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Abstract

In the 1950s, Contemporary Modern Confucians of Hong Kong and Taiwan have exposed
the theory of the “Development of Democracy from Confucianism”. In their controversies
with the Taiwanese liberals, this theory also became one of the main points of debate. The
author of the present article believes that the contents of this theory are not too
complicated to understand; however, it nevertheless often became subject of various
misunderstandings and questionings. During the past years, the author has written several
studies on this topic, aiming to clarify such misunderstandings and to responding to such
questionings. Therefore, the present article does not restate the details of this theory, but
rather aims to provide further explanations of its essential meaning.

Keywords: Taiwanese Modern Confucianism, the Theory of the “Development of
Democracy from Confucianism”, liberalism, political theory, Self-negation of Conscience.

RN, LR IR, . GTH
Ming-huei LEE, Research Fellow, Academia Sinica, Taiwan
Imhuei@hotmail.com



ZEUIRE EAHER (RS R RN S

FIREZ #% H

1950 AR, EEHHAH G R [MEFH R o AOMEEZEE IR
HIEER T, RS TT FRR iR . BEEN S, RN
WA, (AariEr . SATRE SRR . 24Kk, FHY
SHENE LSRR T T — RIIMNGRSC, MU SO EIRAH B AN ST, T
T H R R B

R TS5 I A ] B0 B S A8 At 1 2 W 0 kv
SN, RPAR SRS b BRI IR K. 1950 A0, R R A
BLENEM A R W L MR T S EARES. METE, S FRmeE
A B PR R B )P BRSO B BREBUOR S SR S R E
W 2 dar? s E oy G, PR ERAL, &AM S
(EHABHES ? )RFBUAR T HEIEEER? RF 2, BUaAHE
HAATHRGEER  (BEAHD ?

B S —ME R RE, B 2R oEa . — VIOt BRI 2R ST AE (AR
AL b TR A ARRAISCAC IR Z A BE LIRS R, T 46 20
I BT A SR R SR IE LA . B ERE R A PBIE ST
R LR R AR AL, HABMR S AR LSRR, ok
P BUAE, B A G s (RGO E D, JTHZ R
FEEHD o L, PSR, e B i s TRl ] REMRRE, I
WHEAER, NARMRAREOHEFEN D AMEIL, bR
HS T B e A A TR IR, iR SR e T R S s ik, S
R REE IR H

B S AR, Brim e A REBUALAR L AEEMEIEAR L SR E,
WO B L A TRRCETE B o AP E R EREE R B BGA B, EA

Vign, 2 (PRERIE) MsEE 165 W1 (19824510 H 10 H) &I [#HH R e R
Rib) R ERsk, SHEEEHZENE. BB, SE0E. KR, ZEIBE. 2R5E. k.
MR, SR &ML, SR PR, BIRBE, & E TR SIS N R R B R
TIEME OSSR i R R ) | (ERIERCHBME) . G [EX
PRzEmER] ) - JESREER , B (2RISR (Edb: @R,
1991 4F) 5 MRAMEBH —RVE GRS (Lee 2009, 33-62).

HRIEEMEIAE AR, SE2HE:  REBEREEE) AR (GEAURRZ H R
1y (Edb: PRk BRSO T, 1994 4E) , H 89-127; fHESTAR CEALEEERH
gy  (dbat: PEFRE R R, 2001 95 , H 81-117.



Asian Studies II (XVIII), 1 (2014), pp. 7-18

R 18 W AR AT . AR RR NS B ELEE B 2 AR, e H B g
HEREEEA S, WRRIBUARZCE RN LN (HR A S b E
W, RRBUGRETH FERAHEAEMNBAHER. EMMER, EMEH
FEAERA, WANEUHTIUBEE R AMNILE TR, a2, hrE
SR FRAA MR (Isaiah Berlin, 1909-1997) FraB i [JH M H B |  (negative
liberty) < EEVE, (BARMMETRAT: [IHAREH | SETHR [FERRE H ]
(positive liberty)

Bl HARE [F56H W REw

MR 2B R Edm ] RIREE g il R . S THF R A RaE 1958 o0
HBEE R R = SREBIAREBIIY N 3R 0 Ry SR 57
AEEE) . BR (55 G+, MBI RREN. L. b
MEARR:  [HESCE S, Sty 2R ERE 2 #ar, By
ZIERMFE, RSMEERHBER, SUEPEREEEMBARM T EL. |
CH 897) Bk, [HBIcfehZasz et At scfk. | CH 896 ) {H
e AP X SR

BAMA B AR RSB, WAREBEZE T, HBURERZN
TEEESR, AMERR R AW B2 . TR REARR B SO I B,
B RV RS T BT . CH 897)

- hg ?é“

BAMER P BRI A B 2 Bk, JEE R 2 U AR, 2 2 ]

J\Niﬂaﬁluﬁz‘_i—%, DHBEHARZ &— [EEER ], R

EORTEEGAE L, BEEEA— [BUAKEME ], EEARR, A A
mﬁMEWJ&[E%ﬁmm&ﬁZIWO ( H 896)

B, PESCHAR A S 2 oK, WhZHm [TEFE SRR TR ] A5 (B
[Bua e « HEhAR (5E5) #IE:

Y (EE) BETIREE (BRI FHoES 1 (195841 A 5 H) KEE (HAE) H1
B L (19584 1 A , BIRATREER . BCam: ChiimpEecsg) (2l =28
BAEER, 19814 , UULREH: (FfExEBEEL) (k. RESCERESRESE,
1980 4F)  (PtASCHEE) 5 JRUL (RECCIEBH T Z BWNEE . (h3E A SCBlE S
Sy (Bdb: BERBAHRF, 19755 , UKEER: GRTPERBZERRE) (Fi:
ZREF, 19744 . RS (55 B, HEER (hE#EACEE SR 2 Hil.



U B AR THRH R R WHERERER R

e LB 2B B ET, BERETLERRT, A RIS AIRER I
Az, FRTE. RAANRWRKRBAE EELZ T, MARIHA
BN FEZ AN, NRZEMEERETIR eI, R T akE A 3 A8
S HE SRV T A S O R, T ASREE N RS T
TEMER RS, R AR, mE— ANZBE, SRR 5] &R
H, BIEERERELAEE, TR A HoEfsE - ps, Ay DIE 5 E e
SLHTEER RS, RARE UL B IR, N DL EAL R A,
NEERT, RAERZ EMEN, RSO EATEZBG L2 A, %
NERT, BANTAREZ AN, RiEEBUE L2, BRANNIT
J&EZ AL, FIRFEDE @ ANANFBPEZBUAHER], He ANEFER&—
BUA RS, BEE e ANFERA— BRI 8, RIR AN Z 2 21
SE B, DMERILFATMEBUA R 2 EATH0E, RIMEBUA A R EEE
ZBUR, ThEARZE. dmIM eI, 78 B i 2 B e
RS, W E S R A EE b IR, THREAE N EAS A L E A )
B, (H 903-904)

MMAEAF RS Gosdi: 28 Bl ESBUats R, Fxm [WE] 2
SaHE RS [EREEM] 1 (G &R, BltdEEHKER. H
(EE) WirE, S RMEEELE, HEREwBEE MmN 2R R =,
TELeEm s F A (B E) B (BUEslRIE) —FHd. £ (FELHE)
AR [AERIR B k4 ] (synthetically rational spirit) B2 [ 73 f# )
AP ZFEM ] Canalytically rational spirit) B#HM&. £ (BuEHIRIE) F,
filh 42 [ M 2 1B A R Bl (functional presentation ) Hi 42 f¥ % I
( constructive presentation ) | 1 [ PR 2 N % 1) % B ( intensional
presentation) FEANEfR I (extensional presentation) | WYAHMES . 18 =#H
MR EREN R R, HERMKENEER —ERERE . 2
FEMEEREMMA [ O] B TR GEMEER 2 3 EIKE
(self-negation) |

¥ AR IR SIS S AN AR I B S B T S T RR AN B TR R R (R SL L)
MR B IR (AR SRR ) RIRTEME S BT 2 K, BL
LKBUR L T4TRN] ZHsth. 18 (BOESGAIE) o+, [EEZEARFHAERIT | A (2
P AR IBRAME R R I ] AR AT LR, E MBS MR AT, 2B
AR 8 R i B BT AR



Asian Studies II (XVIII), 1 (2014), pp. 7-18

EEUFAFAREEMBENRES, MERRER, FEERESRPRE=

a [HEIME BRI R I | —BGE, DM ER:
FLEE A RBEE [HTERae ), (RO ], B F B a k.
EEE RS RUGE H O R R, BE IR R BE S L, W
AR RN RS . NI EAE L, AMERISDEY) ., HE W, &8
T SR> BT ek —(E B R, (F2 [#E#ER] ( Sub-Ordination ) .
(... ) MZERERBAAER . EREFRErHE, B8RRI —
(#4512 )5 ] ( Co-Ordination ) - A& VIZERERIAMELL [HH 2 )5 ] 2HH
o MIARIEH 2 [HEME | Ry R 2R 25 0 AN A% Al v R EL Bt 5 1)
HEAM  E R AR EE RN (BT 50 [ mEE ], W
Tt B A S ik 8 .

WRFR=ZE, MR RAMERAEENRE, REAHEEAM, mRE
SRR M 2 ORI, R ABEE . IRFEBUAR, A
CEETH WABERIESRREBGA, MRIECHEAMRIETE, R84 fekk
P 1) PR R T IR R B IR AR B AR R PR I [ R A2 BRI

Bl o

REEZR A PBOCRERR [ HEVEZE AR/ ARRR ], 77X
RIS [ EEVEZ ZRRERBU/AME R B ) 10 I BUA 2 37 B BACRY
BRI o ARE LR W B IR S R S R SRR SRS
IR IA o AR5y — 5, A SCAR Y PERTE AR MRV GH R th AR, HiE b
JEN AR ELIRHIIEARE, M2 FEA R . EBURMSE,  [BIEZ AR
RE) B2 HAed [OH 6] MBS, HALZERER: —. EmAs
Ry T AFECER, ATTECR, RRERISLEIEMIRG: = IR T
HiEE, AN [Bufz A . BB EER [EEZ SNERRIR
8

HAUH R KB TR 5 R T | A8 A A — T A 50 e 48 28 A QR )
JE AR X OR T IRELE S v 5 R LI BERY [ sl A ) A, 55— i SO

S PRIE. GRS [MEXMZEEE] ), . (HEEIRARER) . 5 106
115.

TRES. (BUEBAE) (Edh: BAEF, 198744 , H 52-53; IR (BEESELSE)
(Zib: BEHRAE, 20034E) , 101, H 58, LAFSIHAAZ=MEER, LLTHESE
AR RO B B E R R E S 1%

SfpoE=. (BUEBLAIEY . H 140 (10:155) .



ZEUIRE EAHER (RS R RN S

TR A KA AL A BB R B AR AP IR (RS KE 2 P E th
FHEHMHENIEGE) « BRIERN T REREMAN S, BEHmANR
AR, Flan, L TRESH R ] AR B 5k [ A BAT
FreuMBOaHIE | . MHRHE. B 1R, RN ZORIUG 5B H R,
FE TR SR (1 B VB35 T [A) 06 7 SCICEERE, R B AR [V
feam ] o BHRABREEA T R ER BRI R B ERE (nREE. MK
. FREY mE, SEMAEEMRZZHRN. Gl BUELERE R
B R E BB S8 [ ARIIEIORS ] . At ALk tR )
S P4 7 B B BUR R LI BRR,  105Rs Hh B BT AR el 37 R 2 1 B i A 7t
g SRS, TESE R IR BRI,

[CEMEAE ] M3RAEE (B 2o . SR v ni i G na ) 32 H
— A FERPER R TS T AL R A B A RS I A (A ?
B4Ry SR EBARPY 77 R MR = 2, MM 1 & (R R A A
M CUHGRARTREELGR A B 3 b B8 508 3= B ) B2 10 e 4 Bt k) . 7EAth
MR, [E &M 2 B 32 B 2 4 5 2 iR s OB TG U . TG R AN &
I#5] SPRASE 175 2 KRB RS 2% 2 35 v BRI JRR s SR R A 0, (LA ARG X ) B A 52 31 i
TR, AT AR AR . 2 AR S 3B PG 77 BRG] B 1) e e 22
PRI R P R R A HRAES—J7 1, MR ZIESR R 2w
WA ERS CEFERENE S B8 285, MaARmBIE S, &0
DMERER T E, JRARn s T3 NI HAERT G H, ATRAe . 1818
B BL B ACAE BE 2 328 (communitarianism) B A [ B3 | BOBIECAE T & .
DRI, i 2 o r e ERJE S S B 3 1) B2 R AR G AR 5 el 3= 2 P ARAR
AR, o AR I AR, T 2 Hh 3 RO B R M DR #h = RS
SRS B RIE R . HEe, [RE] WEEGE R EEK, HIH
FERL (ustification) AN LRKFIRNT. fEEMHEE T, [FH2FH R I
Al K FEBUR — M TER AR -

SHERE:  (BUARMRE: EAUBRMEN . FREEEE) (EAUER BEESULFEAF, 2003
), H 82-83,174-175.

10 v [ [ AR RO, 2RI DA R R AR, OB A . (HAEE 2000
FEREMDEBGHEME L %, MATAZHEAREEE (populism) KIjEHE, HEHEEEH
BEACREURN, FRR7EETE T HHERAEM,

"R A 1958 4E S A 1T HHFIR CHBPED) (55 1865 9 W) prifts 2 atam (BR3E
LIRS RE) (H4) 5 IRRMRIESAES: (Boftes) (Zib: HdEEFAA,
1990 4F) , 28 11 fih:  (BugEtg (B ), H 577,



Asian Studies II (XVIII), 1 (2014), pp. 7-18

[R50 R | HEEREMHEMR

A8, FERENWEAHERN MEEHE LR T A28 R IEARIERES
PragfsEptE . Ee Bl S E MRS XA A IR A R AT 5
WEBEI e, BEE N BLUEBUR I B2, BRI R ARG A
Hr (John Rawls) 1 (IEZFERm) (A4 Theory of Justice) %1315 A B
s, B, FrifxmiEEmEZENREMED LA HENEE.

1949 A FAE A [ R SO 281 220 1) (B ol R (DU R AR TR ] O
B B AT E N TR RS T, AAAmAEAEAE A, HrP L REER b S .
Rl 1 B R B Ak, R B B e B8] B = A e P [ R i A% 31 2
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MBS, (EEE, M REFED 2000 FIEBHER, BUTRHEST TR
] MIBGE, HEZEEE KRR TIRIEN T EESO . EIEEIT,
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PR ESIE WP, ZEE R TR A 3 R By SO ) 2 7,
T PR K PR IBOHE i 5 R AR S P . 738 —Bh b, 30 R AR iB0E SL 5 T
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Summary

The 1950s witnessed a debate between the Modern Confucians of Hong Kong and
Taiwan on one side and the Taiwanese liberal intellectuals on the other side. The
debate focused on the issue as to whether traditional Chinese culture, especially
Confucianism, was appropriate for the development of science, technology and
democratic political system in the modern sense. In this context, the Modern
Confucians of Hong Kong and Taiwan have exposed the theory of the
“Development of Democracy from Confucianism”. Since the author of the present
article has already tried in several past studies to clarify various misunderstandings
connected to these questions, this article does not restate the details regarding the
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abovementioned theory. Instead, it rather offers further explanation of its inherent
significance.

On the one hand, even though the Modern Confucians admitted that traditional
Confucianism did not include science and democracy in modern sense, they did
not believe that the Confucian tradition was obstacle to the of modern country with
its attributes. On the other hand, the liberals believed in the opposite and insisted
that China had to get rid of all of its relicts of Confucianism if it wished to become
a modern, technologically developed and democratic state. This debate has shown
that the Modern Confucians acknowledged the limits between politics and
morality; however on the theoretical level they stressed that political freedom has
to presuppose moral freedom. The representatives of the liberal camp denied this
assumption, because in their own opinion this scenario (in the best case) would
lead to a “totalitarian democracy”.

Through in depth analyses of this controversy, the author comes to the
conclusion that democracy and traditional Confucianism do not exclude one
another. He exposes the fact that Taiwanese Confucian scholars have never
rejected multiple approaches to democracy on the basis of different cultural
traditions. In this sense, Taiwanese Modern Confucians have been thoroughly—
though indirectly—contributing to the democratization of their country.

Povzetek

V petdesetih letih smo bili pri¢a razpravi med sodobnimi konfucianci iz Hong
Konga in Tajvana na eni in liberalno strujo tajvanskih izobraZencev na drugi strani.
Razprava se je osredotoCila predvsem na vprasanje, ali je tradicionalna kitajska
kultura in zlasti konfucijanska miselnost primerna za razvoj znanosti, tehnologije
in demokraticnega politinega sistema zahodnega tipa. V tem kontekstu so
moderni konfucijanci iz Hong Konga in Tajvana izpostavili teorijo o »razvoju
demokracije iz konfucianizma«. Ker je avtor tega clanka Ze v ve¢ preteklih
Studijah poskusil razjasniti razliéne nesporazume povezane s temi vprasanji, ta
¢lanek ne prinasa podrobnosti glede zgoraj omenjene teorije. Namesto tega raje
nudi dodatno razlago o pomenu teorij.

Ceprav moderni konfucijanci na eni strani priznavajo, da v tradicionalnem
konfucijanstvu ti elementi sicer niso bili prisotni, vendar to $e¢ ne pomeni, da
konfucijanska tradicija razvoj moderne drzave s temi atributi zavira, so bili
liberalci prepricani o nasprotnem in so zato poudarjali, da mora Kitajska, ¢e Zeli
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postati moderna, tehnolosko razvita in demokrati¢na drzava, odstraniti vse prezitke
konfucijanske miselnosti. V tej polemiki se je izkazalo, da so moderni
konfucijanci sicer priznavali razliko med politiko in moralo, vendar so sistem
politiéne svobode na teoretski ravni pogojevali z moralno svobodo. Predstavniki
liberalnega tabora so zanikali njihovo predpostavko, po kateri naj bi bila politi¢na
svoboda osnovana na moralni, kajti to bi po njihovem mnenju v najboljSem
primeru privedlo do »totalitarne demokracije«.

Skozi poglobljene analize te polemike avtor pride do zakljucka, da
demokracija in tradicionalni konfucianizem ne izkljucujeta drug drugega. Avtor
izpostavlja dejstvo, da tajvanski konfucijanci niso nikoli zavracali demokrati¢nega
razvoja na osnovi kulturno pogojenih razlik. V tem smislu so tajvanski moderni
konfucijanci nemalo — cetudi posredno — prispevali k procesu demokratizacije
njihove drzave.



