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Back to State Building: An Analysis of the Qing Imperial Policy and the Study of New Qing History
[/ Liv Wenpeng

Having applied imperialism theories in studying Qing history Peter Perdue and other scholars of the
“New Qing History” School put forth the notion of “Manchu imperialism” to describe the Qing dynasty’ s
policy toward Inner Asia which has become one of the theoretical origins of the School. These historians
believe that the Qing empire” s expansion into Inner Asia during the 17" and 18" centuries was comparable to
the colonialist policies of the Ottoman and European empires. However having built on the theoretical
foundation of Western colonialism and imperialism this viewpoint carries an ideological overtone and contains
serious logical and historical flaws. We need to criticize it and study the Qing once again from the perspective
of state building. We should not be misguided by erroneous theories; instead we should adopt a
comprehensive and historical approach to understanding and interpreting Qing political history diachronically.

The Relationship between Archeology and Historiography in the Republican Period (1911 -49): A
Case Study of Xia Nai’s (1910 -85) Early Career //Wang Xing

Based on the reading of Xia Nai’ s diary as well as readings of other relevant sources this article
examines the relationship between archaeology and history by looking at Xia’ s early career in the Republican
period. At first Xia Nai regarded archaeology as an inferior form of scholarship. But later he changed his
mind and believed instead that archaeology was key to the understanding of ancient China. This reversal of
mind in Xia Nai reflected his early academic experience. It was also related to the overall academic
atmosphere in the Republican era. With respect to the study of prehistorical and historical periods
archaeology and history obviously play a different role. However historical perspective is essential to the
study of archaeology too. Indeed while their approaches are different archaeology and history both seek to
understand and reconstruct the ancient past. Studying Xia Nai’s attitudes toward history and archaeology helps
us to gain a better understanding of the development of scholarship in the first half of the 20" century. It also
improves our knowledge of how the two disciplines developed further during the early People’ s Republic period.

Yan Zonglin (1904 - 1978) and French Sinology //Zhang Wei

As a prominent historian in modern China Yan Zonglin is well known for his broad knowledge. Yet it
is in the field of the history of Sino-Juropean relations that he made the most notable achievement. This
achievement was related to Yan’s study in France where he developed a keen interest in French sinology.
Indeed thanks to his French education and his proficiency in the language Yan was well prepared for
making academic exchanges with French sinologists. With respect to subjects of study research methods
and source materials his early writings in the study of Sino4uropean relations reflect his solid training as
well as the mainstream interest in French sinology of the late 19" and early 20" centuries. His publications
also became well received among French sinologists. Having acquainted himself well with the development
of French sinology Yan made a unique scholarly contribution one that demonstrates a cross-eultural
characteristic. His career and accomplishment are truly exemplary.

“China-centered Approach” and the China Studies in the U. S. //Wang Rui

In the field of Chinese histarical stuclies the “China-centered approach” advocated and advanced by
Paul A. Cohen has exerted a far-reaching influence. Yet previous studies tend to only focus on the approach
itself and its theoretical connotation. As such they have not yielded very satisfactory result. In fact the
author contends the rise of this “China-centered approach” needs to be examined in a much larger context.
Indeed if there was not a general trend of critical reflection of academic studies in the U.S. and John K.
Fairbank” s support Paul Cohen and his associates might not be able to put forth their theory. At least the
“China—centered approach” might not have had such a considerable influence. While it helped modify the
previous “challenge and response approach” and pointed to a new direction of China studies in the U. S. the
theory itself was far from perfect. It has its theoretical weaknesses as well as some limits in application.



