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metanarrative the historiography of international relations has shown three biases for: 1) nation states; 2)
international systems and 3) international treaties. In the postwar years the English School of the Western
historiography of international relations made headways in breaking free from this metanarrative. However

its writings still retain some the residues. In order to eschew the Eurocentric metanarrative this article
suggests several areas where historians can make more meaningful effort. The first is paying attention to the
role domestic society plays in shaping international relations. The second is studying activities unsponsored
by or unrelated with states. The third is noting interactions and mutual influence within an international
system. The fourth is balancing both micro and macro studies of international study. And the fifth is
expanding the use of sources transcending the traditional focus on government treaties and documents.

The Rise Development and Influence of Misogyny in Medieval Europe//Li Guizhi

Misogyny refers to all negative words and actions against women. While its origin could be traced back
in the ancient Greco-Roman and Judaic traditions misogyny became more practiced in medieval Europe
thanks to the influence of Christian theology and the social reality. Drawing on their interpretations of the
Old Testament for example Church Fathers stipulated that womens submission to men be a part and
parcel of the social order. Emphasis on chastity and Redemption caused sex to become vilified by church
doctrine on which women were perceived negatively. The practices of misogyny however varied from
period to period. Beginning in the eleventh century Pope Gregory Vs Church Reform played a part in
demonizing women; from then on women’s status worsened significantly. From the thirteenth century
misogyny seemed to have predominated the view about women. It became a well-accepted notion
supporting the oppression and exploitation of women during most of medieval Europe.

Russian Historiography in the “Transitional Period” of the Early 1990s//Xing Yuanyuan

Generally speaking historical study tends to subject to social changes and the changing social ideology
more than the study of natural sciences. In the early 1990s Russian historiography reflected the fallout of
the disastrous change then happening to the country much more so than other academic disciplines. It bore
characteristics that registered the specificity of the transition Russia was then going through in the period.
The historiography of the period thus not only focused on reinterpreting Soviet history after the collapse of
the Soviet Union but also offered new ideas for Russia’s future development. In the main the historiography
of the period experienced “the archival revolution ”  ‘the educational revolution” and “the methodological
revolution”; all those revolutions were intertwined and interacted highlighting and contributing to the
general change in historical study in Russia.

From Exchange to Self-Consciousness: Peng Shuzhi’s Historical View on the Dialogue between
Civilizations// Zhang Qianhong Liu Hongjie

Professor Peng Shuzhi is one of the key figures in establishing the “theory of civilization” in the
Chinese circle of world historians. “Dialogue between civilizations” is a core concept in his theory. He
believes that the internal force that drives the evolution of human history is the force of production and
exchange. World history is formed by exchange and dialogue between and among civilizations which have
resulted in four forms: material civilization spiritual civilization institutional civilization and ecological
civilization. And the main characteristic of civilizational exchange is its transition from spontaneity to self—
consciousness. At present self-conscious exchange among civilizations has become a general trend which
reflects and extends the desire of all humans. Ultimately the development of self-conscious civilizations is

for developing self-conscious human beings.



