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research field has witnessed at least three research paradigms so far: economic-social history paradigm

cultural history paradigm and global history paradigm. The economic—social paradigm was first used in the
field of economic history and was gradually perfected by the Annalists. The cultural history paradigm puts
food and cultural changes at the center of analysis and has been influenced by traditional cultural history
and new cultural history at different stages. Since the twentyfirst century the upsurge of globalization has
provided opportunities for global history paradigm in food studies. The global historical changes promoted

by food and the various global connections via food have become the foci of current food history studies.

Global History Research: Reflections upon and Construction of Nation-State Discourse // Cao Xiaowen

The worldwide global history research today has formed two significant trends trying to get rid of the
traditional nation-state discourse and breaking through the barriers of Western-eentric discourse. For the
former it has promoted effective changes in contemporary historiography. Yet it has not changed the
inherent logic of nation-state identity and specific cultural aspirations of the promoters of global history
discourse. In addition to the major developed countries such as Britain the United States Germany and
France there has been a rapid increase in global history research and writing in many non-Western
countries. Not only does this reflect the new trend of breaking through the barriers of Western discourse in
global history but also speak volume of the multi-polarization of the world in the cultural field. The global
history that we pursue with the characteristics of Chinese national culture is not only an expansion of
research scope and the purposeful shaping of the diversification of historical subjects but also a new type of
global history constructed by continuously exploring the cultural accumulation of historical temporal
connotations of human history. This is based on the reinterpretation of major historical issues in the
historical development of the Chinese nation from a global perspective. While working to break through
barriers of Western discourse we reconstruct the historical evolution and offer realistic renderings on why
“China” is “China” and why “the world” is “the world”. This new type of general history of the world is
guided by Marxist historical materialism exploring the world significance of Chinese history and the
influence of China in the history of the world.

Internal Perspectives and External Standards: Naito Konans Narratives of the China of His Own
Times // Huang Donglan

More than twenty years before the American scholar Paul A. Cohen proposed the “China-centered”
approach the Japanese scholar Masubuchi Tatsuo had already “discovered” the approach of “internal
understanding” based on the internal context of Chinese history derived from Naito Konans China studies.
This article analyzes the inner logic of Nait6$ historical accounts of China by re-interpreting his works such as
A Treatise on China and A New Treatise on China as well as other well-kknown texts. Naito drew inspirations
from the discourses formulated by Chinese reformists such as Feng Guifen and Liang Qichao in the late Qing
dynasty. From “internal perspectives” he revealed some long-standing issues like political stratification and
alienation between officials and the people in Chinese society. At the same time Naito set “external
standards” according to the model of nation states in the West and modern Japan and maintained the idea that
China did not have proper conditions and internal motivation to advance social changes so it could never
become a modern state. On the one hand Naitdo was concerned with Japan ‘s national interests and
emphasized that Chinas reform must rely on external forces particularly Japans assistance. On the other
hand he stressed that Japans rule of China was of historical necessity from the perspective of the “Orient”
a concept that transcended the boundaries of nation-states and cast a veil over Japan$ expansion in China in
the name of transnationalism. In conclusion this article points out that because of Naitdo s insistence on
these “external standards” his studies of China should not be simply called “internal understanding”.



