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The controversy regarding the late-compiled Ancient-Scrip Shangshu extended over
several centuries. It was initially instigated by Song “F and Yuan JG scholars,
including Wu Yu %:4% , Zhu Xi %<2, and Wu Cheng %7, who introduced a
skeptical approach toward the classic. Subsequently, during the Ming period,
scholars such as Mei Zhuo 7% and Hao Jing 74 conducted textual investigations
that revealed significant doubts regarding the work.

Amid this fervent debate, neighboring Korea and Japan—through diplomatic book
acquisitions and cultural exchanges—gradually became attentive to the issues of
authenticity associated with the late-compiled Ancient-Script Shangshu w7 34 &,
influenced by the scholarly debates of the Ming B and Qing ¥# periods. A survey
of Chinese texts in both countries, however, indicates that the debate resonated more
profoundly in Korea than in Japan. This discrepancy can be attributed to the fact that
Zhu Xi’s Neo-Confucianism served as the foundational norm for all ritual practices
during the formation of the Korean state. Zhu Xi regarded the sixteen-character
method for cultivating the mind—< N0 MEfE, 18R HERSMHE—, RPURK
H>—as the self-cultivation technique practiced by the ancient sage-kings of the
Three Dynasties. Notably, the chapter Dayu Mo, which records this method, is
included in the late-compiled Ancient-Script Shangshu.

Accordingly, this paper focuses on seventeenth-century Korea, investigating how
Korean Confucian scholars of that era perceived the authenticity issues related to the
late-compiled Ancient-Script Shangshu.

Keywords : Korean Confucianism, Ancient-Script Shangshu, Interpretation of the
classics, Falsification criticism, Cross-cultural study

Introduction

In the Siku Quanshu Zongmu Tiyao PU & 4> 548 H $2 2 (Annotated Catalog of the
Complete Imperial Library), it is stated: “The most discussed topic concerning the
Shangshu 742 (The Book of Documents) since the Han & dynasty (202 BCE-220 CE)
has been the five elements F.17 in the “Hong fan” 7t #J (The Great Plan) chapter; the
most discussed topic since the Song K dynasty (960-1279) has been the mountains
and rivers 111)I1] in the “Yu gong” & & (The Tribute of Yu) chapter; and the most
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debated issue since the Ming BH dynasty (1368-1644) has been the authenticity of the
the modern-script Shangshu 4> 352 and the ancient-script Shangshu.”?

The paragraph above delineates the three core topics of the Shangshu studies,
which have drawn the attention of the scholars in the Korean peninsula. Among these,
the debate over the authenticity of the the modern-script Shangshu and the ancient-
script Shangshu stands out as the most crucial one.

Doubts about the authenticity of the ancient-script Shangshu first emerged during
the Song dynasty. Through the Yuan 7t (1271-1368) and Ming dynasties, these doubts
gained traction, and by the Qing ¥# dynasty (1644-1912), it was almost conclusively
established that the ancient-script Shangshu was a forgery.

However, the ancient-script Shangshu was not easily dismissed in Joseon. One
reason was the high regard for songhak Z25% (sage learning) in Joseon. Another was
its connection to the ideology of governance in the kingdom.

Another aspect to note is the deep connection between the ancient-script Shangshu
and the culture of Joseon. In particular, sipyukcha simpop 7<% 00 (sixteen-
characters principle) had a significant influence not only on the thoughts but also on
Sinographic literature of Joseon.

Therefore, this paper aims to examine how perceptions of the ancient-script
Shangshu was shaped in the 17th-century Joseon as the theory of its forgery, proposed
by Ming scholars, was transmitted.

Misu Ho Mok J& & #F#2°s Strong Criticism of the Theory of Forgery

According to the author’s research, the text titled “Tap Yochon Hongpom
Chungyong kochong chi silsd™ 25 3 JLik 8 v i % & 2 2 & (Reply to the Argument
of the Examinations on Yao dian 2%, Hong fan 7t &, and Zhong yong /& Having
Errors, hereafter “Tap Y0”), included in the volume three of Kion 5C. & by MiSu Ho
Mok J& 58 (1595-1682), is the earliest text of Joseon to address the issue of the
authenticity of the ancient-script Shangshu.

Ho Mok was a contemporary of Yan Ruoqu &35 3 (1636-1704), one of the most
influential figures in the debate on the authenticity of the ancient-script Shangshu.
However, it can be inferred that he never had the chance to read the Shangshu guwen
shuzheng & & 7% (The Investigations on Ancient-Script Shangshu) written by
Yan Ruoqu during his lifetime. The reason is that Yan Ruoqu began questioning the
authenticity of twenty-five chapters of the ancient-script Shangshu at the age of twenty,
and it took him more than thirty years of textual investigation to resolve all the doubts

1 'Yong Rong 7K ¥, Ji Yun 421 et al., “Rijiang Shujing jieyi” H##&E4Lf# 2, in Siku quanshu zongmu
tiyao PU J&i 4> 44 H 2% (Taipei: Taiwan Commercial Press, 1983), j. 12.2, p. 280: “fi & —4%, # DL
RFTIEENFE, SR TiAT, RUARPTIREAE, S S E L)1, BRI GAE, SCil4 30l
N AR
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he had raised, and only then did he complete the Shangshu guwen shuzheng in eight
volumes.? He was already over fifty years old when he began writing the book, making
it impossible for the work to have been completed before 1686. In other words, Ho
Mok, who passed away in 1682, could not have had the opportunity to see the
Shangshu guwen shuzheng during his life time. Therefore, it should be understood that
the scholarly theories regarding the authenticity of the ancient-script Shangshu that he
encountered were those of scholars from the Yuan and Ming periods.

In “Tap Yo,” Ho Mok rejected his views of Yuan and Ming scholars who had
debated the authenticity of the ancient-script Shangshu and went further by refuting
their arguments.

According to Mi Su Hosonsaeng yonpo JE 2 #FJcE4E5E (The Annals of Misu),
“Tap Yo0” is a letter Ho Mok wrote in 1666, at the age of seventy-two, in response to
Yun Hyu F§ (1617-1680).2 “Tok soki” iEEaC in Paekho chonso 142
contains a reference to this.*

In it, H6 Mok first emphasized the importance of the ancient-script Shangshu, one
of the Six Classics 75&%, while presenting his own viewpoint in the letter.

The texts of the Six Classics are those through which the sage, having received
the Mandate of Heaven, established standards, enlightened all things, and
accomplished every task; hence, they represent the most rightful teachings under
Heaven. ... Although the people of the Yin % dynasty admired simplicity, their
writings are nonetheless exceedingly archaic and difficult to comprehend. How
much more challenging, then, must it be to understand texts from an era predating
theirs? Earlier Confucian scholars argued that the two canonical documents, the
“Yao dian” #Z4L (Canon of Yao) and “Shun dian” %f4(Canon of Shun) in the
Shangshu, which reflect the noble intentions of Emperors Yao and Shun, are even
harder to understand, much like the Qian ¥z and Kun 3 hexagrams in the Zhou yi
J& % (The Book of Changes)®.

By comparing the “Yao dian” and “Shun dian” with the Qian and Kun hexagrams
of the Zhou yi, H6 Mok once again underscored the sacrednesse of the ““Yao dian” and
“Shun dian.” He held that these two texts must neither be indiscriminately combined
nor rearranged. By elucidating the origins of the modern-script Shangshu and ancient-

2 Qian Daxin A HT, “Yan xiansheng Ruoqu zhuan” F 56 2E 25 353, in Qianyan tang wenji JEAJF 4 3¢
£, (Jiangsu: Jiangsu guji chubanshe, 1997), j.38, p. 638: “4E —+, s EE H =+ Tk, HigeH
%, TS =T8R4F, JH a1 HBAS e, 1R o Cbias )\ 5.

®Ho Roe #F#4, “Misu Hosonsaeng yonpo” JE L #F a4 43 in Ki-on 5L F (Seoul: The Association
for the Promotion of National Culture, 2006), j. 1, p. 353.

4Yun Hyu 7%, “Tok soki” 7EE AL “Hongpdm kydngchdn t’ongii” vt #i 48 {418 55 in Paekh chonso
FIi 4 &, pp. 275-277, 290-291, 296-316.

5 Ho Mok /742, “Tap Yochon Hongpom Chungyong kochong chi silso” 25 3% Syt & o 5 % & 2 2k &,
p. 267: “INEEZ I, B NMERAIAR, BRI 2 50, Rz 220, .. BRONGVE, HSOh o B 5,
NOF FRH T MR AR G, Sk R, B M, WG 2 v, U] b S
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script Shangshu, he explained how the ““Yao dian” and “Shun dian” have been merged
and separated over time.
Ho Mok’s position on the authenticity of the ancient-script Shangshu is as follows.

Following the event in the Qin dynasty, in which Qin Shi Huang Z 44 & ordered
the burning and destruction of the Shi jing #54% (The Book of Songs) and the
Shangshu and buried Confucian scholars alive, great turmoil spread throughout the
empire. When the Han dynasty emerged and attempted to recover these lost texts by
recruiting scholars, only about twenty to thirty percent of the original works were
successfully retrieved. At over ninety years of age, Fu Sheng orally transmitted these
classical texts, but was only able to pass down around twenty chapters. In the process
of merging the “Shun dian” with the ““Yao dian,” the phrase “carefully uphold the
five canons” MEf FL 4t originally appeared after the line “the emperor said: be
reverent” 77 E18K#k; however, along with a total of twenty-eight characters the
former phrase was omitted from the surviving text. Only upon the discovery of
classical texts concealed within the walls of the Kong fL family residence did
scholars first recognize the existence of the “Shun dian.” However, these texts,
entirely inscribed in the ancient-script Shangshu, were significantly damaged,
rendering many characters indecipherable. Consequently, these manuscripts found
on the wall were once again secured within the Kong family and withheld from
broader dissemination. It was not until the fifth century CE, when Yao Fangxing %k
77 # acquired the missing sections, that the “Shun dian” was finally restored to its
complete form. Expressions such as “profound, wise, accomplished, and intelligent”
&P SCH and “mild, respectful, and entirely sincere” it 4§ 7t %€ found in the “Shun
dian” are not phrases that a forger could have easily invented. Today, these texts are
considered forgeries and thus been excluded from scholarly consideration.
Furthermore, the belief that they constitute a revised form of the ancient-script
Shangshu is no longer accepted. Despite rejecting the authenticity of the ancient-
script Shangshu, scholars paradoxically assert the textual reliability of the oral
transmissions by Fu Sheng fR“E, even though these transmissions clearly contain
numerous errors. Moreover, the discovery of the ancient-script Shangshu within the
walls of the Kong family residence, authentic or otherwise, provides minimal
assistance in addressing fundamental philosophical discussions. Given these
circumstances, on what basis could one conclude that Chengzi £ and Zhuzi &
were mistaken in following the two canons derived from the ancient-script
Shangshu.®

® Ho Mok ##2, “Tap Yo,” pp. 268-271: “ZelRy, # ks, Vi £, K FRHEL. 8, 58+, k1
AR AREFE IR, DHRESCE RS, SRl SR SR, ST ISR R, A
SRS A\ AL IREERS Y, N UGG S 3. T B Rhsk oty 50, B WA nT A IR 2. gl LIS, AT
A ZA AR Ry, BhOT BUAREROC, SRR SR HLUG M. WSO, AR R, AEBIEE RS W, S LR
B Lz, XAMEE SCHTSUE. BRAES SCms, RAE D3 SORSEZat, 1 A DURB& S 2 IE. FL
R SO A R 2, AR - R IRAE T S0 R R R
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Ho Mok primarily centered his analysis on the division and combination of the “Yao
dian” and the “Shun dian.” He argued that these two texts were originally separated
and that during Fu Sheng’s process of combining both texts into the single “‘Yao dian,”
twenty-eight characters originally located at the beginning of the “Shun dian” were
omitted. H6 Mok further claimed that, after the discovery of the ancient-script
Shangshu hidden within the walls of the Kong family residence, the existence of the
“Shun dian” became known. However, according to him, this text was not transmitted
to the scholarly community due to its lack of formal recognition by official academic
institutions. It was further asserted that, fortunately, Yao Fangxing of the Southern
dynasties obtained the previously missing passages, thereby revealing the complete
version of the “Shun dian” to scholars. Although H6 Mok argued that phrases such as
“profound, wise, accomplished, and intelligent” ¥%&+5 3 B and “mild, respectful, and
entirely sincere” Ji 4§ 70 ZE could not have been invented by a forger, the twenty-eight
characters in question were, in reality, forged by Yao Fangxing. Several scholars have
already demonstrated that when Yao Fangxing divided the “Yao dian” into two
separate texts, inconsistencies emerged between the resulting sections, requiring him
to insert several additional characters to restore textual coherence. H6 Mok was the
only scholar in the Joseon period who did not consider Yao Fangxing’s edition of the
Shangshu as a forgery. To further substantiate his position, H6 Mok invoked the
authority of Cheng Yi #£EH and Cheng Hao F£5H as well as Zhu Xi 2. He argued
that if there had indeed been issues with the authenticity of the ““Yao dian” and the
“Shun dian,” such renowned scholars as the Two Chengs and Zhu Xi would certainly
have recognized and addressed them. In other words, according to Ho Mok, the fact
that neither the Two Chengs nor Zhu Xi expressed doubt regarding the Shun dian
clearly indicated that the ancient-script Shangshu could not be considered a forgery.’

The act of damaging or altering classical texts is unprecedented in history. The
teachings of the sages are objects of reverence and must not be distorted. While it
may be possible to deceive the world, one cannot distort the words of the sages. ...
Should such corruption occur, none of the Six Classics would remain intact, nor
would any of the classical texts within the ancient-script Shangshu survive in their
complete form. Damage to classical texts happens primarily in two ways: first,
destruction by burning; second, deliberate textual alteration — How could this not be
seen as deeply alarming? ... When Yi Yin {7 (early Shang dynasty) admonished
Tai Jia X H (r. 1623-1611 BCE), he identified ten transgressions, one of which was
disrespecting the teachings of the sages. Similarly, among the three matters
Confucius instructed his disciples to hold in deep reverence was the words of the
sages. If individuals who read the texts of the sages and study their teachings regard
themselves —and are similarly regarded by others — as extensively versed in classical

"Yi Tam-myong (1646-1701), a scholar active slightly after Ho Mok, presented an opposing viewpoint
in Chongchae munjip #3755 34 (The Collected Writings of Yi Tam-mydng), similarly grounding his
arguments in the textual division and combination of the “Yao dian” and “Shun dian.” This particular
matter will be discussed in greater detail in chapter four.
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scholarship, yet at the same time denigrate the teachings of the sages and distort their
writings, how can one ascertain whether such individuals revere or disrespect the
sages’ words? The harmful tendency for each scholar to presume that their own
doctrines derive directly from the sages persisted continuously from the Eastern
Zhou period to the late Ming dynasty. These detrimental consequences arose
precisely because reverence for classical texts has diminished, leading to their
distortion. Therefore, scholars who engage in classical studies must remain
especially vigilant against this tendency.®

As illustrated above, Ho Mok, who held firmly to the position that the teachings and
writings of the sages must not be undermined, attempted to persuade scholars who
regarded the ancient-script Shangshu as forgeries. According to H6 Mok, the sages’
philosophical teachings and aphorisms constituted a critical legacy that deserved
reverence across all periods; hence, if the ancient-script Shangshu, embodying such
teachings, were determined to be forgeries, they would inevitably lose their sacred
status, ultimately causing a collapse of ethics and social order. H6 Mok invoked the
words of revered ancient Chinese sages such as Yi Yin and Confucius, sharply
criticizing those who altered or distorted classical texts. He further asserted that this
detrimental practice persisted continuously from the Eastern Zhou period through the
late Ming dynasty, and thus urged scholars who learn the writings of the sages to
remain particularly vigilant against such distortions.

Upon examining Ho Mok’s argument, it becomes clear that the evidence supporting
his claims is insufficient. His argument primarily stresses that one should neither doubt
nor oppose the words of the sages. Furthermore, his assertion — that the ancient-script
Shangshu cannot be considered a forgery simply because the Cheng brothers and Zhu
Xi did not question the authenticity of the “Shun dian” — lacks substantial justification.
This is because their lack of suspicion must be understood in light of two historical
circumstances of their time, which would have made such a stance reasonable.

First, it must be acknowledged that as we move further back in history, the available
sources and materials become increasingly scarce. During the era of the Cheng
brothers and Zhu Xi, the textual resources at their disposal were limited, making it
highly unlikely that they could have gathered sufficient evidence to demonstrate that
the Shun dian was a forgery. Given this, to argue that the ancient-script Shangshu
cannot be considered a forgery simply because the Cheng brothers and Zhu Xi
expressed no suspicion about its authenticity can be seen as a form of sophistry.

8 Ho Mok #-#2, “Tap Yo,” pp. 268-271: “Seq &8, sa7ral iy 2 AR EAZ T, WEAELH. K
IR, A EATELE. L N ALS, A, B E, I, B, BOR
B KM, . BFIIKF S, H—BEALS, FLT2ma =8, L—REAZEF. NG
BMANZE BEANZHE, LATREUSHHEE, N2z TR EE. mEZmAuEAZ 5,
BRI AN E, BAMEEALEE R MEEAZEETF . ANNBEZE HEARE
PABE, SR 2, B R L FERL 2 Fith, T BT L pr e .
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Second, the prevailing intellectual atmosphere of the period must be considered. In
this regard, one may refer to Zheng Xuan ¥ % ’s practice of interpreting classical texts
by citing content from the apocryphal texts (weishu ). As is generally known, the
content of these seems highly implausible and lacks credible foundations.
Nevertheless, Zheng Xuan utilized these texts extensively in his commentaries on the
classics, aiming thereby to more clearly elucidate the meanings intended by the sages.
Given that the Han dynasty was characterized by the widespread prevalence of
prophetic-apocryphal discourses ##i#%#5, it is perhaps unsurprising that Zheng Xuan
adopted these texts within such an intellectual environment. In other words, while
these texts appear unreliable from the present-day perspective, during the Han dynasty
they were frequently employed by many scholars. Given this context, it is reasonable
to conclude that Ho Mok’s attempt to construct his argument without accounting for
the atmosphere of the era in which the Cheng brothers and Zhu Xi lived is
inappropriate.

Nevertheless, “Tap Yo” is currently the earliest known Joseon-period source
dealing with the authenticity of the ancient-script Shangshu. Although his arguments
may not be sufficiently rigorous, this text should be highly valued as it initiated the
discourse on the authenticity of the ancient-script Shangshu.

Chongjae Yi Tammyong’s Criticism on the Authenticity of the Ancient-
Script Shangshu

Chongjae Yi Tam-myong (1646-1701) came from a family that had been affiliated
with the Namin ®5 A faction for generations. In his youth, he studied under Misu Ho
Mok and consistently upheld a stance aligned with the Namin throughout his life.® Yi
is widely recognized for his literary accomplishments rather than his contributions to
classical scholarship. Among his notable literary works is a sijo F#5% Sa noch’in kok
BZ B (Song in Memory of an Aged Parent). His only extant work related to
classical scholarship is Sochon ch’aui & {5 %] %€ (Critical Notes on the Commentaries
of the Shangshu), which appears in the section on miscellaneous writings #f =,
volume five of Chongjae munjip 5555 L5 (Yi Tam-myong’s Collected Works). This
text is a collection of critical annotations (ch’abki Z75C) composed by Yi to address
doubts and questions arising from his reading of the Shangshu, primarily concerning
the authenticity of the ancient-script Shangshu.

As previously mentioned, based on the author’s research to date, “Tap Y0~
constitutes the earliest known text addressing the authenticity of the ancient-script
Shangshu in Joseon. The primary focus of this work is to affirm the credibility of the
ancient-script Shangshu. In contrast to H6 Mok’s stance, his disciple Yi Tam-myong,

% Kim Ch’aesik < =218, “Chongchae chip haeche” #5725 4 f## /&, in Hankuk munchip ch' ‘ongkan haeche
B S AE 2 TR (Seoul: Institute for the Translation of Korean Classics, 2010), v. 8, p. 512.
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in the Sochon ch’aiii, questions the authenticity of the ancient-script Shangshu. Based
on the author’s research to date, Yi’s work is the earliest Joseon document to explicitly
question the reliability of the ancient-script Shangshu. As such, it holds particular
significance as an early source for examining Joseon scholars’ perspectives on the
ancient-script Shangshu’s authenticity.°

In general, scholars who defended the ancient-script Shangshu argued for its
reliability based upon Zhu Xi’s annotations on the text. In contrast, those who
considered the ancient-script Shangshu a forgery pointed to the statements that Zhu Xi
himself had doubts about the text. Unlike these scholars, Yi Tam-myodng asserted that
neither the Cheng brothers nor Zhu Xi ever questioned the authenticity of the ancient-
script Shangshu.! Yi’s distinctive perspective appears to have been influenced by his
teacher, Ho Mok.12

Although Yi Tam-myong maintained a critical stance toward the ancient-script
Shangshu, unlike his teacher. he neither severely criticized scholars who defended the
text — as proponents of the forgery theory, such as Kim Chong-hiii, did — nor did he
actively endorse the claim that the text was fabricated. Instead, he primarily
documented various doubts he had about the Shangshu. Yi first cited the example of
Wei Tai 2172 of the Song dynasty, who composed a text titled Bi yun xia & 2= 5 under
aname of Mei Yaochen #3E 1 (1002-1060). By referring to this case, Yi highlighted
that literary enthusiasts 43 %< in China had occasionally deceived readers by falsely
attributing their own writings to prominent figures.® This observation implied that Yi
saw doubts about the authenticity of the ancient-script Shangshu as unavoidable. The
questions Yi raised can be summarized into the following three points:

The first issue concerns the combined chapters “Yao dian” and “Shun dian.” As
discussed above, H6 Mok argued that the “Shun dian” chapter originated from the text
found in the walls of the Kong family (“Kong bi” fLE# text). He further asserted that
the twenty-eight-character phrase, “The Emperor Shun was profound, wise,
accomplished, and intelligent. He was mild and respectful, and entirely sincere”
VEYT W, A& S0 ZE could not have been easily fabricated. Based on this, he
maintained that the ancient-script Shangshu could never be regarded as a forgery. In

10 Ho Muk’s “Tap Yo,” which affirms the authenticity of the ancient-script Shangshu, and Yi Tam-
myong’s Sochon ch’aiii, which challenges it, were both composed in the seventeenth century. Apart
from these two works, the majority of Joseon writings that discuss the reliability of the ancient-script
Shangshu date from the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.

11Yj Tam-myong 2=, “Sochon ch’aii” EHE A1 4E in Chongjae munjip FF75 L4, . 5, p. 339: “Bf
DAREAR KB, MG 2 ANBE, M atfi .

12 As noted above, Ho Mok asserted that the ancient-script Shangshu is not a forged text. Among the
reasons he presented was the fact that Zhu Xi did not question the authenticity of the ancient-script
Shangshu and used it for annotations.

B3Yi Tam-myong =Hf iy, “Sochon ch’aui” E AT 5E in Chongjae munjip §375 L4, |. 5, p. 339: “&
BB NG E S E, RN A AN URON, G 53 @ 2 2=, L2 RN EE S 3, o
DARRAR KB, IME 2 ANBE, e At 2. Mg A i, Weich e s ), RANE . —1H, 1527 R S
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contrast, Yi Tam-myong questioned the authenticity of the “Shun dian” chapter by
analyzing its context.

In the Fu Sheng version of the modern-script Shangshu, the chapters “Yao dian”
and “Shun dian” appear combined into a single text. Unlike the ancient-script
Shangshu, this edition lacks the twenty-eight characters extending from “Examining
into antiquity, we find that the Emperor Shun...” EI# &% %% to “And he was
appointed to occupy the imperial seat.” Instead, the expression “carefully uphold the
five canons” 1% . directly follows the phrase “the emperor said to his daughters,
‘Be reverent!”” 77 EI 8k #%. This section describes Emperor Yao’s first testing Shun by
giving him two daughters in marriage, followed by assigning him various official
duties to further evaluate his virtue and abilities (see item (5) in Table 4-1 below).
Accordingly, within this context, the phrase ‘“carefully uphold the five canons”
MBI FL L should not be interpreted as “Shun cautiously beautified the Five Codes
1. but rather as “Yao instructed Shun to cautiously beautify the Five Codes.” The
structure of this phrase parallels the second chapter of the “*Yao dian,” specifically the
part of “He was able to make the able and virtuous distinguished, and thence proceeded
to the love of the nine classes of his kindred, who all became harmonious” o7, BF IR %
PUB LR, JUIRER RS (see item (1) in Table 4-1). Chapter one of the “Yao dian” begins
with Panghun j##)j (Shun’s name) and concludes with “The display of these qualities
reached to the four extremities of the empire, and extended from earth to heaven”
JeuiVUER, ¥ LR, naturally leading into chapter two, which opens with “He was
able to make the able and virtuous distinguished” &7 B U {#. This continuity indicates
that Emperor Yao successfully manifested lofty virtue, demonstrating consistency in
subject matter between the two chapters and ensuring smooth narrative progression.
However, such textual coherence is disrupted in the case of the “carefully uphold the
five canons” MR L8 of “Shun dian,” resulting in an interruption of the narrative
flow.* These are summarized in the table below.

Subject of

No. Text Summary Description

Y tbid.: <“fRAA3C, RILASESE S5 RS — i, 10 DA, B SE g EIERE 2 T, T A )i BASE
PLE= A\, R SEZ ARGk, BERL =2l MBLR AR, ATz, SCUAT BEPU PR
Al IRR IR LR FRRES, BRSO SOl 2, RS as DML 2R, EEMRECH M =
. PR NER T, AR, Jh TR SRR . SO B, A SRR T
FE E RN O HIRME, DIBUUIR, JURERIE SERE, T3t = 2 R, A DUBCE Ry BRE, 1 LG
WU T LN ARG L. SE R T e WUR T, Bl v MR AR, SE v B 2 . B AR BT,
A OGRS T 2 SCE A R 2 LR AR R
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FIERE S 5, EURED. 8K, 9, 30, B, %
%, A, IR, #T B
RAE, UK, JURBRRE, TR HeE, A
DENE B, T A . BRI SR R A

Praise for
Yao’s Virtue
and
Governance

Yao %

Jyen g AN, SRR, BBRH H BJR, ik
NI, opdrgefl, BEHR, FIEE. HEH
H, “FRRAE, RS, BERMAE. KRR
B, NERZER. M, BRI TRk
aft, A B K, DIEE REE, K
BRAY L o an AL, B, FIRA. AR
H, PRkPRK, B AR, DURMRK. KR
R, HERBB. WA, BT, EIHER.
FEWI 5, HFEE SN, BAIEAR A BRERCRE,
ERAEE.

Yao observes
the natural
order and
entrusts
Huijung,
Huisok,
Hwachung,
and Hwasuk
with the duties
corresponding
to the seasons
of spring,
summer,
autumn,
winter,
respectively.

and

Yao #

MEL <& MEREN. B0 N0
NH, LR H 5E PURs, ok, fefi i L, MR

\\\\\

Yao
establishes the
calendar
system.

Yao #

W CBREAE R R O <ALT
P IR = L S - - I o B
Fl: “BR&EE TR? 7 BESEE <Af! 3L
THMARZh A E: “IF ! §55 HE, R
TR R <& I stk
H, BERILER, mEER PREE,
AR ? ” grEl: <! Rk E:

CHFLRER, Dy driciR R <R A
e A CfE, Sk CILEk, S
IH K.

Yao reflects
the opinions of
various people
and appoints
government
officials.

Yao #%
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ML < DU RAEAL-G L, T RER
iy, ERRAL? P IREL AT AL E

“HI WG IR B E . “AEMET, H
BEyE R R Car? TR, W ? R

“ET, AU, BERE, R, TURE LI, A&
M, Atk e <R TR,
BUWON + 2> Rl — TN, BT
B, AL iR T, TUEAE,
AT E B, R, H TR, UPTE
B, T ORGE, FURE W I IR. A

Yao selects a
wise man and,
to pass down
the throne,
marries his
two daughters
to Shun to test
his  conduct
and abilities.

Yao #

“FE D IR GEE S, IS IRATE, =8

TR Gk TR, .

1IEAEH, 22300, fEEBE M, DL

® LB BT by, NG, BT,
e FREAR. B ToE. BEH 5 H, B0 A

e, MEER TR

Shun receives
the abdication
of the throne
and governs as
regent.

Shun %%

<Table 1> Yi Tam-myong’s contextual analysis of the ““Yao dian” in the modern-
script Shangshu

Therefore, Yi Tam-myong argued that the twenty-eight-character passage was
artificially fabricated and inserted by later authors. Additionally, Yi noted that the
burning of books by Qin Shi Huang had not yet occurred during Mencius’s lifetime;
therefore, Mencius likely had access to the original contents of the Shangshu. In the
“Wan Zhang shang” & = chapter of the Mencius, there is a passage that reads:
“After twenty eight years, the Highly Meritorious one deceased. The people acted as
if they were mourning for a father or mother for three years, and up to the borders of
the four seas every sound of music was hushed” ——+F/\#k, #EIJHHTE,
Bk sEsE U, =4, VUi % )\ . Yi emphasized that when Mencius quoted this
passage, he explicitly referred to the chapter “Yao dian,” not “Shun dian.” Based on
this point, Yi concluded that the ““Yao dian” and “Shun dian” chapters originally
constituted a single chapter, thereby asserting that the “Shun dian” did not originally
exist as a separate text.®

15 Yi Tam-myong 2= Hfi iy, “Sochon ch’ati” EH AT 5 in Chongjae munjip §3725 L4, j. 5, pp. 340-341:
N T2, 8 KAME, 28 mAE. HATg| =8 )8, 5%, B, =, YiEE
F)\EH, dCAN TSRS, T E AN E SR EI SR, SRR A R, ) SR S, A
SA B HE?”
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Second, the Fu Sheng version of the modern-script Shangshu combines the chapters
“Counsels of Gaoyao” %=F@#% and “Yi and Ji” %% into a single chapter, as well as
the chapters “The Announcement of King Kang” i £ 2 &% and “Testamentary Charge”
JEHAr. In contrast, the ancient-script Shangshu separates each of these into two
individual chapters. Upon detailed analysis of their content, Yi Tam-myong argued
that merging these chapters into single units results in a more coherent textual flow
than dividing them into separate ones. Based on this observation, Yi raised substantial
questions of the authenticity of the ancient-script Shangshu.®

Third, a comparative analysis of the “Great Declaration” Z£% chapter in the
ancient-script Shangshu and the “Speech at Mu” 4%% chapter in the modern-script
Shangshu reveals substantial stylistic differences. These discrepancies are significant
enough to be noticeable even to those without advanced scholarly expertise, which
explains why earlier scholars had already questioned the authenticity of the “Great
Declaration” chapter. Moreover, while each chapter in the Fu Sheng version of the
modern-script Shangshu is characterized by concise expression and refined meanings,
the ancient-script Shangshu exhibits such stylistic elegance only in the chapter
“Counsels of the Great Yu” K # i, with the remaining chapters lacking comparable
sophistication. This inconsistency further intensifies the doubt. Above all, whereas the
content of the modern-script Shangshu consistently maintains a complex and elevated
literary style, the ancient-script Shangshu is comparatively simpler and more easily
comprehensible, giving the impression that the two versions originated from different
authors.’

Based on the three points outlined above, Yi Tam-myong presented the aspects of
the ancient-script Shangshu that raises doubts. However, he refrained from explicitly
concluding that the ancient-script Shangshu was unequivocally a forgery. Additionally,
he made the following statement:

In this book, what I happened to encounter was as described above, yet the more
| contemplated it deeply and repeatedly over time, the more unsettled | became. It is
not that | seek to boast of my own views, nor is it my intention to pursue strange
opinions that differ from those of others, nor do | dare to suggest that the
commentaries and interpretations of the sages of old are untrustworthy. ... However,
since the doubts in my mind have ultimately reached this point, | now dare to set

16 Ibid.: “RAEAIC, AP S R, TR a/R & R/, ECE 2 2. fE
SR RO =22 3, SO ING R —  Z 3 480 B0, I AT St

Ylbid.: “ERRE, AR E N AL, AR, B AN, AR, B2 AR
AR SU—REZF, M— R EE, —Rlan2iakti? DRERE2L R, A
REAE A M0 REMF, BLH P BE 2 0. BUARAEADC, F e i T S, e AR 22, 14 SO SO 2
Fei, FUOK B, e Redle vty , FLER DA ARASTAH, b [ mT5E. 14> SCHI e 2 1 oy, Bl ol SCR B I T 52,
W NPT AT A N A, il SO AT, AL RABER? fh AT B4l
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them down here, setting aside the sin of presumption, and humbly await the
correction and guidance from scholars of greater discernment.*®

As examined above, although the questions Yi Tam-myong rasied concerning the
authenticity of the ancient-script Shangshu may not appear exceptionally insightful, it
is significant that such questions emerged as early as the seventeenth century in Joseon.
Furthermore, it is noteworthy that Yi held an opposing view to that of his teacher, HO
Mok.

Yi Tam-myong’s primary concern was the textual coherence of the twenty-eight-
character passage in the ancient-script Shangshu. Yan Ruoqu, in chapter 65 of volume
5 of his work, the Shangshu guwen shuzheng 42 i SC#i#% (The Investigations on
the Ancient-Script Shangshu), thought “Yao dian” and “Shun dian” were originally
one text, but were arbitrarily divided by the twenty-eight characters inserted by Yao
Fangxing %k /5 #8.” He cited the remark of his colleague Liu Cheng, who stated: “If
one wishes to refute the forged ancient texts {& 15 3, one must begin with the twenty-
eight characters in the ‘Shun dian.””'® Given that Yan Ruoqu lived from 1636 to 1704
and Yi Tam-myong from 1646 to 1710, it is evident that both scholars were
contemporaries. Thus, it appears that each of the two scholars questioned the
authenticity of the ancient-script Shangshu from similar perspectives.

Conclusion

As previously noted, after the forgery theory proposed by Ming dynasty scholars
was introduced to Joseon, the initial response in Joseon was the emergence of
arguments defending the ancient-script Shangshu. It aimed at upholding the
authenticity of the Shangshu and its authority as a canonical text. Based on the author’s
research to date, the earliest Joseon scholar to explicitly argue for the authenticity of
the ancient-script Shangshu was Ho Mok. Conversely, the first Joseon scholar to
question its authenticity was Yi Tam-myong. Their divergent positions regarding the
authenticity of the ancient-script Shangshu indicate that debates over its legitimacy
emerged for the first time in Joseon during the seventeenth century. However, it was
only from the late eighteenth to the nineteenth centuries that such debates became
increasingly active and widespread.

Translator: Bae Seungchan

18 Yi Tam-myong 20y, “Sochon ch’ani” FH {3 AT 4E in Chongjae munjip §5755 L4, j. 5, pp. 342-343:
CRTAEE, BN R, TR E, mATMEARER. ELLE 2 H AW, JECHSR AR D, X
JEB DA BRI A BB, . T AT RE O AN tl, SOEOS FR R, Mahak Tk, DR K
FeRFM T

¥ yan Ruoqu [##5 3%, Shangshu guwen shuzheng i35 & SCHi#% (Shanghai I : Shanghai guji
chubanshe, 2013), p. 203: “[F] B & K BIFE S B2 F E: BREME & 3¢, 5 3 =)\ Fih.
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