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Polo must also have used a form with m, either «Cinchim» as in Chinese, or «Cimchin» with
the Persian metathesis; that is why I have adopted «Cinchim». The problem is always that of
divergent interpretations by copyists of an -7, which could be read as -in or as -im. The mss.
do not vouchsafe any definite conclusion.

The name given to Qubilai’s eldest son is purely Chinese, and Rasidu-’d-Din must have
thought so to divide it into its two elements. As Chén-chin was born in 1243, it is somewhat
surprising to see Qubilai give him a Chinese name. At such a date, when the supreme power
was in Ogﬁdﬁi’s branch, Qubilai could not have foreseen the accession of his own branch, nor
the early death of Mongka, nor the later circumstances which, from a nomad of Upper Mongolia,
turned him into an Emperor in China. But Qubilai was always attracted by what was foreign
to his native land, and so his eldest son was named Dorji, which is Tibetan rDo-rje, vajra,
«diamond». Moreover, a Buddhist priest of the Lin-chi school, born in Shan-hsi in 1202, i &
Hai-yiin, had probably come into touch with one of Chinghiz-khan’s sons already in 1214. At
any rate he found real favour with the first Mongol Emperors, and seems to have been responsible
for the name given to Qubilai’s eldest son (cf. H. KunisuiTa, in T6y6 gakuhé. x1, 547-577; x11,
89-124, 245-249).

Chén-chin was nominated Heir-Apparent in 1273; he died on January 5, 1286; his biography
isin YS, 115, 2a-4 b, and, with additional matter and with notes, in T°u Chi, 76, 1a-4a.

The same name, Chén-chin, was borne in the middle of the 14th cent. by a son of the
Emperor Shun-ti who died when he was one year old (YS, 114, 4 b).
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Ch. %k I #§f Chén-chiang-fu, on the southern bank of the Yang-tzi. All particulars
about Chén-chiang and the ancient Christians there have been collected and studied by MoOULE
and L. GiLes in TP, 1915, 627-686; cf. also Mo, 145-165, and see here « Marsarchis ».

For Odoric’s «Mengu», etc. (Wy, 470), which has been sometimes associated tentatively
with Chén-chiang (cf. HALLBERG, 350; TP, 1915, 412; Pe, Li1; Wy, 470), I rather side with those
who see in it Ming-chou, the ancient name of Ning-po; but I must add that Odoric’s data as to
the position of « Mengu » can hardly be reconciled with such an identification.




