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Abstract

Soon to celebrate his centennial year, Michael Loewe is certainly 
the most eminent Han historian today. Without his numerous 
publications—including not only such foundational reference 
works as The Biographical Dictionary of Qin and Western Han and Early 
Chinese Texts but also a wide range of more specialized studies—it is 
hard to imagine how the once-neglected field of Han history could 
have garnered such respect among scholars in allied fields in Euro-
America and abroad. In these introductory remarks, we reflect on 
Michael Loewe’s distinguished contributions to the field of early 
Chinese history over several decades and his extraordinary record 
as teacher. We draw special attention to several ways in which 
Professor Loewe’s work continues to challenge such outdated 
and anachronistic paradigms as “Confucianism,” and we note the 
careful ways he correlates received, “found,” and excavated sources. 
We conclude the introduction with a set of reflections situating 
Professor Loewe as teacher within a distinguished Sinological 
lineage.

As Michael Loewe (Lu Weiyi 魯惟一) approaches his hundredth 
 birthday, two of his students, Michael Nylan and Trenton Wilson, have 
co- authored this essay for one very good reason: Michael Loewe—now 
long retired from his position as University Lecturer in Chinese Stud-
ies at the University of Cambridge, but the author of no fewer than 
four groundbreaking essays in the last four years,1—has always, in 

1. See the Journal of Asian History, vols. 53.1 (2019), 21–54, for Loewe’s “Consultants 
and Advisors, and the Tests of Talent in Western and Eastern Han” essay; 55.1 (2021), 
1–30, for his “Attitudes to Kongzi in Han Times”; and also his essay “Land Tenure and 
the Decline of Imperial Government in Eastern Han,” in The Technical Arts in the Han 
Histories, ed. Mark Csikszentmihalyi and Michael Nylan (Albany: State University of 
New York Press, 2021), 49–100. A fourth essay will also appear in 2022, on Cai Yong 
蔡邕, in the Journal of the American Oriental Society 142.3 (2022), 503–22.
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 conversations both formal and informal, emphasized the cumulative 
and cooperative nature of good scholarship. Cheered by the genera-
tional turnover, rather than bemoaning a loss of “standards,” he has 
been generous to younger scholars coming into their own, as well as to 
older scholars in previous generations who labored without the benefit 
of electronic databases and pdfs.2

That said, some of the themes threading through Michael Loewe’s 
remarkable body of work seem to have been forgotten in some recent 
Sinological works, so we take this opportunity to remind readers of the 
value of a few of those themes. Perhaps the most puzzling aspect of the 
reception of Michael’s work (generally laudatory) has been the willing-
ness of some of his readers to ignore the undeniable thrust of his work 
when it comes to “isms” and other “presentist” views that are anath-
ema to the trained historian. For example, Loewe was one of the first 
scholars to query the word “Confucianism” as accurate translation for 
the terms Ru 儒 and Rujia 儒家 (see below). Thankfully, several essays 
in this volume attest to the eagerness with which some among Loewe’s 
many admirers forego such anachronistic views, and the contributors 
have been chosen to represent a mix of locations, of specializations, of 
ages, and of genders, in order to highlight the fact that good scholars 
everywhere continue to profit from Loewe’s contributions, even some 
of his earliest.

A conscious departure from convention is the inclusion of two recep-
tion studies in this volume. Just as comparative cross-cultural studies 
were once excoriated by Sinologists in the early China field,3 so, too, 
has the field been slow to adopt the view now widespread in Classics: 
that reception histories should be required reading, before advancing 
sweeping pronouncements positing cultural watersheds or method-
ological shifts. The inclusion of these studies implicitly acknowledges 
Michael Loewe’s own pronounced interest in the question of a Chinese 
“heritage,” which directs us to the complicated way in which multiple 
pasts can exert their disparate influences on later periods. In his 1999 
essay, “The Heritage Left to the Empires,” Loewe already provided a 
rich, albeit understated, theory of how institutions, objects, documents, 

2. This generosity was fully on view on April 13, 2022, when Michael Loewe, in a 
Zoom conversation organized by the Center for Chinese Studies at UC-Berkeley and 
facilitated by John Moffitt (Needham Research Institute) and Jeremy Tanner (University 
College London), was asked to assess the scholars with whom he worked; see www.
youtube.com/watch?v=uCv9b2y5M6o&ab_channel=CenterforChineseStudies%2 
CUCBerkeley.

3. Michael Loewe was trained as a classicist, before he entered Bletchley Park 
during wartime, and such questions have never been far from his mind. He is currently 
at work on a comparative study of Han and Rome.
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practices, and ideas move through time and space, challenging any 
simple notion of “a” single cultural heritage or civilizational continuity. 
Practices from one place are “adopted or adapted” for another context 
unimaginable to their original communities.4 Objects reappear in later 
periods only to confound later interpreters or be ascribed new mean-
ings—or literally inscribed with new meanings.5 Loewe knows that while 
educated men and women of the classical era may have seen pre-impe-
rial bronze vessels, that familiarity did not necessarily guarantee that 
their inscriptions were being read and understood.

Contextualization is the primary job of the historian, of course, not 
to mention students of literature, philosophy, and art and archaeology.6 
For an object’s post-production usage, just like a person’s posthumous 
reputation or the cultural capital attached, detached, and reattached to 
certain slogans, add sedimented layers of meaning that extend the life 
of the person, the object, or the abstract, well beyond the time of gener-
ation. Without conscious and continual resort to such interpretive histo-
ries, our understanding of antiquity risks slipping into antiquarianism, 
if not the thoroughly dangerous (also unproductive) belief that there 
is only one empirical truth to be discovered about an artifact, a site, an 
idea, a person, or a family. Accordingly, the knowledge of previous inter-
pretations provided by reception studies helps us to gauge how best 
to situate our own analyses along particular trajectories of intellectual 
inquiry, rooted in specific times, places, and traditions of learning.

In all likelihood, Michael Loewe’s ability to discern the complicated 
nature of “heritage” relates, at least in part, to his impeccable language 

4. “The Heritage Left to the Empires,” in The Cambridge History of Ancient China, eds. 
Michael Loewe and Edward L. Shaughnessy (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1999), 967.

5. See Loewe, “Dated Inscriptions on Certain Mirrors (A.D. 6–105): Genuine or 
Fabricated?” Early China 26–27 (2001–2): 233–56. Far from being part of some “new 
consensus,” as Gideon Shelach-Lavi asserts in “Memory, Amnesia and the Formation 
of Identity Symbols in China,” in Memory and Agency in Ancient China: Shaping the Life 
of Objects, ed. Kathryn Linduff, Yan Sun, and Francis Allard (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2018), 30, Loewe’s work provides a helpful set of references for the 
complicated processes of adaptation and amnesia in early China, even if he does not 
bullet-point them.

6. Comparable insights appear, for example, in Li Zehou’s 李澤厚 Lunyu jindu 論語
今讀 (reprinted repeatedly, with standard editions issued by Hong Kong: Tiandi tushu, 
1988, in complex characters, and Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 2015, in simplified), as well 
as in his multiple works on meixue 美學 (aesthetics). Also making commendable 
contributions to reception history are such works as Matsukawa Kenji’s 松川健二, 
Rongo no shisōshi 論語の思想史 (first published in Japanese in 1994, but then, in 2006, 
painstakingly rendered into Chinese by Liu Qingzhang 林慶彰, the distinguished 
historian of classical learning in Taipei).
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skills, honed first on classical Greek and Latin in school and German 
at home and then broadened by service as a Japanese cryptographer at 
Bletchley Park during World War II and by later study under Chinese 
tutors in Beiping, before 1949. His recollection of the Japanese surrender 
brings to mind the interpretive work readers of this volume continually 
engage in:

At the end of the war, August 1945, we started receiving messages 
in plain, although rather garbled, language … It turned out to be a 
transcript of the message that the Emperor had read to the Japanese 
people ordering them to surrender and bring the war to a close. The 
trouble was that it was written in the very formal court language of the 
Japanese Emperor … I have heard from Japanese I have met since the 
war that they heard this and hadn’t the faintest idea what they were 
being ordered to do.

Japanese court language flowing from the radio. Zhou bronzes submit-
ted to the Han court, after earthquakes. Oftentimes the signs do appear 
in “plain, although rather garbled, language.”

Loewe’s sophisticated reflections on “heritage,” not coincidentally, 
accord with best practices, since the premier historians of the classical 
era were preoccupied with “later generations” (houdai 後代) and how 
they might receive their works.7 Ban Gu’s own table devoted to “People, 
Past and Recent” (Gujin renbiao 古今人表) endeavors to fix the afterlife 
reputations of some two thousand exemplary figures, the noble and the 
notorious, to improve the rhetoric of his own day and beyond. Posthu-
mous names and generational rankings preoccupied some of the most 
authoritative thinkers during the early empires,8 with the reputations 
assigned by succeeding generations key “signs” of an individual’s 
inherent worth and “lingering influence” (yi feng 遺風),9 as we can see 
from such compilations as the Analects (Lun yu 論語), Family Sayings of 
the Kongs (Kongzi jiayu 孔子家語), and The Multiple Masters of the Kong 
Family (Kong cong zi 孔叢子). Sima Qian 司馬遷, Yang Xiong 揚雄, and 
many early exegetes did much the same, in their own distinctive ways, 

7. For houdai, see, e.g., Shi ji, 47.1945, 61.2127, and the early literary impersonation 
we know as the “Letter to Ren An.” For the letter, see The Letter to Ren An and Sima 
Qian’s Legacy, compiled by Stephen Durrant, Li Wai-yee, Michael Nylan, and Hans van 
Ess (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 2016).

8. Michael Loewe has worked on the zhaomu problem in connection with shrines, in 
his Problems of Han Administration: Ancestral Rites, Weights and Measures, and the Means 
of Protest (Leiden: Brill, 2016), Part I, 1–107.

9. For example, see Han shu, 62.2725.
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for history was valued “as a mirror” providing ample case studies for 
later generations (hou dai zhi fa 後代之法).

The Problematic “Confucian” Heritage

Perhaps the most peculiar, if telling failure among Loewe’s readers has 
been their failure to appreciate or accept what he had to say as early as 
Crisis and Conflict (1974), nearly fifty years ago, and has gone back to 
repeatedly: that we would do well to rethink the entire notion of Confu-
cianism from the ground up, as whatever heuristic or political value the 
concept once held for Kang Youwei and certain Qing and early Repub-
lican-era reformers, it does not comport with the historical records 
we have at our disposal. As some readers will recall, Loewe made the 
effort in Crisis and Conflict to say that the classically trained officials 
were divided into two main camps: the Reformists and the Modernists. 
A surprising number of later readers promptly converted the Reformists 
into “Confucians” implacably opposed to the Modernists of Loewe’s 
construction, magically converted into “Legalists,” despite Loewe’s best 
efforts to shift the discussion away from this binary.

Michael Loewe begins his Dong Zhongshu, by wryly reflecting on his 
experience as a younger scholar half a century ago “listening to col-
leagues and graduate students who were quite certain that … the many 
centuries that preceded the foundation of the Republic in 1912 were all to 
be characterized by an unquestioned predominance of Confucianism.” 

Michael Loewe with Nathan Sivin and David Keightley, in Berkeley, California. 
Image courtesy of Thomas H. Hahn (fall semester, 2014).
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Loewe has steadily ventured to overwrite the simplistic picture that he 
inherited, pointing to subtle variations and forthright disagreements in 
the histories. However, the continued use of scare quotes in his title of 
2011 should alert us to the fact that the terrain has not shifted as much as 
he might have hoped. Simply put, the label “Confucian” begs too many 
questions, and we would do better to jettison the term altogether when 
referring to the early and middle periods in China.10 What would the 
antique world look like to us, if we no longer presumed an ideal type or 
cultural ideology that no one seems able to define anyway? What would 
it be like to think of historical cultures in tension even, or especially, 
within a given political camp or master’s lineage? In the main, the idea of 
a “Confucianism” or a “Confucian” society (like the idea of Daoism and 
Daoist traditions prior to the late Eastern Han communities of “Daoist 
religion”) continues to facilitate the application of ahistorical (or, at least 
unproven) categories to historical materials. Meanwhile, today’s zhishi 
fenzi 知識分子 can style themselves “Confucian gentlemen” in the Song 
mode, so long as they are male, even if they cannot compose a line of 
poetry spontaneously, wield a brush to stunning effect, or recite whole 
books from memory, when prompted. In general, such fond fancies, 
being airy abstractions, make it far too easy to think we understand the 
strange grammar of sociopolitical relations in early China. If only we 
dig a bit deeper, we can discover that the early sources do not confirm 
the ideas we entertain today, nor should we expect them to, given how 
different were the social, political, gender, and economic conditions of 
the antique past. Our cynicism may not even be their cynicism.

Refusing to rely on the explanatory power of an empty signifier 
promptly deflates multiple imaginaries buttressed by such terms. For 
lack of a word, the firm divisions between virtue and law, ritual and 
punishment, male and female, ruled and ruler, tend to crumble. Think-
ing without the term “state” (as the editors of China’s Early Empires: A 
Re-Appraisal charged their contributors to do) likewise forces researchers 
to think more clearly about sociopolitical conditions: Were the sources 
referring to the emperor, his surrogates (regents, dowager empresses, 
powerful favorites), the court, administrators, or rather the domain or 
realm or empire, or even the imperial pretensions?11 Loewe asks us, 

10. That the scare quotes have been ignored by many readers is equally true of 
Michael Nylan’s Five “Confucian” Classics book of 2010.

11. Michael Nylan, “Introduction,” in China’s Early Empires: A Re-Appraisal, ed. 
Michael Nylan and Michael Loewe (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 3. 
The excavated manuscripts make it ever harder to delineate ritual from law, and 
impose the term “religion” on policymaking. See, e.g., Fan Yunfei 范雲飛, “Qin Han siji 
lüling yanjiu” 秦漢祠祀律令研究. M.A. thesis (Wuhan daxue, 2017), esp. chap. 3.
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like another good scholar of antiquity, to refuse to “look at other lan-
guages with lenses entirely constructed of our own.”12 Much exciting 
work remains to be done, but certainly two of the first cultural stereo-
types that would have to be overturned would be those pertaining to 
Qin Shihuang and Han Wudi.13 On the subject of Han Wudi, Loewe has 
had something to say: that the histories portray him as the pawn of suc-
cessive waiqi 外戚 consort clans rather than the strong ruler exalted in 
primers and textbooks.14

The problem promptly emerges when we survey recent attempts to 
escape from the “structuralism” and “linear history” enjoined by most 
early modern paradigms (and not only Marxist). For instance, Hou Xud-
ong 侯旭東 (Tsinghua), one of the most creative and erudite historians 
working today, ventures to map out alternative “relations of relationships” 
(guanxi de guanxi 關係的關係) for early China.15 In a recent book-length 
treatment of favoritism in Western Han, Hou sharply contrasts “Con-
fucian” (rujia 儒家) thinking with “Confucian scholars” (rusheng 儒生)  
to focus on what he deems a perpetual irony in Chinese history: that the 
“Confucian scholars” criticize the emperor for the very “private” (si 私)  
relationships that by rights they should praise as foundational to the 
Confucian development of the “public” or “public-minded” (gong 公) 
virtues. In Hou’s history, “Confucian thought” remains no more than a 
vague cultural ideal, while “Confucian scholars” are private actors who 

12. Daniel Boyarin, “Epilogue: Theory as Askesis,” in Judaism: The Genealogy of a 
Modern Notion (Rutgers University Press, 2019), 154. See also Carlin A. Barton and 
Daniel Boyarin, Imagine No Religion: How Modern Abstractions Hide Ancient Realities 
(New York: Fordham University Press, 2016).

13. For the classical turn, far more credit should go to Liu Xin, Yang Xiong, and 
Wang Mang as chief proponents of the “classical turn” utilizing new “text critical” 
methods. As Michael Nylan argues in a paper prepared for a colloquium on the Shi ji 
at the Collège de France (May 18–20, 2022), Ban Gu had a difficult time explaining the 
decision made by the Eastern Han courts he served to confer extraordinary honors 
upon Han Wudi, and Ban hit upon the ingenious solution to praise Han Wudi for his 
patronage of classical scholars, who were initially hired for their talent in embellishing 
edicts and pronouncements with archaic flourishes. There is no sign whatsoever that 
Han Wudi embraced any policies associated with benevolent government.

14. Loewe (personal communication). By contrast, see the Xin Sanzi jing 新三字經 
(New Three Character Classic), chief editor Li Hanqiu 李漢秋 produced in Shanghai by 
Guangming ribao in 1994.

15. Hou’s work is an especially important attempt to try to set Chinese historical 
research on a new trajectory by abandoning the teleologies of “Marxist” historical 
studies. Hou Xudong, Chong: Xin-renxing jun chen guanxi yu Xi Han lishi de zhankai 
寵：信-任型君臣關系與西漢歷史的展開 (Beijing: Beijing shifan daxue chubanshe, 
2018), 167. We write in the spirit of Historians’ Fallacies (see below), which says of the 
examples (p. 306) it takes to task: “All examples of fallacies are drawn from the work 
of competent historians. Some are from the work of great historians.”
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in self-serving ways deploy the language of the public good to protest the 
private relationships of the emperor. Inadvertently, Hou’s work reveals 
the need to make sure that all categories we bandy about derive from the 
texts and subtexts of the sources at hand. Despite the undeniable attrac-
tions of Fei Xiaotong’s 費孝通 “differential mode” (chaxu geju 差序格局) 
or Hou’s “vortex” (woxuan 渦旋) of favoritism, the sources never por-
tray a specifically “Confucian” mode of acting that could provide instant 
modern access to the texture of the old court relations. Instead, we are 
left with language games playing with the vocabulary of favors, fears, 
or ritual duties and modes of deference.

Michael Loewe himself has noted how “an ideal background in which 
the authority of a legitimate emperor passed as the norm … not subject 
to question” could “act as a support for those who governed the empire; 
or … be open to exploitation by ambitious persons … seeking personal 
advancement.”16 A striking feature of Michael Loewe’s corpus has been a 
marked willingness to leave readers with this sort of unresolved assess-
ment.17 (A list of all the questions Loewe has posed of late supplies a 
future research agenda that might well occupy scholars for the next cen-
tury or so.) With his typical acuity, Loewe has asked, “Did conformity 
with li 禮 tend to inhibit a direct criticism of a man’s superior? Did a 
more general acceptance of the idealized past provide a ready means of 
decrying the present?”18 What, after all, do we know about the capacity 
of the ritual language and gesture to shape the social dynamics between 
the critics of the powerful and those whom they would denounce? And 
how in the end did early imperial writers (or later writers for that mat-
ter) understand the analogy or disanalogy between past and present?

On the Fraught Relation between History and Archaeology

Michael Loewe has provided an exemplary model in yet another way, 
a model that we hope will go forward but is under constant threat from 
geopolitical forces with nationalist agendas: neither the received texts 
nor the excavated texts are infallible guides to the past, and each corpus 
must be assessed in light of the other. Today’s specialists tend to study 

16. Loewe, “Protest and Criticism in the Han Empire,” Problems of Han 
Administration, 275.

17. On the question of the “Confucian” relationship to imperial power, Michael 
Loewe writes with his characteristic coupling of modesty and inquisitiveness: “We 
may nonetheless ponder whether the greater and deeper exposure to traditional 
learning and texts known as ru 儒 affected the frequency or style of the arguments that 
were being put forward in Eastern Han.” See Loewe, “Protest and Criticism,” Problems 
of Han Administration, 315.

18. Loewe, “Protest and Criticism,” Problems of Han Administration, 315.
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epigraphy, history of the early empires, or archaeology, and each field is 
the poorer for not being conversant with the allied fields outside their 
disciplines, especially now that increasing numbers of “found” (unprov-
enanced) manuscripts are surfacing, absent archaeological contexts, to 
raucous acclaim by some and mixtures of curiosity, cautiousness, and 
condemnation by others. Too few archaeologists recognize the shaki-
ness of their theoretical models, whose separate parts can sometimes be 
anything but “scientific,” when based on impossibly small samples or 
on outmoded historical “analyses” that posit, quite improbably for the 
antique world, a unified “China.”19 Historians need not feel too cocky, 
given how remarkably hard it is to move beyond the capital-centered 
narratives they’ve been given. Thanks to archaeology, as Michael Loewe 
recently observed in telephone conversations, good historians today 
probably know more about the early empires than many, if not all offi-
cials who sat in the capitals of Chang’an or Luoyang. Even so, there are 
many questions we cannot possibly answer at this remove.

Archaeologists have an immediate remedy to hand: they can consult 
(and then take to heart) Giorgio Buccellati’s A Critique of Archaeological 
Reason,20 which outlines three levels of abstraction archaeologist must 
utilize to “make sense” of their finds, with each “higher” level of abstrac-
tion necessarily more like a Rorschach test than a sober, evidence-based 
inquiry into the distant past. For historians, probably the most salutary 
course is still an annual re-reading of David Hackett Fischer’s Histori-
ans’ Fallacies: Toward a Logic of Historical Thought.21 Invoking an archae-
ological consensus or a historical consensus is less than helpful, when 
so often a “consensus” indicates no more than the presence of an echo 
chamber. In a relatively mature research field, it is distressing to find 
archaeologists and historians, unwittingly or not, still cleaving close to a 
barely modified Marxian analysis of “progressive, linear history,” since 
a short journey outside the China field would alert them to the enor-
mous problems of imposing such frameworks onto the landscapes they 
would ably survey.22

19. Perhaps because so few historians know their archaeology (and vice versa), far 
too much deference is paid to archaeological “findings” that do not tally with the 
evidence from the histories, but reflect the current “common wisdom” in 
the Sinosphere. For one instance of faulty reasoning that nonetheless has received the 
imprimaturs of prestigious presses, see Li Xinwei 李新偉, “‘Zuichu de Zhongguo’ zhi 
kaoguxue rending” “最初的中國” 之考古學認定, Kaogu 考古 (March 2016), 86–92.

20. A Critique of Archaeological Reason: Structural, Digital, and Philosophical Aspects of 
the Excavated Record (Los Angeles: Cotsen Institute, UCLA, 2017).

21. New York: Harper & Row, 1970.
22. Histories often encourage us to find lines of development with a trend towards 

ever-increasing efficiency of exploitation. The important new work by Brian Lander, 
footnote continued on next page
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Michael Loewe’s work often introduces comparative dimensions, 
generally in subtle ways. Loewe’s profound respect for the collabora-
tive project of Nathan Sivin and Geoffrey Lloyd surfaces throughout his 
writings. By his invitation, China’s Early Empires included no fewer than 
three essays on openly comparative topics. More recently, Loewe has 
remarked on the difficulties of parsing the distinctive styles of Tacitus 
(“openly hostile and straightforward”) versus Ban Gu (“obliged to write 
in a far more restricted way”), in the belief that stylistic conventions do 
not necessarily mimic realities on the ground:23 “we may ask how far 
such accounts conceal a somewhat different state of affairs; perhaps of 
open and uninhibited discussion; perhaps of sharp and bitter alterca-
tion; perhaps of decisions taken arbitrarily by a powerful man at court.”

Generations and Generosity

“When we read the language, it’s not a dead language. It comes alive!” 
Michael Loewe’s face lit up and his hands came alive giving form to that 
word as it came from his lips. And indeed it does—at least if you have 
the pleasure of reading classical Chinese with Michael Loewe. That com-
ment was one of the many memorable moments that Berkeley students 
continue to recount after Michael Loewe’s extended visit to campus in 
2014. Over multiple sessions, graduate students at Berkeley gathered 
around the seminar table in the East Asian Library, with oversized cop-
ies of several unpunctuated editions of the Han shu 21 on the table, to 
read the description of the Jia liang hu 嘉量斛 and surrounding passages. 
“The right method is to use bronze, 1 chi square, with a circular area 
around it with empty spaces at the sides of the square.”24 Michael Loewe 
could barely wait to show us the image of the object described so care-
fully in the text, and his unassuming earnestness and his incredible gen-
erosity of spirit make him an extraordinary scholar and teacher.

For her part, Michael Nylan can barely remember a recent stay 
with Michael Loewe when the subject of the Junior Sinologues in the 

The King’s Harvest traces, for instance, “how states formed in East Asia and how they 
gradually improved their capacity to extract surplus resources from larger territories 
and populations” (7). Nevertheless, we must remain alive to alternative narratives 
depicting how humans have experimented with a range of options for organizing 
societies, and in some cases made the conscious decision not to opt for greater 
efficiency, urbanization, or unification. On this point, see David Graeber and David 
Wengrow’s cross-reading of the Taosi site in The Dawn of Everything: A New History of 
Humanity (New York: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux),325.

23. See Dylan Sailor, Writing and Empire in Tacitus (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2008).

24. Loewe’s translation of Han shu, 21A.967 in Problems of Han Administration, 234.
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 immediate post-World War II years did not come up.25 As a young aca-
demic who thought of himself as much a European as an Englishman 
and was craving intellectual stimulation after his years at Bletchley and 
GCHQ, the speech of the wise was “a honeycomb of honey, sweet to his 
soul, and healing his bones.” (Both of the Frankes loom large in Loewe’s 
memories, as does Étienne Balazs.) No less often Michael spoke of the 
three men whose mentorship Michael Loewe had profited most from in 
his early professional life in London and in Cambridge:

1. Ernest Julius Walter Simon (d. February 22, 1981), CBE, FBA was 
a German sinologist and librarian. Simon was born in Berlin and 
was educated at the University of Berlin. By 1919, Simon was 
already librarian in Berlin, but he fled the Nazis in 1934, at which 
point he came to London. An expert in classical Chinese and clas-
sical Tibetan, Simon taught Chinese at SOAS (School of Oriental 
and African Studies, University of London) from 1936 to 1960, 

25. In 2008, a monograph devoted to this forerunner of today’s EACS, European 
Association for Chinese Studies, was published in German, by Thomas Kampen; the 
monograph is open-access from de Gruyter: www.degruyter.com/database/hbol/
html.

A recent photograph of Michael Loewe, posed here with He Ruyue and Michael Nylan, 
in Xi’an, during his visit to the People’s Republic of China in 2014.
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published numerous essays on linguistics, and edited the journal 
Asia Major for over a decade (1964–1975). Michael wrote his obit-
uary for the Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and 
Ireland, No. 2 (1982), 44–47.

2. Anthony F. P. [François Paulus] Hulsewé (d. December 1993) 
(always “Ton” to Michael), a student in Leiden of J. J. Duyvendak, 
another famous Sinologue, was expert in Chinese law. Born in Ber-
lin, Hulsewé spent nearly all of his childhood in the Netherlands, 
and then studied in China in 1931–32, with Liang Qichao’s erudite 
brother. Most of World War II, he spent as prisoner in a Japanese 
camp in Batavia. In 1946, Hulsewé became Lecturer at Leiden and, 
two years after Duyvendak’s death in 1954, Hulsewé succeeded 
his teacher as Professor of Chinese at Leiden, a position he held 
until his retirement in 1975. An obituary was provided by his col-
league Erik Zürcher: “In Memoriam Anthony Hulsewé (1910–1993),” 
T’oung Pao 80.1–3 (1994), 1–4.

3. D. C. Lau (Liu Dianjue 劉殿爵 in Mandarin; Lau Din Cheuk in 
Cantonese, d. 2010), like Michael himself, had initially studied in 
another field. (For Michael, it was Classics, and for Lau, Western 
philosophy). In 1950, Lau took up a post at SOAS, determined to 
develop a center for the study of Chinese philosophy. Appointed 
in 1965 to the newly created Readership in Chinese Philosophy, in 
1970 Lau became Professor of Chinese in the University of Lon-
don. In 1978, he returned to Hong Kong to take up the Chair of 
Chinese Language and Literature at the Chinese University of 
Hong Kong. On his retirement from there in 1989, he began the 
massive project to computerize the entire body of extant ancient 
Chinese works, with a series of sixty concordances we know as 
CHANT or ICS Concordance Series.

What strikes us both at this remove was the combined erudition of these 
men, also their wide range of interests and cosmopolitan backgrounds. 
All of Michael’s mentors were men of the world; none were English, 
though England had welcomed two of them to its shores in difficult 
times.

For those who have not been lucky enough to have studied with 
Michael Loewe, there are fortunately a number of resources that capture 
something of his spirit. These include:

1. An mpg3 of an early interview with Michael Loewe, courtesy 
of Hal Roth (Brown University), has been prepared and will be 
uploaded to the Berkeley History Website.
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2. A number of conversations with Michael Loewe are available on 
YouTube. Particularly fun to watch is that with Roel Sterckx and 
Jenny Zhao www.youtube.com/watch?v=Xzu5NvpXf4A, a full 
translation of which was published in 2020 (17.3) in Kexue wenhua 
pinglun 科學文化評論 (Science & Culture Review), in conjunction 
with Michael Loewe’s award (fall, 2020) from the Chinese Acad-
emy of Social Sciences. Recently, another conversation featuring 
Michael Loewe has been added, thanks to the Center for Chinese 
Studies at UC-Berkeley.26

3. An update on Michael Loewe’s party on the occasion of his one 
hundred sui birthday: Select photos from the party hosted by 
Saint John’s for his most recent birthday have been uploaded to 
the Faculty of Asian and Middle Eastern Studies webpage, accessi-
ble here: www.ames.cam.ac.uk/news/celebrating-michael-loew-
es-99th-birthday. The able photographer was Kelsey Granger, 
herself a Ph.D. candidate at Trinity College.
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魯惟一： 世代之楷模

戴梅可、魏德偉

摘要

於其百歲誕辰之年，魯惟一先生無疑是聲名最為顯赫的漢代史學者。
如果沒有他的著作，包括《秦、西漢歷代人物傳記辭典》、《中國古
代典籍導讀》等工具書以及涉及面極廣的專門研究，漢代研究這一被
忽視的研究領域難以贏得歐美乃至海外學者的重視。在此前言中，筆
者對魯惟一先生數十年傑出的學術貢獻進行回顧，同時也向這位卓越的
老師致敬。文中特別措意魯惟一先生如何持續地挑戰過時的範式，比如
「Confucianism」。文中也強調他對傳世、「發現」與出土材料的謹慎
梳理。最後，前言將作為老師的魯先生放在著名的漢學家譜系之中，並
提供一些個人的回憶。
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