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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.
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Bef s, 188 2 DU B2 2 32 3510 DR 3 AR 8 1 IR £ BUA (King 1997, 174).
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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 demokrati¢nega politicnega 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 ¢lanka 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.



