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tion of “the Grand Justice Judicial Interpretation” of cross-straits relations “Taiwan independence” separa—

tists are more likely to promote “legal independence” by means of “interpretation”.

The Reconstruction of the Colonized Subject and Perception of China in Taiwanese and Korean
Litearture on the Background of ¢ New Order in East Asia”
LLU Hui—ying
Abstract: A large number of discourses about China emerged on the background of ‘New Order in East
Asia”. Korean intellectuals” ‘East Asia discourses” didnt focus on ‘China” because Korea was an independent
country. They used ‘China”to clarify the conception of ‘Korean nation” and to reconstruct an ideal Korea. In
the case of Taiwan as a part of China was very different from Korea. Taiwanese intellectuals” ‘East Asia
discourses” included the consideration of ‘China”. When they were deviating from the empire and clarifying
their national position they were establishing their identity as Chinese. For Taiwanese intellectuals  ‘China’
was opposite to ‘Japan” and was their primitive ego and their ideal ‘Taiwan” included ‘China”innately. Thus

it can be seen that the views of ‘Taidu literature” is baseless.

The traditional Chinese poems of Lai He and the intellectuals” Yimin feelings in Japanese colonial
period
CHEN Mei~xia
Abstract: After 1895 Taiwan intellectuals faced not traditional Chinese dynasty change but the global
modern colonial aggression. Their Chinese poems also presented different characteristics. Lai He was known as
“the father of modern literature in Taiwan”. Paradoxically his Chinese poems shared the Yimin discourse
with traditional intellectuals in Japanese colonial period. The intellectuals used traditional thought resources
and forms of expression to convey the Yimin feelings the spirit of resistance and the loyalty to the motherland.
According to the Yimin behavior pattern and poems writing of Taiwan intellectuals the Chinese Yimin dis—

course was also enriched.

Study on the Dilemma and Significance of Exploring “Governing Body” in QingLi Dynasty’s Confu—
cian Classics
YAN Yun
Abstract: During the Qingli period of the Northern Song Dynasty Confucian scholars focused on the the—
ory of the Kingly Way and argued about the treatment of the rejuvenation of the three generations of Wang
Dao and the reconstruction of the “Governing Body” theory of the political constitutionalism of the dynasty.
The question that they faced is what is the fundamental meaning of “the Way of the First King”. Sun Fu and
Shi Jie’s summed it up as “the Great Middle Way” while Hu Yuan expounded it as the study of “Ming Ti Da
Yong”. Sun Jue Hu Yuans pupil developed the teachers theory and established the relationship of “Wang
Dao” and “Saint Theory”. Examining the trajectory of the Qingli Dynasty’s Confucian Classics” “exploring po—
litical philosophy” it was found that the focus of Confucian scholars” attention had the tendency of shifting
from “Outer King” to “Inner Holy”: when they were exploring the theory of “Governing Body” of Wang Dao’s

politics another attempt was made to establish the relationship between “Governing Body” and the study of



