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A Critique of the Chinese Theory of
“One History Shared by Two States”

(—% R H#H) as Applied to
Koguryo History

Today’s territorial border of China is a separate matter from the ancient history
of Kogury® tied to the Korean historical mentality. The theory of the “Unified
Multi-ethnic State” of China seeks to promote integration at the same time it
declares equal respect for the history and the culture of all ethnic groups in
China. Ignoring and devaluing the diverse history and culture of the many eth-
nic groups is to betray the historical development theory that recognizes the con-
tributions of the Mongol Yuan and. Manchu Qing empires in Chinese history. It
is also an anti-historical rhetoric that goes against the very principle of the theo-
ry of the “Unified Multi-ethnic State.” In order to participate in the scholarly dis-
course on the ethnicity (or nation), state, and civilization, Chinese scholars
should look to the extensive world scholarship and produce works that merge
together the history and the culture of the center and the locality.
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Kim Jung Bae, Koguryo Research Foundation

he Northeast Project (Dongbei gongcheng ¥4t T#2) of China was

formally launched in 2002, and Chinese historians’ erroneous asser-
tions' soon faced strong objections from Korean historians and citizens.
As is well known, the Three Kingdoms period signifies the historical age
during which the three Korean kingdoms of Koguryo, Paekche, and Silla
fought for hegemony. Although Chinese scholars have tried to claim that
Koguryo belongs to Chinese history on flimsy minor details, the Jiu Tang
shu ERF#E and Xin Tang shu ¥fEE clearly show that the Tang emperors
had declared that Koguryo, Paekche, and Silla, known as “the three king-
doms east of the sea” (haedong samguk % =), did not belong to
China.” According to the Samguk sagi =& s &, Silla’s unification of the
three kingdoms was “unifying the three Han” (—iffi =##), or the “three
Han becoming one family” (=& —%¢). Thus, Koguryd was clearly a
part of Korean history already in the records of the Ku Samguksa
# =& 5 and the Samguk sagi.

About four decades ago, Chinese scholars had asserted that Parhae
was the history of Malgal (Mohe) people and discounted its historical sig-
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1 Ma Dazheng % K IE, ed., Zhongguo Dongbei bianjiang yanjiu v # It i%f@iF5E (Zhongguo
Shehui Kexue Chubanshe, 2003); Yang Chunji #5% % and Geng Tiehua Hk$##E, eds., Kaogouli
guishu wenti yanjiu v& ) B8 57 8 R E#F 42 (Jilin Wenshi Chubanshe, 2000).
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=[&,” Pukpangsa nonch’ong 4t 75 s s 1 (2004): 11-28.
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nificance by continually insisting that Parhae was a mere “local regime”
(tth 5 BefE) of the Tang dynasty. This goes against the very notion of
Parhae as the “flourishing state east of the sea” (haedong songguk
W HUEE]). In the current Northeast Project, China again distorts history
by claiming Kogury0 as a part of Chinese history as it had done previous-
ly with Parhae. They assert that Koguryo was the history of a local regime
of minority people of the Chinese Northeast, but this is a blatant attempt
to deemphasize the strong independent characteristics of more than 700
years of Koguryo history.

We can discern three Chinese viewpoints regarding Kogury history.
A majority of Chinese historians believes that Koguryo belongs to Korean
history but they have remained silent in the debate so far. However, some
scholars in the Chinese Northeast continue to claim that Koguryo was a
local regime of China and thus belongs to Chinese history. Finally, there
are also those who assert that Koguryo belongs to both Korea and China
as its capital and territory had been located in the territories of modern
Korea and China. Here I shall examine and comment on this third view,
the so-called theory of “One History Shared by Two States” (— 52 /¥ i),
as well as the claim that Koguryo was a “local regime” of China.

The Chinese Theory of “One History Shared by Two States”

The Chinese theory of “One History Shared by Two States” asserts that
Koguryo history belongs to both Korean and Chinese history. Advocated
by Jiang Mengshan 283l and others of the Chinese Northeast, this
“theory” is fraught with many problems and cannot be considered proper
academic terminology. Jiang analyzed Kogury® history using four criteria.
First, Koguryo’s domain included territories of modern Korean and
Chinese states. Second, one must take into account the location of the
political, economic, and cultural center of the ancient state as Koguryo
had transferred its capital from Chiban (Jian) to P’yongyang in 427 CE.
Third, in terms of blood ties and cultural transmission, they emphasize
that many Koguryd people moved to “China” after the fall of their state.
The fourth criterion is the so-called tributary relations between Koguryo
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and Han Chinese dynasties. Using these four criteria, Jiang states:

From the above historical facts, we can see that Kogury0 is also a part of
Korean history. Generally speaking, Koguryo belongs first to Chinese history
and then to Korean history. Thus, Koguryo history should be the ‘One
History Shared by Two States’ (yishi liangyong — 2 i Fil). This ‘One History
Shared by Two States’ is not new perspective of this writer. Our [Chinese]

historical field has employed this principle to write history for a long time.*

In the Chaoxian tongshi gt sh (General History of Korea) that he edit-
ed, Jiang had expressed a view that Koguryo was an ancient Korean state.
Thus, Jiang’s assertion of the “One History Shared by Two States” appar-
ently came after 1999 when he changed his view.* A scholar can change or
modify one’s view in scholarly research, but Jiang’s change of mind came
without proper historical logic and historical fact. Jiang’s four criteria
show the lack of sophistication in his treatment of historical sources and
interpretation. For instance, just because the territory of Koguryd is today
divided between Korea and China, it does not mean that there are two
parts of Koguryd’s history. That Koguryd moved its capital from Hwanin
(Huanren) to Chiban (Jian) and then to P’yongyang also does not signify
that dynastic succession had ended or its ethnic character had changed.
Kogury0, a strong state that lasted for more than 700 years, went
through the processes of change, development, and decline. When we
compare Koguryo to Han Chinese dynasties that usually lasted for two
or three centuries, we know that there were different circumstances in
historical development. Here historians merely need to record the vari-
ous aspects of the 700-year historical developments of Koguryo such as
royal succession, culture, and territory by “seeking truth from facts”

3 Jiang Mengshan 283111, “Kaogoulishi de guishu wenti &%) B s #9557 8 5 28,” “Dongjiang xuekan
HEET] 16.4 (1999)”; “Kaogoulishi de guishu wenti 41 B sh (955 @ 51 28,” in Heitudi de gudai
wenming 4y #{8 XB (Yuanfang Chubanshe, 2000).

4 Han Zhongfu & &, “Guonei Kaogouli guishu wenti yanjiu zongshu [ /A /4 B 57 J& B 2B R 2045
i, ” in Yang Chunji #5% % and Geng Tiehua Hk§%3E, eds., Kaogouli guishu wenti yanjiu &%) B 5
J& 5 4% (Jilin Wenshi Chubanshe, 2000), 152.
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(¥ Kk2). Application of modern concepts of territory, nation, and bor-
der to the ancient history of Koguryd two thousand years ago can only
result in extreme confusion in historical logic.

While there are many criteria in fixing the boundary of Chinese histo-
ry, two viewpoints are considered as the mainstream. One is the view of
Tan Qixiang, who takes as the historical boundary of China the Qing
domain from 1750 to the 1840s prior to the Opium War.? Tan states:

It does not matter if it had been for hundreds or even thousands of years. As
long as the ethnic groups had been active within the boundary, we consider
them all as ethnic groups of Chinese history. We also consider all regimes
established within the boundary as the regimes of Chinese history. A simply
answer is that if outside the boundary those ethnic groups and regimes were

not Chinese.®

It is noteworthy that Tan had chosen the greatest territorial extent of the
Manchu Qing Empire as the historical boundary of China. This boundary
is also different from the current border of China, and we shall return to
Tan’s view later in this paper.

The second view was proposed by Bai Shouyi, who held that the cur-
rent territory of the People’s Republic of China was the stage for historical
actions of all ethnic groups within China, and the historical boundary of
China should include the geographical extent in which all historical
actions of the past and present took place as described in the Zhongguo
tongshi H1E@s.” This extremely inclusive view takes the entire area of
historical activities of China’s various ethnic groups of the past and pre-
sent as China’s historical boundaries. Inclusion of the historical territories
of all ethnic groups greatly enlarged China’s historical boundary, but at
the same time, it was difficult to establish a theoretical foundation of such

RE&E,” Zhongguo bianjiang shidi yanjiu v ;%58 s HifF3E 1 (1991), 34.

6 Tan Qixiang, “Lishi shang de Zhongguo he Zhongguo lidai jiangyu,”34.

7 Bai Shouyi 5%, Zhongguo tongshi 1 [&if 52, volume 1, (Shanghai Renmin Chubanshe, 1989),
79-80.
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a view and there arose endless disputes in historical studies of the border
regions (%5E5).

Thus, there were two major viewpoints, advocated by Tan Qixiang
and Bai Shouyi, regarding the historical boundary of China. Tan had tak-
en the Qing domain before 1840 and claimed all groups within it belong
to Chinese history. However, Bai defined as Chinese historical territory
the place where the Han Chinese and other ethnic groups had resided in
past and at present. Bai’s view includes those territories falling outside the
modern border but that had been held in the past by one of China’s ethnic
groups. It appears that the writings of Chinese scholars connected to the
Northeast Project usually take one or both of these views but without any
logical framework.

Here Jiang Mengshan’s “One History Shared by Two States” provides
one example of such an illogical historical perspective. Jiang had taken the
Amnok (Yalu) and Tuman (Tumen) rivers as the boundaries of modern
Korea and China, but this is somewhat different from the viewpoints of
Tan and Bai. Tan had asserted the prep-840 border as the historical
boundary of China and he had used the case of Koguryo to demonstrate
his point. Tan stated that the Amnok and Tuman rivers border was
formed naturally in historical development without imperialist involve-
ment. Tan stated:

When it [Koguryo] was located to the north of the Yalu River, we consider it
as a state established by a minority people within the Chinese border. This is
Koguryd that had been established in the late Former Han period and flour-
ished in the Later Han period. It is comparable to the way we consider
Xiongnu & 4%, Tujue ZE}K, Nanzhao Fgz4, Dali k#, and Bohai (Parhae
#¥F). When Koguryo established its capital in today’s Jian north of the Yalu,
its territory encompassed both sides of the Yalu, and we consider the entire
territory of Koguryo as Chinese territory. However, after the fifth century
when Koguryo moved its capital to P’yongyang, we can no longer take it as a
minority regime within the boundary of China, but should consider it as a
neighboring state (BE]). Not only the territories south of the Yalu, but also
those lying north of the Yalu and east of the Liao River should be taken as the

i)
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territory of a neighboring state?

In this view, the Hwanin and Chiban periods of Kogury® history belong to
China and the Koguryd people were “Chinese.” However, after the shift-
ing of the capital to P’yongyang, Koguryo history then becomes a part of
Korean history. In my view, Tan had incorrectly disconnected Koguryo
history by applying the Qing border of the 1840s to the Kogury®d history
of two thousand years ago. Tan did not advocate “One History Shared by
Two States,” but his way of using the Qing domain of 1840 to cut off
Koguryd history has failed to elicit much support outside China. Jiang’s
theory contains similar problems in its logic.

Indeed, there are Chinese scholars who criticize the theory of “One
History Shared by Two States.” Zhang Bibo 524} criticized the “fallacy”
of China’s ethnic and territorial boundaries drawn by Jiang and Tan. He
stated that one could not understand the development of historical bound-
aries of China by taking the border of either the 1840s or today as the
basis. Zhang agrees with Bai Shouyi and includes all former territories of
various ethnic groups of China. He believes that P’'yongyang was located
in the Nangnang (Lelang) Commandery of Han China, and even though
Koguryo occupied P’yongyang in 313, the region was still within the
“Zhonghua” territory and connected to the Taebang (Daifang)
Commandery. He claimed that before the Tang emperor Xuanzong
“bestowed” the land south of the P’ae River to Silla in 738, the region
remained as a part of Chinese territory as the Daifang Commandery.

Zhang questioned the logic that takes Koguryo to be a local ethnic
regime of China that was transformed into a neighboring state. How could
Koguryo history go from China to Korea, he asks?° Zhang asserted that
Koguryo was a part of Chinese history even after its capital was moved to
P’yongyang. However, Zhang’s research lacks a careful examination of
historical sources. For instance, his quotation from the Samguk sagi about

8 Tan Qixiang, “Lishi shang de Zhongguo he Zhongguo lidai jiangyu,” 38.

9 Zhang Bibo 5§ 2 i, “Guanyu lishishang minzu guishu yu jiangyu wenti de zai sikao—jianping ‘yishi
liangyong’ shilunguan— g R st b R fik b S GBS R R A PR — e “— S0 M il
Zhongguo biangjiang shidi yanjiu 2 (2000), 7. -
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the Tang bestowal of the land south of the P’ae River in 738 is not factu-
ally correct. P’yongyang was already in the hands of Silla before this time
and as the P’ae River was located to the south of P’yongyang, the territory
in question had also been incorporated into Silla territory. Thus, most
scholars interpret this record of Tang’s “bestowal” to Silla’s Kim Uich’ung
47 as merely Tang’s diplomatic confirmation of the fait accompli.

However, Zhang commented on the theory of “One History Shared
by Two States”:

This kind of historical perspective or ‘principle’ of ‘One History Shared by
Two States’ is in fact eclecticism in historiography. Koguryd was not merely

‘Chinese history in the first place.” When the capital was shifted to
P’yongyang in 427 CE, P’ydngyang was located within the territory of the
Han Lelang Commandery that was an ‘outer subject’ (waichen #}fi) of Han
China. It was within the boundary of Weishi Chaoxian (##[<#f) and Jizi
Chaoxian (% 7-%Hf#) that had submitted to Zhou and Qin. One can say it
was still inside historical territory of China. The shifting of the capital to
P’yongyang represented a move to the east of a political and cultural center
within the historical territory of China. Ethnic and political character had not
changed, and Koguryd ultimately remained a local regime of the China’s eth-
nic groups (zhonghua minzu H¥ER%). 1

Zhang criticized the theory of “One History Shared by Two States” as
eclecticism, and there is a wide gap between Zhang’s view of Koguryd’s
history and character and the view held by Korean scholars. Zhang had
made an arbitrary interpretation by connecting the two totally unrelated
historical events of Lelang and Koguryd’s shifting of capital. Ignoring
Koguryd’s height of power under King Kwanggaet’o and King Changsu,
Zhang’s assertions, such as the “eastern movement within Chinese territo-
ry,” overstep the bounds of scholarship. Zhang’s works are examples of
how a serious distortion of history can happen if one arbitrarily and selec-
tively applies historical “theory” even to well-known “facts.” Zhang Bibo

10 Zhang Bibo, “Guanyu lishishang minzu guishu yu jiangyu wenti de zai sikao,” 8.
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continues to claim that all independent and local regimes established by
“zhonghua minzu” in China proper and the border regions are Chinese
regimes and their territories belong to the “Zhonghua.”""

We have examined major viewpoints of Chinese scholars, but none of
the criteria put forward by the Chinese historical field can adequately
explain the character and territory of Kogury6 history. It is impossible for
China to interpret the true nature of Koguryd if its historical perspective is
based on current territorial boundaries or the limits of the eighteenth cen-
tury Qing China. None of their “theories” can turn Koguryd into a part of
Chinese history, and the theory of “One History Shared by Two States”
fails utterly in historical logic. To solve this dilemma, some have recently
proposed the theory of “One History Shared by Many States,”'? but it also
fails to come near the true nature of Koguryd history. It is adequate to
simply apply the historical domains of Koguryd and Han Chinese states of
the time as they were. However, Chinese scholars’ excessive “patriotism”
led to willful disregard of historical truth and illogical interpretations of
historical sources. In my view, the theory of “One History Shared by Two
States” amounts to nothing but a sophistry. It is not eclecticism, a histori-
cal viewpoint, or scholarship.

Jin Yufu’s Dongbei tongshi and the Northeast Project

After the launching of the Northeast Project, the initial historical clash
between Korea and China came in Koguryd history. The Northeast Project
did not focus on Kogury6 exclusively, but Koguryd was a priority. The
Project, along with the Northeast Development Strategy (Dongbei zhenx-
ing zhanglue FALRIFLELH), was a state project to promote the northeast
region. > However, troubles will surely arise if the project negatively

11 Zhang Bibo, “Zhonghua jiangyu guannian yu lidai bianjiang zhengce yi Dongbei bianjiang weilie
RIS SRR SR VA HUIE S8 R 61,” Zhongguo bianjiang shidi yanjiu vh B35 st HF
7t 2 (2004), 15.

12Piao Wenyi £} 37—, “Guanyu zai lishi shang ‘Zhong’ yu ‘Wai’ de huafen wenti zhi chujian-jian tan
Kaogoulishi de guishu wenti B fA7ZEE st b rp 88”1 FE 815 Fi 82 ) R —e ek v ) BE s 9 B 0
#,” in Li Sheng and Piao Wenyi, eds., Kaogouli lishi wenti yanjiu lunwenji /) B2 & s (5 S8R 2024
34 (Yanbian Daxue Chubanshe, 2005).
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affects neighboring states. The Chinese attempt to incorporate Koguryo
into its history is one example. Patriotic historiography has affected a few
scholars in Beijing and the Northeast, and they have approached history
through a presentism that has led to serious historical distortions.

There is a remarkable common thread in Chinese works related to the
Northeast Project. The Northeast Project researches on Koguryd history
follow Jin Yufu’s Dongbei tongshi and utilize Jin’s works to the maximum
degree. Ma Dazheng % K IE stated briefly regarding Jin:

During this period, there was almost no specialized work on Kogury® histo-
ry. Koguryd was merely mentioned in a few local histories. Among them, a
relatively important significant works was volume 1 of the Dongbei tongshi
by Jin Yufu. Jin Yufu is a pioneer in the study of Northeast history. While the
Dongbei tongshi was not a work dedicated to Kogury®, it elucidated the
place and functions of Koguryo people and the regime in the Northeast his-
tory and laid a foundation for serious study [of Koguryd] by our scholars.'*

Jin had organized the research accomplishments of 1940s focusing on his-
torical source materials, and the Dongbei tongshi indeed had scholarly
value. However, Ma talks about the Dongbei tongshi’s discussion of the
historical significance of Koguryo people and regime, not the history of
Koguryd itself. Ma apparently agrees with Jin’s work on the evaluation
and interpretation of Koguryo history.

Here we can also look at the view of Li Sheng:

Chinese and foreign scholars have held different perspectives in the study of
Koguryd history. From early on, the study of Koguryd, especially the issue of
to whose history it belongs, sharply divided China and Japan. Because of the

13 Yun Hwit'ak F#§4%, “Hyondae Chunggukiii Tongbuk pyon’gang chongch’aek: “Tongbuk chin-
hiing chdllyak’ til chungsimiiro IRt rh 9] HALSIMECK: ‘FALIRAERL S 54 0 &2,” Chungguk
i1i minjok pyon’'gang munje yon'gu tonghyang %=+2| 115 - ¥7HE4] A5+ 53, (Koguryd Yon'gu
Chaedan, 2005), 206-64.

14 Ma Dazheng. “Zhongguo xuezhe Kaogoulishi yanjiu de bainian licheng r |8 5 3 & 47) B8 I sE F/F 75
W 4EERE,” Kaogouli guishu wenti yanjiu i) B 578 F 8T 75 (2000), 3; also published in Ma
Dazheng wenji % & 1 3C# (Shanghai Cishu Chubanshe, 2005), 357.
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political demands of the Japanese militarism that attempted to expand into
East Asian continent and turn Korea into a colony, the Japanese historical
perspective was to take Kogury6 as an ‘independent state.” Against this, a
Chinese scholar put forward a sharply opposing view. Jin Yufu, who in 1941
was teaching at Dongbei University 4t £ in Sichuan, pointed out, ‘The
Kogury0 people are an ancient minority people of the Chinese Northeast, and
Koguryd was historically an ethnic regime of China’s northeastern border
region.” Jin also stated in volume 1 of the Dongbei tongshi, ‘The Kogury6
people originally came from Fuyu (Puyd) and are a part of our zhonghua
minzu. They established the longest-lasting state in the Northeast. However,
the study of Koguryd history did not really develop after that time.’'>

There are three main points here. One is the claim that Japan set up
Kogury? as an “independent state” to invade the East Asian continent and
colonize Korea. This is quite contrary to the understanding of most schol-
ars as it was clearly not Japan that made Koguryo an “independent state.”
In Korean historiographical tradition from the compilation of the Samguk
sagi to the historical writings of the sirhak (Practical Learning) scholars of
the Choson period, Kogury6 had always been recognized and recorded as
an “independent state.” Japanese scholars gained their knowledge about
Koguryo through reading of the works of the Choson sirkak scholars.
When the Japanese colonial historiography failed to wholly distort ancient
Korean history including Koguryd, it instead over-magnified the Four Han
Commanderies #PU#f in order to obliterate Korean identity. In other
words, to justify the Japanese colonial invasion of Korea, the Japanese
government patronized scholarship emphasized Chinese influence in the
ancient period. Thus, it is not true at all that Japan set up Koguryd as an
“independent state.”

A few Chinese scholars have also mentioned the Nissen dosoron
H fick[F]iHER, a well-known theory of Japanese colonial historiography that

) ) ) =
15 Li Sheng, “Guanyu ‘Dongbei gongcheng’ yu ‘Kaogouli lishi yanjiu’ de jidian jianjie-zai ‘Kaogoul-
ishi wenti xueshu yantaohui’ shang de jiangjieBi A ‘B4t TA2 B ‘) B R 50 PSS (926 2k B f— 1
70 R JRR s AR RS & 95835, Li Sheng and Piao Wenyi, eds., Kaogouli lishi wenti yanjiu
lunwenji 7 /) B8 J5E sb (5 ZERF 723 0 8 (Yanbian Daxue Chubanshe, 2005), 5.
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asserted that Koreans and Japanese shared the same roots. However, after
Japan invaded Manchuria, there also came the theory of Mansen shikan
Tifiee s 85 from which Japan was excluded. The Mansen shikan shook the
historical circles in East Asian states. To state the conclusion first, the his-
tories of Korea and Manchuria are separate and the ethnic groups of the
two regions are also distinctly recorded in historical sources. Chinese his-
torians are not following the right path of historical research when they
mention only the Nissen dosoron, but not the problems of the Mansenshi.
Scholars of the Chinese Northeast should have offered a sharp criticism of
Japanese colonial historiography that distorted histories of Korea and
Manchuria to argue for the integrated history of the Mansenshi. The lega-
cy of Japanese colonial historiography has been cleared away through
fierce debates since the 1960s in Korea.

Second, Li Sheng reiterates Jin’s assertion in the Dongbei tongshi that
the Koguryod people were a minority people of Chinese Northeast and
Koguryo was an ethnic regime in the northeastern border region of China.
It is curious to note that these scholars often excessively employ the terms
“minority” and “ethnic regime” in their discussions. Third, Li again
repeats Jin’s view that Koguryo people came from Puy6 and thus formed a
part of the “zhonghua minzu.” In ignoring the historicity of Puyd and
merely declaring Kogury® as a part of “zhonghua minzu” their research is
without any persuasiveness.

I have examined Ma Dazheng and Li Sheng’s comments on the
Dongbei tongshi because the research on Chinese borderlands promoted
by the Northeast Project completely reflects the arguments in the Dongbei
tongshi. Many scholars in the Chinese Northeast follow the arguments in
Jin’s work regarding ethnic and state characteristics of Koguryo. The
Dongbei tongshi was published in the 1940s and the book is worthy of
some praise.'” The author collected related materials and made brief com-

16 Inaba Iwakichi &34 &, Manshi hattatsushi Py % s (Osakayagd shuppansha, 1915);
Shimayama Kiichi & 113 —, Mansen bunka shikan jifef 30 {t 52 #1 (Toko Shoin, 1943), Ikeuchi
Hiroshi ith 1% Mansenshi kenkyu jift st i 72 b7 (Sokokusha, 1951).

17 Rong Wenku £% 3 Ji#, “Shi ping Jin Yufu de Dongbei difangshi yanjiu 38 37 &8k (9 5 At b /5 52 5
3¢,” Liaoning daxue xuebao 355 K254 (1994), 49-54.
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ments, and provided a historical view of Manchuria quite different from
the Japanese colonial historiography and instilled patriotism among the
Chinese people. Jin’s study ranged over an extensive literature, and the
Dongbei tongshi also received some influence from Japanese scholarship
in historical research methods and the organization of archeological mate-
rials. In the preface to the Dongbei tongshi, Jin declared that he wrote the
work in his love for the homeland (&#§.2.(:) of Liaodong. Jin also wrote,
“There is a strange phenomenon today. The center of the study of Dongbei
history is not in China but in Japan.”'®

Here we can see Jin’s anguish as he acknowledged the fact that
Japanese scholars were leading the study of Manchurian history and the
Japanese historical works were the basic source materials for East Asian
history. Thus, Jin mentioned and introduced the views of the early
Japanese government-sponsored scholars such as Hayashi Taisuke #fkZgii,
Shiratori Kurakichi { & )&, Inaba Iwakichi ff#E4 %, and others. Jin’s
ethnic distribution chart in the Dongbei tongshi more or less coincides
with those of the Japanese scholars. His works also show a mix of the tra-
ditional forms of historical narrative and the evidential studies of single
historical facts, a feature of modern Japanese historiography.

Jin described Koguryo in his Dongbei tongshi in the following way:
“Koguryd people came from Puyo and they are a part of our ‘zhonghud
minzu.” Koguryd was the oldest of the states established in the Northeast
region.”"® Many Chinese publications have claimed the Koguryo people as
Chinese, but they have all been based on this single line in the Dongbei
tongshi. Some scholars list Gaoyangshi &[5 %, Gaoren g A, Gaoyi &3,
Yandi 477, and Huimo 3£5H as ancestors of the Koguryd people and try
to make Kogury0 as a part of Chinese historical tradition. However, these
assertions have not been proven and the Chinese historical claim over
Kogury6 ultimately depends on the view of Jin.

There is yet another historical distortion in the Dongbei tongshi. This

18 “SHA—HFRZBEF EMFFERALL ZE L AESE MfEHA,” (Jin Yufu, Dongbei tongshi
[1941], yinyan5| £).

19 “Ea) B — A kiR BEPERKKS 25 HHRR R & A" (Jin Yufu, Dongbei
tongshi [1941], juan 4).
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claimed that the Koryd and Choson dynasties were of different origins
from Kogury6.?® Even a superficial understanding of Korean historiogra-
phy or the epistemological system could have prevented such preposter-
ous and unfounded assertions as these. From the list of quoted names of
books and persons, we can see that Jin had consulted both the works of
Choson-period sirhak scholars and Japanese colonial scholars who had
based their study on the sirhak scholarship. However, Jin still claimed
Koguryo as a part of the “zhonghua minzu” and denied the historical real-
ity that connected Koguryd to Koryo and Choson. Mistakes and misun-
derstandings are often made in historical research, but there is a strong
suspicion that Jin’s case was intentional.

It was only natural that a patriotic historiography would emerge to
counter the Japanese invasion of Manchuria. As Jin had stated in his pref-
ace, he wrote the work in his love of the Liaodong region and his
anti-Japanese feeling. Thus, a few inaccuracies and shallowness of analysis
can be forgiven, and Korean historians have given Jin’s work a good eval-
uation not because they failed to notice his mistakes and distortions but
because they accepted the fact that Jin had contributed to the study of
Northeast history in a wider sense. The problem is that even after sixty
years some Chinese scholars are still making the same mistakes and dis-
torting Koguryo history as Jin had done. They still claim that Koguryo
people were different from Korean people, and this mistaken notion can
be traced back to the Dongbei tongshi. Due to the incorrect historical per-
spective of later scholars, inaccuracies of the Dongbei tongshi are coming
to the fore instead of being swept aside. Those who blindly follow Jin’s
mistaken notion will inevitably face stern criticism. Those scholars who
take the Dongbei tongshi as a golden rule need to rethink their approach
by utilizing modern historiographical theories and perspectives.

While the anti-Japanese spirit of the Dongbei tongshi should be
respected, Chinese scholars need to maintain keen insights to criticize
inaccuracies and distortions. Jin had mentioned Kija % ¥ #ff¢f and Wiman
Choson 7#iER ¢, but he was silent on Tan’gun & # and Tan’gun Choson

S TN
20 “BAf% AR 2 T I e BE ZE IR AN S AT Bl B 2R IEE A [A] (Jin Yufu, Dongbei tongshi [1941], juan 4).

19



= Journal of Inner and East Asian Studies volume 3-1

P # 5. This is reminiscent of typical Japanese colonial historiography
that rejected Tan’gun and Old Choson H#ffst as the beginning of Korean
history. Jin must have known about Tan’gun and Old Choson as he had
quoted from the Samguk sagi and the-Samguk yusa and he also consulted
the works of Japanese historians. The Samguk yusa has a section on Old
Choson in which we find records on Tan’gun, Tan’gun Choson, and the
coming east of Kija. The Chewang un’gi i #8352, compiled by Yi
Stunghyu during the Kory0 period, described Kija Choson as the Later
Choson f%#ffet, which meant that the Tan’gun Chosdn was the Early
Choson gijgff#. The Koryosa also referred them as the Three Choson
=&Af,”" and the later historical works often called Tan’gun Choson as
the Early Choson and Kija Choson as the Later Choson.

However, Jin’s Dongbei tongshi distorted these historical records by
excluding Tan’gun and Tan’gun Choson, and irrationally made Kija the
Early Choson and Wiman the Later Choson.?? Here Jin Yufu was ulti-
mately following in the footsteps of early Japanese colonial historiography
that intentionally distorted Korean history. Jin had claimed that he had
written the Dongbei tongshi to recover Manchuria in his patriotism, but
he had indeed committed the same distortion of Korean history as the
Japanese colonial historians. In my view, Kija’s coming to the east is a
separate matter from Kija Choson, and I will take up this issue in another
paper.

While there are different views on the concept of the “Dongbei” in
the Dongbei tongshi and the Northeast Project,?® the boundary of the
Chinese Northeast generally indicates the three northeast provinces. The
Dongbei tongshi mentioned Han Chinese j#f%, Sushen it Fuyu
Ffxf%, and Donghu ¥ #f% as the four ancient ethnic groups of the
Chinese Northeast. Although Koguryo people were described as originat-
ing from Puy®, Koguryo was the only state that lasted for 700 years in the
region. Moreover, during the late imperial period, the Manchus had estab-

Lo o £ = . =
21 Koryosa 5 B8 st1, 56 chiri #1382 3, “Sogyong yusugwan” 78 5 & ~FH.

22 "SRR AR 2 F K B AT 4K B&eAfE” (Jin Yufu, Dongbei tongshi [1941], juan 3).

23 Fu Langyun {#Ef =, “Zhongguo Dongbei yu gudai Dongbei yi B 34t B o5 (£ i 46 5,7
Zhongguo bianjiang shidi yanjiu 2 (1992), 87.
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lished the Qing dynasty, and the “Northeast” was not merely a place for
“local history” and “local historiographical writings.” However, the
Dongbei tongshi asserts that the “Northeast’s history is a part of Chinese
local history (#h 5 5) and a kind of local historiography (ith /5 ) i
numerous states rose and fell in the Chinese Northeast, the correct way of
writing history is to use the names of those states, and historical descrip-
tions should reflect those states’ developments.

Indeed, historical descriptions of dynasties inherently include local
histories, and there is really no need to excessively use the words “local
history” or “local historiography.” Some Chinese scholars define Koguryo
as an “ethnic minority regime” or a “local minority regime,” but there are
absolutely no historical sources either in Korea or in China that had
recorded Koguryd people as an “ethnic minority” and Koguryo as a “local
regime.” The terms such as “ethnic minority” and “local regime” are not
from careful studies of historical sources but are of arbitrary evaluation
and interpretation of historical facts. They reflect the sinicization projects
of distorted historical theory.

In fact, the Dongbei tongshi is a general introductory work of the
enlightenment period. While the book quotes directly many historical
sources with a focus on the Chinese Northeast, it used a broad expression
that “the Northeast history is a part of Chinese local history.” It did not
once state that Koguryo history was a “local history.” Jin knew that the
capitals of various dynasties were different and thus could distinguish the
center and the locality. It could be that the terms “local history” or “local
historiography” were employed to distinguish the center and the locality
or to claim that Northeast history was a “local history” as viewed from the
history of an ambiguous center. In any case, it is incorrect to say “local his-
tory” when many dynasties rose and fell in the Northeast. In such a view,
the history of the center becomes insignificant as there would merely be a
series of local histories in various regions of China. It is also contradictory
to claim that only the history of the Han Chinese regimes can be the histo-
ry of the center while histories of all other peoples are of local [meaning

24 “HAL s B eh B — B 2 5 sk JRENHL 7 RE—FE” (Jin Yufu, Dongbei tongshi [1941]).
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peripheral] regions. If Jin wrote the work in his love for the Liaodong
region, then his use of the term “local history” is contradictory.

Some scholars in the Chinese Northeast make the unfounded claim
that Kogury® was a local regime of China,” but there is little credibility in
their assertions. Ma Dazheng wrote as if Jin took the Koguryo people as
an ethnic minority and the Koguryd state as a local regime,” but we need
to scrutinize his true intentions through careful reading of the Dongbei
tongshi. In any case, the idea of the Koguryo state as a “local regime” con-
tinues to appear in the writings of some Chinese scholars. Others also use
the term “ethnic regime,” but it is not very useful academic terminology as
all Chinese dynasties were “ethnic regimes.”

There is not a single Korean or Chinese historical record that pro-
vides a basis for the claim that the Koguryo state was a local regime and
that the Koguryo people were ethnic minorities. Some scholars take the
Dongbei tongshi as the golden standard and claim that all the historical
facts of their assertions are contained in the work, but there are no such
exact words in the Dongbei tongshi. Even if there were such assertions in
the book, the Dongbei tongshi was but a general introductory work. I
would like to point out that any study or debate on the ethnicity, culture,
and state of Koguryo should take into account the scholarly achievements
in world anthropology and afchaeology fields. It does not matter if one
uses Korean or Chinese sources, but there must be logical interpretation
using the most authoritative methodologies and theories in the academic
world. The world archeological and anthropological fields had already
gone through constructive debates on the city in the 1950s, on civilization
in the 1960s, and on the origin of the state in the 1970s.”” I have also par-
ticipated in the debate over the origin of the Korean state.”® While they

25 For example, see the articles by Sun Jinji ffift 2, Geng Tiehua Jk %€, Yang Chunji ## %, and
Han Zhongfu & in Yang Chunji and Geng Tiehua, eds., Kaogouli guishu wenti yanjiu &) B8 8%
J8 R ERFZE (Jilin Wenshi Chubanshe, 2000), 152.

26 Ma Dazheng et al, Gudai Zhongguo Kaogouli lishi conglun w5 o 8 & /) B JE s # 3
(Heilongjiang Jiaoyu Chubanshe, 2001), 322.

27 K. C. Chang, Shang Civilization, (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1980), 364-65.

28 Kim Chongbae, Han’guk kodae iii kukka kiwon kwa hyongsong @B 2 BFREFE Y HHK
(Seoul: Koryo Taehakkyo Ch’ulp’anbu, 1986).
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have entered the debate late, Chinese scholars from the mid-1990s have
also introduced world research trends on the city, civilization, and the
state, and that in turn led to lively debates.”” The Chinese study of
Koguryo people and state based on the sixty year-old Dongbei tongshi
looks to be going against the forward direction of today’s academic
research.

A few still boldly claim the Koguryo people as a Chinese ethnic group
as if there is indisputable proof in Chinese historical records. Yet the most
persuasive historical records are those that connect Koguryo to the
Yemaek people j#%3f%. One of the most surprising results of the modern
molecular biological research has been its conclusion that Korean people
were different from the Chinese by using Mitochondria DNA research.*
Of course, Chinese scholars have also been active in the studies of
Mitochondria DNA.*' These studies have shown that Koreans are similar
to people of the Chinese Northeast but different from the Han Chinese.

Modern human beings belong to a different species from the
Neanderthals.”” They originated in Africa around 100,000 years ago, and
the ancestors of Koreans came to Korea through central Eurasia around
50,000 years ago. Chinese and other peoples also settled down after mov-
ing through similar routes. Excavations of early Paleolithic relics or fos-
silized human remains in a given place do not prove that they were the
direct ancestors of the modern people living in the same area. Simply put,
modern humans did not originate within the boundaries of modern states,

29 Xie Weiyang #ii45, Zhongguo zaoqi goujia B -1 % (Zhejiang Renmin Chubanshe, 1995);
Yan Wenming f#% 32 B and Yasuda Kiken % | # %, Daozuo taoqi he dushi de giyuan &1k Fa 25 F#p
i (Wenwu Chubanshe, 2000); Shehui kexueyuan gudai wenming yanjiu zhongxiniit € fi} 2
B S B IFFE UL, ed., Gudai wenming yanjiu {8 LRSS (Wenwu Chubanshe, 2005).

30 Kim W. et al, “Y-chromosomol DNA haplogroups and their implications for the dual origins of the
Koreans,” Hum Genet 114; Kim Uk and Kim Chongnyol, Mitok’ontrea DNA pyoni wa Han’'gugin
chiptan i kiwon e kwanhan yon’gu (Seoul: Koguryd Yon’gu Chaedan, 2005).

31 Tatiana Katafet, Liping Xu, Ruofu Du, William Wang, Shi Feng, S.R. Wells. Alan J. Redd,
Stephen L. Zegura, and Michael M. Hammer, “Paternal population history of East Asia: sources, pat-
terns and microevolutionary processes,” Am. J. Hum Genet. 69 (2001), 615-28; Yong-Gang Yao,
Qing-peng Kong, Hans-Jiirgen Bandelt, Toomas Kivisild, and Ya-ping Zhang, “Phylogeographic
Differentiation of Mitochondrial DNA in Han Chinese,” Am. J. Hum Genet 70 (2002), 635-51.

32 M. Krings et al., “Neanderthal DNA Sequence and the Origin of Modern Humans,” Cell 90
(1977).
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and the Chinese were no exception.

We have proposed that the debate on the origins of nations or states
should be based on clear perspectives and criteria. Chinese scholars have
pursued a patriotic historiography and discussed the Kogury6 nation and
state through the Dongbei tongshi, but their researches deviate far from
the truth. Calling Kogury6 a “local regime” reminds one of the approach-
es that had previously characterized the Parhae state as a “local regime” in
the 1980s.”* Others call Koguryd a “local ethnic regime,”** but this term is
also not appropriate academically. The terms “local,” “ethnic,” or
“regime” all have their own proper connotation and arbitrarily mixing
these terms merely causes confusion in scholarly writings. It appears that
they have inserted the word “ethnic” because of the problem inherent in
the term “local regime.” Most premodern states were established by ethnic
units, and the terms “ethnic” and “local” represent different concepts.
Thus, it is also hard to accept the terminology of “local ethnic regime” as
put forward by Chinese scholars. Perhaps they believed that “ethnic
regime” seems to be less coarse than “local regime,” but both terms con-
vey more or less the same meaning. When some scholars of the Chinese
Northeast call the Koguryo state a “local regime” or an “ethnic regime,”
they are indeed devaluing the significance of the historical and cultural
tradition of their own place.

These Chinese scholars are in fact lowering their own scholarship on
Koguryd history and culture. They must acquire scholastic insights to dif-
ferentiate and separate the Koguryo history from the territorial bound-
aries of China today. The debate over Koguryo history must not be politi-
cized. Zhang Bibo had criticized Tan Qixiang’s works by accusing Tan of
“carelessly giving up the national territory.”®® However, a historian only

.- —_—
33 Hui Houcai [6]#% -} and Dong Zhenxing ##&# “Shishu ben yijia-cong yishou Tangshi kan gu
Bohai yu Tang wangchao de lishu guanxi 5§ & A —RK— ¢ — & EFFE S SF EmRmERER"
Beifang luncong 4t 75 #wi#% 4 (1980); Yan Shengqin 524k “Bohaiguo shi wo guo shaoshu minzu
jianli de yige defang zhengquan )i B & FR B 8% 2 fk 2 37 i — {3t 5 BeE” Shehui kexue jikan iit:
il 2 2 (1981); Wang Chengli F ki, Bohai jianshi i)y s (Heilongjiang Renmin
Chubanshe, 1984).

34 Zhang Bochuan 5§{# 5%, Dongbei defang shigao #A4ttth /5 1% (Jilin Daxue Chubanshe, 1985);
Ning Mengchen®:%5 [ Dongbei difangshi #dtith 5 5 (Liaoning Daxue Chubanshe, 1999).
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has to record the true extent of the Kogury0 state as it was at given his-
torical moments, and Piao Wenyi’s criticism of Zhang is proper and accu-
rate.>®

One final point is that Li Sheng seems to be mistaken when he stated
that the Chinese mainstream view of Koguryo as a “local ethnic regime”
first appeared in a June 2003 article in the Guangming ribao ¥ H #&.”’
As mentioned before, Chinese historians had already asserted in the early
1980s that Parhae was a “local regime” of Tang China and there had been
expressions of “local ethnic regime” for Koguryo from the mid-1980s. The
assertion in the Guangming ribao is anachronistic as June 2003 was after
the official launching of the Northeast Project in 2002.

Final Remarks

We have seen that Jin Yufu’s Dongbei tonshi occupies a central place in
the research of Koguryd history in the Northeast Project. Some scholars of
the Chinese Northeast are intentionally devaluing Koguryo history
through arbitrary quotation of the Dongbei tongshi as if the work was
basic historical source material. We now often encounter Chinese charac-
terization of the Koguryo state as “local regime,” “local ethnic regime,” or
“ethnic regime.” They have over-interpreted Jin’s statement that the
“Northeast history is a part of Chinese local history” and recklessly substi-
tuted Koguryo for “Northeast” in the Dongbei tongshi.

The theory of “One History Shared by Two States” merely leads to
more confusion as it seeks to expand historical Chinese territory beyond
the current boundaries of the People’s Republic of China. This is simply
not scholarship and it has failed to improve upon the unrefined parts of
the Dongbei tongshi. One can see a clear contrast with the Taiwanese his-

— = ~
35 Zhang Bibo 5Z477 “Guanyu lishi shang minzu guishu yu jiangyu wenti de zai sikao B A& st |
R i L R 4 L P8 Kaogouli guishu wenti yanjiu 18 /5) B &7 8 BB FE 2 (2000), 118.
36 Piao Wenyi #p 2 —, “Guanyu zai lishi shang ‘Zhong’ yu ‘Wai’ de huafen wenti zhi chujian,” 25-26.
37 Li Sheng, “Guanyu ‘Dongbei gongcheng’ yu ‘Kaogouli lishi yanjiu’ de jidian jianjie-zai ‘Kaogoul-
ishi wenti xueshu yantaohui’ shang de jiangjie B4 ‘#4t T2’ B 5540 BE R s 98 (5B RLA#%,” in
Li Sheng and Piao Wenyi, eds., Kaogouli lishi wenti yanjiu lunwenji /) B8 Ji& 5 i) SRR 783 SC 5
(Yanbian Daxue Chubanshe, 2005), 6.
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tory textbooks that clearly incorporate Kogury® into the Three Kingdoms
and recognize Kogury0 as a part of Korean history.

I sincerely hope that scholars of the Chinese Northeast will conduct
and utilize their research on the 700-year Kogury6 history and culture
without prejudice and distortion. Today’s territorial border of China is a
separate matter from the ancient history of Koguryd tied to the Korean his-
torical mentality. The theory of the “Unified Multi-ethnic State” of China
seeks to promote integration at the same time it declares equal respect for
the history and the culture of all ethnic groups in China. Ignoring and
devaluing the diverse history and culture of the many ethnic groups is to
betray the historical development theory that recognizes the contributions of
the Mongol Yuan and Manchu Qing empires in Chinese history. It is also an
anti-historical rhetoric that goes against the very principle of the theory of
the “Unified Multi-ethnic State.” In order to participate in the scholarly dis-
course on the ethnicity (or nation), state, and civilization, Chinese scholars
should look to the extensive world scholarship and produce works that
merge together the history and the culture of the center and the locality.
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