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1. INTRODUCTION 
The conventional dogma that had been instilled by Sima Qian (c. 145-80 BCE), and 

preserved without any change in essence until now, is this: the Chinese emperor, the Son of 
Heaven and the undisputed leader of the peoples of East Asia, imposed his own world order 
on the “barbarians,” through the tribute system, from the second century BCE until the middle 
of the nineteenth century. Rossabi, et al. (1983: 1-12) were “brave enough” to challenge such a 
deluded view, meekly saying that the Chinese world order did not persist for the entire period 
because, from time to time, China did not enforce its own system of foreign relations but, 
rather, treated the barbarian nations as “equals.” The Song (960-1279) is mentioned as an 
example of the principal dynasty that adopted a realistic and flexible foreign policy.  

The myth of Han Chinese superiority was apparently created for domestic 
consumption, but somehow most modern-day historians are stilled cocooned in a pile of 
rhetorics of the Shi-ji type. The traditional Sinocentric view of a self-contained and self-
perpetuating center of civilization, surrounded by the uncivilized world of the “barbarians” 
who were permitted to pay tributes and even gracefully allowed to be sinified, still seems to 
dominate the stream of unconsciousness in historians’ minds.2 

A TRIPOLAR FRAMEWORK OF ANALYSIS  

As Barfield (1989: 12) contends, Manchuria, the Mongolian steppe, and mainland 
China must be analyzed as distinct parts of a single historical system. The tripolar framework is 
clearly different from the simple bipolar approach, à la Sima Qian, of nomads versus the 
sedentary Chinese. The bipolar approach typically contends that, when the nomadic peoples 
were not able to obtain essential commodities such as grain and clothes from the Han Chinese 
through gifts and subsidized trade at the frontier markets, they raided China to acquire the 
goods they needed, but if the Han Chinese were willing to provide these goods peacefully to 
the nomadic peoples, peace was possible. 

Few people recognize the simple fact that, with the exception of  the Mongol Yuan 
(1206-1368), all of  the foreign conquest dynasties in China were of  Manchurian origin: Tuoba-
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Xianbei Wei (386-534) and Qidan-Xianbei Liao (916-1125) originating from the Liao-xi steppe 
of  western Manchuria, and Ruzhen-Tungus Kin (1115-1234) and Manchu-Tungus Qing (1616-
1912) originating from the wild forest regions of  eastern Manchuria – not to mention the 
Former Yan (337-70) of  Murong-Xianbei for its trial performance as a proto-conquest dynasty. 
Never conquered from the south, mainland China had always been unified by regimes 
originating from the north.  

Even fewer people recognize the fact that the Chinggis Khan’s Mongol tribe was the 
Meng-wu (Mongol) branch of  a larger ethnic grouping known to the Chinese as the Shi-wei. 
According to the Old Tang-shu, the Shi-wei were a branch of  the Qidan, the descendents of  
Yuwen-Xianbei of  western Manchuria.3  The Chinggis Khans’s Mongol tribe migrated from 
their original homeland in northern Manchuria to the Argun River area sometime during the 
tenth century, and then finally settled in the Onon-Kerulen area during the eleventh century, 
transforming themselves into full-time nomads. The Shi-wei had eked out a meager existence 
through a combination of  primitive agriculture, pig raising, hunting, fishing and pastoralism, 
and a branch of  these Manchurian woodsmen had metamorphosed into Mongolian nomads 
within a couple of  hundred years. The ethnonym “Mongol” that was originally peculiar to a 
small Qidan tribe of  Xianbei provenance was elevated above other tribes by Chinngis Khan, 
resulting in an ethnonymic unification of  the entire Mongolian steppe.4 

The central theme of  Barfield (1989: 9, 19, 230) is as follows. The extreme physical 
and cultural dissimilarity between the Mongolian steppe and mainland China enabled the 
coexistence of  Turko-Mongol nomadic empires and sedentary Han Chinese dynasties most of  
the time, with the partner empires tending to flourish or perish together. There was, however, 
not such an extreme dissimilarity between Manchuria and the Great Plain of  China south of  
the Great Wall. Western Manchuria was very much nomadic and eastern Manchuria was heavily 
forested, and yet the North-East Manchurian Plain (the Dong-bei plain consisting of  Song-hua 
and Liao River basins) had been producing buckwheat and millet. The “barbarians” of  
Manchuria knew how to rule the farmers, and consequently tried to conquer the Han Chinese 
whenever both the Chinese dynasties and the nomadic partner empires in the Mongolian 
steppe were weakened.  

The teachings of  Confucius (551-479 BCE) and the indoctrinating effect of  testing 
the Five Classics were attractive to the rulers of  an empire. The Chinese-style bureaucratic 
governance that is led by Confucian elites was adopted and adapted by many non-Chinese 
regimes in East Asia, but even then each of  these regimes tried to maintain its own identity and 
tradition. The “barbarian” conquest dynasties that ruled China could maintain military 
supremacy by maintaining the “dual system” of  Han Chinese style bureaucracy simultaneously 
functioning together with their own traditional tribal military organization commanded by 
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hereditary aristocratic elites. They had effectively maintained a universal obligatory system of  
military service throughout their tribes. In war, each clan or tribe was grouped as a separate 
detachment under the command of  its own chieftain. The conquest elite were administratively 
superimposed upon the bureaucracy. Improper wholesale sinicization led to the downfall of  a 
conquest dynasty, and therefore was anathema to the farsighted non-Chinese rulers.  

I take the tripolar framework --Manchuria, the Mongolian steppe and mainland China-
- in analyzing East Asian history over the last two thousand years. The interactions among 
mainland China below the Great Wall (traditionally assumed to have been dominated by the 
Han Chinese), the Mongolian steppe of the Turko-Mongol homeland, and the greater 
Manchurian ethnohistorical sphere of the Xianbei-Tungus accounted for the complexity of 
East Asian history. Unlike Barfield, however, I explicitly include the Korean peninsula and the 
Japanese islands within the greater Xianbei-Tungus ethnohistorical sphere of Manchurian 
provenance. The analytical effect of this inclusion is far from trivial, providing a more realistic 
perspective on East Asian history.  The proto-Altaic speech community of Xianbei-Tungus 
shares the Neolithic Hong-shan culture, and also the tradition of incised-plain pottery, dolmens, 
and broad-bladed bronze daggers. 

Until recently, say, until the beginning of  the nineteenth century, the history of  East 
Asia had essentially been the product of  changing relationships among the Turko-Mongols, 
Xianbei-Tungus, and Han Chinese of  these core sub-regions through time. They have been 
equal partners in the formation of  East Asian history, constituting a system of  correlations and 
predictions upon which historical causality is ultimately based. A newly conceptualized look at 
East Asia’s long history enables the formulation of  a correct model that accounts for the 
causalities in modern East Asia within the globalized world, and predicts their future trends 
that inevitably affect the entire human race.  

I am trying to let the readers attain a balanced perspective on East Asian history, by 
exposing them to a non-Sinocentric and non-Japancentric perspective. I offer readers a chance 
to see history from a point of  view very different from what they are familiar with. On many 
sensitive issues, there is always room for scholars to disagree, and the truth might lie 
somewhere in the middle. For historians as well as laymen, it will be a refreshing experience to 
look at the East Asian world from an entirely new perspective. A proper, balanced 
interpretation of  the past history of  East Asia enables a more realistic understanding of  
modern East Asia.  
AN OVERVIEW OF MY STUDY 

Section 2 sketches the historical stage for my tripolar framework of  analysis of  East 
Asia by highlighting the Hong-shan culture of  the proto-Altaic speech community of  Xianbei-
Tungus people in Manchuria, and the Yang-shao culture of  the Tibeto-Chinese speech 
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community of  Hua-Xia people in mainland China. I look at East Asia’s topography and 
prehistory. After giving a brief  description of  the Sima Qian’s bipolar world of  the Xiong-nu 
Turks in the Mongolian steppe versus the Han Chinese below the Great Wall, Section 3 
describes the rise of  the Xianbei people of  the western Manchurian steppe, a trial performance 
of  a proto-conquest dynasty in the name of  Former Yan that had innovated the “dual system,” 
and the advent of  the Tuoba-Xianbei who were able to occupy North China without 
conquering the Tungusic people in the central and eastern Manchuria. The performance of  
Xianbei Yan gave a preview of  the full-fledged conquest dynasty to follow shortly thereafter. 
The Ye-maek Tungus Koguryeo (37 BCE-668 CE) became a proto-Macro-Tungusic state after 
400 CE by co-opting the Mohe-Ruzhen Tungus, and coexisted with the Tuoba-Wei conquest 
dynasty (386-534) in North China. Section 4 addresses the conflicts between the Xianbei 
people of  Yan kingdoms in western Manchuria and the Ye-maek people of  Chosun and 
Koguryeo in central Manchuria prior to the presence of  the assertive Mohe-Ruzhen force in 
eastern Manchuria. Appendix 1 delves into the ethnic and cultural character of  the ancient Yan 
(?-1045-222 BCE), and Appendix 2 summarizes the relationship between Korea and Japan 
during 300 BCE-700 CE.  

Section 5 highlights the confrontation between the proto-Macro-Tungusic state and a 
unified China. The union of  the Ye-maek Tungus in central Manchuria and the Mohe-Ruzhen 
Tungus in eastern Manchuria after 400 CE produced the Macro-Tungusic Koguryeo and 
Parhae (689-926). The proto-Macro-Tungusic Koguryeo, occupying Manchuria and the 
northern half  of  the Korean peninsula, co-opted the Mohe warriors and confronted the Sui 
(581-618) and Tang (618-907) in mainland China, generating a diastrophism. The full-fledged 
Macro-Tungusic Parhae arose in the aftermath of  the Koguryeo’s destruction, and coexisted 
with Tang until the downfall of  both dynasties. By uniting with the Ye-maek Tungus, the 
Mohe-Ruzhen Tungus were able to establish a dynasty (in the name of  Parhae) for the first 
time in their ethnic history.  

Section 6 describes the process of  the Oidan Liao (916-1125) of  Xianbei provenance 
in western Manchuria and the Mohe-Ruzhen Kin (1115-1234) of  eastern Manchuria unifying 
Manchuria before occupying North China. The Qidan-Xianbei established a proto-Xianbei-
Tungus Manchurian state before occupying North China. The Mohe-Ruzhen Kin replaced the 
Liao, and established a full-fledged Manchurian state of  Pan-Xianbei-Tungus before 
conquering North China. Hegemonic issue apart, the Liao and Kin dynasties represent the 
union of  the Xianbei and the entire Tungus for the first time in their ethnic history. 

Section 7 presents the last phase of  tripolar East Asia (1206-1796) with the Mongol 
Yuan, the Han Chinese Ming, and the Manchu Qing entering the stage in sequence over a 700-
year period.  The Mongolian nomads destroyed the Manchurian conquest dynasty, Kin (1115-
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1234), in North China and co-opted the Turks to rule over “All under Heaven.” The 
Manchurian woodsmen conquered the Han Chinese Ming (1368-1644) and established the 
Qing empire (1616-1911), co-opting the Mongols to rule over the East Asian continent. I 
believe that the tripolar East Asia was terminated by the end of  the Qian-long’s reign (1735-96) 
at the latest. 

When the rulers of  Koryeo (918-1392) and Chosun (1392-1910) in the Korean 
Peninsula maintained the strategy of  “Yielding to the Stronger,” be it the Qidans, the Ruzhens, 
the Mongols or the Han Chinese, the Korean dynasty could maintain its independent 
nationhood free from the ravages of  warfare. When the rulers of  the Korean peninsula 
prematurely relinquished their neutral stance or stood up against the obvious Stronger, however, 
the Koreans suffered wholesale destruction until they, voluntarily or involuntarily, changed their 
stance. A Manchurian force could not leave standing the threat to their rear posed by the 
Koreans before proceeding with their campaign against mainland China. The Koreans had to 
be either neutralized or subdued. 

Janhunen (1996: 15-16) makes a cynical comment that, although Korea had never 
seriously considered a conquest of China, Japan played its Manchurian role so well that it 
established the short-lived Manzhou-guo puppet state (1932-45), headed by the last Qing 
emperor, and even launched a full-scale conquest of China proper. He might also have 
mentioned the bombast of Toyotomi Hideyoshi (1536-98), invading Korea to conquer Ming 

China. According to Fairbank and Goldman (1992: 312), “the Japanese historians saw” the 
full-fledged Japanese invasion of mainland China from 1937 to 1945 as “Japan following in 
the footsteps of the Manchu conquerors of 1644. … But the times had changed.” The 
Japanese historians should have recognized the fact that a tripolar East Asia had long since 
ceased to exist.  

 

2. THE MONGOLIAN STEPPE, MANCHURIA AND MAINLAND CHINA 
 

The northern Mongoloid populations who had first settled around Transbaikalia 
across the Great Altai dispersed further across the Greater Xing’an Range (through its low 
section and/or following the waterways connecting the Kerulen-Argun, Onon-Shilka, Amur, 
and Nen Rivers) to become the proto-Xianbei-Tungus in Manchuria, and an early offshoot of  
them tracked a warmer and moister climate down through the Korean peninsula, becoming the 
rice-cultivating farmers. The Korean peninsula is an extension of  central Manchuria towards 
the sea, and has been closely connected with Manchuria not only as a physical reality but also as 
an ethnohistorical entity.  

The Mongolian steppe was the home of  Xiong-nu (called Hu), the ancestor of  the 



 7

Turks. The “Mongol” appellation for the area must have occurred after the migration of  the 
Mongol branch of  Shi-wei (classified as Dong Hu) from their original homeland in northern 
Manchuria after the tenth century. The original inhabitants of  this area prior to the appearance 
of  the Mongols could accurately be called Xiongnu-Turks. 

The Chinese chroniclers classified the “barbarians” in the east of  Greater Xing’an 
Range into two groups: the Eastern Hu (Dong-hu) in the Liao-xi steppe of  western Manchuria 
and the Eastern “Barbarians” (Dong-yi) in central and eastern Manchuria. The Eastern 
“Barbarians” consisted of  the Ye-maek (Wei-mo) Tungus, founders of  Old Chosun, Puyeo, 
Koguryeo and Three Han, and the Mohe-Ruzhen Tungus, descendants of  the Sushen-Yilou 
and the ethnic ancestors of  the core Manchu.5 

The Eastern Hu included the Xianbei, Wu-huan and many other tribes, but on most 
occasions implied the Xianbei people who had founded various Yan kingdoms and the Tuoba-
Xianbei Wei.6 If  the records of  Chinese dynastic histories are correct, then the Mongols may 
well be called Mongol-Xianbei. The language of  Dong-hu belongs to the Mongolic branch of  
the Altaic language. The Xianbei and their descendants, the Qidan, are indeed included in the 
proto-Mongol peoples.7 The Eastern Hu in the Liao-xi steppe had maintained some elements 
of  settled agriculture, but they were the wolves of  the steppe, leading a life rather like that of  
full-time nomads, so much so that in our era the entire Liao-xi steppe (together with the Chi-
feng area west of  the Lao-ha River) is included in the Inner Mongolian Autonomous Region.  

The central Manchurian plain around the upper Song-hua and Liao River basins as 
well as the mountainous areas around Hun (Dong-jia), Yalu and Tae-dong rivers were the 
home of the Ye-maek Tungus, including the people of Old Chosun (?-1045-108 BCE), Puyeo 
(c. 4th century BCE-494 CE), and Koguryeo (37 BCE-668 CE), whose life involved millet 
farming and livestock breeding, with hunting and river fishing serving as additional means of 
subsistence. The southern Korean peninsula was the home of rice-cultivating Ye-maek cousins 
who had established ancient political entities that were called collectively Chin, Han or Three 
Hans in the Chinese dynastic chronicles. In ethnohistorical context, the ancient home of the 
entire Ye-maek Tungus, i.e., the central Manchurian basin and the Korean peninsula, may be 
defined as “Korea proper.”  

The heavily forested region of  eastern Manchuria, flanked with the 700 mile long 
Sikhote-Alin Range rising almost directly from the sea, extends from the Lesser Xing’an 
Ranges down to the Long-White (Changbai) Mountain area. The forest region in eastern 
Manchuria was the home of  the Mohe-Ruzhen Tungus, the forest tigers leading a rugged life 
rather like that of  woodsmen, who made a living with extensive hunting and gathering 
supplemented by patchy farming.  

The Neolithic Yang-shao culture of  painted pottery (with geometric designs) emerged 
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in the Gan-su, Shaan-xi and northwest He-nan provinces along the Wei-Yellow River basins at 
about 5000 BCE and lasted about 2000 years. The proto-Tibeto-Chinese language that seems 
to have dominated the Yang-shao complex eventually came to dominate other branches of  the 
linguistic family all over China proper. There followed the Long-shan culture of  thin lustrous 
black pottery (formed on the potter’s wheel) at the lower reaches of  the Yellow River in the 
east c. 3000-2200 BCE. The Neolithic Chinese stored their grain in pottery, hunted with bows, 
raised pigs and dogs, used hemp fabrics, and produced silk. Neolithic China eventually 
bloomed into the Bronze Age (2200-500 BCE) of  Xia (with its capital near Luo-yang, c. 2200-
1570 BCE), Shang (with its capital at Zheng-zhou, c. 1570-1045 BCE) and Zhou (with its early 
capital at Xi’an, c. 1045 or 1027-256 BCE).  
THE XIANBEI- TUNGUS, THE HEIRS OF THE HONG-SHAN CULTURE 

The Neolithic Hong-shan Culture (c. 4000-3000 BCE) was centered in the Liao-xi 
area.8 From the Hong-shan complex, various ritual artifacts including clay human figurines, 
jade animal carvings, and painted cylinders were recovered, with evidence of  both plow 
agriculture and cattle, including sheep and pigs. Also excavated are pit-buildings (sunken houses 
built half  underground) with internal storage pits and hearths, red or grey pottery with sand 
temper (decorated with impressed Z patterns, comb patterns, and incised designs) finished on 
the potter’s wheel, painted pottery, pottery kilns, millet-reaping knives made of  shell, and public 
architecture for community rituals and religious ceremonies, suggesting a complex society with 
social status differentiation. 

The Neolithic period of  Korea proper, characterized by the comb-patterned Chul-mun 
pottery, began c. 8000 BCE. According to Barnes (1993: 109), “the Fuhe, Hong-shan and Xin-
le shared a textured-pottery tradition more similar to the incised Chul-mun of  the Korean 
peninsula than the Neolithic cultures of  the China Mainland.” There was a clear continuity 
from the Neolithic Hong-shan Culture towards the early Bronze Age Lower Xiajia-dian Culture 
(c. 2000-1500 BCE) that still used pottery decorated with cord marks and incised patterns.9  

The Lower Xiajia-dian is a local development, an outgrowth of  the Hong-shan culture. 
It is followed after a pause by Upper Xiajia-dian (1100-300 BCE) with some continuity between 
them.10 According to Barnes (1993: 157-8), the bronze artifact depicting a mounted horseman 
and running rabbit, excavated at the Upper Xiajia-dian site, is the first evidence for horse-riding 
in East Asia, though the mounted warfare was not documented until 484 BCE.11 Barnes 
suggests that the nomadism which had developed about this time accounts for the marked 
differentiation that developed between Lower Xiajia-dian and Upper Xiajia-dian. Unlike the 
Lower Xiajia-dian, the Upper Xiajia-dian culture used undecorated, plain red pottery that 
perhaps reflects, as Guo (Nelson, 1995: 176) contends, the influence of  the Mumun pottery 
users along both banks of  the Liao River. The plain Mumun pottery had begun to appear in 
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Korea proper c. 2000 BCE, designating the late Neolithic.12 
The Upper Xiajia-dian was still a sedentary society. The houses were round and semi-

subterranean, not different from those of  the Lower Xiajia-dian. The large number of  bronze 
arrowheads, daggers, axes, spearheads, shields, and helmets found in burials, however, suggests 
that a military aristocracy established itself  as the dominant class over a mixed population. 
According to Di Cosmo (2002: 62, 65), these martial people favored the broad distribution of  
the Upper Xiajia-dian culture.13  
PLAIN POTTERY, BRONZE DAGGER, AND DOLMEN 

We find some hint of  bronze in the Neolithic Hong-shan culture. The Lower Xiajia-
dian culture produced small bronze objects such as rings, knives, and handles. Most 
archeologists, however, believe that the full-fledged Bronze Age began c. 1500 BCE in the 
Manchurian basin and c. 1000 BCE in the Korean peninsula. According to Nelson (1995: 252, 
14), bronze is found in the Dong-bei at a relatively early stage, and there is no reason to believe 
that bronze, especially in Liao-xi, is derived from the Yang-shao sites of  the Zhong-yuan. 
According to Barnes (1993: 162), “the peninsular Bronze Age per se is defined by the intrusion 
of  the [broad-bladed] Liao-ning dagger from the Manchurian Basin.” Molds for bronze 
daggers, (fine-lined) mirrors, and other bronze artifacts such as bells, (animal-shaped) belt 
buckles, buttons, horse trappings, and chariot ornaments have appeared in the plain Mumun 
pottery sites throughout the Korea peninsula. The origins of  the bronze dagger and the fine-
lined mirror that are found in abundance in the Korean peninsula are traced to the Upper 
Xiajia-dian culture.14  

Until c. 1300 BCE, the hilt and the blade of  bronze daggers in the Liao-xi and Liao-
dong regions weren’t separately cast (see Nelson, 1995, pp. 198-9). The Upper Xiajia-dian 
culture, however, possessed a broad-bladed bronze dagger which, unlike the Han Chinese 
daggers, with its blade cast separately from its hilt. The broad-bladed bronze dagger in the 
Korean peninsula derived from the Upper Xiajia-dian culture, and eventually transformed into 
the slender daggers (with its blade still cast separately from its hilt) that continued in use until 
the introduction of  iron.15 

Another conspicuous artifact that connects the entire proto-Altaic speech community 
of  Xianbei and Tungus is dolmen. Dolmens, which are numerous in the Liao-dong peninsula 
and known as far north as Jilin province, are considerably denser in the Korean peninsula than 
in Dong-bei.16 According to Nelson (1995: 16), dolmens in the Manchurian plain and Liao-
dong peninsula reveal “close connections with those in the Korean peninsula in contents as 
well as construction.” Necklaces of  tubular beads as well as comma-shaped beads (gok-ok) 
appear in burials that connect the Korean peninsula, Japanese islands, and Manchuria with the 
northern edge of  Mongolia and Transbaikalia. The dolmen sites never yield iron, and hence 
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dolmen-building is thought to have been discontinued by 300 BCE.17  
Similarities between the Manchurian basin and the Korean peninsula, observed in the 

Neolithic sites in the form of  comb-patterned Chul-mun pottery, continue in the Bronze Age 
sites in the form of  plain Mumun pottery, dolmen, and bronze daggers. The proto-Altaic speech 
community of  Xianbei and Tungus, sharing the tradition of  dolmens, (incised and plain) 
pottery, and (broad and narrow bladed) bronze daggers, may all be connected with the Hong-
shan culture. If  one says that the Han Chinese are the heirs of  the Yang-shao culture, one 
indeed has to say that the Xianbei and Tungus are the heirs of  the Hong-shan culture. 

 

3. RISE OF THE XIANBEI OF WESTERN MANCHURIAN STEPPE 
 
In 209 BCE, three years before Liu Bang established the Han dynasty, there emerged 

an extremely capable Xiong-nu leader called Mao-dun (r. 209-174 BCE). Under his leadership, 
the Xiong-nu could organize their nomadic tribes into a unified force, converting the tribal 
confederation into a centralized empire. Just prior to the time Mao-dun became Shan-yu, the 
power of  Dong-hu (Xianbei) had reached its zenith, frequently invading the lands of  the 
Xiong-nu. The situation was, however, soon reversed. In a surprise attack, Mao-dun defeated 
the Dong-hu in 210 BCE.  

In 200 BCE, Han Gao-zu (r. 206-195 BCE) made the same mistake as Shi-huang-di 
and attacked the Xiong-nu.18  Mao-dun’s forces could encircle Gao-zu at Ping-cheng (the 
present-day Da-tong district, west of  Beijing) but Mao-dun let Gao-zu escape from the trap 
with a quid pro quo in mind. The Han court soon established heqin (peace and kinship) 
relations with the Xiong-nu by proclaiming the brotherhood, and offering imperial princesses 
in marriage to the Shan-yu, lavish gifts of  luxury items, huge subsidies (in cash, floss, silk, wine, 
rice and other foodstuffs) and subsidized trade at frontier markets.  

In 54 BCE, long after the abandonment of  Wu-di’s (141-87 BCE) aggressive policies, 
the Xiong-nu accepted Han China’s ceremonial “tributary relations” — mere tokens of  
symbolic submission, being identical in essence to the heqin relations. This was an extortion 
sugarcoated with euphemisms such as “submission,” “homage,” and “tribute.” The Han rulers 
could at least gain the ideological satisfaction of  treating envoys as if  they were from subject 
states, maintaining the fiction of  a Sinocentric world order.19  

According to Jagchid and Symons (1998: 116), “although payments to the nomadic 
states are hidden behind the mask of  carefully selected terms and couched in the rhetoric of  
tributary formulas, in reality many Chinese dynasties were presenting tribute to nomadic 
powers stronger than they in order to avoid conflict,” and “although extremely expensive to the 
sedentarist, trade and the presentation of  gifts was infinitely less costly than military 
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alternatives.”20   
For the hunter-cavalry nomads, there was little distinction between civilian and 

military life. Riding and archery were daily life, and they learned discipline and coordination in 
the seasonal movement of  camps and tribal hunting. In the aristocratically organized nomad 
army, a hereditary bond of  tribal loyalty united the captains of  tens, of  hundreds, of  thousands, 
and of  ten thousands. The Xiong-nu never tried to conquer China because their number of  
troops was sufficient to conduct savage raids to terrify the Han court but was too few to 
occupy the Chinese territory. Nor did they have the sedentary administrative structure 
necessary to govern the agricultural land. They employed terror as a tool to extract subsidies 
and discourage resistance against them. The frequent breaches of  peace treaties were aimed at 
increasing subsidies (see Barfield, 1989, p. 91).  

Guang Wu-di (25-57 CE), the founder of  the Later Han dynasty (25-220 CE), re-
conquered South China and northern Vietnam. When the Xiong-nu split into two groups in 48 
CE, a court official named Zang Gong “advocated taking advantage of  Xiong-nu weakness by 
becoming allied with the Koguryeo, the Wu-huan, and the Xianbei to attack the Xinog-nu.”21  

Guang-wu-di, however, forcefully declared his position against war, and then simply tried to 
attract the Xianbei to the Han side in 49 CE by offering generous gifts and subsidized trade. 
After 58 CE, the Han court made regular annual payments (to the sum of  two hundred and 
seventy million coins) to Xianbei chieftains that amounted to almost three times the cash value 
made over to the southern Xiong-nu during the same period.22 

During 89-93 CE, a combined force of  Xianbei, southern Xiong-nu, and Later Han 
troops routed the northern Xiong-nu in the Orkhon region, which likely had caused their 
western migration from Mongolia all the way to the southern Russian steppes. The Xiong-nu 
of  the west disappeared from history until their descendants crossed the Volga and the Don in 
about 374 CE and invaded the Roman Europe under the name of  Huns. The Han Chinese, 
however, had obtained the service of  the Xianbei to fight the northern Xiong-nu at a very high 
cost. Twitchett and Loewe (1986: 445) quote a memorial submitted by Zai Yong in 177 CE: 
“Ever since the [northern] Xiong-nu ran away, the Xianbei have become powerful and 
populous, taking all the lands previously held by the Xiong-nu and claiming to have 100,000 
warriors. … [R]efined metals and wrought iron have come into the possession of  the [Xianbei] 
rebels. Han deserters also seek refuge [in the lands of  the Xianbei] and serve as their advisers.”  

They (ibid: 446) further quote a story told by the memorialist Ying Shao in 185 CE: “The 
Xianbei people … invade our frontiers so frequently that hardly a year goes by in peace, and it 
is only when the trading season arrives that they come forward in submission. But in so doing 
they are only bent on gaining precious Chinese goods; it is not because they respect Chinese 
power or are grateful for Chinese generosity. As soon as they obtain all they possibly can [from 
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trade], they turn in their tracks to start wreaking damage.”  
The power of  the Xianbei reached its peak in the middle of  the second century when 

all the Xianbei tribes were united into a federation under the vigorous leadership of  Tan Shi-
huai (r. 156-80). In 166, Tan divided his Xianbei Empire into three parts. Tan’s Eastern 
Province bordered on Puyeo and reached Liao-dong, and included 20 Ye-maek towns. The 
Western Province reached as far as Dun-huang and included Inner Mongolia, parts of  Outer 
Mongolia, and Gan-su. One of  the Xianbei vassals in the Middle Province was named 
Murong.23 The Xianbei confederacy, however, disintegrated after Tan’s death in 180. 

Unlike the Xiong-nu, the Xianbei had a weak confederacy under an elected leader with 
limited supra-tribal leadership. Petty Xianbei chieftains, who occasionally united under a 
charismatic leader like Tan Shi-huai, entered the tributary system of  Chinese dynasties as small, 
autonomous tribes. To prevent unity on the steppe à la Mao-dun’s empire, the Later Han court 
had tried to encourage the fragmentation of  nomadic tribes by providing titles and subsidies 
directly to the numerous tribal leaders. The Chinese frontier officials let each Xianbei leader 
participate in the tributary system individually, receiving titles and gifts appropriate to their rank, 
as well as the right to trade (see Barfield, 1989, pp. 86-7, 246-9).  

At the time of  the Western Jin (265-316) we find quite a number of  Xianbei states, the 
most important of  which are: the state of  the Murong (around Chao-yang), the Tu-fa, the Qi-
fu, the Tuoba, the Yu-wen (in the northwest), and the Duan (in the south around Shan-hai-
guan, Liao-xi). The Murong-Xianbei created the Yan kingdoms (337-410) in the aftermath of  
the demise of  the Han Chinese empires, culminating in the formation of  the Tuoba-Xianbei 
Wei dynasty (386-534).  

Murong Hui (r. 285-333) invaded Puyeo in 285, the very year he became the chieftain 
of  the Murong Xianbei tribe and, in 286, launched an attack on the agricultural area of  the 
Liao River basin that had been occupied by the Han Chinese after the Wu-di’s conquest of  Old 
Chosun in 108 BC.  
THE XIONG-NU OCCUPY NORTH CHINA WITH WRONG SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT  

Full-scale civil war raged in mainland China during 291-305. The Wei/Jin policy of  
keeping the Shan-yu as a hostage at court had produced a new type of  sinified and educated 
Xiong-nu leader such as Liu Yuan (r. 304-10) who established a replica of  the Jin court at Ping-
cheng. Liu Yuan’s son Cong (r. 310-18) captured the Jin emperor at Luo-yang in 311, and 
Cong’s brother Liu Yao (r. 319-28) was proclaimed emperor of  Zhao in 319 with its capital at 
Xi-an. The Former Zhao dynasty, however, was so much in the Chinese style that it was 
unpopular among the tribal chieftains from the Mongolian steppes, breeding the seeds for 
internal revolt. The Han Chinese bureaucrats at the court were deemed a threat to tribal 
supremacy.  
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The Later Zhao dynasty, established in 319 by the famous Xiong-nu bandit Shi-le (r. 
319-33), was more becoming to steppe tradition, and hence was popular with the Xiong-nu. 
While serving Liu Yuan as his general, Shi-le had indulged in terror and wanton destruction of  
northern China’s farm lands. Shi-le annexed Liu Yao’s remaining territory in the west in 329, 
and came to rule the whole of  North China. The rulers of  the Later Zhao could secure tribal 
support but were ignorant of  the art of  governing farmers. The regime was too cruel to govern 
the Han Chinese subjects, and was destroyed by the Chinese rebellion in 349.  

A member of  the Jin imperial family fled south and, sheltered by the Yang-zi River, 
founded the Eastern Jin dynasty in 317 with its capital at Jian-kang (modern Nan-jing). Until 
589, Nan-jing was to assume the role of  Chang’an (Xi-an) and Luo-yang, as Constantinople 
was to replace Rome, ruined by the Germanic barbarians in the fifth century. Ledyard (1983: 
331) notes: “The year 317 marks not only one of  the most important social and political 
divisions in Chinese history, but also one in which a major part –better, the major part-- of  
China’s land is taken over by non-Chinese aliens.” 
THE MURONG XIANBEI INNOVATE A DUAL SYSTEM: A PROTO-CONQUEST DYNASTY  

The Xianbei in western Manchuria, by that time, were no longer purely nomadic. The 
Murong Xianbei had occupied the Liao River basin in 319, ruling farmers and city people. 
Furthermore, they had innovated a dual system, implementing tribally based military 
organizations on the Liao-xi steppe and a Chinese-style civil bureaucracy on the farmers and 
city dwellers of  Liao River basin. According to Barfield (1989: 97-99, 106), the Murong Xianbei 
founded a state with this type of  dual military-bureaucratic organization for the first time in 
East Asia during the era of  Five Barbarians and Sixteen States (304-439).  

The transformation of  the Murong Xianbei from a tribal group to a dual state was the 
work of  Murong Hui (r. 285-333) and his second son Huang (r. 333-49). Hui became the 
chieftain of  the Murong tribe at the age of  sixteen, in 285, but had the opportunity to receive a 
Chinese education that emphasized the importance of  agriculture and bureaucracy. Hui 
developed farming and started the raising of  silkworms which his father had initiated. The state 
of  Former Yan was basically founded under Hui’s long reign of  49 years.24  

The Murong Xianbei had lived inside the boundaries of  China for several generations, 
absorbing Chinese culture and customs before they started an independent state of  their own. 
When Murong Hui laid the foundation of  his state, he got advice and collaboration from many 
Chinese officials and scholars who purposely tried to develop Murong State into a Chinese 
Empire. Disgusted with their own Imperial House, the Si-ma family, and vehemently opposed 
to the rule of  the savage Xiong-nu, many of  the Han Chinese officials and settlers around the 
Liao-dong and Liao-xi area had joined the Murong, who had been able to keep order in their 
little state in Liao-dong during all this political turmoil. There they helped to organize a model 
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Chinese court with a Chinese educated Murong ruler as head, and to expand the Murong state 
slowly to the west and the south. Chinese civil officials never acted as army commanders. By 
introducing Chinese discipline and organization, and providing Xianbei soldiers with good 
weapons and armor, Hui did much to improve his army.25 According to Fairbank (1992: 111-2), 
“this pattern of  dual Sino-nomadic government was visible from the fourth century CE in 
southern Manchuria. It would reach its peak in the complete control that followed the Mongol 
and Manchu conquerors.” 
THE MURONG-XIANBEI CONQUER CENTRAL CHINA: A PREVIEW OF CONQUEST DYNASTY  

The death of  Shi-hu (r. 334-9), the Xiong-nu emperor of  Later Zhao, in 349 threw 
Central China into turmoil. Murong Jun mobilized two hundred thousand Xianbei soldiers, and 
conquered Central China in 352. The Han Chinese officials at Murong’s court were the first to 
urge Jun to proclaim himself  emperor. They wanted an imperial court so that they could 
advance to the high positions which only such a court offered. Following the Chinese tradition, 
Jun pretended to refuse their request at first, saying that: “Our home originally was the desert 
and the steppe, and we were barbarians.”26  

Murong Jun established his imperial court in January 353, with its capital at Ji-cheng 
until 358. When Jun died in 360, an eleven year old child (Wei, r. 360-70), instead of  Murong 
Ke , the capable younger brother of  Jun, ascended the throne. Somehow, sinicization was very 
rapid and so was the disintegration of  the Former Yan. The Murong’s deeds in their final days 
illuminated the anathema to the later conquest dynasties.  

After his successes in the west and in the south, Jun began to contemplate final 
campaigns against the Eastern Jin, the Chinese dynasty in the South, and against the Fu Jian’s 
Qin in the west. Fu Jian seems to have been a Xiongnu-Turkic ruler, although a Tangut origin 
has often been ascribed to him. At the beginning of  the year 359, Jun gave orders to the 
provinces and districts to survey all Han Chinese men fit for military service. Every family was 
allowed to keep one of  the men; all the others had to enlist. The Murong Yan were able to 
conquer Central China with 200,000 Xianbei soldiers. And yet “Emperor” Jun intended to have 
at his command an army of  1,500,000 foot soldiers to do away with the Eastern Jin and the Fu 
Jian’s Qin. When Jun was lying on his sickbed, the recruiting of  the new [Han Chinese] army, 
which had been postponed until that winter, was in full swing. From all the districts and feudal 
states of  Yan recruits flocked into the capital, Ye. Traveling from the capital Ye southwards was 
hazardous at that time because many of  the conscript peasants had become highwaymen. 
Organized robbery became rampant. Bandits raided from dusk till dawn and interrupted all 
communications. Nevertheless, the horsemen of  Xianbei were still strong enough to deal with 
rebellions within the empire. 27  

Murong Ke, the regent, died in 367, on his deathbed requesting the Emperor to 
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entrust the care of  the whole country to his younger brother Chui [Ba]. The young Emperor 
Wei was not interested in governing, and he therefore let the covetous Murong Ping take over 
the army and officialdom. The nobility had been entitled to a certain amount of  tax-exempt 
land and tenants. The feudal lords began enlarging their domains, inducing free farmers to 
become their tenants by asking less tribute than the government tax collectors. In a short time 
the state treasury became empty while the nobles accumulated riches and luxury. The Murong 
Xianbei captured Luo-yang in 365, only to be conquered by Fu Jian in 370. The compilers of  
the Jin-shu state that, at the end, Murong Ping’s soldiers were so disappointed with the corrupt 
Yan regime that it was impossible for Ping to repulse the death-defying Qin army of  Fu Jian 
with them.28 

How ineffective was the conscript Han Chinese soldiers can best be seen in a 
memorial presented by Shen Shao: “The strength of  our bowmen and cavalry [was] feared by 
Qin and Jin. Our [Xianbei] soldiers have always been noted for flocking by the colors like 
clouds and rushing against the enemy like the wind; yet why is it that recently they [the new 
Han Chinese soldiers] are often tardy in arriving at the appointed time or ineffective in combat? 

… The local officials, when assessing labor and taxes, always … put the poor and weak in first 
place. The ones who go to war and labor and the ones who are left behind are in distress and 
without any means to support themselves. … the result is that they become fugitives, and 
thereby … leave undone the important work of  agriculture and sericulture. What is of  prime 
importance with soldiers is not their number, but their willingness to give their lives. One ought 
to train the [conscript peasant] soldiers and teach them the art of  war. When the soldiers are 
not actually on a campaign, they should be allowed to follow the occupation they have in 
private life.”29 

Shen Shao continues: “Today the population of  our entire Empire amounts to no 
more than that of  a large district of  the Han Dynasty; but we have their complete hierarchy of  
officials; there are now more than four thousand ladies in the harem and altogether ten times as 
many attendants and menials in the palace while the armaments are neglected.”  Schreiber 
(1956: 125) notes: “As soon as the Murong became sinicized they gained the respect of  the 
local [Han Chinese] high officials and even of  the Court in the South.” What a cynical 
compliment!  

Fu Zhien of  the Former Qin (351-94), as a new master of  the whole of  north China, 
mounted against the Eastern Jin (317-420) in the south a massive campaign which failed at the 
Battle of  the Fei River in 383, a disaster from which the Former Qin was never to recover. It 
was at this juncture that the Xianbei tribe known as the Tuoba began to penetrate into Bing-
zhou from their base in Sheng-le. Tuoba Gui, the founder of  the Northern Wei dynasty, 
crossed the Great Wall into northern Shan-xi and established his capital at Ping-cheng (present-
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day Da-tong) in 398.  
THE TUOBA XIANBEI ESTABLISH THE FIRST FULL-FLEDGED CONQUEST DYNASTY  

The Tuoba were the most westward and most nomadic of  the Manchurian tribes who 
could establish the first Xianbei dynasty in the whole of  North China, taking advantage of  the 
dual system created by Former Yan. The early Tuoba kingdom was called Dai. In 341, the ruler 
of  Dai, Shi-i-jian (r. 338-76), had lost his wife who was a sister of  Murong Huang (r. 333-49). 
He therefore had asked Huang for another princess. Huang demanded one thousand horses as 
price for the new wife. Shi-i-jian refused to pay the price and added abuses to his refusal. In 
343, Huang sent his heir apparent Jun (r. 349-60) and Ping with troops against the Tuoba. Shi-i-
jian and his entire people fled into the mountains. In 344, Shi-i-jian sent his brother Zhi to Yan 
for his new wife. Several months later, Murong Huang sent an envoy to Shi-i-jian to ask for a 
princess for a wife. Shi-i-jian consented and selected his own sister for Huang.  

Tuoba Gui (r. 386-409), a grandson of  Shi-i-jian, adopted the Yan system of  dual 
organization, incorporated Murong soldiers into his army, declared himself  king of  Dai in 386, 
and became the founder of  the Northern Wei. The Murong Xianbei leaders survived as one of  
the leading clans among the ruling elite of  Tuoba Wei. Tai-Wudi (423-52), who unified the 
whole of  North China by 439, had personally led an attack on the Orkhon region in 429. 

Northern Wei (386-534) depended on troops of  tribal origin and maintained a well-
supplied cavalry force that could strike deep into the steppe. Most tribesmen were organized as 
military units and settled on allocated land, acting as garrison communities. Tribal people and 
military affairs were handled according to their own tribal ways, and Chinese areas were ruled 
by Chinese administrators, though most high positions were reserved for the hereditary 
Xianbei aristocracy. The dual organization with civil bureaucracy attracted the Han Chinese to 
the Tuoba court. 30  Organizing the conquered land with Chinese bureaucrats ensured 
ascendancy over the other nomads, while organizing the military force with tribal elites helped 
to retain the original military superiority over the subjugated Chinese as well as over would-be 
savage invaders. This dual system became the model for the Manchurian conquest dynasties 
such as Liao, Kin and Qing. Manchuria became the incubator for almost all of  China’s foreign 
dynasties.  

As the Touba Xianbei court became sinicized and also tamed by the influence of  
Buddhism, its frontier policy began to resemble that of  the native Han Chinese dynasties, 
relying on walled defenses and payoffs to the nomads.31 Wei Emperor Xiao-wen (471-99), in 
pursuit of  a Chinese-type autocratic imperial institution, began staffing the government almost 
exclusively with Han Chinese and moved its capital from Ping-cheng in the tribal borderlands 
to Luo-yang in 493. He even prohibited the use of  the Xianbei language at court.32 
THE DISTINCTIVE STYLE OF XIANBEI ART  
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The exhibition “China: Dawn of  a Golden Age, 200-750 CE,” held at the 
Metropolitan Museum of  Art (October 12, 2004 – January 23, 2005) includes a group of  
bronze and gilt-bronze objects, all from the area of  present-day Chao-yang and Bei-piao in 
Liao-xi that can be identified as specific to the Murong Xianbei. Watt, et al. (2004: XIX) states 
that: “the typical design on Murong Xianbei artifacts would later be seen in the arts of  the 
Northern Wei in China and the Silla kingdom in Korea.”33  

The archeological finds from the Tuoba Xianbei sites in North China document the 
survival of  the earlier tradition of  the art of  the nomads from the Siberian and Mongolian 
steppes; contacts with ancient Bactria in present-day northern Afghanistan; trade with the 
Roman Near East; and contact with India as shown by early Buddhist images. Anyone who is 
familiar with the Koguryeo tomb paintings will readily identify the pottery figure of  the 
armored horse found in Shaan-xi (dated to the Sixteen Kingdoms period) as a Koguryeo 
product. The handmade groom and horse potteries excavated at Hohhot may be identified as 
Silla products as well. Koreans are very familiar with these kinds of  figures. The distinctive style 
of  Xianbei art persisted through the Ping-cheng period of  Northern Wei and survived into the 
Northern Zhou state (557-81) in Shaan-xi Province and Ning-xia.34 

In 534, the Northern Wei dynasty was divided into the Eastern Wei and the Western 
Wei. The Western Wei, in which the Xianbei elements remained strongest, became the 
Northern Zhou in 557 that could briefly reunify northern China by conquering the Northern 
Qi in 577 and occupying the northern territory of  Chen in 579. The Sui dynasty (581-618) 
came to unify the entire mainland China as the successor of  Xianbei Northern Zhou. 
 

4. XIANBEI AND YE-MAEK TUNGUS: CONFLICTS AND COEXISTENCE 
 

THE ETHNIC AND CULTURAL FOUNDATION OF THE ANCIENT YAN  

According to Barnes (1993: 153), the Upper Xiajia-dian culture, located in the area of  
former Hong-shan culture (which had the merest hint of  bronze), shared a distinctive bronze 
repertoire (such as animal motifs of  Scythian affinities) with the nomads, suggesting cultural 
contacts across the Eurasian steppes. The Upper Xiajia-dian tradition reached down into the 
Korean peninsula, giving rise to the Korean Bronze Age. Barnes contends that the state of  Yan 
expanded into the lower Manchurian basin, creating a cultural synthesis from the various 
elements of  nomadic, agricultural and state-level societies, and Yan was instrumental in 
initiating the Korean Iron Age from 400 BCE.35 

Guo (Nelson, 1995: 148-9) traces the culture of  Old Yan to the Lower Xiajia-dian and 
ultimately to the Hong-shan culture. Guo believes that one branch of  Lower Xiajia-dian 
became the Yan, and another the Shang. According to Guo (ibid.: 179), a branch of  the Lower 
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Xiajia-dian culture moved south and originated the Shang culture, “while another remained in 
the same place for a long time, and became the antecedent of  Yan.” Thus, Guo contends, “it 
might be close to the original historical events if  we consider Lower Xiajia-dian culture as Pre-
Yan culture.”36 Barnes (1993: 135-6) contends that the material culture of  the local populace 
was derived from the preceding Hongshan-Xiajiadian cultures, and that Yan was so isolated 
from the center of  Zhou politics that it developed its own regional culture and political 
interests.  

According to Janhunen (1996: 224), “it is unlikely that the ancient kingdom of  Yan 
would originally have contained any Sinitic elements” and “ethnic foundation of  the kingdom 
of  Yan … may have incorporated Pre-Proto-Mongolic elements in its ethnic composition.” 
APPENDIX 1 delves into the ethnic and cultural character of  the ancient Yan kingdom.  
FALL OF YAN AND THE HAN CHINESE CONQUEST OF THE YE-MAEK CHOSUN 

The Zhou court (1099/56-256 BCE) fell into complete decay and the Warring States 
period began in 403 BCE. According to the Wei-Lüe (quoted in the Three Han section of  
Dongyi-zhuan that was compiled c. 280-97 CE), when the Zhou became weak, the ruler of  
Yan assumed the title of  king [in 323 BCE]; then the “Lord of  Chosun, a scion of  Ji-zi (Kija)” 
also declared himself  king; and these two states were on the brink of  fighting each other. The 
armed conflicts between Chosun and Yan at last occurred c. 300 BCE. The Yan dispatched a 
general named Qin Kai (active during 311-279 BCE) to invade Chosun and acquired land of  
two thousand li.  

The death of  Qin Shi-huang-di in 210 BCE and the growth of  the Xiong-nu 
confederation into an empire under the leadership of  Mao-dun (r. 209-174 BCE) had marked 
the beginning of  a new stage in East Asian history. After the fall of  Yan in 222 BCE, Old 
Chosun in the east had also grown in strength and territory as to interrupt, in the second 
century BCE, the contact between the Former Han dynasty and the petty walled town states of  
Chin (the later period Three-Han) located south of  the Han River in the Korean peninsula. A 
new order, however, emerged under the most martial of  the Han rulers, Wu-di (141-87 BCE).  

In early 109 BCE, the King of  Chosun invaded Liao-dong (located in the east of  
Luan River) and killed a Han Chinese officer. Being seriously concerned about a possible 
alliance with the Xiong-nu, Wu-di launched an attack on Chosun in the autumn. After a series 
of  fierce battles, the King of  Chosun was killed in summer of  108 BCE, enabling Wu-di to 
establish four commanderies, thus “severing the left arm of  the Xiong-nu.” Within three 
decades, however, only the Le-lang commdandery in the Tae-dong River basin remained (until 
about 313 CE, together with the Dai-fang Commendery that was established by the Gong-sun 
rulers some time between 206 and 220 CE).  

108 BCE stands as the historical date of  the Han Chinese debouchment, for the first 
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time in East Asian history, into the lower basin of  the modern-day Liao River and the 
northwestern coast of  the Korean peninsula. After the fall of  the Western Jin in 316 CE, the 
Han Chinese settlers, who became isolated in the Liao River basin, blended alternately with the 
Xianbei and the Tungus as advantage dictated. The formal Han Chinese presence in the Liao-
dong area was repeated 350 years later during 668-755 under the Tang dynasty, 600 years 
thereafter during 1368-1644 under the Ming dynasty, and 300 years thereafter in 1949 under the 
People’s Republic of  China, adding up to a total of  at most 840 years between 1,000 BCE and 
2,000 CE. Most of  the time, the Liao-dong (east of  the “Lesser” Liao River) had been a land 
contested among the Turko-Mongol, (Murong-Tuoba-Qidan) Xianbei and (Yemaek-Ruzhen) 
Tungus peoples. The often abandoned Liao-dong Chinese could survive by speaking the 
Altaicized proto-Mandarin.  
THE MURONG XIANBEI YAN NEUTRALIZING THE YE-MAEK PUYEO-KOGURYEO  

The Dongyi-zhuan gives a brief  description of  the Yilou, the descendants of  Sushen 
people and the ancestors of  the Mohe-Ruzhen people. The Yilou was located in the 
mountainous forest region northeast of  Puyeo. They were the subjects of  Puyeo since the time 
of  the Han dynasty. As the Puyeo exacted heavy taxes and corvée, they rebelled in 220-6 CE. 
The Puyeo made quite a few punitive expeditions against the Yilou, but could not subjugate 
them because, though the Yilou were small in number, they dwelt in extremely rugged forest 
difficult to penetrate.37 Murong Hui (r. 285-333) invaded Puyeo in 285 and returned with ten 
thousand prisoners, provoking Ui-ryeo, the king of  Puyeo, to commit suicide. In 346, Murong 
Huang dispatched three of  his sons, including the crown prince, with 17,000 cavalrymen to 
attack the Puyeo, capturing the king and fifty thousand prisoners.  

During the third century, Koguryeo was still entrenched in the Hun-Yalu river valleys. 
In the late third century, the Murong tribe of  Xianbei moved down into the Liao River basin 
and cut off  Le-lang from the Jin empire. The Samguk-sagi records frequent armed conflicts 
between the Koguryeo and the Murong Xianbei from 293 to 296. In 311, the Xiong-nu sacked 
the Jin capital at Luo-yang, and Koguryeo took over the Le-lang commandery in 313. In 319, 
Koguryeo, in coalition with two Xianbei tribes, Yu-wen and Duan, attacked Murong Hui, but 
was defeated by the troops led by Hui and his son Huang. Hui let another son Jen defend Liao-
dong. In 320, the Koguryeo army attacked Liao-dong but was beaten back. The armed conflicts 
between the Xianbei and Koguryeo continued from 339 to 343.  

Zi-zhi-tong-jian records the advice of  Murong Han given to his brother, Huang (r. 
333-49): “Our nearest neighbors, the Koguryeo, are always vigilant. They know that as soon as 
we have annihilated the Yu-wen, we will attack them. Therefore, if  we move to invade the 
territory of  Yu-wen, they surely would attack our country while our army is abroad. Were we to 
leave a few of  our troops to guard the home country, the army of  Koguryeo would ravage the 



 20

country. Were we to leave a sufficient number of  troops to prevent an invasion, our 
expeditionary army would be too weak to conquer the Yu-wen. We should, therefore, first 
conquer Koguryeo.” Huang invaded Koguryeo in 342-3 with forty thousand of  his elite 
soldiers, and captured its capital Hwan-do. At that time, Huang was further advised by one of  
his generals: “It is impossible to keep Koguryeo occupied. The king managed to escape and the 
people are scattered and hidden in the mountains. Upon our departure they will emerge from 
their hiding places and gather together. Let us take Chao’s mother along as prisoner, and 
remove the corpse of  his father to Long-cheng. Under such circumstances Chao [King Ko-
guk-won] will beg for the restoration of  his parents. Then you may return the corpse of  his 
father and may treat Chao with kindness and give him your confidence. In my opinion this is 
the best way of  handling Koguryeo.” Huang gave his consent.38 

According to the Samguk-sagi, Koguryeo mounted an attack on Liao-dong in 385; the 
Later Yan army invaded Liao-dong and took five thousand households to Liao-xi in 400; the 
Koguryeo army invaded an area north-east of  Chao-yang in 402; and the king of  Later Yan 
attacked Liao-dong in 405. We see the replay of  an intimate relationship (i.e., armed conflicts) 
between the Dong-hu Xianbei and Ye-maek Tungus. The name of  the Ye-maek Tungus 
antagonist changed from Chosun to Koguryeo, but the name of  the Xianbei opponent stayed 
identical, “Yan.”  

According to Farris (1998: 77), the Xianbei learned to use the stirrup c. 300 CE, and 
“the first Koreans to use the horse in combat were soldiers of  Koguryeo doing battle with the 
Xianbei.” The technique of  using stirrups seems to have entered the Korean peninsula 
courtesy of  the incessant fighting between the Xianbei and Koguryeo. It is interesting to recall 
that iron-making technology was also transferred through the conflicts between the Old Yan 
and Old Chosun c. 400-300 BCE.  

The incessant fighting between the Dong-hu Xianbei and Ye-maek Tungus seems to 
have generated a strong enough cultural assimilation between these two peoples as to find in 
the History of  Liao the statement that the Oidan Liao, the descendants the Xianbei, had 
“originated from the old Chosun land,” having the identical customs and tradition of  “the Ki-
ja (Ji-ji)’s Eight Clauses of  Instruction” just like the Chosun.39  
TUOBA-XIANBEI WEI AND MACRO-TUNGUSIC KOGURYEO: COEXISTENCE  

The chaos that marked the era of  Five Barbarians and Sixteen States (304-439) was 
quelled at last by the Northern Wei (386-534) of  Tuoba-Xianbei, occupying North China in 
439, and the Koguryeo of  Yemaek-Tungus, occupying most of  Manchuria by the early fifth 
century.  

By the time Murong Hui (r. 285-333) laid the foundation of  Former Yan, many of  the 
Han Chinese officials and settlers around the Liao-dong and Liao-xi area seem to have joined 
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not only the Murong, but also the Koguryeo and helped them to organize a semblance of  the 
Chinese bureaucracy. When Murong Huang (r. 333-49) succeeded his father, his younger 
brother, Jen, rebelled in the Liao-dong area. One of  Huang’s officers named Tong Shu, a Han 
Chinese from Liao-dong, sided with Jen after Huang’s initial defeat, and then, when Jen was 
crushed by Huang in 336, fled to Koguryeo at the age of  45. A record comprised of  sixty-eight 
letters on Tong Shu was discovered on the wall of  a Koguryeo tomb at An-ak, reporting that 
he had held various august Chinese-style official titles in Koguryeo and died incumbent in 357 
at the age of  69.40 

King Kwang-gae-to (391-412) of  Koguryeo conquered a total of  64 fortresses and 
1,400 villages in his reign of  22 years, and was recorded as the “Broad Expander of  Domain.” 
He subdued the Sushen-Mohe tribes, constantly fought with the Later Yan (384-408) of  
Murong Xianbei, and occupied the entire Liao-dong area, establishing a proto-Macro-Tungusic 
State. He also defeated Paekche in the Korean peninsula, extending the southern frontier down 
to the Im-jin River basin, and subjugated the Puyeo in 410.41 During the era of  Five 
Barbarians and Sixteen States, not only the Xianbei Yan kingdoms but also the Koguryeo court 
seems to have adopted various Chinese-style official titles and formalities. Like the Chinese 
emperors, King Kwang-gae-to created a name, Yung-rak (“Eternal Rejoicing”), to identify his 
era. This era name was identical to the one later adopted by the Ming emperor Yong-le (1402-
24). The epitaph of  a (native or “naturalized Chinese”) Koguryeo dignitary named Zhen was 
discovered at Duck-heung-ri in 1976. The epitaph says that Zhen was born in 332, died in the 
18th year of  “Yung-rak” (408), and had held various august Chinese-style official titles including 
the position of  the You-zhou Governor, apparently appointed by King Kwang-gae-to.42 In 427, 
King Chang-su (413-91) relocated Koguryeo’s capital to Pyung-yang, and then in 475 destroyed 
the Paekche capital at Han-seong, making the Paekche flee south and establish a new capital at 
Ung-jin. Koguryeo came to rule the northern half  of  the Korean peninsula together with 
virtually the whole of  Manchuria, forming a proto-Macro-Tungusic State.  

After 1004, a fictitious kinship relationship was established between the emperors of  
the Liao and Song, whereupon it became the custom that, on receiving the news of  the death 
of  an emperor, funeral ceremonies were held at both courts (see Rossabi, 1983, p. 69). 
According to the Wei-shu, when King Chang-su of  Koguryeo died in 491 at the age of  98, the 
Wei emperor Xiao-wen-di (471-99) himself, wearing a white crown and a hempen robe, 
conducted the mourning ceremony at the eastern suburbs of  Ping-cheng.43 

 

5. THE MACRO-TUNGUSIC STATE AND THE UNIFIED MAINLAND CHINA 
 

ON THE MONGOLIAN STEPPE: THE JOU-JAN DONG-HU CRUSHED BY THE TURKS 
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By the early fifth century, the Jou-jan chieftain She-lun (r. 402-10) established a 
centralized state on the Mongolian steppe and introduced the Mongol title of  “Khan” and 
“Khagan” in place of  the old Xiong-nu title of  “Shan-yu” that may be regarded as Turkic. 
According to the History of  Northern Wei, the Jou-jan belonged to the Eastern Hu and, 
according to Grousset (1970: 61, 193), the Jou-jan constituted one of  the proto-Mongol 
peoples that also included the Xianbei, Ye-tai, Avars and Qidan.44 The Jou-jan, however, was 
no threat to the Tuoba-Xianbei Wei at all. She-lun was killed in a battle against the Wei Tai-
zong’s (409-23) expeditionary army in 410. The Jou-jan were crushed and superseded by the 
Turks in 552. The Turks established two vast empires by the late sixth century. The seat of  the 
eastern Turkic rulers with the imperial title of  Khagan remained on the upper Orkhon, near 
the future Karakorum, while the western Turkic rulers with the lower title Yabghu stretched 
their empire from the great Altai to Persia and the Caspian Sea. As mainland China was pulling 
itself  together under the Sui dynasty, there arose the Turkish confederacy along the northern 
frontier, reminiscent of  the situation of  the Han dynasty confronting the Xiong-nu Turks.45  

The Xiong-nu spoke an early form of  Turkic. According to Janhunen (1996: 172, 183, 
186), the existence of  numerous Turkic loanwords in Mongolic suggests that there was a 
period when the linguistic ancestors of  the Mongols were dominated by a Turkic population 
with massive cultural and political power. In contrast to Mongolic languages, the Tungusic in 
Manchuria shows very few lexical parallels with Turkic.  
SUI, THE SUCCESSOR OF XIANBEI NORTHERN ZHOU 

The founder of  Sui dynasty, Yang Jian (Wen-di, r. 581-604), was from the 
northwestern Guan-lung aristocratic clan that had served, successively, the Xianbei dynasties of  
Northern Wei, Western Wei (535-56) and Northern Zhou (556-81). Yang Jian’s wife, Empress 
Wen-xian, was a daughter of  Du-gu Xin who was from a Xianbei clan that had intermarried for 
centuries with the great families of  Xianbei dynasties. The eldest daughter of  Du-gu Xin was 
married to the first Northern Zhou emperor (Yu-wen Tai’s son, Ming-di, r. 557-60), the 
seventh to Yang Jian, and the fourth to the father of  Li Yuan (the Gao-zu of  Tang, r. 618-26).46 

When Yang Jian took over the Northern Zhou in 581, the real power was held by 
members of  military aristocratic clans, mostly of  Xianbei or mixed descent. According to 
Twitchett (1979: 81), “about 65 percent of  top-ranking Northern Zhou officials were of  non-
Chinese origin. Wen-di had himself  grown up within this system, and most of  his friends and 
chief  advisors came from this group.” The founders of  both the Sui and Tang dynasties were 
all of  Xianbei descent. 

Sui Wen-di unified the entire mainland China in 589, and then stopped the Wei 
practice of  making huge silk payments to the Turkish khaghan, encouraging instead rivalry and 
division on the steppe. In order to get a pool of  talent relatively free of  hereditary privilege, Sui 
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Wen-di reintroduced the old Han style examination system. At the time when China was 
uniting, the Turks were disintegrating from internal strife. Wen-di, by simply manipulating 
intrigues, could split Turkic power, eliminate refractory khans, and bring the remaining khans to 
suzerainty. But this new dynasty was destined to perish in three decades as the result of  
disastrous campaigns against Koguryeo in 598, 611, 613 and 614. 
TANG GAO-ZU, A FIRST COUSIN OF SUI YANG-DI, HAD XIANBEI ETHNIC BACKGROUND 

Li Yuan (Tang Gao-zu, 618-26) was a scion of  the Li family that had, according to 
Wechsler (Twitchett, 1979: 150-1), Xianbei ethnic background. Li Yuan was one of  the most 
powerful Sui generals; a special favorite of  Wen-di and a first cousin of  Sui Yang-di, their 
mothers being sisters. His grandfather, Li Hu, descended from prominent Northern Wei 
generals, became one of  the Eight Pillars of  State (the chief  commanders associated with the 
Yu-wen Tai’s seizing the throne for his son before his death in 556) in founding the Northern 
Zhou in 557, and was ennobled as the Duke of  Tang in 558. The title was inherited by Li Yuan. 
At that time, the Li clan was centered on a garrison established by the Northern Wei near 
modern Da-tong (Ping-cheng), which was also the home of  Yu-wen Tai. Li Yuan’s close 
relationship with the Empress Wen-xian assured him of  a distinguished career. As commander 
of  the Tai-yuan garrison, however, he struck a deal with the Turkish khaghan, led troops out of  
Tai-yuan, and occupied Xi-an in 617.  

According to the Old Tang-shu, Li Yuan sought the support of  Shih-pi, the great 
khan of  the Eastern Turks, by declaring that “the population and the territory belong to the 
Duke of  Tang; the treasures, cloth, goods, and precious things belong to the Turks.” Hence 
Jagchid and Symons (1989: 69) note: “put it simply, Shih-pi Khan extracted a promise from the 
Tang founder that he would receive all movable wealth in China.” Later, Tai-zong (Li Shi-min) 
blurted: “Formerly, when the kingdom was about to be created, the Retired Emperor [Gao-zu] 
entered into vassalage to the Turks for the sake of  the people. How can we not hate this both 
in heart and mind? We wish to exterminate the Xiong-nu (see ibid., p. 70).” Tai-zong (626-49) 
destroyed the Eastern Turks in 646.  

The Sui as well as the early Tang courts organized their empires by means of  tried 
institutions that had been employed under the Tuoba-Xianbei Wei dynasty. The Tang 
administration initially featured the dual military/civilian organization.  The “barbarization” 
of  North China under foreign rule was so thoroughgoing by that time that Tai-zong was able 
to rule both the steppe and mainland China. Turkish tribes either went over to the Tang or fled 
west. The combination of  a Chinese-style administration backed by a Turkish army expanded 
Tang’s power to new heights. Turkish military specialists under the Tang banner expanded 
China’s border deep into Central Asia. Li Shi-min became the Chinese khagan and the Lord of  
Central Asia, extending Tang’s direct authority to the Pamirs by 648. As far as the “Eastern 
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Barbarians” were concerned, however, it was an entirely different story. Tai-zong experienced 
humiliating defeats in the battles against Koguryeo in 645 and 647.  

The chronicler of  Old Tang-shu commented: “The avarice of  Sui Yang-di caused the 
expeditions across the Liao River that had ruined the dynasty. The expeditions by Tai-zong 
gained some but lost more. He himself  regretted of  having made such campaigns. The 
barbarian land covered with gravel is useless even when conquered, and there is nothing to lose 
when abandoned. Futile hardships for vanity! It is better to communicate with them through 
interpreters, and induce them to pay homage and tributes.”  

Li Shi-min was succeeded by Gao-zong (649-83) who was sickly and weak minded. 
Empress Wu ruled China, first through Gao-zong (660-83), then through her young sons for a 
period of  time (684-90) after Gao-zong’s death, and finally as empress of  a new dynasty, Zhou 
(690-705).47 Although the examination system got started in Sui times, it did not really 
dominate the process whereby officials were recruited.48 Under Empress Wu’s reign, however, 
administration fell either to court favorites or to the growing class of  professional bureaucrats 
recruited by the examination system. Tang began the transition from rule by hereditary 
aristocratic clans to rule by a bureaucracy selected by examination.  

According to the Samguk-sagi, Li Shi-min (Tai-zong) had solicited in 648 the 
collaboration of  Silla to conquer Koguryeo and Paekche, promising the Silla the entire Korean 
peninsula south of  Pyung-yang, including the Paekche territories. When the Silla succeeded in 
destroying Paekche and Koguryeo in coalition with Tang forces, they were shocked to see 
Empress Wu establishing commanderies not only in the old Paekche and Koguryeo territories 
but also, even nominally, in Silla territory, appointing their king as the chief  of  the Silla 
Commandery. The conflict between Tang and Silla surfaced in 670. An armed clash erupted in 
June and recurred on October 6th, 671. By 676, Silla could expel the entire Tang army from the 
Korean peninsula, and the Tang Commandery at Pyung-yang had to be relocated to Liao-dong. 
Silla came to occupy the entire Paekche territories and much of  the southern Koguryeo.  

Though expelled from the Korean peninsula, the territorial expansion, accomplished 
by the Tang after the complete unification of  mainland China in 628 until the appearance of  
the Second Turkic Empire in 682, far surpassed the expansions achieved under the great 
martial emperors of  the past – Qin Shi-huang-di and Han Wu-di. The Tang was, however, 
unable to enjoy its military triumph for long. The successors to Empress Wu (r. 660-705), 
anxious to avoid Turkish attacks (682-745), offered marriage proposals, gifts, and subsidies. 
Even before the An Lu-shan rebellion, the Uighur Turks (744-840) had extorted huge amounts 
of  silk and other gifts from the Tang. The Tang’s rule became nominal after a series of  
rebellions beginning with An Lu-shan (755-63), and the Uighurs became the extortioner-cum-
protector. By the ninth century, regional military commanders (Jie-du-shi), who were often 
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foreigners, did not permit interference from the central government. According to Fairbank 
(1992: 86), “the actual interregnum in central power lasted all the way from the rebellion of  755 
to 979.”  
MACRO-TUNGUSIC STATES IN MANCHURIA: KOGURYEO AND PARHAE 

Owing to the great military exploits of  King Kwang-gae-to (391-412), Koguryeo ruled 
the entire Mohe tribes in eastern Manchuria, including the Black-Water Mohe, for more than 
250 years.49 As a result, there appear in various dynastic chronicles rather conspicuous records 
of  Mohe soldiers fighting for Koguryeo until the very last moment of  its existence. In the 
Samguk-sagi, there appear 6 records of  Mohe soldiers being mobilized to fight for Koguryeo. 
King Chang-su (413-91), in personal command of  10,000 Mohe soldiers, captured a Silla 
province in 468; King Mun-ja-myung sent a general with Mohe soldiers in 507 to attack 
Paekche; King Yung-yang personally led 10,000 Mohe soldiers and attacked Liao-xi in 598; 
King Bo-jang sent a general to relieve the An-shi Fortress in command of  Koguryeo army 
together with 150,000 Mohe soldiers in 645; the Koguryeo army, together with the Mohe and 
Paekche soldiers, attacked Silla in 655; and King Bo-jang sent a general in command of  the 
Mohe soldiers to attack a Silla castle in 661.  

According to the History of  Kin, “150,000 Black-Water Mohe soldiers” fought on the 
side of  Koguryeo against the Tang Tai-zong’s army at the An-shi Fortress in 645. The Old 
History of  Tang corroborates the fact that 150,000 Mohe soldiers came to rescue the An-shi 
Fortress, and further states that Tai-zong buried alive the captured Mohe soldiers numbering 
3,300 at the Fortress.50 

The remnants of  the Koguryeo people, together with the Mohe tribes, established the 
Parhae dynasty (689-926) in Manchuria. The founder of  Parhae was a former Koguryeo general, 
Tae Cho-young (r. 689-719). Upon the fall of  Koguryeo, he had been taken prisoner and forced 
to settle at Ying-zhou (modern Chao-yang), but seizing upon the occasion of  an insurrection 
by the Qidan people, he led a band of  followers eastward and proclaimed himself  king of  Chin, 
renamed Parhae, in 713. The “Tae” clan and Cho-young himself  seem to belong either to the 
core Koguryeo royal clan, “Kye-ru,” or to a naturalized Mohe clan. The appearance of  the 
Parhae represents yet another union of  the Ye-mack Tungus and the Mohe-Ruzhen Tungus 
that lasted for more than two centuries. Unlike the Ye-maek people, the Mohe-Ruzhens had 
never been able to establish a state, not even a walled-town state. Only by uniting with the Ye-
maek people, the Mohe-Ruzehns could establish a full-fledged dynasty, the Parhae, upon the 
foundations welded together by Koguryeo, for the first time in their ethnic history. 

The leadership element of  Parhae could have been drawn from the Mohe-Ruzhen 
people, but they after all had been part of  Koguryeo. The Parhae state “was based upon the 
foundations welded together by Koguryeo” (see Henthorn, 1971, p. 54). The Parhae came to 
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rule over the people of  both Koguryeo ethnic stock and all of  the Mohe tribes then living in 
eastern Manchuria, including the Black-Water Mohe tribes, according to the History of  Kin.51 
The ethnic character of  the latter (post-400 AD) part of  the Koguryeo Kingdom, just like that 
of  the Parhae, may be defined as macro-Tungusic. The first half  of  the macro-Tungusic union 
was apparently dominated by the Ye-mack Tungus, but the second half  of  the union could 
have been dominated by the Mohe-Ruzhen Tungus.52  

With the appearance of  the Mohe-Ruzhen Kin and Qing empires, the “pure-blooded” 
Ye-mack Tungus came to be confined to the Korean peninsula. The Ye-maek cousins who 
stayed behind in Manchuria came to be thoroughly assimilated into the so-called “Manchu” 
people.  
ON THE MONGOLIAN STEPPE: THE UIGHUR TURKS DESTROYED BY THE KIRGHIZ TURKS  

The Eastern Turks were destroyed by the Tang Tai-zong (626-49) in 630-46, and then 
reemerged in 682-745, restoring their traditional khanate. The Western Turks, also, revolted 
against the khans appointed by the Tang court, regaining their independence. There followed 
civil war, and one of  the vassal tribes took over the Eastern Turkic khanate, establishing the 
empire of  Uighur Turks (744-840) in the same upper Orkhon region. It was the substitution of  
one Turkic khanate for another. The Uighur empire was destroyed by a more savage Kirghiz 
Turks from the upper Yenisei region in 840. The Kirghiz could understand neither the empire-
building nor the benefits from playing the role of  Protector for the Han Chinese dynasties. The 
Kirghiz never attempted to incorporate the Uighur elite to found an empire, learning the art of  
maintaining the tributary arrangement. The Uighur elite fled south to the oasis area in the 
Tarim basin that had been inhabited by the Aryan peoples, and eventually established Turkestan 
kingdoms, leading a sedentary life. The Uighurs, expelled from the Mongolian steppe, became 
rulers of  two sedentary oasis city states in Turkestan, and transformed themselves from the 
nomadic protector-extortioner into the international middlemen, trading horses and jade for 
silk. The Kirghiz Turks soon went back to the Yenisei steppes, creating a power vacuum on the 
Mongolian steppes. 
DYNASTIES WERE COLLAPSING EVERYWHERE 

Periods of  drought in the Mediterranean, North Africa and far to the east into Asia 
had two high points, between 300-400 and around 800 (see Lamb, 1995, p. 159). Many places 
where agriculture had been carried on with elaborate irrigation networks were abandoned due 
to widespread drought. The decline and fall of  the Tang dynasty began in the middle of  the 
eighth century. Franke and Twitchett (1994: 5-6) note: “around 840 the stability of  northern 
Asia began to unravel. First the Tibetan kingdom suddenly collapsed … the Uighur empire 
disintegrated … The Tang empire was destroyed by … rebellion…. In the last years of  the 
century, central authority began to break down in Japan … the Silla kingdom broke up into 
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three regional warlord states… Parhae went into a terminal decline … and in the far southwest 
Nan-chao too fell apart … and in AD 900 the international situation had been fluid for some 
sixty years, and governments were collapsing everywhere.” 

 

6. PAN-XIANBEI-TUNGUS MANCHURIAN DYNASTIES: LIAO AND KIN 
 
THE QIDAN ORIGINATED FROM THE YU-WEN XIANBEI  

The Qidan originated from the Yu-wen Xianbei that were crushed by the Mu-rong 
Xianbei in 345. The Qidan later became the tributaries of  the Tuoba Xianbei. In 479, a large 
section of  the Qidan, threatened by the expansion of  the Jou-jan Mongols (that founded an 
empire in 308 that lasted until 552), moved southeastward into the middle valley of  the Liao 
River. The Qidan became dependent on Koguryeo in 553. During the Tang campaign against 
Koguryeo in 645, however, the Qidans fought on the side of  the Tang.53 The Qidan tribes 
came to occupy the Liao-xi area near modern Jehol and, in 696, came down through Shan-hai-
guan, raiding the plain of  Beijing in 697. Empress Wu sought help from the khagan of  Eastern 
Turks (that destroyed the Jou-jan Mongols and founded an empire in 552) who were able to so 
thoroughly destroy the Qidan as to eliminate their threat to the Tang for more than two 
centuries until the Uighur Turks (that had replaced the eastern Turks in 745 to become the new 
Turkish Protector for the Tang) were destroyed by the wild Kirghiz Turks in 840.54  

In 907, the chieftains of  the eight Qidan tribes gathered together and elected the 
leader of  the Yelu tribe called A-bao-ji (872-926; r. 916-26), the khaghan of  the Qidan 
confederation. A-bao-ji laid the foundation for the Liao dynasty by uniting Qidan tribes, 
gaining hegemony over the Liao-xi steppe, and establishing control over a number of  cities in 
the Liao River basin.  

A-bao-ji conquered Parhae (Bohai) in 926, just before his death at the age of  fifty-four, 
unifying virtually the whole of  Manchuria. After conquering Parhae, instead of  annexing its 
territory, A-bao-ji made it a vassal kingdom by changing its name to the kingdom of  Dong-tan 
(abolished in 930), and appointed as its king his eldest son. Franke and Twitchett (1994: 66) 
note: “Why A-bao-ji acted so cautiously toward Parhae is not entirely clear. … he may simply 
have wished to avoid antagonizing its numerous and potentially hostile population …” The 
Parhae retained a great degree of  autonomy under their own leaders and paid tribute as vassals 
rather than taxes as subjects until in the early eleventh century when they were fully 
incorporated into the Liao system of  government (see ibid., p. 79).55  

The ephemeral Former Yan (349-70) was able to occupy only the Liao-xi and Liao-
dong, without conquering the Ye-maek Koguryeo, before launching attacks on North China. 
The Northern Wei (386-534) was unable to occupy even the Liao-dong before conquering 
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North China in 439. The Qidans, however, had conquered the Parhae and unified almost all of  
Manchuria before occupying North China. Ledyard (1983: 323) notes: “unlike the earlier case, 
in which the various [Xianbei] Yan states and Koguryeo had ended up in a standoff, the Qidans 
now quickly disposed of  their eastern Manchurian rival, Parhae. Thus, for the first time in 
history, all of  Manchuria, east and west, was controlled by a single state.” 
THE FOUNDER OF LIAO IMPLEMENTS THE DUAL SYSTEM  

A-bao-ji had implemented the dualistic form of  administration. The southern area of  
three million Chinese in sixteen prefectures around Beijing was governed through the Chinese 
style bureaucracy staffed almost entirely by Han Chinese officials (though important decisions 
were a preserve for the Qidan officers at the court), while the northern area of  less than one 
million Qidan people was governed by the traditional tribal law.  The Qidan continued the dual 
system until the end of  the Liao dynasty (916-1125), recruiting Han Chinese civil 
administrators through examination, establishing an examination hall in the Southern Capital in 
977, maintaining its own Han-lin academy, and yet enlisting the tribal troops to constitute the 
backbone of  the army.56 The Qidan tribes were mobilized to serve in the military units called 
ordo (from which derives “horde”).57  

Through the dual system, the invaders from the Mongolian steppes or Manchuria 
attempted to resist sinification. While preserving their own tribal tradition, they let the Chinese 
people maintain their own way of  life, allowing the cultural heritage of  Chinese civilization to 
survive. Different rules were applied to their Han subjects but it did not mean that the Han 
Chinese were misgoverned. According to Franke and Twitchett (1994: 39), “the Han Chinese 
… never once rose up against the Qidan, and at the very end, when the southern Han Chinese 
section of  the Liao came under threat simultaneously from the Song and the Ruzhens, the 
population fiercely resisted the Song and then gave up the Southern Capital to the Ruzhen 
without even token resistance.” 
THE YE-MAEK KORYEO “RESPECTS THE STRONGER”  

In the peninsular Silla, the first large scale peasant revolt broke out in 889, and then a 
succession of  rebellions erupted all over the country. Two leaders, one from poor peasant stock 
and the other an outcast royal prince, eventually consolidated the peasant rebel forces, and 
established the Later Paekche in 892 and Later Koguryeo in 901, respectively. The Later Three 
Kingdom period in the Korean peninsula (892-936) roughly matches the Five Dynasties and 
Ten Kingdom period (907-60) in mainland China. 

Wang Keon (877-943) had at first served as a commander of  the Later Koguryeo 
(901-18) army, and then put forward by the generals for the kingship. He established the 
Koryeo dynasty (918-1392), winning surrender of  the last ruler of  Silla in 935 and destroying 
the Later Paekche in 936. It is recorded that, among the 86,500 soldiers mobilized by Wang 
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Keon at his final battle against the Later Paekche in September 936, 9,500 consisted of  valiant 
Black-Water Ruzhen and Uighur Turkic cavalry soldiers.58 

The irredentist spirit of  the founder of  the Koryeo dynasty was evident in the very 
name, Koryeo, a shortened form of  Koguryeo. Ledyard (1983: 323) notes: “As the self-
proclaimed successor to Koguryeo … Koryeo considered the northern territories in Manchuria 
its rightful legacy. The Qidans, as conquerors of  Bohai [Parhae]…. obviously had other ideas. 
Koryeo was ultimately successful in laying claim to and holding the old Bohai lands south of  
the lower Yalu, which were the bone of  contention in a series of  Koryeo-Liao wars lasting 
from 993 to 1018.”  

In 993, the Liao had sent an invasion force, claimed to number 800,000, across the 
Yalu under Xiao Sun-ning, viceroy of  the Liao Eastern Capital. Xiao had identified Koryeo 
with Silla and Liao with Koguryeo, and demanded the cession to Liao of  the former Koguryeo 
territories both south and north of  the Yalu. Through the diplomatic maneuvers of  Seo Hui, 
however, Koryeo could persuade the Qidan army to withdraw voluntarily. The Qidan could not 
deny Seo Hui’s assertion that Koryeo was the successor to Koguryeo and thus could lay claim 
to the Manchurian territories formerly under Koguryeo dominion, including the Liao’s Eastern 
Capital.59  In fact, the Qidans were engaged in a battle against the Northern Song at that time, 
and hence were unable to bring their full strength to bear on Koryeo. The Qidan Liao, and later 
the Ruzhen Kin, avoided engagements on both mainland China and the Korean peninsula 
fronts at the same time.  

Wang Keun, the founder of  Koryeo, had left behind for his successors the Ten 
Injunctions, of  which Article 5 commanded the later kings to reside more than 100 days a year 
in the Western Capital (the modern Pyung-yang). Article 4 commanded the later kings to avoid 
the ignobility of  copying the Han Chinese tradition, and never to imitate the barbarous Qidan 
tradition. In October 942, the Qidan envoys brought a gift of  fifty camels, but Wang Keon, 
angry at the destruction of  Parhae in 926 by the Qidan, banished the thirty Qidan envoys to an 
island and let the camels starve to death. 

After concluding the peace treaty with the Song in 1004, the Liao launched full-scale 
campaigns against Koryeo, beginning in 1010 and lasting for about ten years, but they gained 
no real success. The Liao army of  400,000 men invaded Koryeo in 1010, and captured the 
capital. Koryeo mobilized 300,000 soldiers. Fearing that their supply lines might be cut, the 
Qidan suddenly withdrew without gaining any particular advantage. The Qidan invaded again, 
this time with 100,000 men, in 1018, but virtually the entire army was annihilated at Kui-ju by 
the 208,300-men-strong Koryeo army led by general Kang Kam-chan.  

Every Qidan invasion of  Koryeo ended in failure, but in 1020 the Koryeo court, 
keeping its cis-Yalu territory, promised to abandon its hostile stance against Qidan and to break 
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its relations with the Song, and thenceforth their relationship was peaceful. After experiencing 
the repeated ravages of  warfare, the Koryeo rulers learned the wisdom of  “Respect-the-
Greater” or “Yield-to-Stronger” strategy. When the Ruzhen Kin appeared as the new 
“Stronger,” never mind whether they were barbarous nomads or primitive woodsmen, the 
Koryeo readily accepted the suzerain-subject formality without mounting a single battle.  

The Yalu River has ever since been the definitive northern frontier for the peninsular 
state dominated by the “pure-blooded” Ye-maek Tungus. Their cousins in Manchuria, who had 
already gone through the process of  forming the Marco-Tungus under Koguryeo (after c. 400) 
and Parhae (689-926), began the process of  becoming an integral part of  the greater (Pan-
Xianbei-Tungus) Manchurian people under the Liao, Kin, Yuan and Qing that came to occupy 
the whole of  Manchuria.   
EASTERN WOODSMEN FOUNDING A FULL-FLEDGED MANCHURIAN DYNASTY 

Aguda (Tai-zu, r. 1115-23), the founder of  the Kin (Golden, formerly written as Jin or 
Chin in English) dynasty (1115-1234), was a leader of  the Wan-yan tribe from the mountainous 
Korean borderland. Franke and Twitchett (1994: 215, 217-8) note that: “all Chinese sources 
agree that the Ruzhens were a part of  the Mohe (Korean Malgal) tribes who used to live along 
what is now the border between Korea and Manchuria …[and] in Tang times they had become 
subjects of  the Parhae kingdom,” and further state that, with the Kin dynasty, the Mohe-
Ruzhen “Tungusic people appear for the first time in world history as an identifiable entity and 
as a great political power. … Centuries later the Ruzhens’ direct descendants, the Manchus, 
repeated the achievements of  their forefathers … This time … they … subjugated the whole 
of  China.”  

The Ruzhens had a mixed (say, semi-nomadic or semi-sedentary) economy that 
combined patchy farming with stock-raising, hunting, and fishing. The Ruzhen knew how to 
weave, plant hemp, and cultivate silkworms. They dressed in white linen in summer, and wore 
furs in winter. Just like the Ye-maek Tungus, they used Kang, a bed built of  bricks or clay, that 
was heated with a fire underneath.60 They were forest tribes and yet had a fine cavalry. Their 
tribal organization, and their archery and horsemanship perfected by hunting, had produced a 
military tradition similar to their nomadic neighbors. The tribal families were grouped together 
under their hereditary commanders.  
  Franke (ibid: 265, 273) states that the socio-military organization of  the Ruzhen Kin 
was “a precursor of  the Manchu banner (niru) system.” The entire Ruzhen population was 
organized into the socio-military Meng-an system with assigned land for farming. A Mou-ko was 
the basic unit, consisting of  up to 300 households, and a Meng-an was composed of  seven to 
ten Mou-ko. All able-bodied males in a household served as soldiers, and male slaves also served 
as auxiliary soldiers. Every lineage occupied a village or walled town, with a headman called po-



 31

chin. In case of  war, a chieftain would mobilize clansmen from the headmen (po-chin) over 
whom they had control. In war, a headman became a Meng-an, head of  a thousand men, or 
Mou-ko, head of  a hundred men. The Meng-an and Mou-ko system was retained by the Mongols 
in the form of  Qian-hu and Bai-hu in Yuan times (see Tao, 1976, p. 115). 

The Ruzhens absorbed the conquered tribes, including the Qidan tribes, as new Meng-
an and Mou-ko units under the command of  their own native tribal leaders. For the subject 
Chinese population, however, the Kin established a Chinese-style bureaucratic government 
staffed by the Han Chinese literate elite.61 The former Liao officials were incorporated into the 
new Kin administration. The Kin started to recruit the Han Chinese officials in 1123 through 
the examination system, which concentrated on the Chinese classics. The examinations played a 
greater role under the Kin than under the Liao and Yuan. Tao (1976: 117) notes that: “They 
suppressed the scholar-officials who ventured into opposition, and made others obedient 
instruments of  the highly centralized imperial court.” The highest positions with executive 
power were mostly held by the Ruzhens. Usually the Wan-yan clansmen held all the prominent 
positions in the government, but there were tribal meetings in which all the chieftains could 
participate in making decisions on important matters. The tradition of  hereditary selection 
protected the privilege of  those who already held office and contributed to the self-
perpetuation of  the officials as a class. Franke (ibid: 272) notes that “the practice of  
transferring meritorious military leaders to the civil bureaucracy also favored the Ruzhen 
elements of  the population, as the military organization remained very much a Ruzhen 
preserve during most of  the dynasty.”62 

In Chinese history, the year 1126 marks the second time the Han Chinese were driven 
out of  the Central Plain by a Manchurian conquest dynasty. In 1138, a new Song capital was 
established at Hang-zhou south of  the Yangzi River. In 1141 the Song court formally ceded the 
whole area north of  the Huai River and agreed to vassalage and payment of  tributes to the 
Kin.63  

The founders of  the Sui and Tang dynasties, who were born of  the ruling aristocratic 
clans of  the Xianbei conquest dynasties, could demonstrate expansionism and assertiveness. 
The Song, the self-claimed heir to the Tang dynasty, had picked up the pieces of  the shattered 
Tang state, but was completely pushed out of  the Central Plain by the Ruzhen Kin, as did the 
(Eastern) Jin court with its flight southward in 317.  

The Ruzhen court had moved its capital from Ha’erbin to Bei-jing in 1153, and then 
to Kai-feng in 1161. Within a half  century, the Ruzhens transformed their rustic tribal society 
into a dynastic empire that was by no means inferior to the traditional Han Chinese dynasty. 
The Kin settled large detachments of  Meng-an and Mou-ko troops in extensive military colonies 
throughout the conquered land of  North China to perform garrison duties, appropriating 
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Chinese farmlands and greatly increasing the number of  slaves. The Ruzhen Kin maintained 
border garrisons equipped with a cavalry equal to the nomads’ own. The hereditary Ruzhen 
military families were allocated slaves and farmland confiscated from the Han Chinese farmers, 
and they were kept separate from the Chinese population.64  

When the Ruzhen conquered the Liao, they inherited the manageable population of  
Han Chinese, but when they took over the entire north China from Song, they found almost 40 
million Han Chinese under their rule. Like the Qidan, the Ruzhens also tried to maintain their 
ethnic identity, prohibiting marriage with Han Chinese, using its own script and setting up 
Ruzhen language schools at Keifeng.65 The Kin emperor Shi-zong (r. 1161-89), a grandson of  
Aguda, instituted a program to train Ruzhen elites in warfare and hunting. Aristocrats were 
compelled to leave Kai-feng and set up camp in Inner Mongolia or Manchuria to toughen them 
up by experiencing a harsher life and to develop their skills in riding and shooting. In 1174, Shi-
zong forbad the imperial guards to speak Chinese, and in 1188 prohibited the Ruzhen from 
wearing Chinese clothes. Crossley (1997: 23) notes that the Shi-zong’s “experiment, which was 
not a success, was considered both a model and a warning by the Manchu emperors who later 
ruled China.”  
THE KORYEO AND KIN BOTH CLAIMING THE SUCCESSOR TO KOGURYEO  

The founders of  both the Koryeo and Kin dynasties, in quest for their origins, 
claimed the successor to ancient Koguryeo: the former by naming his new state Koreyo, a 
shortened form of  Koguryeo, though its rule barely extended to the Yalu River, and the latter, 
having occupied vast Manchurian domains but, facing Wang Keon’s prior claim, by asserting 
that the founder originally came from Koguryeo (i.e., from the old Koguryeo land). Parhae had 
referred to itself  as Koguryeo (written Koryeo in Kojiki and Nihongi) in official 
communications with the Yamato kingdom, and the state-founding ideology of  the ruling 
Wan-yan clan was to perceive the wild Ruzhens as the remnant people of  Parhae with 

Koguryeo ancestry.66  
Aguda was quoted as having said that “the Ruzhen and the Parhae were originally the 

one and the same family.” The History of  Kin states, at the very beginning, that the founder of  
the Kin (implying the ancestor of  the Wan-yan clan, Han-bu) had originally come from 
Koryeo.67 According to Franke (1994: 219-20), Aguda (r. 1115-23) and his brother Wu-ya-shu 
(r. 1103-13) were grandsons of  Wu-gu-nai (1021-74), a “sixth-generation” descendant of  the 
founder of  the Wan-yan clan, dating Han-bu c. 900. The “Koryeo” in the record of  the History 
of  Kin could therefore refer either to the Wang Keon’s Koryeo (918-1392), or the old 
Koguryeo (37 BCE-668 CE) land, or the Later Koguryeo (901-18). The Koryeo court 
apparently understood it to mean Wang Keon’s Koryeo, while the Emperor Qian-long of  Qing 
read it Koguryeo (or the old Koguryeo land) and understood it as a misprint for Silla (57 BCE-
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935 CE). If  we take the Franke’s idea (that is based on the History of  Kin) on the timing of  
Han-bu’s existence, the “Koryeo” may well have implied the “old Koguryeo land.” Tao (1976: 
16), however, contends that “Han-bu came from Korea, which was Koryeo (918-1392), not 
Koguryeo (37 BCE-668 CE), for there were only ‘four generations’ between Han-bu and Wu-
gu-nai.” The History of  Koryeo states that the founder of  the Kin dynasty was a native of  the 
Pyung-san area of  Hwang-hae province in Koryeo, and the records seem to be more consistent 
with the Tao’s idea of  “four” generations instead of  “six” generations.68  
KORYEO SURVIVING WITH “RESPECT THE STRONGER” STRATEGY  

In 1117, Aguda demanded that the Koryeo court establish an Elder-Brother-Younger-
Brother relationship. The demand was ignored. The Kin rulers had openly declared that their 
progenitor was a Koryeo person, and that they revered Koryeo as the land of  their parents. 
After conquering the Qidan Liao (916-1125) and Northern Song (960-1126), however, Tai-
zong (1123-35) of  the Kin demanded that the Koryeo court enter into a suzerain-subject 
relationship. The Koryeo rulers had avoided being drawn into the conflicts among the Liao, 
Song and Kin, but by that time of  Tai-zong’s demand, they clearly recognized that they had no 
alternative but to assent to Kin’s demand as the price of  Koryeo’s territorial integrity. 
Observing Koryeo’s ready submission in 1126 “in the absence of  any conspicuous military 
threat or jade-silver allurement,” Tai-zong of  the Kin greatly appreciated the wisdom of  
Koryeo’s Respect-the-Greater strategy.69  The relations between Koryeo (918-1392) and Kin 
(1115-1234) were thenceforth peaceful -- perhaps too peaceful. The absence of  an external 
threat against Koryeo encouraged an internal plot to supplant the king, monarchs falling into 
pleasure-seeking, and an excessive civil supremacy disdainful of  the now useless military 
officers. The humiliated generals at last made a coup d’etat in 1170 and seized absolute power 
until 1258, with unexpected ramifications on Koryeo’s resistance against the Mongols, a brand-
new “Stronger.”70 

Ledyard (1983: 324) notes: “Koryeo managed to hold on to what it had and still add 
the cis-Yalu area. And while Song lost all of  northern China to the Ruzhens, Koryeo managed 
to settle its affairs diplomatically and thus warded off  a Ruzhen invasion.” Amazingly enough, 
the Koryeo dynasty (918-1392) survived and outlived the Qidan Liao (916-1125), the Ruzhen 
Kin (1125-1234) and the Mongol Yuan (1206-1368), while the Song dynasty (960-1127-1279) 
was pushed further and further south, only to be completely wiped out.  

Ledyard (1983: 346) notes: “Koryeo people themselves debated the historical nature 
of  their dynasty: some considered it to have inherited the tradition and legitimacy of  Koguryeo, 
others believed that it was the true successor of  Silla. Koryeo’s founders doubtless took the 
former view, as is suggested most directly by their choice of  the name of  their state. But 
socially and politically, Koguryeo’s fortunes were subverted by the host of  Silla officials that 
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swarmed north to Kae-gyong, and after the confrontation between the two polar views in the 
first half  of  the twelfth century, there was no question but that the Silla tradition had won.” In 
face of  the vigorous Qidan-Ruzhen Manchurian powers, the Silla tradition did not provide any 
motivation for expansion even as far as the Yalu River, much less beyond it.  
 

7. THE LAST PHASE OF TRIPOLAR EAST ASIA 
 
MACHURIAN WOODSMEN METAMORPHOSED INTO MONGOLIAN NOMADS  

A-bao-ji, the founder of  the Qidan Liao, led a great expedition into northern 
Mongolia, reaching the old Uighur capital city on the Orkhon River in 924-5. According to 
Grousset (1970: 128), A-bao-ji offered to allow the Uighur Turks, who had settled in the 
western Gansu corridor, to reoccupy the Orkhon region, but the Uighurs, “having adopted 
sedentary ways, rejected the idea of  a return to nomadic life.” Perhaps by taking advantage of  
the power vacuum on the steppes or simply by being pushed out by A-bao-ji, the Chinggis 
Khans’s Mongol tribe migrated from their original homeland in the forests of  the Lesser 
Xing’an Range in northern Manchuria to the Argun River area sometime during the tenth 
century, and then finally settled at the Onon-Kerulen area in the eleventh century, the later days 
of  the Qidan Liao dynasty (907-1125). They were a new face, and had no supratribal leadership 
of  their own on the Mongolian steppe.71 The Mongol empire established by Chinggis Khan of  
the Mongol-Shiwei provenance (in other words, the Qidan-Xianbei provenance) came to 
confront a conquest dynasty in North China, the Ruzhen Kin of  Eastern Manchurian 
woodsmen. 
THE MONGOLS CO-OPT TURKS FOR EMPIRE BUILDING  

The Xiong-nu and Uighur Turks had traditionally pursued the strategy of  extortion 
against the Han Chinese dynasties. The conquest of  mainland China did not, at first, appear to 
have been a primary goal of  Chinggis Khan either. Unlike the Han Chinese courts, however, 
the Manchurian Kin court flatly refused the Mongol demands that the emperor accept 
Chinggis Khan as his sovereign and that Shaanxi be evacuated. Instead of  yielding to 
extortions (in the traditional Chinese fashion), they fought the Mongols until the dynasty was 
itself  completely destroyed. The last Kin emperor killed himself  in a beleaguered city.  

The Han Chinese had been able to maintain their cultural and political integrity in the 
south when they confronted the Xianbei Wei, Qidan Liao, and Ruzhen Kin from Manchuria. 
When they confronted the Xiong-nu and Uighur Turks in the Mongolian steppe, the Han 
Chinese were able to hold on to North China by paying tributes. The Song rulers mistook the 
Mongols for just another (peace-by-tribute) Xiong-nu, and collaborated with the Mongols in 
crushing the Manchurian Kin dynasty in 1234. Grossly underestimating their Mongol 
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adversaries, the Song forces further attempted to recover territories in the North that the 
Ruzhen Kin had seized in 1126, thereby provoking the wrath of  Mongol rulers. The Mongols, 
unlike the Xiong-nu, were the global conqueror with aspirations to rule over “All under 
Heaven,” and hence completely wiped out the Chinese dynasty. The feat of  conquering the 
entire territory of  the Han Chinese state was belatedly emulated by the Ruzhen Qing from 
Manchuria.  

From 89-93 CE, a combined force of  Xianbei, southern Xiong-nu, and Later Han 
armies had routed the northern Xiong-nu, causing the western migration of  a large number of  
northern Xiong-nu from Mongolia all the way to the southern Russian steppes. The remaining 
northern Xiong-nu were then ruled temporarily by the Xianbei. The Xiong-nu is believed to 
have been the ancestor of  the Turks. In the early seventh century, some Turkish tribes had fled 
west under attack by Tai-zong (626-49) of  Tang. Before Chinggis Khan (r. 1206-27) united the 
Mongol tribes in 1206, most of  Mongolia had been occupied by the Turks. Now under the 
combined pressure of  both the Mongols and Manchurian dynasties (Liao and Kin), most Turks 
still remaining on the Mongolian steppes were once again forced to decamp towards Central 
and West Asia, unintentionally opening the route for the Mongol conquest of  Eurasia and 
paving the steppe turnpikes for the trans-continental Mongol empire. A nomadic conqueror 
always tried to draw under his banners all sorts of  nomads he was able to collect on his way to 
conquest. The purely Mongolian component of  Chinggis Khan’s army amounted to less than 
130,000 at the time of  his death.72 The Mongols successfully co-opted the Turks for their 
empire-building. 

When the Mongol army seized Liao-yang in 1212 and 1215, the Qidans rebelled 
against the Ruzhen Kin. This fact may indicate that the Ruzhens could not successfully co-opt 
the Qidan-Xianbei people into their rank after the fall of  the Liao dynasty. The Ruzhens who 
later founded the Manchu Qing empire perhaps reflected on their past conduct, and apparently 
did not repeat the same mistake. They successfully co-opted the Mongols for their empire 
building, and the Mongols remained as a faithful ally of  the Manchus until the very end. 
KORYEO YIELDING TO THE STRONGER AND PRESERVING ITS DYNASTIC EXISTENCE  

When the Ruzhen Kin came under sustained Mongol attack, the Qidan asserted their 
independence, but pressure from the Mongols drove them into Koryeo territory (in 1216).  

The Mongol-Koryeo coalition forces destroyed the Qidan in 1219, but after this incident the 
Mongols demanded from the Koryeo court heavy annual tribute. The Koryeo military rulers, 
however, refused to pay tribute on several occasions, inviting thereby a series of  Mongol 
invasions beginning in 1231. Ordering peasantry to keep fighting in the mountain fortresses, 
the Koryeo military rulers, entrenched in the Kang-wha Island, stubbornly resisted the 
Mongols for almost 30 years until the Koryeo’s eventual surrender in 1259 under the new 



 36

civilian leadership that replaced the military rulers.  
In February 1270, shortly after the Koryeo’s surrender to the Mongols, the king and 

crown prince had an audience with Kubilai Khan (r. 1260-94). Kubilai decided in August 1271 
to betroth his daughter to the crown prince, and the wedding took place in May 1274. The 
crown prince ascended the throne in July 1274, to be called King Chung-yul (1274-1308). 
Thereafter a succession of  Koryeo kings had princesses of  the Yuan imperial house as their 
primary consorts, ensuring a slow but sure genetic conquest of  stubborn Koryeo rulers.73  

As a son-in-law nation to Yuan, the Koryeo court could maintain its position as 
sovereign ruler of  an independent state. Genetically, however, the Koryeo kings rapidly 
converged to the pure blooded Mongol princes. Seemingly a retaliation of  sorts, Koryeo 
exported a woman to become in 1340 the second empress, called Empress Ki, of  the last Yuan 
Emperor (Shun-di, r. 1333-68, d. 1370). According to Dardess (1994: 580), in view of  “the 
effect of  her new status on the complex issue of  Yuan relations with Korea,” many Mongols 
had opposed to making her second empress. She gave birth to the Prince Imperial who was 
installed as heir apparent in 1353 and ascended the throne of  Northern Yuan (1368-91) in 1370. 
THE MONGOLS RESISTING SINIFICATION 

The Uighur Turks had submitted peacefully to Chenggis Khan who referred to the 
Uighur ruler as his fifth son. The Mongols adopted the Uighur script for their written language. 
Ledyard (1983: 348) notes: “It may have been simply a historical accident that Uighur literary 
influence, Central Asian administrative and governing techniques, and Christian and Islamic 
religious currents penetrated Mongol life before Chinese practices did, but the effect was to 
provide the Mongols with many services and techniques that insulated them from the need to 
seek similar things from China. And when the Mongols did become closely associated with 
Chinese life, it was not the only form of  higher civilization they had encountered, and they 
were therefore less susceptible to its lure.” The Mongol Yuan did not institute the civil service 
examinations until 1315, and then on a very small scale.74 

The Mongol rulers resisted sinification by conducting their business in the Mongol 
language, living in tents erected on the palace grounds, spending their summers in Mongolia, 
and maintaining the tradition of  choosing the emperors through bloody competition. Khubilai 
Khan discouraged Mongols from marrying Chinese, and he himself  took only Mongol women 
into the palace. The Han Chinese, on the other hand, were not forced to adopt the conqueror’s 
customs.  

With the lapse of  time, however, the fighting capacity of  the Mongol military 
households began to lose every vestige of  their vigor. After the annihilation of  the Southern 
Song, the Yuan was at peace for a long time and the people did not know war. In garrison 
communities, not only Confucian learning but also marriage with Chinese women became 



 37

common. The Mongol court and nobility were divided, and engaged deeply in succession 
struggles, each contender striving to control the Imperial Guard that functioned like the 
Roman praetorian cohorts. By the 1350s, the Han Chinese rebellion raged all over the country. 
After the collapse of  the Yuan dynasty, the Mongol rulers simply fled with their troops, 
founding the Northern Yuan in their old homelands. 

Zhu Yuan-zhang (r. 1368-98) succeeded to establish the Ming dynasty in mainland 
China. In Korean peninsula, on the other hand, the reform-minded Neo-Confucian scholar-
officials used the military strongman, Yi Seong-kye, to put their ideas into practice. Yi Seong-
kye ruled indirectly through the puppet Koryeo kings for four years, and then established a new 
dynasty, justifying this in the name of  the Mencian concept of  Heavenly Mandate, and setting 
up the structure of  government and society according to Confucian ideals.  

The Ming, unlike Yuan, lacked the power to maintain military control over the whole 
of  Manchuria outside Liao-dong and a narrow coastal strip of  Liao-xi. The Chosun retained 
the cis-Yalu territory, but gave up the idea of  recovering the Laio River basin in order to 
maintain the stability and peace. By adhering to the traditional Sa-dae (Respect the Greater) 
strategy, the Koreans yielded to the Stronger, now the Han Chinese Ming, and the Chosun 
dynasty was able to retain cis-Yalu territory, maintain its independent nationhood free from the 
ravages of  warfare, and even obtain the Ming’s help in repulsing the Japanese invasion in 1592.  

Toyotomi Hideyoshi succeeded in unifying all of  the Japanese islands by 1590, and 
then decided to ship the now useless warriors and potential trouble-makers to the Korean 
peninsula in 1592, declaring that they were on their way to conquer Ming China. The Neo-
Confucian Chosun, long dominated by scholar-officials, was utterly unprepared for the invasion. 
The Ming court dispatched a large expeditionary force to protect its own security and to help 
Chosun repel the invaders. The ravages inflicted on the Chinese coastal provinces by Japanese 
pirates after 1358 incurred the ill will of  Han Chinese toward the Japanese long before the 
founding of  the Ming dynasty in 1368.75  

By the year 1600, on the eve of  the dynasty’s violent end, the empire of  Ming was the 
most sophisticated of  all the nations on earth and its population of  some 120 million was 
larger than that of  all European countries combined. At the very moment when the Ming 
culture and arts seemed at the height of  their glory, however, the state and economy began to 
unravel. Those who brought order to the chaos in mainland China were the Ruzhen woodsmen 
in Eastern Manchuria.  

On lunar New Year’s Day in 1596, Nurhaci, the founder of  the Qing dynasty, had told 
Shin Chung-il, an envoy from the Chosun court, that: “From this day forward, our two 
countries will be as one, our two families will be one, forever united and amicable, for 
generations, without end.” Nurhaci sent a letter to the Chosun court, saying that: “The 
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honorable Korean country and our Ruzhen nation, we two countries, will advance toward 
customary good relations, and our two peoples will not habitually raise troops against each 
other.” 76 Nurhaci declared himself  the Khan of  Later Kin in 1616. By 1621, Shen-yang and 
Liao-yang fell to the Ruzhen troops, and Nurhaci made Shen-yang the capital in 1625.  
NURHACI REFINES THE TRADITIONAL DUAL SYSTEM  

Nurhaci organized his troops and their families into different groups of  “banners.” 
The banners served as identification devices in battle, and membership in a given banner was 
used as the basis for population registration in daily life.77 Nurhaci also refined the traditional 
dual system (of  the Former Yan, Northern Wei, Liao, Kin and Yuan) with a miniature civil 
administration in imitation of  the Ming government. Educated Chinese who surrendered were 
offered a chance to serve in the rapidly expanding Ruzhen bureaucracy. Senior Chinese officials 
who came over to Nurhaci’s side were offered marriage into his family, honorific titles, and 
high office. The Chinese administrators handled administrative tasks of  governing the Liao 
River basin, without interfering in the military activities of  tribal banners.78  

By the early 1640s, the Manchu ruler finished organizing a hereditary socio-military 
system for soldiers to provide active combat duty on rotation, to register and protect their 
families, and to supervise work on their land. Banner units were organized along traditional 
tribal lines but were all personally attached to the emperor. Elliott (2001: 348) states that every 
Manchu man, woman, and child, with the sole exception of  the emperor, belonged to the Eight 
Banners. The Eight Banners system was a highly militarized form of  social organization. The 
banner elites were recruited from hereditary ranks of  the Manchu, Mongol and Han Chinese, 
and were trained to perform both military and civil tasks to further the ends of  conquest and 
occupation. The bannermen enjoyed booty in warfare, and stipends of  rice and cash in 
peacetime, and they also formed a talent pool from which individuals could be chosen as civil 
bureaucrats. The pre-conquest ideal of  the bannermen as comprehensive state functionaries 
(soldiers, clerks, or officials) continued to shape the Qing educational policies after the 
conquest.  
THE CHOSUN RESPECTS THE STRONGER AND SURVIVES  

In the Korean peninsula, King Seon-jo (1567-1608) of  Chosun was succeeded by 
Kwang-hae (1608-23) whose skillful foreign policy kept the Korean peninsula from being 
drawn into the conflict between the Ruzhen and the Ming. Although a sense of  gratitude and 
obligation ran deep in the minds of  Koreans who were indebted to the Ming for their survival 
from the Japanese invasion, the ruler understood the reality of  power balance. In the midst of  
his endeavor to enhance the Chosun’s state of  military preparedness (by repairing defensive 
strongpoints, renovating weaponry, and instituting training programs), however, Kwang-hae 
was removed from the throne and succeeded by King In-jo.79 In-jo (1623-49) foolhardily 
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switched to a pro-Ming and anti-Ruzhen policy. Lee (1984: 215) notes: “The Manchus now 
came to feel it necessary to eliminate the threat to their rear posed by Korea … before 
proceeding with their campaign against Ming.”  

Hong Taiji had invaded Chosun in 1627 with a 30,000 man army, but withdrew his 
army in exchange for a Chosun’s pledge to do honor to Later Kin as would a younger to an 
older brother. Hong Taiji officially renamed the Ruzhens the Manchus in 1635, declared 
himself  emperor of  the Qing in 1636, and demanded a suzerain-subject relationship. When the 
Chosun court refused to do so, Hong Taiji himself  led an army of  100,000 men (consisting of  
the Manchu, Mongol and Chinese soldiers) and invaded Chosun. King In-jo surrendered in 
1637, and vowed to sever his ties with the Ming court, to pay homage to the Qing court, and to 
dispatch troops to assist the Manchu campaign against Ming, delivering his two sons as 
hostages.  

The Qing invasion was of  short duration, but the northwest region through which the 
Manchus had passed was ravaged. When the Koreans maintained an adroit Sa-dae (Respect the 
Greater) strategy, yielding to the Stronger, be it the Qidans, the Ruzhens, the Mongols or the 
Han Chinese, the Korean dynasty could maintain its independent nationhood free from the 
ravages of  warfare. When the Koreans prematurely relinquished their neutral stance or stood 
up against the obvious Stronger, they suffered wholesale destruction until they, voluntarily or 
involuntarily, changed their stance. A Manchurian force, in particular, could not leave standing 
the threat to their rear posed by the Koreans before proceeding with their campaign against 
mainland China. The Koreans had to be either neutralized or subdued. 
THE MANCHUS CO-OPT THE MONGOLS TO RULE OVER EAST ASIAN CONTINENT  

A Xianbei or a Ruzhen force from Manchuria must necessarily subdue not only the 
Ye-maek Tungus in the east but also the Turko-Mongols in the west before commencing a 
successful campaign against the Han Chinese. By 1634, all of  the Inner Mongolian tribes were 
incorporated into the Manchu state. The Manchus enlisted the Mongols as a junior partner in 
conquering the mainland China and maintaining the empire. Hong Taiji established a parallel 
structure of  eight Mongol banners in 1635.80 All the Mongols along the frontier, from 
Manchuria to Gan-su, were incorporated into the banner system. The descendants of  Chinggis 
Khan received positions of  rank in the Qing administration commanding their own tribal 
people. The Qing rulers effectively divided and immobilized the Mongols by organizing them 
under separate leagues with assigned pasturage.81  The Qing dynasty depended heavily on 
Mongol troops to defend its Inner Asian frontier. The Ruzhens’ sense of  a shared identity with 
their Mongol allies was based on the broad similarities in their cultures.82 According to Purdue 
(2005: 124), “intermarriage with Mongolian noble families further cemented alliance between 
the two peoples. … From 1612 to 1615 Nurhaci and his sons together married six Mongolian 
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women. … Hong Taiji expanded the marriage alliance policy, marrying twelve of  his daughters 
to Mongolian chieftains.”  

Mobilizing the Han Chinese around the Liao River basin (called Nikan), Hong Taiji 
established two full Chinese banners in 1637, increasing the number to four in 1639, and then 
to eight in 1642, just in time for the conquest of  China that began two years later. As much as 
40 percent of  the conquest force in 1644 consisted of  the Han Chinese bannermen. After Han 
Wu-di had conquered Old Chosun in 108 BCE, a large number of  Han Chinese came to settle 
in the fertile Liao basin area. The descendants of  these original settlers joined the Qing military 
organization and came to constitute the core of  the Chinese Eight Banners, enabling the 
Ruzhen Qing rulers to conquer the entire mainland China. The creolized Chinese language of  
Liao-dong or rather the language of  these Chinese bannermen, was taken to Beijing by the 
Ruzhen-Manchu rulers and eventually became the so-called Mandarin, the official language of  
modern China.  

 In 1643, Hong Taiji suddenly died, leaving his younger brother Dorgon as the regent 
for his five-year-old (ninth) son. In 1644, the rebel Li Zi-cheng seized the Ming capital, and 
then sent his forces to the Shanhai-guan pass to attack the Ming General, Wu Sangui (1612-78). 
The Qing army of  Manchu, Mongol and Chinese banners together with Wu Sangui, who threw 
in his lot with the Manchus, marched down the coast and entered Beijing. The boy emperor, 
called Shun-zhi (1644-61), began reigning in Beijing in 1644. Shun-zhi’s mother was a 
descendant of  Genghis Khan, and the grandmother of  the Kang-xi emperor.83 It took 
eighteen more years to hunt down the Ming royal families and their supporters. In 1661, the 
last remnants of  the Ming pretenders were executed in Yunnan province by Wu Sangui.  

The Chinese bannermen made up three quarters of  the total bannermen by 1648, 
while 8 percent were Mongols and only 16 percent Manchus (that rose to 23 percent by 1723). 
Many of  the Chinese bannermen spoke both Manchu and Chinese. Without the Han Chinese 
bannermen (including the Chinese bondservants), there would probably have been no conquest 
of  the Ming Empire.84  
 Less than 400,000 (Manchu, Mongol, and Han Chinese) bannermen had taken over 
the Ming China, establishing banner garrisons (the so-called Manchu cities) at Beijing and 18 
strategic provincial cities where soldiers were allotted a place to live with their households 
behind a wall that separated them from local Han Chinese. Fairbank and Goldman (1992: 1) 
notes: “After 2 million or so Manchus took power over 120 million or so Chinese, the Qing 
dynasty governed the Chinese people for 267 years while their numbers rose to about 400 
million.”  
 The Manchus were not bound by the Chinese tradition that required the eldest son, 
whether an idiot or a rogue, to take the throne: “Instead, in good Altaic fashion, they were free 
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to choose the most capable heir (Elliott, 2001, p. 356).” Over a period of  133 years, three 
capable and hard-working Manchu emperors extolled the Confucian virtues and consolidated 
the new empire: the Kang-xi (1661-1722), Yong-zheng (1722-36), and Qian-long (1736-96). 
Emperor Kang-xi led a major steppe campaign in person, enjoying the excitement of  the war.85  

The Yuan dynasty had conquered the oasis states of  Islamic Central Asia and also the 
state of  Dali, and made Tibet into a subordinate state. The Mongol armies had reached into 
Burma, and attempted to conquer Vietnam and Champa. The Manchu rulers were apparently 
inspired by the Mongol conquests, and came to provide modern China with a territorial 
unification of  much greater extent than that achieved by the Han and Tang dynasties. By the 
mid-1770s, Emperor Qian-long completed the conquest of  Inner Asia, specifically Zungharia 
(the area east of  Tarbaghatai and west of  Altai Mountains) and Xin-jiang (the area south of  
Tian-shan and north of  Kun-lun Mountains) that were all inherited by what is now the People’s 
Republic of  China.86 The inclusion of  Manchuria was a direct consequence of  the Manchu 
rule.  

The Manchu partnership with the Mongols lasted until the last days of  the Qing 
dynasty. Most Han Chinese bannermen of  Liao-dong provenance, the Nikans, were co-opted 
as honorary Manchus, but the partnership with Wu Sangui and other Han Chinese 
collaborators who took over large satrapies in South and Southwest China could not last long.87 
In 1673, the three Han Chinese feudatories rebelled, but crushed by the young Emperor Kang-
xi. “Emperor” Wu Shifan, Sangui’s grandson, committed suicide in 1681. The vigor and 
intelligence, or rather the ingenuity, of  the Qing rulers enabled the conquest of  all of  mainland 
China, using remarkably few human resources and without resorting to the massacres and 
terrorizing destructiveness of  the Mongols. 
EFFORTS TO MAINTAIN THE MANCHUS’ RACIAL PURITY  

The Six Ministries had joint Manchu and Chinese presidents, and the provinces had 
Manchu governors-general and Chinese governors. The capable Chinese, recruited through the 
examination system, did the work while the loyal Manchus checked up on them.88 According to 
Fairbank and Goldman (1992: 143 and 151), “as part of  their system of  control the Manchu 
rulers tried to preserve the Manchu language and followed the Qidan, Ruzhen, and Mongol 
examples in creating a Manchu documentation that was generally unavailable to Chinese 
officials.” Important documentation was written only in Manchu.  

The Manchu tried to maintain their racial purity by banning intermarriage and 
fostering separate customs between the Han Chinese and Manchu. They kept to their own 
private religious practices, which were conducted by shamanic priests and priestesses in temple 
compounds to which the Chinese were denied access. They tried to maintain their martial 
superiority by practicing hunting and mounted archery. They emphasized their cultural 
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distinctness by using the Manchu spoken and written language. Having deemed the Chinese 
practice of  binding the feet of  their women extremely barbarous, the Qing rulers proscribed 
foot-binding for Manchu women. The Manchu emperors spent summers in Inner Mongolia, 
maintaining physical fitness by riding, hunting, and shooting.89  

Emperor Qian-long prescribed rigorous study of  the Manchu language and of  
military skills for banner education. He formalized the Old Manchu Way: immersion in military 
arts of  riding and shooting, the speaking and writing of  Manchu, shamanism, frugality, and 
reverence for the lineages. He stated that “whether you have studied classical literature [the 
Four Books] is a matter of  no concern to me.”90 The performance of  songs at the Qian-long 
court celebrating the twelfth-century victories of  the Ruzhen Kin dynasty over the Song was an 
indication of  the sense the Manchus had of  following in the footsteps of  the Ruzhens.91  
THE IDEOLOGY OF THE QING RULERS ON THEIR ETHNIC ORIGIN 

In an imperial edict (dated September 20, 1777) commissioning the “Researches on 
Manchu Origins” (Man-zhou Yuan-liu Gao, completed six years later in 1783), emperor Qian-
long presented his own disquisition on the history of  Manchuria.  The Qing rulers traced the 
Manchu origins not only to the Sushen-Mohe-Ruzhen Tungus, but also to the Three Han, Silla 
and Paekche of the Ye-maek Tungus, as well as to the Parhae, the Macro-Tungus. As a 
common denominator, the reputation of all those Tungusic people for their excellent archery 
marksmanship (on horseback) and fighting capabilities was very much amplified. Neither the 
Western nor the Han Chinese specialists in the history of  China ever mention the following 
fact recorded in (the Wan-yan section of  Book 7, Buzu) Man-zhou Yuan-liu Gao: the History of  
Kin states that the founder of  the Kin dynasty came from Koguryeo but the Chronicle of  Great 
Kin notes that he had originally come from Silla with the clan name of  Wan-yan. Since the Silla 
royal surname of  Kim (implying Golden) has been transmitted from generation to generation 
over many dozens of  generations, the Chronicle continues, the royal surname of  Silla without 
doubt became its dynastic name.92 The imperial lineage of  the Qing is referred to as the Aisin 
Gioro. Aisin means “gold” and this was sufficient proof  for the emperor Qian-long that the 
Qing imperial lineage was a branch of  the original Kin Ruzhens. Both the Western and the Han 
Chinese specialists in the history of  China also fail to mention the fact that the emperor Qian-
long addressed a quarter of  his edict to the people of  the Korean peninsula. The Hei-shui Mohe 
were described in the Tang history as an uncultured people of  terrifying fierceness, possessing 
a deadly poison for arrow tips. The emperor Qian-long apparently believed that the Manchus 
were rooted not only in these warlike peoples, but they were also rooted in the peoples of  the 
ancient kingdoms of  the Korean peninsula (see Crossley, 1997, pp. 122-5). 

No combination of  efforts, however, could save the Manchus from the fate of  being 
sinicized. Conquering China implied sinicization and ethnic self-destruction. After the late 19th 
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century, the whole of  Manchuria itself  came to be engulfed by the massive influx of  Han 
Chinese, who now constitute approximately 90 percent of  the total Manchurian population. 
The evolution in the China-Mongolia-Manchuria triangle left only Outer Mongolia and Korean 
peninsula to maintain independent polity on the Northeast Asian continent as of  the 21st 
century.  

According to a recent study (Kim and Kim, 2005) on the mtDNA variation revealed 
by the distribution pattern of  haplogroups, the modern Koreans show a strong genetic affinity 
with those officially registered as Manchus in PRC and the modern Japanese. This finding is in 
agreement with an earlier analysis of  Y-chromosome polymorphisms. 

Under the Ming dynasty (1368-1644), traditional Chinese civilization flourished. The 
Ming emperors, however, had struggled with civil officials for control. The Qing emperors 
ruled. The centralized bureaucracy with specialized civil and military functions effectively had 
control, enforcing an elaborate set of  law over extensive human and non-human resources 
down to the county level. The Manchu more than doubled the territory of  the empire. The 
thirteen Ming provinces and the two metropolitan regions were restructured into eighteen 
provinces that constituted the inner territory, known as “China proper.” Manchuria, Mongolia, 
Sin-kiang, Tibet, and Taiwan were administered separately under the command of  non-Han 
Chinese. The conquest elite promoted their martial traditions and ruled the empire. They 
resisted sinification. They prospered with their own system, and they perished with their own 
system.  

The period from 1680 to 1780 under “alien rule” has been celebrated as a 
prosperous age in Chinese history. The population increased from approximately 100 million c. 

1500 to more than 300 million c. 1800. The end of Qian-long’s life (1711-99) coincided with 
the end of tripolar East Asia—the old order. After Kang-xi, Yong-zheng and Qian-long, the 
emperors became insignificant and eventually irrelevant; ordinary people on the street did not 
so much as remember their names. A proper interpretation of the history of East Asia until 
1799 would enable a more accurate understanding of modern East Asia since 1800.93  

The People’s Republic of China inherited the entire territories conquered by the Qing 
rulers together with the Manchu homeland itself, and successfully retained Tibet by its own 

effort at conquest. The PRC government pushed the idea of a “unified polyethnic state” 
(Tong-yi Duo-min-zu Guo-jia), stating that the PRC is “a state in which many nationalities are 
united,” and promising equality between the Han Chinese and all of the fifty-five minority 
nationalities. The Qing rhetoric of the “single family of Manchu and Han Chinese” may have 
been the source of inspiration for Sun Yat-sen to propose “the single family of the five 
races.”94 The Manchu had initiated the redefinition of the Chinese people, the Chinese nation, 
and the Chinese territory, apparently preferring the concept of “national family” dominated 
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by the Manchu. The former peoples of the Qing dominions became the modern Chinese 

people. The People’s Republic of China has attempted to redefine the Chinese people, the 
modern Chinese nation, and the Chinese territory possibly preferring the concept of “national 
family” dominated by the Han Chinese, believing in eventual sinicization, culturally and 
genetically. 

Ledyard (1983: 335) contends that: “It is striking that the first foreign excursion of  the 
Chinese army after consolidation of  its political victory in 1949 was an invasion of  Korea, as if  
Han Wu-di, Tang Tai-zong, and Ming’s Hong-wu emperor were all together down in the 
prompter’s box voicing out the script. … Their object … was to keep the Americans at a safe 
distance from their Manchurian frontier and to make sure that the state that bordered 
‘Northeast’ (Dongbei: the term ‘Manchuria’ was no longer used) was friendly and supportive of  
its goals.”95 
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APPENDIX 1: ETHNIC AND CULTURAL CHARACTER OF ANCIENT YAN 
According to the Xiong-nu section of  Shi-ji, Qin Kai was the Yan general who had 

been taken hostage by the Dong-hu and enjoyed their fullest confidence. However, after 
returning to Yan, Qin Kai mounted a surprise attack on the Dong-hu in 311 BCE, making the 
Dong-hu retreat about a thousand li. The Shi-ji then notes that the Yan established five 
provinces (Shang-gu, Yu-yang, Youbei-ping, Liao-xi and Liao-dong) and constructed a “Long 
Wall” from Zao-yang to Xiang-ping. The Shi-ji notes that Xiang-ping was located in the “Liao-
dong” province.96  

LOCATION OF THE LIAO RIVER AND LIAO-DONG 

According to the Shi-ji, the walls built by the Yan and rebuilt by the Qin reached 
“Liao-dong.”97 Many historians imagine, in the absence of  any archeological evidence, that the 
Qin Long Wall (and by the same token, the Yan Long Wall) ran a good deal farther north and 
east than the Great Wall now extant (which dates principally from the Ming dynasty and 
includes much stone construction), crossing the modern-day Liao River and reaching far down 
to the Yalu River. The crucial question is the location of  the “Liao River” and “Liao-dong” 
prior to the Han Wu-di’s conquest of  Chosun in 108 BCE.  

The twelfth century map of  Di Li Tu clearly shows that the present-day Luan River 
was called the Liao River in former times, while the present-day Liao River was called the 
Lesser Liao River.98 Hence the “Liao-dong” recorded in the Shi-ji must have implied the east 
of  the Luan River. That is, the Liao-xi and Liao-dong provinces established by the Shao-gong’s 
Yan must have been located near the modern-day Luan River, while the other three provinces 
were located in northern Hebei.  

Now we will examine more closely the records of  the Shi-ji. According to the Shi-ji, 
Shi-huang-di’s army captured the Yan capital, Ji-cheng, in 226 BCE, the King of  Yan 
“retrieved” Liao-dong to be king there, the Qin army attacked Liao-dong in 222 BCE and 
captured the last king of  Yan, Shi-huang-di built a castle at Jie-shi and engraved an epitaph in 
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215 BCE, his son made a tour to “Jie-shi” and personally observed the epitaph in the very first 
year (210 BCE) of  his accession to the throne, glorified the great feats of  his father, and duly 
came back from “Liao-dong.” The Jie-shi Mountain is located in the modern-day Chang-li 
prefecture to the east of  the modern-day Luan River. The area around Jie-shi was “Liao-dong,” 
where the last king of  Yan was captured. Shan-hai-guan, where the now extant Great Wall 
begins, must have marked the eastern boundary of  Liao-dong at the final days of  the Yan 
kingdom and also at the time of  the Shi-huang-di’s Qin Empire.99  

We now examine the Huai-nan-zi and Yan-ti-lun. Shim (2002: 302) quotes Huai-nan-zi, 
written in the second century BC: “At the eastern end [of  Han], beyond Jie-shi mountain, [we] 
pass through Chosun, a state of  benevolent and great people.” Shim notes that “post-Qin 
people still considered the area in the Luan and Daling River valleys as Chosun.” Shim also 
quotes Yan-ti-lun, complied in the first century BC: “the state of  Yan is said to have been 
blocked by Jie-shi Mountain.”100  

If  “Liao-dong” implies east of  the modern-day Luan River, then the location of  not 
only the Yan Long Wall but also the Qin Long Wall coincides with the location of  the now 
extant Great Wall. The Yan “Long Wall,” mentioned in the Shi-ji, must have been located at the 
exact place where Shi-huang-di later constructed the Qin “Long Wall,” duly serving as its 
ready-made base. The archeological evidence from the so-called “Yan Long Wall,” allegedly 
built by the Han Chinese, also supports this location.  
ARCHEOLOGICAL EVIDENCE FROM THE SO-CALLED “YAN LONG WALL” 

Remains of  a line of  fortifications (built with stamped earth and stone), comprised of  
lookout posts, ramparts, ditches, small and large forts, beacon towers, and stone walls blocking 
mountain passes, were found running approximately from the Karachin Banner (southwest of  
Chi-feng) in the west to the Fu-xin district (northeast of  Chao-yang) in the east. This line of  
fortifications is alleged to be the “Long Wall” constructed by the Yan. Many people imagine 
that the walls extend further to the west and east. The following are the archeological findings 
reported by Di Cosmo (2002: 148-50, 157).  

Several citadels and round habitations built in stone on high terrain were discovered 
along the line of  the walls from which archeologists have recovered artifacts attributed to the 
Upper Xiajia-dian culture. Both outside and inside this line of  fortifications, the cultural 
remains are exclusively “non-Chinese.” Archeologists believe that the original dwellers were 
Dong-hu. Archeological excavations in the proximity of  the section of  the wall near Chi-feng 
also reveal the presence of  the Upper Xiajia-dian and the Ordos bronze cultures. It is obvious 
that the whole area was inhabited exclusively by non-Chinese, mostly pastoral people. The wall 
was not built to separate nomad and farmer, but to establish a strong military presence to 
control the movement of  people. There is no evidence that the wall protected the Han Chinese 
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settlements in areas traditionally inhabited by alien peoples engaged mainly in pastoral activities. 
We still do not know the precise function of  the wall, nor what it was actually defending, but 
clearly it served to defend non-agricultural territory from some threat.  

The sole basis for attributing this line of  fortifications, running from Karachin Banner 
to the Fu-xin, to the work of  the Yan (dating no later than 299 BCE) is the “Long Wall” 
mentioned in the Shi-zhi. These findings raise a host of  questions. First, had the Yan’s territory 
ever extended much beyond the present-day Hebei province or the modern-day Luan River? 
Second, wasn’t there a Dong-hu (Xianbei) Yan domain vis-a-vis the Han Chinese Yan? Third, 
prior to the Qin Kai’s exploits in 311 BCE, who had been occupying the area where the Yan 
established five provinces? And finally, who did occupy the Daling-he basin of  the modern-day 
Liao-ning province after the Qin Kai’s exploits? 
THE SHAO-GONG’S NORTHERN YAN AND THE XIANBEI SOUTHERN YAN  

According to the Shi-ji, King Wu (r. 1049-43 BCE) of  the Western Zhou conquered 
Shang in 1045 BCE, and commanded his half-brother, the Duke of  Shao, to release Ji-zi (Kija) 
from the imprisonment imposed on him by the last king of  Shang (who was a relative of  Ji-zi). 
The Shi-ji then created the legend that King Wu enfeoffed Shao-gong as the ruler of  Yan (?-
c.1049/43-222 BCE), and also enfeoffed Kija as the ruler of  Chosun (?-c.1049/43-108 BCE), 
an eastern neighbor of  Yan. With a few strokes, Si-ma Qian installed two ancient Han Chinese 
royal scions as founders of  the states located in the traditional domain of  both Dong-hu 
(Xianbei) and Ye-maek Tungus.  

Sima Qian wrote that King Wu enfeoffed Shao-gong as the ruler of  “Northern” Yan. 
Shi-ji notes that there must be some other Yan, such as the “Southern” Yan.101 

We now examine the records of  Dongyi-zhuan. The Ye section of  Dongyi-zhuan 
states that, at the end of  the Qin dynasty when the empire was plunged in chaos by rebellion 
(in 209 BCE), tens of  thousands of  people started to flee from northeastern China (Qi, Zhao 
and Yan) to Chosun, and a Yan person named Wei Man came (c. 206-195 BCE) “with a 
topknot wearing barbarian clothes.”102  Wei Man was entrusted with the custody of  refugees 
in the western frontier district, but he eventually usurped the throne of  Chosun. We are not 
sure whether the Yan from which Wei Man came represents the Shao-gong’s Northern Yan or 
some other Yan of  Donghu-Xianbei, such as the Southern Yan that appears in the Shi-ji.  

During the hundred year period from 337-436 CE, there appeared five Yan states, 
namely, the Former Yan (337-70), the Later Yan (384-408), the Western Yan (384-94), the 
Southern Yan (398-410), and the Northern Yan (409-36). Surprisingly, the rulers of  the 
Northern Yan, located in the Hebei-Liaoxi area, were Han Chinese, while the rulers of  all other 
Yan states, including the Southern Yan that was located in the Shan-dong peninsula, were all 
Murong Xianbei. Wei Man could have come to Chosun from a Xianbei (Southern) Yan instead 



 50

of  a Han Chinese (Northern) Yan.  
THE SO-CALLED “MING” KNIFE COIN 

 The so-called “Ming” knife coins 明刀錢 do not have pointed tips, and have 
pointed or mildly curved back. They do not bear a mint name. They are found over a wide 
area of  Liao-xi and Northern Korea. These are by far the most common of  all knife coins 
and must have been cast in vast numbers. Park (2000) shows that the so-called Ming knife 
coins that were manufactured c. 300-100 BCE are excavated in abundance at the Upper 
Xiajia-dian sites around Chi-feng and Chao-yang in the west of  the Liao River (and as far 
down as Cheng-de and Luan-ping along the Luan River), and also excavated in abundance, 
conspicuously together with narrow-bladed bronze daggers, in the Liao-dong area and 
northwestern region of  the Korean peninsula, but almost none of  them are excavated in 
the west of  the Luan River and below the Great Wall. The knife coins excavated from the 
capital of  Old Yan, Ji-cheng (Beijing), unlike the so-called Ming knife coin, mostly have 
pointed tips with smooth curve down the back without bearing any pictograph.103  

There were, however, two distinct types of  the so-called Ming knife coins, the first 
of  which having a “Yan” pictograph, and the second having a “Ming” pictograph. Both 
types have many different reverse inscriptions that give no indications of  mint name or 
denominations. According to Zhang (2004), the knife coin with pictograph “(0))” ---which 
depicts an eye and should be read as Yan 燕, 匽--- was manufactured in the Yan State, and 
the knife coin with “(0” ---which should be read as Ming 明, indicating the Ming Barbarian 
of  Kija (Ji-zi) 箕子之明夷, i.e., the Chosun State--- was manufactured in Chosun. An 
unanswered question is the fact that the excavation sites of  both types of  knife coins 
overlap considerably, as if  the Korea proper and Liao-xi had formed a common currency 
area. 
 These findings may imply that the knife coins with the Ming-pictograph were 
manufactured, together with narrow-bladed bronze daggers, by the Ye-maek Chosun 
(called the Ming Barbarian), and the knife coins with the Yan-pictograph were 
manufactured by the Donghu-Xianbei (Southern) Yan, while the Han Chinese Shao-gong’s 
(Northern) Yan State, centered at the modern Beijing area, did not produce either type of  
knife coins.  At least one thing seems to be certain; the Shao-gong’s Yan at Beijing (Ji-
cheng), Hebei, did not belong to the common currency area. 

 
 

APPENDIX 2: KOREA AND JAPAN IN EAST ASIAN HISTORY 
I have tried to reconstruct the relationship between Korea and Japan during 300 BCE-

700 CE in the historical context of  the whole of  East Asia. This is one of  the most sensitive 
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issues in East Asian history.  
The Paleolithic Ainu in the Japanese archipelago were bound to encounter the 

Malayo-Polynesians arriving through the sea route of  Philippines-Taiwan-Ryukyu islands, 
giving rise together to the Neolithic Jōmon culture of  hunting-fishing-gathering (c. 10,000-300 
BCE). They were joined eventually by the people coming from the Korean peninsula, all of  
them together commencing the Bronze-Iron Yayoi era of  rice cultivation (c. 300 BCE-300 CE). 
The early history of  the Japanese islands reveals some conspicuous parallels with that of  the 
British Isles at the other end of  the Eurasian continent. During the 600-year Yayoi period, 
Korean influences penetrated to the Japanese islands as visibly as the influences of  the Anglo-
Saxon on Celtic Britain and, during the next 400-year Tomb period of  300-700 CE, changes 
came as swiftly and strongly as the Norman Conquest of  England. Then the parallel with the 
British Isles fades away. The Korean influences on the Japanese islands petered out thereafter, 
resulting in a brief  period of  active importation of  Tang Chinese culture by the Yamato court 
followed by a prolonged period of  isolation, producing a fairly unique indigenous culture 
through internal evolution. As a cultural periphery in an anthropological context, old 
outmoded habits and institutions have been tenaciously preserved in the Japanese islands, a 
spectacular example of  which is, as Reischauer (Fairbank, Reischauer and Craig, 1973, p. 325) 

states, “the survival of  the imperial family as the theoretical source of  all political authority for 
a millennium after it had lost all real political power.” 

“The Origin of  the Yamato Kingdom and the Roots of  the Japanese Imperial Family: 
A Korean Perspective,” that summarizes my previous works (1988, 1994, 2003), presents a 
model for the origin of  the Yamato kingdom in the Japanese islands as well as the historical 
facts to convince readers of  the plausibility of  my model. I contend that the conquest of  
Japanese islands by the Paekche people from the Korean peninsula occurred sometime between 
370-390, Oujin (Homuda), a Paekche prince, ascended to the throne as the founder of  the 
Yamato kingdom in 390, and there must have been some time lag between the commencement 
of  the conquest and the burial of  the Paekche conquerors in gigantic tombs with horse 
trappings. The evolution of  the Yamato kingdom is seen as an integral part of  the general 
history of  East Asia. I present the suggestive records and traces for the origin of  the Yamato 
kingdom and the roots of  the imperial family.  

“Yayoi Wave, Kofun Wave, and Timing: the Formation of  the Japanese People and 
Japanese Language,” published in the Korean Studies, Volume 29, 2005, applies my model to 
trace the origin of  the Japanese people and the Japanese language. 

About 400 BCE, mountain glaciers started to re-advance, with cooler conditions 
persisting until 300 CE. The beginning of  a Little Ice Age coincides with the great Celtic 
migrations in the west end of  the Eurasian continent and the Warring States period in the east 
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end.104 In 390 BCE, the fierce Celtic warriors known as Gauls had besieged Rome itself. The 
migration of  rice farmers from the southern Korean peninsula into the Japanese islands and 
the commencement of  the rice-cultivating Yayoi period (c. 300 BCE-300 CE) had coincided 
with the beginning of  a Little Ice Age.  

The Little Ice Age produced the heyday of  the Roman Empire located in the warm 
Mediterranean zone and the Han Chinese Empires in mainland China. There followed a 
drought period of  maximum intensity in the Mediterranean, North Africa and far to the east 
into Asia around 300-400 CE (see Lamb, 1995, p. 159). The period of  300-400 CE coincides 
with the severe droughts in the Eurasian steppes that could have triggered a chain reaction that 
resulted in the invasion of  the Huns and Germanic folk migrations in the west end, and the 
Five Barbarians and Sixteen States period in the east end. I contend that the establishment of  
the Yamato kingdom by the Paekche people from the Korean peninsula and the 
commencement of  the Late Tomb Period (c. 375-675 CE) on the Japanese islands coincided 
with a period of  global drought of  maximum intensity.  

 

 

                                            
1 Excerpts from KOREA AND JAPAN IN EAST ASIAN HISTORY (http://www.EastAsianHistory.pe.kr). 
To be presented at the Asia House, London, U.K., 18:30-20:00 pm, May 3, 2006. Copyright © Wontack Hong 
(wthong2002@hotmail.com). 
 
2 The Sinocentric view on conquest dynasties amplifies the aspect of  eventual melting down of  “barbarian” 
elements by assimilation. The “assimilation” is understood to imply that “the subordinate group attempts to 
abandon its inadequate culture by entering into the society of  the dominant group and accepting its culture, 
retaining only token vestiges of  their culture traits.” The concept of  sinicization is employed in the same 
sense as assimilation that encompasses both acculturation and integration (see Tao, 1976, pp. xiii and 111). 
 
3 The name of  Mongols appears for the first time in the History of  Tang. 蒙兀 is read “meng-wu” by the 
modern-day Chinese, but is read “mong-ol” by the modern-day Korean that is, as usual, much closer to the 
ancient (up to Tang time) reading of  “mong-uэt” in the metropolitan China. It may be due to what the 
anthropologists say the “freezing” phenomena in the periphery. The New Tang-shu writes 蒙瓦 whose 
ancient reading is “mong-uăr” and modern reading is “meng-wa.” 
 
舊唐書 卷一百九十九下 列傳 北狄 室韋者契丹之別類也…東至黑水靺鞨 西至突厥 南接契丹…其國無君長
…而附于突厥 兵器有角弓楛矢 尤善射 時聚弋獵 事畢而散…畜宜犬豕…大室韋部落…傍望建河居 其河源
出突厥東北界…屈曲東流…又東經蒙兀室韋之北 
唐書 卷二百一十九下 列傳 北狄 契丹 本東胡種...室韋 契丹別種 東胡之北邊...西突厥南契丹 大室韋…河
…河南有蒙瓦部...水東合...忽汗河 又東貫黑水靺鞨  
北史 卷九十四 列傳 第八十二 奚本曰庫莫奚 其先東部胡宇文之別種也 初爲慕容晃所破...契丹國...與庫莫
奚異種同類 並爲慕容晃所破 
 
4 See Franke and Twitchett (1994: 329-33). According to Janhunen (1996: 158, 160), “the linguistic 
Mongolization of  Mongolia had … taken place during the more than three centuries that separated the fall of  
the Uighur (840) and the proclamation of  the Mongol Khanate (1206),” and “if  we accept the hypothesis that 
the Qidan were linguistically related to the Mongols, we see that the political history of  Manchuria involves a 
regular oscillation of  the power between Mongolic and Tungusic elements.” 
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5 史記 卷一百二十九 貨殖列傳 第六十九 夫燕亦勃碣之閒…北鄰烏桓夫餘 東綰穢貉[貊]朝鮮…之利  
後漢書 卷八十五 東夷列傳 濊 濊及沃沮句麗 本皆朝鮮之地也  
遼史 地理志二 東京遼陽府本朝鮮之地 
六家詩名物疏 卷五十一 貊者 東夷之種 分居於北 ... 貊在東北方 三韓之屬 皆貊類也  
三國志 卷三十 魏書三十 烏丸鮮卑 東夷傳 第三十 夫餘傳..於東夷地域 最平敞…蓋本濊貊之地..高句麗在
遼東之東千里 南與朝鮮濊貊…言語諸事 多與夫餘同  
韓傳 韓在帶方之南 有三種 一曰 馬韓 二曰辰韓 三曰弁韓 辰韓者 古之辰國也…桓靈之末 韓濊彊盛 郡縣
不能制民 多流入韓國…興兵伐韓濊  
挹婁傳 在夫餘東北千餘里…古之肅愼氏之國也 
金史 卷一 世紀 金之先出靺鞨氏 靺鞨本號勿吉 古肅愼地也 
 
6 The Wu-huan flourished during the Three Kingdoms period, but then disappeared from history. 
後漢書 卷九十 烏桓鮮卑列傳 第八十 烏桓者 本東胡也… 鮮卑者亦東胡之支也.. 其言語習俗與烏桓同 
 
7 See Grousset (1970: 193). 
 
8 It was first discovered in 1935 at the Hong-shan-hou, Chi-feng 赤峯 city of  the Liao-ning Province. 
According to Guo (Nelson, 1995: 25), the northern boundary of  the Hong-shan 紅山 culture reaches 
beyond the Shara-murun 西拉木倫 River, extending into the Mongolian plateau. The eastern boundary is 
close to the lower reaches of  the Liao River, the southern boundary extends to the coast of  Bohai (Parhae) 
Bay, and the western section goes beyond the Yan Mountains. Typical sites are found most often along the 
Lao-ha River 老哈河, along the valley of  the Ying-jin 英金 River in a suburb of  Chi-feng city, and along the 
valley of  Shara-murun River. 
 
9 See also Di Cosmo (2002: 49). To supplement their millet production, the Lower Xiajia-dian people raised 
stock and hunted deer. 
 
10 See Nelson (1995: 148-154, 160-1). 夏家店下層 
 
11 See also Di Cosmo (2002: 64). 
 
12 See Nelson (1993: 113-6), Barnes (1993: 160-1, 175-7), and Di Cosmo (2002: 62). According to Nelson 
(1993: 158, 161), pottery from many sites of  Liao-ning and Heilong-jiang is similar to the plain Mumun 
pottery from other Manchurian sites and the Korean peninsula.  
 
13 The Upper Xiajia-dian geographical range extended north to the Shara-murun River basin, up to the 
eastern side of  the Greater Xing’an Range; south to the Luan River, Yan Mountains, Qi-lao-tu Mountains; 
east to the Liao River basin; and west to the Zhao-wu-da-meng in Inner Mongolia. 
 
14 See Nelson (1993: 137-8) and Pai (2000: 200, 203). 
 
15 See also Barnes (1993: 162). According to Nelson (1993: 133), “Liao-ning dagger is found abundantly in 
the Liao-dong peninsula and around Bohai Bay, as well as in Korea, but it is not found in China south of  the 
Great Wall.”  
 
16 In Asia, dolmen is found from India and Manchuria to Kyūshu, but the highest density on the earth 
(exceeding 100,000 units) is found in Korea proper. According to Nelson (1993: 159, 163), the number of  
dolmen in Korea suggests their indigenous origin as well as the possibility that the Ye-maek ruling elites tried 
“to mark their territory by means of  their burial places, as occurred in the British Isles.” 
 
17 See Barnes (1993: 166) and Watson (1971: 131, 136). Dolmens of  the northern type seem to have emerged 
in the late Chulmun period (c. 3000-2000 BCE), and dolmens of  the southern type in the late Bronze Age (c. 
1000 BCE), though the distribution of  the two types overlaps considerably. 
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18 In 213 BC, Shi-huang-di was able to expel the Xiong-nu from the Ordos steppe to their Transbaikalia 
hinterland, but the Qin army was not able to cross the Yellow River. The Xiong-nu reoccupied it after the fall 
of  Qin. Many Han Chinese statesmen seem to have believed that the war against the Xiong-nu caused the 
demise of  Qin dynasty. According to Jagchid and Symons (1989: 56-7), Li Si was one of  the first Han 
Chinese statesmen to oppose warfare against nomads. Li’s advice was rejected by Qin Shi-huang-di and 
became to be cited in a memorial presented by Chu-fu Yen to Wu-di (141-87 BCE), and recorded in Shi-ji. Li 
argued that: “Xiong-nu nomads move like birds … and keeping supply lines open to a military force north of  
China is logistically impossible.” 
 
19 See Barfield (1989: 248). Jagchid and Symons (1989: 55) quote the statement made by a counselor, named 
Zhai I, to the Han Emperor Wen-di (49-33 BCE): “Now the Xiong-nu are boastfully and arrogantly invading 
and looting. They have reached the limit of  insult … Yet the Han court annually presents them gold, silk, 
embroideries, and satin, which shows that the barbarians command and play the role of  the lord above. The 
Son of  Heaven presents tribute and fulfills the ritual of  the vassal below.” The Han court believed that 
buying off  the barbarians was still cheaper than fighting the barbarians. The punitive expeditions into the 
steppe à la Wu-di were not only costly but perilous. A peace pact guaranteed secure frontiers in exchange for 
titles, subsidies, and border markets. The costs of  subsidies amounted to only a fraction of  the costs of  
maintaining troops on the frontier. The Chinese court, Barfield (1989: 248) notes, “could often count on 
military aid from the nomads to put down rebellions or repel invasions because the nomads wanted to 
maintain a profitable status quo.” 
 
20 The civilian officials, trained in the Confucian tradition, were opposed to offensive military tactics because 
they generated opportunities for the advancement of  soldiers and merchants (see Jagchid and Symons, 1989, 
p. 54). They cited the wars of  Qin Shih Huang-di and Han Wu-di as examples of  bad policy for dealing with 
an area that China could never incorporate or easily pacify. Stability could be maintained by a policy of  
appeasement under the cloak of  the tributary system (see Barfield, 1989, 246-9). 
 
21 後漢書 卷十八 列傳第八…後匈奴飢疫 自相分爭…建武 二十七年 宮…上書曰…諭告高句麗烏桓鮮卑攻
其左 發河西四郡 …如此 北虜之滅 
 
22 See Twitchet and Loewe, (1986: 443). The money was paid by revenues collected in Shan-dong and Kiang-
su (see Jagchid and Symons, 1989, p. 33). 
 
23三國志 魏書 烏丸鮮卑東夷傳 魏書曰...匈奴損耗 而鮮卑遂盛...檀石槐旣立…乃分其地...爲中部...其大人 
曰...慕容等  
 
24 The shan-yu of  the Duan gave his daughter to Hui in marriage, and she became the mother of  Hui’s three 
sons, Huang, Jen, and Zhao. Owing to the good Chinese education which Hui had made available to his sons, 
Huang was well versed in Chinese literature and had learned to esteem Chinese classical learning. Murong 
Huang proclaimed himself  King of  Yan in 337; subdued the Duan Xianbei in 339; annihilated the Yu-wen 
Xianbei state in 344; let his son Ke, a natural leader who held the loyalty of  Xianbei soldiers, guard the Liao-
dong against Ye-maek Koguryeo in 341; and became a ruler of  both nomads and farmers. See Schreiber 
(1949-55: 400, 426, 457, 474). 
 
25 See Schreiber (1949-55: 374-5, 401, 405-11). 
 
26 See Schreiber (1956: 7, 9, 31-35; Tai-ping yu-lan, Zi-zhi-tong-jian 99). 
 
27 After Jun’s death, the Great Army of  Yan (the newly recruited army) simply dispersed. See Schreiber 
(1956: 54-5, 58, 63-4). 
 
28 See Schreiber (1956: 81, 128). 
 
29  晉書 卷一百十一 載記第十 慕容暐 其尙書左丞申紹上疏曰 …弓馬之勁 秦晉所憚 雲騎風馳 國之常也 
而比赴敵後機 兵不速 濟者何也…遂致奔亡...退離 蠶農之要 兵豈在多 貴於用命 宜嚴制軍科 務先饒復 習
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兵敎戰 使偏伍有常 從戎之外 足營私業...今之見戶 不過漢之一大郡 而備置百官…後宮四千有餘 童侍厮養
通兼十倍...戎器弗營…軍士無襜褕之賚  
 
30 See Barfield (1989: 106, 118-9). 
 
31 Barfield (1989: 124) 
 
32 The moment always arrives when the nomadic conquerors become sinicized, and then either defeated by 
the fresh nomads or eliminated by the Han Chinese. According to Twitchett (1979: 97), the once proud 
military units along the Wei frontier “became, in the Chinese manner, the dumping grounds for criminals, 
fertile fields for exploiting functionaries, and social classes at once déclassé and rebellious.” The Xianbei 
soldiers assigned to the northern frontier garrisons rebelled in 524.  
 
33 The openwork pattern on a pair of  saddle plates excavated at Chao-yang (composed of  hexagons 
enclosing animals and birds) is believed to be unique to the Murong Xianbei and would later be transmitted 
to the Northern Wei. Watt, et al. (2004: 125) contends that, “at about the same time, the pattern was adopted 
by Koreans of  the Silla kingdom, in the southeast quarter of  the peninsula.” The pattern was indeed adopted 
not only by the Silla, but also by the Kaya in Korean peninsula, and by the Yamato people in the Japanese 
islands with some time lag. The Koreans are very familiar with these sorts of  patterns and designs, and are 
rather shocked by their excavation at the Xianbei sites. 
 
34 Watt, et al. (2004: XIX) 
 
35 According to Barnes (1993: 152), the Yan kingdom was the weakest of  the seven major Late Zhou feudal 
states, and yet produced a greater abundance of  iron artifacts than Qin, the strongest state, as manifested by 
the several iron foundries excavated: “The earliest-known iron armor is also from Yan, and this state has 
played a major role in initiating the Korean iron Age around 400 BCE –only a century after iron production 
became a viable industry on the Mainland itself.” 
 
36 According to Guo (Nelson, 1995: 178), there is a transitional relationship between the Lower Xiajia-dian 
culture and the Yan culture: “For instance, the animal mask designs on the painted pottery of  Lower Xiajia-
dian, which appeared earlier and were well developed, are one of  the antecedents of  taotie [monster mask] 
designs in the Shang dynasty, and taotie designs continued in Yan until the end of  the Warring States period, 
about 300 BCE.” Guo contends that “the Yan culture of  Early Zhou has its own features.” Guo emphasizes 
the fact that the character for “Yan” already existed in inscriptions on oracle bones excavated at the Lower 
Xiajia-dian, suggesting that the proto-Yan had existed in the Shang period and its cultural traditions “were still 
kept in the Yan State culture of  Western Zhou.” 
 
37 三國志 魏書 烏丸鮮卑東夷傳 挹婁傳 在夫餘東北千餘里…古之肅愼氏之國也… 自漢以來 臣屬夫餘 夫
餘責其租賦重 以黃初中叛之[220-26] 夫餘數伐之 其人衆雖少 所在山險 鄰國人畏其弓矢 卒不能服也 
 
38 See Schreiber (1949-55: 466-8). 
 
39 遼史 卷四十九 志第十八 禮志一 遼本朝鮮故壤 箕子八條之敎 流風遺俗 蓋有存者 
According to the Ye Section of  Dong-yi Zhuan, Ki-ja (Ji-zi) in Chosun had formulated the Eight Clauses of  
Instruction and educated the people. 
三國志 魏書 烏丸鮮卑東夷傳 濊傳 昔箕子旣適朝鮮 作八條之敎 
 
40 資治通鑑 晉紀十七 慕容廆卒…仁擧兵...皝...遣軍...將兵五千與庶弟...司馬遼東佟壽 共討仁...皝兵大敗 
...壽...遂降於仁...慕容皝討遼東...皝欲悉阬遼東民...諫曰 遼東之叛 實非本圖 直畏仁凶威 不得不從...分 
徙遼東大姓於棘城...咸康2年...慕容皝將討慕容仁...佟壽...皆東走  

安岳3號墳 墨書銘 永和十三年 [357] 十月戊子朔卄六日癸[丑] 使持節都督諸軍事 平東將軍 護撫夷校尉 
樂浪[相] 昌黎玄菟帶方太守 都鄕侯 幽州遼東平郭 都鄕敬上里 冬壽 字[ ]安 年六十九薨官  
 
41 Squeezed by the Tuoba-Xianbei in the west and also by the Sushen-Mohe in the east, the Puyeo royal 
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house surrendered itself  to Koguryeo in 494. 
 
42 德興里古墳 墨書銘 □□郡信都□都卿□甘里 釋迦文佛弟子□□氏鎭仕 爲建威將軍國小大兄左將軍 龍
驤將軍遼東太守使持節東夷校尉幽州刺史鎭 年七十七薨爲以永樂十八年 
 
43 魏書 高祖 紀第七下 …帝爲高麗王璉 擧哀於城東行宮 
 
44 魏書 卷一百三 列傳 第九十一 蠕蠕 東胡之苗裔…自號柔然…太祖撫慰如舊 九年[394]…社崘率部衆棄其
父西走…社崘遠遁漠北…遂幷諸部 凶勢益振…始立軍法 千人爲軍 軍置將一人 百人爲幢 幢置帥一人…其
西北有匈奴餘種…號爲强盛…於是自號丘豆伐可汗…可汗猶爲言皇帝也…永興二年 太宗[409-23]討之 社崘
遁走道死… 神䴥二年[429] 世祖…次于沙漠南 …歸降三十餘萬 俘獲首虜及戎馬百餘萬匹 
魏書 卷四上 世祖紀 第四上 神䴥二年 車駕北伐…次于沙漠 舍輜重 輕騎兼馬至栗水 蠕蠕震怖…絶跡西走 
 
45 See Ledyard (1983: 320). 
 
46 See Twitchett (1979: 63-4, 151). 
 
47 Gao-zong, in poor health for some time, had been forced to retire to a summer palace in 657, and to hold 
court only on alternate days. According to Twitchett (1979: 255), “the empress’s position became virtually 
impregnable after the tenth month of  660, when Gao-zong apparently suffered a serious stroke. The empress 
took easily to administering the empire during his recurrent periods of  incapacity. By the end of  660 the 
empress Wu was ruler of  the empire in fact if  not in name.” 
 
48 Fairbank and Goldman (1992: 84) 
 
49 廣開土大王碑文 八年戊戌 [398] 敎遣偏師 觀息愼土俗 因使抄得莫[ ]羅城 加太羅谷男女三百餘人 自此
以來 朝貢論事  
金史 卷一 世紀 金之先 出靺鞨氏 靺鞨本號勿吉 古肅愼地也 元魏時 勿吉有七部 曰粟末部…曰黑水部…
唐初 有黑水靺鞨 粟末靺鞨 其五部無聞 粟末靺鞨始附高麗…黑水靺鞨居肅愼地…亦附于高麗 嘗以兵十五萬
衆助高麗拒唐太宗 敗于安市  
 
50 舊唐書 列傳 第一百四十九 上 高麗…靺鞨之衆十五萬來援 安市城… 太宗…收靺鞨三千三百盡坑之 
 
51  金史 卷一 世紀 粟末靺鞨始附高麗 姓大氏 李勣破高麗 粟末靺鞨保東牟山 後爲渤海…黑水靺鞨居肅愼
地..附于高麗…其後渤海盛强 黑水役屬之  
 
The History of  Liao records that the Parhae established its provinces at the old Koguryeo fortress areas such 
as the Shin-seong Fortress, the Kae-mo, the Paek-am, the Liao-dong, and the An-shi in Liao-dong, and also 
established its provinces at some Liao-xi area. Manzhou Yuanliu Gao includes records showing that the Parhae 
had occupied the Bi-sa Fortress at the southern tip of  the Liao-dong Peninsula. The Parhae sovereign’s 
message to the Yamato Kingdom in 796 states that the Parhae has recovered the entire old Koguryeo 
territory and its ruler’s authority now shines beyond the Liao River. The Parhae came to occupy virtually the 
whole of  Manchuria, including the old Koguryeo territories in Manchuria, some new Liao-xi area, Song-hua 
and Ussuri basins as well as the whole adjoining coastal zone along the East Sea.  
 
52 According to the Chinese chronicles, the language of  Puyeo-Koguryeo-Paekche was different from that of  
Sushen-Yilou-Mohe. The latter is definitely classified as the Tungusic branch of  the Altaic language family. It 
seems that modern linguists, whether the Pro-Altaists or Anti-Altaists, are still not certain whether to classify 
the Ye-mack language of  central Manchuria as just another Tungusic branch. The fact that Koguryeo had 
ruled almost entire Manchuria for more than 250 years (after c. 400 CE) and also the fact that the Ye-maek 
and Mohe people had jointly established the full-fledged Macro-Tungusic Parhae (Bohai) dynasty that clearly 
existed for 237 years in the traditional domain of  these two groups of  people should boggle the imagination 
of  linguists. Direct interaction and linguistic assimilation between the Ye-maek and the Mohe-Ruzhen for 
nearly 500 years would inevitably have affected the lexical and the structural properties of  both languages. 
The Korean language originating from the Puyeo-Kogurye-Silla language and the Manchu language 
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originating from the Sushen-Mohe-Ruzhen language both reveal the phenomenon of  vowel rotation and a 
systematic shift of  vowel qualities which led to the restructuring of  the vowel paradigm as well as to the 
reorientation of  the pattern of  vowel harmony. See Janhunen (1996: 153). 
 
53 北史 卷九十四 列傳 第八十二 奚本曰庫莫奚 其先東部胡宇文之別種也 初爲慕容晃所破...契丹國...與庫
莫奚異種同類 並爲慕容晃所破...太和三年 [479] 高句麗竊與蠕蠕謀欲 取地豆干以分之 契丹舊怨其侵軼... 
天保四年 [553]...寄於高麗...隋開皇四年 [584]...契丹...背高麗 
 
54 See Franke and Twitchett (1994: 44-8) and Barfield (1989: 121, 161, 164-9). 
 
55 Ledyard (1983: 346) contends that “the defeat of  Parhae in 926 was the final blow to Korean pretensions 
to the territory north of  the Yalu … and … its defeat takes Korea out of  Manchuria for the rest of  history 
up to the present time.” 
 
56 See Frank and Twitchett (1994: 77, 92). 
 
57 See Frank and Twitchett (1994: 22-3, 63) and Fairbank and Goldman (1992: 113). 
 
58 高麗史節要 丙申十九年 [936] 王率三軍至天安…王與 萱觀兵而... 領黑水達姑鐵勒諸蕃勁 騎九千五百 
 
59  高麗史節要 癸巳十二年 [993] 蕭遜寧... 書云八十萬兵 ...語熙曰 汝國興新羅地 高句麗之地我所 有也 
而汝侵蝕之 又與我連壤 而越海 事宋大國 是以來討 今割地以獻 而修朝聘 可無事矣 熙曰 非也 我國則高
句麗之舊也 故號高麗 都平壤 若論地界 上國之東京 皆在我境 何得謂之 侵蝕乎 且鴨綠江內外亦我境內 今
女眞盜據…若今逐女眞 還我舊地 築城堡通道路 則敢不修聘...熙復奏曰...今...收江內 請俟得江外 修聘未晩  
 
60 Tao (1976: 8) 
 
61 See Franke and Twitchett (1994: 38, 40), Franke (ibid: 274-6), Hsiao (1978: 9), and Fairbank and Goldman 
(1992: 115). 
 
62 Franke and Twitchett (1994: 24) note that: “The early Qidans selected their leaders at a council of  tribal 
chieftains and frequently held such a council when planning a campaign. … The Ruzhens, too, had the 
custom before campaign of  convoking a military assembly … Similar war councils at which policies and 
tactics were discussed also existed among the Tanguts. … By far the most illuminating … examples of  joint 
decision making were the Mongols’ diets or tribal convocations, the khuriltai. At these meetings a new ruler 
would be elected or proclaimed …” 
 
63 The treaty of  1141 stipulated that the Song were subjects (zhen) of  the Jin. Jagchid and Symons (1989: 134-
5) note that: “two hundred and fifty thousand taels of  silver and two hundred fifty thousand rolls of  silk were 
to be presented annually.” The Song emperor called the Ruzhen ruler as “Uncle Emperor.” See also Franke 
and Twitchett (1994: 224). 
金史 卷六 本紀第六 世宗上 五年正月 宋…以國書來… 稱姪宋皇帝 稱名 再拜奉書于叔 大金皇帝 
 
64 Many Ruzhens, however, had still remained in Manchuria during the Kin period, and continued to live in 
the old traditional manner. 
 
65 See Franke and Twitchett (1994: 40) and Fairbank and Goldman (1992: 115). Crossley (1997: 21) notes that 
the Ruzhens had adapted Qidan script for the writing of  their own language. 
 
66 See Rogers (1983: 159). 
 
67 金史 卷一 本紀第一 世紀 金之始祖諱函普 初從高麗來…兄…留高麗不肯從…始祖居完顔 部僕幹水之涯
…招諭渤海人曰 女直渤海本同一家 蓋其初皆勿吉之七部也  
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68  高麗史節要 乙未十年 [1115] 生女眞完顔阿骨打 稱皇帝 更名旻國號金 其俗如匈奴 諸部落無城郭 分居 
山野 無文字 以言語結繩爲約束 土饒猪羊牛馬 馬多駿 其人鷙勇 爲兒能引弓射鳥鼠 及壯無不空弦 走馬 
習戰爲勁兵 諸部各相雄長 莫能統一其地 西直契丹 南直我境 故嘗事契丹及我朝 每來朝以麩金貂皮良 馬
爲贄 我朝亦厚遣銀幣 歲常如此 或曰 昔我平州 僧今俊 [Han-bu?] 遁入女眞 居阿之古村 是爲金之先 或曰
平州僧今幸之子克守 [Han-bu?]  初入女眞 居阿之古村 娶女眞女 生子曰 古乙太師 [Wu-lu?] 古乙生活羅 太
師 [Shi-lu or Wu-gu-nai?] 活羅多子[Ho-li-po, Po-la-shu, and Ying-ko] 長曰劾里鉢 [Ho-li-po], ...劾里鉢長子 烏雅束 
[Wu- ya-shu] 嗣位 烏雅束卒 弟阿骨打立 [Aguda] 
 
69  高麗史節要 丁酉十二年 [1117] 金主阿骨打...書曰 兄大女眞金國皇 帝致書又弟高麗國王 自我祖考 介 
在一方 謂契丹爲大國 高麗爲父母之邦 小心事之 契丹無道 陵轢我 疆場奴隷我人民 屢加無名之師 我不得
已拒之 蒙天之祐 獲殄滅之 惟王許我知親 結爲兄弟 以成世世無窮之好 …書至 大臣極言 和親不可 御史
中丞金富轍 上疏以爲 金人新破大遼 遣使於我 請爲兄弟之國 以成永世和親之計 我朝不許 臣竊觀 漢之於
匈奴 唐之於突厥 或與之稱臣 或下嫁公主 凡可以和親者無不爲之 今大宋與契丹 迭爲伯叔兄弟 世世和通 
以天子之尊 無敵於天下 而於蠻胡之國 屈而事之者 乃所謂聖人 權以濟道 保全國家之良策也 昔成宗之世
[981-97] 馭邊失策 以速遼人之入寇 誠可爲鑑戒 臣願盛朝 思長圖遠策 以保國家 使無後悔 
己亥十四年 [1119] 遣中書主事...聘于金 國書有 况彼源發乎吾土之語 金主拒不受  
丙午四年 [1126] 遣...如金稱臣上表...金回詔曰 以小事大 乃社稷之圖...加非兵草之威 誘不玉帛之惠 自然來
者 不曰良哉 且君父之心 予巳堅篤 而臣子之義 汝毋易忘  
 
70 In Koryeo, the faction adhering to the legacy of  Koguryeo, represented by the irredentist ideology (or the 
ideology of  Western Capital) of  the monk Myo-cheong, lost their battle in 1136 against the Silla-successionist 
Confucian faction represented by Kim Busik of  royal Silla descent who were satisfied with the peninsular 
status. The ideology of  the Silla successionist, i.e., divesting itself  even of  a theoretical claim to Koguryeo’s 
Manchurian domains, accorded well with the rulers of  the Liao, Kin and Song, reducing tension at the 
northern frontier and consequently the necessity for military preparedness of  Koryeo, to the advantage of  its 
civilian bureaucrats. The triumph of  the Confucianist faction inaugurated dominance by the civil officialdom 
until the military coup in 1170.  
 
71 Chinggis’ great-grandfather, Khabul, founded the first Mongolian state, and the Kin court (1115-1234) 
tried to bring the Mongols into their tributary network. According to Franke and Twitchett (ibid: 15), the 
family of  Chinggis was at one time frontier feudatories of  the Ruzhen Kin. Chinggis Khan was born (c. 
1167) into a ruling clan, but did not owe his power to election, and rose to the leadership of  a great nomadic 
empire from an extremely marginal position. His bitter experiences with fickle tribal politics full of  treachery 
shaped his military strategy and political organization.  
 
72 The Mongols tried to incorporate all ethnic groups that submitted without fighting into their armies and 
government. A surrendered Song commander, for instance, helped the Mongols in the construction of  a river 
fleet, expediting the conquest of  southern China full of  rivers, canals, and streams. Many former Song troops 
(termed newly-adhered armies) were either organized into new units with Mongols or Northern Chinese 
(including Qidan, Ruzhen and Koreans) as their officers, or were incorporated into the existing Yuan ranks. 
 
73 Ledyard (1983: 325) notes: “The territory of  the Yuan dynasty … combined that of  Kin and Song, so that 
Manchuria was wholly joined with China and placed under the same administration. … Koryeo was able to 
preserve its dynastic existence … although … Koryeo’s northern territory … was removed and placed under 
the direct Mongol administration … [that] was returned to Koryeo control in 1290, and … in 1356.” To 
support the Mongol campaigns against the Kamakura shogunate on the Japanese islands in 1274 and 1281, 
the Koryeo constructed hundreds of  warships and provided the necessary soldiers, sailors, and provisions. 
The two invasions, however, ended in complete disaster because of  heavy storms. 
 
74 Franke and Twitchett (1994: 639) 
 
75 Japanese pirates (wakō) pillaged the coasts of  Korea and China from the 13th century into the 17th century. 
The Koryeo army, under the leadership of  Choi Yung (1316-88) and Yi Sung-kye (1335-1408), destroyed a 
wakō fleet of  300 to 500 ships at the mouth of  Keum River in 1380, and mounted a punitive expedition 
against Tsushima in 1389, burning 300 wakō ships. With firm punitive actions undertaken by the Chosun 
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government (1392-1910) against wakō, their main effort came to be directed toward China. In 1358, wakō had 
already raided the Shan-dong Peninsula. As the authority of  the Muromachi shogunate (1338-1573) was 
greatly weakened, wakō raided (between 1552 and 1559) from Jiang-su to Guang-zhou, often penetrating deep 
inland and threatening Nan-jing, Su-zhou, and other major cities. 
 
76 An excerpt from the memoir of  Shin Chung-il recounting his visit in the winter of  1595/6 to Nurhaci’s 
headquarters at Fe Ala, translated by Crossley (1997: 57, 59). Crossley (1997: 60) notes that Sin’s mission had 
been to impress upon the Jian-zhou Ruzhens the necessity of  observing the integrity of  the Northern 
Chosun border, and not to create a political alliance with Nurhaci against the Ming. The Chosun court used 
to confer titles and rewards (for being vassals) on the Ruzhen chiefs, and some Ruzhens served in the royal 
bodyguard. See Peterson (2002: 15). 
 
77 He created four banners in 1601, each of  a different color (either yellow, white, blue or red), and appointed 
four of  his kinsmen the lords of  these banners. Each of  the four banners was split into two in 1616 (the year 
Nurhaci declared himself  the Kahn of  the Later Kin), one being the plain banner and the other being 
bordered. See Spence (1990: 27) and Crossley (1997: 207). About 150 families were organized into a company 
unit known as “arrow.” Arrow units were combined into groups of  about 50 to form regiments, with five 
regiments to the “banner.” Nurhaci incorporated conquered or surrendered tribal groups into his own arrow-
banner supra-tribal army of  the hereditary military class. See also Barfield (1989: 253). 
 
78 More than a decade before the Manchu’s entrance into mainland China, they had created in Shen-yang the 
Six Ministries, in exact imitation of  those at the Ming court, staffed by a bureaucracy in which Manchus, 
Mongols, and Chinese were represented. The Qing court also introduced the examination system for 
appointment to the civil service. By the time the Manchus entered North China, they were fully prepared to 
rule in the Chinese way while maintaining their Manchu identity. See Spense (1990: 28). 
 
79 Lee (1984: 215) 
 
80 Spence (1990: 30-31) 
 
81 See Jagchid and Symons (1989: 21) and Barfield (1989: 6). 
 
82 Ledyard (1983: 328) notes: “their attitude and policy toward the Mongols was much more friendly … the 
Manchus enlisted them as active supporters and friends.” See Elliot (2001: 75), Jagchid and Symons (1989: 21) 
and Purdue (2005: 126). 
 
83 Crossley (1997: 76) 
 
84 See Fairbank and Goldman (1992: 146), Elliott (2110: 364) and Spence (1990: 41). 
 
85 See Fairbank and Goldman (1992: 147-8), Purdue (2005: 188), and Barfield (1987: 285). 
 
86 The Eastern Mongols cooperated with the Manchu, and survived as a people to become an independent 
state in the twentieth century. The Western Mongols ferociously resisted the Qing and faced ethnic 
extermination. The Zunghars completely disappeared. Purdue (2005: 286) 
 
87 By 1779, the Han Chinese bannermen had been eliminated from all Manchu garrison cities save Beijing 
and Guang-zhou (see Elliott, 2001, p. 351). After a protracted process of  weeding-out the Han Chinese 
bannermen, all banner people eventually came to be recognized as the Manchus (or Mongols). According to 
Fairbank and Goldman (1992: 148-9), “the only Chinese troops given a recognized existence were provincial 
forces that were used mainly as a constabulary on the post routes and against bandits but which lacked any 
training as a striking force.”  
 
88 Fairbank and Goldman (1992: 148-149) 
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89 See Spence (1990: 41) and Jagchid and Symons (1989: 21). 
 
90 Crossley (1999: 307-9) 
 
91 Elliott (2001: 355) 
 
92 欽定 滿洲源流考 卷首諭旨 乾隆四十二年八月十九日 上諭頃閱金史世紀云 金始祖居完顔部 其地有白山
黑水…本朝肇興…與大金正同 史又稱金之先出靺鞨部古肅愼地…我朝得姓曰愛新覺羅氏 國語爲金曰愛新 
可爲金源同派之證 
卷七 部族 完顔 五代 金史世紀 金之先出靺鞨氏…古肅愼地也…金之始祖…初從高麗來 按通考及大金國志
云 本自新羅來姓完顔氏 新羅王金姓 相傳數十世則金之自新羅來 無疑建國之名 亦應取此金史地理誌 乃云
以國有金水源爲名 史家附會之詞未足憑耳  居完顔部  
卷七 部族 完顔 遼 …祥符三年 契丹征高麗道由女眞 女眞復與高麗合兵拒之 契丹大敗而還 自天聖後屬契
丹世襲節度使兄弟相傳 其帥本新羅人 號完顔氏 女眞服其練事以首領推之自哈富…哈富生…生…次太祖次
太宗…國號大金  
卷七 部族 元 …金始祖 本從新羅來 號完顔氏 所部稱完顔部 新羅王金姓則金之遠派出 
 
93 Czarist Russia acquired a portion of  western Manchuria lying to the west of  the Argun River by the treaty 
of  Nerchinsk in 1689. The conquest of  the Zunghars in Inner Asia, the last nomadic empire, by the Qing in 
1757, resulted in a bipolar East Asia with Czarist Russia confronting the Manchu Qing. With the treaties of  
Aigun in 1858 and Beijing in 1860, Russia acquired the parts of  Northern and Eastern Manchuria lying to the 
north of  the Amur River and to the east of  the Ussuri River.  
 
94 Sun became the Provisional President of  the Republic of  China in Nan-jing on January 1, 1912, organized 
the Nationalist Party (Guo-min-dang, GMD) to unify all the republican factions, and then started to argue for 
multiracial national unity, flying the first five-barred republican flag (of  red, yellow, blue, white, and black 
horizontal strips representing the Han Chinese, the Manchus, the Mongols, the Moslems, and the Tibetans). 
According to Elliott (2001: 359-60), “the single family of  the five races 五族共和” strongly echoes the Qing 
formulation of  empire, and corresponds to the five languages of  the pentaglot Wudi Qingwen-jian 五體淸文鑒, 
compiled at the order of  the Qian-long emperor.  
 
95 According to Chen (1994: 220-3), “China’s participation in the war caused the loss of  tens of  thousands 
of  its soldiers on the battlefield, forced the expenditures of  billions of  dollars on military purposes at the 
expense of  China’s economic reconstruction, prevented Beijing from recovering Taiwan… But from Mao’s 
perspective, China’s gain was considerable. China’s involvement in the Korean War stimulated a series of  
political and social revolution in China that would have been otherwise inconceivable during the early stage 
of  the new republic. During the three years of  the war, along with the ‘Great Movement to Resist America 
and Assist Korea’…CCP had effectively strengthened its organizational control of  Chinese society and 
dramatically increased its authority in the minds of  the Chinese people.… Mao was therefore more confident 
and enthusiastic than ever before to take a series of  new steps to transform China, including the 
collectivization of  agriculture, the nationalization of  industry, the anti-rightist campaign, and the Great Leap 
Forward. … The Korean War also symbolized China’s rise to prominence in the international arena. … For 
the first time in its modern history China had succeeded in confronting a coalition of  Western powers and 
emerging undefeated.” 
 
96 史記 卷第一百十 匈奴列傳 第五十燕北有東胡山戎…臨胡貉…燕有賢將秦開 爲質於胡…歸而襲破走東胡 
東胡卻千餘里…燕亦築長城 自造陽至襄平 韋昭云今遼東所理也…置上谷漁陽右北平遼西遼東郡而拒胡  
 
三國志 魏書 東夷傳 韓傳 魏略曰 昔箕子之後朝鮮候 見周衰燕自尊爲王 [323 BCE] 欲東略之 朝鮮候亦自
稱爲王 欲興兵逆擊燕以尊周室… 燕乃遣將秦開攻其西方 取地二千餘里 至滿番汗爲界 朝鮮遂弱 使蒙恬築
長城 至遼東...及漢以盧綰爲燕王 朝鮮與燕界於浿(沛)水 
 

According to the Shi-ji, the Shao-gong’s Yan was the smallest and the weakest among the seven 
warring states, and it was during the reign of  King Zhao (311-279 BCE), less than ninety years prior to its 
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downfall, that supposedly the Yan had considerably expanded its territory toward the northeast. And yet King 
Zhao somehow decided, presumably at the peak of  Yan’s military might, to move his court in the opposite 
direction to Wu-yang near Yi-xian located southwest of  the old capital Ji-cheng (see Loewe and Shaughnessy, 
1999, pp. 654 and 664-5). 
 
97 According to the Shi-ji, a Qin general named Meng Tian conquered the Ordos area in 221 BCE, and 
started constructing the Long Wall. Meng Tian’s wall consolidated and linked other walls: that built by (the 
Warring Period) Qin itself  c. 300 BCE; the wall built by Wei in 353 BCE; the wall built by Zhao c. 300 BCE; 
and a Yan wall built c. 311-290 BCE.  

 
98 The author of  Di Li Tu is Huang Shang of  the Southern Song (1127-1279). This is one of  the eight maps 
Huang presented to Zhao Kuo, who was then the king of  Jia State and later became the Southern Song 
Emperor, Ning-zong (1194-1224). The map was obtained by a man called Wang Zhi-yuan in Si-chuan 
Province. In 1247, Wang had the map engraved on stone in Su-zhou. The tablet is now preserved in the Su-
zhou Stone Tablet Museum. (Excerpt from An Atlas of Ancient Maps in China: From the Warring States Period to 
the Yuan Dynasty, edited by Cao Wanru, et al., 1990, p.23, a note by Qian Cheng and Yao Shi-ying.) As the map 
shows, the present-day Luan River (灤河) ---which flows north of  Yan Shan (燕山) and south of  Cheng-de 
(承德), reaching Parhae (Bo Hai 渤海) after crossing the Great Wall in the west of  old Ping-zhou (平州) and 
Ying-zhou (榮州)---was called the Liao River (遼水) in former times, and the present-day Liao River was 
called the Lesser Liao River (小遼水). According to the Huai-nan-ji (西漢 劉安 淮南子 墜形訓), the Liao 
River flows from the Jie-shi Mountain (遼水出碣石山). The Jie-shi Mountain is located in the modern-day 
Chang-li (昌黎) prefecture to the west of  Shanhai-guan (the old Ying-zhou area) but to the east (not west) of  
the modern-day Luan River. See also Yoon (1986: 43-58). 
 
99 史記 卷六 秦始皇本紀 第六 二十一年…取燕薊城…燕王東收遼東而王之 二十五年[222 BCE]…攻燕遼
東 得燕王喜 三十二年 始皇之碣石 使燕人…刻碣石門 壤城郭 決通堤防  
二世皇帝元年…二世東行郡縣…至碣石…而盡刻始皇所立刻石 石旁著大臣從者名 以章先帝成功盛德焉 皇
帝曰 金石刻盡始皇帝所爲也…刻石…遂至遼東而還  
 
100 鹽鐵論 卷九 險固...燕塞碣石 
淮南子 墜形訓 [西漢 劉安] 遼水出碣石山 自塞北東流 直遼東之西南入海 
呂氏春秋 卷十三 有始覽 遼水出砥石山 自塞北東流 直至遼東之西南入海 
 
101 史記 卷三十四 燕召公世家 第四 周武王之滅紂 封召公於北燕  宋忠曰 有南燕 故云北燕…燕見秦且滅
六國…秦攻拔… 燕王亡 徙居遼東...秦拔遼東… 太史公曰…燕迫蠻貉 內措齊晉 崎嶇彊國之閒 最爲弱小 
 
102 三國志 魏書 烏丸鮮卑東夷傳 濊傳 …燕人衛滿 魋結夷服 復來王之  韓傳 …燕人衛滿亡命 爲胡服 
 
103 Production of  the pointed knife coins of  bronze with a smooth curve down the back began in the Middle 
Zhou period (c. 770-600 BCE). They have the closest style to genuine knives. The practice of  using bronze 
knife money spread from the Qi 齊 state of  eastern Shandong peninsula region into the north-central 
Mainland. In the Late Zhou period, several eastern states were manufacturing knife-shaped coins of  bronze 
in distinct styles. The three-character Qi knife bears characters reading “Qi Fa Huo” which loosely translates 
to “the authorized currency of  Qi.” The reverse generally has a single character, but there are a number of  
different types known. Some believe that these were the earliest knife form, while others believe that these 
were one of  the last forms of  knife money, having been cast probably after 300 BCE. 
 
104 See K W. B, ed., “Climate Variations and Change,” The New Encyclopedia Britannica (Chicago: Encyclopedia 
Britannica, 1986), Vol. 16, p. 534; P. A. Mayewski and F. White, The Ice Chronicles: the Quest to Understand Global 
Climate Change (Hanover: University Press of  New England, 2002), p. 121; and H. H. Lamb, Climate, History 
and the Modern World (London: Routledge, 1995), p. 150. 
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East Asian Neolithic Culture: Hongshan (4000-3000 BCE); Yangshao (5000-3000 BCE); Longshan (3000-2200 BCE)  

 
Sima Qian’s Bipolar World (c.145-80 BCE): Nomads vs. Han Chinese (206 BCE-8-25-220 CE)  

A Tripolar Framework of Analysis: Xiongnu-Turks, Xianbei-Tungus and Han Chinese 
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Han Wu-di (141-87 BCE) conquers Chosun in 108 BCE (Han Chinese Three Kingdoms: 220-265 CE) 
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The First Full-Fledged Conquest Dynasty: Tuoba-Xianbei Northern Wei (386-439-534) 
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Sites of  “Ming” Knife Coins manufactured c. 300-100 BCE 
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The author of Di Li Tu is Huang Shang of the Southern Song (1127-1279). This is one of the eight 

maps Huang presented to Zhao Kuo, who was then the king of Jia State and later became the Southern 

Song Emperor, Ning-zong (1194-1224). The map was obtained by a man called Wang Zhi-yuan in Si-

chuan Province. In 1247, Wang had the map engraved on stone in Su-zhou. The tablet is now preserved in 

the Su-zhou Stone Tablet Museum. An Atlas of Ancient Maps in China: From the Warring States Period to 

the Yuan Dynasty, edited by Cao Wanru, et al. (1990: p. 23, by Qian and Yao).  

As shown in the map, the present-day Luan River (灤河) ---which flows north of Yan Shan (燕山) 

and south of Cheng-de (承德) reaching Parhae (Bo Hai 渤海) after crossing the Great Wall in the west of 

old Ping-zhou (平州) and Ying-zhou (榮州)---was called the Liao River (遼水) in old days, and the present-

day Liao River was called the Lesser Liao River (小遼水). According to the Huai-nan-ji [西漢 劉安 淮南子 

墜形訓], the Liao River flows from the Jie-shi mountain (遼水出碣石山). The Jie-shi Mountain is located in 

the modern-day Chang-li (昌黎) prefecture to the west of Shanhai-guan (the old Ying-zhou area) but to the 

east (not west) of the modern-day Luan River. 
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DYNASTIC CHRONOLOGY 
 

Han Chinese ZHOU 1045-771-256 BCE     QIN 247-221-210-207 BCE 
Spring and Autumn (722-481 BCE)  Warring States (403-221 BCE) 

 

Xiong-nu Maodun (r.209-174 BCE)  Xianbei Tan Shi-huai (r.156-80 CE) 

Han Chinese HAN       206 BCE-8-25-220 CE (220-265-316 CE) 
Three Kingdoms (220-265) Western Jin (265-316) 

Five Barbarians and Sixteen States (304-439) Xiong-nu ZHOU (304-329-319-352) 

 

Murong-Xianbei YAN  285-337-352-370-384-398-410 
Tuoba-Xianbei WEI  386-439-534 (534-550-577, 535-557-581) 

Eastern Wei (534-50) Northern Qi (550-77) 

Western Wei (535-56) Northern Zhou (557-81) 

Han Chinese JIN-SONG-QI-LIANG-CHEN (317-420-479-502-557-589) 
 

Macro-Tungusic States 
Koguryeo  37 BCE -391 CE- 413-668 CE   Parhae  689-926 

Paekche 18 BCE-660 CE; Silla 57 BCE-935 CE 

“Han Chinese” SUI-TANG  589-618-660-705-755-763-907 
Empress Wu rules through Gao-zong 660-83; his successors 683-90; herself 690-705 

Five Dynasties 907-923-936-947-951-960  (Xi Xia 990-1227) 

 
Pan-Xianbei-Tungus Manchurian Dynasty 

Qidan-Xianbei LIAO  907-916-926-936-946-1125 
(916) Emperor; (926) Conquer Parhae; (936) 16 Provinces of North China; (946) Liao 

Mohe-Ruzhen KIN  1115-1126-1234 
Han Chinese SONG  960-1127-1279 

 
 

Mongol YUAN  1206-1271-1279-1368 
(1271) Capital at Beijing; (1279) Destroys Southern Song 

Koryeo 918-1392; Chosun 1392-1910 

Han Chinese MING  1368-1644 
Manchu QING  1616-1644-1911 
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He has previously held the positions of Assistant Professor of Economics at the University of 

Wisconsin (1966-71), Senior Fellow at the Korea Development Institute (1971-7), and Visiting Fellow at the 
Institute of Development Studies, the University of Sussex, UK (1979). He began teaching at SNU in 1977 
and served as Director of the Center for Area Studies (1990-1) and Director of the Institute for International 
and Area Studies (1997-8) there. He founded the International Economic Journal (Routledge, UK) in 1987 
and served as its managing editor until 2005. He retired from SNU in 2005. 
 
 

He is the author of The Relationship between Korea and Japan in the Early Period: Paekche and 
Yamato Wa (Ilsimsa, 1988), Paekche of Korea and the Origin of Yamato Japan (Kudara International, 
1994), Kudara Yamato: History of Ancient Korea-Japan Relationship, in Korean (Iljisa, 2003), and “Yayoi 
Wave, Kofun Wave and Timing: the Formation of the Japanese People and Japanese Language,” Korean 
Studies, U. of Hawaii, Volume 29, 2005.  
 
 

He is also the author of “A Global Equilibrium Pattern of Specialization: A Model to Approximate 
Linder’s World of Production and Trade,” The Swedish Journal of Economics, December 1969, “The 
Heckscher-Ohlin Theory of Factor Price Equalization and the Indeterminacy in International 
Specialization,” International Economic Review, June 1970, “Distortions and Static Negative Marginal 
Gains from Trade,” Journal of International Economics, August 1976, “Institutionalized Monopsonistic 
Capital Market in Developing Economy.” Journal of Development Economics, 21, 1986, “A Comparative 
Static Application of the Heckscher-Ohlin Model of Factor Proportions: Korean Experience,” 
Weltwirtschaftliches Archiv, Heft 2, 1987, “Time Preference in Dynamic Trade Model: An Empirical 
Critique,” Economic Development and Cultural Change, July 1988, Trade and Growth: A Korean 
Perspective, Seoul: Kudara International, 1994,  “The Catching-up: Lessons of East Asian Development,” 
in Justin Yifu Lin, editor, Contemporary Economic Issues 1, Macmillan/St.Martin’s, 1998, pp. 3-17, Catch-
up and Crisis in Korea (Edward Elgar, UK), 2002, and “Taking a Turnpike: A Korean Perspective,” Review 
of International Economics (Blackwell, UK), February 2005.  
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Dr. Wontack Hong will outline new developments in the observation of East Asian History by a 

new breed of Asian and Western historians and academics. As a key proponent himself, Dr. Hong has 

developed new approaches and perspectives to these studies. His lecture will be followed by a panel 

discussion led by Professor Gina Barnes of the East Asian Studies Department at University of Durham 

and Tineke D’Haeseleer of Cambridge University. 

In the past decades Asia has become more prominent in the worlds of politics, diplomacy and, in 

particular, economics. Behind this façade of high-tech and speedy economic advance hides the rich 

historical and cultural tradition of the continent, which is not very well known in the West. Asian history was 

often marginalized and sometimes misrepresented by Western historians due to politics or lack of material 

and expertise. 

Dr. Hong reassesses East Asian History as a field in its own right - rather than the sum of its 

constituent parts - in order to have a better understanding of the region in today’s globalised world. The 

author of many books on the history of the region, Dr. Hong has recently retired from his post as Professor 

Emeritus at Seoul National University.  

Asia House 

Asia House members and concessions ₤4, Non-members ₤7 

Members’ Priority Booking Period to 1 May 2006 

Tickets available from Asia House Tel: 020 7307 5454 

Asia House, 63 New Cavendish Street, London W1G 7LP 

Maito:enquiries@asiahouse.co.uk 

 

The lecture series organised by Asia House aims to provide a new and fresh approach to the history of 

Asia for the interested lay person and the specialist alike. The series intends to cover Asia from Japan in 

the Far East, Korea, China, Mongolia, Central Asia and India, to Turkey and Eastern Europe. During the 

next four years, eminent scholars of Asian history will give lectures on a wide variety of topics, introducing 

us to the latest insights in the fascinating history of this vast continent. 

 


