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A Critical Review of Sabine Dabringhaus, ‘The Monarch and Inner-Outer Court Dualism In Late Imperial China' in Royal Courts in Dynastic States and Empires: A Global Perspective, ed. by Jeroen Duindam, Tülay Artan and Metin Kunt (Leiden: Brill, 2011), pp. 265-287.
[bookmark: _Hlk531781983]
[bookmark: _GoBack]This article written by Sabine Dabringhaus focusses specifically on the state of Imperial Rule through the systems of the Inner and Outer Courts[footnoteRef:1]. This article is an entry in an edited book entitled Royal Courts in Dynastic States and Empires: A Global Perspective[footnoteRef:2]. The aim of this publication is exploring the functions and governance of Royal Courts, and these courts centred around the Monarch governed their respective states[footnoteRef:3]. All entries have been written from an Empirical point of view, all opinions and conclusions have been deduced based on primary and secondary sources[footnoteRef:4]. As empiricism deals with rationality the all authors primarily discuss physical institutions and theoretical politics, they forgo religion, at least from the point of view of this publication[footnoteRef:5].  [1:  Sabine Dabringhaus, ‘The Monarch and Inner-Outer Court Dualism In Late Imperial China’ in Royal Courts in Dynastic States and Empires: A Global Perspective, ed. by Jeroen Duindam, Tülay Artan and Metin Kunt (Leiden: Brill, 2011), pp. 265-287.  ]  [2:  J. Duindam, T. Artan, et al, The Monarch and Inner-Outer Court Dualism In Late Imperial China, (Leiden: Brill, 2011), p. 4.   ]  [3:  Brill, ‘The Monarch and Inner-Outer Court Dualism in Late Imperial China’ (2018), https://brill.com/view/title/15386 (accessed 5th December 2018).  ]  [4:  Ibid, ]  [5:  G. Meyers, Understanding Empiricism, (Abingdon: Routledge, 2014), p. 125.  ] 

Dabringhaus starts off this piece with a general view of how the court system came into being[footnoteRef:6]. From the founding of the of the Empire by the first Qin Emperor, the monarchs only acted as head of the government with at the prime minister wielding the true power[footnoteRef:7]. The Han Dynasty then created a court System with two entities; The Outer Court and the Inner Court[footnoteRef:8]. The Inner Containing the Imperial Household, the Outer controlling the functions of the government[footnoteRef:9].  However, on the ascendance of the Emperor of the Ming Dynasty, the position was abolished and replaced by the Emperor himself[footnoteRef:10].  [6:  Dabringhaus, p. 265.  ]  [7:  Ibid., p. 266. ]  [8:  Ibid., p. 266.  ]  [9:  A. Paludan, Chronicle of the Chinese Emperors: The Reign-by-Reign Record of the Rulers of Imperial China, (London: Thames and Hudson, 1998), p. 75.  ]  [10: .  Ibid., p. 76.   ] 

What is created as a result is a system unlike anything in the west[footnoteRef:11]. The monarch who holds supreme power has been separated from the administrative organs of the state. The emperor reigned from the Inner Court and his household, the outer court carried out the Imperial Decrees; the creation of a dual system of power[footnoteRef:12]. Dabringhaus contends that in order to understand how this system affected Late Imperial China we must look at the methods employed, by both Ming and Later Ching Dynasties[footnoteRef:13].   [11:  Dabringhaus, p. 270. ]  [12:  Ibid., p. 270. ]  [13:  Ibid., p. 267.  ] 

In doing so the next section focuses on the varying approaches made by both Ming and Ching Emperors. The first user is the Ming Emperor Taizu who as Emperor abolished the Grand Council which acted as a cabinet of ministers[footnoteRef:14]. Through the abolition the six ministries of the state where brought directly under his supervision[footnoteRef:15]. This allowed Taizu to control all aspects of the state who believed that an Emperor must rule in order to avoid disaster[footnoteRef:16]. Decrees where made in the Inner Court, the Outer Court was relegated to mere functionaries who implemented these decrees[footnoteRef:17].  On the other hand, Chengzu, the third Ming Emperor created the Neike, an Inner cabinet that took power away from the Emperor and transferred to The Outer Court to ease the administrative burdens[footnoteRef:18].    [14:  Ibid., p. 268. ]  [15:  Ibid., p. 268. ]  [16:  Ibid., p. 268. ]  [17:  Ibid., p. 268. ]  [18:  Ibid., p. 270. See also; M. Szonyi, The Art if Being Governed: Everyday Politics in Late Imperial China, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2017), p. 169.  ] 

One of the questions that Dabringhaus seeks to address based on the previous observation is if the court changed after the fall of the Ming and the rise of the Ching?[footnoteRef:19] The answer is mixed. The start the section that covers the topic very much that the assimilation of the court provided an opportunity for the Ching to redefine themselves as Chinese[footnoteRef:20]. By assimilating the already established court the Ching could claim the continuation of the Chinese state rather than being a foreign conquering power[footnoteRef:21]. However, they did implement their institutions such as the banner system to maintain the Manchu Identity[footnoteRef:22].  [19:  Dabringhaus, p. 267. ]  [20:  Ibid., p. 274. ]  [21:  Ibid., p. 274.  ]  [22:  M. Elliot, The Manchu Way: The Eight Banners and Ethnic Identity in Late Imperial China, (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2002). p. 75.  ] 

The method of analysing general concepts of the court rather than a specific element has permitted Dabringhaus to convey different perspectives of the Dual Court System.  These do include the argument stated above but also mechanisms deployed by the Qing that existed outside the court but reinforced the Imperial dominance with the institution[footnoteRef:23]. The piece uses many primary accounts to justify its argument, primarily from the Ming including the accounts of Emperor Taizu and his views on government[footnoteRef:24]. It demonstrates how the Court, on one hand, was used as a system of government, but also that there are other issues worth researching in the own right. [23:  Dabringhaus, p. 276.  ]  [24:  Ibid., p, 269. ] 

Where this piece struggles, however, is that there is a lack of mention of other contemporary scholarship. There is one attempt by Dabringhaus to just this by using Charles O. Hucker to describe the reforms of Taizu as ‘the beginning of the Ming Tyranny’[footnoteRef:25]. Other than this there is no direct mention of other historical opinions by scholars. The only reference to modern scholars is the generic footnotes as is expected in an academic piece. Yet this essay, however, is part of an edited book and as such must conform to the expectations of the editor[footnoteRef:26]. It may very well be that this has been written as a narrative history, rather than a work for historical debate.    [25:  Ibid., p. 267. See also: Charles O. Hucker, ‘Ming Government’, in: The History of China, Volume 8: The Ming Dynasty, 1368–1644, Part 2, ed. by Denis Twitchett and Frederick W. Mote, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press) pp. 9–105, p. 104.   ]  [26:  Dabringhaus, p. 287. ] 

In terms of argument and conclusion, Dabringhaus does not make a definitive argument all the way through. Rather several possible topics are discussed but never adopted as the basis for the whole article. Again, it appears that the article is to inform not debate. The conclusion is rather simple. The role of the court changed depended on who was on the throne, depending if the Emperor was interested in running the nation or not[footnoteRef:27].  As an informative piece this article is great, but for historical debate, the reader may wish to look someplace else. [27:  Dabringhaus, p. 287.  ] 
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