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I N T R O D U C T I O N

This pper ws designed with two purposes in mind. The first is to convey the ide tht there my hve

been  tribe of Indo-Europens tht conquered the Shng of the Yin dynsty, resulting in the

estblishment of Chin’s longest lsting nd possibly most influentil dynsty, the Zhou. The second

purpose is to investigte, if this is the cse, whether the myths nd legends of Chin re in fct those of

this Indo-Europen conquering tribe, nd to suggest lso tht their systems of science nd philosophy

hevily influenced the ncient Chinese.
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1 . W H O W E R E T H E I N D O - E U RO P E A N S ?

This discussion primrily ttempts to estblish the Indo-Europen presence in ncient Chin but lso

briefly discusses the three other geogrphic res on which the Indo-Europens hd  significnt

influence.

The Kurgn Hypothesis is the ide tht there ws  series of cultures occupying the steppe nd

forest-steppe regions of southern Ukrine nd southern Russi. It sttes tht by the fourth millennium

BCE this region evidenced ll of the ttributes of  puttive Indo-Europen society reconstructed from

linguistic evidence, including the most geogrphiclly indictive, such s the domestic horse nd

wheeled vehicles (Mllory 1989, 183). Another theory is clled the Antolin Hypothesis, which suggests

tht Proto-Indo-Europens originted in Neolithic Antoli fter which they migrted into Europe in

bout 7000 BCE (Renfrew 2004, 17-48). The Indo-Europen lnguges hve the lrgest number of

spekers in theworldwhen compredwith ny other lnguge fmily. Some of its lnguges re: English,

Ukrinin, Russin, White Russin, Bulgrin, Serbo-Crot, Czecho-Slovk, Polish, Ltvin, Lithunin,

Swedish, Dnish, Icelndic, Norwegin, English, Dutch, Flemish, Frisin, Germn, Irish, Breton, Welsh,

Itlin, French, Spnish, Portuguese, Romnin, nd Albnin (Mllory 1989, 15).

The Asin group of Indo-Europens includes the Antolins, the Phrygins, the Armenins, the

Indo-Aryns, the Irnins nd the Tochrins. The Europen group includes: the Greeks, the Thrcins,

the Illyrins, the Slvs, the Blts, the Germns, the Itlins nd the Celts (Mllory 1989, 5). The Proto-

Indo-Europen subfmilies include: Proto-Antolin, Proto-Armenin, Proto-Slvic, Proto-Celtic,

Proto-Germnic, Proto-Greek, Proto-Indo-Irnin, Proto-Itlic nd Proto-Tochrin (Mllory 1989, 15).

By looking t the cultures they influenced nd the spred of their lnguge, it is possible to understnd

the extent to which the Indo-Europens migrted round the world.

The oldest Indo-Europen lnguge ws tht spoken by the Hittites (Lehmnn nd Slocum

2020). The Hittites were n Antolin people who estblished n empire t Httus in north-centrl

Antoli (1700–1200 BCE) (Mllory 1989, 25). The Hittites could write, unlike mny of their Indo-

Europen cousins, nd they used  vrition of cuneiform tht possibly cme from foreigners hired or

tken prisoner (Bryce 2014, 135). The nme “Htti” pplied originlly to  region in north-centrl

Antoli tht becme the Hittite homelnd nd ws in use centuries before the Hittite Kingdom ws
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estblished. “Htti” refers to the pre-Hittite occupnts of the lnd (Bryce 2014, 129).

For our purposes, four groups re of prticulr interest:

• The Chinese Indo-Europens, who my hve  genetic connection to the Zhou rulers who

conquered the Shng nd cme to control  lrge portion of the Yellow River Vlley.

• The Indo-Aryn Indo-Europens, who my hve superimposed themselves on n indigenous

popultion nd tken control over the northwestern prts of the Indin subcontinent, including

much of wht is now Pkistn.

• The Greek Indo-Europens who perhps superimposed themselves on n erly Bronze Age

popultion by which mens they cme to control much of Greece.

• The Hittites who superimposed themselves on the Httins, thus gining control over north-

centrl Antoli.
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2 . C O M M O N C H A R AC T E R I S T I C S O F T H E I N D O - E U R O P E A N S

• They possessed nd used horses nd chriots.

• They believed in  Sky God.

• Medicine ws  mjor interest, whether it ws developed ntively or dopted from other

cultures.

• They were governed by comittus1 nd observed  hierrchicl, socil-rnking, non-rigid cste-

like system bsed on  shred triprtite strtifiction (priests; wrriors or kings; frmers or

trdesmen or commoners).

• They were ble to bsorb esily  wide rnge of culturl elements from other peoples.

CHARIOTS AND HORSES

The chriot is one of the key chrcteristics tht identify Indo-Europens nd their subgroups round

the ncient Eursin world. Chriots required well-trined horses nd highly skilled rchers to be

effective in wr. It ws probbly the development of spoked wheels tht led to the cretion of the wr

chriot. The erliest fully-developed chriots known re from the Volg-Url region:

It enbles us to sy tht these chriots re the erliest known from the Old World nd

to propose tht the chriot drwn by hrnessed horses originted in the Volg-Url

region. (Kuznetsov 2006, 644)

Horses were  mjor prt of Hittite culture, s ttested by the Kikkuli Text. Kikkuli ws the

uthor of  chriot horse trining text written in the Hittite cuneiform, dting bck to the second hlf

of the second millennium BCE (Rulwig 2009, 3). The Hittites were mong the first to use chriots in

wrfre, which helped them to conquer north-centrl Antoli (1600 BCE). The Hittite-style chriots

(s well s other Middle Estern equivlents) were considerbly lighter thn the Mesopotmin ones,

with their solid wheels nd centrl xle. Ech crried  crew of three, consisting of  driver,  shield-

1 For the concept of comittus, see Beckwith (2009, 12-28).
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berer nd n rcher (Chondros, et l. 2016, 230). The chriot probbly hd its origins with the Indo-

Europens, though this theory is not yet proven (Beckwith 2009, 54). Chriots figured prominently in

the Ṛgved nd were lso used throughout Estern Europe. The Greeks nd Romns used the chriot

for different functions. The chriot is found in Zhou nd Shng burils. The horse ws most likely

domesticted by the Indo-Europens in Centrl Eursi. It ws probbly originlly hunted for its met

(Beckwith 2009, 50) until other uses were found. The horse hs been n integrl prt of the Indo-

Europen culture for four millenni:

The erliest evidence for the domestic horse is from the Pontic-Cspin region nd ll

present evidence suggests tht it diffused from there through the Cucsus into

Antoli nd perhps round the estern Cspin into northest Irn. Hence, the

ppernce of both the horse nd chriot hve frequently been ttributed to n

expnsion of Indo-Europens from the north intoWestern Asi. (Mllory 1989, 41)

SKY GOD

Although few detils re known bout Hittite mythology, from its very beginning the Storm God held

the most exlted plce mong the gods (Bryce 2002, 143). He my hve hd some connection to Teshub,

theHurrin god of sky or thunder (Bryce 2002, 137). He dwelt mongmountin-tops close to the hevens

(sky) nd trveled cross the mountins in  chriot pulled by  pir of bulls. In rt he is depicted with

n xe nd lightning flsh. The bull is his scred niml, the symbol of his strength nd his power of

fertility (Bryce 2002, 143–144). It is impossible to ignore the similrities between Tengri,2 Zeus, Thor nd

other sky gods of the Indo-Europens. The people of the Zhou dynsty lso hd reverence for  Sky God,

 specil nd importnt chrcteristic of the Indo-Europens.

2 According to Chinese sources, the Xiongnu clled the sky chengli《漢書.傳.匈奴傳.匈奴傳上》匈奴謂天為「撐犁」.
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MEDICAL SYSTEMS

As elsewhere in the Ner Est, medicine in the Hittite world ws  skilled nd respected

occuption. It ws lso n interntionlly shred one. Medicl expertise frequently

crossed ntionl boundries, nd foreign doctors found redy cceptnce in the lnds

of their neighbors, prticulrly if they cme from Egypt or Bbylon. On more thn one

occsion the kings of these countries lent doctors to Httus for service in the Hittite

court (Bryce 2002, 163).

Greek mythology provides n indiction tht some Indo-Europen medicl systems were quite

dvnced:

According to Greek mythology, the originl birth plce of ll mgic nd medicl herbs

is not Crete, s commonly climed, but the Pílion mountin chin in estern Thessly.

This ws the home of Chiron the centur, son of Cronos nd Philyr, hlf-brother of

Zeus nd unlike other centurs blessed with immortlity. (Mrinthi 2004, 166)

A centur is  mythologicl creture with the hed, torso nd rms of  humn nd the body

nd legs of  horse, thus regrded s hlf-humn nd hlf-horse. It is possible the centurs ppered in

the myths in response to seeing humns riding horses for the first time:

Although he [Chiron] ws indeed one of these reputedly wild nd unruly cretures, he

differed from them in not only origin but in nture. He ws regrded s just, gentle nd

very wise nd consequently the highest gods entrusted him with the tsk of educting

their children. Asclepius originlly gined his knowledge of heling properties of plnts

nd how to tret vrious diseses from Chiron. (Mrinthi 2004, 166)

It is importnt to note here tht Greeks were most likely Indo-Europen too:
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The logicl consequence to ll of this [lon words borrowed into Greek] is tht the

Greeks re not ntive to Greece but were the product of Indo-Europen intruders who

superimposed themselves on n erlier bronze ge popultion. (Mllory 1989, 68)

In Indi, the copious medicl literture in Snskrit certinly ttests to this Indo-Europen

interest. With regrd to the Zhou people, up till now the uthor hs been unble to see ny obvious

interest inmedicine except for stories bout Shennong (神農), who tught the people bout griculture

nd possibly the difference between heling nd poisonous plnts.

《淮南子.脩務訓》嘗試問之矣：「若夫神農，堯，舜，禹，湯，可謂聖人乎」

有論者必不能廢。以五聖觀之，則莫得無為，明矣。古者，民茹草飲水，采

樹木之實，食蠃蠬之肉。時多疾病毒傷之害，於是神農乃始教民播種五穀，

相土地宜，燥濕肥墝高下，嘗百草之滋味，水泉之甘苦，令民知所辟就。當

此之時，一日而遇七十毒。

In the Huinnzi pssge quoted bove we re told tht, prior to Shennong, there were mny

diseses; he tught the people how to sow the five grins nd griculture. He tried hundreds of plnts,

so the people knew wht not to use, nd he even consumed seventy poisons in one dy.

COMITATUS

“Comittus” mens  community heded by  chieftin, nd those closest to him in it re his personl

wrriors. These wrriors protect nd fight longside the chieftin, nd from this they receive gret

rewrds (Beckwith 2009, 12-23).When the chieftin dies, his chriot, riches nd personl belongings re

buried with him nd sometimes so re his slves (Beckwith 2009, 12-23). The comittus my hve been

the bsis of  system in which society ws divided into different clsses such s priest, wrrior nd

pesnt.
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CASTE SYSTEM

The Indo-Europens seem to hve followed  hierrchicl socil rnking, with  non-rigid cste or clss

systembsed on  triprtite division. The groupings could be loosely divided into: priests, wrriors/kings

nd frmers/trdesmen/commoners. This system is notble cross the vrious Indo-Europen cultures,

including the Hittites, where they were the ruling cste:

The importnt point is tht these people do not form prt of the gthering tht

Httusilis is ddressing. Tht is, they do not hve politicl rights in conjunction with the

Hittite ruling cste. They re the subject people to whom full politicl rights hve not

been ccorded. This is direct proof tht the people ddressed byHttusilis re the ruling

cste which hs superimposed itself upon the ntive popultion of Asi Minor.

(Hetherington 1962, 93)

It is cler tht the king’s kinsmen, clled the “Gret Fmily,” enjoyed specil privileges,

which they constntly bused. The highest offices of stte were generlly reserved for

them. (Hetherington 1962, 48)

Hetherington tlks bout  ruling cste nd  priestly clss:

This killing of the foremost subjects must hve been disstrous to the Hittites s 

minority ruling cste. (Hetherington 1962, 123)

This ws not only in the interests of keeping the fvour of the gods but it is lso to be

seen s  mens of preventing the priestly cste from becoming too welthy nd thus

powerful. (Hetherington 1962, 96)

The Indin cste system is well known nd my hve come from the Indo-Europens s it ws

first mentioned in the Ṛgved, Puruṣsūkt, 10.90, verses 11–13. Vedic Snskrit nd Avestn re similr



S INO-PLATONIC PAPERS NO . 3 1 1

10

nd nerly mutully intelligible. It is likely tht both evolved from  common ncestor lnguge, some

five hundred yers prior to the composition of the two texts (Ṛgved nd Avest) (Cohen 2017, 12). A

description nerly identicl to the one given in the Ṛgved Puruṣsūkt mentioned bove is found in

the Shiknd I Gumanik Vichar (16.1), showing  strong connection to the writers of the Phlvi scripts. It

sys:

Likewise, the work mnifested by him in the world-which-is-mn is in the likeness of

these four clsses of the world. As unto the hed is priesthood, unto the hnd is

wrriorship, unto the belly is husbndry nd unto the foot is rtisnship. (Muller 1885,

118-119)

With regrd to the Indo-Europen-Indi connection, nd tking into ccount the fct tht

Snskrit probbly does not come from Indi, it is importnt to note tht the scred lnguge of Indi

(nd especilly the Brhmins), Snskrit, ws first recorded in inscriptions found not in the plins of

Indi but in wht is now northern Syri. In the Mitnni Trety, which ws crved in stone, we find tht

prts of the inscriptions re written in  very erly form of Snskrit. Vedic gods such s Mitr, Vruṇ

nd Indr re invoked in the trety. The linguistic forms of the Mitnni Trety indicte tht the text is

probbly  few centuries older then the Ṛgved (Cohen 2017, 12–13).

A genome study, done in 2001, lso portrys the Indo-Europen-Snskrit connection:

The origins nd ffinities of the ∼1 billion people living on the subcontinent of Indi

hve long been contested. This is owing, in prt, to the mny different wves of

immigrnts tht hve influenced the genetic structure of Indi. In the most recent of

these wves, Indo-Europen-speking people fromWest Eursi entered Indi from the

Northwest nd diffused throughout the subcontinent. They purportedly dmixed with

or displced indigenous Drvidic-speking popultions. Subsequently they my hve

estblished the Hindu cste system nd plced themselves primrily in cstes of higher

rnk. … Anlysis of these dt demonstrted tht the upper cstes hve  higher ffinity

to Europens thn to Asins nd the upper cstes re significntly more similr to
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Europens thn re the lower cstes. Collectively, ll five dtsets show  trend towrd

upper cstes being more similr to Europens, wheres lower cstes re more similr to

Asins. We conclude tht Indin cstes re most likely to be of proto-Asin origin with

West Eursin dmixture resulting in rnk-relted nd sex-specific differences in the

genetic ffinities of cstes to Asins nd Europens. (Bmshd, et l. 2001)

EASE OF ABSORBING OTHER CULTURAL T RAITS

The bility to bsorb culturl elements from other lnds ws first noted mongst the Hittites. One of

their key foreign cquisitions ws the technology of writing (Bryce 2014, 135). With regrd to Chin, the

point bout bsorbing culturl elements is currently up for debte nd this pper will ttempt to shed

more light on the subject.
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3 . T H E I N D O - E U RO P E A N - T U R K I C C O N N E C T I O N

There re mny crossovers in the cultures of the Indo-Europens nd the Turks, mking it difficult

sometimes to differentite between them historiclly. The Alti mountins hve been identified s 

possible strting point of the Seim-Turbino phenomenon (Korykov nd Epimkhov 2007, 108). The

trnsculturl Seim-Turbino phenomenon is  distinctive nd enigmtic occurrence in the Lte Bronze

Age rcheology of Eursi nd hs been  key re of reserch for decdes. It refers to n emergence

nd widespred, rpid distribution of specific bronze objects in Siberi nd estern Europe, minly

represented by weponry such s spers, celts nd knives. These wepons re often decorted with

geometric figures or feture figured surfces on knife hndles (Mrchenko, et l. 2017, 1). The findings

of weponry (spers, knives, xes), bone nd horn rmor pltes in burils suggest the militry lifestyle

of the popultion tht left the objects. The horse ws  domesticted niml nd ppered to ply n

importnt role in humn life (Mrchenko, et l. 2017, 2).

In 2004,  scientific studyws done to help clrify the debte on thewestern nd estern genetic

influences in Centrl Asi. The conclusion ws tht the distribution of est nd west Eursin lineges

through time in the region is concordnt with the vilble rcheologicl informtion. Prior to the

thirteenth-seventh centuries BCE, ll Kzkh smples belong to Europen lineges, while lter on, n

rrivl of est Eursin sequences tht coexisted with the previous west Eursin genetic substrtum

cn be detected. The presence of n ncient genetic substrtum of Europen origin in West Asi my

be relted to the discovery of ncient dried corpses with Europen fetures in Xinjing nd to the

existence of n extinct Indo-Europen lnguge, Tochrin (Lluez-Fox, et l. 2004).

It hs been stted tht the Andronovo culture ws Indo-Irnin (Mllory nd Adms 1997, 20).

Andronovo is  blnket term for  series of Bronze Age cultures tht spnned western Siberi from the

southern Urls to the Yenisei River nd tht re brodly identified with pre-historic Indo-Irnins

(2000–900 BCE) (Mllory nd Adms 1997, 20). The Andronovo culture consisted of both communities

tht were lrgelymobile s well s those settled in smll villges. Settlements re especilly pronounced

in its Centrl Asin prts. Fortifictions include ditches nd erthen bnks, s well s timber plisdes,

of which n estimted twenty hve been discovered. Andronovo villges typiclly contined between

two nd twenty houses, but settlements contining s mny s  hundred houses hve been discovered.
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Andronovo houses were generlly constructed from pine, cedr or birch nd were usully ligned

overlooking the bnks of rivers. Lrger homes rnged in size from eighty to three hundred squremeters

nd probbly belonged to extended fmilies,  feture mong erly Indo-Irnins (Mllory nd Adms

1997, 20).

Nowdys, the Kzkhs, long with most other Centrl Asin inhbitnts, spek Turkic

lnguges. This risesmny questions, s the re lso corresponds to the regionwhere the Indo-Irnin

brnch of Indo-Europen spekers expnded, the Bronze Age Andronovo culture nd the Iron Age

Scythin territory. The question is, therefore, why did the Indo-Europen lnguge survive only in Slvic

Russi nd the southern prts of Centrl Asi (Tjikistn, Afghnistn nd some prts of Turkmenistn)?

The Uyghurs, Uzbeks, Kzkhs, Kyrgyz, Crimen Ttrs, Nogis, Bshkirs nd Chuvsh ll spek Turkic

vernculrs (Hy 2020).

Genetic studies tell us tht these Turkic-speking people do crry Indo-Europen R1 nd to 

lesser extend R1b (Hy 2020). With regrd to the oldest Turkish lnguge, it seems to hve ppered

with the Göktürks nd in the Orkhon inscriptions. The most probble reson the Turkic lnguge

becme dominnt over the Indo-Europen lnguge in the plces mentioned bove, ws due to the

expnsion of the Turkic peoples cross most of Centrl Asi into Estern Europe nd West Asi (sixth

nd eleventh centuries AD).

Looking bck t the Xiongnu (匈奴) tribe,  nomdic people tht formed  stte centered

roughly on current dy Mongoli, we cn begin to see how possible crossovers between lnguge nd

culture occurred. Mny of the Xiongnu elite were buried in Mongoli (UNESCO 2014). It is sometimes

sid tht the Xiongnu were Turkic spekers nd spoke Bulghric (Bulghr Turkic) (Schönig 2011, 405).

Whether the Xiongnu were Indo-Europen or Turkic is uncler. Their politicl confedertion certinly

contined  significnt Turkic component (Schönig 2011, 405).

There re some connections between the Huihe, Xiongnu, Goche, Chile nd Tiele:

《新唐書.列传第一百四十二上回鹘上》回纥，其先匈奴也，俗多乘高輪車，

元魏時亦号高車部，或曰敕勒，讹為鐵勒。其部落曰袁纥，薛延陀，契苾羽，

都播，骨利干，多览葛，仆骨，拔野古，同罗，浑，思结，斛薛，奚结，阿

跌，白霫，凡十有五种，皆散处碛北。
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In the bove pssge from Xin Tngshu we re told tht the Huihe cme from the Xiongnu nd

hd  custom of riding high-wheeled crts. They were lso clled the Goche tribe during the Yun (元)

ndWei (魏), or they were clled Chile (敕勒) or mistkenly Tiele (鐵勒).

《新唐書.列传第百四十上突厥上》突厥阿史那氏，盖古匈奴北部也。

《周書.卷五十.列传第四十二》或云突厥之先出于索國，在匈奴之北。

In the bove lines we re told tht the Tujue (突厥) (who re sometimes equted with the

Göktürks) nd the Ashin (阿史那) lived north of the Xiongnu.

《周書.卷五十.列传第四十二》突厥者，盖匈奴之别种，姓阿史那氏。

In the pssge here from the Zhoushu,  strong connection between the Tujue, Xiongnu nd

Ashin clns is estblished, stting tht they re the sme people.

If it is true tht Xiongnu, Ashin, Tiele nd Tujue re ll strongly connected to such n extent

tht they re one nd the sme people, then there my lso be  connection to the Wusun (烏孫) s

Zuev (2002) suggests tht theWusun were the Ashin.

《漢書.卷九十五至九十六.漢蘭台令史班固撰》烏孫國大昆弥治赤谷城师古

日焉孫于酉域诸戎其形最异今之胡人青眼赤须状类彌猴者本其种也。

TheHnshu sys in the pssge bove tht, mong the Rong, they (theWusun) hd the strngest

ppernce: green eyes, red skin nd  fce like  kind of (mcque)3 monkey.

3彌猴most likely mens “mcque monkey”; the modern chrcters for this type of monkey re獼猴.
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《漢書·卷九十五至九十六.漢蘭台令史班固撰》烏孫國 …与匈奴同俗.國多馬，

富人至四五千匹。

In the Hnshu, in the pssge bove, we re lso told the Wusun hd the sme customs s the

Xiongnu, nd their country hd mny horses.

《漢書·卷九十六下.西域傳》 穹廬為室兮旃為牆，以肉為食兮酪為漿。居常

土思兮心內傷，願為黃鵠兮歸故鄉。

In theHnshu, in the bove pssge, theWusun re described s living in yurts nd etingmet.

Even though Wusun is commonly believed to men the “decendnts of rvens,” some scholrs

suggest tht this is not the cse. Mir compred “Wusun” with Snskrit “śvin” nd Lithunin “šv,”

both mening “mre”; the nme therefore ment “the horse people” (Victor H. Mir, personl

communiction, April 18, 2020). Beckwith (2009, 376) lso reconstructs the Chinese termWusun to the

Old Chinese *świn, which he compres to the Old Indic śvin “the horsemen.”

The comprisons between these vrious tribes (Xiongnu, Ashin, Tiele, Chile, Goche, Huihe,

Wusun ndTujue) re importnt becuse they seem to be the sme people. The Xiongnumy hve been

one of the erliest or even the erliest of these tribes in Chin; it is therefore they who my yield some

nswers s to the ethnicity of these peoples.

A mjority (89%) of the Xiongnu sequences cn be clssified s belonging to n Asin

hplogroup (A, B4b, C, D4, D5 or D5, or F1b) nd nerly 11% belong to Europen

hplogroups (U2, U51 nd J1). (Keyser-Trcqui, Crubezy nd Ludes 2003, 258)

In regrd to discovering the exct ethnicity of the Xiongnu, there re some difficulties:

The results of the crniofcil study of Xiongnu crni from Alti, Buryti, show tht

the studied popultion ws not nthropologiclly homogeneous. Xiongnu smple from
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Alti is chrcterized by more pronounced Cucsoid fetures thn Xiongnu smples

from Buriti. The Eucliden distnce methods pplied for comprtive nlysis of

crniofcil dt on inhbitnts fromXiongnu nd subsequent historicl period of Asi

displys severl mjor clusters. (Tumen 2008, 172)

The Xinbei (鮮卑) nd Xiongnu seem to hve lso been relted:

The studied Xinbei nd Xiongnu people from Bikl lke region nd Mokhe people

from Fr Est re included into sme cluster, showing their common nthropologicl

fetures. (Tumen 2008, 172)

In ccordnce with the conclusion, the studied Xiongnu nd Xinbei smples from

Bikl nd Inner Mongoli, morphologiclly, belong to the Centrl Asitic vrint of

North Mongoloids. (Tumen 2008, 173)

All these possibly Turkic tribes pper to hve n ffinity ccording to clssicl textul

references in tht they hve the sme culture. You will see throughout this pper tht there is nother

group of semi-nomdic peoples linked together: Yuezhi, Qing nd Tochrin. They re similr in tht

both groups re nomdic to some degree but re two different peoples.4 One is Indo-Europen t its

bse nd the other founded on some form of Proto-Turkic. As discussed lter in this pper, it ppers

tht the Indo-Europens were in Chin before these Turkic tribes. The Indo-Europen tribes t  lter

dte seem to hve been  minority nd, fter some mjor defets combined with the lter Turkic

expnsion, lost their lnguge to  Turkic one.

In regrd to the Indo-Europen-Turkic connection, this pper proposes the following: while the

4 Further evidence to suggest tht the Qing nd Yuezhi should be grouped together while the Xiongnu ndWusun should

be grouped seprtely is s follows: 1.The Yuezhi ndXiongnu fought ginst ech other. 2.The Yuezhi ndWusun lso fought

ech other. 3. If Beckwith (2009, 46) is correct, the Qing were Indo-Europen. 4. The Yuezhi nd the Qing re described s

hving  similr culture.
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Turks my hve some form of  specific origin point, just s do the Hn Chinese, who re the mixed

ethnic mjority of Chin nd who spek Mndrin (漢語,國語,普通話), these Turks were the mixed

ethnic mjority nomdic group who spoke  type of Turkic lnguge nd originlly took on much of

Indo-Europen culture with n emphsis on horses nd the culture tht comes with them.
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4 . I N D O - E U RO P E A N M I G R AT I O N S

These migrtions begn very erly, were swift nd quickly covered vst distnces. They were not mde

en msse, nor were they centrlly orgnized. They consisted primrily of seprte clns or more likely

wrrior bnds (Beckwith 2009, 30). They brought with them their chriots nd horses, their wepons,

comittus nd cste systems, reverence for the Sky God nd sometimes  medicl system. These

chrcteristics re generlly consistent cross the four specific res they went into: Greece, the Indus

Vlley, north-centrl Antoli nd the Yellow River Vlley.

ANCIENT INDO-EUROPEAN MIGRAT IONS

There were eight primry Indo-Europen groups in Europe nd six in Asi:

Europe (Mllory 1989, 5)

• Greeks

• Thrcins

• Illyrins

• Slvs

• Blts

• Germns

• Itlins

• Celts

Asian: (Mllory 1989, 5)

• Hittites

• Phrygins

• Armenins

• Indo-Aryns

• Irnins

• Tochrins
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The migrtions of the Indo-Europens begn in their homelnd in Centrl Eursi, specificlly in the

mixed steppe-forest zone between the southern Url Mountins, the North Cucsus nd the Blck Se.

They begn round 2000 BCE nd pper to hve tken plce in three distinct phses, mking three

different groups (Beckwith 2009, 29-34).

Group onemigrted t the end of the thirdmillennium to the re of the Antolin Plteu nd

the estern Trim Bsin. They re the ncestors of the Antolins nd Tochrins.

Group two’smigrtion (seventeenth century BCE) estblished them in prts of Europe, theNer

Est, Indi nd Chin. They formed the Indic, Greek, Itlic, Germnic nd Armenin spekers. It ws

with this second wve of migrtion tht the Irnins cme to dominte ll of the Centrl Eursin

steppe zone. The migrtions lso led to the Germnic peoples’ living in the temperte zone of Centrl

Europe.

Group three’s migrtion ws lte in the secondmillennium BCE nd would become the Celtics,

Bltics, Slvs, Albnins nd the Irnin people who hd remined in their homelnd in Centrl Eursi

proper outside the regions inhbited by group two. Group three moved north nd westwrds wy from

the Irnins who nevertheless continued to expnd nd dominte them.

It ppers tht when these Indo-Europens went to the new lnds, they either worked for the

locls s hiredmercenries or simply conquered them. Themigrtory bnds tended to bemle ndwere

thereforemost likely wrrior bnds. Evidence points to the fct tht theymrried locl womenwhereby

their own lnguge ws mixed with the locl lnguge nd  creole dilect ws formed.

The resons the Indo-Europensmigrted round theworld re uncler but seem to be culturl:

Both Tcitus nd Sim Qin not only point out brbrin reluctnce to live in

permnent settlements, but lso give us n imge of brbrin freedom in contrst to

the crowded lyout of Romn cities nd the excessive mnul lbour required of

Chinese citizens. Although they write with  tone of superiority when confronted with

brbrin simplicity, one senses  ltent dmirtion for the immedite convenience nd

prcticlity of the brbrins’ unfettered wy of life. In the cse of the Xiongnu, the

contrst presented is evenmore striking, for Sim Qin not only shows the comprtive
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ese of brbrin lifestyle but lso explicitly points out the misery produced by the

empire’s conscript lbour. (Ford 2010, 10)

The Germni, desirous of open spces, lived t considerble distnce from one nother

nd spred over  lrge re. Thus, Tcitus refers to their lmost excessive freedom s 

potentil vice, seeing s it tkes them so long to gther for the delibertion of business.

(Ford 2010, 23)
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5 . A N C I E N T C H I N A

NON-CLASS ICAL V IEW OF ANCIENT CHINA

Certin Chinese scholrs, of whom Ho Ping-ti ws the leding exemplr, believed in the “in-to-out

model.” Ho’s theory ws tht the Yellow River Vlley people creted technologies nd sciences which

they spred from within Chin to surrounding res nd beyond. In his writings there hs been n

obvious bis possibly bsed on “ntionlistic sentiment” (Chng 1978, 86).

Since Chin hs opened up, however, evidence for the out-to-in model hs emerged tht is fr

more convincing. The nomds nd Indo-Europens in prticulr could be seen s vehicles for culturl

exchnge cross mny thousnds of miles, connecting the estern nd western prts of the ncient

world. The long-distnce contcts between societies in the Yellow River regions nd those beyond the

northern nd western frontiers of present-dy Chin go fr bck in time. For exmple, the finding of 

 lrge mount of crbonized grin t sites in western Gnsu suggests tht whet ws domesticted in

Western Asi nd entered Chin vi its northwest t round the fourth or erly third millennium BCE,

before reching the Centrl Plins t round the second millennium BCE (Shelch-Lvi 2015, 15).

The primry evidence tht supports the out-to-in model nd its link to the Indo-Europens is

s follows:

Chriots

There ws no sign of wheeled conveynces in Chin until the lte Shng Period (1250 BCE): some

exmples were found in the Yinxu (殷墟) scrificil pits. On the other hnd, chriots hve been found

in Centrl Asi (Kzkhstn) s erly s 2000–1800 BCE. Wht links these two finds of chriots is their

highly similr style nd technology. The generl consensus is tht this ttests to the trnsmission of 

new technology to the Yellow River bsin from the west (Shelch-Lvi 2015, 15). The bility to crete 

chriot does not rest only on the technicl skills needed to mke it, s the following discussion

demonstrtes:

The rrivl of chriots to Chin indeed constitutes  long-distnce trnsfer of  very

complex product tht involved mny chllenging spects (e.g. the construction of light
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yet sturdywheels nd the hrnessing of horses so s to chnnel their power efficciously)

nd the synthesis of vrious industries (foremost mong them crpentry, bronze csting

nd ornmenttion). It lso entiled the mstery of new nd diverse relms of

knowledge, like chrioteering nd horse grooming (including specilised breeding nd

veterinry knowledge). The mnner in which such  sophisticted rnge of interrelted

technologies nd expertisews conveyed over thousnds of kilometres of rugged terrin

is still uncler. (Shelch-Lvi 2015, 16)

It is possible tht both chriots nd horses entered Chin through the interction of the

estwrd-moving lte Afnsievo nd erly Andronovo cultures. As Sturt Piggot indicted some thirty

yers go, it is inconceivble tht the use of the horse-drwn chriot entered Chin s n ide, but tht

it rther must hve rrived there physiclly, with ccompnying experts in the use of the technology, s

 fully developed technologicl pckge (Didier 2009, 69).

The ide tht chriots were not independently creted in Chin hs been discussed by vrious

uthors:

Anyng chriot burils thus seem to indicte  substntil interctionwith the northern

neighbours beginning bout 1200 BCE: not n invsion but not  border incident either.

Themere cpture of enemy chriots nd horseswould not hve brought the skills to use,

mintin nd reproduce them. (Bgley 1999, 208)

It is now ccepted tht the chriot is n intrusive culturl rtefct tht entered Shng

Chin from the north or north-west without ny wheeled vehicle precursors. (Beckwith

2009, 44)

The Chinese did not hve wheeled vehicles before this period. They dopted the chriot

from the foreigners who brought the fully formed rtefct with them from the northwest.

(Beckwith 2009, 401n43)
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The excvtion of the royl grves of Anyng brought to light single-xle light chriots

with horses in hrness nd their chrioteer, s well s sophisticted bronze objects,

which show tht northern centrl Chin suddenly mstered innovtions in metllurgy,

horse husbndry, the use of drught nimls, wgons nd crts in  highly developed

form, which undoubtedly ccelerted the culturl-technologicl development of Chin

t tht time. Since these technologies ppered in northern nd north-western Chin

without ny preceding developmentl steps, it my be ssumed tht they were provided

by neighbouring steppe peoples, most likely from the sphere of the lte Afnsievo nd

erly Andronovo cultures. Interfces for this culturl trnsfer my hve been the Bronze

Age cultures of Xinjing nd Gnsu or the steppe peoples of Inner Mongoli. The

simultneous rrivl in centrl Chin of whet nd brley, horses nd sheep, which

could not hve been domesticted within Chin due to  lck of wild ncestors,

supports the hypothesis of  mediting role for Afnsievo nd Andronovo. (Bumer

2012, 122)

The introduction of the chriot nd comittus burils in Chin cn only be due to the

ppernce of Centrl Eursin people there. (Beckwith 2009, 45)

From the vilble rcheologicl evidence, it seems s though the rte nd intensity of long-

distnce contcts between the Chinese nd centrl Asin lnds picked up during the ltter hlf of the

second millennium BCE (Shelch-Lvi 2015, 15).5

Bronzes

There re mny bronze items tht pre-dte the Shng dynsty nd come from Xinjing nd Western

Chin. These rtifcts tend to bewepons, including curved bronze knives nd bronze dggerswith lef-

5 In the Spring-nd-Autumn Period (770–453 BCE), chriots were considered the Zhou sttes’ most dvnced militry

technology, nd  stte’s militry strength ws expressed by the number of bttle chriots t its disposl. Interestingly, other

types of vehicles, such s chriots nd crts for trveling nd trnsporting goods, were pprently modeled fter the Shng

nd Zhou bttle chriots (Shelch-Lvi 2015, 24).
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shped nd pierced bldes, sper-heds nd socketed xes. They re sometimes known s the

Andronovo rtefcts. There re lso xes nd  knife found from Wnliu in northern Lioning, which

re derived from the northest (Shelch-Lvi 2015, 16).

During the third millennium BCE bronze-mking technology spred north nd est cross

Eursi s prt of the diffusion of this technology from the Ner Est throughout southwestern,

southern nd centrl Asi nd into Europe. Bronzes spred to the res north nd west of Chin proper

with subsequent wves of the grdully estwrd-extending Ymn or Ymn-displced peoples. In the

forest zones of Siberi north of the steppe one culturl complex in prticulr, the Siberin Seim-

Turbino, seems to hve trnsformed the sheet-metl forging nd lost-wx csting metllurgicl

trditions trnsferred from the estern-moving Ymn into  multi-component, multi-vlve hollow

csting technique tht produced the hollows of the socketed xes so prevlent in subsequent Est Asin

bronze-mking prctices (Didier 2009, 65).

The Seim-Turbino’s hollow-csting technique in prticulr explins the origins of the lter

development in the Erlitou, Erligng nd Shng civilistions in Chin of the hollow-csting process by

which the gret bronze vessels of the erly Chinese bronze industry were produced (Didier 2009, 65-

66). By 1700 BCE bronze mking hd been imported into the Yellow River corridor of northwestern

Chin nd there, in the Erlitou culture, developed the first lrge-scle metllurgicl industry tht

employed complex csting techniques (Didier 2009, 67). These technologies nd techniques were then

diffused through the subsequent Erligng culture, which seems to hve served s  bridge between the

Erlitou nd Shng cultures such tht Erligng is often identified s the erly Shng. With the Shng

(1545–1045 BCE)  truly mssive ore-mining nd bronze-csting industry developed in Chin’s Yellow

River corridor nd North Centrl Plin (Didier 2009, 68).

Snxingdui Culture

The Snxingdui is the nme for n rcheologicl site of  highly developed culture in the re of

Chengdu plin of Sichun (1100 BCE). The remrkble rtifcts found include elborte bronze rtifcts

pointing towrds production levels t lest on pr with the Shng. The bronze itemswereminly sttues

nd not vessels, pointing quite clerly to n independent culture. The pits lso included gold nd bronze
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items, jde rtifcts, whole elephnt tusks, curved ivory objects nd over 4,500 cowry shells (Shelch-

Lvi 2015, 25).

Celestil Knowledge

Like other erly civiliztions of Eursi, the erliest verified orgnized polity in Chin whose nme is

known nd tht kept written records, the Bronze Age Shng (1545–1045 BCE) took note of its celestil

surroundings nd ccordingly orgnized its clendr. The Shng did so on the bsis of both the sun’s

nd the moon’s cyclicl movements, in ten-dy weekly cycles, or xun (旬). This deciml luni-solr

clendricl system is of the sme sort used in ncient Mesopotmi nd Egypt. This fct further

strengthens the cse for  West-to-Est Eursin trnsfer during the second millennium BCE (Didier

2009, 145).

THE CLASS ICAL V IEW OF ANCIENT CHINA

The Four Regions nd Peoples ccording to the Ancient Chinese Clssics

《尔雅.释地》东至于泰远，西至于邠國，南至于濮铅，北至于祝栗，謂之

四极，觚竹，北户，西王母，日下，謂之四荒。九夷，八狄，七戎，六蛮，

謂之四海，岠齐州以南，戴日為丹穴，北戴斗极為空桐，东至日所出為大平，

西至日所入為大蒙，大平之人仁，丹穴之人智，大蒙之人信，空桐之人武。

In this pssge from the Ery we re told of the four ses nd their groupings:

• The nine Yi

• The eight Di

• The seven Rong

• The six Mn

This gives us five dominnt groups, with the fifth being the group describing the other four. The

people in the middle, round the Yellow River, could be clled the Huxi.
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《春秋左傳正義.卷五十六定公十年.盡十五年》中國有禮儀之大，故稱夏；

有服章之美，謂之華。

In this pssge we re told tht Hu (華) referred to their splendid clothing (mybe becuse

they wore silk), nd Xi (夏) ws for the lrge mount of etiquette nd ceremonies these people

prcticed.

They were not necessrily the first people to settle in the region but were probbly one of the

first to form  confedertion, with common customs nd rituls. The Hn Chinese (漢族) clim them

to be their ncestors.

In the Liji, we find the sme four nmes s bove, but this timewith the re where these groups

lived:

《禮記.曲禮下》九州之長入天子之國，曰牧。天子同姓，謂之叔父；異姓，

謂之叔舅；於外曰侯，於其國曰君。其在東夷，北狄，西戎，南蠻，雖大，

曰子。於內自稱曰不穀，於外自稱曰王老。庶方小侯，入天子之國，曰某人，

於外曰子，自稱曰孤。

This pssge sys tht they were:

• (Northern) Beidi (北狄)

• (Estern) Dongyi (东夷)

• (Southern) Nnmn (南蛮)

• (Western) Xirong (西戎)

The Northern Beidi

The Northern Di seemed to hve  very primitive society, quite different from the people living mongst

the Rong. There is little informtion bout them.Wht cn be gthered is s follows:

《淮南子.原道训》雁門之北，北狄不谷食，贱长贵壮，俗尚气力；人不驰

弓，馬不解勒；便之也。
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[In the] north of Ynmen (Wild Goose Gte: Ynmn or Ynmen pss my refer to 

mountin pss in Shnxi Province) [lived the Beidi], [the] Beidi [did] not et cerels.

[With] contemptuous [observtion], [they ppered] old [but with] creful

[observtion], [they were ctully] robust, [their] previling customs [ws one of]

energy [nd] strength. [They did] not use bows [nd] rrows [nd their] horses [did]

not use hlters.

《盐铁論.卷七.崇礼》 夫犀象兕虎，南夷之所多也；骡驴馲驼，北狄之常畜

也。

In the Yntielun pssge bove we re told tht in the re of the Nnyi there were lots of

rhinoceros nd tigers. The Beidi people rised donkeys, mules nd cmels.

The Eastern Dongyi

The Estern Yi or Dongyi people seem to be those in the Northest. They were described in the Liji s

hving dishevelled hir nd tttooed bodies, nd some groups were recorded s eting rw met (Reed

2000, 7). They hd one of the most ncient writing systems ever found in Neolithic Chin (Liu 2016, 12).

It is sometimes sid they invented the bow, s their chrcter yi夷 hs  bow symbol in it.

《说文解字·矢部》古者夷牟初作矢。

In the Shuowen Jiezi, the pssge bove sys, the Yi were the first to use the rrow. It is uncler

though exctly which foreign Yi is being referred to, though, s Yi refers to both the Dongyi nd the

“foreign brbrins” in generl.

《後漢書.列傳.東夷列傳》時遼東太守祭肜威讋北方，聲行海表，於是濊，

貊，倭，韓萬里朝獻，故章，和已後，使聘流通。

In this pssge from the Hou Hnshu, written bout 445 AD, we cn see the usge of the
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chrcter w,倭 with the Dongyi, which ws the ncient nme for Jpn. We lso see the chrcter韓;

the nme for Kore is韓國. It seems s though the Dongyi my hve been loosely ssocited with Kore

nd Jpn t lter dtes.

《論語.子罕》子欲居九夷。 或曰：陋，如之何。 子曰：君子居之，何陋之

有。

In the Lunyu, chpter 9, verse 14, bove, Confucius spoke bout how he wnted to live with the

Nine Yi (Dongyi).

There is not much informtion on the Estern Yi. Some scholrs such s Srh Nelson (1994, 1)

mention the Hongshn culture of Lioning nd Inner Mongoli two thousnd yers before the Shng.

This culture is in the re tht my roughly be described s tht of the Estern Yi. Their economy ws

mixed herding nd griculture. If one of the Dongyi tribes ws from the Hongshn culture then they

were clerly not Chinese becuse their nude femle figurines nd Goddess Temples point towrds non-

Chinese type trits (Nelson 1994, 1–2). They did hve some chrcteristics though tht we now see s

predominntly Chinese, such s drgon iconogrphy (Nelson 1994, 1). Commonly found in their

Neolithic sites were blck nd red pinted pottery (Nelson 1994, 2) nd jde crvings (Nelson 1994, 3).

Their stple ws millet, nd they minly te pig (Nelson 1994, 4).

Something to note is tht ZhouWenWng ws born mongst the Dongyi:

《新語.術事》文王生於東夷。

WenWng [ws] born in Dongyi.

The Southern Nanman

The Southern Mn lived in south Chin. There is little informtion bout them. The Biyue (百越),

however, were the people who lived in south nd southwest Chin nd northern Vietnm in the Qin-

Hn er (Mechm 1996, 93). The re from Jingsu to Yunnn is considered to hve been their

homelnd in the Zhou nd Hn dynsties (Mechm 1996, 93). They do indeed hve  connection to
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Vietnm, s some of the Zhung/Nung, who stem from the southern brnch of the Yue (越) people, live

not only in Gungxi but lso in Viet Bc, the northern region of Vietnm (Brlow 1997, 2).

The southern Chinesemy owe  lrge prt of their history nd  lrge prt of their genetic pool

to the Biyue. But discovering exctly who these people were is not esy:

The ttempt to link the rcheologiclly defined “Yue culture,” which occupied southern

Chin during theNeolithic throughHn periods, with the Ti-speking groups currently

living in southwestern Chin tody is fr from conclusive. First, it is questionble

whether or not we cn ssume tht the Yue people cited in the historicl sources re in

fct one ethnic group. Second, the methodology pplied by Chinese rcheologists nd

ethnogrphers to this issue rises mny problems. (Peters 1990, 19)

They pper to hve lived on stilt houses nd were very different to the Northern Chinese:

Archeologicl evidence excvted t Hemudu,  site in northern Zhejing Province

south of Shnghi, suggests tht were we to step bck in time to the fifth millennium

BCE in southern Chin, we would find people cultivting wet rice, rising wter bufflo

nd living in houses perched high on stilt posts. Culturlly, these people differed

rdiclly from the millet growing pit dwellers found in the Yellow River Vlley region;

their discovery hs rised new nd importnt questions regrding the development of

culture nd civiliztion in southern Chin. (Peters 1990, 1)

Sim Qin describes them in the Shiji s hving short hir nd tttooed bodies; they were

clothed in plnt fibers nd lived in villges, presenting  shrp contrst to the northerners who hd long

hir bound up with  hirpin, hd no tttoos, were clothed in luxurious silk nd lived in urbn centers

(Peters 1990, 2).

Henry (2007, 3) explins how these two neighbors were different in nerly every wy; lnguge,

music, folklore, religion, diet, writing script (in the south they used serpentine chrcters),

temperment, wepons, bot construction, etc.
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How different, then, were the people of Yue from the erly Chinese? Putting together ll

tht is sid bout them in Wrring Sttes nd Hn texts nd combining this with

rcheology, we cn see tht they differed from their Sinitic neighbours in lnguge,

music, folklore, religion, diet, villge lyout, bot construction, wepons, terrin

preferences (mountin tops), domestic rchitecture (stilt-houses), coiffure (short),

personl dornment (tttooing), funerry behviour (more following in deth, not to

spek of outlndish-looking tombs), clothing (bre-foot, short sleeves, short trouser

legs), script (serpentine chrcters) militry prctices (deep-throted copper wr

drums, riverine rids, guerrill tctics) nd temperment (fiery, udcious, risk-tking).

(Henry 2007, 3)

Historiclly there hs been  belief tht the Hn Chinese in the north hve nerly lwys viewed

themselves s superior to ll ntions nd my hve showed their distste for other ntions by mking

tttoos tboo.

There does not ever seem to hve been  widespred cceptnce of tttoo of ny type

by the “minstrem” society; this ws inevitble, prtly due to the erly nd long-lsting

ssocition of body mrking with peoples perceived s brbric, or with punishment

nd the inevitble subsequent ostrcism from the society of lw-biding people. (Reed

2000, 3)

In erly Chinese sources, tttoos were used s the single defining chrcteristic of  people

culturlly different from the mjority popultion: tttoo s punishment; tttoo of slves; tttoo s fcil

dornment; tttoo in the militry; figurtive nd textul tttoo (Reed 2000, 3). One such exmple is

described below.

In the section on illicit sexul reltionships we red tht, in generl, on the first offense

the dulterous couple will be seprted, but if they re “cught in the ct”  second time,
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the mn (it is not cler if the womn is tttooed s well) will be tttooed on the fce

with the words ‘committed licentious cts two times’ nd bnished. (Reed 2000, 17)

The yue (越) chrcter in Biyue (百越) is the min chrcter for Vietnm,越南; the second

chrcter mens south. The origins of the Yue re specultive, but it my be tht they cme from

Southest Asi. Their distribution covers the modern-dy provinces of Zhejing, Fujin, Gungdong,

Jingxi, Hunn, Gungxi, Guizhou nd Yunnn (Peters 1990, 3). Mechm (1996, 93) explins tht the

chrcter for yue my hve come from  pottery mrk of unknown mening in the Dwenkou culture

of Shndong 2000 BCE—mening tht they didn’t come from Southest Asi. He further explins tht

it my hve been n emblem or personl nme nd tht the term yue occurred quite frequently in the

orcle bone writings of the lte Shng dynsty, 1200 BCE.

It is importnt to note tht mong the hundreds of tribes living in the south there were lso

mny distinct from these tttooed, stilt-living peoples. Within Sichun ws the Shu (蜀) stte nd its

people. It ws mong these people tht the Snxingdui (三星堆) civiliztion emerged, long with their

unique bronze works.

The people who inhbited the Chengdu Plin from round 2000 BCE to the demise of

their culture in the ninth century BCE doredmountins nd birds nd revered the sun.

They believed in n omniscient deity nd in bird-mn hybrid beings. They mde

offerings to the deities of or in the mountins. Artisns recreted some of these

ctivities in bronze nd s decortion on jde. They cst in bronze representtions of

ltrs, scred birds, mountins nd trees. Among these elements of the nturl world,

they plced themselves, priests, lymen nd women; members of  religious segment of

the community. They tttooed themselves nd embellished their grments with scred

imges. (Winkle 2005, 2)
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TheWestern Xirong

《史記.列傳.匈奴列傳.卷一》秦穆公得由余，西戎八國服於秦，故自隴以西

有綿諸，緄戎，翟，獂之戎，岐，梁山，涇，漆之北有義渠，大荔，烏氏，

朐衍之戎。

The pssge bove, from the Shiji, tells us there were eight countries in Western Rong. One of these

nmes correltes to  modern-dy re in Shnxi (大荔县). Below re some descriptions of the Rong

in ncient books:

《風俗通義.佚文》戎者，凶也。

The Rong re  bd omen.

《說文解字.卷十二.戈部》戎：戎，兵也。 

The Rong re (the sme s) soldiers.

Even Lozi indirectly spoke bout the Rong:

《道德經.第四十六章》天下有道，却走馬以粪；天下无道，戎馬生于郊。

[When] ll under [the] sky hs [the] Do, horses re retired [nd used for their] dung,

[when] ll under [the] sky [does] not [hve the] Do, Rong horses [give] birth [in the]

outskirts.
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The Western Rong seem to incorporte ll Indo-Europens (which is one grouping of people)

nd possibly ll Turkic nomdic confedertions (which is nother grouping). Their cultures were similr,

s seen below:

《漢書.卷九十五至九十六.漢蘭台令史班固撰》大月氏本行國也随畜稷徙与

匈奴同俗。

In this pssge from the Hnshu we re told tht the D Yuezhi nd Xiongnu hve  similr

culture in tht they follow nd rise livestock, grow millet nd move from one plce to nother.

《漢書.卷九十五至九十六.漢蘭臺令史班固撰》烏孫國大昆弥治赤谷城师古

日焉孫于酉域诸戎其形最異今之胡人青眼赤须状类弥猴者本其種也。

In the bove from the Hnshu, theWusun re described s being prt of the Rong, nd they re

the strngest looking mong them. These lines show tht the Indo-Europens nd the Turkic

confedertions were both included in the peoples of the Rong.

X IONGNU

As mentioned in the Turkic-Indo-Europen connection section, vrious tribes were nmed tht mde

up the vrious Turkic confedertions. The most importnt, s they hd the most impct on Chin, were

the Xiongnu. Before nd fter the unifiction of Chin in 221 BCE the word “hu” (胡) referred exclusively

to the Xiongnu, but during the Hn dynsty usge brodened to include the Xiongnu nd other peoples

of the north nd west. In the Six dynsties, Sui (隋) nd Tng (唐) dynsties the term “hu” cme to refer

to the people of deep eye-sockets nd high noses who lived in the fr western regions of modern Chin

(Wu 2002, 1). This word “hu”most likely represents the gutturl sound of theXiongnu lnguge, forwhen

you pronounce it in Mndrin, you need to use your throt.

Ford (2010) compres the writings of Romn Tcitus on the Germni nd the writings of Sim

Qin on the Xiongnu. He explins tht when these two fmous scholrs took the time to lern bout

their brbrin neighbors, they couldn’t help but find they hrbored both bhorrence nd dmirtion
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for them, nd they relized tht civiliztion comes t price (Ford 2010, 2). We lose n essentil prt of

ourselves s we give up intimte ties to the nturl world. He continues on in his pper to show how

both Tcitus nd Sim Qin explin tht the Germni nd Xiongnu regrded their freedom to rom s

prmount, how both cultures were obsessed with wrfre (Ford 2010, 14), tht they both used spoken

lnguge for greements nd were fierce wrriors by nture (Ford 2010, 11).

In Xiongnu customs it ws the young nd strong who te the best foods while elders te the left

overs (Ford 2010, 14). The Germni custom ws to compete with ech other in bttle to see who ws

brver (Ford 2010, 15). Both Sim Qin nd Tcitus commented on the lziness of these people in times

of pece (Ford 2010, 18-19). Sim Qin contrsted brbrin freedom with the Chinese citizens who hd

government lbor imposed on them (Ford 2010, 20). The foods of both the Germni nd Xiongnu were

plin nd simple: met nd milk (Ford 2010, 21). Both were extremely fond of lcohol nd their lws

were very strict s were their codes; there ws probbly little corruption (Ford 2010, 21-25).

THE INDO-EUROPEAN RONG

• Qing

• Yuezhi

• Tochrins

Qing（羌）

In modern times the nme Qing (羌) refers specificlly to n ethnic group in Chin. Their lnguge

belongs to the Qingic brnch of the Tibeto-Burmn fmily of Sino-Tibetn stock (LPoll nd Hung

2003, 2). The ncient nme of Qing however ws  nme given to vrious groups of people t different

periods in ncient Chin. At one point the Qing were known for being enemies of the Shng (商) nd

skilled chriot wrriors. These Qing re different from modern ones (Beckwith 2009, 46).

Who exctly were the Qing people? Beckwith (2009, 46) gives  summry:

The Qing, themin enemies of the Shng… re generlly ccepted to hve been  non-

Chinese people … evidently skilled chriot wrriors. It hs been shown tht the Tibeto-

Burmn word for ‘horse’ though ultimtely Indo-Europen in origin ws borrowed from
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Old Chinese … It is probble tht the erly Qing were not Tibeto-Burmn spekers but

Indo-Europens.

The Qing were the min foreign enemies of the Shng (Beckwith 2009, 375). About hlf of ll

the humns scrificed s listed on orcle bone inscriptions were Qing nd they were the only non-

Shng people mentioned specificlly s scrificil victims in the Shng rituls (Shelch-Lvi 1996, 13).

The Qing were probbly horse breeders s vrious words describing the Qing lso included the

Chinese chrcters for horse (Loewe nd Shughnessy 1999, 908). The Zhou nd the Qing hd n

especilly close reltionship:

There is no doubt tht the Qing were  nomdic people. The Qing hd  close

reltionship with the Zhou people. Themother of Houji, the forefther of the Zhou, ws

nmed Jing Yun 姜原. She ws  womn of the Qing people, s is shown by her

fmily nme, Jing姜, which ws usully tken s  fmily nme by the Qing people.

The wife of Duke Dnfu ws  womn from Qing, too. The Zhou nd the Qing people

mrried ech other for genertions. The nobles of the Zhou peoplemrriedwomenwith

the fmily nme of Jing姜 s  rule from erly times up to the period of the Spring nd

Autumn. The chrcters Qing 羌 nd Jing姜 re composed of  common prt 羊

(yng, got) becuse of the fct tht the got is the totem of the Qing people. (Zhou

2006, 28)

《說文解字.卷五.羊部》羌：西戎牧羊人也。

In this pssge from the Shuowen Jiezi, we re told the following: Qing: [re from the]Western

Rong [re the] people [who] tend sheep.

Beckwith (2009, 375) explins tht the word “Qing” hs n Indo-Europen etymology nd tht

the word, “*klank” from Tochrin mens “to ride or go by wgon,” hinting tht they were Indo-

Europens. This mkes sense s there is no rcheologicl dt from the re where the Qing lived to
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suggest ny form of sheep rising ws tking plce. Pstorl nomdism ws not developed in Chin or

Centrl Asi until the beginning of the first millennium BCE (Shelch-Lvi 1996, 10).

《魏略.卷二十二》西戎传（羌，赀虏，葱茈羌，白馬，黄牛羌，西域南道

鄯善四属國，于寘四属國，大月氏四属國，临儿國，車离國，盘越國，中道

焉耆三属國，龟兹三属國，疏勒十二属國，迤西大宛安息条支乌弋四國，大

秦國，北新道車师后部五属國，烏孫，康居，馬伊别國，柳國，岩國，奄蔡，

呼得，坚昆，丁令，浑窳，屈射，丁令，隔昆，新黎 馬胫，短人）。

In the Weilüe by Yu Hun (魚豢), quoted bove, we re told of some of the tribes living in the

Western Rong: Qing, Zilu (these words hve the connottion of slves), Congzi Qing,White Horse nd

Yellow Ox Qing.

《史記.列傳.匈奴列傳》右方王將居西方，直上郡以西，接月氏，氐，羌。

In the Shiji, we re told of certin tribes living in the west next to ech other; Yuezhi, Di nd

Qing.

《新語.術事》大禹出於西羌。

In the Xinyu, we red tht Gret Yu [ws] born inWestern Qing.

Yuezhi (月氏) (Moon Cln)

The originl home of the Yuezhi or Yuzhi ws possibly on the borders of Gnsu or frther to the

northwest (Mllory nd Mir 2000, 282). In Hn dynsty sources, the Yuezhi were described s hving

reddish-white skin nd being skilled in horse riding nd shooting rrows (Romgrd 2008, 18).

The Yuezhi mintined  long trding reltionship with griculturl Chin, which my explin

their role on the Silk Rods in lter periods. They were known to the Chinese s suppliers of jde in the
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first millennium BCE. By the third century BCE, when the Xiongnu becme  rel thret to the border

of the Chinese empire, the Yuezhi were better known s suppliers of horses (Liu 2001, 272).

《後漢書.列傳.西羌传》月氏…被服饮食言语略与羌同。

In the Houhn Shu, it sys the Yuezhi’s clothes, food, drink nd lnguge were similr to those

of the Qing.

《逸周書.卷七.王会解》禺氐。

《穆天子传.卷一》禺知。

《管子.國蓄篇》玉起于禺氏。

In the pssges bove, the Yuezhi seem to hve been given three different nmes: Yudi (禺氐),

Yuzhi (禺知) nd Yuzhi (禺氏) nd were connected to jde.

It is commonly believed tht, fter  mjor defet by the Xiongnu in the second century BCE,

the Yuezhi split into two groups: the Greter (D) Yuezhi (大月氏) nd Lesser (Xio) Yuezhi (小月氏).

The Xio Yuezhi went south to defet the Wusun. The D Yuezhi re believed to hve  strong

connection to the Kushn Empire (Beckwith 2009, 84-85).

The finlity of this defet by the Xiongnu ws mentioned in the Shiji:

《史記.列傳.大宛列傳》大宛之跡，見自張騫。張騫，漢中人。建元中為郎。

是時天子問匈奴降者，皆言匈奴破月氏王，以其頭為飲器，月氏遁逃而常怨

仇匈奴，無與共擊之。

In the bove lineswe re told tht hed of theYuezhi kingwsmde into  utensil (most likely  drinking

cup).
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THE TOCHARIAN AND YUEZHI DEBATE : WERE THEY THE SAME PEOPLE OR DIFFERENT ?

There re those who rgue tht they were different:

The Xiongnu tombs in the Est Tinshn-Brkol grsslnds, dting to 200±70

B.C., were identifiedwith the use of culturl fctor nlysis. Culturl elements of humn

scrifices in these tombs re relted closely to the rcheologicl culture in the sme

region in n erlier ge. On the bsis of both the nlysis of written records from ncient

Chin nd the results of rcheologicl excvtions in the lst decde, the Yuegongti-

Xiheigou (岳公台-西黑沟) remins of  Yuezhi group.When compred to ll the other

rcheologicl cultures in Xinjing in this period,  distinctly different origin ws

observed for the Yuegongti-Xiheigou group s opposed to those cultures relted to the

Tochrins, including the Xiohe (小河) culture nd the Chrwighul culture. Ancient

DNA dt portryed  gret diffusion of popultions of different genetic mkeup into

this re of Xinjing during the prehistoric period. Conclusion: In this study, we used

rcheologicl discoveries of the lst decde to propose  seprte origin for the

Tochrins nd the Yuezhi group. Further re-evlution is needed to understnd the

interction nd fusion of theTochrins ndYuezhi in the following historicl ge. (Wei,

Li nd Xu 2013, 277-278)

There re those who rgue tht they were the sme:

Beckwith (2009, 380-383) explins tht the identity of the Tokhroi nd the Yuezhi is quite

certin nd hs been for t lest hlf  century, though this hs not become widely known outside the

tiny number of philologists who work on erly Centrl Eursin nd erly Chinese history nd

linguistics. He goes on to explin tht we know they re the sme bsed on two key points:

• The Tokhroi-Tokhwr-Yuezhi-Tukhar of Bctri nd the Tukhar-Toχr-Toγr-Yuezhi of the

Trim Bsin re identified s one nd the sme people in every source tht mentions them.

• In one of the high rchic border dilects of Old Chinese in ntiquity theword “moon”月would

hve been pronounced *tokwr or *togwr. The 月 prt of 月氏 (Yuezhi) is therefore

pronounced very similrly to the Bctrin nme Toχoαρ (Toχwr – Tuχwr) nd the medievl

nme Toχr - Tuχar.
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Mllory (2015, 12-16) gives n opinion in ddition to the bove two nd sys tht the evidence is

inconclusive:

There re so mny minutie involved here regrding both historicl nd linguistic

detils tht it often obscures rther thn demonstrtes tht such evidence cn ctully

provide informtion tht we cn regrd s rcheologiclly useful. (Mllory 2015, 12)

He goes on to collect ll of the rguments tht he hs encountered into  series of nine criticl

points tht ffect ny use of the Yuezhi-Tochrin eqution in resolving the problem of Tochrin

origins nd comes up with the following conclusion:

In short, I doubt tht the nlysis of potentil ethnonyms or tribl nmes, no mtter

how ingenious, cn ctully led us to recovering rcheologicl proxies for the

linguistic ncestors of the Tochrins. (Mllory 2015, 16)

To further complicte mtters, we hve the Trim dried corpses tht were discovered in the

Trim Bsin. Building on nlyses of both Y-chromosoml nd mitochondril DNA (mtDNA), the

following conclusion hs been drwn:

Mitochondril DNA nlysis showed tht the Xiohe people crried both the Est

Eursin hplogroup (C) nd the West Eursin hplogroups (H nd K), wheres Y

chromosoml DNA nlysis reveled only the West Eursin hplogroup R11 in the

mle individuls. Our results demonstrted tht the Xiohe people were n dmixture

from popultions originting from both theWest nd the Est, implying tht the Trim

Bsin hd been occupied by n dmixed popultion since the erly Bronze Age. To our

knowledge, this is the erliest genetic evidence of n dmixed popultion settled in the

Trim Bsin. (Li, et l. 2010, 1)
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With this in mind the utomtic ssumption would be tht these dried corpses re those of the

Tochrins nd/or the Yuezhi. Mllory (2015, 46), though, points out tht no such ssumption cn be

mde:

Mny of the indequte solutions to the problem of Tochrin origins probbly stem

from  tendency to tke uncceptble shortcuts in developing rguments (e.g.,

Tochrins re “Westerners,” the Trimmummies re “Westerners,” therefore, the Trim

mummies must be Tochrins).

In conclusion, ll tht cn be sid in regrd to the Tochrins, the Yuezhi nd the dried corpses

of the Trim Bsin is tht the connection mong them is still being debted mong scholrs.

FURTHER SC IENT IF IC EV IDENCE FOR INDO-EUROPEANS IN CHINA

Chin ws just s much  melting pot of cultures in ncient times s it is tody. Grves found in Anyng

(cpitl of the Shng dynsty) contined chriots, metl knives, xes of northern provennce nd

bronze mirrors of western provennce (Hyes 2004, 1). The following evidence is cited by Hyes:

Three distinctive groups of Cucsoid people hve been found in Chin (Hyes 2004, 1):

• Afnsevo/Tochrin

• Pmir Ferghn

• Indo-Afghn

Anyng Scrificil Pits (Hyes 2004, 2–6)

Five pits:

• 30 victims: Clssic Mongoloids (from southern Chin)

• 34 victims: Ocenic Negroids (Austro-Asitic lnguge spekers)

• 2 victims: Cucsoid (Proto-Europen)

• 50 victims: Eskimoid (similr to Pmir-Fergn)

• 38 victims: Unknown (crni tht re notbly smller, possibly Indo-Afghn)
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There re twelve mjor rcheologicl sites in Xinjing.

In themjority of sites, mummies nd humn skeletons of Cucsins hve been found.

At some loctions, people of exclusively Europen or Asin origin were found but in

others Cucsin nd Mongoloid persons were buried together. (Romgrd 2008, 18)

Xinjing hs been the min source of discussion when it comes to Indo-Europens in Chin s

not only ws this the home of the Tochrins, but lso DNA nd crnil studies hve scientificlly

proven n Indo-Europen presence.
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6 . T H E I N D O - E U RO P E A N - Z H O U C O N N E C T I O N

The previous section demonstrtes tht Indo-Europens were present in Chin nd tht they lived in

the res of Xinjing, Gnsu, Ningxi nd even prts of Shnxi. Before providing evidence for the Indo-

Europen-Zhou connection, it is importnt to discuss the wys in which the Shng nd Zhou were

different.

The Shng worshipped  supreme ncestor deity (上帝), while the Zhou believed in  Sky God

(天). The Shng used  clendr in which the month ws divided into three ten-dy weeks. The Zhou

used lunr months divided into four terms bsed on the phses of the moon, ech roughly seven dys

in length (Shughnessy 1989, 6n13). The Shng rn their government differently from the Zhou, who

seemed to hve  governmentl structure much more similr to the one tht would eventully be used

in Europe.

The Shng did hve some Indo-Europen type chrcteristics in tht they were very wr-like

nd used chriots. There is little evidence tht points to the Shng being foreigners, nd for this reson

we hve to ssume they were indigenous to the Yellow River Vlley (see discussion below of the totie

nd Lingzhu culture).

There re scholrs such s Scrre nd Fgn (2008, 193) who portry  type of linel succession:

“considerble continuity in mny spects of Shng nd Zhou culture.” One of the linel continution

theories comes from the ide tht Zhou ritul bronze vessels followed the Shng style. It ws lso sid

tht the structure of the erly Zhou stte ws similr to tht of Shng. The rguments tht form the bsis

of the succession theory re wek, nd deeper nlysis hs plced them in doubt.

The Zhou used the bronze vessels in  different wy to Shng. The ptterns used on the bronze

vessels lso chnged. In the Shng nd lso erly western Zhou bronzes, the single most chrcteristic

decortive motive ws the totie (饕餮),  fce or msk of  mythicl creture. In the ltter hlf of the

Western Zhou period nd erly hlf of the Estern Zhou period, the qiequ (竊曲紋) nd pnchi (蟠螭

紋), which re ptterns of interlocking serpents in pirs or groups, becme dominnt.

With regrd to Zhou nd Shng life, the importnce of bronzes should never be underestimted.

Chnges inmotifs should probbly be regrded s especilly significnt, smotifs lso represent culture.
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The ding鼎 is the most importnt vessel in Chinese trdition nd history. Since the

origin of Chinese civiliztion, the ding 鼎 hs been considered the symbol pr

excellence of the legitimcy of supreme royl power. Thus, the bility to produce or

obtin  ding鼎 nd to continue to possess  ding鼎ws considered  concrete sign of

heven-bestowed legitimcy nd continuing hevenly protection nd fvour.

Confirmtion of this cn be found in the clssicl books nd especilly the Zhouli周禮

(The Rites of Zhou, written during the Spring nd Autumn春秋 period (circ 770–476

BCE ) nd the Zuozhun左傳 (vriously trnslted s Zuo’s Annls of the Spring nd

Autumn, The Chronicles of Zuo, etc., written in the fifth century BCE by Zuo Qiuming左

丘明). During the Zhou 周 dynsty, ding 鼎 vessels were lwys plced in uneven

numbers in  tomb, with  set of nine ding鼎 reserved for the king or emperor. (Deydier

2015 , 24)

We hve seen tht from erliest times, bronze vessels nd especilly bronze tripod ding

鼎 were regrded s scred vessels, tngible symbols of heven-bestowed royl power

nd the supreme right of their royl possessor to worship heven, the spirits nd the

royl nd cln ncestors on the ntion’s behlf. According to legend, Yu禹 of Xi夏 cst

9 ding九鼎, which symbolized the mndte to rule which heven bestowed upon him

nd his dynstic successors. Ancient Chinese chronicles record tht when the Xi夏

becme morlly corrupt nd lost heven’s fvour, these 9 ding九鼎 were tken by the

conquering Shng 商. Severl hundreds of yers lter, when the Shng 商, in turn,

showed themselves lcking in virtue or “de”德, the chronicles sy, these 9 ding九鼎

were tken by the royl house of Zhou周, with whom they remined until they were

crried off by the First Emperor, Qin Shi Hung秦始皇 round 221 BCE. (Deydier 2015 ,

107)

Motifs hve plyed n importnt role in Chinese culture throughout its history, nd even to this

dy they re still used, though in  different wy. In the erly dynsties, there ws  focus on worship of

the sky, the spirits nd the ncestors, s well s on divintion, to predict the uspiciousness or
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inuspiciousness of plnned ctivities. Decortive ptterns on bronze ritul vessels were believed to

hve been instilled with the power to offset inuspicious forces, whether of the spirit world or of nture.

They not only fcilitte the worshipping ruler’s contct with the spirit world, but lso, when used

properly in the worship of the sky, the spirits nd the ncestors, to endow the ruler with power to

overcome nd control evil nd hrmful elements nd promote uspiciousness (Didier 2009, 108).

Importntmotifs included the totie, drgon, cicd, owl, snke, elephnt, rhinoceros, silk worm, turtle,

fish, phoenix (神鳥鳳凰紋), deer, wter bufflo, sheep/got/rm motif, tiger, horse, rbbit, thunder,

jiongwen (冏紋), qiequ, chonghun (重環紋), boquwen (波曲紋), coiling snke, coiling hornless drgon

nd fether (Deydier 2015, 103–162).

Wht cn be lerned from these with regrd to bronze vessels?

Strnge motifs quite similr to the totie cn be seen on the Neolithic Lingzhu culture (circ

3400– 2250 BCE) cong (琮) nd yue (鉞) xe jdes from theYngzi River Delt, with its center in present-

dy Hngzhou (Deydier 2015, 116).

The Zhou bronze vessels differ from the Shng in tht some shpes were no longer produced

(觚) (Deydier 2015, 41), while others ppered (盨) tht hd not previously been in existence (Deydier

2015, 77), nd certin ones becme extremely populr tht hd not previously been known (鼎)

(Deydier 2015, 27). More importnt is the chnge inmotifs s they represent culturl chnge. During the

Western Zhou dynsty (circ twelfth-eleventh centuries – 771 BCE), bird motifs becme fr more

prominent (Deydier 2015, 140). The “Wves nd Curves” Boquwen (波曲紋) or “Bnds of Links”

Hundiwen Motif (環帶紋) ws very populr s well (Deydier 2015, 158). The most crucil chnge

though is with the totie, which ws such n importnt nd prominent motif in Shng. With the

scension of the Zhou dynsty, the totie msk grdully becme less importnt s  motif on ritul

bronzes nd grdully disppered s  mjor decortive motif (Deydier 2015, 118).

In regrd to orcle bones, the Zhou chnged their use so tht they cme to be supplemented

with  new Zhou prctice of divintion by hexgrms. Keightley (1994, 78-79) explins how the orcle

bones were scribed  less importnt mening nd the subjects of orcle bone divintion were limited

to topics such s the ritul cycle nd royl hunts. Insted, the Zhou incresingly used divintion to

reflect on the nture of life in generl, where the Shng hd focused on such topics s hrvest, sickness
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nd rin. These chnges in divintion prctices revel tht the Zhou’s pproch to the world ws

rdiclly different from tht of the Shng.

EV IDENCE FOR THE ZHOU-INDO-EUROPEAN CONNECT ION

The im of this section of the pper is to convey the Zhou-Indo-Europen connection. It is importnt

to mention tht other scholrs hve hd similr ides.

Unlike the Yngsho nd Hemudu people who cme from Southern Chin, the Yellow

Emperor ntion cme from the West of Chin, from the Western prt of the Eursin

continent. They conquered the ntive people of the Yellow River nd the Yngtze River,

who possessed  developed griculturl culture. By combining their own imported

culturl fctors with those of the ntive culture, the Yellow Emperor’s people grdully

developed  splendid new civilistion in the Xi, Shng nd Zhou dynsties. They

superseded the originl ntive people to tke the leding role on the stge of Chinese

history. Tht the Yellow Emperor ntion ws  brnch of the rchic Indo-Europen

people is one of the most remrkble fcts thus fr known to humn history. A lrge

number of Indo-Europen words in Old Chinese lnguge clerly ttest to this fct. The

relics left by the Yellow Emperor’s people re relted to the Longshn Culture in the

rcheologicl chronicle nd the civilistion of the Xi, Shng, Zhou nd Qin dynsties

were its successors. (Zhou 2006, 18)

As ws demonstrted erlier in this pper, Indo-Europens were present inWestern Chin long

go. Three specific pieces of concrete evidence re especilly importnt:

• Trim dried corpses with R11 Y-Chromosome: Indo-Europen DNA (Li, et l. 2010)

• Indo-Europen skulls found in the Shng scrificil pits of Anyng (Hyes 2004, 2–6)

• The physicl descriptions of Indo-Europens in ncient texts (Romgrd 2008, 18).

There re nine key points of evidence for the Zhou-Indo-Europen connection:
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1. Discrepncy between rcheologicl discoveries nd ncient documented records in terms of the

beginning of griculture

The Yellow River Vlley together with the Yngzi River were mong the erliest res in theworld to host

griculturl societies. But there is  lrge discrepncy between rcheologicl discoveries nd ncient

records. The res of the erliest griculturl confedertions cn be divided into two zones: the middle

reches of the Yellow River nd the middle nd lower reches of the Yngzi River (Zhou 2006, 1).

Neolithic cultures existed long the upper, middle nd lower reches of the Yellow River nd

middle res of the Yngzi River. The Longshn nd the Yngsho culture were two of the most

importnt. The current consensus, bsed on rcheologicl nd linguistic evidence, is tht rice ws first

domesticted in the Yngzi River bsin. This ws supported by  genetic study in 2011 tht showed ll

forms of Asin rice, both indic nd jponic, sprng from  single domestiction event tht occurred

8,200 to 13,500 yers go in Chin from the wild rice O. rufipogon (Molin, et l. 2011, 8351).

In the north they grew millet nd in the south rice:

Among current views re tht erly griculturl ctivities prcticed by sesonlly

mobile cultivtors focused onmillets in northern Chin were well estblished long the

Yellow River nd Inner Mongoli by ~8,000 (cl) B.P. nd domestiction my hve even

begun 2,000 yers erlier. (Lrson, et l. 2010, 7686)

In southern Chin, vilble evidence cn be interpreted to suggest tht it ws

sedentry hunter-gtherers who first begn cultivting rice long the Yngtze bout

9,000–8,000 B.P.,  process tht culminted in the dependence upon domesticted rice

griculture by ~ 6,000 B.P. (Lrson, et l. 2010, 7686)

According to some rcheologicl evidence, niml domestiction centered on pigs, even

though deer ws still the met most prevlently eten.

Although dogs were likely the erliest domesticted niml in these regions, vilble

zoorcheologicl evidence hs been interpreted to indicte tht domestic pigs were
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prevlent in both northern nd southern Chin by t lest 8,000 B.P. In both regions,

however, pigs mke up  smll percentge of the erliest mmml bone ssemblges

tht re insted dominted by remins of hunted deer. (Lrson, et l. 2010, 7686)

The Chinese chrcter for house is  pig underneth  roof “ji”家. In the north it is generlly

ccepted tht the people were northern Mongoloid,  group tht includes the Eskimos of Alsk,

Tungus of Mnchuri nd Mongoloids of Lke Bikl. The people of the south were Southern

Mongoloid. All the evidence points to the fct tht  mture griculturl civiliztion existed in the

Yellow River Vlley in the period 5000–4000 BCE (Zhou 2006, 4-5).

There re four periods of development for Chinese prehistoric rice cultivtion (Zhou 2006, 5-7):

• The Origin: 10,000 BCE, t two sites: Xinren Cve in Wnnin County, Jingxi Province,

nd Yuchn Cliff in Do County, Hunn Province. The re is prt of the Yngzi River delt,

with  climte in the subtropicl zone of southern Chin. They re geogrphiclly in the

center of southern Chin, south of Qinling nd the Hui River.

• TheRise: 7000– 5000 BCE, t three sites: westernHubei Province, centrl nd estern plins

in Henn province, centrl bsin of Zhejing Province.

• Developing Period: 5000–3000 BCE: The primry rice-cultivting culture hd been

extended to the middle nd lower reches of the Yngzi River, the delts of the Gnjing

River, the Minjing River, the Zhujing River nd prt of the re of the middle nd lower

reches of the Yellow River.

• Developed Period: 3000–2000 BCE: The most bundnt relics of rice cultivtion were

discovered in the Lingzhu culture, the Qujiling culture, the Shijihe culture nd the

Fnchengdui culture in the middle nd lower reches of the Yngzi River. Rice nd millet

were both plnted in the zone between the Yellow River nd the Hui River. The most

dvnced ws the Lingzhu culture.

The fct tht griculture hs long been estblished round both the Yellow nd Yngzi rivers is

extremely importnt becuse we her no mention of ny griculture in Chin’s myths nd legends up

until the time of Shennong, the Flme Emperor, nd then the Millet King, Houji (后稷). According to
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the Chinese clssics it is with Houji tht griculture in the Yellow River Vlley becme truly developed.

Houji ws credited with introducing millet to humnity in the Xi dynsty (2070–1600 BCE). Here we

hve the so-clled Millet King introducing millet t round 2000 BCE when rcheologicl evidence

tells us millet hd been developing since 8000 BCE.

《孟子.滕文公上》禹疏九河，瀹濟漯，而注諸海；決汝漢，排淮泗，而注

之江，然後中國可得而食也。當是時也，禹八年於外，三過其門而不入，雖

欲耕，得乎？后稷教民稼穡。樹藝五穀，五穀熟而民人育。人之有道也，飽

食，煖衣，逸居而無教，則近於禽獸。

When Yu conquered the floods, it becme possible for the people of the middle plin to

cultivte the ground nd ttin food for themselves. The Minister of Agriculture—the

Millet King—tught the people to sow nd rep, cultivting the five kinds of grin.

When the five kinds of grin were brought to mturity, the people ll obtined

subsistence. (Zhou 2006, 10)

How is it tht there is such  gret discrepncy between rcheology findings nd history books?

Ws it tht only this re of the Yellow River received griculture much lter? Or is it tht the myths,

legends, stories nd history we red re from  different people?

Throughout the older clssics there is lots of prise nd dmirtion for Houji, to such n extent

tht he ws revered mong the Zhou people. It is lso cler tht much of this dmirtion cme from the

new society tht developed— society in which people hd socil duty nd proper order.

《詩經.頌.周頌.清廟之什.思文》思文后稷，克配彼天，立我烝民，莫匪爾極。

貽我來牟，帝命率育。無此疆爾界，陳常于時夏。

Accomplished Millet King, you proved yourself the correlte of the sky, you gve grin-

food to our multitudes, the immense gift of your goodness. You conferred on us whet

nd the brley, which God ppointed for the nourishment of ll nd without distinction
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of territory or boundry. The rules of socil duty were diffused throughout the region of

Xi. (Zhou 2006, 14)

Why the sudden prise? Were the times before the development of Xi without socil order—

the times of Shennong, Yellow Emperor nd the Flme Emperor? Or did socil order men these

nomds were settling down for the first time, becoming civilized, moving wy from the nomdic life,

where there needed to be socil duty nd proper order s people lived in close proximity nd relied on

one nother.

《史記.本紀.周本紀》周后稷，名棄。其母有邰氏女，曰姜原。姜原為帝嚳

元妃。姜原出野，見巨人跡，心忻然說，欲踐之，踐之而身動如孕者。居期

而生子，以為不祥，棄之隘巷，馬牛過者皆辟不踐；徙置之林中，適會山林

多人，遷之；而棄渠中冰上，飛鳥以其翼覆薦之。姜原以為神，遂收養長之。

初欲棄之，因名曰棄。棄為兒時，屹如巨人之志。其游戲，好種樹麻，菽，

麻、菽美。及為成人，遂好耕農，相地之宜，宜穀者稼穡焉，民皆法則之。

帝堯聞之，舉棄為農師，天下得其利，有功。帝舜曰：「棄，黎民始饑，爾

后稷播時百穀。」封棄於邰，號曰后稷，別姓姬氏。后稷之興，在陶唐，虞，

夏之際，皆有令德。

The Houji (后稷) (the Lord of the Agriculture or Millet King) of the Zhou [stte] hd

the prenomen Qi弃. His mother ws  dughter of the Yuti (有邰) Cln, clled Jing

Yun (姜原). Jing Yun ws the primry wife of Di Ku (帝喾). Once Jing Yun went

out into the wilderness nd sw  gint footprint. She hppily rejoiced nd hd the

desire to step in it. When she stepped in it her bdomen moved s if she were crrying

 bby inside. When she reched term, she gve birth to  son. She regrded him s

inuspicious, so she discrded him in  nrrow lley. The livestock which pssed by ll

voided him nd would not step on him. So, she removed him nd put him in  forest,

but it hppened tht there were  lot of people in the forest. So, she moved him gin

nd discrded him on the ice in  ditch, [but]  flock of birds used their wings to cover
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nd cushion him. Jing Yun then regrded him s divine; subsequently she took him

bck nd rised him. Becuse she wnted to discrd him t first, she clled him Qi (the

Discrded). In his childhood Qi ws s lofty in his mbitions s  gint.When he plyed,

he loved to plnt hemp nd bens. The hemp nd bens he plnted were luxurint. By

the time he becme n dult, he loved to frm. He would observe wht ws suitble for

the lnd. Where it ws suitble, he would plnt nd hrvest grin. The people ll

modelled themselves on him. When Emperor Yo herd of this, he brought Qi into

service s the Mster of Agriculture. The world benefited from his method nd

considered him meritorious. Emperor Shun sid, “Qi, the common people re on the

point of strvtion. Tke chrge of griculture to sow nd plnt the hundred grins!”

Emperor Shun enfeoffed him t T’i, clled him the Houji nd distinguished him with

the cognomen Ji姬. The Houji’s rise to power ws during the time of Yo Tng [Yo],

Yeu [Shun] nd Xi [Yu]. Every one [of his successors] in this position did good deeds.

(Zhou 2006, 16-17)

In the story bove we hve  child who will become the Millet King (of griculture). He ws

initilly disregrded by his mother, who first bndoned him in  nrrow lley nd lter threw him into

 forest, but he did not die nd becme ccepted. Is it possible tht in this story there is the record of 

struggle mong the people to ccept n griculturl life s opposed to  nomdic one?

Compred with Xi nd Shng, Zhou hd the most developed frming civilistion. But

there were still some people living in the wy of psturge in the Zhou dynsty, for

exmple, in the Jin kingdom. At first, the Zhou people were nomds; t the beginning

of the Zhou dynsty (1046 BCE), some of them keep their nomdic wy of life live; t

the period of the Spring nd Autumn (720–450 BCE), the descendnts of Zhou in

nomdic tribes still kept their ncestor’s fmily nme. From  completely nomdic tribe

to  hlf-nomdic nd hlf-frming kingdom nd then to  completely griculturl

country, these re the three sections of the history of the Zhou people. Zhou nd

(Western) Rong differed in their wy of life, not in their rce. If we re wre of this, we
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re not surprised tht  mother from Rong (Hu Ji) bore  Chinese king (Chong Er). The

Gret Rong tribe ws of the sme ntion s the Zhou people even though keeping its

old pstorl life. It would lso not be surprising tht the sons of the Rong were Chinese

kings (Chong Er重耳 nd his brothers) nd ministers (Hu Yn狐偃 nd Zho Dun赵

盾). They were Zhou nobility, in ddition to being the sons of the Rong nd Di. We

should chnge the trditionl ide tht the Rong nd the Xi (Chinese) were different

rces. They were different only in life style. The Xi people were frmers nd the Rong

people kept their pstorl life unchnged. If their wy of life hd been chnged to the

griculturl style, the Rong would hve become the Xi; if the griculturl life style hd

been bndoned nd the pstorl life resumed, the Xi would hve become the Rong.

This ws the sitution especilly in erly times. (Zhou 2006, 25)

2. Sky God reverence

The Indo-Europens believed in  Sky God s did the Zhou. The Indo-Europen Sky God hs gone by

vrious nmes, depending on the lnguge (Mllory 1989, 128):

• Snskrit: Dyus Pit

• Greek: Zeu Pter

• Ltin: Ju Piter

• Umbrin: Luve Ptre

• Illyrin: Dei Ptyros

In Zhou, the supreme Sky God 天, tin,6 lso plyed n importnt role, s he gve the Zhou

rulers the Mndte [of the] Sky [to rule] (天命) (Ytes 1994, 91). The Sky God ws lso known to the

Mongols nd Turks s Tengri, the Romns s Jupiter nd the Greeks s Zeus.

6 It is uncler to the uthor why the stndrd trnsltion for tin,天 hs become “heven.” Themore pproprite trnsltion,

especilly in ncient Chinese, is “sky.” The chrcter天 in pre-Qin nd Hn times is commonly used with the following

dditions:天命 (Mndte of the Sky),天子 (Son of the Sky),天地 (sky nd erth),天下 (under the sky). In modern times

the informl word for sky is tin,天, while the forml is tinkong,天空.



S INO-PLATONIC PAPERS NO . 3 1 1

52

3. Development of writing

Beckwith (2009, 401n43) explins tht the Chinesewriting systemppers fully formed in the thirteenth

century BCE, two millenni fter writing hd been developed in the west. He lso notes tht this fully

developed system of writing ppers t the sme time s the fully developed chriot, which lso cme

from the west. The development of writing s  wy in which history could be recordedmy hve begun

t the end of Shng dynsty or right t the strt of the Zhou dynsty. This is importnt becuse it mens

tht ll history pre-Zhou would be their history, their myths, their legends nd their stories, nd not tht

of the Shng. It is lso importnt to mention tht the Zhou hd n interest in recording history, unlike

the Shng:

The Zhou were notbly different (from the Shng) in tht they were fr more conscious

of history thn their predecessors: they engrved long inscriptions in the vessels they

used in scrifices to their ncestors, often describing the circumstnces under which

the vessels were mnufctured. (Ytes 1994, 92)

The Zhou dynsty lsted for nerly  thousnd yers (Ytes 1994, 91). To grsp the bility of the

Zhou people to influence writing nd history, we must not forget tht it ws in this dynsty tht people

such s Lozi nd Confucius lived nd wrote the clssics tht still dominte Est Asin thinking to this

dy.

4. Politicl ideology of the Zhou dynsty

According to Ytes (Ytes 1994, 91), trditionl historins ttribute to the Zhou  completely new system

of governnce (compred to the Shng) nd  new politicl ideology tht profoundly ffected future

conceptions of the reltionship between the sky nd humnity nd the role of  king within this

reltionship. The Zhou believed tht their success over the Shng ws bsed on the fct tht they hd

remined sober nd morl while the Shng were the opposite. Thereby the supreme Sky God gve the

Zhou theMndte of the Sky to rule (天命), which theywouldmintin s long s their kings continued

to behve in the correct ritul mnner. While the Zhou ruler held the mndte, he ws the Son of the

Sky.
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According to Mosher, in  chpter clled “Hegemon: The Invention of the Totlitrin Stte

(2017),” the prerogtives of the Zhou kings did not initilly led to complete centrliztion of power but

rther its dispersl to feudl lords. To govern their vst territory, the Zhou kings enfeoffed kinsmen,

bestowing on them limited sovereignty over portions of their domin long with hereditry titles or

rnks:

• 公 – Gong – Duke

• 侯 – Hou – Mrquee

• 伯 – Bo – Count/Erl

• 子 – Zi – Viscount

• 男 – Nn – Bron

The ristocrcy thus creted n extended fmily, with the king heding the min brnch of the

fmily tree while his uncles, brothers nd cousins heded secondry brnches. Within this

decentrlized dministrtion (封建), there were 172 feudl domins. This feudlism here bore  strong

resemblnce to tht found centuries lter in Western Europe. The loylty of these vssls ws

gurnteed by kinship rther thn  scred oth nd regulted by  ptrirch kinship clled zongf (宗

法), which reserved certin powers to the cln ptrirch, who ws of course the king.

Four Occupations

As previously discussed, the cste system or socil clss system ws  common chrcteristic mong

Indo-Europens. Towrds the end of the Zhou dynsty,  kind of cste system with four groups ws

formlized.

• 士 – Shi – Scholrs

• 农 – Nong – Frmers

• 工 – Gong – Crftsmen

• 商 – Shng - Merchnts

5. Chriots

The use of chriots mong the Indo-Europens hs beenmentioned throughout this pper, in prticulr

the low-level Shng chriots nd the extensive use of chriots during the Zhou dynsty. In further



S INO-PLATONIC PAPERS NO . 3 1 1

54

evidence, we note tht the Chinese unerthed in Luoyng, Henn, four beutifully preserved pits with

chriots nd horses dting bck to the erly Western Zhou. The min pit is comprised of five chriots

nd twelve horses (Dily Mil 2011).

6.TheZhou fmily nmend the connections between theYellowEmperor, the Zhou roylty nd theWestern

Rong

《史記.本纪.五帝本纪》自黄帝至舜，禹，皆同姓而異其國号，以章明德。

故黄帝為有熊，帝颛顼為高陽，帝喾為高辛，帝尧為陶唐，帝舜為有虞。帝

禹為夏后而别氏，姓姒氏。契為商，姓子氏。異為周，姓姬氏。

In the bove lines from the Shiji, we lern tht Hungdi, Shun nd Yu ll hve the sme fmily

nme but different country nmes. Then it tells us tht, fter the Xi, Emperor Yu hd  different cln

nd his fmily nme ws (chnged to) the Si (姒) cln nme (Zhou Wen Wng’s wife ws clled Ti Si

(太姒). We re lso told tht the Zhou re the Ji (姬) cln. In regrds to linege, Zhou Wen Wng’s

personl nme ws Jichng姬昌 nd ZhouWuWng’s personl nme ws Jif姬發.

《國語.晉語四》黃帝以姬水成。

In the Guoyu, we re told tht Hungdi grew up t Ji (姬) Shui (水).

《潛夫論.志氏姓》黃帝之子二十五人，班為十二：姬，酉，祁，己，勝，

蔵，伾，拘，釐，姞，衣氏也。

In thisQinfulun pssge we re told of Hungdi’s twenty-five children, of which one group ws

clled Ji姬.

It is lso importnt to point out the following:

《史記.列傳.匈奴列傳.卷一》秦穆公得由余，西戎八國服於秦，故自隴以西
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有綿諸，緄戎，翟，獂之戎，岐，梁山，涇，漆之北有義渠，大荔，烏氏，

朐衍之戎。

In the Shiji pssge bove we re told of the eight countries in theWestern Rong of which some

re probbly in modern-dy Shnxi.

《說文解字.卷七.邑部》邑部:邠：周太王國。在右扶風美阳。从邑分声。

The Shuowen Jiezi in the bove pssge tells us where Zhou TiWng, whose gret grndson ws

ZhouWuWng, lived. The mountin he lived t is usully sid to lso be in Shnxi (Liu 2009, 71).

《說文解字.卷七.邑部》邑部: 𨙸：周文王所封。在右扶風美陽中水鄉。从邑

支聲。

In the Shuowen Jiezi we re told of ZhouWenWng, who is in the sme re.

7. Myths nd legends

Fuxi (伏羲)

Fuxi nd Nüw re the first two tribes mentioned in ncient Chinese history books. The word “tribe” is

used becuse they were described not only s mythicl people but lso s clns.

《白虎通義.卷六》伏羲氏之王天下也于是始作八卦。

The pssge from Bihu Tongyi tells us tht it ws the Fuxi cln who creted the eight trigrms.

The ide of three is expressed throughout Indo-Europenmythology. In the IrninAvest there

re three types of medicine: spell-medicine (dministered by the priests), knife-medicine (used by

wrriors in bttle) nd herb-medicine (used by the frmers) (Mllory 1989, 132). The origins of these

three clss functions re common in Indo-Europenmyths nd cn be clled the “wr of functions.” The
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Romn ccount of the Sbine Wr is one such exmple (Mllory 1989, 139). Another exmple is in

punishment, with wht could be clled, “the three-fold deth,” where deth ws lwys pplied in 

trifunctionl fshion. The Guls mde offerings to three gods (Esus, Trnis, Teuttes) by hnging,

burning nd drowning. The Germnic pgns hd hnging, stbbing nd drowning. This gin reltes

to the three clss functions of scrifices to the wr god (burning nd stbbing), frming god (drowning)

nd priestly/judicil role (hnging) (Mllory 1989, 138-139).

The trigrm nmes from the Yijing (易經) my hve come from Indo-Europen stems. The ide

tht the Yijing trigrms my hve n Indo-Europen connection ws mentioned by Wei (2005). While

Indo-Europen society followed  triprtite ideology, its myths nd religions were bsed on dulism

(Mllory 1989, 139-140). The first-clss function ws expressed in the pired gods: Vrun-Mitr or

Jupiter-Dius Fidius or Odinn-Tyr, who re in chrge of mgico-religious nd judicil-contrctul spects

of rulership (the first-clss function or priesthood). There re lso the “twins” who were the progenitors

of mnkind. The twin ws nmed Yem in Proto-Indo-Europen, Ym in Indic nd Yim in Avestn

(Mllory 1989, 140).

Mllory (1989, 140) sys we cn go beyond the dulism expressed by twins to outright binry

opposition s one of the underlying structures of Indo-Europen ideology. The Yijing lines were bsed

on  simple binry put into lines of three nd eventully doubled to mke lines of six. This pproch

ppers to be very Indo-Europen. It is this dulism tht the Chinese eventully clled yin nd yng, on

which they bsed every trditionl Chinese science. The system my hve been pssed down by the

Indo-Europens through their binry divintion system, now clled the Yijing,which ws developed by

both Fuxi nd KingWenWng.

《白虎通德論.卷一.號》三皇者，何謂也。謂伏羲，神農，燧人也。或曰伏

羲，神農，祝融也。《禮》曰：「伏羲，神農，祝融，三皇也。」謂之伏羲者

何。古之時未有三綱，六紀，民人但知其母，不知其父，能覆前而不能覆後，

臥之詓詓，起之吁吁，飢即求食，飽即棄余，茹毛飲血而衣皮葦。於是伏羲

仰觀象於天，俯察法於地，因夫婦正五行，始定人道，畫八卦以治下。

Wht [were the] three emperors clled? [They were] clled Fuxi, Shennong nd Suiren,
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or [they were] clled Fuxi, Shenong [nd] Zhurong. [In the] Lijing [they were] clled

Fuxi, Shennong, Zhurong; [the] three emperors. Who [ws] clled Fuxi? “[In] ncient

times [they did] not hve [the] three principles [nd] six orders.”7 People only knew

[their] mothers [nd] not [their] fthers, [they] could [only] move forwrd [nd] not

bckwrd (wo zhi qu qu, qi zhi yu yu), [when] hungry [they] looked for food, [when]

stisfied, [they] threw wy [the] leftovers, [they] te bloody rw met [nd] wore rw

hide [for] clothes. Then [cme] Fuxi [who] looked upwrd [nd] observed [the] imges

[of the] sky, [nd] looked downwrd [nd] exmined [the] regultions on erth.

Therefore, [he united] husbnd [nd] wife, [mde] right [the] Five Movements, begn

[to] estblish [] wy of living [nd] drew [the] eight trigrms, so [s to] mnge [ll

tht is] underneth [the sky].8

In the bove lines we lern the importnce of Fuxi in regrd to the people nd culture tht

would develop within the Yellow River Vlley.

Nüwa (女娲)

《山海經.卷十六》有神十人名曰女媧之腸化為神處栗廣之野女媧古神女而

帝者也。

In the Shn Hi Jing, the text bove describes how Nüw’s (女娲) intestines hd ten spirits.

7《白虎通德論.卷七.三綱六紀》三綱者何謂也，謂君臣，父子，夫婦也。六紀者，謂諸父，兄弟，族人，

諸舅，師長,朋友也。“Wht [re the] three principles clled, [they re] clled, [the] ruler [nd his]ministers, fther [nd]

son, husbnd [nd] wife. [The] six orders [re] clled, [your] vrious fther[s] (which mens your fther nd his brothers),

brother[s], clnsmen, vrious uncle[s] (which mens your mother’s brothers), techer[s] nd friend[s].” 

8 “wo zhi qu qu (臥之詓詓),” “qi zhi xu xu (起之吁吁).”卧mens to lie down,起mens to get up.詓 “qǔ” mens安静沉

稳的样子 (Chen 2006, 1290): like quiet, deep nd stedy.吁吁 mens喘气声: wheezing/pnting/grsping for breth.
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It cn only be guessed, with no evidence to support it, tht mybe this represented tht there

were ten tribes. There re numerous ccounts in the ncient books where Nüw (女娲) is regrded s 

cretor deity (Yng 1993, 51).

《白虎通德論.卷一.號》民人但知其母，不知其父…於是伏羲。

People [only] knew [their] mothers, [nd did] not know [their] fthers … [then cme

Fuxi].

I suggest tht mybe Nüw cme before Fuxi nd tht Nüw my hve been  mtrirchl

society, shown by the doubling of the Chinese chrcter for femle女 nd the fct tht people only

knew their mothers. Mtrirchl societies hve been noted in southern Chin (Mosuo [摩梭] culture is

one such exmple). Nevertheless, it ppers tht Fuxi nd Nüw were not the sme tribe originlly nd

hd different cultures, s Fuxi tught new technologies.

Fuxi nd Nüw were commonly described s being mrried or relted:

《全唐詩.卷三百八十八.與馬異結交詩》女娲本是伏羲妇。

Fuxi nd Nüw were regrded s husbnd nd wife.

《漢碑引經考》伏羲氏，風姓也。

《元豐九域志.卷三》伏羲氏，風姓也。

The cln of Fuxi hd the fmily nme of wind.

《水經注疏.卷四》：《西征記》伏羲，女媧，風姓也，此當是女媧之墓。
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Both Nüw nd Fuxi hd the fmily nme of wind.

《连山易》伏羲氏，燧人子也，因風而生，故風姓。

The Fuxi cln ws clled wind becuse he ws born of the wind.

《天中記.卷十一》春秋世谱云华胥生男子為伏羲女子為女娲故世言女娲伏

羲之妹。

Here we re told tht Nüw is the sister of Fuxi.

《獨異志.第三卷卷下》昔宇宙初开之時，只有女娲兄妹二人在崑崙山，而

天下未有人民，议以為夫妻，又自羞耻。兄即与其妹上崑崙山，兄曰：天若

遣我兄妹二人為夫妻而烟悉合；若不使，烟散。于是烟即合，其妹即来就兄，

乃结草為扇，以障其面。今時人取妇执扇，象其事也。

Lter on, during the Tng dynsty, Nüw is connected with the Kunlun Mountins, which hs 

specil significnce in Doism.

The cult of Ti Shn centred on  rel mountin … It ws identified with Sumeru, the

xil mountin of Indin cosmic theories. Once these becme known to the Chinese,

who seemed to find no incongruity in its peripherl loction. It ws thought of s the

source of the Yellow River … Kunlun ws deemed to be the erthly home of the Lord of

Sky … As the Doist cnon developed, interest in the nture of Kunlun incresed; it

becme more nd more  prdise … but never lost its role s  cosmic pillr. (Christie

1968, 74-75)
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TheWestern QueenMother (Xiwangmu)

《山海經.西山經》曰玉山，是西王母所居也。

In the ShnHi Jing, the text describes the JdeMountin s the home of Xiwngmu (西王母),

theWestern Queen Mother, which my plce Kunlun Mountins right in the home of Indo-Europens.

This ws Xiwngmu, the royl mother of the western prdise. Her home ws sid in

the Shn Hi Jing to be on  jde mountin to the north of Kunlun nd to the west of

the Moving Snd. (Christie 1968, 78)

In terms of discovering exctly who Xiwngmu ws, Knuer (2006, 62) gives  possible nswer:

As we shll see, imges of the initilly nmeless Western divinity first pper in

Neolithic Antoli. Revered in tht sme region nd clled Kubb by the Hittites in the

second millennium BCE, she only slightly chnges nme nd ppernce under the

succeeding Phrygins nd Lydins, s well s the Greeks, for whom she ws Kybele …

Both theWestern nd Chinese goddess go through numerous trnsformtions over time.

Although the Chinese textul nd visul evidence is frgmentry, I hope to demonstrte

the iconogrphy of theQueenMother of theWest is influenced by tht of her somewht

olderWestern counterprt, Kybele.

Knuer (2006, 90–91) goes on to explin Xiwngmu’s connection to Doism nd theWest:

It is noteworthy tht the first imges of Xiwngmu re found in Sichun province in the

west of Chin—tht is, close to the trde routes leding into centrl ndwestern Asi—

nd in the costl provinces of Shndong nd Jingsu, regions open to erly mritime

trde. Note prentheticlly tht it is precisely these two res where Buddhism—
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nother culturl import from the “Western regions”—first took root in Chin ndwhere

its imges first ppered. The fct tht “Doist” religious movements initilly rose in

these sme res nd t round the sme time lso gives one puse concerning the

ultimte sources of their inspirtion. It hs long been the opinion of Victor Mir, to

whom these observtions re due, tht religious “Doism” ws, in  very rel sense, 

Chinese response to Buddhism nd other Hn period importtions from brod. The

intimte ffinity of the “Doist” religion with Buddhism cn be seen in its scriptures,

doctrines, prctices, monstic nd ly orgniztion, pntheon, terminology nd

iconogrphy.

The connection between theWesternQueenMother, KunlunMountins, jde, Doism,Western

Rong, Yuezhi (jde trders), the Qing, Yu the Gret, Zhou Wen Wng, Fuxi nd Nüw is extremely

importnt:

《竹書紀年.穆王》穆王十七年，西征崑崙丘，见西王母。

King Mu (of Zhou went on ) seventeen-yer west[ern] expedition [to the] Kunlun

mountin [to] see [the]Western Queen Mother.

《庄子.大宗師篇》夫道…西王母得之。

According to Zhungzi, Xiwngmu obtined the Do.

《帝王世纪.作者简介.总叙.帝王叙事》伯禹帝夏后氏。《帝王世纪》曰：禹，

姒姓也。其先出颛顼。颛顼生鲧，尧封為崇伯，纳有莘氏女曰志。是為修已，

见流星贯昴，又吞神珠，意感而生禹于石纽。名文命，字高密，长于西羌，

西夷人也。
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Yu the Gret grew up with the Western Qing, he ws  person of the Western Yi (most likely

nother nme for theWestern Rong).

《荀子.大略》禹學於西王國。

Yu [the Gret] studied in [the]Western Queen [Mother's] country.

《史記.列傳.匈奴列傳》右方王將居西方，直上郡以西，接月氏，氐，羌。

In the Shiji,we re told of the tribes living in the west: they included the Yuezhi, Qing nd Di.

《史記.本紀.周本紀》武王曰：「嗟。我有國冢君，司徒，司馬，司空，亞旅，

師氏，千夫長，百夫長，及庸，蜀，羌，髳，微，纑，彭，濮人，稱爾戈，

比爾干，立爾矛，予其誓.」。

According to the Shiji quoted bove, it seems tht the Qing were possibly llies of the Zhou s

those were included in their dominion.

《管子.國蓄篇》玉起于禺氏。

《管子.揆度》玉起于禺氏之邊山。

The Gunzi, in this pssge, tells us tht jde comes from the Yuzhi nd their mountin.

《孟子·卷八》舜生於諸馮，遷於負夏，卒於鳴條，東夷之人也。文王生於

岐周，卒於毕郢，西夷之人也。
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Mengzi sys: Shun ws  Dongyi person. The founding fther of the Zhou dynsty, Zhou Wen

Wng, ws  person fromWestern Yi.

In conclusion, we hve been told, there is  country in the west of Chin where there is  scred

mountin. Themountinmy hve been scred becuse it provided jde to its people, such s the Yuzhi

who were ble to trde with it. Yu the Gret grew up in Western Yi nd studied in the Western Queen

Mother’s country. We re then told tht King WenWng, the founding fther of the Zhou dynsty, ws

 mn of Western Yi.

Shennong (神農)

《白虎通德論.卷一.號. 聖人》何以知帝，王聖人也。《易》曰：「古者伏羲氏

之王天下也，於是始作八卦。」又曰：「聖人之作易也。」又曰：「伏羲氏沒，

神農氏作。神農沒，黃帝，堯，舜氏作。」文俱言作，明皆聖人也。

In the bove lines from the BihuTongde Lunwe re told tht the Shennong cln cme fter the

Fuxi cln, nd tht fter the Shennong cln cme the Hungdi, Yo nd Shun clns (ll these were

described s sge-emperors).

《白虎通德論.卷一.號》謂之神農何？古之人民，皆食禽獸肉，至於神農，

人民眾多，禽獸不足。於是神農因天之時，分地之利，制耒耜，教民農作。

Why [ws] Shennong clled (Shenong)? [In] ncient times [the] people ll te rw birds

[nd] niml mets. At [the time of] Shennong, [the] people [were] multitudinous,

[nd the] birds [nd] nimls [were] not enough [to feed the people]. Therefore,

Shennong [gve] reson [to the] times of [the] sky (sesons), divided [the] ground for

the benefit of the people, mde [the] plough, [nd] tught [the] people [how] to frm.
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Chiyou (蚩尤）

《藝文類聚.卷一十一.帝王部一.黃帝軒轅氏》《龍魚河圖》曰：黃帝時，有

蚩尤，兄弟八十一人，並獸身人語，銅頭䥫額，食沙石子，造立兵杖，刀戟

大弩，威振天下，誅殺無道，不仁慈，萬民欲令黃帝行天下事，黃帝仁義，

不能禁蚩尤，黃帝仰天而嘆，天遣玄女下，授黃帝兵信神符，制伏蚩尤，帝

因使之主兵，以制八方，蚩尤沒後，天下復擾亂，黃帝遂畫蚩尤形像，以威

天下，天下咸謂蚩尤不死，八方萬邦，皆為弭伏。

In the bove lines we find  description of Chiyou. The key point is tht Chiyou is described s

hving  copper hed nd  metl forehed. There is lso  description of wepons such s  knife or

sword. The bility to mke these dvnced metl implements implies metllurgy t  very erly stge, 

stge in Chin’s history where the technology to mke such dvnced metl implements ws not yet

developed.

Chiyou is especilly well known for wr with Hungdi.

《莊子.雜篇.盜跖》然而黃帝不能致德，與蚩尤戰於涿鹿之野，流血百里。

However, Hungdi [ws] not ble [to] rrive [t this] virtuous [stte], [he] fought [with]

Chiyou [in the] wilds [of] Zhuolu [till the] blood flowed [over ] hundred li.

It is sometimes colloquilly mentioned tht the Mio (苗) people tke Chiyou to be their

ncient ncestor.

Wu Shugung, Deputy Editor-in-Chief of the five volumes on the Generl History of the

Mio People … did explin tht, lthough there is no rcheologicl evidence tht links

Mio groups to Chiyou, historins believe tht Chiyou ws the ncestrl king of the

Mio-Mn people. (Yng 2010, 5)
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In certin ncient Chinese texts such s the Tizi Fyn, there is certinly some negtivity

towrds Chiyou:

《揚子法言.淵騫卷第十一》秦將白起不仁，奚用為也。長平之戰，四十萬

人死，蚩尤之亂，不過於此矣。原野厭人之肉，川谷流人之血，將不仁，奚

用為。

In the bove lines we re told tht; Generl Bi Qi [of] Qin [ws] inhumne. Why [ws

he put] to use? [In the] bttle t Chngping four hundred thousnd men [were] killed.

[The] chos [cused] by Chiyou ws similr. [The] plins [nd] fields [were covered

with] humn flesh [nd the] rivers [nd] strems flowed [with] blood. [An] inhumne

generl, how [could he] be used?

It seems tht there is  strong connection between Shennong, Chiyou nd the Flme Emperor.

They were seprte tribes but seemed to be of the sme ntion, one different from tht of Hungdi.

《史記.本纪.五帝本紀》軒轅之時，神農氏世衰。諸侯相侵伐，暴虐百姓，

而神農氏弗能征。於是軒轅乃習用干戈，以征不享，諸侯咸來賓從。而蚩尤

最為暴，莫能伐。炎帝欲侵陵諸侯，諸侯咸歸軒轅。軒轅乃修德振兵，治五

氣，藝五種，撫萬民，度四方，教熊羆貔貅貙虎，以與炎帝戰於阪泉之野。

三戰然後得其志。蚩尤作亂，不用帝命。於是黃帝乃徵師諸侯，與蚩尤戰於

涿鹿之野，遂禽殺蚩尤。而諸侯咸尊軒轅為天子，代神農氏，是為黃帝。天

下有不順者，黃帝從而征之，平者去之，披山通道，未嘗寧居。

In the bove lines from the Shiji, Xunyun (connected to Hungdi), the Shennong cln, Chiyou

nd Yndi (Flme Emperor) re ll mentioned s seprte tribes.

《路史.卷十三》阪泉氏蚩尤，姜姓炎帝之裔也。
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This pssge of the Lushi, n ncient history book from the Song dynsty, sys tht Chiyou ws

 descendent of the Flme Emperor, nd tht Chiyou’s fmily nme ws Jing (姜), which is the sme

fmily nme s tht of the Flme Emperor.

《說文解字》释姜：神農居姜水以為姓。

The Shuowen Jiezi pssge bove sys: Shennong lived t “Jing”姜 river nd his fmily nme

ws “Jing”姜.9

According to this pper, the姜 nd羌 do not hve  connection in the wy tht the Chiyou,

Shennong, Flme Emperor nd the Mio (who re being presented s one group of the sme peoples)

re not Indo-Europen but insted hve hd n intimte connection to Hungdi’s predecessors nd

successive clns such s the Zhou, through both wrring nd intermrrige.

《帝王世紀.帝王敘事》神農氏，姜姓也，母曰任姒，有蟜氏女，名女登；

為少典婦，游於華陽，有神龍首，感生炎帝。

In the Diwng Shiji it sys: Shennong's cln ws nmed Jing 姜. The text then hints tht

Shennong gve birth to the Flme Emperor.

《獨斷.卷下》炎帝為神農氏。

In the bove lines we re told the Flme Emperor is of the Shennong cln.

To conclude, it seems plusible, ccording to ncient texts, tht Shennong, the Flme Emperor,

Chiyou nd Mio (in this order) were one nd the sme people, but hd different tribl nmes.

9 The姜 chrcter, in this cse, should not be confused s being the simplified version (簡體字) of the trditionl chrcter

(繁體字)薑 (ginger).姜 is by itself n ncient chrcter nd hs been written in ll scripts (甲，金，篆，康，楷).
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Huangdi—Yellow Emperor (黄帝) and Yandi—Flame Emperor (炎帝)

《史記.本纪.五帝本纪》而诸侯咸尊轩辕為天子，代神農氏，是為黄帝。

In these lines we find tht Xunyun nd Hungdi re one nd the sme. We lso lern tht Hungdi

replces Shennong cln s Son of the Sky.

《史記.本纪.五帝本紀》轩辕之時，神農氏世衰。

In this Shiji pssge we lern tht in the times of Xunyun, Shennong ws wek.

The tribes of the Yellow Emperor nd Flme Emperor re sid to be the ncestors of the Hn

Chinese people s goes the sying “炎黃子孫.” It is lso sid tht they were of the sme cln but hd

different belief systems tht eventully led to  wr between them:

《國語.晉語四》昔少典娶于有蟜氏，生黃帝，炎帝。黃帝以姬水成，炎帝

以姜水成。成而異德，故黃帝為姬，炎帝為姜，二帝用師以相濟也，異德之

故也。異姓則異德，異德則異類。異類雖近，男女相及，以生民也。

A long time go, the prince of the Shodin cln mrried  dughter of the You Qio

cln nd they bore Hung Di (Yellow Emperor,黄帝) nd Yn Di (Flme Emperor,炎

帝). Hung Di grew up by the Ji River (姬水) nd Yn Di grew up by the Jing River (姜

水). They hd different morls when they becme dults. They two fought ginst ech

other due to their different ideologies. (Zhou 2006, 28)

《論衡.率性》黃帝與炎帝爭為天子，教熊羆貔虎以戰于阪泉之野，三戰得

志，炎帝敗績。

[When] Hungdi fought [with] Yndi to be [the] Son of the Sky, [he] tught bers,
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leoprds, [nd] tigers to fight [for him] in [the] wilds of Bnqun. [After] three bttles

[he] gined [the victory], [nd] Yndi [ws] completely defeted.

In summry, if Nüw ws mtrirchl then, she ws clerly not Indo-Europen. Fuxi my hve

been n Indo-Europen nomdic tribe. Shennong, the Flme Emperor nd Chiyou probbly

represented  locl griculturl tribe. Wht ws the Yellow Emperor's tribe?

The Yellow Emperor (cln) hs gone by two other nmes:

• Xunyun shi (軒轅氏):

《獨斷.卷下》虙犧為太昊氏，炎帝為神農氏，黃帝為軒轅氏少昊為金天氏，

顓頊為高陽氏，帝嚳為高辛氏，帝堯為陶唐氏，帝舜為有虞氏，夏禹為夏后

氏，湯為殷商氏，武王為周，高祖為漢。

• Youxiong shi (有熊氏):

《帝王世紀》故有熊氏之墟黃帝之所都也。

The first nme hs two Chinese chrcters, both exhibiting the wheel rdicl on the left. The

first chrcter is  type of crrige, while the secondmens the shfts of  wheel. Why would the Yellow

Emperor be given such  nme? Ws it becuse of the use of chriots, the trdemrk of the Indo-

Europens. The Yellow Emperor’s fther ws Shodin:

《孔子家語.五帝德》孔子曰：可也。吾略聞其說，黃帝者，少典之子，曰

軒轅。

The pssge from Kongzi Jiyu tells us tht Hungdi ws the son of Shodin, whows clled Xunyun.

Bsed on the myths nd legends described bove, I loosely propose the following:
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• A bnd of Indo-Europens entered into west Chin erly on nd begn to inhbit n re

ner  mountin where jde could be obtined.

• As timewent on,  tribe from this originl re begn tomove estwrd nd eventully cme

into contct with  locl tribe tht ws very primitive nd tht might hve been 

mtrirchl society. These two tribl confedercies intermixed nd formed one

confedertion.

• As more time elpsed, this sme intermixed tribe cme into contct with n griculture-

bsed society. They lerned from ech other, though with some unese.

• Eventully wr broke out between them, nd this lredy intermixed Indo-Europen tribe

defeted the griculturl society from which it hd initilly lerned (primitive) griculture.

For this reson the Indo-Europen tribe cme to be in control of  lrger popultion nd

wider re.

• These sme leders, who were now lredy hevily mixed with vrious locl tribes, kept

some form of contct with their cousins in the west.

• Eventully these sme rulers, following the Zhou confedertion,might not even hve looked

like their ncestors. These rulers continued to follow their old customs nd culture, however,

nd most likely spoke  creole lnguge.

8. Indo-Europen words in Old Chinese

Wei (2005) wrote bout the origins of the chrcters used to nme the eight trigrms of the Yijing. The

eight trigrms were sid to hve been developed by Fuxi but the line sttements re ttributed to Zhou

Wen Wng, the founding fther of the Zhou dynsty. Anyone who cn red Chinese will sk why the

eight trigrm chrcters men something totlly different to wht they men in Chinese. For exmple,

“gn”乾 cn men “dry,” but in the Yijing it mens “sky” (天) nd is pronounced “qin” (Wei 2005, 1–2).

How cn this be? If you red the word “Do” in n English text, it would immeditely strike you s non-

English. You would find this word strnge until someone told you tht it ws ctully  Chinese word.

The chrcters of the eight trigrms of the Yijing represent words or roots/stems of the Indo-Europen

lnguge.Wei (2005, 6–10) goes through these eight chrcters nd their corresponding Indo-Europen

stems.
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We hve  similr issue with the ncient Chinese system of mesuring time nd creting their

clendr clled the Hevenly (sky) Stems nd Erthly Brnches (天干地支). There re ten stems nd

twelve brnches mking  totl of twenty-two chrcters. The Phoenicin lphbet lso hs twenty-two

symbols. Wei (1999, 60) noticed these correspondences. In her pper she goes through the twenty-two

symbols, nd notes tht the Phoenicin lphbet nd Chinese clendricl signs correspond to ech

other. The Hevenly (sky) Stems were first used by the Shng kings nd lso pper in their nmes. This

does not men tht the Shng Kings were Phoenicin; wht it implies in the overll picture is tht they

hd very erly contct with peoples from the west. As  result, there re some chnges mong the

mening of the twenty-two symbols but not mny.

Chng (1988, 32) notes tht mong Indo-Europen dilects, Germnic lnguges seem to hve

been most kin to Old Chinese. Mny irregulrities in Old Chinese such s the ones mentioned bove

cn be nswered when we understnd the interction between the Indo-Europens nd the indigenous

Chinese.

The Shng dynsty ws the first dynsty of Chin for  considerble time (there is no

rcheologicl evidence to prove there ws  Xi dynsty)10; it ws extremely powerful nd influentil

in the region. Archeology tells us tht during this intervl the dynsty obtined the technology of the

cultures north nd west of them. The Shng were powerful but still primitive in mny wys; their

10 Mir(2013) goes through some of theworks by previous scholrs in regrds to the existence of  Xi dynsty. There ismuch

evidence to show tht the Xi dynsty did not exist. Mtthew Anderson: “It is entirely possible there ws  Xi (I m sure I

would hve been scepticl bout the existence of the Shng if Yinxu hd never been discovered), but mny, mny things re

entirely possible nd there is no evidence for the existence of the Xi (unless you count things written down  millennium

ormore fter the fct)” (Mir 2013, 36). The chrcter Xi in its erly usgemymen lrge or grnd (Mir 2013, 7). Inmodern

Chinese it mens summer. Connecting the Erlitou to the Xi dynsty seems to be more ntionlistic thn scientific.

“Opinions re divided mong scholrs bout the nture of Erlitou culture. The mjority of rcheologists nd historins in

Chin gree tht Erlitou culture represents  stte-level society nd tht the Erlitou site represents  cpitl city of the Xi

or Shng dynsties, lthough they disgree bout the identity of the cpitl city, nmed in textul records, to which the

Erlitou site corresponds. Mny Western Sinologists nd rcheologists, from  culturlly externl viewpoint nd detched

from textul trdition, hve chllenged ll suggestions tht there ws  historic link between the Xi nd Erlitou nd tht

Erlitou ws  stte-level society” (Mir 2013, 33-34).
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interctions with the more northern tribes nd western Indo-Europens brought mny new sciences

nd developments.

9. The Zhou-Qing Connection

As mentioned previously, there is evidence to suggest tht the Qing were Indo-Europen: “It is

probble tht the Qing were not Tibeto-Burmn spekers but Indo-Europens” (Beckwith 2009, 46).

Summry

The evidence conveying tht the Zhou hd received Indo-Europen influence is s follows:

• TheWestern Rong consisted of severl Indo-Europen tribes.

• KingWenWng, who ws fromWestern Yi, ws the founder of the Zhou dynsty.

• The Zhou nd the Qing (n Indo-Europen tribe) people intermrried for genertions.

• Fuxi, who my himself hve been Indo-Europen, creted the trigrms,  type of binry nd

triprtite system of divintion, which re clssicl Indo-Europen culturl beliefs.

• There re Indo-Europen words (stems) in Old Chinese. The trigrm nmes of the Yijing re one

such exmple.

• The connections between Hungdi, Xiwngmu, jde, Yuzhi or Yuezhi, Qing nd the Western

Rong, together with the specil plce they hold in ncient Chin’s myths, demonstrte tht the

myths were possibly Indo-Europen in origin.

• There is  lrge discrepncy between rcheologicl discoveries nd clssicl records in terms

of the beginning of griculture.

• The historicl records portry  nomdic tribe struggling to ccept  “civilized”—non-

nomdic—life.

• Houji ws revered perhps becuse he my hve introduced sophisticted griculturl wys to

these semi-nomdic peoples.

• The Zhou worshiped  Sky God, which is  core Indo-Europen belief.

• A level of writing dequte for creting records ws developed only in the lte Shng nd erly

Zhou, nd tht, combined with the Zhou’s culture of n interest in recording history, is the

reson we red the Zhou’s history nd not tht of the indigenous people.
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• The Zhou eventully developed  type of cste or socil clss system, nother Indo-Europen

trit.

• The Zhou chriots in Chin present in mny burils, lso  Indo-Europen trit.

• The Yellow Emperor nd the Zhou royl clsses were connected through the nme or chrcter

Ji姬.

• The Yellow Emperor used chrcters tht hint of  chriot-like vehicle.
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7 . C O N C L U S I O N

By reviewing ncient texts nd looking t historicl rcheology, we see tht  strong cse cn be mde

for the hypothesis tht the Zhou roylty were Indo-Europens. In the end, though, to mke  finl

judgment on such  subject, there will need to be further evidence. One such piece of evidence my in

the future be found in the DNA of the ncient Zhou kings.
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