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@ Stephen D. Krasner, Sovereignty: Organized Hypocrisy, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999, p.9.
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(D Stephen D. Krasner, Sovereignty: Organized Hypocrisy, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999, p. 4,
pp. 9 - 10.

@ Alexander Wendt and Daniel Friedheim, “Hierarchy under Anarchy: Informal Empire and the East German
State” , in Thomas J. Biersteker and Cynthia Weber, eds. , State Sovereignty as Social Construct, New York ; Cambridge
University Press, 1996, pp. 240 —277.
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(D Keith Ewing, “Brexit and Parliamentary Sovereignty”, The Modern Law Review, Vol. 80, No.4, 2017,
pp- 713 - 715.
@ Stephen D. Krasner, Sovereignty: Organized Hypocrisy, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999, p. 10.
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Abstracts

The Model of Tong Dian Written in the History
of Chinese Institutions in the Tang Dynasty

Gu Tao

[ Abstract]  The study of Tong Dian ( GEML)) should jump out of the “ency-
clopedia” type of qualitation and cognition, especially the criticism about the non-original
historical data of Li Dian {f[#L), which occupies half the length of the Tong Dian,
should be dispelled. Therefore, the study could move to explore the creation purpose and
structural style of Du You’s “most refined and pure”, and explore the essence of deep
thinking and meaning embodied in it. Taking the representation of “suburban heaven” in
Du You’s Tong Dian as an example, this part is the academic reflection of the long-term
implementation of “suburban heaven” since the Wei and Jin dynasties and the discussion
of rites in the Tang Dynasty. It echoes the legal provisions of the Kaiyuan Ritual of the
Great Tang, and is also consistent with Zheng Xuan’s construction of the Three Rites
( {=%L)) scripture system. The writing of “Zhou system” in Tong Dian aims to build a
classic legal basis for the implementation of the realistic system. Through the selection,
comparison and combination of events in the process of the evolution of the etiquette sys-
tem from Han to Tang dynastiy, Tong Dian summarizes and highlights the aorta and major
joints in the evolution of the system, as well as the tillers of the system change. The event

entered the Tong Dian because of its long-term structural significance, and many tempo-
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rary and transitory details of the event were largely filtered and deleted. Du You’s new edi-
tion of the Kaiyuan Rites is also the result of the revision of the Kaiyuan Ritual of the
Great Tang ({KFEIFICELY) . It aims to provide a legal reference for the administration
by merging and deleting the rites and rituals. The above three sections together constitute
the three legal sources of the system in the Tang Dynasty in terms of origin, precedent and
legal basis, thus forming a model of Tong Dian written in the history of Chinese institu-
tions with the style of “simple and strict” narration.

[ Key Words ] History of Chinese Institutions; The Tongdian Mode; Changes in

the Ritual System; Suburban Offering of Sacrifices to Heaven

Saint Kings and Reformation in the
Perspective of the Belief of the

Heavenly Emperor in the Han Dynasties

Qin Jiming

[ Abstract] It is generally believed that New Text School in the Han Dynasty be-
came a feudal theology to demonstrate the legitimacy of dynasty rule. To be precise, there
are different ideological tendencies in the study of Confucian classics in the Western Han
Dynasty. After the mid Western Han Dynasty, influenced by the belief in Saint kings, the
combination of Confucian classics and the belief in Saint kings produced the theory of
prophecy and latitude in the Han Dynasty, forming a radical political trend of
thought. The study of Confucian classics since the Han Dynasty manifested itself politically
as a belief in Saint kings and a demand for reform, which ultimately led to the change of
Wang Mang. The Confucian classics, influenced by the belief in Saint kings, regard the
destiny of heaven as a specific instruction for the direct management of human affairs,
sanctify the sages, and then sanctify the scriptures and rituals written by the sages togeth-

er, requiring the realization of the ideal of peace in the current world, demonstrating the
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radical side of Confucianism. The transformation of the Eastern Han Dynasty drew lessons
from previous experiences. Not only did politics have more independence than Confucian-
ism, but the belief in gods gradually separated from Confucianism, and embarked on an
independent path of religious construction, becoming the source of the emergence of Tao-
ism and Chinese Buddhism. The failure of the political practice of Confucian classics in
the Western Han Dynasty led future generations to think more deeply about the relation-
ship between politics and Confucian classics, politics and religious beliefs, and how Con-
fucianism was institutionalized.

[ Key Words | Belief in the Saint King; Heaven’s Mandate; Sages; Reforma-

tion; Confucian Politics

Making “Honesty Prevails Throughout Society” :
Competition of Two Local Governance Models
in the Middle and Late Western Han Dynasty

—A Study Centered on Han Shu

Luo Xuefei

[ Abstract]  As a vocabulary describing the good social order and good local gov-
ernance in Han Shu, it has appeared in both the biography of ruthless officials and the bi-
ography of upright officials. There are two ways for the formation of this order: the local
governance mode of “Legalist authoritarianism” shaped by the ruthless officials relying on
the deep knowledge of laws and strict control of cruel administration, and the local gov-
ernance mode of “Confucian paternalism” shaped by the officials’ implementation of edu-
cation, settling people’s livelihood and moderate administration. These two local govern-
ance modes coexist and are permitted by the central government, but there are some
double structural tensions between them. First, as a tool of governance, both of them can

bring about stability of local order, but the strategies, technologies and methods to a-
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chieve this goal are also difficult to reconcile. Second, in terms of its relationship with the
actual dominant thought and practice of state governance, although both of them are ac-
cepted and recognized by the country to some extent, the relationship between them and
the actual dominant thought and practice of state governance is different. The structural
reasons for the coexistence of the two local governance modes lie in two aspects; one is
the deviation between the expression and practice of state governance at the central level,
which concerns the tension between ideals and reality of state governance, and the other
is the autonomy of local governments at the local level under the centralized system,
which concerns the tension between centralization and decentralization of power in the
form of state structure.

[ Key Words | Honesty Prevails throughout Society; Local Governance Model;

Legalist Authoritarianism; Confucian Paternalism; Han Shu

The State-Building and the Institutional

Origins of the Developmental State in Japan

Zhang Zhenhua

[ Abstract | In the interpretation of the East Asian miracle, the developmental
state concept has become increasingly popular, and it is believed to be a new type of gov-
ernmental economic pattern, which is based on a unique institutional framework. The
main task faced by the state builders in Japan, was how to strengthen and retain state
power in order to effectively respond to external threats, rather than curb the abuse of
power. The political system built in this way has an overly active bureaucracy. This kind of
institutional arrangements, which is far from the ideal of democracy, has become a neces-
sary condition for nurturing and promoting developmentalism in Japan. The nested institu-
tional underpinnings of the developmental states partly explain why late-developing coun-

tries that hope to emulate East Asia often fail.
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[ Key Words | State Building; Institutionalism; Political Economy; Developmen-

tal State; East Asia

Modern State Building: From Sovereignty to
Governance Power

—Explore the Modern State Theory Oriented by Governance Power

Lu Naijie

[ Abstract]  Modern State Theories generally regard the emergence of sovereignty
as an important symbol of modern states. Nonetheless, few of them focus on the matters
once sovereignty was established. The supremacy and inviolability of state sovereignty was
normally seen as an self-fulfilling prophecy from its birth, which seems that it could be
secured once established. The development of the concept of sovereignty has undergone
two following paths; emerging from medieval times and embracing the system of nation-
state, or “de-theocratization” ; then the process of constraining sovereignty and transition
towards social governance by liberalist due to reflection and vigilance against nationalism,
or “de-nationalization” . The focus of theorists in these two processes has been on the
construction of a powerful sovereign state to counter theocracy and the separation of social
governance from state sovereignty to limit sovereignty. However, little attention has been
given to the issue of consolidating sovereignty after its establishment. It is necessary to a-
dopt a dynamic perspective that moves beyond the static viewpoint of considering the es-
tablishment of modern state sovereignty as a completed process. Thus, it is of great impor-
tance to move beyond the static perspective that regards the establishment of the sover-
eignty of a modern state as an “perfect tense” . Therefore, this paper proposes that we
should examine sovereignty from a dynamic perspective, focus on the relationship between
sovereignty and governance power. In the process of state governance, utilize governance

power to consolidate sovereignty, and explore the modern state theory oriented by govern-
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ance power.
[ Key Words ] Modern State Theory; Sovereignty; Governance Power; Constitu-

tionalism; Popular Sovereignty
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