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Preface

This thesis would not have been accomplished witti@icontinuous support and
encouragements of many individuals. First and fasm wish to thank my father, Lee
Ki-dong. He is the one who has influenced me thetn#es a scholar, he is a historian
conducting what he calls the “microscopic analysishistorical facts. As a father, he
always gives me emotional support and is readyiswvar my questions. He will be
remembered as an aloof intellectual and monk-liggeré, who abstained from secular
pleasures and kept his life simple. My mother r@asmitted to taking care of mundane
family affairs. They supported my plan to studyasat and have shared the hardship of
getting a Ph.D. in a foreign country. This thesidédicated to them.

Naturally, | have had casual conversations withfatlger on the relationship between
sociology and history. He has often suggestedsthablogists can benefit historians with
the following analogy: “We historians are workingtg You sociologists should feel free
to utilize our time-consuming efforts. But we expgou to generate a general social
theory that would guide us. You must avoid a simpbpy-and-paste’ method that
appears in historical works done by ‘bad’ sociabtg)i Historians won’t appreciate it.” By
keeping his advice on the desirable division obtatetween sociologists and historians
in mind, | have wished to create my own way of galzng historical complexities
through sociological frameworks. Before | came tivban, however, | never realized
how hard it would be and how long it could takeuds an isolated and wild student for
the first few years in the program. My anxiety fioe right thesis topic led me to pursue

various theoretical and methodological approaches.
At last, | found the dissertation topic which, retbeginning, seemed exceedingly
exciting but overwhelming. One of the first piecésdvice given to me by Professor

James Z. Lee was to read Chen Pan’s annotatedi@oltd theChungiu Dashibiao



(Table of major events during the Spring and Autyariod) by Gu Donggao (1679-
1757). When | first read this seven-volume settemiin literary Chinese, | was neither
aware of how this text mattered for my researchcoovinced that it should matter to
sociology at all. The more | thought about it, hees | grew confident that we cannot
genuinely understand virtually any aspect of Crengsciety without first understanding
its ancient origins and enduring continuity throuwglange. What is more, in the final
stage of thesis writing, | began to realize tha #tudy can be regarded as a partial
fulfillment, not just of my degree but of my fatfewish. These feelings have driven me
to pursue this difficult project. In retrospectihver than elegize my years at Michigan
with a triumphalist narrative, | humbly admit thhis thesis is the tentative product of

inner tension between self-confidence and selfpgisantment.

My gratitude also goes to the members of my conemitt was fortunate enough to
organize a ‘dream team’ in that the major resetoplts of all four members have
something in common with my work. Their in-deptldanstandings of my thesis topic
probably made them raise the bar, which in turrtdesignificant revisions and made my

argument more persuasive and robust.

James Z. Lee invited me to pursue Chinese studigpmvided me with a general idea
of my topic. He constantly gave me emotional enagament as well as rigorous
comments on my evolving work. One of his most gigant interventions was correcting
my mistaken interpretation of the nature of ethieiations in China. | once cited the
following sentence from James Legge’s translatioth@Analects “The Master was
wishing to go and live among the nine wild tribéshe east.” James was suspicious
about the term “wild” and immediately checked thigioal passage in front of me. His
suspicion was correct. There was no expressiorvalgut to the word “wild.” Until then,

| tended to uncritically accept the misleading idéa pejorative ‘ethnic’ stereotype of
non-Sinitic aliens dated back to the age of Confsici

Barbara A. Anderson shared her first-hand knowleatgkexperience on the questions of

non-Russian and non-Han minorities. This broadengdtellectual horizons immensely.



She also helped me to frame my argument in a namielsgical way and corrected my
initial inclination to particularize China as a gue case, a tendency that has been deeply
seated in the sinological tradition. Ronald G. Sangenowned expert on the ethnic
relations of imperial Russia and the Soviet Unedmays gave me an invaluable insight
into the question of empire and nation. His sudgesif the concept of imperial nation
gave me the title of my dissertation. Tsutsui Kegrot who has done research on the

minority questions in Japan, gave some efficieggsstions.

| am also indebted to other professors inside arnsiae Michigan. | am grateful to
Kamachi Noriko who instructed me: “Don’t be a wddd untrained graduate student.”
On several occasions, she cordially invited meathdr students to have dinner.
Cameron Campbell at UCLA was an informal extereadder who carefully reviewed my
chapter drafts. Barry Sautman, Ma Jianxiong, Ct&ingwvoo, and Xie Xiaohui at the
Hong Kong University of Science and Technology kdlme shape my understanding in
an interdisciplinary manner. The late professori@aRajah at the National University
of Singapore offered a course on ethnic relationkrationalism, which was my first
serious encounter with the topics that | decidedieteote my intellectual career. | also
would thank all the members of the Lee-Campbellupreho provided me with

encouragement as well as advice over the lastésgecially three, years.

The research for this dissertation was supportettidysociology Department, the
Rackham Graduate School, and the Center for Chigegbes at the University of
Michigan as well as the Chiang Ching-kuo Foundatarrinternational Scholarly
Exchange. They granted generous financial assstanalissertation writing and several
research trips. The Chinese Language Scholarstepedfby the government of the
People’s Republic of China supported my stay irjiBgifor one year.

Thanks also to my friends: Evgeny Alexandrovicim Baughmans, Chen Shuang, David
Flores, Marco Z. Garrido, Hwang Sun-Jae, Ito Akei,Ya-Wen, Alwyn Lim, Long Yan,
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Abstract

Forging the Imperial Nation:

Imperialism, Nationalism, and Ethnic Boundarie€imna’'sLongue Durée

by
Byung Ho Lee

Co-Chairs: Barbara A. Anderson and James Z. Lee

In this dissertation, | study the dynamics of ethgrioup boundaries in China,
emphasizing its continuity through changes fromgresimperial times to the present day.
| distinguish the imperial, patrimonial patternethnic relations, to which China belongs
as an exemplary case, from the colonial and ndtigpa in which ethno-racial
boundary-making tends to function as a source a@asmequality and political
discrimination. Further, | depict the post-impeinese state as the ‘imperial nation,’
enshrining the traditional Sinic ideals of statethaad nationhood together with the
patrimonial structures of ethno-territorial goveroa, albeit with reconfigurations in a
national form. The current imperial nation of Chiado some degree the prison-house of
nation, which symbolizes the fundamental contramincof being in the midst of the

empire-nation continuum in the age of nation-stateg like most non-colonial world-



empires, it is modeled not on ethnic exclusiondsuthe trans-ethnic inclusion
underscoring its multiethnic unity. Therefore, itically examine several
misunderstandings and misconceptions in that sidtofawhich interprets Chinese

realities through the lenses of racism, internémalism, and Oriental Orientalism.

| illustrate ethnicity in China as an imagined gag associated with the state-making
process and examine how the macro-level structaseafiected the individual’s ethnic
self-identity. | identify three major characterestj which constitute major chapters of this
study. First, | discuss the ethnic boundary-makiragess in both cognitive and
institutional dimensions. Despite the enduring exick of Sinocentric prejudice, the
various Chinese states have institutionalized etbaiegories not so much to
discriminate against non-Han groups as to protedtpivilege them compared with the
Han peoples. Second, | trace the ethnic bound&ariclg characteristic in the
construction of national self-imagery. The conaaptof common descent as the
primordial foundation of Chinese genealogical naism has not identified one
particular group at the expense of others, bubleas employed to integrate diverse
ethnicities within one big family, often portrayad descendants of the mythical Yellow
Emperor. Lastly, | demonstrate the porous natumgtofic boundaries at the individual
level, based on the analysis of the Eight Banneasébold registers as an empirical case

of boundary-crossing.

Xi



Chapter One
Introduction

Prefatory Remarks

The triumph of modern nation-states over old engpéned the politicization of ethnicity
as a result of this great transformation have leatral themes of comparative-historical
sociology as well as of nationalism studies. Malsegse of the global rise of the nation-
state is “one of the most formidable tasks of coratpee-historical sociology” (Wimmer
and Feinstein 2010: 765). Before 1800, almosiatjd states remained highly composite,
ruling indirectly through presumed representativiediverse peoples and powers,
making little effort to homogenize or co-opt anyt tsmall imperial elite (see Tilly

1994: 133-134). Shortly after the Napoleonic Wewsghly half of the world was still
controlled by several world-empires, whose natare lze categorized as continental or
coastal as well as noncolonial or colonial. Sing&8, however, the dissolution of
empires had created newly independent nation-stiles empire-to-nation transition
shows the four major waves—the breakup of the CGitoand Habsburg empires after
the First World War, the decolonization of Asieeafthe Second World War, the
disintegration of the British and French coloniaiyers in the 1960s, and the collapse of
the Soviet Union in the 1990s (Wimmer and Min 208B0-871). Accordingly, by the
turn of this century, almost the entire globe isggoed by nation-states; the former great

empires have completely disappeared.

This worldwide formation of the nation-states, wheventually attains an uncontested
hegemony as the world polity theorists suggest @1a@80, 1999; Meyer et al. 1997), is
concomitant to the decline of major empires and #neentual dissolution (see Barkey
and von Hagen 1997; Esherick, Kayali, and Van Yo20@6; McNeill 1986). The



principle of national self-determination, which comses the triumphalist narrative of
nationalism, becomes a global norm (Hechter andéBdr2001). Ironically, however,

this normative and institutional transformation comently provides an incentive for the
ethnic framing of political struggles. Nationaleginflicts between incumbents and
challengers have to be newly ethnicized, that sakg re-framed in ethnic terms,
precisely because ethnicity per se does not speaotsty lead to ethnic violence (Bennett
1975; Brass 1991; Brubaker and Laitin 1998; Ke\@&l1). The political salience of

ethnic feeling as the effect of nationalizing thasses is undeniably a “marked feature of
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries” (Gellne¥4t 34).

Further, the transition from empire to nationatesteas not achieved without contention,
but obviously followed by the ethnicization of gadal violence. From 1789 onward, the
disintegration of continental empire and coloniadvers and the rise of the nation-state
have led to wars, revolutions, revolts, and vioketiwough mass mobilization for

national self-determination such that the world remmsists of nation-states with

strongly nationalistic citizenries. In generalstieithnic logic of the nation-state
subsequently creates an unequal power differemi@een the national majority and
ethnic minority in which the latter becomes mordesss disadvantaged and discriminated.
Various forms of ethnic conflicts and violence héeen organized accordingly, ranging
from non-violent protests, through riots, armeddentist and secessionist movements, to
civil wars, ethnic cleansing, and genocide (seg, €onversi 2006; Fearon 2006; Fearon
and Laitin. 2003; Greenfeld and Chirot 1994; Hech&95, 2000; Horowitz 1985, 2001;
Olzak 2006 Suny 2004; Tilly 1994; Wimmer and Min 2006).

It is also evident that, as Hannah Arendt (196®8-140) points out, the transition from
multiethnic empire to nascent nation-states afterRirst World War provoked the
refugee and stateless problem. There were onlymaye to resolve this problem:
repatriation and naturalization. These two recogphigolutions, however, proved to be a
failure. Scholars, who extend her original thelsésse shown that what really
characterizes the post-imperial conditions is “&thummixing,” including a steady mass

exodus of once-dominant ‘new minorities’ in the ®gsor states (Brubaker 1995a;



Hayden 1996b; Marrus 1985; Martin 1998: 817-821p£y 1983). Historical examples
of such migrations, either forced or voluntary limte ethnic Turks in the Balkans or
Balkan Muslims in the former Ottoman territoriesafidat 1985; Kigci 2008), ethnic
Germans and Hungarians in the former Habsburg I@fagden 1996a), and, to a lesser
degree, ethnic Russians in the non-Russian repubiithe former Soviet Union (Kolstoe
1994; Pilkington 1998; Shlapentokh, Sendich, angdrP#994). Likewise, the former
colonial masters emigrated from postcolonial nastates; for instance, almost all ethnic
Japanese residents in Korea, which had numberee timan 700,000, were hastily
repatriated to Japan after the end of the SeconddWar (Trewartha and Zelinsky
1955).

This study focuses on the historical foundationstatehood and nationhood in China,
emphasizing their pre-imperial origins and impeegbansion in thiongue duréegand
indicates how they have been enshrined even ipdseimperial and post-colonial world
order. The post-imperial Chinese state following ¢tbllapse of the Qing dynasty has
significantly inherited, with some modern modificeus, traditions of statecraft and
institutions as regards not only to ethnic ideolagg national identity but also to
governance and policy for non-Han minorities. lieef, China may well be thanly
remaining country after the disintegration of tleigt Union that preserves the many
important legacies of the non-colonial world-empnt® the twentieth-first century. To
identify its genuine features, we need to go beywoethodological colonialism and
postcolonialism that have been uncritically apptiethe non-Western imperial and post-
imperial societies including China (see, e.g., dibst 2000, 2001; Teng 2004: 249-
258)! Likewise, it is imperative to move away from meadbtogical nationalism
(Wimmer and Schiller 2002) that naturalizes theamastate as a unit of analysis for

explaining the development of modern political syss?

! See Chapter 7 on the inapplicability of methodimalcolonialism and postcolonialism in China. $éso
Di Cosmo (1998), Dirlik (1996, 1997), Fletcher (89,7Lee (1978, 1982a, forthcoming), and Shin (2006a
2 Methodological nationalism is “understood as thgumption that the nation/state/society is therahtu
social and political form of the modern world” (Winer and Schiller 2002: 301).

3



Presenting an alternative theory, | suggest thattbdern Chinese state is thgerial
nationlocated in the midst of an empire and a natiors. diso ideal-typically different
from colonial and national societies where ethgigtemployed not only to privilege one
dominant ethnic or racial group but to discrimingte other. This work is, however, not
to confirm the Sinocentric claim which tends to ulydexaggerate Chinese ‘uniqueness.’
It rather seeks to place the history of the Mid€ilegdom honggud as the specific case
to the long list of non-colonial world-empires, whiallows us to facilitate a
comparative-historical study of ethnicity before tise of modern nationalist.
Evidently, the historical empires such as the RarBgmantine, Persian, Mongol,
Ottoman, Habsburg, Mughal, Russian, Chinese sthtes/s included culturally and
ethnically heterogeneous inhabitants of the frentreany of whom were depicted as
mixed-barbariansnfixobarbaro) by the aesthetically cultured elite of the impedenter.
Most of these imperial societies, however, didfobow the ethnic logic of colonial and
national states. They can be rather characterigeditwer degree of institutionalized
ethnic (or racial) hierarchy and discrimination angreater willingness to intermarry,
ones that promote the fusion of diverse populat{ses, e.g., Issawi 1989). On the one
hand, empires commonly allowed therizontaland unconnected coexistences of
ethnically segregated groups within their terrigsriOn the other hand, this constellation
did not necessarily transform intovartical system of super- and subordination like a
caste institution—"a system of particularly rigiddaexclusive hereditary estates” where

intermarriage with nonmembers is shunned (Webe8:19b

Hence, the fundamental nature of ethnic relatiarthe world of empires is that, as Max

Weber in his ‘Class, Status, and Party’ perceptineltes, the “development of status

® The renowned Scottish sinologist James Legge (1895) put “the Middle Kingdom” as English
translation ozhongguaand it has been a popular English term for palitstates in traditional China.
Scholars also use other translationglodnggudike “the Central States” and “the Celestial Emagifor
instance, Lydia Liu, who questions the ahistocititalation of “the Middle Kingdom” covering every
epoch of Chinese history, argues that “the Cer8tates’ is more accurate for referring to the emici
states” (2004: 267). Even though using a pluraineould be a better translation dfonggudefore the
Qin unification in 221B.C., | generally follow Legge’s original translatiom part because it bears a
geographical implication. The Chinese tradition&lglieved that their state was located in the neiddithe
world and surrounded by aliens living around fooimers §iyi). Indeed, traditional Koreans consciously
used the term “the Eastern Kingdomdbfigguoin Chinesedonggukin Korean) for referring to their polity
vis-a-vis the Middle Kingdom. Instead of treatizigpngguas a stable and definitive concept, however, my
research shall demonstrate how its meanings haae dieanged and redefined (see Chapter 3).

4



groups from ethnic segregation [into a caste] istyneans the normal phenomenon. On
the contrary” (1978[1922]: 935). What is more, evdren the status group evolves into a
closed caste, the pariah peoples in the pre-ndisbempires, by virtue of their economic
indispensability, “are toleratethdeed frequently privilege@nd they live interspersed in
the political communities. The Jews are the mogir@ssive historical example” (ibid.:
934; my emphasis; see also Weber 1952). Charlgs(I894) adds to the list of such
“imperial minorities” in European history beforeBas the conquered Moors,
Protestants in the Balkans and Hungary, and Gneedsr the Ottoman rule that the
central state intended to subordinate, expel aieate. Yet it should be also noted that
in some occasions they were treated as privilegednities. Being conceived as
representatives of the Christian powers as watrag2gés of European merchants, for
instance, Ottoman Christians especially Armeniants@reeks obtained powerful tax
exemptions that allowed them to buy and sell gondse cheaply than Muslim

merchants prior to the age of nationalism (see IBox 2002: 40). This study seeks to
suggest that, like other pre-nationalist empiries,Middle Kingdom has a long history of
privileging non-Han groups over the native Han pafaon.

The Chinese empire was frequently ruled by aliemjoerors who enjoyed the status of
privileged minority without imposing much discrinaition against the native subjects
collectively classified as the Han people. Besidsdpr internal minorities who formed
ethnic enclaves on the edges of the empire, thigatgovernment not only exempted
them from the population registration system amil@ duties imposed upon imperial
subjects in the interior, but granted them adnmriatiste, legal, cultural, religious
autonomy under the control of hereditary local &al The Chinese imperial policy of

* During Ming China, for instance, most of the Saugt was ruled by semi-autonomous native leaders
who owed no corvée to the central government adahdi register their population so that much of the
indigenous people were not included in lifi@ census enumeration. So the governor of Guizhau, fo
example, reported in 1555: “There is no way | dad but the complete size of the provincial popiolat
Not only are there no statistics for most non-Haugn the army registers for military households are
incomplete” (quoted in Lee 1982b: 714). James U&82b: 715) carefully estimates the proportionthef
exempt territory regarded as the indigenous juctgmh. In Yunnan the native jurisdiction area cacer
roughly one-third of the province. In Guizhou thagive territory was more extensive still, at lease-half
of the province. In southern Sichuan the exemp acenprised well over three-quarters of the region.
Until mid-eighteen century, the Qing governmerit stintinued to exempt all residents in the areaden
indigenous rule from registration (see Lee 19824)7

5



indirect rule is in some way comparable to the @#a millet system (see Hechter 2000:
71-76) as well as the Russian imperial policy tahtie indigenous groups in Kazan,
Astrakhan, Siberia, Georgia, and the CaucasusRae# 1971). Hence, regarding its
spatial and administrative scope, the centraliithghese state commonly relied on
native chieftains “to maintain order in areas whbeestate was unable or unwilling to
assert direct control” (Shin 2006b: 104). This imgetradition should date back to the
early imperial period, namely Former Han times (B@5-9 A.D.), when the ruling house
preferred nominal ritual superiority over its imal and external vassals vis-a-vis costly
attempts to enforce centralized rule beyonddiaéactoboundaries (see Kiser and Cai
2003: 530-532; Pines 2008: 87). The Chinese emyasealways what Michael Hechter
(2000: 49) calls “the tribute-taking empire,” altlgh it reached the most highly
centralized bureaucratic officialdom prior to tieerof modern bureaucracy.

Until today, ethnicity as a categorical identitys#x not so much to discriminate and
exploit as to privilege and protect the non-Hangbes vis-a-vis the Han majority.
Likewise, the implementation of the semi-autonomi@ggons reveals the imperial
heritage of the dual administrative system betwberinterior and the exterior as the
grand strategy of the Chinese empire. It is impurta note that this spatial separation is
not the same as that between the metropole antbtbmry in the colonial powers. The
territorial expansion of the Chinese state doedailaw the route of “colonial booty
capitalism based on direct force and compulsorgriafWeber 1978[1922]: 918) but
rather shows little, if any, significant role ofpialist interest groups as motivating forces.
Much scholarship, however, has mistakenly undeds@aina’s frontier strategy through

the Western lenses of racism, internal colonialiand Orientalism.

My argument of China as the imperial nation poosthat the construction of the
Chinese nation is not merely a modern inventionratiter a modern reconfiguration of
ancient practices through appropriating new ideasiastitutions. Although the
government of the People’s Republic of China (PB@)cturally resembles other
multiethnic states concerning its classificatiomafionalities and institutionalization of

preferential treatments and semi-autonomous redamnsinority nationalities, the



underlying logic of those practices tellingly releethe resilient imperial heritage. By the
same token, the predicament of ethnic minoritiestae problem of ethnic strife and
violence in China do not stem from the politicee&tlusion, as happened in most
colonial and national states, but rather from tbiips of inclusion, which is a common

dynamic in the history of multiethnic world-empires

The Approach of the Dissertation

This work seeks to address both theoretical andreralissues by examining the
formation of the imperial nation in China. | fittsteoretically outline the ideal-type of
empire and contrast it with that of colonial powed nation. My argument is that, as
regards ethnic relations, historic China represantsxemplary case of world-empire and
its non-colonial, imperial ideas and practices hareained largely enshrined with some
reconfiguration until today. Most importantly, thiearacteristics of the ethnic divide
between native Sinic, or Han Chinese, and non-Saminon-Han, peoples are
considerably distinct from the binaries of colomizelonized in the colonial state and
majority-minority in the national state. | then engally investigate how China has
evolved into the imperial nation that we see tobig¥istoricizing the dynamics of ethnic
group boundaries in tHengue duréel characterize the recurrent pattern of making) an
clearing ethnic boundaries in China from the efirf millenniumBs.C.to the present day,
and reflect this framework onto social theories Aghur Stinchcombe suggests, “One
does not apply theory to history; rather one us&®ty to develop theory” (1978: 1). |,
therefore, believe that my sinological survey afifog the imperial nation in China
contributes to the sociological theories of ethtgia@mpire, nation, nationalism, and
inequality. To begin with, | discuss China’s im@digm, nationalism, and ethnic
boundaries—three key concepts mentioned in thetkubt this work—with a special

emphasis on its historical foundation.

Imperial Settingsin the history of world-empires, despite the pds of political division
and contention over centuries, the imperial histifr¢Zhina is the longest and most

persistent since its first unification in 28X. until the last emperor Puyi was dethroned



in 1911A.D. In general, the Chinese empire has an “undenidyiring nature,” which
is the opinion of “almost all historians of Chimey matter what nation or ideological
camp they may belong to” (Balazs 1964: 15). It abgwesents “the most consistent
political form of patrimonialism” (Weber 1978[1922]091; see also Bendix 1977: 100-
103; Eisenberg 1998, 2008: ch.1; Hamilton 1984 019%eber 1964) that emerged as a
consequence of replacing the pre-imperial feuda-$ystemfengjian (see Creel 1970:
ch.11) with a regime of officials who in principheere qualified based on their personal
merit> This enduring patrimonial state was basically nied@n four major institutional
elements—vertical hierarchy, centralized officialddrontier feudalism, and universal

emperorship (see Chapter®).

Throughout imperial China, the idea of the patrimbstate was uncontested even by
radical, heretical intellectuals like the iconotia®ut influential Ming thinker Li Zhi
(1527-1602) who once wrote that “all treasures uh@aven are the emperor’s personal
property, and it may be all right for the Empeimmcbonsume more than he should. All the
people under heaven are the emperor’s people haydcan but only endure [the burden]

if the Emperor wants to squeeze them more thambels.”

The archetype of this
imperial rhetoric is evidently traced back to thenbus ancient statement, originally
made in the late days of the Western Zhou dyndsty ¢entury-7718.c) and repeatedly
cited in later Chinese texts like tdeaozhuarand theMencius “Everywhere under
Heaven is the King’s landvangty, each of those who live on the land is the King’s
n8

subject (vangcheh”® Likewise, the concept of the Mandate of Heaw@an(ning, the
key source of legitimate authority throughout thére imperial era, emerged in the

Western Zhou period (see Creel 1970: ch.5). Afteragor debate concerning the

® The termfengjian(“assign and establish”) has come to be emplogedrider the European term “feudal”
with all its historical context and complexity. Eranalogy between the Zhou practicdéerfgjianand
medieval European feudalism is more inclined tdemnid than clarify. See Falkenhausen (2006: 246).

® Weber also points out the durable nature of thie&e socio-political structure in tlengue durée‘the
unshaken order of internal political and sociad,lifvith thousands of years behind it, was placettun
divine tutelage and then considered as the revelati the divine” (1964:27). This passage is diyect
associated with his overarching theory of the abserf ‘the disenchantment of the world’ in non-\Véest
societies, serving as a contrast for the specw@lleity (Eigenar) of Western rationalism.

" Li Zhi, “Fu Jinchuan wenshu” (A reply to Liu Donigng), Fenshu(A book to burn) 2.73. Quoted in Jiang
Jin (2001: 20).

® The passage appears in 8t@ jing (Book of Poetry). See theuozhuanthe Seventh Year of Duke Zhao
(535B.C); Legge (1872: 616) and tiMenciusV (1), 4; Legge (1875: 278).
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bestowal of the Mandate in the early Western ZtioeiMandate of Heaven was believed
to be conferred upon the individual ruler as a persather than upon the Zhou people as
a group, an outcome that deprived the Zhou foref/&he status of a ‘chosen people’
(that of the Israelites)” (Hsu 2005: 455; see &bkaughnessy 1993, 1997: ch.4). Since
the concept of Mandate of Heaven as a ruling idpoWas not ethnically defined, it
could be spiritualized into a purely impersonal &e1964: 20-30; see also Weber
1952: 210) and universalist world power, legitimgithe political authority of a foreign
ruler? In the genealogy of Chinese thought, especiallyf@manism and Taoism, there
was no parallel to the “anthropomorphic corporgalitVeber 1952: 211) of the Yahweh.
The predominance of the ideal of political univéissa over ethnic particularism and
separatism was one of the major obstacles for aldement of Han Chinese
‘nationalism’ prior to the advent of the West ini@dn (see Chapter 3). Even the
‘unorthodox’ local folk religions did not have aesjific ethnic feature but a supra-ethnic

one (see, e.g., Sutton 2000).

In line with patrimonial rulership, the Chinesetstaaft tradition is essentially
characterized by its intention to accommodate mthitiic imperial subjects under the
Son of Heaventianzi) without necessarily establishing an ethnic fofrdiscrimination
and exploitation. It is far from my intention tonigre the extant history of ethno-cultural
prejudice conventionally called ‘Sinocentrism’ (S&leapter 4). My argument is that, in
spite of such ethnocentric bias, the Chinese stdtdcadition did not create a
discriminatory state-system, but rather the oppodits important to recognize that
political power in China was theorized since preamal times as the pairing of
punishmentXing) and generositydg), and the latter “ranged from the granting of life
through acts of deliberate mercy to material payshand gifts from the ruler to his allies
and subordinates” (Lewis 2009: 122). As a mattaeafpolitik, the conciliatory

treatment of such ‘aliens’ was one of the twingrgl of the grand strategy of the Chinese

° Weber (1964: 26) perceptively points out thatCihina, the God of Heaven could not assume the &rm
a hero-GodHeldengoft who revealed himself in the irrational destinyhig people through its foreign
relations, or who was worshipped in war, victorgfedht, exile and nostalgia.” By contrast, Yahweh
remained not only “the war god of the confedera@yeber 1952: ch.5) but also “a god of history,
especially of political-military history. This ddfentiated him from all Asiatic deities” (ibid.: 22
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empire—the “dual use of kindness and sternne=si€i bingyonp(see McMahon

2008)—which is essentially a blend of leniency andtality.

However, it is still necessary to move beyond #relency to totalize imperial China as a
single analytical unit, shown in the scholarshigomparative-historical sociology
notably Eisenstadt’'s (1963) classical study. Alijtothe symbiotic relationships of the
center and the periphery, characterized by mutelaéfit and obligation, may explain its
extraordinary endurance over its two thousand yélaese is a crucial difference between
native and conquest dynasties in the history oh€e imperialism regarding the task of

pacifying the frontiers (see Chapter 3).

Native dynasties, on the one hand, commonly rééiesl on military strength and more on
appeasement and deterrence, comparatively sirithietByzantine Empire (see Luttwak
2009; Ostrogorski 1969). These dynasties emplayeaarrot more frequently than the
stick to achieve the imperial aim of security atabdity, just as the Byzantine state did
to secure the loyalty of the various Slav potestatehe Balkans (see Stephenson 1999,
2000)° The ‘taming’ strategy, rhetorically decorated lees action of the beneficent Son
of Heaven, was chosen over a triumphal militaristihe cost of financial burden to the
imperial courtt* This Sinocentric rhetoric, however, often funcédrsimply as a

medium to conceal a harsh reality. The vast gulivben rhetoric and reality became
evident when the native dynasty such as the Sosgramstantly exposed to the military
threat from its neighboring states. As for the Sdwgasty, in theory such payments—the

generous imperial ‘gifts’ to the less sophisticatemrbarians’—were in practice a ransom.

91n the Byzantine case, “material benefits tookfthen of grants of imperial titles with associated
stipends and silks, privileged trade, tribute payts®r largesse” (Stephenson 2000: 319-320). In the
Chinese case, a long list of incentives in the fofrimperial ‘gifts’ was strikingly similar. See Bg (2009),
Lewis (2000, 2009b), Pan (1997b), Serruys (1979@5h), Yu (1967, 1986), Zhao (2008).

Y For instance, Zhu Yuanzhang, the first Ming empéral368-1398), plainly articulated the burdertha
imperial ‘gifts’ to his tributary dependencies.1874, he announced in an edict that “I do not iamt
many foreign tributary missions to come becausg #i#t cause our country too much trouble.” In 1390
he repeated the same opinion that “I have insigtatforeign countries must not send missions roften
than once every three years.” These passages atexdgn Zhao Gang (2008: 89).
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Alien dynasties, on the other hand, tended to suee their military force as a primary
tool of statecraft and relegate persuasion as@seacy complement, to some degree
resembling the Roman Empire (see Luttwak 1976).\Md#rthem preferred a more
centralized rule than a concessionary administigto frontier peoples under the native
dynasties. For instance, tgeitu guiliu program of the Manchu Qing, embarked upon
around 1700, was to replace the hereditary natieftaincy, particularly in China’s
southwest, with a centrally appointed civilian oildom. The ruling groups of the
conguest dynasties also wanted to maintain thaiustas a privileged minority by
distancing themselves from the native Han subjddtsir pejorative attitude toward the
Han people, who were considered militarily inferias often pervasive. The speech of
Gao Huan (496-547¥ recorded in the annalistic history by Sima Guak@L9-1086) of
the Northern Song, is one of the earlier recordeaples: “Whenever the premier [Gao]
Huan made an oral command to his soldiers, ... gguke to the Xianbei [Sarbi]
soldiers in Xianbei language, he said ‘The Han pedmnmir) are your slaves; the men
plow the land for you; the women weave clothesyfmr; they transport your grain and
cloth. So, if you are warmly dressed and well-fedrfbag, why do you still humiliate
them?"3 Similarly, Yelti Abaoji (r. 907-926), the foundefrtbe Liao dynasty, said
shortly before his death that “I can speak Han €sarhanyy, but | never speak it in the
presence of my tribal people. | fear that they Kintans] may emulate the Han Chinese
and grow timid and weak*

The most important feature is that, for both natime conquest dynasties, albeit with
their different orientations, there was no equimafgarallel to the principle of national
self-determination of modern nationalism, but astremme xenophobic feeling toward
ethno-cultural others. Instead, especially in latperial China, what was dominant was
the Confucian culturalism that not only pursueddtkural transformation of alien

peoples into the main Sinic tradition, but serve@arucial impediment to the creation of

12 See footnote 18 in Chapter 3.

13 Sima GuangZizhi tongjianChapter 157 (53&.D.), p. 4882. Sima Guang comments that “In thatqukri

the Xianbei people generally looked down on Ham€se.” Gao Huan's statement therefore reflects the
ethno-political situation of his days, when various-Han states controlled North CHinhthe cradle of the

Yellow River civilization.

14 Xin Wudai shiChapter 72, p. 890he translation follows Mote (1999: 47) with mindranges.
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ethnic Han nationalism (see, e.g., Fincher 1972glas 1980; Tillman 1979). The
philosophical discourse of the achievability oftawhl conversion originated as early as
from Mencius who said: “using the Sinic doctrindrnsform the non-Sinic aliengang
xia bian y)."*® He also suggested that one’s inborn nature i®perind a kind of
microcosm that represents or contains the essdratktbings® Thus, the mainline
Confucian tradition never essentialized ethno-caltaliens as immutably inferior.
Everything became a subject of education and theagmbnal goal was to cultivate the
self from one’s innate endowment. In his discussibthe nature of Confucianism,
Weber (1964: 153) argues that “there was no ra@wél—a worldview that typically
followed upon the lack of a supra-mundane deity rafiécted the status conditions in the

patrimonial state.

Historic Chinese imperialism was incommensurabkeomdy to nationalism, but also to
colonialism. Instead of conceiving an immutablerieabetween ‘superior’ Han and
‘inferior’ non-Han, the Mencian idea of innate commalities among all humans
prevailed during late imperial timé5The prominent Ming thinker Wang Yangming
(1472-1529), for instance, proposed that the appgmemitivism of frontier aborigines
could be transformed, because their ‘original ret(renxing was not intrinsically
distinct from the Han Chines&In his opinion, their ignorance of Confucian ritua
propriety was not a sign of inherent inferiorityt bather a reflection of their honesty and
simplicity in opposition to the enormity and hypegrof some Han subjects (see Shin
2006b: 117-118). As a means of frontier pacifiaatid/ang built community schools to
convert indigenes of the southwest where he hagrakposts (see Hauf 1999;

5 Menciuslll (1), 4; Legge (1875: 210).

18 As he said: “All thingswWanwy) are complete within us. There is no greater ti¢ligan to be conscious

of sincerity on self-examinationMenciusVII (1), 4; Legge 1875: 345). See also Creel (1983.

" The ultimate triumph of the Mencian doctrine whssely associated with the consolidation of neo-
Confucianism as an official state orthodoxy sirwe $ong dynasty. Almost all neo-Confucian scholars
affirmed the Mencian line. Possibly, this is intdaecause they had unconsciously appropriated some
elements in Buddhist thought, particularly its idédauman nature—everyone can be Buddha. See Wright
(1959: ch.5) for a more discussion of appropriatbBuddhism by the neo-Confucian school.

'8 n his words, “all people [who had blood and bitéatiave the same innate knowledgiar(gzhj of the
sense of right and wrong without deliberation ahenks to this shared good conscience, the fartteeof
sage-kings of antiquity who spoke and acted widirtimnate knowledge extended to all the barbarous
tribes fnanmg@” (Wang 1963: 166-167). His moral philosophy evitlg echoes the Mencian idea of human
nature.
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Schneewind 2006; Shin 2006b). School constructias mot solely mandated by some
notable individuals but also embedded in the stgggem. The imperial government
usually sponsored the construction of ‘communityosds’ (shexuelargely known in the
Ming times) and ‘charitable schoolg/ixue generally in the Qing period) for the non-
Han natives in the frontiers, such as Guizhou, @yarYunnan, Xinjiang, and Hainan
Island®® The goal of local officials—generating some proeminexamination
successes—was sometimes achieved strikifigife perception of the natives and the
efforts to transform them during late imperial Ghrannot be tantamount to

colonialist/racist practice and discourse (see @Gaf).

National Identity Even after the formal demise of empire, the pogterial Chinese
nation reveals little semblance to the ideal-typinaion within the modernist perspective
of nationalism, one that is intrinsically based‘thre evolutionary model of
understanding of nation” (Duara 1993: 25). Rathédras been placed in the midst of the
empire-nation continuum—the imperial nation. In awthe Chinese nation “was there
and it endured, with its core territory and popiolatrelatively stable over the centuries”
(Townsend 1992: 126). What is more, the currerdalisse of the Chinese nation as an
imagined giant family with 56 ethnic members shaubd be exclusively attributable to
the epiphenomenon of the modern state-making grdgether, it represents a
reconfiguration of traditional patrimonial kingskithe Son of Heaven portrayed himself
in a paternal role as an extended household hehdsaa lenient father whose duty was
to protect and take care of his subjects, which neasarkably parallel to the self-image
of the Russian tsar (Kivelson 1997; Wortman 200053 Likewise, the foundation of
ethnic policies and frontier governance of the pogierial Chinese state preserves its

ancient form and arrangement, albeit with some glalm this respect, the

19 See EIman and Woodside (1994), Herman (1997), R80@2: 506-507), Schneewind (2006: ch.3) and
Woodside (1983) for a detailed discussion.

2 For instance, over 79 non-Han natives in Yunnawéen 1750 and 1850 received the highest civil
service degregifishi), roughly thrice the number for the four precediegturies altogether (Lee 1982a:
304). It was not a mere coincidence that theretivagreation or rehabilitation of 650 charitablacals in
Yunnan alone in the 1730s under the managementigbaous local administrator Chen Hongmou (1696-
1771). Quoting thdMencius he declared that Miao human nature is innatetydgand therefore the Miao
should be educated (Rowe 2001; Woodside 1983).
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transformative processes during the great Chiresgution were not something entirely

discontinuous with its tradition. China was notrbor the late nineteenth century!

Although | emphasize the durability and continwfythe Chinese nation in thengue
durée | do not conceive of it as an ahistorical, ovengralized entity. Likewise, | do not
adopt the conventional Eurocentric view that ‘ttimshial China’ was basically changeless
and stagnant, while the far-reaching transformategan to take place only after the
advent of the West in the nineteenth century. Unfaately, as Prasenjit Duara (1993,
2009) argues, this cognitive divide between ‘ollddanew’ China is deeply embedded in
much scholarship on the conception of Chinese natiwl nationalism as manipulative
inventions of the modern nationalizing state, whioblicitly equates the post-imperial
Chinese state with other full-fledged nation-statethe post-imperial and post-colonial
age. In his manuscript written after the RepubliBavolution in 1911, for instance,
Weber argues that “Only fifteen years ago, men knguhe Far East still denied that the
Chinese qualified as a ‘nation.’ ... Yet today, nolyathe Chinese political leaders but
also the very same observers would judge diffeyeffitius it seems that a group of
people ... may attain the quality of a nation throsghcific behavior, or they may claim
this quality as an ‘attainment'—and within shoraep of time at that” (1978[1922]: 924).
Likewise, Benedict Anderson emphasizes the “re@s#iof Chinese nationalism” that
emerged no earlier than the late nineteenth cenmaryely during the last phase of the
Qing dynasty (2001: 35-37; see also Zhao 2004))cH further categorizes it as an
example of “official nationalism”™— state-led natelism—which is associated with the
efforts of monarchies to sustain their waning eegias a means of concealing a gulf
between nation and dynastic realm (Anderson 1931113).

While | agree that the birth of nationalism, ashsus recent and modern in China,
Anderson’s discussion seems not only to assumertiversality and inevitability of
nationalism but to overrate the capacity of thetyiogerial Chinese state to inspire and

enforce the spirit of nationalism throughout th@pace?' Moreover, this kind of

2L As Duara (2001: 15) argues, “while the Republieea (1912-1949) was dominated by the growing
ideological hegemony of nationalism, it was charazed by the reality of weak political control.&h
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ahistorical perspective considers post-imperiah@las radically discontinuous with the
traditional past so that it fails to capture thatawity through changes in the course of
the great transition from patrimonial empire to Beople’'s Republic. It therefore
inexorably gives rise to conceptual puzzlementarokest such paradoxical statements as,
“although China produced one of the world’s greiateslizations and still has a

powerful and tenacious culture, it now has in modanes a relatively contentless form
of nationalism [or formless nationalism]” (Pye 19988). As Zhao Suisheng (2004: 13-
14) analyzes, Lucien Pye here delineates a vdidertultural ideals that could constitute
the substantive form and content for Chinese nalism, because the historical legacies
of Chinese tradition, Confucian tradition in pantar, have long been under serious
attack since the May Fourth movement of 1919. & ¢®ntinuing process that reached its
apogee under the frantic movement of eradicatiadRbur Olds’ §i jiu)—old ideas, old
customs, old traditions, and old habits—duringah&-imperialist and anti-feudal
Cultural Revolution. Behind such anti-traditionalisovements, however, the long-
lasting ideal of constituting a unified multiethrstate, namely forging Greater China,
one that transcends the chasm between imperigb@steimperial China, has never been
challenged or abandoned by the revolutionariesraetlectuals. Hence, one should
neither unduly overestimate the ‘newness’ of pogtearial China nor uncritically

subscribe to Chinese critiques of their own heetag

Strictly speaking, therefore, the post-imperial i&fsie state is the “nationless state”
(Fitzgerald 1995) seen from a conventional perspecf modern nation and
nationalisn?? Alternatively, its state-building project has te bnderstood within the
framework of the imperial nation whose governarme loce summarized as horizontal
heterogeneity. The imperial nation, as | shallassg is historically constituted as a
convergence of two different types of statecraft-#aperial form modeled on vertical

heterogeneity and a national form based on hom@dmmogeneity.

nation-state [i.e., the post-imperial Chinese $tates forced ... to tolerate alternative discursind a
ideological defenses of the local against the ndtio

22 Similarly, Duara argues that “The social wholdistorical China was conceived, in short, in a st
is not completely different from the conceptualiaatof the social whole of modern nationalism. et
impulse in modern scholarship to view the two aslamentally different is not confined to China
scholarship, but informs the most influential sagdof nationalism today” (1993: 6).
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Moreover, | consider the PRC and the Soviet Un®iwe remarkable cases of imperial
nation (see Chapter 2). As for the post-Romanawsttian, Ronald Suny (1997: 151)
illustrates that:

[FJrom its inception the Soviet Union replicatedpienialist relations. ... [The Bolsheviks]
assumed that political and cultural rights for rRussians and the systematic constraint of
Russian nationalism, along with the developmera sécialist economy, would be sufficient to
solve the “national question.” While creating nagbterritorial units with broad cultural
privileges, the new government’s overwhelming concgas that the new multinational federal
state be a single integrated economy.

His assessment can be largely applicable to theédiRE€ponse to nationality problems
by substituting Han and non-Han for Russian andRossian. But there was one critical
institutional difference. That is, instead of cregta multinational federal state, the PRC
insisted upon the concept of one republic with sv@mi-autonomous regions for non-
Han peoples. The final rejection of an idea ofdefal republic of China, one that was
actually supported by the Chinese communist leageduring the pre-PRC era, was
legitimized by referring to its imperial traditi@s a transcendence of the federative
system in the Zhou period in early Chifia.

Ethnic BoundariesThe fundamental, enduring predicament for altipainial rulers of
world-empire was how to settle their primary gofaineperial unity with the enormous
ethnic, religious, administrative, regional, angdediversity among the subjects. This
imperial condition continues to persist in contengpy multiethnic nations. The Chinese
state has always faced reconciling the dilemmandf/@and diversity. Its strategy has
been to employ two contradictory processes simetiasly:boundary-clearingand
boundary-makingwhich were quite universal in major patrimoniaif@res (see Figure

% gee footnote 19 in Chapter 7 for the communissgextive on the national question and the fornnef t
state prior to 1949. On the eve of the establishmotthe PRC, however, as Zhao Suisheng (2004: 175-
176) shows, the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) fshigte“made a sharp U-turn in favor of the notidn o
a unitary, multiethnic nation-state” while admitgithat “its earlier emphasis on self-determinatiod
federation was a mistake.” He further argues thiatradical shift “came largely from the fact tiediinic
nationalism was no longer instrumental and instestibecome a threat to the unitary state” (ibidg)1
See also Wang Ke (2001: 260-266).
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1.1). The consequence is that ethnic differences haver been essentialized; they have

been porous, malleable, and changeable.

Figure 1.1 Making and clearing ethnic boundarieth@patrimonial world-empire
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In addition to the basic features of state andonathe configuration and pattern of

ethnic group boundaries represent constancy amheha China. Again, instead of
proposing a qualitative break between the ‘traddiband the ‘modern,’ | argue that the
Chinese state for both imperial and post-impeimaés has shown the dual nature of the
dynamics of ethnic boundaries; namely, the boundaaiting process between ethnic
groups (see Chapter 4) and the boundary-clearimgeps within a unified state (see
Chapter 5).

On the one hand, one of the essentials of Chinasenmood has been the emphasis on a
sense of interethnic commonalities, either imagioleckal, that intends to clear ethnic
group boundaries for maintaining national unity.akgued, a key aspect to the
consolidation and longevity of the Chinese empaéd heen its ability to incorporate an
array of different ethnic and religious groups with system in a way that was lenient
and inclusive. It is evident that, during imper@iina, an all-inclusive state ideology was
prevalent since such familial metaphors as ‘All-enEHeaven is one familytiGnxia
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yijia), ‘within the four seas we are all brothers’ afithinese and non-Chinese are one
family’ (huayi yijia) were used to legitimize the supra-ethnic ideaigderial unity.
These metaphors, conceiving the Middle Kingdomresunified family, were connected
directly to the all-embracing attribute of patrinrrulership, meaning the Son of
Heaven was like the father of one giant family; skete. This universalitstic ideal had
been particularly appropriated by the ethnicallgrakuling elites of the conquest

dynasties to legitimize their dominion over theiveaHan subjects.

The concept of the Chinese nation in the post-impera reveals both continuity and
change from its imperial practice. The PRC’s offipropaganda about the great Chinese
family (zhonghua da jiatingis not just exclusively designated to the Hanangj but

also to the non-Han minority groups. This boundaearing familial metaphor

represents an astonishing legacy of the transcésiddaal of the Chinese empire. But
we should not ignore the fundamental alterationenadgost-imperial China, namely the
transition fromvertical fatherhoodo horizontal brotherhoodlt is evident that empire

and nation have a different emotional valence thedher on the ground that relations of
fathers to children in the patrimonial empire diffgeatly from idealized relations of
brothers and sisters in the modern nation. Theipgstrial changes indeed strive to
essentialize its inalienable ‘racial’ unity, asseggithe primordial horizontal brotherhood
based on the ‘scientific’ theories of the Chineagan as the common descendants of the
Yellow Emperor uangd) and Peking ManHomo erectus pekinenkiallegedly

believed to be ‘racial’ progenitors. To corroborttis idealized vision of indisputable
brotherhood, PRC scholars have employed the m@déences of archaeology, history,
genetics, linguistics, anthropology, ethnology, andiology. Such activities are of course
devoted to forging an image of the Chinese nat®iafiective community,’
accommodating various ethnic groups as its fam#éynioers. To that end, regional
diversity and ethnic plurality are tolerated or mygomoted within the overarching
narrative of racial unity that firmly advocatesdmntgional and interethnic commonalities.
Despite their ostensibly separatist discoursepraist and ethno-nationalist claims
neither overtly nor covertly confront Chinese naéiism (Falkenhausen 1995: 215);

rather, they are nothing but a manifestation ofgheciple of horizontal heterogeneity to

18



mute nationalists who seek to secede from the HRfS.inclusionary aspect of Chinese
nationalism is substantially incompatible with 8tandard depiction of a nationalism that

tends to be exclusionary and demarcate the ethyigalined national boundaries.

In that respect, much of nation-building in pospearial China should probably be called,
more precisely, empire-building in a more geneealsg, if we concur that the question of
empire is, as the Weberian sociologist pertinestiggests, “the problem of establishing
political order in the face of social and cultunaterogeneity” (Roth 1968: 204). Like its
imperial predecessors, the PRC faces a substtaglaln integrating diverse ethnic,
cultural, and religious elements, many of whichtgymcally considered to be ‘nations’(in
the Western sense of the term) without having tbwm independent states, including the
Tibetans, Muslim Uighurs, and MongoliaffsThe PRC's responses to the worldwide
expansion of nation-states are not just limitedsself-image of a China as a multiethnic
nation, unified for thousands of years, but re#teldn its nationality policies, aimed at

institutionalizing horizontal heterogeneity.

On the other hand, the Chinese state has a lotahi exercising a boundary-making
process of differentiating ethno-cultural differesdhat takes a variety of
institutionalized forms of heterogeneity by takihg individual’s genealogy (blood) and
the indigenous territory (soil) into account. Asmtiened above, the administrative
duality between the interior and the exterior hadrbextant throughout the imperial
period. This grand strategy of the Chinese empas @riven by the rational choice of the
central government calculating its fiscal and railyt capacity under the circumstance that
the frontier problems produced a constant straonupe resources of the government
and imposed a heavy burden upon the Chinese hedstathe major revenue-producing
regions. John Shepherd aptly states that “the Ghistate only found direct rule of
frontier territories attractive when a jurisdictiseconomic development ensured that

local tax revenues would cover the costs of adrmatisn or when strategic concerns

Indeed, structurally, this kind of problem of emepinaking is not just limited to such giant staisshe

PRC and the former Soviet Union, but common in sdv@ostcolonial societies including the newborn
African nations which have more tribal segmentatara smaller scale (see, e.g., Wallerstein 196th R
1968) as well as Indonesia whose national mottanigy in diversity’ (Bhinneka Tunggal 1Ka
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dictated an administrative presence (that mighehawe subsidized by the central
government) despite low revenue potential” (1998L)4Hence, as Yang Lien-sheng
(1969) discusses, the Chinese statesmen frequepnlysed the proposal of imposing
excessive centralized control over the frontierts kather, endorsed the continuation of
the native chieftain system that would functioraaslatively inexpensive medium for
securing the superiority of the Son of Heaven osthareas. As Table 1.1 illustrates, this

imperial condition can be characterized as theesysifvertical heterogeneity

Table 1.1 The typology of political systems by sbal order and ethnic governance

Ethnic Governance

Homogenous Heterogeneous
Small-scale Tribal Society Empire
Vertical (e.g., the Romanov, Ottoman,
Societal and Qing state)
Order Nation-state Imperial Nation
Horizontal | (e.g., France, Japan, and | (e.g., the Soviet Union and
Korea) PRC)

Making the imperial nation in post-imperial Chirsaa drastic shift from vertical to
horizontal heterogeneityAs a matter of administrative diversity, the P&gpropriated

the system of Autonomous Regions mainly from thei@dJnion as a substitute for the
traditional system of inner feudatoriew{fan) at the margins of the Chinese scene. The
ethnic borderlands under this new institution asgzontally integrated in a single
republic; the imperial frontiers were verticallytegrated to the center by means of the
feudal tribute system. Yet, as before, the PRCigoes to institutionalize heterogeneity
between the inner and the outer regions. The PR@isorial incorporation of Hong
Kong and Macau as special administrative disticcessentially an extension of this
tradition of one unified country with multiple admstrative systems.

On the contrary, nation-building since the histakiormation of the European nation-
state has been based on the principlecoizontal homogeneitthrough nationalizing the
people of all strata with a common national idgniarticularly a common language and

history. In other words, a nationalizing statens‘anrealized” nation-state or a state
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destined to be a nation-state and, partly duestbdtmogenizing force, typically
considered as a nationally oppressive host statetignal minorities (Brubaker 1995b).
This concept of the nationalizing state is ostdgsapplicable to post-imperial China on
the grounds that the state builders have occasyanéiated such strong assimilating
movement towards minority nationalities as the @alt Revolution by labeling their
practices as ‘backward’ and ‘inferior’ (see Hebel®89: ch.2). Yet still, they have
generally not so much created the state of and féan Chinese nation as to instead
restructure the condition of multiethnic heteroggnéirectly inherited from the imperial
past. So the Chinese policy for ethnic minority@tion and studies has been fairly
tolerant toward a certain kind of ethnic ‘natiosali which denounces the Han-centered
perspective of Chinese civilization and assertsritialuable contribution of minorities to
the formation of the present Chinese nation (sesgp€&hn 5). From the PRC’s perspective,
it is ethnic separatist movements that cause ‘lasethreat to the unity of the
multiethnic Chinese state” (Zhao 2004: 22; see @lgb: ch.5). This alludes to one
important aspect of Chinese statecraft, that mjietboundary-making is an instrumental
medium for maintaining national integrity and stibhbk subservient to an overarching
process of ethnic boundary-clearing. Accordinghg hature of ethnic group boundaries
has been porous, allowing some changes in perstimat self-identification (see
Chapter 6).

Methodological SinologyAs the valid method for linking the past and ginesent, | take
the sinological approach in comparative-historgzaiology to map out the specific and
significant pattern as well as the causes and cuesees of continuity through changes
concerning China’s ethnic history. It is a truidmatt as a renowned sinologist reminds us,
the “ignorance of China’s cultural tradition andtorical experience is an absolute
barrier to comprehending China today” (Mote 1999). The problem is that, in reality,

it is almost impossible to deal with more thanng fpart of the various issues of Chinese
society, past and present. Faced with this questioother eminent sinologist proposed
that “the only alternative is to select certainljjeons that have significance both for
sinology and for twentieth-century sociology” (Badal964: 6), which is still true for the

twenty-first century. | believe the perspective dimel methods of the sinological branch
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of sociology would be a suitable, if not ideal,ig@n for expounding the main theme of
my study if we agree that the concept of the nagiod the logic of ethnic relations in
post-imperial China can represent one enduringcaspp€hinese society. Given this
persistence and stability, therefore, the imposasfcthe sinological orientation is not
merely limited to the research of Chinese traditiohistorical depth; it extends to the
study of the process of nation-building and statéding in a multiethnic society during

the post-Qing period.

The foundations of sinological sociology were laidWeber, as shown in his landmark
work Konfuzianismus und Taocism(see Bendix 1977: 98-141; Eisenstads5), and

later developed by such scholars as Etienne Baldaiéram Eberhard, Marcel Granet,
Karl Wittfogel. The heritage of this tradition, hewer, has been mostly neglected on both
sides of the Atlantic for decades, a situation habrge Steinmetz (2010) calls “ideas in
exile.” | revive this forgotten perspective to idiénthe origin, expansion, and
transformation of the idea and system of ethnimblanies in China, relying on the
primary sources (ranging from the Sinitic classstandard histories of dynasties,
historical annals, works of literati to the localusehold registers) and secondary

literature written in English as well as in Chinglkerean, and Japanese.

Outline of Chapter Organization

With this introduction, this dissertation is orgagul into seven chapters. Chapter 2
outlines its theoretical framework. Then in thddaling three chapters, | will unpack the
duality of ethnic group boundaries; one is to make the other is to clear. Chapter 3
introduces the patterns of boundary-making and danaclearing in China and then
historicizes them by categorizing Chinese histotg three major phases. Chapter 4
discusses the boundary-making process concerniigchgnitive Sinocentrism and
institutional ethnic categories. Chapter 5 focuseshe boundary-clearing feature and
emphasizes the tradition of trans-ethnic kinshgzadirse in China which imagines

genealogical commonalities among various ethngifle measure how these macro-
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level ethnic boundaries have affected the persmifsidentity, Chapter 6 analyzes the
individual-level panel data and demonstrates thgigcal evidence for ethnic boundary-
crossing. Chapter 7 is devoted to debunking sonseanceptions about China’s ethnic
relations in much of Western scholarship, whicheéhsstead examined them through the

lenses of colonialism, racism, and Orientalism.

Chapter TwoThe Historical Sociology of Empire: A Weberian Accaint, constructs
three ideal-types of political systems—empire, o@bpower, and nation—to establish a
conceptual clarification of these ambiguous catiegot apply the Weberian account of
non-colonial and patrimonial empires to differetdida from colonial powers and national
states. The key characteristics of non-colonialldvempires are the symbiotic relations
between the center and the periphery as well asaimparatively less intense ethnic
exclusion, discrimination, and exploitation. | wddlrther suggest that the former Soviet
Union and the post-Qing Chinese state are two rieabée cases of the imperial nation

located in the midst of an empire-nation continuum.

Chapter ThreelThe Dialectics of Ethnic Boundaries in Chinaexplores the dynamics

of making and clearing ethnic boundaries from pneérial times to the present day. As a
way of historicizing the construction of the ethbmundaries in China, | introduce three
major phases in Chinese history; tbemative expansionaryandpost-imperialphases,

which will be applied in the two subsequent chapter

First, the native Chinese statesuch as the Han (2@5cC.-220A.D.), Tang (618-907),
Song (960-1279), and Ming (1368-1644generally favored the policy of ethnic
boundary-clearing over ethnic separatism as a wayt¢grate non-Sinitic peoples into
the Sinic cultural realm. They pursued the Confagenciple of the moral
transformation of ‘uncultured’ aliens, the ideastttmerged during pre-imperial times
and remained an integral part of the state ideotbgyughout the imperial period. They
also facilitated the process of miscegenationgdth@imented evidence of which dates

back to early China, while not evolving into th@far-racial idea of purity of blood. As a
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result of melting-pot processes, what has predamihiaa China is the blurring of ethnic

boundaries, namely the mutual melding between #tieenHan and non-Han peoples.

Second, the conquest dynasties in China expaneéetbtiteptualization of ethnicity in
many respects. These ruling groups institutiondlibe system of ethnic boundary-
making not only to preserve their ethno-culturantity but also to maintain their
dominant status over the native subjects who wetdiscriminately classified as the Han
people. Ethnic separatism and hierarchy particplaelsisted under the four major alien
regimes: the Khitan Liao (907-1125), Jurchen Jitil§:1234), Mongol Yuan (1206-
1368), and Manchu Qing (1644-1911). However, thatended consequence of those
minority rules was the expansion of the boundasfebe Chinese people by
incorporating various alien groups who remaineddmshe China heartland after the
downfall of their dominators. In addition, as auke®f the massive territorial expansion
under the Qing dynasty, the spatial boundariee@Middle Kingdom as a political
definition of China extended beyond the traditioGaina proper.

Lastly, the legacy of the imperial governance okimg and clearing ethnic boundaries
has led to the formation of Han Chinese (the ldargHiial ethnicity in the world) and
non-Han minorities in the post-imperial times. Glisnimperial heritage has also shaped
the ethnic policies and political boundary of tlespimperial Chinese state. More
importantly, the discourse of modern Chinese natism has been to manifest the ideal
of a unified multiethnic state as a way of ensimgrtihe imperial integrity of the past,

while countering against ethnic nationalism amoathliHan and non-Han peoples.

Chapter Fourimagined Boundaries: Ethnic Boundary-Making and Stde-Building,
investigates the ethnic boundary-making processlation to Sinocentrism and ethnic
governance. | shall focus on the formation of thethem’ boundary in China by
differentiating its two dimensions: attitudinal aindtitutional. China represents an
intriguing example of polity where ethnic prejudicand stereotypes have not led to an

institutionalized system of discrimination, oppiiess inequality, and violence.

24



On the one hand, the Sinitic people frequentlyaliaged ‘barbarians’ in the outer fringes
as inferior beings whose mind and behavior areecltsanimal, somewhat parallel to the
other great ancient civilizations of Greece, RoRexsia, and India. The textual evidence
of Sinocentric prejudices and stereotypes datels éideast to the age of Confucius,
although the specific referents and circumstanoesihg such attitudes varied over
times. | shall trace the genealogy of Sinocentrigaying special attention to the topoi of
the “hearts of birds and beasts,” articulated paldirly under the native dynasties. Such
prejudices, however, did not progress into insonadlized ethnic discrimination, albeit
state-led ethnic categorization. The Confucian miioet which emphasizes the viability of
moral and cultural alteration, overrode any temetato forge an ethnic-based national
state. In effect, in comparison with the Europealomial powers, this inclusive attitude

is the essential feature of non-colonial and painial empires where the boundaries

between civilized and barbarian remained culturet,biological.

On the other hand, the Chinese state has a lotanhf implementing official ethnic
categories based on two principles: the principfaerritoriality and personality. In
general, the former is meant to demarcate an d#miderial community in the periphery.
The latter is meant to identify the person’s sgdest@tus as having non-Han backgrounds.
In both cases, state-imposed ethnic boundariesmaMeeen intended to create
discriminated and disadvantaged groups. Rathey,itaee been imposed to protect and
even privilege the non-Han minority. | will applyet framework of three major phases,

presented in Chapter 3, to historicize the patéstate-building and ethnic-making.

First, 1 will discuss the origins and consolidatminspatial boundaries between Sinitic
and non-Sinitic groups in ancient China. Throughoyterial times, furthermore, this
principle of territoriality remained a fundamenpainciple of regulating the center-
periphery relation. The Chinese imperial governnmentonly distinguished the native
chieftaincy in the peripheral regions from the lageounty-prefecture system but also
granted administrative, fiscal, and legal auton@syan official recognition of its
distinctive status. Especially under the nativeadfies, it favored a conciliatory policy

toward the indigenous frontiersmen and their lesigipr In this respect, the Sinocentric
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tributary system, a ritualized form of the politisapremacy of the Middle Kingdom,
was based on the reciprocal duties of vassalageratbeiction. Such setting represents a
remarkable difference in relation to the systernalbnial power, where the overseas
colonies were not only exploited to feed the mattepbut rigid racial hierarchies were

also set up between the colonizer and the colonized

Second, alongside the establishment of multipl&tdeial jurisdictions, the conquest
dynasties introduced the principle of personalitiaw/, one that transcended the place of
origins. They separated the dominant conquerors fhe regular administrative system,
based on the person’s tribal genealogy or memheistihe elite hereditary military
organization. This particularistic reference tdfat’ affiliation was to benefit the
dominant minority who were not only judged accogdia their own customary law but
also waived from regular duties imposed upon theinjects. Despite implementing
comparatively exclusive ethnic boundaries, the cestiregimes did not involve much
discrimination against the conquered Han peoplesuiomarize, the structure of ethnic
hierarchy was devised not so much to discrimingterst the dominated as to identify

those who were to be privileged.

Third, the formation of ethnic categories and pebdy the PRC reveals the heritage of
two past principles of ethnicity (viz. soil and bl). The establishment of the
Autonomous Regions and the preferential treatmfentsinority nationalities are not
merely a modern creation imported from the Sovieiod. They are rather a post-
imperial reconfiguration of ethnic governance witthe Chinese empire. Meanwhile,
there are two significant changes made in the pageérial period. First, the conception
of territoriality of the modern nation-state reddahe fluid space of empire modeled on
the institution of vassalage so that the loosefyred frontiers, i.e.limes became the
tightly-marked borders. Second, the concept of kesfagus for all members of the
Chinese nation substituted for the ethnic inequalitder the Qing dynasty. As discussed
in the next chapter, this transition from unequgbérial subjects to national citizens of
equal status required a distinctive myth of natitrtemogeneity based on imagined

interethnic commonalities.
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Chapter Fivelmagined Commonalities: The Origins and Developmenbdf China’s
Genealogical Nationalism examines the process of boundary-clearing, éesctefl in
the primordial conceptualization of ethnicity inngalogical terms. My point is that the
conception of common descent as the foundatiorh@i€se nationhood has not
identified one ‘chosen’ group at the expense oéthRather, it has been used to
accommodate diverse even all ethnic groups withelag imagined family, often
depicted as common descendants of the Yellow Empaanythical progenitor of

Chinese culture and one of the highest deitiesamisim.

| begin with a discussion of a sociological perspecof ethnicity as an extension of
family and highlight the role of ethno-history, pewmlarly the shared belief in a common
ancestry within the course of ethno-national boupdaaking. | will then demonstrate
how the mythicized account of genealogical commesaras formed a senseimfagined
commonalitieghrough a trans-ethnic kinship metaphor—we, thsn€e nation, are one
big family with many members.

The idea of universal genealogy overriding ethrifiecences was created in the late pre-
imperial period and crystallized during the earhperial times. It was, in particular,
Sima Qian (ca. 145-86.c.), the famous Grand Historian, who systematicabiystructed
the genealogy of the Yellow Emperor. His visiorettino-genealogy had not only been
adapted by the Han people, but also later apprtepriay several non-Han groups. In
addition, the familial rhetoric had frequently apped in diplomatic affairs between the
Middle Kingdom and its neighbors as well as betwtennative and conquest dynasties.
Even now, the history of the marriage alliancesvieen Tang and Tibet serves the PRC

well in terms of the construction of Sino-Tibetamanonalities.

In post-imperial times, the discourse of imaginethmonalities has become stronger and
more pronounced, as China began to appropriat&/tstern theories of race, ethnicity,
nation and nationalism to declare the inalienabitytamong all 56 nationalities within

the Chinese nation. | elucidate this point by exang two cases. The first deals with
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current official discourse on Tibetans as ‘brothefgshe Han, which assumes the
indivisible ‘blood’ relationships between the twoghlighting the history of interethnic
exchanges as well as ‘racial’ similarities. Theosgtexamines how the Chinese
ethnologists, who canonize the Morgan-Engels pgnadif universal stages in cultural
evolution, perceive some minorities like the Yi aalxi as having preserved the original
form and essence of Chinese civilization, rathantisolating their culture from the Han

or degrading it as backward, uncivilized and irderi

Chapter SixJmagined Identity: The Processes of Ethnic Naming Gstoms and Name
Changes in Southern Manchuria, 1749-19Q%liscusses the construction of ethnic self-
identity underscoring its porous nature. While pdargely affected by a genealogical
mindset, it is not uncommon for Chinese to chahgé personal identity for their own
benefits. Under the conquest dynasties, in padicahany Han people preferred to be
registered as Khitans, Jurchens, Mongols, and Mansh as to attain certain privileges
and advantages reserved only for the ruling ethynim opposition to the one-way
sinicization thesis, historical reality shows ataer de-sinicization trend as well.

In analyzing the quantitative data of the Eight Bemhousehold registers during the
Qing dynasty, | would argue that individuals oftered in communities with multiple
registered ethnicities and sometimes even switahadities at will. | demonstrate this
process by investigating the naming patterns ofentlzain 266,000 residents from 698
communities in southern Manchuria between 17491849, tracing changes in names
from their 1.51 million individual registrations icantly available. They were mostly
descended from migrants from North China who becheneditary tenants on state land
administered by the Eight Banner system. As bapeeple, on the one hand, these
residents could legitimately claim to be Manchu.d&éscendants of Shandong migrants,
on the other hand, they could also claim to be Khbnder these circumstances, they
could express their ethnic identity of prefererdmslaring themselves as a member of
ruling minorities by de-sinicizing their originahmes and acculturating to their ruler’s

language and customs.
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The de-sinicizing trend continues into the presasthe PRC government began to
institutionalize preferential treatments and sulzgichon-Han minorities after the
Cultural Revolution. As a result, the minority pdégtion has risen considerably in recent
decades.

As the titles of chapters four, five and six indesd would emphasize that the notion of
ethnicity in China ismaginedconcerning three dimensions of ethnic boundaries—
institutional (Chapter 4), primordial (Chapter &pd instrumental (Chapter 6). First,
there is an institutional foundation for ethnic hdary-making, which is closely
connected to the state-making process and frequerathipulated by state policies.
Second, the Chinese state implements the procetbrat boundary-clearing by
insisting on a communal ethno-genealogy betweenas@dmon-Han peoples. Such
imagined commonalities have contributed to the tanton of China’s national self-
image—a unified multiethnic state. Third, in consewnce of the porous nature of
ethnicity at the macro level, personal ethnic idgmtas been fairly fluid at such a level.
People have regarded ethnicity as a medium foeasing their fortune in response to the

institutional division of power differentials andaterial benefits.

Chapter SeverMistaken ldentity: The Fallacy of Reading China’sEthnic Relations
through Western Lens,is a critical evaluation of several misinterpretas and
misconceptions in much of Western scholarship whave appraised the Sino-Western
parallels within the framework of racism, colonsati, and Orientalism. After debunking
these three mythologies, | would suggest a tergatheme for comparative-historical
studies on how China as a case in point might resai@e useful insights on general

social theories.

| would argue that the Chinese concept of ethnimblaries shares much with other
historic empires and does not fit into the theookthe formation of peoplehood and
nationhood, induced not only from the history & ttolonial powers but from its

mimicry in the postcolonial nation-states. Firshrec feelings and boundaries in Chinese

history did not progress into a notion of raciadesgtialism subsuming one’s constant and
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unalterable superiority or inferiority over the ethThere were no rigid polarities of
‘superior’ Han and ‘inferior’ non-Han, both in timative and conquest regimes. Second,
there was no indication of the center’'s economatation of the periphery in the
course of territorial expansion and frontier setégat under Chinese imperial rule. The
overall frontier conditions throughout the late enil times were largely
incommensurable to both internal and overseas @iem, embedded in the capitalist
world economy that emerged and expanded sincaxte=sth century. Third, the
traditional Sinocentric cultural discourse was Ineittantamount to the representation of
the uncivilized ‘Other’ as appeared in Orientalisar the ‘civilizing mission’ of

European colonial powers.

| would conclude that a closer examination of trstdnical development of statehood,
nationhood, and ethnic boundaries in the conteftfoha would provide a key toward
rethinking the prevailing theories of the minonitsed in the study of ethnicity, race,

nation, and nationalism, as well as of inequatiigcrimination, and violence.
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Chapter Two
The Historical Sociology of Empire: A Weberian Accaoint

Christiandom, the Islamic Ummabh, and even the Mid€ihgdom — which,
though we think of it today as Chinese, imaginedlftnot as Chinese, but
as central — were imaginable largely through thdiore of a sacred
language and written script. ... The barbarian besoiéddle Kingdom’,
the Rif Muslim, the llongo Christian. The whole ma of man’s being is
sacrally malleable. ... The fundamental conceptidrsia‘social groups’
were centripetal and hierarchical, rather than blaoyoriented and
horizontal — Benedict Anderson (1991: 12-15).

Ambiguous Categories: Empire, Colonial Power, and BAtion

Empire is an elusive concept with considerable figations. Not only has it changed its
contextual meaning according to different times gpaices, it has also designated a
variety of societies that have existed at one mmanother. In general, empires “are
characterized by a diversity of peoples dominatedr® of them; a vast extent of
territory; a large population; and durability owene” (Issawi 1989: 178). Even though |
can also identify with this common definition, | wid still argue that the conventional
discussions of ‘empire- especially in the comparative-historical studiethe empire-
to-nation transitior-inadvertently totalize the various incommensurgiaktical

systems as a singular unit of analysis encompassinhgnly the Spanish, British, French,
Portuguese, Dutch, German, and Japanese colom@&irpdut also the Habsburg,
Russian, Ottoman, Mughal, Abyssinian, and Chinesgires. What is more, applying the
term ‘empire’ to modern states and institutiertee former Soviet Union, contemporary
United States, the Third Reich of Nazi Germanytherdispersed hegemonic “empire” of
Hardt and Negri (20063-has added to the semantic ambiguity. Such genefigition

may lead to a highly problematic comparison betwesepires.’ For instance, much
scholarship has mistakenly interpreted frontienetielations during late imperial China

as analogous to what the European colonial powasibne in the New World since the
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fifteenth century (see Chapter 7). The historicldi@mpires hardly if not never
maintained their superordinate position on thesakracism, colonialism,

Orientalism—the indivisible trinity of the colonialorld order.

What is an empire then? How is imperialism distisgable from other forms of
governance such as colonialism and nationalismdgretical constructs for these
three forms, as the ideal-typical abstractionsphiypsize that they can be placed in strict
opposition to one another in spite of some oveitappt various levels. To begin with, |
will refer to the colonial states (i.e., the vasquolitical systems constructed in non-
European territories as a consequence of Europgamsion, colonization, and
conguest) not as colonial empires but as the oasrsmlonial powers” even if they share
some institutional similarities with contiguous ntimental empires such as unequal
hierarchy between the center and the frontier dsasehe practices of indirect rule.
Likewise, | would insist that the ‘informal empiref the United States in the age of Pax
Americana still does not qualify despite having mt@ned overseas military outposts in a
way similar to what several large-scale empiresfalidheir frontier regions. | also treat
imperialism as “simply the process or policy ofadgishing or maintaining an empire”
(Doyle 1986: 45), in a manner quite distinct frdme tlassical theories of ‘imperialism’
found in Hobson, Lenin, and Schumpeter (see illill) which have critically examined
colonial and postcolonial relations. Empire forroatand expansion, as Max Weber
(1978[1922]: 913-921) shows, are not inevitablyen by capitalist motives. So |
consider empire as a form of polity in what Ron&idy (2001c: 26) calls a “value-laden
appellation” subsuming either the sublime form olitcal existence (e.g., Pax Romana,
Pax Espafia, Pax Britannica, Pax Sinica) or anidetjtimate polity that should
eventually, indeed inexorably, meet its demisendlyy seem elusive yet | will limit my
interpretation of empire and imperialism so astodie loaded with terms as have been
employed but to be a value-neutral appellationath htheoretical and empirical senses.
More specifically, it is by no means my intentianeither glorify the Chinese empire or

vindicate the official propaganda and policies tme relations in contemporary China.
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The political systems of empire, as | employ irsthiudy, are distinct from feudalism,
colonialism, nationalism and consist of two maieneénts—namely, theatrimonial
statein the center and semi-autonomanulutary dependencfor client state) in the
periphery. As such, my theoretical modeling is tdydantamount to Weber’s discussion
of a continental empire, the list of which includee great world empires of China,
Persia, Russia, India, the Mongols, Turks, Araba@tas the Hellenic, Roman, and
Byzantine empires. Yet it leaves out his referenodbe great colonial powers of
Dionysius, Athens, Carthage, and pre-imperial Romantiquity. Also left out are those
of the British, Dutch, and Spaniards in the modeernod whose “overseas empires” and
their formation of large-scale overseas dominiaesdgscribed by Weber as “overseas
imperialism” (1978[1922]: 914)In addition, my conceptualization of empire it
associated with the “centralized historical burgatic empires” once elaborated by
Samuel Eisenstadt (1963), of which the developmetage is more advanced than
feudal systems but less advanced than the modaom+sdate. And yet, there are at least
two key differences. One is that my usage of “pabnial empires” is closer to that of
Weber and thereby broader than that of Eisensthds&ideal-types strictly separate
them from historical bureaucratic empires. The oihéhat, while | exclude them,
Eisenstadt includes colonial powers in his disarssif empires, labeling them as

“conquest empires” (ibid.: 11).

On the one hand, patrimonialism in the historyropees, following Weber’s landmark
discussion ireconomy and Sociegnd other works, is a form of central imperial
government where the emperor, sultan, tsar, ordbéteaven dominated on the basis of
possessing legitimate authority through centralizectaucratic, administrative and
military organizations. Weber indeed clearly renearkhat the “majority of all great
continental empires had a fairly strong patrimontsracter until and even after the
beginning of modern times” (1978[1922]: 1013). Henmy definition of empire rules

out autonomous nation-states from colonial powetbeé past, which were internally
democratic yet externally colonial (e.g., the FreRepublics, Great Britain, Netherlands,

United States and, to a lesser degree, the Gernthdiaganese ‘empires’). The ruling

! Hannah Arendt (1968) also differentiates betweslargal imperialism and continental imperialism.
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institution in those countries is a representagi@eernment in form but not necessarily in
substance, largely modeled on the principles ofenodation-state system, regardless of

whether there is an emperor as the head of stae iform of a constitutional monarchy.

On the other hand, the tributary dependency idiigad organization ruled by

indigenous leaders in the peripheral societies;acterized for its political allegiance to
the imperial court through the paying of reguldsutes. Even when empires are inclined
to favor colonization, in comparison with oversésedtler colonies’ among the colonial
powers, it is still motivated largely by the intst@f pacifying turbulent frontiers rather
than the prospects of economic gain (think of thiddh and French settlers in Africa,
who migrated there to exploit profitable mines aictl farmlands). Imperial policy of
colonization is not so much to exploit as to padife extent of which hinges on the
availability of reliable indigenous elites willirtg collaborate with the imperial center.
Among continental empires, the Chinese and Ottoemajires generally saw a more
limited colonization of the periphery and a prefere for indirect rule via local leaders
than the colonial powers (see Esherick, Kayali, ¥ad Young 2006). The Russian
expansion throughout the Eurasian continent (see/@&rand Lazzerini 1997,
Khodarkovsky 2002; Sunderland 2004), by contraag the most notable instance of
colonization resembling the practices of colon@alvprs to a degree, depicted as “internal
colonialism” by Lenin. As presently discussed, tbhexistence of the center (patrimonial-
bureaucratic government) and periphery (tributaysal states), which is at times
symbiotic and on occasion confrontational, is mgit to the system of empires and

distinguishes it from other forms of governance.

So the principal feature of empire as a form of ohation is the dual coexistence of a
finite realm of governance within its control andiafinite realm of influence toward the
frontier (Burns 2003: 35; see also Doyle 1986: 304dittwak 1976: ch.1). Although
scholars have been defining it in many differenysyanost definitions commonly point
out that empire is a large, composite, multiethpabty linked to a central power by
indirect dominion over the areas beyond imperiakgiction. The central power, as

Charles Tilly (1997: 3) put it, “exercises someitarly and fiscal control in each major
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segment of its imperial domain, but tolerates W najor elements of indirect rule: (1)
retention or establishment of particular, distio@inpacts for the government of each
segment; and (2) exercise of power through interanes who enjoy considerable
autonomy within their own domains in return for thedivery of compliance, tribute, and
military collaboration with the center.” To legitiee its authority and domination, the
political systems of historical empires generabyé the following institutional elements:
(1) a well-defined vertical hierarchy between raland ruled, (2) a centralized
bureaucratic and patrimonial form of governmen) tii@ suzerainty of a core region over
peripheral frontiers; and (4) a claim to universalperorship (see Eisenstadt 1963;
Wimmer and Min 2006: 870).

Four Institutional Foundations of the Historical Empire

Societal HierarchyOne of the fundamentals of empire is that itd@edoes not need be
defined geographically and ethnically (see Sunyl20@5). The center is a
“phenomenon of the realm of values and beliefs’il§SIP85: 3) in that it is the center of
the order of symbols which governs society. In thspect, the center or the central zone
of the empire is not a spatially located phenomehooits centrality has nothing to do
with geometry and little if any with geography. keikise, the essentially multiethnic
ruling institution generally predominates overathnically and culturally diverse

imperial subjects. Therefore, in comparison with tlolonial powers, the ruling

institution of empire barely, if at all, createsigrerpetuates a rigid ethno-racially defined
stratification and inequality among its subjects.

The isolation and dissimilarity between the rulefrthe empire and the ruled, generally
not by ethnicity or geography but by culture, castatus or lineage, become part of the
ideological rationale for the supremacy of thenglinstitution. The ethnic background of
the ruling group hadot been such a critical source of political mobiliaat conflict and
violence as found in the nation-states. As Sunysbhasmarized it, rather than a

geographic or ethnic distinction from the peripheng ruling institution has “a status or
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class character, a specially endowed nobility ditipal class, like the Osmanli in the
Ottoman Empire, or the imperial family and uppsels of the landed gentry and
bureaucracy in the Russian Empire” (2001c: 25-#ilarly, the ruling institution of

the Middle Kingdom is hardly modeled on an ethnipremacy of native peoples over
non-Sinitic ‘barbarians’ or a stable geographicteeanalogous to Rome or
Constantinople, but frequently changed and recardig) according to the dynastic
capitals (e.g., Xi'an, Luoyang, Nanjing, Kaifengaitjzhou, Beijing). It is instead based
on a cultural superiority, emphasizing the valuelg#@rary Sinitic, the mainstay of
imperial bureaucracy, the mastery of which had lmeenof the most important selection
criteria for recruiting scholar-officials. The sepnacy of literary Sinitic over vernacular
languages in Chinese imperial officialdom can belpeled to the preeminence of
literary Latin in European Christendom. In effebi decline of literate high culture and
the rise of putative folk culture, which evolvedaran ethno-national identity, have
become crucial for the birth of modern nationaligmderson 1991; Gellner 1983, 1994).

Patrimonial Officialdom The right to rule in empire, unlike modern nasipresides with
the dominant institution that is basically patrinrenand not in agreement with the
governed. In theory, patrimonial empire as massidation by one individual is an
imagined familial communityepresented as an extended family and exclusively
possessed by the imperial family of the dyn&dtg.ruler therefore aspires to portray
himself as the divine father, whose moral dutyisake care of his children, his obedient
subjects. As the abstract relations of personalltgyhave been consolidated, this process
has required the severe modification or complegtrdetion of the preexisting kinship
polity based on patriarchal domination (see Eisemt898; Schluchter 1981:133-138).
Most importantly, imperial governance is, at ldagheory if not in reality, modeled on
thesymbiotic, paternalisticelationship linked through reciprocal moral tieg anly
between the ruler and the ruled but also betweeimtperial government and the
tributary dependencies. This is in contrast tof¢huelal image of a free companionship of
warriors pledged in loyalty to their leader, as \&e(d978[1922]: 1107) lucidly put it:

2 Furthermore, scholars in the Weberian traditioveHaypothesized that, despite some overlap,
patriarchalism, patrimonialism and feudalism asitleal types of traditional domination remain in
opposition to one another (Weber 1978[1922]: 100831 see also Eisenberg 1998; Kalberg 1994).
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[P]atriarchal patrimonialism must legitimate itse guardian of the subjects’ welfare in its own
and it their eyes. The “welfare state” is the ledy@h patrimonialism, deriving not from the free
camaraderie of solemnly promised fealty, but frdra fawuthoritarian relationship of father and
children. The “father of the peoplel’gndesvateris the ideal of the patrimonial state.

Here, it is important to emphasize that this patnmal principle of imperialism “always
had given rise to the patriarchal and charitabdalia@f the ‘welfare state’” (Weber 1952:
303). Hence, it has not promoted an image of thex as the unlimited autocrat, the myth
of which has been either positively idealized itite image of enlightened despotism in
the nascent European Orientalism or negativelyatiegiin Hegel’'s (1956[1837])
portrayal of the Chinese despot and Wittfogel's8l[2957]) notorious thesis of “oriental
despotism.* The Son of Heaven in Chinese imperialism, conttarguch despotic image,
had an ethical responsibility to accomplish thesizal welfare ideals of Confucian
thinkers notably Mencius (Woodside 2006: ch.3).

Even one of the cruelest rulers in all Chineseohystthe founding Hongwu emperor of
the Ming (r. 1368-1398) whose reign was filled whilfloody terror in court politics, was
extremely conscious of getting broad support framfarmers and was compassionate
toward the difficulties of life among the poor.1897, he remarked, “Generally speaking,
only so long as the people have enough can the lstatich. Only so long as the people
are comfortable can the state be at peddes’one authoritative historian of the Ming
dynasty evaluates it, Hongwu'’s “repeated and farpeostestations about the imperative
need to protect the common people from abuses gsidigtion [by the bureaucrats and
the rich] have an unmistakeable ring of sincer{tticker 1978: 67). In effect, the main
feature of patrimonial bureaucracy in late impe@aina was that in terms of the grand

strategy on national defense, fiscal balance, angisstability, “there was relatively

% Reinhard Bendix (1977: 361-369) points out the@udifferences between patrimonialism and
feudalism. He argues, “Feudalism is dominationt®y/few who are skilled in war; patrimonialism is
domination by one who requires officials for theeise of his authority. A patrimonial ruler issame
measure dependent upon the good will of his subjertiess his domination is based on military
occupation); feudalism can dispense with such gaidd(ibid.: 365).

* See Mote (1961) for a critique of the Wittfogebsis.

® Ming Taizu shilu(Veritable records of Ming Emperor Hongwu) Chay0, p. 3618. This quotation was
apparently inspired by classical Confucian ideathefruler-subject relationship.
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little opportunity for imperial caprice, and thexere few basic disagreements between

officials and emperors” (ibid.: 100).

The pattern of patrimonial state, of course, vaai@®ss the various types of empires in
history. In his ideal-type model, Weber hypothesitteat the tsarist patrimonialism and
the late Roman and Byzantine empire representrittam6rial patrimonialism,” while the
Chinese empire seems to have developed the mdsstogated structure of bureaucratic
patrimonialism® The landed hereditary elite in China had relagiVigile control over
imperial bureaucracy, especially during the latpennal period (see, e.g., Ho 1964 70-
72).

However, even under the most advanced form of ligraéic patrimonialism, no empire
ever actualized a highly centralized, homogenedusirstrative system, as found today
in the modern nation-state (see Roth 1971: 86-83trimonial officialdom, even the
most advanced cases such as China, “did not dewrglmp modern bureaucracy, for the
functional differentiation of spheres of jurisdantiwas carried through only tovary
limited extenin view of the country’s huge size” (Weber 197829 1049; italics mine).
Likewise, it was sustained by the remarkably smaihber of state officials relative to
the size of the population. By the last days ofgd@hina, for instance, the imperial
bureaucracy still numbered only some 20,000 ciffitials, while at the same time the
population had reached nearly half a billion (Eastrhi988: 239). As happened in other
historical bureaucracies, the dynasty was not depatexercising direct rule over most
of the countryside; instead routine administratbthe majority of the country’s
prefectures and counties remained the hereditanpgative of local elites upon whom

® On his discussion of “tsarist patrimonialism,” &eber (1978[1922]: 1064-1068). Valerie Kivelson
(1997) renders an excellent account on the patiishoulership in the history of Russia. Rather than
conceiving Russia as an example of exceptionalpregsive despotism, she suggests that “The tsar’'s
divinely-appointed rule entailed the weighty resgibitities of fatherhood or guardianship. God'’s
commandments obligated the tsar to sikrnly yet mercifullyto protect the meek from the strong, and to
remain receptive to the wishes of his people” (kK§wa 1997: 651; my emphasis). This very ideologt th
provided a strong foundation for tsarist legitimaayultaneously set “moral limits on that rule, ilisn
understood by elites and commoners alike” (ibi83)6

" As Weber remarks, “Evaimder purely bureaucratic patrimonialism no adntiats/e techniqueould
prevent that, as a rule, the individual parts efidalm evaded the ruler's influence the morefatiber
away they were from his residence” (1978[1922]: 105
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the dynasty relied to maintain order and mobilesources. This paucity of imperial
local administration meant that the Chinese in tawd country essentially “governed
themselves” (Weber 1964: 16-17; see also ibid98)leven if the state had devised the
neighborhood-level system of collective respongibgduch as théaojia andlijia
organizations as medium of control. In the eyelocdl populations, therefore, “heaven is
high up and the emperor far away,” according t@ditional Chinese aphorism (Ho
1959: 87). The presence of the emperor was obwiousth farther away for indigenes
in the frontiers. Regarding the center-periphelgtienship, therefore, the centralized
historical empires inherently created numerousscagérontier feudalism,” a special
kind of feudalism developed in the frontier zoneg(&berhard 1965: 137-139; Lattimore
1962).

Frontier FeudalismThe historical empire, as Robert Somers (1998) p@rceptively
points out, was extensive but not intensive; iedubut did not administer the affairs of
society at large. The limits of such patrimonialpamas intrinsically allow an “elaborate
mosaic of unabsorbed, particularistically struaiusecio-cultural elements” to remain in
the frontier regions (Parsons 1966: 91). The perpls marked by differences vis-a-vis
the center—by ethnicity, religion, ecological emviment, economic form, geographic
separation, administrative distinction, etc. Sughdition in turn creates the
administrative, judicial, fiscal diversity as a ptiaal way of securing the dominion and
integrity of the empire. Just outside the reactieentral administration, one finds a
tribal chieftain in relative independence or whagbWr calls “aonglomeration of
satrapies in part merely nominally dependent” (1978[192)52; my emphasis). The
central government received only its fixed tribiBg.contrast, as Suny (2001c: 25)
demarcates it, if those political dependencies iidheg incorporated into the central state
and their inhabitants governed, registered anditasewvell or badly as the subjects in the

central provinces, then the center-periphery m@hehip was not imperial.

It should be emphasized that this kind of ‘fronfemdalism’ indicates not so much a

brutal exploitation as eeciprocal, symbiotiexchangen the sense that the court
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rewarded its vassals with generous gifts in refuks.mentioned earlier, this structural
circumstance is associated with the foundatiomgferial order, a patrimonial state, in
which “the prince organizes his political power pegtrapatrimonial areas and political
subjects—which isiot discretionaryandnot enforced by physical coerciequst like the
exercise of his patriarchal power” (Weber 1978[192R13; my emphasis). More often
than not, however, the symbiosis between empirdataradiens was uneasy. If the central
government attempts to exploit its dependenciesdngasing the amount of tribute, it
only faces great difficulties and severe resistamtach could lead to the fall of the
dynasty. Meanwhile, the central government alsotbaeal with the presence of
competing and hostile polities that challenge thgesiority of the center. It basically
employs either conquest or negotiation as a prdimution, depending on
consideration of the military strength of both siden some instances, empires even had
to pay a humiliating tribute to alien chieftainsforeign rulers as a consequence of the
peace treaty (e.g., the Byzantine Empire to the&@ad Empire, Avars, Bulgars, Arabs,
and Turks (Ostrogorsky 1969) and the Song Chinhadhitan and Jurchen states
(Franke 1970, 1994; Tao 1988, 2008; Twitchett alediz&€ 1994; Wright 2005). They

were the lesser empires.

The appeasement policy as a means of taming ‘bansars therefore the essential
feature of the history of empires in which the tielaship between the center and the
periphery reveals a recurrent cycle of symbiotichexges between political compliances
(tribute) and economic incentives (gift), justifibg the paternalistic ideology. The
dependency relationship betrays a complicated Wetutual obligation—the vassals’
claim to reciprocity at the cost of their loyaltydafidelity to the emperor. Hence, the
emperor too ‘owes’ something to his tributary degencies as well as his own imperial
subjects “not legally but according to custom amdis own self-interest: first of all
external protection and help in case of need, th@mane’ treatment and particularly a
‘customary’ limitation of economic exploitation” (8ber 1978[1922]: 1010). When the

Japanese invaded Korea in 1592, for instance, ihg Bmperor dispatched his troops in

8 In the Roman Empire, for instance, the essemtalsaction of the unequal relationship between empi
and foreign client polities was “the exchange ofaeds peneficig—accorded by the patron—for services
(officia) performed by the client” (Luttwak 1976: 21).
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response to a desperate request from one of hisimpsrtant tributary vassals—namely,

the Korean king.

The empire is more likely to maintain its stabilitghe native frontiersmen are convinced
that “the result of their association with the eraps beneficial rather than exploitive, as
long as the two conditions of distinction and sulmation obtain” (Suny 2001c: 26).
Economic exploitation could be reduced without selygeopardizing the interests of the
patrimonial emperor. Such a restraint is indeedsitpeely advantageous” to the master
(Weber 1978[1922]: 1011). The conciliation polispmetimes carried out even by
means of purchasing peace (paying regular trilotésrmidable foreign enemies),
would be a more rational and effectual medium pacifying’ frontiers than a policy of
sheer coercion and exploitation. So it is not uneoam that sustaining peripheral
provinces would prove to be a financial drain om émpire’s resources rather than an
assef Likewise, the net balance of the tributary tradald favor the political vassals
(gift>tribute) which in turn became an enormousdisburden to the imperial

government.

In general, as James Millward (1998: 8) suggedima’s appeasing payoffs could in
return be treated as imperial gifts. Further, then€se empire, especially under the
native dynasties, can be an exemplary case ofdtedf economic resources from the
core to the periphery through the practices of d@bory policy and interethnic marriage
alliances (see Chapter 4). Even when it extendegititory by conquest or alliance, the
central government transferred its resources ftoraffluent interior to the frontiers for
subsidizing administrative and military expenseg.(eXinjiang during the Qing dynasty).
This pattern of interregional fiscal flow still @ests even in contemporary China in
which the local government in peripheral regiori$ lstavily depends on the subsidies
from the central government (see Chapter 7). Byrast) in the history of colonialism, it
is the metropole that benefits from the peripharg discriminatory manner. There is

exploitation—the harsh demands of the metropolentpe colonial territories,

° According to Mattern (1999: 160-161), Britain whe most notorious case among the Roman frontier
territory. Strabo’s calculation that Britain wast mgonomically lucrative did not prove false.
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imbalances and distortions in the economic strestof the overseas colonies—the
essence of what being ‘colonized’ means. | sugipastthe structure of center-periphery

relations is the crucial difference between patnrmbempires and colonial powers.

Such ‘frontier feudalism,” as embedded in the inglesystem, intriguingly resembles the
feudal hierarchical relationship of Medieval Eurapesociety that began as contractual
and quickly became hereditary: the vassal agreedri his lord through his pledge of
fealty in exchange for protection and other advgesgaAlthough the hierarchical system
of the empire is far more centralized, extensive, aniversalistic than that of feudal
fiefdom, the imperial power, even for the most laweatized form such as China, was
“like a feudal suzerainty over the princes” (Welh864: 22). It should be emphasized,
however, that the general trend of feudalism inolgarwas, according to Talcott Parsons
(1971: 37), the elimination of a universalistic ®ad order in favor of particularistic
loyalties, originally tribal and local. To the coaty, the cognitive image of the imperial
world order, as presently discussed, is modelednorersal emperorship. The Chinese
emperor, for instance, considered the rulers apperal polities such as governors or
petty feudatory kings as thinking always within thperial administrative edifice. The

result of the tributary mission was therefore tihgat conferment of a Chinese title.

Universal EmperorshipThe most important dimension of imperial conditie
presumably its self-perception—the empire is theeareof the earth so that its style sets
the universal standard. The concept of empire“amgle exclusive world domain”
(Pagden 1995: 27) envisions a world composed ofexanic territorial zones occupied
by the civilized —'us’ at the center and surrountigdhe barbarous -‘them’ who have yet
to be civilized. The claims of the emperor to unsa dominion over the whole world are
the core identity for both the Roman and Chinespies’° For the Romans, all non-
Roman polities ranging from the Germans to everhtbkly refined Parthians, which

had not yet subordinated politically and militarilyere ‘barbarians’ living in lands at the

9 The European overseas colonial powers, espetimltyof Spain, could never quite abandon this lggac
of universalism of the Roman Empire, developed @esmturies and reinforced by a powerfully articetht
learned elite (see Pagden 1995: ch.1).
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margins of the empirg. The ‘barbarians’ in the eyes of the Romans haglace within
thecivitas the domain of the fully human world (see, e.gattdrn 1999: ch.2). Further,
their cognitive map of the world, exemplified by&io’s monumentabeographicawas
not strictly binary but multilayered and concentrichat those aliens living closer to
Rome were more dependent and less barbarous, frasbto those who were still
isolated from direct contact but could always kessessed and added to the Roman
Empire (Burns 2003: 140-193; Clarke 2008). The Mad€ingdom also had the vision of
the incorporative empire; for instance, the membage of non-Sinitic peoples living in
the four corners of the world, the pejorative attés toward those in the wild domain as
lesser human-beings, and the intermediate zonésasuthe administrative
accommodation for ‘mature’ Miao, categorized asids from the ‘wild’ Miao as well

as the native Han people (see Chapter 4).

This hierarchical worldview assumes that the emipa® an infinite sphere of influence,
that is, an empire without end. The gradual adaptatf indigenous societies to imperial
standards was not uncommon in history (e.g., Hel&ion, Romanization/Latinization,
Byzantinization, Arabization/Islamization, Russ#imn, Sinicization; see Issawi 1989).
It is also important to mention that this processwot simplistic and one-sided but
rather based on mutual exposure and understari8i@sides, it was not carried out via
enforced assimilation or conversion resembling¢hélizing mission’ in colonial
societies. As Roman historian Thomas Burns arguese creating numerous barbarian
enclaves inside the empire, Ronmever forceceither provincials or barbarians to live in
the Roman style, and so in the most remote aretiee @mpire nothing altered the lives
of the indigenous population” (2003: 34; emphasisan As for the Chinese empire, the
admission of aliens had long been praised as acaitiah of the emperor’s ability to
radiate his virtue, the ideal of which was cleaticulated in pre-imperial texts like the
Gongyang zhuara late Warring States commentary attached t&gneng and Autumn
Annals Chungiy.*? Like the Roman Empire, the resettlement policy vasied out

" The Parthians were conceived not only as a dreadenhy but also as barbarians who were “descendants
of the barbarous, nomadic Scythians” (Mattern 1999:see also Isaac 2004: 495-496).

12 Gongyangthe Fifteenth Year of Duke Cheng (58€); Pines (2008: 81). It reads: “THenalsconsider
their state [Lu] as internal and All-the-Xia [Chs®d ¢hu xig as external, consider All the Xia as internal
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throughout its history as early as the first cepub. when the southern Xiongnu [Hun]
confederacy voluntarily surrendered to the Han dignarhose ‘internal’ aliens—many

of whom served in the imperial army of the LatenHeébecame gradually acculturated
but not completely absorbed into the Sinic wayifef(see Bielenstein 1967; Lewis 2000;
YU 1967: ch.8). In 30A.D., their Xiongnu leader Liu Yuan (d. 310) declarési people
independent from native Chinese rule which catalysearly three centuries of political
disunion. To some extent it resembles the gradhiidtration by barbarians from across
the frontiers of the late Roman Empire. Insteadwaflving into feudal states, however,
what happened toward the end was the reunificatiohe centralized, patrimonial

empires of the Sui and Tang dynasties.

To sum up, my main objective in this section isitayle out what is an empire and, more
importantly, what isiot an empire. My attempt to define the structureropee and
imperialism should not be taken as an indicatiat #tl major empires always acted in
predictable or anticipated ways. Nor should my emheal discussion of empire be taken
as more than the ‘ideal type’ in the Weberian seasg individual case may have

differed in details.

Still, I would argue that at least in this studg tdeal type of imperialism is essentially
different from that of feudalism, colonialism anationalism. As has been discussed, the
system of empire as an ideal type consists of @mrtsp-the patrimonial state in the
center and political dependency in the frontier—anthils four major institutional
foundations—a societal hierarchy between the ramer the ruled, a centralized and
bureaucratic government at the center, an indaectrol over the client states at the
margins of imperial authority, and a perceptiomuniversal rule under the authority of
one emperor. Despite some overlap with the impeyisiem, the ideal type of the
colonial powers—as a system of stratification basedirect force, enslaved labor and
exploitation—is modeled on the ideas of racismpnlism, and Orientalism, all of

which are not really found in the system of empineler consideration. In addition, as

and the Yi-Di [aliens] as external. [But] the Trking (wangzhé wants to unify All-under-Heaven, so why
then talk of internal and external? This means lieatnust begin with those who are close.
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mentioned earlier, the modes of domination insigerhetropole in colonial powers
encompass both patrimonial empire and plebiscitatipn-state. Meanwhile, as
discussed presently, much of the argument of th@rerto-nation transition have already
elucidated that the ideal type of the nation-sttpialitatively different from that of
empire. The most crucial point is that “while engps inequitable rule over something
different, nation-state rule is, at least in theibryot always in practice, the same for all
members of the nation. Citizens of the nation, egquoder the law, have a different
relationship with their state than do the subjettsmpire” (Suny 2001c: 25).

My contention in the next section, however, is thatre are some instances in which the
legacy of empire could survive in the world ordénation-states, just as the legacy of
colonial powers has been preserved in many wayshratiwhich has been dealt with in
the postcolonialism literature. At least in theasasf the former Soviet Union and post-
imperial China, they could not be neatly groupethinithe framework of the ideal type
of the nation-state. These two cases lie squarghymthe ideal types of empires and

nation, but not of colonial powers and nation.

The Imperial Nation in the Empire-Nation Continuum

The main argument here is to critically engageutgerlying premises of the empire-to-
nation transition that inadvertently lead to cormu® ‘historical’ empire and ‘modern’
nation-state as if they are mutually exclusivef&@pmost sociological studies have been
devoted to the ideal-typical level analysis of thve systems’ incompatibility rather than
singling out a feasible hybrid combination (seg,,eBalibar and Wallerstein 1991;
Barkey and von Hagen 1997; Esherick, Kayali, and Yaung 2006; Gocek 1996;
Parsons 1966, 1971; Tilly 1994, 1997; Wimmer anidg$tein 2010; Wimmer and Min
2006). For instance, derived from his evolutionstgge perspective on societal
development, Parsons (1966) situates the “histimi€rmediate empires between archaic

societies and modern societfédJnlike the empire, he notes that “a most importeenid

13 parsons specifically refers to China, India, tleerfan and Islamic empires as the cases of the thito
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in modern societies is the presumption of the [ilggiand desirability of including all
persons subject to political jurisdiction in fullembership status within the single

societal community [i.e., the nation-state]” (P&asd966: 71).

My contention is not to deny that empire and nastate are essentially different in
many respects. Theoretically speaking, empire idetenl on the distance of power from
people to consolidate ‘vertical hierarchy’ (or whatdreas Wimmer [2004: 43] calls
“pyramidal mosaic”), whereas nation-state is basedhared emotions of ‘horizontal
equivalency’ égalitd. Considering the concept of peoplehood and teraiity, the
transformation from empire to nation entails astehree critical processes: from
imperial subjects to equal citizens, from extengigatiers to intensive borders, and from

exclusive suzerainty to mutual sovereignty.

Most historic empires had multilayered strata dfjeats. They loosely integrated ethnic
and cultural differences under the umbrella of tip@nial and hierarchical yet
universalistic and non-ethnic political order beénehe rulers and the ruled, where each
group ought to have its properly defined placeoAtkere were no borders but only
multilayered frontiers (i.e., themesas the routes of imperial penetration and largeego
of transition) where the suzerainty of emperor waisalways accepted even frequently
contested. The imperial frontiers can sometimes togtified defense perimeter such as
the Hadrian’s Wall and the Great Wall of China, mastly they were not strictly defined
and did not coincide with the geographical disttidi of each segment of thienes(see
Eberhard 1965: 174-175; Luttwak 1976; Waldron 1990)

In contrast to historical empires, Wimmer (2004} d3ggests that the world order of
nation-states is modeled on three notions of p&éoglé: (1) the people as a sovereign
entity (democracy); (2) the people as citizens stiade holding equal rights before the
law (citizenship); (3) the people as an ethnic camity held together by common
political destiny and shared cultural featuresi¢mat! self-determination). The

emergence of nationalism as the political princgfléhe nation-state is a very important

intermediate empires.
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aspect in this process of the incorporation of npagailation into the central institutional
and value systems (Gellner 1983; Shils 1975: li&XhEermore, the territoriality of

modern nation-states is based on the premise &issxe and universal sovereignty

within a clear-cut border legally recognized by ihier-state system since the Westphalia
Peace Treaty of 1648. Given this binary framewtr& demise of empire and the

triumph of nation-state have been usually, if faiags, conceived as the global
competition between two exclusively inassimilabletesms. In retrospect, during this
great transformative period, empire had been dsediss a big, bad, obsolete, and
composite polity that should be replaced with a f@m. Chinese revolutionaries, for
instance, vehemently articulated the coming of ‘@&vina’ after the collapse of the

ancien regimevhich had persisted for over two millenniums (seg,, Meisner 1967).

Meanwhile, it is interesting to note that natiosaliand colonialism often went hand in
hand. The modern colonialism of Britain, Francerrzany, and Japan rose directly from
the nation-building process. In these cases, ndioiding laid bare the underlying
colonialism of the state (See Esherick, Kayali, ad Young 2006: 4; Suny 2001c: 27).
Most sociological arguments, which critically questthe binary opposition of empire
and nation, however, have conflated imperialism @idnialism rather than
differentiating the two concepts. Craig Calhoum,ifistance, asserts that the
misrecognition of the sharp contrast between nammhempire has been blind to “the
fact that the emerging national states were theraseimperial powers.” He argues that
even France in its most republican phases wasaalgmpire (Calhoun 2007: 33).
Prasenjit Duara also states, “Before the late agmgh century, nationalism tended to
emerge as functional supporfor imperialism. By the twentieth century, thesa@éason
to believe that the stimulus féunctional reciprocitybetween the two may have moved
to nationalism as an ideology” (2003: 19; my itg)idespite the ostensible resemblance,
my approach is considerably different from theguanent that the development of
nationalism should be recognized as being almestyd intertwined with imperial
narratives and practices. In effect, the legacgropire in post-imperial societies has

evolved in quiteheopposite directiorvis-a-vis the legacy of colonial powers in
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postcolonial nation-states with regard to the wagomceptualizing ethnicity—more

specifically ethnic ‘minority.’

| would argue that in some way, empire and natleyukl be conceptualized as a
continuumrather than a strict dichotomy. Although it hasnially disappeared, empire
has been brought center stage as the source airisrad contradictions in the age of
nation-state hegemony. This spectral remainderstbiic empire is particularly salient

in cases of the former Soviet Union and post-ingd&hina since the Romanov and Qing
dynasties fell in 1917 and 1911 respectively. Teweventional wisdom would tell us that
the great empires of Russia, China, Ottoman, arx$blag were a ‘prison-house of
nations’ in that the imperial center imprisoned étfenic minorities within its border (see
Comisso 2006). On the one hand, the dissolutiotiseoOttoman and Austro-Hungarian
empires ended up creating not only dozens of modations such as the Turks, Greeks,
Magyars, Czechs, Croats, and Serbs but nationssaatevell. On the other hand, the
successor states to the Romanov and Qing empioeddsbe conceived not as ordinary
independent national states but as unitary muitinat ones (see e.g., Suny 1993: ch.3).
They were comparatively successful in containingpnal self-determination for non-
Russian and non-Han minorities in the periphemgiores. Accordingly, they largely
managed to preserve most parts of the former emgoept Finland, the Baltic territories
(1918-1940), Georgia (1918-1921), Manchuria (19925), and Outer Mongolia.

Most importantly, | argue that the former Sovietiddnand the PRC are located in a
somewhat intermediate position within the empirgemacontinuum which could not be
fully explicable through mutually exclusive bina§cholars have been debating whether
or not the Soviet Union was an empire or if so wkiatl of empire it was; at the same
time, they have seldom attributed contemporary €hirbeing an empire. Yet they share
some commonalities which could not simply be igdothough my intention is not to
overstress certain common points, for brevity'seshfgenerally leave out any full

analysis of key structural differences betweenttvee On the one hand, they can be
treated as modern states because they formallp@ttsome key constituents of nation-

state such as equal citizenship and people’s deropes the source of legitimate
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domination. On the other hand, they can be regaadaxhses of reconfiguring the
imperial system or simply the ‘empire,’” as reflette the scholarly depiction of the
Soviet Union as the “affirmative action empire” (¥a 2001), “multi-ethnic empire”
(Birgerson 2002) and “empire of nations” (Hirscl03D The shadowy continuation of

the imperial structure is evident at least in Wiéfving fourfold manner.

First, they reaffirm the limit of their sovereigndigrived from the extent of the former
empire while disregarding the principle of ethnaimal territory of nation-state. The
post-imperial Chinese state has always denouncgdearessionist movement as
parochial, local nationalism; at the same timbag propagated the official ideology of
asserting all peripheral minority regions, notabilyet, Xinjiang, Manchuria and Inner
Mongolia, as inalienable part of China. Meanwhithes Soviet Union and PRC officially
differentiate ethnic differences even if it may tradict the universalistic nature of the
communist ideology. They not only classify peodlgsationalities in the censuses but
institutionalize semi-independent administrativecmaery in the minority areas, namely

the Autonomous Republic of the Soviet Union andohoimous Region of the PRC.

Second, those self-governing governments for miyoationalities are not a sovereign
nation-state based on the principle of nationdtdetermination but an intermediate state
situated between empire and nation-state. As aedlgarlier, far from being directly
incorporated into the central administrative systdra frontier governance of empire is
intrinsically characterized by its multifaceted, Itdayered configuration permitting
enormous legal, administrative, fiscal, culturadl aeligious diversity. Intended or not,

the post-imperial formation of the ‘autonomous’io#s in the two countries is a
repercussion of the imperial governance, thahes dual system between the interior and
the exterior. The introduction of semi-autonomoagegnment is therefore not so much a
pure invention as rather a post-imperial approjomabdf imperial practices in tHengue
durée The legacy of imperial statecraft is not justited to the realm of domestic affairs

but extended to their external behavior.
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Third, the Soviet Union and PRC somehow retaintypeal imperial strategy of
maintaining the superiority of the center with nebeo their international relations with
other nation-states. Just as the imperial cenesdt agnixture of force and conciliation for
taming or pacifying its frontier, so they have @dya double-edged sword of economic
subsidies and military interventions in their datehation-states which are (but not
always) the former political dependencies. In the af nation-state, the domination of a
core region over peripheries is not the same\aastin the past. Unlike historical
empires that relied on both a central imperial aemg local auxiliaries, the Soviet Union
and PRC rarely engage in direct military interventsave a few exceptions as in the
Prague Spring and the Korean War respectivelyherconsideration that they must
abide by the international norm of equal statusefzh nation-state embedded in the
machinery of world polity. Instead, they preferiadirect intervention strategy, sending
military advisors and weapons to their allied dagetegimes occupying the outpost of
the ‘empire’ such as North Korea, Vietham, Myann@ambodia under Khmer Rouge,
Mongolia, Cuba, and the former communist statdsastern Europe. They also carry out
direct economic subsidies, transferring their owon®mic, military resources to the
satellite regimes, to consolidate their hegemordya@mpete with other contenders such

as the United States and Taiwan.

As happened in the system of ‘frontier feudalisinmmst historic empires, there has
been a symbiotic trade-off between compliance ftioenperiphery and incentive from the
core, manifested in both domestic and internatidoahains. The Soviet Union
disappeared but the remains of the Chinese emgem $0 have survived and became
even stronger after the Cold War. China’s apprdachkfrica and its proclamation as the
anti-colonial patron of the Third World, for instae) have been more assertive and
increasingly intensified to become a serious schothscussion, as it rises as a global
superpower at the turn of this century. Despite enodharacters, the underlying
mechanism of the Sino-African relations leads terainiscence of the conciliatory-
appeasement gestures in the past; if the regimetanas pro-PRC line and cuts off

diplomatic relations with Taiwan, the PRC then @wafmonetary subsidies in the name
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of the Bandung spirit' The more the client state becomes dependent et from
China, the more it leans toward the PRC. The cusiaumation of North Korea, for
instance, represents this trend despite its offideplogy of national self-reliancgu¢hs.
Probably, the PRC government does not wish foeegaonomic reform by the North
Korean government or helping-hand from South Koféws is something akin to ‘neo-

imperialism’ but must not be misconceived as ‘netmaialism.’

Lastly, the idea and policy of ethnic ‘minorities’the Soviet Union and PRC do not
neatly fall into the conventional theories of naibbism as well as racial and ethnic
groups in part because they could be charactebietdr as a response to imperial history
rather than as a product of the modern nation-mglgrocess. In general, the solution
for the minority question in two states would bdlweaderstood within a framework of
the institutionalization of preferential treatmemtich Terry Martin (2001) calls the
“affirmative action empire.” As for contemporary @4, this governmental practice
somewhat resembles an old imperial tactic of accodating the ethno-cultural aliens
without much discrimination and marginalizationeevthough the stereotypes and
prejudices of the Han peoples on non-Han minormay endure. Indeed, as | discuss
extensively in Chapter 7, the reality of being #me& minority in China has been quite
misunderstood particularly when scholars intergrétrough either the lens of ethnic
logic of nation-state or the prism of colonial bist of racism, colonialism, and
Orientalism. This can be fully understandable anlijght of the empire-building process.
In contrast to the course of colonialism and natiiem, the pattern of empire making
does not necessarily track the routes of ethnicg@al) forms of domination,

discrimination and stratification.

Privileged Minorities: A Conceptual Oxymoron?

14 As reported irLe Monde diplomatiquéor instance, the PRC government has cancelldailtién dollars
in bilateral debt since 2000 until early 2005.dslalso signed agreement to relieve or cancelebeaf 31
African nations since 2006.
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Most sociological studies have conceived ethniggyrt of a set of categorical identities,
as the main category of societal differentiatiorglesion, institutionalized discrimination,
conflict, and violencé® | agree that the politicization of ethnicity isalient

characteristic in the structure of post-coloniad post-imperial nation-states in which the
national elites create and institutionalize dis@niaory policies based on popular
prejudice as part of their legitimation process platform. Even in the lack of a solid
ethnic base, ethnicity has often been invoked amdtcucted in times of political

conflicts by state elites and other participantietptimate their actions (see Brass 1991;
Calhoun 1993; Wimmer 2002, 2004, 2006; Wimmer, @eda, and Min 2009).

The meaning of being ‘ethnic’ as a rule alludea tainority status. The term “ethnicity”
refers to the minority, not to the national maparBy definition, a minority is a subgroup
within a larger society whose members are placedvalnerable social position and
often exploited for the benefit of the majortfFurther, the notion of ethnic minority
currently encompasses both concepts of biologazd and cultural ethnicity since they
designate a group faced with popular prejudicesaagdnized discriminatiol. So, what
has been a truism in social science is that “theonties referred to ar@waysin ‘a
defensive position’ and do not include ruling oivpeged minorities,” as Suny (2001b:

246; my emphasis) carefully summariZ@s.

Evidently, the colonial and national states havel#shed and enforced the system of
institutionalized discrimination and violence agdithese defensive and disadvantaged

minority groups. The most extreme instance of slegerimination against minority

15 As a reified identity, race in particular has naty demarcated the ‘objective’ boundary, but raliged
the inherent inferiority of the racial ‘Others’ bjtributing biological terms. The existing discuwssof race
as a major source of social categorization refldwsrends in present-day sociology, particularly
American sociology.

16 See Wimmer (2006: 339-341) on the creation andageament of ethnic minorities. Further, Michael
Hechter (2000: 14) conceptually distinguishes tyaes of ethnic group: minorities and nations. I hi
definition, ethnic group who are spatially dispergea given state are often termed ‘minoritiesileh
‘nations’ constitute a subset of ethnic group whetarritorially concentrated. This territorial aamtration,
however, imot a sufficient condition for the formation of nat&rErnest Gellner remarks: “It is
nationalism which engenders nations, and not theravay round” (1983: 55).

7 Yet, as Susan Olzak (2006: 33-35) argues, thisidechas their critics who have suggested that
subsuming race under the broader category of etjhmecessarily ignores some of the historical #wsc
surrounding racial discrimination patterns.

18 Suny (2001b) provides an informative survey of lsmwial scientists have used the term “minority.”

52



groups has been to exterminate them, i.e. genocaaeed out not only by the colonial
states (Moses 2008) but also by the national s{ftaan 2005). In the history of ethnic
types of state violence, what is quite astonisisrtfat many of the tragedies of
genocidal bloodshed in the twentieth century wareied out in the name of democracy,
a political representation of the will of the mafprwith an inherent political rationale
for the majority to persecute the ethnic minoritythis respect, scholahave identified
an irony in formal democracy since political eleas often stimulate this ethnic
bifurcation (see, e.g., Horowitz 1985; WilkinsorD2). This ironic situation that Michael
Mann (2005) calls the “dark side of democracy” Adsng history. He gives some
examples such as the ‘genocidal democracies’ ilNgwe World, Armenian Genocide of
1915, Holocaust under the Nazis, ethnic cleanginguigoslavia, and the Rwanda
genocide. Even in the absence of state-sponsooéehee and genocide, it is not the
national majority but the minority that is vulnelalo the target of social exclusion in
both public and private spheres. Under such cirtamegs, the racial and ethnic
mobilization of the minority is more likely to erugnd often progress into a nationalist
movement (Olzak 2006: 33-48) Conversely, when the minority group rules, the
dominant minority often clings to political powdmwough the ruthless deployment of
military and police forces. The process of suppngssiajority groups in turn increases
not only the very tension which it is intended t@wome but the propensity to civil war
(see Cederman and Girardin. 2007; Fearon, Kasada,atin 2007; Wimmer 2004;
Wimmer, Cederman, and Min 2009).

The historical empires also had minority groups;mgest of them did not neatly follow
the ethnic logic of colonial and national statealgred above. Taking the reality of
ethnic strife and violence into considerationsitmportant to note that the protests of
imperial minorities were driven by the threat teitirelatively autonomous and
privileged position. As a rule, the resistancehaf ininorities against imperial authority
occurred whenever empires “sought to strengthetradezontrol over populations that

191n other words, an ethnic protest generally ocedten a certain minority group expresses a ragial o
ethnic grievance to the government or the publiarge (Horowitz 2001). Typical cases include thelC

Rights movement in the U.S. during the 1960s antepts against anti-foreigner violence in Germany
during the 1990s.
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had previouslyenjoyed substantial autonomigsough indirect rule or weak imperial
administration” (Tilly 1994: 137; my emphasis). Té®re, the imperial minorities
aspired to defend their privileged situation, wiasréhe ethno-national movements of the
minorities in colonial and national states had ntordo with altering their disadvantaged

status.

Additionally, in comparison with modern nation-gsitthe political domination of the
minority over the majority is not uncommon amongas historic empires, especially
in what Eisenstadt (1963: 11) calls “dualistic noks&dentary empires.” The ruling
people fierrenvoll at the top were often not native but alien comgueewhose
population size was far smaller than the conqueraprity. The Manchus, for instance,
only counted less than one percent of the totalijadion (predominantly Han Chinese)
when they crossed the Great Wall in 1644 and utBilgaonquered entire China proper.
Like other preceding conquerors, they were not trdgident aliens” (Elliott 1993, 2001:
ch.6) but ‘privileged minorities’ until the end tifeir domination in 1911.

However, foreign dynasties were significantly diéfet from the European colonial
conquerors in the New World on the ground thataswsually the conquering peoples
who gradually assimilated into the conquered sgdlabugh the following processes,
not vice versa. The conquerors became localizezhiiyracing the literary high culture
(e.g., sinicization), converting to the local redig (e.g., the ll-Khanate) or facilitating
interethnic marriages between rulers and the r{dagl, the Northern Wei dynasty in
North China, Khanate of the Golden Horde, the Mligha Ottoman Empire). In the
Chinese cases, the nomads simply “disappeared’tattecollapse of alien regimes
(Eberhard 1965: 113). Yet it does not just alluwla bne-way absorption. The upshot of
interethnic interaction between conquering aliemd @nquered natives were certain
levels of mutual assimilation (see Chapter 3 an®B4)contrast, the colonial powers
particularly the French and Portuguese colonialteragpursued a civilizing mission
(mission civilisatricg in which only the colonized needed to be assteilaMost of the
European colonizers did not simply disappear exnghe age of postcolonial nation-state

but transplanted its cultural value system—Ilanguegj@ion and mindset—as the
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dominant standard in the former colonies. Likewike,vertical racial hierarchy of the

past has not completely disintegrated either.

At last, | suggest that China as a case study wshed new light on the prevailing
portrayal of ethnic minorities as discriminated iagg defenseless, vulnerable, and
disadvantaged. From the framework of empire-natmmtinuum, the legacy of
‘privileged minority’ (or dominant minority) in Cha’s dynastic history could provide a
constructive analytical scheme to understand thé'®Burrent approach toward ethnic
minorities. In the age of nation-states, the pratiog of being minority does not mean
political supremacy over the majority as in thetmg the entitlement to socio-economic
benefits for non-Han peoples at the cost of thengse of equal rights among all citizens.
Most importantly, the motivation under preferentralatments for minorities is not so
much parallel to compensatory ‘affirmative actiombther countries as to the practice of
ethnic governance under the Chinese empire (sept€@hd). In fact, the notion of
privileged minority in both historic and contempigraontexts has not been sufficiently
explored in the sociological studies of ethnicitganationalism, most of which refer to

either post-imperial nation-states in Eurasia @tyoomlonial societies in the New World.
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Chapter Three
The Dialectics of Ethnic Boundaries in China

In hisNotes on the State of Virginiaritten in 1782, Thomas Jefferson discussed what
he thought was the immutable physiological natdmace. As he put it, “Besides those
of color, figure and hair, there are other physdiatinctions proving a difference of race.
They [Blacks] have less hair on the face and bdtgy secrete less by the kidneys, and
more by the glands of the skin, which gives thewery strong and disagreeable odor.
This greater degree of transpiration renders themernolerant of heat, and less so cold,
than the whites. They seem to require less slelgifgrson 1853[1782]: 150). By
naturalizing the black body as such, he insistatitthere were irredeemable defects in
black physiology and they could not be cured eithyeconversion to Christianity or
emancipation. His ‘scientific’ enterprise of radstasuggested that “the blacks, whether
originally a distinct race, or made distinct by ¢éimnd circumstances, are inferior to the
whites in the endowments both of body and minditi(itl 55). He concluded the related
paragraph with a warning against the threat ofatanixture by stating that the desire to
tarnish the master’s blood is blatklis consciousness of color, largely shared by such
notable contemporaries as Benjamin Franktitiienced the belief of later generations
whose idea of race, while more sophisticated, wagasly hierarchical and filled with a
fear of interracial closeneés$:or instance, Louis Agassiz, a Swiss-Americanagphnd
professor at Harvard, insisted that blacks andevhiduld segregate naturally. He was
incapable of confronting the feeling that blacks aot of the same blood as whites and
feared any possibility of racial amalgamation (&aaild 1981: 42-50; Young 1995: 148-

! It reads: “Among the Romans emancipation requingicone effort. The slave, when made free, might
mix with, without staining the blood of his mastBut with us a second is necessary, unknown toyist
When freed, he is to be removed beyond the reaafixdtire.”

2 See Michael Hunt (1987: 46-48) for the discussibRranklin’s racial ideas.
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150). It took more than two centuries after the |[Bextion of Independence for ‘a product

of racial mixture’ to become the leader of the ddiGtates.

Jefferson’s emphasis on purity of blood can beetldzack to the discriminatory policies
of the Spanish Inquisition three centuries earhering been initiated in 1480 against
putatively ‘impure’ groups. By reifying the raciakioms behind the Inquisition, the
nascent emperorship of Ferdinand and Isabellaiposd itself as a champion of
orthodoxy and inventor of a Spanish identity. Tést tised by the Inquisitors was purity
of blood, based upon genealogies which were oftgind (Hirschman 2004: 392). Race-
thinking consequently outstripped religious persiecu The forcible conversion of all
Spanish Muslims was nearly complete by 1526. Needsts, even being practicing
Catholics could not defend their status as ChngtedMoriscos who were finally
deported to North Africa in 1609 (Kiernan 2007: Z@jberg 1983: 31-32) Considering
the dominant role of racial criteria, therefores thethods the Inquisitors used and their
assumptions about purity of blood presaged theofiseodern scientific racism.
Concurrently, the first biological racial theorygnated in the New World from the
sixteenth century, shortly after the arrival of @obus in the Caribbean in 1492. As
much as they tried to assert Spanish superiohgy/colonists aspired to reinforce the
inferior nature of the Indigenes, thereby justifytmeir policies of genocide and
extermination (Fitzmaurice 2008: 55-80; Kiernan 2002-100. The Spanish conquest
of the Americas also institutionalized racial casleven by a deep sense of ethnic
distinction between whites, mestizos, and Indi&nsm the sixteenth century, race
became a prominent marker of human categorizatioha world under colonial powers
(see Hirschman 2004; Hobsbawm 1992: 67; Wallerdi@é1, 1995).

While the European colonial powers began to consttn essentialized concept of race
and institutionalize a presumably permanent ra@ate and inequality, most continental

empires continued a process of ethnic mixing. The€se empire was a typical case

% In addition, another major target of the Inquisitio have been Christians descended from Spanish
Jews—Conversos, Marranos, New Christidbgsfianos nuevgs who were considered crypto-Jews or
heretics (Netanyahu 2001). As a result of thisstadiea, Spain expelled hundreds of thousandsves ire
the late fifteenth century and more than one nmllduslims from 1502 to 1510.
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where the politicization of ethnicity was not atiesat as the colonial powers and nation-
state. In particular, the aftermath of alien rwyeMboors in Spain and by Mongols in
China represents an intriguing contrast betweebittie of colonial power and the
continuation of historical empire without evolvingo the modern nation. The Ming
state was not modeled on a homogenous ethnic ftiondz the nation-as some

scholars have mistakenly assumed to be the*case.

A Heritage of Ethnic Mixing in China

Just when the Inquisition was at its apex arouedithe of Columbus’ ‘discovery’ of the
New World, the Son of Heaven of the Middle Kingdaas himself of mixed blood. He
was the Ming Hongzhi emperor (r. 1488-1505) anchimgher, known as Consort Ji, was
non-Han Chinese, most probably ethnic Yao. Accardiinthe officialMing History, she
was originally a daughter of a native chieftaug{an in the Guangxi region of southern
China, sent to the Forbidden City to serve the Bow@henghua (r. 1465-1487).
Among Chenghua’s fourteen sons, her own son, Zhitafgy, was chosen as heir
apparent in 1475 and ascended to the throne asatihgzhi emperor on the principle of
primogeniture according to the Chinese imperiaitran. His half-Yao blood did not
disqualify him as a legitimate candidate for the@ 8b6Heaven. Instead of hiding his
ethnic identity, when he came to the throne, thadgzbi emperor not only
commemorated his mother by establishing a tempguangxi, but made exhaustive yet

unsuccessful attempts to trace her clan membarsr) among the Yao tribesmén.

* For instance, it has been argued that “Ming Chiaa arguably a nation-state emerging in the wakbef
Mongol Empire, with borders roughly following theahl Chinese ethnic frontier, a shared culture, and a
‘national’ education system institutionalized thgbuthe examinations” (Esherick, Kayali, and Van ivgu
2006: 9). Likewise, Edward Farmer (1995: 81-83atse¢he Ming regime as a Han Chinese state that
sought to construct a self-sufficient, ethnicalhifarm Han society shielding itself from the outsid
influences and manifested some proto-nationaledgments.

®> Ming shiChapter 113, p. 3521. Unfortunateljing shidid not specify an ethnicity of Hongzhi’s mother,
simply mentioning her background as “originally fS®@uthern] Man” pen mai. Given the massive Yao
rebellion in Guangxi during 1465-1466 (Yang and M96: 358-359), however, it is safe to assume that
she was born an ethnic Yao.

® When Hongzhi ascended the throne, one of hisdirtst was to give his own mother the posthumous ran
of empress-dowager. He then ordered a search fdahmly. A couple of men soon claimed that theyreve
her relatives by submitting the Ji genealogicartHster scrutiny, however, it turned out to béoegery
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Interethnic marriages between Sinitic and non-Bipieoples have a long-established
history.” As early as the Spring and Autumn period (770-#.09, as an eminent
sinologist put it, “the children of barbarian wivesChinese rulers seem to have suffered
no disability with regard to succession” (Creel @9211). They were indeed best suited
as ruler of the frontier state who had to showalhiity to incorporate a variety of
peoples (Di Cosmo 2002: 111). The cases of haltiSoffspring were well-documented
in early Chinese historiography notably theozhuar(Zuo’s Commentary in the Spring
and Autumn AnnalsGhungiy, compiled during the fourth centuByc.). For instance,
Duke Xian of Jin (r. 676-65&.C.) once declared a captive woman from the Li Rong, a
branch of non-Sinitic Rong groups, as his principéé even with unfavorable responses
from divination pu).? Later, among eight sons of Duke Xian, her son Xigiended to be
the heir to the state in 6%6C., when the previous heir (whose mother was a daugfft
Duke Huan of Qi, the first hegemon of the Sinititerstate confederation) hanged
himself owing to a plot by his stepmotHeRther half-Rong princes of Duke Xian, Yiwu
and Chong’er subsequently became the Duke Hui (r. 650687 and the reform-
minded Duke Wen (r. 636-628C.) respectively’ Marriage diplomacy and the strategy

and they were punished by banishment. After hedatib find any of her family members, he felt irsely
the solitude of being her only survivor (Goodriatddang 1976: 376; see algling shiChapter 15 and
113). Given his dedication to his mother, it is ergfandable that he is also known as his templeenam
(miao hag Xiaozong, literally “filial ancestor.”

" See Holmgren (1982b, 1995-96), for instance, Heravidence on intermarriage between members of the
Han and non-Han elites during the fifth and sixhtaries. See Tao (1976: 95-98) on the historyid-S
Jurchen intermarriage during the late Jin dyn&te also Lipman (1997: ch.2) on the history of
intermarriages between immigrant Central Asianslaodl Chinese since the Tang dynasty. Becaudgeof t
majority of these migrants being male, Muslim méemintermarried with Chinese women, who
converted to Islam and taught their children toagdecal dialects. By the late twelfth century, ®om
Muslims had been living in China for generationd aocupied a special status such as ‘native-bagign
sojourner’ fusheng fanke They were officially “allowed to intermarry and purchase land for mosques
cemeteries in the port cities” (Lipman 1997: 29).

8 Duke Xian had at least four Rong wives. In fumzhuanwhen he invaded the Li Rong, their chief gave
him as wife his daughter Li Ji. See Legge (1873-115) for the English translation as well as oragitext.
See als&hiji Chapter 39, p. 1640. According to Chen Pan (1969),5he Li Rong tribe was originally
located in east to the Jin state during the SpmdjAutumn period, and later moved to a southwester
direction.

° Shiji Chapter 39, pp. 1641-1646. See also Creel (1937388) and Legge (1872: 139-142). Contrary to
his father’s wish, however, Xiqi was murdered oalsnonth after the death of Duke Xian.

2 buke Wen of Jin was the second of Five Hegemwanb§) in the Spring and Autumn period. Prior to
coming to the throne, Prince Chong’er fled fromfdin19 years, shortly after when his half-brotXéyi
became the heir. He himself married a non-SinifisvBman whose sister also married the important Jin
officer.

59



of exchanging hostages had brought several notkSimbmen to the ruling house of the
dukedom of Jin and thus made foreigners a sigmfielement in relations between the
inner court and outer court (Di Cosmo 2002: 11@siBes the state of Jin, the chances of
interethnic marriage seem quite high in that theti8istates in general faced a

significant amount of non-Sinitic peoples who weettled both inside and outside the
frontiers (Hsu 1999: 569-570; Ma 1962a: 5). Conelgrat was also common for

Chinese rulers to send their own daughters or démeily members in marriage to

foreign leaders for the purpose of establishingriage alliancesheqin literally

“harmonious kinship”) between Chinese and nomaetjtmes.

Although such documented historical examples @rathnic marriage were restricted to
the elite, biomedical markers prove that ethnienmarriage was extremely common
among the Chinese population at large. Recent gestaties, conducted by the Chinese
Academy of Sciences and Stanford University Sclohbdedicine, uniformly confirm

that genetic distance among populations in Chimadee a function of geographic
distance than ethno-linguistic boundaries. Morepgenetic profiles repeatedly show a
clear distinction between a more homogeneous r@intha and a more heterogeneous
south China (Cavalli-Sforza 1998; Chu, Huang, Kuangl. 1998; Du and Xiao 1997;
Xiao, Cavalli-Sforza, Minch, and Du 2000; Xue, B&o, et al. 2003; Yuan 1991).

Given such geographical variations, a renowned €d@mgeneticist, Yuan Yida, also
suggests that the Han Chinese are not a homogeoputation, and that regional
differences between Han subgroups are great (ZI)1Miscegenation has been a
dominant trend in China, as it does elsewhereCinaese are as much “a mongrel group
as any other” (Standen 1997: 78).

Indeed, the genetic distances between contempbla@myChinese population and
contiguous non-Han population are often smallen timong Han Chinese in general.

For instance, the genetic distance between HaneSkiand the Zhuang minority in the

1 According to Cavalli-Sforza (1998: 11502), who baen the core member of the Human Genome
Diversity Project (HGDP) where China constitutesgnificant regional unit, contrary to the greater
geographic homogeneity of the north, the greatesrbgeneity of southern China “is likely to refléoe
greater geographic fragmentation of this area ltiagun greater isolation of local populationsppably
mostly determined by the nature of the environnient.
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Guangxi Zhuang Autonomous Region is much narrohemn those between Han in
Guangxi and other Han populations in such neiglmggprovinces as Guizhou and Hunan
(see Figure 3.1). This finding cannot be explaiw#tiout taking into account the history
of interethnic relationships between Han migranis iadigenous population in the
southwest. The importance of location is also evidi®@m the genetic studies of
linguistic boundaries. Because the pattern of thhdqmenetic clustering is constrained by
geographical location, the boundaries of languadgehina transcend language families,
reflecting extensive gene flow between populati@es, e.g., Chu, Huang, Kuang et al.
1998). This is more noticeable among southern ol groups where population
migrations have been considerable for centuriesouthern Sichuan, for instance, the
immigrant Han at Jianchang have been so accultutatdhe native Yi society that at
present the descendants of these ‘Han’ no longekseven Han Chinese (Lee 1982a:
286). Meanwhile, many Manchus in Hangzhou can spéakdarin Beifanghualiterally
“northern speech”), whereas virtually all the Mansln Guangzhou speak only local
Cantonese (Lee and Wong 1991: 69).
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Figure 3.1 The genetic tree diagram of Han Chimeskethnic minorities*
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* The result was obtained from 67 population grooggering thirty Han Chinese groups by province and
thirty-seven ethnic minorities.

To sum up, China has been a melting-pot sociegydttving forces of which lay not in
one dominant ethnic core, but in the permeable gahat lay in betweeff. The
permeable nature of ethno-cultural boundaries, atedithrough long-distance
migrations, often breaks conventional understarglofgethnic categories either defined

by official ethnic classifications or by ethno-larage groups.

12 5cott Pearce aptly points out that “to the extkat there ever had been a clear and precise tifirf
‘Chinese’ as opposed to ‘barbarian,’ those categdiad become increasingly open to question, in the
same way and for the same reasons that ethnicaratatjon of the U.S. census has become ever more
difficult” (2000: 72).
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Duality of Ethnic Boundaries in Chinese History

Although China has a long history of ethnic mixingg in which existing ethnic
boundaries have often been blurred, the governimenfrequently institutionalized
ethnic categories in order to single out differenaed determine social status and
privileges. Especially under alien regimes, ethifyedefined categories between the
rulers and the ruled were manipulated by statejeslito sustain within-category equality
and between-category inequality in entitlementtsgb political privileges and material
resources. Yet they were quickly cleared and reatigupon the establishment of a new
dynasty so that the former members of a privilegghahicity lost their special status and
became reclassified as regular Han subjects. Kétfagel (1957: 353) explains these

boundary-making and boundary-clearing processes:

The motive for maintaining a distance between the hational and social groups [the foreign
conquerors and the conquered natives] lost itsqaarpvhen the conquest dynasty collapsed. Then
those members of the former ruling nationality vaid not choose to return to their tribal homelands
were indeed gradually assimilated. Absorption bexameality, not while the conquest situation ldste
but when it had ceased to exist.

To further conceptualize this dynamics of making alearing ethnic boundaries, |
would categorize two types of Chinese empifeenquest’ and ‘native’ dynasties (see
Table 3.1). In the following, | would first illusdte the histories of the conquest dynasties

and then contrast them with the native ones.
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Table 3.1 The periodization of major Chinese dyieadty ethnicity

Native Dynasties Conguest Dynasties
Dynastic/Period Name Dates Dynastic/PeNathe Dates
Early | Qin 221-266.
Imperial | Former Han 206C.-9 AD.
Period | Later Han 25-220
The Age of Disunion*
Three Kingdoms 220-280
Western Jin 265-317
Eastern Jin 317-42@ixteen Kingdoms** 304-439
Southern Dynasties Northern Dynasties
Song 4218 Northern Wei (Xianbei) 38634
. Qi 4302 Eastern Wei (Xianbei 534-55(
Middle | | (Xianbei)
Liang 508/ Western Wei (Xianbei) 535-556
Imperial | Chen 5385 Northern Qi (Xianbei?¥*  550-577
i Northern Zhou (Xianbei) 557-581
Period :
Sui 581-618
Tang 618-907
Five Dynasties
Later Liang 907-923
Later Tang (Turk) 923-936
Later Jin (Turk) 936-947
Later Han (Turk) 947-951
Later Zhou 951-960
Northern Song 960-1127Liao (Khitan) 907-1125
Lat Xi-Xia (Tangut) 1038-1227
ate
| Southern Song 1127-1279in (Jurchen) 1115-123:
Imperial
' Yuan (Mongol) 1206-1368
Period _
Ming 1368-1644
Qing (Manchu) 1644-1911

* This period, in the absence of any conventionalfyeed upon name, has also been called the Six
Dynasties, the Wei, Jin, and Northern and SoutBgmasties, or the Early Medieval period (see Lewis
2009a: 1). | choose another conventional periodedne Age of Disunion, in spite of recognizing its
disadvantage—implicating political unity under agde regime as if the normal state of affairs ia th

Chinese dynastic history.

** These short-lived polities were mostly foundegftve non-Han stocks, the Xiongnu, Xianbei, Dg,Ji
and Qiang, collectively called as “Five Barbariafwlthy. Only three of them were under the native

Chinese leadership: the Former Liang (314-

*** See footnote 18 in this chapter.

376),téved iang (400-421), and Northern Yan (409-439).
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Boundary Making under the Conquest Dynasties

One of the most important but neglected facts ah€se history is that conquest regimes
have ruled the Middle Kingdom almost as long aqkds native dynasties. The
dynasties of conquest include Northern Wei (386}5Bdstern Wei (534-550), Western
Wei (535-556), Northern Zhou (557-581), Liao (887125), Jin (1115-1234), Xi-Xia
(1038-1227)%* Yuan (1206°-1368), and Qing (164%41911)!' If we count the state
founded by sinified foreigners, then we must inelidbrthern Qi (550-57 7 In addition

to this already substantial number of conquesegstaton-Sinitic groups established
thirteen out of the Sixteen States during the foartd fifth centuries.D. Of these, only
twice did foreigners ever conquer the entirety bifa—the Mongols and Manchus. Yet

3 The year in which Khitan (Han Chinesgidan) tribal society was transformed into a hereditary
monarchy. In 916, Yell Abaoji, the founder of Khitstate, declared himself as emperor. In 948, Khita
was replaced with the new dynastic name Great Wlie®883, Liao was changed back to Khitan, which in
1066 was called Liao again. See Liu Pujiang (2@06d.§letailed discussion.

4 The Tangut (Han ChinesBangxiang state ruled over a huge area extending from Mbago Xinjiang.
In 967, the ancestor of Li Yuanhao, the foundeXieXia, was given the title King of Xia by the Song
emperor; the legacy of which influenced the chaitthe dynastic name on the proclamation of the new
empire in 1038. See Wright (2005) for the histofyhe rise of the Tangut Xia state and its conflidth the
Song. In general, however, it has not been countdte legitimate succession of dynasties in Clegnes
historiography as early as the Yuan times whernntiperial court did not compile a Standard Histawy f
the Xi-Xia, but for the Liao, Jin, and Song

'51n 1206, Chinggis Khan declared the establishroétite Mongol monarchy. It was Khubilai Khan (r.
1260-1294) who adopted the term “Yuan” as dynasdime in 1271, and unified the whole of China in
1279 by conquering the Southern Song dynasty.

'%1n 1616, Nurhaci set up the new state which hiedédLater Jin” in order to signify it as the susser of
the Jurchen Jin dynasty. The new name, Qing, wagtad in 1636, eight years before it succeeded the
Ming.

" Meanwhile, Wittfogel (1957) maintains the narrowlefinition of the major conquest dynasties inchggli
only the Liao, Jin, Yuan, and Qing. As for the aliregimes prior to the Liao, he regards them agddties
of infiltration.” See also Wittfogel and Feng (1946r a discussion of two classifications of nortive
states in Chinese history.

18t is still unclear the ethnicity of the imperi@ho family of the Northern Qi. Gao Huan (496-54fi},
premier of the Eastern Wei who laid the foundatibthe Northern Qi, claimed to be descended froen th
Gao lineage of Bohai, one of influential Han Chmekans in his times. Even if he might be a Han,
however, he was too assimilated with Xianbei celtiar have a purely Han background. In her careful
study, Holmgren (1982b) hypothesizes that Gao Hufarhily was of Xianbei background and his putative
claim reflects the prevalent lineage falsificatias,shown in Holmgren (1980, 1981-83), during teequ
of Northern Dynasties. Yao Weiyuan (1962: 134-18%d persuasively argues that Gao Huan was of
Xianbei origin. As Pearce (2000) discusses, Gamiuald comrade Hou Jing (?-552), who presumably
descended from the Jie stock, disdainfully refeteeldis son, Gao Cheng (521-449), as “that Xianbei
child” (Xianbei xiao’ej.
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still, alien rule was not uncommon in the northpant of China during the second

millennium.

For instance, for more than seven centuries, flerkihitan Liao to the Manchu Qing
except the Ming interregnum, the present-day Bgifiad been under alien domination.
Indeed, in 1648 (only four years after the falMihg), the Manchu conquerors expelled
all Han subjects from the Inner City civilian resids to the Outer City. Accordingly, in
contrast to the prevalent image of Beijing todag, Manchu imperial clan together with
the banner households from Manchuria made up Uyttiee entire Inner City population
(Lee and Wong 19915 Starting with the partition of Beijing, separaésidential areas
for the Manchus were subsequently enforced in ta@mntities and in the frontiers, a
situation which can be termed as the “Manchu apatthi{Wakeman 1985: 476; see also
Elliott 2001: ch.2). The Manchus, like preceding@oering ethnicities, were a tiny
‘privileged minority’ throughout Qing China. As amfluential late Qing scholar and
reformist, Liang Qichao (1873-1929) remarked: “Hammers and artisans are
industrious and frugal. ... The Manchus [on the otlerd] have for the past two

centuries eaten without farming and been clothédout weaving” (Rhoads 2000: 5).

To keep the dominant position leérrenvolk the alien conquerors separated their own
kind and alliances from the regular Han subjecth@population registration system,
favored them with respect to taxation and jurisdictand allocated more military and
civil posts to them (see Elliott 2001; Franke andtChett 1994;Mote 1999; Rhoads
2000; Sen 2002; Tao 1976; Wittfogel and Feng 1949)Wittfogel summarizes, the
conquerors “reserved for themselves the politiegl positions; and, as a rule, they
forbade intermarriage between conquering grouptia@dinative] Chinese” (1957: 353).
Among the list of alien dynasties, the Mongol Ystate was unusually oppressive

toward the native Chinese, the condition of whiadswividly observed by Marco Polo,

¥ The city’s basic arrangement is well portrayedahyltalian Jesuit, Matteo Ripa (1682-1746) whodive
there between 1711 and 1723. He says, “Pekingngposed of two distinct cities, one being called the
Tartar city, the other the Chinese. The Tartarisityo named because it is inhabited by Tartacsbgn
those who, though not Tartars, are enrolled indtiakiu-ti, or eight bands [Eight Banners] which cbitute
the Tartar troops. The Chinese city is inhabitecChjnese alone. ... The Tartar city has nine gatas, a
each side of it is three miles in length. The Chéneity, which is also walled, joins the northerally
which separates it from the Tartars” (Ripa 184452
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the Venetian traveler, who visited China duringtdign of Khubilai Khan in the late

thirteenth century, in the following statement:

[A]ll the Cathayans detested the Grand Kaan's [K$lamle because he set over them governors
who were Tartars, or still more frequently Saracamns these they could not endure, for they were
treated by them just like slaves. You see the Gkeain had not succeeded to the dominion of
Cathay by hereditary right, but held it by conquestd thus having no confidence in the natives,
he put all authority into the hands of Tartars,asans, or Christians, who were attached to his
household and devoted to his service, and werégfuees in Cathay’

But this pattern of boundary-making was far fromoée, owing to the cultural
sinicization of the rulers and de-sinicization loé truled. Even under the Yuan dynasty,
the Mongol nobility became acculturated to the tRirifestyle—*[The genuine Tartars]
are greatly degenerated; for those who are settl€ahthay have taken up the practices of
the Idolaters of the country, and have abandoneid dlvn institutions,’as Marco Polo
(1871: 231) witnessed it; although they were stiloubtedly left behind by their Central
Asian allies. The native Chinese, meanwhile, haoheentive to try to pass for Mongols
S0 as to attain some privileges reserved onlyhifeiMongols and their allies. So many
Han people, who hoped to ascend the social higraesidly embraced the Mongol
customs and style and even changed their name. alseyearnt the Mongol language in
that it remained the main official language, evssugh the Yuan court forbade them to
learn it. After driving out the Mongol power, onktbe first things that the founding
Hongwu emperor (r. 1368-1398) of the Ming did wa®an adherence to the Mongol
hairstyle, clothes, language, and way of life (geg.,, Serruys 1957). His decision was

intended to clear out the previous ethnic categareal hierarchy

Boundary Clearing under the Native Dynasties

The native Chinese dynasties, such as the Hang20820A.D.), Tang (618-907)Song

(960-1279), and Ming (1368-1644), did not generadstitutionalize a caste system in
terms of ethnic backgrounds, but rather emphabeenaintenance of Chinese cultural

2 This passage appears in Marco Polo (1871: 372-FI@jher, as Wifffogel and Feng (1949: 8-10) aptly
show, this conquest situation described by Mardo Pwolved a dual political and social system whic
with certain changes and modifications, prevailetll the collapse of the dynasty in 1368.
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identity. They adopted assimilative policies on Ibasis of the principle of ‘moral
transformation by proper teachingaphua), which were mostly non-coercive although
force was sometimes an element. This universaldal of cultural transformation was
firmly established in Confucian doctrine, whichsat as the official state ideology since
the Han period.

It had also been their state policy to accommodiéas who came over and pledged
allegiance quifu) to the Son of Heaven, the practices of which vpeoenoted as
examples of his generosity. Despite displayingjarpéve attitude toward them, the Han
dynasty embraced the pastoral Xiongnu nomads wppdmed to come to the Chinese
heartland, provided that they were willing to beperial subject$! The consequence of
this practice was the formation of ethnic enclansgle China proper, which eventually
caused the political domination of the sinicizeérad in northern China for nearly three
centuries—called the Age of Disunion. The Sino-Foreign hylwias formed and led to
the rise of the second major native dynasty, Tdhg.spirit of cosmopolitan tolerance
(nearly the opposite of “great Han chauvinism” aedophobic arrogance) culminated
during Tang China, when various ethnicities wehewad to play themselves offt.
Likewise, the early Ming court was eager to perguadge numbers of Mongols to move
into the Middle Kingdom and become dedicated subfé®espite prejudice against
Inner Asian nomads, some became high military efé@nd, as Henry Serruys (1959b)
enumerates, more than a dozen Mongols in Chinggesavere granted noble titles

during the first hundred years of the Ming rule.

The Ming state even favored a policy of betterttresnt for alien subjects than native

populations to divide and control the strengtht®hiorthern enemies. Mongols, who

%L See Bielenstein (1956, 1967), Chang (2007b), @sgny (1984), Lewis (2000, 2007), and Pan
(1992h), on the political strategy and settlementicges of the Han dynasty toward the northerngtep
nomads.

%2 Ho Ping-ti remarks, quite passionately: “The kafdrue cosmopolitanism that characterized the life
outlook, and attitude of the T'ang [Tang] Chinesalmost unique in world history, parallel perhaply

by the Roman Empire from Hadrian to Marcus Auréliid®98: 135). See also Abramson (2008) for more
discussion of ethnic discourse in the Tang.

3 After the establishment of the Ming dynasty in 83the founder Zhu Yuanzhang and his associates sti
expressed ethnic consciousness of being Chinesbaammd various kinds of Mongol customs in language
surnames, costume, and hairstyles (Jia 1999; D€di)2
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settled inside China proper and served in civil amiitary posts, were provided with
housing, household implements, allowances in fughriety of clothes, and sometimes
even animals like oxen, sheep and horses. Indeecaarly Ming government allocated
one-third of the tribute grain in the capital tedethe Mongol officials and their families,
causing Han people to complain about such gengrolises (Tsai 2001: 150). Mongol
officers also received much higher salaries thair tHan counterparts of the same
rank?* These preferential treatments continued unti¢éasi the mid-Ming period. In his
thoroughgoing studies on the Mongol subjects utlteeMing, Serruys concludes that “it
is evident that the Ming emperors [in the fifteenémtury] wanted to be extra generous
towards foreigners, especially Mongols, who deddhemselves ready to become their
subjects” (1961: 67). Since the time of the Yorgieperor (r. 1403-1424), meanwhile,
the Ming state wanted to assimilate the Mongolthabthey could eventually be treated
as regular imperial subjects (Tsai 2001: 152). Asrssequence, the descendants of the
Mongol subjects who were predominantly registerethe army increasingly
acculturated to local society and gradually abaeddheir ethnic status by leaving
behind hereditary military householtfsAs Serruys observes, “eventually all the
Mongols settled in China could not avoid becomidgrj] Chinese. In fact, they all did
sooner or later” (1959a: 240).

Alongside such preferential treatments, the earilyg\tourt also employed the policy of
enforced assimilation regarding the non-Han peoplés of marriage’® According to
theDa Ming I (Great Ming Code), the legal regulation of intere¢t marriage reads as

follows:

% For example, Li Xian of the Ministry of Personme¢morialized in 1437: “Speaking in terms of rice, a
commandant in the capital of the third rank firagcee is entitled to a salary of 88, but he really receive
only oneshi, but a Tartar officer [of equal rank] really reeeil7shi and 5dou of rice. This signifies that
one Tartar officer is worth seventeen and a hdfiri€se] capital officials.” This passage appeaidiimy
Yingzhong shil§Veritable records of Ming Emperor Zhengtong) Ceaj25, p. 510. The translation here
follows Serruys (1968: 240-241) with minor modifice. For reference, orghi during the Ming is ten
douand approximately 107.4 liters (Tong 1991: xiv-X8ge also Winkinson (1998: 234-240) on the
historical units of measurement in China.

% See Robinson (1999, 2001, 2004) and Swope (2@WB)Zor the recent studies on the Mongol subjects
of the Ming.

% Ho Ping-ti (1998: 141) mentions certain retaligtoreasures in the early Ming such as prohibitirgg th
descendants of those alien traitors of Song dutiagMongol Yuan from taking civil-service examirats,
but which “often could not be enforced effectiveljhose ideas are “preserved only in private litgra
works and genealogies.”

69



Mongols andsemu(literally “color-eye,” designating all the Westeand Central Asians during
the Yuan] shall marry with Chinese persornsangguore)y provided both parties are willing.
They are not permitted to marry within their owndki Any violations shall be punished by 80
blows of the heavy stick and both male and femladd! e enslaved by the state. If Chinese
persons do not wish to marry Qincha Muslimsilui) [whose physical appearance is different
from Han Chinese], the latter may marry with eattteoamong their own kind; the above
prohibition shall not be applied.

It is not clear to what extent this law effectivelgcelerated the pace of ethnic mixing
since there were some cases of successful evasibof @hanging foreign names into
Chinese to make intra-ethnic marriage functionkgyal (Ho 1998: 141). Under those
circumstances, however, the blurring of ethnic latauies through intermarriage would
“then quite naturally follow” in the end (Wang 199#41). In this regard, the
aforementioned case of mid-Ming Emperor Hongzhileametter understood from this

enduring process of interethnic assimilation sithesearly Ming.

In summary, ethnicity was employed in a differeayvbetween native and conquest
dynasties; yet, their underlying motivation for daoating ethnic group boundaries was
essentially similar on the basis that it was naliszriminate against the ethnic minorities.
Both native and conquest dynasties intended ta geatain privileges to the non-Han
groups in relation to the Han subjects, who weggiired to fulfill their regular duties
(see Chapter 4). Indeed, the Chinese history oéaggment policies under the native
dynasty and the dominant minority under the congdgsasty was not anomalous with
respect to the statecraft of continental world-eegiBut it is by no means my intention
to totalize the Chinese state as unchanging aratiant. Rather, my discussion of the
dialectics of boundary-making and boundary-cleadag be considered as ideal-type
constructs in a Weberian sense, which still nedaktbistoricized. In the forthcoming
section therefore, | will focus on its diachroniménsion by illustrating some major

phases in Chinese history.

7 Article 122 “Marriages by Mongols arsgmupeople” (Menggu semu ren hunyirAs rendered by
Farmer (1995: 82-83), Jiang Yonglin (2005: 88),rhgn (1997: 38-39) with some revision. The Great
Ming Code reached its final form in 1397 and bdbidatact except minor modification of ordinances
until the end of the Ming dynasty.
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Three Major Phases in the Formation of Ethno-Politcal Boundaries

To explicate the complex nature of China’s ethrmarmaries, | distinguish three major
phases of state-building regarding ethnicity anglyathis framework in the forthcoming
chapters: (i) the formative phase as the estabésiiof a unified patrimonial empire and
the crucible of multiethnic society; (ii) the exgamnary phase as the synthesis of
political universalism and ethnic separatism; damptfle post-imperial phase as the

formation of a unified multiethnic republic aftéretdemise of the Manchu Qing dynasty.

The Formative Phase

The concept of we-group boundaries, self-identiisdHua, Xia, or Hua Xiayas formed
and gradually expanded by incorporating non-Simgjtmups in the pre-imperial period.
Meanwhile, the Sinitic states began to employ bauyrhaking strategies no later than
the Warring States period (475-22€), notably the wall-making efforts vis-a-vis the
northern steppe peoples. The earlier constructitineoGreat Wall, which might not have
been initiated for defensive needs, delimited mdy the physical but also the symbolic

boundaries between the ‘cultured’ interior and‘threultured’ exterior®

The ethno-territorial boundaries were crystalligeding the early imperial period (or the
Qin-Han empires), covering the unification of thiem Qynasty in 22B.C.to the end of
the Later Han dynasty in 220D. It was during this stage that the political ancheth
identity of the Middle Kingdom was decisively dedothand subsequently transmitted. In
spite of its short-lived history, the Qin dynas®2{-206B.C.) is conventionally regarded

% Scholars have recently become critical to the Bnduassumption on the motivation of the wall-magkin
process, pursued by three northern states dureg/drring States period. Nicola Di Cosmo, for inst,
challenges scholars who have argued that the marttalls had a defensive purpose and had beeredrect
as protection against nomadic attacks: “Surelypatespoint the fortifications did acquire a ‘defessi
function, but the context suggests strongly thist defensive role was subordinated to a grandategly,

one that was militarily offensive and territoriaipansionist” (2002: 143). Hence the walls werit bu
repel or to contain the nomadsly after a substantial drive into foreign lands. See alsddvén (1990) for
detailed discussion.
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as the etymological origin of the name ‘ChiR&Further, the political reference for the

subjects of the Han dynasty later became an etimdolyHan Chinese.

In addition to the internal homogenization of theperial subjects, the Chinese in this
period demarcated an ethno-cultural boundary agaorsHan aliens and sometimes
imbued these categories with strong prejudicenbiemt Chinese cosmology, the center
of the world was occupied by the refined Chinesé, surrounded by the uncultured
aliens of the periphery who were often charactdre animals (wolves, rats, birds and
beasts) for their rapacious, violent and greedyabigins. This binary categorization,
however, was far from being clear-cut and immutalle still allowing for an immense
interethnic exchange. In fact, the Chinese dutiegearly imperial period wanted to
supplant existing ethnic differences through theomoof genealogical commonality (see
Chapter 5). Further, this coexistence between cpsiitan vision and ethnocentric
attitudes had been quite common throughout engimigese dynasties save the
dynasties of conquest. Yet each dynasty indicat&utpon the spectrum, from
ethnocentrism to cosmopolitanism, based largelthergeopolitical balance of power:
the Tang moved toward the end of the cosmopolpactsum whereas the Southern Song

was in the opposite direction.

It is also important to emphasize that since thmédive stage, the Confucian
universalistic doctrine of the statehe Great Unityda yitong and the Grand
Commonality atong—had been the orthodoxy of Chinese emperor&hipso, the
patrimonial ideal of the one-world one-ruler wasspgent in traditional Chinese
cosmology and cosmography, and can be traced backrifucius who said, “There are

2 Recently Geoff Wade (2009) gives an alternativaant for the origins of the name ‘China.’ He
suggests that this term initially derived from thdigenous name of the ethnic Yi polity, recorded i
Chinese as Yelang during the Han dynasty.

%0 See Pines (2000, 2008). The notion of the Greityor Great Unification under universal rule) agps
in the beginning of th&ongyang zhuawhere the text reads: “Why does the text in [it& &ntry of the
Spring and Autumn Anndlbegin with ‘the first month of the King?’ To maigythe great universal rule
(da yitong.” Gongyangthe First Year of Duke Yin (722.C); Pines (2008: 80). Also the Grand
Commonality is a key concept in Confucian schoiicassed in the Liyun (Ceremonial Operations)
chapter of the Book of Rites&i{i) where the text reads: “When the Great Wdg a9 was pursued, a
public and common spirit ruled All-under-Heavergylchose men of talents, virtue, and ability; their
words were sincere, and what they cultivated wambay. ... This was [the period of] what we call the
Grand Commonalitydatong.” The translation is by Legge (1967[1885]: 36463&ith minor changes.
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not two suns in the sky, there are not two sovereiyer the people’” Plurality was, as
Herbert Franke (1978a: 69) points out, “always dat®n from the ideal* In this
model, the emperor is proclaimed to be a univatdat—the sole legitimate possessor of
the Mandate of Heavetignming, an archetypal concept formulated during the \&fest
Zhou period (11 century-7718.c) (see Hsu and Linduff 1988; Kominani 2005;
Shaughnessy 1991, 1997, 1999ommoners were, on the contrary, forbidden taudg
on the emperor’s exclusive right to communicatdigaver?> Max Weber aptly
elucidates this cosmological hierarchy in Confuganosophy as follows: “sacrificial
rites to Heaven became the monopoly of the empenorwas considered the ‘Son’ of
Heaven. The princes made sacrifices to the spifitse land and to the ancestors; the
heads of households made sacrifices to the antsgiria of their kinship group” (1964:
22). In this sense, the form of domination in im@keChina was modeled on a strict
demarcation between the patriarchal family andptitemonial state; the former
represents the concrete-particular while the Iatganbolizes the abstract-universal (see
e.g., Eisenberg 1998). As an abstract idea, palititegiance to the state was not
necessarily coupled with one’s inherited ethnicity.

The status of Confucianism, as the orthodox stielogy since the reign of Emperor
Wu (141-878.C.) of the Former Han dynasty until the end of thagdhad not only
played a crucial role in the formation of the Canén literati but also significantly
contributed to China’s cultural longevity and horengity (see Balazs 1964: ch.2; Hsu
1986; Weber 1964: ch.5 and 6). The political otagged on the Confucian orthodoxy
also prevented the development of an ethnic-basgdnalism where loyalty and
ethnicity conjoin. As Hsiao Kung-chuan summarize$Gonfucius used a cultural

standard in deciding who was a barbarian and woan@hinese. ... Since the

%1 The sentence appears in MenciusV (1), 4; Legge (1875: 278).

32 Even when the Chinese empire was by no meansmsaidie the Song, the pretension was kept alive
and mutual recognition of two Sons of Heaven wdyg arast choice, driven by dreadful political nesiy
(Franke 1978a; Rossabi 1983; Tao 1988; see alschEle1968: 206-216).

% See Farmer (1995: 90-91). For instance, Article “F¥ofaning the spirits”Xiedu shenmingof the Great
Ming Code reads: “In all cases where private faamsilpray to Heavergéotian), worship the Dipper
(baidou, burn incense at night, or light the celestiahaor the seven lamps, thus profaning the spirits,
they shall be punished by 80 strokes of beating thi¢ heavy stick. If women commit such crimes, the
household heads shall be punished.” The translatiomes from Jiang Yonglin (2005: 112).
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distinction between them was not one of any fixed,|but one that fluctuated according
to rising or falling cultural levels, it therefoeatirelylost its racial significance and
became aurely cultural term” (1979: 140; my emphasis). In sumynéne traditional
Chinese theory of universal emperorship maintatheddea that there was only one Son
of Heaven and he was the ruler of All-under-Heaftemxia), an ancient concept of
Western Zhou origin which by definition knew of horders and ethniciti€$.It is
therefore greatly mistaken to claim that “ethnidiad been a basis for separatism from
earliest times” (Naquin and Rawski 1987: 134).

The Expansionary Phase

The alien regimes in China not only challenged tafpte linkage between overarching
political authority and Han ethnicity, but alsowlized the trans-ethnic nature of the Son
of Heaven. In the case of the Xiongnu [Huns of pst@anbei [Sarbi], Khitan, Jurchen,
Mongol, and Manchu, these were eager to retaim sioeio-political dominance over the
native Han subjects and, frequently, also wantdaép their ethno-cultural identities

and religions as a reaction against the erosiveefothreatening the Sinic culture.
Whether Sinophiles or Sinophobes, however, thosquerors adopted Confucianism as
the ruling ideology to legitimize their dominatidn.addition to sheer military strength,
they were keenly aware that it is feasible to dilaland consolidate their regime in the
Middle Kingdom as long as they embrace the Confuniadels of government and

adjust themselves to the Sinic way of life withbatng completely absorbed by it.

The ‘foreign’ Son of Heaven extensively employethselements of Confucian thought
to assert his emperorship in China proper. As amgte, in 947, the ambitious Khitan
ruler, Emperor Taizong (r. 927-947), donned thedrig Chinese robes and announced

‘Datong’ as the beginning of a new reign, which methat, at this time, the Khitans

34 See Zhao Tingyang (2005, 2006) on the conceptlafider-Heaven and its contemporary implication.
William Callahan (2008) critically assesses Zhdb&ory on the ground that this all-embracing system
which was a key to the governance and self-undetstg of over two millennia of Chinese empire,
presents a popular example of a new hegemony vitmperial China’s hierarchical governance is updated
for the twenty-first century. For him, the theorfyAdl-under-Heaven as a Chinese vision of worldesrd
misses a fundamental point: not everyone wantg todiuded.
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surely adopted the Confucian ideal of Grand Comiityngee Mote 1999: 66).
Likewise, although Yesin Temur (r. 1323-1328) @& Wuan was an ‘un-Chinese’ ruler
who had only one high ranking Han Chinese at histcde could still show his
deference to Confucius by refusing to abolish ilki# service examinationkeéju), and
having scholars lecture him on the Chinese clagbisgo 1994: 535-541). Lastly, when
they eventually crossed the Great Wall in 1644 Mlamchus came to understand the
conception of the Mandate of Heaven and to ap@yChinese system of government so
well that the country turned to them. The Manchlicgpat least to the gentry, “was
more ‘Chinese’ than that of the Chinese rebel fiatihg Li Zicheng (1606-1645) who
brought down the Ming dynasty] who was the Manchiwsil!” (Michael 1965: 11; see
also Parsons 1978 Moreover, innumerable Confucian literati shavesirtforeheads in
the Manchu style and kowtowed to the incipient Qdygasty immediately or
participated in the special Broad LearnibgXug examination, later intended to employ
previously non-collaborating Han literati in top tmogolitan and provincial posts (see
Balazs 1965; Kessler 1971). From the perspectitheoplebeians, the Manchu rule was
not experienced as ‘foreign domination’ since “sssful usurpation of the throne or
successful invasion simply meant a different taveneer, not an altered social order”
(Weber 1964: 27).

So the essence of Chinese political philosophwgimaily promulgated in ancient Sinitic
tradition, had long ceased to belong to any oneietjroup or social class. The supra-
ethnic principle of the Mandate of Heaven was exanfirmed by Zhu Yuanzhang, the
founder of the Ming, who initially mobilized the @gle’s hatred against their Mongol
rulers and ultimately drove them beyond the GreallWAs an evaluation of the
preceding rule, Zhu and his followers at last ategphe idea of the original legitimacy

of the heaven-assisted Mongol domination of CAfriEhey were definitely in favor of

% In his study of the peasant rebellions of late ¢Ghina, James Parsons makes similar observafion: “
the gentry, the rebels were more ‘foreign’ thanNenchus” (1970: 260).

% Ming Taizu shilu(Veritable records of Ming Emperor Hongwu) Char@ér pp. 401-402. It reads: “After
the Song dynasty, the thronauf) passed to the Yuan so that the Northern Ti edtdre Middle Kingdom
(zhonggudand ruled it, and both within and without the F&gas there was none who did not submit to
them. Could this have been achieved by human paleee? Indeed when Heaven transferred [the
Mandate] to them [the Mongols], the rulers wergbtiand the subjects were sincere which was entmugh
govern All-under-Heaven.” The translation and déstan are found in Dardess (1978), Mote (1999: 560)
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Confucian-minded legitimacy; their critique of tfean was not so much based on their
ethnocentric prejudice toward the Mongols as ordéeay of ethical norms in the late
Yuan period®’ The Chinese emperors, regardless of their ettatkdrounds, were
conscious of the fundamental premise of politidaology: political integritys one thing
andethnocentric prejudicis another. But this important distinction, whi¢te tChinese in
the past had carefully recognized because of #gpént ascendance of alien leadership
over the Middle Kingdom, has largely been misconegiin much of Western
scholarship (see Chapter 7).

Further, it is important to discuss the questioetbhic boundaries during Manchu Qing,
not only the last alien dynasty but also the ldgh€se dynasty. In line with its relatively
abundant source materials, the Qing history rewbalsnteresting complexity of a
unified multiethnic state, which has considerabljuenced the national self-
representation of the post-imperial Chinese stsdesummarized by the American
sinologist Mary Wright (1962: 56), it can be chdesized as a “Sino-Manchu synthesis,
a genuinely harmonious coalition that marked a s&age in the development of the non-
national Confucian monarchy as the symbol of tradél culturalism” (see also Elliott
2001; Ho 1967; Ishibashi 2000; Rawski 1996). ttastroversial to consider this Sino-
Manchu hybrid to be ‘genuinely harmonious’ since lhanchu conquerors had used
coercive means to enforce their domination ovemntitezes and liquidate the resistance
movements from Ming loyalists. Nevertheless, oher250 years of its existence, the
Qing state was successful in creating a fullerizatibn of the political ideal of the

Middle Kingdom that reached its apex in the er®a% Sinica of the eighteenth century.

The Qing state, based on the submission of divégenic communities, each of whose
culture would remain separate, had continued tohaxsipe an ancient doctrine of
universal kingship. In particular, the Qing empsrbad defended their legitimacy as the
Son of Heaven by referring to Confucian thoughg: Manchu must not be condemned as

and Serruys (1957: 149).

37 Likewise, historians during the Ming dynasty blahike disinterest of the Mongol emperors in the
Chinese state-cult. The eventual fall of the Yugnadty was seen “as a consequence of the caredsssihe
the Yilian emperors in observing the Chinese ritesirike 1978a: 33).
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the barbarous aliens. For instance, the Yongzhengeeor (r. 1723-1735) argued in his

imperial edict:

The victories of the Qing court are in fact theteies of Chinese civilization and of the march of
morality generally. ... The ‘Five Relationshipsilur) are also involved® The relationship
between ruler and official is the chief of thesed geople without a ruler could hardly be called
“people”; it is the Qing who alone has proved cdpalf establishing order in China and the Qing
alone who provides the demarcation between Chiaaskanimals; indeed in natural law, the
fundamental distinction is not between Chineselmartyarians but between people and be8sts.

Being conscious of his Manchu identity notwithstizwgd he insisted that the Mandate of
Heaven could be endowed regardless of ethnic baokgf® The Yongzheng emperor
also believed that what makes people human hasgdit do with ethnicity, but hinges

on the existence of a virtuous ruler who goverespboples with paternalistic
compassion, as stipulated in the Confucian canfms statecraft of Manchu rulers relied
on coercion and persuasion, which presumably magertperial government more
absolutist and less nationalistic than it mighténbecome under the native Chinese rulers

alone.

While institutionalizing a socio-political divisioof the Manchu masters from the native
Han subjects, the Qing state also tried to redefirdboundaries of ‘Chinazfionggud
and ‘Chinese’ Zhongguo zhi mjnpreviously denoting the Han peoples, in pur@gn
ethnic terms. A good example of the rulers’ intentio supplant the Han concept of
China and Chinese with a new meaning is EmperanlQig'’s edict in 1755: “There
exists a view of Chinazbongxid, according to which non-Han people cannot become

3 In Confucian morality, as defined by Mencius, thare five fundamental human relationships: ruler-
ruled, father-son, husband-wife, elder brother-ymirbrother and friend-friend. Specific duties are
attached to each of the participants in theseioalstiips.

% |t appears in th®ayi juemi lu(Great righteousness resolving confusion). Thestedion comes from
Crossley (1999: 256-257) with minor revision. Tl&réat Righteousness” was published and distribated
1730 as a political response against anti-Manchtirment among some Han Chinese literati. See Grgssl|
(1999: 246-262), Liu (2004: 81-88), and Miyazalkd$0) for more discussions including the explanation
and translation of this text.

“0 Contrary to the defensive stance of his fathewédwer, the Qianlong (r. 1736-1795) emperor dertied t
conception of the “barbarous” origin of the Manchiustead of more acculturation towards the Sinitay,
he strove to preserve his ethnic identity by prongpthe Manchu way. It is no accident that the @iag
emperor ordered the retraction of all copies offliker’'s manifestoDayi juemi ly less than week weeks
after taking the throne. See Crossley (1987, 1888)Elliott (2001) on the ‘ethnic revival’ duriniget reign
of the Qianlong.
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China’s subjects and their land cannot be intedrati® the territory of China. This does
not represent our dynasty’s understanding of Chboais instead that of the earlier Han,
Tang, Song, and Ming dynasti€s.This is not merely an ideological propaganda ef th
Manchu emperor. In effect, because of the politictggration of Inner Asia and the
Chinese heartland, the traditional demarcation eetwthe Central Plains as the land of
the Han people and the frontiers as the land adsphiable aliens was gradually altered
by the end of the eighteenth cent{f{lhe meaning of ‘China’ was no longer simply
confined to the territories inhabited by the peayléhe Central Plains, for as Mark
Elliott writes, “[I]t became a space, the terrigsiover which the state claimed
sovereignty-and which, like other early modern states, it hagped” (2000: 638). One
of the most significant contributions of the Qirgte to the post-imperial Chinese state-
making and nation-building is that it crystallizéek formation of a Greater China that
includes Mongolia, Manchuria, Xinjiang, Taiwan, @imai, and Tibet, which largely

corresponds to the present-day Chinese geo-body.

The change in the idea of China’s territorial boameks since the mid-Qing era
simultaneously gave rise to a more ambitious visiba unified multiethnic empire—
“five nations under heaven” (see Crossley 198991 #%hibashi 2000; Millward 1998:
197-203; Teng 2004: 238-241). The Qianlong empeodrayed the unity of the five
peoples (Manchu, Han, Mongol, Tibetan, and Muskitunder-Heaven and identified
himself as the element integrating the whole infdtlewing words:

Now, in Han Chinese, “Heaven” is call&édn. In the language of our dynastic hougadyy it is
calledabka In Mongolian and Zungharian “Heaven”tiggri. In Tibetan it isnam-mkhahIn the
Muslim tongue [i.e., Turki] it is calledsman Let a Muslim, meaning “Heaven,” tell a Han it is
calledasman and the Han will necessarily think this is not §dhe Han, meaning “Heaven,” tells
the Muslimtian, the Muslim will likewise certainly think it notos Here not so, there not so. Who
knows which is right? But by raising the head amoking at what is plainly up above, the Han
knows tian and venerates it, and the Muslim knoasmanand venerates it. This is the Great
Unity (datong. In fact, once the names and unified, there thing that is not universéf.

*1 The passages appear in Higangchao wenxian tongka®338. As rendered by Zhao Gang (2006: 4).
*2 However, the government did not incorporate thelpecquired peripheral regions into the framework
of provincial administration until the last phaddie Qing. Xinjiang became a province only in 1884d
the three provinces in Manchuridopgsansherjgvere created in 1907. Mongolia, Qinghai and Tilete
never transformed into provinces during the Qing.

3 |t appears in Qianlong’s preface to Kigu tongwen zhjimperially Commissioned Unified-language
Gazetteer of the Western Regions) completed in 1Xé%&anslated by Millward (1998: 199) with minor
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His pluralist arrangement of empire envisioned ethmguistic equivalency with non-
Manchu groups while enshrining Manchu as the $éatguage. Hence, this ideal vision

of the Great Unity of the five peoples who consétthe Qing state considerably altered
the traditional hierarchical Sinocentric worldvieimce Han Chinese did not retain
cultural superiority but became parallel to othen+#Manchu subjects. Further, this

model of ethnic diversity under Manchu leaderstap tdecisively affected the formation
of the ‘imperial nation’ in post-imperial China Wwisome conceptual changes (see Figure
3.2).

The Post-Imperial Phase

The construction of nationhood and statehood it-pogerial China has extensively
been modeled on the heritage of the past. Regatdegleal of the state, the birth of a
‘new’ China signaled a great transformation fronm#ied multiethnic empire to a
unified multiethnic republic. It should also be rtiened that although the Chinese have
been influenced by the Western ideas of scientficsm and social Darwinism, they
have never abandoned the ideal of political uniificaand the narratives of interethnic
unity even when the concepts of the Mandate of Eieand the sage king as the

universal sovereign of the world no longer worked.

China’s attempt to maintain political integrity wiational cohesion in the aftermath of

the fall of the Qing dynasty has inevitably ledhe all-encompassing whole of
nationhood and peoplehood, compared with othergalshial and post-imperial nation-
states in which the exclusivist model of race athieity has prevailed. What is more,
modern sciences such as anthropology, archae@ogygenetics have substituted for the
ancient cosmology of All-under-Heaven to suppoetdioctrine of a unified multiethnic
state. They have played an important role in egdeamhg the ‘racial unity’ of the

Chinese nation, shown in the state’s efforts tater¢he narratives of the descendants of a

common ancestor of the Yellow Emperbuéngd) and Peking ManHomo erectus

modification.
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pekinensiy and the enduring history of interethnic fusibrough marriages (see, e.qg.,
Leibold 2006, 2007; Sautman 1997a, 1997b, 2001m&tter 2008). In other words, this
emphasis on ‘blood nationalism’ in a primordial seias been a central tenet of the
ideology of the Republican government between #1®1949 (see, e.g., Leibold 2004)
and the PRC since 1949 (see Chapter 5). Giverittbatiscourse of indivisible blood ties
among diverse ethnic groups has become essenpakiAnmperial nationhood, the
number of official ethnic groups, no matter how maationalities the government may
identify, remains aggregate under the single faniy, the Chinese natiomHonghua
minzy as a supra-ethnic entity. In this respect, th@nalist question stems from its all-
encompassing definition (treating non-Han minositées ‘inalienable’ family members of
the Chinese nation), which in turn does not tokeeaty state-seeking nationalism from

the minorities. It is a case of the violence ofus@mn.

In addition, the heritage of the Qing state haggdaa crucial role as a territorial and
ethnic foundation of the post-imperial Chineseoratf Figure 3.2 illustrates that just as
the Qing emperor identified himself as the rulefied¢ peoples, so did Chinese
nationalists in the early Republican years devéhepslogan of the “Five Nationalities in
Harmony” (vuzu gonghgeincluding the Han, Manchus, Muslim Hui, Mongasid
Tibetans® Meanwhile, they quickly abandoned the Han-centargidManchu racism
(see Ishikawa 2003) during the last days of thegQhurther, the post-imperial Chinese
state has asserted the sole legitimate inherittdreoQing frontiers in the face of
territorial disputes with foreign powers such gsareand the former Soviet Union as

well as separatist movements comprising non-Haiomaltsts.

“4 Based on his careful survey of Qing official do@nts, for instance, Zhao Gang concludes that “more
than two centuries ago, the meanings of igliinaandChinesehad already come to closely resemble
what we now associate with the national identitywegntieth-century China and its citizens” (2008).1

“5 The termwuzu gongheefers to the union of five ethnic groups intdrayke national state. During the
first half of the twentieth century, meanwhile, trepanese, who wanted to justify their interveniion
Manchuria, criticized this notion as a modern jpdit creation to suppress the legitimate national
aspiration of the former Qing frontier peoples, vaesired self-determination from Han dominatiore Se
Leibold (2006: 196-197).
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Figure 3.2 Changes in the multiethnic vision of @fenese state from the Qing to the
Republican period

/ The Great Qing Dynasty (The Middle Kingdom) \

Imperial House

Manchu

| | | |
Han Mongol Tibetan Muslim j

ﬂ Post-Imperial Transition

The Republic of China

\

Chinese Nation

Han Manchu Mongol Tibetan Muslim

\_ J

Finally, the empire-to-nation transition created donception of modern Han and non-

Han nationalities, largely based on imperial padi The term “Han” itself is of ancient
origin, dating from the time when it indicated ih&perial subjects of the Han dynasty.
The subsequent dynasties, especially alien reginaesemployed such various names as
the Han peopléhanrenor han’er, hanziin quite a derogatory sensejua people

(huaren, Han commonerghanmin), and Han bannermdhanjun to designate the native
populations of the Middle Kingdom (see Chen 198&sSley 1989; Jia 1987, 1999; Li
2007; Liu 1998). But the naméanzi—which represents the present-day Han
nationality—was not used until Chinese intellectuals begamtbrace the Western ideas

%6 Jia Jingyan (1999: 169-170) suggests that the telan people” hanrer) was used no later than the
Later Han dynasty (25-228D.). As he further explains, however, even afterdamise of the Qin dynasty,
the word “Qin people”dinren) was still popular throughout Han times.
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of race, nation, and nationalism in the late nieetle century! It was only in the early
twentieth century that this term became associatédHan nationalism under the
political leadership of Dr. Sun Yat-sen (1866-192@)0 used it as a slogan to unite the
Han peoples in opposition to the Manchu rulers (ettey 2006: xxv). So the concept of
Han nationality is a modern construction througprapriating traditional references to
the Han people. As a corollary, the tersm&oshu minZyliterally means ‘minority

nationalities’) was first coined in the age of patistate$®

To date, the PRC government recognizes fifty-dimiet groups rhinzuor zuqurn—Han
majority which comprises over one billion peopleddifty-five minority groups (see
Table 3.2)*° According to the Chinese government, howeverntimaber of ethnic
minorities has been far less certain. It officiatlgntified 38 ethnic minorities in 1954;

53 in 1964; and 55 in 197 Regardless of how many minorities have been dett)ahe
relative size of those groups has always been siedbrding to the fifth census in 2000,
those 55 minorities accounted for only 8.4 percéithe total population’ As a result of
such ethnic distribution, people tend to assumettieaHan Chinese are ethnically

“"Itis hard to determine who first used the tewnor minzufor classifying ethnic group categories. Some
Japanese intellectuals after the Meiji Restoratianslated the term “nation” asinzoky and then Chinese
adopted the same Chinese characteiay for translating ethno-racial definition of moderation. See
Ishikawa (2003) for more discussion of the develeptof racial discourse in the Meiji Japan and its
impacts upon Chinese scholars and revolutionaries.

“8 According to Jin Binghao (1987), the earliest ¢xtile usage of the wosthaoshu minzoccurred in the
declaration of the First National Congress of tin€se Nationalist Party in January 1924. As altedu
the First United Front, Dr. Sun Yat-sen chaired ttonference with the alliance of the Chinese Comistu
Party. Meanwhile, the first time the Chinese ComisiuRarty used this term was in November 1926 when
it was used for referring to the Hui Muslim peoplenorthwestern China. Later on, the implication of
shaoshu minzgrew much wider than it was in 1926. In the meamret such terms as ‘weak and small
nationality’ (fuoxiao minzyiand ‘backward nationalitfluohou minz)i were also used interchangeably to
denote the same or similar ethnic groups. See Zfmrgzhongyang tongzhanbu (1991) for the
documentary survey on the subject of names forti@m-nationalities.

9 Recently, Chinese scholars like Ma Rong (2007)ept® put the English term “ethnic group” rathlear
“nationality,” traditionally used in Communist camies. Also, as a conceptual distinction betweediona
(minzy and ethnic groupz(iqur) as a subgroup of nation, they propose an aligmtgrmzuqunfor the
Chinese equivalent to ethnic group.

0 The history of the national ethnic identificatiominzu shibig project in the People’s Republic has been
analyzed in Brown (2002), Caffrey (2004), Fei (1p8@uang and Shi (1995), Keyes (2002), Mackerras
(2004), Mullaney (2004, 2010), Tapp (2002), andgré2009).

> Although it only counts for less than 10 percembre than 105 millions minorities represent slighitiss
than the entire population of Japan the Iftist populous country in the world, and far gre#ttan that of
Germany or France.
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homogenous and predominate over the other ethmiorities> However, this widely
accepted illusion of ethnic homogeneity and a Hamidated state is largely mistaken;
the myth of which stems from reading China’s ethelations through the prism of the
ethnic logic of nation-state. As | shall discussha forthcoming chapters, the definition
and boundary of Han and non-Han have been nebulgiles;ting different state-making
processes of each polity. More importantly, thified official classification was not
meant to privilege the Han and exclude the non-Hae.overall situation has indeed
been the opposkeit was meant to grant the non-Han populations aiapstatus in
relation to the majority; the policies of which hiaglen a part of imperial statecraft, that is,
the administrative separation between the intenat the exterior and, in cases of
conguest dynasties, the privileged conquerors laadegular subjects. Certainly within
the context of China, this is an essential butwelt-discussed principle of ethnic

governance.

*2 Eric Hobsbawm, for instance, argues that Chinan@with Korea and Japan) is “indeed among the
extremely rare examples of historic states compo$@dpopulation that is ethnically almost or eslgr
homogenous,” by referring to the census enumeratidhe People’'s Republic. He further assertsis“it
quite possible that ethnicity and political loyadtse linked” (Hobsbawm 1992: 66).

83



Table 3.2 Major ethnic groups in China

Ethnonym Other Language Family Location Population
Names 1982 Census* 2000 Census**
(Rank) (Rank)
Han Sino-Tibetan/Chinese  Countrywide 940,880,121 ( 1,137,386,112 (1)
Zhuang Chuang Tai-Kadai/Tai Southwest: 13,388,118 (2) 16,178,811 (2)
Guangxi
Manchu Altaic/Tungus Northeast 4,304,160 (7) 19,882 (3)
Hui Sino-Tibetan/Chinese  Countrywide 7,227,022 (3) 9,816,805 (4)
Miao Hmong Yi:go-T|betan/M|ao- South 5,036,377 (6) 8,940,116 (5)
Uyghur Uighur  Altaic/Turkic quthwest: 5,062,814 (4) 8,399,393 (6)
Xinjiang
Yi Lolo Sino-Tibetan/Tibeto- Southwest: 5,457,251 (5) 7,762,272 (8)
Burman Yunnan
Tujia Sino-Tibetan/Tibeto- South: Hunan 2,834,732 (10) 8,028,133 (7)
Burman
Mongol Altaic/Mongolian North 3,416,881 (9) 5,823,7 (9)
Tibetan Zang Sino-Tibetan/Tibeto- Tibet 3,874,035 (8) 5,416,021 (10)
Burman
Bouyei Bu¥|, Tai-Kadai/Tai Squthwest: 2,122,389 (11) 2,971,460 (11)
Puyi Guizhou
Dong Kam Tai-Kadai/Kam-Sui Sputhwest: 1,426,335 (13) 2,960,293 (12)
Guizhou
Yao Mien fggo-leetan/Mlao- South 1,403,664 (14) 2,637,421 (13)
— -
Korean Altaic (?)/Korean J”li\lnortheast. 1,766,439 (12) 1,023,842 (14)
Bai Minchia Sino-Tibetan/Tibeto- Southwest: 1,132,010 (15) 1,858,063 (15)
Burman Yunnan
Hani Akha Sino-Tibetan/Tibeto- Southwest: 1,059,404 (16) 1,439,673 (16)
Burman Yunnan
Kazak Kazakh  Altaic/Turkic !\l(_?rthwest: 908,414 (17) 1,250,458 (17)
Xinjiang
Li Hlai Tai-Kadai/Hlai Sguth: 818,255 (19) 1,247,814 (18)
Hainan
Dai Lug, Tai-Kadai/Tai Southwest: 840,590 (18) 1,158,989 (19)
Pai-I Yunnan

* Source: Colin Mackerras (1994: 238-240).
** Source: The China Data Center at the UniversitiMichigan (in electronic forms).
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Chapter Four
Imagined Boundaries: Ethnic Boundary-Making and Stde-Building

When Confucius wrote the Spring and Autumn Anrf@ungiu) if
the enfeoffed lords used the manndinsdf the [non-Sinitic] Yi, he
treated them as Yi. If they progressed to the lef#he Central States
(zhorllggum then he treated them as Central States — Haf7 &8
824):

A renowned late-Tang scholar-official Han Yu herdicated the mutable nature of us-
them boundary in the history of the Middle Kingddenom the age of Confucius, this
distinction has been fluid and porous as the upshtite state-building process in the
longue duréeThis is not to underestimate the fact that Cliine-them binary also
generated ethnocentric prejudices, the extent iohwion-Sinitic peoples were
depreciated as inferior beings whose mind and behaere akin to animals, somehow
commensurable to Western depiction of ‘barbariamslassical antiquity. Likewise,
Chinese polities, as elsewhere, employed ethnegoaies to distinguish differences
derived from the imagined us-them dichotomy ofestatstem builders. Yet what is
important, even though largely ignored, is thatspejorative sentiment as in the claim
to a bestial mind hasardly evolved into any predictable state responsesetantierior
‘others’ in the form of slavery, colonization, iftgtionalized discrimination and
exclusion, and genocide. Indeed, the Chinese Btst@ised ethnic boundaries not so
much to discriminate minorities as to protect andilege them relative of course to the
majority. Such conception has been consistent thaugh each polity set up its own
standard for the subjects of privileged minoritglsas the Xianbei, Khitan, Jurchen,

Mongol, Manchu, and present-day non-Han natiowalitif the state no longer permits

! The passage appears in Han Yu's “Essentials oM (yuandagd. This short treatise is among the most
influential texts in the history of Chinese thoughdr the translation of the text, see De Bary Blusbm
(1999: 569-573).
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their special status, those subjects would theorheaeclassified as members of the
majority. | would suggest that China’s approackth®minority would lead to a rethink of
the conventional sociological theories of ethnicggnerated for the most part from
Western perception in which prejudice and discration dovetail.

The Genealogy of Ethnocentrism in Chinese History

Social scientists, who try to figure out why we digposed to categorize human groups
by ethnicity and hold strong prejudices againshietstrangers, have focused on our
universal tendency toward ethnocentridine premise of ethnocentrism is that the
human we-group, no matter which ethnic group wargreends to have a natural
aversion to what is different based on a beligheunique value and rightness of one’s
own group (Simpson and Yinger 1985: 45). By relyimgthe research in the field of
cognitive psychology, for instance, Massey (20@):drgues that all human beings,
whether they think of themselves as prejudicedady Imold schemas that classify people
into categories based on age, gender, race andigtiwhich they cannot help.
Following his argument, our cognitive tendency taivethno-racial prejudice is nearly
universal and deeply rooted in an overarching sehehthe binary opposition between
us and them. As has been much discussed in thestidrace, ethnicity, colonialism
and nationalism, our conceptual boundary of ‘usl @dhem’ has created a set of unequal
social relations such as Self-Others, majority-mitgpcivilized-barbarian, white-black,

and colonizer-colonized.

The Topoi of the Hearts of Birds and Beasts

In China, as elsewhere, the concept of ethnicis/frequently entailed ethnocentric

prejudice that goes beyond purely ethnographicrggsm. Recorded examples of such

2 In his discussion on the construction of peoplehimarelation to ethnicity, racism and nationalism,
Immanuel Wallerstein (1991: 80) also claims th& Hinary-thinking began to code human speciesanto
certain number of reified groupings, and, in thd,erame down to only two, “White” and “non-Whitet &
symbolic sense.
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prejudice can be found in Chinese classics no tater the earliest stage of the Spring
and Autumn period (770-47cC.). One of the well-known passages in Amalects
reads—Confucius said: “The Yi-Di [aliens] with theulers are still not equal to All-the-
Xia [Chinese statesfhu xid without [lords].” Further, the ancient Chinese often
regarded culturally alien peoples less as subgddtgerest in themselves than as foils for
Sinitic culture. It is in early Chinese classicatttby articulating such pejorative
expressions as “birds and beastghghoy, the non-Sinitic groups were conceived to be
avaricious, bellicose, and closer to untamed argnmatharacter (see Di Cosmo 2002:
93-126; Loewe 1999: 992-995; Schaberg 2001: 130-&&5ckx 2000, 2002; Yang

1968: 24-28). Speeches in theozhuanfor instance, contain the following telling
statement: “The Di and Rong are like wolves, to mhw indulgence should be given:
All-the-Xia states are closely related, and normughbe abandoned; to rest in idleness is
a poison that should not be cherishé@His statement, according to Di Cosmo (2002:
97), has mostly been taken as an earlier exam@eckdfarly demarcated ‘us’ and ‘them’
indicating a mature notion of cultural unity with@hina. Similarly, as recorded in the
Guo yu(Narratives of the polities), King Ding of Zhou G06-5868.C.) considered the
Di and Rong as “greedy with no thought of yieldisgrh temperamentieq) has not

been remedied and, therefore, they appear to te aird beasts.”

Early Chinese perceptions of the non-Sinitic grolipg been further reiterated and
elaborated throughout the imperial period. The ephof bestial minds and behaviors
was an important marker of prejudice towards ‘unoed’ groups and frequently
articulated when either the Chinese state suffargerious threat from formidable
enemies in the frontiers or native Han Chinese walgugated under alien rule. Under
the conquest dynasties, it was practically impdedir native populations to publicly
denounce the ‘barbarous’ characteristics of thders. If they did, it would lead to a

ruthless persecution once detected by the $@&tel would focus on how the Chinese

% Analectslll, 5, in Legge (1893: 156) and De Bary and Blo(899: 572).

* Zuozhuanthe First Year of Duke Min (668.C); Legge (1872: 124). The statement is attributeGaian
Zhong, a major statesman of the dukedom of Qi.

®> Guo yuChapter 2, p. 6Z5u0 yy compiled around the late fourth cent@g., is a collection of historical
accounts, largely political speeches, regardingribgor polities of the Spring and Autumn period.

®In 1191, for instance, the Jurchen emperor Zhamg£o 1190-1208) of the Jin stipulated that “any
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constructed the pejorative discourse regardingnalismder four major native dynasties:

Han, Tang, Song, and Ming.

The analogy of alien peoples to wild animals becatrident during the early imperial
period through the military confrontation betweka Xiongnu [Huns of Asia] and
Former Han empires. There are ample examples mearty imperial texts as tt&hiji
(Records of the Grand Historian) avidn tie lun(Debates on salt and iron) showing such
derogatory attitude toward northern steppe nomadsrecorded in th&hiji, an imperial
secretary of Emperor Gaozu (r. 206-H8) said: “It is the nature of the Xiongnu to
swarm together like so many beasts, and to disgeyasia like a flock of birds®*This
remark certainly goes beyond the ethnographic gesnr of nomadic lifestyle. This

kind of stereotype was also recorded in the merhbyi@hufu Yan (?-12B.C): “Itis

not only our generation which finds the Xiongnuidiilt to conquer and control. They
make a business of pillage and plunder, and intt@sdvould seem their inborn nature.
... No attempt has ever been made to order or coiteoh; rather, they have been
regarded as birds and beasfm$hoy) to be domesticated, not as humahari eminent
historian Ban Gu (32-92.D.) of the Later Han dynasty also pointed out some
‘undesirable’ Xiongnu customs in the light of Cooifan moral standards such as the
levirate marriage and disrespect of elders, andladed that they have “human face but

hearts of beastgtenmianshouxin.*

As a powerful and expansionist state, meanwhileag the spirit of cosmopolitanism
that characterized the foreign policy of early Taygasty. This open-minded attitude
was well-reflected in the statements of the energetcond emperor Taizong (r. 626-
649), who was simultaneously acknowledged as tmeoSéleaven of the Middle
Kingdom and the Heavenly Qaghan of the steppesRarerihong 1997a). When asked

violators who would call the [ruling] peoples ae tanguage of our dynastygnchad as “alien” fan)

shall be punished by blows of the heavy stick."sTédict appears in thkn shiChapter 9, p. 218.

" In theYan tie lun the Imperial Secretary Sanghong Yang (dB&) said: “The Xiongnu, cruel and crafty,
boldly push through the barriers and harass theldillingdom. ... They long deserve punishment for
their unruliness and lawlessness.” Sae tie lunChapter 1, p. 2. See also Di Cosmo (2002: 255-f8it19
detailed discussion of the Han-Xiongnu relations.

8 Shiji Chapter 112; Watson 1961: 227-228.

° Shiji Chapter 112; Watson 1961: 228.

9 Han shuChapter 94 “The biography of the Xiongnu: partf2,’3834.
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by his ministers over why his foreign policy exceédhat of all previous emperors, he
replied that “since antiquity, all have honored ithea [Chinese] and despised the Yi-Di
peoples; only | have loved them both as oHeCbntrary to Zhufu Yan and Ban Gu, he
also discarded the idea of bestial mind in alieyugs: “The Yi-Di peoples are also
human; their sentiment is not different from [peopl] the central, Chinesehi{ongxia
state. ... In accordance with extending kindnesscaiadity to them, aliens in four

directions §iyi) can be part of the one family [with usf.”

However, with the decline of the Tang governmentaithe mid-eighth century, the
situation had considerably changed. Accordinglyyahael Drompp (2005) extensively
demonstrates, the rhetoric of foreign enemies asgssing a bestial nature was again
articulated in the late Tang period. For instaf@eing the border security crisis related
to the Uighur (Han Chinese: Hui-he, Hui-hu) durthg mid-ninth century, the Tang
official documents frequently referred to theirdsdly’ behaviors not only as “owlish
cries” (xiao yin) symbolizing the lack of filial morality, but asvblfish glances” lang

gu) intended to suggest rapacious violence and dreBde Uighur people were also
called vipers and scorpions, which ideologicallgved to legitimize the Tang court’s
plan for their destruction as a just war. The ingdatecree of Emperor Wuzong (r. 840-
846) to his generals reads: “How can we harbomeod@ipers at the Great Wall? [How
can we] nourish venomous scorpion in our bosomstgeles? Taking advantage of their
rushing about, we certainly wish to expel thelhif'is also interesting to see that, in the
rhetoric of the Tang-Uighur confrontation, the maigtd historical precedent was the
case of the Han-Xiongnu rivalry (Drompp 2005: 1&6)1 As in the Han perception of
the Xiongnu, the Tang attitude toward enemies énstieppe followed the same pattern:

™ Sima GuangZizhi tongjianChapter 198 (64&.D.), p. 6247.

12 Sima GuangZizhi tongjianChapter 197 (64A.D.), pp. 6215-6216.

13 One of the examples of such rhetoric appearsdmitttument of the famous Tang statesman Li Deyu
(787-850), a chief minister who received the exhtite of Duke of Wei in 844. It reads: “We ardlst
concerned that we have not yet rid of the owl'sedhi{The Uighurs] dare to look back wolfishly [tave
the border] and, oppressed by famine, they agaia harassed our border cities. See Li Da&yW/eigong
Huichang yipin ji7.56-57. The translation is by Drompp (2005: 30%ie reference to the owl here is
interesting since it was a well-known symbol ofiliaf behavior as it was generally regarded to ikl
own mother. In the eyes of the court, therefore,Wighurs should be treated as the owl since tlagg h
turned their backs on the imperial kindness anaigiof the Tang emperor (Drompp 2005: 173).

4 Li Deyu, Li Weigong Huichang yipin p.44. As rendered by Drompp (2005: 281-282).
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they were charged with immorality and their behawas associated with that of birds

and beasts which possess no innate sense of njoralit

The rhetoric of the bestial nature of alien groppaked during the long period of conflict
between the Northern Song and the Khitan Liao,mtdeen the Southern Song and the
Jurchen Jif® It is during the Song, for instance, that we fihd en masse addition of
dog and insect radicals to the names of non-Hanlptpn and societieS. By and large,
this practice reflects a symbolic representatiopejdrative attitude toward frontier tribes.
There were, however, other reasons for puttingetiadicals in such a condition, as in
considering their totemic belief or the environnatsetting of certain ethnic groups as
well as conceiving certain tribes as having desedritbm insects or beasts (Ruey
1972b: 73-117; see also Mair 1998Notable examples of the use of dog radical that
began to emerge during the Song period includ®ite® [present-day Gelao], Yao, and
Zhuang, which are still counted as major ethnicaritres. It was not until the mid-
twentieth century that the Chinese government a@elcid replace such radicals with a
‘human’ component (see Fiskesjo 2006: 28-31).

It is also during the Song that we find some sahoffcials identifying the custom of
levirate—sons could marry their deceased father’'s wiveoocgbines, nephews those of
their uncle, and brothers those of another brottees-an example of the animal-like
behavior of the non-Han ruling groups in the no@he Southern Song author of the

mid-twelfth century, for instance, condemned thisctice among all Jurchen tribes as

15 See Franke (1983, 1992) and Tao Jing-shen (18&R) Tor their in-depth studies of how Song Chinese
had negatively portrayed their northern rivals.cAé&e Xu Mengxin (1126-1208%anchao beimeng huibian
particularly chapter 4 for his ethnographic ded@ipof ‘wild’ Jurchen tribes from which the Jinling
house came. He characterized the Jurchen as stigmeitful, covetous, violent and cruel by refegrin

their ‘barbarous’ customs and behaviors. Engliahglation of this chapter with commentaries and
annotations was rendered by Franke (1975). Feafrfah enragement from their Manchu ruler for
depicting his ancestor such pejorative way, furthiéfsensitive’ paragraphs and ‘inappropriate’
expressions were censored out in the Siku Quarditiareof Sanchao beimeng huibiamompiled during
the Qianlong reign (Deng and Liu 1998).

'® The Chinese written ethnonyms for people seemesliured were regularly, and especially in the
southwest, formed with such animal signifiers, maftgn in the shape of that indicating a ‘dagén) or a
‘insect’ (chong. This usage is obviously ancient yet proliferatethe names for many southern peoples
during late imperial times since the Song when Eééninfluence there increased (Fiskesjé 2006: 30).

7 |n addition, Serruys (1957: 150) suggests thaChimese expression of naming foreigners as animal
terms may have been a literal translation. It vaesMongols and Turks themselves who used the many
names of animals as personal names; for instanstarA(lion), Nogai (dog), and Buga (bull).
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“the custom of the caitiffs” and felt so disgustedthe behavior of some people “who
even have made their stepmother their wife, jlst diogs and pigs.” He further insisted
that “with the [Song] Chinese this is different bhase they know that it would be against
the law.™® The rhetoric of bestial mind was also used teiHate the brutal rules of their
northern rival in the sense that it contradictesl @onfucian ideal of benevolent and
paternalistic government. In a memorial in 1064Wei of the Northern Song, who had
been an envoy to the Liao, condemned the crueltjeot.iao law: “even their ruler once
said, ‘The Khitans are wild animal. They cannotided with written law as can the
[Han] Chinese.™® Such negative remarks, quite common in the emtdiasy and report,
were evidently meant to affirm the cultural supgtjoof the Sinitic lifestyle and to
reinforce the self-respect and confidence of theve&ong dynasty at the expense of the
Khitans and Jurchens and their states. The soveotithe Liao and Jin was simply
called the “caitiff master”l¢g zhy and the imperial house was depreciated as theffca
court” (lu ting) inside Song proper (see Franke 1983; Wright 19085).

The rhetoric of the hearts of beasts continuediteige under the Ming, the last native
dynasty in imperial China. In Ming times, derogatterms such as “dog-caitiffguan
lu) and “barbarian caitiff’lfu Iu) were frequently used to designate the Mongols.
Likewise, some Ming officials explicitly referred ethnic governance in the frontiers
and related foreign policy as the taming of wildnaas. A reform-minded statesman
Zhang Juzheng (1525-1582), for instance, oncedstalast like dogs, if they wag their

tails, bones will be thrown to them; if they barkdly, they will be beaten with sticks;

18 The passages appear in theting shishi(Veritable facts from the caitiff’s court). As mered by Franke
(1975: 181, 1981a: 228). In fact, the Jurchen gawvent officially abandoned levirate for wives of
deceased brothers in 1169, but only for Han Chinese

9 Li Wei's memoir is available in Franke (1983: 128)s prejudice was derived without paying due
attention to the social conditions of pastoral ndsnsuch as the Xiongnu and Khitan who were more
mobile and less easily controlled than a sedemqapglation. Lu Zhen (957-1014), who travelled tad.in
1009, also pointed out the cruelty of the Khitaatesthe following: “The caitiff government is velgrsh.
The land tax designated for mulberry tree is sdvanes that of the Song. ... In tax collection and i
conscription, [the Khitan government] is more pmegshan plunders and robbers” (translation in \Wrig
1998: 33). In addition, Cheng Zhuo (1153-1223)patBern Song official who served as envoy to Jin in
1211 to 1212, recorded what he was told by thd lmmamoner of the Jin the following: “The officials
here are all alike in their disregard. Those whatmender labor service have to supply themsellles a
expenditures for the food of the workers and théenls such as the bamboo and wood which they.need
Our sons and grandsons therefore don't continugatih@dy business. The love for the people under our
Southern Court [Song] was quite different!” As reneld by Franke (1981b: 189).
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after the beating, if they submit again, bones bellthrown to them again; after the bones,
if they bark again, then more beating” (translaiioryang 1968:31). It seems therefore
that merciless suppression would be a viable swiubr dealing with the resistance of
frontier ethnicities to Ming authority. In 1528, epite of his humanistic vision and
congenial attitude toward the frontier indigenésyas Wang Yangming (1472-1529),
one of the most prominent Confucian scholars ia ilaperial China, who was in charge
of a bloody campaign against the “Yao” banditag ze) in central Guangxi by
decapitating some 3000 participants (Shin 2088Wkt, in practice, such military action
was not what the imperial government usually putdneluding Wang Yangming
himself. He not only made an unusual effort to daate the native chiefs in western
Guangxi, but applauded the inherent honesty angdlmity of aboriginals, compared
with the wickedness and insincerity of some Chingsaple?’ Rather, the Ming court
generally strove to persuade, negotiate, and eaj@hedts non-Han subjects by
conferring better treatments on them than on nadae Chinese. In his memorial to the
emperor, a renowned statesman, Li Xian (1408-1%6d@scribed the preferential policy

toward ethnic Mongol officers in the following:

We have heard that the way of the emperors andsratnsists in treating the black-haired people
[Chinese] as [the emperor’s] newly born babigsiZ)), and the Yi-Di [barbarians] as animals: the
black-haired people must be loved as newly borndsadind the Yi-Di must be rejected as animals.
... The Tartar [Mongol] officers enjoy their salarigsidleness and in complete relaxation. Alas!
Food is taken from the babies to feed animals,thachewly born babies die of starvation while
animals are full and satisfied. Needless expensgebeaing made without anybody feeling a regret.
What is even worse: those Yi-Di barbarians have dufaces but beastly hearts: they are greedy
and out for profit, but totally unreliable in theiflegiance. Those who come to surrender do not
submit from their hearts’ desire, but they are lenprofiting from the Middle Kingdorf?

2 The “Yao bandit” here does not implicate a speathnicity tantamount to the present-day Yao niigor
Contrary to the imperial subject®if), the Yao people were generally known by this tamdhe indigenes
who inhabited the hill areas in the south and ditlpay taxes. Later, as a result of the militamppaigns

in the mid-Ming (ca. 1450s-1570s), the Yao constiilan ethnic category with tax and territorial
implications. See Faure (2006) for the detailedubsion of the Yao wars and the aftermath.

2 |In addition, when he had several posts in thetsuesst that bought him into contact with indigenous
peoples, Wang Yangming established community sshioolthe purpose of disseminating the Confucian
culture to transform the uncultured, as a way #iiling the chief doctrine of Mencius. See HauBd9)
and Shin (2006b), for Wang's general attitude talithe native population revealed both in his
philosophical writings and his careers in the fremt

%2 A concise biography of Li Xian was rendered byefiann Grimm in Goodrich and Fang (1976: 819-
822).

% Ming Yingzhong shilVeritable records of Ming Emperor Zhengtong) Gleaj25, pp. 509-512.
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Here, he repeated the idiom of ‘human faces busthelearts,” spurred by his fear of

surrender with yet still unreliable Mongol forcesncentrated in Beijing’*
Ephemeral Process of ‘Othering’

From ancient times, the Chinese attitudes towdrdcetultural strangers have often been
one of contempt, sometimes tinged with fear. Wtk Chinese disparaged alien peoples,
it should be emphasized, as the sinologist Heleel claims, that they “have been
singularly hospitable both to individuals and towgps that have adopted Chinese culture.
And at times they seem to have had a certain ationirgperhaps unwilling, for the rude

force of these peoples of simpler customs” (1970): Be further remarks:

The fundamental criterion of “Chinese-ness,” anityeand throughout history, has been cultural.
The Chinese have had a particular way of life, ati@dar complex of usages, sometimes
characterized adi.® Groups that conformed to this way of life werengmlly speaking,
considered Chinese. Those that turned away fromeit considered to cease to be Chinese. ...
[W]e almost never find any reference in the eaitgrature to physical differences between
Chin;}se and barbarians. Insofar as we can telldigtenction was purely cultural (Creel 1970:
197):

So, in China, ethnicity has both been a transiedtrasidual category, notwithstanding
the few accounts of warped monsters, one-eyed peaptl three-header barbarians in

the texts of mythology notablyhan hai jing(Collection of the mountains and seas),
compiled around the third centuByC. More permanent and more highly valued had been
the attribute of cultural superiority based on enowon literary language, generally
accepted beliefs about morals, history, and otharezl customs. The conception of a
Chinese state designated as the Middle Kingdontatels the political center in which

those venerable cultural traits are enshrined &wkhinated to the peripheries. Further,

24 i Xian estimated that those Mongols receivingsatids in Beijing, numbering about ten thousand,emad
up a third of the city population in the 1430s (gfhimust have numbered about thirty thousand indaisl

as heads of household). Fearful of them as ahesdt, hence, he proposed that imperial ordersidioeu
issued to the Ministry of the Army to scatter themdol officers gradually over the various garrisohthe
empire so that their power will be broken up. Theeror approved his proposal.

% The wordli has been used in many ways. Generally speakimgans propriety, courtesy, ritual, or rite.
% For similar statements, see Lattimore (1962: 54-B8odberg (1979: 7), Wang (1991: 145-164), and
Honey (1992: 8).
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‘China’ (zhonghu@ as the center of Hua peoples, has been pur#lyrauand even went

beyond ethnic differences.

To summarize then, we discuss the conceptualizafiethnicity in China as having
demarcated the boundary between ‘us’ and ‘theny’igetffect, it has only been an
ephemeral process of ‘othering.” Sinocentric pregjedgainst unfamiliar aliens was
sometimes intense through rhetorically relegativegrt as having the hearts of birds and
beasts. Yet this binary distinction between Hua éidas far from fixed, essentially
analogous to that of modern racism, but fluid dadt@iated. It is possible within the
ladder of Confucian cultural hierarchy that thenfer Yi can achieve Hua through
literary transformation as happened to the Koreand,the other way around as
happened to some immigrant Han who acculturatéatdigenous customs.

Further, as discussed presently, Sinocentric piggushown in the language of official
documents hasot created any robust state policies of instituticaeal discrimination and
genocidal violence against non-Sinitic groups.dct fit has been quite the opposite
considering that the state-building process wasetealdon the universalistic notion of
the Chinese state. In particular, it was underctreuest dynasties that state-imposed
ethnic categories facilitated durable inequalityimich the minority ethnicities not only
intentionally separated from the conquered, buntaaed their privileged social

position over the Han majority.

Prejudice without Discrimination

The Chinese state typically manipulates ethni@tyeicognize difference, but not to
enforce discrimination. To elucidate this poinisinecessary to discuss how the state
plays two principles of ethnicity—territoriality drpersonality—and the interaction
between them as the foundation of its policiesidfly introduce the origin and basic

element of the two principles respectively.
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First, the notion of spatial dimension of us-themufidary went back to early China. As
the Sinitic cultural-political domain expanded, rdnsimultaneously occurred in-group
homogenization as Hua and out-group differentiaéisrYi. These two intertwined
processes consequently produced the sense obtialrdemarcation between Sinitic
people in the Sinic center and non-Sinitic groupte four corners of the world as early
as the fifth centurg.c. This abstract ethno-geographical concept had ba®yp a primary
principle for regulating the relationships betwélea center and the periphery in two
dimensions: the Middle Kingdom and its neighbomajties, and the Chinese heartland

and the border region.

Due to the limit of imperial government, the Chi@esnpire allowed specific territorial
jurisdictions for native inhabitants in the fromdased on the conceived center-
periphery boundaries. The policy of indirect rulaswooted in the paternalistic principle
of governance in which the center should demorssttaibenevolence towards the
peripheries in order to get hold of its suzeraiiytheory, it symbolized the generosity
of the Son of Heaven. But the Chinese empire hace mi@ctical reasons for carrying out
this conciliatory policy lfuairou zhengcgetoward local chieftains at the margins of
empire and in foreign countries. In practice, iidtioned as a pragmatic way of

‘pacifying’ the frontiers.

It was particularly the native dynasties that padsthe appeasement policies in various
manners. In the Han and Tang times, it was theriage alliances’t{eqin) which saw

the sending off of Chinese princesses to the |saafealien polities, as well as material
transfer to them (see Chapter 5). Under the Somggs the annual monetary payments

(suibi) to the Khitans and Jurchens, which raised a sg@md chronic fiscal burdéh.

2" The amount of the payments was evidently one gdnmntroversies between Song and its northern
rivalries. In the Shanyuan treaty of 1005, the am®wf annual payments to the Liao were set atQlD,
taels (iang) of silver and 200,000 bolts of silk in the nanf@ssisting with Khitan military expenditures.
In 1042, the yearly payments were increased to®00taels of silver and 300,000 bolts of silk. i3
treaty between Northern Song and Jurchen Jin, fierties agreed upon the same amount as the Song
formerly paid to the Liao; however, it lasted ofdy a short period. A more endurable peace came onl
after the 1141 treaty between Southern Song andtiem the annual payments, labeled “tributgin(g,
were fixed at 300,000 taels of silver and 300,000@stof silk. In the treaty of 1164-1165, the paynse
were reduced from 300,000 to 250,000 for both sired silk and the term “tribute” was eliminated by
restoring previous term “paymentdii). In 1208, however, the annual payments were asme to 300,000
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During the Ming, fearful of the intimidating force$ steppe nomads, the court made a
concession by permitting a border trade callechtirse fairs fhash) in Mongol horses
and Chinese silk and grains, the suspension oftwgriedictably caused persistent raids
on the northern border areas. The horse fairs ethdeaused a financial burden for the
Ming state (see Rossabi 1998) since the governpwitly was, in principle, to buy all
the horses the Mongols offered for sale desspianafomplaining about the low quality
of those horse®€ From the Ming government’s standpoint, “trade vebinl no way profit
China, and that China needed nothing from the Mmgiirade was permitted it was
only out of magnanimous feelings to keep the Mosigoipplied with some commaodities”
(Serruys 1975a: 34). In summary, the conciliatarlygees were a typical imperial
strategy of purchasing peace at the cost of Chiwesdth and resources, justified by the
concept ohuairouin the diplomatic rhetoric. Indeed, these kindsngberial statecraft
were not uncommon in the history of continentah4golonial empires; for instance, the
Byzantine response to the Pechenegs, nomads wHoliyend the Danube in the mid-

eleventh centur$’

Second, the personality principle of ethnicitynseending the tie between ethnicity and
territoriality, evolved no later than the fourtintery A.D., when the non-Han ethnicities
first became the rulers of North China. As the agrqrs left their homeland and were
widely dispersed in China proper, the identitytw# tuling minority became defined
either by the person’s kin-group and tribal origieBected in their surname or by

registered membership in the privileged militargamization. Native Chinese dynasties

again as a result of the unsuccessful revanchisagainst the Jin. See Franke (1970) and Wrighd%20
for the discussion of the history of Song-Liao &uwhg-Jin diplomacy with English translation of key
official documents.

% The horse fairs always remained not a commerai@rprise but an entirely political scheme for
containing the outbreak of major conflict. The betigfor procuring foreign horses were financedlpart
with funds granted by the Ministries of the ArmydaRevenue; partly with local taxes and local resesir
The amounts of the Ming government expenditure warefully analyzed in Serruys (1975b: 255-268).
Under such circumstance, there were always sonwatéf who criticized the border trade as a poor
foreign policy and a sign of weakness; howevers¢hioardliners seem to have always been a minority
(Serruys 1975a: 54).

9 From the perspective of the Byzantine court, ad Baphenson (2000: 318) points out, “the most
effective method for neutralizing the threat of remimaids to the north-eastern Balkans was to dffem
opportunities to acquire through peaceful traditgtithey would otherwise have sought to seize by
raiding.”
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such as the Tang and Ming also provided non-Haivishaals with preferential

treatments and legal autonomy relative to the segaubjects.

The basic premise behind this principle is thatGhénese state registered the identity of
non-Han individuals even when they were outside flaces of originierre natale

This policy not only protected the minorities irrtegn situations such as invoking their
own native legal codes, but permitted them to recbetter treatments than the Han
Chinese. It was evident, for instance, that thegviourt granted preferential treatments
to its Mongol subjects (see Chapter 3). As revesldds memorial above, Li Xian
metaphorically described the long-term consequefnsech policies: food is taken from
the civilians to feed the Mongol subjects. Thel@aws die of starvation; the Mongols are
full and satisfied. As Serruys (1966: 395) remarkany Ming officials like Li Xian
became alarmed at “what many a Chinese considensdrranted privileges enjoyed by
the Mongols not available to themselves!” It wasiobsly the fulfilment of the

conciliatory policy beyond spatial boundaries.

The non-Han ruling houses also demarcated ethe&valjes by creating separate
administrative system for the individuals of thaivn kind and collaborators so as to
retain their privileged status over the majorityl. & the four major conquest dynasties
maintained a special socio-military machine, conegamainly of reliable tribesmen:
under the Liao dynasty the “horder@u); under the Jin the “Meng’an Mouke”; under
the Yuan the Mongol troops; and under the Qing‘Eight Banners” (Han Chineséaqi,
Manchu:jakln gasa (Wifftogel 1957: 353). The privileges belongedie members
officially registered in these elite groups; yetemithe conquest regime collapsed,
attempt at maintaining a distance between the timooesocial groups lost its purpose.
Those members of the former ruling ethnicity who ot choose to return to their
homelands were reclassified normally as Han Chireselite group in one dynasty
could be plebeians in another (see Chapter 3).r&sudt of this mutability of state-
created population categories, inequalities betwieemrivileged minority and the
conquered majority generated by these categories mgg durable. This process of state-

imposed ethnic classification and its demise apgpahave been a common pattern of
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increasing the population of the Han people througiChinese history; the legacy of
which has ended up by far in the largest officationality in the world, over 1 billion

Han Chinese.

The ethnic policies based on the two principlestbhicity tell us that it had always been
the minority which substantially received both eiton and privilege. | also want to
point out that we can still see the heritage o$éhsvo principles in the ethnic policies of
the PRC—the establishment of the Autonomous Regiadghe individual-level
enumeration of fifty-five non-Han nationalitiestime censuses. As before, the motive for
continuing such ethnic differentiation has not beemuch to impose discrimination

against ethnic minorities as to privilege and prbteem.

The following sections are divided into three pamterder to historicize China’s state-
building process regarding ethnic boundary-makifigst, | trace the formation of the
dichotomy between Sinitic and non-Sinitic groupd &a impact on the consolidation of
ethno-territorial boundaries in early China. Irstbontext, | also discuss how they
fundamentally shaped the center-periphery relatiomsperial China throughout history.
Second, | would document my claim that while thed@onquest dynasties created and
enforced a more rigid and hierarchical ethnic dgcibey used ethnicity not to
discriminate against natives but to define andgutathe political rights and privileges of
the conquest elite. Finally, | will identify anchtre the historical antecedents of many
contemporary ethnic policies and boundaries and dhféerentiate what current policies

and practices are new.

Center and Periphery in State Formation

The Construction of We-group Identity in Early Ghin
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The notion of Hua Xia first appeared during the WesZhou period (1L.century-771
B.C).%° This early self-designation of the ‘Chinese natgymbolized the common
identity among loosely-coupled political confedgraalled the Central States
(zhonggud under the suzerainty of the Zhou royal house s&éh@entral States had
diverse cultural origins and gradually expanded dlve course of the eight centuries of
the Zhou period. By the eighth centw., the political dominance of the Zhou ruler as
Heavenly King ianwang to his feudal nobilities had wanéiHowever, the vassal
states of the Zhou, at least in principle, resgktte principle of ‘honoring the [Zhou]
king and repelling the [non-Zhou] Yi peoplegugwangangyi) during the Spring and
Autumn period® The Central States, which defended the Zhou féiderérom alien
groups, also identified themselves as “Hua” and-tAé Xia” (zhu xig feared by
penetration of non-Sinitic elements. As shown m4bozhuanfor instance, when
Confucius and his master were faced with a thredhé Lai, who were longtime natives
of the Shandong Peninsula, Confucius boldly saithose distant people have nothing to
do with our great land [Xia]; those Yi tribes muastt be permitted to create disorder
among our flowery states [Hua]*Hence, while constructing their self-identity el

as Hua Xia, ancient Chinese no later than the &@®wofucius simultaneously developed

%0 For a detailed discussion of the Western Zhouimogthe concept of Hua Xia, see Creel (1970: 196)
Ho Ping-ti (1975), Hsu and Linduff (1988), and Raiigin (1995: 60).

3L In ancient classics like tHgpring and Autumn Anna{€hungiy), the Zhou king was called

“Heavenly King” in his relation to the leaders betZhou states as their ruler. He was also styled
“Heaven’s Son” {janzi) as Heaven'’s vice-gerent (Legge 1872: 6). Likeidea of Hua Xia, the ideology of
the Mandate of Heavetignming exclusively granted to the Heavenly King is thbutp have originated
in the Western Zhou period. See Hsu and Linduf8@t%8-111) and Kominami (2005) on the formation of
the notion of the Mandate of Heaven in the earlgwperiod.

32 There are two most important princes, Duke Hua®@idf. 685-6438.C) and Duke Wen of Jin (r. 636-
628B.C.), who restored the authority of the Son of Heaagainst a serious military threat from the non-
Sinitic peoples. Duke Huan, with the help of hisiadr Guan Zhong (ca. 730-645C.), brought order to
the Hua Xia world and halted the expansion of ttve-8initic peoples, both the Rong and Di in thetimor
and the newly emerging Chu in the south. Likewigke Wen not only settled succession disputesén th
Zhou royal house but defeated the state of Chineabattle of Chengpu in 63C. They all held the
Hegemonlfa) status which was in principle supposed to prateet-Hua Xia states in the Central Plains
against the enemies, ordinarily Chu (Schaberg 2089:142). It is however important to recognizet tha
states of Qi and Jin were indeed ethnically antucally mixed entities by absorbing numerous nomzh
peoples. See Hsu Cho-yun (1999) for more discussipolitical leadership within interstate system
during the Spring and Autumn period.

3 Zuozhuanthe Tenth Year of Duke Ding (580C); Legge (1872: 776). The Lai people were part of
various Yi groups so that they were also called‘tiaé Yi” and “Yi Lai.” As Hsu Cho-yun (1999: 549)
suggests, the Lai polity seems to have been loadblated tribes. See also Chen Pan (1969: 388 3%
comprehensive documentation on the history of thie Although they were conquered by the state ahQi
567B.C., Confucius still considered the Lai people asngi part of Hua Xia.
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a sense of being alien represented as Yi and malgamcultural demarcation between
Hua and Yi.

The notion of Yi, which is conventionally transldtas “barbarians” in English, originally
designated the numerous non-Zhou groups of thethasEastern Yi) and the south (the
Southern Yi), who inhabited southwestern Shandonbtie area further south to the
Huai River valley since the Western Zhou peribtater, it became a generic word for
non-Zhou polities, as the statelets founded byyilgroups were gradually integrated
into the Zhou cultural sphere. The amalgamatiotinefYi into the Hua Xia nation was
well documented in early Chinese historiographwimch rulers of Yi polities were
repeatedly mentioned among the participants oirtegstate meetings for reconfiguring
the order of the Central States. If the motivavbiYi statelets’ leaders in joining the
Zhou federation was to secure the political sutvofaheir polities, this policy did not
meet with any durable success. The Yi polities vileeeeasingly merged not only by the
Zhou-affiliated states in the Central Plains like states of Qi, Lu, and Song but also by
the state of Chu, the strongest state in the Yangtzer basin that gradually made a
northward expansion to the Huai River. By the ehthe Spring and Autumn period, the
Yi statelets that partly constituted “the twelveds on the Si River’i shang shier
zhuhoy were either absorbed or controlled by the majates of the area (see
Falkenhausen 2006: 252-254; Li 1985: ch.9).

Furthermore, once incorporated into the Zhou fendéaivork, people who were offspring
of the former Yi polities asserted their Hua Xiamtity and looked down upon alien
groups in much the same way their predecessorsla@ted down upon. An intriguing
example is the thought of Mencius (ca. 382-8@) who was born in the state of Zou,
also known as Zhu and Zhulou. He was proud of lsisepof origin because, in spite of
its tiny size, the Zou was nearly all surroundedh®ystate of Lu, the birthplace of
Confucius and one of the major cultural centersdntrast to his assertion though, this

geographical contiguity cannot be directly asseclatith cultural similarity. Prior to

34 The Ancient Chinese also used the term “Nine Jiiy{) to signify the multiplicity of the Yi tribes. On
the origins and complex composition of the Yi pesplsee Chen Pan (1969: 167-170) and Ho Ping-ti
(1975: 346).
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being entirely assimilated into the Zhou cultuedim, the Zou was in fact one of the
lesser states of the Eastern Yi in present-dayhsamsgt Shandong and was depicted as the
“Man-Yi,” a derogatory term for Eastern Yi politigs this regiort It is evident that its
Eastern Yi origin was at times recalled in the focdi scene of the Spring and Autumn
period. For instance, in 639C., the nobility of Lu spoke to the prince of Xujuha

came as an exile due to Zou aggression, as follttis:the Zhou rule to honor the
bright sacrifices, and to protect the little and tew; and it is misery to Zhou, when the
Man-Yi [refers to Zou] disturb the Xia, the land®hina.”® Likewise, in 529%.c., Zou
together with Ju, who also had Eastern Yi origiedfa complaint at the court of Jin
against their neighbor Lu; subsequently, Lu respdrttiat Jin should not trust such
accusation by the “Man-Yi** In spite of such negative attitudes towards the geople

in the past, there was no barrier for Mencius tob&e one of the most influential
Confucian sages. It is indeed Mencius himself wias wo confident of the cultural
superiority of Hua Xia over Yi in the following: ‘have heard of men using [the ways of
our] Xia to change the Yi peoples, but | have rettheard of any being changed by
Yi.”3® So the person’s ethnic origin was practicallyl@vant to his qualification as a

member of the Hua Xia group.

As shown in the case of Mencius, the fundamentedrn for defining membership in
the Sinitic world was, as Ho Ping-ti notes, “theaa@ness of a common cultural heritage
rather than of true racial or ethnic affinity forall likelihood the majority of the ancient
peoples in North China took their ethnic affinity granted” (1975: 344). The Hua Xia
order did not exclude anyone who came into comitttit and aspired to join it

Further, solidarity within the Chinese populatiorddhe Hua Xia tolerance of aliens

were the main supports behind the longevity of €béncivilization which has lasted for

% On the history of the Zou and its Eastern Yi arigisee Chen Pan (1969: 131-135, 169).

% Zuozhuanthe Twentieth-first Year of Duke Xi (632C); Legge (1872: 180).

37 Zuozhuanthe Thirteenth Year of Duke Zhao (5BZ); Legge (1872: 651-652).

3 Menciuslll (1), 4; Legge (1875: 210). Mencius further neél to Chen Liang who was a native of Chu
in the south. Chen Liang was pleased with the @wxdrof Confucius so that he came north to ther@ent
States and learned them. Subsequently, there weehams none who excelled him among the learners of
the northern regions.

%9 This universalistic notion of the Hua Xia identdyed much not only to the concept of the Mandéte o
Heaven but to the rationalism that was derivedetnem (Hsu and Linduff 1988: 384).
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three thousand years since the Western Zhou petidd constantly incorporating non-
Sinitic peoples into it. Not surprisingly, Mencibsnself said, “Shun [who was one of
mythological sage-rulers] was a man of the EasteériKing Wen [of Zhou] was a man
of the Western Yi. Those regions were distant femoh other. ... But when they got
their wish and carried out their principles throaghthe Middle Kingdomzhonggu, it
was like uniting the two halves of a se#l Rearly two thousand years later, the
Yongzheng emperor of the Qing referred to this pgssn theMenciusto legitimate the
Manchu domination of China as follows: “Althoughralynasty was originated from
Manchuria, the Manchus [whose ancestors were redaas Eastern Yi] are still the

natives jiguan) of the Middle Kingdom *

Given this open-ended membership of the Hua Xiatitle there had been no such
exclusive boundary between ‘us’ and ‘them’ as thsecwas between the Hellenes and
the Barbarians. Indeed, not a single Chinese ctearanalogous to the European
“barbarian” ever existed (Creel 1970: 197; Di Cos2002: 7). Yet this is not to deny
that the Hua Xia Chinese established the sensatluérness’ towards peoples living
outside the Central States and represented thiesesalbjects as bellicose, uncultured,
inferior, and dangerous. As discussed, the gengalb§inocentric prejudice has a long
history, dating to the formative period of the Hia community. The Hua Xia peoples
coined a list of alien groups such as the Yi, MaRpng? Di** (Hsu 1999: 548-550.

“OMenciuslV (2), 1; Legge (1875: 253). As Ho Ping-ti (198#4) argues, in fact, this famous saying of
Mencius is so iconoclastic that for ages it hadlé@iChinese classical commentators and also a mode
Western translator who have been preoccupied wihdngtime interpretation emphasizing a sharp
dichotomy between Hua and Yi.

*1 The passage appears in the Great RighteousneslviRg<onfusion Dayi juemi It). See Crossley
(1999: 260-261) and Liu (2004: 81-88) for more d&sion of Yongzheng’s opinion on Mencius’
characterization of Shun and King Wen.

*2The category of Man appears to have been a geeenicto refer to southern peoples. In general, the
non-Sinitic peoples inhabited the central and loviargtze were collectively referred to as the Man o
Jingman. The state of Chu has been considered/as golity before it was fully accepted as a mentdfer
the Zhou feudal network. Yet the culture and phujdscal ideas of Chu still showed so many diffeemnc
vis-a-vis those of the north (Creel 1970: 217-2F0). instance, there has been a tendency to asoibe
significant role in the origin of Taoist thoughtttze state of Chu. Mencius once complained the
dissemination of the philosophy of Chu into the arStates the following: “Now here is this shrke
tongued Southern Man, whose doctrines are not thiohe sage-kings of antiquityMenciuslil (1), 4;
Legge (1875: 211).

*3The term “Rong” appears to indicate more thamglsipeople and is considered not as an ethnonym bu
as a generic word for depicting warlike or belliegeoples since it has the lange) (fadical (Di Cosmo
2002: 108). The Rong had been a formidable enentlyeoZhou confederacy. The Dog Roagidnrong,
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These four names were then reduced to an abb@vidtie “Four Yi” 6iyi). The ancient
Chinese also came to use a binom combined frone tteoss for people who inhabited
the reverse side of morality and virtue: Man-Yi;:Di, Rong-Di, and Man-Rong. It is,
however, important to mention that all those tehad lost any residual ethnic
significance and were merely meant to depict threeggd notion of foreignness that was
used to admonish a behavior not consonant with alblyraccepted norms. Not confined
to the non-Sinitic polities, this moral categorytaso been applied to states normally
regarded as part of the Central States. Any pobtyld be branded Man-Yi or Rong-Di
regardless of whether it was in fact a member eHba Xia nation. Under such
circumstances, ethnic differences were noted rpaglgt even if they were, these were
meant to underscore a moral difference and werenrtbemselves sufficient cause for
the exclusion of a people or a state from beingtturents of the Hua Xia confederacy
(Di Cosmo 2002: 102).

It is also important to remark that the ancientr@se stateseverformed any social and
political institution comparable with citizenship the Greek city-states and the Roman
Republic which served to disenfranchise and rutgpaut of their subjects. Instead of the
idea of citizenship, what originally predominatedsithe patriarchal clan systerogfg
that stratified peoples by their kinship affiliatigHsu and Linduff 1988: 147-185). Given

one of the Rong branches, for instance, invadedabéal of the Western Zhou and killed King You (r
781-771B.C), the last sovereign of the Western Zhou dyn&sjng unable to create larger unions,
however, the Rong communities seem to have beamizep into relatively small tribal or territoriahits.
In general, the Rong peoples were distributed @s@mnt-day northern Shanxi and northern Shaanxi, and
Hebei.

*4 The original meaning of the Di was ‘distant.’ Litee Rong, in ancient Chinese literatures, thedi h
been used to designate foreign groups hostileet@ lftou-type states. By the late seventh cerButy the

Di peoples were divided into at least two majorugiags, the Red Dichidi) and White Di baidi). Those

Di groups were frequently mentioned as invadeiShanxi, Hebei, Shandong, and Henan. Meanwhile,
some of the Di polities like the state of Zhongsf@amed small political enclaves within China proped
had been fully integrated into the Sinitic cultutlaimain. The discussion of the ethnic charactessif the
Di has been far from conclusive. Many scholarsdwelithat the Di peoples were generally proto-Turkic
nomads. Ma Changshou (1962a), for instance, hypiziéx a historical linkage between Di and Xiongnu.
But, as Falkenhausen claims (2006: 258), it shbaldealized that the Di had never been tent-dveellin
steppe nomads, but were descended from mountailledsve’ho had been settled for several millennia.
5 See Creel (1970), Barfield (1981), Pulleyblank3) and Di Cosmo (1994, 2002) for further
discussions of various non-Sinitic groups and theationships with the Hua Xia in prehistoric aratly
historic times. From an archaeological perspectesjdes, Falkenhausen (2006: 164-288) discusses th
origin and development of the notion of ethniciditions during the Zhou times by investigatingtop-
date archaeological findings.
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the political instability throughout the Easternadinperiod (770-228.Cc), however, the
emphasis on the person’s birth gave way to an esipba the importance of the
individual's personal talent while loosening thghti familial bonds among members of
society. The trends, in both upward and downwaoibsonobility, became irreversible
no later than the age of Confucius and, consequeht# number of people who rose
from obscure social and ethnic background greatlyeiased while the class of hereditary
nobles began to disappear (see Hsu 1965). Suchl soadition surely led many talented
people of non-Sinitic origins to climb up the laddé success, resembling to some
degree the admission of elite barbarians into the&h military elite which became an
established fact in the third century and only éased thereafter. As Mencius himself
has proven, the salience of a person’s ethnic hagkg became completely muted as
long as s/he strove to uphold the Hua Xia identity.

The universalist principle of the Hua Xia identityther consolidated itself when the
eclipse of the center (the Zhou capital at Luoyealfed “Chengzhou”) and the advance
of the periphery became unstoppable. Most impdstamis the state of Qin at the
western frontiers of the Zhou cultural domain tivauld eventually conquer all of the
Central States and establish the first unified eenjpi 221B.C. AS humerous
archaeological and textual evidences indicate, kewet was non-Sinitic in origin,
probably the offspring of the Rong groups (see &atlausen 2006: 204-243). Besides,
this state remained rather isolated and is samhte followed non-Sinitic customs down
to a rather late date (Creel 1970: 216). As shawtheShiji, by the reign of Duke Xiao
(361-338B.c.), Qin was situated in the secluded region and taitdparticipate in
covenants with the feudal lords of the Centralé¥atvho regarded Qin as an unrefined
Yi-Di people.”® While we cannot exclude the possibility that thia €ore group was of
non-Zhou origin, recent archaeological findingastrate that Qin society as a whole was
increasingly integrated into the Zhou social frarognthroughout the Eastern Zhou
period (Falkenhausen 2006: 204-243). Once therftdbration of Qin as part of Hua Xia
was reached, the Qin dynasty not only standarditeat has been represented as Chinese

culture but became a political symbol of the Serwtiorld to outsiders from whose name

“% Shiji Chapter 5, in Nienhauser 1994: 108.
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the English “China” itself was derived. In sum, #mapire-building process of Qin
reflects the transient nature of conceptual bounbdatween Hua and Yi since it is a
peripheral polity, once despised by Sinitic peojgled considered as uncultured, that
ultimately became the embodiment of the Chinesei@limainstream. What is more,
this peripheral origin of Chinese polities has fam&ntally shaped the Chinese

perspective toward the frontier and the peoplaadithere.
Making Ethno-Territorial Boundaries

In accordance with the internal homogenizatiorhefilua Xia identity, the Chinese had
constructed the abstract concept of spatial boyngetiveen Hua and Yi by the early
phase of the Warring States period (475-221). As illustrated in Figure 4.1, the Hua
Xia was placed at the center; exogenous groupsatdély called the “Four Yi” were
relegated to the four quarters of the world. This8entric world model first appeared in
theLiji (Book of Rites), compiled in the early fourth agnytB.C.,which reads: “The
[chiefs] among the Eastern Ydd¢ngy), the Northern Dilgeidi), the Western Rong
(xirong), and the Southern Mangnmar), however great [their territories], are called
‘viscounts’ @i).”*’ This ideational landscape of the “Four Yi” waduehtial in imperial
times (see Cartier 1981), but it never neatly gpoaded to the geopolitical reality of the
Middle Kingdom in part because of the frequent rauign and resettlement of non-
Sinitic populations (see, e.g., Chen 1969: 512;1%#8)*® The referent “Four Yi” was
also constantly changing, as the frontier of tha Pia civilization expanded by
incorporating the former non-Sinitic peoples. Otlee Eastern Yi polities in the Huai
River were integrated into China proper, for insi@grthe “Eastern Yi” was referred to the
various Tungus tribes in Manchuria and ancient Eorgolities. Hence, this ethno-
geographical model “is not primarily a descriptmfifacts but a representation, of the
Chinese constructing ‘China™ (Fiskesjo 1999: 141).

*"Liji Chapter Quli (Summary of the rules of propriepart 2; Legge (1967[1885]: 111).

“8 The seven-volume work of Chen Pan (1969), espgdha sixth volume, is one of the finest discuasio
about the ethnogeography of ancient times withiapegference to how various non-Sinitic peopletties,
migrated, and interacted with the Chinese statébspre-Qin period.
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Figure 4.1 The traditional Chinese image of thelgvor

Western Hua Xia

Rong (The Middle
Kingdom)

However, the representation of Yi originally sigmifg an un-Chinese identity had not
been essentialized as uncivilized ‘Others.’ Intengty, it was not necessarily associated
with alien peoples but was, in fact, sometimes usatksignate the native Chinese
polities considered as ‘barbarous’ by non-Han cengps. It is evident that nomadic
conguerors in north China during the fifth and Isigénturies looked down upon native
Chinese in the south as “Dao Yi” (isolated Yi islars)?° Likewise, as Tao Jing-shen
(1976:105) points out, the Jurchen conquerors iniNGhina despised the native
Southern Song Chinese as “Dao Yi” and “Huai Yi"nultured’ Yi on the Huai River;

the usage of which can be traced back to as eatlyeaWestern Zhou period).

“9The usage of “Dao Yi” as a pejorative expressaward native Chinese emperors and statesmen of
Southern Dynasties appears in the title of theigkaphy in théMeishy the canonical history of the
Northern and Eastern Wei dynasties (386-550), clemfiy Wei Shou (506-572). For instance, Emperor
Wu of the Liang dynasty (r. 502-549) was simplyle@@lby his personal name with the expression of Dao
Yi, namely Dao Yi Xiao Yan.
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Throughout the Yuan dynasty, those native Chine=re &lso collectively depreciated as
“Man-zi”, alluding to the ‘barbarous’ Southernerbawvere severely discriminated
against by the Mongol conquerors. Such usages rtdeveal that the notion of Yi had
not been used exclusively by native Chinese. Tipeagpiation of this concept by non-
Han peoples also blurred the group boundary betwieenand Yi, and eventually no

longer functioned as an ethnic demarcation.

While the boundary of Hua and Yi became increagibbirred, by and large, the notion
of ethnicity was associated with the principleeafitoriality. In this regard, conceived
ethnic differences had been a major consideratiatate policies towards the frontiers
and beyond. The Chinese concept of territoriatglléd jifu”) denotes concentric

liminal zones, layering from the center where tba 8f Heaven resides to the land of
wilderness occupied by uncultured and wild peogdlesis conduct, in principle, the

ruler of the Middle Kingdom should start with whainear in order to reach the far-away.
This ideal model of the center-periphery relatiopss well-reflected in such ancient

classics as th8hu jing(Book of Documents) where it reads:

Up to five hundredi from the capital was the Domain of the SovereignThe next five hundred
li constituted the Domain of the Nobles. ... The nést hundredi formed the Peace-securing
Domain. ... The next five hundrddconstituted the Domain of Restraint. The firsethhundred
li were occupied by the Yi people. The next two heddi were occupied by criminals
undergoing the lesser banishment. The next fivadhedli formed the Wild Domainhuangfy.
The first three hundredl were occupied by the Man people. The next two hechdl were
occupied by criminals undergoing the greater banésit>

With these multilayered boundaries, the term “Fétithecame a conventional idiom
used to designate all foreign polities that werthaory required to pay tributes to the
Son of Heaven in the Middle Kingdom. This uneqedationship between center and
periphery was further conceptually specified infibrens of tribute systentfhaogony
and conferment of noble titlesefeng which largely persisted until the last moment of
the Qing dynasty’ The ideological justification for the suzeraintytioe Middle

Kingdom vis-a-vis its neighbors came from the cquiom of “Serving the Great'shidg

9 Shu jingThe Tribute of Yu; Legge (1899: 75-76). The Gréatone of the legendary sage-kings of
antiquity, was the founder of Xia (ca. 2205-ca. 1B&C)), the first dynasty of China.

* Fairbank (1968) has been a classic study of ttetyi of Sinocentric tribute system. See WrightO&2)0
for Fairbank’s models of the tribute system andG@hénese world order and their critics.
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in Confucianisnt? This Confucian idea stipulates a web of mutuaigattions between
center and periphery; if the peripheral politieswshheir deference and allegiance, the
Son of Heaven in turn has some responsibility tagmt them and show his benevolence
by rewarding them. As a rule, the burden of tritglteuld be imposed with reference to

their distance from the center; the farther thesyde, the less they need to pay.
Ethnic Governance in the Frontier

Likewise, one of the major features of the edibif€hinese administration was that the
frontier subjects were either exempt or levied fess regular obligations, tax, corvée,
and tribute, to the central government. In effda, political economy of China’s
frontiers was characterized by heavy expensesratkquate revenues. Hence, the
empire-building process in China took preciselyréheerse route from the general image
of a successful overseas colonial power, emphagitgrcapacity to transfer wealth
efficiently from the colonies to the metropole. Thkinese empire also distinguished
itself from the colonial powers regarding its ailio integrate frontier societies. In the
history of colonial powers, the overseas Europedites societies created a sense of
separate identity from their homeland, which evaliytbecame a foundation of “Creole
nationalism” (Anderson 1998, 2001). Despite thédnysof “the psychology of regional
feeling” (Lattimore 1935: 8), there were no pardihationalistic’ sentiments on the part
of the Han migrants. So, even when it steadilyidedlin the nineteenth century, the
Qing dynasty was comparatively successful in maiirtg ties with the frontier regions,
including the northeast (Lee 1970), the southw&sti{l 2005; Jenks 1994; Lee
forthcoming), and the northwest (Fletcher 1978;lWhkd 1998; Perdue 2005; Wang
2001: ch.7). As such, China’s situation can be amaiple to the Russian settlements in
Central Asia and other non-Russian lands follovilregexpansion of the Romanov state
(see Brower and Lazzerini 1997; Khodarkovsky 2@ derland 2004).

*2 The following passages in tienciushad been so well-known among Confucian literaftast Asia:
“It requires a wise prince to be able, with a smaallintry, to serve a great. He who with a smatestarves
a great stands in awe of HeaveMenciusl (2), 3; Legge 1875: 142-143).
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Evidently, China has a long imperial history ofdgig frontier colonies as early as the
second centurp.cC. (see Bielenstein 1959; Chang 2007b; Lee 1978, )98Ravever, in
comparison with the European colonial powers, tenmmotivation for creating those
colonies was not so much economic as military. Attable example is the institution of
state farms calletuntianthat first emerged in the third century. Tthatiansystem,

made up of civilian and military farms, supportbd peasants by allocating the public
land to them; at the same time it was intendecetedonomically self-reliant. In late
imperial times, the organization of frontier mitigacolonies was developed into the
weisuogarrisons of the Ming and the Eight Banner ganssof the Qing. These agro-
military colonies funtun), widespread in nearly every region, compriseargd
proportion of registered land in the frontier rego® In addition, the Chinese state not
only organized massive migration to the frontiexg, made huge efforts and
expenditures to settle immigrants from the interiorgeneral, the development and
consolidation of the frontier societies were backpdy state revenue that recurrently
flowed from the center to the periphery (see Chaptel propose to analyze the Chinese
model of frontier governance by taking its fournaéts into account: population,

administration, jurisdiction, and taxation.

As the central authority extended its reach tdfitbetiers, the government demarcated
the ethno-territorial boundaries by differentiatihg borderland indigenous peoples. The
common ‘ethnic’ categories were the “maturshi and “wild” (sheng natives>* The
depiction of the ‘mature’ and ‘wild’ did not simphgflect Sinocentric prejudice, as some

scholars such as Dikdtter (1992: 8-10) have argRather, it also represented the extent

%3 See Tsai (2001: 114-118) for the formation of fremcolonies and the transfer of population fréra t
interior during the early Ming period. By the edfifgeenth century, the total land holdings of tr@onial
farms in Liaodong, southern Manchuria, reached @bgng (approximately 154,710 hectares) (ibid.: 115).
By the late Ming, the proportion of military land the southwest, which represented virtually &l th
registered land in the middle of the fifteenth ceptwas still one-quarter of all registered lahde
forthcoming: ch.2).

**In his discussion on this issue, Fiskesjo (199@pses the “cooked” and the “raw” barbarians fer th
English translation of the Chinese terms. Dikoti€92) interprets that the Chinese hold extremelgist’
views on “raw” and “cooked” barbarians. He evenjeotures, “The consumption of raw food was
regarded as an infallible sign of savagery thacéfd the physiological state of the barbariard(it9). In

the absence of such ‘racial’ ideas (see Chaptdrp), the “mature” and “wild” natives in a neutia less
pejorative sense since the use of the terms “rand™aooked” may cause a semantic misunderstanding o
China'’s historical reality to the Western readers.
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to which the rule of the central government cogldch. The ‘mature’ natives indicated
semi-acculturated subjects who obeyed the Chindséut still remained culturally
distinctive. On the contrary, the ‘wild’ natives meenot ready for the imperial subjects.
By the early tenth century, for instance, the Jenshin the Liaodong area of southern
Manchuria who became the direct subjects of the Hinasty were known as the
‘mature,” as opposed to their relatives outsideoldamination to the north, who became
known as the ‘wild>° The Liao government subsequently forbade thoséuraalurchen
from having contact with the ‘wild’ Jurchen (Cha®84: 52-53; Franke 1975, 199%4).
Similarly, in 1615, the Ming government built thetiaMiao walls in western Hunan area
to separate the ‘wild’ Miao from those ‘mature’ Mias well as the Han (Fiskesj6 1999:
148-149; Yang and Mo 1996: 390; see also McMahd@?22R008; Rowe 2002: 505-
506)>" Meanwhile, around the mid-eighteen century, theg@jovernment began to
include the ‘mature’ Miao who paid taxes and livingareas under control of the central
government in population registration alongsideithmigrant Han Chines€.As the
‘mature’ Miao were considered as regular subjesfmrding legal status, tax treatment
and population registration, the role of their fath origins began to disappear. By
contrast, the Han who settled within native juiisidins were almost always excluded
from the reported population. Under such circumstantherefore, the official ‘ethnic’

categorization of immigrant Han peoples as webeiag ‘wild’ and ‘mature’ indigenes

% See Xu MengxinSanchao beimeng huibiahapter 3. According to this text, the Liao foundeli

Abaoji was afraid that the Jurchen would causeli®and so he induced their powerful clans andtgrea
families with several thousand households to maxksettle south of Liaoyang (the Eastern Capitahef
Liao) in order to divide up their strength so ttiety could no more communication with the otheclian
tribes. These were the ones called the “maturéndaidshu Nizhen On the other hand, north of the
Sungari (then, Sumo in Chinese) River was occupjedver one hundred thousand families and
individuals who lived scattered in the mountaind galleys in a wilderness beyond the Liao frontier.
These were called the “wild Jurcheghéng NizhénIn addition, those who lived in the northernitiof
Liao domain and were loosely subject to the my{iteaommissioner were neither classified as the “\mitat
the ‘mature,” which suggests that the mature-wildtmuum was differentiated by geographic distance
from the center as well as administrative capaaiithe government.

*% |t was the ‘wild’ Jurchen who founded the Jin itL5 and overthrew the Liao in 1125. Meanwhile,
Fiskesjo (1999: 142) asserts that hardly any Nontbarbarians “were ever known as Raw and Cooked,”
by enumerating some key differences between Narthed Southern frontiers. Seen from the case of two
Jurchen groups under the Liao, his argument isoatsly misleading.

" The Chinese have called it the “Great Walls in d/Rxoper” Miaojiang changchengAs a consequence
of the assimilationist drives of the Qing governmémthe end, the ‘wild’ Miao living inside the Wa
appear to have been completely ‘matured.’

* According to Zhang Guangsi, governor of Guizham,ifistance, the 1746 population report included
“the immigrant Han peoples who have settled in Goizfor some time, bought land, established famyilie
and become native, as well as the ‘mature’ Miao pép taxes along with the Han” (Lee 1982b: 721-724)
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was indeed not only arbitrary, porous, but quitemtranscended by the spatial,
administrative boundaries. As James Lee put itugion and exemption from population
registration were “mainly a function of territonyot, as has been thought, of ethnicity”
(1982h: 724).

As to an administrative edifice, the Chinese stadntained an ethnically composite
polity that possessed ethnic enclaves loosely atiaddo a central government. The
practice of semi-autonomous indirect rule for frentndigenes spanned over the entire
imperial history: from the “loose-reinjifni) prefectures during early dynasties such as
the Han, Wei, Tang, and Sofigo the “native chieftaincyt(si, tuguan in the Yuan,

Ming and Qing®® Although the rules and regulations that governethsarrangements
had changed over time, the principle that guided flunctioning had remained
remarkably consistent: in exchange for a semblahoeder in its borderlands, the
centralizing state was willing, to an extent, tave the chieftains alone and let them rule
as they desired (Shin 2006b: 104). Yet, the insbimal edifice of frontier governance
with respect to the degree of state control coeldlbssified into two phases, before and
after the Yuan dynasty. Apart from local tributé® Mongol Yuan state was the first
Chinese dynasty that tried to levy taxes on itatiey indigenes (Wang 2001: 146). | am
focusing on the development of frontier rules fritma Yuan times since it played a
significant role in forging post-imperial rearramgents.

In late imperial times, the separation of hereglitdrieftaincy from standard
administrative unit had not only permitted legal/peges for indigenous peoples, but
protected their local customs In other words, theqgple of ethno-territorial jurisdiction

allowed for legal diversity in the regions of unasated aborigines, who were to remain

%9 See Pan Yihong (1992b) for a general discussidheopattern of settlement policies towards the amsn
from the Han to the Tang times. For the policiethefHan government in particular, see Bielenstg@%6),
de Crespigny (1984), and Lewis (2007). Unfortunatiere is only a little study on the Song pokicie
towards frontier indigenes written in English, caargd with other period. To my knowledge, An Goulou
(1997) renders a useful, reliable discussion orotlegall scheme of the Song policies.

9 See Herman (2006, 2007), Lary (2007), Lee (fonthiog), Took (2005), and Wang (2001: ch.6) for a
discussion of the history of native chieftaincytlie southwest during late imperial China. Also Sai
(20064, 2006b) for the Ming policies in particulaor the Qing policies towards the Miao, see Jenks
(1994) and Sutton (2006).
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and observe their own customary laws. A mid-Mingreme commander in Guangdong
and Guangxi, Yao Mo (1465-1538), addressed theaypesponse of Ming officials to
the question of governing the native domains insthethwest: “It is unworkable to apply
solely Han [Chinese] lavh&nfg [i.e., the regular Ming Code]” (Shin 2006b: 125).

In addition to legal autonomy, non-Han natives wargely exempt from regular
administrative obligations during the Ming times.the southwest, the land tax was not
assessed throughout much of the region until tkteesnth century (Lee forthcoming:
ch.2). Instead of corvée, the natives paid a setdaledchaifa Where taxes were
charged, the rates were generally much lower theewhere in the interior. In theory, the
Ming government could extract more taxes from thadegenous subjects if it replaced
the existing collection system with one used inittterior. In practice, however, as Yao
Mo calculated, the overall costs of replacing saetell-established practice would
probably far outweigh amevenue gains. He further recommended that oficghbuld
alleviate the tax quotas assigned to local headmika,collected land taxes from the
natives, and refrain from burdening them with escesdemands (Shin 2006b: 125).
Table 4.1 indicates the native revenues or levdbkaifg) in Yunnan during late Ming
times. According to these figures, although the-Ham natives made up two-thirds of
the Yunnan population, they provided little morarttd percent of all provincial revenues.
Evidently, the total provincial revenues in Yunrard Guizhou were hardly sufficient to
meet the expenditures, in part because of thesiability to levy the indigenes in the
same manner as Han subjects. As one early Qingrymvef Guizhou once evaluated,
the entire revenue in his region throughout thedweriod was “not even the equivalent
of a small county’s revenue in the [prosperous]tBeast.®* This fiscal imbalance
certainly continued during the Qing; as Robert 3arterectly points out, “Guizhou held
no financial attraction for the government. It diok constitute a lucrative source of state
revenue; on the contrary, it represented a conStanricial drain” (1994: 166). As | shall
discuss later, this imperial pattern has not beeddmentally changed until today, even
though the central government has made a contianédctive effort to infiltrate and

control the southwestern borderlands.

%1 Tian Wen.Qian shu(The Book of Guizhou).
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Table 4.1 Native tribute in Yunnan during late Mipgriod

Commodity (unit) Year

1580 1625
Gold (taels) 16 66
Animals 121 121
Cotton cloth duan 1,700 1,700
Bamboo silver (taels - 1,639
Silver (taels) 8,487 9,455
Grain hi) 9,163 8,191
Cowry shells 21,790,160 16,190,224

Source: As calculated by Lee (forthcoming) in Tahle with the author’s permission.

Compared with the Ming, the Qing government pursaeabre direct administrative
consolidation in southwest China through the pre@ésbringing chieftains into the
regular system”daitu guilil); however, it never achieved a complete incorponaf

Still, much cultivated land were declared exempifrtaxation and not registered at all
(see Lee 1982b, forthcoming). In 1766, for instamice Qianlong emperor decided that
in Yunnan all mountain plots belowrBuand valley plots below ghuwould be tax
exempt foreveP® The net effect was to exclude most of the lanthfregistration since
the vast majority of plots were well below 2 tonBiin size. Further, the legal code had
not been fully unified, but was still applied digatly between the ‘mature’ and ‘wild’
natives. According to the 1701 statute, for examplenature’ Miao who hurt or killed
other(s) should be punished by Chinese civil laMn(li), and a ‘wild’ Miao by aboriginal
Miao law (Miao 1i).°* In this situation, in order to get lighter punisémts, there was an
opportunity that ‘mature’ Miao may claim to be ‘ramiiao, Han to be native, and
natives to be Han. It raised indeed a serious carfoe the government. Having

deliberated a memorial from Shen Mengxi, the GuaRgavincial Judge, the Board of

%2 See An (2009), Herman (1997, 2006, 2007), McMa2008), Rowe (2002), Sutton (2006), and Took
(2005). By the late eighteenth century, the teryitonder native jurisdiction in Yunnan and Guizhwad
been shrunken from one-half of the provincial dceane-quarter and from two-thirds to one-third
respectively (Lee 1982b: 728).

%3 See Lee (forthcoming: ch.2). Onmuis approximately equal to 1/15 of a hectare.

% Da Qing huidian shilivol. 158, p. 993. Similarly, the 1828 edition bétlocal gazetteer of Yongzhou
Prefecture in Hunan recorded, “Ever since the Stymasty, we have classified the ‘good’ Yao, whoyobe
state law, as ‘mature.” The author would like hamnk Professor James Z. Lee for sharing those detsm
as well as his intriguing manuscript, entitled “Land Ethnicity in Late Imperial Southwest ChinageS
also Sutton (2003b).
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Punishment issued an order in 1760, again in 1A63L801. It states that in the Miao
territory, among the criminals supposed to be sweig to exile or military service, if

Han claims to be Miao so as to avoid cangue arld,ehe@ must be punished by law, plus
wearing cangue for one month before exile. If gerafe involves homicide, the judicial
official must file evidence. Once fabrication isifa, the offender must be punished
according to the law’ Although Qing officials were generally strict wigthnic divisions
when applying punishments, it reveals that some iRdiriduals were willing to change
their status to being natives with the intentiorewading the punishment stipulated by the

regular penal code.

The Qing state further maintained a less directrobover other frontier regions,
including Manchuria, Mongolia, Taiwan, Tibet, anthfang, in comparison with the
interior and the southwest. In particular, unté thst decades of the Qing, the Manchu
rulers deliberately tried not only to separate Maliag Tibet, and Xinjiang from the
interior, but also to prohibit the Han subjectarfirmoving into these lands. The policy of
strict separation between Han settlers and thgastvent hand in hand with the policy
of non-interference in local leadership, religioalture, and customs (see, e.g., Di
Cosmo 1998; Fletcher 1978; Ishibashi 2000; Wand.200

In Manchuria, local tribal peoples such as the 8&wenki, Kiakar (Kuyala), Orogen,
Hezhen (Nanai in Russia), Xibe (Sibo) and the Mdiagespeaking Daur were classified
as a category of “New Manchus” under the commantieflilin and Heilongjiang
military governors. In return, they, who now formeatt of the Manchu Eight Banner
forces, received tax-exempt banner farmlamglsign) for their maintenance. They did
not offer tribute, with the exception of the humgtipanners in Heilongjiang (see Fletcher
1978: 42-43; Lee 1970; Rhoads 2000).

In Mongolia and Zungharia, the Qing state imposegeint duties on its Mongol subjects
compared with the Han peasants in the interioMdmgolia, the Mongolian commoners

owed tax and service obligations to their prinaed @ the Qing government. Taxes were

8 Xue YunshengDu li cun yip. 147.
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usually in kind, mainly livestock, although as tinvent on silver played an increasing
role. They were also liable to special levies like annual imperial demands for animals,
furs, felt, tents, and other Mongolian productsZimgharia, the political, economic,
religious and social characteristics of the Kaln\&ngolian tribes like the Torghut and
Khoshot resembled those in Mongolia, except forfdloe that they did not pay taxes on
livestock (see Fletcher 1978: 50, 62). Further niomasteries and lamas in Mongolia and
Zungharia were exempt from taxes and services ajoyed many privileges under
Manchu imperial patronage.

In Taiwan, similar to other frontiers particulaManchuria and the southwest, aborigine-
owned and -farmed land was exempt from the landAaihe same time, the state once
responded through active engagement for the sageewénting potential conflicts
between Han migrants and Taiwanese aborigines/28,1for instance, a Han Chinese
censor reported following his tour of inspectioatthlan settlers could be arrested for
hunting deer in aborigine fields, on the ground thay were interfering with payment of
the aborigine head tax (Shepherd 1993: 246). Ryrihe Qing government found it
useful to intervene in order to protect aborigiciaims to land when it sought to
reconcile the competing interests of Han settlacs@ain aborigines. In the
government’s perspective on the dispute over lamgeoship, the tribal head tax paid by
aborigines established their claim to land rigimd antitled them to the government
protections of their property rights. Hence, Hattlees seeking to reclaim tribal lands
were required to respect the tribes’ prior claimghying an aborigine large-retia da
zuU). As a result, large areas of Taiwan’s west coase subject to aborigine large-rent
until the Japanese colonial government abolishisdsistem at the turn of the twentieth
century (Ch’en 1996; Shepherd 1993: ch.9).

In Xinjiang, the Qing state maintained a policynoh-interference toward Islam and
local customs; it preserved the forms of local adstiation and jurisdiction and
protected local religious institutions (see Fletch@78; Millward 1998, 2007; Perdue
2005; Wang 2001: ch.7). The native populations weramonly allowed to live by the

Islamic calendar, dress in their traditional fashiand go about without the Manchu
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pigtail with shaved forehead that the Manchu d¥riebforced on Han Chinese in the
interior (see Wang 2001: 171). For the adminigirabf justice, the bureaucracy of the
indigenous officialdom (thbegg and the religious establishment (dlehund3 tried

local court cases by the prevailing Hanafite leégadition, which impressed foreigners
since “disputes arising between Muslim and ‘Chihease settled according to Muslim
law” (Fletcher 1978: 77). Further, as applied t® kongol monasteries and lamas,
Islamic institutions were waived from taxes whiéamic clerics ifiullahg were excused
from paying the head tax (see Fletcher 1978: 36).

In summary, the Chinese state markedly encourdgeddnstruction of ethnicity and the
maintenance of ethnic cleavages by recognizing@tiirms an administrative category.
But the political interests of the state to retsuich ‘ethnic’ classification was not so
much to discriminate against the peripheral natfiesomparison to the Han peoples
both in the Chinese heartland and in the frontierjo recognize their distinct social
conditions and grant a certain degree of autonoitty mspect to administration,
jurisdiction, and taxation. So, as discussed thusion-Han native tax obligations were
always far less onerous than the state extracteon Han subjects, even if they would
have varied broadly. Moreover, the semi-autononaces leadership in the native
domain survived even during the Republican persa@ (Took 2005) and subsequently
became a model of the present-day Autonomous Re@uorethnic minorities. As in
imperial times, what have been typical of the fistate of Chinese borderlands are

heavy expenditures and little revenues.

Separate and Unequal under the Conquest Dynasties

Meanwhile, along with the principle of territoriglj a more rigid definition of ethnicity
emerged under the conquest dynasties. Contrahetm¢lusionary Hua Xia identity, the
non-Han conquerors aspired to establish and maietailusive boundaries between the
ruling minority and the conquered majority, genlgrdetermined by blood lineage or

tribal affiliation rather than cultural attributdgnlike earlier group registration based
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mainly on place, the new conquest elites by migggitto the Central Plains and by
resettling around the dynastic capital and othgongarrison cities substantially

modified the previous link between territorialitgychethnicity. Under these circumstances,
ethnicity was determined by the principle of peeddp, namely the person’s

genealogical descent.

In fact, it was not until the kin-group membersbighe non-Han conquerors who
became important in the fourth century that wefaashthe frequent usages of mixed
ethnicities such asahu(mixed-barbarian)zazhongmixed-roots) andaren(mixed-
people). Chinese used such terms for referringtetan people in the Chinese
heartland of whom it was practically impossibléraxe precise origin€.For instance,
until the introduction of modern comparative lingpics, Chinese historians had no clue
of the exact origin as to the most well-knogahuin Chinese history, An Lushan (703-
757) of the Tan§’ In the canonical history records, accordinglywss simply described
as “a barbarian of mixed-roots?gzhong hurérwho originally had no surnamé&®
However, the meaning of the prefix ‘mixedza) cannot be equivalent to terms for
racially-mixed groups in other societies such astine or mulatto. If China had such
‘racial’ categorization, the emperors of the Sui @arly Tang who undeniably had non-
Sinitic blood in their veins, discussed in Wrigh®¢8), would have been regarded as
‘impure’ Chinese, just as mestizo children werateed as only partly white. . The
classical notion of mixed ethnicities was not lechbetween Han and non-Han boundary.
Instead, it only indicated that a certain non-Haoglde had either an ambiguous lineage
or diverse origin. It also reveals the impact edémmlregimes, which dominated northern
China during the fourth and fifth centuries, upba hew conceptualization of ethnicity
through blood lineage.

% See Tang Changru (1955: 382-450) for in-depthissudf those ‘mixed-barbarians’ during the Age of
Disunion. Also see Tang and Fu (1994) for a brisfassion of interethnic mixtures during the Tang
dynasty.

" The general An Lushan initiated the An-Shi Rebell{755-763) against the central government, which
subsequently led to the political instability tiRatlleyblank (1976) called the “chronic militarisim’the

late Tang. Contemporary scholars surmise that Agshan and Shi Siming, who succeeded the Rebellion,
are believed to be of mixed Sogdian and Turkisttelets The name Lushan has been identified by the
brilliant Iranist W. B. Henning as standing fRoksharmeaning “light” in Sogdian language. Henning’s
idea has been confirmed by many scholars like Phiek (1955) and Sugiyama (1997).

% Jiu Tang shyOld standard history of the Tang dynasty) Chapéa.
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Furthermore, given this introduction of descentdabsthnic categorization, the Chinese
state began to practice the principle of personaliethnic jurisdiction: non-Han
individuals were permitted to invoke their own natlegal codes even when they were
outside the spatial boundaries of their polifiéShe earliest available example appears in
the Tang Codeliang |) regarding crimes in which non-assimilated ali@nsawairer)

were involved”® They were subject to their own law, and Chineséfigml law was only
applied in cases where persons of different nalitbtemcommitted offences against each
other. Thus, if a Korean kills a Korean in Changtaey should be judged by Korean law.
If a Korean kills a non-Korean, they should be pddy Tang law. If a non-Korean kills

a Korean, the family of the deceased can chooseheter legal system they prefer.
Meanwhile, assimilated aliens were subject to tloipions of the code and treated like
native Chinese. It was therefore a matter of dexisihether the perpetrator could be
considered as assimilated or not (Franke 19819: 220 individual-based ‘ethnic law’
continued particularly under the dynasties of casjuthe Liao, Jin, Yuan, and Qing
(Franke 1981a, 1992; Mote 1999; Wittfogel and FE®49).

In general, the rulers of conquest regimes wardeddintain a strict membership of their
kind both to preserve their privileged status anllgep their ethno-cultural identity. It
was mainly driven by their concerns of being cortglleabsorbed by the conquered if
they permitted their own ethnicity to freely interavith Han peoples. Regardless of the
sheer number of conquering ethnicity, it was alw&gsminority vis-a-vis the Han
considering the relative size of the population. iRstance, at the time of the Mongol
conguest, the Han Chinese easily outnumbereddbeguerors more than one hundred
to one (Ho 1998:139). Likewise, at the dawn of Manchu conquest, the estimated
population of the Manchus seems to have been bat2@® 000 and 390,000; the

%9 Concepts of personality of law were common notioearly European as well as early Chinese legal
systems. For examples from the Carolingian AgeVgeed (1986: 7-22).

"9 Tanglii shuy{The Tang Code and the Subcommentary), Article@aties Committed against Each
Other by Non-assimilated AliensH(awairen xiang fap The translation is available in Johnson (1979:
252). In addition, on the boundaryiawairen Zou Min (2006) claims that they included not only
foreigners Waiguoren) but also unassimilated ethnic minorities attacieetthe Tang dynasty. Following
this more discursive definition, | choose the téatiens’ rather than ‘foreigners,’ the translatiohwhich
Western scholars including Johnson have convertjoaecepted.
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population of the Qing dynasty in 1650 was roudt8®-150 million (Elliott 2001: 363-
364). Thus, the proportion of ruling ethnicity stioat no more than 0.3 percent of the
total population. At the turn of the twentieth agnyt they presumably numbered less
than five million yet ruled over more than 400 iifl subjects! Given such enormous
numerical imbalance, the general principle of ethpalicy under the conquest dynasties

can be epitomized as ‘separate and unequal.’

First, they often strove teeparateintentionally from the majority in order to kedpetr
ethno-cultural identity from being eroded by thenH&onsequently, several rulers of
conquest regimes imposed a policy of ethnic revavatheir tribesmen. The statements of
Emperor Shizong (r. 1161-1189) of the mid- Jin dypafor instance, elucidated his
anxiety over how to secure and revitalize the austof the Jurchens. He once said to the
Han Chinese minister: “The Jurchen originally esteé sincerity and simplicity

(chunpy, although the customs become more ostentatiotieipresent days. | am
deeply grieved over this.” Besides, in his conveosawith the Khitan officer, he

criticized his predecessor, Prince Hailing (r. 1-14%1), for having tried to ‘sinicize’ the
state: “Hailing imitated the customs of the Hangdes panren fengsu This means that
he forgot his origins. As long as we observe tlieonistoms of our state, we shall have

"2 However, his

no trouble on our four borders. This should beparpetual policy.
desperate wishes were not fulfilled as most Jurlesept those in secluded areas in
Manchuria were increasingly acculturated by the @frttie Jin. In the end, the vast
majorities were collectively registered as the lgaople banren by the Yuan. In 1636,
nearly five centuries later, when Hong Taiji (r2¥61643), the Manchu ruler who self-
identified as the Jurchen descendant lecturedfficsats on the perils of acculturation.
He praised Emperor Shizong and asked them to femmthe ultimate fate of the Jin
(Rhoads 2000: 52). Once inside the Chinese hedrttha Qing rulers remembered what

Hong Taiji had taught them and thereby kept the dhas separate.

" The figure of five million was proposed by manyiavianchu Han nationalists. But the sheer number of
the Manchu must have been much smaller. The tataber of the ‘banner people’in the late Qing would
have been six million and the Manchus were onlgra gf banner population whose estimated proportion
is about sixty percent (Rhoads 2000: 34).

"2 These passages appear indimeshiChapter 89. The translation follows Franke (19738-137). The
movement for the restoration of Jurchen culture,\lwasvever, only a temporary success. See the éétail
study by Tao (1976: 68-83) regarding the policethiic revival under the reign of Emperor Shizong.
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Second, the conquering elites wanted to institadiae unequalrelations between the
minority and the majority. Among them, it was themgol elites who were the least
predisposed to the Sinitic way of life and who wemes, as Ho Ping-ti (1964: 55)
lamented, “unusually oppressive” to their Chineggiects. On the legal administration,
the ‘ethnic law’ was evidently in favor of the careging elites which in turn led to much
dissatisfaction among Han Chinese who complainati¢igal protections were not
enforced if it would not serve the interests oeral On the recruitment system, the
government of conquest dynasties made it muchrefasiaon-Han candidates to pass
the civil service examinations compared to Han @atds. This was achieved either by
allocating the quota system in terms of ethnicaytioularly during the Yuan or by
adjusting the difficulty of the subjects or redugithhe number of subjects in favor of the
non-Han as prevalent under the Qing. This kindtlohie cleavage, however, does not
mean that Han Chinese were severely discriminaitéigel system since they still had a

chance to take the examinations and serve in pafflaes.

The last conquest dynasty, the Qing (1644-191Bmglifies the boundary-making and
boundary-maintenance efforts of earlier conquegitmes. One of the major
characteristics of Manchu domination in China &s tifficial categorization of the
imperial subjects into conquerors (bannermen irkight Banners where the Manchus
occupied the highest status) and conquered (Hareoicommoners). It is important to
note that throughout the 268-year Manchu rule ptmner institution created sharp
boundaries between bannermen and Han commonerasafthen Shuang (2009) shows,
this separation was the most important categomesgjuality in Qing ChinaThe banner
organization, which combined social, economic, amidary functions into one system,
was initially devised by Nurhaci (1559-1626) in 5&b classify all the dispersed Jurchen
tribes under his control into eight banner grogagh with several companies called
“niru.””® This new system increasingly contributed to thesotidation of the authority

3 Franz Michael (1965) argues that the banner orgéipn had its model in the Ming system of military
colonies on the frontiemeisug because Nurhaci knew the Chinese guards and gststislished in the
Liaodong area during late Ming. He remarks thatathey Nurhaci created resembled the Ming system in
so many ways that “it can hardly have been accad&(ibid.: 65). But the general feature of Qingnbar
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of the khan, while replacing previous tribal orgations and weakening the kinship tie
among the Jurchen tribes. Further, as the earlychlastate (then the Later Jin)
expanded, the banner system was extended to nohefusubjects when mobilizing
military campaigns against the Ming, which consexlyded to the creation of the
Mongol banners, which subsumed the Chakhar anda¢har populations in 1636 and
the Han Chinese banners (Han Chinétmjun,Manchu:ujen coohain 1642 (see
Crossley 1997; Michael 1965). Once they becameuiee of the Middle Kingdom after
crossing the Great Wall through the pass in 18#Manchu emperors invested
enormous efforts to maintain the Eight Banner ingtin as a special organization of the

conquest elites throughout the Qing period.

The Eight Banner system had a tripartite ethnicstbw: the Manchu, Mongol, and Han
banners, corresponding to three sets of Eight Barnint which these ethnic groups
were organized’ Of the three ethnic elements, the Manchu EightnBasiwere the

oldest and outranked the other banri2ta.general, the Manchu bannermen and Mongol
bannermen, with close ties to the Manchu, enjoystebmaterial support and
occupational mobility than the Han bannermen. Meeecthe Han bannermen were
vulnerable to being expelled from the banner orztion by the Qing government
whereas the Manchus were rarely allowed to leagesyistem. In the mid-eighteenth
century, in order to relieve the fiscal burdengbgorting the banner population, the
Qianlong emperor (r. 1736-1795) began to orded#raobilization of a large number of
Han bannermen and reclassify them as civilians @@%). This movement was
accomplished either by asking regular Han bannemmeéecline their banner affiliations
or by expelling Han Chinese who had been adoptdddnychu bannermen. As a result of

system actually shows a remarkable similarity whidt of another special organization of previous
conquest dynasty, the Meng'an Mouke of the Jurclenalbiet the impact of the Ming military system
during its formative phase.

" The ethnic composition of bannermen was indeechmuare complicated. In addition to the Manchu,
Mongol, and Han banners, there were the Xibe, Dawgen, Korean, and other small ethnic groups in
Manchuria who joined the banner system. As regastgutionalized population categories, howevieere
were mainly three.

> However, the Manchu banners were not ethnicallpdgenous. For instance, apart from the Jurchen
who organized the core, eight Manchu banners aldaded thirty-seven companies of Mongols, six of
Koreans, one of Russians, and one of Tibetangdditian, many individual Mongols and Han Chinese
were scattered among the Manchu banner companiema@R 2000: 20).

121



massive demobilization that lasted until the enthefeighteenth century, the Manchu
banners roughly accounted for sixty percent ofahire banner force and were the
largest during the late Qing period (Rhoads 20082Q).

From its very start, the Manchus, categoricallyisieged as banner peopbgren), were
segregated from the subject Han majority admirtisely, occupationally, residentially,
and socially (Rhoads 2000: 35-42). The Qing emgeaffirmed the policy of categorical
segregation by stationing the banner populaticdhéninner capital city and establishing a
nationwide garrison system to secure their comtver the massive territory. The

banner garrisons were isolated from the local patpn so that Manchu bannermen and
Han commoners normally lived in separate commudigd kept apart from each other.
The Manchu conquerors did so to maintain the miyisrrule over the majority. With

the banner system, in other words, they managsthjoat the top of the ethnic hierarchy
and sustain their status as the ruling elite. AiotE(1993) aptly describes it, the
Manchus remained the “resident aliens” in Chinaa&simulative consequence of
multifaceted segregation, furthermore, the baneepfe forged a distinctive ‘ethnic’
identity whose legacy led to the construction ai@ern Manchu ethnic group after the
fall of the Qing state (see Chapter 6). In the F9B0anchu nationality was judged on the
basis of whether the person’s ancestors belongtttbanner household registers (see
Sun 2008).

The Manchu rulers not only made a sharp distindbieveen the bannermen and the
civilians, they also maintained the elite statughef bannermen by granting them material
supports, occupational privileges, and legal ptatacFirst, the state provided most
banner households with two forms of material suppsra permanent source of income

according to their rank: stipends in the form éfesi and rice salaries and property grants

s Bannermen in the capital were called metropolitannermenijingqi) who occupied the top layer in the
hierarchy of state stipends and land grants. Fsiairte, the metropolitan bannermen with the lowest
solder’s rank received two taels of silver as minsalary, while the garrison bannermen of the seané&
only received one tael of silver. Likewise, occlmaal mobility was much more restricted for garriso
bannermen than for metropolitan bannermen. In exfdithere existed the regional variation among
garrison bannermen where the bannermen in garrisdvlanchuria received the least material support.
Bannermen in Liaoning had no grain stipend so thesked on state-allocated land to supplement their
living, while those in other garrisons receivedtbsitver and grain salaries (Ding 2003).
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consisting of land and housing (Elliott 20d1)They were also exempted from tax and
rent. Second, the state made it easier for nonddanermen to enter government service
compared to Han Chinese. The Qing court stipulétatisome posts in almost every
level of government could only be filled by Mandimd Mongol bannermen. It also
arranged the special recruitment system just fanbamen by creating translatidiargyi)
examinations which only required candidates todliete the Four Books of the

Confucian classics from Han Chinese to Manchulerianchu and Han bannermen,
and from Manchu to Mongol for Mongol bannermen. @aned with the standard civil
service examination given to Han civilians, thenglation examinations were shorter and,
more importantly, their success rate was severaldihigher (Rhoads 2000: 43-44).
Lastly, Manchus had more favorable legal status than civilians. For the Manchu
rulers, one of the key principles regarding legistawas that different punishments were
applied for the same sort of crimes when committedifferent ethnicities. According to
the 1646 Qing Code, Manchu offenders were not triethe regular legal institution but
by campaign commanders, generals, or the Punishdféoé of the Imperial Household
Agency (Neiwufy. And an offender from the royal family was trieg the Court of the
Imperial Clan Zongrenf). The later Qing Code also had a different catgfmr
bannerman offenders, who were not to be tried kfept or county magistrates but by
special administratorS.In this way, members of the Manchu elites enjoyedprivilege

of either reducing or changing a punishment. In sine Manchu rulers institutionalized

a system of “separate and unequal” (Rhoads 200§gfeguard banner identity as an elite

privilege.

" After entering China proper, the Qing court acedia large amount of land and then allocated &nig |

to bannermen according to their ranks. In 1647 cthet granted bannermen permanent usufruct on thei
allocated land but prevented them from sellingrttegid to non-banner peoples. In principle, banmerof
the same rank received the same amount of landhiée¢galitarian principle of the banner land syst

was soon eroded by arising land sales between lraeneand civilians as well as within bannermenoAls
as bannermen changed their lifestyle into city deve) they were gradually detached from their @ted
land and rented out to Han civilians who graduadlyne to occupy the banner land. As a consequewnce, b
the 1730s, a considerable proportion of banner tatdnged to Han commoners. This situation not only
impoverished some bannermen, but jeopardized #te sbntrol of banner land and the Eight Banners as
an elite institution. As a response, from 1729162, the Qing court repeatedly redeemed bannerfiand
commoners to maintain banner landownership angriideges of bannermen. Yet, because of fiscal
difficulties, the court stopped redeeming bannedlafter 1762 (Chen 2009).

"8 Despite the court provided such opportunities ateupational mobility of the bannermen was largely
restricted to serving the emperor, either as setificers or as government officials. As Marki&t

(2001) remarks, the occupational privileges wedeéd a double-edged sword to bannermen.

¥ Da Qing lili, mingli (general principles).
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In principle, the conquest elites generally intahtiemaintain ethnic boundaries and
separate themselves from the majority. Neverthelessffect, the state-imposed ethnic
boundaries were quite porous because there wasfayarossing the lines through
adopting the language and customs of the groughtohwa person wanted to belong (see
Chapter 6). Frequent lineage falsification for pepose of forging blood ties with elite

families was also conducive to blurring ethnic baany lines.

Today: Separate but Equal

The heritage of traditional concept of ethnicityconnection with the state-making
process cannot be denied even in the age of nstate; although the impact of the
Lenin-Stalinist conception of nationality has bémmense. Chinese leaders strove to
make the transition from a unified multiethnic enegio a unified multiethnic republic
alongside their aspiration toward establishing atNChina.’ Indeed, of all the world’s
major multiethnic empires such as the Roman, Hagsl@ttoman and the Soviet Union,
China alone has kept its territory largely undiddes the Qing dynasty was transformed
into the Republic of China in 1912 and once agaia the People’s Republic in 1949
(Barkey and von Hagen 1997). As Esherick (2006) 228luates, “this was a
remarkable achievement.” | believe that the modgpropriation of past
conceptualization of ethnicity has significantlynt@buted to this relatively successful

transition.

First, similar to the ‘loose-rein’ prefectures dndtive chieftaincy’ of the past, the
principle of territoriality has been reaffirmedtime name of “Nationality Regional
Autonomy” since 1949, modeled on the Inner Mongokaitonomous Government
established in May 1947. These areas are furthmhaded into ‘Autonomous Region’
(zizhiqu), ‘Autonomous Prefecturezizhizhoy, and ‘Autonomous Countyz{zhixian).
Besides, this territorial accommodation was alledatot only to the longtime native

populations but to a rather recent immigrant grabe,Koreans, who formed the Yanbian
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Korean Autonomous Prefecture of Jilin in 1952 whigltame in fact one of the earliest
instances. At the same time, as early as 195X5tidte Council had issued a directive
ordering the removal of or a ban on ethnonyms,epfeaames, or board inscriptions which
were deemed discriminatory or insulting to minorigtionalities”® Accordingly, some
place names were renamed such as Hohhot, traastiieas Hutehaote in Han Chinese,
in Inner Mongolia and Urumaq;i, its Uighur name, atbaming Han Chinese names. (Bulag
2002a).

As before, in spite of much direct control from tentral government, the non-Han
natives are not only governed by their own leadprsht granted some special
treatments regarding their religion, custom, legyatus, education, and political
representation (Dreyer 1976: 105)The principle of ethnic governance, stipulatethia
Law of Nationality Regional Autonomy (see Seldorr99200-207), has been regularly
put into practice since the establishment of th€ RRcept in the decade of Cultural
Revolution when a coercive drive toward assimilaticas enforced under the gist of the
Maoist theory of class struggt@ Among many prominent non-Han cadres, Ulanhu
(1906-1988) was the paramount Mongol leader frodi71® 1966, and again in the
1980s% Further, the financial expenditure of local nonAHmvernments has almost
always exceeded their revenue, implying a signiicanount of subsidy from the central
government (see Table 4.2). It reminds us of thepaof frontier governance in the

8 n fact, even before the establishment of Peofiteublic, the Chinese Nationalist government ctgie
and renamed most ethnonyms with insect and begistia on the ground of the promulgation of the
recognized name list in 1940. The name list wasmigd in Ruey Yih-fu (1972b).

8 |n the Article 27 of the 1950 Marriage Law, foraemple, it read: In regions inhabited by minority
nationalities in compact communities, the peopigsernment (or the military and administrative
committee) of the greater administrative area erRlovincial People's Government may enact certain
modifications or supplementary articles in confdymvith the actual conditions prevailing among nmityo
nationalities in regard to marriage. As rendere@bldon (1979: 200). See also Diamant (2000: dhbr4)
the process of family reform in Yunnan in the edr®b0s.

82 The impact of Cultural Revolution on ethnic sogiistvery complex and open to a scholarly debate. |
general, however, it has been widely acceptedittisatrerely eroded the cultural and administrative
autonomy for minority. On the language policy, ohlgn Chinese was to be spoken at meetings, and in
many places it was a misdemeanor to use one’seniaiguage. On the administrative level, minority
cadres were not only depicted “culturally inferi@rid “sinister pullers of the strings of the tribal
chieftains” but, in many cases, replaced by Hamesa(Heberer 1989).

8 Indeed, Ulanhu is the only non-Han person evéold alternate membership in the Political Burefu o
the Communist Party. He was also vice-chair offeeple’s Republic and vice-chair of the National
People’'s Congress. See Harrell (2007) for moreudsion of the condition of minority cadres in Pedpl
Republic.
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past; the resources from the heartland supportettdhtier. Even though the guidance of
the thoughts of Marxism-Leninism and Mao Zedongssititted for the paternalistic ideal
of Confucian kingship as the ruling ideology, whas largely been unchanged therefore
is the perspective of the center to the borderlagbacy of which still remains today,

notably in the current “Great Western DevelopméKibu dakaifg project.

Table 4.2 The fiscal balance of local governmemt8d00 and 2005 (Unit: billion yuan)

2000 2005
Spending Revenue Spending Revenue

(A) (B) AB (A) (B) AB
Five Autonomous
Regions
Inner Mongolia 24.71 950 2.0 68.19 27.75 2.46
Guangxi Zhuang 25.85 1471 1.y6 61.15 28.30 2.16
Ningxia Hui 6.08 208 29?2 16.03 477 3.36
Xinjiang Uyghur 19.10 791 241 51.90 18.03 2.88
Xizang Tibet 6.00 054 11.11 18.55 1.20 15.46
Subtotal 81.74 34.74 235 197.27 78.85 2.50
Other Peripheral
Regions
Jilin 26.07 10.38 251 63.11 20.72  3.05
Heilongjiang 38.19 1853 2.06 78.78 31.82 2.48
Guizhou 20.01 852 235 52.07 18.25 2.85
Yunnan 41.40 18.07 2.29 76.63 31.26 2.45
Qinghai 6.83 1.66 411 16.98 3.38 5.02
National Total 1036.67 640.61 1.62 2515.47 1488.42 1.69

Source: Guojia tongjiju (ed.) 200Bhongguo tongji tiyadChina Statistical Abstract), pp. 71-72.

Second, the legacy of the principle of personatitgthnic governance is largely reflected
in the formalization of state-administered categafrpationality groups. The Manchus,
although they were dispersed all over the countdylargely assimilated to the Han
culture, became part of the minority nationalifbtezause of their historical presence and
distinctive self-identity as the descent of thermeople. Likewise, other historical
communities such as the Muslim Hui had their etlmiependence confirmed although
they do not neatly satisfy any of the Stalinistiniébn of nationality: 1) language; 2)

territory; 3) community of economic life; and 4)ramunity of psychological make-up as
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constitutive characteristics of a nation. In féleg decision to recognize Hui communities
as an independent nationality was akin to the AdBtarxist notion of ‘cultural

autonomy’ summarized in Bauer (2000[1924yhich Stalin (1953[1913]) harshly
criticized as a super-structural approach. Chipediéicians and scholars, however, put
more emphasis on its historicity since the Tangadiy while unanimously repeating the

Stalinist definition of nationalit{*

Once a family is registered as an ethnic minotitgy receive some preferential
treatments such as school admissions, salariésg lsind promotion, and an exemption
from the family planning polic§ Interestingly, even though they have not been
officially recognized as an independent ethniditg self-defined “Chinese Jews” of
Kaifeng have recently become entitled to receiwome preferential treatments
including exemption from birth control policy andtgng a monthly allowance (Zhou
1997). Since the 1980s, therefore, people have toidecome ‘officially’ ethnic so as to
attain some socio-economic advantages. Ostensibéymay conjecture that the cause of
such preferential treatments is similar to otheltigthnic states. Just as affirmative
action in the United States has been used to yextibing history of white domination, so
does the Chinese case which serves as an ingtaitompensation counterbalancing a
long history of Han chauvinism. Both the cause emasequence of China’s preferential
treatments are, however, substantially differeat.ikRstance, Barry Sautman (1998: 104),
based on his study of China’s minority policiesusing on Xinjiang, insists that China is
“an aberrant case” in the sense that there is tigthsion or discord over preferential

policies that might threaten social stability, carga with other countries in which they

8 In addition, Gladney renders the following accotiAtthough the Hui did not fit the Stalinist modéhe
government chose to recognize them on the bagiseoévolutionary ideas for the political goals of
incorporation and state-building” (1998: 174). &és® Lipman (1997: XX-xxv).

8 For China’s preferential treatments for minoritiescollege admission, see Wang Tiezhi (2007).
Regarding family panning preferences, it is notetpthat ethnic groups with a population of morarth
10 million have been subject to the same policthadHan Chinese. Hence two ethnic groups, the Zpuan
at 16.1 million and the Manchu at 10.6 million frelne 2000 Census in China, became subject to the on
child policy (Li and Zhang 2006). Meanwhile, altlybuethnic minorities are exempted from strict one-
child family policy, by pledging to have only onkild they receive a number of governmental benefits
including pay raises, priorities to new or largeuking, education, medical care, and job oppoiagmit
(Park and Han 1990).

127



become a source of destructive interethnic tensimha disincentive to minority

achievement.

This feature of China’s preferential policies ismqmehensible when we remind ourselves
that Han Chinese as an administrative categoryaté ias hardly been devised to either
privilege them over non-Han or discriminate agathstminority, resembling the
institutionalized racial discrimination as in trendsh Ghettoes under the Third Reich or
Jim Crowism in American history. In effect, it wdsring the conquest dynasties that
non-Han elites made the category of Han peoplerdaid sustain their supremacy over
the conquered without much discrimination. The Qatignic policy was “not so much
anti-Han as pro-Manchu, but their favoritism tow#rd Manchus occurred unavoidably
at the expense of the Han” (Rhoads 2000: 42) Kewise, the preferential policy toward
non-Han groups was still extant under the nativeadyy; for instance, the Ming policy
over its Mongol subjects. In short, the concephaion of ethnicity was not so much to
discriminate as to appease, protect, and privilegeHan ethnicities both in the past and
in the present. Yet the processes of ethnic boynaaking in post-imperial China have

not been a mere replication of its past experiences

Meanwhile, the modern adaption of the personalitygiple in China invariably
constructs far more rigid, reified ethnic categetiean in the past. The state imposition
of ethnic classification inevitably sets up a mogid boundary between Han and non-
Han and even separates them. It also obscuresdeoaiie intra-ethnic diversity under a
single reified supra-local ethnic signifier suchMigao (Diamond 1995; Schein 2000),
Mongol (Connor 1984; Khan 1995), Naxi (McKhann 1996 (Harrell 1995b) and
Zhuang (Kaup 2000). On the other hand, by reifyii@gn as a single ethnicity, numerous
Han immigrant communities of the south have nonbefé&cially recognized, even
though they have maintained their distinctive idgrfor centuries. Such situations
clearly represent state intolerance regarding diphey blurred, or changing identification
such as ‘Hakka Han,” ‘Nuosu Yi,” ‘Hei Miao (Blackiksb)’ or ‘half Nuosu Yi and half
Han.” As Anderson (1991: 166) put it, the fictiohtlee principle of personality in the
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national census is that “everyone is in it, and &v&ryone has one — and only one —

extremely clear place. No fraction.”

In short, there had been in China an intersectfdwo principles of ethnic group
registration, territoriality and personality. Tharation of these principles can roughly
be linked to the consolidation of an ethno-geogi@dtdimension during the formative
period and a genealogy-based conceptualizationruhdeonquest dynasties,
respectively. In either case, the state’s motivata demarcating ethnic boundaries has
not been so much to discriminate as to protect stiohic groups. Under the native
dynasty, it was generally the non-Han peoples étigowho received certain
preferential treatments based on the paternaiggi of Confucian ideology as well as
the conciliatory policy for securing the frontieténder the conquest dynasties, non-Han
ruling groups built up the administrative systemasdo have ethnic cleavages in their
favor at the expense of the conquered Han subjElsesPRC’s current ‘ethnicization’
has largely inherited this traditional conceptuatiian of ethnicity although we need to
identify what current policies and practices, if/aare indeed new. The conventional
mythology of ‘dominant Han’ and ‘disadvantaged rté@aR’ cannot stand with respect to
the pattern of ethnic boundary-building and itaitiehs to the state-making process. In
China, ethnocentrism is one thing and state govemaf ethnic groups is another, a
distinction that may allow us in social sciencedthink the conventional image of ethnic

minority as defensive, vulnerable, and disadvarttage
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Chapter Five
Imagined Commonalities:
The Origins and Development of China’s Genealogicdlationalism

We shall call “ethnic groups” those human group dntertain a
subjective belief in their common descent; thisdfehust be important
for the propagation of group formation; conversélgoes not matter
whether or not an objective blood relationship &xis- Max Weber
(1978 [1922]: 389).

All-under-Heaven is one family, all things form dnedy ianxia yijia
wanwu yit) — in the imperial edict of thBayi juemi lu(Great
righteousness resolving confusion), Emperor Yonggtaf the Qing
dynasty (r. 1723-1735).

When Pan Ki-moon, the then South Korean foreignisten, was elected as the eighth
Secretary-General of the United Nations in late&2@e Chinese media soon proudly
produced numerous articles on his ‘Chinese’ oridiraing the history of his lineage.
This argument was based on the genealogical tigseeba two Pan clans, one in Korea
and the other in China’s Henan province. Their kapsffiliation dates back to the
thirteenth century, when the progenitor of the Banch in Korea, Pan Wenjie (Korean:
Pan Moon-jeol), migrated to the Korean Peninsuthsettled there. In 2009, the local
media in Quanzhou of the Fujian province challentpedexisting theory and argued
instead that Pan Ki-moon’s ancestors originateohftiee Pan lineage in Quanzhou,
separate from its northern branch&uch debates in mainland China seem to be a futile
guest, for whether he may have originated fromheort or southern China, Pan Ki-moon
is Korean whose ethnic identity is distinct fronyataim in China. It is also practically
impossible to prove whether his real biologicalestty came from China, although the
recorded genealogical history of the Pan clan iredanay allude to his Chinese root.

1 “pan Ki-moon’s ancestral home was originally Quanz” Quanzhou wanba@Quanzhou Evening
News), March 21, 2009.
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China has a long history of imagining primordiah$tip ties modeled on the myth of
common descent. As the recent debate on Pan Ki-smaogestry reveals, the Chinese
have constructed the sense of ‘imagined commoesilitiot only between mainland and
overseas Chinese but also between Chinese andmaogesg. This notion of all-inclusive
whole, originated in pre-imperial times, has beenaanstay of modern Chinese
nationalism. In particular, the unifying myth in i@, as elsewhere, has been crucial to
the formation of modern nationhood since it hassa@pt advantages for cementing the
various groups together. In comparison with thecpss of exclusive ethnic boundary-
making in most of the nationalizing states, thisnprdial foundation of the Chinese
nation has always displayed the trans-ethnic featfiboundary-clearing in the sense that
the rhetoric of common blood and kinship is no¢xclude but to accommodate
heterogeneous ethnic groups into a single genealogyigin. | would also suggest that
the Chinese practices of imagining kinship commitiealcould render certain insights
for the development of a social theory of naticsralin an age of post-imperial and post-

colonial nation-states.

Imagined Kinship and Primordial Ethnic Attachment

Ethnicity is an extension of the concept of famig. mentioned in the beginning quote,
Weber clarifies that ethnic group identity is almalsvays based on the subjective belief
in a common ancestry, from which the shared charnatics of co-ethnic members are
ostensibly derived. Regarding modern society, Er@ediner remarks that ethnicity “has
replaced kinship as the principal method of idgrtidnferment” (1994: 46). This was his
critique of the political silence on the importarafesuch ethnic feelings in Western
liberalism and Marxism. So ethnicity as an extenideaily, either real or imagined,
manifests “a greater resiliency and recuperatiwegodahan corporate bodies which are
not centered on primordial qualities,” as EdwardsS{1971: 158) put it. Evidently, the
strength of ethnic nationhood in a given societynprily hinges upon its ability to arouse

‘primordial attachments’ like the bonds of kinslaipd the ties of blood among its
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members. These psychological affiliations gratifg thost irrepressible and ineluctable
needs; for that reason such attachments are motdusly disavowed (see, e.g., Geertz
1963; Shils 1957, 1971, 1975, 1988hils therefore suggests, “Kinship, ethnic idgmntit
and nationality all have their roots in these pnidial reactions” (1975: 20).

Many scholars have pointed out that ethnic natismahas a tendency to put emphasis
on the myth of common descent and eventually ologpjoin a genealogical sense (see,
e.g., Connor 1991, 2004; Smith 1986; Suny 208 Tther ethno-symbolic elements like
shared memories, values, symbols and traditiomspdis/ a critical role in what
constitutes the foundation of ethnic and natiodahtities (Smith 1988, 2000, 2004). The
notion of ethnic nationhood therefore entails asseuf ascribed, inalienable attachment
to a larger community, especially via the mythea@ihmon descent and shared histories,
whether real or imagined. Here, the issue of nabod becomes not a question of choice
but a matter of destiny that transcends individyaBy and large, this nationalist appeal
to primordial traits is more strident when the éthdentities in question seem to be
threatened. As Ronald Suny perceptively illustrdtegen though immutable identities
should be the least threatened, primordialist natists, as if unconvinced by their own
rhetoric, fear the loss of identity and seek adyive intervene to save it” (2001a: 893-
894). The problem is that this kind of primordi#th@ic sentiments also tends to
demarcate along strict ethnic lines between ‘ud’ ‘dmem’ such as the opposition
between the national majority as an ethnic corethagkthnic minority as an alien
outsider. In turn, it can be assumed that ethreags having clear-cut and uncontested
boundaries will enter into conflict with each othemany forms: ethnic and national
discrimination, forced segregation, violence, ogpran, exploitation, and resistant

movement. The extreme forms of ethnic conflictule ethnic cleansing and genocide in

2 Clifford Geertz proposes the conception of ‘inbffiéy’ to explain the salience of primordial tiasd
sentiments in modern societies based upon a wéghggerof ascriptive traits like assumed blood tiase,
language, region, religion, and custom. These tdbjaficprimordial attachment are seen to “have an
ineffable, and at times overpowering, coerciveriessd of themselves” (Geertz 1963: 109). He furthe
claims that political modernization “tends initiathot to quiet such [primordial] sentiments butjtdcken
them” (ibid.: 119). See Eller and Coughlan (1998)their critique of primordialist perspective, espally

a Shilsian/Geertzian approach to ethnic phenomena.

3 As Rogers Brubaker (2004: 136-137) challenges gvew the ascribed common descent may not be the
once-and-for-all definition of ethnicity becausésthtrict understanding of ethnicity does not cegptu
nationalist rhetoric which emphasizes common caltbut not common descent.
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the contexts of post-colonial and post-imperialarastate building (see Brubaker 1995a,;
Brubaker and Laitin 1998; Hechter 1995; Horowit8392001; Mann 2005; Olzak 2006;
Wimmer 2002, 2004, 2006; Wimmer, Cederman, and 20i09).

In China, as elsewhere, ethnicity has been imagasesh abstract extension of family,
whose idea has been essential in the formationodienm Chinese nationho8d:he
narratives of common descent, in particular, hareesl not only as the source of
primordial attachments to the Chinese nation cosimyithe Han and non-Han peoples,
but as the official propaganda of a unified multieét society. In the familial metaphor of
a national community as being one big family, Char@hnic minorities are considered
as the ‘branches’ or ‘brothers’ of Han Chinese wbpstitute ‘inalienable’ members of
the Chinese nation rather than the exotic andioféthers’ who need to be civilized by
the ‘Self.” This metaphor thus represents an esddatet of the all-inclusive whole of
the Chinese nation, one that embraces 56 offieiaibnalities. It is important to note that
this all-embracing nationhood makes China incommeide to most post-colonial and
post-imperial societies, modeled on the ethniadoral) logic of nation-state, including
its neighbors such as postwar Japan and postcbkKmiaas and Vietham. The crucial
bifurcation began to emerge in the course of thpiexio-nation transformation. The
dissolution of other continental empires and cabpbwers was more likely to result in
ethnic separatism in nascent national states. ®ndhtrary, China has reconfigured its
ancient ideas of common descent and kinship asarssus ethnic groups. So much so
that its historical heritage has to be taken imiwoant to explain the primordial

foundation of post-imperial Chinese nationhood.

Although scholars of modern Chinese nationalismehzaid little attention to it, the
shared sense of common origin has always been fiugntal since the earliest stages of
Chinese civilization. In his discussion on prehist&€hina, Ho Ping-ti remarks that,
“archeology proves beyond doubt the rise of thetiSireligion on ancestor worship,

especially on male-ancestor worship” (1975: 28X ti#e structure of domination in

* Although he does not specify China’s ethnicityn@ll Horowitz claims that “the power and
permeativeness of ethnicity owe much to the comalile strength of kinship ties in Asia and Africa”
(1985: 63).
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China began to develop from the primeval patridrtjyze to the patrimonial state under
the universal supremacy of the Son of Heaven,itbe of ancestor worship transferred
collectivities from the family to the state, reinfang unity through mutual participation
and the manipulation of symbols of a common ange$tiis idea of common descent
was key to maintaining fundamental social relathgps such as father-son and ruler-
subject no later than the age of Confuciiroughout its dynastic history, the ancestor
worship had a long-range effect on the Chineseatoatler and an ethical importance
concerning one’s fundamental moral duties of fiisdty iao) and loyalty ghong (see
Eisenberg 1998, 2008: ch.1; Hamilton 1984, 199@)stMmportantly, this ‘genealogical
mentality’ of primordial belief in common descemtshshaped the Chinese national self-
image even today. In addition, the historical mae®mof interethnic exchanges have
further contributed to the metaphorical narrati¥éamilial genealogy between Han and
non-Han Chinese, together with Chinese and nond3kipeoples. The question, then, is:

in what way(s) have the Chinese created, exparatetiiransmitted such conception?

The Formation and Expansion of the Myth of Common Bod

The concept of genealogically-defined descent gpmrgisted, most notably through the
ancestral worship of the mythical Yellow Emperou&ngd). Since no later than the
fourth centurys.c, the Yellow Emperor had been regarded as the fuoidChinese
civilization and an ancestor of the legendary S€iggs of antiquity, particularly Yao

and Shurf.For modern Chinese nationalists, the Yellow Empkas remained the most

® Obviously, the reverence for ancestors was a puiig. One of the earliest examples can be fourttié
Guanzj an ancient classic which was allegedly writterGuan Zhong, a major statesman in the seventh
centuryB.C., but seriously rewritten during the third centarg. In the Mumin (On Shepherding the
People) chapter, the text reads: “if you do nopees your ancestral temples, the people will ensullair
superior’s example; if you do not venerate yourestars and great men of the past, the people &ill b
lacking in filial and fraternal submission.” Thaislation follows Rickett (2001: 53) with minor
modification.

® The legend of Yao and Shun is that Yao chose $onmthe people, and ordered him to take charge of
high office, and consequently transferred his omvpérial dignity not to his incompetent son Danzhtito
Shun. According to Mitarai Masaru, around the gt of the Spring and Autumn period (c. sixthkfif
centuryB.C)), the legends around Yao and Shun “became wellvkrand people came to believe that these
two sage-rulers had really existed” (1982: 148}et,ahe myths of Yao and Shun were integrated into
other mythological narratives such as the Yellowpgmor so that they incorporated into a part ofrtiygh
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revered figure; at the same time, many historiaich &s Gu Jiegang (1893-1980) and
Yang Kuan (1914-2005) have been quite skepticaliathe historicity of such a figure.
As | will discuss, the national discourse on thélofe Emperor as the progenitor of the
Chinese people is not simply an ‘invented traditmfrmodern times but is based on an
ancient cultural repertoire. In other words, théldte@ Emperor as the highest deity (in
Taoism) is an invented tradition forged aroundftheth centurys.c. My intention is not
to examine the factuality of these historical mythsommon descent which, after all, is
a task that belongs to historians. Given that tigghsmof common descent need not, and
usually will not, correspond to historical real#jesociologists tend to concern themselves
“not with actual descent, but with the sense ofuted common ancestry and origins”
(Smith 1986: 24). So | focus on the social roléhaf myth of the descent of the Yellow
Emperor, emphasizing its all-embracing conceptatibn. Both yesterday and today, the
descent group-determined discourses have sougkd potclude ethnic strangers from
the (Han) Chinese, but to construct the primondigths over the ‘Chinese’ origins of

non-Chinese peoples.

In this regard, it is interesting and important fomparative-historical sociologists to
note that the notion of common descent in China,tbat strove to accommodate all
ethnicities, differed from the idea of God’s chogpewople, in which the superiority of one
ethno-religious group over others was implicitig@®ed. In fact, as a historical
sociologist, Philip Gorski (2000, 2006), a critictbe modernist approach to nationalism,
convincingly suggests that this Hebraic mytholodyal entails a binary opposition
between a sacred ‘us’ and profane ‘others’ not belgame a crucible on which Western
nationalism was forged but also had its roots Wwefbre the early modern perifd.

of the Five Emperors.

" Their skepticism toward ancient myths and docusests well articulated in tH8ushibian(Critical
Discussion of Ancient History), first publishedbetween 1926 and 1941 under the general authoo$hip
Gu Jiegang who had been a leader of the Skeptitwldb of HistoriographyXigu xuepdi For Gu Jiegang,
the account of the myth of the Five Emperors inchtihe Yellow Emperor generally came the first tres
entirely upon spurious history fabricated duringg@nd Han times” (1983: 153). See Mitarai (1983) an
Schwartz (1985) for the detailed discussions ofottigin and development of the myth of the Yellow
Emperor and the summary and evaluation of the aegtsrof Gu Jiegang and Yang Kuan.

8 As Gorski put it, the Hebraic idiom was “well-nighiversal in Medieval Europe” and later precipitht
particularly by Calvinism in early modern Europ®(@R: 1455). He further argues that some nationalist
discourses in early modern polities were “no lestsomalistic than the nationalism of the French
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Although I limit my argument to China’s case, | wi® remind readers of how China’s
boundary-clearing conception of common descentdqupe contemporary Yellow
Emperor nationalism) can be distinct from otherrmary-making ideas embedded in the
nationalist discourse. Let me then discuss howrtiagn of the Yellow Emperor’'s descent
and legendary Sage Kings of antiquity originatexljedloped, and expanded throughout

Chinese history.

The Pre-Imperial Origins

The use of fictive kinship metaphors as a way tégnating a heterogeneous population
iIs common in ancient history. China is not an etiogp Just as the supposed ancestor,
Abraham, united the various tribes of ancient lIsisedid the early Chinese during the
Warring States period (475-2B1c.) who tried “to coordinate all or most of the clafs
the Zhou [Sinitic] culture sphere under a commomegdogy descended from the
mythical Yellow Emperor” (Falkenhausen 2006: 169)e first authenticated reference
to the Yellow Emperor, according to Schwartz (19838), is found in a bronze
inscription attributed to King Xuan (r. 319-38X.) of Qi (what is now Shandong
province) to whom Mencius gave advice. Although th@es not mean that the idea of
the Yellow Emperor was an invention of the Qi kindpe Yellow Emperor was
nevertheless the high ancestor of the Tian farthiky,ruling house of Qi, which usurped
the Jiang family in 388.C. Likewise, myths of the Ying clan (the ruling clahthe state
of Qin which later established the first unified@ne) centered around the Yellow
Emperor and his descendants (see Mitarai 1982: Mi&e probably, this ancestral
worship of the Yellow Emperor was widespread amitregruling houses of the large
powers like Qi in the east and Qin in the westmyithe Warring States period. As
Schwartz infers, they were “most anxious to essabiihe cosmic and historic prestige of
their own pedigrees” (1985: 239). It also reflectiee political ideal of unifying all the
states into one large empire, characteristicseptriod between the late Warring States

and the early Han.

Revolution” (Gorski 2000: 1428). In his bo@hosen Peopleg\nthony Smith (2003a) also underscores
the premodern origins of the sacred dimension tibnal identity.
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This mythology, the conception of the descent faprasi-divine, quasi-human, sage-
ruler of the remote past, was not limited to thétijgal sphere, but disseminated into the
philosophical and religious domains. In particutag Taoist school in the pre-imperial
periods made attribution to the Yellow Emperor owly as the origin of its own
philosophy, but also the race and all the artswlization, which later created the
‘Yellow Emperor-Laozi (Huang-Lao) Taoism,” so poauturing the early decades of the
Han dynasty. The linkage between the Yellow Emperor and Tadisnu other schools)
clearly appeared in the Four Canons of the YellompEror buangdi sijing.*° In this
recently unearthed text, the Yellow Emperor wasaleg as “the only one who united
All-under-Heavent{anxia) as one” (Chang and Feng 1998: 155). As a cokgltae
Yellow Emperor as a universal king was believebdadhe ancestor of all humankind.

In summary, the mythology of early China tells ofahthe Chinese began to imagine
their communal ethnic history by creating a fictkreship narrative to make sense of the
ever-increasing inhabitants within China propets iimportant to note, however, that the
ancient Chinese did not have a belief analogotisetdsraelite’s self-image as Yahweh's
chosen people. As presently discussed, they regidndenomadic peoples outside the
Great Wall not as the descendants of the wickedgjedted ancestors but as having a
common kinship with the native Chinese. There isinglar story in the myth of the
Yellow Emperor comparable to the expulsion of Alarals eldest son Ishmael to live in

the wilderness.

The Early Imperial Development

° For the discussion of the Huang-Lao Taoism andhnges, see De Bary et al. (1999: 235-282), Durra
(1995: 157), Ess (1993), Hsiao Kung-chuan (197972,1666), Ryden (1997), and Schwartz (1985: 237-
254). Scholars have tried to see in Huang-Lao tissing link filling the gap between the philosogiic
Taoist tradition of the times of the Warring Stadesl religious Taoism which is said to have oritgda

only during the Later Han period (Ess 1993: 161).

°The Four Canons, also known as the Huang-Lao\&iliuscripts fuang-lao boshy was excavated
from the tomb at Mawangdui, Hunan province in 19148s invaluable document was most probably
written during the last phase of the Warring Stasod. Scholars have considered these workshas “t
first concrete textual evidence of the long-loseHg-Lao lineage” (De Bary et al. 1999: 241). Far th
English translation with general discussion of feeir Canons, see Chang and Feng (1998) and Ryden
(1997). Also see Carrozza (2002) for a recent vewitthe major studies on the Four Canons.
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The notion of a single kinship community as the nown descendants of the Yellow
Emperor had grown more elaborate after the unioatf the Qin dynasty in 2284.C,,

for the Chinese peoples had encountered varioegyfogroups previously barely known
to them. In the first half of the Former Han dynya&06B.C-9 A.D.), the syncretic
complex of the ‘Huang-Lao Taoism’ became so dontitiaat it even received imperial
support until the triumph of Confucianism as stathodoxy during the reign of Emperor
Wu (141-878.C). As a follower of Huang-Lao thought, Sima Tanomderved as the
court historian and astronomer to Emperor Wu, aiowtd the superiority of Taoism
over other schools of thought. Similarly, his sBima Qian (ca. 145-8&.C.), was deeply
influenced by the Huang-Lao scholarship; this eadly reflected in his monumental
writings, Shiji (Records of the Grand Historian), the first of mtyefour canonical
histories of China (Ess 1993; Lewis 2007: 214-218).

Sima Qian, the ‘Herodotus of China,’ lucidly forratéd the allegedly ‘shared’ ancestry
not only in terms of Chinese but also of non-Chines the basis of his belief that all
human history and society stemmed from the YellompEror (see Figure 5.1). Thus, the
first chapter ofShiji is the basic annal®€nji) of the Five Emperorsiudi) and, among
them, the Yellow Emperor comes in fif$tin fact, the very first word of th8hiji is the
“Yellow Emperor.™ From the Yellow Emperor to Sima Qian’s own rulengieror Wu,
Sima Qian created accordingly a narrative of imagioommonalities among all human
societies. As Mark Lewis pertinently put it, suatsion let Sima Qian organize t8aiji
around the fundamental principle that “the world ba&en ruled by a chain of universal
monarchs since the creation of the state by thieWetmperor” (2007: 215). Yet still,
“this is no Genesi$(Nienhauser 1994: 18). Contrary to the first eeice of the Genesis,
“In the beginning God created the heaven and the &#he first sentence of tHghiji

" The Five Emperors in tHghiji consist of the Yellow Emperor, Zhuanxu, Emperor Kao, and Shun. At
the beginning, however, there were no such secplemd genealogical relationships. These gods had
originally been worshipped in a parallel mannethwsy different clans in the various regions in early
antiquity. So the very early form of the Chinesetmsyhad been shaped “independently by each clan”
(Mitarai 1982: 148). See also Gu Jiegang (200219,386-95) and Kaizuka (1971: 71-75).

2 The influence of Taoism becomes obvious here rgikie lack of any obvious link between the Yellow
Emperor and ancient Confucian canons that mosféyned to the legend of Yao and Shun.
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reads: “The Yellow Emperor, whose surnaxiag) was Gongsun and personal name

(ming) was Xuanyuan, was a son of Shaodtan”

Figure 5.1 The genealogy of the Yellow Emperor rded in theShiji
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Legends:

[ ] : The Five Emperors (The Yellow Emperdnpnxu, Emperor Ku, Yao, and Shun).

<> : Three pre-imperial dynasties (Xia, &paand Zhou).

> : Feudal states descended from the fm£lans during the Eastern Zhou period (77022)).

To construct the myth of a common descent within Bpigper, Sima Qian also wrote that
originally non-Sinitic polities of pre-imperial ties like the Chu, Yue, and Qin indeed
originated from the descents of the Yellow Empésee Figure 5.1). For instance, he
related that the ancestors of the kings of the ©faChu in the central Yangtze River
basin were descendants of Zhuanxu, one of theBEwgerors and believed to be a
grandson of the Yellow Emperor, and by the endhefShang dynasty they were “at
times in the Middle Kingdormzbionggu®, and at times among the [alien] Yi-Di
peoples.** Likewise, his records on the genealogical oridithe state of Qin were the
same as Chithe ancestors of the Qin core group descended Ztmmanxu and resided
“sometimes in the Middle Kingdom and sometimes agnitve [alien] Yi-Di peoples,”

13 Shiji Chapter 1, p. 1. See Nienhauser (1994: 1-17hfotranslation of the first chapter of tBhiii.
14 Shiji Chapter 40, pp. 1689-1690.
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having been located in the northwestern fronti€iGhona proper (what is now the
Shaanxi province)® However, it was this peripheral state that evehtumified China
by establishing the first imperial society whichmeato represent the mainstream Chinese

culture.

Such genealogical reconstruction in 8t@ji seems intriguing in the sense that the Chu
state in particular had been largely excluded m&mber of the Zhou-centered feudal
federation known as the Central States during gren& and Autumn period (770-476
B.C.). The Chu state and the Central States both utodershe ethnic differences
between the two. As Sima Qian had recorded, inBf06King Wu of Chu called himself,
“| am [non-Sinitic] Man-Yi [in the south]* Regarding the perspective of the Central
States on Chu, the ancient chroniéleozhuarrenders the following well-known
historical event. When Duke Cheng (r. 590-B73) of the state of Lu (largely located in
what is now Shandong province) wished to seekeaditly alliance with Chu and to
revolt from Jin in 58B.C., so many Lu people opposed their master’s plahaiohe
eventually gave up his purpose. The main disagreeo@ne from the idea that “If he is
not of our kin, he is sure to have a different m{f@il wo zulei, gi xin bi yi Although

Chu is great, its ruler is not akin to us; will e willing to love us?” This reference to
kin relations was made on the basis that the dukeddf Lu and Jin began with the
enfeoffment of relatives of the Zhou kings. Thadiment to origins was equivalent to
the familial commitments of the founders of thaesaand manifested itself frequently in
the metaphor of brotherhood during the Spring antuAn period (see, e.g., Schaberg
2001: 135-139).

Yet, as the domain of the Central States expartedkinship rhetoric that separated the
Zhou-affiliated polities from the alien states vimsreasingly replaced by the fictive
concept of genealogical homogeneity between the Bapinstance, the founding legend
of the state of Wu in the lower Yangtze area wassesl when King Shoumeng (r. 585-
561) began diplomatic relations with the Centralt& of the north. As a way to appeal

15 Shiji Chapter 5, pp. 173-174.
16 Shiji Chapter 40, p. 1695. It occurred in the thirtyHfifear of King Wu's reign.
" The translation follows Legge (1872: 354-355) veittme modification.
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to the Central States, the Wu kings, who initiadigntified themselves as a branch family
of Chu, changed their self-image as scions of Talmember of the Zhou royal clan,
and asserted homogeneity with the Central Stag$fi@rerogeneity with Chu (see
Yoshimoto 2005). This fictive genealogy that thetestof Wu originated from a Zhou
prince was later compiled in ti&hiji.'® In addition, even if the early Wu rulers did not
seem to have accommodated themselves completiig ®initic culture, their
descendants would eventually be able to intermaitty ruling houses of the Central
States. The last Wu king, Fucha (r. 495-473), entanded to proclaim himself
Hegemon of the Central States whose duty it wasdtect all the Zhou-associated
polities, so that in 488.C., he said, “With regard to the Zhou royal housanl of the

eldest.*®

The case of the Wu state represents the procetsesio-political expansion
in thelongue durédy means of bringing formerly non-Sinitic groupsoi the Zhou
kinship system and migrating Zhou-type lineages previously peripheral areas (see

Falkenhausen 2006: ch.6).

When Sima Qian recorded the history of foreignestalhe pointed out that beyond Han
proper they were mostly founded by disaffectedededted ‘Chinese’ who fled to the
wilderness and reestablished there their regime$ieSormulated their ethno-genealogy
as having some connection to Chinese ancestbesdescendants of the Yellow Emperor.
His intention in theShiji is clearly embodied in the chapters on Vietnarar{tthe Nam

Viet kingdom), Korea (then the Wiman Chosun kingdloamd even Xiongnu, China’s
main enemy (see Wang 2004: 41). The passage Bhijie@n the ethnic origins of the
Xiongnu people reads: “The ancestor of the Xiongras a descendant of Xiahou clan
(the ruling clan of the Xia dynasty)” (see Figur&)3° Hence, the Xiongnu became the
descent of the Yellow Emperor because, from théovieEmperor down to Yu the Great,

one of legendary Sage Kings who founded the Xiaadiyn they all shared the “same

18 Shiji Chapter 31 “Genealogical account of the house wflaibo,” p. 1445.

19 Shiji Chapter 31, p. 1474. Fucha’s self-consciousnebglohging to the same kin as the Zhou king is
also mentioned in thBuo yuChapter 19, p. 615-617.

20 shiji Chapter 110, p. 2879. Sima Qian’s ethno-geneatoghe Xiongnu was critically reexamined by an
eminent scholar Wang Guowei (1877-1927). In spitgome factual errors, however, contemporary
Chinese historians such as Yao Dali (2004) stilaim Sima Qian’s invaluable contribution of tragin
entire history of the Xiongnu since he was the fiistorian who actually did that. See also Di Cosm
(2002: 163-166) and Ma Changshou (1962a) for atmuresf ethnic origin of the Xiongnu
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gens(tongxing but adopted different designations for theirestat* This ‘Chinese’
origin of the Xiongnu in th&hiji marks them out as legitimate constituents of G3ene
history from the very beginning and, more imporygnnhakes them “part of the family”
(Di Cosmo 2002: 300) in conjunction with the kinshinetoric in Han-Xiongnu

diplomacy sustained by marriage allian&es.

It is interesting to compare the Roman portraiftifla and the Huns, with the
description of the Xiongnu, the ancestors of then€se, as offered by ancient Chinese.
For instance, the fourth-century Roman historiannieanus Marcellinus wrote, “The
Huns exceed anything that can be imagined in fgraeid barbarism. They gash their
children’s cheeks to prevent their beards groviiheir stocky body, huge arms, and
disproportionately large head give them a monstegqearance. They live like beasts”
(Grousset 1970: 74). Many Chinese in Han timesentig shared this kind of pejorative
characterization and saw the Xiongnu as beasts fmbtured, not as members of their
kind (see Chapter 4). Perhaps influenced by thgighice of his contemporaries, Sima
Qian also criticized the greedy actions of the Xjiom and expressed some moral
disapproval regarding their nomadic behavior arstams (see Di Cosmo 2002: 288).
However, comparisons between the Roman viewpoititeHuns and the Chinese
perception of the Xiongnu made by several Westeholars notably René Grousset
(1970), do not capture the real and essentialréifilee. Contrary to Ammianus

Marcellinus and other Roman historians, Sima QrahBan Gu (32-92.D.) imagined

2L shiji Chapter 1, p. 45. The translation follows Nienla8994: 17), but | putgens instead of
“cognomehas an original translation adng. In ancient China, the terring means a large descent unit
above the lineage level, approximately synonymoitis tglan” or the old Roman usage géns The term
“cognomeh(or “familia”) is roughly tantamount to Chinese testm, designating corporate kin-group or
simply “lineage.” | consult Falkenhausen (2006)ameling the definition of those terms.

22 See Di Cosmo (2002: ch.7 and 8) for a detailedudision of ethno-history and ethnography of the
Xiongnu in theShiji.

% The custom to gash the face with a knife wasyf@idmmon among the Inner Asian peoples. As Franke
(1975: 137-138) demonstrates, the Chinese soutsepainted out this custom not only among the
Xiongnu from whom the Hun originated, but amongthghur and Jurchen. Fot the Jurchens, for instance
their leaders gashed their foreheads and weptaeemewhen they had eventually conquered the Narther
Song dynasty in 1127. Likewise, a Southern Sontewwrote: “If someone dies, they [Jurchens] gash
their forehead with a knife so that blood and teairmsam down and mingle. They call this “to takevie

with bloody tears.” They bury their dead but do hate inner and outer coffins.” See Xu Mengxin,
Sanchao beimeng huibiahapter 3, p. 18.

24 pgainst such Sinocentric interpretation, ThomasfiBla (1981) tries to rationalize the behaviorattern

of the Xiongnu by considering the situation in gteppe.
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interethnic kinship commonalities by attributingdan groups like the Xiongnu,

Koreans and Vietnamese as all descendants of tinesi®

In the eyes of the ancient Chinese then, the navadigins were uncultured and
unsophisticated kin, but who could be correctedugh learning the Confucian moral
standard. A typical example of a naturalized Cherieslin Midi (134-8&.cC.), originally
the heir-apparent of the Xiongnu Xiutu king, whangato the Han court as a prisoner in
bonds?® Thanks to his devotion to duty and respectful cemoe, he later became one of
closest aides of Emperor Wu and was given the posths title of the Respectful
Marquis Jinghoy).?’ The success of Jin Midi, however, was not achiel@dbid of

ethnic tensions. Ban Gu, indeed, did not forgehémtion some tacit ethnic prejudice
toward Jin Midi, but, as was often the case, thef@man perspective of cultural

universalism eventually prevailég.

To sum up, the works of Sima Qian reflect the tgpChinese understanding of the
Middle Kingdom and its neighboring states duringyeenperial times. The construction
of the myth of the Yellow Emperor as a common atwes all Chinese, self-identified
either as the ‘Qin peopleginren) or as ‘Han people’hanren in his times, neatly
corresponds to the expansion of ancient Chinadrctturse of a gradual unification of
ethnically heterogeneous populations. This fickireship discourse was further stretched

% |n theHan shuChapter 94, Ban Gu followed Sima Qian’s descriptib ethno-genealogy of the Xiongnu
with only minor variants (see Boodberg 1957). Alitgbh Ban Gu mainly inherited Sima Qian’s notion of
common ancestry, however, his perception toward@oinese was different from Sima Qian in many
respect. See Di Cosmo (2002: 271) and Liu Chun20@3) for a detailed discussion of similarities and
differences between two great historians.

% King of Xiutu was one of the major leaders under supreme command of the Chanyu, the great khan
of all the Xiongnu. See Tang Changru (1955: 382}468a more detailed discussion. Ho Ping-ti (1998:
130) mistakenly claims that Jin Midi was an heipagent to the Chanyu. In addition to Jin Midi, Gan a
Xiongnu who had been captured in war and latermpamied by his master Zhang Qian, can be regarded
as another representative of the nomad’s presearidan China. Gan Fu traveled to Central Asia with
Zhang Qian and proved a loyal and resourceful @sgito his famous master.

2" Han shuChapter 68 “The biography of Jin Midi,” p. 2959629 The complete translation is available in
Watson (1974: 151-157).

% Han shuChapter 68, p. 2960. It reads, “Many of the empemaidatives and other persons in high
position were secretly resentful, saying, ‘His Md&ye[Emperor Wu] by some quirk of circumstance gets
himself a barbarian boy(’er) and what does he do but treat him with honorrasgect!” When the
emperor heard of their remarks, he only treatedVlith more generously than ever.” The translation
follows Watson (1974: 152-153).
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beyond the Great Wall. For Sima Qian and Ban Gs,'@hinese’ origin of non-Chinese
groups probably marked their efforts to rationafzeign polities, including the
formidable Xiongnu. According to Di Cosmo, suchaestructions of the Xiongnu’s
distant past “have a highly normative function &mdlll two goals: making the unknown
seem familiar, and establishing a certain subjeciree worthy of investigation” (2002:
298). In other words, the rationalization of thenaalic peoples was part of the grand
strategy of ‘taming the north’ of the Han dynadtythe long run, such interpretation was
to become the foundation of China’s all-inclusiemception of ethnicity. As presently
argued, this imagined commonality was not only @edeby native Chinese, but by non-

native peoples as well.

The Middle Imperial Expansion to Non-Han Conquerors

About half a millennium later, despite going laggehnoticed in much of scholarship,
Sima Qian’s kinship rhetoric of the Xiongnu was agpiated by Helian Bobo (r. 407-
425), the founder of the short-lived Xia, one of Bixteen Kingdoms and the last
Xiongnu state in Chinese history. When he estadtighe empire, he proclaimed himself
as a descendant of the Xiongnu Xiahou clan (whiatiy followed theShiji), and thus
chose “Great Xia” as the name of his stdtat the same time, unlike his ancestors who
sinicized their surname to Liu, the imperial sureamhthe Han dynasty, he went back to
the old Xiongnu noble clan name, which reveals ligaivas very conscious of his ethnic
identity 3° However, it was not contradictory for Helian Bdiodbe both Xiongnu and
Chinese on the basis of his reference to the ‘Ganarigin of the Xiongnu in th&hiji.
Indeed, he declared himself both the Great Shasiypréme chief of the Xiongnu) and
the Heavenly King of Great Xia.

As an ambitious Xiongnu leader-ruler in times dfuiion and disunity, Helian Bobo also
embraced the Chinese political ideal of one uni&atpire. For instance, the name of the
capital of the Xia in the Ordos region, Tongwanswambined frontongyi (unification)

29 Jin shuChapter 130, p. 3202.
%0 Boodberg (1979: 47-73) provides in-depth informatbn Helian Bobo’s genealogy. The surname Helian
may have come from the Huyan, one of three grealerftouses in the Xiongnu society.
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andwanfang(all states), which symbolizes his aborted dre&ioméying all of China®*

In opposition to the conventional interpretatiomdVestern scholarship, such as those of
Thomas Barfield (1989) who overestimates the nom&de elements of the Xia, he was
deeply influenced by the Chinese ideal of Greatyfuia tongy) (see, e.g., Qiu 1993:
51) 3% Throughout Chinese history, this utopian ideal/piled over the realpolitik of
many states and was as true for such alien poéiagke Liao, Jin, Yuan, and Qing as for
any native dynasty. At present, the PRC’s offisialgan of a ‘unified multiethnic state’

is not something invented in modern times but &eresion of prior convictions.

Helian Bobo’s syncretic ideal was not uncommonmythe Age of Disunion (220-589),
the early phase of the middle imperial period. $&v@on-Han conquerors not only
adopted the image of the Chinese ruler as the sixelinolder of the Mandate of Heaven
(tianming, but portrayed themselves as the descendaneofélow Emperor. Although
he was of the proto-Tibetan Di tribe, Fu Jian &7-385) of the Former Qin, who
temporarily unified northern China, strove to be #iole legitimate ruler of the Middle
Kingdom. To prove his qualification as the Son @aden, he embraced Sinitic culture as
a whole. Accordingly, he was inclined to identifynself with the personage of the
Yellow Emperor. On the eve of the Fei River baitil@83, he praised the Yellow
Emperor for achieving the Age of Grand Commonaditg was determined to
accomplish it again, by pacifying the South whéehative Chinese dynasty, the
Eastern Jin, was locatédlAs it turned out, however, the lack of militaryocdination led

to a decisive defeat in his campaign against ttetefia Jin-the Fei River battld* Just as

31 Jin shuChapter 130, p. 3205.

%2 Barfield (1989: 119) asserts that Helian Bobossiee steppe traditions and therefore his governmast
self-consciously tribal and rejected Chinese foofadministration. Contrary to his imagination, reer,
the capital Tongwan was a heavily fortified anchtemogically advanced city not common to steppe
tradition, not to mention the meaning of its naferther, it could probably influence the urban piag of
Luoyang, the capital of Northern Wei dynasty fro@b4.D.

3 Jin shuChapter 114 “The biography of Fu Jian: part 2,2@15. Fu Jian said, “Xuanyuan [a personal
name of the Yellow Emperor] was a great sage. Himdnity was like that of heaven, his wisdom likatth
of a spirit. Thus it could be that there was nom® wid not follow and obey. ... How can we dare ot t
institute the enterprise of Grand Commonaldgtbng zhi yg” The translation follows Rogers (1968: 163-
164).

34 Eberhard gives an intriguing sociological explérabf Fu Jian's sudden rise and fall by attribgtinto
the characteristics of Tibetan social organizatiowhich “tribal organization always had been weak
among them” (1965: 124). As he further discussesas easy for Fu Jian to transform his Tibetar® w
were mostly fought as footsoldiers, into a regalamy, given that the organization of footsoldiergasier
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his overconfidence in the Mandate of Heaven wasapetl, so was his reliance in vain on

the ethno-political rhetoric of the Yellow Emperor.

In addition, the rulers of the Northern Wei dynad86-534), the Tuoba [Tabgatch] clan
of the Xianbei [Sarbi], declared that their ancestiescended from the Yellow Emperor
(see Bai 1995: 68). This is well reflected in theoB of Wei Vei shy, one of twenty-

four canonical histories compiled by Wei Shou dgiine Northern Qi dynasty (550-577).
On the ethnic origin of the Touba Xianbei, it says:

In antiquity, the Yellow Emperor had twenty-fivenso Those who stayed at home became the
ancestors of the Hua Chinese; those who went atscattered in the wildernedsuangfy.®® The
youngest son, Changyi, was given the northern laoasaining the Great Xianbei Mount&th.
From this he took his name. ... Since the Yellow Eropeuled through the virtue of ‘earth’
(tudg and northerners call the earth “Tuo” and therr@®u) “Ba,” therefore, “Tuoba” became
their lineage nameshi).*’
Imagining non-Sinitic nomads as descendants oY#ilew Emperor becomes quite
explicit here: even the tribal name Tuoba standshfe descendants of the Yellow
Emperor’® Likewise, the Yuwen clan of the Xianbei, who efigited the Northern Zhou
dynasty (557-581), claimed descent from the DiWiusbandmanShennony the
legendary founder of Chinese agriculture and hartedicine (Pearce 2001: 150). At the
same time, the Northern Zhou court de-sinicized shbjects by bestowing Xianbei
surnames on its Han Chinese followers (see Die@;195wis 2009a: 168). Like Helian
Bobo, there was no contradiction for the ruling Yamhouse to claim at once Chinese-
ness and Xianbei-ness. This trend of ‘Sino-Xiargdyathesis’ as an outcome of the

interaction between sinicizing and de-sinicizingcs also appeared in its rival state—

than the organization of mobile horsemen. As saotha leader died or was defeated, however, the
organization quickly collapsed. What remained wererganized individuals. See also Eberhard (1977:
127-134).

% As Honey (1990: 169-171) demonstrates, some West#olars interpret these accounts as part of the
defensive process of ‘demonizing the barbariangubying them into the descendants of the great evi
doers of the past, banished to the outer world.sBah imagination, which is probably motivated by t
Judeo-Christian idea of children of Abraham, istakisn.

% According to theShiji, Changyi was also described a father of Zhuanme,ad the Five Emperors after
the Yellow Emperor. As discussed, Zhuanxu was fsetido be an ancestor of the state of Chu and Qin.
37\Wei shuChapter 1, p. 1. The translation follows Holmg(&882a: 51) with minor changes. See
Holmgren (1982a) for a complete and annotated laar of this chapter with a general introductin
early Tuoba history.

3 Boodberg (1979: 237-239) gives several possibfotheses on the etymological origin of the name
‘“Tuoba.’
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the Northern Qi° By the sixth century, therefore, ‘Han’ and ‘Xiaiitaristocratic
families were neither distinct nor separate grdops each other (see Pearce, Spiro, and
Ebrey 2001: 17).

To summarize, during the Age of Disunion, we cagsesbe many instances in which
fanciful ethno-genealogies were drawn up. For at@mquerors, in general, this
manipulation of ancient mythologies and symbolamfdealized antiquity reflects their
efforts to secure the right to govern the Middla¢g@ddom and its multiethnic subjects.
Further, it was a political strategy to mitigatey gnotential threat from the majority
population; for without substantial support frone tative Chinese population, the less
numerous alien rulers risked “being swamped byltegsoon as their coercive grip
loosened” (Barfield 1989: 103). In this respecg #ppropriation of ancient Chinese
mythology was one practical way to integrate digegthnicities. Under such
circumstances, interethnic marriages were incrgasinequent, although hostility would
remain. Arguably, the interethnic amalgamation dowdt be so common at some points;
but, it must have changed after the political adeesy of the foreign intruders (see, e.g.,
Dien 1976; Holmgren 1995-96; Lee 1978; Li 1928; J4855). It was the “drift of a

kind of alloy, so to speak, tempered and mellowed bumber of new elements” (Li
1928: 275). Most importantly, this overall trendetiinic blending laid the foundation for
the cosmopolitan spirit of the Tang China.

One of the typical characteristics of Chinese hisgmaphy has been the appeal to the
conception of common ancestry, which holds thah I®itic and non-Sinitic peoples
originated from the same ancestors. For instaheegditors of th&iao shi(Standard
history of the Liao) recorded that the Khitan rolgalise descended from the Yuwen
Xianbei, so that the Khitans were simultaneouskcdadants of the Divine Husbandman,
known as the Flame Empergafid). They probably intended to bolster the political
legitimacy of the Liao (907-1125) in Chinese impehistory by tracing their ancestry to

another alien regime, the Northern Zhou, placettiénlegitimate line of dynastic

%9 The socio-political condition of the Northern @&t was vividly discussed in the works of Yan Huit
(531-591), translated in Teng (1968). See also £€2006).
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succession. In contrast, the Liao statesman Yeti(dal113) called the Khitans
descendants of Xuanyuan, the Yellow Empé&?dtis argument would reflect the high
degree of acculturation in the late Liao societljjcl differed from the earlier phase
when the Khitans enshrined their own founding legEtHowever, later conquest
dynasties, the Jurchen JiMongol Yuan?* and Manchu Qing? did not share the
ancestral myth of the native Chinese but cherishenl own tribal mythologies. They
instead pursued the ideal of political unificatioa-desire to achieve inclusiveness within
a unified empire to which all peoples belong. Toawmodate all ethnicities, they
employed Confucianism as the official state ideg)ame that preaches a supra-ethnic

cultural universalism as well as a doctrine of ‘ema&ld one-ruler’ (see Chapter 3).

After the collapse of the Qing in 1911, the idea@inmon blood has been the dominant
force in the formation of post-imperial Chineseioatood. In particular, the Republican-
era nationalists transformed the ancient myth atmuyellow Emperor as the progenitor
of the Chinese peoples into a systematic theotlge@antiquity and consanguinity of the
Chinese nation (see Dikotter 1990, 1992, 1994, 19987, 2005; Harrison 2000: ch.1;
Ishikawa 2002a; Leibold 2006, 2007; Li 1928; Shea7). The Republican government
adopted a calendar based on the Yellow Emperothentburth of April was declared a
national holiday in honor of his birthday; as @i historian Gu Jiegang recollected, “the
official bulletins posted on every street and lanthe days of the Revolution [of 1911]
stated that we were living ‘in the year of the ¥allEmperor 4609.” On what basis was

this chronology compiled?” (Hummel 1931: 81). FerthChinese nationalists regarded

“O'Liao shiChapter 63, p. 949. See also Wang Ke (2001: 127).

1 On Khitan's legend of tribal origin, see Wittfogeid Feng (1949: 272). See also Liu Pujiang (2008).
2 Regarding the legend of the origin of the Jurchierimperial clan, consult Franke (1978b, 1981)e Th
first ancestor’'s name was Hanpu (Korean: Hambo) gdroe from the Korean Peninsula in the tenth
century.

“3The ancestral legend of the Chinggisid Mongols reasrded in th&ecret History of the Mongols
which has been the only genuine Mongolian accofititeohistory of Chinggis Khan and his family. Igor
de Rachewiltz (1971) renders the translation offitisétwo chapters of th8ecret HistorySee also Tamura
(1973).

“4 The Qing rulers were conscious of being descesdafnturchens. Indeed, the Manchu dynasty was
founded as the Later Jin in 1616 by Nurhaci whfieitly claimed to the heir of the imperial manté
the Jin Jurchens and utilized the imagery of thegSiin period to reinforce his claim to a legitieaight
to rule the Northeast” (Crossley 1987: 770). Lated, 777, the Qianlong emperor initiated the reslear
project on Manchu origins. Accordingly, the Resbaso Manchu OriginsManzhou yuanliu kgowvas
published in 1783 (see Crossley 1987, 1999: ckéintrary to the belief of Manchu rulers, howevbe t
origins of the Manchus “could not be easily restrcto the imperial Jurchens” (Crossley 1987: 769).
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non-Han groups such as the Manchus, Mongols, dvetdns as racially related
‘branches’ fenzh) off the Han line of evolution (see Chapter 7)eiftemphasis on the
‘Chinese’ origin of non-Han peoples was in a manmeararkably similar to Sima Qian’s
fictive ethno-genealogy that united the Han andngitu peoples in common blood and
kinship. As | shall discuss later, this practiceenfphasizing interethnic commonalities

has continued in the PRC.

The Persistence of the Kinship Rhetoric in Interstie Relations

China’s kinship rhetoric was not only articulatédaugh ancestral myth and legend, but
played a significant role in interstate relatiopshiThe formal relationship between the
Middle Kingdom and foreign states had often bedmdd by adopting kinship terms
like ‘grandfather and grandson,’ ‘father and sémy'cle and nephew,’ and ‘elder and
younger brothers.’ In theory, the Sinocentric wartder imagines that the kinship status
of the Son of Heaven should be superior to histieowassals. In reality, however, the
suzerainty of the Chinese emperor over foreigrnrsulaas far from stable. The actual
status of non-Han sovereigns was sometimes eqaaldeen higher than that of the
rulers of native Chinese dynasties like the HamgT&ong, and Min§ That situation
had been particularly common in the era of whatsgbs(1983) pertinently calls “China
among equals,” a period which spanned nearly featuwries—from late Tang until the
thirteenth century. In late Tang China, the Sinbetan treaties of 783 and 821
comparatively resemble a modern interstate treatyéen sovereign equals, although
the Tang emperors wished to retain their symbaipremacy in kinship terms‘the

father and the son-in-law’ or ‘the maternal unatel ghe nephew’ on the basis of
marriage alliance® Such alleged superiority was merely one examptaefraditional

rhetoric in a lesser empire.

“5 See Fletcher (1968: 206-216), Franke (1970), Su968), Tao Jinsheng (1988, 2008), Wang Gungwu
(1983), and Wright (2005).

“6 See Suzuki (1968: 185-186), Wang Gungwu (1983: &&) Pan Yihong (1992a: 137-148, 1997a: 347-
355). At the same time, the Tang-Turkish and TarghUr relations were also marked by a sense of
equality between the parties (see Drompp 2005; dlad 1983: 67).
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After the demise of Tang, the kinship metaphonieristate relations continued to appear
during the period of Five Dynasties (907-960). Gitleat the Middle Kingdom was weak
and disunited, the Khitan emperors treated theddieaven as their brother or even son.
In 926, when Yell Abaoji (r. 907-926), the foundéthe Liao dynasty, met the
ambassador of the Later Tang dynasty named Yao lkausaid, “I swore brotherhood
with the father of that Lord of Hedong province Keyong]; that Son of Heaven in
Henan [Emperor Zhuangzong] was my son, as the sy dear friend.*” Yet it is also
true that this kind of kinship rhetoric did not gamatee a peaceful coexistence. He said
further to Yao Kun, “My son [Emperor Zhuangzong|Ghina, although having the son-
to-father relationship with me, nonetheless wasyas in a relationship of enmity with
me.”® Like his father, Yelli Deguang (r. 926-947) setagpn-to-father relationship with
Shi Jingtang (r. 936-942), the founder of the Ldiar

This kinship rhetoric was not restricted to thatieinship between the Khitans and
sinicized Turks but continued to persist in the gsbrao relations after the Treaty of
Shanyuan in 1005. Two imperial households therehfigt a fictive kinship relation and
retained it until the end of the Lidd Although they probably did not develop kinship
solidarity greater than the level of symbolic rhiétothis imagined kinship effectively
ensured the absence of major wars between whalifigeshen (1988) metaphorically
calls “Two Sons of Heaven” over a century. Likewidee pejorative attitudes of the Song
Chinese toward the Khitans, sometimes insultinglgracterized as ‘wolves,’ ‘owls,’

‘ugly caitiffs,” gradually but not completely, dispeared. By the mid-eleventh century,
the Song court even admitted that the Khitanstarertost advanced of any of China’s

" Li Keyong, well-known for his loyalty to Tang, wése Shatuo Turk warlord of northern Shanxi with
whom Abaoji swore a blood brotherhood in 905. His ki Cunxu (r. 923-926), Emperor Zhuangzong,
founded the Later Tang, second of the Five Dynss¥i@o Kun was dispatched to make a formal
announcement of the death of Emperor Zhuangzongtendccession of Emperor Mingzhong (r. 926-933).
“*8 This rare memoir of Yao Kun was translated in Md®99: 45-47). See al$tin Wudai shiChapter 72,
pp. 889-890. Being unable to respond Abaoji's desnafrterritorial concession including present-day
Beijing, he was sent in prison. The territorialiciaf the Liao was fulfilled when Shi Jingtang bktLater
Jin granted the Sixteen Prefectures to Abaoji's 3tiat region had become the major source of aurftir
nearly two centuries.

%9 See Tao Jing-shen (1988:107) for a list of kingaims adopted in Song-Liao relations. In general,
theses two ‘brother’ emperors would address eduér @ts elder or younger brother with respect toact
age. Further, the kinship terms extended to inchlbdether members of imperial families (see Ma89%:
70-71; Tao 1988: 10-24; Wright 2005).
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neighbors throughout history; at the same timelthe rulers had expressed the opinion
of ‘one family two states’ (see Tao 1983: 72, 7y 2001: 127). The relations of the
Southern Song to the Jurchen Jin were also defmesms of fictive kinship in which

the Jin emperor became the generational senioishwlimbolizes his political
superiority over the Song ruler. In the treaty ®64-1165, the familial relation of

younger uncle (Jin) and nephew (Song) was adopieshke 1970: 81).

Along with this pseudo-family relationship, actuaterethnic marriage alliances were
frequently occurred, commensurable to some degithemany European absolutist
states. In the history of the Chinese empire, ‘rage alliances’t{eqin literally
“harmonious kinship”) with alien states, traced lbb&xthe pre-imperial period and
formalized later during Former Han times, had beeommon diplomatic techniqd®.
When it was weak in relation to foreign enemies, Middle Kingdom adopted the
imperial policies of peace and appeasement sutiieasarriage alliances to deflect
‘barbarian’ attacks. Generally but not always, ¢here, this alliance by marriage was
established by sending off Chinese princessestpalverful chieftains in the frontiers
such as the Xiongnu, Turk, Tibet, UighirAfter the Tang, the rulers of conquest
dynasties like Khitan, Tangut, Mongol, and Mancfteminvested the marriage bond
with other non-Han ethnicities, while native Chiaesnperors of Song and Ming
dynasties never did promote it. In the followinghill delve into one most famous case,

the Sino-Tibetan marriage alliances during Tangh@hi

Princess Wencheng of the Tang was married offédlthetan rulerkftsan-pg in 641.
Once this Sino-Tibetan marriage was achieved [feffitst time in history), the Tibetan
ruler allowed himself to be significantly swayedBgncess Wencheng. He built a city
for his Chinese bride; he began to use silk garsyéolilowing the Chinese style; and he
invited Tang scholars to Tibet (see Jagchid anddyi1989: 155). Once Princess
Wencheng left for Tibet, the period of peacefukardl exchange between the two lasted

Y See Cui Mingde (2007) and Cui Mingde and Lin Enxi#995a, 1995b) for a general survey of the
history of marriage alliances. See also JagchidSymdons (1989), Pan Yihong (1997b), and Wang
Gungwu (1983) for the effects of marriage allianeesSino-nomadic relations.

*L Interestingly, this policy was also adopted bemlconquerors during the Age of Disunion, spedifica
throughout the fifth and sixth centuries. See Cuidde (1991).
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for decades (Pan 1997b: 114). About half a cerlatey, upon request from the Tibetan
side, another Tang princess, Princess Jinchengmaased to the Tibetabtsan-po She

left for Tibet in 710 and played a central rolediplomacy and politics, developing an
intimate relationship between the Tang and thetTubé&l her death in 740 (Pan 1997a,
1997b; Shi 2000). The Tibetan leader, thereformecto be regarded as a “son-in-law” or
“maternal nephew” of the Tang emperor. As for tliteeTans, this kinship rhetoric was to
survive even after the demise of the Tang. Foamst, when a Song envoy, Liu Huan,
was sent to the Tibetan regime, centered in Qimggfaat is now Xining, Qinghai
province) in 1038, the Tibetan leader, a descenalfdntsan-po asked: “How about my
maternal uncle, the Son of Heavaeijiy tianzi anfo)?”? For the Song side, it was a
diplomatic gaffe for it disregarded the propettitf the Song emperor, and represented
the unrefined impropriety of the Tibetans. For Tligetan side, however, it was the
primordial response to the Chinese based on coléentemories of Tang princesses. In
spite of recognizing different surnames of Tang frd Song (Zhao) emperors, it did not

prevent the Tibetans from eliminating a fictive $mp relation between the two.

Until the last days of the imperial period, the @se statesmen relied on the strategy of
“harmonious kinship” as an important part of apgeasnt policy toward foreign powers,
no matter how alien they were to the Chinese stan@ne exemplary case would be the
diplomatic strategy of Qiying (1787-1858), a Manamperial kinsman of the Qing state,
for negotiating a peace treaty with Great Britdterathe First Opium War. In 1843,
despite his prejudice against European ‘barbafiaegproposed an honorary adoption of
the son of the chief British plenipotentiary, Seerty Pottinger (1789-1856), who was
the first governor of Hong Kong between 1843 and41&s John King Fairbank (1939:
479, 1969: 110) vividly describes:

Seeing a miniature of Pottinger's family, for exdeypCh’i-ying [Qiying] explained that, having

no son himself, he wished to adopt Sir Henry's stid®my. On being told that the boy must first
finish his education in England, Ch'i-ying replietd/ery well, he is my adopted son from this
day”; henceforth his name should be “Frederick IKkgyPottinger.” Having obtained the son’s

*230ng shiChapter 492 “The biography of foreign countriest8 the Tufan (Tibet),” p. 14162. See also
Franke (1983: 118) for another source on the sameteAccording to this slightly different accoutite
Tibetan ruler referred to the Song emperor as 8wn“of Heaven of the Zhao Family” and to the crown
prince as “Our Maternal Uncle of the Zhao Family.”
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miniature, he then made bold to ask for that ofnigher and offered a portrait of his own wife in
exchange. After some hesitation Sir Henry gave aplyLPottinger's picture also. Ch'i-ying
received it in elaborate Manchu fashion and ordérbdrne home in his chair of state.

It proved to be a merely symbolic gesture in thatH&nry’s son, Sir Frederick Pottinger
(1831-1865), did not become Qiying’s son. Nevesdhs| this episode alluded to the
Chinese way of conceiving aliens. As has been dsaml the sense of imagined kinship

endures into the present.

The Search for Shared Commonness in Contemporary Qima

In modern China, the basic principle for interprgtits ethnic relations in the past has
been to search for the ‘scientific’ evidences afrsld primordial commonality between
Han and non-Han nationalities. That has been aala@rnet of nationhood and statehood,
as reflected for instance in the PRC’s official mnarthat China is a ‘unified multiethnic
country,” articulated not only by statesmen like\ieihan (1981, 1987) who was the
director of the Commission of the Affairs of Natadities, but also by ethnologists and
sociologists such as Ma Yin (1989), Fei Xiaotong8Q, 1999), and Ma Rong (2001,
2004, 2007). So, even when the Chinese begandadea national history through the
idea of linear history (see Duara 1995; Kwong 208g the notion of race (see Dikotter
1992, 1996) since the late nineteenth centuryr gplication of such concepts has been
to assert the inseparable ties among the membdéhne &hinese nation. In particular,
China’s current ethnic discourse is not simplymaked to substantiate a putative binary
opposition between ‘civilized’ Han and ‘unciviliZeahinorities. Rather, the orthodox
theory of the origin and development of Chinesdization has been what Fei Xiaotong
(1999) coins ‘a single system with many branchdsbfuan yif)—there has been but

one enduring civilization with regional and ethmariations. From the two examples of
contemporary historiography on Tibetan and Yi pespl will now discuss how the
Chinese strive to essentialize inalienable ties/een Han and minorities by means of the

idea of race and social evolutionism.

Tibetans as the ‘Racial Brother’ of Han Nationality
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It has been well-known to foreigners that the Ceengovernment has always wanted to
legitimize its possession of Tibet proper. Outsiiena, however, what has been less
understood is China’s justificatiedreating the Tibet people as racially-defined
‘brothers’ of the Han peoples without regard towhik of the Tibetans. In the opening
lines of their book, for instance, the author§ bé Historical Status of China’s Tibet
assert: “China is a unified country with 56 natilties. As a major member ¢his big
family, the Tibetans are found in large number. ... At thretthe unification of the
Tibetan race, its various tribes maintained clesewith the Han and several other
nationalities” (Wang and Nyima 1997: 1; my emphesighey further insist: “This
1000-year-long written history between the Tibetand various other nationalities in the
big Chinese family is an inalterable fact” (ibid). As for defending China’s sovereign
claim to Tibet, most of the state-sponsored workJibbetan history have thus been
dedicated to the argument that Tibet is and hisatlyi has been an inalienable part of
China. This idea of interethnic commonalities isd@led on at least two facets of the
indivisible connection between the twone is historical-cultural and the other is racial.

On the one hand, the PRC's official sources unanstyounderscore the long-lasting
cultural and economic interchanges between HanTdretans since the seventh century.
On the political status of Tibet, they highlightiatorical continuity of Chinese ‘rule’
since the Mongol Yuan dynasty that invaded Tibeéhan1240s, what is obviously untrue
as even Mao Zedong once acknowledifdBut still, they deliberately discount the reality
that Tibet's political relations with Ming China weedistant and only maintained through
a nominal recognition of Tibetan leaders and ah@ae trade, despite the Chinese label
of “tribute” (Rossabi 1998: 241-245: Tuttle 2008)zurthermore, following the

3 This English text published in the PRC was intehttecounter what the authors call the theory of
“Tibetan independence” in much Western scholarsbge Tuttle (2008) for a more discussion of thiskoo
including the authorship, some background of thgipation.

** As he candidly admitted, “there was no unity betwéhe Han people and the Tibetan people for handre
of years” (Mao 1986[1951]: 201).

5 Contrary to the Sino-Tibetan relations during Mieg dynasty, Tibet's interactions with Mongol rewgs

in the steppe were increasingly close. The mosiifsignt event was the conversion of Altan KhanQZ5
1582) in 1578. He declared Tibetan Buddhism thieiaffreligion of all the Mongols. Thereatfter,

Buddhism “became the dominant faith of the wholenigl@ world” (Barfield 1989: 288).
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government’s propaganda line, almost all scholateé PRC highly esteethe history

of marriage alliances as a catalyst for reciprataractions between the Han and
Tibetan peoples, one that eventually consolidatésas political integrity’® At present,
therefore, it is not surprising that the epic ahBPess Wencheng is taught in nearly every
school in China and serves as a critical instrurfmmasserting the undeniable control by
the Beijing government over Tibetan regions. In swary, the memories of Chinese
princesses who became mothers of the Tibetans #ex@RC’s national interest{son
d’état) and, as common in the cases of primordial naliesmathese imaginary narratives

simply transcend time and space.

On the other hand, the Chinese government makesfise modern science of race to
highlight blood ties across its ethnic groups. tSasserts genetic similarities between Han
and Tibetans and differences between Tibetans apall¢ and Indians (see Sautman
2001: 107). A renowned sociologist Ma Changsho@®20for instance, proposes the
Han-Tibetan racial sameness on the ground thathmtng to the Mongoloid race and
the same (Sino-Tibetan) language family. He thiexs to refute two major claims, which
contradict his argument. First, based on some aptimetrical researches suggesting
physical similarities between Han and Tibetans;ritecizes the theory that treats the
Tibetan race as an inherently separate group fren€Chinese nation as an ideological
weapon of Western imperialism. Second, despite tidignito a long history of cultural
interaction between Tibetans and Indians, he haddrounces the idea of the Indian
origin of Tibetan peoples as falling short of anbjective’ validity: “We [Chinese] are
against a subjective idealist who constructs a ckacireasoning of racial origin on the
basis of religious origin” (Ma 2003: 348). His ide@dently resonates with the PRC’s
official statement; both Tibetans and Han peoptesesinseparable commonalities in
terms of racial and linguistic grounds and maintespitable relations since the age of
Princess Wencheng. As such, China’s appropriationaalern racial theories is not so
much to delineate a dichotomy of ‘superior’ Han anterior’ non-Han as to construct

%5 Chen Mingxia (1993: 20), for instance, regardsrifsriage alliances as marking an invaluable
“historical contribution” to the formation of a medh multiethnic China. By acclaiming the role of
Princess Wencheng, Ma Dazheng also claims tha&itle Tibetan marriage alliances played a “practical
function @hiji zuoyong on the overall development of mutual relationshif2004b: 9). See also Ma
Dazheng (1989).
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blood-linked brotherhood to accomplish its utilitger political ends-maintaining

territorial integrity.

Minority as the ‘Living Past’ of Chinese Civilizati

In line with the theory of race, the linear evoluiary perspective on ethnic history has
been another important framework, accounting ferthieoretical development of the
Chinese nation in the post-imperial era. The PRisial vision of historical progress in
particular, has been modeled on Marxist social bgweental theory, initially proposed
by the American anthropologist Lewis Henry Morgawd éater developed by Friedrich
Engels in his work he Origin of the Family, Private Property, and ®&te®’ Insofar as
the goal of research has been given to Chinesa@ottgists and ethnologists by the
state, it has been precisely to prove the correstoéthe Morgan-Engels uni-lineal
evolutionary theory in terms of the Chinese situaijsee Falkenhausen 1995; McKhann
1995: 46; Tong 1995: 179-183). Thus, Western schotaitical of ethnic studies in the
PRC, criticize Chinese ethnologists for havinglinéa the diverse aspects of minorities’
cultures within the Morgan-Engelsian frameworkheatthan appreciating their history,
culture, society, and politics in their own righBevan Harrell, for instance, notes that
under the guidance of the dominant Morgan-Engealtohcal paradigm, Chinese scholars
have enshrined “the Han as the leading nationahtybig brother to the backward
minorities” (2001b: 4). What he fails to observewever, is that even during the
pinnacle of canonical Marxist-Leninist historioghgp their discourse was not to prove a
superiority of the hegemonic Han, but rather toficona fundamental premise of
interpreting China’s past—the commonality betwdenian and the minorities.

Chinese ethnologists and historians, including Ibtdh and minorities, have generally
considered some minority nationalities as a ‘thioigthe (Han) Chinese past—preserving
the primordial and ancient nature of Sinitic cultugo they tend to conceive these groups,

> According to the Marxist-Leninist theory of etheoeial development canonized in the Soviet Uniath an
adopted in the PRC in the 1950s, all human sosistieuld go through the progressive sequence of
primitive band, matrilineal clan, patrilineal clasiave society, feudal society, capitalist socistgialist
society, and, ultimately, communist society. Thasguligm “still influences Chinese archaeology tdday
(Tong 1995: 182).
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particularly the Yi (Nuosu, Lolo) and the Naxi (Dgiva) minorities in the southwest
borderland, as holding traces of many of Morgangamstages and are probably the
examplegar excellencef the application of Morganian theo®In this sense, these
groups have been conceived as the ‘living past’+daial key to solving the question of
the origins of Chinese civilizatiol.For instance, the writing system of Naxi natiotyali
supposedly of greater antiquity than that of theiem Egyptians, is believed to enshrine
the traits of archaic Sinitic language, which sujusntly leads to the claim that Han
Chinese is the oldest language in the world (se¢n$an 2001: 106). Even though the
Morgan-Engels paradigm is not as popular as it tsée, the revisionist perspective on
the Yi ethno-history still continues to hold thisving past’ hypothesis. This radical
theory places the ancestors of the Yi at the camdrforefront of the development of
early Chinese civilization and portrays them asit@been pushed to the periphery only

in the last thousand years (see Yi 1996).

Several Yi scholars, led by Liu Yaohan who founttesl‘Chinese Yi cultural school’
(Zhonghua Yizu xuepaihave emphasized the inalienable relationshipsd®n proto-
Yi/Tibetans (Qiang Rong) and proto-Han (Hua-Xiapjple in the earliest stage of
Chinese civilization, and argued that the formeoatribution to the latter was very
significant. According to Liu Yaohan (1980: 212-21885: 25-34), one of the
similarities between the ancestors of the Yi aredHlan is that they all respected black
color and thought of black as a precious thing.Yaohan and other Yi scholars further
propose that although the worship of black ceasexist among proto-Han people after
the fall of the semi-mythical Xia dynasty (the fiShinese dynasty mentioned in ancient
records), contemporary Yi people still respect blghli’ in Yi language) as spiritual
energy and thus ‘Ni’ becomes the highest objestafhip®® In this way, PRC scholars

8 Some works on this topic are available in Englske McKhann (1995) for the discussion of the Naxi
and Harrell (1995b, 2001) on the Yi.

*In case of the Nuosu (or Yi of Liangshan), it wias only group determined to be at the slave saagjee
time of the Democratic Reforms of the 1950s (H&&@07: 238). That means the Nuosu was considered t
be the oldest ‘living past’ in China proper.

% According to the ancient classic, Book of Rite#i §, the Xia dynasty respected black color. The Taggo
chapter of thetiji says: “Under the sovereigns of Xia they prefembet was black. On great occasions [of
mourning], for preparing the body and putting tbithe coffin, they used the dusk; for the busirefssar,
they used black horses in their chariots; and ttt&mws which they used were black” (Legge 1967[1885
125). Once the Shang dynasty (ca. 1600-1®49 conquered the Xia, people then respected what was
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support the hypothesis that the Yi nationality ypgeeserves China’s glorious past, and
gives useful clues for deciphering the originsha& Yellow River civilization, although
they admit that the ancient connection betweeropyotand proto-Han people is still
hard to prove.

Not only did he argue that the elementary culttrats of the Yi are the prototype of
Chinese civilization, Liu Yaohan (1985) even boldhpclaims that Taoism, which is a
characteristic expression of the Chinese spiritlaatbrical experience, indeed originated
from the Yi nationality’* He also asserts that the ancestors of the Yielieved to have
made at least three great contributions to Chineglization and the world: the ten-
month solar calendar, the binary mathematical syséad the knowledge of
crossbreeding the horse with the donkey to givéh lbir the mule (see Liu 1996; Pan
2002: 200). Interestingly, his radical Yi-centrmtionalism’ is hardly challenged by Han
scholars in public. Insofar as he makes a coniohub the formation of the Chinese
nation rather than to its deconstruction, to dagdis arguments is equivalent to saying
that the Yi culture has nothing to do with the Haitture. The current discourse on the Yi
ethno-history evidently reveals what seems to bigiqadly correct in the PRC (Pan

2002: 200-201). By the same logic, the PRC’s migaducation policy generally tends
to be lenient As in this interesting analogy frooclen Pye: “[T]he Chinese policy, if
transferred to America, would be similar to the tddiStates government’s sponsoring
the ‘Black Power movement,” monopolizing the teaghof ‘Afro-American studies,’

and directing those who are thus trained to be rfko@vledgeable’ about a somewhat
synthetic ‘black culture’ to make all their ‘culdrperformances’ climax in uninhibited
praise of the President” (1975: 508).

In summary, treating some non-Han peoples asithedlpast’ of earlier phases of

Chinese civilization is an exemplary case of makipca sense of shared commonality

white.

¢ Quite interestingly, some Western scholars, whg nwt share Liu's radical Yi nationalism, also ofai

the role of non-Han peoples on the origins and ldgweent of Taoism. As Terry Kleeman put it: non-Han
ethnic groups “have played a significant role irol3an from the beginning, that Daocism remains an
influential religion among ethnic minorities withamd outside China even today, and that archamdaf
Daoism survive among non-Chinese peoples that@tenger to be found among the Chinese” (2002: 24).
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between the majority and the minority. Even theaditationalistic historiography of
minority scholars like Liu Yaohan who may challerige leading role of Han majority
should be tolerated as long as it does not bréseprinciple of a ‘unified multiethnic
state’ modeled on the idea of a common genealogg—¥&low Emperor or Peking Man
as a common ancestry of the Chinese nation. Byasin@any opposition to this line of
official narrative would be strictly forbidden. Win¢he Tibetans mobilized into armed
revolt in March 1959, the response from the PRGegawient was to defend the Chinese
nation as a great family: “Tibet is an inalienapéet of China. It belongs to the big
family of the Chinese people, not to the handfuleaictionaries, much less to the
imperialists and foreign interventionist€. This familial metaphor embodies a striking
continuity in conjunction with a universalistic mleof Chinese empire—namely, the
world as one family (as shown in the beginning quadtthis chapter). In this sense, the
ethnic logic of nation-state building, which istaral to the empire-to-nation transition,

has not been transplanted in post-imperial China.

The Kinship Metaphor in China: Yesterday and Today

China’s current version of ‘genealogical natiomafigluminates the persistence of
ancient Chinese thought. As Patricia Ebrey notesethnic dimension of Chinese
identity “was rooted in the habit of thinking ofthargest we-group in terms of
patrilinear kinship, that is, imagining the HuaaXor Han, metaphorically at least, as a
giant patrilinear descent group” (1996: 8d%he is right; yet | want to add that this
emphasis on kinship relations has not been exd@lysbeneficial to the development of
in-group solidarity among Han Chinese. My pointhiat the Chinese have imagined
some primordial commonality between the Han andidan peoples on the basis of the
myth of common descent and the historical memointefethnic exchanges.
Furthermore, the discourse of such ‘imagined comahibes’ as constituent of the

62 Resolution of the Question of Tibet, adopted onil&8, 1959, by the First Session of the Second
National People’s Congress of the People’s Repulflchina. As rendered by Patterson (1960: 102).
% Frank Pieke further argues that such a genealddiea renders “the position of China’s non-Hanup®
highly ambiguous and vulnerable” (2003: 121).
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genealogically informed Chinese nation reverberaiés the state project of the PRC.
From the 1980s, in particular, this has been aromapt part of the state’s efforts to
construct a new nationalism that would serve asl@nlogical bond to crisscross and
transcend complex class, regional, and ethnic imesder to fill the vacuum left by the
decline of Maoist ideology (see Esteban 2006; P2a8; Zhao 2004: ch.6).

But China’s assertion of shared commonalities tsah@ays consensual, for it often faces
a severe resistance from outside the PRC. The Dalaa, for instance, counters the
PRC'’s claim of historically-constituted common hilo@lations in the following ways:
“archaeological findings have revealed that theefahs and Chinese have been two
distinct people since the dawn of human civilizatiGcee Sautman 2001: 107). Similarly,
the recent cult of Chinggis Khan as the number‘Ghaese’ national hero, the unifier of
China for the Chinese and the only ‘Chinese’ wheralefeated Europeans, surely
provokes the Mongol peoples in Outer Mongolia aséwhere®® Such addition of
Chinggis Khan to the Chinese national pantheoas isitricate process, “reflecting the
complex relationship between Mongols as an ethmmonty that wishes its culture and
heroes to be properly represented by the statéhanstate’s desire to integrate minorities,
including Mongols, into a national state” (Bulagd2®: 243). Taking such ethnic politics
of the PRC into account, foreign scholars and hurigdnts activists together with
overseas non-Han nationalists have been criticédeobfficial theory being used by the
Chinese nation as an ideological weapon to rephesgghts of self-determination for
non-Han groups, which would eventually eliminateititultural independeneeleading

to ‘cultural genocide’ in Inner Mongolia, Tibet aXghjiang [Eastern Turkestan] (Bulag
2004, 2010; see also Sautman 2006a, 2006b). Anamg, the overseas Mongol
anthologist Uradyn Bulag harshly reputes the PR@isiulation of the Chinese nation,

noting that “an inclusive concept presumes the 'Harits core and is deeply inflected by

% See Bulag (2002b, 2003) on the recent Chineset@hinggis Khan. Since the end of the Cultural
Revolution, the cult of Chinggis Khan has beenrisified as implied by an official evaluation; in8® he
was praised in the People’s Daily as a “leadertifi€se and foreign peoples, an outstanding military
strategist and statesman” without even identifyjirgMongol ethnicity (Connor 1984: 466-467). Furthe
the Beijing government has espoused the officiahsprship of the rituals of Chinggis Khan as a pado
‘concern and love’ for the Mongol nationality (d¢ban 1995). The annual honoring ceremonies have bee
held in the Chinggis Khan Mausoleum located in Grdblnner Mongolia, which was built in 1954 to

1956 and rebuilt from the destruction of the CwdtiRevolution.
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racism” (2002b: 17-18). He is right to argue thnas is modeled on the all-embracing
whole that does not demarcate an immutable ethciatdne. Yet | think his accusation
of Han ‘racism’ is inaccurate if Chinese realiteas properly considered (see Chapter 7).
The representation of Chinggis Khan as winningthaal glory’ for the Chinese people
is absurd yet still understandable within the crhtd the present-day racial nationalism

in China.

The conceptualization of ethnicity in China, be@aaskits inclusionary nature, can be
ideal-typically differentiated from that among coial powers and the post-imperial and
post-colonial national states. It does not necégsarpose a fixed objectification of

‘Self’ and ‘Other,” nor does it essentialize nonFHainorities as inferior beings. Also, it
is not based on the representation of ethnic ntieeras ‘impure’ and ‘foreign’ vis-a-vis
the national majority. From pre-imperial times e fpresent day, there is a historical
continuity and persistence in the making of a prufred dimension of nationhood. In the
past, as shown in the history of patrimonial stte,Son of Heaven embodied the father
of the abstract, imagined family. In the preselibcaigh the Han is usually conceived as
the core ethnicity, the leader of the giant fansifyhe Chinese nation is not so much the

ethnic Hamas the Communist leaders.

The former Soviet Union and the PRC somewhat rekeadzrh other in the sense that
they are a ‘nationless’ socialist state and empleasie communal ties among their
multiethnic citizenry. But the crucial differencetiveen the two should be recognized.
The former, imagined as a large “communal aparth@&ezkine 1994) in which
national state units represented separate rooamscally promoted ethnic particularism.
As Ronald Suny points out, the unintended consempiehSoviet nationality
development was that “an antinationalist statedtelfreate nations within it” (2001a:
895; see also Suny 1993: ch.3). The latter, byrastitimagined as a “giant family” of
the Chinese people, has not endorsed ethnic segmartalt continued its imperial practice
in a more centralized manner, that is, settingamisautonomous administrations in the
borderlands. Thus, instead of adopting the Soed¢rfal system that consists of national

republics for minority nationalities, the PRC gavaent eventually endorsed the idea of
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one unitary republic by referring to the heritagehe unified Chinese empire first
created in 22B.C. and to the principle of the United Front, as rerdéoy Li Weihan
(1981: 672-675), the Chinese equivalent of Stadithe commissar darkomnats

Finally, my study suggests that the primordial kipsdiscourse is not simply a modern
invention but rather a cultural repertoire that passisted since early China. Much
scholarship on Chinese nationalism, however, hgglyaconceived this primordial
aspect of the Chinese nationhood as an ‘instrurhsia@anipulation’ or ‘invention of
primordial essence’ (Bulag 2003) without paying dttention to its historical
background. Instead of the modernist perspectigaggest that the myth of a common
ancestral origin All-under-Heaven was inventedre-inperial times. It was Sima Qian
of the Former Han dynasty who systematically ctiigead the genealogy of the
legendary ancestors, starting from the Yellow Erapétlis records, which were believed
to be orthodox history, had not only been shareddiiwve Han peoples but also echoed
by several alien rulers especially during the AgBigsunion who proclaimed themselves
as the common descendants from the mythical Chisheites and the Sage Kings of
early antiquity. For those non-Han conquerors,as\a symbolic medium to legitimize
their possession of the Middle Kingdom. The ide&rarfis-ethnic genealogical unity had
also been common in interstate diplomacy by imagjra kinship between the native
Chinese and the non-Han states, based especidlhe@ractice of marriage alliance.
From these historical memories of fictive ethnoggdaogies, the Chinese in the post-
imperial era started to create a more essentialiéoh of racially informed interethnic
unity within the Chinese nation by manipulating naty the narratives of the Yellow
Emperor and Peking Man together with Princess Wemgland Chinggis Khan but also
the ancient Yi and Naxi history.

Such mythicized genealogical narratives are, ofsguwot based on historical reality.
Some modern historians, notably Gu Jiegang antblisvers, began to radically
reassess the works of Sima Qian and criticize bintréating ancient mythologies as real
history. As Gu Jiegang put it, “when we open &igji, we are met with a wealth of

ancient myths and legends that do not agree wattohcal fact” (1983: 150; see also
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Hummel 1931; Schneider 1971). Accordingly, Siman@ariously breached the primary
obligation of historians in the tradition of Chimesistoriography-“investigate first, and
only then trust” kao er hou xij even as he advocated this very principle. Yet th
people’s belief in the ancestral origin became vitatshall Sahlins (1981) calls
“mythical realities.” It means that myth “makes th@n-existent exist,” as historical
sociologist Philip Abrams (1988) has put it. Thethigal realities of the Chinese nation
as the common descent of the Yellow Emperor persisbably more strongly than in
any other historical times. Even ethnic minoriffEssay nothing of the Han) learn in
school that all ethnicities have indeed a commaiohy and are descendants of the
Yellow Emperor (see, e.g., Hansen 1999: 160). LikewChinese scholars have tried to
‘prove’ the historical justification of how non-Haminorities should be considered
descendants of the Yellow Emperor as well as taemnEIEmperonfand), another
legendary ancestor of the Chinese people (Huan\tarth 1996). Further, the recently
completed 106-meter high statues of the Flame aildw Emperors, located in Henan
province, the birthplace of the Yellow River cizgition, symbolize China'’s aspiration to
resurrect and reconfigure the state religion okatral worship in terms of legendary
Chinese sovereigns and cultural heroes. Followiadt@ Hayes’s famous definition of
nationalism as a modern religion, this modern maaipn of the cult of mythical
progenitors reveals the essence of contemporanmyeSainationalism. It is an undeniable
and reified reality.
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Chapter Six
Imagined Identity:
The Processes of Ethnic Naming Customs and Name Giges in Southern
Manchuria, 1749-1909

Individual self-identity is not so much fixed aggo#iated. Although ascriptive elements
such as language, religion, custom, and geneallayyapsignificant role in the identity
formation process, those ostensible given tratesndbecome a matter of choice in
response to political and economic circumstancks i§ also true in the construction
and reconstruction of ethnic self-identity. Thatile in theory ethnicity is based on the
belief in a common ancestry, ethnic group boundast®uld be conceived as a plastic
and malleable social construction (Anderson ange$i983, 1989; Barth 1969; Chai
1996, 2005; Wimmer 2008a, 2008b, 2009). Sociahtisits, especially those who
criticize the taken-for-granted idea of ethnicligve indicated the mechanisms for how
the individual’s ethnic identities may be transfedhrunder the porous ethnic boundaries
at hand (Alba 1990; Bennett 1975; Hechter 1971512%995; Hoddie 2006; Keyes 1981;
Waters 1990, 1996). This is particularly prevaiarthe age of nationalism because the
salience of specific ethnic identities is often $# and manipulated by the nationalist
elite (see, e.g., Brass 1991; Renan 1996[1882])hissstudy suggests, this constructed
aspect of ethnic boundaries is also evident irhts®ry of world-empires.

Names, as an expression of self-identity, are niyt an important boundary-marker, but
also a reflection of social taste. Studies havevshihat names are classed, gendered, and
racialized, and naming practices often happenadsectorrelation with the overall social

trends such as religiosity and fertility (see ekgyer and Levitt 2004; Goldin and Shim

! Campbell, Lee, and Elliott (2002) discussed théieraesults of naming and name changes in histori
Liaoning, based on the analysis of parts of the ®G_N. The author would like to thank Professor
James Z. Lee and Cameron Campbell for allowingavactess the raw data and analyze some variables
including the dependent variables, which have eenlreleased as of July 2011.
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2004; Hacker 1999; Levitt and Dubner 2005: ch.@beirson and Bell 1992; Lieberson,
Dumais, and Baumann 2000). Names are also ethdiarzé become a subject of change
in two directions: either from the minority to theajority or vice versa. On the one hand,
the minority groups may conceal their ethnic maske¥cause of actual or potential
discrimination from the dominant majority. Suchrethconcealment was widespread
among some Jewish families in the nineteenth cgnthio Germanized their surnantfes.
Similarly, as a means of acculturation, a varidtgtbnic groups who migrated to the
United States switched their names or those of tieidren (Thorvaldsen 1998); for
instance, from Meyer R. Schkolnick to Robert K. derand from Daniel Bolotsky to

Daniel Bell.

On the other hand, people in the majority group aiaginctively adopt ethnic names.
This is especially common in the context of aliele proceeded either by involuntary
coercion such as Koreans under Japanese occu&inri998) or by voluntary
acceptance. In the latter case, having ethnic naigasies a political loyalty to foreign
rulers, whose names are considered unique antdasatstatus marker. Historically,
under the conquest dynasties, members of a dominiaotrity had a greater incentive to
avoid having their status confused with the conederatives because they had more to
lose in a symbolic manner were their distinct feagbe fused with the native population.
But, since they wanted to be included in the aldeiety, people in the dominated group
kept striving to adjust their self-identities t@ttlominant minority, which eventually led
to a process of ethnic boundary-clearing. In thigpter, | will demonstrate that this
process of blurring ethnic boundaries can occun@ven area like naming where there

are no purely instrumentalist considerations.

This chapter analyzes one such manifestation ofi@felf-identities, the personal names

of over 96,000 adult male hereditary state-farnatés, known as bannermegirén),

2 The family history of one of the founders of sdogy, Georg Simmel, illustrated strategies of ethni
concealment as a response to anti-Semitism in Gerieharing the nineteenth century. His paternal
grandfather, born Isaac Israel, had changed hisitase to Simmel in 1812 to attain German citizgmnsh
Isaac’s son later converted to Catholicism and ieé@ woman who had converted to Lutheranism. Georg
Simmel himself was baptized as a Protestant (Pag@@: 132). Even so, as well-known to sociologists
his Jewish background negatively affected his atdcleareer.
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who lived in southern Manchuria, more specificdligoning, between 1749 and 1909.
Given that there is very little information on nani was not possible to do an
analogous analysis among adult woréost men, though not all, were descendants of
Han Chinese migrants from North China and admiaiistely registered as “Hanjun,”
that is, Han banner people. They could think ofrtkelves as both Han and Manchu on
the ground that they were of Han ancestry from &hkimterior, and also a bannerman
that was the major criterion for Manchu identitihely may probably continue to regard
themselves as Manchu, even if the Manchu-domin@ted state (1644-1911) greatly
restricted Manchu group membership to the Mancnées (Crossley 1989, 1999;
Elliott 2001). Hence, their names and naming bedravof choosing between Han and
Manchu names may reflect competing perceptionseif ethnic identities, which were
supposed to be mutually exclusive in the perspedfithe state. In effect, the fluidity in
ethnic self-concept has a temporal and spatialensality; for instance, based on
information over self-identified nationalities frotine Soviet censuses, Anderson and
Silver (1983, 1989) meticulously proved that th@4ussian groups, especially the
smaller and middle-sized ones, changed their affitationality to Russian. Broadly
speaking, therefore, such phenomena in rural Lrapare to some extent parallel to the
growing trends in contemporary societies, includiigat Mary Waters (1996) calls

“optional ethnicities” in America.

This chapter is divided into five parts: (i) ethmiaming practices in Chinese society from
the sixth century onwards and in Liaoning bannenmmanities in particular; (ii) the
characteristics of the Liaoning household regigiratiata; (iii) the descriptive analysis of
the temporal, spatial, administrative, and agecteffen naming customs and name
changes; (iv) the results of a multivariate analyand (v) the implications of these

finding for understanding China’s current ethnicbdaries.

Background: Naming Practices in Imperial Chinese Hstory and Liaoning

% See Rubie Watson (1986) regarding the namelesshastlt women in traditional Chinese culture.
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In China, as elsewhere, names, either surnamesen giame, are a general signifier of
ethnic identity and attachmehNearly all Han Chinese names consist of such eing|
character surname as Wang, Liu, Li, Zhao, and Ginelna given name of one or two
characters (Du and Yuan 1995); this latter is gahechosen for their favorable meaning
and for their indication of the same generation agn@lated kirf. These naming customs
are not exclusively restricted to Han peoples tag aeommon to Koreans and
Vietnamese, although each developed their own @nmgonosyllabic surnames such as
piao (Korean:park), the third most common surname in contemporameKoBy
comparison, in history the names of the Inner Agi@ople including Xiongnu [Huns of
Asia], Xianbei [Sarbi], Turk, Tibetan, Uighur, Jaen, Mongol, and Manchu were quite
different. They usually consist of a polysyllabirisame and a given name that has more
than two syllables with distinct sounds. As for Mengols, Uighurs, Turks, and other
steppe peoples, they commonly used the namesiotdbem animals as personal names
(Serruys 1957: 150); for instan@eslan (lion), bora (wolf), nogai(dog),buga(ox), bars
(tiger), andoughra(bull camel), for they believed that their givesmme would have a
magical power on their life destiny. Their namesodlad a religious origin (Serruys
1958); for example bao (protected) as ishenbapzhongshenbgandguanyinbagall

of which appear in the data used in this study,wanidh were widespread among the

Lamaistic Mongols and Manchus.

On the one hand, surname changes from Han to naraehthvice versa reflect an
important aspect of the individual’'s ethno-politicentity and affiliation. When non-
Han conquerors ruled the Middle Kingdom, it was metommon for native Han people
to change their surnames to those of the conquetingrity to assimilate with their new
masters. Empirical evidence for such behavior @atrdred back to as early as the sixth
century. During the short-lived Northern Zhou dytyg857-581), the royal Yuwen
family of Xianbei and Xiongnu origins bestowed néfan surnames on their Han

* Although this study focuses on personal given rammee Ebrey (1996) for a discussion of surnames an
ethnic identity. In a forthcoming study, | examihe relations of ethnic surnames and identity éed t
patterns of surname changes in Chinese history.

> As of today, two-character surnames only acconniess than 0.1% of the Han population (Du andXia
1995: 172). This is generally attributed to the that throughout the history of China, people haweed
polysyllabic surnames into monosyllabic ones fanamience.
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followers (Dien 1977; Lewis 2009a: 168). Notable®les include Yang Jian, the
founder of the Sui dynasty, who was born to a migtrthic family with a Han surname,

but changed his name to Puliuru Jian when he beeastegesman of the Northern Zhou.

Furthermore, until the late Jurchen Jin dynastyl§t1234), the royal Wanyan clan, who
were the putative ancestors of the later Manchestoived their surnames on some
eminent Han subjects to honor their achievementayaity® The Jurchens, especially
toward the end of their dynasty, “had to grantitkernames to the non-Jurchen to secure
their loyalty or enlist allies” (Tao 1976: 98). Meahile, in 1173, the Emperor Shizong (r.
1161-1189) prohibited Jurchens from translatingr thérnames into Han surnames
(hanxing.” In 1187, he again ordered punishment for all Jemoltho changed their
surnames to Han surnames or wore Han-style clotiwes alluding to the popularity of

such practice8.

Likewise, under the Mongol Yuan dynasty (1206-13688)me upper-class Han people
adopted the Mongol language, customs, lifestyld,euen names. It was clearly
mentioned in one of the first imperial decreeshaf Ming founder in 1368: “[Until the
end of the Yuan], some went so far as to changedhmames for foreign [Mongol]
names lfuming, and they learned the foreign [Mongol] language their customs.
Since they had been doing this for a long timey thek it all for granted. ... As to
braided hair, plaits, foreign clothes, foreign sgeend foreign surnamesuxing, there
were absolutely forbidden. ... At this time, aftermmthan one hundred years of foreign
[Mongol] customs, all went back to China’s old [Bafashion].® Further, from the late
Ming, some Han Chinese families, who became submdihe embryonic Manchu

regime, adopted Manchu-style surnames; for instenm@ Tao to Tuohuoluo [Tohoro]

® Zhao Yi.Nian’er shi zhajiChapter 28, pp. 626-627.

7 Jin shiChapter 7, p. 159.

8 Jin shiChapter 8, p. 199. See also Wittfogel and Feng418).

® Ming Taizu shiluVeritable records of Ming Emperor Hongwu) Char@8r p. 502. The same point was
made earlier in 1376 and recorded inktieag Taizu shiluChapter 26, p. 403. It reads: “[In North China],
there are some heroic men who have forgotten ttrames of their ancestors, and instead, have tumed
the names of animal-like barbarian caitiffiailu ginshou zhi mirjgand consider them honorable
appellations; who borrow titles of the Yuan to hat their personal benefits.” More in-depth discuss

are found in Serruys (1957: 148-167) with transkati follow his translation with some revision.
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(Rhoads 2000: 55). Thus, the Chinese situationrualden rule may well have been
somewhat different from the Western condition ie lantiquity when, as comparative
sociologist Michael Mann put it, “upper-class Gobletome Romans; some lower-class
Romans had become Goths. This was probably the coognon pattern where

barbarians conquered more civilized peoples” (2@3%:

On the other hand, in Chinese imperial historwas not unusual for some Han people to
adopt another combination of a Han surname andchéHam given name. Indeed, as
many Chinese, especially males, change their giaeme several times over the course
of their lives, given names are a useful mediumxaress any changes not only in
expressed self-identity in general, but in ethei¢-glentity in particular. As the eminent
Qing historian Zhao Yi (1727-1814) had pointed omény Han people under the Yuan
regime took Mongol given names; for instance, daifflun, Zhang Badu [Batu], Liu
Hacibuhua, and Yang Duo’erzifiAs in the bestowal of non-Han surnames, many®f th
conquering rulers endowed their Han allies withrtbéhnic given names. As an example,
Chinggis Khan conferred his artisan Zhang Rong §11%30), who surrendered in 1214,
with a Mongol name Wusuchi to honor his effortbtold boats for the Mongol troops to
cross the rivet! Khubilai Khan conferred his favorite doctor whasgname was Liu

with more than one name: first Hacibatulu, then l@2imavotuochi, and later

Haciwotuochi.

Similarly, some Han Chinese adopted Manchu givenesathroughout the Qing dynasty.
Just like the Mongols, personal names were an akwthnic marker for the Manchus
since their names were easily recognizable anihdistom Han name¥ They were
meaningless when transliterated into Han Chineaeackers. In theory, the Manchu
rulers did not accept either the practices of Hgtesiaming by Manchus, and even
attempted to outlaw either those practices (EIRO6: 52-53) or the use of Manchu-
sounding names by the Han people. In reality, h@wnesuch bilateral identity changes

10 Zhao Yi.Nian’er shi zhajiChapter 30, pp.701-708o0r a biography of Jia Tocihun and his descengants
seeYuan shiChapter 151, pp. 3577-3578.

" For a biography of Zhang Rong and his descendset¥uan shiChapter 151, pp. 3581-3583.

12 See Elliott (2001: 241-246) and Rhoads (2000: Byf&r more discussion of Manchu names and naming
customs.
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were not possible to control. For instance, a Hamlerman, Cui Zhilu, adopted the name
Arsai when he was young on the ground of self-oction that he could be a Manchu
since he did a long study of the Manchu langudge;rational’ languagegoyy of the
Qing. He later became a garrison banner commamaeth@n appealed to the Qianlong
emperor (r. 1736-1795) in 1737 over his desireatibch his name back to his original
name, Zhilu, probably driven by the fear that hailddoe blamed for holding a Manchu
name (Elliott 2001, 2006). This intriguing caseresents a contradiction between the
individual's expressed ethnic self-identity andetaposed ethnic categories.

In this chapter, | would suggest that the populasftadopting non-Han names was not
only restricted to elite Han families who had asel@onnection with the court society,
but that such practice was in fact common amondHtre population at large. The results
of the analyses of the data used in this studylglsaggest that Manchu names were
prevalent at least among the state-farm tenantsliwa in rural Liaodong between 1749
and 1909. On average, about 4 percent of adultsaateobserved to have Manchu
names. Moreover, some of these bannermen swittlegdiiames, moving back and forth
from Manchu to Han and vice versa, in accordandke iwdividual preference, familial
background, and the local circumstances. Aboutet0gmt of adult men with Manchu
names switched to Han names over the course oflives; at the same time slightly less
than 1 percent of adult males with Han names clatiggrs to Manchu names.

Data

These numbers come from a study of household ezgestords for hereditary tenants on
state farms in Liaoning, which had been compilecd dnennial basis from the early
eighteenth century until 1909. More specificallye data are derived from the population
records in the China Multi-Generational Panel Dattasaoning (CMGPD-LN), which
were transcribed from the Eight Banner househdalasters bagi rending hukou ge

preserved in the Liaoning Provincial ArchivisThis source is described in detail in Lee

13 Lee, James Z., and Cameron D. Campbell. Chinai{Ganerational Panel Dataset, Liaoning (CMGPD-
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and Campbell (1997) and Lee, Campbell, and ChebO2@he CMGPD-LN populations
belonged to the Eight Banners, a civil and militadyninistration of the Qing to govern
the Manchurian and Mongolian frontiers as well &n@'’s interior. All these people
were grouped under the top three of the Eight Bemrlee plain and bordered yellow
banners and the plain white banner. They werdat#d with the Northeastern banners
located in the three contemporary provinces of hiag, Jilin, and Heilongjiang, and
administered under the jurisdiction of the Shergy[iMukden] Imperial Household
Agency qeiwufy. They were hereditary tenants who lived on dtates in the Liaodong

area of southern Manchuria, the present-day Liagpprovince.

The CMGPD-LN is a sample of the Liaodong Eight Bampopulations under the
Shengjing Imperial Household Agency, who accoufveé substantial proportion of the
population of this area as many as 1 to 2 millimaividuals, probably one-tenth of the
provincial population and one-quarter of the barpagulation in Liaodong during the
century and a half under observation (Lee, Campaetl Chen 2010). Therefore, while
these populations are not representative of Chéreaahole, and probably not even of
Liaoning, they are unquestionably representativith@inhabitants of a large region
within Liaoning. Indeed, the CMGPD-LN provides mapdensive and detailed records
than most of the other sources used for the gadingtstudy of the population and
society in late imperial China (see Lee and Camd®87; Lee, Campbell, and Chen
2010).

The CMGPD-LN consists of 29 separately registetatesarm populations in Liaoning
from 1749 to 1909, containing more than 1.51 millabservations of 266,000
individuals. As comprehensively discussed in Lemn@bell, and Chen (2010), these 29
administrative populations were remarkably heteneges with respect to administrative
status, population size, geographic location, aedime-span of the register. In addition
to such variations, there was a variety of stateeised ethnic categories.

LN), 1749-1909 [Compurter file]. ICPSR27063-v2. Alarbor, MI: Inter-university Consortium for
Political and Social Research [distributor], 2014¥ .
doi:10.3886/ICPSR27063tp://dx.doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR27063
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| will provide a summary of the ethnic compositiminall 29 populations in Table 6.1,
shown in the later part of this section. In genaraist of the people in the CMGPD-LN
were the descendants of Han migrants who movedliafgpom Hebei, Shanxi, and
especially Shandong areas in the late seventeadtbhaly eighteenth centuries when
they were recruited by the Qing state to repopWdachuria (Lee, Campbell, and Chen
2010)** Accordingly, twenty-two of 29 populations exclusly consist of Han Chinese
bannermen. Meanwhile, two populations, Wangduoludgdhnzhou shengding and
Wangduoluoshu Manzhou rending, are entirely Man€me entire population, the

Subaigong rending, was categorized as Mongol.

While they mostly consist of Han Chinese, the renmg four populations also include a
number of individuals classified as Manchu, Koré€aaoli), or Korean-ManchuGaoli
Manzhouy. Hence, the CMGPD-LN can provide an intriguinguexle of the potential for
diversity in the ethnic configuration of the Eigbdéinners system, especially when taking
the appearance of those Koreans and Korean-Mamatousonsideration. In addition,
another Banner society in Shuangcheng (what issashern Heilongjiang province)
was a heterogeneous population comprising a tb&sikathnic groups as recorded in the
household registers: the four common ethnicitiearfhu, Mongol, Han Chinese, and
Xibe) and two small ones (Baerhu and Taimanzi) (Been 2009 ch.3: Chen, Campbell,
and Lee 2005: 56-57).

Unlike genealogies, the CMGPD-LN provides detaisvitlage and household residence.
The CMGPD-LN populations lived in 698 distinct rucammunities scattered over an
area of 40,000 square kilometers. These commumérgge in size from hamlets of only
a few households to villages of several hundredgébolds. As Map 6.1 shows, these
communities can be arranged in four separate regiohiaodong with regard to the
individual/household’s place of residence: Norten@al, South-Central, and South
Liaodong. The northern region, which includes Kaiywand Tieling, is hilly and remote.

4 The region had been vacated in the course of ihg4ing transition since the Manchus, who had
originally lived there, moved to other parts of @hito garrison its interior after conquering therdoy in
1644. Thomas Scharping (2000) roughly estimatesthiestotal population in Manchuria decreased from
4.5 million to less than 1 million between 1640d 4660s. More specifically, the Manchu populatieth
down from a half million to some 130,000 only.
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It remains poor even today. The central regionciimcludes Shenyang, Juliuhe,
Xingjing, and Fushun, is centered around the nantsaburbs of modern Shenyang, the
provincial capital of Liaoning. It is an agriculalplain located more or less at the center
of the Liaodong Plain. The south-central regioniclwhincludes Niuzhuang, Liaoyang,
Xiongyue, and Guangning, is also mainly flat armbé. The south region, which
includes Gaizhou, Jinzhou, and Xiuyan, is alongBbkai Gulf coast area. It is close to
Yingkou, which became a Second Opium War treaty that was open to international
trade in 1858. Despite being less suitable forcadure, this region was therefore

relatively well-off, particularly since the middé the nineteenth century.

Map 6.1 Area in Liaodong corresponding to the foategories of regions
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Source: Map 3.1 in Lee and Campbell, and Chen (2010

For each individual, the original household of @dGPD-LN record at three-year
intervals registers the following information inder of appearance: 1) relationship to

their household head; 2) name(s) and name chaBpedult banner status; 4) age (in

!> Based on descriptive results on demographic beha@ampbell and Lee (2008: 25) confirm the
impression of prosperity in the south: its tenangsried the earliest, had the most children, aretlithe
longest.
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sui);*® 5) physical disabilities, if any and if the perdsran adult male; 6) name of their
kin-group head; 7) banner affiliation; and 8) \géaof residencé” Moreover, key life-
course events such as birth, death, marriage, inatiog, or emigration are either
recorded directly or can be inferred from comparisbsuccessive entries. In addition to
such sociodemographic information, the CMGPD-LM afglicates whether a male
holds a salaried position in the current regidtedding such official position was an
important source of privilege in this rural societp that position holders and their
families constituted the local elite (Campbell & 2003; Lee and Campbell 1997:
196-214). Three broad categories of people hadisslar stipends: officials, the
majority of soldiers, and all artisans. Only ab®ytercent of men aged 18-80i in the

populations, however, ever held such positions.

With the CMGPD-LN, it is also possible to link thbservations of the individuals across
time and between kin. On the one hand, individoatsbe followed easily from one
register to the next in the sense that they appeslmost the same order in the following
registers. Despite the name changes, it is feagliek these individuals because after a
name change each register indicates both formenawchames. In the same manner, it
is comparatively easy to generate variables daeagrguch past characteristics such as
whether a male previously held an official positiBerhaps more importantly, by
comparing the observations for the same individualiccessive registers, it is possible
to construct outcome measures indicating whetheiicpéar events took place in a
particular time interval. For this analysis, asalig®d later, | hope to construct indicators
of whether or not adult males switch their naméseeifrom Manchu to Han or from Han
to Manchu between one register and the next. Oottiex hand, the extensive detail on

16 All the ages in the Liaodong Eight Banners popotategisters were recordedsni. Under the
traditional Chinese system of reckoning age, agreis aged onsui at birth. This is incremented each
lunar new year, not on one’s birthday. On averag&estern age can be approximated by subtracting 1.
from the age irsui. Since additional details about date of birth rded in the registers appear unreliable,
there is no means of precisely calculating an agifeéstern years. So for this analysis the agektira

sui. Age groups used in the construction of categoxsiagibbles are defined to approximate familiar
Western age groupings. For example, the age grbb $ui corresponds roughly to 10-14 Western years.
" Entries also record a lunar date of birth, inahgdyear, month, day, and hour. As regards lunan par,
the Chinese distinguish between twelve-year cyid&ghich each year is identified with a specifidraal:
rat, ox, tiger, rabbit, dragon, snake, horse, shewmkey, chicken, dog, and pig. But previous itigasion
suggests that these dates are reliable for ontyadl &raction of the observations. See Lee and Czathp
(1997).
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household relationships allows for the reconstamctif genealogies and identification of
kin by chaining the intergenerational father-smkdi together. Once reconstructed
genealogies become available, it is straightforwarthk men to their brothers, uncles,
cousins, and other kin and measure their charattey; even if they live in other
households or villages. In the multivariate anaykwill examine how the characteristics
of kin including father, brothers, father’s brotb€uncles) and their sons (first cousins)
affect the chances of having a Manchu name analswg from a Manchu to a Han

name and vice versa.

The data analyzed here are extracted from a sob#et CMGPD-LN. Restrictions
dictated by the characteristics and limitationshef data as well as the statistical methods
only allow for the analysis of 481,071 observatibg®95,925 individuals from 29
populations in Liaoning from 1749 to 1909. Tabl# idicates the total number of
observations and individuals and contains a lishef29 state populations indicating
percentage with Manchu names and registered etynil@ be included in this analysis,
an observation has to meet a number of criterrat,Hionly include observations of
taxable adult malesling) aged 18-6Gui, roughly 17 to 59 Western years of age.
Excluding children from the analysis is in paretoninate some ambiguities in
determining which names are Manchu; for instan@myrManchu children’s names are
similar to Han children’s names (Campbell, Lee, Biobtt 2002: 104). Second, | restrict
myself to observations by individuals who are abwel present in the current register and
at risk of experiencing vital demographic eventsird, | only consider observations by
men whose fathers can be identified becausentp®ssible to identify any kin due to the
small number of affected males: the measures ob&akgrounds are therefore all zero
for them. Likewise, | exclude observations by thad®se grandfathers are not
identifiable since it is only possible to identtfye individual’s brothers. Finally, in the
analysis of name changes, the observations ofiadohdual are restricted to ones that

are also available in the next triennial register.
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Table 6.10bservations and individuals of adult males age@@8ui, percentage with
Manchu names, and registered ethnicity, by admatige population

Administrative population Obs Individual % with Registered ethnicity
s Manchu name
1  Daoyi tun Hanjun rending 39,303 6697 4.99 Han
2 Gaizhou Hanjun rending 13,006 2499 2.75 Han
3 Dami Hanjun rending 9,494 1737 3.36 Han
4  Chengnei Hanjun rending 15,687 3108 5.89 Han
5  Gaizhou Hanjun mianding 18,327 3958 1.90 Han
6  Niuzhuang Liuerbao Hanjun 18,121 3698 2.82
rending Han
7  Feidi Yimiancheng Hanjun rending 22,720 3373 4.81 Han
8  Gaizhou Man Han rending 15,998 4335 3.68 Hanglior
Manchu
9  Dadianzi Hanjun rending 23,332 5125 2.59 Han
10 Guosan tun Hanjun rending 11,487 1759 6.71 Han
11 Bakeshu Laogudong Man Han 15,207 2858 4.50 Han, Manchu
rending
12 Daxing tun Hanjun rending 28,751 5721 3.86 Han
13 Nianma Daihai zhai Hanjun 18,511 3619 3.54
rending Han
14 Changzhaizi Hanjun rending 14,724 3220 3.40 Han
15 Zhaohua tun Hanjun rending 16,848 3213 3.79 Han
16 Diaopi tun Hanjun rending 27,480 5301 5.77 Han, Manchu
17 Langjiabao Weijiatun Tanggangzi 15,135 3255 1.98 Han
Haizhou Yuezhou Hanjun rending
18 Wangzhihui tun Hanjun rending 20,116 3650 3.80 anH
19 Aerjishan 5,101 959 2.39 Han
20 Haicheng Hanjun rending 37,871 8082 2.86 Han
21 Wangduoluoshu Manzhou 3,135 808 3.92
shengding Manchu
22 Wangduoluoshu Manzhou rending 7,285 1590 19.19 anddu
23  Waziyu Hanjun rending 24,728 4752 5.09 Han
24 Wuhu Hanjun rending 13,638 2722 3.17 Han
25 Mianhua yandian zhuangtou 23,735 5091 3.26 Han, Korean,
zhuangding Korean-Manchu
26  Subaigong rending 1,338 332 2.84 Mongol
27 Kaidang 2,506 840 6.11 Han
28 Kaidang Toucong Baoyang rending 9,000 1777 3.38 Han
29 Mianhua Yandian Xiaomen 8,487 1846 1.77
rending Han
Total 481,071 95,925 4.06

Note The observations were only included if and whHenindividuals were alive and present in the curren

household register. They were not included wheniweas a case of missing identifications for fathed
grandfather.

176



Deciding which given names are Manchu is to songgaseindeterminate because even
though some are definitely Manchu, several remaihiguous. The household registers
were written in Han Chinese. Manchu names are fibver@pproximated by strings of
homophonic Han Chinese characters. Names sugititas[llibu], bahana[Bahana],
baerhu[Barhu], fulinga [Fulingga], andguanyinbadGuwanyinboo] are unambiguously
Manchu. Most numeral names can also be considesttiMi because they represent
typical Manchu naming customs influenced by Mond&léott 2001: 243). Han-style
numeral names generally designate the individumith order; at the same time those in
Manchu-style symbolize different meanings. Foranse nadanzhyNadanju], meaning
seventy in Manchu, was given to the babies to cateliheir ancestors, aged 70, or to
represent the sum of the ages of their parentsthier occasions, number names used the
Manchu transcription of Han Chinese numbers. Otasrgjuite unclear, as many given
names likebaozhu[Booju] andfubao[Fuboo] could be both Han and non-Han. | treat
these ambiguous names as non-Manchu to ensuneal#dn names were accidentally
included in the analysis. But other ambiguitieB stimain after this point because | may
categorize those names whose holders actually Manehu as non-Manchu. Given that
there are no clear-cut boundaries between Han amtthMi names, the Manchu names
used in this study should therefore be consideliddaaution. Table 6.2 lists the 20 most

common possible Manchu given names with the Hané3& syllabaries.
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Table 6.2 The twenty most common possible Manclaargnames: adult males aged 18-
60 sui

Name % Cumulative %  Name in number
1 dingzhu 4.35 4.35
2 yongtai 2.97 7.32
3 guanbao 141 8.73
4 gishiyi 1.22 9.94 71
5 guanyinbao 1.13 11.07
6 xiaodazi 1.08 12.15
7 liushi 1.07 13.22 60
8 gishisan 1.03 14.25 73
9 gishier 1.01 15.26 72
10 liushiwu 1.00 16.26 65
11 xizhu 0.96 17.22
12 bashi 0.93 18.15 80
13 liushier 0.91 19.06 62
14 changtai 0.91 19.96
15 shitai 0.89 20.85
16 liudazi 0.87 21.73
17 detai 0.87 22.60
18 liushisi 0.86 23.46 64
19 gishi 0.86 24.32 70
20 wushijiu 0.85 25.18 59
Total count 19,553

Note The name in the far left column is the pinyimseription of the Han Chinese characters useden th
register to transliterate a given Manchu name excames in numbers.

As currently discussed, | address four specifiagessby providing the relevant
descriptive results to account for continuity ahdmges in the processes of Manchu
naming and name changes. First, | consider thetiamg trends in the prevalence of
Manchu naming and in the incidence of name chafiges Manchu to Han and vice
versa. | also examine how these trends are assdaiath the macro-level political
transformation, that is, the decline of the Qirggest Second, | analyze the spatial
variation in the Liaoning area. Third, | examine #dministrative effect on Manchu
naming and name changes between Manchu bannermemasManchu bannermen.

Lastly, | assess the role of age in the populaftylanchu names.
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Descriptive Statistics

In this section, | discuss the temporal, spatdmmistrative, and age effects on the
prevalence of Manchu names and incidence of etramte switching to give some
context for the later discussion of multivariateuks. | first consider temporal trends to
indicate that there was considerable variation tivee on the popularity of holding
Manchu names. | then identify regional variatiottgras by the categories of four
regions shown in Map 6.1. | also demonstrate tmeimidtrative effect of being registered
as Manchu bannermen. | finally figure out the ageefic variation over the life course
by generating five age categories, one is betw8emdl 20sui and the other four are ten-

year age groups between 21 ands6D

Furthermore, for each of the four types of variatibcarry out a separate analysis for
each of the following topics: the possibility ofMirag a Manchu name, the propensity to
switch from Han to Manchu, and the propensity tdadwfrom Manchu to Han. The first
analysis, which focuses qmevalenceinvestigates the chances of holding Manchu
names as adult males. The second and third, wbasforincidence identify the risks
of changing name¥. Table 6.3 presents the percentages for havingreeManame,
switching from Han to Manchu, and switching fromndhu to Han by the categories of
register year, geographic location, registeredietfynand age. It also contains the valid

number of observations included in each analysis.

18 By definition, prevalence is the proportion of@pplation that has the outcome of interest at aiipe
point in time. Incidence, on the other hand, qdestithe occurrence of new outcome-positive cases i
population. See Marshall (2005) for the definiteomd measurement of these two concepts.
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Table 6.3Descriptive statistics of the patterns of tempaspitial, administrative, and
age variation in the analyses

Analysis
Percentage of Percentage of
having a switching Percentage of
Manchu from Han to switching from

Variable name Manchu Manchu to Han
Register year

1749-1800 7.91 0.27 9.17

1801-1850 5.56 0.18 7.89

1851-1909 2.15 0.14 10.80
Region

North 4.65 0.16 8.65

Central 4.82 0.18 7.94

South Central 2.64 0.13 8.71

South 2.69 0.20 15.50
Administrative
population

Non-Manchu Banners 3.83 0.16 9.45

Manchu Banners 14.60 0.23 1.40
Age insui

18-20 4.39 0.36 15.38

21-30 4.12 0.20 12.14

31-40 3.93 0.12 8.17

41-50 3.89 0.11 4.77

51-60 4.22 0.09 3.27
Total population 4.06 0.16 8.92
Valid number 481,071 264,154 10,815

Note The observations were only included when theviddials were alive and present in the current
household register. They were not included whengweas a case of missing identifications for fathed
grandfather. In the analyses of switching nameptigervations of each individual were restrictedries
that were also available in the next triennial ségi.

The prevalence of Manchu names varied over tingurgi6.1 plots the proportion of
men with Manchu names and reveals an increase ih#i0s, peaking at 12 percent, a
plateau until the first quarter of the nineteerghtary, and then a steady decrease until
the first decade of the twentieth century. The agparise in popularity in the earlier

decades and the relatively higher rates duringitjeteenth century should be interpreted
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with caution because there is a compositional grokh the CMGPD-LN populations in
this earlier period. The household registers altelarior to the 1790s have a
disproportionately small number of observationsrfiitie south-central and southern
regions where Manchu names were less common. thstearly 70 percent of the
observations were collected from individuals whpksee of residence was the northern

region where Manchu names were quite popular (gped-6.2).

The steady decline after the 1820s, however, walsAecording to Figure 6.1, the
proportion of adult males with Manchu names begdalt below 4 percent by 1843,
right after the First Opium War (1839-1842), anchatned mostly below 2 percent
during the Guangxu reign (1875-1908). The popylaitManchu names, in other words,
largely reflects the declining fortunes of the Qitrgthis respect, despite being located
beyond the Great Wall, rural society in Liaodongpatéxperienced dramatic social
changes and its inhabitants including bannermendadjust to them. After the end of
the Second Opium War (1856-1860), for instancech@nces of attaining an official title
steadily decreased by about 2 percent per yeachwis mainly driven by a remarkable
reduction in the availability of salaried positianghe Eight Banners system (Campbell
and Lee 2003: 17-18). Under these circumstances|adrends in the prevalence of

Manchu names may reflect the decreasing statudiairechu identity.
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Figure 6.1Proportion of men aged 18-80i with Manchu names, by register yelir=
481,071)
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In addition, changes over time in the rates at Wwihnen switched from Manchu to Han
and vice versa are fairly consistent with the tinre@ds in the prevalence of Manchu
names. The proportion of men with Han names switthd Manchu names fluctuated
around two per thousand until the 1810s and thehngel to less than two per thousand.
The proportion of men with Manchu names switchmgian names declined from one-
tenth in the 1780s to six per hundred in the 18hé&re it began climbing and generally
remained over one-tenth throughout the secondofifife nineteenth century. In the
multivariate analysis, | will elaborate on theseditrends regarding the popularity of
having Manchu names by decomposing the periodtdaffezthe cohort and age effects.
My decision is driven by the findings that it istiee to distinguish between cohort and
age than between register year and age to acomusygtematic variation over the life
course especially in the propensity to switch na(ees Figures 6.5 and 6.6). To make
this two-factor model (age/cohort) more reliablaldo control for the 29 administrative
populations to deal with the issue of compositidreterogeneity in the CMGPD-LN.
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Manchu naming, furthermore, followed a clear spaigtern until the last decades. As
Figure 6.2 presents, the observations of adult snaléhe northern and central regions
show a much higher proportion of having Manchu mathan those in the south-central
and southern regions. In particular, men who livethe central region—Shenyang, the
original capital of the Manchu state until 1644 ats vicinity—were more likely to
identify themselves with a Manchu name. Accordm@ &ble 6.1, nearly 6 percent of
adult males from Chengnei Hanjun rending, thasenyang itself, had a Manchu name.
The people on this Han banner population were mairdan military and official
families, which may suggest that those who hadiaffpositions were more inclined to
have a Manchu name. Indeed, among the 29 administropulations, this population
stands out to be the most elite in the CMGPD-LKhat nearly 10 percent of
observations of men at age 18<iflhad a salaried position, far higher than the ayeera
2.2 percent. Another elite population, Guosan tanjhbin rending, evenly distributed in
the northern and central regions, shows the sekiyest percentage (6.71 %) of men
with Manchu names. If we restrict our observatitmmen in the central region, it
increases to 10.13 percent. Moreover, this cehtagning portion of the Guosan tun
population had a very high proportion of adult nsaléth non-farming positions but with
state provided salaries, predominantly among memlivkd in the northern suburb of
Shenyang. The popularity of having Manchu namehkercentral region therefore seems
to be coupled with the spatial concentration dkedtatus in this region. To test the
validity of this association, in the multivariateadysis, | will investigate the effect of
geographic location on the prevalence of Manchuesaamd incidence of name changes,

controlling for the variables of salaried officabsitions and others.
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Figure 6.2Proportion of men with Manchu names in differergioas by register yeaN(
=481,071)
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As the results in Table 6.3 also indicates prevalence of Manchu name substantially
differed between Manchu banner and non-Manchu biggopilations. As shown in
Table 6.1, two of 29 populations were exclusivelgistered as Manchu banner
populations, that is, dataset 21 (Wangduoluoshuziamn shengding, hereafter Manzhou
shengding) and dataset 22 (Wangduoluoshu Manzmaling, hereafter Manzhou
rending)*® The percentage in the Manzhou rending datasel@a$ percent, the highest
percentage of men with Manchu names in the CMGPD&W\comparison, the
percentage of observations of men with a Manchuenanthe Manzhou shengding
population, a special duty banner population prioxgjavild boar and venison to the
Imperial Household Agency, was only 3.92 percevgndower than the average 4.06
percent. But the relatively small proportion cobklattributable to the fact that the first
register year of this population was 1864 whenpibygularity of having a Manchu name
already declined substantially. To test this pabtibin the multivariate analysis, 1 will

investigate the effect of being administrativelgistered as Manchu bannermen on the

¥ These two Manchu populations are extensively dised in detail in Lee, Campbell, and Chen (2010).
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prevalence of Manchu names and incidence of etiante changes, controlling for the

birth year and age group variables as a decomposifiregister year and others.

Figure 6.3 plots the proportion of men with Manetaimes between Manchu banner and
non-Manchu banner populations from successivetergygars. It confirms that Manchu
bannermen were always much more likely to have Margiven names. Until the 1820s,
over 30 percent of them had Manchu names. But, gifée1820s, the percentage declined
rapidly to less than 5 percent within five decadesordingly, by the last quarter of the
nineteenth century, the huge discrepancy betweercMeand non-Manchu banner
populations became smaller, even though the Mahahnermen were still further
expected to have a Manchu name. Such time trenglsefiact the decreasing

desirability of a Manchu affiliation even for Mancbannermen themselves who were

the mainstay of the Qing state.

Figure 6.3Proportion of men with Manchu names between Maramner and non-
Manchu banner populations by register yé&ar(481,071)
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Non Manchu Banners (N = 470,651)
------- Manchu Banners (N = 10,420)
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Finally, the prevalence of Manchu names also diffdry age. Figure 6.4 plots the
proportion of men at each age group with a Manamenfrom successive birth years.
The proportions declined for all age groups overlilith cohorts. The relatively high
proportion for men aged between 18 and@ideflects the tendency of some to retain
Manchu names into their late teens (and probably eaenties) and only adopt Han
names afterward. Figure 6.5 may partly accountHisrvariation over the course of life.
In general, men at age 18-20i had the highest propensity to switch from Manahu t
Han between two consecutive triennial registersciwimeans that they changed their
given names before they reached the age of ZiRFor those who were born between
the 1840s and 1850s, for instance, more than 2&epehad their Manchu name switched
to a Han name before they reached 25@3When they reached their thirties, however,
the percentages declined to less than 10 percearthéother hand, as Figure 6.6
indicates, men aged 18-2Qi also had a relatively high propensity to switaimirHan to
Manchu within three years. It may reflect the irasiag desirability of a Manchu
affiliation among young adult males who avidly asdito enter the elite group controlled
by the Manchu rulers. In the multivariate analysisill further examine the patterns of
age effect on the prevalence of Manchu name andence of name change while

controlling for other explanatory variables.
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Figure 6.4Age-specific proportion of men with Manchu namesbyh year N =
470,380)

Proportion with Manchu names

o

T T T T T T T T
1725 1750 1775 1800 1825 1850 1875 1900
Year of Birth

18-20 sui —————-- 21-30sui  —=—- 31-40 sui
------------------- 41-50 sui ——— 51-60 sui

Note Due to the small sample size and compositiontrbgeneity in the CMGPD-LN, those
who were born before the 1730s were not included.

Figure 6.5Age-specific proportion of men switching from Mando Han names within
three years by birth yea (=10,660)
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Year of Birth

18-20 sui 21-30sui —-—- 31-40sui
------------------- 41-50 sui ——— 51-60 sui

Note Due to the small sample size and compositiondrbgeneity in the CMGPD-LN, those
who were born before the 1730s were not included.
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Figure 6.6Age-specific proportion of men switching from HanManchu names within
three years by birth yeaN (&= 261,570)

.004 .006
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Proportion with Manchu names
.002
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1725 1750 1775 1800 1825 1850 1875 1900
Year of Birth

18-20 sui —-———-—-- 21-30 sui —-—- 31-40 sui
e 4150 sUi ——— 51-60 sui

Note Due to the small sample size and compositiondrbgeneity in the CMGPD-LN, those
who were born before the 1730s were not included.

Multivariate Analysis

| carry out three separate multivariate analysest,F examine not only the influence of
geographic location, registered ethnicity, birtlaryeand age on the likelihood of having a
Manchu name, but also the effects of individual famdily backgrounds so as to further
investigate the possibility of diffusion of Manchaming within families. Second, |
analyze the determinants behind the propensitwitzis name from Han to Manchu
between the current register and the next, takitagaccount the identical explanatory
variables employed in the first analysis. Lastlgnhlyze the determinants for switching

from a Manchu name to a Han name.

Methods and Measures
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In the first analysis of the prevalence of Manclames, | use logistic regressions where
the outcome variable is a dichotomous indicatarleéther or not an individual had a
Manchu name. In the second and third analyseseahthidence of name switching, |
choose discrete-time event history models as th&t appropriate because the registers in
the CMGPD-LN do not specify precise dates of nalrenge except the three-year

period in which the name change occurs, whichdséad, as Campbell and Lee (2004a:
300, 2008) point out, the major limitation of thegjisters® The complementary log-log
transformation for the discrete-time hazard regoessiodels using grouped survival data
yields results that are most comparable to contisttone methods and have been used
for studying other demographic behaviors in the GNDGELN (Campbell and Lee 2003,
20044, 2008). In the actual data, the dependerghlaris specified as a dichotomous
indicator of whether a man switched his name batviiee current register and the next.
To guarantee consistency in the meaning of depeémaeiable, the analysis is restricted
to the observations of men at age 1860for whom the observations of two consecutive

triennial registers were available.

All estimations in the three analyses include thietiols for geographic location, birth
year, and age group, all of which are discussedi¢seriptive statistics. As mentioned
already, | also include the controls for the 29 amistrative populations to manage the
apparent compositional variation in the CMGPD-LNI éine missing identifications for
the father and grandfather. In addition, | inclfioler dichotomous indicators on the issue
of whether kin of particular types had Manchu natoggst hypotheses about the
significance of family background. I first considle ‘classic’ father-to-son transmission
as an indicator of whether the father was evermesewith a Manchu name while the
index individual was still alive and present. Thxéstence of father-to-son transmission
would be revealed by a large positive coefficiamtthis variable. To account for the
possibility of diffusion of Manchu naming among ethmale kin, | also include three
indicators of whether at least one of the brothesssins, and uncles had a Manchu name.

Moreover, | examine the role of institutional a#tion to the state bureaucracy. First, to

20 Another minor shortcoming is that in the rare sashere a man changed his name from Manchu to Han
(or from Han to Manchu) but then switched back tanghu (or to Han) within three years, his name doul
appear unchanged from one register to the nexttrard would be no evidence of name switching.
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assess whether men adjusted the ethnicity of tfa@res according to their own
institutional affiliation, I include an indicatorff ahether the index individual currently
had an official position. Second, | use an indmaf possession of position by the
father to investigate whether the index individsathnicity reflected his father’s
institutional affiliation. Lastly, | add three inghtors measuring the presence of other
male kin with official positions to examine whetledfects of institutional affiliation

were diffused within families.

For each of the three analyses, | will provide itssuom four models. In each case, the
first model does not account for the role of indival and family characteristics. The
second model only considers the effects of theefatlaving a Manchu name, which
means considering only the possibility of fathesstm transmission. The third model
allows for the effects of other male kin having Mha names. | include the second
model mainly to assess whether apparent effedtsedfather simply reflect general
characteristics of the families to which men beldhgn effect of the father's name is
attributable to a tendency for certain familieh&ve a predilection for Manchu names,
the addition of variables for the names of othelenkén in the third model should
attenuate the effect of the father’'s name in tlveisé model. The final model estimates
the effects of official positions in order to exammiwhether there was a general tendency
for higher-status families to seek Manchu namesti®@most part, | discuss the results
from the final models. The results from the regmssnodels for each analysis are
presented in Tables 6.4, 6.6, and 6.7. Insteadeificients, | present the risk ratios
(relative risk) generated from them by exponerdratiStandard errors for the estimated
risk ratios are robust in the sense that they @jiestable for the presence of repeated
observations of the same individuals. To save spggmesent only the p-value from

statistical tests on coefficients rather than séath@rrors and indicators of significance.

Empirical Findings

Table 6.4 presents multivariate results on theglesce of Manchu names among men at

age 18-6Gui. According to these results, men’s registeredieitiyrclearly played a
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significant role in determining whether they wohlave a Manchu name. Both Manchu
banner populations were considerably more likellgadee a Manchu name vis-a-vis the
remaining 27 populations, which confirms the resuitFigure 6.3. For those Manchu
bannermen in the Manzhou rending, for instancer, tirances of holding a Manchu
name were nearly 5.85 times higher than thoseeoHdm bannermen in the Daoyi tun,
holding all other variables constant. Despite beegistered only from 1864 to 1909, the
bannermen in the Manzhou shengding were almost thmees more likely to have a
Manchu name, indicating the persistent effect gistered ethnicity until the final years
of the Qing state. Hence, their relatively smaliceatages in holding a Manchu name in
the CMGPD-LN, as shown in Table 6.1, should bernatarefully.

There was also an apparent pattern of age-speaifiation in the chances of having a
Manchu name, largely consistent with the resultSigure 6.4. Assuming that the age-
specific mortality rate is the same among the mai#ds and without a Manchu name, the
multivariate results indicate a pronounced incidgeoicswitching names from Manchu to
Han, far more frequent than from Han to Manchu.therindex male, as shown in Table
6.3, the percentage of switching from a Manchu nems&Han name between two
consecutive triennial registers was 8.92. So easkerwvation with a Manchu name was,
on average, at risk of switching by 9 percent. As@asequence, about 40 percent of men
with Manchu names switched to Han names over theseoof their lives. Within the
same birth cohort, the index individuals in thétids were 1.87 (1/0.533) times more
likely to have a non-Manchu name than those atl&g20sui, holding all other variables
constant. In other words, if there were initial§0lmen aged 18-2€ui with a Manchu
name in the population, only 53 men including thete switched from Han to Manchu
could hold it into their fifties. This scenario, igh predicts a 47 percent decrease, is
roughly consistent with the percentage of switcmages from Manchu to Han. This
age-specific rate of incidence will be examineddan the analysis of name switching
from Manchu to Han.

Individual and family backgrounds all affected tiences of a man having a Manchu

name as an adult male. According to the resultsnfadel 4, all things being equal, if the
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index male’s father had ever had a Manchu namaijrself was 1.2 times more likely to
have a Manchu name. The persistence of the stiftex} ef a father’'s name from model

2 to model 4 further suggests that it was not drive a tendency for entire families to be
of one ethnicity or other. Had the effect of a &tk name reflected uniformity within
families, the addition of the characteristics dfestmale kin with Manchu names would
have attenuated the effect of a father’'s namehigrespect, heredity defined as father-to-

son transmission was important.

In spite of the evidence of heredity, correlatianthin families are also apparent in
Table 6.4. Holding a father’s ethnicity constahg existence of brothers, cousins, and
uncles with Manchu names raised the probability i@ index male would also have a
Manchu name. A man having at least one brotheowsio with a Manchu name
multiplied the chances of holding a Manchu nam@ 4@ and 1.35 respectively. This
correlation among related men of the same generaiilb be further considered in the
discussion of the results in Table 6.5. Still, thiglysis of prevalence, not incidence,
does not measure the temporal dimension of intexgéional clustering; whether this
association tended to continue after adulthoodhénanalysis of name changes, therefore,
| examine the presence of intragenerational diffudly examining whether the existence
of brother or cousin with a Manchu name among adales increases the risks of
switching their names from Han to Manchu to matdin wheir kin.

The results in Table 6.4 also indicate that meh wfficial salaried positions were 1.90
times more likely to have a Manchu name. In thspeet, the possession of a salaried
position had an effect as strong as that of haatrigast one brother with a Manchu name.
The strong effect of an official position even wtiba ethnicity of other male kin was

held constant means that, regardless of family ¢gr@ckd, men’s expressed ethnic
identity was affected by whether they had an atitin with one of the bureaucratic
hierarchies. The persistence of the effect aftatrotling for the naming practices of

other kin excludes the possibility that it can belauted to a tendency for men in official

positions to be recruited from families that haafeein on Manchu names.
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Table 6.4 Logistic regression of the chances feirftpa Manchu name as an adult male
aged 18-6Gui, Liaoning, 1749-1909

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Odds Odds Odds Odds
ratio p ratio p ratio p ratio p

Year of birth 0.985 0.00 0.984 0.00 0.984 0.00 0.980.00
Age insui (ref.: 18-20)

21-30 0.833 0.00 0.825 0.00 0.820 0.00 0.809 00.0

31-40 0.669 0.00 0.664 0.00 0.656 0.00 0.639 00.0

41-50 0.569 0.00 0.573 0.00 0.563 0.00 0.546 00.0

51-60 0.546 0.00 0.555 0.00 0.550 0.00 0.533 00.0
Administrative population
(ref.: Daoyi)

Wangduoluoshu Manzhou

shengding 2.338 0.00 2.666 0.00 3.056 0.00 2.99200 0.

Wangduoluoshu Manzhou

rending 7.980 0.00 7.406 0.00 5.911 0.00 5.848 0.00
Region (ref.: North)

Central 1.330 0.00 1.340 0.00 1.245 0.00 1.16000 0

South Central 1.046 0.22 1.056 0.16 1.083 0.05 .063 0.13

South 1.168 0.00 1.156 0.00 1.169 0.00 1.162 0 0.0
Manchu names

Father (ever) 1.350 0.00 1.259 0.00 1.201 0.00

At least one brother 2.290 0.00 2.191 0.00

At least one cousin 1.432 0.00 1.350 0.00

At least one uncle 1.565 0.00 1.493 0.00
Official positions

Self 1.903 0.00

Father (ever) 1.430 0.00

At least one brother 0.958 0.14

At least one cousin 1.074 0.02

At least one uncle 1.102 0.00
Pseudo R 0.0645 0.0680 0.0883 0.0926
Log likelihood -76504.388 -71047.767 -69498.504 1'B8.339
Degrees of freedom 36 37 40 45
Observations 481,071 458,155 458,155 458,155

Note Analysis was restricted to observations of athdtes aged 18-66ui who were alive and present in
the current registers. Models also included costfal all 29 state-farm populations and missing
identifications for father and grandfather. To sapace, the results of these controls are notdecdinere
except the two Manchu administrative populations.

193



Table 6.5 shows predicted probabilities from actubaervations of adult males with a
Manchu name under a variety of different scenadasording to these results, the
person’s individual and family backgrounds as itdimg official positions do not seem
to be significant predictors. The effect of indibnal affiliation on the individual’s

ethnic self-identification was much weaker thart tfdfamily background such as having
Manchu names. Nearly one-quarter of the men hbghsat one close male kin (father,
brother, uncle, or cousin) with a Manchu name unigeiscenario that they had only one
kin with a Manchu name and they and their kin ddtlattain official positions. The
chances of having a Manchu name under this comdioied according to their family
background. About 11 percent of men had at leastooather with a Manchu name. By
comparison, less than 5 percent of the men hadrathith a Manchu name, even
slightly lower than the percentage for having asteone cousin with a Manchu name. If
the only source of men with Manchu names was fagbartransmission, the probabilities
for having Manchu names would fall substantiallyamyorder of magnitude in each

generation.

One clear implication, based on the findings inl€ah5, is that heredity alone was not
sufficient to maintain the prevalence of Manchu mgnRather, there was a pronounced
clustering of having Manchu names among related ohéime same generation. Results
from an analysis that considers as explanatorylbes the counts of numbers of
brothers and cousins with Manchu names confirnthirgtering effects among kin of the
same generation. The modified calculations of mddalTable 6.4, not presented here,
show that every additional brother with a Manchmaeanultiplied the chances of having
one by 1.81, holding all other variables constBrery additional cousin with a Manchu
name increased the odds of having one by 15 perthist proportional effect of the
number of brothers and cousins with Manchu namarbecstronger in the scenario of
men whose fathers and uncles did not ever havereilianame and who made up the
vast majority of observations in the CMGPD-LN. Bradditional brother with a
Manchu name multiplied the chances of having on&.B¢ and every additional cousin
by 1.15.
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Table 6.5 also suggests that some of the men,diihe majority, who had Manchu
names in rural Liaoning were likely to be ‘new kdod\early four-tenths of the men
with a Manchu given name had no apparent individudmily backgrounds' It should
be noted that most adult males in the CMGPD-LNrditlhold official positions and had
no male relative with Manchu names or with offigualsitions. But they still accounted
for about 40 percent of those who had a Manchu naime presence of ‘new’ Manchus

reflects the effects of applying a low rate to ayarge population base.

Table 6.5 Individual and family backgrounds of danéles having a Manchu name,
Liaoning, 1749-1909

No. of predictors

observed Characteristic %
0 39.76
1 Having an official position 0.77
Father ever observed with Manchu name 4,72
At least one brother with Manchu name 11.10
At least one cousin with Manchu name 497
At least one uncle with Manchu name 2.35
Total 23.14
Father ever observed with official position 1.74
At least one brother with official position 1.03
At least one cousin with official position 0.51
At least one uncle with official position 0.57
Total 3.85
Subtotal 27.76
>1 32.48
Total 100

Note Based on results for Model 4 in Table 6.4.

% In comparison with the previous result in CampHstle, and Elliott (2002: 111-112), individual and
family characteristics now account for about 27cpat more. It was identified that most men who had
Manchu names at their first appearance were ‘nAratind two-thirds of the men (66.8 percent) who had
Manchu name when they first appeared as adultaéiiiger any close kin with a Manchu name nor an
official position.
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Table 6.6 presents the multivariate results ofctences that an adult male would switch
from a Han name to a Manchu name between the ¢uggister and the next. Some
individual and family backgrounds influenced sucbgensity to switch. Brothers appear
to be especially important. According to these Iitesa man having at least one brother
with a Manchu name was 1.54 times more likely tddwthan someone without one. At
least one cousin with a Manchu name also multighedchances of switching by 1.48.
Current possession of an official position mayuefice the future propensity to switch
from a Han to a Manchu name. In other words, sorae with salaried positions may
have adjusted their expressed ethnic identity aegrto their institutional affiliation.

But all the individual and kin characteristics @iding official positions appear to have
been relatively unimportant because their effe@sawot statistically significant by
conventional standards. Likewise, the effect ohgeegistered as Manchu bannermen
was not significant. Hence, the results on incigencTable 6.6 do not strongly support
the hypotheses on the significance of institutiarmainections to the Qing state,
measured in terms of being registered as Manchodsaren and having salaried
positions within the state bureaucracy.

The apparent effects of brother’s and/or cousinabhu names, meanwhile, confirm the
findings of the analysis on prevalence in Tabletbat the popularity of having a

Manchu name as expressed ethnic self-identity doeldiffused among kin of the same
generation. While the results on prevalence coatdigure out the dynamic aspect of
intragenerational clustering during adulthood,dbiecomes in Table 6.6 indicate that
adult men could switch from Han to Manchu in regmto the presence of a brother or
cousin who already had a Manchu name. The moditscllations of model 4 in Table
6.6, not presented here, show that every additiommther with a Manchu name further
multiplied the risks of name switching from HanManchu by 32.67 percent; and every

additional cousin by 18.13 percent.
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Table 6.6 Complementary log-log regression of thences for switching from Han to
Manchu names as adult males within three years B8ifsui, Liaoning, 1749-1909

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Risk Risk Risk Risk
ratio p ratio p ratio p ratio p

Year of birth 0.994 0.00 0.994 0.00 0.994 0.00 5.990.00
Age insui (ref.: 18-20)

21-30 0.534 0.00 0.531 0.00 0.529 0.00 0.526 00.0

31-40 0.297 0.00 0.291 0.00 0.290 0.00 0.286 0 0.0

41-50 0.247 0.00 0.252 0.00 0.251 0.00 0.248 00.0

51-60 0.191 0.00 0.175 0.00 0.176 0.00 0.174 00.0
Administrative population
(ref.: Daoyi)

Wangduoluoshu Manzhou

shengding 0.652 0.56 0.786 0.74 0.844 0.82 0.8270 0.

Wangduoluoshu Manzhou

rending 1.317 0.49 1.386 0.42 1.185 0.68 1.148 0.74
Region (ref.: North)

Central 1.137 0.45 1.214 0.26 1.127 0.48 1.01394 0

South Central 1.315 0.34 1.315 0.36 1.325 0.36 .278 0.43

South 1.678 0.13 1.690 0.14 1.678 0.15 1.627 8 0.1
Manchu names

Father (ever) 1.081 0.61 1.024 0.88 0.982 0.91

At least one brother 1.650 0.00 1.539 0.00

At least one cousin 1.580 0.00 1.477 0.00

At least one uncle 1.438 0.01 1.352 0.05
Official positions

Self 1.488 0.13

Father (ever) 1.437 0.05

At least one brother 1.202 0.32

At least one cousin 1.140 0.51

At least one uncle 1.165 0.41
Log likelihood -3082.745 2992.235 -2970.260 -2963.042
Degrees of freedom 34 35 38 43
Observations 262,719 255,057 255,057 255,057

Note Analysis was restricted to observations of achdtes aged 18-66ui with non-Manchu names who
were alive and present in the current registersobservation three years hence also had to beahlail
Models also included controls for all 29 state-fgropulations and missing identifications for fathed
grandfather. To save space, the results of theseat® are not included here except the two Manchu

administrative populations.
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Table 6.7 shows the multivariate results of switghfirom Manchu to Han names.
According to these results, there was a pronouageceffect on the propensity to change
to a Han name, consistent with the pattern of @geiic variation in Figure 6.5.
Registered ethnicity evidently played an importah in determining whether men
would convert to a non-Manchu name. Significarttlgth Manchu banner populations
were less likely to change to Han given names mparison with the rest of the 27
administrative populations. For those Manchu bameerin the Manzhou rending, for
instance, their chances of retaining a Manchu nasre nearly 15.38 times (1/0.065)
higher than those of the Han bannermen in the DaoyiMeanwhile, men with an
official position were in general less likely toiseih to Han names between the current
register and the next. They had roughly a 2.444ditawer risk of switching than men
without an official position. Similarly, adult maevhose fathers once had a Manchu
name were more likely to retain a Manchu name.tBerte was very little evidence of
any clustering effect in the same generation exatyein at least one cousin had an

official position.

All things considered, as they became older, the Ellsinese bannermen who were born
in the last phase of the Manchu rule and did rnairaf salaried position in the state
bureaucracy were much less likely to keep a Mamamme without reference to the
characteristics of their male kin in the same gath@n. This decreasing desirability to
express their ethnic self-identity as Manchu cdddased on a self-interested
calculation that having a Manchu name by itselfrititl guarantee material rewards and
prestigious status. As such, they considered atiras an instrument for improving

one’s lot in life.
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Table 6.7 Complementary log-log regression of thences for switching from Manchu
to Han names as adult males within three years a8dsui, Liaoning, 1749-1909

Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Risk Risk Risk Risk
ratio p ratio p ratio p ratio p

Year of birth 1.004 0.00 1.004 0.00 1.004 0.00 4.000.00
Age insui (ref.: 18-20)

21-30 0.805 0.02 0.811 0.02 0.811 0.02 0.825 4 0.0

31-40 0.580 0.00 0.584 0.00 0.585 0.00 0.607 00.0

41-50 0.349 0.00 0.344 0.00 0.344 0.00 0.363 00.0

51-60 0.254 0.00 0.247 0.00 0.248 0.00 0.260 00.0
Administrative population
(ref.: Daoyi)

Wangduoluoshu Manzhou

shengding 0.352 0.05 0.269 0.03 0.267 0.03 0.2673 0.

Wangduoluoshu Manzhou

rending 0.063 0.00 0.065 0.00 0.067 0.00 0.065 0.00
Region (ref.: North)

Central 0.724 0.00 0.718 0.00 0.728 0.00 0.76801 0

South Central 0.742 0.10 0.720 0.08 0.723 0.08 .74® 0.11

South 0.903 0.61 0.884 0.55 0.885 0.55 0.91250.6
Manchu names

Father (ever) 0.793 0.03 0.798 0.04 0.841 0.11

At least one brother 0.898 0.19 0.953 0.57

At least one cousin 1.061 0.51 1.139 0.19

At least one uncle 0.974 0.80 1.041 0.71
Official positions

Self 0.410 0.00

Father (ever) 1.003 0.98

At least one brother 0.912 0.55

At least one cousin 0.881 0.45

At least one uncle 0.891 0.44
Log likelihood -3032.843 -2921.432 -2920.407 -2968.
Degrees of freedom 35 36 39 44
Observations 10,795 10,305 10,305 10,305

Note Analysis was restricted to observations of athdtes aged 18-6€ui with Manchu names who were
alive and present in the current registers. An ofadion three years hence also had to be availdeels
also included controls for all 29 state-farm pofiales and missing identifications for father and
grandfather. To save space, the results of theseat® are not included here except the two Manchu

administrative populations.
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Conclusion

This paper demonstrates that the nature of etlouadaries in China was porous. As one
manifestation of such fluidity and complexity, nagipractices in Liaoning during the
late imperial period were thus explored. While i@ bannermen were of course Han,
some of them identified themselves as Manchu by@up Manchu names and by
switching names from Han to Manchu. These namiagtfes may represent a symbolic
pride in being incorporated into the Manchu-credtadner society. They may also allude
to a personal aspiration to ascend the status lailtee nearly 40 percent of those who
had Manchu names were predicted to have no faradkdround, accounting for a
significant role for individual choice and agenkythis respect, the person’s ethnic self-
identity can move beyond one’s ascriptive ethniagydetermined by lineage. Meanwhile,
intergenerational heredity was correlated withahances of having a Manchu name.
Indeed, there was a strong effect on intrageneralticlustering especially when

switching names from Han to Manchu.

It is also important to note that as the case ofZbiu [Arsai] mentioned earlier in this
chapter reveals, the practices of Manchu namingnante changes conflicted with the
administrative ethnic categories of the Liaodongriea populations. From the
perspective of the Qing state, being officiallyistgred as Han bannermen meant being
non-Manchu even though they may have adopted Manames or switched their names
from Han to Manchu. Meanwhile, being registeretlasichu bannermen meant being
Manchu without reference to whether they adjustelddn-style naming practices or
changed their names from Manchu to Han. So indalidexpressed ethnic identity did
not correspond to one’s official ethnicity as retmd in the household registers. Further,
as a methodological note, it is essential to cautystatistical analysis of the large
guantities of reliable individual-level data saisystematically decipher the ‘hidden’ gap
between the individual’'s own identities and thecd categories on which the aggregate
statistics of population in the censuses and thisétoold registers are based (see, e.g.,
Lee, Campbell, and Wang 2002; Lee and Wang 19%88H). In this sense, this

empirical study may provide sociological insightsoithe micro-foundation of macro
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social phenomena (see Collins 1981; Hechter 198 8king both the processes of social
identity construction at the individual level are tdynamics of group boundaries at the

aggregate level into account.

Further, studies on the prevalence of Manchu nameésncidence of name changes will
not only elucidate the dynamics of ethnic identibystruction and reconstruction in late
imperial Liaodong, but will also contribute to aunderstanding of the fundamental
aspect of ethnic group boundaries in China. Treeeduality in boundary-making and
boundary-clearing and, as discussed, they sometirmase contradictory ethnic locations.
On the one hand, the Chinese state has a longyhadtdefining and maintaining its
ethnic boundarie®: On the other hand, despite this long history bhiet registration,
ethnic self-identity has been rather fluid untdiagy.

After the Cultural Revolution, the size of non-Hgnoups has drastically increased, in
part because of ethnic re-registration (see Hod6: ch.4; Hsu 1993). This is
particularly true for Manchus whose populationsenenore than doubled in only two
decades, from 4.3 million in the1982 census to hillkon in the 2000 census. At the
same time, the government started to create auton®@reas for the Manchu nationality,
mostly in northeastern China. In 1985, as a syrolgdsture, it established the first
Manchu autonomous county at Xinbin in East Liaonthg place of Nurhaci’s first
Manchu capital of Hetu Ala (Scharping 2000: 3483.6% July 2011, there were 10
autonomous Manchu counties (6 in Liaoning, 1 iimJand 3 in Hebei}® The trend of
ethnic revival may be attributed to the individsadelf-interested preference for being
qualified to receive material benefits from thefprential treatment program, which is

not unique to China but used widespread in othdtietionic states including India,

2 Each regime constructed its own ethnic categoidegely embedded in the population registration
system. The list of historical examples includexten, Han, and Southern people under the Jin (Xhao
Nian’er shi zhajiChapter 28, p. 630), four official categories—Moh@emu (of Western and Central
Asian ancestry), Han, and Southern people—of trenY&ndicott-West 1989; Jia 1999; Mote 1999: 489-
497), hereditary Mongol soldiers of the Ming (Radmn 2004: 75-76), Manchu, Mongol, and Han
bannermen of the Qing, and fifty-six nationalitefghe People’s Republic.

% From the web page of the State Ethnic Affairs Cassion of PRC, searched on July 08, 2011 (URL:
http://www.seac.gov.cn/gjmw/zzdf/M1003index_1.htm
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Malaysia, Australia, and the United StatéBut, as presently discussed, it can also be
driven by the collective memories of the past rathan instrumentalist calculations (see
Bai 2005).

The historical legacy of the Liaodong banner potiattecontinues to persist even today,
one century since the fall of the Qing dynasty9d1. Only Han bannermen have
asserted a separate identity from Han late-combosremained outside the Eight
Banners system; their descendants have presergeattn identity vis-a-vis other

fellow Han people. Oral histories collected froreittelderly descendants indicate that
the CMGPD-LN descendants continue to differentibéenselves from other Han
Chinese in Liaoning, referring to themselves asibamen who “followed the dragon
and entered the passes” as opposed to others wieahvine common peoplen{nren
(Lee, Campbell, and Chen 2010). Taking such callechemories into account, it is not
surprising that, while Manchu ethnicity is no longs prestigious, around 10-20 percent
of the people in Liaoning still claim themselvedb®‘Manchus’ despite their Han origins
(Campbell, Lee, and Elliott 2002: 102). Given saompeting ethnic heritages, it is
unclear to what extent and in what circumstancetheyp consider or represent

themselves as either Manchu or Han or both.

%4 For some empirical examples, see Hoddie (2008)ifostudies of India, Australia’s aborigines,
Malaysia’'s indigenous people depictecbasniputera(son of earth), and China’s non-Han minorities. In
each case, the implementation of preferentialtneat programs was followed by an increase in the
number of people claiming membership in the etignizips favored by government policies. Likewise,
with the lessening of the stigma and the increaseonomic incentives for being Native American, a
recent population explosion in their numbers hazioed (Hirschman 2004: 406).
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Chapter Seven
Mistaken ldentity:
The Fallacy of Reading China’s Ethnic Relations though Western Lens

[T]he history of modern social development in thest/(1500-1914),
when reflected in the mirror of Chinese historyséen to be the very
reverse of what happened in China — Etienne Bd[E284: 21).

Introduction

Based on discussions in the previous chaptersciiaigter will critically examine some
misconception widespread in the studies of Chiattigic relations, which looks at them
through the prism of racism, colonialism, and OQiaéiem. In general, this comparative
perspective assumes that China developed its ovaioweof racism, colonialism, and
Orientalism parallel to European colonial powers] the legacy of which has continued
until today. My argument is that one would be nkstato interpret Chinese ethnic
relations on the basis of these three “isms,” medieh the set of rigid racial, political,
and cultural hierarchy between ‘us’ and ‘them’: tefgolored, colonizer/colonized,
civilized/uncivilized. | discuss how employing tlerdichotomies of ‘Self’ and ‘Other—
viz. superior Han/inferior non-Han, dominant se#ildominated indigenes, and civilized

Han/uncivilized barbarian—would lead to a misleadoortrayal of Chinese reality.

The Mythology of Racism

Many sinologists have a tendency to equate thg &ambcentric conception of world
order with the early European understanding of giooundaries. This parallel
comparison can be epitomized by saying that ag aarthe dawn of their history, the
Chinese who self-identified as Hua, Xia, or Hua Miaked down upon alien groups as
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inferior beings in the same way the Hellenes loakkedn on thébarbaroi (Pulleyblank
1983:411)" Likewise, Sino-Hellenic comparative researchechsas Schaberg (1999)
have suggested certain similarities between Atimeinmgperialism and early Chinese
imperialism. But they have mostly failed to poinit @ substantial difference, namely the
former was coastal, colonial, and confederative;l#ter was continental, non-colonial,
and patrimonial. There are other remarkable digtns to be made from antiquity
between Chinese and Western civilizations. In thepgean world, the barbarians were,
by default, not only excluded from the citizenryt btitimes enslaved as laborers,
justified in philosophical discussions, notably gtatle’s natural slaves (see Finley 1980).
Some scholars have even argued that ethnic pregidicd stereotypes evolved into the
system of proto-racism, which interplayed with Gareead early Roman colonialism and
was later taken up by early modern statesmen amy eradightenment thinkersln the
Chinese world, by contrast, there was neither @eption of citizenship, which was a
privilege hard to attain in the Greco-Roman society a philosophical discourse that
portrayed non-Sinitic aliens as having such a stagatality and disposition. The Sino-
Western parallel is more applicable by comparingh€to the late Roman state when it
shifted its direction from coastal into continergapansion, transformed from being
republican to a patrimonial government, and becatreasingly more inclusive toward

aliens.

What is more, most Western literature on Chindwmieity, presumably driven by the
premise of cross-cultural commensurability, useténe “barbarians” for the English
translation of non-Sinitic peoples. As Lydia LilD@) has shown, such habitual
conventions inevitably cause some semantic migrgétion. The Han Chinese terms
such as Yi, Di, Rong, Man, Fan, Lu, and Hu typigédanslated as “barbarians” do not
have the strength of the English word (see Cre@0;1Di Cosmo 2002; Drompp 2005:
174-175). In comparison with the Hellenic underdtag of unintelligible barbarians,

! In ancient Greek thougharbaroi were speaking unintelligible or inarticulate sosithat gave rise to a
sense of contempt, disgust, and loathing towarchtteveryone who did not speak Greek as his native
tongue was classified into the single undiffereetiacategory of “barbarian,” a person whose spagch
unintelligible and sounded like “bar-bar-bar.” S&eley (1954, 1987: 120-133) for a sociological
discussion on the concept of the ancient Greelnati

2 Benjamin Isaac’s (2004) thought-provoking bodke Invention of Racism in Classical Antiquity
represents this perspective.
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whom “many Greeks came to believe, [to be] infebngpmature—the highly civilized
Egyptians and Persians alongside the ScythianJ laratians” (Finley 1977: 18), these
terms are basically generic words meaning ‘aliessd were employed indiscriminately
in Chinese texts to indicate foreign peoples aed tholities. Their usage was generally
meant to be objectively descriptive; “although thamian’ might convey
uncomplimentary overtones, the intent in this safbse is not to insult, merely to
describe,” wrote Mote (1999: 982). Although the atism of aliens as birds and beasts
had been a powerful rhetorical device, this wastim®tdomain of foreign ethnicities

alone, but used to indicate all enemies of the Middngdom?

Recently, scholars have begun to interpret the losigry of Sinocentric worldview
through the lens of racial discourse. Without dgtiishing ethnocentrism from racism,
they have insisted that the Sinitic peoples or Bamese despised barbarian ‘Others’ as
lesser human-beings to the extent that can be ceapeatly to racial ideology,
taxonomy and hierarchy. The works of Frank Dikgtteno has extensively written about
what he has called “racial discourse” in Chinatapize this approach, particularly in
his bookThe Discourse of Race in Modern Chifi®92: ch.1). His basic argument is that
China’s historical ethnocentrism can be equivalemhodern racism. He also remarks
that racial consciousness and taxonomies, consttdicim the concept of racial purity,
were being established “well before the intrusibEoropeans in China” (Dikétter 1992:
34).

Dikotter even asserts that just as modern Europeassiealt with the racial ‘Others,’ the
Chinese elites developed a ‘racist’ discourse om c#lor at a very early period. It means
that the Chinese highly valued ‘white’ skin colaria the praise of jade-like whiteness of
one’s hands; at the same time they set a metaphthd ‘black’ faces of the slaves who
tilled the fields under the burning sun in a marthet clearly implied contempt and
disdain. This ‘white-black’ dichotomy was projectapon the outside world when the

3 As Drompp aptly put it, the symbol of owl, wolf@feline as unfilial and immoral was “far too ritthbe
used only on foreigners” (2005: 174). Also, ther@sie wordu (literally means “a captive” and generally
translated as “a caitiff”), widely employed duritige Tang, Song, and Ming times, was used not anly t
depict northern nomads, but could also mean anpgrmé the Chinese empire.
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Chinese came into contact with alien groups: thim€de people considered ‘white’ as
center of the civilized world and ‘black’ as thegaéive pole of humanity like devils or
ghosts, so that this polarity demarcated the efltfeedcnown world (Dikétter 1992: 10-
13). But the discourse on skin color in traditioG&lina must be regarded not as
racialized but rather classed prejudice, implyingeporative attitude toward manual
occupation. And indeed the conception of sacredranlthe Sinic culture was far from
stable but shifting in a connection between thesssion of dynastic cosmic powers
stipulated in the theory of Five Virtues{dg and the circulation of five colors (red,

yellow, white, black, and green) embedded in tle®th of Five Elementsauxing.*

Another strategy toward convincing Western readetisat to imagine the idea of ‘race’
in Chinese history is to have a deliberate wordaghtor translating Chinese classics.
Dikoétter, for instance, reads the famous phragkerancient chronicl&uozhuan
discussed in Chapter 5, as follows: “If he is niobar race, he is sure to have a different
mind” (fei wo zulei, gi xin bi yj and judges that “this sentence seems to sufipert
allegation that at least some degree of ‘raciardignation’ existed during the early
stage of Chinese civilization” (1992: 3; my empkasBut the original translation by
James Legge, which he cites as a source, readse he not of our kin, he is sure to have
a different mind” (1872: 354-355). He intentionalBplaces the term ‘kin’ with ‘race’ as
the English translation @uleiand, as Liu (2004: 72) pertinently points out, emk
“strategic misquotation of James Legge’st'is important to note that the usagezafei

in early China did not refer to ‘race’ in a socigical and anthropological sense, but

* As the Book of Rites, one of the ancient Confuailssics, points out, each of three pre-imperial
dynasties (Xia, Shang, and Zhou) preferred onévefdolors; black, white, and red respectively (geg
1967[1885]: 125-126). See Paige (1974: 16-17) erotigin and early development of the Five Elements
theory in pre-imperial China. Later, this Five Ekamts theory, which was originally elaborated by Yhe
Yang School, achieved considerable impact on tiegyacretic Confucianism during the Former Han
dynasty. Similarly, since the first unified empitiee Qin, identified itself as the Water Virtue, shof later
dynasties employed the Five Virtues theory to fushieir emerging state as the legitimate succeissar
cosmological sense. See Liu Pujiang (2007) fodtssussion of the Five Virtue theory and its grddua
decline since the Song dynasty. He argues thatréid#tional theory was “probably used for politinghe
peasant war of the late Ming Dynasty for the laset (ibid.: 539). Li Zicheng (1606-1645), who bight
down the Ming, not only declared himself as therwf the Water Phase, but adopted the color &, da
soldier all wore blue, even the hats of officials.

® Likewise, in Hsiao Kung-chuan (1979: 137), the Esimgtranslator Frederick Mote interprets the same
sentence as an expression of the “racial conceistmguish the barbarians from the Chinese” biipg
the term ‘race’ over the narrower sense of ‘kimad$enjit Duara (1993: 4) also uses the word ‘réarethis
guotation from th&Zuozhuan
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rather denote those of the same clan, kin or déggenp. She further suggests that the
rendering of Zuleias a concept of ‘race’ boldly bypasses the mili@hong

commentarial traditions surrounding the Confucext to allow the modern speculation
about the existence or nonexistence of racial imecation in ancient China to stand as
an anachronistic judgment on the classical cona@pitl.: 73)° Also, even when Chinese
literati projected a pseudo-racist idea onto ‘uhgeld’ aliens by quoting this sentence
from theZuozhuarwhich they canonized, they still believed thasié question of one’s
state of mind, which can be properly correctedugloConfucian moral education, but
was not an issue of skin color, physical markergusity of blood. The ultimate standard

for determining what is superior and inferior wasl @emained the Confucian ethic.

Instead of developing the ‘racist’ perspectivessti@hinese intellectuals held the
culturalist views: being a ‘barbarian’ was a quastdf will and environment shaped by
geography and climate, not an inborn characterigttermined by genetic or
physiological attributes. This is, however, notleny that there were several neo-
Confucian scholars unusually hostile to non-Harugsosuch as Chen Liang (1143-1194)
of the Southern Song, Fang Xiaoru (1357-1402) efdarly Ming, and Wang Fuzhi
(1619-1692) who lived during the Ming-Qing tranaiti Their writings on barbarism can
be characterized as a self-protective reactiohadhreat from non-Han conquerors, the
Jurchen Jin in northern China, the Mongol Yuan, tredManchu Qing, respectively.

After the fall of the Mongol Yuan, for instance,rfggXiaoru argued that:

[T]o elevate them to a position above the peoplethe Middle Kingdom £hongguo zhi mijn
would be to lead the world of animaldonir{shoy. If a dog or a horse were to occupy a human’s
seat, even small boys would be angry and takelatolexpel them. And fierce servant girls and
treacherous [male] slaves would kill their ownensl @ccupy their houses. ... Why these would
happen? Because the general order would be contused

® In addition, based on his argument of Wang Fuzkisks, Dikotter (1992: 29) insists that, in thentaxt
of the seventeenth century, racial group aniéiare “etymologically and semantically similar enbug be
compared with each other.” However, until the réeeth century, the termaulei was still semantically
incommensurable to the term ‘race’ and ‘human tadgch to a degree led to the modern neologism
‘zhongzuand ‘renzhong@as the Chinese translation respectively.

" For the analysis of Chen Liang’s writings and &lesee Tillman (1979). For Fang Xiaoru, see Fincher
(1972). For Wang Fuzhi, see Balazs (1965: 37-58)2a Bary and Lufrano (2000: 32-25).

8 Fang XiaoruXunzhi zhai quanj2.10. Some parts of translation follow Fincherq2959).
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One may call his views in some sense ‘racist’; yegcism means that the us-them
boundary is impermeable and linked to unalteraldigical traits, he was “still only

half a racist” since the culturalist vision retambold on his logic (Fincher 1972: 59).
Strictly speaking, ‘racism’ appears to be less thalhthe explanation for his harsh
treatment, to which Fincher (1972: 67) also adnditso, Wang Fuzhi’s bitter lament,
written under the occupation by the Manchus, wasmpreserve “the territory of the
Chinese race” or “a specifiebensraunfdingwe)” as Dikotter (1992: 26-29) mistakenly
interprets’ His prime consideration was still culture not ra@een when taking his

apparent anti-foreign sentiment into account (seéBry and Lufrano 2000: 32).

It is important here to point out that ethnocentris one thing and racism is another.
Ethnic discourse in China has frequently generatedocentric stereotypes and
prejudices (see Chapter 4) but not in the sensactdm which holds that otherness is not
simply a product of language or culture but is jpad parcel of the intrinsic characters. It
is necessary to conceptually distinguish betweenwlo since ethnocentrism is a
common feature of most societies including the Esenworld while racism is a modern
development of the last few centuries (see, e.igschman 2004: 388-389; Wallerstein
1991). As in most multiethnic empires in histotyg key aspect of traditional
Sinocentrism had been the absence of any presumgtito the alien’s intrinsic

inferiority measured by physical or intelligencargdard. If outsiders were to give up
their foreign ways and wish to acculturate to theal culture, they could become

members of Chinese society.

China’s imperial foundation has largely been preseéin the age of nation-state in the
sense that the principle of nationhood that empleagprimordial interethnic unity within
a single national state has withstood. It was smet the height of Han-centered
nationalism in Republican China (1912-1949), ora¢ the subsequent PRC leadership
has criticized as the Great Han chauvinisia lfanzu zhuyi Upon the victory of the

Nationalist Revolution in 1911, the earlier conctyatt conceived the anti-Qing

® James Millward includes a lengthy quotation of @tkr's summary of Wang’s thought without making
any criticism, while he recognizes that “the fundsutal distinction between Chinese and barbariasssr
according to Wang, not from biology but from enwvinaent” (1998: 36).
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mobilization as the racial conflict between the maoes of Han and Manchu was
immediately replaced by the doctrine of the “Fivatidnalities in Harmony”wuzu
gonghe within the Chinese state, which emphasized miytadlective brotherhood as
the fundamental essence of Chinese nationhoodJsagter 3; also Duara 1995: 142-
143; Leibold 2004; Wang 2001: 194-201; Zhao 20042 This principle of five groups
with equal status, proposed by Dr. Sun Yat-seng@1B#5), the father of the Republic,
was not only symbolized by the five stripes of tlagional flag of the Republic of China,
but used to persuade non-Han groups to be loyaket€hinese state. Even so, this
pacifist doctrine must not disguise the uncomfddabality of massive anti-Manchu
violence in the course of the 1911 Revolution, mfagitimized as a ‘national revenge’
against foreign oppressors (see Rhoads 2000: 1By {#@reover, this slogan was in
effect a political instrument of retaining the vasintier regions of the former Qing

dynasty, much of which were added by the greatd@ikpas of the Manchu conquerors.

In line with this doctrine, the Provisional Lawttie Republic in 1912 explicitly
identified Mongolia, Tibet, and Qinghai as integpatts of the Chinese nation (Zhao
2004: 68). The same rule was applied to Manchthi&terre nataleof the Manchus who
were previously regarded as the enemy of the Hamaa early as late Ming, by referring
to this region as “Northeasttiongbe) China. Indeed, some late Qing revolutionary
activists such as Zhang Binglin (1869-1936) and Roug (1885-1905) tried to highlight
a fundamental racial difference between the ‘S#eniaces (including the Manchus,
Mongols, and Turks) and the ‘Chinese’ races, cosegriof the Han, Tibetan, and Miao
peoples® According to this view, Manchuria could be theriy spacel.ebensraumfor
the Tungus-Manchu race. So, the purpose of theMautichu revolution was to drive out
the Manchu oppressors back to their original placs,as the Mongol rulers of the Yuan
fled to the Mongolian steppes after the foundin¢ghefnative Ming state, and the attempt
to keep China proper for the Chinese rddBy the same logic, others like Liu Shipei

19 0n the subtle complexity of the anti-Manchu rdsialamong Han nationalists, see Dikotter (19924 ch.
2005), Duara (1995: ch.4), Fogel (1977), Ishikag2@0@b, 2003), Laitinen (1990), and Wong (1989).
n a 1901 article, for instance, Zhang Binglinued, “Today’s anti-Manchuism is like the effort to
reclaim one’s own house and land from occupieragipealing to boundaries defined in old contracts.
Therefore, [driving the Manchus out] is just regagnwhat we used to have. They can still have thikiee
Eastern Provinces [Manchuria] as autonomous acgdddnchus.” He further explained his anti-
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(1884-1919) and Tao Chengzhang (1878-1912) evdaréedchat the homeland of the
Manchus had never belonged to China (Ishikawa 2083.9; see also Bernal 1976).
Ironically, such views among some extreme anti-Nhan@volutionaries were akin to
that of many Japanese militarists who aspired parsge Manchuria from the Republic of
China and establish the Manchu regime under Japaoedrol (see Duara 2003: ch.2).
As a way to appeal to the League of Nations ag#iesiapanese invasion of Manchuria
after the Mukden Incident in 1931, many patriottb@ars like Fu Sinian (1896-1950)
made the pseudo-historical claim that Manchuriadhaays been an inalienable part of
China since ancient times (Fu 1932; Li 1932; Le@&@ee also Schneider 1971). It is,
therefore, important to note that the genealog@luhese nationalism with respect to the
idea of statehood and the discourse of race ismatuch continuous as discontinuous

when it comes to pre-Republican and post-Repubkecas.

Meanwhile, Sun Yat-sen later rejected his “Wuzugiai principle and accepted a more
assimilative doctrine, supporting Han-centric imgggpn (see Duara 1995: 143; Wang
2001: 201-217). This radical change was basedypamthis realpolitik calculation: the
equality of the five nationalities is unrealistioce all four non-Han groups are incapable
of defending themselves, a situation which necatesitthe massive assistance from the
Han Chinese majority. In his speech in 1922, fatance, he argued: “On the status of
the five nationalities, Manchuria becomes withipalzese influence; Mongolia has been
under Russian control; Tibet is almost becominigirgtin the British pocket. Because
they all do not have the ability to self-defend, Men Chinesehianzy must support
them.”? In the same year, he even declared, “So-calledzVjonghe’ is honestly a
deceptive term since all the Tibetans, Mongols, [Muslims], Manchus are not capable
of self-defense. By carrying on the [spirit] of gtaus and splendid nationalism, let the

Tibetans, Mongols, Hui, Manchassimilateto our Han Chinese and establish a biggest

Manchuism as “making them live in their own houdagn their own land, and make their own living in
their way. Just don'’t let them come to our Han |&Ad rendered by Shao Dan (2005: 39).

12 See the passages from Sun Yat-sen’s sp&scimin zhuyi zhi juti banf@rhe concrete means of the
Three Principles of the People) cited in Wang K&O@ 203-204).
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nation-state” (my italics}® Further, in his famous “Three Principles of thele”

(sanmin zhuyilecture, delivered one year before his death, ¥atrsen stated:

China, since the Ch’in [Qin] and Han dynasties, Isn developing a single state out of a single
race, while foreign countries have developed maatgs from one race and have included many
nationalities within one state. ... The total popiolatof the Chinese natioztjongguo de minzu

is four hundred millions. Among them, there areesal/million Mongols, more than a million
Manchus, several million Tibetans, and a milliomsoTurkic Muslims. The total numbers of
these foreign origins are only ten millions. As &rthe majority is concerned, the four million
Chinese Zhongguorencan all be considered Han people with commondlo®age, common
language, common religion, and common customs—glesimtion ninzy as a whole. (Sun
1953[1924]: 2, 5, with modification)

Rather than pointing out the equality between Hahreon-Han peoples, his argument
here clearly alluded to a Han-centered vision ef@minese nation. Nevertheless, his
doctrine of the “state-nation§(lozu zhuyi one national family as one country, and his
emphasis on China’s multiethnic unity were evidgmtherited by his contentious
successors, the Nationalists and the CommunisesNHtionalist government regarded
the ethnic minorities as branches of Han or, mpeei§ically, “branches of the Chinese
state-nation” Zhonghua guozu de fengbxcluding fully assimilated Manchus and Hui
Muslims, as one of the leading ethnologists, Rdiu,Ylas termed it (Ruey 1972a[1942]).
Hence, its perspective toward non-Han nationalaesot-yet assimilated’ Chinese
made ethnic identification and classification ngampracticablé* Without question, its
leader, Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek, underscosetmon blood ties and ‘racial’
sameness among the diverse ethnic groups thaitcd&she Chinese nation, which had
been, of course, shared by major politicians, uresds, and scholars throughout the
Republican years (see e.g., Leibold 2006, 2007928; Lin 1984[1936]; Ruey
1972a[1942]; Shin 2007). In the first chapter f Wartime treatiseChina’s Destiny

13 See the passages from Sun’s spedhren jingshen jiaoy(On the education of the spirit of soldiers)
quoted in Wang Ke (2001: 206-207).

% But, even the Nationalist government, as Fiskapjly argues, “sometimes dismissed as wholly bant o
denial and outright cancellation of any non-Hamatities, actually did precedé¢s Communist successor
in enlistingthem as integral components of a declared muitietstate. This is evident in a little-known
Nationalist government project to this end datimghie late 1930s and early 1940s” (2006: 28-29;hersis
in original). This project was directed by Ruey fihwho presented an official report on it to the
government in 1941. This report was later compiteRuey (1972b). See also Mullaney (2010).
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Chiang gave a historical account of the developroétite Chinese nation and

summarized it as follows

Throughout this lengthy historical process, thesgious clans often traced their respective
genealogies and discovered their common origin. TJhg Mongols are the descendants of the
Hsiung Nu [Xiongnu], and according to t&&ih ChiandHan Shuy the rulers of Hsia [Xia] were
their distant begetterS.... [I]t is revealed that he [the Yellow Emperor]siée forefather of both
the Manchus and Tibetans of today. As to the sled¢@dlohammedanduijiao tu] in present-day
China, they are for the most part actually memibérthie Han clanrhinzd who embraced Islam.
... In short, our various clans actually belong te #ame nation, as well as to the same racial
stock. Therefore, there is an inner factor closieking the historical destiny of common existence
and common sorrow and joy of the whole Chineseonaflhat there are five peoples designated
in China [i.e., Han, Manchus, Mongols, Tibetang] ohammedans] is not due to difference in
race or blood, but to religion and geographicalimmment. In short, the differentiation among
China’s five peoples is due to regional and religidactors, and not to race or blood. This fact
must be thoroughly understood by all our fellow mimymen. (Chiang 1947: 39-40, with
modification)

The Chinese Communist leaders have also approgtiadediscourse of race to
essentialize the ‘inalienable’ ties among ethresitieven though they have ascribed the
detestable consequences of Great Han chauvinisime tdationalist regime under
Chiang’s leadership’. The politicians and scholars of the PRC have eymsuldhe
Morgan-Engelsian theory to justify their conceptleé non-Han minorities being ‘racial’
brothers of Han; namely, majority and minority natls should be placed within the
‘same’ lineage of evolutionary continuum (see Chap). So the state-sponsored
propaganda of Sino-Tibetan ‘racial’ semblance séeletaborate it on scientific grounds
from the studies of anthropometrics, genetics,langgiistics; at the same time overseas
Tibet independence groups continually rebuff ii&rly, the Chinese geneticists have
tried to scientifically prove that all 56 ethnicogips have quite a large portion of
common kinship in that the Han people have mixedith their neighboring non-Han
groups and vice versa (see Chapter 3). Thus, agetogticists at the Chinese Academy of

Sciences have insisted, “[T]hough there are 56tified ethnic groups in China, we can

15 The author would like to thank Professor BarrytSan for bring this book to my attention.

'8 See Chapter 5 for a detailed discussion of theodise of the Sinitic-origin of Xiongnu people incient
China.

7 Zhou Enlai, for instance, harshly blamed the metiity policy of the Nationalist government in the
followings: “Chiang Kai-shek’s view of nationalityas thoroughly steeped in Great Han chauvinism. In
name, he called Mongols, Huis, Tibetans, Miaos, @thérs frontier peopléb{anmin) as he did not
recognize them as [different] nationalities. Inqiiee, he carried out [a policy] of ethnic discnmation and
suppression.” As rendered by Zhao Suisheng (2003). 1
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put them together and call them the Chinese Naiibu’, Xiao, and Cavalli-Sforza 1997:
620; see also Du and Xiao 1997; Xiao, Cavalli-Sdoiinch, and Du 2000; Yuan 1991).

This all-inclusive concept of ‘racial’ nationhooahich characterizes the course of post-
imperial Chinese state-building, also aspiresdagcend the territorial boundaries of the
PRC. All ethnic Chinese, notably Taiwanese andsaeas Chinese, are supposed to
adhere to the Chinese state on the ground oflte@ig common descendants of the
Yellow Emperor, one of putative originators of tBkinese ‘race’® The myths of
common ancestry, kinship, and shared historical ane® serve what Barry Sautman
(1997a, 1997b) terms a “racial nationalism,” whictagines primordial bonds among
China’s 56 ethnic groups and external kin. Todag,RRC’s assertive claims to ‘racial’
sameness not only serve as an ideological weapoouttter the discourse of Indo-
Tibetan race, but ruthlessly negate the politiodependence of Tibet and Taiwan. In this
respect, the fundamental question of China’s rdahiaking does not stem from the
politics of racial hierarchy and the ensuing pegihg of certain race over others but
from its all-encompassing disallowing of any sepat@and irredentist movements from

the frontier non-Han minorities.

To sum up, the formation of the post-imperial Cemstate is based not so much on the
principle of ethnic (Han) nationalism, but on tleeanfiguration of the political and
cultural universalism of the Chinese empire. Althlothere were several advocates of a
racially-defined nationalism such as Zhang Binglimd Zou Rong in the earlier stages of
Chinese nationalism, their idea of anti-Manchugacwas quickly silenced by the efforts
of building up the unity of the multiethnic ChindRepublic after the fall of the Qing
dynasty (see Ishikawa 2003; Zhao 2004: ch.1). Hmadl of the ethnic logic of nation-
state is also evident, considering the fact thatitpht to national self-determination for

minorities was initially endorsed by the Chinesenoaunist leaders during the pre-1949

8 The Yellow Emperor and his propagation of the @sin‘race’ symbolize both racial and state
nationalism. Deng Xiaoping argued that the desiredunification of the mainland and Taiwan is ‘ted

in the hearts of all descendants of the Yellow EnmpeA Chinese American astronaut was acclaimed as
“the first descendant of the Yellow Emperor to &b space.” Both examples are cited in Sautman
(1997h: 84). Peking Man is another assumed racigjgmitor, which constructs a “paleoanthropological
nationalism” in China (Sautman 1997b, 2001).
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period which was yet replaced by the right of regicautonomy in the PRC (see Wang
2001: ch.10; Zhao 2004: ch.5)The establishment of semi-autonomous regionshor t
native population would be a modern appropriatibitsamperial practice of indirect
rule, which reveals a heritage of administrativaldy between the center and periphery.
Yet, as has been discussed, China’s pattern aaspaparation and frontier governance
has not been analogous to the relations betweemetr®pole and colony of colonial

powers.

The Mythology of Internal Colonialism

The thesis of ‘internal colonialism’ in China stigtes that the territorial expansion of the
Chinese empire shares a common route with Europaanial powers, and that such a
situation persists even todd/And a comparative-historical approach has beer@rag

to substantiate it. Laura Hostetler (2000, 2004dy)jristance, compares early modern
state-making in Europe with the Qing dynasty by tiw&rng Michel Hechter’s classic
Internal Colonialism(1975)?* Likewise, Peter Perdue depicts the Qing dominaticer

the frontiers as “Manchu colonialism” and conclutlest “despite the apparent
differences between China and Europe, there anegbncommon traits to inspire further
discussion” (1998: 261). This Sino-Western framédwsrsaid to characterize China’s

% For instance, the right of national self-deterrtisrawas evidently stipulated in the constitutidrite
Soviet Republic of China of 1931. In the Article, 14read: the Soviet government of China recognibe
right of self-determination of the national min@# in China, their right to complete separatiamfrChina,
and to the formation of an independent state foh eational minority. All Mongolians, Tibetans, Mia
Yao, Koreans, and others living on the territoryCtifina shall enjoy the full right to self-deterntiioa, i.e.,
they may either join the Union of Chinese Soviatserede from it and from their own state as thay m
prefer. As rendered by Brandt, Schwartz and Fakl§a@05: 223). See also Zhao Suisheng (2004: 173-
175).

2 For example, based on his fieldwork with ethnio Y&lien) in Thailand and historical analysis drawn
partly from Dikétter’s arguments mentioned aboveaathropologist argues that “This case of internal
colonialism in Chindhas some parallels in Western colonial expansiarntlaa construction of ‘savagery”
(Jonsson 2000: 74). Likewise, Pitman Potter argluaisChina’s governance of the inner periphery “has
traditionally exhibited features of colonialism,tvsignificant Han-dominated oppression of locdture”
(2007: 256).

L she argues that Hechter’s findings “are intergstis a comparative case to China not only becduse o
similar process that took place, but also becatifgeageographic proximity of the territories gratly
incorporated into the empire. ... We cannot sayttheQing was not a colonial power simply because it
expansion did not involve lands overseas” (Host@®91: 97).
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centuries-long process of colonization as an etimade of domination, inequality, and

conflict, parallel to other colonized societies.

First, the premise of the history of (internal)aahlism in China entails and takes for
granted the hegemony of Han Chinese, which has émwsolidated through Han
settlement in the frontiers since the Qing expansidhe eighteenth century. As a result
of ‘colonial’ attitudes and actions, the frontiecgeties have become considerably
stratified along ethnic lines. Ethnic stratificatiom the past, what Stevan Harrell calls
“the empire model of ethnic division of labor” (2D 328), still persist& This

‘colonial’ landscape has become the main opiniowestern academia without much
controversy? It sounds even more appealing, considering thaie3k politicians have
vehemently pronounced the abolition of vicious “@&ridan chauvinism.” Mao Zedong,
for instance, repeatedly articulates that the kayatd resolving the nationality question
hinges on overcoming Han chauvinism (see, e.g7[19%7])** So, the idea of
opposition between a dominant majority and disarated minority, which is commonly
found in modern nation-states, has been suppodtdibside and outside of China.

Second, the discourse over China’s colonialismgesion the state which plays a
decisive role in consolidating the Han-dominateciaastructure in the frontier societies.
Like European colonial powers, the Chinese govenirhas treated its minorities as if
they lack morality, as less educated, more supierssi and possibly dangerous (see
Harrell 1995a; Heberer 1989, 2001). One of thermalgrojects of the state is the
ethnographic representations of the peripheragamis (see e.g., Deal and Hostetler

22 Robert Jenks remarks that the economic conditéiao peoples “clearly marked them as being of
inferior social status” (1994: 45). He further mens that, even today, despite improvements in
communications and efforts to speed developmeatgtivernment has done little for them: “Derogatory
ethnic stereotypes persist along with poverty, smd is perhaps no surprise that the Miao androthe
minority groups remain on the bottom of the ecoropyiramid” (1994: 167).

% See, e.g., Giersch (2006), Herman (2006, 200d),Janks (1994: 43). But there have been a few fotab
exceptions that avoid the application of the thesisiternal colonialism in China. They include ©dsmo
(1998), Fletcher (1978), Lee (1978, 1982a, forthiogn and Shin (2006a).

4 At the same time, Mao urges the eradication adllo@tionality chauvinism—ethnic nationalism of
minorities against Han nationalism. He therefoguas that both Han chauvinism and local-nationality
chauvinism, which still exist to a serious degmeeeértain places, represent one kind of contraaficti
among the people which should be resolved (Mao [1957]). See also Connor (1984: 407-430) for how
the Chinese government dealt with the nationalitgsgion, particularly Great Han chauvinism as wasll|
local-national chauvinism until the early 1980s.
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2006) as inferiof> Some scholars also insist that ethnic educatiapsph vital function
in strengthening &uperior’ Han culture; internalizing a sense ad¢ckwardness’ among
the minorities themselves; and accepting the cohirédan leaderé® It is this process of
‘learning inferiority’ that qualifies Chinese sotyeas being colonial.

Third, the idea of China’s ‘colonialism’ assumes threadful ‘ethnic’ violence in the
frontiers. Colonial genocides carried out by Euarppowers were undoubtedly
remarkable and quite endemic (Kiernan 2007; Le\28@¥; Moses and Stone 2007; see
also Steinmetz 2001: 152; Stone 2001). Applying gfattern of colonial violence,
Alexander Woodside states that when the Ming amd) Qovernments intended to push
for administrative centralization in the borderioet, the result could be something like
‘the Guizhou killing fields'—*“the great slaughtef @boriginal peoples in the Chinese
southwest that began roughly about the time ofrthial slaughter of aboriginals in the

Americas in the aftermath of Christopher Columbwsgages” (2007: 15).

However, the nature of ethnic relations in Chirfedstiers both in the past and present
has been essentially different from that of classiolonialism. As happened in most
historical empires, one major aspect of the Chis¢secraft was the lack of economic
exploitation of the periphery or institutionalizdcriminationandvictimizationagainst
indigenous peoples. Also, the Chinese state taexbntrol private commercial

exploitation of the frontiers since it did not nssarily benefit the state, and unless the

% william Rowe, for instance, asserts that a procéssrientalization’ (the theme that | discusstlire next
section) not unlike that undertaken by both theagsonist officials of the Qing and the publicatge had
rendered southwestern non-Han peoples quaint,rpgque, and doomed to be overwhelmed by a superior
civilization, and therefore conceptually reduceenthto a single, undifferentiated ‘Other'— the “Mfamr
“Miao-man” (2002: 505). Interestingly, his staterteare in some way akin to the Chinese nationalist
historiography during the early twentieth centwmjch assumed the superiority of Han people whahav
triumphantly wielded the force of sinicization. kikise, in his book on the so-called “Miao” uprising
southwest China during the late Qing period, JéhR94: 44) claims that most Han settlers lookedmow
upon “barbarians as intellectually inferior and adhsubhuman—more like animals in their behavianth
like humans.”

% From her fieldwork in Yunnan, for instance, theni3 anthropologist Mette Hansen (1999: 160)
remarks that China’s minority education has fostermong many minority students a perception of
themselves as members of a ‘backward’ minority §irbpcause it rejects the value of the minorit@sh
languages, histories, religions, customs, valub;® and so forth. Likewise, in Inner Mongolibgtethnic
education has normally reinforced the dominanttimsof Han Chinese since actual leadership has
regularly been in the hands of Han cadres rattear kiincal minorities (Borchigud 1995). See also
Postiglione (1999).
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state tapped in to this new wealth or benefittednfit indirectly, it only profited the
merchant class. The Qing statesmen, who dealtintéhethnic tensions triggered by
private activities, were of the opinion that thenrdfenders in the Miao area should
receive a more severe punishment than the nativéiseoconsideration that Miao people
dared not to court trouble if no ‘evil Hartignjian) incited thenf’ Hence, given the
continuation of ‘frontier feudalism,” semi-indepeamd indirect rule, and the deficiency of
the capitalist market economy, it is excessivettigbaite China’s territorial expansion
during late imperial times to ‘internal colonialiSms the late Harvard historian Joseph

Fletcher described in his landmark work on the Qmuer Asia:

Even so, in the early years of the nineteenth cgnhis [territorial] expansion [of the Qing state]
was limited. For the common folk in Inner Asia, @hiand the Han Chinese were far away.
Bannermen and Ch’ing [Qing] officials were rareea. No great revenues flowed to Peking
[Beijing] from Inner Asian dependencies. Indgkdre was nothing that the Ch’ing [Qing]
wanted from them but pea&rategy rather than profit-a desire to forestall the rise of rival
powers—had inspired the Manchus’ Inner Asian conque@ttetcher 1978: 106; my italics)

In comparison with the European colonial powers,rttain purpose of the Qing
enterprise in Inner Asia (Manchuria, Mongolia, Xamg, and Tibet) was simpler:
security and self-sufficiency. The bannermen redloogoroject in Shuangcheng (what is
now southern Heilongjiang province) during the teeath century, for instance, was
devised to satisfy these two goals—nbuilding a seftaining frontier society and
securing Manchuria from Russian encroachment (é&m 009: ch.3; Chen, Campbell,
and Lee 2005). In his memoir of 1821, Fujun of M@ngol Banner, who was the general
of Jilin and a major figure in this project, envised that “their relocation, can relieve the
burden of supporting the banner population in aterior; while it strengthens the
frontier on our borders” (Chen 2009: 76). The Qgoyernment was willing to incur

huge expenditures to create the Shuangcheng ataterather than exploiting resources

27 In 1749, for example, the Manchu nobleman and-thaeizhou Governor, Aibida reported that a Han
criminal named Chen Junde refused arrest and thetafter he raped a Miao woman. The Board of
Punishment issued an order, based on the Empeaotd@g’s decision, that he should be executedeat th
spot of his crime and the announcement be made ikimothe area for making Miao people feel grateful
and keeping them in awe. Another case happenedd8.JA Han criminal named Yang Guochen went to
the Miao area to sell licenses of cloth merchatéswas accused of being an ‘evil Han and was to be
punished harshly, and the Miao buyers, consideegthtcheated, were beaten by sticks for warnirtgerat
than punished by law. The author would like to thBnofessor James Z. Lee for granting a permigsion
use these valuable legal cases shown in his maptjstiaw and Ethnicity in Late Imperial Southwest
China.”
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from the natives. It provided immigrants not onlighwhousing, basic living and farming
essentials, transportation and accommodation onrthée to the site, but also relocation

stipends to start anew in Shuangcheng.

More importantly, the government preferred secuwitgr self-support so that it was
unenthusiastic about carrying out economic exgiomsand state-led development in the
frontiers as a means to achieving fiscal indepecelelm theory, at least, the imperial
court expected these regions to be self-sustaiingractice, however, the military
expenditures that would be required to maintaincérger’s control over the frontiers
tended to increase far beyond the local tax ressuisee Fletcher 1978: 37). If the
exterior did not achieve self-support, as happaen@dost regions except Mongolia and
southwestern Manchuria (Liaoning), its maintenametied heavily on substantial support
from the interior. In the government’s eyes, thstad subsidizing frontier garrisons was
still less than the cost of military campaigns teljany rebellion by natives, prompted

by exploitation and oppression.

The heritage of the imperial past remarkably pe&s®sen today; for instance, the Beijing
government has pursued a policy of net resourdeximfito its western and southwestern
borders notably the recent investment in the Ghéegtern Development (see, e.g.,
Abigail 2002). The consolidation of China’s contosler the Xinjiang region represents
such historical continuity. During the Qing, hugaidgeries of silver from the interior

paid for salaries, equipment, clothing, and comsion costs for Xinjiang (Perdue 2005:
336)% This flow of fiscal expenditure still continuestay?® Tibet is no exception. The
increases in the Tibet Autonomous Region’s totdbstrial and agricultural output have
largely been attributed to state subsidies. Owefitkt three decades of the PRC’s

control of Tibet, the total output value increasearfold, whereas state subsidies

% The Xinjiang garrison was an expensive operatimhtae tax revenues of the dependency did not even
begin to cover the soldiers’ annual pay, the edeiveof around 3,000,000 taels (roughly 114 tonsjiliver.
Thus, something like 1,200,000 taels (approximadél tons) of silver had to come each year froen th
interior to meet its expenses (Fletcher 1978: 60s6& also Millward 2007).

29 At the turn of the millennium, even with oil andsgrevenues, “Xinjiang runs huge annual defidiss, i
expenditures routinely exceeding its GDP by betwkEgand 19 billion yuan. ... [T]he region’s effective
subsidy remains on a par with those of Yunnan amidl®u, the poorest parts of China” (Millward 2007:
302-303).
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increased by 65 time8.Still, as of 2005, the expenditure of the localgrmment was
18.55 billion yuans while its revenue only reacieibillion yuans (see Table 4.2). The
ratio of spending to revenue (18.55/1.2=15.46)ease@nts the most serious fiscal
imbalance among all provincial-level jurisdictionshe PRC.

In addition, the Chinese empire, compared with mialopowers, did not intend to place
Han immigrants as categorically superior to natik@se previous dynasties, the Qing
state was keen to keep the conflict between settied aborigines from disturbing its
control of a strategic periphery and from imposaaiglitional costs. So the goal of the
settlement policy was not so much to favor the hiégrants as to prevent them from
entering minority areas thereby keeping the HanrammdHan communities separate.

Yet it has been assumed that there was a stattHad polarization during late imperial
China. Frederick Mote, for instance, suggestsithtie regions of south China since the
Ming, Han immigrants, who were protected by locdltary authorities, took over the
fertile river valley to farm the best lands; at #ame time the unassimilated natives were
driven out to dwell in less desirable hill regiarsmore remote regions. He remarks that
as a result of changes in peripheral societiesdaturies, Han settlers “gradually became
the locally dominant population group and then ldispd the native peoples or made
them an inferior stratum within local society” (905). But, indeed, the edifice of
property ownership often went in the opposite rolrtehe nineteenth century, for
instance, one local Yunnan observer recorded higgihdigenes cultivated land where the
soil is fertile, whereas the Han migrants cultigali@nd in the mountain slopes where the

soil is poor (Lee 1982a: 298: see also Lee forthingjt?

%0 June Dreyer evaluates that “An increase of on@ ymautput value required an increase of 1.21 yoan
state subsidies—that is, Tibet hademativemultiplier effect on investment” (2006: 135; empisain
original). Even now, much of the GDP growth reftentassive state subsidies (ibid.: 147). See also
Sautman and Dreyer (2006).

31 In spite of the Qing government's efforts, the sinas internal migrations from the interior into the
exterior increasingly took place throughout theneégnth century. Although this was an unintended
consequence for Manchu conquerors, as FletcheB(B®j remarks, it was the Manchus who laid the
groundwork for the sinicization of China’s Inneri&s frontiers. The dynasty’s need to encourage Han
peoples to settle in those areas became evidémé tourt only dimly and belatedly in the ninetéent
century, after it was too late to preserve thetgititorial extent in Manchuria and Xinjiang.

32 Likewise, in Taiwan, in case of the rental-leasevhich Han migrant only acquired a use-right imdla
the Han peasant was a regular tenant and the aimedanded proprietor (Shepherd 1993: 339).
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By and large, the native populations were grangégdlland cultural autonomy by the
imperial government’ Likewise, they were exempt from administrativeiesirather

than being exploited and discriminated as lesseramibeings. Contrary to the registered
subjects of the ‘inside land,” Mongols, TibetanarKic-speaking Muslims, Manchurian
tribesmen and all bannermen were omitted fromakRedgisters, and, instead, required to
pay tributes through the native princes of thosegistered people. The imperial
government also exempted the indigenes from taxépeotected their land rights
especially in Manchuria, Taiwan and the southw&hgreas, it prohibited Han settlers
from buying, selling, or taking over aboriginal tuhted land (see Chapter 4). It is far
from the reality to suppose that non-Han indigenese destined to be more
discriminated and exploited by the state-system than peasants, both in the interior
and exterior. With the exception of a few privilsgeserved for the Manchus, the Qing
state, as Di Cosmo aptly put it, “did not promatené discrimination, although ethnic
classification remained an operating principle tigtwout Qing society and government”
(1998: 287).

Finally, I would argue that the pattern of conflietd violence in China’s frontiers, like
other continental empires, cannot be adequatellaega as an ethnic or national form
that appeared in the history of colonial genocedlnic cleansing of national minorities,
anti-colonial rebellion, or ethnic-nationalist movent. To be sure, the Chinese imperial
government so often carried out bloody and ruthhetlisary actions against agitators and
outlaws usually referred to as the “Yao” and “Midmndits. But the nature of those
ethnicity-labeled uprisings was generally far reegirom any resistance against ethnic
discrimination instituted by the Han peoples. Intlgaany local Han opportunists joined
the ‘ethnic’ revolts and banditry; while some naswvho were loyal to the central
government fought against théfin Guizhou, for instance, from around the mid-

eighteenth century, the Han Chinese played a nmomipent role in social unrest than

% In the southwest, Qing officials developed theailetl set of “Miao sub-statutestl{ao li) to protect the
legal rights of native peoples around early eightieeentury, as the traditional native chieftaisggtem
was gradually dismantled by the aggressive cenéitidin policy (see Chapter 4).

34 See Jenks (1994), McMahon (2002), Shin (2006k}p8{2003a), and Swope (2001, 2003) for a
detailed discussion.
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non-Han natived® Both Han and Miao were inspired to join a commiaggle and
ethnic hostility was “but one of several signific@oints of friction that contributed to
the revolt” (Jenks 1994: 57). So Woodside’s abowsimoned rhetoric—the Guizhou
killing fields—is a misconceived idea, more liketyhave resulted from gazing at

Chinese history through a Western prism.

The Mythology of Oriental Orientalism

Another popular, but largely misconceived, idetbisquate China’s ethnic relations to
Europe’s Orientalism in colonial and postcoloniahtexts: the Han Chinese represent
themselves as modern and regard the non-Han meésoai$ inferior subjects needed to be
civilized. Such assertion also implies a spatiatdnichy in the sense that the Han stand
for the advanced core while the minorities are gibio the geographical periphery. From
this perspective, the anthropologist Stevan Ha(i€l95a: 10-17) argues that Han
Chinese have developed three metaphors for nomtiaorities in the peripheries: the
‘educational’ metaphor regarding them as childtke, historical’ metaphor that sees
them as ancient, and the ‘sexual’ metaphor thasidens them as women. These
metaphoric expressions also characterize whatllee@aina’s “civilizing projects” with
three developmental stages—the Confucian, missypaad Communist project (Harrell
1995a)°°

The idea of history as a linear progression, wieigldently appears in Harrell’'s
discussion, is associated with the notion of tleegrchy of race and ethnicity and the
discourse of cultural essentialism—the ‘Self’ istpayed as advanced, the ‘Other’ as

archaic and primitive. Several critical anthropastg) have insisted that China is no

% During the second half of the nineteenth centasy)enks comments on social disorder in this anaay
more Han than Miao “were involved on the rebel satkspite the misleading nhame—to wit, “Miao”
rebellion—that has been applied to this periocduafibil” (1994: 72).

% Inspired by postcolonial literatures, other scholeave also depicted the Chinese frontier settingugh

the lens of the ‘(Confucian) civilizing projectpd argued that little of this foundation has chahgetil

today (see, e.g., Hansen 1999; Heberer 2001; ggziB000; Perdue 2005; Schneewind 2006; Sines 2002;
Swain 2001).
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exceptior®’ Their argument is that the Han manifest themsedsethe future; yet, the
minorities have been objectified as a marked cajegtharacterized by colorfulness and
exotic customé&® In addition, this colorful visualization and exofantasies of minority
peoples are often derogatory, colonial, and ugefthie state. Dru Gladney, for instance,
asserts that Han women are required to disciptiae body by using modern
contraceptive devices in the services of the stateority women are allowed to be
portrayed erotically and encouraged to be fecumause that too contributes to the
interests of the regint&.

Evidently, the aforementioned discourse in Wesseholarship has been influenced by
postcolonial studies. Indeed, it is not a mere @dience that Edward Said’s book
Orientalismwas originally published in 1978, and a criticass of research on China’s
minorities, which problematizes ethnicity, has odéveloped since the early 1980s
(Brownell and Wasserstrom 2002: 18). Said’s welhkn use of Orientalism denotes a
collective notion that identifies ‘us’ Europeans@hation to undifferentiated ‘them’ non-
European$® Within the umbrella of Western hegemony over thie@, the non-
Europeans are portrayed as primitive peoples pugded with ancient paganism or less
than human (see McGrane 1989: 68-69; Steinmetz: 28E). The ‘savage’ of the Orient
accordingly takes on the value and status of reptexyy the ancients, the incivility, and
the exotic. Said also notes that in European imaggee Orient since the late eighteenth

37 0n the studies of current Han perspectives onHtampeoples, se@ultural Encounters on China’s
Ethnic Frontiers(1995) edited by Stevan Harrell. In this volume stnmontributors are anthropologists and
many of them are Harrell's students. See also Br(h886), Diamond (1988), Gladney (1994, 1997, 2004)
Harrell (1996), Heberer (2001), Rack (2005) andestf1997, 2000).

3 Benedict Anderson (2001: 39), for instance, arghasthe minorities are made to appear in theistmo
colorful traditional costumes, whereas the Han dioappear in traditional clothing. In the past,itgb

visual illustrations during Mao’s China reprodudhbd fixed image that the minorities who wore their
ethnic attires warmly smiled at the Han cadres whee the people’s costume(imin f). Although

wearing the people’s costume is not popular anyptheevisualization of Han leaders who appear in
business suits has nothing ‘ethnic’ at all.

39 Gladney concludes that “perhaps one metaphoseeian the state exempts most minorities from birth
planning is to preserve the notion that minoriteggresent uncontrolled sensuality, fertility, and
reproductivity; Han represent controlled, civilizgatoductivity” (2005: 289)His assertion—
hypersexualized portrayal of minority women semesinterests of the state—mistakenly interpregs th
governmental perception on minority population gpliThe implementation of preferential treatmeras h
been to deal with the decline in the minority papigin since the earlier years of the People’'s Rip(tee,
e.g., Li 1962: 299).

0 Said defined that Orientalism is “the idea of Enean identity as a superior one in comparison alith
the non-European peoples and cultures” (1994: 7).
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century, the Oriental subject is gendered femifpassive, subservient, erotic), in
contrast to the European ‘Self’ which is genderedaline (active, dominant,

continental).

From the early 1980s, many scholars have appliatisSdea to China’s imperial past.

As one of its earliest applications, Edward Gral{@a@883) argues that ‘otherness’ was not
a peculiarly Western idea about Orientals, theevig of which comes from a distinctive
Chinese self-view and worldview. He states: “Saatialytical approach can as logically
be taken to Chinese views of the non-Chinese wartthtained and perpetuated for
thousands of years (ibid.: 41). Likewise, Emma Tasggrts that both European
Orientalism and the Chinese image of unfamiliaicegaare ‘colonial’ discourses:
“Expanding the scope of colonial studies allowsaugiew China not simply as the object
of Orientalist discourse or as a mimic of Westerieftalism but also as the producer of

its own brand of exoticist discourse” (2004: 13).

The idea of the historical foundation of ‘colont@tientalism’ in China has led some
Western anthropologists, historians and comparétemature scholars to portray the
present-day conditions in the context of ‘inter@aientalism,’ ‘oriental Orientalism,” and
so forth. They have constructed a parallel comparizetween the ways in which Han
Chinese marginalize non-Han minorities and the viayshich Europeans orientalize
non-Europeans. For example, Gladney (1994, 20@pagses the concept of ‘oriental
Orientalism.*? Louisa Schein (1997, 2002) further argues thag#reered nature of
China’s ‘internal Orientalism’ is part of the colahrelations of domination—Han
Chinese are routinely symbolized as male urbanistgdies; non-Han minorities are

mainly represented as rural wonf€similarly, Nicholas Tapp reckons that China’s

“1 From the Qing travel accounts of Taiwan, she rguggests that the mainland elite scholars eragloy
tropes of feminization of the male indigenous pagioh and eroticization of the feminine. In thispect,
Taiwan was regarded as “an island of women” (Te3®812004: ch.7), resembling to a greater extent
modern European travel writing on the Orient anevNéorld (see Perdue 1998: 260).

*2 Gladney’s thesis of ‘oriental Orientalism’ is besen the ground that “the representation of miyaaitd
majority in Chinese art, literature, and media Wl shown to have surprising parallels to the n@l-w
known portrayals of the ‘East’ by Western oriersisi (1994: 94, 2004: 53).

*3 For a good discussion of the intersection of geade ethnicity in China, see Brownell and Wassenst
(2002: 18-21). As mentioned earlier, Teng (19984 Gtrives to trace the ‘Chinese’ origin of thengered
identity back to early modern times.
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ethnic classification project in the 1950s “lookse¢trospect like one of the great
colonising missions of the twentieth century, adudernal ‘self-Orientalizing’ mission
designed to homogenise and reify internal cultdiférences in the service of a
particular kind of (gendered) cultural nationalis(@002: 65).

Yet this homology between Han Chinese and Europekmizers in the thesis of
China’s internal Orientalism ought to be criticalyamined” The recent rise in assertive
non-Han identity construction indicates that etlooosciousness of being minorities is
far from internalizing a sense of inferiority. langticular, the ultra-masculine image-
making of Chinggis Khan and his descendants (s@pt€h5) is the exact opposite to the
premises of Orientalism—the ‘Orient’ is weak, femed, and subordinated. Likewise,
since the 1980s, some Manchu activists have begaged with the Manchu identity
revival movement, which identifies themselves ascdadants of the great conquerors
who significantly contributed to the formation obdern China (see Bai 2005: 186). The
notion of orientalized portrayals of minority graughould also be questioned in other
cases. From his ethnography of the Yao communitizgersouthwest, Ralph Litzinger
argues that many Yao people see colorful repreensaof their traditions “not as
practices of commodification and exoticization hstways to gain ideological distance
from the assimilationist policies that prevailedhie 1960s and 1970s” (1998: 240). As
for the Yao minority, celebrating their traditior@llture is considered as a way to
promote the tourism industry, which contributeshte local economy (Litzinger 1998,
2000; see also Shih 2002).

Non-Han groups, such as Mongol, Manchu, Yao, Karaad Yi, have proactively
worked for defining and maintaining ethnic boundanather than being passively
orientalized by the Han majority. This boundary-kvbas been approved by the
government on the condition that it does not gabeythe principle of a unified,
multiethnic state. This self-assured identity camgion, as a reaction against the

“* Unfortunately, there have only been a few scholdrs raised any critical question over the releeaoic
the postcolonial theories to the Chinese contes¢, ®r example, Dirlik (1996, 1997).
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assimilative policy during the Cultural Revolutios,an important aspect of ethnic

politics in post-Mao China.

In summary, rather than positing a sharp boundatwyéen ‘Self’ and ‘Other,’ the
Chinese state has been based on the universalmstieclectic principle of peoplehood
shown in most historical world-empires. The impksi#bjects of the Chinese state were
not ethnically defined but collectively referredas the Qin people, Han people, Tang
people and Ming people, without regard to theigioial ethnicities. This open-ended
concept of self-identity dates back to pre-impeiraks when various non-Sinitic polities
in the peripheries were incorporated into the Zbentered confederation, that is, the
Central States. Rather than subordinating andw@nglghe natives, ancient Chinese
regarded them not as innately doomed to an undahgh existence but as amenable, at
least in principle, to the benefit of civilizatighalkenhausen 2006: 166). Later, the
sinicizing force of the Chinese empire, intendegrapagate the education of Confucian
canons and morality through a voluntary and nomvibmanner, had been rather weaker
than the colonial desire to exterminate the aboalgoeoples or coerce them to assimilate.
In comparison with the ‘civilizing missionhfission civilisatricg of European
colonialism, Wang Gungwu argues that there weregtnaivalents of the holy crusades,

nor were there manifestations of missionary zeE99(: 148).

The holistic ideal of the Chinese state has gonereany concept of ethnic Han. This
idea was remarked upon by Yang Shen (1488-1558)y@avned Ming scholar who was
exiled to Yunnan and one of the earliest ethnogeephbf the southwest, in the following
manner: “The Chinese are a truly cosmopolitan pedpk heirs of all mankind, of all the
world. The Han are just one of the ethnic grouph@&[Ming] empire, and we include
many different types of peoplen{n). In Yunnan alone there are over twenty other non-
Han native peoples. So long as they accept the mpeule, they are Chinesé>This
all-embracing whole of peoplehood and statehoodsime® become a part of modern

*5Yang Shenl.un min(On the people). As rendered by Lee (1982a: 28d)iam Rowe also cites Yang’s
treatise but insists, “Few were inclined to acdbptthreatening views of the sixteenth-centurytjuali
exile” (2002: 505).
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China’s national self-image of a unified, multieithetate without imposing an

‘objectified portrayal’ of non-Han minorities asaicized, fantasized, and uncivilized.

Discussion and Conclusions

As cited at the beginning, the eminent sinologistiithe Balazs has illustrated a
fundamental incompatibility between Chinese andpeaan civilizations regarding
modern social development. Although he did not gpady characterize it, the theories

of racism, colonialism, and Orientalism, developge@ugh the history of European
encroachment in the New World and the Orient, cabaapplicable to the Chinese
realities. As a sinologist and sociologist, Wolfr&imerhard remarks: “In China, in
contrast to the West, the question of minoritiesasa question of race” (1982: 3). Until
today, there have been no alternatives overridiegdlos of the Chinese state—the Great
Unity (da yitong and Grand Commonalitglatong of all under heaven. In no other time
than now, the Chinese state appeals to this lostgitaideal of global community, as

shown in the slogan of Beijing 2008 Olympic Gani&ne World, One Dream.”

This study has tried to debunk the limits of ondipalar case of ‘misconceived’
comparison, i.e., the Sino-Western parallel fromgixteenth century onward. It is useful
here to make an ideal-typical distinction of the iwerms of world-systems; the ‘world-
empire’ and the ‘(capitalist) world-economy.’ Tltegter represents a peculiar world-
economy that has survived for 500 years and yehbasome to be transformed into a
world-empire (see Wallerstein 1976: 229-233). Thwestruction of racism, colonialism,
Orientalism should be understood within the contéxhe development of historical
capitalism (see Balibar and Wallerstein 1991; Watkin 1995). By contrast, the
Sinocentric world was essentially one particulanfaf the historical ‘world-empire.’
The Chinese empire was in general a single muttiegbolitical entity over most of one
single area, which mitigated the scale of its éffeccontrol. Like the Roman Empire, it
had fairly simple goals: fiscal responsibility frahe interior and political compliance

from the exterior (see Burns 2003). Provincialslgakes, aliens offered tributes. Every
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alien polity from all four corners of the earth wagrinciple required to pay tribute, and
in return endowed with generous gifts, the amodintloch went beyond the tribute.
Most importantly, the frontier land did not justitgelf economically, while the capitalist
economic development was never the primary goti®fChinese empire.

Most leaders and thinkers in post-imperial Chineehfar the most part enshrined the
imperial legacies, what Craig Calhoun calls “re¢arging ancient China as a modern
nation” (1997: 94). They have reconfigured theitradal notion of ethnicity by
combining a native root with a new discourse of grachationalism. The official
narrative of the Chinese nation has been modelddeomagined giant family: the
majority and the minority are defined as inalierdtothers to one another under the
leadership of the Chinese communists. This kindigporic resembles the paternalistic
emperorship where the enlightened, virtuous despmmiaimed himself to be a father of
all his imperial subjects of whom he had to takesckurthermore, evidence for a
dialogue with the ancient Chinese ideas and sysséimsid not be missed: the privileged
minorities (the preferential treatments for non-H@oups); the indirect rule over the
natives (the establishment of the Autonomous Rexjjdahe flow of government fiscal
spending (from the interior to the exterior); ahd hotion of a single political entity (one

China, one country).

China’s ethnic boundaries and relations profferdh&nce to rethink the dominant
opinion in the study of ethnicity, race, and nagilism. First, the meaning of being an
ethnic and national minority is not always represdras disadvantaged, marginalized,
orientalized, and discriminated against; nor h&®én regarded as a mirror image of the
dominant group—as the inferior ‘Other’ to the supeiSelf.” Second, China as a case
study would challenge the sociological discussibetbno-racial inequality, which
presupposes that one’s privileged status inevitabtgils a categorical discrimination of
other groups. Lastly, the predicament of nationi@amties does not always originate
from the politics of exclusion but sometimes frdme politics of inclusion. This is the

dark, but largely overlooked, side of the ongoiegtage of the Chinese empire.
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Epilogue: Continuity through Changes

Big structuresin the Chinese concept wgbian(continuity through change), which
appeared in the ancient clas¥iging (The Book of Changes), change does not inevitably
lead to complete destruction. | have argued thatdbhindation of contemporary Chinese
statehood and nationhood is firmly based on itseingbideas and practices in the past,
most of which were of pre-imperial origin. Thisnset to suggest that the history of China
is merely a quantitative aggregation of each dyndisso, Hegel was correct to assert
that China has no real history, because of itcagfcy in the progress of genuine
subjectivity, but only the dynastic cycle. In themre of China, he argued, “every
change is excluded, and the fixedness of a charabieh recurs perpetually, takes the
place of what we should call the truly historidahina and India lie, as it were, still
outside the World’s History” (Hegel 1956[1837]: J1Blevertheless, at the same time, as
Etienne Balazs put it, Hegel “was right, to theeexxtthat he sensed the unchanging
character of Chinese social structure” (1964: Evgen the most drastic change—empire-
to-nation transformation through two great revaln$, the nationalist revolution of 1911
and the communist revolution of 1949—does not tesu full-fledged nation-state, but
forges the imperial nation, located in the midsthaf empire-nation continuum. This
inbetweenness is fully comprehensible only whertake the fundamental feature of

Chinese society, constancy and change, into camrgide.

Large processed he notion otongbiannot only negates an ahistorical, stagnant
portrayal of China, but explains the qualitativaieges with respect to political
institutions, national characteristics, and etlgrmup boundaries, while retaining their
core principles. As to historicize these threeritdaenected issues, | have utilized the
three major phases in Chinese history—the formaéxpansionary, and post-imperial

phases.
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First, the basic foundations of the patrimoniatestaere devised during pre-imperial

times and crystallized in the early imperial peribdle common cultural framework for

the concepts of the Middle Kingdom and its neigb&on of Heaven, Great Unity and
Grand Commonality under heaven was consolidateidgitiis formative phase. In the
Jaspersian conception of the Axial Age being akileaugh, such ‘cultural genes’ as
major premises of the Chinese institutional systesre decisive to the process of Axial
transcendence, which eventually led to the fornmadibtrans-ethnic and universal world-
empire and still influences present-day Chinajristance, see the PRC’s ambitious
project of global expansion of the Confucius Ingét(see Eisenstadt 1985, 1986a, 1986b,
2005; Harbsmeier 2005; Hsu 1986, 2005; Loewe 18988wartz 1975a, 1975b).

Second, alien domination of the Middle Kingdom, g¥hfrequently occurred from the
fourth century to the Manchu Qing dynasty, forgeel $ynthesis of the Han natives and
the foreign conquerors while embracing the tradaladChinese concept of patrimonial
bureaucracy and frontier governance. In this exipaasy phase, new elements were
added to the foundation of ethnic group boundattesconcept of privileged minority
and thgus sanguinigrinciple of ethnicity, based on the person’s gdogical roots or
household registration, transcending the ethnaamgfinition. Accordingly, new
vocabularies such ashy zazhongzarenappeared to depict the mixed-person. More
importantly, the imperial condition of coexistertm&ween patrimonial universalism and
ethnic particularism that favored non-Han peoplas more conspicuous under the
conguest regimes; however, the native dynastiesnaéntained similar lines in their
ethnic-based policy, such as the preferentialimeats towards the Mongol subjects of
the Ming. In effect, this conciliatory policy witkd much discrimination against the
native Han subjects constituted a significant congmb of the grand strategy of the
defense, the ‘divide-and-control’ by permittingiable aliens control over the others, and
resulted in “unbounded loyalty” (Standen 2007) mneghnic sense.

Lastly, the post-imperial Chinese nation is nobagtinary nation-state but an imperial

nation. The patrimonial practices of imagining tdoeintry as a primordially unified
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family, intended to supersede ethnic diversity,ehbgcome more vociferous. The non-
Han minorities, regarded either as ‘branches’ dbasthers’ of the Han peoples, have
been reified to be an inalienable member of then€$e nation. It is also important to
emphasize that the imperial nation should not belated with the colonial nation, such
as the French Republics and Great Britain, modated hybrid of overseas colonialism
and domestic nationalism. Both imperial and colbné&ions faced the nationalist
challenges; however, their solutions were differ@hie colonial nations pursued vertical
homogeneity—the complex of unequal hierarchy betwbe colonizer and the colonized
together with homogenizing discourses such asdik@izing mission’ and the ‘Greater
Asian Co-Prosperity Sphere.’ In contrast, as ferithperial nations, the principle of
horizontal heterogeneity, stipulated for instaneénational in form, socialist in content’
in the USSR and PRC, was a practical instrumergdoncile a contradiction between

imperial and national conditions.

Huge comparisondnstead of particularizing China as an esotesgeg | have suggested
that the Chinese empire was essentially one spexfie of non-colonial, patrimonial
world-empires. As elsewhere, it was generally glsimultiethnic political entity over
most of the area, yet mitigated the scale of itsative control. The methods of managing
its vast territories occupied points on a spectrinom various forms of generous
appeasement—even going to the extent of purchagiage by paying annual tribute to
foreign states—to sheer force, but which cannatdmemensurable to colonial genocides
against indigenous peoples. This double-edged swafgrdrsuasion and coercion was to
achieve the “Heavenly Peace,” i.e., Pax Sinicasthe@egy of which has continued in

post-imperial statecraft.

The Chinese imperial nation can be to some degraegous to another imperial nation,
the Soviet Union, which also underwent a long cewfscontinuity with changes; from
tsarist patrimonialism, modeled in part on Byzamtmanorial patrimonialism, to federal
multiethnic socialism. In both cases, the post-ingbéransition could be characterized
from vertical heterogeneity to horizontal heteragjgn Unlike the current condition of

the Chinese imperial nation, the abrupt collapsthefSoviet empire represents the
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inherent vulnerability of the imperial nation, whits apparent in the era of the
hegemony of nation-state sovereignty. Yet, thedliig®n of the Soviet Union was
mainly caused by the implosion of the central atithocompared with the disintegration
of colonial powers triggered by the nationalist mments of colonized peoples. As |
have discussed, it would be a mistake to concéieset two imperial nations through the
lenses of racism, colonialism, Orientalism, andamatiism, all of which are commonly
employed to explicate the nature of either colop@kers or post-imperial, post-colonial

nation-states.

Finally, although it is beyond my study to prediu¢ destiny of the Chinese imperial
nation, it is still feasible to envision the PR@$ure domestic ethnic politics and
external behaviors from our knowledge of the pattdrdevelopment of Chinese history
as a whole. | believe the most valid method for imgisense of China is to seek out the
causes of continuity through changes. As Max Wshggests, sociologists who want to
search for adequate causation in historical exgilamahould find not a law-like
formulation but the rules of experience (See Wd94O[1905]; Roth 1971). The future
of the Chinese nation is not predetermined butingant upon the ideal-typical pattern
of historical development. What really constituties content of the imperial nation is

this enduring history itself, albeit socialisticform.
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