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NODA Jin

DEVELOPMENT OF CENTRAL EURASIAN 
STUDIES IN JAPAN DURING 2000–2015*

This article aims to present research trends in Central Eurasian Studies in 
Japan during 2000–2015, following an earlier analysis by Komatsu Hisao 
小松久男 [Komatsu 2003].1 My focus is on how Central Eurasia was placed 
in historical research in Japan during the period in question. In addition, I 
also focus on several topics that have recently been extensively discussed in 
Japanese academia.
　　In terms of recent Japanese research trends, an introductory overview 
has been published [Komatsu, et al. 2018]. In relation to this, we also have 
introductory works categorized under other categories like the Introduc-
tion to Mongol studies (see [Yokkaichi 2011]) and the Introduction to Rus-
sian history (see [Uyama 2012]).

1. SILK ROAD AND CENTRAL ASIA / INNER ASIA / CENTRAL EUR-
ASIA

When considering regional historiography, how regions are divided is evi-
dently quite important. In Japan, the term Central Eurasia (Chūō Yūrashia 
中央ユーラシア) is comparatively new. History of Central Eurasia, pub-
lished in 2000 [Komatsu 2000], and Cyclopedia of Central Eurasia [Komatsu,  
et al. 2005] decisively fixed the framework for how Central Eurasia is per-
ceived in Japan. Central Eurasia is a distinctly larger geopolitical region 



32 NODA

than the one referred to by the previously used terms Inner Asia and Cen-
tral Asia (Nairiku Ajia 内陸アジア and Chūō Ajia 中央アジア; here, the 
five -stans plus Xinjiang) and includes parts of the former Soviet Union as 
well as the Caucasus. Slavic Eurasian Studies [Hokkaidō Daigaku Surabu 
Kenkyū Sentā 2008] and New approaches to Eurasian Studies [Shiokawa, et 
al. 2012], the series that were published later, are close to the framework of 
the newly established Central Eurasian Studies in Japan. Significantly, the 
region contains a large Muslim population. In this sense, locating Manchu-
ria, Mongolia, and Tibet within the Central Eurasian context is problemat-
ic [Moriyasu 2011]. It is dangerous to simply discard these regions in the 
east. Therefore, this article tries to cover these “eastern” regions as much as 
possible.
　　The discussion on a geographical region should focus on the role and 
system. Due to its location, it has a role in connecting large territories by 
transportation networks. According to Seo Tatsuhiko 妹尾達彦, who fo-
cuses on surface transportation networks connecting the north and south, 
the pre-modern history went by the understanding that the nomadic zone 
in the north and the agricultural zone in the south sandwiched the agro-pas-
toral zone [Seo 2014: 187]. This image is analogous to the “Silk Road” 
mentioned later in the paper.
　　Further, systems or institutions have to be focused on. For example, are 
military systems like the steppe nomadic cavalry of the Mongols and impe-
rial guards in the royal courts [Kubo 2014]. In relation to the former, Hira-
ta Yōichirō 平田陽一郎 located the Twenty-four Armies (Ershisi-jun 二十
四軍) system of the Western Wei and Northern Zhou in the genealogy of 
nomadic military systems referring to the tradition of Xianbei 鮮卑 [Hirata 
2011]. Iwao Kazushi 岩尾一史 also related a group of 10,000 houses in the 
Old Tibet to the military systems of nomadic states in Central Eurasia 
[Iwao 2004]. In this sense, Kawaguchi Takushi’s 川口琢司 analysis of the 
early period of the Timurid rule examines the inheritance of the systems 
since the Mongol Empire as well [Kawaguchi 2007].
　　Moreover, there have been efforts to deconstruct these regions. Al-
though his main topic is not Central Eurasia, Haneda Masashi’s 羽田正 
attempt to deconstruct the “Islamic Area” (Isurāmu chiiki イスラーム地
域) or “Islamic World” (Isurāmu sekai イスラーム世界) might have had an 
impact on Central Eurasian Studies since the region has a large Muslim 
population [Haneda 2005].2 While some researchers like Hamada Masami 
濱田正美 gave careful consideration to this [Hamada 2006a], the general 
tendency of a deconstructive analysis cannot be changed. Further, Uyama 
Tomohiko 宇山智彦 considered constructivism in the context of the re-
gional epistemology. He emphasizes the importance of a “broader perspec-
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tive” for research on Central Eurasia. The author of this article agrees with 
his opinion [Uyama 2008: 28]. 
　　Modern Japan, due to its own interest in northeast China, has had an 
apparent prejudice toward this region. As a result, the “Man-Mō” 満蒙 
(Manchuria and Mongolia) and the independence movements in these re-
gions were perceived with much factiousness in Japan [Nakami 2013]. For 
northwest China, in Japan, “Saiiki” 西域 (Xiyu in Chinese, Western re-
gion) and “Silk Road” are very widely known terms. However, such termi-
nology is to be deconstructed. For example, recent research on the Ōtani 
expeditions clearly shows the relationship between the policy and the per-
ception regarding the region [Shirasu 2012].
　　Here, it is inevitable to remember the disputes on the Silk Road in Ja-
pan that began in the 1970s. Mano Eiji 間野英二, insisting on the “de-Silk-
Road” and emphasized agriculture and north-south relations [Mano 2008]. 
While Mano was specializing on the Western Turkestan side in the begin-
ning of the disputes, he criticized the Oasis theory of Matsuda Hisao 松田
壽男 who presented a theory focusing on the oasis in the Eastern Turkes-
tan. Uyama, who had previously supported Mano’s opinion, recently men-
tioned that researchers in the modern era were “opposed to the tendency 
that Central Asia was regarded simply as a relay point of trade or cultural 
interaction,” focusing on the epistemology of the region [Iwasaki and 
Uyama 2015: 247].
　　Moriyasu Takao 森安孝夫 is one of the opponents of Mano and has 
repeatedly criticized his narrative. However, if the basis of their insistence 
originally has a disagreement as mentioned above, it is rather better to con-
sider the strategic use of the “Silk Road” in explanations of historical facts. 
It is because the remaining historical material in local languages is still “not 
enough to narrate the history of the region in the self-contained manner” 
[Yoshida Y. 2012: 394]. In this regard, the opinion of Arakawa Masaharu 荒
川正晴 is worth considering too. He mentioned that it is necessary to inves-
tigate the Central Asian history from the viewpoint of a “wider region” 
that is connected with the outer sphere [Arakawa 2010: 4–5]. Such view-
point has sufficiently clarified the details of broader trade and migration. 
Even in the modern era, the long-distance route for trade has certainly ex-
isted. On this point, Shiotani Masachika 塩谷昌史 revealed that the Rus-
sian Empire “utilized the network of Asian merchants” including the 
Bukharan merchants in Central Asia [Shiotani 2014: 272]. In my view, it is 
important to balance the indigenous perspective regarding a region with 
the wide-ranging relationships the region may have had.
　　As a new trend in research on the Silk Road, much attention is paid to 
the role of Sogdians before the Mongol Empire. Above all, we can consider 



34 NODA

the monograph by Moribe Yutaka 森部豊 who highlighted the existence of 
the “Sogdian Turks” [Moribe 2010]. Sogdians were devoted to the Silk 
Road trade as well, a point raised by Arakawa. He now suggests that Sog-
dians dispatched by nomad groups as diplomatic representatives or atten-
dants were accepted by the oasis states. He calls such relations “symbiotic 
relations,” which could be a new narrative in historiography in Japan 
[Arakawa 2010: 544, 615].

2. WHAT IS INTEGRATED BY THE HISTORY OF THE MONGOL EM-
PIRE

The global history3 during the Mongol period is apparently in line with that 
of the former “Silk Road.” Arakawa showed that the 13th century followed 
the interconnection that had been there between the Islamic region and the 
Steppe route since the 9th century, the activities of Sogds, and those of 
their successors, the Uyghur merchants [Arakawa 2010: 551]. First of all, 
the widespread trade and international commerce are worth noting. Mori-
yasu traced the origin of the Ortuγ merchants in the Mongol era back to the 
Uyghur Buddhist merchants [Moriyasu 2015: 430]. Yokkaichi Yasuhiro 四
日市康博 found that the Ortuγ merchants sometimes consisted of Chinese 
diasporas as well and that such merchants worked together with the Mus-
lims. Consequently, he showed that the activities of the Ortuγ merchants in 
long-distance trade derived from the “contract of mutual assistance and a 
safety guarantee among the nomads and the merchants” [Yokkaichi 2008: 
75]. From the perspective of the continuity since the Uyghur period, Matsui 
Dai 松井太 suggested that the taxation systems of the Uyghurs provided 
the basis for those of the Mongol Empire [Matsui 2005: 79]. Kuroda Akino-
bu 黒田明伸 analyzes the role of silver, whose circulation increased with 
the development of international commerce [Kuroda 2009].
　　The work of Sugiyama Masaaki 杉山正明, which clarified the system 
of the Mongol Empire, has an important place in Japanese studies on the 
Mongol Empire [Sugiyama M. 2004]. Particularly, the appanage system for 
royal families and the tripartite division of the Empire into the Central, 
Left, and Right wings became the standard for the studies on the Mongol 
Empire. In the context of regional institutions mentioned above, this period 
also can be categorized as the period of north-Asian nomadic societies. 
This is partly proved by the relationship between the members of the royal 
family and nomadic commanders (analogous to the “Gokenin” 御家人 orga-
nization in the medieval Japan), which was discussed by Shimo Hirotoshi 
志茂碩敏 [Shimo 2013]. Kawamoto Masatomo 川本正知 also tries to pres-
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ent an overview of the rule of the Mongol Empire from the viewpoint of 
military organizations and expeditions [Kawamoto 2013].
　　The Mongol expansion reached the Rus’, and the topic of the Russia 
under the Mongol rule is frequently discussed in Japan. From the view-
point of Russia, Kuryūzawa Takeo 栗生沢猛夫, using the baskak system as 
a reference point, considers that the rule of the Mongols over the Russians 
was indirect [Kuryūzawa 2007]. By contrast, from the perspective of the 
Jochi-ulus, while Akasaka Tsuneaki 赤坂恒明 emphasized the unification 
and Islamization under the reign of Ozbeg Khan in the first half of the 14th 
century [Akasaka 2005], Kawaguchi and Nagamine Hiroyuki 長峰博之 
highlight the “two-winged” regime of Ulus-i Juci [Kawaguchi and Naga-
mine 2013].4

　　The Mongol rulers had converted to Islam [Yajima 2000]; and we 
know about the mutual relations between some Mongol rulers and Muslim 
merchants [Yokkaichi 2006]. Thus, the Mongol Empire and its successors 
were trying to be connected with the Islamic world but did not fully expe-
rience Islamization. It has to be noted that the Mongol mainland and the 
Yuan Dynasty did not accept the Islam.5 With the fall of the Empire, East-
ern Turkestan and the regions further west were clearly disconnected from 
the eastern Buddhist world.
　　Various types of historical materials are also relevant for studying the 
Mongol Empire. Shiraishi Noriyuki’s 白石典之 consideration based on ar-
chaeological expeditions and his discussion on the “Peri-Urban Area of 
Kharakhorum” are highly convincing [Shiraishi 2002]. Rashid al-Din’s 
Jāmi‘ al-tavārīkh is still considered an important historical material. Uno 
Nobuhiro 宇野伸浩, analyzing the “tale of Oghuz Khan” mentioned in 
Jāmi‘ al-tavārīkh, tried to show the connection of Mongols with the Islamic 
world [Uno 2002]. Significantly enough, Ōtsuka Osamu 大塚修 made a 
clear reference to a work by Qashani, based on which Rashid al-Din had 
completed his World History [Ōtsuka 2014].6

3. THREE PERSPECTIVES FOR MODERN CENTRAL EURASIA: IS-
LAM, CHINA, AND RUSSIA

The development of Islam and the extension of the Iranian world into Cen-
tral Eurasia were simultaneous processes. “Historical Iran” includes a part 
of Central Eurasia [Kimura 2008]. Moreover, the usage of Persian as a liter-
ary language indicates that this region was situated in a “Persinate society” 
[Morimoto 2009].
　　Islam in Central Eurasia is characterized by the prosperity of Sufi or-
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ders such as Naqshbandiya. These orders were, through Eastern Turkes-
tan, linked with Islam in China or Islam of the Hui Muslims. In this regard, 
the research connecting Ferghana with Xinjiang is worth mentioning here 
[Shinmen, et al. 2013]. It is safe to say that Islam bridges Eastern and West-
ern Turkestan. Sufism in Central Eurasia frequently produced “holy fami-
lies” for whom were composed a large number of hagiographies to establish 
their religious authority. Hamada Masami clearly shows the role of hagiog-
raphies as fictive stories made to demonstrate the ideology of the religious 
authority of Khojas, which had resulted in the Khans submitting to the 
political power of Khojas [Hamada 2006b: 28].
　　It is quite significant how those who related with Sufism were engaged 
in political affairs. Kawahara Yayoi’s 河原弥生 paper, using the cases in the 
Khoqand Khanate (or Ferghana), clearly indicated the influence of Sufism 
from India, and relations between rulers and Sufis. She distinctly pointed 
out that Khoja traditions are preserved even today [Kawahara 2005]. Sufi 
saints also participated in the anti-colonial movements [Hamada 2008: 86]. 
This is in contrast with the Muslim intellectuals or ulama under the Rus-
sian or Qing rule who sometimes responded to imperial rule positively 
[Komatsu 2007]. Revival of Islam after the collapse of the Soviet Union is 
still being researched. Here, I only present the findings of anthropologists 
[Yoshida S. 2004; Fujimoto 2011; Kikuta 2013].
　　Next, reviews focus on China from the perspective of the Qing Empire 
as a Manchu state.7 Ishibashi Takao 石橋崇雄, without a detailed discus-
sion, presented the structure of the empire as a “unified multi-ethnic state” 
[Ishibashi 2000: 52]. Sugiyama Kiyohiko 杉山清彦 extensively discussed 
the Eight Banners (Baqi 八旗) system of the Qing within the Central Eur-
asian history [Sugiyama K. 2015]. His opinion is clearly expressed in his 
comment that “the Eight Banners system is just the Manchu version of the 
federal structure of the Central Eurasian military-political consistency” 
[Sugiyama K. 2015: 301]. Simultaneously, Tanii Yōko 谷井陽子 published 
her monograph on the Eight Banners, emphasizing that they have to be 
seen as a centralized organization under the unified rule [Tanii 2015]. 
Thus, the two books deal with different phases. What is more important is 
that Manchuria is seen within Central Eurasia in this context, and so is 
Tibet.8

　　The Jungar era (the 17th and the first half of the 18th centuries) is of 
significance, which can be seen as the connection between the post-Mongol 
era and the changes thereafter. Shibuya Kōichi 澁谷浩一 researches the 
relations among Qing, Russia, and Jungar [Shibuya 2011]. The expeditions 
by the Empire, including that of Jungaria, were a part of the expansion of 
the imperial self-identification [Chengzhi 2009]. Onuma Takahiro’s 小沼孝
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博 work, clarifying the circumstances of the Jungar expedition in the mid-
dle of the 18th century, described the process of the integration of the Qing 
authority into Central Eurasia [Onuma 2014]. His analysis is important 
since it covers not only the perspective of the Qing court but also the opin-
ions of local officials in Xinjiang based on their direct reports (Lufu zouzhe 
in Manchu). Noda Jin 野田仁, from the viewpoint of the Kazakhs, consid-
ering their relations with Russia, indicated the shifts in the relationships 
between the Qing Empire and the Kazakhs [Noda 2011].
　　What is important is the multiethnic policy of the Qing Empire, which 
led to the geopolitics of modern Central Eurasia. Apparently, there was 
pluralism. Here, I cannot enter a deep discussion on the Mongols and Ti-
bet. However, researchers on other regions can refer to Oka Hiroki’s 岡洋
樹 work regarding the Qing rule over the Khalkha Mongols, which presents 
in detail the difference between the perspective of the Qing central court 
and the traditional indigenous governing system [Oka 2007]. In Xinjiang, 
the indirect rule was adopted, which can be compared with the colonial 
rule of the Russian Empire in Western Turkestan.
　　As Uyama clearly indicated [Uyama 2012], the characteristics of the 
Russian Empire have been much discussed recently. It may be due to the 
increased access to the archives in Russia and the former Soviet countries. 
In particular, researchers pay much attention to the interrelationships be-
tween the Empire and the Muslims under the imperial rule, far from the 
previous perception of the imperial rule as the “Prison of Nations.” For the 
17th and 18th centuries, Hamamoto Mami 濱本真実 analyzed the accep-
tance of the Russian Orthodoxy by the upper classes of the Tatars, who by 
that time were Muslims and considered that the Christianization since the 
middle of the 17th century attempted the assimilation of the Tatars into 
Russians [Hamamoto 2009].
　　For the late imperial period, Naganawa Norihiro 長縄宣博 explained 
that the Russian imperial rule, defining the “orthodox” school based on 
their knowledge of the Muslim society, tried to exclude the new Muslim 
intellectuals [Naganawa 2013]. He also paid attention to the development 
of Muslim networks within the Empire and highlighted their connection 
with secular education [Naganawa 2014].9 Isogai Masumi 磯貝真澄 also 
examined the Muslims in the Volga-Ural region, showing the religious and 
educational connection between Bukhara and the Volga [Isogai M. 2012]. 
One of the ways to consider the impact of the imperial rule on the local 
society of Central Eurasia is to research the legal systems, in particular, the 
transformation of the indigenous legal systems (Sharia and nomadic cus-
tomary laws) under the Russian colonial rule [Horikawa, et al. 2014].
　　In terms of the interrelations between the Empire and the peripheral 
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ethnicities, Akiyama Tetsu 秋山徹 focused on the role of manaps among 
Kyrgyz as the “collaborator” connecting the imperial rule and indigenous 
groups [Akiyama 2011].10 Naganuma Hideyuki 長沼秀幸 investigated the 
relations between the royalties and the duties of the Kazakh sultans [Na-
ganuma 2015]. Besides discussing relations between the local government 
(Khiva Khanate) and Russia, Shioya Akifumi 塩谷哲史 discussed the par-
ticipation of various actors in the economic history of the Khanate of Khi-
va, including the enterprisers and their confrontation with the nomadic 
people under the rule of Khanate [Shioya 2014].
　　Finally, let us consider the ruling system of the Russian Empire in 
Turkestan and the Steppe. Obiya Chika 帯谷知可 analyzed the integration 
of ethnicities other than Russians in Turkestan from the Russian view-
point [Obiya 2005]. It is necessary to take into consideration the differenc-
es among the administrative units. In relation to this, Uyama presented the 
“particularist policy” of the colonial administration according to the classi-
fication of people based on the orientalist stereotypes [Uyama 2007]. For an 
insight into Russians’ perception of the people of Central Eurasia, the dis-
cussion on Eurasianism is worth referring to [Hama 2010]. Due to my lim-
ited ability, this review lacks comments on the Caucasian study. I only 
mention that Caucasus is viewed as a frontier, a boundary, and it belongs to 
both Europe and Asia, which is well demonstrated by Maeda Hirotake’s 前
田弘毅 attempt to bridge the Russian and Iranian histories by tracing the 
genealogy of Armenians in Tbilisi [Maeda 2012].

4. NATIONALITIES OR ETHNICITIES IN THE SOVIET UNION AND 
CHINA

An important opportunity to define the national identities in Central Asia 
was the national demarcation in 1924. Obiya, based on a discussion by A. 
Haugen, analyzed the claims of each nation [Obiya 2012]. From a similar 
viewpoint, Kumakura Jun 熊倉潤 pointed out that the plan of unification 
was rejected in Central Asia using the argument of the right to self-deter-
mination [Kumakura 2014]. Interestingly, for Armenians, because they 
were present both in the Russian and Ottoman Empires, it is better to con-
sider the issue of their nationalism from the viewpoint of the diaspora 
[Yoshimura 2009].
　　Shiokawa Nobuaki 塩川伸明 greatly contributed to the discussion on 
the formation and definition of nations in the Soviet Union as a whole 
[Shiokawa 2004]. The results of his research partly touched on the Soviet 
language policy. This was closely connected with the Korenizatsiya (nativ-
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ization) and resulted in an education system in national languages, which 
led to bilingualism (accordingly, emphasis was put on Russian) as well 
[Shiokawa 2015: 255]. Arai Yukiyasu 荒井幸康 tried to investigate the in-
terrelations between the language (and the letter) policy and national iden-
tities, comparing the Buriats and Volga-Kalmyk cases [Arai 2006].
　　Timur Dadabaev from Uzbekistan tried to reconstruct the confronta-
tion between the Soviet Union as a state and “nations” under its rule based 
on the oral history [Dadabaev 2010]. The confrontation was also found in 
the field of history. Tateishi Yōko 立石洋子 analyzed the difference be-
tween the ethnic histories and the Soviet “national” history from the per-
spective of the Soviet national integration [Tateishi 2011]. In this context, 
the revolts by Shamil and Kenesary were sometimes evaluated negatively. 
The relationships between the national histories in the new independent 
countries and historiographies were discussed by Uyama [Uyama 2005]. It 
goes without saying that this is also connected with the issue of national-
ism [Obiya 2003]. For the ethnic conflicts, Hirose Yōko 廣瀬陽子 consid-
ered the Nagorno-Karabakh issue as a place of confrontation of territorial 
nationalisms [Hirose 2004].
　　The Comintern played a crucial role in controlling the nations lying 
outside the territory of the Soviet Union. As Aoki Masahiro 青木雅浩 indi-
cated, it was important that T. Ryskylov, a Kazakh communist and the rep-
resentative of the Comintern in Mongolia, included Xinjiang, which con-
tained Turkic populations, in his activities [Aoki 2011]. The Soviet policy 
to attract Outer Mongolia and Xinjiang, which were previously under the 
Qing rule, through Comintern enables us to see the region as more diverse.
　　Recent research has revealed that up to mid-20th century, the Soviet 
Union remained influential in Xinjiang or Eastern Turkestan next to Sovi-
et Central Asia. Especially during the first half of the reign of Sheng Shicai 
盛世才 (governor of Xinjiang during 1934–44), the Soviet Union controlled 
Xinjiang by dispatching officials through its general consulate [Terayama 
2015]. Additionally, Terayama Kyōsuke’s 寺山恭輔 work succeeded in il-
lustrating the affairs of Xinjiang during the interwar period by effectively 
using the Soviet archival documents. One of the reasons for the Soviet in-
terest in Xinjiang was the latter’s importance as a source of supplies. Here, 
the connection between the Soviet Central Asia and Xinjiang has to be 
taken into consideration again.
　　In contrast, how can we regard nations in Modern China, above all, in 
Xinjiang? The collapse of the Qing Empire led to its dissolution into ethnic 
communities. For example, Outer Mongolia was split from China, and the 
ethno-national identity became uncertain. Merse, from Hulunbuir and of 
Daur origin, who had a vague identity in the Inner Mongolia, embodied 
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this uncertainty [Nakami 2001]. After 1949, not all of the ethnic policies of 
China had their origin in those of the Soviet Union. China clearly adopted 
not the ethnic self-determination but the ethnic autonomy. Nevertheless, at 
least the language policy discussed below was in accordance with the Sovi-
et system. 
　　The Regional Ethnic Autonomy System (Minzu Quyu Zizhi zhidu 民
族区域自治制度) has been the basis of Chinese ethnic policies. According 
to Okamoto Masataka 岡本雅享, the system attempts to achieve national 
integration through Chinese language education [Okamoto 2001]. It is true 
that some scholars believed that the system was established for affirmative 
action for the ethnic minorities, similar to what was attempted in the Sovi-
et Union [Mōri 1998]. Nevertheless, national integration has been a major 
issue for China. Thus, we have to always consider the conflicts between 
integration and ethno-nationalisms. Further, in northwest China, the prob-
lem of imbalance or disparity among ethnic minorities was really noticed 
after a significant amount of development, including the Great Develop-
ment of the West (Xibu dakaifa 西部大開発), occurred [Kagami 2008; Koji-
ma 2009].
　　As in the case of Soviet Union, language education played a major role 
in addressing the ethnic problem. In China, there is much focus on “bilin-
gual education” (xuangyu jiaoyu 双語教育). The emphasis is basically on 
the Han Chinese language and ethnic minorities are required to learn to 
use Chinese. The bilingual education for the Uyghurs was analyzed by Gul-
janat Anatulla, an Uyghur scholar [Guljanat 2015]. Their Sinicization can 
be a topic for research. According to Kojima Yūsuke 小嶋祐輔, the Uyghurs 
in Xinjiang had a negative perception regarding Sinicization [Kojima 2010].
Research on ethnic minorities in Xinjiang, above all the Uyghurs, is re-
stricted. Among other possibilities, attempts to relativize national identi-
ties by focusing on the influential figures like Isa Alptekin and Muhammad 
Imin Bughra, who played political roles before 1940s, are notable [Shinmen 
2001; Shimizu, et al. 2007]. Mizutani Naoko’s 水谷尚子 interview on the 
relations between the Soviet rule and the Uyghurs is of importance [Mizuta-
ni 2012].

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS: FOR FURTHER DISCUSSION

The following fields are expected to develop further with new methodolo-
gies: environmental history [Chida 2009], data processing based on GIS 
[Ueda 2013], and gender study [Suda 2011]. So long as the research is con-
ducted in Japan, the topic would be related to Central Eurasia’s connection 
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with modern Japan and its foreign policy. Research on Japanese policy to-
ward the Muslims in Asia will be a model case, which is being reconstruct-
ed based on the new materials [Sawai 2014; Levent 2015].11

　　Since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, regional transformation is 
still ongoing. In writing the history of the region, it is necessary to con-
sciously refer to current political affairs. The influence of Russia and China 
is still significant. Thus, regional unions like Eurasian Economic Union led 
by the Russian initiative or Shanghai Cooperation Organization are to be 
considered. The latter is cautious about the Islamic factor generally associ-
ated with Central Eurasia. Moreover, the local perception is worth noting. 
An example of this was the “Eurasian” policy of the ex-Kazakhstani Presi-
dent N. Nazarbaev.
　　Therefore, it is necessary to distinguish researching the regional histo-
ry from understanding and narrating the region (for instance, CIS, former 
communist bloc, and People’s Republic of China). The Silk Road discussed 
earlier is also a case in point. In other words, it is important to consider the 
region regardless of current national borders. Taking the ethnic minorities 
in China as an example, they are greatly influenced by trends of national 
integration, and their histories tend to be veiled under the “national histo-
ry.” However, when considering the traditional regions that are located 
beyond the national border (in the ex-Soviet territory as well), their histo-
ries should not be viewed using frameworks generally applied to modern 
China [Shimizu, et al. 2007]. As mentioned before, the Islamic perspective 
is also inevitable. 
　　In relation to the multilingualism of Central Eurasia, one can study the 
history of Central Eurasia from the viewpoint of languages. Researchers 
have already begun to analyze the extensive use of Persian and Chaga-
tay-Turkic. For the pre-Mongol Empire period, the development of the Sog-
dian language is worth mentioning. Yoshida’s discussion on the language 
contacts is referable for this point [Yoshida Y. 2011].
　　It is true that there is a split between the pre-modern and modern times 
in terms of historiography. Thus, when considering the entire Central Eur-
asian history as one continuous flow of events, the issue of Islamization is 
unavoidable. It is easy to argue that Islamization split the history. Nonethe-
less, there has to be another view to connect the indigenous factors with 
the Islamic elements. A long-term historical perspective seems to be re-
quired to accomplish this.
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NOTES

＊	 This is the revised and translated version of my previous article in Japa-
nese, “Chūō Yūrashia-shi kenkyū no tenkai” 中央ユーラシア史研究の展
開, in Sekaishi-zō no saikōsei 世界史像の再構成 (Perspectives on world 
history), Dai 4-ji gendai rekishigaku no seika to kadai 第４次現代歴史学
の成果と課題 (Historical Studies in Japan from 2001 to 2015: Trends and 
Perspectives), vol. 2, ed. Rekishigaku Kenkyūkai 歴史学研究会 (The His-
torical Science Society of Japan), pp. 34–47, Tokyo: Sekibundō Shuppan 
績文堂出版 (2017).

1	 A small part of this article reviews the same literature as that covered in 
Kubo’s reviews [Kubo 2003]. For a specific overview on modern history, 
please refer to Uyama’s comments [Uyama 2015]. 

2	 Haneda also refers to the perception of the Russian orientalists, which is 
very much related to Central Eurasian Studies.

3	 In relation to the spatial perception at that time, Sugiyama pointed out that 
the map ignored the existence of the Ulus of Juchi in the analyses on the 
map “Hunyi Jiangli Lidai Guodu zhi Tu” (Map of Integrated Regions and 
Terrains and of Historical Countries and Capitals) [Sugiyama M. 2007].

4	 Republished in English, see [Kawaguchi and Nagamine 2016]. 
5	 Importantly, recent research on the epigraphs revealed the existence of 

those related to waqf and tombs of Sufis as well [Isogai K. and Yajima 
2010].

6	 His monograph in Japanese was published later in [Ōtsuka 2017].
7	 See [Sugiyama K. 2014].
8	 Nevertheless, some researchers object to the theory of “integration of eth-

nicities” by China or Manchus from the viewpoint of the Tibet-Qing rela-
tions [Ishihama 2011: 9]. On the contrary, the shift in the attitudes of the 
emperors to Tibet after the Qianlong period is pointed out [Murakami 
2012].

9	 Later, his works were published as a book [Naganawa 2017]. 
10	 He also published his works as a book [Akiyama 2016].
11	 Terayama also touches upon this issue in his monograph [Terayama 2015].
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