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the Manchu-Mongolia area the Anglo-American powers endeavoured to plunge Japan into a situation of
diplomatic isolation which inevitably led to the troop withdrawal of Japan in Shandong Province. These
ignominious failures abroad not only incurred severe accusations at home against Tanaka and his
cabinet but were ultimately took as a weapon by the opposition party to bring down the Tanaka
cabinet. Conclusively Tanaka$ great ambition of making Japan take the lead in the international arena

and annex the Manchu-Mongolia area failed disastrously.

Sun Xiaojiao Family Land Distribution Perpetuity and Trust in Early Modern England

Land was the main carrier of the distribution and inheritance in early modern England. In the
process of social transformation the occupancy of a certain scale of land increasingly became the
foundation for landowners to obtain political power economic benefits and social reputation. The
creation of Perpetuity was a pre-emptive arrangement for landowners in distributing the family land
which reflected the long-term control of the future interests of the property by landowners so as to
achieve the goals of keeping the integrity of the estate maintaining the interests of the family and
taking into account the livelihood and emotions of the family members. At different historical stages
landowners adopted entail wuse and trust in family settlement to grasp family property perpetually
which contradicted with free alienation made by the Common Law. The law gradually established a rule
of prohibiting perpetuity to limit the power of landowners. The game between the two sides not only
showed the compromise and adjustment of the English law in reality but also revealed the enlightened
historical picture of the English society in the transition age. The Rule against Perpetuity has become

an indispensable provision of the English property law.

Xu Mingjie Magna Carta and Kingship in the Parliamentary Politics in Late Medieval England

It is a very prominent phenomenon in the political history of England that Magna Carta was
repeatedly confirmed by parliament up to forty-nine times between the late 13" and the early 15"
centuries. Despite the massive historiography devoted to this topic the root causes of the parliamentary
confirmations of Magna Carta have not been sufficiently explored. This paper further discusses this

issue from the perspective of the monarch which leads to a striking finding that these confirmations



largely depended on the support of the crown. The crowns actions of such sort were not arbitrary but
derived from the urgent need that it ought to expand power through the parliament since the
establishment of the parliamentary politics in the mid43" century. The parliament had a great voice in
such key state affairs as public finance and taxation. Therefore the crown had to play the political
game with the institution and Magna Carta was a crucial medium between the two sides in this game.
In the 15" century however the role of Magna Carta gradually declined as a result of the alienation of
the parliamentary politics. The evolution of these parliamentary confirmations of Magna Carta exhibited
a fundamental feature of kingship in the late Middle Ages that the monarch centralised its power

through negotiation and compromise instead of coercion.

Gu Mingfei The ‘Bao Dai Solution’ and the Indochinese Policy of France from 1946 to 1949
After the failure of the Fontainebleau Conference in 1946 the French government represented by
the High Commissioner in Indochina Georges Thierry dArgenlieu and his political adviser Léon Pignon
began to promote the ‘Bao Dai Solution’. In June 1947 the French Foreign Ministry confirmed a
three-phase plan including the signing of the ‘Bay of Along Agreement’ the formation of Provisional
Central Government of Vietham and the return of Bao Dai. The key issue of this plan was the Vietnam
s unity and independence. On the one hand France recognised the independence of Vietnam but
within the framework of the French Union. On the other hand France accepted the concept of unity for
Vietnam but delayed the process in various ways. The ‘Bao Dai Solution’ reflected the retrogression
of the Indochinese policy of France. It overestimated Bao Dai s influence and understated his
ambitions. The French policy regarding Bao Dai failed and the French government began to actively
seek American assistance by avoiding direct intervention of the United States. The military settlement

became the main objective of Frances Indochinese policy.

Wang Xiangpeng and Wang Lin From Conflict to Compromise: The Diplomatic Strategies of the
Franks towards the Islamic World during the Warfare in Levant
From 1096 to 1124 between the first Crusades and the occupation of Tyre the Franks established

the Latin East by warfare which was composed of several feudal states. The early diplomatic strategy in



