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[bookmark: _GoBack]In this article, Stuurman tries to present the similarities in the significance of Herodotus’ and Sima Qian’s respective works and the significance of their use of ethnography on external societies.
Stuurman aims to draw comparisons between Herodotus’ histories and Sima Qian’s ‘Shiji’ or ‘Records of the Scribe’, as both works approached surrounding cultures with a sense of trying to spread understanding, well more so than other writers preceding them. The author does not want both Herodotus’ and Sima Qian’s attitudes and records of foreign cultures to be under-appreciated by modern scholars, as they seem to be for a variety of reasons. 
One of the first points made in the article is the idea that both the cultures in China and the Greek mainland viewed history through self-identification- their history represents who they are and where they are heading. This cultural narrative does not necessarily end at Herodotus and Sima Qian but is approached with a different mindset and a more accepting attitude to cultures that are not their own but are within close proximity ,For example Sima Qian’s views and representations of the northern Xiongnu and Herodotus’ accounts of the Scythians.
Both historians use these accounts of ‘tribes’ in order to represent what makes their culture almost superior and helps portrait historians political bias their other means than just pointing out that the foreigners are different for absolutely no reason. Stuurman believes that this focus on ethnography helps both sources place themselves in a larger context being able to show their historical narrative.
Stuurman uses anthropological theories such as cultural relativism to explain how both Herodotus and Sima Qian write about their respective society's he believes using this Cultural relativism allows the historians two approach I'm sure that believes in different means either via using specific examples of where we superior or maybe placing a more passive voice in order to not upset the authority and other contemporary writers of their time. Writing about other cultures this way also allows morale agendas to be hidden in order to not upset the leading authorities; the Emperor and his court in China and the different political systems of the Greek city states, especially Athens. 
Stuurman proposes that the ethnography within the ‘Histories’ and the ‘Records of the scribe’ can be considered representations of an anthropological turn emphasising this cannot be overstated blocked when it comes to the importance of their histories.
 This “turn” can be seen in the fact the historians do not just list how the northern tribes are different but they try to spread awareness to the actual lives and culture to that of their own, they do not just separate themselves from one another but explain why these separations have occurred.
In the article Stuurman directly argues against other scholars such as Francois Hartog and Owen Lattimore and their beliefs of the ethnography just being defined as “othering” which is explained as just listing and not almost putting foreign cultures under generic terms that may not even be applicable, suggesting a lack of understanding or willingness to understand from the Historians. Stuurman is not directly contesting this notion as he believes othering is frequent without the texts however in conjunction with the anthropological turn it should not be discounted.
Stuurman highlights and emphasises actual “othering” in sources prior to the ‘Histories’ and the ‘Records’ via Jan Assman’s work ‘The Mind of Egypt’ Which mentions how the Egyptians referred to everyone outside of Egypt “vile enemies” regardless of actual political attitudes towards one another. Compared to this, using the term “othering” for how Herodotus and Sima Qian refer to outside cultures it is almost derogatory.
The comparison of Herodotus and Sima Qian Is also acknowledged by Stuurman when he looks at the reference points of both historians; he believes it to be imperative to understand that Herodotus was writing from the point of view of a culture that consisted of a coalition of city states almost overshadowed and surrounded by powerful empires. Whereas Sima Qian is almost the opposite with him being the historian writing from within an empire. 
By using these two different perspectives this article then becomes available as a strong scholarly source for a variety of different readers. The article can be used to look at just one of the sources mentioned without having to mention the other, it provides the reader a look at two sources that are not always compared and may help them in their own academic works. Stuurman’s choice of sources has allowed him to focus on the same topic but from vastly different outlooks, providing any reader a wider scale understanding of the argument he is presenting.
The religious or moral beliefs of both historians is explored by Stuurman in order to explain the attitudes towards the northern tribes. For example, he can not only highlight how Sima Qian’s Confucianism affect his approach on the Xiognu tribes, but he also compares this to Herodotus. Successfully doing this helps support his argument and is a show of his extensive knowledge of context, linking the two well allows the article to read quite easily due to his arguments always maintaining relevancy to his intention.
This Journal article provides not only reference to other scholarly works we've been quite a small piece of academic writing but is able to produce a clear and concise argument that's why Herodotus and Sima Qian ought to be appreciated on their approach two foreign ethnographies.
 The article is helpful in comparing two sources that have quite different contexts but with both authors being considered somewhat “Fathers of history”. Stuurman places work amongst other scholars without seemingly opposing anyone's view drastically; including their theories helps create a strong and reliable academic reference to intertwine and coincide with other references to help place the readers own thoughts and beliefs amongst a selection of scholars. This article can be used by both historians and anthropologists of different levels in order to gain a clear understanding of how the ‘Histories’ and the ‘Records of the Scribe’ discussed outside cultures on the significance off their somewhat unheard-of approach at the time. 
Due to the fact that Stuurman’s  article isn’t too large it is understandable why it only consists of text, however considering this article discusses historians and their representations of northern tribes, a map of even the most basic detail would probably help any reader who isn't geographically aware, especially if history of these cultures or of ancient times is not their speciality for example a more modern anthropologist.  
Due to these historians existing in different times I’m not covering the same peoples this is both a strength and a weakness for Stuurman’s cause he is not able to see how these sources would have reacted to the same culture and the different approaches they would have had in describing them. Although It can be debated Stuurman finished off by stating he believes this difference of the two is a positive factor for his argument In both historians begin to use the movements and cultures of other societies as the defining factors of events as opposed to purely divine intervention unlike contemporaries of their time.

