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ABSTRACTS

existence of this discipline is still controversial. There are four scenarios in which to
“sociologically objectify” space. The first scenario is to regard space as a community ecological
organism, but this cannot solve the contradictory problem of the concept of “community” in
theory and experience. The second scenario regards space as a context that affects action, but
space is not always an important context for social action, which makes the scenario vulnerable to
the trap of spatial determinism. The third one regards space as a scarce resource that affects
inequality, but this setting dispels the particularity of space and becomes a common layer theory.
The fourth scenario places space in the context of production as a product of society, but the
concept of “production” in the scenario does not deal well with the problem of space generation as
an unintended consequence of collective action. Based on the above reflections, we can move from
a “space-centered” spatial sociology to a spatial sociology of space as “use-experience.”

Evaluation Criteria for the Frontier of Modern Chinese History Niu Dayong « 64 -

Scholars, no matter from what country or with what nationality, are considered to have
achieved “frontier achievements” when they have promoted a certain research area in international
academia to a more advanced and in-depth state than their predecessors had; crossing the
academic frontier within a certain country is not the same. In this sense, academics have no
borders. So what deserves to be called “frontier” What signifies a proper evaluation The most
reliable standard is the recognition of peer experts at home and abroad.

How Did “Institution” Become “Institutional History” Hou Xudong + 68 -

In Chinese historiography, “institution” is a word that has existed since ancient times, but
“institutional history” is a specific history that emerged in the 20th century. The meaning of the
word “institution” in the latter is not the same as the word “institution” in the eyes of the
ancients. The ancient institution was multi-faceted. Apart from the difficulty in changing the
institution of sages, the general classical institution and power system could be adjusted
according to time, circumstances and events, and it was the basis of people’ s actions. The new
institutional idea formed in modern times stems from the need to seek change under the impact of
the West. Whether it was an official who protected the rule of the Qing Dynasty or an intellectual
who called for change or revolution, they all regarded the institution as an independent force that
transcended people/things and had an ontological meaning. There was a hope to get rid of the
backward situation through institutional transformation. Institutional history is the historical
projection of this new institutional idea. It is necessary to “suspend” this kind of hindsight,
return to the world of the ancients, observe within context, and explore a new perspective of
institutional research.

Reflection and Reconstruction of the Study of Diplomatic Figures in the Republic of China
Huang Renguo « 84 -

Since the 21st century, influenced by the changes in realistic diplomatic issues and
international academic trends, the study of diplomatic figures in the Republic of China has
undergone a significant transformation. Though this has broadened the scope of research, it also
has tended to deviate from the core of political history, and thus it has gradually exhibited a lack
of momentum. Constructing a multi-level and multi-dimensional dynamic research framework
centered on political history, one that seeks reality, truth and goodness while being practical, to
cross the “chasm” of existing political history studies, could be a worthwhile approach to
breaking through the bottleneck of the study of diplomatic figures in the Republic of China.

Is a New “History of Chinese Literature” Possible : A Critical Investigation Centered on The
Cambridge History of Chinese Literature Shen Yifan « 95 -

The Cambridge History of Chinese Literature published in 2010 is one of the most
important efforts of foreign academic Sinology to “rewrite the history of Chinese literature.” The

+ 143 -



