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密接觸，熟悉遊牧文化的人。見Nicola Di Cosmo, Ancient China and Its Enemies: The

Rise of Nomadic Power in East Asian History, p. 137.

81 有關邊緣社會的分析，見邢義田，〈從古代天下觀看秦漢長城的象徵意義〉，《燕京學報》

（北京大學）13(2002.11): 29-45。

82 正因為地理環境的關係，匈奴只能對北境地區發揮影響力，而不能進一步南下。管東貴認

為平城之役後，「當時匈奴要推翻漢朝，甚至淪中國為牧場，並非無可能。」見管東貴，

〈漢於武帝時期扭轉北疆情勢的原因分析 ——從過去看現在〉，載林恩顯主編，《國際中國邊
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82 疆學術會議論文集》（臺北：政治大學，1985），頁315。管氏之論過於誇大匈奴的力量，並

沒有考慮到地理因素、後勤補給等問題對匈奴南下的制約。對於地理環境如何限制匈奴的

南下，轉而願意與漢室議和，可參考 Michael R. Drompp, “Centrifugal Forces in the

Inner Asian ‘ Heartland ’ : History versus Geography,” Journal of Asian History

23(1989): 140 -142.

83 陳蘇鎮，《漢代政治與《春秋》學》，頁36-40。
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附表一　漢高祖一朝北境動亂大事年表
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時　　　間 事　　　　　件

202

201

200

199

198

197

196

195

84  《史記》，卷 110〈匈奴列傳〉，頁 2902。



附表二　史籍中所見北境動亂參與將領一覽

1982

1996

1998  

2002  

62 -

69

1991 Thomas Barfield The Perilous Frontier: Nomadic

Empires and China 2.3: 163-173
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參與事件 人　　物

93

2633

93

2641

57

2070

95

2662

57

2070

95

2657

資料出處



1997  

2002  

77-

80

1993  

1-27

1995  

1995.5: 51-55

1995  

1997  

2000  

2002  

13: 29 -45

1997

107-128

2003  

14: 95-145

2003

214-229

2005  

1995 1995.3:

8 -15

2001  

2004  2004.3: 27-40

2004  

1978 

1985

307 -

321

1990 1990.5:

漢學研究第 25 卷第 1 期56



50-59

1992 84.1: 14-24

1991 

95-112

Barfield, Thomas J. 1996. The Perilous Frontier: Nomadic Empires and China,

221 BC to AD 1757. Cambridge and Oxford: Blackwell Publishers Inc.

Barfield, Thomas J. 2001. “ The Shadow Empires: Imperial State Formation

along the Chinese-Nomad Frontier.” in Susan E. Alcock et al., Empires:

Perspective from Archaeology and History. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press, pp. 10-35.

Di Cosmo, Nicola. 2005. Ancient China and Its Enemies: The Rise of Nomadic

Power in East Asian History. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Drompp, Michael R. 1989. “ Centrifugal Forces in the Inner Asian ‘ Heartland’:

History versus Geography.” Journal of Asian History 23: 135-155.

Perdue, Peter C. 2005. China Marches West: The Qing Conquest of Central

Eurasia. Cambridge, Massachusetts: The Belknap Press of Harvard

University Press.

Twitchett, Denis and Michael Loewe ed. 1986. The Cambridge History of

China, vol.1: The Ch’in and Han Empires, 221 B.C. - A.D. 220.

Cambridge, New York: Cmabridge University Press.

Waldron, Arthur. 1991. The Great Wall of China: From History to Myth.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wang, Ai-he. 2001. “Creators of an Emperor: The Political Group behind the

Founding of the Han Empire.” Asia Major 14.1: 19-50.

Wright, David C. 1995. “ Wealth and War in Sino-nomadic Relations.” Tsing

Hua Journal of Chinese Studies 25.3: 295-308.

Yu, Ying-shih. 1986. “The Hsiung-nu.” in Denis Sinor, ed. Cambridge History of

Early Inner Asia. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 118-149.

謝偉傑∕ 論漢高帝一朝的北境動亂 57



Rebellions on the Northern Frontier in the Reign of
the Emperor Han Gaodi (202-195 B.C.)

Wai Kit Wicky Tse

Abstract

This article is a study of the empire-building process of the Han Empire.

The author investigates the reasons for the northern rebellions during the reign

of Han Gaodi (Liu Bang ), the founder of the empire, and points

out the factors that hindered the consolidation of Han imperial authority. The

article analyzes three aspects of the background and reasons for the northern

rebellions: the self interests of the regional leaders, the regional cultural

factors of the northern frontier, and the influence of the Xiongnu . The

author asserts that the personal ambitions of the rebel leaders were not the

only factors that led to the rebellions. In order to grasp the whole picture, the

author proposes to look into the influence of regional cultures. The regional

culture of the former Yan and Zhao kingdoms of the Warring States

Period still had great influence at the inception of the Han Empire, and thus

formed its own cultural identity and persistently resisted the rule of the

imperial authority, which represented a mixed culture of the Qin and Chu

kingdoms of the Warring States Period. In other words, it was a cultural

confrontation between the Zhao-Yan and the Qin-Chu. Furthermore, from a

Eurasian perspective, the Zhao-Yan culture was partly similar to the nomadic

culture of northern Eurasia, whose representative at the time was the Xiongnu.

The concept of “Northern Frontier Belt” proposed by Chinese archaeologists

* Wai Kit Wicky Tse is the senior editor of Pearson Education Asia Ltd. in Hong Kong.

漢學研究第 25 卷第 1 期58



is helpful to elaborate and reveal the interactive relationship between the

northern frontier of the Han Empire and the Xiongnu.   

Keywords: Han Gaodi , Liu Bang , Han Empire, Xiongnu ,

Northern Frontier, regional culture
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