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The Ideology and Institutional Evolution of Frontier Governance in the Early Years of the Republic
of China (1912 —-1919) // Sun Hongnian

At the Republic of China was founded the situation in the frontier areas was grim and thus frontier
governance became a major issue of common concern among the public. The idea of frontier governance not
only inherits China’s outstanding tradition of frontier management of the past dynasties especially the
“Grand Unity” as an idea to govern frontier regions but also includes new ideas such as “the Unity of Five
Nationalities” and “the equality of all the nationalities”. On this basis the institutions of frontier
governance have also undergone corresponding changes. Therefore it is of great significance to document
the major changes in the idea and practice of frontier governance from 1912 to 1919 and to offer critical
analysis of their characteristics along with their progress and setback.

Chen Yinque and the Concept of “Dunhuang Studies” // Liu Dasheng

The establishment of a new scholarly discipline demands a new set of research methodology and
paradigms and the latter are also the significant standards by which to differentiate new scholars from the
old and to measure the level of sophistication of these scholars” research. The Founding of “Dunhuang
Studies” is an embodiment of a well-defined and highly-developed modern academic thinking. In his early
years Chen Yinque received training on specialization under the modern academic system in the West
forming the research consciousness based on scholarly disciplines and a creative energy on
conceptualization. As such he proposed the concept of “Dunhuang Studies” in a timely manner and
strived to incorporate China’s Dunhuang research into the so-called “preflow” of the existing scholarly
disciplines and kept it in line with Orientalism Sinology and Touyougaku studied in the world.
However Chen took a conservative and even hostile attitude towards hypotheses and even in denial of

theory. This became a deficiency in his academic cognition.

From “Oriental History” to “East Asian History”: A Reflection on the Historical Discourse in
Korean Academia of the Past 30 Years // An Sooyoung  Jiang Yiwei

Since the 1990s Korean historians have reflected on nationalism modernism and Eurocentrism in
existing historical studies. At the same time many researchers have endorsed conceptualization of East
Asia as a regional unit of historical analysis which led to the institutionalization of “East Asian History”.
Discussions on “East Asian History” have continued to this day inspiring Korean historians to revise their
narratives of and perspectives on historical understanding. Therefore by reviewing the process of the
institutionalization and formalization of “East Asian History ” and the relevant discussions in Korean
academia in the past thirty years we can have a glimpse of the overall context of Korean historiography.
And in 2007 “East Asian History” formally entered the national education system and beamed an
independent history course. In this article we offer an overview of the historiographical trajectory in Korea
by comparing it with and relate it to their counterparts in China and Japan. By reflecting upon the changing
tension between “East Asian History” and the discourse of nation-state we strive to understand how the
historiographical trends of global history and regional history have influenced historical views of East Asian
countries since the second half of the twentieth century.

National Historiography and Byzantine Studies in Greece ( 1821 —1930) // Pang Guoging

The origin rise and development of modern Greek Byzantine studies have witnessed the early
development and gradual maturity of the paradigms of the Greek national historiography since Greece
became independent in 1821. In the first half of the nineteenth century historians in this new-born nation
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adopted a historiographical paradigm to “revive” ancient Greece in order to construct a national identity
which in turn vilified the image of the Byzantine Empire. Yet because of its self-eontradictory nature in the
narrative logic this new paradigm of history was not embraced by the public. In the second half of the
nineteenth century the rise of Byzantine studies was a response to the problem of the historical rupture
under the “revival” paradigm and the Byzantine period became the Medieval stage for Greek national
history thus establishing the “continuity” of Greek historiography. During the first three decades of the
twentieth century Greek scholars furthered the studies of the Byzantine Empire so as to perfect the writing
of national history and shape the sense of national pride originated from the Middle Ages. By doing so they
realized the common prosperity of both national historiography and Byzantine studies.

Jouni-Matti Kuukkanen and Post-Narrativism // Xia Yuli

Since the 1970s narrativism has become a powerful trend in academia replacing “analytic historical
philosophy” and occupying a dominant position in the field of philosophy of history. However in the past
few years as this theoretical upsurge has gradually faded it is no longer at the center of scholarly
discussion. A group of scholars have begun to explore new research issues. Jouni-Matti Kuukkanen clearly
proposed that the philosophy of history should transcend the approach of narrativism and enter a stage of re—
innovation that is the stage of post-narrativism. The “post” in “post-narrativism” does not mean the
complete rejection of narrativism. Instead it inherits some ideas from narrativism. New theoretical

development should be based on a reassessment and critical examination of these ideas.

Feminism and Social History: A Case Study of Louise A. Tilly // Lin Man

Louise Tilly is a famous contemporary American feminist social historian. In the 1970s she and Joan
Scott studied on European family history challenging the male perspective of the social history school and
pioneering a family history research path featuring “family strategy” analysis. Their research centered on
the transformation of European women’s economic roles before and after the Industrial Revolution revealing
the important role women played in the family economy and social economy and adding a scarce feminist
perspective to the study of social history at that time. After that Scott turned to gender history research
while Tilly continued to deepen and improve the field of family history. Since the middle and late 1980s
Tilly has played the role of “guardian” of social history more criticizing the emerging trend of
epistemological radicalization in history and striving to defend the empirical foundation of history.

Bernard Guenée and Studies of the Political History of Late Medieval France // Dong Ziyun

In the 1970s traditional political history faced a great crisis after the rise of the Annales School. At this
critical moment Bernard Guenée chair of medieval history at Sorbonne University proposed a new
framework for studies of the political history of late medieval France based on new developments of theory and
methodology of history. Guenée argued that new political history should go beyond events and historical
figures to focus on the evolution and structure of power. New political history should examine four levels of
historical development: social basis spatial framework political actions and political mentalities. The study
of political mentalities in history also covers the aspects of such as public opinion political propaganda
national sentiments and political ideas. After the 1980s Guenée’s research interest turned to the
historiography of the late Middle Ages and he regarded it as an important way to study public opinion and
national memory. Under his influence excellent works by Claude Gauvard Colette Beaune Jean—Philippe
Genét and Jacques Krynen testify the full realization of Guenée’s ambitious plan drawn in the 1960s and
1970s and register the revival of studies of the political history of late medieval France at the end of the
twentieth century.



