʽi Yao (1790), ch. 99, 100.

		
	
		
			The Art of War

		
	
		
			
				I

				Lay­ing Plans168

			
			Sun Tzǔ said: The art of war is of vi­tal im­port­ance to the State.

			It is a mat­ter of life and death, a road either to safety or to ru­in. Hence it is a sub­ject of in­quiry which can on no ac­count be neg­lected.

			The art of war, then, is gov­erned by five con­stant factors, to be taken in­to ac­count in one’s de­lib­er­a­tions, when seek­ing to de­term­ine the con­di­tions ob­tain­ing in the field.169

			These are: (1) The Mor­al Law; (2) Heav­en; (3) Earth; (4) The Com­mand­er; (5) Meth­od and dis­cip­line.170

			The Mor­al Law causes the people to be in com­plete ac­cord with their ruler, so that they will fol­low him re­gard­less of their lives, un­dis­mayed by any danger.171

			Heav­en sig­ni­fies night and day, cold and heat, times and sea­sons.172

			Earth com­prises dis­tances, great and small; danger and se­cur­ity; open ground and nar­row passes; the chances of life and death.173

			The Com­mand­er stands for the vir­tues of wis­dom, sin­cer­ity, be­ne­vol­ence, cour­age and strict­ness.174

			By Meth­od and dis­cip­line are to be un­der­stood the mar­shal­ing of the army in its prop­er sub­di­vi­sions, the gradu­ations of rank among the of­ficers, the main­ten­ance of roads by which sup­plies may reach the army, and the con­trol of mil­it­ary ex­pendit­ure.175

			These five heads should be fa­mil­i­ar to every gen­er­al: he who knows them will be vic­tori­ous; he who knows them not will fail.

			There­fore, in your de­lib­er­a­tions, when seek­ing to de­term­ine the mil­it­ary con­di­tions, let them be made the basis of a com­par­is­on, in this wise:—176

			
					
					Which of the two sov­er­eigns is im­bued with the Mor­al law?177

				

					
					Which of the two gen­er­als has most abil­ity?

				

					
					With whom lie the ad­vant­ages de­rived from Heav­en and Earth?178

				

					
					On which side is dis­cip­line most rig­or­ously en­forced?179

				

					
					Which army is stronger?180

				

					
					On which side are of­ficers and men more highly trained?181

				

					
					In which army is there the great­er con­stancy both in re­ward and pun­ish­ment?182

				

			

			By means of these sev­en con­sid­er­a­tions I can fore­cast vic­tory or de­feat.

			The gen­er­al that hearkens to my coun­sel and acts upon it, will con­quer:—let such a one be re­tained in com­mand! The gen­er­al that hearkens not to my coun­sel nor acts upon it, will suf­fer de­feat:—let such a one be dis­missed!183

			While heed­ing the profit of my coun­sel, avail your­self also of any help­ful cir­cum­stances over and bey­ond the or­din­ary rules.184

			Ac­cord­ing as cir­cum­stances are fa­vour­able, one should modi­fy one’s plans.185

			All war­fare is based on de­cep­tion.186

			Hence, when able to at­tack, we must seem un­able; when us­ing our forces, we must seem in­act­ive; when we are near, we must make the en­emy be­lieve we are far away; when far away, we must make him be­lieve we are near.

			Hold out baits to en­tice the en­emy. Feign dis­order, and crush him.187

			If he is se­cure at all points, be pre­pared for him. If he is in su­per­i­or strength, evade him.188

			If your op­pon­ent is of choler­ic tem­per, seek to ir­rit­ate him. Pre­tend to be weak, that he may grow ar­rog­ant.189

			If he is tak­ing his ease, give him no rest.190 If his forces are united, sep­ar­ate them.191

			At­tack him where he is un­pre­pared, ap­pear where you are not ex­pec­ted.

			These mil­it­ary devices, lead­ing to vic­tory, must not be di­vulged be­fore­hand.192

			Now the gen­er­al who wins a battle makes many cal­cu­la­tions in his temple ere the battle is fought.193 The gen­er­al who loses a battle makes but few cal­cu­la­tions be­fore­hand. Thus do many cal­cu­la­tions lead to vic­tory, and few cal­cu­la­tions to de­feat: how much more no cal­cu­la­tion at all! It is by at­ten­tion to this point that I can fore­see who is likely to win or lose.

		
	
		
			
				II

				Wa­ging War194

			
			Sun Tzǔ said: In the op­er­a­tions of war, where there are in the field a thou­sand swift chari­ots, as many heavy chari­ots, and a hun­dred thou­sand mail-clad sol­diers,195 with pro­vi­sions enough to carry them a thou­sand li,196 the ex­pendit­ure at home and at the front, in­clud­ing en­ter­tain­ment of guests, small items such as glue and paint, and sums spent on chari­ots and ar­mor, will reach the total of a thou­sand ounces of sil­ver per day.197 Such is the cost of rais­ing an army of 100,000 men.198

			When you en­gage in ac­tu­al fight­ing, if vic­tory is long in com­ing, then men’s weapons will grow dull and their ar­dor will be damped.199 If you lay siege to a town, you will ex­haust your strength.200

			Again, if the cam­paign is pro­trac­ted, the re­sources of the State will not be equal to the strain.201

			Now, when your weapons are dulled, your ar­dor damped, your strength ex­hausted and your treas­ure spent, oth­er chief­tains will spring up to take ad­vant­age of your ex­tremity. Then no man, how­ever wise, will be able to avert the con­sequences that must en­sue.202

			Thus, though we have heard of stu­pid haste in war, clev­erness has nev­er been seen as­so­ci­ated with long delays.203

			There is no in­stance of a coun­try hav­ing be­nefited from pro­longed war­fare.204

			It is only one who is thor­oughly ac­quain­ted with the evils of war that can thor­oughly un­der­stand the prof­it­able way of car­ry­ing it on.205

			The skil­ful sol­dier does not raise a second levy, neither are his sup­ply-wag­ons loaded more than twice.206

			Bring war ma­ter­i­al with you from home, but for­age on the en­emy. Thus the army will have food enough for its needs.207

			Poverty of the State ex­chequer causes an army to be main­tained by con­tri­bu­tions from a dis­tance. Con­trib­ut­ing to main­tain an army at a dis­tance causes the people to be im­pov­er­ished.208

			On the oth­er hand, the prox­im­ity of an army causes prices to go up; and high prices cause the people’s sub­stance to be drained away.209

			When their sub­stance is drained away, the peas­antry will be af­flic­ted by heavy ex­ac­tions.210

			With this loss of sub­stance and ex­haus­tion of strength, the homes of the people will be stripped bare, and three-tenths of their in­come will be dis­sip­ated;211 while gov­ern­ment ex­penses for broken chari­ots, worn-out horses, breast­plates and hel­mets, bows and ar­rows, spears and shields, pro­tect­ive mantles, draught-ox­en and heavy wag­ons, will amount to four-tenths of its total rev­en­ue.212

			Hence a wise gen­er­al makes a point of for­aging on the en­emy. One cart­load of the en­emy’s pro­vi­sions is equi­val­ent to twenty of one’s own, and like­wise a single picul of his provender is equi­val­ent to twenty from one’s own store.213

			Now in or­der to kill the en­emy, our men must be roused to an­ger; that there may be ad­vant­age from de­feat­ing the en­emy, they must have their re­wards.214

			There­fore in chari­ot fight­ing, when ten or more chari­ots have been taken, those should be re­war­ded who took the first.215 Our own flags should be sub­sti­tuted for those of the en­emy, and the chari­ots mingled and used in con­junc­tion with ours. The cap­tured sol­diers should be kindly treated and kept.

			This is called, us­ing the conquered foe to aug­ment one’s own strength.

			In war, then, let your great ob­ject be vic­tory, not lengthy cam­paigns.216

			Thus it may be known that the lead­er of armies is the ar­bit­er of the people’s fate, the man on whom it de­pends wheth­er the na­tion shall be in peace or in per­il.217

		
	
		
			
				III

				At­tack by Stratagem

			
			Sun Tzǔ said: In the prac­tic­al art of war, the best thing of all is to take the en­emy’s coun­try whole and in­tact; to shat­ter and des­troy it is not so good. So, too, it is bet­ter to cap­ture an army en­tire than to des­troy it, to cap­ture a re­gi­ment, a de­tach­ment or a com­pany en­tire than to des­troy them.218

			Hence to fight and con­quer in all your battles is not su­preme ex­cel­lence; su­preme ex­cel­lence con­sists in break­ing the en­emy’s res­ist­ance without fight­ing.219

			Thus the highest form of gen­er­al­ship is to baulk the en­emy’s plans;220 the next best is to pre­vent the junc­tion of the en­emy’s forces;221 the next in or­der is to at­tack the en­emy’s army in the field;222 and the worst policy of all is to be­siege walled cit­ies.223

			The rule is, not to be­siege walled cit­ies if it can pos­sibly be avoided.224 The pre­par­a­tion of mant­lets, mov­able shel­ters, and vari­ous im­ple­ments of war, will take up three whole months;225 and the pil­ing up of mounds over against the walls will take three months more.226

			The gen­er­al, un­able to con­trol his ir­rit­a­tion, will launch his men to the as­sault like swarm­ing ants,227 with the res­ult that one-third of his men are slain, while the town still re­mains un­taken. Such are the dis­astrous ef­fects of a siege.228

			There­fore the skil­ful lead­er sub­dues the en­emy’s troops without any fight­ing; he cap­tures their cit­ies without lay­ing siege to them; he over­throws their king­dom without lengthy op­er­a­tions in the field.229

			With his forces in­tact he will dis­pute the mas­tery of the Em­pire, and thus, without los­ing a man, his tri­umph will be com­plete.230 This is the meth­od of at­tack­ing by stratagem.

			It is the rule in war, if our forces are ten to the en­emy’s one, to sur­round him; if five to one, to at­tack him;231 if twice as nu­mer­ous, to di­vide our army in­to two.232

			If equally matched, we can of­fer battle;233 if slightly in­feri­or in num­bers, we can avoid the en­emy;234 if quite un­equal in every way, we can flee from him.

			Hence, though an ob­stin­ate fight may be made by a small force, in the end it must be cap­tured by the lar­ger force.235

			Now the gen­er­al is the bul­wark of the State; if the bul­wark is com­plete at all points; the State will be strong; if the bul­wark is de­fect­ive, the State will be weak.236

			There are three ways in which a ruler can bring mis­for­tune upon his army:—

			
					
					By com­mand­ing the army to ad­vance or to re­treat, be­ing ig­nor­ant of the fact that it can­not obey. This is called hob­bling the army.237

				

					
					By at­tempt­ing to gov­ern an army in the same way as he ad­min­is­ters a king­dom, be­ing ig­nor­ant of the con­di­tions which ob­tain in an army. This causes rest­less­ness in the sol­dier’s minds.238

				

					
					By em­ploy­ing the of­ficers of his army without dis­crim­in­a­tion,239 through ig­nor­ance of the mil­it­ary prin­ciple of ad­apt­a­tion to cir­cum­stances. This shakes the con­fid­ence of the sol­diers.240

				

			

			But when the army is rest­less and dis­trust­ful, trouble is sure to come from the oth­er feud­al princes. This is simply bring­ing an­archy in­to the army, and fling­ing vic­tory away.241

			Thus we may know that there are five es­sen­tials for vic­tory:

			
					
					He will win who knows when to fight and when not to fight.242

				

					
					He will win who knows how to handle both su­per­i­or and in­feri­or forces.243

				

					
					He will win whose army is an­im­ated by the same spir­it through­out all its ranks.244

				

					
					He will win who, pre­pared him­self, waits to take the en­emy un­pre­pared.

				

					
					He will win who has mil­it­ary ca­pa­city and is not in­terfered with by the sov­er­eign.245

				

			

			Vic­tory lies in the know­ledge of these five points.246

			Hence the say­ing: If you know the en­emy and know your­self, you need not fear the res­ult of a hun­dred battles. If you know your­self but not the en­emy, for every vic­tory gained you will also suf­fer a de­feat.247 If you know neither the en­emy nor your­self, you will suc­cumb in every battle.248

		
	
		
			
				IV

				Tac­tic­al Dis­pos­i­tions249

			
			Sun Tzǔ said: The good fight­ers of old first put them­selves bey­ond the pos­sib­il­ity of de­feat, and then waited for an op­por­tun­ity of de­feat­ing the en­emy.

			To se­cure ourselves against de­feat lies in our own hands, but the op­por­tun­ity of de­feat­ing the en­emy is provided by the en­emy him­self.250

			Thus the good fight­er is able to se­cure him­self against de­feat,251 but can­not make cer­tain of de­feat­ing the en­emy.252

			Hence the say­ing: One may know how to con­quer without be­ing able to do it.253

			Se­cur­ity against de­feat im­plies de­fens­ive tac­tics; abil­ity to de­feat the en­emy means tak­ing the of­fens­ive.254

			Stand­ing on the de­fens­ive in­dic­ates in­suf­fi­cient strength; at­tack­ing, a su­per­abund­ance of strength.

			The gen­er­al who is skilled in de­fence hides in the most secret re­cesses of the earth;255 he who is skilled in at­tack flashes forth from the top­most heights of heav­en.256 Thus on the one hand we have abil­ity to pro­tect ourselves; on the oth­er, a vic­tory that is com­plete.257

			To see vic­tory only when it is with­in the ken of the com­mon herd is not the acme of ex­cel­lence.258

			Neither is it the acme of ex­cel­lence if you fight and con­quer and the whole Em­pire says, “Well done!”259

			To lift an au­tumn hair is no sign of great strength;260 to see the sun and moon is no sign of sharp sight; to hear the noise of thun­der is no sign of a quick ear.261

			What the an­cients called a clev­er fight­er is one who not only wins, but ex­cels in win­ning with ease.262

			Hence his vic­tor­ies bring him neither repu­ta­tion for wis­dom nor cred­it for cour­age.263

			He wins his battles by mak­ing no mis­takes.264 Mak­ing no mis­takes is what es­tab­lishes the cer­tainty of vic­tory, for it means con­quer­ing an en­emy that is already de­feated.265

			Hence the skil­ful fight­er puts him­self in­to a po­s­i­tion which makes de­feat im­possible, and does not miss the mo­ment for de­feat­ing the en­emy.266

			Thus it is that in war the vic­tori­ous strategist only seeks battle after the vic­tory has been won, where­as he who is destined to de­feat first fights and af­ter­wards looks for vic­tory.267

			The con­sum­mate lead­er cul­tiv­ates the mor­al law, and strictly ad­heres to meth­od and dis­cip­line;268 thus it is in his power to con­trol suc­cess.

			In re­spect of mil­it­ary meth­od, we have, firstly, Meas­ure­ment; secondly, Es­tim­a­tion of quant­ity; thirdly, Cal­cu­la­tion; fourthly, Bal­an­cing of chances; fifthly, Vic­tory.

			Meas­ure­ment owes its ex­ist­ence to Earth; Es­tim­a­tion of quant­ity to Meas­ure­ment; Cal­cu­la­tion to Es­tim­a­tion of quant­ity; Bal­an­cing of chances to Cal­cu­la­tion; and Vic­tory to Bal­an­cing of chances.269

			A vic­tori­ous army op­posed to a routed one, is as a pound’s weight placed in the scale against a single grain.270

			The on­rush of a con­quer­ing force is like the burst­ing of pent-up wa­ters in­to a chasm a thou­sand fathoms deep.271

		
	
		
			
				V

				En­ergy272

			
			Sun Tzǔ said: The con­trol of a large force is the same prin­ciple as the con­trol of a few men: it is merely a ques­tion of di­vid­ing up their num­bers.273

			Fight­ing with a large army un­der your com­mand is no­wise dif­fer­ent from fight­ing with a small one: it is merely a ques­tion of in­sti­tut­ing signs and sig­nals.274

			To en­sure that your whole host may with­stand the brunt of the en­emy’s at­tack and re­main un­shaken—this is ef­fected by man­oeuvres dir­ect and in­dir­ect.275

			That the im­pact of your army may be like a grind­stone dashed against an egg—this is ef­fected by the sci­ence of weak points and strong.276

			In all fight­ing, the dir­ect meth­od may be used for join­ing battle, but in­dir­ect meth­ods will be needed in or­der to se­cure vic­tory.277

			In­dir­ect tac­tics, ef­fi­ciently ap­plied, are in­ex­haust­ible as Heav­en and Earth, un­end­ing as the flow of rivers and streams;278 like the sun and moon, they end but to be­gin anew; like the four sea­sons, they pass away to re­turn once more.279

			There are not more than five mu­sic­al notes,280 yet the com­bin­a­tions of these five give rise to more melod­ies than can ever be heard.

			There are not more than five primary col­ors,281 yet in com­bin­a­tion they pro­duce more hues than can ever been seen.

			There are not more than five car­din­al tastes,282 yet com­bin­a­tions of them yield more fla­vors than can ever be tasted.

			In battle, there are not more than two meth­ods of at­tack—the dir­ect and the in­dir­ect; yet these two in com­bin­a­tion give rise to an end­less series of man­oeuvres.

			The dir­ect and the in­dir­ect lead on to each oth­er in turn. It is like mov­ing in a circle—you nev­er come to an end. Who can ex­haust the pos­sib­il­it­ies of their com­bin­a­tion?283

			The on­set of troops is like the rush of a tor­rent which will even roll stones along in its course.

			The qual­ity of de­cision is like the well-timed swoop of a fal­con which en­ables it to strike and des­troy its vic­tim.284

			There­fore the good fight­er will be ter­rible in his on­set, and prompt in his de­cision.285

			En­ergy may be likened to the bend­ing of a cross­bow; de­cision, to the re­leas­ing of a trig­ger.286

			Amid the tur­moil and tu­mult of battle, there may be seem­ing dis­order and yet no real dis­order at all; amid con­fu­sion and chaos, your ar­ray may be without head or tail, yet it will be proof against de­feat.287

			Sim­u­lated dis­order pos­tu­lates per­fect dis­cip­line, sim­u­lated fear pos­tu­lates cour­age; sim­u­lated weak­ness pos­tu­lates strength.288

			Hid­ing or­der be­neath the cloak of dis­order is simply a ques­tion of sub­di­vi­sion;289 con­ceal­ing cour­age un­der a show of timid­ity pre­sup­poses a fund of lat­ent en­ergy;290 mask­ing strength with weak­ness is to be ef­fected by tac­tic­al dis­pos­i­tions.291

			Thus one who is skil­ful at keep­ing the en­emy on the move main­tains de­ceit­ful ap­pear­ances, ac­cord­ing to which the en­emy will act.292 He sac­ri­fices some­thing, that the en­emy may snatch at it.293

			By hold­ing out baits, he keeps him on the march; then with a body of picked men he lies in wait for him.294

			The clev­er com­batant looks to the ef­fect of com­bined en­ergy, and does not re­quire too much from in­di­vidu­als.295 Hence his abil­ity to pick out the right men and util­ize com­bined en­ergy.296

			When he util­izes com­bined en­ergy, his fight­ing men be­come as it were like un­to rolling logs or stones. For it is the nature of a log or stone to re­main mo­tion­less on level ground, and to move when on a slope; if four-cornered, to come to a stand­still, but if round-shaped, to go rolling down.297

			Thus the en­ergy de­veloped by good fight­ing men is as the mo­mentum of a round stone rolled down a moun­tain thou­sands of feet in height. So much on the sub­ject of en­ergy.298

		
	
		
			
				VI

				Weak Points and Strong299

			
			Sun Tzǔ said: Who­ever is first in the field and awaits the com­ing of the en­emy, will be fresh for the fight; who­ever is second in the field and has to hasten to battle will ar­rive ex­hausted.300

			There­fore the clev­er com­batant im­poses his will on the en­emy, but does not al­low the en­emy’s will to be im­posed on him.301

			By hold­ing out ad­vant­ages to him, he can cause the en­emy to ap­proach of his own ac­cord; or, by in­flict­ing dam­age, he can make it im­possible for the en­emy to draw near.302

			If the en­emy is tak­ing his ease, he can har­ass him;303 if well sup­plied with food, he can starve him out;304 if quietly en­camped, he can force him to move.305

			Ap­pear at points which the en­emy must hasten to de­fend; march swiftly to places where you are not ex­pec­ted.306

			An army may march great dis­tances without dis­tress, if it marches through coun­try where the en­emy is not.307

			You can be sure of suc­ceed­ing in your at­tacks if you only at­tack places which are un­defen­ded.308 You can en­sure the safety of your de­fence if you only hold po­s­i­tions that can­not be at­tacked.309

			Hence that gen­er­al is skil­ful in at­tack whose op­pon­ent does not know what to de­fend; and he is skil­ful in de­fence whose op­pon­ent does not know what to at­tack.310

			O di­vine art of sub­tlety and secrecy! Through you we learn to be in­vis­ible, through you in­aud­ible;311 and hence we can hold the en­emy’s fate in our hands.312

			You may ad­vance and be ab­so­lutely ir­res­ist­ible, if you make for the en­emy’s weak points; you may re­tire and be safe from pur­suit if your move­ments are more rap­id than those of the en­emy.313

			If we wish to fight, the en­emy can be forced to an en­gage­ment even though he be sheltered be­hind a high ram­part and a deep ditch. All we need do is at­tack some oth­er place that he will be ob­liged to re­lieve.314

			If we do not wish to fight, we can pre­vent the en­emy from en­ga­ging us even though the lines of our en­camp­ment be merely traced out on the ground. All we need do is to throw some­thing odd and un­ac­count­able in his way.315

			By dis­cov­er­ing the en­emy’s dis­pos­i­tions and re­main­ing in­vis­ible ourselves, we can keep our forces con­cen­trated, while the en­emy’s must be di­vided.316

			We can form a single united body, while the en­emy must split up in­to frac­tions. Hence there will be a whole pit­ted against sep­ar­ate parts of a whole,317 which means that we shall be many to the en­emy’s few.

			And if we are able thus to at­tack an in­feri­or force with a su­per­i­or one, our op­pon­ents will be in dire straits.318

			The spot where we in­tend to fight must not be made known; for then the en­emy will have to pre­pare against a pos­sible at­tack at sev­er­al dif­fer­ent points;319 and his forces be­ing thus dis­trib­uted in many dir­ec­tions, the num­bers we shall have to face at any giv­en point will be pro­por­tion­ately few.

			For should the en­emy strengthen his van, he will weak­en his rear; should he strengthen his rear, he will weak­en his van; should he strengthen his left, he will weak­en his right; should he strengthen his right, he will weak­en his left. If he sends re­in­force­ments every­where, he will every­where be weak.320

			Nu­mer­ic­al weak­ness comes from hav­ing to pre­pare against pos­sible at­tacks; nu­mer­ic­al strength, from com­pel­ling our ad­versary to make these pre­par­a­tions against us.321

			Know­ing the place and the time of the com­ing battle, we may con­cen­trate from the greatest dis­tances in or­der to fight.322

			But if neither time nor place be known, then the left wing will be im­pot­ent to suc­cor the right, the right equally im­pot­ent to suc­cor the left, the van un­able to re­lieve the rear, or the rear to sup­port the van. How much more so if the fur­thest por­tions of the army are any­thing un­der a hun­dred li apart, and even the nearest are sep­ar­ated by sev­er­al li!323

			Though ac­cord­ing to my es­tim­ate the sol­diers of Yüeh ex­ceed our own in num­ber, that shall ad­vant­age them noth­ing in the mat­ter of vic­tory.324 I say then that vic­tory can be achieved.325

			Though the en­emy be stronger in num­bers, we may pre­vent him from fight­ing.326 Scheme so as to dis­cov­er his plans and the like­li­hood of their suc­cess.327

			Rouse him, and learn the prin­ciple of his activ­ity or in­activ­ity.328 Force him to re­veal him­self, so as to find out his vul­ner­able spots.329

			Care­fully com­pare the op­pos­ing army with your own,330 so that you may know where strength is su­per­abund­ant and where it is de­fi­cient.331

			In mak­ing tac­tic­al dis­pos­i­tions, the highest pitch you can at­tain is to con­ceal them;332 con­ceal your dis­pos­i­tions, and you will be safe from the pry­ing of the subtlest spies, from the mach­in­a­tions of the wisest brains.333

			How vic­tory may be pro­duced for them out of the en­emy’s own tac­tics—that is what the mul­ti­tude can­not com­pre­hend.334

			All men can see the tac­tics whereby I con­quer, but what none can see is the strategy out of which vic­tory is evolved.335

			Do not re­peat the tac­tics which have gained you one vic­tory, but let your meth­ods be reg­u­lated by the in­fin­ite vari­ety of cir­cum­stances.336

			Mil­it­ary tac­tics are like un­to wa­ter; for wa­ter in its nat­ur­al course runs away from high places and hastens down­wards.337

			So in war, the way is to avoid what is strong and to strike at what is weak.338

			Wa­ter shapes its course ac­cord­ing to the nature of the ground over which it flows;339 the sol­dier works out his vic­tory in re­la­tion to the foe whom he is fa­cing.

			There­fore, just as wa­ter re­tains no con­stant shape, so in war­fare there are no con­stant con­di­tions.

			He who can modi­fy his tac­tics in re­la­tion to his op­pon­ent and thereby suc­ceed in win­ning, may be called a heav­en-born cap­tain.

			The five ele­ments340 are not al­ways equally pre­dom­in­ant;341 the four sea­sons make way for each oth­er in turn.342 There are short days and long; the moon has its peri­ods of wan­ing and wax­ing.343

		
	
		
			
				VII

				Man­oeuv­ring344

			
			Sun Tzǔ said: In war, the gen­er­al re­ceives his com­mands from the sov­er­eign.345

			Hav­ing col­lec­ted an army and con­cen­trated his forces, he must blend and har­mon­ize the dif­fer­ent ele­ments there­of be­fore pitch­ing his camp.346

			After that, comes tac­tic­al man­oeuv­ring, than which there is noth­ing more dif­fi­cult.347 The dif­fi­culty of tac­tic­al man­oeuv­ring con­sists in turn­ing the de­vi­ous in­to the dir­ect, and mis­for­tune in­to gain.348

			Thus, to take a long and cir­cuit­ous route, after en­ti­cing the en­emy out of the way, and though start­ing after him, to con­trive to reach the goal be­fore him, shows know­ledge of the ar­ti­fice of de­vi­ation.349

			Man­oeuv­ring with an army is ad­vant­age­ous; with an un­dis­cip­lined mul­ti­tude, most dan­ger­ous.350

			If you set a fully equipped army in march in or­der to snatch an ad­vant­age, the chances are that you will be too late.351 On the oth­er hand, to de­tach a fly­ing column for the pur­pose in­volves the sac­ri­fice of its bag­gage and stores.352

			Thus, if you or­der your men to roll up their buff-coats,353 and make forced marches without halt­ing day or night, cov­er­ing double the usu­al dis­tance at a stretch,354 do­ing a hun­dred li in or­der to wrest an ad­vant­age, the lead­ers of all your three di­vi­sions will fall in­to the hands of the en­emy.

			The stronger men will be in front, the jaded ones will fall be­hind, and on this plan only one-tenth of your army will reach its des­tin­a­tion.355

			If you march fifty li in or­der to out­man­oeuvre the en­emy, you will lose the lead­er of your first di­vi­sion, and only half your force will reach the goal.356

			If you march thirty li with the same ob­ject, two-thirds of your army will ar­rive.357

			We may take it then that an army without its bag­gage-train is lost; without pro­vi­sions it is lost; without bases of sup­ply it is lost.358

			We can­not enter in­to al­li­ances un­til we are ac­quain­ted with the designs of our neigh­bors.359

			We are not fit to lead an army on the march un­less we are fa­mil­i­ar with the face of the coun­try—its moun­tains and forests, its pit­falls360 and pre­cip­ices,361 its marshes362 and swamps.363

			We shall be un­able to turn nat­ur­al ad­vant­age to ac­count un­less we make use of loc­al guides.364

			In war, prac­tice dis­sim­u­la­tion, and you will suc­ceed.365 Move only if there is a real ad­vant­age to be gained.366

			Wheth­er to con­cen­trate or to di­vide your troops, must be de­cided by cir­cum­stances.

			Let your rapid­ity be that of the wind,367 your com­pact­ness that of the forest.368

			In raid­ing and plun­der­ing be like fire,369 in im­mov­ab­il­ity like a moun­tain.370

			Let your plans be dark and im­pen­et­rable as night, and when you move, fall like a thun­der­bolt.371

			When you plun­der a coun­tryside, let the spoil be di­vided amongst your men;372 when you cap­ture new ter­rit­ory, cut it up in­to al­lot­ments for the be­ne­fit of the sol­diery.373

			Pon­der and de­lib­er­ate374 be­fore you make a move.375

			He will con­quer who has learnt the ar­ti­fice of de­vi­ation.376 Such is the art of man­oeuv­ring.377

			The Book of Army Man­age­ment says:378 On the field of battle,379 the spoken word does not carry far enough: hence the in­sti­tu­tion of gongs and drums.380 Nor can or­din­ary ob­jects be seen clearly enough: hence the in­sti­tu­tion of ban­ners and flags.

			Gongs and drums, ban­ners and flags, are means whereby the ears and eyes of the host381 may be fo­cused on one par­tic­u­lar point.382

			The host thus form­ing a single united body, is it im­possible either for the brave to ad­vance alone, or for the cow­ardly to re­treat alone.383 This is the art of hand­ling large masses of men.

			In night-fight­ing, then, make much use of sig­nal-fires and drums, and in fight­ing by day, of flags and ban­ners, as a means of in­flu­en­cing the ears and eyes of your army.384

			A whole army may be robbed of its spir­it;385 a com­mand­er-in-chief may be robbed of his pres­ence of mind.386

			Now a sol­dier’s spir­it is keen­est in the morn­ing;387 by noonday it has be­gun to flag; and in the even­ing, his mind is bent only on re­turn­ing to camp.

			A clev­er gen­er­al, there­fore,388 avoids an army when its spir­it is keen, but at­tacks it when it is slug­gish and in­clined to re­turn. This is the art of study­ing moods.389

			Dis­cip­lined and calm, to await the ap­pear­ance of dis­order and hub­bub amongst the en­emy:—this is the art of re­tain­ing self-pos­ses­sion.

			To be near the goal while the en­emy is still far from it, to wait at ease390 while the en­emy is toil­ing and strug­gling, to be well-fed while the en­emy is fam­ished:—this is the art of hus­band­ing one’s strength.

			To re­frain from in­ter­cept­ing391 an en­emy whose ban­ners are in per­fect or­der, to re­frain from at­tack­ing an army drawn up in calm and con­fid­ent ar­ray:392—this is the art of study­ing cir­cum­stances.393

			It is a mil­it­ary ax­iom not to ad­vance up­hill against the en­emy, nor to op­pose him when he comes down­hill.394

			Do not pur­sue an en­emy who sim­u­lates flight; do not at­tack sol­diers whose tem­per is keen.

			Do not swal­low bait offered by the en­emy.395 Do not in­ter­fere with an army that is re­turn­ing home.396

			When you sur­round an army, leave an out­let free.397 Do not press a des­per­ate foe too hard.398

			Such is the art of war­fare.399

		
	
		
			
				VIII

				Vari­ation of Tac­tics400

			
			Sun Tzǔ said: In war, the gen­er­al re­ceives his com­mands from the sov­er­eign, col­lects his army and con­cen­trates his forces.401

			When in dif­fi­cult coun­try, do not en­camp.402 In coun­try where high roads in­ter­sect, join hands with your al­lies.403 Do not linger in dan­ger­ously isol­ated po­s­i­tions.404 In hemmed-in situ­ations, you must re­sort to stratagem.405 In a des­per­ate po­s­i­tion, you must fight.406

			There are roads which must not be fol­lowed,407 armies which must not be at­tacked,408 towns409 which must not be be­sieged,410 po­s­i­tions which must not be con­tested, com­mands of the sov­er­eign which must not be obeyed.411

			The gen­er­al who thor­oughly un­der­stands the ad­vant­ages that ac­com­pany vari­ation of tac­tics knows how to handle his troops.412

			The gen­er­al who does not un­der­stand these, may be well ac­quain­ted with the con­fig­ur­a­tion of the coun­try, yet he will not be able to turn his know­ledge to prac­tic­al ac­count.413

			So, the stu­dent of war who is un­versed in the art of vary­ing his plans, even though he be ac­quain­ted with the Five Ad­vant­ages, will fail to make the best use of his men.414

			Hence in the wise lead­er’s plans, con­sid­er­a­tions of ad­vant­age and of dis­ad­vant­age will be blen­ded to­geth­er.415

			If our ex­pect­a­tion of ad­vant­age be tempered in this way, we may suc­ceed in ac­com­plish­ing the es­sen­tial part of our schemes.416

			If, on the oth­er hand, in the midst of dif­fi­culties we are al­ways ready to seize an ad­vant­age, we may ex­tric­ate ourselves from mis­for­tune.417

			Re­duce the hos­tile chiefs by in­flict­ing dam­age on them;418 and make trouble for them,419 and keep them con­stantly en­gaged;420 hold out spe­cious al­lure­ments, and make them rush to any giv­en point.421

			The art of war teaches us to rely not on the like­li­hood of the en­emy’s not com­ing, but on our own read­i­ness to re­ceive him;422 not on the chance of his not at­tack­ing, but rather on the fact that we have made our po­s­i­tion un­as­sail­able.423

			There are five dan­ger­ous faults which may af­fect a gen­er­al:

			
					
					Reck­less­ness, which leads to de­struc­tion;424

				

					
					cow­ardice, which leads to cap­ture;425

				

					
					a hasty tem­per, which can be pro­voked by in­sults;426

				

					
					a del­ic­acy of hon­or which is sens­it­ive to shame;427

				

					
					over-so­li­citude for his men, which ex­poses him to worry and trouble.428

				

			

			These are the five be­set­ting sins of a gen­er­al, ru­in­ous to the con­duct of war.

			When an army is over­thrown and its lead­er slain, the cause will surely be found among these five dan­ger­ous faults. Let them be a sub­ject of med­it­a­tion.

		
	
		
			
				IX

				The Army on the March429

			
			Sun Tzǔ said: We come now to the ques­tion of en­camp­ing the army, and ob­serving signs of the en­emy.430 Pass quickly over moun­tains,431 and keep in the neigh­bor­hood of val­leys.432

			Camp in high places,433 fa­cing the sun.434 Do not climb heights in or­der to fight.435 So much for moun­tain war­fare.436

			After cross­ing a river, you should get far away from it.437

			When an in­vad­ing force crosses a river in its on­ward march, do not ad­vance to meet it in mid­stream. It will be best to let half the army get across, and then de­liv­er your at­tack.438

			If you are anxious to fight, you should not go to meet the in­vader near a river which he has to cross.439

			Moor your craft high­er up than the en­emy, and fa­cing the sun.440 Do not move up­stream to meet the en­emy.441 So much for river war­fare.

			In cross­ing salt-marshes, your sole con­cern should be to get over them quickly, without any delay.442

			If forced to fight in a salt-marsh, you should have wa­ter and grass near you, and get your back to a clump of trees.443 So much for op­er­a­tions in salt-marshes.

			In dry, level coun­try, take up an eas­ily ac­cess­ible po­s­i­tion444 with rising ground to your right and on your rear,445 so that the danger may be in front, and safety lie be­hind.446 So much for cam­paign­ing in flat coun­try.

			These are the four use­ful branches of mil­it­ary know­ledge447 which en­abled the Yel­low Em­per­or to van­quish four sev­er­al sov­er­eigns.448

			All armies prefer high ground to low,449 and sunny places to dark.

			If you are care­ful of your men,450 and camp on hard ground,451 the army will be free from dis­ease of every kind,452 and this will spell vic­tory.

			When you come to a hill or a bank, oc­cupy the sunny side, with the slope on your right rear. Thus you will at once act for the be­ne­fit of your sol­diers and util­ize the nat­ur­al ad­vant­ages of the ground.

			When, in con­sequence of heavy rains up­coun­try, a river which you wish to ford is swollen and flecked with foam, you must wait un­til it sub­sides.453

			Coun­try in which there are pre­cip­it­ous cliffs with tor­rents run­ning between,454 deep nat­ur­al hol­lows,455 con­fined places,456 tangled thick­ets,457 quag­mires458 and cre­vasses,459 should be left with all pos­sible speed and not ap­proached.

			While we keep away from such places, we should get the en­emy to ap­proach them; while we face them, we should let the en­emy have them on his rear.

			If in the neigh­bor­hood of your camp460 there should be any hilly coun­try,461 ponds sur­roun­ded by aquat­ic grass, hol­low basins filled with reeds,462 or woods with thick un­der­growth,463 they must be care­fully routed out and searched; for these are places where men in am­bush or in­si­di­ous spies are likely to be lurk­ing.464

			When the en­emy is close at hand and re­mains quiet, he is re­ly­ing on the nat­ur­al strength of his po­s­i­tion.465

			When he keeps aloof and tries to pro­voke a battle, he is anxious for the oth­er side to ad­vance.466

			If his place of en­camp­ment is easy of ac­cess, he is ten­der­ing a bait.467

			Move­ment amongst the trees of a forest shows that the en­emy is ad­van­cing.468 The ap­pear­ance of a num­ber of screens in the midst of thick grass means that the en­emy wants to make us sus­pi­cious.469

			The rising of birds in their flight is the sign of an am­bus­cade.470 Startled beasts in­dic­ate that a sud­den at­tack is com­ing.471

			When there is dust rising in a high column, it is the sign of chari­ots ad­van­cing; when the dust is low, but spread over a wide area, it be­tokens the ap­proach of in­fantry.472 When it branches out in dif­fer­ent dir­ec­tions, it shows that parties have been sent to col­lect fire­wood.473 A few clouds of dust mov­ing to and fro sig­ni­fy that the army is en­camp­ing.474

			Humble words and in­creased pre­par­a­tions are signs that the en­emy is about to ad­vance.475 Vi­ol­ent lan­guage and driv­ing for­ward as if to the at­tack are signs that he will re­treat.476

			When the light chari­ots477 come out first and take up a po­s­i­tion on the wings, it is a sign that the en­emy is form­ing for battle.478

			Peace pro­pos­als un­ac­com­pan­ied by a sworn cov­en­ant in­dic­ate a plot.479

			When there is much run­ning about480 and the sol­diers fall in­to rank,481 it means that the crit­ic­al mo­ment has come.482

			When some are seen ad­van­cing and some re­treat­ing, it is a lure.483

			When the sol­diers stand lean­ing on their spears, they are faint from want of food.484

			If those who are sent to draw wa­ter be­gin by drink­ing them­selves, the army is suf­fer­ing from thirst.485

			If the en­emy sees an ad­vant­age to be gained486 and makes no ef­fort to se­cure it, the sol­diers are ex­hausted.

			If birds gath­er on any spot, it is un­oc­cu­pied.487 Clam­or by night be­tokens nervous­ness.488

			If there is dis­turb­ance in the camp, the gen­er­al’s au­thor­ity is weak. If the ban­ners and flags are shif­ted about, sedi­tion is afoot.489 If the of­ficers are angry, it means that the men are weary.490

			When an army feeds its horses with grain and kills its cattle for food,491 and when the men do not hang their cook­ing-pots492 over the camp­fires,493 show­ing that they will not re­turn to their tents, you may know that they are de­term­ined to fight to the death.494

			The sight of men whis­per­ing to­geth­er495 in small knots496 or speak­ing in sub­dued tones497 points to dis­af­fec­tion amongst the rank and file.498

			Too fre­quent re­wards sig­ni­fy that the en­emy is at the end of his re­sources;499 too many pun­ish­ments be­tray a con­di­tion of dire dis­tress.500

			To be­gin by bluster, but af­ter­wards to take fright at the en­emy’s num­bers, shows a su­preme lack of in­tel­li­gence.501

			When en­voys are sent with com­pli­ments in their mouths, it is a sign that the en­emy wishes for a truce.502

			If the en­emy’s troops march up an­grily and re­main fa­cing ours for a long time without either join­ing battle or tak­ing them­selves off again, the situ­ation is one that de­mands great vi­gil­ance and cir­cum­spec­tion.503

			If our troops are no more in num­ber than the en­emy, that is amply suf­fi­cient;504 it only means that no dir­ect at­tack can be made.505 What we can do is simply to con­cen­trate all our avail­able strength, keep a close watch on the en­emy, and ob­tain re­in­force­ments.506

			He who ex­er­cises no fore­thought but makes light of his op­pon­ents is sure to be cap­tured by them.507

			If sol­diers are pun­ished be­fore they have grown at­tached to you, they will not prove sub­missive; and, un­less sub­missive, then will be prac­tic­ally use­less. If, when the sol­diers have be­come at­tached to you, pun­ish­ments are not en­forced, they will still be use­less.508

			There­fore sol­diers must be treated in the first in­stance with hu­man­ity, but kept un­der con­trol by means of iron dis­cip­line.509 This is a cer­tain road to vic­tory.

			If in train­ing sol­diers com­mands are ha­bitu­ally en­forced, the army will be well-dis­cip­lined; if not, its dis­cip­line will be bad.510

			If a gen­er­al shows con­fid­ence in his men but al­ways in­sists on his or­ders be­ing obeyed,511 the gain will be mu­tu­al.512

		
	
		
			
				X

				Ter­rain513

			
			Sun Tzǔ said: We may dis­tin­guish six kinds of ter­rain, to wit: (1) Ac­cess­ible ground;514 (2) en­tangling ground;515 (3) tem­por­iz­ing ground;516 (4) nar­row passes; (5) pre­cip­it­ous heights;517 (6) po­s­i­tions at a great dis­tance from the en­emy.518

			Ground which can be freely tra­versed by both sides is called ac­cess­ible.519

			With re­gard to ground of this nature,520 be be­fore the en­emy in oc­cupy­ing the raised and sunny spots,521 and care­fully guard your line of sup­plies.522 Then you will be able to fight with ad­vant­age.523

			Ground which can be aban­doned but is hard to re-oc­cupy is called en­tangling.524

			From a po­s­i­tion of this sort, if the en­emy is un­pre­pared, you may sally forth and de­feat him. But if the en­emy is pre­pared for your com­ing, and you fail to de­feat him, then, re­turn be­ing im­possible, dis­aster will en­sue.525

			When the po­s­i­tion is such that neither side will gain by mak­ing the first move, it is called tem­por­iz­ing ground.526

			In a po­s­i­tion of this sort, even though the en­emy should of­fer us an at­tract­ive bait,527 it will be ad­vis­able not to stir forth, but rather to re­treat, thus en­ti­cing the en­emy in his turn; then, when part of his army has come out, we may de­liv­er our at­tack with ad­vant­age.528

			With re­gard to nar­row passes, if you can oc­cupy them first,529 let them be strongly gar­risoned and await the ad­vent of the en­emy.530

			Should the army fore­stall you in oc­cupy­ing a pass, do not go after him if the pass is fully gar­risoned, but only if it is weakly gar­risoned.

			With re­gard to pre­cip­it­ous heights, if you are be­fore­hand with your ad­versary, you should oc­cupy the raised and sunny spots, and there wait for him to come up.531

			If the en­emy has oc­cu­pied them be­fore you, do not fol­low him, but re­treat and try to en­tice him away.532

			If you are situ­ated at a great dis­tance from the en­emy, and the strength of the two armies is equal,533 it is not easy to pro­voke a battle,534 and fight­ing will be to your dis­ad­vant­age.

			These six are the prin­ciples con­nec­ted with Earth.535 The gen­er­al who has at­tained a re­spons­ible post must be care­ful to study them.536

			Now an army is ex­posed to six sev­er­al calam­it­ies, not arising from nat­ur­al causes,537 but from faults for which the gen­er­al is re­spons­ible. These are: (1) Flight; (2) in­sub­or­din­a­tion; (3) col­lapse; (4) ru­in; (5) dis­or­gan­iz­a­tion; (6) rout.538

			Oth­er con­di­tions be­ing equal, if one force is hurled against an­oth­er ten times its size, the res­ult will be the flight of the former.539

			When the com­mon sol­diers are too strong and their of­ficers too weak, the res­ult is in­sub­or­din­a­tion.540 When the of­ficers are too strong and the com­mon sol­diers too weak, the res­ult is col­lapse.541

			When the high­er of­ficers542 are angry and in­sub­or­din­ate, and on meet­ing the en­emy give battle on their own ac­count from a feel­ing of re­sent­ment, be­fore the com­mand­er-in-chief can tell wheth­er or no he is in a po­s­i­tion to fight, the res­ult is ru­in.543

			When the gen­er­al is weak and without au­thor­ity; when his or­ders are not clear and dis­tinct;544 when there are no fixed du­ties as­signed to of­ficers and men,545 and the ranks are formed in a slov­enly haphaz­ard man­ner, the res­ult is ut­ter dis­or­gan­iz­a­tion.

			When a gen­er­al, un­able to es­tim­ate the en­emy’s strength, al­lows an in­feri­or force to en­gage a lar­ger one, or hurls a weak de­tach­ment against a power­ful one, and neg­lects to place picked sol­diers in the front rank, the res­ult must be a rout.546

			These are six ways of court­ing de­feat,547 which must be care­fully noted by the gen­er­al who has at­tained a re­spons­ible post.548

			The nat­ur­al form­a­tion of the coun­try is the sol­dier’s best ally;549 but a power of es­tim­at­ing the ad­versary,550 of con­trolling the forces of vic­tory,551 and of shrewdly cal­cu­lat­ing dif­fi­culties, dangers and dis­tances,552 con­sti­tutes the test of a great gen­er­al.553

			He who knows these things, and in fight­ing puts his know­ledge in­to prac­tice, will win his battles. He who knows them not, nor prac­tices them, will surely be de­feated.

			If fight­ing is sure to res­ult in vic­tory, then you must fight, even though the ruler for­bid it; if fight­ing will not res­ult in vic­tory, then you must not fight even at the ruler’s bid­ding.554

			The gen­er­al who ad­vances without cov­et­ing fame and re­treats without fear­ing dis­grace,555 whose only thought is to pro­tect his coun­try and do good ser­vice for his sov­er­eign,556 is the jew­el of the king­dom.557

			Re­gard your sol­diers as your chil­dren, and they will fol­low you in­to the deep­est val­leys; look upon them as your own be­loved sons, and they will stand by you even un­to death.558

			If, how­ever, you are in­dul­gent, but un­able to make your au­thor­ity felt; kind­hearted, but un­able to en­force your com­mands; and in­cap­able, moreover, of quelling dis­order:559 then your sol­diers must be likened to spoilt chil­dren; they are use­less for any prac­tic­al pur­pose.560

			If we know that our own men are in a con­di­tion to at­tack, but are un­aware that the en­emy is not open to at­tack, we have gone only halfway to­wards vic­tory.561

			If we know that the en­emy is open to at­tack, but are un­aware that our own men are not in a con­di­tion to at­tack, we have gone only halfway to­wards vic­tory.562

			If we know that the en­emy is open to at­tack, and also know that our men are in a con­di­tion to at­tack, but are un­aware that the nature of the ground makes fight­ing im­prac­tic­able, we have still gone only halfway to­wards vic­tory.563

			Hence the ex­per­i­enced sol­dier, once in mo­tion, is nev­er be­wildered; once he has broken camp, he is nev­er at a loss.564

			Hence the say­ing: If you know the en­emy and know your­self, your vic­tory will not stand in doubt;565 if you know Heav­en and know Earth,566 you may make your vic­tory com­plete.567
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				The Nine Situ­ations568

			
			Sun Tzǔ said: The art of war re­cog­nizes nine vari­et­ies of ground: (1) Dis­pers­ive ground; (2) fa­cile ground; (3) con­ten­tious ground; (4) open ground; (5) ground of in­ter­sect­ing high­ways; (6) ser­i­ous ground; (7) dif­fi­cult ground; (8) hemmed-in ground; (9) des­per­ate ground.

			When a chief­tain is fight­ing in his own ter­rit­ory, it is dis­pers­ive ground.569

			When he has pen­et­rated in­to hos­tile ter­rit­ory, but to no great dis­tance, it is fa­cile ground.570

			Ground the pos­ses­sion of which im­ports great ad­vant­age to either side, is con­ten­tious ground.571

			Ground on which each side has liberty of move­ment is open ground.572

			Ground which forms the key to three con­tigu­ous states,573 so that he who oc­cu­pies it first has most of the Em­pire at his com­mand,574 is a ground of in­ter­sect­ing high­ways.575

			When an army has pen­et­rated in­to the heart of a hos­tile coun­try, leav­ing a num­ber of for­ti­fied cit­ies in its rear,576 it is ser­i­ous ground.577

			Moun­tain forests,578 rugged steeps, marshes and fens—all coun­try that is hard to tra­verse: this is dif­fi­cult ground.579

			Ground which is reached through nar­row gorges, and from which we can only re­tire by tor­tu­ous paths, so that a small num­ber of the en­emy would suf­fice to crush a large body of our men: this is hemmed in ground.

			Ground on which we can only be saved from de­struc­tion by fight­ing without delay, is des­per­ate ground.580

			On dis­pers­ive ground, there­fore, fight not. On fa­cile ground, halt not. On con­ten­tious ground, at­tack not.581

			On open ground, do not try to block the en­emy’s way.582 On the ground of in­ter­sect­ing high­ways, join hands with your al­lies.583

			On ser­i­ous ground, gath­er in plun­der.584 In dif­fi­cult ground, keep stead­ily on the march.585

			On hemmed-in ground, re­sort to stratagem.586 On des­per­ate ground, fight.587

			Those who were called skil­ful lead­ers of old588 knew how to drive a wedge between the en­emy’s front and rear;589 to pre­vent co­oper­a­tion between his large and small di­vi­sions; to hinder the good troops from res­cuing the bad,590 the of­ficers from ral­ly­ing their men.591

			When the en­emy’s men were scattered, they pre­ven­ted them from con­cen­trat­ing;592 even when their forces were united, they man­aged to keep them in dis­order.593

			When it was to their ad­vant­age, they made a for­ward move; when oth­er­wise, they stopped still.594

			If asked how to cope with a great host of the en­emy in or­derly ar­ray and on the point of march­ing to the at­tack,595 I should say: “Be­gin by seiz­ing some­thing which your op­pon­ent holds dear; then he will be amen­able to your will.”596

			Rapid­ity is the es­sence of war:597 take ad­vant­age of the en­emy’s un­read­i­ness, make your way by un­ex­pec­ted routes, and at­tack un­guarded spots.

			The fol­low­ing are the prin­ciples to be ob­served by an in­vad­ing force: The fur­ther you pen­et­rate in­to a coun­try, the great­er will be the solid­ar­ity of your troops, and thus the de­fend­ers will not pre­vail against you.

			Make for­ays in fer­tile coun­try in or­der to sup­ply your army with food.598

			Care­fully study the well-be­ing of your men,599 and do not over­tax them. Con­cen­trate your en­ergy and hoard your strength.600 Keep your army con­tinu­ally on the move,601 and de­vise un­fathom­able plans.602

			Throw your sol­diers in­to po­s­i­tions whence there is no es­cape, and they will prefer death to flight.603 If they will face death, there is noth­ing they may not achieve.604 Of­ficers and men alike will put forth their ut­ter­most strength.605

			Sol­diers when in des­per­ate straits lose the sense of fear. If there is no place of refuge, they will stand firm. If they are in hos­tile coun­try, they will show a stub­born front.606 If there is no help for it, they will fight hard.

			Thus, without wait­ing to be mar­shaled, the sol­diers will be con­stantly on the qui vive;607 without wait­ing to be asked, they will do your will;608 without re­stric­tions, they will be faith­ful;609 without giv­ing or­ders, they can be trus­ted.610

			Pro­hib­it the tak­ing of omens, and do away with su­per­sti­tious doubts.611 Then, un­til death it­self comes, no calam­ity need be feared.612

			If our sol­diers are not over­burdened with money, it is not be­cause they have a dis­taste for riches; if their lives are not un­duly long, it is not be­cause they are dis­in­clined to longev­ity.613

			On the day they are ordered out to battle, your sol­diers may weep,614 those sit­ting up be­dew­ing their gar­ments, and those ly­ing down let­ting the tears run down their cheeks.615 But let them once be brought to bay, and they will dis­play the cour­age of a Chu or a Kuei.616

			The skil­ful tac­ti­cian may be likened to the shuai-jan. Now the shuai-jan is a snake that is found in the Chʽang moun­tains.617 Strike at its head, and you will be at­tacked by its tail; strike at its tail, and you will be at­tacked by its head; strike at its middle,618 and you will be at­tacked by head and tail both.

			Asked if an army can be made to im­it­ate the shuai-jan,619 I should an­swer, Yes. For the men of Wu and the men of Yüeh are en­emies;620 yet if they are cross­ing a river in the same boat and are caught by a storm, they will come to each oth­er’s as­sist­ance just as the left hand helps the right.621

			Hence it is not enough to put one’s trust in the teth­er­ing of horses,622 and the bury­ing of chari­ot wheels in the ground.623

			The prin­ciple on which to man­age an army is to set up one stand­ard of cour­age which all must reach.624

			How to make the best of both strong and weak—that is a ques­tion in­volving the prop­er use of ground.625

			Thus the skil­ful gen­er­al con­ducts his army just as though he were lead­ing a single man, willy-nilly, by the hand.626

			It is the busi­ness of a gen­er­al to be quiet and thus en­sure secrecy; up­right and just, and thus main­tain or­der.627

			He must be able to mys­ti­fy his of­ficers and men by false re­ports and ap­pear­ances,628 and thus keep them in total ig­nor­ance.629

			By al­ter­ing his ar­range­ments and chan­ging his plans,630 he keeps the en­emy without def­in­ite know­ledge.631 By shift­ing his camp and tak­ing cir­cuit­ous routes, he pre­vents the en­emy from an­ti­cip­at­ing his pur­pose.632

			At the crit­ic­al mo­ment, the lead­er of an army acts like one who has climbed up a height and then kicks away the lad­der be­hind him.633 He car­ries his men deep in­to hos­tile ter­rit­ory be­fore he shows his hand.634

			He burns his boats and breaks his cook­ing-pots;635 like a shep­herd driv­ing a flock of sheep, he drives his men this way and that, and none knows whith­er he is go­ing.636

			To muster his host and bring it in­to danger:—this may be termed the busi­ness of the gen­er­al.637

			The dif­fer­ent meas­ures suited to the nine vari­et­ies of ground;638 the ex­pedi­ency of ag­gress­ive or de­fens­ive tac­tics;639 and the fun­da­ment­al laws of hu­man nature: these are things that must most cer­tainly be stud­ied.

			When in­vad­ing hos­tile ter­rit­ory, the gen­er­al prin­ciple is, that pen­et­rat­ing deeply brings co­he­sion; pen­et­rat­ing but a short way means dis­per­sion.640

			When you leave your own coun­try be­hind, and take your army across neigh­bor­hood ter­rit­ory,641 you find your­self on crit­ic­al ground.642 When there are means of com­mu­nic­a­tion643 on all four sides, the ground is one of in­ter­sect­ing high­ways.644

			When you pen­et­rate deeply in­to a coun­try, it is ser­i­ous ground. When you pen­et­rate but a little way, it is fa­cile ground.

			When you have the en­emy’s strong­holds on your rear,645 and nar­row passes in front, it is hemmed-in ground. When there is no place of refuge at all, it is des­per­ate ground.

			There­fore, on dis­pers­ive ground, I would in­spire my men with unity of pur­pose.646 On fa­cile ground, I would see that there is close con­nec­tion between all parts of my army.647

			On con­ten­tious ground, I would hurry up my rear.648

			On open ground, I would keep a vi­gil­ant eye on my de­fences.649 On ground of in­ter­sect­ing high­ways, I would con­sol­id­ate my al­li­ances.650

			On ser­i­ous ground, I would try to en­sure a con­tinu­ous stream of sup­plies.651 On dif­fi­cult ground, I would keep push­ing on along the road.652

			On hemmed-in ground, I would block any way of re­treat.653 On des­per­ate ground, I would pro­claim to my sol­diers the hope­less­ness of sav­ing their lives.654

			For it is the sol­dier’s dis­pos­i­tion to of­fer an ob­stin­ate res­ist­ance when sur­roun­ded, to fight hard when he can­not help him­self, and to obey promptly when he has fallen in­to danger.655

			We can­not enter in­to al­li­ance with neigh­bor­ing princes un­til we are ac­quain­ted with their designs. We are not fit to lead an army on the march un­less we are fa­mil­i­ar with the face of the coun­try—its moun­tains and forests, its pit­falls and pre­cip­ices, its marshes and swamps. We shall be un­able to turn nat­ur­al ad­vant­ages to ac­count un­less we make use of loc­al guides.656

			To be ig­nor­ant of any one of the fol­low­ing four or five prin­ciples657 does not be­fit a war­like prince.658

			When a war­like prince at­tacks a power­ful state, his gen­er­al­ship shows it­self in pre­vent­ing the con­cen­tra­tion of the en­emy’s forces. He over­awes his op­pon­ents,659 and their al­lies are pre­ven­ted from join­ing against him.660

			Hence he does not strive661 to ally him­self with all and sun­dry,662 nor does he foster the power of oth­er states. He car­ries out his own secret designs,663 keep­ing his ant­ag­on­ists in awe.664 Thus he is able to cap­ture their cit­ies and over­throw their king­doms.665

			Be­stow re­wards without re­gard to rule,666 is­sue or­ders667 without re­gard to pre­vi­ous ar­range­ments;668 and you will be able to handle a whole army669 as though you had to do with but a single man.670

			Con­front your sol­diers with the deed it­self; nev­er let them know your design.671 When the out­look is bright, bring it be­fore their eyes; but tell them noth­ing when the situ­ation is gloomy.

			Place your army in deadly per­il, and it will sur­vive; plunge it in­to des­per­ate straits, and it will come off in safety.672

			For it is pre­cisely when a force has fallen in­to harm’s way that is cap­able of strik­ing a blow for vic­tory.673

			Suc­cess in war­fare is gained by care­fully ac­com­mod­at­ing ourselves to the en­emy’s pur­pose.674

			By per­sist­ently hanging on the en­emy’s flank,675 we shall suc­ceed in the long run676 in killing the com­mand­er-in-chief.677

			This is called abil­ity to ac­com­plish a thing by sheer cun­ning.678

			On the day that you take up your com­mand,679 block the fron­ti­er passes,680 des­troy the of­fi­cial tal­lies,681 and stop the pas­sage of all emis­sar­ies.682

			Be stern in the coun­cil-cham­ber,683 so that you may con­trol the situ­ation.684

			If the en­emy leaves a door open, you must rush in.685

			Fore­stall your op­pon­ent by seiz­ing what he holds dear,686 and subtly con­trive to time his ar­rival on the ground.687

			Walk in the path defined by rule,688 and ac­com­mod­ate your­self to the en­emy un­til you can fight a de­cis­ive battle.689

			At first, then, ex­hib­it the coy­ness of a maid­en, un­til the en­emy gives you an open­ing; af­ter­wards emu­late the rapid­ity of a run­ning hare, and it will be too late for the en­emy to op­pose you.690

		
	
		
			
				XII

				The At­tack by Fire691

			
			Sun Tzǔ said: There are five ways of at­tack­ing with fire. The first is to burn sol­diers in their camp;692 the second is to burn stores;693 the third is to burn bag­gage trains;694 the fourth is to burn ar­sen­als and magazines;695 the fifth is to hurl drop­ping fire amongst the en­emy.696

			In or­der to carry out an at­tack, we must have means avail­able;697 the ma­ter­i­al for rais­ing fire should al­ways be kept in read­i­ness.698

			There is a prop­er sea­son for mak­ing at­tacks with fire, and spe­cial days for start­ing a con­flag­ra­tion.699

			The prop­er sea­son is when the weath­er is very dry; the spe­cial days are those when the moon is in the con­stel­la­tions of the Sieve, the Wall, the Wing or the Cross­bar;700 for these four are all days of rising wind.701

			In at­tack­ing with fire, one should be pre­pared to meet five pos­sible de­vel­op­ments:702

			
					
					When fire breaks out in­side the en­emy’s camp, re­spond at once703 with an at­tack from without.

				

					
					If there is an out­break of fire, but the en­emy’s sol­diers re­main quiet, bide your time and do not at­tack.704

				

					
					When the force of the flames has reached its height, fol­low it up with an at­tack, if that is prac­tic­able; if not, stay where you are.705

				

					
					If it is pos­sible to make an as­sault with fire from without, do not wait for it to break out with­in, but de­liv­er your at­tack at a fa­vour­able mo­ment.706

				

					
					When you start a fire, be to wind­ward of it. Do not at­tack from the lee­ward.707

				

			

			A wind that rises in the day­time lasts long, but a night breeze soon falls.708

			In every army, the five de­vel­op­ments con­nec­ted with fire must be known, the move­ments of the stars cal­cu­lated, and a watch kept for the prop­er days.709

			Hence those who use fire as an aid to the at­tack show in­tel­li­gence;710 those who use wa­ter as an aid to the at­tack gain an ac­ces­sion of strength.711

			By means of wa­ter, an en­emy may be in­ter­cep­ted, but not robbed of all his be­long­ings.712

			Un­happy is the fate of one who tries to win his battles and suc­ceed in his at­tacks without cul­tiv­at­ing the spir­it of en­ter­prise; for the res­ult is waste of time and gen­er­al stag­na­tion.713

			Hence the say­ing: The en­lightened ruler lays his plans well ahead; the good gen­er­al cul­tiv­ates his re­sources.714

			Move not un­less you see an ad­vant­age;715 use not your troops un­less there is some­thing to be gained; fight not un­less the po­s­i­tion is crit­ic­al.716

			No ruler should put troops in­to the field merely to grat­i­fy his own spleen; no gen­er­al should fight a battle simply out of pique.717

			If it is to your ad­vant­age, make a for­ward move; if not, stay where you are.718

			An­ger may in time change to glad­ness; vex­a­tion may be suc­ceeded by con­tent.719

			But a king­dom that has once been des­troyed can nev­er come again in­to be­ing;720 nor can the dead ever be brought back to life.

			Hence the en­lightened ruler is heed­ful, and the good gen­er­al full of cau­tion.721 This is the way to keep a coun­try at peace and an army in­tact.722

		
	
		
			
				XIII

				The Use of Spies723

			
			Sun Tzǔ said: Rais­ing a host of a hun­dred thou­sand men and march­ing them great dis­tances en­tails heavy loss on the people and a drain on the re­sources of the State. The daily ex­pendit­ure will amount to a thou­sand ounces of sil­ver.724 There will be com­mo­tion at home and abroad, and men will drop down ex­hausted on the high­ways.725 As many as sev­en hun­dred thou­sand fam­il­ies will be im­peded in their la­bour.726

			Hos­tile armies may face each oth­er for years, striv­ing for the vic­tory which is de­cided in a single day. This be­ing so, to re­main in ig­nor­ance of the en­emy’s con­di­tion simply be­cause one grudges the out­lay of a hun­dred ounces of sil­ver in hon­ors and emolu­ments,727 is the height of in­hu­man­ity.728

			One who acts thus is no lead­er of men, no present help to his sov­er­eign,729 no mas­ter of vic­tory.730

			Thus, what en­ables the wise sov­er­eign and the good gen­er­al to strike and con­quer, and achieve things bey­ond the reach of or­din­ary men, is fore­know­ledge.731

			Now this fore­know­ledge can­not be eli­cited from spir­its;732 it can­not be ob­tained in­duct­ively from ex­per­i­ence,733 nor by any de­duct­ive cal­cu­la­tion.734

			Know­ledge of the en­emy’s dis­pos­i­tions can only be ob­tained from oth­er men.735

			Hence the use of spies, of whom there are five classes: (1) Loc­al spies; (2) in­ward spies; (3) con­ver­ted spies; (4) doomed spies; (5) sur­viv­ing spies.

			When these five kinds of spy are all at work, none can dis­cov­er the secret sys­tem.736 This is called737 “di­vine ma­nip­u­la­tion of the threads.”738 It is the sov­er­eign’s most pre­cious fac­ulty.739

			Hav­ing loc­al spies740 means em­ploy­ing the ser­vices of the in­hab­it­ants of a dis­trict.741

			Hav­ing in­ward spies, mak­ing use of of­fi­cials of the en­emy.742

			Hav­ing con­ver­ted spies, get­ting hold of the en­emy’s spies and us­ing them for our own pur­poses.743

			Hav­ing doomed spies, do­ing cer­tain things openly for pur­poses of de­cep­tion, and al­low­ing our spies to know of them and re­port them to the en­emy.744

			Sur­viv­ing spies, fi­nally, are those who bring back news from the en­emy’s camp.745

			Hence it is that which none in the whole army are more in­tim­ate re­la­tions to be main­tained than with spies.746 None should be more lib­er­ally re­war­ded.747 In no oth­er busi­ness should great­er secrecy be pre­served.748

			Spies can­not be use­fully em­ployed749 without a cer­tain in­tu­it­ive saga­city.750

			They can­not be prop­erly man­aged without be­ne­vol­ence and straight­for­ward­ness.751

			Without subtle in­genu­ity of mind, one can­not make cer­tain of the truth of their re­ports.752

			Be subtle! be subtle!753 and use your spies for every kind of busi­ness.

			If a secret piece of news is di­vulged by a spy be­fore the time is ripe, he must be put to death to­geth­er with the man to whom the secret was told.754

			Wheth­er the ob­ject be to crush an army, to storm a city, or to as­sas­sin­ate an in­di­vidu­al, it is al­ways ne­ces­sary to be­gin by find­ing out the names of the at­tend­ants,755 the aides-de-camp,756 and door­keep­ers and sentries757 of the gen­er­al in com­mand.758 Our spies must be com­mis­sioned to as­cer­tain these.759

			The en­emy’s spies who have come to spy on us must be sought out,760 temp­ted with bribes, led away and com­fort­ably housed.761 Thus they will be­come con­ver­ted spies and avail­able for our ser­vice.

			It is through the in­form­a­tion brought by the con­ver­ted spy that we are able to ac­quire and em­ploy loc­al and in­ward spies.762

			It is ow­ing to his in­form­a­tion, again, that we can cause the doomed spy to carry false tid­ings to the en­emy.763

			Lastly, it is by his in­form­a­tion that the sur­viv­ing spy can be used on ap­poin­ted oc­ca­sions.764

			The end and aim of spy­ing in all its five vari­et­ies is know­ledge of the en­emy;765 and this know­ledge can only be de­rived, in the first in­stance, from the con­ver­ted spy.766 Hence it is es­sen­tial that the con­ver­ted spy be treated with the ut­most lib­er­al­ity.

			Of old, the rise of the Yin dyn­asty767 was due to I Chih768 who had served un­der the Hsia. Like­wise, the rise of the Chou dyn­asty was due to Lu Ya769 who had served un­der the Yin.770

			Hence it is only the en­lightened ruler and the wise gen­er­al who will use the highest in­tel­li­gence of the army for pur­poses of spy­ing771 and thereby they achieve great res­ults.772 Spies are a most im­port­ant ele­ment in war, be­cause on them de­pends an army’s abil­ity to move.773
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			68. See Hsü Lu, f. 14 ro: 孫吳或是古書.

			69. 按孫子生於敬王之代故周秦兩漢諸書皆多襲用其文. Here is a list of the pas­sages in Sun Tzǔ from which either the sub­stance or the ac­tu­al words have been ap­pro­pri­ated by early au­thors:

			From the 戰國策:

			
					
					Chapter I “At­tack him where he is un­pre­pared …”

				

					
					Chapter VII “If you march fifty li …”

				

					
					Chapter IX “If in the neigh­bor­hood of your camp …”

				

			

			From the 吳子:

			
					
					Chapter III “If you know the en­emy and know your­self …”

				

					
					Chapter V “The con­trol of a large force …”

				

					
					Chapter VII “Gongs and drums, ban­ners and flags …”, “In night-fight­ing, then, make much use …”, “To be near the goal …”

				

					
					Chapter IX “We come now to the ques­tion of en­camp­ing …”, “After cross­ing a river …”, “When an in­vad­ing force crosses a river …” (bis), “In cross­ing salt-marshes …”, “Coun­try in which there are pre­cip­it­ous cliffs …”, “When there is dust rising …”

				

					
					Chapter XI “Place your army in deadly per­il …”

				

			

			From the 尉繚子:

			
					
					Chapter III “It is the rule in war …”

				

					
					Chapter IV “The gen­er­al who is skilled in de­fence …”

				

			

			From the 鶡冠子:

			
					
					Chapter III “Hence to fight and con­quer in all …”

				

					
					Chapter V “There­fore the good fight­er will be ter­rible …”

				

					
					Chapter VII “Let your plans be dark …”

				

			

			From the 史記 (Two of the be­low are giv­en as quo­ta­tions).

			
					
					Chapter I “Hence, when able to at­tack …”

				

					
					Chapter III “It is the rule in war …”

				

					
					Chapter VI “Who­ever is first in the field …”

				

					
					Chapter X “With re­gard to pre­cip­it­ous heights …”

				

					
					Chapter XI “When a chief­tain is fight­ing in his own ter­rit­ory …”, “Place your army in deadly per­il …”

				

			

			From the 呂氏春秋:

			
					
					Chapter IV “To se­cure ourselves against de­feat …”

				

					
					Chapter V “The qual­ity of de­cision is like the well-timed swoop …”

				

			

			From the 淮南子:

			
					
					Chapter I “Which of the two sov­er­eigns is im­bued …”

				

					
					Chapter IV “The on­rush of a con­quer­ing forces is like …”

				

					
					Chapter V “That the im­pact of your army may be like a grind­stone …”, “En­ergy may be likened to the bend­ing of a cross­bow …”, “Thus the en­ergy de­veloped by good fight­ing men …”

				

					
					Chapter VI “If the en­emy is tak­ing his ease …”, “You can be sure of suc­ceed­ing …”
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					Chapter V “The im­pact of your army may be like a grind­stone …”
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					Chapter II “Thus it may be known that the lead­er of armies …”
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			70. See Legge’s Clas­sics, vol. V, Pro­leg­om­ena p. 27. Legge thinks that the Tso Chuan must have been writ­ten in the 5th cen­tury, but not be­fore 424 BC.
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					Chapter II “Now in or­der to kill the en­emy …”: 𦮼 = 萁

				

					
					Chapter VII “Now a sol­dier’s spir­it is keen­est in the morn­ing …”: 歸 = 息

				

					
					Chapter XI “Suc­cess in war­fare is gained by …”: 詳 = 佯

				

					
					Chapter XI “Sol­diers when in des­per­ate straits …”: the use of 鬥 in­stead of 鬬 (the later form)

				

					
					Chapter XI “Be stern in the coun­cil-cham­ber …”: 誅 = 治

				

					
					Chapter IX “After cross­ing a river, you should get far away …”: 絕 = 越

				

					
					Chapter III “Now the gen­er­al is the bul­wark …”: 周 and 隙 an­ti­thet­ic­ally op­posed in the sense of 無缺 and 有缺

				

					
					Chapter XI “Be­stow re­wards without re­gard to rule …”: 犯 = 動

				

					
					Chapter XI “Hence it is not enough to put one’s trust …”: 方 = 縛

				

			

			72. See Men­cius III 1 III 13–20.

			73. 山林處士 need not be pressed to mean an ac­tu­al dwell­er in the moun­tains. I think it simply de­notes a per­son liv­ing a re­tired life and stand­ing aloof from pub­lic af­fairs.

			74. When Wu first ap­pears in the Chʽun Chʽiu in 584, it is already at vari­ance with its power­ful neigh­bour. The Chʽun Chʽiu first men­tions Yüeh in 537, the Tso Chuan in 601.

			75. This is ex­pli­citly stated in the Tso Chuan, 昭公 XXXII, 2: 夏吳伐越始用師於越也.

			76. There is this to be said for the later peri­od, that the feud would tend to grow more bit­ter after each en­counter, and thus more fully jus­ti­fy the lan­guage used in XI. (“For the men of Wu …”)

			77. See his pre­face to Sun Tzǔ:—入郢威齊晉之功歸之子胥故春秋傳不載其名葢功成不受官.

			78. With Wu Yüan him­self the case is just the re­verse:—a spuri­ous treat­ise on war has been fathered on him simply be­cause he was a great gen­er­al. Here we have an ob­vi­ous in­duce­ment to for­gery. Sun Wu, on the oth­er hand, can­not have been widely known to fame in the 5th cen­tury.

			79. See Tso Chuan, 定公, 4th year (506), § 14: 自昭王卽位無歲不有吳師 “From the date of King Chao’s ac­ces­sion [515] there was no year in which Chʽu was not at­tacked by Wu.”

			80. See supra. (“There is every reas­on to sup­pose …”)

			81. 秦漢已來用兵皆用其法而或祕其書不肯注以傳世魏武始為之注.

			82. See 宋藝文志.

			83. Al­luded to in note 32.

			84. Note 32: 蓋宋人又從大興朱氏處見明人刻本餘則世無傳者.

			85. A good bio­graph­ic­al no­tice, with a list of his works, will be found in the 國朝詩人徵略, ch. 48, fol. 18 sqq.

			86. Pre­face ad fin.: 吾家出樂安眞孫子之後媿余徒讀祖書考証文字不通方略亦享承平之福者久也 “My fam­ily comes from Lo-an, and we are really des­cen­ded from Sun Tzǔ. I am ashamed to say that I only read my an­cest­or’s work from a lit­er­ary point of view, without com­pre­hend­ing the mil­it­ary tech­nique. So long have we been en­joy­ing the bless­ings of peace!”

			87. Hua-yin is about 14 miles from 潼關 Tʽung-kuan on the east­ern bor­der of Shensi. The temple in ques­tion is still vis­ited by those about to make the as­cent of the 華山 or West­ern Sac­red Moun­tain. It is men­tioned in the 大明一統志 (AD 1461), ch. 32, f. 22, as the 西嶽廟:—在華陰縣東五里廟有唐玄宗所製華山碑 “Situ­ated five li east of the dis­trict city of Hua-yin. The temple con­tains the Hua-shan tab­let in­scribed by the Tʽang Em­per­or Hsüan Tsung [713–755].”

			88. 曩予游關中讀華陰嶽廟道藏見有此書後有鄭友賢遺說一卷.

			89. Cf. Sun Hsing-yen’s re­mark apro­pos of his mis­takes in the names and or­der of the com­ment­at­ors: 吉天保之不深究此書可知.

			90. 國家令甲以孫子校士所傳本或多錯謬當用古本是正其文適吳念湖太守畢恬溪孝廉皆為此學所得或過于予遂刋一編以課武士.

			91. See my Cata­logue of Chinese Books (Luz­ac & Co., 1908), no. 40.

			92. This is a dis­cus­sion of 29 dif­fi­cult pas­sages in Sun Tzǔ, namely:

			
					
					Chapter I “It is a mat­ter of life and death …”

				

					
					Chapter I “Now the gen­er­al who wins a battle …”

				

					
					Chapter I “While heed­ing the profit of my coun­sel …”

				

					
					Chapter II “Bring war ma­ter­i­al with you from home …” and “Poverty of the State ex­chequer …”

				

					
					Chapter III “Thus the highest form of gen­er­al­ship …”

				

					
					Chapters III and VII

				

					
					Chapter III “Thus we may know that there five es­sen­tials …”

				

					
					Chapter IV “Hence the say­ing: One may know how to con­quer …”

				

					
					Chapter IV “Stand­ing on the de­fens­ive in­dic­ates …”

				

					
					Chapter V “To en­sure that your whole host may with­stand …”

				

					
					Chapter V “In battle, there are not more than two meth­ods …” and “The dir­ect and the in­dir­ect lead on to each oth­er …”

				

					
					Chapter V “There­fore the good fight­er will be ter­rible …”

				

					
					The head­ings of the 13 chapters, with spe­cial ref­er­ence to chap. VII.

				

					
					Chapter VII “Man­oeuv­ring with an army is ad­vant­age­ous …”

				

					
					Chapter VII “In war, prac­tice dis­sim­u­la­tion …” and “Wheth­er to con­cen­trate or to di­vide your troops …”

				

					
					Chapter VII “A whole army may be robbed …”

				

					
					Chapter VII “It is a mil­it­ary ax­iom not to ad­vance up­hill …”, etc.

				

					
					Chapter VIII “In war, the gen­er­al re­ceives his com­mands …” through “So, the stu­dent of war who is un­versed …”

				

					
					Chapter IX “All armies prefer high ground to low …”

				

					
					Chapter X “We may dis­tin­guish six kinds of ter­rain …” through “There are six ways of court­ing de­feat …”

				

					
					Chapter XI “Throw your sol­diers in­to pos­tions whence there is no es­cape …”

				

					
					Chapter XI “Hence it is not enough to put one’s trust …”

				

					
					Chapter XI “Rapid­ity is the es­sence of war …”

				

					
					Chapter XI “When you leave your own coun­try be­hind …”

				

					
					Chapter VII “We can­not enter in­to al­li­ances …” through “We shall be un­able to turn …” and “We can­not enter in­to al­li­ance …”

				

					
					Chapter XI “Be­stow re­wards without re­gard to rule …”

				

					
					Chapter XIII “Spies can­not be use­fully em­ployed without …” and “They can­not be prop­erly man­aged without …”

				

					
					Chapter XIII “Of old, the rise of the Yin dyn­asty …”

				

					
					Chapter XIII in gen­er­al.

				

			

			93. Pre­face to Mei Yao-chʽên’s edi­tion: 孫子注者尤多武之書本於兵兵之術非一而以不窮為奇宜其說者之多也.

			94. See 魏書, ch. 1.

			95. 魏書, ch. 1: 然前世言善用兵稱曹公曹公嘗與董呂諸袁角其力而勝之遂與吳蜀分漢而王傳言魏之將出兵千里每坐計勝敗授其成算諸將用之十不失一一有違者兵輒敗北.

			96. Cf. 天一閣藏書總目 Cata­logue of the lib­rary of the 范 Fan fam­ily at Ningpo, 子部, fol. 12 vo: 其註多隱辭引而不發 “His com­ment­ary is fre­quently ob­scure; it fur­nishes a clue, but does not fully de­vel­op the mean­ing.”

			97. See 玉海, ch. 141 ad init.

			98. Wên Hsien Tʽung Kʽao, ch. 221, f. 9 vo.

			99. Ch. 207, f. 5 ro.

			100. It is in­ter­est­ing to note that M. Pel­li­ot has re­cently dis­covered chapters 1, 4 and 5 of this lost work in the Grot­tos of the Thou­sand Buddhas. See B.E.F.E.O., t. VIII, nos. 3–4, p. 525.

			101. See B.E.F.E.O., t. VIII, nos. 3–4, p. 525.

			102. Wên Hsien Tʽung Kʽao, ch. 221, f. 9: 世謂牧慨然最喜論兵欲試而不得者其學能道春秋戰國時事甚博而詳知兵者有取焉.

			103. Pre­face to his com­ment­ary (Tʽu Shu, 經籍典, ch. 442): 武之所論大約用仁義使機權也.

			104. Pre­face to his com­ment­ary (Tʽu Shu, 經籍典, ch. 442): 自武死後凡千歲將兵者有成者有敗者勘其事跡皆與武所著書一一相抵當.

			105. Tʽung Kʽao, ch. 221, f. 9: 皥以曹公注隱微杜牧注闊踈重為之注云.

			106. Tʽung Kʽao, ch. 221, f. 9: 皥以曹公注隱微杜牧注闊踈重為之注云.

			107. The Hsia, the Shang and the Chou. Al­though the last-named was nom­in­ally ex­ist­ent in Sun Tzǔ’s day, it re­tained hardly a vestige of power, and the old mil­it­ary or­gan­isa­tion had prac­tic­ally gone by the board. I can sug­gest no oth­er ex­plan­a­tion of the pas­sage.

			108. See Chou Li XXIX 6–10.

			109. See Tʽu Shu, 戎政典, ch. 90, f. 2 vo: 後之學者徒見其書又各牽於己見是以注者雖多而少當也獨吾友聖俞不然嘗評武之書曰此戰國相傾之說也三代王者之師司馬九伐之法武不及也然亦愛其文略而意深其行師用兵料敵制勝亦皆有法其言甚有序次而注者汩之或失其意乃自為注凡膠于偏見者皆抉去傳以己意而發之然後武之說不汩而明吾知此書當與三家並傳而後世取其說者往往于吾聖俞多焉.

			110. Tʽung Kʽao, ch. 221, f. 11 ro: 皙以古本校正闕誤.

			111. See 四庫全書, ch. 99, f. 16 vo.

			112. This ap­pears to be still ex­tant. See Wylie’s “Notes,” p. 91 (new edi­tion).

			113. Tʽung Kʽao, ch. 221, f. 11 ro: 仁廟時天下久承平人不習兵元昊既叛邊將數敗朝廷頗訪知兵者士大夫人人言兵矣故本朝注解孫武書者大抵皆其時人也.

			114. A not­able per­son in his day. His bio­graphy is giv­en in the San Kuo Chih, ch. 10.

			115. Ch. 100, ff. 2, 3.

			116. See note 672.

			117. Hou Han Shu, ch. 17 ad init.

			118. San Kuo Chih, ch. 54 f. 10 vo (com­ment­ary).

			119. Sung Shih, ch. 365 ad init.

			120. The few Europeans who have yet had an op­por­tun­ity of ac­quaint­ing them­selves with Sun Tzǔ are not be­hind­hand in their praise. In this con­nec­tion, I may per­haps be ex­cused for quot­ing from a let­ter from Lord Roberts, to whom the sheets of the present work were sub­mit­ted pre­vi­ous to pub­lic­a­tion: “Many of Sun Wu’s max­ims are per­fectly ap­plic­able to the present day, and ‘The art of war teaches us to rely …’ in ch. VIII is one that the people of this coun­try would do well to take to heart.”

			121. Ch. 140, f. 13 ro.

			122. See IV. (“Thus the good fight­er is able …”)

			123. The al­lu­sion may be to Men­cius VI 2 IX 2: 戰必克.

			124. 武用兵不能必克與書所言遠甚吳起與武一體之人皆著書言兵世稱之曰孫吳然而起之言兵也輕法制草略無所統紀不若武之書詞約而義盡.

			125. The Tso Chuan.

			126. 孫子十三篇不惟武人之根本文士亦當盡心焉其詞約而縟易而深暢而可用論語易大傳之流孟荀楊著書皆不及也.

			127. 是啟人君窮兵黷武之心.

			128. Shih Chi, ch. 25, fol. 1: 兵者聖人所以討彊暴平亂世夷險阻救危殆自含血戴角之獸見犯則校而况於人懷好惡喜怒之氣喜則愛心生怒則毒螫加情性之理也 … 豈與世儒闇於大較不權輕重猥云德化不當用兵大至窘辱失守小乃侵犯削弱遂執不移等哉故教笞不可廢於家刑罰不可捐於國誅伐不可偃於天下用之有巧拙行之有逆順耳.

			129. The first in­stance of 木索 giv­en in the Pʽei Wên Yün Fu is from Ssǔ-ma Chʽi­en’s let­ter to 仼安 Jên An (see 文選, ch. 41, f. 9 ro), where M. Cha­vannes trans­lates it la cangue et la chaîne. But in the present pas­sage it seems rather to in­dic­ate some single in­stru­ment of tor­ture.

			130. 兵者刑也刑者政事也為夫子之徒實仲由冉求之事也今者據案聽訟械繋罪人笞死于巿者吏之所為也驅兵數萬撅其城郭纍其妻子斬其罪人亦吏之所為也木索兵刃無異意也笞之與斬無異刑也小而易制用力少者木索笞也大而難治用力多者兵刃斬也俱期於除去惡民安活善民.

			131. Cf. Shih Chi, ch. 47, f. 11 vo.

			132. 季孫問于冉有曰子之戰學之乎性達之乎對曰學之季孫曰事孔子惡乎學冉有曰即學之於孔子者大聖兼該文武並用適聞其戰法實未之詳也夫不知自何代何年何人分為二道曰文曰武離而俱行因使縉紳之士不敢言兵甚或恥言之苟有言者世以為麤暴異人人不比數嗚呯亡失根本斯為最甚.

			133. See Shu Ching, pre­face § 55.

			134. See Tso Chuan, 定公 X 2; Shih Chi, ch. 47, f. 4 ro.

			135. 周公相成王制禮作樂尊大儒術有淮夷叛則出征之夫子相魯公會于夾谷曰有文事者必有武備叱辱齊侯伏不敢動是二大聖人豈不知兵乎.

			136. Lun Yü, XV 1.

			137. Tso Chuan, 哀公, XI 7.

			138. See supra. (“When Con­fucius held of­fice …”)

			139. Tso Chuan, 定公, X 2.

			140. Tso Chuan, XII 5; Chia Yü, ch. 1 ad fin.

			141. I have failed to trace this ut­ter­ance. See note 123.

			142. See supra. (“Chi-sun asked Jan Yu …”)

			143. 性理彙要, ch. 17: 昔吾夫子對衛靈公以軍旅之事未之學答孔文子以甲兵之事未之聞及觀夾谷之會則以兵加萊人而齊侯懼費人之亂則命將士以伐之而費人北嘗曰我戰則克而冉有亦曰聖人文武並用孔子豈有眞未學未聞哉特以軍旅甲兵之事非所以爲訓也.

			144. See supra. (“He once uttered the words …”)

			145. Viz., 軍禮, the oth­er four be­ing 吉, 凶, 賓 and 嘉 “wor­ship mourn­ing, en­ter­tain­ment of guests and fest­ive rites.” See Shu Ching, II, 1 III 8, and Chou Li, IX fol. 49.

			146. Pre­face to Sun Tzǔ: 孔子曰軍旅之事未之學又曰我戰則克孔子定禮正樂兵則五禮之一不必以為專門之學故云未學所為聖人有所不知或行軍好謀則學之或善將將如伍子胥之用孫子又何必自學之故又曰我戰則克也.

			147. See note 743.

			148. This is a rather ob­scure al­lu­sion to Tso Chuan, 襄公, XXXI 4, where Tzǔ-chʽan says: 子有美錦不使人學製焉 “If you have a piece of beau­ti­ful bro­cade, you will not em­ploy a mere learner to make it up.”

			149. Cf. Tao Tê Ching, ch. 31: 兵者不祥之器.

			150. Sun Hsing-yen might have quoted Con­fucius again. See Lun Yü, XIII 29, 30.

			151. 今世泥孔子之言以為兵書不足觀又泥趙括徒能讀父書之言以為成法不足用又見兵書有權謀有反間以為非聖人之法皆不知吾儒之學者吏之治事可習而能然古人猶有學製之懼兵凶戰危將不素習未可以人命為嘗試則十三篇之不可不觀也.

			152. Bet­ter known as Hsiang 羽 Yü (BC 233–202).

			153. The third among the 五伯 (or 霸) enu­mer­ated in note 658. For the in­cid­ent re­ferred to, see Tso Chuan, 僖公, XXII 4.

			154. See note 26.

			155. Shih Chi, ch. 47, f. 7 ro.

			156. Shih Chi, ch. 38, f. 8 vo.

			157. 項梁教籍兵法籍略知其意不肯竟學卒以傾覆不知兵法之弊可勝言哉宋襄徐偃仁而敗兵者危機當用權謀孔子猶有要盟勿信微服過宋之時安得妄責孫子以言之不純哉.

			158. 其時去古未遠三代遺規往往於此書見之.

			159. 其最古者當以孫子吳子司馬法為本大抵生聚訓練之術權謀運用之宜而已.

			160. See note 769. Fur­ther de­tails on Tʽai Kung will be found in the Shih Chi, ch. 32 ad init. Be­sides the tra­di­tion which makes him a former min­is­ter of Chou Hsin, two oth­er ac­counts of him are there giv­en, ac­cord­ing to which he would ap­pear to have been first raised from a humble private sta­tion by Wên Wang.

			161. 其文義不類三代.

			162. 其言多近於正與戰國權謀頗殊.

			163. See Han Shu, 張良傳, ch. 40. The work is there called 太公兵法. Hence it has been con­fused with the Liu Tʽao. The Tʽu Shu at­trib­utes both the Liu Tʽao and the San Lüeh to Tʽai Kung.

			164. 其文不類秦漢間書漢光武帝詔雖嘗引之安知非反摭詔中所引二語以證實其書謂之北宋以前舊本則可矣. An­oth­er work said to have been writ­ten by Huang-shih Kung, and also in­cluded in the mil­it­ary sec­tion of the Im­per­i­al Cata­logue, is the 素書 Su Shu in 1 chüan. A short eth­ic­al treat­ise of Taoist sa­vour, hav­ing no ref­er­ence whatever to war, it is pro­nounced a for­gery from the hand of 張商英 Chang Shang-ying (d. 1121), who ed­ited it with com­ment­ary. Cor­rect Wylie’s “Notes,” new edi­tion, p. 90, and Cour­ant’s Cata­logue des Livres Chinois, no. 5056.

			165. 其書雖偽亦出於有學識謀略者之手也. We are told in the 讀書志 that the above six works, to­geth­er with Sun Tzǔ, were those pre­scribed for mil­it­ary train­ing in the 元豐 peri­od (1078–85). See Yü Hai, ch. 140, f. 4 ro.

			166. Also writ­ten 握機經 and 幄機經 Wu Chi Ching.

			167. 其言具有條理.

			168. This is the only pos­sible mean­ing of 計, which M. Ami­ot and Capt. Cal­throp wrongly trans­late Fonde­ments de l’art milit­aire and “First prin­ciples” re­spect­ively. Tsʽao Kung says it refers to the de­lib­er­a­tions in the temple se­lec­ted by the gen­er­al for his tem­por­ary use, or as we should say, in his tent. See the end of ch. I. (“Now the gen­er­al …”)

			169. The old text of the Tʽung Tien has 故經之以五校之計, etc. Later ed­it­ors have in­ser­ted 事 after 五, and 以 be­fore 計. The former cor­rec­tion is per­haps su­per­flu­ous, but the lat­ter seems ne­ces­sary in or­der to make sense, and is sup­por­ted by the ac­cep­ted read­ing later in chapter I (“There­fore, in your de­lib­er­a­tions …”), where the same words re­cur. I am in­clined to think, how­ever, that the whole sen­tence from 校 to 情 is an in­ter­pol­a­tion and has no busi­ness here at all. If it be re­tained, Wang Hsi must be right in say­ing that 計 de­notes the “sev­en con­sid­er­a­tions” lis­ted af­ter­wards (“Which of the two sov­er­eigns …”). 情 are the cir­cum­stances or con­di­tions likely to bring about vic­tory or de­feat. The ante­cedent of the first 之 is 兵者; of the second, 五. 校 con­tains the idea of “com­par­is­on with the en­emy,” which can­not well be brought out here, but will ap­pear later in the chapter (“There­fore, in your de­lib­er­a­tions …”). Al­to­geth­er, dif­fi­cult though it is, the pas­sage is not so hope­lessly cor­rupt as to jus­ti­fy Capt. Cal­throp in burk­ing it en­tirely.

			170. It ap­pears from what fol­lows that Sun Tzǔ means by 道 a prin­ciple of har­mony, not un­like the Tao of Lao Tzǔ in its mor­al as­pect. One might be temp­ted to render it by “mor­ale,” were it not con­sidered as an at­trib­ute of the ruler in the first of the sev­en con­sid­er­a­tions.

			171. The ori­gin­al text omits 令民, in­serts an 以 after each 可, and omits 民 after 而. Capt. Cal­throp trans­lates: “If the rul­ing au­thor­ity be up­right, the people are united”—a very pretty sen­ti­ment, but wholly out of place in what pur­ports to be a trans­la­tion of Sun Tzǔ.

			172. The com­ment­at­ors, I think, make an un­ne­ces­sary mys­tery of 陰陽. Thus Mêng Shih defines the words as 剛柔盈縮 “the hard and the soft, wax­ing and wan­ing,” which does not help us much. Wang Hsi, how­ever, may be right in say­ing that what is meant is 總天道 “the gen­er­al eco­nomy of Heav­en,” in­clud­ing the five ele­ments, the four sea­sons, wind and clouds, and oth­er phe­nom­ena.

			173. 死生 (omit­ted by Capt. Cal­throp) may have been in­cluded here be­cause the safety of an army de­pends largely on its quick­ness to turn these geo­graph­ic­al fea­tures to ac­count.

			174. The five car­din­al vir­tues of the Chinese are (1) 仁 hu­man­ity or be­ne­vol­ence; (2) 義 up­right­ness of mind; (3) 禮 self-re­spect, self-con­trol, or “prop­er feel­ing;” (4) 智 wis­dom; (5) 信 sin­cer­ity or good faith. Here 智 and 信 are put be­fore 仁, and the two mil­it­ary vir­tues of “cour­age” and “strict­ness” sub­sti­tuted for 義 and 禮.

			175. The Chinese of this sen­tence is so con­cise as to be prac­tic­ally un­in­tel­li­gible without com­ment­ary. I have fol­lowed the in­ter­pret­a­tion of Tsʽao Kung, who joins 曲制 and again 主用. Oth­ers take each of the six pre­dic­ates sep­ar­ately. 曲 has the some­what un­com­mon sense of “co­hort” or di­vi­sion of an army. Capt. Cal­throp trans­lates: “Par­ti­tion and or­der­ing of troops,” which only cov­ers 曲制.

			176. The Yü Lan has an in­ter­pol­ated 五 be­fore 計. It is ob­vi­ous, how­ever, that the 五者 just enu­mer­ated can­not be de­scribed as 計. Capt. Cal­throp, forced to give some ren­der­ing of the words which he had omit­ted earli­er (“The art of war, then, is gov­erned …”), shows him­self de­cidedly hazy: “Fur­ther, with re­gard to these and the fol­low­ing sev­en mat­ters, the con­di­tion of the en­emy must be com­pared with our own.” He does not ap­pear to see that the sev­en quer­ies or con­sid­er­a­tions which fol­low arise dir­ectly out of the Five heads, in­stead of be­ing sup­ple­ment­ary to them.

			177. I.e., “is in har­mony with his sub­jects.” Cf. chapter I (“The Mor­al Law causes …”).

			178. See chapter I (“Heav­en sig­ni­fies …” and “Earth com­prises …”).

			179. Tu Mu al­ludes to the re­mark­able story of Tsʽao Tsʽao (AD 155–220), who was such a strict dis­cip­lin­ari­an that once, in ac­cord­ance with his own severe reg­u­la­tions against in­jury to stand­ing crops, he con­demned him­self to death for hav­ing al­lowed his horse to shy in­to a field of corn! How­ever, in lieu of los­ing his head, he was per­suaded to sat­is­fy his sense of justice by cut­ting off his hair. Tsʽao Tsʽao’s own com­ment on the present pas­sage is char­ac­ter­ist­ic­ally curt: 設而不犯犯而必誅 “when you lay down a law, see that it is not dis­obeyed; if it is dis­obeyed, the of­fend­er must be put to death.”

			180. Mor­ally as well as phys­ic­ally. As Mei Yao-chʽên puts it, 內和外附, which might be freely rendered “es­prit de corps and ‘big bat­talions.’ ”

			181. Tu Yu quotes 王子 as say­ing: “Without con­stant prac­tice, the of­ficers will be nervous and un­de­cided when mus­ter­ing for battle; without con­stant prac­tice, the gen­er­al will be waver­ing and ir­res­ol­ute when the crisis is at hand.”

			182. 明, lit­er­ally “clear;” that is, on which side is there the most ab­so­lute cer­tainty that mer­it will be prop­erly re­war­ded and mis­deeds sum­mar­ily pun­ished?

			183. The form of this para­graph re­minds us that Sun Tzǔ’s treat­ise was com­posed ex­pressly for the be­ne­fit of his pat­ron 闔閭 Ho Lü, king of the Wu State. It is not ne­ces­sary, how­ever, to un­der­stand 我 be­fore 留之 (as some com­ment­at­ors do), or to take 將 as “gen­er­als un­der my com­mand.”

			184. Capt. Cal­throp blun­ders amaz­ingly over this sen­tence: “Where­fore, with re­gard to the fore­go­ing, con­sid­er­ing that with us lies the ad­vant­age, and the gen­er­als agree­ing, we cre­ate a situ­ation which prom­ises vic­tory.” Mere lo­gic should have kept him from pen­ning such frothy balder­dash.

			185. Sun Tzǔ, as a prac­tic­al sol­dier, will have none of the “book­ish the­or­ic.” He cau­tions us here not to pin our faith to ab­stract prin­ciples; “for,” as Chang Yü puts it, “while the main laws of strategy can be stated clearly enough for the be­ne­fit of all and sun­dry, you must be guided by the ac­tions of the en­emy in at­tempt­ing to se­cure a fa­vour­able po­s­i­tion in ac­tu­al war­fare.” On the eve of the battle of Wa­ter­loo, Lord Uxbridge, com­mand­ing the cav­alry, went to the Duke of Wel­ling­ton in or­der to learn what his plans and cal­cu­la­tions were for the mor­row, be­cause, as he ex­plained, he might sud­denly find him­self Com­mand­er-in-chief and would be un­able to frame new plans in a crit­ic­al mo­ment. The Duke listened quietly and then said: “Who will at­tack the first to­mor­row—I or Bona­parte?” “Bona­parte,” replied Lord Uxbridge. “Well,” con­tin­ued the Duke, “Bona­parte has not giv­en me any idea of his pro­jects; and as my plans will de­pend upon his, how can you ex­pect me to tell you what mine are?”774

			186. The truth of this pithy and pro­found say­ing will be ad­mit­ted by every sol­dier. Col. Hende­r­son tells us that Wel­ling­ton, great in so many mil­it­ary qual­it­ies, was es­pe­cially dis­tin­guished by “the ex­traordin­ary skill with which he con­cealed his move­ments and de­ceived both friend and foe.”

			187. 取, as of­ten in Sun Tzǔ, is used in the sense of 擊. It is rather re­mark­able that all the com­ment­at­ors, with the ex­cep­tion of Chang Yü, refer 亂 to the en­emy: “when he is in dis­order, crush him.” It is more nat­ur­al to sup­pose that Sun Tzǔ is still il­lus­trat­ing the uses of de­cep­tion in war.

			188. The mean­ing of 實 is made clear from chap. VI, where it is op­posed to 虛 “weak or vul­ner­able spots.” 强, ac­cord­ing to Tu Yu and oth­er com­ment­at­ors, has ref­er­ence to the keen­ness of the men as well as to nu­mer­ic­al su­peri­or­ity. Capt. Cal­throp evolves an ex­traordin­ar­ily far­fetched trans­la­tion: “If there are de­fects, give an ap­pear­ance of per­fec­tion, and awe the en­emy. Pre­tend to be strong, and so cause the en­emy to avoid you”!

			189. I fol­low Chang Yü in my in­ter­pret­a­tion of 怒. 卑 is ex­pan­ded by Mei Yao-chʽên in­to 示以卑弱. Wang Tzǔ, quoted by Tu Yu, says that the good tac­ti­cian plays with his ad­versary as a cat plays with a mouse, first feign­ing weak­ness and im­mob­il­ity, and then sud­denly poun­cing upon him.

			190. This is prob­ably the mean­ing, though Mei Yao-chʽên has the note: 以我之佚待彼之勞 “while we are tak­ing our ease, wait for the en­emy to tire him­self out.” The Yü Lan has 引而勞之 “Lure him on and tire him out.” This would seem also to have been Tsʽao Kung’s text, judging by his com­ment 以利勞之.

			191. Less plaus­ible is the in­ter­pret­a­tion fa­voured by most of the com­ment­at­ors: “If sov­er­eign and sub­ject are in ac­cord, put di­vi­sion between them.”

			192. This seems to be the way in which Tsʽao Kung un­der­stood the pas­sage, and is per­haps the best sense to be got out of the text as it stands. Most of the com­ment­at­ors give the fol­low­ing ex­plan­a­tion: “It is im­possible to lay down rules for war­fare be­fore you come in­to touch with the en­emy.” This would be very plaus­ible if it did not ig­nore 此, which un­mis­tak­ably refers to the max­ims which Sun Tzǔ has been lay­ing down. It is pos­sible, of course, that 此 may be a later in­ter­pol­a­tion, in which case the sen­tence would prac­tic­ally mean: “Suc­cess in war­fare can­not be taught.” As an al­tern­at­ive, how­ever, I would ven­ture to sug­gest that a second 不 may have fallen out after 可, so that we get: “These max­ims for suc­ceed­ing in war are the first that ought to be im­par­ted.”

			193. Chang Yü tells us that in an­cient times it was cus­tom­ary for a temple to be set apart for the use of a gen­er­al who was about to take the field, in or­der that he might there elab­or­ate his plan of cam­paign. Capt. Cal­throp mis­un­der­stands it as “the shrine of the an­cest­ors,” and gives a loose and in­ac­cur­ate ren­der­ing of the whole pas­sage.

			194. Tsʽao Kung has the note: 欲戰必先算其費務 “He who wishes to fight must first count the cost,” which pre­pares us for the dis­cov­ery that the sub­ject of the chapter is not what we might ex­pect from the title, but is primar­ily a con­sid­er­a­tion of ways and means.

			195. The 馳車 were lightly built and, ac­cord­ing to Chang Yü, used for the at­tack; the 革車 were heav­ier, and de­signed for pur­poses of de­fence. Li Chʽüan, it is true, says that the lat­ter were light, but this seems hardly prob­able. Capt. Cal­throp trans­lates “chari­ots” and “sup­ply wag­ons” re­spect­ively, but is not sup­por­ted by any com­ment­at­or. It is in­ter­est­ing to note the ana­lo­gies between early Chinese war­fare and that of the Ho­mer­ic Greeks. In each case, the war-chari­ot was the im­port­ant factor, form­ing as it did the nuc­le­us round which was grouped a cer­tain num­ber of foot-sol­diers. With re­gard to the num­bers giv­en here, we are in­formed that each swift chari­ot was ac­com­pan­ied by 75 foot­men, and each heavy chari­ot by 25 foot­men, so that the whole army would be di­vided up in­to a thou­sand bat­talions, each con­sist­ing of two chari­ots and a hun­dred men.

			196. 2.78 mod­ern li go to a mile. The length may have var­ied slightly since Sun Tzǔ’s time.

			197. 則, which fol­lows 糧 in the tex­tus re­cep­tus, is im­port­ant as in­dic­at­ing the apodos­is. In the text ad­op­ted by Capt. Cal­throp it is omit­ted, so that he is led to give this mean­ing­less trans­la­tion of the open­ing sen­tence: “Now the re­quire­ments of War are such that we need 1,000 chari­ots,” etc. The second 費, which is re­dund­ant, is omit­ted in the Yü Lan. 千金, like 千里 above, is meant to sug­gest a large but in­def­in­ite num­ber. As the Chinese have nev­er pos­sessed gold coins, it is in­cor­rect to trans­late it “1000 pieces of gold.”

			198. Capt. Cal­throp adds: “You have the in­stru­ments of vic­tory,” which he seems to get from the first five char­ac­ters of the next sen­tence.

			199. The Yü Lan omits 勝; but though 勝久 is cer­tainly a bold phrase, it is more likely to be right than not. Both in this place and in § 4, the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan read 頓 (in the sense of “to in­jure”) in­stead of 鈍.

			200. As syn­onyms to 屈 are giv­en 盡, 殫, 窮, and 困.

			201. 久暴師 means lit­er­ally, “If there is long ex­pos­ure of the army.” Of 暴 in this sense Kʽang Hsi cites an in­stance from the bio­graphy of 竇融 Tou Jung in the Hou Han Shu, where the com­ment­ary defines it by 露. Cf. also the fol­low­ing from the 戰國策: 將軍久暴露於外 “Gen­er­al, you have long been ex­posed to all weath­ers.”

			202. Fol­low­ing Tu Yu, I un­der­stand 善 in the sense of “to make good,” i.e. to mend. But Tu Mu and Ho Shih ex­plain it as “to make good plans”—for the fu­ture.

			203. This con­cise and dif­fi­cult sen­tence is not well ex­plained by any of the com­ment­at­ors. Tsʽao Kung, Li Chʽüan, Mêng Shih, Tu Yu, Tu Mu, and Mei Yao-chʽên have notes to the ef­fect that a gen­er­al, though nat­ur­ally stu­pid, may nev­er­the­less con­quer through sheer force of rapid­ity. Ho Shih says: “Haste may be stu­pid, but at any rate it saves ex­pendit­ure of en­ergy and treas­ure; pro­trac­ted op­er­a­tions may be very clev­er, but they bring calam­ity in their train.” Wang Hsi evades the dif­fi­culty by re­mark­ing: “Lengthy op­er­a­tions mean an army grow­ing old, wealth be­ing ex­pen­ded, an empty ex­chequer and dis­tress among the people; true clev­erness in­sures against the oc­cur­rence of such calam­it­ies.” Chang Yü says: “So long as vic­tory can be at­tained, stu­pid haste is prefer­able to clev­er dilat­or­i­ness.” Now Sun Tzǔ says noth­ing whatever, ex­cept pos­sibly by im­plic­a­tion, about ill-con­sidered haste be­ing bet­ter than in­geni­ous but lengthy op­er­a­tions. What he does say is some­thing much more guarded, namely that, while speed may some­times be in­ju­di­cious, tardi­ness can nev­er be any­thing but fool­ish—if only be­cause it means im­pov­er­ish­ment to the na­tion. Capt. Cal­throp in­dulges his ima­gin­a­tion with the fol­low­ing: “There­fore it is ac­know­ledged that war can­not be too short in dur­a­tion. But though con­duc­ted with the ut­most art, if long con­tinu­ing, mis­for­tunes do al­ways ap­pear.” It is hardly worth while to note the total dis­ap­pear­ance of 拙速 in this pre­cious con­coc­tion. In con­sid­er­ing the point raised here by Sun Tzǔ, the clas­sic ex­ample of Fabi­us Cunc­tat­or will in­ev­it­ably oc­cur to the mind. That gen­er­al de­lib­er­ately meas­ured the en­dur­ance of Rome against that of Han­ni­bal’s isol­ated army, be­cause it seemed to him that the lat­ter was more likely to suf­fer from a long cam­paign in a strange coun­try. But it is quite a moot ques­tion wheth­er his tac­tics would have proved suc­cess­ful in the long run. Their re­versal, it is true, led to Can­nae; but this only es­tab­lishes a neg­at­ive pre­sump­tion in their fa­vour.

			204. The Yü Lan has 圖 in­stead of 國—evid­ently the mis­take of a scribe.

			205. That is, with rapid­ity. Only one who knows the dis­astrous ef­fects of a long war can real­ise the su­preme im­port­ance of rapid­ity in bring­ing it to a close. Only two com­ment­at­ors seem to fa­vour this in­ter­pret­a­tion, but it fits well in­to the lo­gic of the con­text, where­as the ren­der­ing, “He who does not know the evils of war can­not ap­pre­ci­ate its be­ne­fits,” is dis­tinctly point­less.

			206. Once war is de­clared, he will not waste pre­cious time in wait­ing for re­in­force­ments, not will he turn his army back for fresh sup­plies, but crosses the en­emy’s fron­ti­er without delay. This may seem an au­da­cious policy to re­com­mend, but with all great strategists, from Ju­li­us Caesar to Na­po­leon Bona­parte, the value of time—that is, be­ing a little ahead of your op­pon­ent—has coun­ted for more than either nu­mer­ic­al su­peri­or­ity or the nicest cal­cu­la­tions with re­gard to com­mis­sari­at. 籍 is used in the sense of 賦. The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan have the in­feri­or read­ing 籍. The com­ment­at­ors ex­plain 不三載 by say­ing that the wag­ons are loaded once be­fore passing the fron­ti­er, and that the army is met by a fur­ther con­sign­ment of sup­plies on the home­ward march. The Yü Lan, how­ever, reads 再 here as well.

			207. 用, “things to be used,” in the widest sense. It in­cludes all the im­ped­i­menta of an army, apart from pro­vi­sions.

			208. The be­gin­ning of this sen­tence does not bal­ance prop­erly with the next, though ob­vi­ously in­ten­ded to do so. The ar­range­ment, moreover, is so awk­ward that I can­not help sus­pect­ing some cor­rup­tion in the text. It nev­er seems to oc­cur to Chinese com­ment­at­ors that an emend­a­tion may be ne­ces­sary for the sense, and we get no help from them here. Sun Tzǔ says that the cause of the people’s im­pov­er­ish­ment is 遠輸; it is clear, there­fore, that the words have ref­er­ence to some sys­tem by which the hus­band­men sent their con­tri­bu­tions of corn to the army dir­ect. But why should it fall on them to main­tain an army in this way, ex­cept be­cause the State or Gov­ern­ment is too poor to do so? As­sum­ing then that 貧 ought to stand first in the sen­tence in or­der to bal­ance 近 (the fact that the two words rhyme is sig­ni­fic­ant), and thus get­ting rid of 國之, we are still left with 於師, which lat­ter word seems to me an ob­vi­ous mis­take for 國. “Poverty in the army” is an un­likely ex­pres­sion, es­pe­cially as the gen­er­al has just been warned not to en­cum­ber his army with a large quant­ity of sup­plies. If we sup­pose that 師 some­how got writ­ten here in­stead of 國 (a very simple sup­pos­i­tion, as we have 近於師 in the next sen­tence), and that later on some­body, scent­ing a mis­take, pre­fixed the gloss 國之 to 貧, without how­ever eras­ing 於師, the whole muddle may be ex­plained. My emen­ded text then would be 貧於國者, etc.

			209. 近, that is, as Wang Hsi says, be­fore the army has left its own ter­rit­ory. Tsʽao Kung un­der­stands it of an army that has already crossed the fron­ti­er. Capt. Cal­throp drops the 於, read­ing 近師者, but even so it is im­possible to jus­ti­fy his trans­la­tion “Re­peated wars cause high prices.”

			210. Cf. Men­cius VII 2 XIV 2, where 丘民 has the same mean­ing as 丘役. 丘 was an an­cient meas­ure of land. The full table, as giv­en in the 司馬法, may not be out of place here: 6 尺 = 1 步; 100 步 = 畝; 100 畝 = 1 夫; 3 夫 = 1 屋; 3 屋 = 1 井; 4 井 = 1 邑; 4 邑 = 1 丘; 4 丘 = 1 甸. Ac­cord­ing to the Chou Li, there were nine hus­band­men to a 井, which would as­sign to each man the goodly al­low­ance of 100 畝 (of which 6.6 now go to an acre). What the val­ues of these meas­ures were in Sun Tzǔ’s time is not known with any cer­tainty. The lin­eal 尺, how­ever, is sup­posed to have been about 20 cm. 急 may in­clude levies of men, as well as oth­er ex­ac­tions.

			211. The Yü Lan omits 財殫. I would pro­pose the emen­ded read­ing 力屈則中, etc. In view of the fact that we have 財竭 in the two pre­ced­ing para­graphs, it seems prob­able that 財 is a scribe’s mis­take for 則, 殫 hav­ing been ad­ded af­ter­wards to make sense. 中原內虛於家, lit­er­ally: “With­in the middle plains there is empti­ness in the homes.” For 中原 cf. Shih Ching II 3 VI 3 and II 5 II 3 With re­gard to 十去其七, Tu Mu says: 家業十耗其七也, and Wang Hsi: 民費大半矣; that is, the people are mulcted not of ³⁄₁₀, but of ⁷⁄₁₀, of their in­come. But this is hardly to be ex­trac­ted from our text. Ho Shih has a char­ac­ter­ist­ic tag: 國以民為本民以食為天居人上者宜平重惜 “The people be­ing re­garded as the es­sen­tial part of the State, and food as the people’s heav­en, is it not right that those in au­thor­ity should value and be care­ful of both?”

			212. The Yü Lan has sev­er­al vari­ous read­ings here, the more im­port­ant of which are 疲 for the less com­mon 罷 (read pʽi), 干 for 蔽, and 兵牛 for 丘牛, which lat­ter, if right, must mean “ox­en from the coun­try dis­tricts” (cf. supra, “When their sub­stance is drained …”). For the mean­ing of 櫓, see note 225. Capt. Cal­throp omits to trans­late 丘牛大車.

			213. Be­cause twenty cart­loads will be con­sumed in the pro­cess of trans­port­ing one cart­load to the front. Ac­cord­ing to Tsʽao Kung, a 鍾 = 6 斛 4 㪷, or 64 㪷, but ac­cord­ing to Mêng Shih, 10 斛 make a 鍾. The 石 picul con­sisted of 70 斤 cat­ties (Tu Mu and oth­ers say 120). 𦮼秆, lit­er­ally, “bean­stalks and straw.”

			214. These are two dif­fi­cult sen­tences, which I have trans­lated in ac­cord­ance with Mei Yao-chʽên’s para­phrase. We may in­con­tin­ently re­ject Capt. Cal­throp’s ex­traordin­ary trans­la­tion of the first: “Wan­tonly to kill and des­troy the en­emy must be for­bid­den.” Tsʽao Kung quotes a jingle cur­rent in his day: 軍無財士不來軍無士不往. Tu Mu says: “Re­wards are ne­ces­sary in or­der to make the sol­diers see the ad­vant­age of beat­ing the en­emy; thus, when you cap­ture spoils from the en­emy, they must be used as re­wards, so that all your men may have a keen de­sire to fight, each on his own ac­count.” Chang Yü takes 利 as the dir­ect ob­ject of 取, which is not so good.

			215. Capt. Calthop’s ren­der­ing is: “They who are the first to lay their hands on more than ten of the en­emy’s chari­ots, should be en­cour­aged.” We should have ex­pec­ted the gal­lant cap­tain to see that such Sam­son-like prowess de­served some­thing more sub­stan­tial than mere en­cour­age­ment. The Tʽu Shu omits 故, and has 以上 in place of the more ar­cha­ic 已上.

			216. As Ho Shih re­marks: 兵不可玩武不可黷 “Sol­diers are not to be used as playthings. War is not a thing to be trifled with.” Sun Tzǔ here re­it­er­ates the main les­son which this chapter is in­ten­ded to en­force.

			217. In the ori­gin­al text, there is a 生 be­fore the 民.

			218. A 軍 “army corps,” ac­cord­ing to the Ssǔ-ma Fa, con­sisted nom­in­ally of 12500 men; ac­cord­ing to Tsʽao Kung, a 旅 con­tained 500 men, a 卒 any num­ber between 100 and 500, and a 伍 any num­ber between 5 and 100. For the last two, how­ever, Chang Yü gives the ex­act fig­ures of 100 and 5 re­spect­ively.

			From cor­ri­genda: 全軍, etc. The more I think about it, the more I prefer the ren­der­ing sug­ges­ted in note 722.

			219. Here again, no mod­ern strategist but will ap­prove the words of the old Chinese gen­er­al. Moltke’s greatest tri­umph, the ca­pit­u­la­tion of the huge French army at Sedan, was won prac­tic­ally without blood­shed.

			220. I.e., as Li Chʽüan says (伐其始謀也), in their very in­cep­tion. Per­haps the word “baulk” falls short of ex­press­ing the full force of 伐, which im­plies not an at­ti­tude of de­fence, whereby one might be con­tent to foil the en­emy’s stratagems one after an­oth­er, but an act­ive policy of coun­ter­at­tack. Ho Shih puts this very clearly in his note: “When the en­emy has made a plan of at­tack against us, we must an­ti­cip­ate him by de­liv­er­ing our own at­tack first.”

			221. Isol­at­ing him from his al­lies. We must not for­get that Sun Tzǔ, in speak­ing of hos­til­it­ies, al­ways has in mind the nu­mer­ous states or prin­cip­al­it­ies in­to which the China of his day was split up.

			222. When he is already in full strength.

			223. The use of the word 政 is some­what un­usu­al, which may ac­count for the read­ing of the mod­ern text: 其下攻城.

			224. An­oth­er sound piece of mil­it­ary the­ory. Had the Bo­ers ac­ted upon it in 1899, and re­frained from dis­sip­at­ing their strength be­fore Kim­ber­ley, Mafek­ing, or even Lady­s­mith, it is more than prob­able that they would have been mas­ters of the situ­ation be­fore the Brit­ish were ready ser­i­ously to op­pose them.

			225. It is not quite clear what 櫓 were. Tsʽao Kung simply defines them as 大楯 “large shields,” but we get a bet­ter idea of them from Li Chʽüan, who says they were to pro­tect the heads of those who were as­sault­ing the city walls at close quar­ters. This seems to sug­gest a sort of Ro­man tes­tudo, ready made. Tu Mu says they were “what are now termed 彭排” (wheeled vehicles used in re­pelling at­tacks, ac­cord­ing to Kʽang Hsi), but this is denied by Chʽên Hao. See supra, II (“… spears and shields …”). The name is also ap­plied to tur­rets on city walls. Of 轒轀 (fên yün) we get a fairly clear de­scrip­tion from sev­er­al com­ment­at­ors. They were wooden mis­sile-proof struc­tures on four wheels, pro­pelled from with­in, covered over with raw hides, and used in sei­ges to con­vey parties of men to and from the walls, for the pur­pose of filling up the en­circ­ling moat with earth. Tu Mu adds that they are now called 木驢 “wooden don­keys.” Capt. Cal­throp wrongly trans­lates the term, “bat­ter­ing-rams.” I fol­low Tsʽao Kung in tak­ing 具 as a verb, co­ordin­ate and syn­onym­ous with 修. Those com­ment­at­ors who re­gard 修 as an ad­ject­ive equi­val­ent to 長 “long,” make 具 pre­sum­ably in­to a noun.

			226. The 距闉 (or 堙, in the mod­ern text) were great mounds or ram­parts of earth heaped up to the level of the en­emy’s walls in or­der to dis­cov­er the weak parts in the de­fence, and also to des­troy the 樓櫓 for­ti­fied tur­rets men­tioned in the pre­ced­ing note. Tu Yu quotes the Tso Chuan: 楚司馬子反乘堙而窺宋城也.

			227. Capt. Cal­throp un­ac­count­ably omits this vivid simile, which, as Tsʽao Kung says, is taken from the spec­tacle of an army of ants climb­ing a wall. The mean­ing is that the gen­er­al, los­ing pa­tience at the long delay, may make a pre­ma­ture at­tempt to storm the place be­fore his en­gines of war are ready.

			228. We are re­minded of the ter­rible losses of the Ja­pan­ese be­fore Port Ar­thur, in the most re­cent siege which his­tory has to re­cord. The Tʽung Tien reads 不勝心之忿 … 則殺士卒 … 攻城之災. For 其忿 the Yü Lan has 心怒. Capt. Cal­throp does not trans­late 而城不拔者, and mis­trans­lates 此攻之災.

			229. Chia Lin notes that he only over­throws the 國, that is, the Gov­ern­ment, but does no harm to in­di­vidu­als. The clas­sic­al in­stance is Wu Wang, who after hav­ing put an end to the Yin dyn­asty was ac­claimed “Fath­er and moth­er of the people.”

			230. Ow­ing to the double mean­ings of 兵, 頓 (= 鈍) and 利, the lat­ter part of the sen­tence is sus­cept­ible of quite a dif­fer­ent mean­ing: “And thus, the weapon not be­ing blun­ted by use, its keen­ness re­mains per­fect.” Chang Yü says that 利 is “the ad­vant­age of a pros­per­ous king­dom and a strong army.”

			231. Straight­away, without wait­ing for any fur­ther ad­vant­age.

			232. Note that 之 does not refer to the en­emy, as in the two pre­ced­ing clauses. This sud­den change of ob­ject is quite com­mon in Chinese. Tu Mu takes ex­cep­tion to the say­ing; and at first sight, in­deed, it ap­pears to vi­ol­ate a fun­da­ment­al prin­ciple of war. Tsʽao Kung, how­ever, gives a clue to Sun Tzǔ’s mean­ing: 以二敵一則一術為正一術為奇 “Be­ing two to the en­emy’s one, we may use one part of our army in the reg­u­lar way, and the oth­er for some spe­cial di­ver­sion.” (For ex­plan­a­tion of 正 and 奇, see note 275.) Chang Yü thus fur­ther elu­cid­ates the point: “If our force is twice as nu­mer­ous as that of the en­emy, it should be split up in­to two di­vi­sions, one to meet the en­emy in front, and one to fall upon his rear; if he replies to the front­al at­tack, he may be crushed from be­hind; if to the rear­ward at­tack, he may be crushed in front. This is what is meant by say­ing that ‘one part may be used in the reg­u­lar way, and the oth­er for some spe­cial di­ver­sion.’ Tu Mu does not un­der­stand that di­vid­ing one’s army is simply an ir­reg­u­lar, just as con­cen­trat­ing it is the reg­u­lar, stra­tegic­al meth­od, and he is too hasty in call­ing this a mis­take.”

			233. Li Chʽüan, fol­lowed by Ho Shih, gives the fol­low­ing para­phrase: 主客力敵惟善者戰 “If at­tack­ers and at­tacked are equally matched in strength, only the able gen­er­al will fight.” He thus takes 能 as though it were 能者, which is awk­ward.

			234. The Tʽu Shu has 守 in­stead of 逃, which is hardly dis­tin­guish­able in sense from 避 in the next clause. The mean­ing, “we can watch the en­emy,” is cer­tainly a great im­prove­ment on the above; but un­for­tu­nately there ap­pears to be no very good au­thor­ity for the vari­ant. Chang Yü re­minds us that the say­ing only ap­plies if the oth­er factors are equal; a small dif­fer­ence in num­bers is of­ten more than coun­ter­bal­anced by su­per­i­or en­ergy and dis­cip­line.

			235. In oth­er words: “C’est mag­ni­fique; mais ce n’est pas la guerre.”

			236. 隙 can­not be re­stric­ted to any­thing so par­tic­u­lar as in Capt. Cal­throp’s trans­la­tion, “di­vided in his al­le­gi­ance.” It is simply keep­ing up the meta­phor sug­ges­ted by 周. As Li Chʽüan tersely puts it: 隙缺也將才不備兵必弱 “Chʽi, gap, in­dic­ates de­fi­ciency; if the gen­er­al’s abil­ity is not per­fect (i.e. if he is not thor­oughly versed in his pro­fes­sion), his army will lack strength.”

			237. Tsʽao Kung weakly defines 縻 as 御 “con­trol,” “dir­ect.” Cf. chapter III (“He will win who has mil­it­ary ca­pa­city …”). But in real­ity it is one of those graph­ic meta­phors which from time to time il­lu­min­ate Sun Tzǔ’s work, and is right­fully ex­plained by Li Chʽüan as = 絆. He adds the com­ment: 如絆驥足無馳驟也. “It is like ty­ing to­geth­er the legs of a thor­ough­bred, so that it is un­able to gal­lop.” One would nat­ur­ally think of “the ruler” in this pas­sage as be­ing at home, and try­ing to dir­ect the move­ments of his army from a dis­tance. But the com­ment­at­ors un­der­stand just the re­verse, and quote the say­ing of Tʽai Kung: 國不可以從外治軍不可以從中御 “A king­dom should not be gov­erned from without, an army should not be dir­ec­ted from with­in.” Of course it is true that, dur­ing an en­gage­ment, or when in close touch with the en­emy, the gen­er­al should not be in the thick of his own troops, but a little dis­tance apart. Oth­er­wise, he will be li­able to mis­judge the po­s­i­tion as a whole, and give wrong or­ders.

			238. Tsʽao Kung’s note is: 軍容不入國國容不入軍禮不可以治兵也, which may be freely trans­lated: “The mil­it­ary sphere and the civil sphere are wholly dis­tinct; you can’t handle an army in kid gloves.” And Chang Yü says: “Hu­man­ity and justice (仁義) are the prin­ciples on which to gov­ern a state, but not an army; op­por­tunism and flex­ib­il­ity (權變), on the oth­er hand, are mil­it­ary rather than civic vir­tues.” 同三軍之政, “to as­sim­il­ate the gov­ern­ing of the army”—to that of a State, un­der­stood. The Tʽung Tien has 欲 in­ser­ted be­fore 同, here and in the next para­graph.

			239. That is, he is not care­ful to use the right man in the right place.

			240. I fol­low Mei Yao-chʽên here. The oth­er com­ment­at­ors make 不知 etc. refer, not to the ruler, as in the pre­vi­ous two ways (“By com­mand­ing the army …” and “By at­tempt­ing to gov­ern …”), but to the of­ficers he em­ploys. Thus Tu Yu says: 將若不知權變不可付以勢位 “If a gen­er­al is ig­nor­ant of the prin­ciple of ad­apt­ab­il­ity, he must not be en­trus­ted with a po­s­i­tion of au­thor­ity.” Tu Mu quotes 黃石公: “The skil­ful em­ploy­er of men will em­ply the wise man, the brave man, the cov­et­ous man, and the stu­pid man. For the wise man de­lights in es­tab­lish­ing his mer­it, the brave man likes to show his cour­age in ac­tion, the cov­et­ous man is quick at seiz­ing ad­vant­ages, and the stu­pid man has no fear of death.” The Tʽung Tien reads 軍覆疑, which Tu Yu ex­plains as 覆敗 “is ut­terly de­feated.” Capt. Cal­throp gives a very in­ac­cur­ate ren­der­ing: “Ig­nor­ant of the situ­ation of the army, to in­ter­fere in its dis­pos­i­tions.”

			241. Most of the com­ment­at­ors take 引 in the sense of 奪, which it seems to bear also in the Li Chi, 玉藻, I 18. (卻 is there giv­en as its equi­val­ent, but Legge tries not­with­stand­ing to re­tain the more usu­al sense, trans­lat­ing “draw … back,” which is hardly de­fens­ible.) Tu Mu and Wang Hsi, how­ever, think 引勝 means “lead­ing up to the en­emy’s vic­tory.”

			242. Chang Yü says: “If he can fight, he ad­vances and takes the of­fens­ive; if he can­not fight, he re­treats and re­mains on the de­fens­ive. He will in­vari­ably con­quer who knows wheth­er it is right to take the of­fens­ive or the de­fens­ive.”

			243. This is not merely the gen­er­al’s abil­ity to es­tim­ate num­bers cor­rectly, as Li Chʽüan and oth­ers make out. Chang Yü ex­pounds the say­ing more sat­is­fact­or­ily: “By ap­ply­ing the art of war, it is pos­sible with a less­er force to de­feat a great­er, and vice versa. The secret lies in an eye for loc­al­ity, and in not let­ting the right mo­ment slip. Thus Wu Tzǔ says: ‘With a su­per­i­or force, make for easy ground; with an in­feri­or one, make for dif­fi­cult ground.’ ”

			244. Tsʽao Kung refers 上下 less well to sov­er­eign and sub­jects.

			245. Tu Yu quotes 王子 as say­ing: 指授在君決戰在將也 “It is the sov­er­eign’s func­tion to give broad in­struc­tions, but to de­cide on battle is the func­tion of the gen­er­al.” It is need­less to dilate on the mil­it­ary dis­asters which have been caused by un­due in­ter­fer­ence with op­er­a­tions in the field on the part of the home gov­ern­ment. Na­po­leon un­doubtedly owed much of his ex­traordin­ary suc­cess to the fact that he was not hampered by any cent­ral au­thor­ity—that he was, in fact, 將 and 君 in one.

			246. Lit­er­ally, “These five things are know­ledge of the prin­ciple of vic­tory.”

			247. Li Chʽüan cites the case of 苻堅 Fu Chi­en, prince of 秦 Chʽin, who in 383 AD marched with a vast army against the 晉 Chin Em­per­or. When warned not to des­pise an en­emy who could com­mand the ser­vices of such men as 謝安 Hsieh An and 桓沖 Huan Chʽung, he boast­fully replied: “I have the pop­u­la­tion of eight provinces at my back, in­fantry and horse­men to the num­ber of one mil­lion; why, they could dam up the Yangt­sze River it­self by merely throw­ing their whips in­to the stream. What danger have I to fear?” Nev­er­the­less, his forces were soon after dis­astrously routed at the 淝 Fei River, and he was ob­liged to beat a hasty re­treat.

			248. The mod­ern text, rep­res­en­ted by the 北堂書鈔 and Tʽu Shu, has 必敗, which I should be in­clined to ad­opt in pref­er­ence to 殆 here, though the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan both have the lat­ter. Chang Yü of­fers the best com­ment­ary on 知彼知己. He says that these words “have ref­er­ence to at­tack and de­fence: know­ing the en­emy en­ables you to take the of­fens­ive, know­ing your­self en­ables you to stand on the de­fens­ive.” He adds: 攻是守之機守是攻之策 “At­tack is the secret of de­fence; de­fence is the plan­ning of an at­tack.” It would be hard to find a bet­ter epi­tome of the root-prin­ciple of war.

			249. 形 is a very com­pre­hens­ive and some­what vague term. Lit­er­ally, “form,” “body,” it comes to mean “ap­pear­ance,” “at­ti­tude” or “dis­pos­i­tion;” and here it is best taken as some­thing between, or per­haps com­bin­ing, “tac­tics” and “dis­pos­i­tion of troops.” Tsʽao Kung ex­plains it as 軍之形也, 我動彼應兩敵相察情也 “march­ing and coun­ter­march­ing on the part of the two armies with a view to dis­cov­er­ing each oth­er’s con­di­tion.” Tu Mu says: “It is through the 形 dis­pos­i­tions of an army that its con­di­tion may be dis­covered. Con­ceal your dis­pos­i­tions (無形), and your con­di­tion will re­main secret, which leads to vic­tory; show your dis­pos­i­tions, and your con­di­tion will be­come pat­ent, which leads to de­feat.” Wang Hsi re­marks that the good gen­er­al can 變化其形因敵以制勝 “se­cure suc­cess by modi­fy­ing his tac­tics to meet those of the en­emy.” In the mod­ern text, the title of the chapter ap­pears as 軍形, which Capt. Cal­throp in­cor­rectly trans­lates “the or­der of battle.”

			250. That is, of course, by a mis­take on his part. Capt. Cal­throp has: “The causes of de­feat come from with­in; vic­tory is born in the en­emy’s camp,” which, though cer­tainly an im­prove­ment on his pre­vi­ous at­tempt, is still in­cor­rect.

			251. “By con­ceal­ing the dis­pos­i­tion of his troops, cov­er­ing up his tracks, and tak­ing un­re­mit­ting pre­cau­tions” (Chang Yü).

			252. The ori­gin­al text reads 使敵之可勝, which the mod­ern text has fur­ther mod­i­fied in­to 使敵之必可勝. Capt. Cal­throp makes out the im­possible mean­ing, “and fur­ther render the en­emy in­cap­able of vic­tory.”

			253. Capt. Cal­throp trans­lates: “The con­di­tions ne­ces­sary for vic­tory may be present, but they can­not al­ways be ob­tained,” which is more or less un­in­tel­li­gible.

			254. For 不可勝 I re­tain the sense which it un­doubtedly bears at the be­gin­ning of the chapter (“Sun Tzǔ said …” through “Thus the good fight­er …”), in spite of the fact that the com­ment­at­ors are all against me. The mean­ing they give, “He who can­not con­quer takes the de­fens­ive,” is plaus­ible enough, but it is highly im­prob­able that 勝 should sud­denly be­come act­ive in this way. An in­cor­rect vari­ant in the Yü Lan is 不可勝則守可勝則攻.

			255. Lit­er­ally, “hides un­der the ninth earth,” which is a meta­phor in­dic­at­ing the ut­most secrecy and con­ceal­ment, so that the en­emy may not know his where­abouts. The 九地 of this pas­sage have of course no con­nec­tion with the 九地 “Nine situ­ations” of chap. XI

			256. An­oth­er meta­phor, im­ply­ing that he falls on his ad­versary like a thun­der­bolt, against which there is no time to pre­pare. This is the opin­ion of most of the com­ment­at­ors, though Tsʽao Kung, fol­lowed by Tu Yu, ex­plains 地 as the hills, rivers, and oth­er nat­ur­al fea­tures which will af­ford shel­ter or pro­tec­tion to the at­tacked, and 天 as the phases of weath­er which may be turned to ac­count by the at­tack­ing party. Capt. Cal­throp’s “The skil­ful in at­tack push to the top­most heav­en” con­veys no mean­ing at all.

			257. Capt. Cal­throp draws on a fer­tile ima­gin­a­tion for the fol­low­ing: “If these pre­cepts be ob­served, vic­tory is cer­tain.”

			258. As Tsʽao Kung re­marks, 當見未萌 “the thing is to see the plant be­fore it has ger­min­ated,” to fore­see the event be­fore the ac­tion has be­gun. Li Chʽüan al­ludes to the story of Han Hsin who, when about to at­tack the vastly su­per­i­or army of 趙 Chao, which was strongly en­trenched in the city of 成安 Chʽêng-an, said to his of­ficers: “Gen­tle­men, we are go­ing to an­ni­hil­ate the en­emy, and shall meet again at din­ner.” The of­ficers hardly took his words ser­i­ously, and gave a very du­bi­ous as­sent. But Han Hsin had already worked out in his mind the de­tails of a clev­er stratagem, whereby, as he foresaw, he was able to cap­ture the city and in­flict a crush­ing de­feat on his ad­versary. For the full story, see 前漢書, chap. 34, 韓信傳. Capt. Cal­throp again blun­ders badly with: “A vic­tory, even if pop­ularly pro­claimed as such by the com­mon folk, may not be a true suc­cess.”

			259. True ex­cel­lence be­ing, as Tu Mu says: 陰謀潛運攻心伐謀勝敵之日曾不血刃 “To plan secretly, to move sur­repti­tiously, to foil the en­emy’s in­ten­tions and baulk his schemes, so that at last the day may be won without shed­ding a drop of blood.” Sun Tzǔ re­serves his ap­prob­a­tion for things that

			
				
					the world’s coarse thumb
					

					And fin­ger fail to plumb.
				

			

			260. 秋毫 is ex­plained as the fur of a hare, which is finest in au­tumn, when it be­gins to grow afresh. The phrase is a very com­mon one in Chinese writers. Cf. Men­cius, I 1 VII 10, and Chuang Tzǔ, 知北游, et. al.

			261. Ho Shih gives as real in­stances of strength, sharp sight and quick hear­ing: 烏獲 Wu Huo, who chould lift a tri­pod weigh­ing 250 stone; 離朱 Li Chu, who at a dis­tance of a hun­dred paces could see ob­jects no big­ger than a mus­tard seed; and 師曠 Shih Kʽuang, a blind mu­si­cian who could hear the foot­steps of a mos­quito.

			262. The ori­gin­al text, fol­lowed by the Tʽu Shu, has 勝於易勝者也. But this is an al­ter­a­tion evid­ently in­ten­ded to smooth the awk­ward­ness of 勝勝易勝者也, which means lit­er­ally: “one who, con­quer­ing, ex­cels in easy con­quer­ing.” Mei Yao-chʽên says: “He who only sees the ob­vi­ous, wins his battles with dif­fi­culty; he who looks be­low the sur­face of things, wins with ease.”

			263. Tu Mu ex­plains this very well: “Inas­much as his vic­tor­ies are gained over cir­cum­stances that have not come to light, the world at large knows noth­ing of them, and he wins no repu­ta­tion for wis­dom; inas­much as the hos­tile state sub­mits be­fore there has been any blood­shed, he re­ceives no cred­it for cour­age.”

			264. Chʽên Hao says: “He plans no su­per­flu­ous marches, he de­vises no fu­tile at­tacks.” The con­nec­tion of ideas is thus ex­plained by Chang Yü: “One who seeks to con­quer by sheer strength, clev­er though he may be at win­ning pitched battles, is also li­able on oc­ca­sion to be van­quished; where­as he who can look in­to the fu­ture and dis­cern con­di­tions that are not yet mani­fest, will nev­er make a blun­der and there­fore in­vari­ably win.” Li Chʽüan thinks that the char­ac­ter 忒 should be 貳 “to have doubts.” But it is bet­ter not to tamper with the text, es­pe­cially when no im­prove­ment in sense is the res­ult.

			265. The Tʽu Shu omits 必. 措 is here = 置. Chia Lin says it is put for 錯 in the sense of 雜; but this is far­fetched. Capt. Cal­throp al­to­geth­er ig­nores the im­port­ant word 忒.

			266. A 不可為之計 “coun­sel of per­fec­tion,” as Tu Mu truly ob­serves. 地 need not be con­fined strictly to the ac­tu­al ground oc­cu­pied by the troops. It in­cludes all the ar­range­ments and pre­par­a­tions which a wise gen­er­al will make to in­crease the safety of this army.

			267. Ho Shih thus ex­pounds the para­dox: “In war­fare, first lay plans which will en­sure vic­tory, and then lead your army to battle; if you will not be­gin with stratagem but rely on brute strength alone, vic­tory will no longer be as­sured.”

			268. For 道 and 法, see supra, I (“These are: (1) The Mor­al Law …” sqq.) I think that Chang Yü is wrong in al­ter­ing their sig­ni­fic­a­tion here, and tak­ing them as 為戰之道 and 制敵之法 re­spect­ively.

			269. It is not easy to dis­tin­guish the four terms 度量數稱 very clearly. The first seems to be sur­vey­ing and meas­ure­ment of the ground, which en­able us to 量 form an es­tim­ate of the en­emy’s strength, and to 數 make cal­cu­la­tions based on the data thus ob­tained; we are thus led to 稱 a gen­er­al weigh­ing-up, or com­par­is­on of the en­emy’s chances with our own; if the lat­ter turn the scale, then 勝 vic­tory en­sues. The chief dif­fi­culty lies in 數, which some com­ment­at­ors take as a cal­cu­la­tion of num­bers, thereby mak­ing it mearly syn­onym­ous with 量. Per­haps 量 is rather a con­sid­er­a­tion of the en­emy’s gen­er­al po­s­i­tion or con­di­tion (情 or 形勢), while 數 is the es­tim­ate of his nu­mer­ic­al strength. On the oth­er hand, Tu Mu defines 數 as 機數, and adds: 强弱已定然後能用機變數也 “the ques­tion of re­l­at­ive strength hav­ing been settled, we can bring the var­ied re­sources of cun­ning in­to play.” Ho Shih seconds this in­ter­pret­a­tion, which is weakened, how­ever, by the fact that 稱 is giv­en as lo­gic­ally con­sequent on 數; this cer­tainly points to the lat­ter be­ing a cal­cu­la­tion of num­bers. Of Capt. Cal­throp’s ver­sion the less said the bet­ter.

			270. Lit­er­ally, “a vic­tori­ous army is like an 鎰 i (20 oz.) weighed against a 銖 shu (¹⁄₂₄ oz.); a routed army as a shu weighed against an i.” The point is simply the enorm­ous ad­vant­age which a dis­cip­lined force, flushed with vic­tory, has over one de­mor­al­ised by de­feat. Legge, in his note on Men­cius, I 2 IX 2, makes the 鎰 to be 24 Chinese ounces, and cor­rects Chu Hsi’s state­ment that it equalled 20 oz. only. But Li Chʽüan of the Tʽang dyn­asty here gives the same fig­ure as Chu Hsi.

			271. The con­struc­tion here is slightly awk­ward and el­lipt­ic­al, but the gen­er­al sense is plain. The Tʽu Shu omits 民也. A 仞 = 8 尺 or Chinese feet.

			272. 埶 here is said to be an older form of 勢; Sun Tzǔ, how­ever, would seem to have used the former in the sense of “power,” and the lat­ter only in the sense of “cir­cum­stances.” The fuller title 兵勢 is found in the Tʽu Shu and the mod­ern text. Wang Hsi ex­pands it in­to 積勢之變 “the ap­plic­a­tion, in vari­ous ways, of ac­cu­mu­lated power;” and Chang Yü says: 兵勢以成然後仼勢以取勝 “When the sol­diers’ en­ergy has reached its height, it may be used to se­cure vic­tory.” Cf. X (“If you are situ­ated at a great dis­tance …”), where 勢 is trans­lated “strength,” though it might also be “con­di­tions.” The three words 執, 埶 and 勢 have been much con­fused. It ap­pears from the Shuo Wên that the last char­ac­ter is post-clas­sic­al, so that Sun Tzǔ must have used either or in all senses.

			273. That is, cut­ting up the army in­to re­gi­ments, com­pan­ies, etc., with sub­or­din­ate of­ficers in com­mand of each. Tu Mu re­minds us of Han Hsin’s fam­ous reply to the first Han Em­per­or, who once said to him: “How large an army do you think I could lead?” “Not more than 100,000 men, your Majesty.” “And you?” asked the Em­per­or. “Oh!” he answered, “the more the bet­ter” (多多益辦耳). Chang Yü gives the fol­low­ing curi­ous table of the sub­di­vi­sions of an army:—5 men make a 列; 2 列 make a 火; 5 火 make a 隊; 2 隊 make a 官; 2 官 make a 曲; 2 曲 make a 部; 2 部 make a 校; 2 校 make a 裨; 2 裨 make a 軍. A 軍 or army corps thus works out at 3200 men. But cf. note 218. For 曲, see note 175. It is pos­sible that 官 in that para­graph may also be used in the above tech­nic­al sense.

			274. One must be care­ful to avoid trans­lat­ing 鬥衆 “fight­ing against a large num­ber,” no ref­er­ence to the en­emy be­ing in­ten­ded. 形 is ex­plained by Tsʽao Kung as de­not­ing flags and ban­ners, by means of which every sol­dier may re­cog­nise his own par­tic­u­lar re­gi­ment or com­pany, and thus con­fu­sion may be pre­ven­ted. 名 he ex­plains as drums and gongs, which from the earli­est times were used to sound the ad­vance and the re­treat re­spect­ively. Tu Mu defines 形 as 陳形 “mar­shalling the troops in or­der,” and takes 名 as the flags and ban­ners. Wang Hsi also dis­sents from Tsʽao Kung, re­fer­ring 形 to the or­der­ing of the troops by means of ban­ners, drums and gongs, and 名 to the vari­ous names by which the re­gi­ments might be dis­tin­guised. There is much to be said for this view.

			275. For 必, there is an­oth­er read­ing 畢, “all to­geth­er,” ad­op­ted by Wang Hsi and Chang Yü. We now come to one of the most in­ter­est­ing parts of Sun Tzǔ’s treat­ise, the dis­cus­sion of the 正 and the 奇. As it is by no means easy to grasp the full sig­ni­fic­ance of these two terms, or to render them at all con­sist­ently by good Eng­lish equi­val­ents, it may be as well to tab­u­late some of the com­ment­at­ors’ re­marks on the sub­ject be­fore pro­ceed­ing fur­ther. Li Chʽüan: 當敵為正傍出為奇 “Fa­cing the en­emy is chêng, mak­ing lat­er­al di­ver­sions is chʽi.” Chia Lin: 當敵以正陳取勝以奇兵 “In pres­ence of the en­emy, your troops should be ar­rayed in nor­mal fash­ion, but in or­der to se­cure vic­tory ab­nor­mal man­oeuvres must be em­ployed.” Mei Yao-chʽên: 動為奇靜為正靜以待之動以勝之 “Chʽi is act­ive, chêng is pass­ive; passiv­ity means wait­ing for an op­por­tun­ity, activ­ity brings the vic­tory it­self.” Ho Shih: 我之正使敵視之為奇我之奇使敵視之為正正亦為奇奇亦為正 “We must cause the en­emy to re­gard our straight­for­ward at­tack as one that is secretly de­signed, and vice versa; thus chêng may also be chʽi, and chʽi may also be chêng.” He in­stances the fam­ous ex­ploit of Han Hsin, who when march­ing os­tens­ibly against 臨晉 Lin-chin (now 朝邑 Chao-i in Shensi), sud­denly threw a large force across the Yel­low River in wooden tubs, ut­terly dis­con­cert­ing his op­pon­ent. (Chʽi­en Han Shu, ch. 34.) Here, we are told, the march on Lin-chin was 正, and the sur­prise man­oeuvre was 奇. Chang Yü gives the fol­low­ing sum­mary of opin­ions on the words: “Mil­it­ary writers do not all agree with re­gard to the mean­ing of chʽi and chêng. 尉繚子 Wei Liao Tzǔ [4th cent. BC] says: 正兵貴先奇兵貴後 ‘Dir­ect war­fare fa­vours front­al at­tacks, in­dir­ect war­fare at­tacks from the rear.’ Tsʽao Kung says: ‘Go­ing straight out to join battle is a dir­ect op­er­a­tion; ap­pear­ing on the en­emy’s rear is an in­dir­ect man­oeuvre.’ 李衛公 Li Wei-kung [6th and 7th cent. AD] says: ‘In war, to march straight ahead is chêng; turn­ing move­ments, on the oth­er hand, are chʽi.’ These writers simply re­gard chêng as chêng, and chʽi as chʽi; they do not note that the two are mu­tu­ally in­ter­change­able and run in­to each oth­er like the two sides of a circle [see in­fra, ‘The dir­ect and the in­dir­ect lead on …’]. A com­ment of the Tʽang Em­per­or Tʽai Tsung goes to the root of the mat­ter: ‘A chʽi man­oeuvre may be chêng, if we make the en­emy look upon it as chêng; then our real at­tack will be chʽi, and vice versa. The whole secret lies in con­fus­ing the en­emy, so that he can­not fathom our real in­tent.’ ” To put it per­haps a little more clearly: any at­tack or oth­er op­er­a­tion is 正, on which the en­emy has had his at­ten­tion fixed; where­as that is 奇, which takes him by sur­prise or comes from an un­ex­pec­ted quarter. If the en­emy per­ceives a move­ment which is meant to be 奇, it im­me­di­ately be­comes 正.

			276. 虛實, lit­er­ally “the hol­low and the sol­id,” is the title of chap. VI 碫 tu­an is the Tʽu Shu read­ing, 碬 hsia that of the stand­ard text. It ap­pears from Kʽang Hsi that there has been much con­fu­sion between the two char­ac­ters, and in­deed, it is prob­able that one of them has really crept in­to the lan­guage as a mis­take for the oth­er.

			277. Chang Yü says: 徐發奇或擣其旁或擊其後 “Stead­ily de­vel­op in­dir­ect tac­tics, either by pound­ing the en­emy’s flanks or fall­ing on his rear.” A bril­liant ex­ample of “in­dir­ect tac­tics” which de­cided the for­tunes of a cam­paign was Lord Roberts’ night march round the Pei­war Kotal in the second Afghan war.775

			278. 奇 is the uni­ver­sally ac­cep­ted emend­a­tion for 兵, the read­ing of the 北堂書鈔.

			279. Tu Yu and Chang Yü un­der­stand this of the per­muta­tions of 奇 and 正. But at present Sun Tzǔ is not speak­ing of 正 at all, un­less, in­deed, we sup­pose with 鄭友賢 Chêng Yu-hsien that a clause re­lat­ing to it has fallen out of the text. Of course, as has already been poin­ted out, the two are so in­ex­tric­ably in­ter­woven in all mil­it­ary op­er­a­tions, that they can­not really be con­sidered apart. Here we simply have an ex­pres­sion, in fig­ur­at­ive lan­guage, of the al­most in­fin­ite re­source of a great lead­er.

			280. 宮商角微羽

			281. 靑黃赤白黑 blue, yel­low, red, white, and black.

			282. 酸辛醎甘苦 sour, ac­rid, salt, sweet, bit­ter.

			283. The Tʽu Shu adds 哉. The fi­nal 之 may refer either to the circle or, more prob­ably, to the 奇正之變 un­der­stood. Capt. Cal­throp is wrong with: “They are a mys­tery that none can pen­et­rate.”

			284. For 疾 the Yü Lan reads 擊, which is also sup­por­ted by a quo­ta­tion in the 呂氏春秋 (3rd cent. BC). 節 in this con­text is a word which really de­fies the best ef­forts of the trans­lat­or. Tu Mu says that it is equi­val­ent to 節量遠近 “the meas­ure­ment of es­tim­a­tion of dis­tance.” But this mean­ing does not quite fit the il­lus­trat­ive simile be­low (“En­ergy may be likened …”). As ap­plied to the fal­con, it seems to me to de­note that in­stinct of self-re­straint which keeps the bird from swoop­ing on its quarry un­til the right mo­ment, to­geth­er with the power of judging when the right mo­ment has ar­rived. The ana­log­ous qual­ity in sol­diers is the highly im­port­ant one of be­ing able to re­serve their fire un­til the very in­stant at which it will be most ef­fect­ive. When the Vic­tory went in­to ac­tion at Tra­fal­gar at hardly more than drift­ing pace, she was for sev­er­al minutes ex­posed to a storm of shot and shell be­fore reply­ing with a single gun. Nel­son coolly waited un­til he was with­in close range, when the broad­side he brought to bear worked fear­ful hav­oc on the en­emy’s nearest ships. That was a case of 節.

			285. Tu Yu defines 節 here by the word 斷, which is very like “de­cision” in Eng­lish. 短 is cer­tainly used in a very un­usu­al sense, even if, as the com­ment­at­ors, it = 近. This would have ref­er­ence to the meas­ure­ment of dis­tance men­tioned above, let­ting the en­emy get near be­fore strik­ing. But I can­not help think­ing that Sun Tzǔ meant to use the word in a fig­ur­at­ive sense com­par­able to our own idiom “short and sharp.” Cf. Wang Hsi’s note, which after de­scrib­ing the fal­con’s mode of at­tack, pro­ceeds: 兵之乘當如是耳 “This is just how the ‘psy­cho­lo­gic­al mo­ment’ should be seized in war.” I do not care for Capt. Cal­throp’s ren­der­ing: “The spir­it of the good fight­er is ter­ri­fy­ing, his oc­ca­sions sud­den.”

			286. “En­ergy” seems to be the best equi­val­ent here for 埶, be­cause the com­par­is­on im­plies that the force is po­ten­tial, be­ing stored up in the bent cross­bow un­til re­leased by the fin­ger on the trig­ger. None of the com­ment­at­ors seem to grasp the real point of the simile.

			287. 形圓, lit­er­ally “form­a­tion cir­cu­lar,” is ex­plained by Li Chʽüan as 無向背也 “without back or front.” Mei Yao-chʽên says: “The sub­di­vi­sions of the army hav­ing been pre­vi­ously fixed, and the vari­ous sig­nals agreed upon, the sep­ar­at­ing and join­ing, the dis­pers­ing and col­lect­ing which will take place in the course of a battle, may give the ap­pear­ance of dis­order when no real dis­order is pos­sible. Your form­a­tion may be without head or tail, your dis­pos­i­tions all topsy-turvy, and yet a rout of your forces quite out of the ques­tion.” It is a little dif­fi­cult to de­cide wheth­er 鬥亂 and 形圓 should not be taken as im­per­at­ives: “fight in dis­order (for the pur­pose of de­ceiv­ing the en­emy), and you will be se­cure against real dis­order.” Cf. I: 亂而取之. (“Hold out baits …”)

			288. In or­der to make the trans­la­tion in­tel­li­gible, it is ne­ces­sary to tone down the sharply para­dox­ic­al form of the ori­gin­al. Tsʽao Kung throws out a hint of the mean­ing in his brief note: 皆毁形匿情也 “These things all serve to des­troy form­a­tion and con­ceal one’s con­di­tion.” But Tu Mu is the first to put it quite plainly: “If you wish to feign con­fu­sion in or­der to lure the en­emy on, you must first have per­fect dis­cip­line; if you with to dis­play timid­ity in or­der to en­trap the en­emy, you must have ex­treme cour­age; if you wish to parade your weak­ness in or­der to make the en­emy over­con­fid­ent, you must have ex­ceed­ing strength.”

			289. See supra. (“The con­trol of a large force …”)

			290. It is passing strange that the com­ment­at­ors should un­der­stand 埶 here as “cir­cum­stances”—a totally dif­fer­ent sense from that which it has pre­vi­ously borne in this chapter. Thus Tu Mu says: 見有利之勢而不動敵人以我為實怯也 “see­ing that we are fa­vour­ably cir­cum­stanced and yet make no move, the en­emy will be­lieve that we are really afraid.”

			291. Chang Yü relates the fol­low­ing an­ec­dote of Kao Tsu, the first Han Em­per­or: “Wish­ing to crush the Hsiung-nu, he sent out spies to re­port on their con­di­tion. But the Hsiung-nu, fore­warned, care­fully con­cealed all their able-bod­ied men and well-fed horses, and only al­lowed in­firm sol­diers and ema­ci­ated cattle to be seen. The res­ult was that the spies one and all re­com­men­ded the Em­per­or to de­liv­er his at­tack. 婁敬 Lou Ching alone op­posed them, say­ing: ‘When two coun­tries go to war, they are nat­ur­ally in­clined to make an os­ten­ta­tious dis­play of their strength. Yet our spies have seen noth­ing but old age and in­firm­ity. This is surely some ruse on the part of the en­emy, and it would be un­wise for us to at­tack.’ The Em­per­or, how­ever, dis­reg­ard­ing this ad­vice, fell in­to the trap and found him­self sur­roun­ded at 白登 Po-têng.”

			292. Tsʽao Kung’s note is 見羸形也 “Make a dis­play of weak­ness and want,” but Tu Mu rightly points out that 形 does not refer only to weak­ness: “If our force hap­pens to be su­per­i­or to the en­emy’s, weak­ness may be sim­u­lated in or­der to lure him on; but if in­feri­or, he must be led to be­lieve that we are strong, in or­der that he may keep off. In fact, all the en­emy’s move­ments should be de­term­ined by the signs that we choose to give him.” The fol­low­ing an­ec­dote of 孫臏 Sun Pin, a des­cend­ant of Sun Wu, is re­lated at length in the 史記, chap. 65: In 341 BC, the 齊 Chʽi State be­ing at war with 魏 Wei, sent 田忌 Tʽi­en Chi and Sun Pin against the gen­er­al 龐涓 Pʽang Chüan, who happened to be a deadly per­son­al en­emy of the lat­ter. Sun Pin said: “The Chʽi State has a repu­ta­tion for cow­ardice, and there­fore our ad­versary des­pises us. Let us turn this cir­cum­stance to ac­count.” Ac­cord­ingly, when the army had crossed the bor­der in­to Wei ter­rit­ory, he gave or­ders to show 100,000 fires on the first night, 50,000 on the next, and the night after only 20,000. Pʽang Chüan pur­sued them hotly, say­ing to him­self: “I knew these men of Chʽi were cow­ards: their num­bers have already fallen away by more than half.” In his re­treat, Sun Pin came to a nar­row de­file, which he cal­cu­lated that his pur­suers would reach after dark. Here he had a tree stripped of its bark, and in­scribed upon it the words: “Un­der this tree shall Pʽang Chüan die.” Then, as night began to fall, he placed a strong body of arch­ers in am­bush near by, with or­ders to shoot dir­ectly they saw a light. Later on, Pʽang Chüan ar­rived at the spot, and no­ti­cing the tree, struck a light in or­der to read what was writ­ten on it. His body was im­me­di­ately riddled by a vol­ley of ar­rows, and his whole army thrown in­to con­fu­sion. (The above is Tu Mu’s ver­sion of the story; the Shih Chi, less dra­mat­ic­ally but prob­ably with more his­tor­ic­al truth, makes Pʽang Chüan cut his own throat with an ex­clam­a­tion of des­pair, after the rout of his army.)

			293. 予 here = 與.

			294. This would ap­pear to be the mean­ing if we re­tain 卒, which Mei Yao-chʽên ex­plains as 精卒 “men of spir­it.” The Tʽu Shu reads 本, an emend­a­tion sug­ges­ted by 李靖 Li Ching. The mean­ing then would be, “He lies in wait with the main body of his troops.”

			295. Tu Mu says: “He first of all con­siders the power of his army in the bulk; af­ter­wards he takes in­di­vidu­al tal­ent in­to ac­count, and uses each man ac­cord­ing to his cap­ab­il­it­ies. He does not de­mand per­fec­tion from the un­tal­en­ted.”

			296. An­oth­er read­ing has 之 in­stead of 埶. It would be in­ter­est­ing if Capt. Cal­throp could tell us where the fol­low­ing oc­curs in the Chinese: “yet, when an open­ing or ad­vant­age shows, he pushes it to its lim­its.”

			297. Tsʽao Kung calls this 任自然勢 “the use of nat­ur­al or in­her­ent power.” Capt. Cal­throp ig­nores the last part of the sen­tence en­tirely. In its stead he has: “So await the op­por­tun­ity, and so act when the op­por­tun­ity ar­rives”—an­oth­er ab­so­lutely gra­tu­it­ous in­ter­pol­a­tion. The Tʽung Tien omits 任.

			298. The Tʽung Tien omits 善. The chief les­son of this chapter, in Tu Mu’s opin­ion, is the para­mount im­port­ance in war of rap­id evol­u­tions and sud­den rushes. “Great res­ults,” he adds, “can thus be achieved with small forces.”

			299. Chang Yü at­tempts to ex­plain the se­quence of chapters as fol­lows: “Chapter IV, on Tac­tic­al Dis­pos­i­tions, treated of the of­fens­ive and the de­fens­ive; chapter V, on En­ergy, dealt with dir­ect and in­dir­ect meth­ods. He stud­ies the art of vary­ing and com­bin­ing these two meth­ods be­fore pro­ceed­ing to the sub­ject of weak and strong points. For the use of dir­ect or in­dir­ect meth­ods arises out of at­tack and de­fence, and the per­cep­tion of weak and strong points de­pends again on the above meth­ods. Hence the present chapter comes im­me­di­ately after the chapter on En­ergy.”

			300. In­stead of 處, the Yü Lan has in both clauses the stronger word 據. For the an­ti­thes­is between 佚 and 勞, cf. I (“If he is tak­ing his ease …”), where how­ever 勞 is used as a verb.

			301. The next para­graph makes it clear that 致 does not merely mean, as Tu Mu says, 令敵來就我 “to make the en­emy ap­proach me,” but rather to make him go in any dir­ec­tion I please. It is thus prac­tic­ally syn­onym­ous with 制. Cf. one of Tu Mu’s own notes on V, quoted in note 292. One mark of a great sol­dier is that he fights on his own terms or fights not at all.776

			302. In the first case, he will en­tice him with a bait; in the second, he will strike at some im­port­ant point which the en­emy will have to de­fend.

			303. This pas­sage may be cited as evid­ence against Mei Yao-Chʽên’s in­ter­pret­a­tion of “If he is tak­ing his ease …” in chapter I.

			304. 飢 is prob­ably an older form than 饑, the read­ing of the ori­gin­al text. Both are giv­en in the 說文.

			305. The sub­ject to 能 is still 善戰者; but these clauses would read bet­ter as dir­ect ad­mon­i­tions, and in the next sen­tence we find Sun Tzǔ drop­ping in­sens­ibly in­to the im­per­at­ive.

			306. The ori­gin­al text, ad­op­ted by the Tʽu Shu, has 出其所不趨; it has been altered to suit the con­text and the com­ment­ar­ies of Tsʽao Kung and Ho Shih, who evid­ently read 必趨. The oth­er read­ing would mean: “Ap­pear at points to which the en­emy can­not hasten;” but in this case there is some­thing awk­ward in the use of 趨. Capt. Cal­throp is wrong of course with “ap­pear­ing where the en­emy is not.”

			307. We must be­ware of un­der­stand­ing 無人之地 as “un­in­hab­ited coun­try.” Sun Tzǔ ha­bitu­ally uses 人 in the sense of 敵, e.g. supra (“There­fore the clev­er com­batant …”). Tsʽao Kung sums up very well: 出空擊虛避其所守擊其不意 “Emerge from the void [q.d. like ‘a bolt from the blue’], strike at vul­ner­able points, shun places that are de­fen­ded, at­tack in un­ex­pec­ted quar­ters.” The dif­fer­ence of mean­ing between 空 and 虛 is worth not­ing.

			308. 所不守 is of course hy­per­bol­ic­al; Wang Hsi rightly ex­plains it as “weak points; that is to say, where the gen­er­al is lack­ing in ca­pa­city, or the sol­diers in spir­it; where the walls are not strong enough, or the pre­cau­tions not strict enough; where re­lief comes too late, or pro­vi­sions are too scanty, or the de­fend­ers are vari­ance amongst them­selves.”

			309. I.e., where there are none of the weak points men­tioned above. There is rather a nice point in­volved in the in­ter­pret­a­tion of this lat­ter clause. Tu Mu, Chʽên Hao, and Mei Yao-chʽên as­sume the mean­ing to be: “In or­der to make your de­fence quite safe, you must de­fend even those places that are not likely to be at­tacked;” and Tu Mu adds: “How much more, then, those that will be at­tacked.” Taken thus, how­ever, the clause bal­ances less well with the pre­ced­ing—al­ways a con­sid­er­a­tion in the highly an­ti­thet­ic­al style which is nat­ur­al to the Chinese. Chang Yü, there­fore, seems to come near­er the mark in say­ing: “He who is skilled in at­tack flashes forth from the top­most heights of heav­en [see chapter IV, ‘The gen­er­al who is skilled in de­fence …’], mak­ing it im­possible for the en­emy to guard against him. This be­ing so, the places that I shall at­tack are pre­cisely those that the en­emy can­not de­fend … He who is skilled in de­fence hides in the most secret re­cesses of the earth, mak­ing it im­possible for the en­emy to es­tim­ate his where­abouts. This be­ing so, the places that I shall hold are pre­cisely those that the en­emy can­not at­tack.”

			310. An aph­or­ism which puts the whole art of war in­to a nut­shell.

			311. Lit­er­ally, “without form or sound,” but it is said of course with ref­er­ence to the en­emy. Chang Yü, whom I fol­low, draws no sharp dis­tinc­tion between 微 and 神, but Tu Mu and oth­ers think that 微 in­dic­ates the secrecy to be ob­served on the de­fens­ive, and 神 the rapid­ity to be dis­played in at­tack. The Yü Lan text dif­fers con­sid­er­ably from ours, read­ing: 微乎微乎故能隱於常形神乎神乎故能為敵司命.

			312. The Tʽung Tien has 故能為變化司命. Capt. Cal­throp’s ver­sion of this para­graph is so re­mark­able that I can­not re­frain from quot­ing it in full: “Now the secrets of the art of of­fence are not to be eas­ily ap­pre­hen­ded, as a cer­tain shape or noise can be un­der­stood, of the senses; but when these secrets are once learnt, the en­emy is mastered.”

			313. The second mem­ber of the sen­tence is weak, be­cause 不可及 is nearly tau­to­log­ous with 不可追. The Yü Lan reads 遠 for 速.

			314. Tu Mu says: “If the en­emy is the in­vad­ing party, we can cut his line of com­mu­nic­a­tions and oc­cupy the roads by which he will have to re­turn; if we are the in­vaders, we may dir­ect our at­tack against the sov­er­eign him­self.” It is clear that Sun Tzǔ, un­like cer­tain gen­er­als in the late Bo­er war, was no be­liev­er in front­al at­tacks.

			315. In or­der to pre­serve the par­al­lel­ism with the pre­vi­ous para­graph, I should prefer to fol­low the Tʽu Shu text, which in­serts 雖 be­fore 畫地. This ex­tremely con­cise ex­pres­sion is in­tel­li­gibly para­phrased by Chia Lin: 雖未修壘壍 “even though we have con­struc­ted neither wall nor ditch.” The real crux of the pas­sage lies in 乖其所之也. 之 of course = 至. Tsʽao Kung defines 乖 by the word 戾, which is per­haps a case of ob­scur­um per ob­scuri­us. Li Chʽüan, how­ever, says: 設奇異而疑之 “we puzzle him by strange and un­usu­al dis­pos­i­tions;” and Tu Mu fi­nally clinches the mean­ing by three il­lus­trat­ive an­ec­dotes—one of 諸葛亮 Chu-ko Li­ang, who when oc­cupy­ing 陽平 Yang-pʽing and about to be at­tacked by 司馬懿 Ssǔ-ma I, sud­denly struck his col­ours, stopped the beat­ing of the drums, and flung open the city gates, show­ing only a few men en­gaged in sweep­ing and sprink­ling the ground. This un­ex­pec­ted pro­ceed­ing had the in­ten­ded ef­fect; for Ssǔ-ma I, sus­pect­ing an am­bush, ac­tu­ally drew off his army and re­treated. What Sun Tzǔ is ad­voc­at­ing here, there­fore, is noth­ing more or less than the timely use of “bluff.” Capt. Cal­throp trans­lates: “and pre­vent the en­emy from at­tack­ing by keep­ing him in sus­pense,” which shows that he has not fully grasped the mean­ing of 乖.

			316. The con­clu­sion is per­haps not very ob­vi­ous, but Chang Yü (after Mei Yao-chʽên) rightly ex­plains it thus: “If the en­emy’s dis­pos­i­tions are vis­ible, we can make for him in one body; where­as, our own dis­pos­i­tions be­ing kept secret, the en­emy will be ob­liged to di­vide his forces in or­der to guard against at­tack from every quarter.” 形 is here used as an act­ive verb: “to make to ap­pear.” See IV, note 249. Capt. Cal­throp’s “mak­ing feints” is quite wrong.

			317. The ori­gin­al text has 以敵攻其一也, which in ac­cord­ance with the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan has been altered as above. I ad­opt the more plaus­ible read­ing of the Tʽu Shu: 是以十攻其一也, in spite of hav­ing to refer 十 to ourselves and not to the en­emy. Thus Tu Yu and Mei Yao-chʽên both re­gard 十 as the un­di­vided force, con­sist­ing of so many parts, and 一 as each of the isol­ated frac­tions of the en­emy. The al­ter­a­tion of 攻 in­to 共 can hardly be right, though the true text might con­ceiv­ably have been 是以十共攻其一也.

			318. For 擊, the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan have 敵. Tu Yu, fol­lowed by the oth­er com­ment­at­ors, ar­bit­rar­ily defines 約 as 少而易勝 “few and easy to con­quer,” but only suc­ceeds thereby in mak­ing the sen­tence ab­so­lutely point­less. As for Capt. Cal­throp’s trans­la­tion: “In su­peri­or­ity of num­bers there is eco­nomy of strength,” its mean­ing is prob­ably known to him­self alone. In jus­ti­fic­a­tion of my own ren­der­ing of 約, I would refer to Lun Yü IV 2 and VII 25 (3).

			319. Sherid­an once ex­plained the reas­on of Gen­er­al Grant’s vic­tor­ies by say­ing that “while his op­pon­ents were kept fully em­ployed won­der­ing what he was go­ing to do, he was think­ing most of what he was go­ing to do him­self.”

			320. In Fre­d­er­ick the Great’s In­struc­tions to His Gen­er­als we read: “A de­fens­ive war is apt to be­tray us in­to too fre­quent de­tach­ment. Those gen­er­als who have had but little ex­per­i­ence at­tempt to pro­tect every point, while those who are bet­ter ac­quain­ted with their pro­fes­sion, hav­ing only the cap­it­al ob­ject in view, guard against a de­cis­ive blow, and ac­qui­esce in smal­ler mis­for­tunes to avoid great­er.”

			321. The highest gen­er­al­ship, in Col. Hende­r­son’s words, is “to com­pel the en­emy to dis­perse his army, and then to con­cen­trate su­per­i­or force against each frac­tion in turn.”

			322. There is noth­ing about “de­feat­ing” any­body in this sen­tence, as Capt. Cal­throp trans­lates. What Sun Tzǔ evid­ently has in mind is that nice cal­cu­la­tion of dis­tances and that mas­terly em­ploy­ment of strategy which en­able a gen­er­al to di­vide his army for the pur­pose of a long and rap­id march, and af­ter­wards to ef­fect a junc­tion at pre­cisely the right spot and the right hour in or­der to con­front the en­emy in over­whelm­ing strength. Among many such suc­cess­ful junc­tions which mil­it­ary his­tory re­cords, one of the most dra­mat­ic and de­cis­ive was the ap­pear­ance of Blüch­er just at the crit­ic­al mo­ment on the field of Wa­ter­loo.

			323. The Chinese of this last sen­tence is a little lack­ing in pre­ci­sion, but the men­tal pic­ture we are re­quired to draw is prob­ably that of an army ad­van­cing to­wards a giv­en ren­dez­vous in sep­ar­ate columns, each of which has or­ders to be there on a fixed date. If the gen­er­al al­lows the vari­ous de­tach­ments to pro­ceed at haphaz­ard, without pre­cise in­struc­tions as to the time and place of meet­ing, the en­emy will be able to an­ni­hil­ate the army in de­tail. Chang Yü’s note may be worth quot­ing here: “If we do not know the place where our op­pon­ents mean to con­cen­trate or the day on which they will join battle, our unity will be for­feited through our pre­par­a­tions for de­fence, and the po­s­i­tions we hold will be in­sec­ure. Sud­denly hap­pen­ing upon a power­ful foe, we shall be brought to battle in a flur­ried con­di­tion, and no mu­tu­al sup­port will be pos­sible between wings, van­guard, or rear, es­pe­cially if there is any great dis­tance between the fore­most and hind­most di­vi­sions of the army.”

			324. Capt. Cal­throp omits 以吾度之, and his trans­la­tion of the re­mainder is flabby and in­ac­cur­ate. As Sun Tzǔ was in the ser­vice of the 吳 Wu State, it has been pro­posed to read 吳 in­stead of 吾—a wholly un­ne­ces­sary tam­per­ing with the text. Yüeh co­in­cided roughly with the present province of Chehki­ang. Li Chʽüan very strangely takes 越 not as the prop­er name, but in the sense of 過 “to sur­pass.” No oth­er com­ment­at­or fol­lows him. 勝敗 be­longs to the class of ex­pres­sions like 遠近 “dis­tance,” 大小 “mag­nitude,” etc., to which the Chinese have to re­sort in or­der to ex­press ab­stract ideas of de­gree. The Tʽu Shu, how­ever, omits 敗.

			325. Alas for these brave words! The long feud between the two states ended in 473 BC with the total de­feat of Wu by 勾踐 Kou Chi­en and its in­cor­por­a­tion in Yüeh. This was doubt­less long after Sun Tzǔ’s death. With his present as­ser­tion com­pare chapter IV: 勝可知而不可為, “Hence the say­ing: One may know how to con­quer …” (which is the ob­vi­ously mis­taken read­ing of the Yü Lan here). Chang Yü is the only one to point out the seem­ing dis­crep­ancy, which he thus goes on to ex­plain: “In the chapter on Tac­tic­al Dis­pos­i­tions it is said, ‘One may know how to con­quer without be­ing able to do it,’ where­as here we have the state­ment that ‘vic­tory can be achieved.’ The ex­plan­a­tion is, that in the former chapter, where the of­fens­ive and de­fens­ive are un­der dis­cus­sion, it is said if the en­emy is fully pre­pared, one can­not make cer­tain of beat­ing him. But the present pas­sage refers par­tic­u­larly to the sol­diers of Yüeh who, ac­cord­ing to Sun Tzǔ’s cal­cu­la­tions, will be kept in ig­nor­ance of the time and place of the im­pend­ing struggle. That is why he says here that vic­tory can be achieved.”

			326. Capt. Cal­throp quite un­war­rant­ably trans­lates: “If the en­emy be many in num­ber, pre­vent him,” etc.

			327. This is the first of four sim­il­arly con­struc­ted sen­tences, all of which present de­cided dif­fi­culties. Chang Yü ex­plains 知得失之計 as 知其計之得失. This is per­haps the best way of tak­ing the words, though Chia Lin, re­fer­ring 計 to ourselves and not the en­emy, of­fers the al­tern­at­ive of 我得彼失之計皆先知也 “Know be­fore­hand all plans con­du­cive to our suc­cess and to the en­emy’s fail­ure.”

			328. In­stead of 作, the Tʽung Tien, Yü Lan, and also Li Chʽüan’s text have 候, which the lat­ter ex­plains as “the ob­ser­va­tion of omens,” and Chia Lin simply as “watch­ing and wait­ing.” 作 is defined by Tu Mu as 激作, and Chang Yü tells us that by not­ing the joy or an­ger shown by the en­emy on be­ing thus dis­trubed, we shall be able to con­clude wheth­er his policy is to lie low or the re­verse. He in­stances the ac­tion of Chu-ko Li­ang, who sent the scorn­ful present of a wo­man’s he­ad­dress to Ssǔ-ma I, in or­der to goad him out of his Fa­bi­an tac­tics.

			329. Two com­ment­at­ors, Li Chʽüan and Chang Yü, take 形之 in the sense of 示之 “put on spe­cious ap­pear­ances.” The former says: “You may either de­ceive the en­emy by a show of weak­ness—strik­ing your col­ours and si­len­cing your drums; or by a show of strength—mak­ing a hol­low dis­play of camp­fires and re­gi­ment­al ban­ners.” And the lat­ter quotes chapter V (“Thus one who is skil­ful …”), where 形之 cer­tainly seems to bear this sense. On the oth­er hand, I would point to earli­er in this chapter (“By dis­cov­er­ing the en­emy’s dis­pos­i­tions …”), where 形 must with equal cer­tainty be act­ive. It is hard to choose between the two in­ter­pret­a­tions, but the con­text here agrees bet­ter, I think, with the one that I have ad­op­ted. An­oth­er dif­fi­culty arises over 死生之地, which most of the com­ment­at­ors, think­ing no doubt of the 死地 in chapter XI (“The art of war re­cog­nizes …”), refer to the ac­tu­al ground on which the en­emy is en­camped. The notes of Chia Lin and Mei Yao-chʽên, how­ever, seem to fa­vour my view. The same phrase has a some­what dif­fer­ent mean­ing in chapter I. (“It is a mat­ter of life and death …”)

			330. Tu Yu is right, I think, in at­trib­ut­ing this force to 角; Tsʽao Kung defines it simply as 量. Capt. Cal­throp sur­passes him­self with the stag­ger­ing trans­la­tion “Flap the wings”! Can the Lat­in cornu (in its fig­ur­at­ive sense) have been at the back of his mind?

			331. Cf. chapter IV. (“Stand­ing on the de­fens­ive …”)

			332. The pi­quancy of the para­dox evap­or­ates in trans­la­tion. 無形 is per­haps not so much ac­tu­al in­vis­ib­il­ity (see supra, “O di­vine art …”) as “show­ing no sign” of what you mean to do, of the plans that are formed in your brain.

			333. 深閒 is ex­pan­ded by Tu Mu in­to 雖有閒者深來窺我. (For 閒, see XIII, note 727 on head­ing.) He ex­plains 知者 in like fash­ion: 雖有智能之士亦不能謀我也 “though the en­emy may have clev­er and cap­able of­ficers, they will not be able to lay any plans against us.”

			334. All the com­ment­at­ors ex­cept Li Chʽüan make 形 refer to the en­emy. So Tsʽao Kung: 因敵形而立勝. 錯 is defined as 置. The Tʽu Shu has 措, with the same mean­ing. See chapter IV (“He wins his battles …”). The Yü Lan reads 作, evid­ently a gloss.

			335. I.e., every­body can see su­per­fi­cially how a battle is won; what they can­not see is the long series of plans and com­bin­a­tions which has pre­ceded the battle. It seems jus­ti­fi­able, then, to render the first 形 by “tac­tics” and the second by “strategy.”

			336. As Wang Hsi sagely re­marks: “There is but one root-prin­ciple (理) un­der­ly­ing vic­tory, but the tac­tics (形) which lead up to it are in­fin­ite in num­ber.” With this com­pare Col. Hende­r­son; “The rules of strategy are few and simple. They may be learned in a week. They may be taught by fa­mil­i­ar il­lus­tra­tions or a dozen dia­grams. But such know­ledge will no more teach a man to lead an army like Na­po­leon than a know­ledge of gram­mar will teach him to write like Gib­bon.”

			337. 行 is 劉晝子 Liu Chou-tzǔ’s read­ing for 形 in the ori­gin­al text.

			338. Like wa­ter, tak­ing the line of least res­ist­ance.

			339. The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan read 制形—the lat­ter also 制行. The present text is de­rived from Chêng Yu-hsien.

			340. Wa­ter, fire, wood, met­al, earth.

			341. That is, as Wang Hsi says: 迭相克也 “they pre­dom­in­ate al­tern­ately.”

			342. Lit­er­ally, “have no in­vari­able seat.”

			343. Cf. chapter V (“In­dir­ect tac­tics, ef­fi­ciently ap­plied …”). The pur­port of the pas­sage is simply to il­lus­trate the want of fix­ity in war by the changes con­stantly tak­ing place in Nature. The com­par­is­on is not very happy, how­ever, be­cause the reg­u­lar­ity of the phe­nom­ena which Sun Tzǔ men­tions is by no means par­alleled in war.

			344. The com­ment­at­ors, as well as the sub­sequent text, make it clear that this is the real mean­ing of 軍爭. Thus, Li Chʽüan says that 爭 means 趨利 “march­ing rap­idly to seize an ad­vant­age”; Wang Hsi says: 爭者爭利得利則勝 “ ‘Striv­ing’ means striv­ing for an ad­vant­age; this be­ing ob­tained, vic­tory will fol­low;” and Chang Yü: 兩軍相對而爭利也 “The two armies face to face, and each striv­ing to ob­tain a tac­tic­al ad­vant­age over the oth­er.” Ac­cord­ing to the lat­ter com­ment­at­or, then, the situ­ation is ana­log­ous to that of two wrest­lers man­oeuv­ring for a “hold,” be­fore com­ing to ac­tu­al grips. In any case, we must be­ware of trans­lat­ing 爭 by the word “fight­ing” or “battle,” as if it were equi­val­ent to 戰. Capt. Cal­throp falls in­to this mis­take.

			345. For 君 there is an­oth­er read­ing 天, which Li Chʽüan ex­plains as 恭行天罰 “be­ing the rev­er­ent in­stru­ment of Heav­en’s chas­tise­ment.”

			346. Tsʽao Kung takes 和 as re­fer­ring to the 和門 or main gate of the mil­it­ary camp. This, Tu Mu tells us, was formed with a couple of flags hung across. (Cf. Chou Li, ch. XXVII fol. 31 of the Im­per­i­al edi­tion: 直旌門.) 交和 would then mean “set­ting up his 和門 op­pos­ite that of the en­emy.” But Chia Lin’s ex­plan­a­tion, which has been ad­op­ted above, is on the whole sim­pler and bet­ter. Chang Yü, while fol­low­ing Tsʽao Kung, adds that the words may also be taken to mean “the es­tab­lish­ment of har­mony and con­fid­ence between the high­er and lower ranks be­fore ven­tur­ing in­to the field;” and he quotes a say­ing of Wu Tzǔ (chap. 1 ad init.): “Without har­mony in the State, no mil­it­ary ex­ped­i­tion can be un­der­taken; without har­mony in the army, no battle ar­ray can be formed.” In the his­tor­ic­al ro­mance 東周列國, chap. 75, Sun Tzǔ him­self is rep­res­en­ted as say­ing to 伍員 Wu Yüan: 大凡行兵之法先除內患然後方可外征 “As a gen­er­al rule, those who are wa­ging war should get rid of all do­mest­ic troubles be­fore pro­ceed­ing to at­tack the ex­tern­al foe.” 舍 is defined as 止. It here con­veys the no­tion of en­camp­ing after hav­ing taken the field.

			347. I have de­par­ted slightly from the tra­di­tion­al in­ter­pret­a­tion of Tsʽao Kung, who says: 從始受命至於交和軍爭難也 “From the time of re­ceiv­ing the sov­er­eign’s in­struc­tions un­til our en­camp­ment over against the en­emy, the tac­tics to be pur­sued are most dif­fi­cult.” It seems to me that the 軍爭 tac­tics or man­oeuvres can hardly be said to be­gin un­til the army has sal­lied forth and en­camped, and Chʽên Hao’s note gives col­our to this view: “For levy­ing, con­cen­trat­ing, har­mon­ising and in­trench­ing an army, there are plenty of old rules which will serve. The real dif­fi­culty comes when we en­gage in tac­tic­al op­er­a­tions.” Tu Yu also ob­serves that “the great dif­fi­culty is to be be­fore­hand with the en­emy in seiz­ing fa­vour­able po­s­i­tions.”

			348. 以迂為直 is one of those highly con­densed and some­what en­ig­mat­ic­al ex­pres­sions of which Sun Tzǔ is so fond. This is how it is ex­plained by Tsʽao Kung: 示以遠速其道里先敵至也 “Make it ap­pear that you are a long way off, then cov­er the dis­tance rap­idly and ar­rive on the scene be­fore your op­pon­ent.” Tu Mu says: “Hood­wink the en­emy, so that he may be re­miss and leis­urely while you are dash­ing along with the ut­most speed.” Ho Shih gives a slightly dif­fer­ent turn to the sen­tence: “Al­though you may have dif­fi­cult ground to tra­verse and nat­ur­al obstacles to en­counter, this is a draw­back which can be turned in­to ac­tu­al ad­vant­age by celer­ity of move­ment.” Sig­nal ex­amples of this say­ing are af­forded by the two fam­ous pas­sages across the Alps—that of Han­ni­bal, which laid Italy at his mercy, and that of Na­po­leon two thou­sand years later, which res­ul­ted in the great vic­tory of Mar­engo.

			349. Chia Lin un­der­stands 途 as the en­emy’s line of march, thus: “If our ad­versary’s course is really a short one, and we can man­age to di­vert him from it (迂之) either by sim­u­lat­ing weak­ness or by hold­ing out some small ad­vant­age, we shall be able to beat him in the race for good po­s­i­tions.” This is quite a de­fens­ible view, though not ad­op­ted by any oth­er com­ment­at­or. 人 of course = 敵, and 後 and 先 are to be taken as verbs. Tu Mu cites the fam­ous march of 趙奢 Chao Shê in 270 BC to re­lieve the town of 閼與 O-yü, which was closely in­ves­ted by a 秦 Chʽin army. (It should be noted that the above is the cor­rect pro­nun­ci­ation of 閼與, as giv­en in the com­ment­ary on the Chʽi­en Han Shu, ch. 34. Giles’ dic­tion­ary gives “Yü-yü,” and Cha­vannes, I know not on what au­thor­ity, prefers to write “Yen-yü.” The name is omit­ted al­to­geth­er from Play­fair’s “Cit­ies and Towns.”) The King of Chao first con­sul­ted 廉頗 Li­en Pʽo on the ad­vis­ab­il­ity of at­tempt­ing a re­lief, but the lat­ter thought the dis­tance too great, and the in­ter­ven­ing coun­try too rugged and dif­fi­cult. His Majesty then turned to Chao Shê, who fully ad­mit­ted the haz­ard­ous nature of the march, but fi­nally said: “We shall be like two rats fight­ing in a hole—and the pluck­i­er one will win!” so he left the cap­it­al with his army, but had only gone a dis­tance of 30 li when he stopped and began throw­ing up in­trench­ments. For 28 days he con­tin­ued strength­en­ing his for­ti­fic­a­tions, and took care that spies should carry the in­tel­li­gence to the en­emy. The Chʽin gen­er­al was over­joyed, and at­trib­uted his ad­versary’s tardi­ness to the fact that the be­lea­guered city was in the Han State, and thus not ac­tu­ally part of Chao ter­rit­ory. But the spies had no soon­er de­par­ted than Chao Shê began a forced march last­ing for two days and one night, and ar­rived on the scene of ac­tion with such as­ton­ish­ing rapid­ity that he was able to oc­cupy a com­mand­ing po­s­i­tion on the 北山 “North hill” be­fore the en­emy had got wind of his move­ments. A crush­ing de­feat fol­lowed for the Chʽin forces, who were ob­liged to raise the siege of O-yü in all haste and re­treat across the bor­der. (See 史記, chap. 81.)

			350. I here ad­opt the read­ing of the Tʽung Tien, Chêng Yu-hsien and the Tʽu Shu, where 衆 ap­pears to sup­ply the ex­act nu­ance re­quired in or­der to make sense. The stand­ard text, on the oth­er hand, in which 軍 is re­peated, seems some­what point­less. The com­ment­at­ors take it to mean that man­oeuvres may be prof­it­able, or they may be dan­ger­ous: it all de­pends on the abil­ity of the gen­er­al. Capt. Cal­throp trans­lates 衆爭 “the wrangles of a mul­ti­tude”!

			351. The ori­gin­al text has 故 in­stead of 舉; but a verb is needed to bal­ance 委.

			352. 委軍 is evid­ently un­in­tel­li­gible to the Chinese com­ment­at­ors, who para­phrase the sen­tence as though it began with 棄輜. Ab­so­lute tau­to­logy in the apodos­is can then only be avoided by draw­ing an im­possibly fine dis­tinc­tion between 棄 and 捐. I sub­mit my own ren­der­ing without much en­thu­si­asm, be­ing con­vinced that there is some deep-seated cor­rup­tion in the text. On the whole, it is clear that Sun Tzǔ does not ap­prove of a lengthy march be­ing un­der­taken without sup­plies. Cf. in­fra. (“We may take it then that an army …”)

			353. 卷甲 does not mean “to dis­card one’s ar­mour,” as Capt. Cal­throp trans­lates, but im­plies on the con­trary that it is to be car­ried with you. Chang Yü says: 猶悉甲也 “This means, in full panoply.”

			354. The or­din­ary day’s march, ac­cord­ing to Tu Mu, was 30 li; but on one oc­ca­sion, when pur­su­ing 劉備 Liu Pei, Tsʽao Tsʽao is said to have covered the in­cred­ible dis­tance of 300 li with­in twenty-four hours.

			355. For 罷, see note 212 on II. The mor­al is, as Tsʽao Kung and oth­ers point out: Don’t march a hun­dred li to gain a tac­tic­al ad­vant­age, either with or without im­ped­i­menta. Man­oeuvres of this de­scrip­tion should be con­fined to short dis­tances. Stone­wall Jack­son said: “The hard­ships of forced marches are of­ten more pain­ful than the dangers of battle.” He did not of­ten call upon his troops for ex­traordin­ary ex­er­tions. It was only when he in­ten­ded a sur­prise, or when a rap­id re­treat was im­per­at­ive, that he sac­ri­ficed everything to speed.777

			356. 蹶 is ex­plained as sim­il­ar in mean­ing to 挫: lit­er­ally, “the lead­er of the first di­vi­sion will be torn away.” Cf. Tso Chuan, 襄 19th year: 是謂蹶其本 “This is a case of [the fall­ing tree] tear­ing up its roots.”

			357. In the Tʽung Tien is ad­ded: 以是知軍爭之難 “From this we may know the dif­fi­culty of man­oeuv­ring.”

			358. 委積 is ex­plained by Tu Yu as 芻草之屬 “fod­der and the like;” by Tu Mu and Chang Yü as 財貨 “goods in gen­er­al;” and by Wang Hsi as 薪鹽蔬材之屬 “fuel, salt, food­stuffs, etc.” But I think what Sun Tzǔ meant was “stores ac­cu­mu­lated in de­pots,” as dis­tin­guished from 輜重 and 糧食, the vari­ous im­ped­i­menta ac­com­pa­ny­ing an army on its march. Cf. Chou Li, ch. XVI fol. 10: 委人 … 斂薪芻凡疏材木材凡畜聚之物.

			359. 豫 = 先. Li Chʽüan un­der­stands it as 備 “guard against,” which is hardly so good. An ori­gin­al in­ter­pret­a­tion of 交 is giv­en by Tu Mu, who says it stands for 交兵 or 合戰 “join in battle.”

			360. 險, defined as 坑塹 (Tsʽao Kung) or 坑坎 (Chang Yü).

			361. 阻, defined as 一高一下.

			362. 沮, defined as 水草漸洳者.

			363. 澤, defined as 衆水所歸而不流者.

			364. This and the pre­vi­ous two para­graphs are re­peated in chap. XI. (“We can­not enter in­to al­li­ance …”)

			365. Ac­cord­ing to Tu Mu, 立 stands for 立勝. Cf. chapter I, “All war­fare is based on de­cep­tion.” In the tac­tics of Turenne, de­cep­tion of the en­emy, es­pe­cially as to the nu­mer­ic­al strength of his troops, took a very a prom­in­ent po­s­i­tion.778

			366. This is the in­ter­pret­a­tion of all the com­ment­at­ors ex­cept Wang Hsi, who has the brief note 誘之也 “En­tice out the en­emy” (by of­fer­ing him some ap­par­ent ad­vant­age).

			367. The simile is doubly ap­pro­pri­ate, be­cause the wind is not only swift but, as Mei Yao-chʽên points out, 無形跡 “in­vis­ible and leaves no tracks.”

			368. It is hardly pos­sible to take 徐 here in its or­din­ary sense of “sed­ate,” as Tu Yu tries to do. Mêng Shih comes near­er the mark in his note 緩行須有行列 “When slowly march­ing, or­der and ranks must be pre­served”—so as to guard against sur­prise at­tacks. But nat­ur­al forests do not grow in rows, where­as they do gen­er­ally pos­sess the qual­ity of dens­ity or com­pact­ness. I think then that Mei Yao-chʽên uses the right ad­ject­ive in say­ing 如林之森然.

			369. Cf. Shih Ching, IV 3 IV 6: 如火烈烈則莫我敢曷 “Fierce as a blaz­ing fire which no man can check.”

			370. That is, when hold­ing a po­s­i­tion from which the en­emy is try­ing to dis­lodge you, or per­haps, as Tu Yu says, when he is try­ing to en­tice you in­to a trap.

			371. The ori­gin­al text has 震 in­stead of 霆. Cf. chapter IV, “The gen­er­al who is skilled …” Tu Yu quotes a say­ing of Tʽai Kung which has passed in­to a pro­verb: 疾雷不及掩耳疾電不及暝目 “You can­not shut your ears to the thun­der or your eyes to the light­ning—so rap­id are they.” Like­wise, an at­tack should be made so quickly that it can­not be par­ried.

			372. The read­ing of Tu Yu, Chia Lin, and ap­par­ently Tsʽao Kung, is 指向分衆, which is ex­plained as re­fer­ring to the sub­di­vi­sion of the army, men­tioned in chapter V (“The con­trol of a large force …” and “Fight­ing with a large army …”), by means of ban­ners and flags, serving to point out (指) to each man the way he should go (向). But this is very forced, and the el­lip­sis is too great, even for Sun Tzǔ. Luck­ily, the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan have the vari­ant 嚮, which not only sug­gests the true read­ing 鄉, but af­fords some clue to the way in which the cor­rup­tion arose. Some early com­ment­at­or hav­ing in­ser­ted 向 as the sound of 鄉, the two may af­ter­wards have been read as one char­ac­ter; and this be­ing in­ter­change­able with 向, 鄉 must fi­nally have dis­ap­peared al­to­geth­er. Mean­while, 掠 would have been altered to 指 in or­der to make sense. As re­gards 分衆, I be­lieve that Ho Shih alone has grasped the real mean­ing, the oth­er com­ment­at­ors un­der­stand­ing it as “di­vid­ing to men in­to parties” to search for plun­der. Sun Tzǔ wishes to lessen the ab­uses of in­dis­crim­in­ate plun­der­ing by in­sist­ing that all booty shall be thrown in­to a com­mon stock, which may af­ter­wards be fairly di­vided amongst all.

			373. That this is the mean­ing, may be gathered from Tu Mu’s note: 開土拓境則分割與有功者. The 三略 gives the same ad­vice: 獲地裂之. 廓 means “to en­large” or “ex­tend”—at the ex­pense of the en­emy, un­der­stood. Cf. Shih Ching, III 1 VII 1: 懀其式廓 “hat­ing all the great States.” Chʽên Hao also says 屯兵種蒔 “quarter your sol­diers on the land, and let them sow and plant it.” It is by act­ing on this prin­ciple, and har­vest­ing the lands they in­vaded, that the Chinese have suc­ceeded in car­ry­ing out some of their most mem­or­able and tri­umphant ex­ped­i­tions, such as that of 班超 Pan Chʽao who pen­et­rated to the Caspi­an, and in more re­cent years, those of 福康安 Fu-kʽang-an and 左宗棠 Tso Tsung-tʽang.779

			374. Note that both these words, like the Chinese 懸權, are really meta­phors de­rived from the use of scales.

			375. Chang Yü quotes 慰繚子 as say­ing that we must not break camp un­til we have gauged the res­ist­ing power of the en­emy and the clev­erness of the op­pos­ing gen­er­al. Cf. the “sev­en com­par­is­ons” in chapter I. Capt. Cal­throp omits this sen­tence.

			376. See supra, “After that, comes tac­tic­al man­oeuv­ring …” and “Thus, to take a long and cir­cuit­ous route …”

			377. With these words, the chapter would nat­ur­ally come to an end. But there now fol­lows a long ap­pendix in the shape of an ex­tract from an earli­er book on War, now lost, but ap­par­ently ex­tant at the time when Sun Tzǔ wrote. The style of this frag­ment is not no­tice­ably dif­fer­ent from that of Sun Tzǔ him­self, but no com­ment­at­or raises a doubt as to its genu­ine­ness.

			378. It is per­haps sig­ni­fic­ant that none of the earli­er com­ment­at­ors give us any in­form­a­tion about this work. Mei Yao-Chʽên calls it 軍之舊典 “an an­cient mil­it­ary clas­sic,” and Wang Hsi, 古軍書 “an old book on war.” Con­sid­er­ing the enorm­ous amount of fight­ing that had gone on for cen­tur­ies be­fore Sun Tzǔ’s time between the vari­ous king­doms and prin­cip­al­it­ies of China, it is not in it­self im­prob­able that a col­lec­tion of mil­it­ary max­ims should have been made and writ­ten down at some earli­er peri­od.

			379. Im­plied, though not ac­tu­ally in the Chinese.

			380. I have re­tained the words 金鼓 of the ori­gin­al text, which re­cur in the next para­graph, in pref­er­ence to the oth­er read­ing 鼓鐸 “drums and bells,” which is found in the Tʽung Tien, Pei Tʽang Shu Chʽao and Yü Lan. 鐸 is a bell with a clap­per. See Lun Yü III 24, Chou Li XXIX 15, 29 金 of course would in­clude both gongs and bells of every kind. The Tʽu Shu in­serts a 之 after each 為.

			381. The ori­gin­al text, fol­lowed by the Tʽu Shu, has 人 for 民 here and in the next two para­graphs. But, as we have seen, 人 is gen­er­ally used in Sun Tzǔ for the en­emy.

			382. Note the use of 一 as a verb. Chang Yü says: 視聽均齊則雖百萬之衆進退如一矣 “If sight and hear­ing con­verge sim­ul­tan­eously on the same ob­ject, the evol­u­tions of as many as a mil­lion sol­diers will be like those of a single man”!

			383. Chang Yü quotes a say­ing: 令不進而進與令不退而退厥罪惟均 “Equally guilty are those who ad­vance against or­ders and those who re­treat against or­ders.” Tu Mu tells a story in this con­nec­tion of 吳起 Wu Chʽi, when he was fight­ing against the Chʽin State. Be­fore the battle had be­gun, one of his sol­diers, a man of match­less dar­ing, sal­lied forth by him­self, cap­tured two heads from the en­emy, and re­turned to camp. Wu Chʽi had the man in­stantly ex­ecuted, whereupon an of­ficer ven­tured to re­mon­strate, say­ing: “This man was a good sol­dier, and ought not to have been be­headed.” Wu Chʽi replied: “I fully be­lieve he was a good sol­dier, but I had him be­headed be­cause he ac­ted without or­ders.”

			384. The Tʽung Tien has the bad vari­ant 便 for 變. With re­gard to the lat­ter word, I be­lieve I have hit off the right mean­ing, the whole phrase be­ing slightly el­lipt­ic­al for “in­flu­en­cing the move­ments of the army through their senses of sight and hear­ing.” Li Chʽüan, Tu Mu and Chia Lin cer­tainly seem to un­der­stand it thus. The oth­er com­ment­at­ors, how­ever, take 民 (or 人) as the en­emy, and 變 as equi­val­ent to 變惑 or 變亂 “to per­plex” or “con­found.” This does not agree so well with what has gone be­fore, though on the oth­er hand it renders the trans­ition to the next para­graph less ab­rupt. The whole ques­tion, I think, hinges on the al­tern­at­ive read­ings 民 and 人. The lat­ter would al­most cer­tainly de­note the en­emy. Chʽên Hao al­ludes to 李光弼 Li Kuang-pi’s night ride to 河陽 Ho-yang at the head of 500 moun­ted men; they made such an im­pos­ing dis­play with torches, that though the rebel lead­er 史思明 Shih Ssǔ-ming had a large army, he did not dare to dis­pute their pas­sage. (Chʽên Hao gives the date as 天寶末 AD 756; but ac­cord­ing to the 新唐書 New Tʽang His­tory, 列傳 61, it must have been later than this, prob­ably 760.)

			385. “In war,” says Chang Yü, “if a spir­it of an­ger can be made to per­vade all ranks of an army at one and the same time, its on­set will be ir­res­ist­able. Now the spir­it of the en­emy’s sol­diers will be keen­est when they have newly ar­rived on the scene, and it is there­fore our cue not to fight at once, but to wait un­til their ar­dour and en­thu­si­asm have worn off, and then strike. It is in this way that they be robbed of their keen spir­it.” Li Chʽüan and oth­ers tell an an­ec­dote (to be found in the Tso Chuan, 莊公 year 10, § 1) of 曹劌 Tsʽao Kuei, a protégé of Duke Chuang of Lu. The lat­ter State was at­tacked by Chʽi, and the Duke was about to join battle at 長勺 Chʽang-cho, after the first roll of the en­emy’s drums, when Tsʽao said: “Not just yet.” Only after their drums had beaten for the third time, did he give the word for at­tack. Then they fought, and the men of Chʽi were ut­terly de­feated. Ques­tioned af­ter­wards by the Duke as to the mean­ing of his delay, Tsʽao Kuei replied: “In battle, a cour­ageous spir­it is everything. Now the first roll of the drum tends to cre­ate this spir­it, but with the second it is already on the wane, and after the third it is gone al­to­geth­er. I at­tacked when their spir­it was gone and ours was at its height. Hence our vic­tory.” 吳子 (chap. 4) puts “spir­it” first among the “four im­port­ant in­flu­ences” in war, and con­tin­ues: 三軍之衆百萬之師張設輕重在於一人是謂氣機 “The value of a whole army—a mighty host of a mil­lion men—is de­pend­ent on one man alone: such is the in­flu­ence of spir­it!”

			386. Capt. Cal­throp goes woe­fully astray with “de­feat his gen­er­al’s am­bi­tion.” Chang Yü says: 心者將之所主也夫治亂勇怯皆主於心 “Pres­ence of mind is the gen­er­al’s most im­port­ant as­set. It is the qual­ity which en­ables him to dis­cip­line dis­order and to in­spire cour­age in­to the pan­ic-stricken.” The great gen­er­al 李靖 Li Ching (AD 571–649) has a say­ing: 夫攻者不止攻其城擊其陳而已必有攻其心之術焉 “At­tack­ing does not merely con­sist in as­sault­ing walled cit­ies or strik­ing at an army in battle ar­ray; it must in­clude the art of as­sail­ing the en­emy’s men­tal equi­lib­ri­um.” (問對, pt. 3.)

			387. Al­ways provided, I sup­pose, that he has had break­fast. At the battle of the Tre­bia, the Ro­mans were fool­ishly al­lowed to fight fast­ing, where­as Han­ni­bal’s men had break­fas­ted at their leis­ure. See Livy, XXI, liv. 8, lv. 1 and 8.

			388. The 故, which cer­tainly seems to be wanted here, is omit­ted in the Tʽu Shu.

			389. The Tʽung Tien, for reas­ons of 避諱 “avoid­ance of per­son­al names of the reign­ing dyn­asty,” reads 理 for 治 in this and the two next para­graphs.

			390. The Tʽung Tien has 逸 for 佚. The two char­ac­ters are prac­tic­ally syn­onym­ous, but ac­cord­ing to the com­ment­ary, the lat­ter is the form al­ways used in Sun Tzǔ.

			391. 邀 is the read­ing of the ori­gin­al text. But the 兵書要訣 quotes the pas­sage with 要 yao¹ (also mean­ing “to in­ter­cept”), and this is sup­por­ted by the Pei Tʽang Shu Chʽao, the Yü Lan, and Wang Hsi’s text.

			392. For this trans­la­tion of 堂堂, I can ap­peal to the au­thor­ity of Tu Mu, who defines the phrase as 無懼. The oth­er com­ment­at­ors mostly fol­low Tsʽao Kung, who says 大, prob­ably mean­ing “grand and im­pos­ing.” Li Chʽüan, how­ever, has 部分 “in sub­di­vi­sions,” which is some­what strange.

			393. I have not at­temp­ted a uni­form ren­der­ing of the four phrases 治氣, 治心, 治力 and 治變, though 治 really bears the same mean­ing in each case. It is to be taken, I think, not in the sense of “to gov­ern” or “con­trol,” but rather, as Kʽang Hsi defines it, = 簡習 “to ex­am­ine and prac­tise,” hence “look after,” “keep a watch­ful eye upon.” We may find an ex­ample of this use in the Chou Li, XVIII fol. 46: 治其大禮. Sun Tzǔ has not told us to con­trol or re­strain the qual­ity which he calls 氣, but only to ob­serve the time at which it is strongest. As for 心, it is im­port­ant to re­mem­ber that in the present con­text it can only mean “pres­ence of mind.” To speak of “con­trolling pres­ence of mind” is ab­surd, and Capt. Cal­throp’s “to have the heart un­der con­trol” is hardly less so. The whole pro­cess re­com­men­ded here is that of chapter VI: 致人而不致於人 (“There­fore the clev­er com­batant …”)

			394. The Yü Lan reads 倍 for 背.

			395. Li Chʽüan and Tu Mu, with ex­traordin­ary in­ab­il­ity to see a meta­phor, take these words quite lit­er­ally of food and drink that have been poisoned by the en­emy. Chʽên Hao and Chang Yü care­fully point out that the say­ing has a wider ap­plic­a­tion. The Tʽung Tien reads 貪 “to cov­et” in­stead of 食. The sim­il­ar­ity of the two char­ac­ters suf­fi­ciently ac­counts for the mis­take.

			396. The com­ment­at­ors ex­plain this rather sin­gu­lar piece of ad­vice by say­ing that a man whose heart is set on re­turn­ing home will fight to the death against any at­tempt to bar his way, and is there­fore too dan­ger­ous an op­pon­ent to be tackled. Chang Yü quotes the words of Han Hsin: 從思東歸之士何所不克 “In­vin­cible is the sol­dier who hath his de­sire and re­turneth home­wards.” A mar­vel­lous tale is told of Tsʽao Tsʽao’s cour­age and re­source in ch. 1 of the San Kuo Chih, 武帝紀: In 198 AD, he was be­sieging 張繡 Chang Hsiu in 穰 Jang, when 劉表 Liu Piao sent re­in­force­ments with a view to cut­ting off Tsʽao’s re­treat. The lat­ter was ob­liged to draw off his troops, only to find him­self hemmed in between two en­emies, who were guard­ing each out­let of a nar­row pass in which he had en­gaged him­self. In this des­par­ate plight Tsʽao waited un­til night­fall, when he bored a tun­nel in­to the moun­tain side and laid an am­bush in it. Then he marched on with his bag­gage-train, and when it grew light, Chang Hsiu, find­ing that the bird had flown, pressed after him in hot pur­suit. As soon as the whole army had passed by, the hid­den troops fell on its rear, while Tsʽao him­self turned and met his pur­suers in front, so that they were thrown in­to con­fu­sion and an­ni­hil­ated. Tsʽao Tsʽao said af­ter­wards: 虜遏吾歸師而與吾死地戰吾是以知勝矣 “The brig­ands tried to check my army in its re­treat and brought me to battle in a des­par­ate po­s­i­tion: hence I knew how to over­come them.”

			397. This does not mean that the en­emy is to be al­lowed to es­cape. The ob­ject, as Tu Mu puts it, is 示以生路令無必死之心 “to make him be­lieve that there is a road to safety, and thus pre­vent his fight­ing with the cour­age of des­pair.” Tu Mu adds pleas­antly: 因而擊之 “After that, you may crush him.”

			398. For 迫, the Tʽu Shu reads 追 “pur­sue.” Chʽên Hao quotes the say­ing: 鳥窮則搏獸窮則噬 “Birds and beasts when brought to bay will use their claws and teeth.” Chang Yü says: 敵若焚舟破釜決一戰則不可逼迫來 “If your ad­versary has burned his boats and des­troyed his cook­ing-pots, and is ready to stake all on the is­sue of a battle, he must not be pushed to ex­tremit­ies.” The phrase 窮宼 doubt­less ori­gin­ated with Sun Tzǔ. The Pʽei Wên Yün Fu gives four ex­amples of its use, the earli­est be­ing from the Chʽi­en Han Shu, and I have found an­oth­er in chap. 34 of the same work. Ho Shih il­lus­trates the mean­ing by a story taken from the life of 符彥卿 Fu Yen-chʽing in ch. 251 of the 宋史. That gen­er­al, to­geth­er with his col­league 杜重威 Tu Chung-wei, was sur­roun­ded by a vastly su­per­i­or army of Khitans in the year 945 AD. The coun­try was bare and desert-like, and the little Chinese force was soon in dire straits for want of wa­ter. The wells they bored ran dry, and the men were re­duced to squeez­ing lumps of mud and suck­ing out the mois­ture. Their ranks thinned rap­idly, un­til at last Fu Yen-chʽing ex­claimed: “We are des­per­ate men. Far bet­ter to die for our coun­try than to go with fettered hands in­to cap­tiv­ity!” A strong gale happened to be blow­ing from the north­east and dark­en­ing the air with dense clouds of sandy dust. Tu Chung-wei was for wait­ing un­til this had abated be­fore de­cid­ing on a fi­nal at­tack; but luck­ily an­oth­er of­ficer, 李守貞 Li Shou-chêng by name, was quick­er to see an op­por­tun­ity, and said: “They are many and we are few, but in the midst of this sand­storm our num­bers will not be dis­cern­ible; vic­tory will go to the strenu­ous fight­er, and the wind will be our best ally.” Ac­cord­ingly, Fu Yen-chʽing made a sud­den and wholly un­ex­pec­ted on­slaught with his cav­alry, routed the bar­bar­i­ans and suc­ceeded in break­ing through to safety. (Cer­tain de­tails in the above ac­count have been ad­ded from the 歷代紀事年表, ch. 78.)

			399. Chêng Yu-hsien is his 遺說 in­serts 妙 after 法. I take it that these words con­clude the ex­tract from the 軍政 which began at earli­er with the words “The Book of Army Man­age­ment says …”

			400. The head­ing means lit­er­ally “The Nine Vari­ations,” but as Sun Tzǔ does not ap­pear to enu­mer­ate these, and as, in­deed, he has already told us (chapter V, “In­dir­ect tac­tics, ef­fi­ciently ap­plied …” through “The dir­ect and the in­dir­ect lead on …”) that such de­flec­tions from the or­din­ary course are prac­tic­ally in­nu­mer­able, we have little op­tion but to fol­low Wang Hsi, who says that “Nine” stands for an in­def­in­itely large num­ber. “All it means is that in war­fare 當極其變 we ought to vary our tac­tics to the ut­most de­gree … I do not know what Tsʽao Kung makes these Nine Vari­ations out to be [the lat­ter’s note is 變其正得其所用九也], but it has been sug­ges­ted that they are con­nec­ted with the Nine Situ­ations”—of chap. XI. This is the view ad­op­ted by Chang Yü: see note 406 on 死地 (“In a des­per­ate po­s­i­tion …”). The only oth­er al­tern­at­ive is to sup­pose that some­thing has been lost—a sup­pos­i­tion to which the un­usu­al short­ness of the chapter lends some weight.

			401. Re­peated from chapter VII (“In war, the gen­er­al re­ceives …”), where it is cer­tainly more in place. It may have been in­ter­pol­ated here merely in or­der to sup­ply a be­gin­ning to the chapter.

			402. For ex­plan­a­tion of 圮地, see note 580 on XI.

			403. See XI, “Ground which forms the key …” and “On open ground …” Capt. Cal­throp omits 衢地.

			404. 絕地 is not one of the Nine Situ­ations as giv­en in the be­gin­ning of chap. XI, but oc­curs later on (chapter XI, “When you leave your own coun­try …” q.v.). We may com­pare it with 重地 (chapter XI, “When an army has pen­et­rated …”). Chang Yü calls it a 危絕之地, situ­ated across the fron­ti­er, in hos­tile ter­rit­ory. Li Chʽüan says it is “coun­try in which there are no springs or wells, flocks or herds, ve­get­ables or fire­wood;” Chia Lin, “one of gorges, chasms and pre­cip­ices, without a road by which to ad­vance.”

			405. See XI, “Ground which is reached …” and “On hemmed-in ground …” Capt. Cal­throp has “moun­tain­ous and wooded coun­try,” which is a quite in­ad­equate trans­la­tion of 圍.

			406. See chapter XI (“Ground on which we can only be saved …” and “On hemmed-in ground, re­sort to stratagem …”) Chang Yü has an im­port­ant note here, which must be giv­en in full. “From 圮地無舍,” he says, “down to this point, the Nine Vari­ations are presen­ted to us. The reas­on why only five are giv­en is that the sub­ject is treated en pré­cis (舉其大略也). So in chap. XI, where he dis­cusses the vari­ations of tac­tics cor­res­pond­ing to the Nine Grounds, Sun Tzǔ men­tions only six vari­ations; there again we have an abridg­ment. [I can­not un­der­stand what Chang Yü means by this state­ment. He can only be re­fer­ring to the four para­graphs start­ing at either ‘On dis­pers­ive ground …’ or ‘There­fore, on dis­pers­ive ground …’ in chap. XI; but in both places all the nine grounds are dis­cussed. Per­haps he is con­fus­ing these with the Six 地形, (‘We may dis­tin­guish six kinds of ter­rain …’) of chap. X] All kinds of ground have cor­res­pond­ing mil­it­ary po­s­i­tions, and also a vari­ation of tac­tics suit­able to each (凡地有勢有變). In chap. XI, what we find enu­mer­ated first [start­ing at ‘Ground which can be freely tra­versed …’] are the situ­ations; af­ter­wards [start­ing at ‘If the en­emy has oc­cu­pied …’] the cor­res­pond­ing tac­tics. Now, how can we tell that the 九變 ‘Nine Vari­ations’ are simply the 九地之變 ‘vari­ations of tac­tics cor­res­pond­ing to the Nine Grounds’? It is said fur­ther on [in chapter VIII] that ‘the gen­er­al who does not un­der­stand the nine vari­ations of tac­tics may be well ac­quain­ted with the fea­tures of the coun­try, yet he will not be able to turn his know­ledge to prac­tic­al ac­count.’ Again, in chap. XI [here] we read: ‘The dif­fer­ent meas­ures ad­ap­ted to the nine vari­et­ies of ground (九地之變) and the ex­pedi­ency of ag­gress­ive or de­fens­ive tac­tics must be care­fully ex­amined.’ From a con­sid­er­a­tion of these pas­sages the mean­ing is made clear. When later on the nine grounds are enu­mer­ated, Sun Tzǔ re­curs to these nine vari­ations. He wishes here to speak of the Five Ad­vant­ages [see in­fra, ‘Ground which forms the key …’], so he be­gins by set­ting forth the Nine Vari­ations. These are in­sep­ar­ably con­nec­ted in prac­tice, and there­fore they are dealt with to­geth­er.” The weak point of this ar­gu­ment is the sug­ges­tion that 五事 “five things” can stand as a 大畧, that is, an ab­stract or abridg­ment, of nine, when those that are omit­ted are not less im­port­ant than those that ap­pear, and when one of the lat­ter is not in­cluded amongst the nine at all.

			407. “Es­pe­cially those lead­ing through nar­row de­files,” says Li Chʽüan, “where an am­bush is to be feared.”

			408. More cor­rectly, per­haps, “there are times when an army must not be at­tacked.” Chʽên Hao says: “When you see your way to ob­tain a trivi­al ad­vant­age, but are power­less to in­flict a real de­feat, re­frain at­tack­ing, for fear of over­tax­ing your men’s strengths.”

			409. Capt. Cal­throp says “castles”—an un­for­tu­nate at­tempt to in­tro­duce loc­al col­our.

			410. Cf. chapter III (“The rule is …”). Tsʽao Kung gives an in­ter­est­ing il­lus­tra­tion from his own ex­per­i­ence. When in­vad­ing the ter­rit­ory of 徐州 Hsü-chou, he ig­nored the city of 華費 Hua-pi, which lay dir­ectly in his path, and pressed on in­to the heart of the coun­try. This ex­cel­lent strategy was re­war­ded by the sub­sequent cap­ture of no few­er than four­teen im­port­ant dis­trict cit­ies. Chang Yü says: “No town should be at­tacked which, if taken, can­not be held, or if left alone, will not cause any trouble.” 荀罃 Hsün Ying, when urged to at­tack 偪陽 Pi-yang, replied: “The city is small and well-for­ti­fied; even if I suc­ceed in tak­ing it, ’t will be no great feat of arms; where­as if I fail, I shall make my­self a laugh­ing­stock.” In the sev­en­teenth cen­tury, sieges still formed a large pro­por­tion of war. It was Turenne who dir­ec­ted at­ten­tion to the im­port­ance of marches, coun­ter­marches and man­oeuvres. He said: “It is a great mis­take to waste men in tak­ing a town when the same ex­pendit­ure of sol­diers will gain a province.”780

			411. This is a hard say­ing for the Chinese, with their rev­er­ence for au­thor­ity, and Wei Liao Tzǔ (quoted by Tu Mu) is moved to ex­claim: 兵者凶器也爭者逆德也將者死官也 “Weapons are bale­ful in­stru­ments, strife is ant­ag­on­ist­ic to vir­tue, a mil­it­ary com­mand­er is the neg­a­tion of civil or­der!” The un­pal­at­able fact re­mains, how­ever, that even Im­per­i­al wishes must be sub­or­din­ated to mil­it­ary ne­ces­sity. Cf. chapter III (“He will win who has mil­it­ary ca­pa­city …”) and chapter X (“If fight­ing is sure …”). The Tʽung Tien has 將在軍 be­fore 君命, etc. This is a gloss on the words by Chu-ko Li­ang, which be­ing re­peated by Tu Yu be­came in­cor­por­ated with the text. Chang Yü thinks that these five pre­cepts are the 五利 re­ferred to be­low (“So, the stu­dent of war …”). An­oth­er the­ory is that the mys­ter­i­ous 九變 are here enu­mer­ated, start­ing with 圮地無舍 and end­ing at 地有所不爭, while the fi­nal clause 君命有所不受 em­braces and as it were sums up all the nine. Thus Ho Shih says: “Even if it be your sov­er­eign’s com­mand to en­camp in dif­fi­cult coun­try, linger in isol­ated po­s­i­tions, etc., you must not do so.” The the­ory is per­haps a little too in­geni­ous to be ac­cep­ted with con­fid­ence.

			412. Be­fore 利 in the ori­gin­al text there is a 地 which is ob­vi­ously not re­quired.

			413. Lit­er­ally, “get the ad­vant­age of the ground,” which means not only se­cur­ing good po­s­i­tions, but avail­ing one­self of nat­ur­al ad­vant­ages in every pos­sible way. Chang Yü says: “Every kind of ground is char­ac­ter­ised by cer­tain nat­ur­al fea­tures, and also gives scope for a cer­tain vari­ab­il­ity of plan. How is it pos­sible to turn these nat­ur­al fea­tures to ac­count un­less to­po­graph­ic­al know­ledge is sup­ple­men­ted by ver­sat­il­ity of mind?”

			414. Tsʽao Kung says that the 五利 are 下五事也 “the five things that fol­low;” but this can­not be right. We must rather look back to the five “vari­ations” con­tained above (“There are roads …”). Chia Lin (who reads 五變 here to bal­ance the 五利) tells us that these im­ply five ob­vi­ous and gen­er­ally ad­vant­age­ous lines of ac­tion, namely: “if a cer­tain road is short, it must be fol­lowed; if an army is isol­ated, it must be at­tacked; if a town is in a par­lous con­di­tion, it must be be­sieged; if a po­s­i­tion can be stormed, it must be at­temp­ted; and if con­sist­ent with mil­it­ary op­er­a­tions, the ruler’s com­mands must be obeyed.” But there are cir­cum­stances which some­times for­bid a gen­er­al to use these ad­vant­ages. For in­stance, “a cer­tain road may be the shortest way for him, but if he knows that it abounds in nat­ur­al obstacles, or that the en­emy has laid an am­bush on it, he will not fol­low that road. A hos­tile force may be open to at­tack, but if he knows that it is hard-pressed and likely to fight with des­per­a­tion, he will re­frain from strik­ing,” and so on. Here the 變 comes in to modi­fy the 利, and hence we see the use­less­ness of know­ing the one without the oth­er—of hav­ing an eye for weak­nesses in the en­emy’s ar­mour without be­ing clev­er enough to re­cast one’s plans on the spur of the mo­ment. Capt. Cal­throp of­fers this slov­enly trans­la­tion: “In the man­age­ment of armies, if the art of the Nine Changes be un­der­stood [sic], a know­ledge of the Five Ad­vant­ages is of no avail.”

			415. “Wheth­er in an ad­vant­age­ous po­s­i­tion or a dis­ad­vant­age­ous one,” says Tsʽao Kung, “the op­pos­ite state should be al­ways present to your mind.”

			416. 信, ac­cord­ing to Tu Mu, is equi­val­ent to 申, and 務可信也 is para­phrased by Chang Yü as 可以伸己之事. Tu Mu goes on to say: “If we wish to wrest an ad­vant­age from the en­emy, we must not fix our minds on that alone, but al­low for the pos­sib­il­ity of the en­emy also do­ing some harm to us, and let this enter as a factor in­to our cal­cu­la­tions.”

			417. A trans­lat­or can­not emu­late the con­cise­ness of 雜於害 “to blend [thoughts of ad­vant­age] with dis­ad­vant­age,” but the mean­ing is as giv­en. Tu Mu says: “If I wish to ex­tric­ate my­self from a dan­ger­ous po­s­i­tion, I must con­sider not only the en­emy’s abil­ity to in­jure me, but also my own abil­ity to gain an ad­vant­age over the en­emy. If in my coun­sels these two con­sid­er­a­tions are prop­erly blen­ded, I shall suc­ceed in lib­er­at­ing my­self … For in­stance, if I am sur­roun­ded by the en­emy and only think of ef­fect­ing an es­cape, the nerve­less­ness of my policy will in­cite my ad­versary to de­liv­er a bold coun­ter­at­tack, and use the ad­vant­age thus gained to free my­self from the en­emy’s toils.” See the story of Tsʽao Tsʽao in note 396. In his first edi­tion, Capt. Cal­throp trans­lated “Hence in the wise lead­er’s plans …” as fol­lows: “The wise man per­ceives clearly wherein lies ad­vant­age and dis­ad­vant­age. While re­cog­nising an op­por­tun­ity, he does not over­look the risks, and saves fu­ture anxi­ety.” This has now been altered in­to: “The wise man con­siders well both ad­vant­age and dis­ad­vant­age. He sees a way out of ad­versity, and on the day of vic­tory to danger is not blind.” Ow­ing to a need­less in­ver­sion of the Chinese, the words which I have it­alicised are evid­ently in­ten­ded to rep­res­ent the pre­vi­ous para­graph!

			418. Chia Lin enu­mer­ates sev­er­al ways of in­flict­ing this in­jury, some of which would only oc­cur to the Ori­ent­al mind:—“En­tice away the en­emy’s best and wisest men, so that he may be left without coun­sel­lors. In­tro­duce trait­ors in­to his coun­try, that the gov­ern­ment policy may be rendered fu­tile. Fo­ment in­trigue and de­ceit, and thus sow dis­sen­sion between the ruler and his min­is­ters. By means of every art­ful con­triv­ance, cause de­teri­or­a­tion amongst his men and waste of his treas­ure. Cor­rupt his mor­als by in­si­di­ous gifts lead­ing him in­to ex­cess. Dis­turb and un­settle his mind by present­ing him with lovely wo­men.” Chang Yü (after Wang Hsi) con­siders the 害 to be mil­it­ary chas­tise­ment: “Get the en­emy,” he says, “in­to a po­s­i­tion where he must suf­fer in­jury, and he will sub­mit of his own ac­cord.” Capt. Cal­throp twists Sun Tzǔ’s words in­to an ab­surdly bar­bar­ous pre­cept: “In re­du­cing an en­emy to sub­mis­sion, in­flict all pos­sible dam­age upon him.”

			419. 業 is defined by Tsʽao Kung as 事, and his defin­i­tion is gen­er­ally ad­op­ted by the com­ment­at­ors. Tu Mu, how­ever, seems to take it in the sense of “pos­ses­sions,” or, as we might say, “as­sets,” which he con­siders to be 兵衆國富人和令行 “a large army, a rich ex­chequer, har­mony amongst the sol­diers, punc­tu­al ful­fil­ment of com­mands.” These give us a whip-hand over the en­emy.

			420. 役, lit­er­ally, “make ser­vants of them.” Tu Yu says 令不得安佚 “pre­vent them from hav­ing any rest.”

			421. Mêng Shih’s note con­tains an ex­cel­lent ex­ample of the idio­mat­ic use of 變: 令忘變而速至 “cause them to for­get pien (the reas­ons for act­ing oth­er­wise than on their first im­pulse), and hasten in our dir­ec­tion.”

			422. The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan read 有能以待之也, but the con­ciser form is more likely to be right.

			423. The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan in­sert 吾也 after the first 攻, and omit 有所.

			424. 勇而無慮 “Bravery without fore­thought,” as Tsʽao Kung ana­lyses it, which causes a man to fight blindly and des­per­ately like a mad bull. Such an op­pon­ent, says Chang Yü, “must not be en­countered with brute force, but may be lured in­to an am­bush and slain.” Cf. Wu Tzǔ, chap. IV ad init.: 凡人論將常觀於勇勇之於將乃數分之一耳夫勇者必輕合而不知利未可也 “In es­tim­at­ing the char­ac­ter of a gen­er­al, men are wont to pay ex­clus­ive at­ten­tion to his cour­age, for­get­ting that cour­age is only one our of many qual­it­ies which a gen­er­al should pos­sess. The merely brave man is prone to fight reck­lessly; and he who fights reck­lessly, withou any per­cep­tion of what is ex­pedi­ent, must be con­demned.” The Ssǔ-ma Fa, too, makes the in­cis­ive re­mark 上死不勝 “Simply go­ing to one’s death does not bring about vic­tory.”

			425. 必生 is ex­plained by Tsʽao Kung of the man “whom timid­ity pre­vents from ad­van­cing to seize an ad­vant­age,” and Wang Hsi adds, “who is quick to flee at the sight of danger.” Mêng Shih gives the closer para­phrase 志必生反 “he who is bent on re­turn­ing alive,” that is, the man who will nev­er take a risk. But, as Sun Tzǔ knew, noth­ing is to be achieved in war un­less you are will­ing to take risks. Tʽai Kung said: 失利後時反受其殃 “He who lets an ad­vant­age slip will sub­sequently bring upon him­self real dis­aster.” In 404 AD, 劉裕 Liu Yü pur­sued the rebel 桓玄 Huan Hsüan up the Yangt­sze and fought a nav­al battle with him at 崢嶸洲 the is­land of Chʽêng-hung. The loy­al troops numbered only a few thou­sands, while their op­pon­ents were in great force. But Huan Hsüan, fear­ing the fate which was in store for him should he be over­come, had a light boat made fast to the side of his war-junk, so that he might es­cape, if ne­ces­sary, at a mo­ment’s no­tice. The nat­ur­al res­ult was that the fight­ing spir­it of his sol­diers was ut­terly quenched, and when the loy­al­ists made an at­tack from wind­ward with fire­ships, all striv­ing with the ut­most ar­dour to be first in the fray, Huan Hsüan’s forces were routed, had to burn all their bag­gage and fled for two days and nights without stop­ping. (See 晉書, chap. 99, fol. 13.) Chang Yü tells a some­what sim­il­ar story of 趙嬰齊 Chao Ying-chʽi, a gen­er­al of the Chin State who dur­ing a battle with the army of Chʽu in 597 BC had a boat kept in read­i­ness for him on the river, wish­ing in case de­feat to be the first to get across.

			426. I fail to see the mean­ing of Capt. Cal­throp’s “which brings in­sult.” Tu Mu tells us that 姚襄 Yao Hsiang, when op­posed in 357 AD by 黃眉 Huang Mei, 鄧羌 Têng Chʽi­ang and oth­ers, shut him­self up be­hind his walls and re­fused to fight. Têng Chʽi­ang said: “Our ad­versary is of a choler­ic tem­per and eas­ily pro­voked; let us make con­stant sal­lies and break down his walls, then he will grow angry and come out. Once we can bring his force to battle, it is doomed to be our prey.” This plan was ac­ted upon, Yao Hsiang came out to fight, was lured on as far as 三原 San-yüan by the en­emy’s pre­ten­ded flight, and fi­nally at­tacked and slain.

			427. This need not be taken to mean that a sense of hon­our is really a de­fect in a gen­er­al. What Sun Tzǔ con­demns is rather an ex­ag­ger­ated sens­it­ive­ness to slan­der­ous re­ports, the thin-skinned man who is stung by op­pro­bri­um, how­ever un­deserved. Mei Yao-chʽên truly ob­serves, though some­what para­dox­ic­ally: 徇名不顧 “The seeker after glory should be care­less of pub­lic opin­ion.”

			428. Here again, Sun Tzǔ does not mean that the gen­er­al is to be care­less of the wel­fare of his troops. All he wishes to em­phas­ise is the danger of sac­ri­fi­cing any im­port­ant mil­it­ary ad­vant­age to the im­me­di­ate com­fort of his men. This is a short­sighted policy, be­cause in the long run the troops will suf­fer more from the de­feat, or, at best, the pro­long­a­tion of the war, which will be the con­sequence. A mis­taken feel­ing of pity will of­ten in­duce a gen­er­al to re­lieve a be­lea­guered city, or to re­in­force a hard-pressed de­tach­ment, con­trary to his mil­it­ary in­stincts. It is now gen­er­ally ad­mit­ted that our re­peated ef­forts to re­lieve Lady­s­mith in the South Afric­an War were so many stra­tegic­al blun­ders which de­feated their own pur­pose. And in the end, re­lief came through the very man who star­ted out with the dis­tinct re­solve no longer to sub­or­din­ate the in­terests of the whole to sen­ti­ment in fa­vour of a part. An old sol­dier of one of our gen­er­als who failed most con­spicu­ously in this war, tried once, I re­mem­ber, to de­fend him to me on the ground that he was al­ways “so good to his men.” By this plea, but he but known it, he was only con­demning him out of Sun Tzǔ’s mouth.

			429. The con­tents of this in­ter­est­ing chapter are bet­ter in­dic­ated in the first para­graph than by this head­ing.

			430. The dis­cus­sion of 處軍, as Chang Yü points out, ex­tends from here down to 伏姦之所藏處也 (“If in the neigh­bor­hood …”), and 相敵 from that point down to 必謹察之 (“If the en­emy’s troops march up an­grily …”). The rest of the chapter con­sists of a few des­ultory re­marks, chiefly on the sub­ject of dis­cip­line.

			431. For this use of 絕, cf. note 437. See also 荀子, ch. 1 fol. 2 (stand­ard edi­tion of 1876): 絕江河; Shih Chi, ch. 27 ad init.: 後六星絕漢.

			432. Tu Mu says that 依 here = 近. The idea is, not to linger among bar­ren up­lands, but to keep close to sup­plies of wa­ter and grass. Capt. Cal­throp trans­lates “camp in val­leys,” heed­less of the very next sen­tence. Cf. Wu Tzǔ, ch. 3: 無當天竈 “Abide not in nat­ur­al ovens,” i.e. 大谷之口 “the open­ings of large val­leys.” Chang Yü tells the fol­low­ing an­ec­dote: “武都羗 Wu-tu Chʽi­ang was a rob­ber cap­tain in the time of the Later Han, and 馬援 Ma Yüan was sent to ex­term­in­ate his gang. Chʽi­ang hav­ing found a refuge in the hills, Ma Yüan made no at­tempt to force a battle, but seized all the fa­vour­able po­s­i­tions com­mand­ing sup­plies of wa­ter and for­age. Chʽi­ang was soon in such a des­per­ate plight for want of pro­vi­sions that he was forced to make a total sur­render. He did not know the ad­vant­age of keep­ing in the neigh­bour­hood of val­leys.”

			433. Not on high hills, but on knolls or hil­locks el­ev­ated above the sur­round­ing coun­try.

			434. 視生 = 面陽. Tu Mu takes this to mean “fa­cing south,” and Chʽên Hao “fa­cing east.” Cf. in­fra, “All armies prefer high ground …” and “When you come to a hill …”

			435. 隆 is here simply equi­val­ent to 高. The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan read 降.

			436. After 山, the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan in­sert 谷.

			437. “In or­der to tempt the en­emy to cross after you,” ac­cord­ing to Tsʽao Kung, and also, says Chang Yü, “in or­der not to be im­peded in your evol­u­tions.” The Tʽung Tien reads 敵若絕水 “If the en­emy crosses a river,” etc. But in view of the next sen­tence, this is al­most cer­tainly an in­ter­pol­a­tion.

			438. The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan read 度 for 濟, without change of mean­ing. Wu Tzǔ pla­gi­ar­ises this pas­sage twice over:—ch. II ad fin., 涉水半渡可擊; ch. V, 敵若絕水半渡而擊. Li Chʽüan al­ludes to the great vic­tory won by Han Hsin over 龍且 Lung Chü at the 濰 Wei River. Turn­ing to the Chʽi­en Han Shu, ch. 34, fol. 6 verso, we find the battle de­scribed as fol­lows: “The two armies were drawn up on op­pos­ite sides of the river. In the night, Han Hsin ordered his men to take some ten thou­sand sacks filled with sand and con­struct a dam a little high­er up. Then, lead­ing half his army across, he at­tacked Lung Chü; but after a time, pre­tend­ing to have failed in his at­tempt, he hast­ily with­drew to the oth­er bank. Lung Chü was much elated by this un­looked-for suc­cess and ex­claim­ing: ‘I felt sure that Han Hsin was really a cow­ard!’ he pur­sued him and began cross­ing the river in his turn. Han Hsin now sent a party to cut open the sand­bags, thus re­leas­ing a great volume of wa­ter, which swept down and pre­ven­ted the great­er por­tion of Lung Chü’s army from get­ting across. He then turned upon the force which had been cut off, and an­ni­hil­ated it, Lung Chü him­self be­ing amongst the slain. The rest of the army, on the fur­ther bank, also scattered and fled in all dir­ec­tions.”

			439. For fear of pre­vent­ing his cross­ing. Capt. Cal­throp makes the in­junc­tion ri­dicu­lous by omit­ting 欲戰者.

			440. See supra (“Camp in high places, fa­cing the sun.”). The re­pe­ti­tion of these words in con­nec­tion with wa­ter is very awk­ward. Chang Yü has the note: 或岸邊為陳或水上泊舟皆須面陽而居高 “Said either of troops mar­shalled on the ri­verb­ank, or of boats anchored in the stream it­self; in either case it is es­sen­tial to be high­er than the en­emy and fa­cing the sun.” The oth­er com­ment­at­ors are not at all ex­pli­cit. One is much temp­ted to re­ject their ex­plan­a­tion of 視生 al­to­geth­er, and un­der­stand it simply as “seek­ing safety.” (Cf. 必生 in note 425 on VIII, and note 446 on the cur­rent chapter.) It is true that this in­volves tak­ing 視 in an un­usu­al, though not, I think, an im­possible sense. Of course the earli­er pas­sage would then have to be trans­lated in like man­ner.

			441. Tu Mu says: “As wa­ter flows down­wards, we must not pitch our camp on the lower reaches of a river, for fear the en­emy should open the sluices and sweep us away in a flood. This is im­plied above in the words 視生處高. Chu-ko Wu-hou has re­marked that ‘in river war­fare we must not ad­vance against the stream,’ which is as much as to say that our fleet must not be anchored be­low that of the en­emy, for then they would be able to take ad­vant­age of the cur­rent and make short work of us.” There is also the danger, noted by oth­er com­ment­at­ors, that the en­emy may throw pois­on on the wa­ter to be car­ried down to us. Capt. Cal­throp’s first ver­sion was: “Do not cross rivers in the face of the stream”—a sapi­ent piece of ad­vice, which made one curi­ous to know what the cor­rect way of cross­ing rivers might be. He has now im­proved this in­to: “Do not fight when the en­emy is between the army and the source of the river.”

			442. Becuase of the lack of fresh wa­ter, the poor qual­ity of the herb­age, and last but not least, be­cause they are low, flat, and ex­posed to at­tack.

			443. Li Chʽüan re­marks that the ground is less likely to be treach­er­ous where there are trees, while Tu Yu says that they will serve to pro­tect the rear. Capt. Cal­throp, with a per­fect geni­us for go­ing wrong, says “in the neigh­bour­hood of a marsh.” For 若 the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan wrongly read 為, and the lat­ter also has 倍 in­stead of 背.

			444. This is doubt­less the force of 易, its op­pos­ite be­ing 險. Thus, Tu Mu ex­plains it as 坦易平穩之處 “ground that is smooth and firm,” and there­fore ad­ap­ted for cav­alry; Chang Yü as 坦易無坎陷之處 “level ground, free from de­pres­sions and hol­lows.” He adds later on that al­though Sun Tzǔ is dis­cuss­ing flat coun­try, there will nev­er­the­less be slight el­ev­a­tions and hil­locks.

			445. The Yü Lan again reads 倍 for 背. Tu Mu quotes Tʽai Kung as say­ing: “An army should have a stream or a marsh on its left, and a hill or tu­mu­lus on its right.”

			446. Wang Hsi thinks that 後生 con­tra­dicts the say­ing 視生 above (“Camp in high places, fa­cing the sun.”), and there­fore sus­pects a mis­take in the text.

			447. Those, namely, con­cerned with (1) moun­tains, (2) rivers, (3) marshes, and (4) plains. Com­pare Na­po­leon’s Mil­it­ary Max­ims, no. 1.

			448. Mei Yao-chʽên asks, with some plaus­ib­il­ity, wheth­er 帝 is not a mis­take for 軍 “armies,” as noth­ing is known of Huang Ti hav­ing conquered four oth­er Em­per­ors. The Shih Chi (ch. I ad init.) speaks only of his vic­tor­ies over 炎帝 Yen Ti and 蚩尤 Chʽih Yu. In the 六韜 it is men­tioned that he “fought sev­enty battles and pa­ci­fied the Em­pire.” Tsʽao Kung’s ex­plan­a­tion is, that the Yel­low Em­per­or was the first to in­sti­tute the feud­al sys­tem of vas­sal princes, each of whom (to the num­ber of four) ori­gin­ally bore the title of Em­per­or. Li Chʽüan tells that the art of war ori­gin­ated un­der Huang Ti, who re­ceived it from his Min­is­ter 風后 Fêng Hou.

			449. “High ground,” says Mei Yao-chʽên, “is not only more agree­able and sa­lu­bri­ous, but more con­veni­ent from a mil­it­ary point of view; low ground is not only damp and un­healthy, but also dis­ad­vant­age­ous for fight­ing.” The ori­gin­al text and the Tʽu Shu have 好 in­stead of 喜.

			450. Tsʽao Kung says: 向水草可放牧養畜 “Make for fresh wa­ter and pas­ture, where you can turn out your an­im­als to graze.” And the oth­er com­ment­at­ors fol­low him, ap­par­ently tak­ing 生 as = 牲. Cf. Men­cius, V 1 IX 1, where 養牲者 means a cattle-keep­er. But here 養生 surely has ref­er­ence to the health of the troops. It is the title of Chuang Tzǔ’s third chapter, where it de­notes mor­al rather than phys­ic­al well-be­ing.

			451. 實 must mean dry and sol­id, as op­posed to damp and marshy, ground. This is to be found as a rule in high places, so the com­ment­at­ors ex­plain 實 as prac­tic­ally equi­val­ent to 高.

			452. Chang Yü says: “The dry­ness of the cli­mate will pre­vent the out­break of ill­ness.”

			453. The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan have a su­per­flu­ous 下 be­fore 水.

			454. 絕澗, ex­plained by Mei Yao-chʽên as 前後險峻水橫其中.

			455. 天井, ex­plained as 四面峻坂澗壑所歸 “places en­closed on every side by steep banks, with pools of wa­ter at the bot­tom.”

			456. 天牢 “nat­ur­al pens or pris­ons,” ex­plained as 三面環絕易入難出 “places sur­roun­ded by pre­cip­ices on three sides—easy to get in­to, but hard to get out of.”

			457. 天羅, ex­plained as 草木蒙密鋒鏑莫施 “places covered with such dense un­der­growth that spears can­not be used.”

			458. 天陷, ex­plained as 卑下汙𣾈車騎不通 “low-ly­ing places, so heavy with mud as to be im­pass­ible for chari­ots and horse­men.”

			459. 天隙 is ex­plained by Mei Yao-chʽên as 兩山相向洞道狹惡 “a nar­row dif­fi­cult way between beet­ling cliffs,” but Tsʽao Kung says 山澗迫狹地形深數尺長數丈者, which seems to de­note some­thing on a much smal­ler scale. Tu Mu’s note is 地多溝坑坎陷木石 “ground covered with trees and rocks, and in­ter­sec­ted by nu­mer­ous rav­ines and pit­falls.” This is very vague, but Chia Lin ex­plains it clearly enough as a de­file or nar­row pass: 兩邊險絕形狹長而數里, and Chang Yü takes much the same view. On the whole, the weight of the com­ment­at­ors cer­tainly in­clines to the ren­der­ing “de­file.” But the or­din­ary mean­ing of 隙 (a crack or fis­sure) and the fact that 絕澗 above must be some­thing in the nature of a de­file, make me think that Sun Tzǔ is here speak­ing of cre­vasses. The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan read 郄 for 隙, with the same mean­ing; the lat­ter also has 大害 after 天郄—a palp­able gloss.

			460. The ori­gin­al text has 軍行, but 旁 has been gen­er­ally ad­op­ted as yield­ing much bet­ter sense.

			461. 險阻 is 邱阜之地, ac­cord­ing to Chang Yü.

			462. The ori­gin­al text omits 蔣 and 生, so that 潢 and 井 join to make a pair: “ponds and basins.” This is plaus­ible enough at first sight, but there are sev­er­al ob­jec­tions to the read­ing: (1) 蔣 is un­likely to have got in­to text as a gloss on 潢; (2) it is easy to sup­pose, on the oth­er hand, that 蔣 and af­ter­wards 生 (to re­store the bal­ance of the sen­tence) were omit­ted by a copy­ist who jumped to the con­clu­sion that 潢 and 井 must go to­geth­er; (3) the sense, when one comes to con­sider it, ac­tu­ally re­quires 蔣, for it is ab­surd to talk of pools and ponds as in themseles suit­able places for an am­bush; (4) Li Ching (571–649 AD) in his 兵法 Art of War has the words: 蔣潢蘙會則必索其伏. This is evid­ently a re­min­is­cence of Sun Tzǔ, so there can be little doubt that 蔣 stood in the text at this early date. It may be ad­ded that the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan both have 蔣, and the lat­ter also reads 幷 for 井.

			463. I read 小林 with the Yü Lan in pref­er­ence to 山林, giv­en in the ori­gin­al text, which is ac­cep­ted by the com­ment­at­ors without ques­tion. The text of the Tʽu Shu up to this point runs as fol­lows: 潢井蒹葭林木蘙會者.

			464. The ori­gin­al text omits 藏, which has been re­stored from the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan. The Tʽu Shu omits 處 as well, mak­ing 所 a sub­stant­ive. On 姦 Chang Yü has the note: 又慮姦細潛隱覘我虛實聽我號令伏姦當為兩事 “We must also be on our guard against trait­ors who may lie in close cov­ert, secretly spy­ing out our weak­nesses and over­hear­ing out in­struc­tions. Fu and chi­en are to be taken sep­ar­ately.”

			465. Here be­gin Sun Tzǔ’s re­marks on the read­ing of signs, much of which is so good that it could al­most be in­cluded in a mod­ern manu­al like Gen. Baden-Pow­ell’s Aids to Scout­ing.

			466. Prob­ably be­cause we are in a strong po­s­i­tion from which he wishes to dis­lodge us. “If he came close up to us,” says Tu Mu, “and tried to force a battle, he would seem to des­pise us, and there would be less prob­ab­il­ity of our re­spond­ing to the chal­lenge.”

			467. 易 is here the op­pos­ite of 險 used pre­vi­ously (“When the en­emy is close at hand …”). The read­ing of the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan, 其所處者居易利也, is pretty ob­vi­ously cor­rupt. The ori­gin­al text, which trans­poses 易 and 者, may very pos­sibly be right. Tu Mu tells us that there is yet an­oth­er read­ing: 士爭其所居者易利也.

			468. Tsʽao Kung ex­plains this as “felling trees to clear a pas­sage,” and Chang Yü says: “Every army sends out scouts to climb high places and ob­serve the en­emy. If a scout sees that the trees of a forest are mov­ing and shak­ing, he may know that they are be­ing cut down to clear a pas­sage for the en­emy’s march.”

			469. Whenev­er the mean­ing of a pas­sage hap­pens to be some­what elu­sive, Capt. Cal­throp seems to con­sider him­self jus­ti­fied in giv­ing free rein to the ima­gin­a­tion. Thus, though his text is here identic­al with ours, he renders the above: “Broken branches and trod­den grass, as of the passing of a large host, must be re­garded with sus­pi­cion.” Tu Yu’s ex­plan­a­tion, bor­rowed from Tsʽao Kung, is as fol­lows: “The pres­ence of a num­ber of screens or sheds in the midst of thick ve­get­a­tion is a sure sign that the en­emy has fled and, fear­ing pur­suit, has con­struc­ted these hid­ing-places in or­der to make us sus­pect an am­bush.” It ap­pears that these “screens” were hast­ily knot­ted to­geth­er out of any long grass which the re­treat­ing en­emy hap­pen­ded to come across.

			470. Chang Yü’s ex­plan­a­tion is doubt­less right: “When birds that are fly­ing along in a straight line sud­denly shoot up­wards, it means that sol­diers are in am­bush at the spot be­neath.”

			471. As ex­ample of 覆 fou⁴ in the mean­ing of “am­bus­cade” may be found in the Tso Chuan, 隱 9th year: 君為三覆以待之. In the present pas­sage, how­ever, it is to be dis­tin­guished from 伏 just above, in that it im­plies on­ward mo­tion on the part of the at­tack­ing force. Thus, Li Chʽüan defines it as 不意而至, and Tu Mu as 來襲我也.

			472. 高而銳 “high and sharp,” or rising to a peak, is of course some­what ex­ag­ger­ated as ap­plied to dust. The com­ment­at­ors ex­plain the phe­nomen­on by say­ing that horses and chari­ots, be­ing heav­ier than men, raise more dust, and also fol­low one an­oth­er in the same wheel-track, where­as foot-sol­diers would be march­ing in ranks, many abreast. Ac­cord­ing to Chang Yü, “every army on the march must have scouts (探侯之人) some way in ad­vance, who on sight­ing dust raised by the en­emy, will gal­lop back and re­port it to the com­mand­er-in-chief.” Cf. Gen. Baden-Pow­ell: “As you move along, say, in a hos­tile coun­try, your eyes should be look­ing afar for the en­emy or any signs of him: fig­ures, dust rising, birds get­ting up, glit­ter of arms, etc.”781

			473. There is some doubt about the read­ing 樵採. The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan have 薪採, and Li Chʽüan pro­poses 薪來.

			474. Chang Yü says: “In ap­por­tion­ing the de­fences for a can­ton­ment, light horse will be sent out to sur­vey the po­s­i­tion and as­cer­tain the weak and strong points all along its cir­cum­fer­ence. Hence the small quant­ity of dust and its mo­tion.”

			475. “As though they stood in great fear of us,” says Tu Mu. “Their ob­ject is to make us con­temp­tu­ous and care­less, after which they will at­tack us.” Chang Yü al­ludes to the story of 田單 Tʽi­en Tan of the Chʽi State, who in 279 BC was hard-pressed in his de­fence of 即墨 Chi-mo against the Yen forces, led by 騎劫 Chʽi Chieh. In ch. 82 of the Shih Chi we read: “Tʽi­en Tan openly said: ‘My only fear is that the Yen army may cut off the noses of their Chʽi pris­on­ers and place them in the front rank to fight against us; that would be the un­do­ing of our city.’ The oth­er side be­ing in­formed of this speech, at once ac­ted on the sug­ges­tion; but those with­in the city were en­raged at see­ing their fel­low-coun­try­men thus mu­til­ated, and fear­ing only lest they should fall in­to the en­emy’s hands, were nerved to de­fend them­selves more ob­stin­ately than ever. Once again Tʽi­en Tan sent back con­ver­ted spies who re­por­ted these words to the en­emy: ‘What I dread most is that the men of Yen may dig up the an­ces­tral tombs out­side the town, and by in­flict­ing this in­dig­nity on our fore­fath­ers cause us to be­come faint­hearted.’ Forth­with the be­siegers dug up all the graves and burned the corpses ly­ing in them. And the in­hab­it­ants of Chi-mo, wit­ness­ing the out­rage from the city-walls, wept pas­sion­ately and were all im­pa­tient to go out and fight, their fury be­ing in­creased ten­fold. Tʽi­en Tan knew then that his sol­diers were ready for any en­ter­prise. But in­stead of a sword, he him­self took a mat­tock in his hands, and ordered oth­ers to be dis­trib­uted amongst his best war­ri­ors, while the ranks were filled up with their wives and con­cu­bines. He then served out all the re­main­ing ra­tions and bade his men eat their fill. The reg­u­lar sol­diers were told to keep out of sight, and the walls were manned with the old and weak­er men and with wo­men. This done, en­voys were des­patched to the en­emy’s camp to ar­range terms of sur­render, whereupon the Yen army began shout­ing for joy. Tʽi­en Tan also col­lec­ted 20,000 ounces of sil­ver from the people, and got the wealthy cit­izens of Chi-mo to send it to the Yen gen­er­al with the pray­er that, when the town ca­pit­u­lated, he would not al­low their homes to be plundered or their wo­men to be mal­treated. Chʽi Chieh, in high good hu­mour, gran­ted their pray­er; but his army now be­came in­creas­ingly slack and care­less. Mean­while, Tʽi­en Tan got to­geth­er a thou­sand ox­en, decked them with pieces of red silk, painted their bod­ies, dragon-like, with col­oured stripes, and fastened sharp blades on their horns and well-greased rushes on their tails. When night came on, he lighted the ends of the rushes, and drove the ox­en through a num­ber of holes which he had pierced in the walls, back­ing them up with a force of 5000 picked war­ri­ors. The an­im­als, maddened with pain, dashed furi­ously in­to the en­emy’s camp where they caused the ut­most con­fu­sion and dis­may; for their tails ac­ted as torches, show­ing up the hideous pat­tern on their bod­ies, and the weapons on their horns killed or wounded any with whom they came in­to con­tact. In the mean­time, the band of 5000 had crept up with gags in their mouths, and now threw them­selves on the en­emy. At the same mo­ment a fright­ful din arose in the city it­self, all those that re­mained be­hind mak­ing as much noise as pos­sible by banging drums and ham­mer­ing on bronze ves­sels, un­til heav­en and earth were con­vulsed by the up­roar. Ter­ror-stricken, the Yen army fled in dis­order, hotly pur­sued by the men of Chʽi, who suc­ceeded in slay­ing their gen­er­al Chʽi Chieh … The res­ult of the battle was the ul­ti­mate re­cov­ery of some sev­enty cit­ies which had be­longed to the Chʽi State.”

			476. I fol­low the ori­gin­al text here, also ad­op­ted by the Tʽu Shu. The stand­ard text reads 辭詭而强進驅者退也 on the strength of Tsʽao Kung’s com­ment­ary 詭詐也, which shows that his text in­cluded the word 詭. Strong as this ground is, I do not think it can coun­ter­bal­ance the ob­vi­ous su­peri­or­ity of the oth­er read­ing in point of sense. 詭 not only provides no an­ti­thes­is to 卑, but makes the whole pas­sage ab­surd; for if the lan­guage of the en­emy is cal­cu­lated to de­ceive, it can­not be known as de­ceit­ful at the time, and can there­fore af­ford no “sign.” Moreover, the ex­tra word in 强進驅者 (an awk­ward locu­tion, by the way) spoils the par­al­lel­ism with 益備者.

			477. The same, ac­cord­ing to Tu Yu, as the 馳車 of chapter II (“In the op­er­a­tions of war …”).

			478. The Tʽung Tien omits 出.

			479. Tu Yu defines 約 as 要約, and Li Chʽüan as 質盟之約 “a treaty con­firmed by oaths and host­ages.” Wang Hsi and Chang Yü, on the oth­er hand, simply say 無故 “without reas­on,” “on a frivol­ous pre­text,” as though 約 bore the rather un­usu­al sense of “im­port­ant.” Capt. Cal­throp has “without con­sulta­tion,” which is too loose.

			480. Every man hasten­ing to his prop­er place un­der his own re­gi­ment­al ban­ner.

			481. I fol­low the Tʽu Shu in omit­ting 車 after 兵. Tu Mu quotes the Chou Li, ch. XXIX fol. 31: 車驟徒趨及表乃止.

			482. What Chia Lin calls 晷刻之期, as op­posed to 尋常之期.

			483. Capt. Cal­throp is hardly right in trans­lat­ing: “An ad­vance, fol­lowed by sud­den re­tire­ment.” It is rather a case of feigned con­fu­sion. As Tu Mu says: 偽為雜亂不整之狀.

			484. 仗 is here prob­ably not a syn­onym for 倚, but = 兵 “a weapon.” The ori­gin­al text has 杖而立者, which has been cor­rec­ted from the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan.

			485. As Tu Mu re­marks: 覩一人三軍可知也 “One may know the con­di­tion of a whole army from the be­ha­viour of a single man.” The 先 may mean either that they drink be­fore draw­ing wa­ter for the army or be­fore they re­turn to camp. Chang Yü takes the lat­ter view. The Tʽung Tien has the faulty read­ing 汲役先飲者, and the Yü Lan worse still, 汲設飲者.

			486. Not ne­ces­sar­ily “booty,” as Capt. Cal­throp trans­lates it. The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan read 向人見利, etc.

			487. A use­ful fact to bear in mind when, for in­stance, as Chʽen Hao says, the en­emy has secretly aban­doned his camp.

			488. Ow­ing to false alarms; or, as Tu Mu ex­plains it: 恐懼不安故夜呯以自壯也 “Fear makes men rest­less; so they fall to shout­ing at night in or­der to keep up their cour­age.” The Tʽung Tien in­serts 喧 be­fore 呯.

			489. The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan omit 旌.

			490. And there­fore, as Capt. Cal­throp says, slow to obey. Tu Yu un­der­stands the sen­tence dif­fer­ently: “If all the of­ficers of an army are angry with their gen­er­al, it means that they are broken with fa­tigue” (ow­ing to the ex­er­tions which he has de­man­ded from them).

			491. 粟馬肉食 is ex­pan­ded by Mei Yao-chʽên (fol­low­ing Tu Mu) in­to 給糧以秣乎馬殺畜以饗乎士, which is the sense I have giv­en above. In the or­din­ary course of things, the men would be fed on grain and the horses chiefly on grass.

			492. The Tʽung Tien reads 缶, which is much the same as 缻, and the Yü Lan 箠, which is mani­festly wrong.

			493. For 返, the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan both read 及.

			494. For 窮宼, see note 398 on VII. I may quote here the il­lus­trat­ive pas­sage from the Hou Han Shu, ch. 71, giv­en in ab­bre­vi­ated form by the Pʽei Wên Yün Fu: “The rebel 王國 Wang Kuo of 梁 Li­ang was be­sieging the town of 陳倉 Chʽên-tsʽang, and 皇甫嵩 Huang-fu Sung, who was in su­preme com­mand, and 董卓 Tung Cho were sent out against him. The lat­ter pressed for hasty meas­ures, but Sung turned a deaf ear to his coun­sel. At last the rebels were ut­terly worn out, and began to throw down their weapons of their own ac­cord. Sung was now for ad­van­cing to the at­tack, but Cho said: ‘It is a prin­ciple of war not to pur­sue des­per­ate men and not to press a re­treat­ing host.’ Sung answered: ‘That does not ap­ply here. What I am about to at­tack is a jaded army, not a re­treat­ing host; with dis­cip­lined troops I am fall­ing on a dis­or­gan­ised mul­ti­tude, not a band of des­per­ate men.’ Thereupon he ad­vanced to the at­tack un­sup­por­ted by his col­league, and routed the en­emy, Wang Kuo be­ing slain.” The in­feri­or read­ing of the Tʽu Shu for this para­graph is as fol­lows: 殺馬肉食者軍無糧也縣缻不返其舍者窮宼也. The first clause strikes me as rather shal­low for Sun Tzǔ, and it is hard to make any­thing of 縣缻 in the second without the neg­at­ive. Capt. Cal­throp, noth­ing daun­ted, set down in his first edi­tion: “When they cast away their cook­ing-pots.” He now has: “When the cook­ing-pots are hung up on the wall.”

			495. 諄諄 is well ex­plained by Tu Mu as 乏氣聲促 “speak­ing with bated breath.”

			496. The Shuo Wên rather strangely defines 翕 by the word 起, but the Êrh Ya says 合 “to join” or “con­tract,” which is un­doubtedly its primary mean­ing. Chang Yü is right, then, in ex­plain­ing it here by the word 聚. The oth­er com­ment­at­ors are very much at sea: Tsʽao Kung says 失志貌, Tu Yu 不眞, Tu Mu 顚倒失次貌, Chia Lin 不安貌, Mei Yao-chʽên 曠職事, Wang Hsi 患其上.

			497. 入入 is said to be the same as 如如.

			498. 失衆 is equi­val­ent to 失其衆心, the sub­ject of course be­ing “the gen­er­al,” un­der­stood. In the ori­gin­al text, which seems to be fol­lowed by sev­er­al com­ment­at­ors, the whole pas­sage stands thus: 諄諄翕翕徐與人言者失衆也. Here it would be the gen­er­al who is talk­ing to his men, not the men amongst them­selves. For 翕, which is the chief stum­bling-block in the way of this read­ing, the Tʽu Shu gives the very plaus­ible emend­a­tion 𧬈 (also read hsi, and defined by Kʽang Hsi as 疾言 “to speak fast”). But this is un­ne­ces­sary if we keep to the stand­ard text.

			499. Be­cause, when an army is hard pressed, as Tu Mu says, there is al­ways a fear of mutiny, and lav­ish re­wards are giv­en to keep the men in good tem­per.

			500. Be­cause in such case dis­cip­line be­comes re­laxed, and un­wonted sever­ity is ne­ces­sary to keep the men to their duty.

		
	
		
			Endnotes 501⁠–⁠794

			501. I fol­low the in­ter­pret­a­tion of Tsʽao Kung: 先輕敵後聞其衆則心惡之也, also ad­op­ted by Li Chʽüan, Tu Mu and Chang Yü. An­oth­er pos­sible mean­ing, set forth by Tu Yu, Chia Lin, Mei Yao-chʽên and Wang Hsi, is: “The gen­er­al who is first tyr­an­nic­al to­wards his men, and then in ter­ror lest they should mutiny, etc.” This would con­nect the sen­tence with what be­fore about re­wards and pun­ish­ments. The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan read 情 “af­fec­tion” in­stead of 精.

			502. Tu Mu says: 所以委質來謝此乃勢已窮或有他故必欲休息也 “If the en­emy opens friendly re­la­tions by send­ing host­ages, it is a sign that they are anxious for an armistice, either be­cause their strength is ex­hausted or for some oth­er reas­on.” But it hardly needs a Sun Tzǔ to draw such an ob­vi­ous in­fer­ence; and al­though Tu Mu is sup­por­ted by Mei Yao-chʽên and Chang Yü, I can­not think that host­ages are in­dic­ated by the word 委.

			503. Capt. Cal­throp falls in­to a trap which of­ten lurks in the word 相. He trans­lates: “When both sides, eager for a fight, face each oth­er for a con­sid­er­able time, neither ad­van­cing nor re­tir­ing,” etc. Had he re­flec­ted a little, he would have seen that this is mean­ing­less as ad­dressed to a com­mand­er who has con­trol over the move­ments of his own troops. 相迎, then, does not mean that the two armies go to meet each oth­er, but simply that the oth­er side comes up to us. Like­wise with 相去. If this were not per­fectly clear of it­self, Mei Yao-chʽên’s para­phrase would make it so: 怒而來逆我, etc. As Tsʽao Kung points out, a man­oeuvre of this sort may be only a ruse to gain time for an un­ex­pec­ted flank at­tack or the lay­ing of an am­bush.

			504. Wang Hsi’s para­phrase, partly bor­rowed from Tsʽao Kung, is 權力均足矣. An­oth­er read­ing, ad­op­ted by Chia Lin and the Tʽu Shu, is 兵非貴益多, which Capt. Cal­throp renders, much too loosely: “Num­bers are no cer­tain mark of strength.”

			505. Lit­er­ally, “no mar­tial ad­vance.” That is to say, 正 “chêng” tac­tics and front­al at­tacks must be es­chewed, and stratagem re­sor­ted to in­stead.

			506. This is an ob­scure sen­tence, and none of the com­ment­at­ors suc­ceed in squeez­ing very good sense out of it. The dif­fi­culty lies chiefly in the words 取人, which have been taken in every pos­sible way. I fol­low Li Chʽüan, who ap­pears to of­fer the simplest ex­plan­a­tion: 惟得人者勝也 “Only the side that gets more men will win.” Tsʽao Kung’s note, con­cise as usu­al to the verge of in­com­pre­hens­ib­il­ity, is 廝養足也. For­tu­nately we have Chang Yü to ex­pound its mean­ing to us in lan­guage which is lu­cid­ity it­self: 兵力旣均又未見便雖未足剛進足以取人於廝養之中以并兵合力察敵而取勝不必假他兵以助己 “When the num­bers are even, and no fa­vour­able open­ing presents it­self, al­though we may not be strong enough to de­liv­er a sus­tained at­tack, we can find ad­di­tion­al re­cruits amongst our sut­lers and camp-fol­low­ers, and then, con­cen­trat­ing our forces and keep­ing a close watch on the en­emy, con­trive to snatch the vic­tory. But we must avoid bor­row­ing for­eign sol­diers to help us.” He then quotes from Wei Liao Tzǔ, ch. 3: 助卒名為十萬其實不過數萬耳 “The nom­in­al strength of mer­cen­ary troops may by 100,000, but their real value will be not more than half that fig­ure.” Ac­cord­ing to this in­ter­pret­a­tion, 取人 means “to get re­cruits,” not from out­side, but from the ragtag and bob­tail which fol­lows in the wake of a large army. This does not sound a very sol­dierly sug­ges­tion, and I feel con­vinced that it is not what Sun Tzǔ meant. Chia Lin, on the oth­er hand, takes the words in a dif­fer­ent sense al­to­geth­er, namely “to con­quer the en­emy” (cf. note 187 on I). But in that case they could hardly be fol­lowed by 而已. Bet­ter than this would be the ren­der­ing “to make isol­ated cap­tures,” as op­posed to 武進 “a gen­er­al at­tack.”

			507. The force of 夫惟 is not easy to ap­pre­ci­ate. Chʽên Hao says 殊無遠慮但輕敵者, thus re­fer­ring 惟 to the second verb. He con­tin­ues, quot­ing from the Tso Chuan: 蜂蠆有毒而况國乎則小敵亦不可輕 “If bees and scor­pi­ons carry pois­on, how much more will a hos­tile state! [僖公, XXII 3.] Even a puny op­pon­ent, then, should not be treated with con­tempt.”

			508. This is wrongly trans­lated by Capt. Cal­throp: “If the troops know the gen­er­al, but are not af­fected by his pun­ish­ments, they are use­less.”

			509. 文 and 武, ac­cord­ing to Tsʽao Kung, are here equi­val­ent to 仁 and 法 re­spect­ively. Com­pare our two uses of the word “civil.” 晏子 Yen Tzǔ (BC 493) said of 司馬穰苴 Ssǔ-ma Jang-chü: 文能附衆武能威敵也 “His civil vir­tues en­deared him to the people; his mar­tial prowess kept his en­emies in awe.” Cf. Wu Tzǔ, ch. 4 init.: 夫總文武者軍之將也兼剛柔者兵之事也 “The ideal com­mand­er unites cul­ture with a war­like tem­per; the pro­fes­sion of arms re­quires a com­bin­a­tion of hard­ness and ten­der­ness.” Again I must find fault with Capt. Cal­throp’s trans­la­tion: “By hu­mane treat­ment we ob­tain obed­i­ence; au­thor­ity brings uni­form­ity.”

			510. The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan read: 令素行以教其人者也令素行則人服令素不行則人不服.

			511. The ori­gin­al text has 令素行者. 令素 is cer­tainly awk­ward without 行, but on the oth­er hand it is clear that Tu Mu ac­cep­ted the Tʽung Tien text, which is identic­al with ours. He says: “A gen­er­al ought in time of peace to show kindly con­fid­ence in his men and also make his au­thor­ity re­spec­ted, so that when they come to face the en­emy, or­ders may be ex­ecuted and dis­cip­line main­tained, be­cause they all trust and look up to him.” What Sun Tzǔ has said in the pre­vi­ous para­graph, how­ever, would lead one rather to ex­pect some­thing like this: “If a gen­er­al is al­ways con­fid­ent that his or­ders will be car­ried out,” etc. Hence I am temp­ted to think that he may have writ­ten 令素信行者. But this is per­haps too con­jec­tur­al.

			512. Chang Yü says: 上以信使民民以信服上是上下相得也 “The gen­er­al has con­fid­ence in the men un­der his com­mand, and the men are do­cile, hav­ing con­fid­ence in him. Thus the gain is mu­tu­al.” He quotes a preg­nant sen­tence from Wei Liao Tzǔ, ch. 4: 令之之法小過無更小疑無中 “The art of giv­ing or­ders is not to try to rec­ti­fy minor blun­ders and not to be swayed by petty doubts.” Va­cil­la­tion and fussi­ness are the surest means of sap­ping the con­fid­ence of an army. Capt. Cal­throp winds up the chapter with a fi­nal mis­trans­la­tion of a more than usu­ally hein­ous de­scrip­tion: “Or­ders are al­ways obeyed, if gen­er­al and sol­diers are in sym­pathy.” Be­sides in­vent­ing the lat­ter half of the sen­tence, he has man­aged to in­vert protas­is and apodos­is.

			513. Only about a third of the chapter, up to “These six are the prin­ciples …”, deals with 地形, the sub­ject be­ing more fully treated in ch. XI. The “six calam­it­ies” are dis­cussed in the next para­graphs (up to “These are six ways of court­ing de­feat …”) and the rest of the chapter is again a mere string of des­ultory re­marks, though not less in­ter­est­ing, per­haps on that ac­count.

			514. Mei Yao-chʽên says: 道路交達 “plen­ti­fully provided with roads and means of com­mu­nic­a­tion.”

			515. Mei Yao-chʽên says: 網羅之地往必掛綴 “Net-like coun­try, ven­tur­ing in­to which you be­come en­tangled.”

			516. Tu Yu ex­plains 支 as 久. This mean­ing is still re­tained in mod­ern phrases such as 支托, 支演 “stave off,” “delay.” I do not know why Capt. Cal­throp calls 支地 “sus­pen­ded ground,” un­less he is con­fus­ing it with 挂地.

			517. The root idea in 隘 is nar­row­ness; in 險, steep­ness.

			518. It is hardly ne­ces­sary to point out the fault­i­ness of this clas­si­fic­a­tion. A strange lack of lo­gic­al per­cep­tion is shown in the Chi­n­a­man’s un­ques­tion­ing of glar­ing cross-di­vi­sions such as the above.

			519. Gen­er­ally speak­ing, 平陸 “level coun­try” is meant. Cf. note 444 on IX: 處易.

			520. The Tʽung Tien reads 居通地.

			521. See chapter IX, “Camp in high places, fa­cing the sun.” The Tʽung Tien reads 先據其地.

			522. A curi­ous use of 利 as a verb, if our text is right. The gen­er­al mean­ing is doubt­less, as Tu Yu says, 無使敵絕己糧道 “not to al­low the en­emy to cut your com­mu­nic­a­tions.” Tu Mu, who was not a sol­dier and can hardly have had any prac­tic­al ex­per­i­ence of fight­ing, goes more in­to de­tail and speaks of pro­tect­ing the line of com­mu­nic­a­tions by a wall (壘), or en­clos­ing it by em­bank­ments on each side (作甬道)! In view of Na­po­leon’s dictum, “the secret of war lies in the com­mu­nic­a­tions,”782 we could wish that Sun Tzǔ had done more than skirt the edge of this im­port­ant sub­ject here and in chapter I (“By Meth­od and dis­cip­line …”) and chapter VII (“We may take it then that an army …”). Col. Hende­r­son says: “The line of sup­ply may be said to be said to be as vi­tal to the ex­ist­ence of an army as the heart to the life of a hu­man be­ing. Just as the du­el­ist who finds his ad­versary’s point men­acing him with cer­tain death, and his own guard astray, is com­pelled to con­form to his ad­versary’s move­ments, and to con­tent him­self with ward­ing off his thrusts, so the com­mand­er whose com­mu­nic­a­tions are sud­denly threatened finds him­self in a false po­s­i­tion, and he will be for­tu­nate if he has not to change all his plans, to split up his force in­to more or less isol­ated de­tach­ments, and to fight with in­feri­or num­bers on ground which he has not had time to pre­pare, and where de­feat will not be an or­din­ary fail­ure, but will en­tail the ru­in or the sur­render of his whole army.”783

			523. Omit­ted by Capt. Cal­throp.

			524. Capt. Cal­throp is wrong in trans­lat­ing 返 “re­treat from it.”

			525. 不利 (an ex­ample of litotes) is para­phrased by Mei Yao-chʽên as 必受制 “you will re­ceive a check.”

			526. 俱不便久相持也 “Each side finds it in­con­veni­ent to move, and the situ­ation re­mains at a dead­lock” (Tu Yu).

			527. Tu Yu says 佯背我去 “turn­ing their backs on us and pre­tend­ing to flee.” But this is only one of the lures which might in­duce us to quit our po­s­i­tion. Here again 利 is used as a verb, but this time in a dif­fer­ent sense: “to hold out an ad­vant­age.”

			528. Mei Yao-chʽên para­phrases the pas­sage in a curi­ous jingle, the scheme of rhymes be­ing ab­cb­dd: 各居所險, 先出必敗, 利而誘我, 我不可愛, 僞去引敵, 半出而擊.

			529. Capt. Cal­throp says: “De­files, make haste to oc­cupy.” But this is a con­di­tion­al clause, an­swer­ing to 若敵先居之 in the next para­graph.

			530. Be­cause then, as Tu Yu ob­serves, 皆制在我然後出奇以制敵 “the ini­ti­at­ive will lie with us, and by mak­ing sud­den and un­ex­pec­ted at­tacks we shall have the en­emy at our mercy.” The com­ment­at­ors make a great both­er about the pre­cise mean­ing of 盈, which to the for­eign read­er seems to present no dif­fi­culty whatever.

			531. Tsʽao Kung says: 地形險隘尤不可致於人 “The par­tic­u­lar ad­vant­age of se­cur­ing heights and de­files is that your ac­tions can­not then be dic­tated by the en­emy.” (For the enun­ci­ation of the grand prin­ciple al­luded to, see chapter VI, “There­fore the clev­er com­batant …”). Chang Yü tells the fol­low­ing an­ec­dote of 裴行儉 Pʽei Hsing-chi­en (AD 619–682), who was sent on a pun­it­ive ex­ped­i­tion against the Turkic tribes. “At night­fall he pitched his camp as usu­al, and it had already been com­pletely for­ti­fied by wall and ditch, when sud­denly he gave or­ders that the army should shift its quar­ters to a hill near by. This was highly dis­pleas­ing to his of­ficers, who pro­tested loudly against the ex­tra fa­tigue which it would en­tail on the men. Pʽei Hsing-chi­en, how­ever, paid no heed to their re­mon­strances and had the camp moved as quickly as pos­sible. The same night, a ter­rif­ic storm came on, which flooded their former place of en­camp­ment to the depth of over twelve feet. The re­cal­cit­rant of­ficers were amazed at the sight, and owned that they had been in the wrong. ‘How did you know what was go­ing to hap­pen?’ they asked. Pʽei Hsing-chi­en replied: ‘From this time for­ward be con­tent to obey or­ders without ask­ing un­ne­ces­sary ques­tions.’ [See Chiu Tʽang Shu, ch. 84, fol. 12 ro, and Hsin Tʽang Shu ch. 108, fol. 5 vo.] From this it may be seen,” Chang Yü con­tin­ues, “that high and sunny places are ad­vant­age­ous not only for fight­ing, but also be­cause they are im­mune from dis­astrous floods.”

			532. The turn­ing-point of 李世民 Li Shih-min’s cam­paign in 621 AD against the two rebels, 竇建德 Tou Chi­en-tê, King of 夏 Hsia, and 王世充 Wang Shih-chʽung, Prince of 鄭 Chêng, was his seizure of the heights of 武牢 Wu-lao, in spite of which Tou Chi­en-tê per­sisted in his at­tempt to re­lieve his ally in Lo-yang, was de­feated and taken pris­on­er. (See Chiu Tʽang Shu, ch. 2, fol. 5 vo, and also ch. 54.)

			533. The Tʽung Tien reads 夫通形均勢.

			534. Tsʽao Kung says that 挑戰 means 延敵 “chal­len­ging the en­emy.” But the en­emy be­ing far away, that plainly in­volves, as Tu Yu says, 迎敵 “go­ing to meet him.” The point of course is, that we must not think of un­der­tak­ing a long and wear­i­some march, at the end of which 是我困敵銳 “we should be ex­hausted and our ad­versary fresh and keen.”

			535. Or per­haps, “the prin­ciples re­lat­ing to ground.” See, how­ever, chapter I, “Earth com­prises dis­tances …”

			536. Capt. Cal­throp omits 至任. Out of the fore­go­ing six 地形, it will be no­ticed that nos. 3 and 6 have really no ref­er­ence to the con­fig­ur­a­tion of the coun­try, and that only 4 and 5 can be said to con­vey any def­in­ite geo­graph­ic­al idea.

			537. The Tʽu Shu reads 天地之災.

			538. I take ex­cep­tion to Capt. Cal­throp’s ren­der­ing of 陷 and 崩 as “dis­tress” and “dis­or­gan­isa­tion,” re­spect­ively.

			539. Cf. chapter III, “Hence, though an ob­stin­ate fight …” The gen­er­al’s fault here is that of 不料力 “not cal­cu­lat­ing the en­emy’s strength.” It is ob­vi­ous that 勢 can­not have the same force as above (“If you are situ­ated at a great dis­tance …”), where it was equi­val­ent to 兵力. I should not be in­clined, how­ever, to lim­it, with Chang Yü, to 將之智勇兵之利銳 “the wis­dom and valour of the gen­er­al and the sharp­ness of the weapons.” As Li Chʽüan very justly re­marks, 若得形便之地用奇伏之計則可矣 “Giv­en a de­cided ad­vant­age in po­s­i­tion, or the help of some stratagem such as a flank at­tack or an am­bus­cade, it would be quite pos­sible [to fight in the ra­tio of one to ten].”

			540. 弛 “lax­ity”—the meta­phor be­ing taken from an un­strung bow. Capt. Cal­throp’s “re­lax­a­tion” is not good, on ac­count of its am­bi­gu­ity. Tu Mu cites the un­happy case of 田布 Tʽi­en Pu (Hsin Tʽang Shu, ch. 148), who was sent to 魏 Wei in 821 AD with or­ders to lead an army against 王廷湊 Wang Tʽing-tsʽou. But the whole time he was in com­mand, his sol­diers treated him with the ut­most con­tempt, and openly flouted his au­thor­ity by rid­ing about the camp on don­keys, sev­er­al thou­sands at a time. Tʽi­en Pu was power­less to put a stop to this con­duct, and when, after some months had passed, he made an at­tempt to en­gage the en­emy, his troops turned tail and dis­persed in every dir­ec­tion. After that, the un­for­tu­nate man com­mit­ted sui­cide by cut­ting his throat.

			541. Tsʽao Kung says: 吏强欲進卒弱輒陷 “The of­ficers are en­er­get­ic and want to press on, the com­mon sol­diers are feeble and sud­denly col­lapse.” Note that 弱 is to be taken lit­er­ally of phys­ic­al weak­ness, where­as in the former clause it is fig­ur­at­ive. Li Chʽüan makes 陷 equi­val­ent to 敗, and Tu Mu ex­plains it as 陷沒於死地 “stum­bling in­to a deathtrap.”

			542. 大吏, ac­cord­ing to Tsʽao Kung, and the 小將 “gen­er­als of in­feri­or rank.” But Li Chʽüan, Chʽên Hao and Wang Hsi take the term as simply con­vert­ible with 將 or 大將.

			543. Tsʽao Kung makes 大將, un­der­stood, the sub­ject of 怒, which seems rather far­fetched. Wang Hsi’s note is: 謂將怒不以理且不知裨佐之才激致其兇懟如山之崩壞也 “This means, the gen­er­al is angry without just cause, and at the same time does not ap­pre­ci­ate the abil­ity of his sub­or­din­ate of­ficers; thus he arouse fierce re­sent­ment and brings an ava­lanche of ru­in upon his head.” He takes 能, there­fore, in the sense of 才; but I think that Chʽên Hao is right in his para­phrase 不顧能否 “they don’t care if it be pos­sible or no.” My in­ter­pret­a­tion of the whole pas­sage is that of Mei Yao-chʽên and Chang Yü. Tu Mu gives a long ex­tract from the Tso Chuan, 宣公, XII 3, show­ing how the great battle of 邲 Pi (597 BC) was lost for the 晉 Chin State through the con­tu­macy of 先縠 Hsien Hu and the re­sent­ful spite of 魏錡 Wei I and 趙旃 Chao Chan. Chang Yü also al­ludes to the mutin­ous con­duct of 欒黶 Lu­an Yen (Tso Chuan 襄公, XIV 3).

			544. Wei Liao Tzǔ (ch. 4) says: 上無疑令, 則衆不二聽, 動無疑事, 則衆不二志 “If the com­mand­er gives his or­ders with de­cision, the sol­diers will not wait to hear them twice; if his moves are made without va­cil­la­tion, the sol­diers will not be in two minds about do­ing their duty.” Gen­er­al Baden-Pow­ell says, it­alicising the words: “The secret of get­ting suc­cess­ful work out of your trained men lies in one nut­shell—in the clear­ness of the in­struc­tions they re­ceive.”784 As­sum­ing that clear in­struc­tions be­get con­fid­ence, this is very much what Wei Liao Tzǔ (loc. cit.) goes on to say: 未有不信其心而能得其力者也. Cf. also Wu Tzǔ ch. 3: 用兵之害猶豫最大三軍之災生於狐疑 “the most fatal de­fect in a mil­it­ary lead­er is dif­fid­ence; the worst calami­tites that be­fall an army arise from hes­it­a­tion.”

			545. 史卒皆不拘常度 “Neither of­ficers nor men have any reg­u­lar routine” (Tu Mu).

			546. Chang Yü para­phrases the lat­ter part of the sen­tence 不選驍勇之士使為先鋒兵必敗北也, and con­tin­ues: 凡戰必用精銳為前鋒者一則壯吾志一則挫敵威也 “Whenev­er there is fight­ing to be done, the keen­est spir­its should be ap­poin­ted to serve in the front ranks, both in or­der to strengthen the res­ol­u­tion of our own men and to de­mor­al­ise the en­emy.” Cf. the primi or­dines of Caesar (De Bello Gal­li­co, V 28, 44 et al.). There seems little to dis­tin­guish 北 from 走 above (“Oth­er con­di­tions be­ing equal …”), ex­cept that 北 is a more for­cible word.

			547. Chʽên Hao makes them out to be: (1) 不量寡衆 “neg­lect to es­tim­ate the en­emy’s strength;” (2) 本乏刑德 “want of au­thor­ity;” (3) 失於訓練 “de­fect­ive train­ing;” (4) 非理興怒 “un­jus­ti­fi­able an­ger;” (5) 法令不行 “nonob­serv­ance of dis­cip­line;” (6) 不擇驍果 “fail­ure to use picked men.”

			548. See supra, “These six are the prin­ciples con­nec­ted with Earth.”

			549. Chia Lin’s text has the read­ing 易 for 助. Chʽên Hao says: 天時不如地利 “The ad­vant­ages of weath­er and sea­son are not equal to those con­nec­ted with ground.”

			550. The in­ser­tion of a “but” is ne­ces­sary to show the con­nec­tion of thought here. A gen­er­al should al­ways util­ise, but nev­er rely wholly on nat­ur­al ad­vant­ages of ter­rain.

			551. 制勝 is one of those con­densed ex­pres­sions which mean so much in Chinese, and so little in an Eng­lish trans­la­tion. What it seems to im­ply is com­plete mas­tery of the situ­ation from the be­gin­ning.

			552. The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan read 計極險易利害遠近. I am de­cidedly puzzled by Capt. Cal­throp’s trans­la­tion: “an eye for steep­ness, com­mand and dis­tances.” Where did he find the word which I have put in it­al­ics?

			553. A some­what free trans­la­tion of 道. As Chang Yü re­marks, these are 兵之本 “the es­sen­tials of sol­dier­ing,” ground be­ing only a help­ful ac­cess­ory.

			554. Cf. chapter VIII, “… com­mands of the sov­er­eign which must not be obeyed.” Huang-shih Kung of the Chʽin dyn­asty, who is said to have been the pat­ron of 張良 Chang Li­ang and to have writ­ten the 三略, has these words at­trib­uted to him: 出軍行師將在自專進退內御則功難成故聖主明王跪而推轂 “The re­spons­ib­il­ity of set­ting an army in mo­tion must de­volve on the gen­er­al alone; if ad­vance and re­treat are con­trolled from the Palace, bril­liant res­ults will hardly be achieved. Hence the god­like ruler and the en­lightened mon­arch are con­tent to play a humble part in fur­ther­ing their coun­try’s cause [lit., kneel down to push the chari­ot wheel].” This means that 閫外之事將軍裁之 “in mat­ters ly­ing out­side the zenana, the de­cision of the mil­it­ary com­mand­er must be ab­so­lute.” Chang Yü also quotes the say­ing: 軍中不聞天子之詔 “De­crees of the Son of Heav­en do not pen­et­rate the walls of a camp.” Na­po­leon, who has been ac­cused of al­low­ing his gen­er­als too little in­de­pend­ence of ac­tion, speaks in the same sense: “Un général en chef n’est pas à couvert de ses fautes à la guerre par un or­dre de son souverain ou du min­istre, quand ce­lui qui le donne est éloigné du champ d’opéra­tion, et qu’il con­naît pas du tout le derni­er état des choses.”785

			555. It was Wel­ling­ton, I think, who said that the hard­est thing of all for a sol­dier is to re­treat.

			556. 合, which is omit­ted by the Tʽu Shu, is said by Chʽên Hao to be equi­val­ent to 歸. If it had to be sep­ar­ately trans­lated, it would be some­thing like our word “ac­crue.”

			557. A noble pre­sent­ment, in few words, of the Chinese “happy war­ri­or.” Such a man, says Ho Shih, 罪及其身不悔也 “even if he had to suf­fer pun­ish­ment, would not re­gret his con­duct.”

			558. Cf. chapter I, “The Mor­al Law causes the people …” In this con­nec­tion, Tu Mu draws for us an en­ga­ging pic­ture of the fam­ous gen­er­al Wu Chʽi, from whose treat­ise on war I have fre­quently had oc­ca­sion to quote: “He wore the same clothes and ate the same food as the mean­est of his sol­diers, re­fused to have either a horse to ride or a mat to sleep on, car­ried his own sur­plus ra­tions wrapped in a par­cel, and shared every hard­ship with his men. One of his sol­diers was suf­fer­ing from an abs­cess, and Wu Chʽi him­self sucked out the vir­us. The sol­dier’s moth­er, hear­ing this, began wail­ing and lament­ing. Some­body asked her, say­ing: ‘Why do you cry? Your son is only a com­mon sol­dier, and yet the com­mand­er-in-chief him­self has sucked the pois­on from his sore.’ The wo­man replied: ‘Many years ago, Lord Wu per­formed a sim­il­ar ser­vice for my hus­band, who nev­er left him af­ter­wards, and fi­nally met his death at the hands of the en­emy. And now that he has done the same for my son, he too will fall fight­ing I know not where.’ ” Li Chʽüan men­tions 楚子 the Vis­count of Chʽu, who in­vaded the small state of 蕭 Hsiao dur­ing the winter. 申公 The Duke of Shên said to him: “Many of the sol­diers are suf­fer­ing severely from the cold.” So he made a round of the whole army, com­fort­ing and en­cour­aging the men; and straight­way they felt as if they were clothed in gar­ments lined with floss silk. (Tso Chuan, 宣公, XII 5.) Chang Yü al­ludes to the same pas­sage, say­ing: 温言一撫士同挾纊.

			559. Capt. Cal­throp has got these three clauses quite wrong. The last he trans­lates: “over­in­dul­gence may pro­duce dis­order.”

			560. Cf. chapter IX, “If sol­diers are pun­ished …” We read in the 陰符經, pt. 2: 害生于思 “In­jury comes out of kind­ness.” Li Ching once said that if you could make your sol­diers afraid of you, they should not be afraid of the en­emy. Tu Mu re­calls an in­stance of stern mil­it­ary dis­cip­line which oc­curred in 219 AD, when 呂蒙 Lü Mêng was oc­cupy­ing the town of 江陵 Chi­ang-ling. He had giv­en strin­gent or­ders to his army not to mo­lest the in­hab­it­ants nor take any­thing from them by force. Nev­er­the­less, a cer­tain of­ficer serving un­der his ban­ner, who happened to be a fel­low-towns­man, ven­tured to ap­pro­pri­ate a bam­boo hat (笠) be­long­ing to one of the people, in or­der to wear it over his reg­u­la­tion hel­met as a pro­tec­tion against the rain. Lü Mêng con­sidered that the fact of his be­ing also a nat­ive of 汝南 Ju-nan should not be al­lowed to pal­li­ate a clear breach of dis­cip­line, and ac­cord­ingly he ordered his sum­mary ex­e­cu­tion, the tears rolling down his face, how­ever, as he did so. This act of sever­ity filled the army with whole­some awe, and from that time forth even art­icles dropped in the high­way were not picked up. (San Kuo Chih, ch. 54, f. 13 ro & vo).

			561. That is, as Tsʽao Kung says, “the is­sue in this case is un­cer­tain.”

			562. Cf. chapter III, “By com­mand­ing the army to ad­vance …”

			563. I may take this op­por­tun­ity of point­ing out the rather nice dis­tinc­tion in mean­ing between 擊 and 攻. The lat­ter is simply “to at­tack” without any fur­ther im­plic­a­tion, where­as 擊 is a stronger word which in nine cases out of ten means “to at­tack with ex­pect­a­tion of vic­tory,” “to fall upon,” as we should say, or even “to crush.” On the oth­er hand, 擊 is not quite syn­onym­ous with 伐, which is mostly used of op­er­a­tions on a lar­ger scale, as of one State mak­ing war on an­oth­er, of­ten with the ad­ded idea of in­va­sion. 征, fi­nally, has spe­cial ref­er­ence to the sub­jug­a­tion of rebels. See Men­cius, VII 2 II 2.

			564. The reas­on be­ing, ac­cord­ing to Tu Mu, that he has taken his meas­ures so thor­oughly as to en­sure vic­tory be­fore­hand. “He does not move reck­lessly,” says Chang Yü, “so that when he does move, he makes no mis­takes.” An­oth­er read­ing sub­sti­tutes 困 for 迷 and 頓 for 窮. The lat­ter vari­ant only is ad­op­ted by the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan. Note that 窮 here means “at the end of his men­tal re­sources.”

			565. Capt. Cal­throp makes the say­ing end here, which can­not be jus­ti­fied.

			566. 天 and 地 are trans­posed for the sake of the jingle between 天 and 全. The ori­gin­al text, how­ever, has 知天知地, and the cor­rec­tion has been made from the Tʽung Tien.

			567. As op­posed to 勝之半, above. The ori­gin­al text has 勝乃不窮, the cor­rup­tion be­ing per­haps due to the oc­cur­rence of 不窮 in the pre­ced­ing sen­tence. Here, how­ever 不窮 would not be syn­onym­ous with 不困, but equi­val­ent to 不可以窮 “in­ex­haust­ible,” “bey­ond com­pu­ta­tion.” Cf. chapter V, “The dir­ect and the in­dir­ect …” The Tʽung Tien has again sup­plied the true read­ing. Li Chʽüan sums up as fol­lows: 人事天時地利三者同知則百戰百勝 “Giv­en a know­ledge of three things—the af­fairs of man, the sea­sons of heav­en and the nat­ur­al ad­vant­ages of earth—, vic­tory will in­vari­ably crown your battles.”

			568. Li Chʽüan is not quite right in call­ing these 勝敵之地. As we shall see, some of them are highly dis­ad­vant­age­ous from the mil­it­ary point of view. Wang Hsi more cor­rectly says: 用兵之地利害有九也 “There are nine mil­it­ary situ­ations, good and bad.” One would like to dis­tin­guish the 九地 from the six 地形 of chap. X by say­ing that the lat­ter refer to the nat­ur­al form­a­tion or geo­graph­ic­al fea­tures of the coun­try, while the 九地 have more to do with the con­di­tion of the army, be­ing 地勢 “situ­ations” as op­posed to “grounds.” But it is soon found im­possible to carry out the dis­tinc­tion. Both are cross-di­vi­sions, for among the 地形 we have “tem­por­ising ground” side by side with “nar­row passes,” while in the present chapter there is even great­er con­fu­sion.

			569. So called be­cause the sol­diers, be­ing near to their homes and anxious to see their wives and chil­dren, are likely to seize the op­por­tun­ity af­forded by a battle and scat­ter in every dir­ec­tion. “In their ad­vance,” ob­serves Tu Mu, “they will lack the valour of des­per­a­tion, and when they re­treat, they will find har­bours of refuge.” The 者, which ap­pears in the Tʽu Shu, seems to have been ac­ci­dent­ally omit­ted in my edi­tion of the stand­ard text.

			570. Li Chʽüan and Ho Shih say 輕於退也 “be­cause of the fa­cil­ity for re­treat­ing,” and the oth­er com­ment­at­ors give sim­il­ar ex­plan­a­tions. Tu Mu re­marks: 師出越境必焚舟梁示民無返顧之心 “When your army has crossed the bor­der, you should burn your boats and bridges, in or­der to make it clear to every­body that you have no hanker­ing after home.” I do not think that “dis­turb­ing ground,” Capt. Cal­throp’s ren­der­ing of 輕地, has any­thing to jus­ti­fy it. If an idio­mat­ic trans­la­tion is out of the ques­tion, one should at least at­tempt to be lit­er­al.

			571. I must apo­lo­gise for us­ing this word in a sense not known to the dic­tion­ary, i.e. “to be con­ten­ded for”—Tu Mu’s 必爭之地. Tsʽao Kung says: 可以少勝衆弱勝强 “ground on which the few and the weak can de­feat the many and the strong,” such as 阨喉 “the neck of a pass,” in­stanced by Li Chʽüan. Thus, Ther­mo­pylae was a 爭地, be­cause the pos­ses­sion of it, even for a few days only, meant hold­ing the en­tire in­vad­ing army in check and thus gain­ing in­valu­able time. Cf. Wu Tzǔ, ch. V ad init.: 以一擊十莫善於阨 “For those who have to fight in the ra­tio of one to ten, there is noth­ing bet­ter than a nar­row pass.” When 呂光 Lü Kuang was re­turn­ing from his tri­umphant ex­ped­i­tion to Turkest­an in 385 AD, and had got as far as 宜禾 I-ho, laden with spoils, 梁熙 Li­ang Hsi, ad­min­is­trat­or of 涼州 Li­ang-chou, tak­ing ad­vant­age of the death of Fu Chi­en, King of Chʽin, plot­ted against him and was for bar­ring his way in­to the province. 楊翰 Yang Han, gov­ernor of 高昌 Kao-chʽang, coun­selled him, say­ing: “Lü Kuang is fresh from his vic­tor­ies in the west, and his sol­diers are vig­or­ous and mettle­some. If we op­pose him in the shift­ing sands of the desert, we shall be no match for him, and we must there­fore try a dif­fer­ent plan. Let us hasten to oc­cupy the de­file at the mouth of the 高梧 Kao-wu pass, thus cut­ting him off from sup­plies of wa­ter, and when his troops pros­trated with thirst, we can dic­tate our own terms without mov­ing. Or if you think that the pass I men­tion is too far off, we could make stand against him at the 伊吾 I-wu pass, which is near­er. The cun­ning and re­source of 子房 Tzǔ-fang him­self [i.e. 張良] would be ex­pen­ded in vain against the enorm­ous strength of these two po­s­i­tions.” Li­ang Hsi, re­fus­ing to act on this ad­vice, was over­whelmed and swept away by the in­vader. (See 晉書, ch. 122, fol. 3 ro, and 歷代紀事年表, ch. 43, fol. 26.)

			572. This is only a make­shift trans­la­tion of 交, which ac­cord­ing to Tsʽao Kung stands for 交錯 “ground covered with a net­work of roads,” like a chess­board. An­oth­er in­ter­pret­a­tion, sug­ges­ted by Ho Shih, is 交通 “ground on which in­ter­com­mu­nic­a­tion is easy.” In either case, it must evid­ently be 平原 “flat coun­try,” and there­fore 不可杜絕 “can­not be blocked.” Cf. 通形, chapter X. (“Ground which can be freely tra­versed …”

			573. 我與敵相當而旁有他國也 “Our coun­try ad­join­ing the en­emy’s and a third coun­try conter­min­ous with both.” (Tsʽao Kung.) Mêng Shih in­stances the small prin­cip­al­ity of 鄭 Chêng, which was bounded on the north­east by 齊 Chʽi, on the west by 晉 Chin, and on the south by 楚 Chʽu.

			574. 天下 of course stands for the loose con­fed­er­acy of states in­to which China was di­vided un­der the Chou dyn­asty. The bel­li­ger­ent who holds this dom­in­at­ing po­s­i­tion can con­strain most of them to be­come his al­lies. See in­fra, “On open ground, I would …” 衆 ap­pears at first sight to be “the masses” or “pop­u­la­tion” of the Em­pire, but it is more prob­ably, as Tu Yu says, 諸侯之衆.

			575. Capt. Cal­throp’s “path-rid­den ground” might stand well enough for 交地 above, but it does not bring out the force of 衢地, which clearly de­notes the cent­ral po­s­i­tion where im­port­ant high­ways meet.

			576. After 多, the Tʽung Tien in­ter­cal­ates the gloss 難以返.

			577. Wang Hsi ex­plains the name by say­ing that 兵至此者事勢重也 “when an army has reached such a point, its situ­ation is ser­i­ous.” Li Chʽüan in­stances (1) the vic­tori­ous march of 樂毅 Yo I in­to the cap­it­al of Chʽi in 284 BC, and (2) the at­tack on Chʽu, six years later, by the Chʽin gen­er­al 白起 Po Chʽi.

			578. Or simply, “forests.” I fol­low the Tʽu Shu in omit­ting the 行 be­fore 山林, giv­en in the stand­ard text, which is not only oti­ose but spoils the rhythm of the sen­tence.

			579. 圮 pʽi³ (to be dis­tin­guished from 圯 i⁴) is defined by Kʽang Hsi (after the Shuo Wên as 毀 “to des­troy.” Hence Chia Lin ex­plains 圮地 as ground 經水所毀 “that has been ruined by wa­ter passing over it,” and Tu Yu simply as 沮洳之地 “swampy ground.” But Chʽên Hao says that the word is spe­cially ap­plied to deep hol­lows—what Chu-ko Li­ang, he tells us, used to des­ig­nate by the ex­press­ive term 地獄 “earth-hells.” Com­pare the 天井 of note 455 on IX.

			580. The situ­ation, as pic­tured by Tsʽao Kung, is very sim­il­ar to the 圍地, ex­cept that here es­cape is no longer pos­sible: 前有高山後有大水進則不得退則有礙 “A lofty moun­tain in front, a large river be­hind, ad­vance im­possible, re­treat blocked.” Chʽên Hao says: 人在死地如坐漏船伏燒屋 “to be on ‘des­per­ate ground’ is like sit­ting in a leak­ing boat or crouch­ing in a burn­ing house.” Tu Mu quotes from Li Ching a vivid de­scrip­tion of the plight of an army thus en­trapped: “Sup­pose an army in­vad­ing hos­tile ter­rit­ory without the aid of loc­al guides:—it falls in­to a fatal snare and is at the en­emy’s mercy. A rav­ine on the left, a moun­tain on the right, a path­way so per­il­ous that the horses have to be roped to­geth­er and the chari­ots car­ried in slings, no pas­sage open in front, re­treat cut off be­hind, no choice but to pro­ceed in single file (鴈行魚貫之嚴). Then, be­fore there is time to range our sol­diers in or­der of battle, the en­emy in over­whelm­ing strength sud­denly ap­pears on the scene. Ad­van­cing, we can nowhere take a breath­ing-space; re­treat­ing, we have no haven of refuge. We seek a pitched battle, but in vain; yet stand­ing on the de­fens­ive, none of us has a mo­ment’s res­pite. If we simply main­tain our ground, whole days and months will crawl by; the mo­ment we make a move, we have to sus­tain the en­emy’s at­tacks on front and rear. The coun­try is wild, des­ti­tute of wa­ter and plants; the army is lack­ing in the ne­ces­sar­ies of life, the horses are jaded and the men worn-out, all the re­sources of strength and skill un­avail­ing, the pass so nar­row that single man de­fend­ing it can check the on­set of ten thou­sand; all means of of­fence in the hands of the en­emy, all points of vant­age already for­feited by ourselves:—in this ter­rible plight, even though we had the most vali­ant sol­diers and the keen­est of weapons, how could they be em­ployed with the slight­est ef­fect?” Stu­dents of Greek his­tory may be re­minded of the aw­ful close to the Si­cili­an ex­ped­i­tion, and the agony of the Atheni­ans un­der Nicias and De­mos­thenes. (See Thucy­dides, VII 78 sqq.)

			581. But rather let all your en­er­gies be bent on oc­cupy­ing the ad­vant­age­ous po­s­i­tion first. So Tsʽao Kung. Li Chʽüan and oth­ers, how­ever, sup­pose the mean­ing to be that the en­emy has already fore­stalled us, so that it the mean­ing to be that the en­emy has already fore­stalled us, so that it would be sheer mad­ness to at­tack. In the 孫子敘錄, when the King of Wu in­quires what should be done in this case, Sun Tzǔ replies: “The rule with re­gard to con­ten­tious ground is that those in pos­ses­sion have the ad­vant­age over the oth­er side. If a po­s­i­tion of this kind is se­cured first by the en­emy, be­ware of at­tack­ing him. Lure him away by pre­tend­ing to flee—show your ban­ners and sound your drums—make a dash for oth­er places that he can­not af­ford to lose—trail brush­wood and raise a dust—coun­found his ears and eyes—de­tach a body of your best troops, and place it secretly in am­bus­cade. Then your op­pon­ent will sally forth to the res­cue.”

			582. Be­cause the at­tempt would be fu­tile, and would ex­pose the block­ing force it­self to ser­i­ous risks. There are two in­ter­pret­a­tions of 無絕. I fol­low that of Chang Yü (不可以兵阻絕其路). The oth­er is in­dic­ated in Tsʽao Kung’s brief note: 相及屬也 “Draw closer to­geth­er”—i.e., see that a por­tion of your own army is not cut off. Wang Hsi points out that 交地 is only an­oth­er name for the 通地 “ac­cess­ible ground” of chapter X (“Ground which can be freely tra­versed …”), and says that the ad­vice here giv­en is simply a vari­ation of 利糧道 “keep a sharp eye on the line of sup­plies,” be care­ful that your com­mu­nic­a­tions are not cut. The Tʽung Tien reads 無相絕.

			583. Or per­haps, “form al­li­ances with neigh­bour­ing states.” Thus Tsʽao Kung has: 結諸侯也. Capt. Cal­throp’s “cul­tiv­ate in­ter­course” is much too tim­id and vague. The ori­gin­al text reads 交合.

			584. On this, Li Chʽüan has the fol­low­ing de­li­cious note: 深入敵境不可非義失人心如漢高𥘲入秦無犯婦女無取寶貨得人心也此筌以掠字為無掠字 “When an army pen­et­rates far in­to the en­emy’s coun­try, care must be taken not to ali­en­ate the people by un­just treat­ment. Fol­low the ex­ample of the Han Em­per­or Kao Tsu, whose march in­to Chʽin ter­rit­ory was marked by no vi­ol­a­tion of wo­men or loot­ing of valu­ables. [Nota bene: this was in 207 BC, and may well cause us to blush for the Chris­ti­an armies that entered Pek­ing in 1900 AD.] Thus he won the hearts of all. In the present pas­sage, then, I think that the true read­ing must be, not 掠 ‘plun­der,’ but 無掠 ‘do not plun­der.’ ” Alas, I fear that in this in­stance the worthy com­ment­at­or’s feel­ings out­ran his judg­ment. Tu Mu, at least, has no such il­lu­sions. He says: “When en­camped on ‘ser­i­ous ground,’ there be­ing no in­duce­ment as yet to ad­vance fur­ther, and no pos­sib­il­ity of re­treat, one ought to take meas­ures for a pro­trac­ted res­ist­ance by bring­ing in pro­vi­sions from all sides, and keep a close watch on the en­emy.” Cf. also chapter II: 因糧於敵 (“Bring war ma­ter­i­al …”).

			585. Or, in the words of chapter VIII, 無舍 “do not en­camp.”

			586. Tsʽao Kung says: 發奇謀 “Try the ef­fect of some un­usu­al ar­ti­fice;” and Tu Yu amp­li­fies this by say­ing: 居此則當權謀詐譎可以免難 “In such a po­s­i­tion, some scheme must be de­vised which will suit the cir­cum­stances, and if we can suc­ceed in de­lud­ing the en­emy, the per­il may be es­caped.” This is ex­actly what happened on the fam­ous oc­ca­sion when Han­ni­bal was hemmed in among the moun­tains on the road to Ca­silin­um, and to all ap­pear­ances en­trapped by the Dic­tat­or Fabi­us. The stratagem which Han­ni­bal de­vised to baffle his foes re­mark­ably like that which Tʽi­en Tan had also em­ployed with suc­cess ex­actly 62 years be­fore. (See IX, note 475.) When night came on, bundles of twigs were fastened to the horns of some 2000 ox­en and set on first, the ter­ri­fied an­im­als be­ing then quickly driv­en along the moun­tain side to­wards the passes which were be­set by the en­emy. The strange spec­tacle of these rap­idly mov­ing lights so alarmed and dis­com­fited the Ro­mans that they with­drew from their po­s­i­tion, and Han­ni­bal’s army passed safely through the de­file. (See Poly­bi­us, III 93, 94; Livy, XXII 16, 17.)

			587. For, as Chia Lin re­marks: 力戰或生守隅則死 “if you fight with all your might, there is a chance of life; where­as death is cer­tain if you cling to your corner.”

			588. 所謂 is omit­ted in the Tʽu Shu text.

			589. More lit­er­ally, “cause the front and rear to lose touch with each oth­er.”

			590. I doubt if 貴賤 can mean “of­ficers and men,” as Capt. Cal­throp trans­lates. This is wanted for 上下.

			591. The read­ing 扶, de­rived from the Yü Lan, must be con­sidered very doubt­ful. The ori­gin­al text has 救, and the Tʽu Shu 收.

			592. 卒離 “they scattered the en­emy,” which can­not be right.

			593. Mei Yao-chʽên’s note makes the sense plain: 或已離而不能合或雖合而不能齊. All these clauses, of course, down to 不齊, are de­pend­ent on 使, in the pre­vi­ous para­graph.

			594. Mei Yao-chʽên con­nects this with the fore­go­ing: 然能使敵若此當須有利則動無利則止 “Hav­ing suc­ceeded in thus dis­lo­cat­ing the en­emy, they would push for­ward in or­der to se­cure any ad­vant­age to be gained; if there was no ad­vant­age to be gained, they would re­main where they were.”

			595. 敢問 is like 或問, in­tro­du­cing a sup­posed ques­tion.

			596. Opin­ions dif­fer as to what Sun Tzǔ had in mind. Tsʽao Kung thinks it is 其所恃之利 “some stra­tegic­al ad­vant­age on which the en­emy is de­pend­ing.” Tu Mu says: 據我便地畧我田野利其糧道斯三者敵人之所愛惜倚恃者也 “The three things which an en­emy is anxious to do, and on the ac­com­plish­ment of which his suc­cess de­pends, are: (1) to cap­ture our fa­vour­able po­s­i­tions; (2) to rav­age our cul­tiv­ated land; (3) to guard his own com­mu­nic­a­tions.” Our ob­ject then must be to thwart his plans in these three dir­ec­tions and thus render him help­less. (Cf. chapter III, “Thus the highest form of gen­er­al­ship …”) But this ex­eges­is un­duly strains the mean­ing of 奪 and 愛, and I agree with Chʽên Hao, who says that 所愛 does not refer only to stra­tegic­al ad­vant­ages, but is any per­son or thing that may hap­pen to be of im­port­ance to the en­emy. By boldly seiz­ing the ini­ti­at­ive in this way, you at once throw the oth­er side on the de­fens­ive.

			597. 兵之情 means “the con­di­tions of war,” not, as Capt. Cal­throp says, “the spir­it of the troops.” Ac­cord­ing to Tu Mu, 此統言兵之情狀 “this is a sum­mary of lead­ing prin­ciples in war­fare,” and he adds: 此乃兵之深情將之至事也 “These are the pro­found­est truths of mil­it­ary sci­ence, and the chief busi­ness of the gen­er­al.” The fol­low­ing an­ec­dotes, told by Ho Shih, show the im­port­ance at­tached to speed by two of China’s greatest gen­er­als. In 227 AD, 孟達 Mêng Ta, gov­ernor of 新城 Hsin-chʽêng un­der the Wei Em­per­or Wên Ti, was med­it­at­ing de­fec­tion to the House of Shu, and had entered in­to cor­res­pond­ence with Chu-ko Li­ang, Prime Min­is­ter of that State. The Wei gen­er­al Ssǔ-ma I was then mil­it­ary gov­ernor of 宛 Wan, and get­ting wind of Mêng Ta’s treach­ery, he at once set off with an army to an­ti­cip­ate his re­volt, hav­ing pre­vi­ously ca­joled him by a spe­cious mes­sage of friendly im­port. Ssǔ-ma’s of­ficers came to him and said: “If Mêng Ta has leagued him­self with Wu and Shu, the mat­ter should be thor­oughly in­vest­ig­ated be­fore we make a move.” Ssǔ-ma I replied: “Mêng Ta is an un­prin­cipled man, and we ought to go and pun­ish him at once, while he is still waver­ing and be­fore he has thrown off the mask.” Then, by a series of forced marches, he brought his army un­der the walls of Hsin-chʽêng with­in the space of eight days. Now Mêng Ta had pre­vi­ously said in a let­ter to Chu-ko Li­ang: “Wan is 1200 li from here. When the news of my re­volt reaches Ssǔ-ma I, he will at once in­form his Im­per­i­al mas­ter, but it will be a whole month be­fore any steps can be taken, and by that time my city will be well for­ti­fied. Be­sides, Ssǔ-ma I is sure not to come him­self, and the gen­er­als that will be sent against us are not worth troub­ling about.” The next let­ter, how­ever, was filled with con­sterna­tion: “Though only eight days have passed since I threw off my al­le­gi­ance, an army is already at the city-gates. What mi­ra­cu­lous rapid­ity is this!” A fort­night later, Hsin-chʽêng had fallen and Mêng Ta had lost his head. (See Chin Shu, ch. 1, f. 3.) In 621 AD, Li Ching was sent from 夔州 Kʽuei-chou in Ssǔ-chʽuan to re­duce the suc­cess­ful rebel 蕭銑 Hsiao Hsien, who had set up as Em­per­or at the mod­ern 荆州 Ching-chou Fu in Hu­peh. It was au­tumn, and the Yangt­sze be­ing then in flood, Hsiao Hsien nev­er dreamt that his ad­versary would ven­ture to come down through the gorges, and con­sequently made no pre­par­a­tions. But Li Ching em­barked his army without loss of time, and was just about to start when the oth­er gen­er­als im­plored him to post­pone his de­par­ture un­til the river was in a less dan­ger­ous state for nav­ig­a­tion. Li Ching replied: “To the sol­dier, over­whelm­ing speed is of para­mount im­port­ance, and he must nev­er miss op­por­tun­i­tites. Now is the time to strike, be­fore Hsiao Hsien even knows that we have got an army to­geth­er. If we seize the present mo­ment when the river is in flood, we shall ap­pear be­fore his cap­it­al with start­ling sud­den­ness, like the thun­der which is heard be­fore you have time to stop your ears against it. [See VII, note 371.] This is the great prin­ciple in war. Even if he gets to know of our ap­proach, he will have to levy his sol­diers in such a hurry that they will not be fit to op­pose us. Thus the full fruits of vic­tory will be ours.” All came about as he pre­dicted, and Hsiao Hsien was ob­liged to sur­render, nobly stip­u­lat­ing that his people should be spared and he alone suf­fer the pen­alty of death. (See Hsin Tʽang Shu, ch. 93, f. 1 vo)

			598. Cf. supra, “On ser­i­ous ground, gath­er in plun­der.” Li Chʽüan does not ven­ture on a note here.

			599. 謹養, ac­cord­ing to Wang Hsi, means: 撫循飲食周謹之 “Pet them, hu­mour them, give them plenty of food and drink, and look after them gen­er­ally.”

			600. Tu Mu ex­plains these words in a rhym­ing couplet: 氣全力盛一發取勝; and Chʽên Hao re­calls the line of ac­tion ad­op­ted in 224 BC by the fam­ous gen­er­al 王翦 Wang Chi­en, whose mil­it­ary geni­us largely con­trib­uted to the suc­cess of the First Em­per­or. He had in­vaded the Chʽu State, where a uni­ver­sal levy was made to op­pose him. But, be­ing doubt­ful of the tem­per of his troops, he de­clined all in­vit­a­tions to fight and re­mained strictly on the de­fens­ive. In vain did the Chʽu gen­er­al try to force a battle: day after day Wang Chi­en kept in­side his walls and would not come out, but de­voted his whole time and en­ergy to win­ning the af­fec­tion and con­fid­ence of his men. He took care that they should be well fed, shar­ing his own meals with them, provided fa­cil­it­ies for bathing, and em­ployed every meth­od of ju­di­cious in­dul­gence to weld them in­to a loy­al and ho­mo­gen­ous body. After some time had elapsed, he told off cer­tain per­sons to find out how the men were amus­ing them­selves. The an­swer, that they were con­tend­ing with one an­oth­er in put­ting the weight and long-jump­ing (投石超距). When Wang Chi­en heard that they were en­gaged in these ath­let­ic pur­suits, he knew that their spir­its had been strung up to the re­quired pitch and that they were now ready for fight­ing. By this time the Chʽu army, after re­peat­ing their chal­lenge again and again, had marched away east­wards in dis­gust. The Chʽin gen­er­al im­me­di­ately broke up his camp and fol­lowed them, and in the battle that en­sued they were routed with great slaughter. Shortly af­ter­wards, the whole of Chʽu was conquered by Chʽin, and the king 負芻 Fu-chʽu led in­to cap­tiv­ity. (See Shih Chi, ch. 73, f. 5 ro. It should be noted that, 楚 be­ing a ta­boo char­ac­ter un­der the Chʽin dyn­asty, the name fig­ures as 荆 through­out.)

			601. In or­der that the en­emy may nev­er know ex­actly where you are. It has struck me, how­ever, that the true read­ing might be, not 運兵, but 連兵 “link your army to­geth­er” (cf. supra, 吾將使之屬 “There­fore, on dis­pers­ive ground …”), which would be more in keep­ing with 併氣積力. Capt. Cal­throp cuts the Gor­d­i­an knot by omit­ting the words al­to­geth­er.

			602. Chʽang Yü’s para­phrase is: 常為不可測度之計.

			603. Cf. Nicias’ speech to the Atheni­ans: Τό τε ξύμπαν γνῶτε, ὦ ἄνδρες στρατιῶται, ἀναγκαῖόν τε ὂν ὑμῖν ἀνδράσιν ἀγαθοῖς γίγνεσθαι ὡς μὴ ὄντος χωρίου ἐγγὺς ὅποι ἂν μαλακισθέντες σωθείητε, etc. (Thucy­dides VII 77 VII)

			604. 死 by it­self con­sti­tutes the protas­is, and 焉 is the in­ter­rog­at­ive = 安. Capt. Cal­throp makes the protas­is end with 得: “If there be no al­tern­at­ive but death.” But I do not see how this is to be got out of the Chinese. Chang Yü gives a clear para­phrase: 士卒死戰安不得志, and quotes his fa­vour­ite Wei Liao Tzǔ (ch. 3): 一夫仗劔擊於巿萬人無不避之者臣謂非一人之獨勇萬人皆不肖也何則必死與必生固不侔也 “If one man were to run amok with a sword in the mar­ket­place, and every­body else tried to get out of his way, I should not al­low that this man alone had cour­age and that all the rest were con­tempt­ible cow­ards. The truth is, that a des­per­ado and a man who sets some value on his life do not meet on even terms.”

			605. 士人 ap­pears to stand for the more usu­al 士卒. Chang Yü says: 同在難地安得不共竭其力 “If they are in an awk­ward place to­geth­er, they will surely ex­ert their united strength to get out of it.”

			606. Capt. Cal­throp weakly says: “there is unity,” as though the text were 則專, as above (“The fol­low­ing are the prin­ciples …”). But 拘 in­tro­duces quite a new idea—that of tenacity—which Tsʽao Kung tries to ex­plain by the word 縛 “to bind fast.”

			607. Tu Mu says: 不待修整而自戒懼. Capt. Cal­throp wrongly trans­lates 不修 “without warn­ings.”

			608. Lit­er­ally, “without ask­ing, you will get.” Chang Yü’s para­phrase is: 不求索而得情意.

			609. Chang Yü says: 不約束而親上.

			610. This last clause is very sim­il­ar in sense to the one pre­ced­ing, ex­cept that 親 in­dic­ates the sol­diers’ at­tach­ment to their lead­er, and 信 the lead­er’s at­ti­tude to­wards them. I rather doubt if 信 can mean “they will have con­fid­ence in their lead­er,” as the com­ment­ary seems to in­dic­ate. That way, the sense is not nearly so good. On the oth­er hand, it is just pos­sible that here, as in VIII, note 416 and note 663, 信 may = 申: “without or­ders, they will carry out [their lead­er’s plans].” The whole of this para­graph, of course, has ref­er­ence to “des­per­ate ground.”

			611. 祥 is amp­li­fied by Tsʽao Kung in­to 妖祥之言, and 疑 in­to 疑惑之計. Cf. the Ssǔ-ma Fa, ch. 3: 滅厲祥.

			612. The su­per­sti­tious, “bound in to saucy doubts and fears,” de­gen­er­ate in­to cow­ards and “die many times be­fore their deaths.” Tu Mu quotes Huang-shih Kung: 禁巫祝不得為吏士卜問軍之吉凶恐亂軍士之心 “ ‘Spells and in­cant­a­tions should be strictly for­bid­den, and no of­ficer al­lowed to in­quire by divin­a­tion in­to the for­tunes of an army, for fear the sol­diers’s minds should be ser­i­ously per­turbed.’ The mean­ing is,” he con­tin­ues, “that if all doubts and scruples are dis­carded, your men will nev­er fal­ter in their res­ol­u­tion un­til they die.” The read­ing of the stand­ard text is 無所之 “there will be no refuge,” which does not fit in well here. I there­fore prefer to ad­opt the vari­ant 災, which evid­ently stood in Li Chʽüan’s text.

			613. Chang Yü has the best note on this pas­sage: 貨與壽人之所愛也所以燒擲財寶割棄性命者非懀惡之也不得已也 “Wealth and long life are things for which all men have a nat­ur­al in­clin­a­tion. Hence, if they burn or fling away valu­ables, and scar­i­fice their own lives, it is not that they dis­like them, but simply that they have no choice.” Sun Tzǔ is slyly in­sinu­at­ing that, as sol­diers are but hu­man, it is for the gen­er­al to see that tempta­tions to shirk fight­ing and grow rich are not thrown in their way. Capt. Cal­throp, mis­tak­ing 惡 for the ad­ject­ive, has: “not be­cause money is a bad thing … not be­cause long life is evil.”

			614. The word in the Chinese is 涕 “sniv­el.” This is taken to in­dic­ate more genu­ine grief than tears alone.

			615. Not be­cause they are afraid, but be­cause, as Tsʽao Kung says, 皆持必死之計 “all have em­braced the firm res­ol­u­tion to do or die.” We may re­mem­ber that the her­oes of the Ili­ad were equally child­like in show­ing their emo­tion. Chang Yü al­ludes to the mourn­ful part­ing at the 易 I River between 荆軻 Ching Kʽo and his friends, when the former was sent to at­tempt the life of the King of Chʽin (af­ter­wards First Em­per­or) in 227 BC. The tears of all flowed down like rain as he bade them farewell and uttered the fol­low­ing lines: 風蕭蕭兮, 易水寒, 壯士一去兮, 不復還 “The shrill blast is blow­ing, Chilly the burn; Your cham­pi­on is go­ing—Not to re­turn.”786

			616. 諸 was the per­son­al name of 專諸 Chuan Chu, a nat­ive of the Wu State and con­tem­por­ary with Sun Tzǔ him­self, who was em­ployed by 公子光 Kung-tzǔ Kuang, bet­ter known as Ho Lü Wang, to as­sas­sin­ate his sov­er­eign 王僚 Wang Liao with a dag­ger which he secreted in the belly of a fish served up at a ban­quet. He suc­ceeded in his at­tempt, but was im­me­di­ately hacked to pieces by the king’s body­guard. This was in 515 BC. The oth­er hero re­ferred to, 曹劌 Tsʽao Kuei (or Tsʽao 沫 Mo), per­formed the ex­ploit which has made his name fam­ous 166 years earli­er, in 681 BC. Lu had been thrice de­feated by Chʽi, and was just about to con­clude a treaty sur­ren­der­ing a large slice of ter­rit­ory, when Tsʽao Kuei sud­denly seized 桓公 Huan Kung, the Duke of Chʽi, as he stood on the al­tar steps and held a dag­ger against his chest. None of the Duke’s re­tain­ers dared to move a muscle, and Tsʽao Kuei pro­ceeded to de­mand full resti­tu­tion, de­clar­ing that Lu was be­ing un­justly treated be­cause she was a smal­ler and weak­er state. Huan Kung, in per­il of his life, was ob­liged to con­sent, whereupon Tsʽao Kuei flung away his dag­ger and quietly re­sumed his place amid the ter­ri­fied as­semblage without hav­ing so much as changed col­our. As was to be ex­pec­ted, the Duke wanted af­ter­wards to re­pu­di­ate the bar­gain, but his wise old coun­sel­lor 管仲 Kuan Chung poin­ted out to him the im­policy of break­ing his word, and the up­shot was that this bold stroke re­gained for Lu the whole of what she had lost in three pitched battles. (For an­oth­er an­ec­dote of Tsʽao Kuei see VII, note 385; and for the bio­graph­ies of these three bra­vos, Tsʽao, Chuan and Ching, see Shih Chi, ch. 86.)

			617. 率然 means “sud­denly” or “rap­idly,” and the snake in ques­tion was doubt­less so called ow­ing to the rapid­ity of its move­ments. Through this pas­sage, the term has now come to be used in the sense of “mil­it­ary man­oeuvres.” The 常山 have ap­par­ently not been iden­ti­fied.

			618. An­oth­er read­ing in the Yü Lan for 中 is 腹 “belly.”

			619. That is, as Mei Yao-chʽên says, 可使兵首尾率然相應如一體乎 “Is it pos­sible to make the front and rear of an army each swiftly re­spons­ive to at­tack on the oth­er, just as though they were parts of a single liv­ing body?”

			620. Cf. chapter VI, “Though ac­cord­ing to my es­tim­ate …”

			621. The mean­ing is: If two en­emies will help each oth­er in a time of com­mon per­il, how much more should two parts of the same army, bound to­geth­er as they are by every tie of in­terest and fel­low-feel­ing. Yet it is no­tori­ous that many a cam­paign has been ruined through lack of co­oper­a­tion, es­pe­cially in the case of al­lied armies.

			622. 方 is said here to be equi­val­ent to 縛.

			623. These quaint devices to pre­vent one’s army from run­ning away re­call the Atheni­an hero Sôphanes, who car­ried an an­chor with him at the battle of Plataea, by means of which he fastened him­self firmly to one spot. (See Hero­dotus, IX 74.) It is not enough, says Sun Tzǔ, to render flight im­possible by such mech­an­ic­al means. You will not suc­ceed un­less your man have tenacity and unity of pur­pose, and, above all, a spir­it of sym­path­et­ic co­oper­a­tion. This is the les­son which can be learned from the shuai-jan.

			624. Lit­er­ally, “level the cour­age [of all] as though [it were that of] one.” If the ideal army is to form a single or­gan­ic whole, then it fol­lows that the res­ol­u­tion and spir­it of its com­pon­ent parts must be of the same qual­ity, or at any rate must not fall be­low a cer­tain stand­ard. Wel­ling­ton’s seem­ingly un­grate­ful de­scrip­tion of his army at Wa­ter­loo as “the worst he had ever com­manded” meant no more than that it was de­fi­cient in this im­port­ant par­tic­u­lar—unity of spir­it and cour­age. Had he not fore­seen the Bel­gian de­fec­tions and care­fully kept those troops in the back­ground, he would al­most cer­tainly have lost the day.

			625. This is rather a hard sen­tence on the first read­ing, but the key to it will be found, firstly, in the pause after 得, and next, in the mean­ing of 得 it­self. The best equi­val­ent for this that I can think of is the Ger­man zur Gel­tung kom­men. Mei Yao-chʽên’s para­phrase is: 兵無强弱皆得用者是困地之勢也 “The way to elim­in­ate the dif­fer­ences of strong and weak and to make both ser­vice­able is to util­ise ac­ci­dent­al fea­tures of the ground.” Less re­li­able troops, if pos­ted in strong po­s­i­tions, will hold out as long as bet­ter troops on more ex­posed ter­rain. The ad­vant­age of po­s­i­tion neut­ral­ises the in­feri­or­ity in stam­ina and cour­age. Col. Hende­r­son says: “With all re­spect to the text books, and to or­din­ary tac­tic­al teach­ing, I am in­clined to think that the study of ground is of­ten over­looked, and that by no means suf­fi­cient im­port­ance is at­tached to the se­lec­tion of po­s­i­tions … and to the im­mense ad­vant­ages that are to be de­rived, wheth­er you are de­fend­ing or at­tack­ing, from the prop­er util­isa­tion of nat­ur­al fea­tures.”787

			626. Tu Mu says: 喩易也 “The simile has ref­er­ence to the ease with which he does it.” 不得已 means that he makes it im­possible for his troops to do oth­er­wise than obey. Chang Yü quotes a jingle, to be found in Wu Tzǔ, ch. 4: 將之所揮, 莫不從移, 將之所指, 莫不前死.

			627. 靜 seems to com­bine the mean­ings “noise­less” and “im­per­turb­able,” both of which at­trib­utes would of course con­duce to secrecy. Tu Mu ex­plains 幽 as 幽深難測 “deep and in­scrut­able,” and 正 as 平正無偏 “fair and un­biased.” Mei Yao-chʽên alone among the com­ment­at­ors takes 治 in the sense of 自治 “self-con­trolled.” 幽 and 治 are caus­ally con­nec­ted with 靜 and 正 re­spect­ively. This is not brought out at all in Capt. Cal­throp’s ren­der­ing: “The gen­er­al should be calm, in­scrut­able, just and prudent.” The last ad­ject­ive, moreover, can in no sense be said to rep­res­ent 治.

			628. Lit­er­ally, “to de­ceive their eyes and ears”—愚 be­ing here used as a verb in the sense of 誤.

			629. Tsʽao Kung gives us one of his ex­cel­lent apoph­thegms: 民可與樂成不可與慮始 “The troops must not be al­lowed to share your schemes in the be­gin­ning; they may only re­joice with you over their happy out­come.” “To mys­ti­fy, mis­lead, and sur­prise the en­emy,” is one of the first prin­ciples in war, as has been fre­quently poin­ted out. But how about the oth­er pro­cess—the mys­ti­fic­a­tion of one’s own men? Those who may think that Sun Tzǔ is over-em­phat­ic on this point would do well to read Col. Hende­r­son’s re­marks on Stone­wall Jack­son’s Val­ley cam­paign: “The in­fin­ite pains,” he says, “with which Jack­son sought to con­ceal, and his thoughts, a com­mand­er less thor­ough would have pro­nounced use­less”—etc. etc.788 In the year 88 AD, as we read in ch. 47 of the Hou Han Shu, “Pan Chʽao took the field with 25,000 men from Khotan and oth­er Cent­ral Asi­an states with the ob­ject of crush­ing Yarkand. The King of Kutcha replied by dis­patch­ing his chief com­mand­er to suc­cour the place with an army drawn from the king­doms of Wên-su, Ku-mo and Wei-tʽou, totalling 50,000 men. Pan Chʽao summoned his of­ficers and also the King of Khotan to a coun­cil of war, and said: ‘Our forces are now out­numbered and un­able to make head against the en­emy. The best plan, then, is for us to sep­ar­ate and dis­perse, each in a dif­fer­ent dir­ec­tion. The King of Khotan will march away by the east­erly route, and I will then re­turn my­self to­wards the west. Let us wait un­til the even­ing drum has soun­ded and then start.’ Pan Chʽao now secretly re­leased the pris­on­ers whom he had taken alive, and the King of Kutcha was thus in­formed of his plans. Much elated by the news, the lat­ter set off at once at the head of 10,000 horse­men to bar Pan Chʽao’s re­treat in the west, while the King of Wên-su rode east­wards with 8000 horse in or­der to in­ter­cept the King of Khotan. As soon as Pan Chʽao knew that the two chief­tains had gone, he called his di­vi­sions to­geth­er, got them well in hand, and at cock­crow hurled them against the army of Yarkand, as it lay en­camped. The bar­bar­i­ans, pan­ic-stricken, fled in con­fu­sion, and were closely pur­sued by Pan Chʽao. Over 5000 heads were brought back as trophies, be­sides im­mense spoils in the shape of horses and cattle and valu­ables of every de­scrip­tion. Yarkand then ca­pit­u­lat­ing, Kutcha and the oth­er king­doms drew off their re­spect­ive forces. From that time for­ward, Pan Chʽao’s prestige com­pletely over­awed the coun­tries of the west.” In this case, we see that the Chinese gen­er­al not only kept his own of­ficers in ig­nor­ance of his real plans, but ac­tu­ally took the bold step of di­vid­ing his army in or­der to de­ceive the en­emy.

			630. Wang Hsi thinks that this means, not us­ing the same stratagem twice. He says: 已行之事已施之謀當革易之不可再之.

			631. Note that 人 de­notes the en­emy, as op­posed to the 士卒 of the pre­vi­ous para­graph. Capt. Cal­throp, not per­ceiv­ing this, joins the two para­graphs in­to one. Chang Yü quotes 太白山人 as say­ing: 兵貴詭道者非止詭敵也抑詭我士卒使由而不使知之也 “The ax­iom, that war is based on de­cep­tion, does not ap­ply only to de­cep­tion of the en­emy. You must de­ceive even your own sol­diers. Make them fol­low you, but without let­ting them know why.”

			632. Wang Hsi para­phrases 易其居 as 處易者 “camp on easy ground,” and Chang Yü fol­lows him, say­ing: 其居則去險而就易. But his is an ut­terly un­ten­able view. For 迂其途, cf. note 349 on VII. Chia Lin, re­tain­ing his old in­ter­pret­a­tion of those words, is now ob­liged to ex­plain 易其居 as “cause the en­emy to shift his camp,” which is awk­ward in the ex­treme.

			633. I must can­didly con­fess that I do not un­der­stand the syn­tax of 帥與之期, though the mean­ing is fairly plain. The dif­fi­culty has evid­ently been felt, for Tu Mu tells us that one text omits 期如. It is more likely, how­ever, that a couple of char­ac­ters have dropped out.

			634. 發其機, lit­er­ally, “re­leases the spring” (see chapter V, “En­ergy may be likened …”), that is, takes some de­cis­ive step which makes it im­possible for the army to re­turn—like 項羽 Hsiang Yü, who sunk his ships after cross­ing a river. Chʽên Hao, fol­lowed by Chia Lin, un­der­stands the words less well as 發其心機 “puts forth every ar­ti­fice at his com­mand.” But 機 in this de­rived sense oc­curs nowhere else in Sun Tzǔ.

			635. Omit­ted in the Tʽu Shu.

			636. The Tʽu Shu in­serts an­oth­er 驅 after 羊. Tu Mu says: 三軍但知進退之命不知攻取之端也 “The army is only cog­nis­ant of or­ders to ad­vance or re­treat; it is ig­nor­ant of the ul­teri­or ends of at­tack­ing and con­quer­ing.”

			637. Sun Tzǔ means that after mo­bil­isa­tion there should be no delay in aim­ing a blow at the en­emy’s heart. With 投之於險 cf. supra: 投之無所往 “Throw your sol­diers …”. Note how he re­turns again and again to this point. Among the war­ring states of an­cient China, deser­tion was no doubt a much more present fear and ser­i­ous evil than it is in the armies of today.

			638. Chang Yü says: 九地之法不可拘泥 “One must not be hide­bound in in­ter­pret­ing the rules for the nine vari­et­ies of ground.

			639. The use of 屈伸 “con­trac­tion and ex­pan­sion” may be il­lus­trated by the say­ing 屈以求伸, which al­most ex­actly cor­res­ponds to the French il faut re­c­uler pour mieux saut­er.789 Capt. Cal­throp, more suo, avoids a real trans­la­tion and has: “the suit­ing of the means to the oc­ca­sion.”

			640. Cf. supra, “The fol­low­ing are the prin­ciples …”

			641. Chang Yü’s para­phrase is 而用師者.

			642. This “ground” is curs­or­ily men­tioned in chapter VIII (“When in dif­fi­cult coun­try …”), but it does not fig­ure among the Nine 地 of this chapter or the Six 地形 in chap. X. One’s first im­pulse would be to trans­late it “dis­tant ground” (絕域 is com­monly used in the sense of “dis­tant lands”), but this, if we can trust the com­ment­at­ors, is pre­cisely what is not meant here. Mei Yao-chʽên says it is 進不及輕退不及散在二地之間也 “a po­s­i­tion not far enough ad­vanced to be called ‘fa­cile,’ and not near enough to home to be called ‘dis­pers­ive,’ but some­thing between the two.” That, of course, does not ex­plain the name 絕, which seems to im­ply that the gen­er­al has severed his com­mu­nic­a­tions and tem­por­ar­ily cut him­self off from his base. Thus, Wang Hsi says: “It is ground sep­ar­ated from home by an in­ter­ja­cent state, whose ter­rit­ory we have had to cross in or­der to reach it. Hence it is in­cum­bent on us to settle our busi­ness there quickly.” He adds that this po­s­i­tion is of rare oc­cur­rence, which is the reas­on why it is not in­cluded among the 九地. Capt. Cal­throp gives but a poor ren­der­ing of this sen­tence: “To leave home and cross the bor­ders is to be free from in­ter­fer­ence.”

			643. The Tʽu Shu reads 通 for 達.

			644. From 四達 down to “When you have the en­emy’s strong­holds …”, we have some of the defin­i­tions of the early part of the chapter re­peated in slightly dif­fer­ent lan­guage. Capt. Cal­throp omits these al­to­geth­er.

			645. 固 = 險固.

			646. This end, ac­cord­ing to Tu Mu, is best at­tained by re­main­ing on the de­fens­ive, and avoid­ing battle. Cf. supra, “On dis­pers­ive ground …”

			647. The Tʽung Tien has 其 in­stead of 之. The present read­ing is sup­por­ted by the 遺說 of Chêng Yu-hsien. As Tu Mu says, the ob­ject is to guard against two pos­sible con­tin­gen­cies: 一者備其逃逸二者恐其敵至 “(1) the deser­tion of our own troops; (2) a sud­den at­tack on the part of the en­emy.” Cf. chapter VII: 其徐如林 “… your com­pact­ness that of the forest.” Mei Yao-chʽên says: 行則隊校相繼止則營壘聯屬 “On the march, the re­gi­ments should be in close touch; in an en­camp­ment, there should be con­tinu­ity between the for­ti­fic­a­tions.” He seems to have for­got­ten, by the way, what Sun Tzǔ says above: 輕地則無止.

			648. This is Tsʽao Kung’s in­ter­pret­a­tion. Chang Yü ad­opts it, say­ing: 當疾進其後使首尾俱至 “We must quickly bring up our rear, so that head and tail may both reach the goal.” That is, they must not be al­lowed to straggle up a long way apart. Mei Yao-chʽên of­fers an­oth­er equally plaus­ible ex­plan­a­tion: 敵未至其地我若在後則當疾趨以爭之 “Sup­pos­ing the en­emy has not yet reached the coveted po­s­i­tion, and we are be­hind him, we should ad­vance with all speed in or­der to dis­pute its pos­ses­sion.” 其 would thus de­note the en­emy, 後 be­ing the pre­pos­i­tion, and 趨 would re­tain its usu­al in­trans­it­ive sense. Cf. chapter VII: 後人發先人至 “Thus, to take a long and cir­cuit­ous route …” Chʽên Hao, on the oth­er hand, as­sum­ing that the en­emy has had time to se­lect his own ground, quotes chapter VI (“Who­ever is first in the field …”), where Sun Tzǔ warns us against com­ing ex­hausted to the at­tack. His own idea of the situ­ation is rather vaguely ex­pressed: 若地利在前先分精銳以據之彼若恃衆來爭我以大衆趨其後無不尅者 “If there is a fa­vour­able po­s­i­tion ly­ing in front of you, de­tach a picked body of troops to oc­cupy it; then if the en­emy, re­ly­ing on their num­bers, come up to make a fight for it, you may fall quickly on their rear with your main body, and vic­tory will be as­sured.” It was thus, he adds, that Chao Shê beat the army of Chʽin. (See note 349) Li Chʽüan would read 多 for 趨, it is not easy to see why.

			649. As Wang Hsi says, 懼襲我也 “fear­ing a sur­prise at­tack.” The Tʽung Tien reads here 固其結 (see next sen­tence).

			650. The Tʽung Tien reads 謹其巿, which Tu Yu ex­plains as “watch­ing the mar­ket towns,” 變事之端 “the hot­beds of re­volu­tion.” Capt. Cal­throp trans­lates 固其結 by the same words as 合交 above (“On open ground …”): “cul­tiv­ate in­ter­course.”

			651. The com­ment­at­ors take this as re­fer­ring to for­age and plun­der, not, as one might ex­pect, to an un­broken com­mu­nic­a­tion with a home base. One text, in­deed, gives the read­ing 掠其食. Cf. supra, “On ser­i­ous ground …” Capt. Cal­throp’s “be care­ful of sup­plies” fails to render the force of 繼.

			652. Capt. Cal­throp’s “do not linger” can­not be called a trans­la­tion, but only a para­phrase of the para­phrase offered by Tsʽao Kung: 疾過去也 “Pass away from it in all haste.”

			653. 意欲突圍示以守固 “To make it seem that I mean to de­fend the po­s­i­tion, where­as my real in­ten­tion is to burst sud­denly through the en­emy’s lines” (Mêng Shih); 使士卒必死戰也 “in or­der to make my sol­diers fight with des­per­a­tion” (Mei Yao-chʽên); 懼人有走心 “fear­ing lest my men be temp­ted to run away” (Wang Hsi). Tu Mu points out that this is the con­verse of chapter VII (“When you sur­round an army …”), where it is the en­emy who is sur­roun­ded. In 532 AD, 高歡 Kao Huan, af­ter­wards Em­per­or and can­on­ised as 神武 Shên-wu, was sur­roun­ded by a great army un­der 爾朱兆 Êrh-chu Chao and oth­ers. His own force was com­par­at­ively small, con­sist­ing only of 2000 horse and some­thing un­der 30,000 foot. The lines of in­vest­ment had not been drawn very closely to­geth­er, gaps be­ing left at cer­tain points. But Kao Huan, in­stead of try­ing to es­cape, ac­tu­ally made a shift to block all the re­main­ing out­lets him­self by driv­ing in­to them a num­ber of ox­en and don­keys roped to­geth­er. As soon as his of­ficers and men saw that there was noth­ing for it but to con­quer or die, their spir­its rose to an ex­traordin­ary pitch of ex­al­ta­tion, and they charged with such des­per­ate fe­ro­city that the op­pos­ing ranks broke and crumbled un­der their on­slaught. (See Tu Mu’s com­ment­ary, and 北齊書 ch. 1, fol. 6.)

			654. Tu Yu says: 焚輜重窠糧食塞井夷竈示之無活必殊死戰也 “Burn your bag­gage and im­ped­i­menta, throw away your stores and pro­vi­sions, choke up the wells, des­troy your cook­ing-stoves, and make it plain to your men that they can­not sur­vive, but must fight to the death.” Mei Yao-chʽên says epi­gram­mat­ic­ally: 必死可生 “The only chance of life lies in giv­ing up all hope of it.” This con­cludes what Sun Tzǔ has to say about “grounds” and the “vari­ations” cor­res­pond­ing to them. Re­view­ing the pas­sages which bear on this im­port­ant sub­ject, we can­not fail to be struck by the des­ultory and un­meth­od­ic­al fash­ion in which it is treated. Sun Tzǔ be­gins ab­ruptly in chapter VIII (“When in dif­fi­cult coun­try …”) to enu­mer­ate “vari­ations” be­fore touch­ing on “grounds” at all, but only men­tions five, namely nos. 7, 5, 8 and 9 of the sub­sequent list, and one that is not in­cluded in it. A few vari­et­ies of ground are dealt with in the earli­er por­tion of chap. IX, and then chap. X sets forth six new grounds, with six vari­ations of plan to match. None of these is men­tioned again, though the first is hardly to be dis­tin­guished from ground no. 4 in the next chapter. At last, in chap. XI, we come to the Nine Grounds par ex­cel­lence, im­me­di­ately fol­lowed by the vari­ations. This takes us down to “On hemmed-in ground, re­sort to stratagem.” Start­ing at “When you leave your own coun­try be­hind …”, fresh defin­i­tions are provided for nos. 5, 6, 2, 8 and 9 (in the or­der giv­en), as well as for the tenth ground no­ticed in chap VIII; and fi­nally, the nine vari­ations are enu­mer­ated once more from be­gin­ning to end, all, with the ex­cep­tion of 5, 6 and 7, be­ing dif­fer­ent from those pre­vi­ously giv­en. Though it is im­possible to ac­count for the present state of Sun Tzǔ’s text, a few sug­gest­ive facts may be brought in­to prom­in­ence: (1) Chap. VIII, ac­cord­ing to the title, should deal with nine vari­ations, where­as only five ap­pear. (2) It is an ab­nor­mally short chapter. (3) Chap. XI is en­titled The Nine Grounds. Sev­er­al of these are defined twice over, be­sides which there are two dis­tinct lists of the cor­res­pond­ing vari­ations. (4) The length of the chapter is dis­pro­por­tion­ate, be­ing double that of any oth­er ex­cept IX. I do not pro­pose to draw in­fer­ences from these facts, bey­ond the gen­er­al con­clu­sion that Sun Tzǔ’s work can­not have come down to us in the shape in which it left his hands: chap. VIII is ob­vi­ously de­fect­ive and prob­ably out of place, while XI seems to con­tain mat­ter that has either been ad­ded by a later hand or ought to ap­pear else­where.

			655. 過則從 is rendered by Capt. Cal­throp: “to pur­sue the en­emy if he re­treat.” But 過 can­not mean “to re­treat.” Its primary sense is to pass over, hence to go too far, to ex­ceed or to err. Here, how­ever, the word has lost all im­plic­a­tion of cen­sure, and ap­pears to mean “to pass the bound­ary line di­vid­ing safety from danger,” or, as Chang Yü puts it, 深陷于危難之地 “to be deeply in­volved in a per­il­ous po­s­i­tion.” The lat­ter com­ment­at­or al­ludes to the con­duct of Pan Chʽao’s de­voted fol­low­ers in 73 AD. The story runs thus in the Hou Han Shu, ch. 47, fol. 1 vo: “When Pan Chʽao ar­rived at 鄯善 Shan-shan, 廣 Kuang, the King of the coun­try, re­ceived him at first with great po­lite­ness and re­spect; but shortly af­ter­wards his be­ha­viour un­der­went a sud­den change, and he be­came re­miss and neg­li­gent. Pan Chʽao spoke about this to the of­ficers of his suite: ‘Have you not no­ticed,’ he said, ‘that Kuang’s po­lite in­ten­tions are on the wane? This must sig­ni­fy that en­voys have come from the North­ern bar­bar­i­ans, and that con­sequently he is in a state of in­de­cision, not know­ing with which side to throw in his lot. That surely is the reas­on. The truly wise man, we are told, can per­ceive things be­fore they have come to pass; how much more, then, those that are already mani­fest!’ Thereupon he called one of the nat­ives who had been as­signed to his ser­vice, and set a trap for him, say­ing: ‘Where are those en­voys from the Hsiung-nu who ar­rived some days ago?’ The man was so taken aback that between sur­prise and fear he presently blur­ted out the whole truth. Pan Chʽao, keep­ing his in­form­ant care­fully un­der lock and key, then summoned a gen­er­al gath­er­ing of his of­ficers, thirty-six in all, and began drink­ing with them. When the wine had moun­ted in­to their heads a little, he tried to rouse their spir­it still fur­ther by ad­dress­ing them thus: ‘Gen­tle­men, here we are in the heart of an isol­ated re­gion, anxious to achieve riches and hon­our by some great ex­ploit. Now it hap­pens that an am­bas­sad­or from the Hsiung-nu ar­rived in the king­dom only a few days ago, and the res­ult is that the re­spect­ful cour­tesy ex­ten­ded to­wards us by our roy­al host has dis­ap­peared. Should this en­voy pre­vail upon him to seize our party and hand us over to the Hsiung-nu, our bones will be­come food for the wolves of the desert. What are we to do?’ With one ac­cord, the of­ficers replied: ‘Stand­ing as we do in per­il of our lives, we will fol­low our com­mand­er through life and death’ (今在危亡之地死生從司馬).” For the se­quel of this ad­ven­ture, see chap. XII, note 693.

			656. These three sen­tences are re­peated from chapter VII—in or­der to em­phas­ise their im­port­ance, the com­ment­at­ors seem to think. I prefer to re­gard them as in­ter­pol­ated here in or­der to form an ante­cedent to the fol­low­ing words. With re­gard to loc­al guides, Sun Tzǔ might have ad­ded that there is al­ways the risk of go­ing wrong, either through their treach­ery or some mis­un­der­stand­ing such as Livy re­cords (XXII 13): Han­ni­bal, we are told, ordered a guide to lead him in­to the neigh­bour­hood of Cas­in­um, where there was an im­port­ant pass to be oc­cu­pied; but his Carthagini­an ac­cent, un­suited to the pro­nun­ci­ation of Lat­in names, caused the guide to un­der­stand Ca­silin­um in­stead of Cas­in­um, and turn­ing from his prop­er route, he took the army in that dir­ec­tion, the mis­take not be­ing dis­covered un­til they had al­most ar­rived.

			657. Re­fer­ring, I think, to what is con­tained in the fol­low­ing two para­graphs. Tsʽao Kung, think­ing per­haps of the 五利 in chapter VIII (“So, the stu­dent of war …”), takes them to be 九地之利害 “the ad­vant­ages and dis­ad­vant­ages at­tend­ant on the nine vari­et­ies of ground.” The Tʽu Shu reads 此五者.

			658. 霸王, “one who rules by force,” was a term spe­cially used for those princes who es­tab­lished their he­ge­mony over oth­er feud­al states. The fam­ous 五霸 of the 7th cen­tury BC were (1) 齊桓公 Duke Huan of Chʽi (2) 晉文公 Duke Wên of Chin, (3) 宋襄公 Duke Hsiang of Sung, (4) 楚莊王 Prince Chuang of Chʽu, (5) 秦穆公 Duke Mu of Chʽin. Their reigns covered the peri­od 685–591 BC.

			659. Here and in the next sen­tence, the Yü Lan in­serts 家 after 敵.

			660. Mei Yao-chʽên con­structs one of the chains of reas­on­ing that are so much af­fected by the Chinese: “In at­tack­ing a power­ful state, if you can di­vide her forces, you will have a su­peri­or­ity in strength; if you have a su­peri­or­ity in strength, you will over­awe the en­emy; if you over­awe the en­emy, the neigh­bour­ing states will be frightened; and if the neigh­bour­ing states are frightened, the en­emy’s al­lies will be pre­ven­ted from join­ing her.” The fol­low­ing gives a stronger mean­ing to 威加: 若大國一敗則小國離而不聚矣 “If the great state has once been de­feated (be­fore she has had time to sum­mon her al­lies), then the less­er states will hold aloof and re­frain from mass­ing their forces.” Chʽên Hao and Chang Yü take the sen­tence in quite an­oth­er way. The former says: “Power­ful though a prince may be, if he at­tacks a large state, he will be un­able to raise enough troops, and must rely to some ex­tent on ex­tern­al aid; if he dis­penses with this, and with over­ween­ing con­fid­ence in his own strength, simply tries to in­tim­id­ate the en­emy, he will surely be de­feated.” Chang Yü puts his view thus: “If we reck­lessly at­tack a large state, our own people will be dis­con­ten­ted and hang back. But if (as will then be the case) our dis­play of mil­it­ary force is in­feri­or by half to that of the en­emy, the oth­er chief­tains will take fright and re­fuse to join us.” Ac­cord­ing to this in­ter­pret­a­tion, 其 would refer, not to the 大國, but to the 霸王 him­self.

			661. For 爭 the Yü Lan reads 事.

			662. 天下, as earli­er (“Ground which forms the key …”), stands for 諸侯 “the feud­al princes,” or the states ruled by them.

			663. For 信 (read shên¹) in the mean­ing of 伸, cf. note 416 on VIII. The com­ment­at­ors are un­an­im­ous on this point, and we must there­fore be­ware of trans­lat­ing 信己之私 by “secretly self-con­fid­ent” or the like. Capt. Cal­throp (omit­ting 之私) has: “he has con­fid­ence in him­self.”

			664. The train of thought ap­pears to be this: Se­cure against a com­bin­a­tion of his en­emies. 能絕天下之交惟得伸己之私志威而無外交者 “he can af­ford to re­ject en­tangling al­li­ances and simply pur­sue his own secret designs, his prestige en­abling him to dis­pense with ex­tern­al friend­ships.” (Li Chʽüan.)

			665. This para­graph, though writ­ten many years be­fore the Chʽin State be­came a ser­i­ous men­ace, is not a bad sum­mary of the policy by which the fam­ous Six Chan­cel­lors gradu­ally paved the way for her fi­nal tri­umph un­der Shih Huang Ti. Chang Yü, fol­low­ing up his pre­vi­ous note, thinks that Sun Tzǔ is con­demning this at­ti­tude of cold-blooded selfish­ness and haughty isol­a­tion. He again refers 其 to the war­like prince, thus mak­ing it ap­pear that in the end he is bound to suc­cumb.

			666. Wu Tzǔ (ch. 3) less wisely says: 進有重賞退有重刑 “Let ad­vance be richly re­war­ded and re­treat be heav­ily pun­ished.”

			667. 懸, lit­er­ally, “hang” or “post up.”

			668. 杜姦媮 “In or­der to pre­vent treach­ery,” says Wang Hsi. The gen­er­al mean­ing is made clear by Tsʽao Kung’s quo­ta­tion from the Ssǔ-ma: 見敵作誓瞻攻作賞 “Give in­struc­tions only on sight­ing the en­emy; give re­wards only when you see de­serving deeds.” 無政, how­ever, presents some dif­fi­culty. Tsʽao Kung’s para­phrase, 軍法令不應預施懸也, I take to mean: “The fi­nal in­struc­tions you give to your army should not cor­res­pond with those that have been pre­vi­ously pos­ted up.” Chang Yü simi­pli­fies this in­to 政不預告 “your ar­range­ments should not be di­vulged be­fore­hand.” And Chia Lin says: 不守常法常政 “there should be no fix­ity in your rules and ar­range­ments.” Not only is there danger in let­ting your plans be known, but war of­ten ne­ces­sit­ates the en­tire re­versal of them at the last mo­ment.

			669. 犯, ac­cord­ing to Tsʽao Kung, is here equal to 用. The ex­act mean­ing is brought out more clearly in the next para­graph.

			670. Cf. supra, “Thus the skil­ful gen­er­al …”

			671. Lit­er­ally, “do not tell them words;” i.e. do not give your reas­ons for any or­der. Lord Mans­field once told a ju­ni­or col­league to “give no reas­ons” for his de­cisions, and the max­im is even more ap­plic­able to a gen­er­al than to a judge. Capt. Cal­throp trans­lates this sen­tence with beau­ti­ful sim­pli­city: “Or­ders should dir­ect the sol­diers.” That is all.

			672. Com­pare the para­dox­ic­al say­ing 亡者存之基死者生之本. These words of Sun Tzǔ were once quoted by Han Hsin in ex­plan­a­tion of the tac­tics he em­ployed in one of his most bril­liant battles, already al­luded to in note 258. In 204 BC, he was sent against the army of Chao, and hal­ted ten miles from the mouth of the 井陘 Ching-hsing pass, where the en­emy had mustered in full force. Here, at mid­night, he de­tached a body of 2000 light cav­alry, every man of which was fur­nished with a red flag. Their in­struc­tions were to make their way through nar­row de­files and keep a secret watch on the en­emy. “When the men of Chao see me in full flight,” Han Hsin said, “they will aban­don their for­ti­fic­a­tions and give chase. This must be the sign for you to rush in, pluck down the Chao stand­ards and set up the red ban­ners of 漢 Han in their stead.” Turn­ing then to his oth­er of­ficers, he re­marked: “Our ad­versary holds a strong po­s­i­tion, and is not likely to come out and at­tack us un­til he sees the stand­ard and drums of the com­mand­er-in-chief, for fear I should turn back and es­cape through the moun­tains.” So say­ing, he first of all sent out a di­vi­sion con­sist­ing of 10,000 men, and ordered them to form in line of battle with their backs to the River 泜 Ti. See­ing this man­oeuvre, the whole army of Chao broke in­to loud laughter. By this time it was broad day­light, and Han Hsin, dis­play­ing the gen­er­alis­simo’s flag, marched out of the pass with drums beat­ing, and was im­me­di­ately en­gaged by the en­emy. A great battle fol­lowed, last­ing for some time; un­til at length Han Hsin and his col­league 張耳 Chang Ni, leav­ing drums and ban­ner on the field, fled to the di­vi­sion on the river bank, where an­oth­er fierce battle was ra­ging. The en­emy rushed out to pur­sue them and to se­cure the trophies, thus de­nud­ing their ram­parts of men; but the two gen­er­als suc­ceeded in join­ing the oth­er army, which was fight­ing with the ut­most des­per­a­tion. The time had now come for the 2000 horse­men to play their part. As soon as they saw the men of Chao fol­low­ing up their ad­vant­age, they gal­loped be­hind the deser­ted walls, tore up the en­emy’s flags and re­placed them by those of Han. When the Chao army turned back from the pur­suit, the sight of these red flags struck them with ter­ror. Con­vinced that the Hans had got in and over­powered their king, they broke up in wild dis­order, every ef­fort of their lead­er to stay the pan­ic be­ing in vain. Then the Han army fell on them from both sides and com­pleted the rout, killing a great num­ber and cap­tur­ing the rest, amongst whom was King 歇 Ya him­self … After the battle, some of Han Hsin’s of­ficers came to him and said: “In the Art of War we are told to have a hill or tu­mu­lus on the right rear, and a river or marsh on the left front. [This ap­pears to be a blend of Sun Tzǔ and Tʽai Kung. See chapter IX, and note 445.] You, on the con­trary, ordered us to draw up our troops with the river at our back. Un­der these con­di­tions, how did you man­age to gain the vic­tory?” The gen­er­al replied: “I fear you gen­tle­men have not stud­ied the Art of War with suf­fi­cient care. Is it not writ­ten there: ‘Plunge your army in­to des­per­ate straits and it will come off in safety; place it in deadly per­il and it will sur­vive’? Had I taken the usu­al course, I should nev­er have been able to bring my col­leagues round. What says the Mil­it­ary Clas­sic (經)?—‘Swoop down on the mar­ket­place and drive the men off to fight’ (敺巿人而戰之). [This pas­sage does not oc­cur in the present text of Sun Tzǔ.] If I had not placed my troops in a po­s­i­tion where they were ob­liged to fight for their lives, but had al­lowed each man to fol­low his own dis­cre­tion, there would have been a gen­er­al débandade, and it would have been im­possible to do any­thing with them.” The of­ficers ad­mit­ted the force of his ar­gu­ment, and said: “These are high­er tac­tics than we should have been cap­able of.” (See Chʽi­en Han Shu, ch. 34, ff. 4, 5.)

			673. Danger has a bra­cing ef­fect.

			674. Tsʽao Kung says: 佯愚也 “Feign stu­pid­ity”—by an ap­pear­ance of yield­ing and fall­ing in with the en­emy’s wishes. Chang Yü’s note makes the mean­ing clear: “If the en­emy shows an in­clin­a­tion to ad­vance, lure him on to do so; if he is anxious to re­treat, delay of pur­pose that he may carry out his in­ten­tion.” The ob­ject is to make him re­miss and con­temp­tu­ous be­fore we de­liv­er our at­tack.

			675. I un­der­stand the first four words to mean “ac­com­pa­ny­ing the en­emy in one dir­ec­tion.” Tsʽao Kung says: 幷兵向敵 “unite the sol­diers and make for the en­emy.” But such a vi­ol­ent dis­place­ment of char­ac­ters is quite in­defens­ible. Mei Yao-chʽên is the only com­ment­at­or who seems to have grasped the mean­ing: 隨敵一向然後發伏出奇. The Tʽu Shu reads 并力.

			676. Lit­er­ally, “after a thou­sand li.”

			677. Al­ways a great point with the Chinese.

			678. The Tʽu Shu has 是謂巧於成事, and yet an­oth­er read­ing, men­tioned by Tsʽao Kung, is 巧攻成事. Capt. Cal­throp omits this sen­tence, after hav­ing thus trans­lated the two pre­ced­ing: “Dis­cov­er the en­emy’s in­ten­tions by con­form­ing to his move­ments. When these are dis­covered, then, with one stroke, the gen­er­al may be killed, even though he be one hun­dred leagues dis­tant.”

			679. 政舉 does not mean “when war is de­clared,” as Capt. Cal­throp says, not yet ex­actly, as Tsʽao Kung para­phrases it, 謀定 “when your plans are fixed,” when you have mapped out your cam­paign. The phrase is not giv­en in the Pʽei Wên Yün Fu. There be­ing no caus­al con­nec­tion dis­cov­er­able between this and the pre­ced­ing sen­tence, 是故 must per­force be left un­trans­lated.

			680. 夷 is ex­plained by Mei Yao-chʽên as 滅塞.

			681. The locus clas­sicus for these tal­lies is Chou Li, XIV fol. 40 (Im­per­i­al edi­tion): 門關用符節貨賄用璽節道路用旌節. The gen­er­ic term thus ap­pears to be 節, 符 be­ing the spe­cial kind used at city-gates and on the fron­ti­er. They were tab­lets of bam­boo or wood, one half of which was is­sued as a per­mit or pass­port by the of­fi­cial in charge of a gate (司門 or 司關. Cf. the 封人 “bor­der-warden” of Lun Yü III 24, who may have had sim­il­ar du­ties.) When this half was re­turned to him, with­in a fixed peri­od, he was au­thor­ised to open the gate and let the trav­el­ler through.

			682. Either to or from the en­emy’s coun­try.

			683. Show no weak­ness, and in­sist on your plans be­ing rat­i­fied by the sov­er­eign. 廊廟 in­dic­ates a hall or temple in the Palace. Cf. chapter I, “Now the gen­er­al who wins …” It is not clear if oth­er of­ficers would be present. Hardly any­thing can be made of 勵, the read­ing of the stand­ard text, so I have ad­op­ted Tu Mu’s con­jec­ture 厲, which ap­pears in the Tʽu Shu.

			684. Tsʽao Kung ex­plains 誅 by 治, and Ho Shih by 責成. An­oth­er read­ing is 謀, and Mei Yao-chʽên, ad­opt­ing this, un­der­stands the whole sen­tence to mean: Take the strict­est pre­cau­tions to en­sure secrecy in your de­lib­er­a­tions. Capt. Cal­throp glides rather too smoothly over the rough places. His trans­la­tion is: “con­duct the busi­ness of the gov­ern­ment with vi­gil­ance.”

			685. This looks a very simple sen­tence, yet Tsʽao Kung is the only com­ment­at­or who takes it as I have done. Mêng Shih, fol­lowed by Mei Yao-chʽên and Chang Yü, defines 開闔 as 間者 “spies,” and makes 入 an act­ive verb: “If spies come from the en­emy, we must quickly let them in.” But I can­not find that the words 開闔 have this mean­ing any­where else. On the oth­er hand, they may be taken as two verbs, 或開或闔, ex­press­ing the en­emy’s in­de­cision wheth­er to ad­vance or re­treat, that be­ing the best mo­ment to at­tack him. (Cf. Tao Tê Ching, chap. X: 天門開闔能為雌平; also Li Chi, 曲禮, I II 25.) It is not easy to choose between this and Tsʽao Kung’s ex­plan­a­tion; the fact that 敵人開戶 oc­curs shortly af­ter­wards, in the last para­graph of the chapter, might be ad­duced in sup­port of either. 必 must be un­der­stood in the sense of 宜 or 當. The only way to avoid this is to put 開闔 between com­mas and trans­late: “If we leave a door open, the en­emy is sure to rush in.”

			686. Cf. supra, “If asked how to cope …”

			687. Capt. Cal­throp hardly at­tempts to trans­late this dif­fi­cult para­graph, but in­vents the fol­low­ing in­stead: “Dis­cov­er what he most val­ues, and plan to seize it.” Chʽên Hao’s ex­plan­a­tion, how­ever, is clear enough: 我若先奪便地而敵不至雖有其利亦奚用之是以欲取其愛惜之處必先微與敵人相期誤之使必至 “If I man­age to seize a fa­vour­able po­s­i­tion, but the en­emy does not ap­pear on the scene, the ad­vant­age thus ob­tained can­not be turned to any prac­tic­al ac­count. He who in­tends, there­fore, to oc­cupy a po­s­i­tion of im­port­ance to the en­emy, must be­gin by mak­ing an art­ful ap­point­ment, so to speak, with his ant­ag­on­ist, and ca­jole him in­to go­ing there as well.” Mei Yao-chʽên ex­plains that this “art­ful ap­point­ment” is to be made through the me­di­um of the en­emy’s own spies, who will carry back just the amount of in­form­a­tion that we choose to give them. Then, hav­ing cun­ningly dis­closed our in­ten­tions, 我後人發先人至 “we must man­age, though start­ing after the en­emy, to ar­rive be­fore him” (chapter VII, “Thus, to take a long and cir­cuit­ous route …”). We must start after him in or­der to en­sure his march­ing thith­er; we must ar­rive be­fore him in or­der to cap­ture the place without trouble. Taken thus, the present pas­sage lends some sup­port to Mei Yao-chʽên’s in­ter­pret­a­tion of the earli­er pas­sage “On con­ten­tious ground, I would hurry up my rear.”

			688. 墨 stands for 繩墨 “a mark­ing-line,” hence a rule of con­duct. See Men­cius VII 1 XLI 2. Tsʽao Kung ex­plains it by the sim­il­ar meta­phor 規矩 “square and com­passes.” The bald­ness of the sen­ti­ment rather in­clines me to fa­vour the read­ing 剗 ad­op­ted by Chia Lin in place of 踐, which yields an ex­actly op­pos­ite sense, namely: “Dis­card hard and fast rules.” Chia Lin says: 惟勝是利不可守以繩墨而為 “Vic­tory is the only thing that mat­ters, and this can­not be achieved by ad­her­ing to con­ven­tion­al can­ons.” It is un­for­tu­nate that this vari­ant rests on very slight au­thor­ity, for the sense yiel­ded is cer­tainly much more sat­is­fact­ory. Na­po­leon, as we know, ac­cord­ing to the vet­er­ans of the old school whom he de­feated, won his battles by vi­ol­at­ing every ac­cep­ted can­on of war­fare.

			689. The last four words of the Chinese are omit­ted by Capt. Cal­throp. Tu Mu says: 隨敵人之形若有可乘之勢則出而決戰 “Con­form to the en­emy’s tac­tics un­til a fa­vour­able op­por­tun­ity of­fers; then come forth and en­gage in a battle that shall prove de­cis­ive.”

			690. As the hare is noted for its ex­treme timid­ity, the com­par­is­on hardly ap­pears fe­li­cit­ous. But of course Sun Tzǔ was think­ing only of its speed. The words have been taken to mean: You must flee from the en­emy as quickly as an es­cap­ing hare; but this is rightly re­jec­ted by Tu Mu. Capt. Cal­throp is wrong in trans­lat­ing 兔 “rab­bit.” Rab­bits are not in­di­gen­ous to China, and were cer­tainly not known there in the 6th cen­tury BC. The last six­teen char­ac­ters evid­ently form a sort of four-line jingle. Chap. X, it may be re­membered, closed in sim­il­ar fash­ion.

			691. Rather more than half the chapter (up to “Hence those who use fire …”) is de­voted to the sub­ject of fire, after which the au­thor branches off in­to oth­er top­ics.

			692. So Tu Mu. Li Chʽüan says: 焚其營殺其士卒也 “Set fire to the camp, and kill the sol­diers” (when they try to es­cape from the flames). Pan Chʽao, sent on a dip­lo­mat­ic mis­sion to the King of Shan-shan (see XI, note 655), found him­self placed in ex­treme per­il by the un­ex­pec­ted ar­rival of an en­voy from the Hsiung-nu (the mor­tal en­emies of the Chinese). In con­sulta­tion with his of­ficers, he ex­claimed: “ ‘Nev­er ven­ture, nev­er win!790 The only course open to us now is to make an as­sault by fire on the bar­bar­i­ans un­der cov­er of night, when they will not be able to dis­cern our num­bers. Profit­ing by their pan­ic, we shall ex­term­in­ate them com­pletely; this will cool the King’s cour­age and cov­er us with glory, be­sides en­sur­ing the suc­cess of our mis­sion.’ The of­ficers all replied that it would be ne­ces­sary to dis­cuss the mat­ter first with the In­tend­ant (從事). Pan Chʽao then fell in­to a pas­sion: ‘It is today,’ he cried, ‘that our for­tunes must be de­cided! The In­tend­ant is only a hum­drum ci­vil­ian, who on hear­ing of our pro­ject will cer­tainly be afraid, and everything will be brought to light. An in­glori­ous death is no worthy fate for vali­ant war­ri­ors.’ All then agreed to do as he wished. Ac­cord­ingly, as soon as night came on, he and his little band quickly made their way to the bar­bar­i­an camp. A strong gale was blow­ing at the time. Pan Chʽao ordered ten of the party to take drums and hide be­hind the en­emy’s bar­racks, it be­ing ar­ranged that when they saw flames shoot up, they should be­gin drum­ming and yelling with all their might. The rest of his men, armed with bows and cross­bows, he pos­ted in am­bus­cade at the gate of the camp. He then set fire to the place from the wind­ward side, whereupon a deaf­en­ing noise of drums and shout­ing arose on the front and rear of the Hsiung-nu, who rushed out pell-mell in frantic dis­order. Pan Chʽao slew three of them with his own hand, while his com­pan­ions cut off the heads of the en­voy and thirty of his suite. The re­mainder, more than a hun­dred in all, per­ished in the flames. On the fol­low­ing day, Pan Chʽao went back and in­formed 郭恂 Kuo Hsün [the In­tend­ant] of what he had done. The lat­ter was greatly alarmed and turned pale. But Pan Chʽao, divin­ing his thoughts, said with up­lif­ted hand: ‘Al­though you did not go with us last night, I should not think, Sir, of tak­ing sole cred­it for our ex­ploit.’ This sat­is­fied Kuo Hsün, and Pan Chʽao, hav­ing sent for Kuang, King of Shan-shan, showed him the head of the bar­bar­i­an en­voy. The whole king­dom was seized with fear and trem­bling, which Pan Chʽao took steps to al­lay by is­su­ing a pub­lic pro­clam­a­tion. Then, tak­ing the king’s son as host­age, he re­turned to make his re­port to 竇固 Tou Ku.” (Hou Han Shu, ch. 47, ff. 1, 2.)

			693. Tu Mu says: 糧食薪芻 “Pro­vi­sions, fuel and fod­der.” In or­der to sub­due the re­bel­li­ous pop­u­la­tion of Ki­ang­nan, 高潁 Kao Kêng re­com­men­ded Wên Ti of the Sui dyn­asty to make peri­od­ic­al raids and burn their stores of grain, a policy which in the long run proved en­tirely suc­cess­ful. (隋書, ch. 41, fol. 2.)

			694. An ex­ample giv­en is the de­struc­tion of 袁紹 Yüan Shao’s wag­ons and im­ped­i­menta by Tsʽao Tsʽao in 200 AD.

			695. Tu Mu says that the things con­tained in 輜 and 庫 are the same. He spe­cifies weapons and oth­er im­ple­ments, bul­lion and cloth­ing. Cf. chapter VII, “We may take it then that an army …”

			696. No few­er than four totally di­verse ex­plan­a­tions of this sen­tence are giv­en by the com­ment­at­ors, not one of which is quite sat­is­fact­ory. It is ob­vi­ous, at any rate, that the or­din­ary mean­ing of 隊 (“re­gi­ment” or “com­pany”) is here in­ad­miss­ible. In spite of Tu Mu’s note, 焚其行伍因亂而擊之, I must re­gard “com­pany burn­ing” (Capt. Cal­throp’s ren­der­ing) as non­sense pure and simple. We may also, I think, re­ject the very forced ex­plan­a­tion giv­en by Li Chʽüan, Mei Yao-chʽên and Chang Yü, of whom the last-named says: 焚其隊仗使兵無戰具 “burn­ing a re­gi­ment’s weapons, so that the sol­diers may have noth­ing to fight with.” That leaves only two solu­tions open: one, fa­voured by Chia Lin and Ho Shih, is to take 隊 in the some­what un­com­mon sense of “a road,” = 隧. The com­ment­ary on a pas­sage in the 穆天子傳, quoted in Kʽang Hsi, defines 隊 (read sui) as 谷中險阻道 “a dif­fi­cult road lead­ing through a val­ley.” Here it would stand for the 糧道 “line of sup­plies,” which might be ef­fec­tu­ally in­ter­rup­ted if the coun­try round­aout was laid waste with fire. Fi­nally, the in­ter­pret­a­tion which I have ad­op­ted is that giv­en by Tu Yu in the Tʽung Tien. He reads 墜 (which is not ab­so­lutely ne­ces­sary, 隊 chui be­ing some­times used in the same sense), with the fol­low­ing note: 以火墮敵營中也火墜之法以鐵籠火着箭頭頸强弩射敵營中 “To drop fire in­to the en­emy’s camp. The meth­od by which this may be done is to set the tips of ar­rows alight by dip­ping them in­to a bra­zi­er, and then shoot them from power­ful cross­bows in­to the en­emy’s lines.”

			697. Tsʽao Kung thinks that 姦人 “trait­ors in the en­emy’s camp” are re­ferred to. He thus takes 因 as the ef­fi­cient cause only. But Chʽên Hao is more likely to be right in say­ing: 須得其便不獨姦人 “We must have fa­vour­able cir­cum­stances in gen­er­al, not merely trait­ors to help us.” Chia Lin says: 因風燥 “We must avail ourselves of wind and dry weath­er.”

			698. 煙火 is ex­plained by Tsʽao Kung as 燒具 “ap­pli­ances for mak­ing fire.” Tu Mu sug­gests 艾蒿荻葦薪芻膏油之屬 “dry ve­get­able mat­ter, reeds, brush­wood, straw, grease, oil, etc.” Here we have the ma­ter­i­al cause. Chang Yü says: 貯火之器燃火之物 “ves­sels for hoard­ing fire, stuff for light­ing fires.”

			699. A fire must not be be­gun 妄 “reck­lessly” or 偶然 “at haphaz­ard.”

			700. These are, re­spect­ively, the 7th, 14th, 27th, and 28th of the 二十八宮 Twenty-eight Stel­lar Man­sions, cor­res­pond­ing roughly to Sagit­tari­us, Pe­gas­us, Crater and Cor­vus. The ori­gin­al text, fol­lowed by the Tʽu Shu, has 月 in place of 宿; the present read­ing rests on the au­thor­ity of the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan. Tu Mu says: 宿; the present read­ing rests on the au­thor­ity of the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan. Tu Mu says: 宿者月之所宿也. For 箕壁, both Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan give the more pre­cise loc­a­tion 戊箕東壁. Mei Yao-chʽên tells us that by 箕 is meant the tail of the 龍 Dragon; by 壁, the east­ern part of that con­stel­la­tion; by 翼 and 軫, the tail of the 鶉 Quail.

			701. 此四宿者 is el­lipt­ic­al for 月在此四宿之日. 蕭繹 Hsiao I (af­ter­wards fourth Em­per­or of the Li­ang dyn­asty, AD 552–555) is quoted by Tu Yu as say­ing that the days 丙丁 of spring, 戊已 of sum­mer, 壬癸 of au­tumn, and 甲乙 of winter bring fierce gales of wind and rain.

			702. I take 五 as qual­i­fy­ing 變, not 火, and there­fore think that Chang Yü is wrong in re­fer­ring 五火 to the five meth­ods of at­tack set forth at the be­gin­ning of the chapter. What fol­lows has cer­tainly noth­ing to do with these.

			703. The Yü Lan in­cor­rectly reads 軍 for 早.

			704. The ori­gin­al text omits 而其. The prime ob­ject of at­tack­ing with fire is to throw the en­emy in­to con­fu­sion. If this ef­fect is not pro­duced, it means that the en­emy is ready to re­ceive us. Hence the ne­ces­sity for cau­tion.

			705. Tsʽao Kung says: 見可而進知難而退 “If you see a pos­sible way, ad­vance; but if you find the dif­fi­culties too great, re­tire.”

			706. Tu Mu says that the pre­vi­ous para­graphs had ref­er­ence to the fire break­ing out (either ac­ci­dent­ally, we may sup­pose, or by the agency of in­cen­di­ar­ies) in­side the en­emy’s camp. “But,” he con­tin­ues, 若敵居荒澤草穢或營柵可焚之地卽須及時發火不必更待內發作然後應之恐敵人自燒野草我起火無益 “if the en­emy is settled in a waste place littered with quant­it­ies of grass, or if he has pitched his camp in a po­s­i­tion which can be burnt out, we must carry our fire against him at any sea­son­able op­por­tun­ity, and not wait on in hopes of an out­break oc­cur­ring with­in, for fear our op­pon­ents should them­selves burn up the sur­round­ing ve­get­a­tion, and thus render our own at­tempts fruit­less.” The fam­ous 李陵 Li Ling once baffled the 單于 lead­er of the Hsiung-nu in this way. The lat­ter, tak­ing ad­vant­age of a fa­vour­able wind, tried to set fire to the Chinese gen­er­al’s camp, but found that every scrap of com­bust­ible ve­get­a­tion in the neigh­bour­hood had already been burnt down. On the oth­er hand, 波才 Po-tsʽai, a gen­er­al of the 黃巾賊 Yel­low Turban rebels, was badly de­feated in 184 AD through his neg­lect of this simple pre­cau­tion. “At the head of a large army he was be­sei­ging 長社 Chʽang-shê, which was held by 皇甫嵩 Huang-fu Sung. The gar­ris­on was very small, and gen­er­al feel­ing of nervous­ness per­vaded the ranks; so Huang-fu Sung called his of­ficers to­geth­er and said: ‘In war, there are vari­ous in­dir­ect meth­ods of at­tack, and num­bers do not count for everything. [The com­ment­at­or here quotes Sun Tzǔ, chapter V “In all fight­ing …”, “In­dir­ect tac­tics, ef­fi­ciently ap­plied …”, and “In battle, there are not more than two meth­ods of at­tack …”] Now the rebels have pitched their camp in the midst of thick grass (依草結營), which will eas­ily burn when the wind blows. If we set fire to it at night, they will be thrown in­to a pan­ic, and we can make a sortie and at­tack them on all sides at once, thus emu­lat­ing the achieve­ment of Tʽi­en Tan.’ [See note 475] That same even­ing, a strong breeze sprang up; so Huang-fu Sung in­struc­ted his sol­diers to bind reels to­geth­er in­to torches and mount guard on the city walls, after which he sent out a band of dar­ing men, who stealth­ily made their way through the lines and star­ted the fire with loud shouts and yells. Sim­ul­tan­eously, a glare of light shot up from the city walls, and Huang-fu Sung, sound­ing his drums, led a rap­id charge, which threw the rebels in­to con­fu­sion and put them to head­long flight.” (Hou Han Shu, ch. 71, f. 2 ro)

			707. Chang Yü, fol­low­ing Tu Yu, says: 燒之必退退而逆擊之必死戰則不便也 “When you make a fire, the en­emy will re­treat away from it; if you op­pose his re­treat and at­tack him then, he will fight des­per­ately, which will not con­duce to your suc­cess.” A rather more ob­vi­ous ex­plan­a­tion is giv­en by Tu Mu: “If the wind is in the east, be­gin burn­ing to the east of the en­emy, and fol­low up the at­tack your­self from that side. If you start the fire on the east side, and then at­tack from the west, you will suf­fer in the same way as your en­emy.”

			708. Cf. Lao Tzǔ’s say­ing: 飄風不終朝 “A vi­ol­ent wind does not last the space of a morn­ing.” (Tao Tê Ching, chap. 23.) Mei Yao-chʽên and Wang Hsi say: “A day breeze dies down at night­fall, and a night breeze at day­break. This is what hap­pens as a gen­er­al rule.” The phe­nomen­on ob­served may be cor­rect enough, but how this sense is to be ob­tained is not ap­par­ent.

			709. Tu Mu’s com­ment­ary shows what has to be sup­plied in or­der to make sense out of 以數守之. He says: 須筭星𨇠之數守風起之日乃可發火 “We must make cal­cu­la­tions as to the paths of the stars, and watch for the days on which wind will rise, be­fore mak­ing at­tack with fire.” Chang Yü seems to take 守 in the sense of 防: “We must not only know how to as­sail our op­pon­ents with fire, but also be on our guard against sim­il­ar at­tacks from them.”

			710. I have not the least hes­it­a­tion in re­ject­ing the com­ment­at­ors’ ex­plan­a­tion of 明 as = 明白. Thus Chang Yü says: 灼然可以取勝 “… will clearly [i.e. ob­vi­ously] be able to gain the vic­tory.” This is not only clumsy in it­self, but does not bal­ance 强 in the next clause. For 明 “in­tel­li­gent,” cf. in­fra (“Hence the say­ing: The en­lightened ruler …”), and Lun Yü XII 6.

			711. Capt. Cal­throp gives an ex­traordin­ary ren­der­ing of the para­graph: “… if the at­tack is to be as­sisted, the fire must be un­quench­able. If wa­ter is to as­sist the at­tack, the flood must be over­whelm­ing.”

			712. Tsʽao Kung’s note is: 但可以絕敵道分敵軍不可以奪敵畜積 “We can merely ob­struct the en­emy’s road or di­vide his army, but not sweep away all his ac­cu­mu­lated stores.” Wa­ter can do use­ful ser­vice, but it lacks the ter­rible de­struct­ive power of fire. This is the reas­on, Chang Yü con­cludes, why the former is dis­missed in a couple of sen­tences, where­as the at­tack by fire is dis­cussed in de­tail. Wu Tzǔ (ch. 4) speaks thus of the two ele­ments: 居軍下濕水無所通霖雨數至可灌而沉居軍荒澤草楚幽穢風飆數至可焚而滅 “If an army is en­camped on low-ly­ing marshy ground, from which the wa­ter can­not run off, and where the rain­fall is heavy, it may be sub­merged by a flood. If an army is en­camped in wild marsh thickly over­grown with weeds and brambles, and vis­ited by fre­quent gales, it may be ex­term­in­ated by fire.”

			713. This is one of the most per­plex­ing pas­sages in Sun Tzǔ. The dif­fi­culty lies mainly in 不修其功, of which two in­ter­pret­a­tions ap­pear pos­sible. Most of the com­ment­at­ors un­der­stand 修 in the sense (not known to Kʽang Hsi) of 賞 “re­ward” or 舉 “pro­mote,” and 其功 as re­fer­ring to the mer­it of of­ficers and men. Thus Tsʽao Kung says: 賞善不踰日 “Re­wards for good ser­vice should not be de­ferred a single day.” And Tu Mu: “If you do not take op­por­tun­ity to ad­vance and re­ward the de­serving, your sub­or­din­ates will not carry out your com­mands, and dis­aster will en­sue.” 費留 would then prob­ably mean 留滯費耗 “stop­page of ex­pendit­ure,” or as Chia Lin puts it, 惜費 “the grudging of ex­pendit­ure.” For sev­er­al reas­ons, how­ever, and in spite of the for­mid­able ar­ray of schol­ars on the oth­er side, I prefer the in­ter­pret­a­tion sug­ges­ted by Mei Yao-chʽên alone, whose words I will quote: 欲戰必勝攻必取者在因時乘便能作為功也作為功者修火攻水攻之類不可坐守其利也坐守其利者凶也 “Those who want to make sure of suc­ceed­ing in their battles and as­saults must seize the fa­vour­able mo­ments when they come and not shrink on oc­ca­sion from hero­ic meas­ures: that is to say, they must re­sort to such means of at­tack as fire, wa­ter and the like. What they must not do, and what will prove fatal, is to sit still and simply hold on to the ad­vant­ages they have got.” This re­tains the more usu­al mean­ing of 修, and also brings out a clear con­nec­tion of thought with the pre­vi­ous part of the chapter. With re­gard to 費留, Wang Hsi para­phrases it as 費財老師 “ex­pend­ing treas­ure and tir­ing out [lit., age­ing] the army.” 費 of course is ex­pendit­ure or waste in gen­er­al, either of time, money or strength. But the sol­dier is less con­cerned with the sav­ing of money than of time. For the meta­phor ex­pressed in “stag­na­tion” I am in­debted to Tsʽao Kung, who says: 若水之留不復還也. Capt. Cal­throp gives a ren­der­ing which bears but little re­la­tion to the Chinese text: “un­less vic­tory or pos­ses­sion be ob­tained, the en­emy quickly re­cov­ers, and mis­for­tunes arise. The war drags on, and money is spent.”

			714. As Sun Tzǔ quotes this jingle in sup­port of his as­ser­tion in the pre­vi­ous para­graph, we must sup­pose 修之 to stand for 修其功 or some­thing ana­log­ous. The mean­ing seems to be that the ruler lays plans which the gen­er­al must show re­source­ful­ness in car­ry­ing out. It is now plain­er than ever that 修 can­not mean “to re­ward.” Nev­er­the­less, Tu Mu quotes the fol­low­ing from the 三略, ch. 2: 霸者制士以權結士以信使士以賞信衰則士疏賞虧則士不用命 “The war­like prince con­trols his sol­diers by his au­thor­ity, knits them to­geth­er by good faith, and by re­wards makes them ser­vice­able. If faith de­cays, there will be dis­rup­tion; if re­wards are de­fi­cient, com­mands will not be re­spec­ted.”

			715. 起, the Yü Lan’s vari­ant for 動, is ad­op­ted by Li Chʽüan and Tu Mu.

			716. Sun Tzǔ may at times ap­pear to be over­cau­tious, but he nev­er goes so far in that dir­ec­tion as the re­mark­able pas­sage in the Tao Tê Ching. ch. 69: 吾不敢為主而為客不敢進寸而退尺 “I dare not take the ini­ti­at­ive, but prefer to act on the de­fens­ive; I dare not ad­vance an inch, but prefer to re­treat a foot.”

			717. Again com­pare Lao Tzǔ, ch. 68: 善戰者不怒. Chang Yü says that 愠 is a weak­er word than 怒, and is there­fore ap­plied to the gen­er­al as op­posed to the sov­er­eign. The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan read 軍 for 師, and the lat­ter 合 for 致.

			718. This is re­peated from chapter XI (“When it was to their ad­vant­age …”). Here I feel con­vinced that it is an in­ter­pol­a­tion, for it is evid­ent that the next para­graph ought to fol­low im­me­di­ately on the pre­vi­ous. For 動, the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan have 用. Capt. Cal­throp in­vents a sen­tence which he in­serts be­fore this one: “Do not make war un­less vic­tory may be gained thereby.” While he was about it, he might have cred­ited Sun Tzǔ with some­thing slightly less in­ane.

			719. Ac­cord­ing to Chang Yü, 喜 de­notes joy out­wardly mani­fes­ted in the coun­ten­ance, 悅 the in­ward sen­sa­tion of hap­pi­ness.

			720. The Wu State was destined to be a mel­an­choly ex­ample of this say­ing. See note 325.

			721. 警, which usu­ally means “to warn,” is here equal to 戒. This is a good in­stance of how Chinese char­ac­ters, which stand for ideas, re­fuse to be fettered by dic­tion­ary-made defin­i­tions. The Tʽu Shu reads 故曰, as above (“Hence the say­ing: The en­lightened ruler …”).

			722. It is odd that 全軍 should not have the same mean­ing here as in chapter III (“In the prac­tic­al art of war …”, q.v.). This has led me to con­sider wheth­er it might not be pos­sible to take the earli­er pas­sage thus: “to pre­serve your own army (coun­try, re­gi­ment, etc.) in­tact is bet­ter than to des­troy the en­emy’s.” The two words do not ap­pear in the Tʽung Tien or the Yü Lan. Capt. Cal­throp misses the point by trans­lat­ing: “then is the state se­cure, and the army vic­tori­ous in battle.”

			723. 間 is really a vul­gar form of 閒, and does not ap­pear in the Shuo Wên. In prac­tice, how­ever, it has gradu­ally be­come a dis­tinct char­ac­ter with spe­cial mean­ings of its own, and I have there­fore fol­lowed my edi­tion of the stand­ard text in re­tain­ing this form through­out the chapter. In chapter VI (“In mak­ing tac­tic­al dis­pos­i­tions …”), on the oth­er hand, the cor­rect form 閒 will be found. The evol­u­tion of the mean­ing “spy” is worth con­sid­er­ing for a mo­ment, provided it be un­der­stood that this is very doubt­ful ground, and that any dog­mat­ism is out of place. The Shuo Wên defines 閒 as 隟 (the old form of 隙) “a crack” or “chink,” and on the whole we may ac­cept 徐鍇 Hsü Chʽieh’s ana­lys­is as not un­duly fanci­ful: 夫門夜閉閉而見月光者有閒隟也 “At night, a door is shut; if, when it is shut, the light of the moon is vis­ible, it must come through a chink.” From this it is an easy step to the mean­ing “space between,” or simply “between,” as for ex­ample in the phrase 往來閒諜 “to act as a secret spy between en­emies.” Here 諜 is the word which means “spy;” but we may sup­pose that con­stant as­so­ci­ation so af­fected the ori­gin­al force of 閒, that 諜 could at last be dropped al­to­geth­er, leav­ing 閒 to stand alone with the same sig­ni­fic­a­tion. An­oth­er pos­sible the­ory is that the word may first have come to mean 覗 “to peep” (see 博雅, quoted in Kʽang Hsi), which would nat­ur­ally be sug­ges­ted by “crack” or “crevice,” and af­ter­wards the man who peeps, or spy.

			724. Cf. II, “In the op­er­a­tions of war …” and “With this loss of sub­stance …”.

			725. 怠於道路, which is omit­ted by the Yü Lan, ap­pears at first sight to be ex­plained by the words im­me­di­ately fol­low­ing, so that the ob­vi­ous trans­la­tion would be “(en­forced) idle­ness along the line of march.” (Cf. Tao Tê Ching, ch. 30: 師之所處荆棘生焉 “Where troops have been quartered, brambles and thorns spring up.”) The com­ment­at­ors, how­ever, say that 怠 is here equi­val­ent to 疲—a mean­ing which is still re­tained in the phrase 倦怠. Tu Mu refers 怠 to those who are en­gaged in con­vey­ing pro­vis­oins to the army. But this can hardly be said to emerge clearly from Sun Tzǔ’s text. Chang Yü has the note: “We may be re­minded of the say­ing: ‘On ser­i­ous ground, gath­er in plun­der’ [chapter XI]. Why then should car­riage and trans­port­a­tion cause ex­haus­tion on the high­ways?—The an­swer is, that not victu­als alone, but all sorts of mu­ni­tions of war have to be con­veyed to the army. Be­sides, the in­junc­tion to ‘for­age on the en­emy’ only means that when an army is deeply en­gaged in hos­tile ter­rit­ory, scarcity of food must be provided against. Hence, without be­ing solely de­pend­ent on the en­emy for corn, we must for­age in or­der that there may be an un­in­ter­rup­ted flow of sup­plies. Then, again, there are places like salt deserts (磧鹵之地), where pro­vi­sions be­ing un­ob­tain­able, sup­plies from home can­not be dis­pensed with.”

			726. Mei Yao-chʽên says: 廢於耒耜 “Men will be lack­ing at the plough-tail.” The al­lu­sion is to 井田 the sys­tem of di­vid­ing land in­to nine parts, as shown in the char­ac­ter 井, each con­sist­ing of a 夫 or 頃 (about 15 acres), the plot in the centre be­ing cul­tiv­ated on be­half of the State by the ten­ants of the oth­er eight. It was here also, so Tu Mu tells us, that their cot­tages were built and a well sunk, to be used by all in com­mon. (See II, note 210.) These groups of eight peas­ant pro­pri­et­ors were called 鄰. In time of war, one of the fam­il­ies had to serve in the army, while the oth­er sev­en con­trib­uted to its sup­port (一家從軍七家奉之). Thus, by a levy of 100,000 men (reck­on­ing one able-bod­ied sol­dier to each fam­ily) the hus­bandry of 700,000 fam­il­ies would be af­fected.

			727. “For spies” is of course the mean­ing, though it would spoil the ef­fect of this curi­ously elab­or­ate ex­or­di­um if spies were ac­tu­ally men­tioned at this point.

			728. Sun Tzǔ’s ar­gu­ment is cer­tainly in­geni­ous. He be­gins by ad­vert­ing to the fright­ful misery and vast ex­pendit­ure of blood and treas­ure which war al­ways brings in its train. Now, un­less you are kept in­formed of the en­emy’s con­di­tion, and are ready to strike at the right mo­ment, a war may drag on for years. The only way to get this in­form­a­tion is to em­ploy spies, and it is im­possible to ob­tain trust­worthy spies un­less they are prop­erly paid for their ser­vices. But it is surely false eco­nomy to grudge a com­par­at­ively tri­fling amount for this pur­pose, when every day that the war lasts eats up an in­cal­cul­ably great­er sum. This griev­ous bur­den falls on the shoulders of the poor, and hence Sun Tzǔ con­cludes that to neg­lect the use of spies is noth­ing less than a crime against hu­man­ity.

			729. An in­feri­or read­ing for 主 is 仁, thus ex­plained by Mei Yao-chʽên: 非以仁佐國者也.

			730. This idea, that the true ob­ject of war is peace, has its root in the na­tion­al tem­pera­ment of the Chinese. Even so far back as 597 BC, these mem­or­able words were uttered by Prince 莊 Chuang of the Chʽu State: 夫文止戈為武 … 夫武禁暴戢兵保大定功安民和衆豐財者也 “The char­ac­ter for ‘prowess’ (武) is made up of 止 ‘to stay’ and 戈 ‘a spear’ (ces­sa­tion of hos­til­it­ies). Mil­it­ary prowess is seen in the re­pres­sion of cruelty, the call­ing in of weapons, the pre­ser­va­tion of the ap­point­ment of Heav­en, the firm es­tab­lish­ment of mer­it, the be­stow­al of hap­pi­ness on the people, put­ting har­mony between the princes, the dif­fu­sion of wealth.” (Tso Chuan, 宣公 XII 3 ad fin.)

			731. That is, know­ledge of the en­emy’s dis­pos­i­tions, and what he means to do.

			732. 以禱祀 “by pray­ers or sac­ri­fices,” says Chang Yü. 鬼 are the dis­em­bod­ied spir­its of men, and 神 su­per­nat­ur­al be­ings or “gods.”

			733. Tu Mu’s note makes the mean­ing clear: 象, he says, is the same as 類 reas­on­ing by ana­logy; 不可以他事比類而求 “[know­ledge of the en­emy] can­not be gained by reas­on­ing from oth­er ana­log­ous cases.”

			734. Li Chʽüan says: 夫長短闊狹遠近小大卽可驗之於度數人之情偽度不能知也 “Quant­it­ies like length, breadth, dis­tance and mag­nitude, are sus­cept­ible of ex­act math­em­at­ic­al de­term­in­a­tion; hu­man ac­tions can­not be so cal­cu­lated.”

			735. Mei Yao-chʽên has rather an in­ter­est­ing note: 鬼神之情可以筮卜知形氣之物可以象類求天地之理可以度數驗唯敵之情必由間者而後知也 “Know­ledge of the spir­it-world is to be ob­tained by divin­a­tion; in­form­a­tion in nat­ur­al sci­ence may be sought by in­duct­ive reas­on­ing; the laws of the uni­verse can be veri­fied by math­em­at­ic­al cal­cu­la­tion: but the dis­pos­i­tions of an en­emy are as­cer­tain­able through spies and spies alone.”

			736. 道 is ex­plained by Tu Mu as 其情泄形露之道 “the way in which facts leak out and dis­pos­i­tions are re­vealed.”

			737. 為 is the read­ing of the stand­ard text, but the Tʽung Tien, Yü Lan and Tʽu Shu all have 謂.

			738. Capt. Cal­throp trans­lates 神紀 “the Mys­ter­i­ous Thread,” but Mei Yao-chʽên’s para­phrase 神妙之綱紀 shows that what is meant is the con­trol of a num­ber of threads.

			739. “Crom­well, one of the greatest and most prac­tic­al of all cav­alry lead­ers, had of­ficers styled ‘scout mas­ters,’ whose busi­ness it was to col­lect all pos­sible in­form­a­tion re­gard­ing the en­emy, through scouts and spies, etc., and much of his suc­cess in war trace­able to the pre­vi­ous know­ledge of the en­emy’s moves thus gained.”791

			740. 鄉間 is the emen­ded read­ing of Chia Lin and the Tʽu Shu for the un­in­tel­li­gible 因間, here and in the list of spies, of the stand­ard text, which nev­er­the­less reads 鄉間 in a later para­graph (“It is through the in­form­a­tion …”).

			741. Tu Mu says: “In the en­emy’s coun­try, win people over by kind treat­ment, and use them as spies.”

			742. 官 in­cludes both civil and mil­it­ary of­fi­cials. Tu Mu enu­mer­ates the fol­low­ing classes as likely to do good ser­vice in this re­spect: “Worthy men who have been de­graded from of­fice, crim­in­als who have un­der­gone pun­ish­ment; also fa­vour­ite con­cu­bines who are greedy for gold, men who are ag­grieved at be­ing in sub­or­din­ate po­s­i­tions, or who have been passed over in the dis­tri­bu­tion of posts, oth­ers who are anxious that their side should be de­feated in or­der that they may have a chance of dis­play­ing their abil­ity and tal­ents, fickle turn­coats who al­ways want to have a foot in each boat (飜覆變詐常持兩端之心者). Of­fi­cials of these sev­er­al kinds,” he con­tin­ues, “should be secretly ap­proached and bound to one’s in­terests by means of rich presents. In this way you will be able to find out the state of af­fairs in the en­emy’s coun­try, as­cer­tain the plans that are be­ing formed against you, and moreover dis­turb the har­mony and cre­ate a breach between the sov­er­eign and his min­is­ters.” The ne­ces­sity for ex­treme cau­tion, how­ever, in deal­ing with “in­ward spies,” ap­pears from an his­tor­ic­al in­cid­ent re­lated by Ho Shih: “羅尚 Lo Shang, Gov­ernor of 益州 I-chou, sent his gen­er­al 隗伯 Wei Po to at­tach the rebel 李雄 Li Hsiung of 蜀 Shu in his strong­hold at 郫 Pʽi. After each side had ex­per­i­enced a num­ber of vic­tor­ies and de­feats, Li Hsiung had re­course to the ser­vices of a cer­tain 朴泰 Pʽo-tʽai, a nat­ive of 武都 Wu-tu. He began by hav­ing him whipped un­til the blood came, and then sent him off to Lo Shang, whom he was to de­lude by of­fer­ing to co­oper­ate with him from in­side the city, and to give a fire sig­nal at the right mo­ment for mak­ing a gen­er­al as­sault. Lo Shang, con­fid­ing in these prom­ises, marched out all his best troops, and placed Wei Po and oth­ers at their head with or­ders to at­tack at Pʽo-tʽai’s bid­ding. Mean­while, Li Hsiung’s gen­er­al, 李驤 Li Hsiang, had pre­pared an am­bus­cade on their line of march; and Pʽo-tʽai, hav­ing reared long scal­ing-lad­ders against the city walls, now lighted the beacon-fire. Wei Po’s men raced up on see­ing the sig­nal and began climb­ing the lad­ders as fast as they could, while oth­ere were drawn up by ropes lowered from above. More than a hun­dred of Lo Shang’s sol­diers entered the city in this way, every one of whom was forth­with be­headed. Li Hsiung then charged with all his forces, both in­side and out­side the city, and routed the en­emy com­pletely.” (This happened in 303 AD. I do not know where Ho Shih got the story from. It is not giv­en in the bio­graphy of Li Hsiung or that of his fath­er Li 特 Tʽê, Chin Shu, ch. 120, 121.)

			743. By means of heavy bribes and lib­er­al prom­ises de­tach­ing them from the en­emy’s ser­vice, and in­du­cing them to carry back false in­form­a­tion as well as to spy in turn on their own coun­try­men. Thus Tu Yu: 因厚賂重許反使為我間也. On the oth­er hand, 蕭世諴 Hsiao Shih-hsien in de­fin­ing the 反間 says that we pre­tend not to have de­tec­ted him, but con­trive to let him carry away a false im­pres­sion of what is go­ing on (敵使人來候我我佯不知而示以虛事). Sev­er­al of the com­ment­at­ors ac­cept this as an al­tern­at­ive defin­i­tion; but that it is not what Sun Tzǔ meant is con­clus­ively proved by his sub­sequent re­marks about treat­ing the con­ver­ted spy gen­er­ously (“The en­emy’s spies …” sqq.). Ho Shih notes three oc­ca­sions on which con­ver­ted spies were used with con­spicu­ous suc­cess: 1) by Tʽi­en Tan in his de­fence of Chi-mo (see supra, note 475); 2) by Chao Shê on his march to O-yü (see note 349); and by the wily 范雎 Fan Chü in 260 BC, when Li­en Pʽo was con­duct­ing a de­fens­ive cam­paign against Chʽin. The King of Chao strongly dis­ap­proved of Li­en Pʽo’s cau­tious and dilat­ory meth­ods, which had been un­able to avert a series of minor dis­asters, and there­fore lent a ready ear to the re­ports of his spies, who had secretly gone over to the en­emy and were already in Fan Chü’s pay. They said: “The only thing which causes Chʽin anxi­ety is lest 趙括 Chao Kua should be made gen­er­al. Li­en Pʽo they con­sider an easy op­pon­ent, who is sure to be van­quished in the long run.” Now this Chao Kua was a son of the fam­ous Chao Shê. From his boy­hood, he had been wholly en­grossed in the study of war and mil­it­ary mat­ters, un­til at last he came to be­lieve that there was no com­mand­er in the whole Em­pire who could stand against him. His fath­er was much dis­quieted by this over­ween­ing con­ceit, and the flip­pancy with which he spoke of such a ser­i­ous thing as war, and sol­emnly de­clared that if ever Kua was ap­poin­ted gen­er­al, he would bring ru­in on the armies of Chao. This was the man who, in spite of earn­est protests from his own moth­er and the vet­er­an states­man 藺相如 Lin Hsiang-ju, was now sent to suc­ceed Li­en Pʽo. Need­less to say, he proved no match for the re­doubt­able Po Chʽi and the great mil­it­ary power of Chʽin. He fill in­to a trap by which his army was di­vided in­to two and his com­mu­nic­a­tions cut; and after a des­per­ate res­ist­ance last­ing 46 days, dur­ing which the fam­ished sol­diers de­voured one an­oth­er, he was him­self killed by an ar­row, and his whole force, amount­ing, it is said, to 400,000 men, ruth­lessly put to the sword. (See 歷代紀事年表, ch. 19, ff. 48–50).

			744. 傳 is Li Chʽüan’s con­jec­ture for 待, which is found in the Tʽung Tien and the Yü Lan. The Tʽu Shu, un­sup­por­ted by any good au­thor­ity, adds 間也 after 敵. In that case, the doomed spies would be those of the en­emy, to whom our own spies had con­veyed false in­form­a­tion. But this is un­ne­ces­sar­ily com­plic­ated. Tu Yu gives the best ex­pos­i­tion of the mean­ing: “We os­ten­ta­tiously do things cal­cu­lated to de­ceive our own spies, who must be led to be­lieve that they have been un­wit­tingly dis­closed. Then, when spies are cap­tured in the en­emy’s lines, they will make an en­tirely false re­port, and the en­emy will take meas­ures ac­cord­ingly, only to find that we do some­thing quite dif­fer­ent. The spies will thereupon be put to death.” Capt. Cal­throp makes a hope­less muddle of the sen­tence. As an ex­ample of doomed spies, Ho Shih men­tions the pris­on­ers re­leased by Pan Chʽao in his cam­paign against Yarkand. (See note 629) He also refers to 唐儉 Tʽang Chi­en, who in 630 AD was sent by Tʽai Tsung to lull the Turk­ish Khan 頡利 Chieh-li in­to fan­cied se­cur­ity, un­til Li Ching was able to de­liv­er a crush­ing blow against him. Chang Yü says that the Turks re­venged them­selves by killing Tʽang Chi­en, but this is a mis­take, for we read in both the Old and the New Tʽang His­tory (ch. 58, fol. 2 and ch. 89, fol. 8 re­spect­ively) that he es­caped and lived on un­til 656. 酈食其 Li I-chi792 played a some­what sim­il­ar part in 203 BC, when sent by the King of Han to open peace­ful ne­go­ti­ations with Chʽi. He has cer­tainly more claim to be de­scribed as a 死間; for the King of Chʽi, be­ing sub­sequently at­tacked without warn­ing by Han Hsin, and in­furi­ated by what he con­sidered the treach­ery of Li I-chi, ordered the un­for­tu­nate en­voy to be boiled alive.

			745. This is the or­din­ary class of spies, prop­erly so called, form­ing a reg­u­lar part of the army. Tu Mu says: 生間者必取內明外愚形劣心壯趫健勁勇閑於鄙事能忍饑寒垢耻者為之 “Your sur­viv­ing spy must be a man of keen in­tel­lect, though in out­ward ap­pear­ance a fool; of shabby ex­ter­i­or, but with a will of iron. He must be act­ive, ro­bust, en­dowed with phys­ic­al strength and cour­age; thor­oughly ac­cus­tomed to all sorts of dirty work, able to en­dure hun­ger and cold, and to put up with shame and ig­no­miny.” Ho Shih tells the fol­low­ing story of 達奚武 Ta-hsi Wu of the Sui dyn­asty: “When he was gov­ernor of East­ern Chʽin, 神武 Shên-wu of Chʽi made a hos­tile move­ment upon 沙苑 Sha-yüan. The Em­per­or Tʽai Tsu [? Kao Tsu] sent Ta-hsi Wu to spy upon the en­emy. He was ac­com­pan­ied by two oth­er men. All three were on horse­back and wore the en­emy’s uni­form. When it was dark, they dis­moun­ted a few hun­dred feet away from the en­emy’s camp and stealth­ily crept up to listen, un­til they suc­ceeded in catch­ing the pass­words used by the army. Then they got on their horses again and boldly passed through the camp un­der the guise of night-watch­men (警夜者); and more than once, hap­pen­ing to come across a sol­dier who was com­mit­ting some breach of dis­cip­line, they ac­tu­ally stopped to give the cul­prit a sound cudgel­ling! Thus they man­aged to re­turn with the fullest pos­sible in­form­a­tion about the en­emy’s dis­pos­i­tions, and re­ceived warm com­mend­a­tion from the Em­per­or, who in con­sequence of their re­port was able to in­flict a severe de­feat on his ad­versary.” With the above clas­si­fic­a­tion it is in­ter­est­ing to com­pare the re­marks of Fre­d­er­ick the Great:793 “Es giebt viel­er­ley Sorten von Spi­ons: 1. Geringe Leute, welche sich von diesem Handwerk me­liren. 2. Dop­pelte Spi­ons. 3. Spi­ons von Con­sequenz, und end­lich 4. Diejeni­gen, welche man zu diesem un­glück­lichen Hank­werk zwin­get.” This of course is a bad cross-di­vi­sion. The first class (Bür­gersleute, Bauern, Priesters, etc.) cor­res­ponds roughly to Sun Tzǔ’s “loc­al spies,” and the third to “in­ward spies.” Of Dop­pelte Spi­ons it is broadly stated that they are em­ployed “um dem Feinde falsche Na­chricht­en aufzu­bind­en.” Thus they would in­clude both con­ver­ted and doomed spies. Fre­d­er­ick’s last class of spies does not ap­pear in Sun Tzǔ’s list, per­haps be­cause the risk in us­ing them is too great.

			746. The ori­gin­al text and the Tʽu Shu have 事 in place of the first 親. Tu Mu and Mei Yao-chʽên point out that the spy is priv­ileged to enter even the gen­er­al’s private sleep­ing-tent. Capt. Cal­throp has an in­ac­cur­ate trans­la­tion: “In con­nec­tion with the armies, spies should be treated with the greatest kind­ness.”

			747. Fre­d­er­ick con­cludes his chapter on spies with the words: “Zu al­lem diesem füge ich noch hin­zu, dass man in Bezahlung der Spi­ons frey­ge­big, ja ver­schwen­derisch seyn muss. Ein Mench, der um eures Di­en­stes hal­ber den Strick wa­get, verdien­et dafür be­lohnet zu wer­den.”

			748. Tu Mu gives a graph­ic touch: 出口入耳也, that is to say, all com­mu­nic­a­tions with spies should be car­ried on “mouth-to-ear.” Capt. Cal­throp has: “All mat­ters re­lat­ing to spies are secret,” which is dis­tinctly feeble. An in­feri­or read­ing for 密 is 審. The fol­low­ing re­marks on spies may be quoted from Turenne, who made per­haps lar­ger use of them than any pre­vi­ous com­mand­er: “Spies are at­tached to those who give them most, he who pays them ill is nev­er served. They should nev­er be known to any­body; not should they know one an­oth­er. When they pro­pose any­thing very ma­ter­i­al, se­cure their per­sons, or have in your pos­ses­sion their wives and chil­dren as host­ages for their fi­del­ity. Nev­er com­mu­nic­ate any­thing to them but what it is ab­so­lutely ne­ces­sary that they should know.”794

			749. This is the nu­ance of Tu Yu’s para­phrase 不能得間人之用.

			750. Mei Yao-chʽên says: 知其情偽辨其邪正則能用 “In or­der to use them, one must know fact from false­hood, and be able to dis­crim­in­ate between hon­esty and double-deal­ing.” Wang Hsi takes 聖 and 智 sep­ar­ately, de­fin­ing the former as 通而先識 “in­tu­it­ive per­cep­tion” and the lat­ter as 明於事 “prac­tic­al in­tel­li­gence.” Tu Mu strangely refers these at­trib­utes to the spies them­selves: 先量間者之性誠實多智然後可用之 “Be­fore us­ing spies we must as­sure ourselves as to their in­teg­rity of char­ac­ter and the ex­tent of their ex­per­i­ence and skill.” But he con­tin­ues: 厚貌深情險於山川非聖人莫能知 “A brazen face and a crafty dis­pos­i­tion are more dan­ger­ous than moun­tains or rivers; it takes a man of geni­us to pen­et­rate such.” So that we are left in some doubt as to his real opin­ion on the pas­sage.

			751. Chang Yü says that 仁 means “not grudging them hon­ours and pay;” 義, “show­ing no dis­trust of their hon­esty.” “When you have at­trac­ted them by sub­stan­tial of­fers, you must treat them with ab­so­lute sin­cer­ity; then they will work for you with all their might.”

			752. Mei Yao-chʽên says: “Be on your guard against the pos­sib­il­ity of spies go­ing over to the ser­vice of the en­emy.” The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan read 密 for 妙.

			753. Cf. chapter VI: 微乎微乎 “O di­vine art …” Capt. Cal­throp trans­lates: “Won­der­ful in­deed is the power of spies.”

			754. The Chinese here is so con­cise and el­lipt­ic­al that some ex­pan­sion is ne­ces­sary for the prop­er un­der­stand­ing of it. 間事 de­notes im­port­ant in­form­a­tion about the en­emy ob­tained from a sur­viv­ing spy. The sub­ject of 未發, how­ever, is not this in­form­a­tion it­self, but the secret strategem built up on the strength of it. 聞者 means “is heard”—by any­body else. Thus, word for word, we get: “If spy mat­ters are heard be­fore [our plans] are car­ried out,” etc. Capt. Cal­throp, in trans­lat­ing 間與所告者 “the spy who told the mat­ter, and the man who re­peated the same,” may ap­peal to the au­thor­ity of the com­ment­at­ors; but he surely misses the main point of Sun Tzǔ’s in­junc­tion. For, where­as you kill the spy him­self 惡其泄 “as a pun­ish­ment for let­ting out the secret,” the ob­ject of killing the oth­er man is only, as Chʽên Hao puts it, 以滅口 “to stop his mouth” and pre­vent the news leak­ing any fur­ther. If it had already been re­peated to oth­ers, this ob­ject would not be gained. Either way, Sun Tzǔ lays him­self open to the charge of in­hu­man­ity, though Tu Mu tries to de­fend him by say­ing that the man de­serves to be put to death, for the spy would cer­tainly not have told the secret un­less the oth­er had been at pains to worm it out of him. The Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan have the read­ing … 先聞其間者與, etc., which, while not af­fect­ing the sense, strikes me as be­ing bet­ter than that of the stand­ard text. The Tʽu Shu has … 聞與所告者, which I sup­pose would mean: “the man who heard the secret and the man who told it to him.”

			755. 左右 is a com­pre­hens­ive term for those who wait on oth­ers, ser­vants and re­tain­ers gen­er­ally. Capt. Cal­throp is hardly happy in ren­der­ing it “right-hand men.”

			756. 謁者, lit­er­ally “vis­it­ors,” is equi­val­ent, as Tu Yu says, to 主告事者 “those whose duty it is to keep the gen­er­al sup­plied with in­form­a­tion,” which nat­ur­ally ne­ces­sit­ates fre­quent in­ter­views with him. Chang Yü goes too far afield for an ex­plan­a­tion in say­ing that they are 典賓客之將 “the lead­ers of mer­cen­ary troops.”

			757. 閽吏 and 守舍之人.

			758. 守將, ac­cord­ing to Chang Yü, is simply 守官仼職之將 “a gen­er­al on act­ive ser­vice.” Capt. Cal­throp is wrong, I think, in mak­ing 守將 dir­ectly de­pend­ent on 姓名 (… “the names of the gen­er­al in charge,” etc.).

			759. As the first step, no doubt, to­wards find­ing out if any of these im­port­ant func­tion­ar­ies can be won over by bribery. Capt. Cal­throp blun­ders badly with: “Then set the spies to watch them.”

			760. 必索 is omit­ted by the Tʽung Tien and Yü Lan. Its re­cur­rence is cer­tainly sus­pi­cious, though the sense may seem to gain by it. The Tʽu Shu has this vari­ation: … 敵間之來間吾者, etc.

			761. 舍 is prob­ably more than merely 居止 or 稽留 “de­tain.” Cf. in­fra (“The end and aim of spy­ing …”), where Sun Tzǔ in­sists that these con­ver­ted spies shall be treated well. Chang Yü’s para­phrase is 館舍.

			762. Tu Yu ex­pands 因是而知之 in­to 因反敵間而知敵情 “through con­ver­sion of the en­emy’s spies we learn the en­emy’s con­di­tion.” And Chang Yü says: 因是反間知彼鄉人之貪利者官人之有𨻶者誘而使之 “We must tempt the con­ver­ted spy in­to our ser­vice, be­cause it is he that knows which of the loc­al in­hab­it­ants are greedy of gain, and which of the of­fi­cials are open to cor­rup­tion.” In the Tʽung Tien, 鄉 has been altered to 因, doubt­less for the sake of uni­form­ity with an earli­er para­graph (“Hav­ing loc­al spies …”).

			763. “Be­cause the con­ver­ted spy knows how the en­emy can best be de­ceived” (Chang Yü). The Tʽung Tien text, fol­lowed by the Yü Lan, has here the ob­vi­ously in­ter­pol­ated sen­tence 因是可得而攻也.

			764. Capt. Cal­throp omits this sen­tence.

			765. I have ven­tured to dif­fer in this place from those com­ment­at­ors—Tu Yu and Chang Yü—who un­der­stand 主 as 人主, and make 五間之事 the ante­cedent of 之 (the oth­ers ig­nor­ing the point al­to­geth­er). It is plaus­ible enough that Sun Tzǔ should re­quire the ruler to be fa­mil­i­ar with the meth­ods of spy­ing (though one would rather ex­pect 將 “gen­er­al” in place of 主). But this in­volves tak­ing 知之 here in quite a dif­fer­ent way from the 知之 im­me­di­ately fol­low­ing, as also from those in the pre­vi­ous sen­tences. 之 there refers vaguely to the en­emy or the en­emy’s con­di­tion, and in or­der to re­tain the same mean­ing here, I make 主 a verb, gov­erned by 五間之事. Cf. chapter XI (“Rapid­ity is the es­sence of war …”), where 主 is used in ex­actly the same man­ner. The sole ob­jec­tion that I can see in the way of this in­ter­pret­a­tion is the fact that the 死間, or fourth vari­ety of spy, does not add to our know­ledge of the en­emy, but only mis­in­forms the en­emy about us. This would be, how­ever, but a trivi­al over­sight on Sun Tzǔ’s part, inas­much as the “doomed spy” is in the strict­est sense not to be reckoned as a spy at all. Capt. Cal­throp, it is hardly ne­ces­sary to re­mark, slurs over the whole dif­fi­culty.

			766. As ex­plained in the pre­ced­ing three para­graphs. He not only brings in­form­a­tion him­self, but makes it pos­sible to use the oth­er kinds of spy to ad­vant­age.

			767. Sun Tzǔ means the 商 Shang dyn­asty, foun­ded in 1766 BC. Its name was changed to Yin by 盤庚 in 1401.

			768. Bet­ter known as 伊尹 I Yin, the fam­ous gen­er­al and states­man who took part in Chʽêng Tʽang’s cam­paign against 桀癸 Chieh Kuei.

			769. 呂尚 Lü Shang, whose “style” was 子牙, rose to high of­fice un­der the tyr­ant 紂辛 Chou Hsin, whom he af­ter­wards helped to over­throw. Pop­ularly known as 太公, a title be­stowed on him by Wên Wang, he is said to have com­posed a treat­ise on war, er­ro­neously iden­ti­fied with the 六韜.

			770. There is less pre­ci­sion in the Chinese than I have thought it well to in­tro­duce in­to my trans­la­tion, and the com­ment­ar­ies on the pas­sage are by no means ex­pli­cit. But, hav­ing re­gard to the con­text, we can hardly doubt that Sun Tzǔ is hold­ing up I Chih and Lü Ya as il­lus­tri­ous ex­amples of the con­ver­ted spy, or some­thing closely ana­log­ous. His sug­ges­tion is, that the Hsia and Yin dyn­asties were up­set ow­ing to the in­tim­ate know­ledge of their weak­nesses and short­com­ings which these former min­is­ters were able to im­part to the oth­er side. Mei Yao-chʽên ap­pears to re­sent any such as­per­sion on these his­tor­ic names: “I Yin and Lü Yan,” he says, “were not rebels against the Gov­ern­ment (非叛於國也). Hsia could not em­ploy the former, hence Yin em­ployed him. Yin could not em­ply the lat­ter, hence Chou em­ployed him. Their great achieve­ments were all for the good of the people.” Ho Shih is also in­dig­nant: 伊呂聖人之耦豈為人間哉今孫子引之者言五間之用須上智之人如伊呂之才智者可以用間蓋重之之辭耳 “How should two di­vinely in­spired men such as I and Lü have ac­ted as com­mon spies? Sun Tzǔ’s men­tion of them simply means that the prop­er use of the five classes of spies is a mat­ter which re­quires men of the highest men­tal cal­ibre like I and Lü, whose wis­dom and ca­pa­city qual­i­fied them for the task. The above words only em­phas­ise this point.” Ho Shih be­lieves then that the two her­oes are men­tioned on ac­count of their sup­posed skill in the use of spies. But this is very weak, as it leaves totally un­ex­plained the sig­ni­fic­ant words 在夏 and 在殷. Capt. Cal­throp speaks, rather strangely, of “the province of Yin … the coun­try of Hsia … the State of Chu … the people of Shang.”

			771. Chʽên Hao com­pares an earli­er para­graph: 非聖智不能用間 “Spies can­not be use­fully em­ployed …” He points out that 湯武之聖伊呂宜用 “the god­like wis­dom of Chʽêng Tʽang and Wu Wang led them to em­ploy I Yin and Lü Shang.” The Tʽu Shu omits 惟.

			772. Tu Mu closes with a note of warn­ing: 夫水所以能濟舟亦有因水而覆沒者間所以能成功亦有憑間而傾敗者 “Just as wa­ter, which car­ries a boat from bank to bank, may also be the means of sink­ing it, so re­li­ance on spies, while pro­duct­ive of great res­ults, is of­t­times the cause of ut­ter de­struc­tion.”

			773. The ante­cedent to 此 must be either 間者 or 用間者 un­der­stood from the whole sen­tence. Chia Lin says that an army without spies is like a man without ears or eyes.

			774. Words on Wel­ling­ton, by Sir W. Fraser.

			775. Forty-One Years in In­dia, chap. 46.

			776. See Col. Hende­r­son’s bio­graphy of Stone­wall Jack­son, 1902 ed., vol. II, p. 490.

			777. See Col. Hende­r­son’s bio­graphy of Stone­wall Jack­son, 1902 ed., vol. I, p. 426.

			778. For a num­ber of max­ims on this head, see Mar­shal Turenne (Long­mans, 1907), p. 29.

			779. M. Cha­vannes writes in the Tʽoung Pao, 1906, p. 210: “Le général Pan Tchʽao n’a ja­mais porté les armes chinoises jusque sur les bords de la mer Caspi­enne.” I hasten to cor­rect my state­ment on this au­thor­ity.

			780. Mar­shal Turenne, p. 50.

			781. Aids to Scout­ing, p. 26.

			782. See Pensées de Na­poléon Ier, no. 47.

			783. The Sci­ence of War, chap. 2.

			784. Aids to Scout­ing, p. XII.

			785. Maximes de Guerre, no. 72.

			786. Giles’ Bio­graph­ic­al Dic­tion­ary, no. 399.

			787. The Sci­ence of War, p. 333.

			788. Stone­wall Jack­son, vol. I, p. 421.

			789. See Giles’ Dic­tion­ary, no. 9817.

			790. 不入虎冗不得虎子 “Un­less you enter the ti­ger’s lair, you can­not get hold of the ti­ger’s cubs.”

			791. Aids to Scout­ing, p. 2.

			792. Chʽi­en Han Shu, ch. 43, fol. 1. 顏師古 Yen Shih-ku in loc. says: 食音異其音基.

			793. Un­ter­richt des Königs von Preussen an die Gen­erale sein­er Armeen, cap. 12 (edi­tion of 1794).

			794. Mar­shal Turenne, p. 311.
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