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crusaders were obliged to change themselves in arms and tactics. In terms of technique and equipment
their horses were improved. They had to place a high value on the ranged weapon and they even
gradually adopted some Seljuk equipments. As for tactics they intensified the battle array organization
and discipline got the close cooperation between cavalry and infantry and even frequently staged
ambush. Though the substantive characteristics of Crusaders were still of the Western European feudal
military they profited too much from the oriental opponent formed not a few of distinguishing military
features.

Wang Sanyi The Evolution and Features of the Relations between Late Ottoman Empire and
European Countries

While the later Ottoman Empire was obviously weak comparing with the strong European
countries the European countries could decide how to carve up the territories of Ottoman Empire but
they had never been united to crush the Ottoman Empire because of the different interests. On the
contrary the Ottoman Empire which was feeble enough with internal misery and external invade
maintained the sovereignty by depending on one or two European countries to fight against other
European countries. The Ottoman Empire had sought aid of Britain or France at first in order to resist
Russia and Austria then it depended on Germany to resist other European countries. As a result the
destruction of the Ottoman Empire had been postponed. It was clearly the Ottoman Empire had not been
divided and crushed because it could hurriedly but actively choose its policy. However the internal
political problems had influenced the diplomacy. The relations between the Ottoman Empire and the
European countries were deeply restricted by the structure of European internal relationship so the

Ottoman Empire had been drawn into the First World War.

Zhang Hong The Evolution of Research Paradigm in Women's History Studies by American
Scholars

American historians had dedicated to describe such a Chinese women history in which women were
oppressed by men. The image of Chinese women had been depicted as either the sufferer of the
traditional patriarchy or the victim of the new patriarchy. Till recently this dominant paradigm has been
challenged and revised. American historians have rewritten Chinese women’s history which have turned
to explore the complexity and uniqueness of Chinese gender system. The transformation of Chinese
women’s history in America is closely related with American society and the development of feminism
scholarship. American historians have been working in the West academic context and writing for the
readers who are familiar with the West academia. Therefore how to study Chinese history in gender

perspective is still a question.



