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      Preface

      
      
      If every philosophy is autobiographical in Friedrich Nietzsche’s words, it would be
         all the more true of this book. This book is an outgrowth of critical examination
         of Western political theory embedded in Western-centrism and the tumultuous ideational
         processes by which the contemporary Korean political theory and reality have intensely
         interacted (both in convergent and divergent ways) with it. World Social Science Report 2010: Knowledge Divides, published by UNESCO and International Social Science Council, has warned the seriousness
         of knowledge divides in the social sciences between and among nations and regions,
         which have marred humanity’s ability to properly articulate and solve global social
         problems. From this more objective perspective, this volume could be considered as
         a Korean intellectual’s report on Western-centrism—one of the most fundamental forms
         of “knowledge divide” within political theory—and its impact on Korean political theory.
         Given the grave nature of Western-centrism, it is a baffling paradox to observe that
         there are hardly any extended monographs committed to examining this subject in the
         discipline of (Western) political theory proper, an intellectual tradition which has
         long been proud of critical self-reflection.[1]   
      

      
      I have long engaged with agonizing reflections upon Western-centrism as a “Third World”
         (now a rapidly fading term) political theorist who has studied and taught Western
         political theory and also witnessed the vicissitudes of the Western-oriented modernization
         in his country. During my graduate study of political theory in Berkeley in the early
         1980s, a simple but vexing question tormented me throughout: “What has brought me
         here to study political theory as a Third World student?” The question was directed
         at my internalization of Western-centrism, albeit with some uncomfortable ambivalence.
         Like most Koreans of my generation, in my college years I also suffered from the tyranny
         of Park Chung-hee’s iron rule in the 1970s. After graduation, I decided to study Western
         political thought, hoping to find the fundamental solution to chronic political malaise
         plaguing Korea since the liberation from Japanese colonial bondage. My basic questions
         were: “What had prevented Korean democracy from working properly, and what had made
         democracy viable and prospering in Western nations?” Accordingly, I came to Berkeley
         in the United States to study political theory, acting upon the vague Western-centric
         belief that there was the eternal and universal truth of democracy in the West, shining
         like a Platonic Idea of Goodness. At the same time, whenever the question “What has
         brought me here?” was posed, ironically I was reminded of the remark made by Wonhyo
         (617–686 CE), the most famous Buddhist monk in Silla[2]: “Could the truth that is absent in Silla exist in Tang?[3]   Could the truth that is present in Tang be absent in Silla?”[4]   Anyway, I was a self-styled (would-be) exile both in the political and intellectual
         sense; I was a refuge from the Korean dictatorship. 
      

      
      At the same time I was a stranger to the tradition of Western political thought which
         claimed universal truth across time and space. Although I wholeheartedly imbibed Western
         ideas, at the same time I felt like an adopted Korean child in a white American family—an
         uncomfortable ambivalence of the earnest desire for acceptance and the simultaneous
         instinctual feeling to not get too close.
      

      
      Completing my degree, I returned to Korea and took an academic position at Sogang
         University where the same problematique of Western-centrism erupted again in a different
         guise. In 1991, while witnessing the outbreak of the first U.S.-Iraq War (the so-called
         “Gulf War”) almost twenty years after the humiliating defeat of the United States
         in the U.S.-Vietnam War, I published an article, “Are American ‘Anti-War’ Movies Really
         ‘Anti-War’?” (Migugui “banjeon”yeonghwaneun gwayeon “banjeon”jeoginga?). In it, I analyzed the popular American anti-war movies featuring the U.S.-Vietnam
         War which had moved the people all over the world—such as The Deer Hunter, Apocalypse Now, Platoon, Born on the Fourth of July, and so on—and then showed that they were not really anti-war in the universal perspective
         of humanity. They actually contained the unwitting message that wars can be waged
         insofar as the sacrifice of American soldiers was minimized, by centering on the war-torn
         anguishes of American heroes and at the same time marginalizing or ignoring the enormous
         sacrifice borne by the faceless Vietnamese victims. In the early 1990s the successful
         U.S.-Iraq War was waged following the message faithfully, thereby winning enthusiastic
         popular support from American masses. Although I did not spell out clearly the problematic
         of Western-centrism in the article, I noted the serious ills of Western-centrism,
         inflicting inherent humiliation on non-Western people as well as bestowing undeserved
         privilege upon Westerners. 
      

      
      Later, in the fall of 1995, I tried to give a more concrete outline of my agony while
         I spent my first sabbatical leave at Harvard University. First of all, from my experience
         of teaching and doing research in supposedly “universal” Western political theory
         at a Korean university, my growing discontent was that Western political theory completely
         failed to grasp the Korean reality, or, put the other way around, that the stubborn
         Korean reality betrayed Western political theory even after ostensibly successful
         democratization since 1987. It was not simply a non-congruence of theory/concept and
         practice/reality, familiar in the methodology of academic disciplines. There seemed
         to be a fundamental hiatus, or tension, between Western theory and Korean reality.
         Furthermore, granted that Westerners and Koreans used the same concepts and ideas—for
         example, such as democracy, liberalism, conservatism, freedom, legitimacy, and so
         on—there were significant differences between the two sides in terms of meaning and
         implication, not to mention the radically different historical and cultural contexts—although
         we could not go as far as to say that those differences are incommensurable. Such
         feeling was not to be reconciled unless the universality of Western political theory
         was given up—a decision hard for me to accept. 
      

      
      To give such frustration a systematic format, while in Cambridge I wrote a crude essay
         titled “Dilemmas Facing a Korean Intellectual Engaging with Western Political Thought:
         A Preliminary Reflection on Eurocentrism.” Here, I began to use the word “Eurocentrism”
         to express my intellectual agony for the first time. From then on I delved into the
         literature on Eurocentrism, reading Samir Amin’s Eurocentrism, Edward Said’s Orientalism, Robert Young’s White Mythologies, David Morley and Kevin Robins’s Spaces of Identity: Global Media, Electronic Landscapes and Cultural Boundaries, Partha Chatterjee’s Nationalist Thought and the Colonial World: A Derivative Discourse?, Dipesh Chakrabarty’s article “Provincializing Europe: Postcoloniality and the Critique
         of History,” and so on. All of these made a deep impression upon my initial understanding
         of Eurocentrism. In early May 1996, I presented a paper critiquing Samuel P. Huntington’s
         theory of democratization as suggested in his book The Third Wave: Democratization in the Late Twentieth Century at the Korea Institute of Harvard University. The paper sought to articulate and
         refute Western-centrism inherent in Huntington’s interpretation regarding the relationship
         between Christianity/Confucianism and democratization. This was the first paper I
         wrote on the theme of Western-centrism. The expanded and revised version of it was
         published in 1997 after I returned to Korea. 
      

      
      Thereafter, upon my return to Korea in 1996, I began to be preoccupied with complex
         and variegated questions regarding Western-centrism. What is Western-centrism? How
         is Western-centrism to be compared and contrasted with other forms of centrism such
         as Sinocentrism, capitalism (bourgeois-centrism), patriarchy (male-centrism), and
         racism (white-centrism)? How has Western-centrism evolved in world history and in
         the history of Western political thought? How has Western-centrism shaped the evolution
         of contemporary Korean political thought? What kinds of ill effects has Western-centrism
         brought about in Korean society and academia? And, ultimately, how can Western-centrism
         be overcome? Seeking to articulate problems on Western-centrism and come up with proper
         solutions, I began to devour many academic materials on Western-centrism and found
         later that many scholars had already engaged with the subject in a pioneering way.
         It turned out that I had only joined their journey as a belated participant. 
      

      
      In order to pursue my research more systematically, I developed and taught a course
         entitled “Culture and Politics: Western-Centrism” both at graduate and undergraduate
         levels. The students’ active discussions and vibrant responses in the classes worked
         as a great encouragement and renewed incentive for furthering my research. Some of
         my graduate students wrote their MA theses on the theme Western-centrism, and I appreciate
         their enthusiastic support for, and active participation in, my research. At the same
         time I published some articles on Western-Centrism in academic journals. In the end,
         in 2004 with the generous support from the Daewoo Foundation, I published a book entitled
         Seogujungsimjuuireul neomeoseo (Beyond the Shadow of Western-centrism). As soon as it was published, it received
         special and wide attention from major newspapers and academic circles. The book also
         won the honor of the “Best Book of the Year 2004” from the Korean Political Science
         Association. This present book is an English translation of it, with some adjustment
         and revision added to the original Korean version.
      

      
      While turbulent Korean politics ever since its encounter with the Western powers in
         the late nineteenth century has driven me to the study of political theory, it was
         the professors of political theory in the University of California at Berkeley who
         taught me how to practice the craft of political theory. The tradition of the Free
         Speech Movement of the 1960s, still glimmering among students on the Berkeley campus
         of the early 1980s, gave me endless inspiration for participatory democracy, for I
         had a strong thirst for radical democracy. Late Professor Norman Jacobson opened the
         door for me to analyze literature in a way proper for political theory by offering
         the graduate seminar “Politics and Literature.” In these seminars I read Plato, Machiavelli,
         Dostoevsky, Camus, and Arendt along the theme of politics and truth. He inspired my
         study with a warm smile and encouraging advice. My personal encounter with late Professor
         John Schaar and letter exchanges with Professor Sheldon S. Wolin gave me additional
         commitment to “political theory as a vocation.” More than anybody else, however, it
         is Professor Hanna F. Pitkin to whom I am most intellectually indebted. I took two
         courses in the history of Western political thought. It came as a truly surprising
         experience when she returned my papers with detailed comments, the like of which I
         have never received before or after in my life. It was all the more shocking because
         I had never taken any courses in political science before coming to Berkeley and naturally
         I felt that my paper was so poor in quality, not worth such detailed comment from
         a professor of her stature. When I submitted the draft of my dissertation chapter
         by chapter, she gave elaborate page-by-page comments in the margins. She showed inexhaustible
         patience with my paper, never failing to point out weakness and laziness in my thinking.
         In this way, Professor Pitkin taught me “how to think.” Metaphorically speaking, a
         self-styled political exile from Korea was reborn in Berkeley as a political theorist,
         and it was Hanna F. Pitkin who raised me as a full-fledged political theorist. It
         is to Pitkin that this volume is dedicated, however humble a tribute it may be. 
      

      
      After publishing the Korean volume (Seogujungsimjuuireul neomeoseo) in 2004, I set up a plan to translate it into English and publish it in the near
         future. However, many things interrupted me from completing this task. So it took
         longer than I thought it could in the beginning. While translating, I tried to update
         changes in Korean and world politics which provided the context of the book. So I
         have made adaptations and revisions in some chapters, notably the concluding chapter
         12. However, I have not made any substantial revisions in the theoretical framework
         of the book. Seen from the vantage point of 2015, more than ten years after the publication
         of the original Korean volume, chapter 6, which examines critically Samuel P. Hungtington’s
         theory of democratization regarding the relationship between Confucianism and democratization
         in East Asia suggested in his book The Third Wave (1991), appears more outdated than any other. However, it cannot be denied that the
         historical evolution of democratization/democracy in East Asia during the last twenty
         or so years refutes effectively his interpretation, and that theoretical development
         regarding the relationship between Confucianism and democratization/democracy has
         defied Hungtington’s thesis and made it impotent, and moved in the direction I have
         suggested. 
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. This does not mean that there have been no examinations of Western-centrism in the
                  works of political theory. But the subject has only been addressed marginally, which
                  implies that it is not worth serious consideration. In contrast, outside of politic
                  science, Western-centrism (Eurocentrism) has been widely dealt with not only in postcolonial,
                  poststructural, and postmodern theories, but also in the fields of historiography
                  and cultural/media studies.
               

            

         

         
            2. Silla is an ancient Korean kingdom which unified the Korean peninsula in 676 CE for
                  the first time in history.
               

            

         

         
            3. Tang (唐) is the name of a Chinese empire (618–907 CE).

            

         

         
            4. Wonhyo was then in the middle of a trip with another Buddhist monk to Tang China to
                  do more advanced study of Buddhism. After making this remark, however, he gave up
                  his trip and returned to the Silla Kingdom, but his friend Uisang (625–702 CE) went
                  ahead and later became a famous monk, too, after his return.
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      Introduction

      
         
         From Western-Centrism to 
Post-Western-Centrism in Korea
         

         
      

      
      The current Sino-Korean word for earth is jigu, a combination of the Chinese characters 地 (earth or ground) and 球 (globe). This
         term implies both that the earth is round and that there is no particular center.
         However, until the Joseon Dynasty (1392–1910), most Koreans believed that there was
         a center of the world, in keeping with the traditional concept of a “round sky and
         square earth.” Furthermore, they accepted the Sinocentric worldview that China was
         the center of the world, and that the Chinese emperor, the Son of Heaven, ruled over
         the world. It was during the late Joseon period that leading Korean intellectuals
         were influenced by Seohak (Western Learning) and accepted the “round earth theory,” and Hong Dae-yong, a scholar
         of Silhak (Practical Learning or Realist School of Confucianism), asserted that since the earth
         was round, there could be no definite center and that it was wrong to place only China
         at the center and thus to classify it as “civilized” and the surrounding countries
         as “barbaric.” 
      

      
       Though the “round earth theory” was first proposed in the West, it is now a universally
         accepted fact. Therefore, the division between center and periphery should no longer
         apply. Despite the geographical reality, however, the concept of center and periphery
         continue to exist in both our political and social worlds, and this reality is also
         reflected in our psychological geography. According to the Western-centric worldview
         that has become dominant worldwide, Western civilization perpetually exists at the
         center of the world and the rest of the world exists in its periphery, as merely incomplete
         reflections or residua of the West. The West (re)created modernity and the world in
         its own image. This can be seen both in temporal and spatial aspects, such as fixing
         the longitude and concept of standard Greenwich Mean Time with Europe (United Kingdom)
         as the starting point, or in the Mercator Projection world map, which places Europe
         at the center of the world and makes it appear bigger than its actual size. Accordingly,
         Seoul is located at 127.5 degrees east from the Greenwich Astronomical Observatory
         in England, which is situated at 0 degrees, or the starting point from which to measure
         all other geographical locations. Likewise, Asia has been divided into the Near East,
         Middle East, and Far East based on their proximities to Europe (UK), with Korea, China,
         and Japan having been classified as the “Far East.”[1]  
      

      
      Similarly, our calendars are also based on the (presumed) year of Jesus Christ’s birth,
         following the dominant religion of Western civilization, Christianity. If one counted
         the year from the foundation of Old Joseon, the first state to be founded by Koreans
         according to the myth of Dangun (檀君), this would be the year 4348, not 2015. The current
         generation of Koreans seems mostly unaware of the fact that up until the May 16 Military
         Coup of 1961, Korea used the dangi calendar to mark the passage of time with the founding of Old Joseon as the first
         year, in tandem with the Western calendar.[2]   Neighboring Japan tends to use the Western Common Era calendar, but the reign-title,
         which is based on the enthronement of the present emperor, is also widely employed.[3]   
      

      
      The influence of Western civilization, however, does not end simply with shaping the
         temporal and spatial concepts that frame the way we live. Rather, the general trend
         today is to consider that which is “Western” as universal and normal, while regarding
         that which is “Eastern” or “Korean” as particular and local. For example, whereas
         in 1994, scenes of North Koreans mourning the death of their leader, Kim Il-sung,
         were portrayed on Western television as abnormal, or as a manifestation of mass hysteria,
         scenes of Westerners sobbing at Princess Diana’s “funeral of the century” were presented
         as quite natural. While snails or foie gras, consumed in certain countries in the
         West, are treated as world-class cuisine, Korean bosintang (dog meat soup) is deemed “abhorrent,” resulting in the official restriction of its
         consumption during the 1988 Olympic Games in Seoul. It once again became an object
         of criticism by some Westerners and the international press prior to the 2002 World
         Cup, cohosted by Korea and Japan. 
      

      
       The West is the “world” while Korea, for example, is “local.”[4]   The professional baseball playoffs in Korea are called the “Korean Series” while
         those of the United States are called the “World Series,” as if the latter were an
         international baseball championship drawing as much worldwide attention as the FIFA
         World Cup.[5]   Comparing the designations of the baseball series with those of baduk (a board game also known as “Go”) tournaments provides an interesting contrast. Korean,
         Chinese, and Japanese baduk players are the best in the world, and the championship, in which top professional
         players from all three countries participate, is called the “World Go Championship,”
         with the winner enjoying the glory of being a world champion. The difference, however,
         is that this tournament does not attract nearly as much attention as the World Series
         of American baseball. Therefore, even if Korean professional Go players such as Yi
         Se-dol, Lee Chang-ho, or Cho Hun-hyun were to win the world championship, the Korean
         public would not be as excited as it is when Korean athletes, such as Park In-bee
         and Ryu Hyun-jin, are successful in their respective fields in the United States.
         This can be attributed to the fact that the United States and the West are still considered
         the center of the world, while Korea and East Asia remain at the periphery. Therefore,
         when Koreans succeed in fields in which Westerners typically outperform us, we celebrate
         these achievements as world events. On the contrary, winning in categories such as
         taekwondo, judo, or baduk, where Koreans or East Asians have long excelled, is regarded as “regional” or “local”
         news in which Westerners are not interested. In other words, even if it is an international
         event, like the aforementioned baduk tournament, it is still considered merely second-rate news. 
      

      
      Even though the West is regarded as the center of the world and Westerners as global
         citizens, the self-perception of Koreans as being on the periphery has not held sway
         for that long. In fact, Korea and Japan were not strongly influenced by a Western-centric
         worldview until as late as the Japanese colonial rule (1910–1945). Thus, the war between
         the European powers that took place between 1914 and 1918 was originally referred
         to as the “Great European War.” After Korea’s liberation from Japanese colonial rule,
         however, Koreans now call this conflict the “First World War,” accepting the name
         coined by Westerners due to the profound diffusion of a Western-centric worldview
         that has since taken place. With the outbreak of war on Korean soil on June 25, 1950,
         North Koreans became the enemy and were called “barbarians,” a sentiment rooted in
         a Sinocentric worldview. This war was therefore referred to as the “6/25 Rebellion,”
         implying that it was initiated illegally by northern barbarians and rebels. This title
         later took on the third-person perspective when it was changed to Hanguk Jeonjaeng (Korean War), from the point of view of the United States and the West.[6]   More recently, there are even a number of Korean journalists and scholars who call
         North Korea a “rogue state,” using the derisive term coined by the United States,
         although they have not yet gone as far as to call it part of the “axis of evil,” as
         it has more recently been dubbed in the United States.
      

      
      In addition to the term “Korean War,” Koreans also use terms created by the United
         States to designate other wars waged by the latter. For example, the two wars fought
         between Iraq and the United States and its allies are called the “Gulf War” or the
         “Iraq War” in Korea. Just as in the Korean War, the Iraq War signifies that the United
         States and its allies fought against Iraq on Iraqi soil. As the United States and
         its allies are the subjects, i.e., active perpetrators of the war, they are omitted
         from the name of the war itself. Although Korea has neither fought in Iraq nor against
         Iraq, through the use of the terms “Gulf War” or “Iraq War,” Koreans tacitly come
         to identify and align themselves with the United States.[7]  
      

      
      The periphery complex that places the West at the center and Korea on the periphery
         was best exemplified in contemporary Korean history during the 2002 World Cup, when
         Koreans rejoiced over their national team’s successive victories. When the Korean
         team[8]   reached the semi-
finals for the first time ever, the exuberant slogan “Pride of Asia” swept across
         the country.[9]   Stemming from such national and regional pride, the enthusiastic press releases
         and articles published at the time demonstrate how deeply the periphery complex was
         embedded in the Korean psyche:
      

      
      
         	
            
            “The first in Asia to reach the semifinals, Korea is proud that it has moved from
               the periphery to the center through its own abilities.”
            

            
         

         
         	
            “After a long time at the periphery of world history, we have now let the world know
               our determination to stand firmly at the center.”
            

            
         

         
         	
            “Korea should now become a central nation, not only in soccer, but also in every other
               aspect—a renowned nation of the world.”
            

            
         

         
         	
            “Each time the Taegeuk (Korean) warriors vanquished European powers, we were able to overcome our defeatist
               mentality once and for all.”
            

            
         

         
         	
            “With continued news of victory in the World Cup games, Koreans overseas are also
               becoming assured that their homeland is moving from the periphery closer to the center
               of the world.”
            

            
         

         
         	
            “Their homeland, known only as a divided country, no longer bears a tag of shame.”

            
         

         
      

      
      The superiority of the West is not simply limited to its perceived universality or
         centrality. Almost everything that is recognized as “true,” “good,” and “beautiful”
         in our daily lives in Korea have their origins in the West. The great heroes, scientists,
         politicians, explorers, artists, and writers that are acknowledged as the world’s
         great men and women are mostly Westerners. The literary “classics” that one is expected
         to read in order to be considered educated or cultured are mostly Western works. Even
         in Korean textbooks, although a few Koreans can occasionally be found in order to
         boost national pride, there are many Westerners and it is very difficult to find people
         from other non-Western regions. The global criteria for women’s beauty is also based
         on a Westernized image of women with “long legs, a narrow waist, full breasts, high
         nose, big eyes, and big and shiny lips.” This, of course, is not a phenomenon limited
         to women. In Korea, slang used to describe people based on the length of their legs
         had once caused men who are short and thick-legged to endure teasing or insults, which
         subsequently brought about a rise in the sales of men’s shoes with extra-high soles.
         Korean children hardly play with any Korean dolls; those that have been modeled after
         Koreans, even “traditional Korean dolls,” are typically seen as novelty toys, decorating
         local souvenir shops targeted at tourists.
      

      
      Today, English, the global language, has become a language that pervades Korea. Almost
         all of the cars manufactured by Korean companies have English names, and a great number
         of restaurants, bars, and cafés also have foreign names. Just as Koreans have Chinese
         characters for our names, we also voluntarily create English names (or nicknames)
         for e-mail addresses, along with English language addresses for web pages[10]—would it be overreaching to compare this practice with the forced name changes under
         Japanese colonial rule? In this way, Western things seem to be becoming more familiar,
         while those which are traditional are becoming stranger and more removed. 
      

      
      The political world, where the principles of nationalism and state sovereignty prevail,
         is no exception. When the first “Gulf War” took place between the United States and
         Iraq in early 1991, Korean television aired CNN, the Cable News Network of the United
         States, with barely any editing or adjustment. The United States army was called “our
         forces” and the Korean public was given the impression that the Korean media had become
         a one-way transmitter for the “voice of America.” Since the daily reports of the main
         newspapers also depended heavily on the Western media, without any independent articulation
         of their own perspectives, the Korean public fell under the illusion that “we” were
         winning the war. 
      

      
       Such phenomena are duplicated in the teaching of history. The Monroe Doctrine of
         the United States in the early nineteenth century was a declaration of an “isolationist”
         or “non-interventionist” diplomatic policy that stated mutual non-interference between
         the United States and Europe. Since the mid-nineteenth century, however, the United
         States has expanded its powers to Hawaii, East Asia, and the Pacific region, and actively
         proceeded with expansionist and interventionist policies, including battleship diplomacy
         in Japan and Korea and the colonization of the Philippines and Hawaii, while also
         demanding that China open its doors, arguing for the principle of equal opportunity.
         In this sense, the isolationist or non-interventionist policy emphasized by the Monroe
         Doctrine was applied to the mutual relationship between the United States and Europe,
         but not to non-European countries, including Asia. In other words, based on its expansionist
         policy, East Asian countries at the time were “invaded” by the United States rather
         than being “isolated” or “un-intervened.” Despite this historical background, this
         policy is deemed “non-interventionist” or “isolationist” in the Korean teaching of
         world history.[11]  
      

      
      Western-centrism is not a reality limited only to everyday life; it also pervades
         academia. In Korean academia, Western philosophy is called “philosophy” as a universal
         term, while our traditional philosophy has long been specified as “Korean” or “Eastern
         philosophy.”[12]   The same holds true in the field of political thought, with most universities using
         the term “political thought” to designate “Western political thought,” whereas our
         traditional thought is referred to as “Korean” or “Eastern political thought.”[13]   Furthermore, most Korean scholars of political science tend to focus on importing,
         applying, and spreading theories or methodologies that are popular in Western (mostly
         American) academia, rather than deducing and theorizing issues for themselves. Lee
         Seung-hwan (1997a, 184) strongly criticized this tendency by asking, “What is the
         difference between the wives of the nouveau riche who buy imported brand-name goods no matter the cost and the scholars who accept
         and import Western thought as universal truths without careful examination?” Cho Hye-jeong
         (1995a, 5, 22) also denounced the colonized nature of Korean intellectual society,
         describing it as “a society without the language to solve its own problems . . . a
         society that cannot produce endogenous theories to explain its own society.” 
      

      
      In the field of political thought, this is regarded as the main cause of the sterility
         of modern Korean intellectualism. As a representative example, sociologist Kim Dong-chun
         (1996, 280) noted the “external dependency of the ideological terrain” of Korean society
         and argued that “various ideologies have been introduced based on the relationship
         with foreign powers, rather than as a result of the internal demands of the society.”
         He then characterized Korea’s modern intellectual topography as a realm of “no-thought,
         no-ideology, no-principle” (Kim Dong-chun 1996, 298). Around the same time, political
         scientist Kim Seok-geun (1997, 110–12) also critiqued the “sterility of political
         science in Korea,” asserting that “Korean political science cannot provide a satisfactory
         explanation of the political reality of Korea.” He then suggested that most political
         science papers published in Korea have busily applied Western theories that have been
         produced by the West for its own needs, without serious reflection regarding Korean
         society and thus are far removed from the political reality of Korea. He further criticized
         such tendencies for having even been applied to research on Korean traditional thought,
         arguing that “instead of understanding the West based on our tradition, Western thought
         is accepted as an absolute criterion and used as the only standard by which to examine
         traditional thought” (Kim Seok-geun 1997, 126).
      

      
       As such severe criticisms might indicate, the poverty of Korean thought should be
         recognized, along with most humanities and social sciences disciplines that have been
         imported from the West. This phenomenon, however, does not seem to be limited to Korean
         society. Bhikhu Parekh (1992), an active Indian-born political theorist living in
         the UK, suggests the intellectual colonialism of Indian society as one of the causes
         of the “poverty of Indian political theory.” It is therefore necessary to note the
         “universal” reality that original or independent thought is rare in the non-Western
         world, even Japan.[14]   In China, as socialism ebbed after the reforms of the 1980s and the opening up
         of its economy, which was followed by the introduction of a market economy, Mao Zedong’s
         ideology, which had led to the victory of socialist revolution in China (and had great
         influence in many non-Western societies), has long since lost its importance as a
         viable system of thought. Likewise, Gandhi’s political thought, which drove India’s
         independence movement, is now regarded as not having been greatly helpful in India’s
         autonomous modernization process since the 1990s. 
      

      
      The scarcity of creative thinkers with global influence in the non-Western world,
         including Korea, means that since the intellectual climate is controlled and dominated
         by Western-centrism, the non-Western world cannot develop creative or independent
         thought, despite the fact that a long time has passed since many countries have achieved
         political independence. Since our reality, and our theories for understanding that
         reality, is deeply permeated by Western-centrism, our lives and accumulated knowledge
         cannot fully escape intellectual colonialism. In this aspect, liberation from Western-centrism
         is an extremely difficult task, more so than political independence, economic development,
         and democratization. 
      

      
       From another point of view, however, Koreans’ reality is not uniformly colored by
         Western-centrism. Since the mid-1990s in particular, with the end of the Cold War
         and a sudden surge in South Koreans’ pride in their country’s successful industrialization
         and democratization, the lives of Koreans and their way of learning, which was once
         permeated by Western-centrism, appear to be undergoing “significant” changes; Koreans
         are thus facing a great turning point. Despite inundation by Western influences, efforts
         to restore the Korean identity can be seen in various fields. Interest in, and nostalgia
         for, that which is “traditional,” “Korean,” or “ours,” which had long been forgotten
         or abandoned, is being cautiously revived, a trend that can also be detected at a
         public level. 
      

      
       A perfect example is the restoration of the native Korean Lunar New Year’s Day. Traditionally,
         Koreans regarded the first day of the first lunar month as seol (New Year’s Day). However, the Japanese Government-General (during the colonial period,
         1910–1945) and the Park Chung-hee administration (1961–1979) both deemed January 1
         of the solar year as “sinjeong” (new seol) and the first day of the lunar year as “gujeong” (old seol). While allowing three days of holiday to celebrate “Solar New Year’s Day,” which
         was made the official beginning of the year, the Park administration shortened or
         abolished the Lunar New Year holiday. Despite this, most Korean people resisted these
         changes by continuing to return to their hometowns to hold ancestral rituals on Lunar
         New Year’s Day, in what could be considered a nationwide annual migration. In the
         end, the government yielded to public sentiment, and in 1985 the Chun Doo-hwan administration
         changed Lunar New Year’s Day to “Folk Day” and designated it a national holiday. In
         1989, after democratization in 1987, the Roh Tae-woo administration changed “Folk
         Day” to “New Year’s Day,” accompanied by a three-day holiday, thus recognizing Lunar
         New Year’s Day as Korea’s official seol, allowing Koreans to reflect on its significance.[15]  
      

      
      The renewed interest in traditional, “Korean,” or “our” things can also be seen in
         popular slogans such as sintoburi (“the body and soil are one,” originally coined and circulated to oppose American
         pressure to open the Korean market to imported American agricultural products such
         as rice, beef, etc.), and “what is most Korean is the most global.” Such slogans emerged
         with movements to protect Korean agricultural products and market traditional food.
         In regards to the names of stores, in the midst of a flood of foreign names, Korean
         names that conjure a sense of “Koreanness” are increasing, especially names that end
         with 
“-bang” (room), “-maeul” (village), or “-nara” (country), like noraebang (song room), sul ingneun maeul (wine-brewing village), yeonghwa nara (movie country), and the like. In addition, there has been a heightened interest
         in popular books on Korean history, such as Naui munhwa yusan dapsagi (My Cultural Heritage Exploration), which became a best seller in the 1990s, and
         the rate of related broadcast TV lectures and book purchases indicates a renewed passion
         for learning Eastern thought. Interest in pansori  (traditional folk opera) and traditional music is also on the rise, and music that
         incorporates both Western and Eastern instruments is also gaining popularity. In regards
         to religion, some notable examples include urban Buddhist meditation centers becoming
         more popular through public sermons, and Catholic priests holding mass in traditional
         Korean clothing (hanbok) and singing of the gospel while accompanied by traditional Korean musical instruments.
         Even in technological fields, new products are being introduced to fit the Korean
         lifestyle. Products such as traditional-style rice cookers that make nulungji (a crusty layer of rice at the bottom of the pot that is traditionally eaten as a
         snack), washing machines that boil clothes, and kimchi refrigerators are very popular. 
      

      
       Unlike in the past, a large number of Koreans, particularly the younger generation,
         no longer defend or unilaterally support the position of Western nations, including
         the United States, in international politics. For example, many Koreans did not actively
         support the Bush administration’s policy on North Korea, which characterized it as
         part of an “axis of evil” or a “rogue state.” Reflecting popular opinion, major domestic
         newspapers now actively deliver the views of American politicians and scholars who
         are critical of the U.S. government’s policy toward North Korea. When two junior high
         school girls were run over by a United States Army tank in the fall of 2002, large-scale
         demonstrations took place to protest the lukewarm response of the Korean government
         and the United States Army and to demand revisions of the Korea-U.S. Status of Forces
         Agreement (SOFA) while mourning the girls’ deaths.
      

      
       Such activities expressed the strong national desire to assert equal state relations
         with the United States, which had largely been perceived by the older generation as
         “our liberator” and the leader of Western civilization. There are many who argue that
         such critical consciousness toward the United States contributed to the success of
         the late president Roh Moo-hyun, who advocated strongly the revision of SOFA during
         his presidential election campaign in December 2002. Since Koreans’ understanding
         and knowledge of “Middle Eastern” countries has grown in the past ten years due to
         the first U.S.-Iraq War and 9/11 terrorist attacks, many Koreans protested against
         the second war between the U.S.-UK allied forces and Iraq. The tone of reports on
         the war also changed, with news broadcasts and newspapers becoming more neutral towards
         both parties in the war, presenting a more balanced attitude than during the war twelve
         years prior. As public opinion strongly criticized the United States’ request for
         the dispatch of Korean troops to Iraq, the Roh Moo-hyun administration found it difficult
         to persuade the Korean public to accept the sending of Korean troops; though in the
         end, the Roh administration went against public sentiment and met the American request
         for troops.
      

      
       Likewise, in the academic world, the influence of postmodernism, poststructuralism,
         postcolonialism, and post-Marxism,[16]   which emerged after the mid-1970s, and the emergence of Islamic fundamentalism
         and a discourse on Asian values are challenging Western-centrism worldwide. Keeping
         pace with such trends, titles such as “East Asian community,” “East Asian culture,”
         and “East Asian civilization” are becoming key words at academic conferences in a
         range of areas (Kim Gwang-eok 1998, 3). These discussions take place under themes
         like “Asian values discourse” or “discourse of East Asia,” with subtopics that include:
         research on the formation of the East Asian community or regional cooperation, critical
         reflection on Western-obsessed modernization, attempts to recover an East that had
         been abandoned or forgotten as a result of Western influence, examination of the substance
         and essence of East Asian cultures, and efforts to explain the economic development
         or democratization of East Asia, including South Korea (Kim Gwang-eok 1998, 4–5).
         
      

      
      In a broader sense, attempts to overcome Western-centrism are also spreading throughout
         the humanities and social sciences, including the fields of literature, philosophy,
         sociology, psychology, history, and politics. Accordingly, the Korean Political Science
         Association held an academic conference in early 2000 entitled “Searching for the
         Identity of Korean Political Thought in the New Millennium,” where papers on topics
         such as “Western-centrism,” “Sinocentrism,” and “Conducting Research in ‘Our Own Language’”
         were presented and discussed with much interest and passion. 
      

      
       Based on what has been discussed up to this point, I believe that Koreans are now
         standing at a crossroads. The Korean people have, at least since the late nineteenth
         century, accepted the systems, customs, and values of Western civilization and have
         almost automatically internalized a worldview that sees the West as universal and
         superior. In the past twenty years, however, active efforts have been made in various
         fields to acknowledge the undesirable aspects of such attitudes and to overcome this
         erroneous way of thinking. However, the reality is that a critical stance toward Western-centrism
         has not yet been formed, and research on a systematic strategy or alternative plans
         for overcoming Western-centrism is long overdue.
      

      
       I believe that the scholars who study the basic areas of Koreans’ intellectual and
         spiritual life are the most responsible for this regrettable situation. Although Korean
         scholars have also been living in a society where Western-centrism is accepted as
         natural, we are still responsible for finding and presenting ways to overcome this
         reality. As previously mentioned, academic efforts to overcome Western-centrism have
         been progressing in various fields in Korea, as well as in the West, and as a student
         of political thought, I have also been greatly inspired by such research, carried
         out by both Korean and foreign scholars. Publishing Western-Centrism and Contemporary Korean Political Thought is an outcome of my own earnest attempt to raise a critical voice and reflect on
         my own knowledge and learning. Furthermore, I hope this book will provide a basis
         for future research by systematically examining and proposing counterproposals, which
         can help overcome the negative influence and effect of Western-centrism within academia.
      

      
       Leading on from this brief overview of Korean society to show how deeply it has been
         imbued with Western-centrism and how subtly it has been shifting into a post-Western-centric
         direction recently, chapter 1 will further explore and analyze the concept of Western-centrism.
         It is first broken down into three categories—Western supremacy, Western universalism/historicism,
         and Westernization (civilization/modernization/globalization)—followed by a comparison
         and exploration of concepts similar to Western-centrism. I then divide Western-centrism
         into “the West” (or “Europe”) and “centrism,” and “Western exceptionalism” and “Orientalism”
         and examine them, respectively. In chapter 2, I briefly survey the historical development
         of Western-centrism, from the modern period to the present, with particular attention
         paid to essential concepts and thoughts that make up Western-centrism, such as Greek
         myth, Christianity, the Enlightenment, civilization and progress, racism, international
         society, modernization, and globalization. To do so, I divide the historical development
         of Western-centrism into three stages: “the identity formation of European civilization”;
         “the emergence and global diffusion of Eurocentrism: civilization”; and lastly “the
         rise of America: modernization and globalization,” a stage of reactivation and waning
         through the postcolonial, Cold War, and post–Cold War eras. The discussion in chapter
         2 complements the proposition of civilization/modernization/globalization not fully
         addressed in chapter 1 and completes the discussion of “Defining Western-Centrism.”
         In chapter 3, the Western-centrism felt in modern Korean society is compared and contrasted
         with the Sinocentrism that Korea experienced in the past. This comparison is indispensable
         for accurately understanding Korean society’s cultural identity. Although the notion
         of Sinocentrism is now regarded as obsolete, it does have significance in the present
         that goes beyond simple historical interest. First, there is a need to settle the
         negative legacy held by Sinocentrism in Korean society. Second, in regards to China
         as the rising global giant of the twenty-first century, Korean society must maintain
         a two-dimensional position, not only to overcome Western-centrism, but also to monitor
         for a resurgence of Sinocentrism. In order to compare the two, the concept, historical
         origin, and development of Sinocentrism will be described briefly, after which the
         two will be compared across seven categories: “concept,” “origin, basis of superiority,
         and areas of application,” “racism,” “relationship with core religions (ideational
         system),” “evolutionary process,” “views on international order,” and finally “noble
         savage.”
      

      
       Part II of this book examines the development of Western-centrism based on the history
         of Western political thought. Chapter 4, “The Origin and Evolution of Western-Centrism
         in the History of Western Political Thought,” analyzes the Greek political philosophy
         that constitutes the origin of Western-centrism, specifically that of Aristotle with
         Helleno-centrism―“Greek exceptionalism” and “Orientalism”―before surveying the modern
         development of Western-centrism extensively. The progress of Western-centrism is then
         examined vis-à-vis the ideas of the leading modern philosophers of the West, including
         John Locke, Charles de Montesquieu, G. W. F. Hegel, Karl Marx, J. S. Mill, and Max
         Weber. Apart from Marx, most can be broadly categorized as liberalists. Chapter 5,
         “Western-Centrism in Locke’s Theory of Property,” mainly analyzes the ideas of John
         Locke, recognized as the founder of liberalism. Locke compared European and Native
         American civilization in order to justify Europe’s conquest of America. His comparison
         centers on property rights and the concept of political society in particular, and
         Western-centrism is deeply embedded in his theories. The discussion in this chapter
         therefore focuses on the Western-centrism inherent in his writing, particularly on
         property rights. In concluding chapter 5, I point out that the basic trinity of Western
         modernity―Christianity, private property (agricultural capitalism), and political
         society (liberalism)―was conceived in Locke’s thinking. Locke’s Trinitarianism concerning
         modernity was later reformulated into a more mature modernity―Christianity, capitalism,
         and liberal democracy―through the liberal modernization theory heralded by American
         scholars after the Second World War. In order to clarify this, the Western-centrism
         that is manifest in the liberal modernization theory suggested by Samuel P. Huntington
         is analyzed and critiqued in chapter 6, based on his argument related to the democratization
         of East Asia, namely his views concerning the relationship between Christianity/Confucianism
         and democracy. 
      

      
       Part III, “Contemporary Korean Political Thought,” investigates the influences Western-centrism
         has had on theorizing conservatism and democracy in present-day Korea, which can be
         considered the Korean version of Western liberal democracy. In chapter 7, general
         characteristics found in the interpretation of the developmental process of these
         ideologies are discussed briefly based on the concepts of “pristine/original modernization”
         and “secondary/derivative modernization.” Chapter 8, “The Ideological Status of Korean
         Conservatism,” critically examines the general paradox of Korean conservatism, i.e.,
         that there exists conservative politics, but no conservative political philosophy.
         It then details how this paradox originated from attempts to find a conservative ideology
         in Korean modern politics that corresponded to and identified with a Eurocentric concept
         of conservatism, and explains why conservatism in Korea had to develop in a distinctive
         way from the West due to fundamental differences in the characteristics and conditions
         of modernization between Korea and the West. In chapter 9, “The Democratization of
         Korea or the Korean-ization of Democracy,” the characteristics of the democratization
         process of new democratic nations are examined, with a focus on the Korean experience.
         Following this, the reason Korean democracy had to acquire conservative traits based
         on a Western-centric worldview is explored. Chapter 9 ends with a critique of the
         assertions by Western scholars that the “new” democracy in East Asian countries is
         an “Asian-style democracy” deviating from that of the West.
      

      
       Part IV, “Beyond the Shadow of Western-Centrism,” first discusses the academic pitfalls
         caused by Western-centrism, followed by a critical examination of discursive strategies
         that have been proposed in order to overcome Western-centrism. Finally, I explore
         the conditions of world history that will make it favorable to overcome Western-centrism,
         and offer tasks that can be taken on by students of political thought in Korea and
         East Asia. The basic motive for writing this book is to examine how Western-centrism
         functions to justify Western cultural domination by ultimately making non-Western
         countries accept the superiority and universality of Western civilization, and to
         find discursive strategies to overcome such Western-centrism. Chapter 10, “The Negative
         Impact of Western-Centrism in Korean Political Studies,” however, concentrates on
         the abuses caused by Western-centrism in the academic world, including the following
         subtopics: “Westernization of the Problematization in Korean Scholarship,” “Assimilationist
         Interpretation of Korean Political Experience,” “The Marginalization of Korean (non-Western)
         Experience,” and “The Dependency of Korean Academic Disciplines upon the West.”
      

      
       Chapter 11 divides the discursive strategies devised to overcome Western-centrism
         into “assimilative,” “reverse,” “syncretic,” and “deconstructive” and analyzes their
         advantages and limitations. It also summarizes how these strategies have similarly
         manifested themselves in the resistance against other forms of centrism, such as Sinocentrism,
         white-centrism, male-centrism, and bourgeois-centrism. Finally, though I support the
         pluralistic use of various strategies in overcoming Western-centrism, I end the chapter
         by recommending a syncretic strategy. Chapter 12, the book’s concluding chapter, “Beyond
         the Shadow of Western-Centrism,” examines auspicious conditions for coping with, or
         overcoming, Western-centrism, such as the emergence of global consciousness following
         globalization and the need for polycentric multiculturalism with the arrival of a
         polycentric globe, notably brought about by the rise of East Asia. At the same time,
         I end the book by emphasizing that one of the intellectual tasks that must be accomplished
         by Korean political thinkers in order to promote the strategy of syncretic discourse
         in a polycentric multicultural environment is the “modernization of tradition” in
         political thought.
      

      
       Looking at the Korean academic world as I finish the final draft of this book, it
         appears that a critical problematization of Western-centrism has yet to have been
         articulated in a coherent way. Only a few scholars in various fields are voicing their
         criticism and sporadically offering solutions, but this method is fragmented at best.
         As most academic concepts and theories in present-day Korea, as well as the accompanying
         terminology, are initially the result of Western consciousness or experiences, it
         is inevitable that they contain or reflect Western-centrism. Consequently, a number
         of arguments and claims in this book that try to resist or overcome Western-centrism
         will be unable to avoid being ironic, paradoxical, and contradictory. For example,
         dividing the world into center and periphery, and further into “West” and “non-West,”
         also reflects Western-centrism. This may be similar to a woman who recognizes the
         oppression and abuses of male-centrism (patriarchy) and desperately tries to overcome
         them but finds herself unconsciously immersed in a male-centered worldview and framework
         of consciousness. If the feminist comparison is not an appropriate one, then this
         book may correspond to the views, efforts, and struggles of Silhak (Practical Learning) scholars in the Joseon era, such as Lee Ik, Hong Dae-yong, and
         Jeong Yak-yong, who resisted Sinocentrism, while they fought against or tried to overcome
         Sinocentrism. I am trying to do the same with Western-centrism. My hope in writing
         this book is that it will serve as a stepping-stone towards the day when both our
         daily reality and our academic reality can break out of the confines of Western-centrism.
         
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Nowadays in the United States, geographically neutral and more appropriate expressions,
                  such as “East Asia,” “Northeast Asia,” and the like, are more widely used than “Far
                  East.”
               

            

         

         
            2. The Park Chung-hee regime, which took power through a military coup, abolished the
                  dangi calendar and adopted the Western Common Era calendar. For a critical examination of
                  this shift, see Yang Seung-tae (2001).
               

            

         

         
            3. It is worth noting that Taiwan and North Korea also use their own reign-titles. Taiwan
                  has used its reign title, “minguo,” since the establishment of the Republic of China (the official name of Taiwan,
                  established through Double Ten Day of 1911) in 1912. Recently in Taiwan, however,
                  the Western Common Era calendar is more widely used than minguo because of the change in regimes and the subsequent effect of democratization. Its
                  own reign calendar is sometimes juxtaposed with the Western calendar. In the case
                  of North Korea, the reign title “juche” has been used together with the Western Common Era calendar since 1997, which marked
                  the third anniversary of Kim Il-sung’s death. The year 1912, when Kim was born, marks
                  the first year of the juche calendar. On the other hand, China does not use its own reign title. This may be
                  due to the Chinese notion that reign titles are a legacy of the feudal state that
                  the Communist Party overthrew by revolution. 
               

            

         

         
            4. Of course, in the pre-modern era, Joseon Korea was “local” while China was the “world.”
                  For example, the products of the Joseon Korea sent to the Chinese emperor as tributes
                  were called “local products” (方物); in addition, Chinese language or characters were
                  considered “genuine,” while the Joseon language and its characters were considered
                  “vernacular” or “vulgar.” 
               

            

         

         
            5. I was informed of the origin of the World Series by one of my students. His information
                  effectively refutes my interpretation of the World Series. According to him, the World
                  Series was named after the newspaper company “New York World,” which sponsored the
                  game between the champions from the National League and the American League for the
                  first time in 1905. The name has not changed and continues to be used until now, even
                  after the discontinuation of thew newspaper a long time ago. Moreover, at that time
                  the United States was the only country in which professional baseball games were played.
                  Considering these points, the argument that the name “World Series” connotes American-centrism
                  may turn out to be wrong. However, Americans’ continued adherence to the expression
                  “the World Series” even today, when professional baseball is played worldwide, can
                  be regarded as an American version of Western-centrism.
               

            

         

         
            6. The title “Korean War” might not necessarily be inappropriate. “Korean War” can be
                  understood in two ways; first, as the war between Koreans in Korean territory; or
                  second (from the American perspective), as the war fought on Korean territory by American
                  soldiers, thus referring to the location of battle. To Koreans, the former has some
                  validity, though is still problematic as it estranges (or “Otherizes”) us from ourselves
                  by using a third-person perspective (e.g., I would refer to a fight within my own
                  family not as “the Kang’s family quarrel,” but just as “the family quarrel,” while
                  it is perfectly natural for others to call it “the Kang’s family quarrel”). On the
                  other hand, the latter may be appropriate to Americans, but not to Koreans. Maybe
                  Americans first used the expression in order to mean the latter. However, if Koreans
                  use the expression just because Americans do, it serves to alienate us from ourselves.
                  Likewise, the term “Vietnam War” might have a dual meaning to Americans and Koreans,
                  with the stronger implication of the latter meaning.
               

            

         

         
            7. On a related point, why don’t Koreans call the ten-year war between Iran and Iraq
                  either the “Iraq War” or the “Iran War,” thereby identifying and allying ourselves
                  with either of the two? 
               

            

         

         
            8. Considering the nationally enthusiastic atmosphere of the time, it would be more appropriate
                  to omit the expression “Korean team” and replace it with “Korea.” Because of the aforementioned
                  periphery complex, the World Cup wasn’t merely seen as a victory for the Korean team,
                  but Korea as a nation on an international stage. This may sometimes be true of other
                  countries as well. 
               

            

         

         
            9. Of course Turkey, which also made the semifinals, is also an Asian country. For various
                  reasons, however, East Asians, including Koreans, seem to be indifferent to or ignorant
                  of the fact that Turkey is also a part of Asia. I would argue that the phrase “Pride
                  of Asia” can be more accurately understood as “Pride of the Periphery.” Although Asia
                  was considered underdeveloped (i.e., the periphery) in both soccer and in economic
                  terms, by advancing to the semifinals, Korea essentially restored the pride of Asia.
                  It can be assumed that other Asian countries that adopted this slogan accepted the
                  term for such reasons. In this regard, it also implies that Korea had become “the
                  center,” at least where soccer was concerned. At any rate, the expression “Pride of
                  Asia” has a subtle nuance that conjures up the notion of “the center” and “the periphery.”
               

            

         

         
            10. In the Internet address system, or Domain Name System, the majority of the addresses
                  registered in the United States have “universal” addresses without a country code,
                  i.e., “.us.” On the other hand, domains registered in other countries have country-specific
                  codes: “.kr” for Korea, “.jp” for Japan, or “.uk” for the United Kingdom. Recently,
                  however, this has changed significantly as domains registered in Korea have adopted
                  Korean domain names and some registered in the United States have added the country
                  code “.us.” 
               

            

         

         
            11. Thus one is left wondering, “non-intervention” to whom and “isolation” from whom?

            

         

         
            12. Kim Seok-geun (1997, 129), with his sharp wit, terms this “the unequal structure of
                  names.” Of course, this is not only the case for philosophy, but for almost all academic
                  disciplines introduced from the West. For example, “art history” taught in universities
                  is “naturally” presumed to mean Western art history, while Korean art history must
                  be clarified with the adjective “Korean”; likewise, Western music or Western medical
                  science is normatively termed “music” or “medical science,” while the disciplines
                  of Korea are referred to in bounded noun forms—classical Korean music or Oriental
                  medicine (on the other hand, Western history, Oriental history, and Korean history
                  are all qualified with adjectives in historical science). The dichotomy between the
                  appellation of the Western and the qualification of the Korean does have a historical
                  background. In Japan as well, “philosophy” only refers to “Western philosophy.” For
                  the philosophical history of East Asia, including that of Japan and China, the term
                  “thought” is commonly used in Japan. According to Oh I-hwan (1999, 228–29), this distinction
                  was made as the term “philosophy” itself is translated from Greek, and the East Asian
                  intellectual tradition pays relatively less attention to logical and abstract speculation
                  than it does to lived or ethical practice. Regardless, in a contemporary context,
                  it is neither proper nor desirable (for both the East and the West) that the field
                  of “philosophy” is dominated by Western philosophy, just because it originated from
                  the West (Greece) and the West historically excelled in the field.
               

            

         

         
            13. Thus, G. Sabine’s textbook on political thought, widely read in Korea, has the “grand”
                  title of A History of Political Thought, although it only addresses Western political thought. It seems that the Korean translators
                  of this book did not hesitate to translate this orthodox title verbatim into Korean
                  without qualifying it with “Western.” Additionally, positions for “political philosophy”
                  faculty members at universities are open only to “Western political philosophy” majors,
                  so most degree holders in Korean or Eastern political philosophy are turned away.
               

            

         

         
            14. I propose that the same holds true for Japan even though it is considered more advanced
                  than other non-Western nations and, by some, even considered a part of the West. This
                  will be further explained in chapter 1. 
               

            

         

         
            15. North Korea has joined South Korea’s effort to “restore tradition.” North Korea restored
                  Korea’s native Lunar New Year’s Day in 1989 and chuseok (Thanksgiving Day) in 1988. Lunar New Year’s Day in particular has been celebrated
                  more enthusiastically since it was designated a three-day holiday since 2003. 
               

            

         

         
            16. Though space restrictions make it unrealistic to elaborate here, postmodernism aims
                  to deconstruct the centrality and prestige of modernist discourse; poststructuralism
                  states that a single grand history alienates minorities in Western societies, such
                  as women, the mentally disabled, and criminals; postcolonialism attacks the centrality
                  of Western civilization, influenced by the two aforementioned trends of thought; and
                  post-Marxism questions the universality and centrality of Marxism as the counter-discourse.
                  These four discourses constitute a larger intellectual wave which poses a serious
                  challenge to Western-centrism overall.
               

            

         

      

   
      Part I

      Defining Western-Centrism

      
         
         
      

      Chapter 1

      Understanding Western-Centrism

      
         
         
      

      
      The purpose of this chapter is to establish a foundation in order to better understand
         Western-centrism, which is also commonly referred to as Eurocentrism. First, current
         concepts similar to Western-centrism in the English-speaking world will be briefly
         examined. This will be followed by a discussion of whether Eurocentrism or Western-centrism
         is the more appropriate term to characterize the subject of our examination. My final
         position is that both words are valid and interchangeable in most cases, yet I prefer
         to use the word Western-centrism for reasons that will be elaborated upon later. It
         will, however, be shown that in certain exceptional cases, the term Eurocentrism must
         be used instead of Western-centrism. In addition, although we may settle on the term
         Western-centrism, we must still address the question of how we are to locate the relative
         position of Europe and the United States—the two great pillars of Western civilization—within
         Western-centrism. 
      

      
       Based on the examination of different definitions of Eurocentrism suggested by various
         scholars, Western-centrism will be summarized as consisting of the following three
         components: Western supremacy, Western universalism/historicism, and the related concepts
         of civilization/modernization/globalization which are themselves actually variations
         of “Westernization” that correspond to historically diverse stages. In this chapter
         I will compare and contrast Western-centrism with similar concepts such as cultural
         imperialism, colonization of consciousness, racism, and ethnocentrism. To really deconstruct
         the term, I divide Western-centrism into “West” and “centrism” and each will be analyzed.
         During this process, various notions of the “West” will be examined and the role of
         the center over the periphery in “centrism” will be explored in terms of its “ontological
         source,” “epistemological frame,” and “normative standard.” Along these lines, the
         exploration of “centrism” will also be expanded to incorporate other examples, such
         as Sinocentrism, male-centrism (patriarchy), white-centrism (racism), and bourgeois-centrism
         (capitalism). Finally, Western (European) exceptionalism and Orientalism, the two
         vital and interdependent components of Western-centrism, will be addressed. In addition
         to this, Japanism (or Japancentrism), an East Asian version of Western-centrism, will
         be briefly analyzed in terms of “Japanese exceptionalism” and “(Japanese) Orientalism.”
         
      

      
         Before entering into a more detailed examination, it should be noted that my analysis
         of Western-centrism will inevitably be limited. The form and content of a language
         reflect the collective values and attributes of a given linguistic community, and
         such characteristics are even more pronounced in the linguistic community of political
         scientists than that of natural scientists or mathematicians for example. Furthermore,
         the precise meaning of a concept is made clearer by its relation to other concepts
         than by its substance. All considered, my analysis of Western-centrism is more adjudicative
         than legislative. 
      

      
      Definition

      
      In The Oxford English Dictionary, “Eurocentric” and “Eurocentrism” are found under the entries for “Europocentric”
         and “Europocentrism.” Today, the former pair is more frequently used than the latter.
         The adjective “Europocentric” is defined as “having or regarding Europe as its centre;
         presupposing the supremacy of Europe and Europeans in world culture, etc.” “Europocentrism”
         is defined as “the idea or practice of placing Europe at the centre of one’s worldview”
         (The Oxford English Dictionary, vol. 5, 1989, 442). In this sense, Eurocentrism seems to be a composite of the words
         Europe and ethnocentrism. 
      

      
       However, in this book, I will generally use the term “Western-centrism” instead of
         “Eurocentrism,” since I am more interested in the current state of affairs than the
         historical origin and evolution of Eurocentrism. “Western-centrism” explicitly includes
         the United States, Canada, Australia, and the like, which have inherited and developed
         European civilization in non-European territories. Additionally, in the postwar world,
         the United States has held more power as the world hegemon than Europe, in regards
         to the setting of the terms and agenda of global politics. However, when focusing
         on the historical origin and evolution of Western-centrism, I will sometimes use “Eurocentric”
         or “Eurocentrism,” depending upon subtle contextual differences.[1]   
      

      
       However, the word Eurocentrism seems to be most frequently used; a great number of
         books and articles have been published with titles that include Eurocentrism or Eurocentric.
         Of course, there are other similar terms available. First, Wm. Theodore de Bary (1998,
         160), a specialist in Chinese philosophy, uses the word “Western-centered” to refer
         to the conventional approach that defines “liberal” and “liberalism” as originating
         only in modern European civilization. Instead, he seeks to define these terms in a
         more flexible way, in order to articulate liberalism found in the history of Chinese
         political thought. In an article exploring the Eurocentric attributes of postmodernism
         and examining postmodern discourse in the non-Western world, David Slater (1994, 89)
         employs the word “Euro-Americanism” to encompass “a broader tendency of First World
         or Northern reflection,” although he is well aware that “Eurocentrism” has been customarily
         employed to refer to “that particular form of universalist thought which is rooted
         in Europe.” For Slater (1994, 89), “Euro-Americanism” consists of two aspects: “the
         lines of exclusion behind which the West is represented as a self-contained entity
         of universalist theorization” and the related “mode of inclusion of the non-West in
         the context of containment through assimilation.” 
      

      
       Bhikhu Parekh (2000, 338) uses “Westocentrism” and “Eurocentrism” in tandem. Some Japanese scholars also employ the word “West-centrism” and “West-centric” in
         their English articles. For example, Onuma Yasuaki justifies the use of West-centrism
         in his article formulating the concept of inter-civilizational human rights: 
      

      
      
         “Eurocentrism” is the term that is generally used to designate a tendency to approach
            natural and social phenomena from a perspective that assumes the Western way of thinking
            as the standard framework. However, it is the American, not the European, way that
            is decisively influential in today’s world. That is why I use the term “West-centrism,”
            rather than “Eurocentrism.” (Onuma Yasuaki 1999, 104, note 2)
         

         
      

      Although the use of “Eurocentrism” seems to be used overwhelmingly in the English-speaking
         world, the definition given in The Oxford English Dictionary refers only to Europe, and not to Western civilization in general, which includes
         the United States, Canada, Australia, etc.[2] 
      

      
         Even if we settle on the usage of the word “Western-centrism,” there remains the
         problem of how to set the relative position of the United States and Europe, the two
         axes of Western civilization.[3]    Since Europe is the progenitor of modern Western civilization, its significance
         must be stressed in regard to capitalism, liberalism, modern culture and worldviews
         (philosophy, the idea of progress, etc.), modern science and technology, and literature
         and Western art. In addition, the period in which the United States has dominated
         the world stage is relatively short compared to that of Europe. However, the political,
         economic, military, and cultural power of the United States has been truly enormous
         during the Cold War and post–Cold War periods.[4]    Thus, when speaking of Western-centrism, the question of whether Europe or the
         United State is more influential varies based on the academic and practical concerns
         of those who address the issue of Western-centrism. In Korea, scholars who specialize
         in Western history seem to pay more attention to historical concerns, and thus are
         more concerned with Europe. For example, Choi Kap-su (2000, 105), a professor of Western
         history specializing in French history, places Europe at the center rather than the
         United States when he examines Western-centrism, stating, “Actually Europe was the
         center of the world, and still exercises great influence through its avatar, the United
         States.” In contrast, scholars such as Marion O’Callaghan (1995, 41) marginalize Europe,
         arguing, “Europe was part of American dominance and could not exist as Europe without
         it.”[5]    Onuma Yasuaki (1999, 103) also places the United States at the center, saying,
         “human rights have become a major global issue,” because the United States exerts
         tremendous influence in international agenda setting.[6]   
      

      
       Thus, the problem of how to set and properly understand the relative position of
         Europe and the United States in terms of Western-centrism is a dynamic subject, as
         the relative weights and mutual relationships of the two vary according to historical
         and political change. However, considering the above arguments, more weight should
         be given to Europe when it comes to the origin and formation of modernity, including
         the rise of capitalism, liberalism, and modern science and technology. Similarly,
         Europe stands at the center of modern Western classical culture such as music, art,
         literature, and philosophy. But in terms of political, economic, and military power,
         as well as contemporary mass culture, the status of the United States has been overwhelming
         in the postwar world.[7]   
      

      
      The Concept of Western-centrism

      
      Even if we understand “Western-centrism” to mean Western (European) supremacy and
         universalism, the term’s concrete meaning, as well as how it manifests itself, would
         still not be entirely clear. Thus, it is necessary to examine other academic attempts
         to grasp the concrete meanings of these terms. 
      

      
         Originally, “Europocentric” and “Europocentrism” were used academically to refer
         to a Western (European) bias in the literature of anthropology, comparative social
         sciences (comparative sociology, comparative politics, etc.), and area studies—all
         fields that are engaged in research on non-Western societies, but which use concepts
         and theories articulated and developed in Western societies.
      

      
         Eurocentrism, as a system of ideas, was first systematically examined by Samir
         Amin in his book Eurocentrism in 1989. Since then, many articles and books have been published on this subject.
         Amin (1989, vii) understood “Eurocentrism” as a cultural phenomenon, in the sense
         that it assumes the “existence of irreducibly distinct cultural invariants that shape
         the historical paths of different peoples.” However, Amin also considers Eurocentrism
         actually “anti-universalistic, since it is not interested in seeking possible general
         laws of human evolution.” Nevertheless, Eurocentrism does present itself “as universalism
         by claiming [itself] as the only solution to the challenges of our time” and by claiming
         that “the best of all possible worlds, the liberal utopia and its miracle prescription
         (marketplace plus democracy), have already been found by Europe” such that the task
         of non-Western society is “[i]mitat[ing] the West.” Furthermore, Amin regards Eurocentrism
         as the inevitable byproduct of modern capitalism. According to him, the center of
         today’s capitalist world consists of Western Europe, North America, Japan, and other
         states such as Australia, New Zealand, and Israel, the core of which is, of course,
         North America (Amin 1989, vii–xii, 108). 
      

      
      James Morris Blaut (1993, 5–6) calls Eurocentrism “The Colonizer’s Model of the World”
         and European historiography “the Eurocentric tunnel history,” defining Eurocentrism
         as: 
      

      
      
         [T]he notion that European civilization—the West—has had some unique historical advantage,
            some special quality of race or culture or environment  or mind or spirit, which gives
            this human community a permanent superiority over all other communities, at all times
            in history and down to the present. . . . The word is a label for all the beliefs
            that postulate past or present superiority of Europeans over non-Europeans (and over
            minority people of non-European descent). (Blaut 1993, 1, 8)
         

         
      

      According to Blaut’s view of history, it is natural “for Europeans to innovate and
         progress and for non-Europeans to remain stagnant and unchanging” (1993, 6). 
      

      
         Ella Shohat and Robert Stam (1994, 1) define Eurocentrism as “a fictitious sense
         of the innate superiority of European-derived cultures and peoples”; Europe is seen
         as “the unique source of meaning, as the world’s center of gravity, as the ontological
         ‘reality’ to the rest of the world's shadow” (Shohat and Stam 1994, 1–2). According
         to them, Eurocentrism “sanitizes Western history, while patronizing and even demonizing
         the non-West; it thinks of itself in terms of its noblest achievements—science, progress,
         humanism—but of the non-West in terms of its deficiencies, real or imagined” (Shohat
         and Stam 1994, 3).
      

      
         In short, Western-centrism refers to the attitude that views the perspectives,
         values, institutions, and practices of Western civilization as universal and supreme.
         To sum up the various definitions given by many theorists, Western-centrism can be
         said to consist of the following three general propositions. First, that modern Western
         civilization has already reached the highest stage of development in the history of
         humankind, or the belief in Western supremacy. Here, Western civilization originated
         in Western Europe in the early modern period, and has extended itself to now include
         countries that have inherited and developed European civilization, such as the United
         States, Canada, etc. Second, that the developmental stages of Western history are
         universally applicable to all human histories, not only to the West, but also to the
         “Rest,” or the belief in Western universalism and historicism. Third, that non-Western
         societies that are still in “lower” stages of historical development can only improve
         by emulating and accepting Western civilization, or the belief in Westernization.
         Regarding Westernization, three historical stages can be identified: first, the “civilization”
         phase during the colonial era; second, the “modernization” period that came with the
         end of World War II; and third, the “globalization” stage that began in the 1970s
         but expanded with the end of the Cold War. In short, Western-centrism boils down to
         three theses: Western supremacy, Western universalism, and Westernization.[8]   
      

      
      Western-centrism and Related Concepts

      
      In order to understand Western-centrism more clearly and discriminatively, we must
         examine and compare several similar concepts, such as cultural imperialism and ethnocentrism,
         racism, and the “colonization of consciousness.” All of these concepts refer to the
         cultural phenomena that accompany the domination of humans by humans, reflecting how
         the dominators and the dominated in each situation share similar experiences, regardless
         of the differences in the types of domination, e.g., race, nation, cultural group,
         gender, and class.[9]   
      

      
       Feminist scholar Iris M. Young (1990, 59) explains, “[s]ince only the dominant group’s
         cultural expressions receive wide dissemination, their cultural expressions become
         the normal, or the universal, and thereby the unremarkable.” Consequently, “the dominant
         cultural products of the society, that is, those most widely disseminated, express
         the experience, values, goals and achievements of these groups” (I. M. Young 1990,
         59). In other words, cultural imperialism is the mechanism through which the dominant
         group presents their own experience as representative of humankind. Thus, the ways
         in which women are different from men, non-Europeans from Europeans, etc. are reconstructed
         largely as deviant and inferior. By presenting their own cultural expressions and
         identity as normal, the dominant group defines the differences of other groups as
         lacking or negative in comparison. Those who are outside the dominant norm are segregated
         as “others,” and subsequently stigmatized, stereotyped, and reified. In the end, the
         oppressed groups come to acquire what W.E.B. Du Bois calls “double consciousness,”
         or what he describes as “this sense of always looking at one’s self through the eyes
         of others, of measuring one’s soul by the tape of a world that looks on in amused
         contempt and pity” (as quoted in I. M. Young 1990, 59–60). 
      

      
         The “colonization of consciousness” is another concept closely related to Western-centrism.
         Choi Chungmoo (1993, 79) defines this as “the imposition by the dominant power of
         its own worldview, its own cultural norms and values, on the [colonized] people so
         that they are compelled to adopt this alien system of thought as their own and therefore
         disregard or disparage indigenous culture and identity.” The colonization of consciousness
         in turn triggers the consciousness of colonization, which corresponds to “double consciousness”
         (Comaroff and Comaroff 1992, 235–36). 
      

      
       Like Western-centrism, both cultural imperialism and the colonization of consciousness
         impose the politics of assimilation onto the oppressed peoples. Of the three, the
         most general concept seems to be cultural imperialism, with Western-centrism and the
         colonization of consciousness its subtypes,[10]    since Western-centrism is a modern Western manifestation of cultural imperialism,
         and the colonization of consciousness is conceptualization of cultural imperialism
         primarily on the part of the oppressed. However, there is something unique to Western-centrism
         that is absent from cultural imperialism and the colonization of consciousness—the
         historicist assumption that history progresses according to universal laws, that Western
         history embodies such laws, and that therefore the histories of other non-Western
         nations are destined to follow that of Western societies.[11]   
      

      
         Furthermore, Western-centrism is closely intertwined with colonialism, imperialism,
         racism, and ethnocentrism, which accompanied the rise of Western civilization in the
         world. Western-centrism articulated European supremacy through a process in which
         European powers reached hegemonic status all over the world. Thus, the underlying
         premise of Western colonial, imperial, and racist discourses worked as their justifying
         weltanschauung (worldview). However, it does not necessarily assume a form of official rule. Even
         after the formal demise of colonialism and imperialism, Western-centrism continues
         to permeate and structure the values and practices of Westerners, and is also widely
         internalized among non-Western people, either consciously or unconsciously. Thus,
         even though they may not subscribe to imperialist or colonialist thought actively,
         it is not uncommon that Westerners may still be Western-centrists. This may also be
         true of non-Western people. One may not be colonized and yet one may be a Western-centrist
         in the sense that one has internalized Western-centrism. 
      

      
         Similarly, racism historically emerged as a byproduct of colonialism, although
         not necessarily originating in connection with the colonial situation (Shohat and
         Stam 1994, 18). Darwin’s theory of evolution in the nineteenth century provided new
         ground for European racial superiority. Social Darwinism contributed to the justification
         of social and racial inequality through the concept of survival of the fittest. Thus,
         in his classic book The Inequality of Human Races, Joseph Arthur Comte de Gobineau used physiology to distinguish the races and arrange
         them hierarchically, based on the assumption that humans were born, and should remain,
         unequal (Gong 1984, 48). According to Gobineau, racism was not based on unfounded
         prejudices, but on exact science. Social Darwinism and scientific racism provided
         the scientific and objective grounds for the superiority of European civilization.
         Thus, Western-centrism and racism have been so closely linked that in many cases they
         might as well be considered synonymous. However, Western-centrism is a “normalized”
         worldview and framework for history that not only most Westerners but also many non-Westerners
         learn and absorb at school and through exposure to mass media. Thus, it is sufficiently
         possible to maintain a Western-centric worldview and lifestyle while denying racism
         in earnest. Today, racism is regarded as not founded in science but human prejudice,
         yet Western-centrism remains “a matter of science, and scholarship, and informed and
         expert opinion” (Blaut 1993, 9). 
      

      
         Finally, as previously suggested, Western-centrism shares attributes of ethnocentrism.
         As Shohat and Stam (1994, 22) state, “[a]ny group can be ethnocentric in that it sees
         the world through the lenses provided by its own culture.”[12]    This observation applies to all civilizations and cultures that have risen and
         fallen in world history. As Samuel P. Huntington (1996, 54–55) explains in The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order, “Every civilization sees itself as the center of the world and writes its history
         as the central drama of human history. This has been perhaps even more true of the
         West than of other cultures.”[13]    
      

      
         Quoting E. Levinas, David Morley and Kevin Robins (1995, 8) describe this attribute
         of Western civilization as a “narcissistic form of self-centered ‘egology’—a form
         of ontological imperialism, in which all of human history is seen from the viewpoint
         of (and as reaching its apogee in) Europe and the West.” Therefore, ethnocentrism
         bears witness to a limited horizon that no ethnic groups can overthrow (Amin 1989,
         vii). In this sense, Western-centrism has inherited and re-appropriated the ancient
         Greek notion of barbarism and a Christian exclusivist worldview and theology. However,
         Western-centrism is unique when compared to other kinds of ethnocentrism in the sense
         that modern Western civilization has, for the first time in human history, acquired
         physical and cultural power that is strong enough to impose and indoctrinate its worldview
         upon the rest of the world, and that it has a teleological and progressive notion
         of history.
      

      
      The Anatomy of Western-centrism I: “West” + “centrism”

      
      The “West”

      
      Western-centrism is a composite of “West” and “centrism.” If we first examine the
         meaning of the “West,” we find that the term represents very complex ideas and has
         no simple or single meaning. The “West” refers not only to geography and location,
         but also serves as a politico-cultural concept. First, politically and historically
         speaking, the idea of the “West” is closely intertwined with the West/East division
         of the Roman Empire, the West/East division of the Christian Church, and the postwar
         division of Europe into the capitalist West and the Communist East (Shohat and Stam
         1994, 13). 
      

      
         With regard to the realm of culture, Stuart Hall (1992, 276–77) argues that the
         concept or idea of the “West” functions in four ways. First, it enables us to characterize
         and differentiate diverse societies. Second, “it condenses a number of different characteristics
         into one picture.” Third, it offers a standard or model of comparison. Fourth, it
         provides evaluation criteria against which other societies are ranked and allocated
         a cluster of positive or negative feelings. With these functions working successively
         and successfully, a set of images and feelings are formed: the “West = urban = developed
         = good = desirable” and “the non-West = rural = underdeveloped = bad = undesirable.”
         Thus, the idea of the West as the fourth function has come to acquire a strong ideological
         implication, for the meaning of “developed = good = desirable” is confined to the
         realms of advanced capitalism and liberal democracy. Thus, although communism, fascism,
         and other movements and related ideologies are also integral products of modern Western
         civilization, they are not recognized as part of the West. 
      

      
         Such influence can also be seen in Korean society as well. The term seogujeok (“Western”) carries connotations of “high-class,” “rational,” “sophisticated,” and
         the term “west(ern)-like” is used to refer to an advanced lifestyle, taste, or consumption
         patterns, as well as a refined appearance. Wu Sil-ha (1997) once examined the dichotomous
         meanings and images of Korean words such as seoyangjeok (“Western”) and dongyangjeok (“Eastern” or “Oriental”). According to his investigation, while seoyangjeok carries the positive associations of “rational,” “reasonable,” “scientific,” “progressive,”
         “logical,” and “active,” as well as the negative associations of “material” and “imperialistic,”
         the positive associations of dongyangjeok are “spiritual” and “contemplative,” and negative associations “irrational,” “unreasonable,”
         “un-scientific,” “stagnant,” “mysterious,” “superstitious,” “calm,” and “meditative”
         (Wu 1997, 42–43).
      

      
         When the geographical concept of the West does not coincide with the politico-cultural
         concept of the West, however, the latter overdetermines the former. Thus, in contemporary
         parlance, since Israel and Japan have achieved an advanced (i.e., Western) level of
         development, they are often seen as Western countries, while Turkey, Egypt, Libya,
         and Morocco are all considered “Eastern,” although they are located to the west of
         Israel or Japan. In addition, Latin America is not considered a part of the West,
         even though it is located in the Western hemisphere and was heavily settled by European
         descendants (Hall 1992, 276–78; Shohat and Stam 1994, 13).[14]    Thus modern emergence of the weltanschauung of Western-centrism caused significant change to the original meaning of the word
         “West.” 
      

      
      “Centrism”

      
      The term “centrism” is used often, as seen in “Sinocentrism,” “male-centrism,” “anthropocentrism,”
         “eco-centrism,” “bio-centrism,” as well as “ethnocentrism.” It is also possible to
         extend the use of “centrism” to cover both capitalism and racism, as in “bourgeois-centrism”
         and “white-centrism,” respectively. However, although the term “centrism” is frequently
         used as a suffix, its meaning has not yet been agreed upon.[15]    One generally accepted facet of the term is the negative connotation that the
         center can exert negative influences—such as oppression and exploitation—over the
         periphery, as expressed in the often-used center-periphery dichotomy.[16]    Thus, a basic investigation regarding centrism is necessary for further elaboration
         in the future. To do so, the existence of a single center[17]    and plural periphery will be considered.[18]    
      

      
         In the center-periphery relationship, the center dominates and regulates the periphery
         by material force and cultural hegemony. The center creates the periphery, instills
         its weltanschauung in the periphery, and then imposes its moral superiority upon the periphery. In most
         cases, the periphery has to accommodate and internalize the center’s weltanschauung and accept its moral superiority to a considerable extent,[19]    in order to secure and preserve its survival based on the rules of the game set
         by the center. Of course, such relations are first enforced by material force, and
         then reinforced by cultural hegemony. This section, however, will focus on how the
         center exercises cultural hegemony over the periphery. The center exists vis-à-vis
         the periphery as the “ontological source,” “epistemological frame,” and the “standard
         of normative judgment.” Thus, the center creates the periphery and works as the universal
         reference point for defining and judging the periphery. These three attributes may
         be identified in the center-periphery relationship in all kinds of centrism, including
         Sinocentrism, male-centrism, white-centrism, bourgeois-centrism, as well as Western-centrism.
         Thus, Western-centrism will be examined in terms of these three attributes, with considerable
         attention paid to other kinds of centrism, in order to justify the validity of my
         examination of Western-centrism this way. 
      

      
         First, the center dominates the periphery as the ontological source. The center
         (discursively) creates the world where it and its periphery exist in such a way that
         it temporally precedes the periphery as the origin and posits itself spatially at
         the center, surrounded by the periphery. This idea is also supported by the Foucauldian
         thesis of the collusion of power and knowledge, the mutual implication of the concept
         (word) and the world. For power (the center) creates the reality it wishes to envisage,
         as well as knowledge about that reality. 
      

      
         In the case of Western-centrism, Western civilization exists permanently at the
         center of the world, with the rest existing on its margin as its imperfect reflection
         or merely a residual state. In fact, Westerners have created the modern world in their
         own image, which can be seen both in temporal and spatial aspects, such as setting
         the concepts of longitude and standard time with Europe, or the United Kingdom, as
         the starting point. The Mercator Projection world map, devised in Europe in 1596,
         also places Europe at the center of the world and makes the land masses in the northern
         latitudes appear bigger than they actually are, particularly in comparison to the
         tropics. 
      

      
         Thus, in examining Orientalism, David Morley and Kevin Robins mention the ontological
         status of the West and the non-West:
      

      
      
         Modernity was defined against pre-modernity, reason against irrationality and superstition
            and this divide was, as we know, then mapped onto a symbolic geography that counterposes
            the West and its Orient. Its Orient, because if “the West” did not exist, then the Orient could not exist either.
            It is “the West” that has given both existence and identity to “the Orient.” (Morley
            and Robins 1995, 137; italics in the original)
         

         
      

       In Sinocentrism, China is located at the center of the world, enjoying the title
         “Middle Kingdom” (中國). There exists only one emperor, the Son of Heaven, and all other
         neighboring countries are considered vassal states or simply barbarians. “Civilization,”
         hua (華), originates in the Middle Kingdom and flows into the rest of the world, not vice
         versa. 
      

      
         In a male-centered worldview, the female is the derivative of the male who existed
         prior to her, and as “Genesis” in the Old Testament symbolically reveals, she exists as an incomplete reflection of the male. As Rosemarie
         Tong (1989, 224) puts it in her explanation of postmodern feminism, “Man is the self;
         woman is his Other. Thus woman exists in man’s world on his terms.” In a white-centered
         world, according to the racist doctrine that culminated in the late nineteenth century,
         Europeans are considered true humans and the people from other places are not truly
         and fully human, or in other words, “a different, nonhuman, or rather infrahuman,
         species” (Blaut 1993, 3–4, 43–45; cf. Todorov 1993, 100–129). Drawing upon Emmanuel
         Levinas’s argument, Robert Young (1990, 13–14) uses the term “ontological imperialism”
         to define the implicit violence of ontology in which the self “constitutes itself
         through a form of negativity in relation to the other” and the other is assimilated
         into the self so that its alterity disappears. He then argues that this is the defining
         characteristic of Western philosophy, from Socrates to Heidegger. Here, if we substitute
         the “center” and the “periphery” for the “self” and the “other,” respectively, we
         may argue that the center exercises “ontological imperialism” over the periphery.
      

      
         Likewise, in a capitalist society, the bourgeois class, the owners of capital,
         exists as the “center” and prior to the existence of the working class; the working
         class therefore exists on the margin. In The   Manifesto of the Communist Party, Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels (1978) describe the hegemonic, central role of the
         bourgeois class in creating the modern world: 
      

      
      
         The bourgeoisie, by the rapid improvement of all instruments of production, by the
            immensely facilitated means of communication, draws all, even the most barbarians,
            nations into civilization. . . . It compels all nations, on pain of extinction, to
            adopt the bourgeois mode of production; it compels them to introduce what it calls
            civilization into their midst, i.e., to become bourgeois themselves. In one word,
            it creates a world after its own image. . . . The bourgeoisie, during its rule of
            scarce one hundred years, has created more massive and more colossal productive forces
            than have all preceding generations together. (Marx and Engels 1978, 477)
         

         
      

       Secondly, the ontological status of the center over the periphery is projected into
         or reproduced in its epistemological status, with the two corresponding to, and reinforcing,
         each other. This occurs since the medium that represents human consciousness and epistemology—language,
         concepts, theory, images, etc.—does not simply produce knowledge, but also creates
         the reality it describes. As Edward Said (1978, 94) writes, “Most important, such
         [Orientalist] texts can create not only knowledge but also the very reality they appear
         to describe.” Thus, above all, the center has the epistemological upper hand since
         the tools of knowledge that the center produces—language, concepts, and theory—posit
         and define the periphery as derivative, secondary, and dependent. 
      

      
       Since Western civilization has created the modern world in terms of knowledge and
         language, and then imposed this on the rest of the globe, the non-Western world is
         confronted with an epistemological paradox in that it cannot represent the world and
         itself within it without relying on a Western-centric epistemological framework.[20]    In this vein, Said describes how Orientalism is the product of Western-centrism:
      

      
      
         [T]herefore cultures have always been inclined to impose complete transformations
            on other cultures, receiving these other cultures not as they are but as, for the
            benefit of the receiver, they ought to be. . . . Yet the Orientalist makes it his
            work to be always converting the Orient from something into something else: he does
            this for himself, for the sake of his culture, in some cases for what he believes
            is the sake of the Oriental. This process of conversion is a disciplined one: it is
            taught, it has its own societies, periodicals, traditions, vocabulary, rhetoric, all
            in basic ways connected to and supplied by the prevailing cultural and political norms
            of the West. (Said 1978, 67–68)
         

         
      

       In Nationalist Thought and the Colonial World: A Derivative Discourse?, an examination of Indian nationalism, Partha Chatterjee (1986) criticizes Western
         scholars’ conception of Western nationalism as “normal,” and non-Western nationalism
         as “special” or “deviant,” ultimately attributing it to Western-centrism. Chatterjee
         proposes that three privileges underpin Western-centrism: ethnic, moral, and epistemic.
         Here, ethnic privilege refers to the superiority of Europeans. Europeans have also
         been given “a moral privilege, encompassing as in the post-Enlightenment theories
         of progress—positivism, utilitarianism, Weberian sociology—a historically progressive
         philosophy of life” (Chatterjee 1986, 16–17). Epistemic privilege, he stresses, is
         the foremost and ultimate: 
      

      
      
         And finally, when all of these privileged positions are challenged with the spread
            of anti-colonial movements, it is the epistemic privilege which has become the last
            bastion of global supremacy for the cultural values of Western industrial societies.
            It is a privilege which sanctions the assertion of cultural supremacy while assiduously
            denying at the same time that it has anything to do with cultural evaluations. (Chatterjee
            1986, 17)
         

         
      

       In the same vein, Robert Young conceptualizes the epistemic privilege the center
         entertains as “the imperialism of theory itself”: 
      

      
      
         For theory, as a form of knowledge and understanding of the spectator, is constitutively
            unable to let the other remain outside itself, outside its representation of the panorama
            which it surveys, in a state of singularity or separation. This will also be true
            of any concept, because by definition the concept “cannot capture the absolutely-other”;
            and, to the extent that it must invoke a form of generality, of language itself. Any
            conventional form of understanding must appropriate the other, in an act of violence
            and reduction. (R. Young 1990, 4)
         

         
      

       With regard to Sinocentrism, due to their need to accommodate advanced Sinocentric
         civilization, neighboring countries experienced envelopment by the Sinocentric worldview
         and epistemological frame. After the Han Chinese were conquered by the “barbaric”
         Manchurian Qing Dynasty, Confucian literati of the Joseon Dynasty were forced to articulate
         their proto-nationalism in the form of Joseon-Sinocentrism[21]—placing Joseon Korea at the center of the world based on Sinocentric standards. It
         is a dramatic example which shows how deeply imbued Joseon intellectuals’ thinking
         was with a Sinocentric epistemological framework. Historically speaking, completely
         overcoming Sinocentrism was only made possible for Koreans by their acceptance of
         Western civilization, a radical alternative to Sinocentrism at the end of the nineteenth
         century.
      

      
         Feminism is also keenly concerned with opposing the male-centric epistemological
         frame that “otherizes” and oppresses women. For instance, Tong (1989) offers an existential
         explanation of the situation of woman, summarizing the argument made in The Second Sex by Simone de Beauvoire:
      

      
      
         Woman is the Other, because she is not man. Man is the self, the free, determining being who defines the meaning of his
            existence, and woman is the Other, the object whose meaning is determined for her.
            If woman is to become a self, a subject, she must, like man, transcend the definitions,
            labels, and essences limiting her existence. She must make herself be whatever she
            wants to be. (Tong 1989, 6; italics in the original)
         

         
      

      Existential feminists such as Simone de Beauvoir and postmodern feminists are keenly
         aware of the epistemological imperialism of the male (the center) over the female
         (the periphery). Tong points out that words given to, or associated with, women are
         male-centric, and thus suppress, silence, and constrain femininity: 
      

      
      
         Femininity is squelched, silenced, and straightjacketed because the only words that
            women are given are masculine words. The loss here is profound because the only language
            in which women can think and speak cannot in any way express what they feel. (Tong
            1989, 221)
         

         
      

      Thus, postmodern feminists argue that it is enormously difficult to challenge the
         male-centered symbolic order, since the only words that can be used to challenge it
         were created by this very order. 
      

      
         A similar phenomenon is found in racism as well. It is well-known that the contrast
         between white and black in the Western world has accumulated and manifested an enormous
         amount of racism both in everyday language and the symbolic world, with the former
         representing positive associations and the latter negative associations. Commonplace
         contrasts of white and black in everyday English reproduce and reflect the Manichean
         worldview of good and evil. Ordinary language equates black with negative meanings,
         as found in the words “black sheep,” “black devil,” and “black Friday,” and sets black
         and white not within a continuum but as a dichotomy, as seen in such expressions as,
         “It is not a black and white issue,” with black assigned the meaning of wrong or evil.
         In the 1980s, in order to avoid the negative connotations associated with the word
         “black,” black leaders like Jesse Jackson asserted that such terminology based on
         skin color and race should be replaced by terminology based on culture—that is, replacing
         the terms “blacks” and “whites” with “African-Americans” and “European-Americans”
         (Shohat and Stam 1994, 22). 
      

      
         It is encouraging that racist expressions have, to a considerable degree, been
         banished from the official world in the United States thanks to the black liberation
         movement and white society’s moral awakening. Yet racist epistemology, concepts, and
         categories still play out in subtle form. Cornel West, an African-American scholar
         at Harvard Law School, has pointed out that racism has now submerged into metaphorical
         expressions, arguing, “race—in the coded language of welfare reform, immigration policy,
         criminal punishment, affirmative action, and suburban privatization—remains a central
         signifier in the political debate” (as quoted in Castells 1997, 53). 
      

      
         Regarding bourgeois society, bourgeois-centrism has reshaped the system of all
         languages and knowledge, i.e., the basic framework of epistemology. Thus, Marx and
         Engels (1970) note, in a famous, oft-quoted passage from The German Ideology, that the system of knowledge is always coined in the interest of the ruling class:
      

      
      
         The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling ideas, i.e., the class
            which is the ruling material force of society, is at the same time its ruling intellectual force. The class, which has the means of material production at its disposal, has
            control at the same time over the means of mental production, so that thereby, generally
            speaking, the ideas of those who lack the means of  mental production are subject
            to it. The ruling ideas are nothing more than the ideal expression of the dominant
            material relationships, the dominant material relationships grasped as ideas. (Marx
            and Engels 1970, 64)
         

         
      

       Accordingly, Marx and Engels note in The Manifesto of the Communist Party that “property,” “freedom,” “culture,” and “law” are only shaped by bourgeois-centrism,
         writing, “Your very ideas are but the outgrowth of the conditions of your bourgeois
         production and bourgeois property” (Marx and Engels 1978, 486). They go on to state
         that the bourgeois class has transformed the shifting products of historically transient
         bourgeois-centrism into eternal laws:
      

      
      
         The selfish misconception that induces you to transform into eternal laws of nature
            and of reason, the social forms springing from your present mode of production and
            forms of property—historical relations that rise and disappear in the progress of
            production—this misconception you share with every ruling class that has preceded
            you. (Marx and Engels 1978, 487)
         

         
      

      In the same vein, in The Poverty of Philosophy, Marx is highly critical of the system of knowledge produced by bourgeois economists;
         “Economists express the relations of bourgeois production, the division of labour,
         credit, money, etc., as fixed, immutable, eternal categories” (Marx 1977, 199). In
         The Grudrisse, Marx points out that while bourgeois economists present production as “distinct
         from distribution” and “as encased in eternal natural laws independent of history,”
         at the same time, they “smuggle in bourgeois relations” quietly as the “inviolable
         natural laws” (Marx and Engels 1978, 225).
      

      
      Thirdly, the center exists as the standard against which the periphery is normatively
         judged and evaluated, as well as the desirable goal (telos) the periphery aspires to reach, which can be seen through our previous examination
         of various definitions of Western-centrism, and Hall’s examination of the idea of
         the “West,” as well as my own examination of the Korean term seogujeok. Examining the epistemological status of the West in terms of reason, Morley and
         Robins (1995) define the status of the West as the normative standard: 
      

      
      
         Fundamental to both its [Europe’s] difference and its inherent superiority, it seemed,
            was the principle of reason. It was on the basis of reason, embodied in modern science
            and technology, that Europe had triumphed throughout the world and had made itself
            the universal point of reference. This reason it came to see as the basis of a universal
            culture; the justification for its claim to define universal values, to define its
            values as universal. . . . Our civilization was defined against “their” barbarism;
            “our” beauty against “their” bestiality. (Morley and Robins 1995, 137)
         

         
      

       Likewise, hua (華) represents “civilization” and yi (夷) “barbarism” in Sinocentrism. Thus, Confucian intellectuals in Joseon Korea tried
         to emulate Chinese civilization by all means, as Chinese civilization was regarded
         as the “Civilization,” while simultaneously dismissing the surrounding Manchurian
         tribes and Japanese as inferior yi, based on the standards laid out by Chinese civilization.
      

      
         With regard to male-centrism, Tong draws on postmodern feminism to explain the
         binary opposition of “masculine” and “feminine”: 
      

      
      
         Man has unnecessarily segmented reality by coupling concepts and terms in pairs of
            polar opposites, one of which is always privileged over the other . . . man/woman,
            in which man is associated with all that is active, cultural, light, high, or generally
            positive and woman with all that is passive, natural, dark, low, or generally negative.
            Moreover, the first term of man/woman is the term from which the second departs or
            deviates. (Tong 1989, 224)
         

         
      

       In contrast, the capitalist system has been under severe attack from socialism, and
         racism has been criticized for its indefensible ideology since the twentieth century.
         Subsequently, neither the bourgeois nor the white lifestyles are publicly endorsed
         as “official” or “explicit” standards of normative judgment.[22]    Nonetheless, there is still no denying that the bourgeois and white lifestyles
         have been presented as the ideal, vis-à-vis other classes and races, in mass media
         and commercial advertisements. In addition, the basic legitimacy of European colonial
         and imperial conquests in the nineteenth century was constructed on the racist belief
         in white Europeans’ moral superiority. Thus Jules Harmand said: “The basic legitimation
         of conquest over native peoples is the conviction of our superiority, not merely our
         mechanical, economic, and military superiority, but our moral superiority” (as quoted
         in Shohat and Stam 1994, 18). Albert Memmi also incorporates the belief in the moral
         superiority of white people in the definition of racism by defining racism as “the
         ungeneralized and final assigning of values to real or imaginary differences, to the
         accuser’s benefit and at his victim’s expense, in order to justify the former’s own
         privileges or aggression” (as quoted in Shohat and Stam 1994, 18).
      

      
       In the case of capitalism, in his discussion of private property in Two Treatises of Government, John Locke described the life of agrarian capitalists in a positive vein, and American
         Indians or landless laborers as negative: “He [God] gave it [the world] to the use
         of the Industrious and Rational . . . not to the Fancy or Covetousness of the Quarrelsom
         and Contentious” (Locke 1970, par. 34). Summarizing the primitive accumulation of
         capital as the moral success story of the capitalist class, Marx ridiculed the bourgeois-centered
         norms and values of capitalist society:
      

      
      
         In times long gone by there were two sorts of people; one, the diligent, intelligent,
            and, above all, frugal elite; the other, lazy rascals, spending their substance, and
            more, in riotous living. The legend of theological original sin tells us certainly
            how man came to be condemned to eat his bread in the sweat of his brow; but the history
            of economic original sin reveals to us that there are people to whom this is by no
            means essential. Never mind! Thus it came to pass that the former sort accumulated
            wealth, and the latter sort had at least nothing to sell except their own skins. (Marx
            1967, 713)
         

         
      

       When Max Weber theorized the birth of capitalism as the product of pious, ascetic,
         and rational Protestants, he actually ended up morally justifying capitalism, as well
         as the moral superiority of the capitalist class. Here, one might call my argument
         misleading since it seems to give the impression that Weber accepted the single-factor
         analysis. It might instead be suggested that Weber actually analyzed Protestantism
         as one of the generative factors behind capitalism, or that he attributed the birth
         of capitalism to multiple factors. However, this critique can be rebutted in two ways.
         First, even though Weber attributed capitalism to multiple factors, he privileges,
         either consciously or unconsciously, Western capitalism and capitalists by selecting
         and stressing the ethical factor, or “the rational ethics of ascetic Protestantism,”
         above other factors. Second, if Weber’s research on Asian religions, such as Islam,
         Hinduism, Confucianism, or Taoism, was carried out to prove that capitalism could
         not have flourished in other regions due to the absence of an equivalent of the rational
         ethics of Protestantism, it would fundamentally be no different from assuming a single-factor
         analysis for the birth of capitalism. Subsequently, a group of scholars searched in
         vain for the functional equivalent of Protestant asceticism and rationality when the
         successful development of capitalism was found in the non-West, notably in Japan.[23]   
      

      
      The Anatomy of Western-centrism II

      
      Western (European) Exceptionalism (Uniqueness) and Orientalism

      
      Western-centrism consists of Western (European) exceptionalism[24]    and Orientalism,[25]    which are two distinct concepts, but which are difficult to distinguish from one
         another and are indissolubly intertwined. As Andre Gunder Frank (1995, 184) notes,
         they are two sides of the same coin, Western-centrism.[26]    Western exceptionalism is the self-image projected by Western civilization in
         the early modern period, while Orientalism is the image of Oriental countries constructed
         by the West as an inverted mirror of Europe. Thus, Western exceptionalism elevates
         the West, and Orientalism stigmatizes non-Western civilizations based on the “universal”
         criteria unilaterally and arbitrarily devised and imposed by the West.
      

      
         Here, Western exceptionalism and Orientalism will be examined separately. In addition,
         since “Japanism,” which was devised and circulated by Japanese politicians and intellectuals
         after the Meiji Restoration to justify Japanese imperialism, also displays a structure
         similar to Western-centrism, Japanism will also be briefly considered in terms of
         Japanese uniqueness (exceptionalism) and the Japanese version of Orientalism that
         was projected onto other Asian countries, such as China and Korea. 
      

      
      Western Exceptionalism

      
      Western exceptionalism was predominantly founded in the West’s own explanation of
         the emergence of modernity in the West. Western exceptionalism consists of three elements
         that assert Western civilization’s uniqueness, self-generation, and the permanence
         of its superiority. First, Western exceptionalism purports that the unique attributes
         inherent to European civilization made the emergence of modernity in Europe possible—including
         the Enlightenment, rationalism, the Industrial Revolution, capitalism, and liberalism.
         Second, it claims that European civilization achieved modernity due to unique endogenous
         elements, without any outside influence. Third, it asserts that the unique attributes
         that putatively existed only in early modern Europe originally came from certain permanent
         characteristics that had existed since the beginning of Western civilization, or in
         other words, attributes that were inherent to ancient Greek civilization, Roman civilization,
         and the Judeo-Christian tradition. 
      

      
         Thus, with its foundation of Western exceptionalism, the West has sought to rewrite
         the historical perception of its superior status as inherent, but which in fact was
         only achieved during the recent modern period; instead, Western exceptionalism would
         claim that its elevated status is permanent, irreversible, and applicable to the whole
         history of humankind (Nafissi 1998, 100). This aspect of Western exceptionalism is
         well summed up by Blaut: 
      

      
      
         European civilization—“The West”—has had some unique historical advantage, some special
            quality of race or culture or environment or mind or spirit, which gives this human
            community a permanent superiority over all other communities, at all times in history
            and down to the present. (Blaut 1993, 1)
         

         
      

      Furthermore, Blaut dubs European exceptionalism as the “myth of the European miracle,”
         and explains its doctrine: 
      

      
      
         The myth of the European miracle is the doctrine that the rise of Europe resulted,
            essentially, from historical forces generated within Europe itself; that Europe’s
            rise above other civilizations, in terms of level of development or rate of development
            or both, began before the dawn of the modern era, before 1492; that the post-1492
            modernization of Europe came about essentially because of the working out of these
            older internal forces, not because of the inflowing of wealth and innovations from
            non-Europe; and that the post-1492 history of the non-European (colonial) world was
            essentially an outflowing of modernization from Europe. The core of the  myth is the
            set of arguments about ancient and medieval Europe that allow the claim to be made,
            as truth, that Europe in 1492 was more modernized, or was modernizing more rapidly,
            than the rest of the world. (Blaut 1993, 59)
         

         
      

      Calling such historiography a “Eurocentric tunnel history,” Blaut explains that European
         and Anglo-American history textbooks assert that “most of the causes of historical
         progress occur, or originate, in the European sector of the world,” ignoring the contributions
         of the non-European world as simply irrelevant (Blaut 1993, 5–6).
      

      
         Andre G. Frank (1995) notes that Western economic historians are also deeply plagued
         by Western exceptionalism, regardless of their political leanings. He argues that
         the book The Rise of the Western World (1973), written by the 1993 Nobel laureate in economics Douglas C. North and his
         coauthor Robert Paul Thomas, is a typical example of Western exceptionalism—the basic
         assumption of the book being that “the development of an efficient economic organization
         in Western Europe accounts for the rise of the West” (Frank 1995, 183). In addition,
         Frank points out that Marxist economic historians also only look to sources within
         Europe—feudalism, absolutism, and the bourgeois revolution, for example—to explain
         the rise of the West and the development of capitalism (Frank 1995, 184). Quoting
         Teshale Tibebu, Frank calls this “ideology dressed up as history” and “Orientalism
         painted red” (Frank 1995, 183–84). 
      

      
         Western exceptionalism has not been confined merely to the Eurocentric interpretation
         of Western civilization and modern history, but has also gone as far as to include
         the retroactive reconstruction, reinterpretation, and even distortion of Western civilization.
         In Black Athena, Martin Bernal (1987) showed that European historians in the nineteenth century essentially
         rewrote the history of Greek civilization from a Eurocentric perspective by failing
         to mention the influence the Orient and Egypt had on Greece, denying its Afroasiatic
         origin and instead positing its Aryan origins. According to Bernal’s interpretation,
         nineteenth-century Europeans transformed Greek civilization, originally a part of
         a broader Afroasiatic civilization, into the ancestor of modern Western civilization,
         regardless of Greece’s understanding of its own history. By attributing its ethnic
         origin to the Aryans, Greek civilization was retroactively reinvented as the progenitor
         of Europe.
      

      
         As a matter of fact, the quintessence of European exceptionalist thought may be
         found in the significant question posed by Max Weber at the very beginning of The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism: 
      

      
      
         A product of modern European civilization, studying any problem of universal history,
            is bound to ask himself to what combination of circumstances the fact should be attributed
            that in Western civilization, and in Western civilization only, cultural phenomena
            have appeared which (as we like to think) lie in a line of development having universal
            significance and value. (Weber 1976, 13)
         

         
      

       After posing a series of questions, Weber argued that science, historiography, art,
         architecture, a specially trained organization of officials called a “bureaucracy,”
         and the principle of the rule of law had all existed only in Western civilization,
         and that it was only through the combination of such factors that capitalism, “the
         most fateful force in our modern life,” was able to emerge. Of course, Weber admitted
         that some form of proto-capitalism had existed in other civilizations and cultures,
         but he argued that “[r]ational industrial organization, attuned to a regular market,
         and neither to political nor irrationally speculative opportunities for profit,” is
         peculiar to Western capitalism (Weber 1976, 21). Therefore, he attributed the emergence
         of modern capitalism in modern Western civilization to “the specific and peculiar
         rationalism of Western culture,” as the most important factor (Weber 1976, 26). In
         sum, Western exceptionalism posits that the humanist tradition which was inherited
         from Greco-Roman civilizations and was later combined with the post-Renaissance search
         for rationality in knowledge and economy ultimately enabled Europe to make the “great
         leap forward,” variously called the Scientific Revolution, the Age of Reason, or the
         Enlightenment, which eventually led to modernization, industrialization, and capitalism.[27]   
      

      
      Orientalism: The Myth of Absence and Deviance 

      
      Western exceptionalism’s twin is Orientalism: the Western system of knowledge imposed
         on the Orient that enables Western exceptionalism, by contrast, to be brought into
         sharp relief. In his book Orientalism, Edward Said (1978) sharply criticized Orientalism as a concept constructed by European
         liberals and intellectuals in the nineteenth century, exposing the Eurocentric construction
         of the Orient in modern Western literature as the West’s “Other”[28]    
      

      
         According to Said, the Occident and the Orient are more than simple geographical
         entities; rather, they are mental geographic concepts. It is not only European specialists
         of Oriental studies who are guilty of Orientalist views. Rather, such viewpoints extend
         widely throughout the European general public. Orientalism is not only a form of academic
         discourse, but also a mode of thought based on an ontological and epistemological
         distinction between the Occident and the Orient. Thus, based on a detailed analysis
         of Western literary works, Said poignantly states that what Westerners see as the
         Orient is not truly the Orient, but a false image of the Orient, full of inaccurate
         information and bias. Orientalism is a Western mode of thought (both conscious and
         unconscious) by which the West rules, restructures, and exercises authority over the
         Orient. Through his analysis, Said makes a clear argument regarding the inseparable
         collusion between the knowledge innate in Orientalism (Western knowledge over the
         Orient) and power (Western domination over the Orient). As Said states, “To say simply
         that Orientalism was a rationalization of colonial rule is to ignore the extent to
         which colonial rule was justified in advance by Orientalism, rather than after the
         fact” (Said 1978, 39). 
      

      
         Orientalism seeks to explain non-Western society in terms of the “absence,” “deviance,”
         or “distortion” of historic, economic, social, political, cultural, and ideational
         elements putatively inherent to Western civilization. The major task of the Western
         social sciences in the nineteenth century was, more often than not, to rationally
         demonstrate and elaborate such absence and deviance in non-Western civilizations.
         Such a process was accompanied by the ennoblement of the West’s positive differences
         and the subsequent stigmatization of the non-West’s negative differences. 
      

      
         As discussed above, Weber characterizes non-Western civilizations as lacking, at
         least as the West understood them, concepts of science, historiography, art, architecture,
         a “bureaucracy,” the rule of law, and capitalism, as well as “the specific and peculiar
         rationalism of Western culture.” Criticizing Western Orientalism, Brian Turner characterizes
         this as the myth of stagnation and absence: 
      

      
      
         Islamic society is either timelessly stagnant or declines from its inception. The
            societies are consequently defined by reference to a cluster of absences [that allegedly]
            define the West—the missing middle class, the absence of political rights, the absence
            of revolutions. The missing features . . . serve to explain why Islamic civilization
            failed to produce capitalism. (Turner 1986, 81; as quoted in Frank 1998, 17)
         

         
      

       In addition, it is argued that concepts such as freedom, private property, and competitive
         market relations are absent in non-Western societies (Blaut 1993, 25; Frank 1998,
         18). Ultimately, non-Western civilizations that remain “stagnant” are characterized
         as bereft of a history and/or a culture (Wolff 1982).[29]    
      

      
         However, the mere myth of absence was not sufficient for demonstrating the superiority
         of Western civilization over non-Western societies. Therefore, the West had to define
         its Others as “deviant” as well. Thus, the Orient was forcibly overlaid with images
         such as the “insatiably unlimited sexual desires of Arabs,” a place peopled with “exotic
         women” or a “market place teeming with crowds,” a culture of “corrupt despotism” or
         “mystical religions” (Clifford 1988, 258). Furthermore, the Orient was put into deviant
         historical categories as well, such as the economic construction of an “Asiatic Mode
         of Production,” and the political conception of “Oriental Despotism.” Thus, Orientalism
         divides humankind into the binary categories[30]    of “Us” versus “Them” in order to suppress genuine human reality, and to essentialize
         the residual other.[31]    
      

      
      Japanism

      
      A parallel to Western-centrism may be found in Japanism. Japan was unique among East
         Asian nations for successfully launching and carrying out modernization, even winning
         surprising victories in the Sino-Japanese and Russo-Japanese wars successively. As
         a consequence, Japan gained recognition from Western powers as a “civilized” country
         in the early twentieth century. It also annexed and conquered Taiwan and Korea as
         colonies, joining the ranks of Western imperialist powers. Later it expanded itself
         to conquer parts of China such as Manchuria in the 1930s and parts of Southeast Asia
         in the 1940s, consequently emerging as the triumphant regional hegemon in East Asia
         until the end of World War II. Thus, in tandem with its military successes, Japan
         began to devise and develop Japan-centered Japanism and sought to impose it on the
         rest of Asia. Theoretically, Japanism also consists of Japanese exceptionalism (uniqueness)
         and a Japanese version of Orientalism.
      

      
       To do this, Japanese intellectuals first created new academic disciplines such as
         “Studies in Colonial Policy” (植民政策学) and “History of Toyo [East Asia]” (東洋史). The primary purpose was to draw a clear line between civilization
         and barbarism, through ontological and epistemological distinctions, between Japan,
         which had become the head of civilization in Asia, and the neighboring nations of
         China and Korea, which were “barbarous” and “stubbornly bigoted” (Kang Sang-jung 1997,
         89). The task was to ambitiously roll out Japanese exceptionalism based on Japan’s
         unique success in modernization among Asian countries, as well as the Japanese reconstruction
         of Orientalism over neighboring nations in East Asia, later spreading to Southeast
         Asia. In this case, Japan, of course, was posited at the center and other Asian countries
         were posited at the periphery. 
      

      
       Such an agenda also involved inventing and writing the “History of Toyo,”[32]    with Japan as the hero of the tale, just as Westerners created and rewrote world
         history from a Western-centric worldview. In the process, common or functionally equivalent
         elements that Japan shared with Western nations, which were noticeably absent in other
         Asian countries, were emphasized to reaffirm Japanese exceptionalism, while the differences
         of other Asian countries were deemed negative. The result was a Japanese version of
         Orientalism. 
      

      
       Japanese exceptionalism was developed by associating Japan with Western civilization,
         as well as by stressing the differences between Japan and other Asian countries. For
         instance, Japanese intellectuals adopted German economist Karl Bücher’s theory of
         economic history and argued that the Japanese economy would become a capitalist commodity
         economy, following the “normal” course of economic history like other Western powers.
         Bücher originally suggested that the economic evolution of humankind follows three
         historical stages: a closed household economy, an urban economy, and finally a national
         economy. He defined the national economy accompanied by a capitalist commodity economy
         as the highest stage of economic development (as quoted in Kang Sang-jung 1997, 84,
         95). 
      

      
       This theoretical framework has also been adopted by modern Japanese political thinkers.
         In the postscript to his celebrated book, Studies in the Intellectual History of Tokugawa Japan, Maruyama Masao reveals his motivation for writing the book: 
      

      
      
         I was desperately trying to come up with the answer, by way of the history of political
            thought, to the question of how Japan succeeded in becoming the first and sole modern
            nation in East Asia through the Meiji Restoration, while China failed disastrously
            to carry out modernization and lapsed into the status of a semi-colony. (Maruyama
            Masao 1995, 82–83; author’s translation)[33]   
         

         
      

       However, as Japan’s relationships with Western powers grew more conflictual, particularly
         after the war against China in the 1930s, they decided to part company with Western
         powers like England and the United States, even withdrawing from the League of Nations.
         Consequently, some Japanese intellectuals began to assert a more extreme version of
         Japanese exceptionalism that even began “otherizing” Western civilization, which had
         hitherto been the object of Japanese envy and admiration. Thus, Siratori Kurakichi,
         the progenitor of the “History of Toyo,” stressed the simultaneously historical and trans-historical Japanese emperor system
         as the ultimate source of Japan’s progress, asserting the unique identity of Japan
         as unprecedented in world history (Kang Sang-jung 1997, 126).[34]   
      

      
         The Japanese version of Orientalism reconstituted Orientalism in a Japanese way.
         Korean-Japanese scholar Kang Sang-jung (1997) attempted an in-depth analysis of Japanese
         Orientalism in Orientallijeumeul neomeoseo (Beyond Orientalism).[35]    According to Kang, Japanese Orientalism can be found early in the writings of
         renowned Meiji Japanese intellectual Fukuzawa Yukichi, who advocated Westernization
         as the proper prescription for Japanese prosperity. Fukuzawa described China and Joseon
         negatively, describing them in such words as: “stubbornness and bigotry,” “bigotry
         and narrow-mindedness,” “suspiciousness,” “obsolescence,” “cowardice and idleness,”
         “cruelty and shamelessness,” “arrogance,” “subservience,” “atrociousness,” “brutality,”
         etc. (Kang Sang-jung 1997, 89; author’s translation). 
      

      
         In addition, Otsuka’s historiography, which synthesized Marxian and Weberian approaches
         and made a lasting contribution to the postwar social sciences in Japan, juxtaposed
         a modern person who was disenchanted with magic and a pre-modern type of person, or
         an Asiatic person, who was still spellbound in the magic garden (as quoted in Kang
         Sang-jung 1997, 82–83). According to Bücher’s scheme, unlike Japan, Korea’s stage
         of development was still in the stage of “household economy, lacking feudalism and
         exchange economy” (as quoted in Kang Sang-jung 1997, 96). Following the Japanese version
         of Orientalism, Asian histories and societies, each unique and diverse, were reduced
         to the nineteenth-century European Orientalist view of Asia, supported by the two
         main pillars of “Oriental despotism” and “stationary society” (Kang Sang-jung 1997,
         83). 
      

      
         Japanism, which posited Japanese exceptionalism and the Japanese version of Orientalism
         as two sides of the same coin, approved imperialist expansion as Western-centrism
         did, and justified imperialism in the name of a “civilizing mission.” Thus, in keeping
         with Western intellectuals, Fukuta stressed the civilizing influence of Japanese colonialism.
         Re-phrasing Fukuta’s argument, Kang (1997, 97–98) writes, “Koreans who were kept in
         a permanent stationary state lacked the inner motivation for change, so that they
         could not but rely upon an ‘outside power and superior civilization.’” Moreover, Fukuta
         insisted that Japan be the one to assume the civilizing mission: 
      

      
      
         Isn’t it we Japanese who are most suitable for performing this mission? . . . Isn’t
            it we Japanese who have to assume the heavy burden of “powerful and superior culture”
            to bear natural destiny and duty to assimilate them to our culture by eliminating
            their “national characters” from the root, which are at the extreme state of great
            decay and decline? (as quoted in Kang Sang-jung 1997, 98; author’s translation)[36]   
         

         
      

       Thus, Japanism shared many similar attributes with Western-centrism, yet differed
         from it in one significant respect: Japan internalized an inferiority complex toward
         Western civilization and was unable to deny that it was still a member of East Asian
         civilization, looked down on by the West.[37]    Kang describes this dilemma as “double consciousness,” in which Japan suffered
         from an inferiority complex as a part of Asia, while simultaneously entertaining a
         sense of superiority by looking down on the rest of Asia (Kang Sang-jung 1997, 90).
         Finally, Kang (1997, 119) argues that the creation of the “History of Toyo” addressed Japan’s need to resolve this double consciousness: “What is the best way
         for Japanese culture to alienate itself from Asia—which it represents as its agent
         and is also its ‘hidden self’—to gain its identity and power, and engage in dialogue
         with its ‘Other,’ the West, on equal terms?”
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      After examining the multi-dimensional aspects of Western-centrism, it seems necessary
         to explore the relationships among them: the three propositions constituting Western-centrism
         (Western supremacy, Western universalism, and Westernization); the dissection of Western-centrism
         into the West and centrism; and the anatomy of Western-centrism into Western exceptionalism,
         and Orientalism. These three dimensions are essentially the outcome of observing the
         Western center and the non-Western periphery from multiple perspectives. First of
         all, the three propositions constitute and establish Western universality and superiority
         as the center, and make assimilation necessary for the non-West in order to ensure
         their survival and dignity. Western exceptionalism as an attribute of the central
         West and Orientalism as the peripheral non-West are artifacts that were constructed
         by the hegemonic West. These two examinations show how the logic of centrism has historically applied to Western-centrism from ontological, epistemological, and normative perspectives.
         Thus, in order to formulate a general theory of centrism, it is necessary to explore
         how the three aforementioned propositions, together with the coupling of Western exceptionalism
         and Orientalism found in Western-centrism, manifest themselves in Sinocentrism, male-centrism,
         white-centrism, and bourgeois-centrism, either in a similar or identical fashion.
         This task, however, will require another book of its own to examine at proper length.
         
      

      
       Finally, it should be noted that when the various forms of centrism, notably Western-centrism,
         have been examined in terms of the three dimensions of the status of the center over
         the periphery (ontological source, epistemological frame, and normative standard),
         my primary purpose was to conceptualize them in the manner of a Weberian ideal type,
         in order to present various forms of centrism in a clear light. In so doing, contrary
         to my original intention, the prospects for overcoming them may now appear more difficult
         from the perspective of the oppressed or those on the periphery than they are in reality.
         However, the three propositions and the coupling of Western exceptionalism and Orientalism
         may remain a realm of active examination and criticism by philosophical, ethical,
         historical, and social scientific approaches. Moreover, since diverse elements that
         may refute propositions and categories presented by Western-centrism exist within
         Western civilization, as well as in other non-Western civilizations, the hegemony
         of Western civilization is by no means perfect or permanent.[38]   
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. We must sometimes use the terms “Eurocentric” and “Eurocentrism,” instead of “Western-centric”
                  and “Western-centrism,” as in the following examples: “African-Americans and Latinos
                  in the United States criticize the Eurocentrism of American history and the Eurocentric
                  nature of school curricula” and “There are some persistent tensions between Eurocentrists
                  and Atlanticists over the impending European monetary policy” (as quoted in The Oxford English Dictionary, vol. 5, 1989, 440).
               

            

         

         
            2. In Korean academia, seogujungsimjuui (directly translated from “Western-centrism”) and yureopjungsimjuui (directly translated from “Eurocentrism”) appear with nearly equal frequency, yet,
                  according to my own research, seogujungsimjuui is used slightly more frequently than  yureopjungsimjuui.
               

            

         

         
            3. This is contingent on the relative importance and mutual relations, including the
                  possibility of solidarity and division, of Europe and the United States within Western
                  civilization. Initially, it seems to be a matter of how to interpret reality, rather
                  than the analysis of a concept. However, this may be a conceptual issue inasmuch as
                  changes in reality and variations of a concept are mutually interactive. 
               

            

         

         
            4. Thus, when I trace the historical development of Western-centrism in the following
                  chapter, I will focus on the shift of the hegemon within Western civilization. 
               

            

         

         
            5. The tension between Europe and the United States in establishing the concept of Western-centrism,
                  as reflected in the tension between Choi and O’Callaghan, does not just arise from
                  their different academic purposes, but also from the political interests of academic
                  agents who bring meaning and interpretation to the concept. 
               

            

         

         
            6. Neo-liberal globalization, which has swept over the globe since the end of the Cold
                  War, strongly implies “Americanization” as well. In addition, the United States unilaterally
                  declared war on Iraq and invaded Afghanistan twice. Thus, some would argue that “America”-centrism
                  is more appropriate than “Western”-centrism. As I discuss in chapter 2, “globalization”
                  is sometimes understood as “Americanization.” 
               

            

         

         
            7. Though the United States plays a predominant role in the political, economic, social,
                  and cultural sphere in Korea, classical European culture still has a strong hold on
                  Korean “high” culture, for example European classical music, art, and literature.
               

            

         

         
            8. The relationship between Western-centrism and globalization is discussed in chapter
                  2.
               

            

         

         
            9. In addition, all three concepts can be applied to international relations, as well
                  as to the relationship between the ruling class and the ruled class within a country.
                  Though seemingly confined to international relations, Western-centrism (or Eurocentrism)
                  is also used to criticize the oppression of non-European minority cultures by mainstream
                  European culture within a multicultural country such as the United States, UK, and
                  France (Shohat and Stam 1994). 
               

            

         

         
            10. Of course, in this case, cultural imperialism can be a mechanism to culturally realize
                  all kinds of centrisms, such as racism, patriarchy, Sinocentrism, and bourgeois-centrism.
                  
               

            

         

         
            11. According to Karl Popper (1961, 3), historicism is defined as “an approach to the
                  social sciences which assumes that historical prediction is their principal aim, and which assumes that the aim is attainable by discovering
                  the ‘rhythms’ or the ‘patterns,’ the ‘laws’ or the ‘trends’ that underlie the evolution
                  of history.”
               

            

         

         
            12. For more on this, also see Blaut (1993, 17).

            

         

         
            13. Huntington immediately adds that “[s]uch monocivilizational viewpoints, however, have
                  a decreasing relevance and usefulness in a multicivilizational world,” and then quotes
                  historians who acridly criticize Western-centrism—Spengler, Toynbee, and Braudel (1996,
                  55). 
               

            

         

         
            14. It is important to remember that the World Economic Conference of the Seven Western
                  Industrial Countries—commonly known as the “Group of Seven”—which was founded in 1976,
                  included Japan as well as other Western countries. Though not geographically located
                  in the West, Japan was seen as having matched the advancement of Western countries
                  in terms of politics, economy, and culture. For that reason, Japan was included among
                  the “Seven Advanced Western Countries.” By including Japan among “the West” and “Western,”
                  the geographical definition of the West and Western is overwhelmed by its cultural
                  meaning. 
               

            

         

         
            15. I tried in vain to find literature pertaining to general theories on centrism. Had
                  I found some, my argument would have been more refined. In the meantime, I tentatively
                  suggest general theories on centrism based on my own limited knowledge. 
               

            

         

         
            16. This should not be equated with an outright denial of the center’s ability to have
                  a positive influence on the periphery. In addition, the centrism in eco-centrism or
                  bio-centrism does not have negative connotations.
               

            

         

         
            17. According to Amin’s definition, the West in Western-centrism includes a family of
                  nations, the center of which is the United States (Amin 1989, xii–xiii). 
               

            

         

         
            18. Of course, we may posit the semi-periphery between the center and the periphery, as
                  world-systems and dependency theories do. According to such theories, advanced Western
                  countries, including Japan, are posited as the center of the capitalist world system
                  while the rest of the Third World is located around the periphery. Newly Industrialized
                  Economies (NIEs)—such as Hong Kong, Singapore, Taiwan, Korea, Mexico, Brazil, etc.—are
                  posited as the semi-periphery. Generalizing this logic, it seems possible to assume
                  several kinds of semi-periphery—the middle class in terms of capitalism, Asians in
                  terms of racism, “little China” in Sinocentrism, and NIEs in Western-centrism. It
                  is worth investigating the strategic topology or ambivalent character of the semi-periphery
                  to the center and the periphery. It is regretful, however, that we cannot engage in
                  this task at present.
               

            

         

         
            19. Here, “a considerable extent” refers to a situation where the periphery is not completely
                  deprived of its alternatives and prospects, but can accept only certain parts of it.
                  
               

            

         

         
            20. In this context, it can be understood why the historical circumstances of the emergence
                  of democracy in the United Kingdom almost always functions as the universal reference
                  in discussions of democracy and democratization in the rest of the world, even though
                  it was a particular and exceptional case.
               

            

         

         
            21. After the Qing invasion in 1636, some Confucian scholars like Song Si-yeol asserted
                  that “as the Central Plains of China were conquered by the ‘barbaric’ Manchurian Qing,
                  Joseon is practically the only zhonghua (中華) left.” This is an example of Joseon-Sinocentrism (as quoted in Lee Sang-ik 2000,
                  16–17). Sinocentrism, including the concept of zhonghua and Joseon-Sinocentrism, is further elaborated on in chapters 3 and 11.
               

            

         

         
            22. Particularly for latecomer nations, capitalism and the criticism of it were introduced
                  at almost the same time. In many cases, capitalism was introduced and promoted by
                  imperialist powers. Thus, the bourgeois class in the non-Western world could not set
                  the criteria for moral judgment. Although their affluence was the object of envy,
                  the life of the bourgeoisie and capitalism could not entertain ethical superiority.
                  This, however, does not mean that the informal and tacit supremacy of the bourgeoisie
                  and of white people can be denied or its effects dismissed.   
               

            

         

         
            23. The case par excellence may be found as early as in the work of Reinhard Bendix, who as an immigrant German
                  intellectual played an important role in introducing Weberian sociology to the postwar
                  United States academia. Observing and impressed by the successful development of capitalism
                  in postwar Japan, Bendix attributed it to the cultural ethos of the unusual educational
                  zeal found among the samurai class at the end of the Tokugawa regime, and then dubbed
                  it the “’functional equivalents’ of Puritanism in Japan” (Bendix 1966/1971, 194);
                  the article was originally published in 1966, but was included in his coauthored book
                  published in 1971. 
               

            

         

         
            24. Though European exceptionalism is used interchangeably with Western exceptionalism,
                  I use the former when addressing the birth of modern European civilization. However,
                  the term has since been broadened to “Western exceptionalism,” as immigration has
                  resulted in the expansion of European civilization to countries such as the United
                  States, Canada, and Australia. Thus, in the following, “European” exceptionalism will
                  be used when addressing the genetic aspect of modern Western/European civilization,
                  and “Western” exceptionalism will be used when referring to the current status of
                  Western civilization in general. 
               

            

         

         
            25. Originally, Orientalism referred to academic “knowledge” of the Orient, meaning Southwest
                  Asia (the “Near East”) and Islamic civilization. The term “Orientalist” referred to
                  researchers in various fields like linguistics, literature, history, and so on. However,
                  ever since Edward Said’s groundbreaking work Orientalism was published in 1978, the meaning of the term has undergone a profound and irrevocable
                  shift. Furthermore, the meaning of Orientalism has recently been extended to embrace
                  the totality of knowledge and prejudice constructed by Westerners regarding not only
                  Asia, but also other non-West regions, such as Africa. Furthermore, the systems of
                  knowledge and prejudices toward the West held by non-Western countries are also now
                  called Orientalism. In other words, Orientalism has come to mean the entire system
                  of knowledge and prejudice regarding other countries or civilizations. 
               

            

         

         
            26. However, some Korean scholars tend to equate Orientalism with Western-centrism by
                  ignoring Western exceptionalism in Western-centrism. For example, Lee Seung-hwan (1997b,
                  207–8) all but identifies Orientalism with Western-centrism by conceptualizing Orientalism
                  as “the general term for Westerners’ Western-centric attitudes and dominance of others
                  from the seventeenth to the late twentieth century.” 
               

            

         

         
            27. Such an approach can also be found in the wholesale critique of Western civilization
                  by Western scholars. In other words, when many Western scholars try to find the causes
                  behind modern crises, such as ecological destruction or the origin of patriarchy,
                  they tend to retroactively find the cause or origin in ancient Greek civilization
                  or Christianity and then criticize Western civilization as a whole. Dramatic examples
                  of this can be found in Karl Popper’s critique of totalitarianism and the Frankfurt
                  School’s critique of Nazism. 
               

            

         

         
            28. Weber’s study of world religions as well as Marx’s concept of the Asiatic mode of
                  production could also be regarded as a form of Orientalism.
               

            

         

         
            29. This phenomenon is not confined to the realm of civilization. Contemporary African-Americans
                  have suffered from the assumption that “Blacks have no culture.” Koreans also suffered
                  from the Japanese colonial view that Koreans had neither history nor culture.
               

            

         

         
            30. Blaut (1993, 17) defines these binary categories for the characteristics of the “Core”
                  (i.e., Europe) and the “Periphery” (i.e., non-Europe), respectively, as: inventiveness
                  vs. imitativeness; rationality and intellect vs. irrationality, emotion, and instinct;
                  abstract vs. concrete thought; theoretical vs. empirical and practical reasoning;
                  mind vs. body; discipline vs. spontaneity; adulthood vs. childhood; sanity vs. insanity;
                  science vs. sorcery; and progress vs. stagnation. 
               

            

         

         
            31. According to Bill Ashcroft et al. (1998, 77), essentialism is defined as “the assumption
                  that groups, categories, or classes of objects have one or several defining features
                  exclusive to all members of that category. Some studies of race or gender, for instance,
                  assume the presence of essential characteristics distinguishing one race from another
                  or the feminine from the masculine. In analysis of culture it is a (generally implicit)
                  assumption that individuals share an essential cultural identity.”
               

            

         

         
            32. The term “toyo” (東洋) is the Japanese translation of “the East.” The Chinese characters in “toyo” literally mean “Eastern Sea.” However, the map of the world at that time in East
                  Asia also contained the “Great Eastern Sea” (大東洋; Pacific Ocean) and the “Great Western
                  Sea” (大西洋; Atlantic Ocean), and East Asia was not marked as “toyo.” Though the West did use the concept of direction to differentiate between “Orient”
                  and “Occident,” the original East-West division, the pairing of “East and West” and
                  “Orient and Occident” (i.e., where the sun rises and sets) has more to do with land
                  than sea. This is true of Chinese civilization as well. The ancient Chinese division
                  of East and West was not based on the sea, and it should be noted that to the Chinese,
                  India and the Middle East lay to the west, while Manchuria and the Korean peninsula
                  lay to the east. In contrast, Japan was the only country to which the sea or the ocean
                  was prominent in their identity. Therefore, the Japanese translation of Europe as
                  the West and Asia as the East would have been shaped by their sea-centered worldview.
                  For that reason, the West was translated to Japanese as seiyo (西洋; Western Sea) and the East as toyo (東洋; Eastern Sea). However, the Japanese translation has some historical basis, since
                  the Western powers advanced and invaded East Asia by the sea and were thus called
                  yangyi (洋夷; sea barbarians) in China, Korea, and Japan. Today, toyo and seiyo are widely used in Japan and Korea due to Japan’s imperial legacy in the case of
                  Korea, but are seldom used in China.
               

            

         

         
            33. Oh I-hwan defines this as “Japanism.” Modern Japanese thinkers, including Maruyama
                  Masao (1999, 230), have sought to “establish the closed domain into which others cannot
                  enter, by setting the fact that Japan was the first non-Western country to carry out
                  modernization successfully by adopting Western model as the absolute criteria, finding
                  the cause for its success in the unique Japanese tradition of thought, linking it
                  to what is found in Western civilization, and finally claiming that such an achievement
                  was only possible in Japan.” 
               

            

         

         
            34. Kang Sang-jung termed this “narcissistic Japanese uniqueness” (1997, 127). Efforts
                  to articulate the unique identity of Japan have been accompanied by an attempt to
                  locate the exclusive origin of Japanese civilization and establish the pure essence
                  of the Japanese language (Lee Seung-hwan 1997b, 216). 
               

            

         

         
            35. This book was originally published in Japanese and translated into Korean. I rely
                  upon the Korean translation for citation here.
               

            

         

         
            36. When the Japanese economy enjoyed its heyday in the 1980s, “Japanese uniqueness,”
                  which was articulated and stressed in the frequently discussed nihonjinron, was a postwar revival of Japanism, which had waned with the defeat of Japan in World
                  War II. The nature of nihonjinron with regard to Western-centrism will be examined in chapter 11. 
               

            

         

         
            37. In this regard, Japanism is similar to the ambivalent attitude of Korea, Japan, and
                  Vietnam toward Sinocentrism and China in the pre-modern era. They accepted their inferior
                  status as tributary states toward China, but at the same time regarded themselves
                  as hua (華; civilized) to smaller neighboring states and envisioned themselves as a “little
                  China.” This will be further elaborated on in chapter 3, when Sino-centrism is compared
                  with Western-centrism. 
               

            

         

         
            38. The subject of countering the various centrisms, including Western-centrism, is addressed
                  in chapter 11.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 2

      The Historical Evolution of Western-Centrism

      
         
         
      

      
      This chapter briefly outlines the historical evolution of Western-centrism in order
         to enhance our understanding of it. This overview will also set the groundwork for
         comparing Western-centrism with Sinocentrism in the following chapter. Western-centrism
         began to take shape after Columbus’s discovery of what was then known as the “New
         Continent” and later named America. By virtue of the discovery of the New Continent,
         European civilization seized the decisive opportunity to gain economic-political superiority
         over non-European civilizations. Generally speaking, however, the modern form of Western-centrism
         evolved in close connection both with capitalist industrialization and a series of
         liberal revolutions in politico-economic terms, and the Renaissance, Reformation,
         and Enlightenment in cultural terms. Western-centrism grew and matured until World
         War II and was closely intertwined with imperialism, colonialism, racism, Christianity,
         and the idea of civilization as a lineal process of progress, etc. However, since
         the end of World War II, the European powers have been in decline and many non-Western
         colonies have gained independence and participated in international politics on equal
         terms (at least officially) with Western powers. Thus, Christianity, the ideas regarding
         the progress of civilization, and the racism that had hitherto justified Western-centrism
         began to lose their ground. It was then that the United States, which emerged as the
         guardian of Western civilization and the world’s foremost superpower in the postwar
         era, began to breathe renewed life into Western-centrism through the new imperatives
         of modernization and globalization. Globalization has often been perceived negatively
         as the diffusion of American values and ways of life. From a short-term perspective,
         along with the end of the Cold War, globalization seems to have strengthened American
         influence and position as the most powerful state internationally. Growing concern
         since the early 1990s over America’s power appears to have been justified, vividly
         evident through American military dominance demonstrated in the war of American-led
         allied powers against Iraq in 1991 and the American invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq
         after the terrorist attack of September 11, 2001. However, from a long-term perspective,
         globalization, in combination with other trends, has the potential to bring about
         the demise of Western-centrism, as well as the end of American global hegemony.[1]   
      

      
      Understanding the historical evolution of Western-centrism will allow a comparison
         to be made with Sinocentrism, which dominated East Asia until the end of the nineteenth
         century and which is now regaining its influence in the twenty-first century. Such
         comparison would require a brief survey of the historical evolution of Western-centrism.
         Thus this chapter will first show that the formation of the identity of European civilization
         preceded the formation of Western-centrism. Next, the historical evolutions of Western-centrism
         will be examined by dividing it into two phases in terms of the transfer of hegemony—both
         economic and military—from Europe to the United States. The first phase, “the emergence
         and global diffusion of Western-centrism: civil-ization,”[2]   covers the period from Columbus’s discovery of the New Continent to World War I.
         The second phase, the “emergence of the United States: modernization and globalization,”
         covers the period since the end of World War II during which the United States emerged
         as the foremost global superpower, and an American version of Western-centrism was
         born. In these two phases, the rhetoric justifying Western domination over non-Western
         civilizations uesd “civilization” and “modernization,” respectively. Whereas the justification
         of Western-centrism during the imperialist era was “civil-ization,” in the postcolonial
         era, the justification has been “modernization” in the image of America. However,
         as the buzzword “globalization” is often used to explain the phenomenon of the increased
         trans-territorial flow of goods, ideas, money, and people (that has been greatly accelerated
         by the IT revolution), it is not clear whether globalization is Western-centric or
         not. Thus, it is necessary to examine the Western-centric implications of globalization.
         
      

      
      The Identity Formation of European Civilization

      
      Before examining the origin and evolution of Eurocentrism, the origins of the European
         identity must first be examined. The word “Europe” originated from Greek mythology.[3]   Thus, in ancient times, Europe did not refer to the European continent, but to
         the wider Greek world, including Asia Minor and parts of northern Asia. Contemporary
         Western Europe, as “Europe” has come to mean, was unknown and sparsely inhabited.
         If we examine ancient times, Occidental civilization actually originated in the Orient,
         as the centers of ancient civilization were located not to the west, but to the east.[4]   Europe as a geographic entity came into existence as the result of the breakup
         of ancient Mediterranean civilization. 
      

      
      Thus, the ethno-cultural identity of Europeans was shaped before the formation of
         the idea of Europe. The concept of “Europe” was embedded in Christendom when it first
         appeared, and Christendom was coterminous with the notion of the Occident, which existed
         prior to the idea of Europe. Thus, the idea of the Occident or the West provided continuity
         between Hellenism, Christendom, and the idea of Europe (Delanty 1995, 16). Throughout
         the medieval era, the concept of Europe continued to be formed, gaining its geographical
         identity through Christendom.[5]   One of the first historical references to “Europeans” is found in the account of
         an army, led by Charles Martel, which defeated Islamic forces at Tours (present-day
         France) in 732 (Hall 1992, 289; Delanty 1995, 23). Thus, the European identity was
         formed defensively, in a struggle against Islamic civilization. Christianity then
         came to be associated with cultural superiority and civilization, while the infidel
         world was seen as uncivilized and barbaric (Delanty 1995, 27). As Europeans were on
         the defensive vis-à-vis Islamic forces, however, their belief in the superiority of
         Christianity, which constituted the basis for the belief in European superiority,
         remained merely a form of ethnocentrism, rather than the more secular form of Eurocentrism
         that it would later become. 
      

      
      The Emergence and Global Diffusion of 
Eurocentrism: Civil-ization
      

      
      The year 1492 was decisive in the evolution of Eurocentrism; Columbus’s discovery
         of the New Continent secured the maritime power essential for later European expansion
         into the world. In addition, in the same year, the Spanish recaptured Granada from
         the Arabs and drove the Jews out of Spain (Delanty 1995, 42–43). Muslims were expelled
         and the remnants of Islamic civilization were “cleansed” so that the purity of “European
         blood” and Christianity could be secured. As Europeans continued to drive Muslims
         out of Europe, and when Ottoman maritime supremacy was broken during the great sea
         Battle of Lepanto in 1571, the Islamic threat to Europe diminished significantly (Delanty
         1995, 37, 45).[6]   As a consequence, Europeans were able to shift their interests and energies towards
         the New World and its inhabitants; subsequently, the idea of Europe began to lose
         its religious origins and gain secular meaning. Turning their attention away from
         Islam, early modern Europe focused on the exploration and domination of America, and
         the idea of “civilization” as a contrast to “barbarians” or “savages” in the non-European
         became the main driving force shaping European identity (Delanty 1995, 45). 
      

      
      Moreover, after the Reformation, Christianity no longer functioned as the centripetal
         force in Europe, and subsequent wars of religion in the seventeenth century shattered
         the unity of Christendom. The Renaissance and Enlightenment began to provide the basis
         for a new secular identity. As a consequence, the identity of Europeans vis-à-vis
         the non-European world shifted from the polarity of Christianity vs. Islam, to civilization
         vs. nature. While Europe symbolized civilization and progress, the non-European world,
         including the New World, represented the “barbarity of uncivilized nature” (Delanty
         1995, 65). Thus, Europe’s identity was no longer framed from a defensive standpoint,
         as it was through Christendom, but from an offensive standpoint, as “the civilized
         world.”
      

      
      Even so, Eurocentrism, as a super-ideology that justified European domination over
         the rest of the world, had not yet been fully established. The core ethico-philosophical
         question confronting Europeans was, as Enrique Dussel (1998, 14) put it, “What right
         has the European to occupy, dominate, and manage the recently discovered cultures,
         conquered by the military and in the process of being colonized?” According to the
         sixteenth-century Spanish Dominican friar and historian Bartolomé de Las Casas, European
         conquest and settlement in America did “not have any right; it is unjust violence,
         and cannot have any ethical validity” (as quoted in Dussel 1998, 14).[7]   Yet the militarily oriented, emergent nation-states of Europe gained a crucial
         opportunity to occupy the new center in the world order, enjoying a decisive advantage
         over Islamic, Indian, and Chinese civilizations, by conquering the vast continent
         of America and its indigenous inhabitants.
      

      
      The ideas of civilization and progress in the Enlightenment age, which became fully
         fledged in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, provided the concepts essential
         to Eurocentrism. Of course, the intellectual exercise of comparing advanced European
         society with primitive people in the New World influenced Enlightenment thinking.[8]   In other words, the comparison of Europe with the New World provided the framework
         in which Enlightenment social philosophy materialized. Through such comparisons, Enlightenment
         thinkers came to believe that there was only one path to civilization and social advancement,
         and that all societies could be ranked according to if they were in the beginning
         or advanced levels of development, based on one set of universal criterion. Thus,
         the mission of the social sciences during the nineteenth century was to assign all
         societies a place along a continuum of development—with the lowest stage represented
         by the American “savage” and the most advanced stage by Europeans—and investigate
         the causes of differentiation. Thus, the new school of social sciences that was borne
         of the Enlightenment was characterized by the universal criterion of progress modeled
         after European civilization (Hall 1992, 312; Delanty 1995, 88–89). At the same time,
         as discussed in chapter 1, Europeans claimed that ancient Greek civilization, originally
         part of Oriental civilization, was the ancestor of Western civilization. They attributed
         the origin of ancient Greek civilization to the Aryans and created the myth that Greek
         civilization was not at all influenced by ancient Egypt (Bernal 1987).
      

      
      The concept of civilization was introduced into the French language in the late eighteenth
         century through the philosophes, and was used to mean the “progress of reason.” As Gerard Delanty (1995, 92) puts it,
         “Civilisation was social, moral and intellectual progress.” In the nineteenth century,
         the word “civilization” took on a strong connotation of Eurocentrism and the word
         began to be used to refer to only European civilization. In the English-speaking world,
         “civilization” was superior to “culture.” Thus, civilization referred to European
         societies, while culture referred to non-European societies, such as those in Africa
         and Asia. The former represented “order and morality” while Africa represented “chaos,
         darkness, and mystery” and Asia represented stagnation, corruption, and despotism
         (Delanty 1995, 93). Following this line of reasoning, the concept of civilization
         became a criterion by which all societies could be classified as “civilized,” “barbarous,”
         or “savage” (Delanty 1995, 94; Gong 1984, 55). Accordingly, the social sciences were
         subdivided into the schools of sociology, Orientalism, and anthropology; sociology
         was classified as the science of advanced European societies, Orientalism the science
         of the exotic East, and anthropology the science of primitive peoples (Delanty 1995,
         97). Thus, Orientalism and anthropology were the means by which Western civilization
         exercised intellectual hegemony over “inferior” societies. 
      

      
      With European expansion overseas, Europe asserted its superiority through the rhetoric
         of civilization and progress, and justified colonialism and imperialism in the name
         of the “civilizing mission.” Furthermore, in the age of imperialism, European identity
         as “Christian civilization” became more strongly pronounced than in the Enlightenment
         era.[9]   In their encounters with non-Christian peoples, Europeans become obsessed with
         a hegemonic form of Christian identity. Declaring the superiority of Christianity,
         they justified imperialistic invasions with moral-religious arguments. Following European
         imperialist expansion, European missionaries renewed their evangelism in order to
         convert and save non-Christians through passionate crusades. 
      

      
      From the late nineteenth century onwards, an underlying and pervasive racism can now
         be identified in Eurocentrism. Darwin’s theory of evolution, notably the notion of
         the survival of the fittest, combined with the concept of progress as universal and
         unilinear, provided new fodder for the European belief in their racial superiority.
         Thus, social Darwinism articulated that the advance of civilization depended upon
         the struggles among difference races. Racism even colored the interpretation of Genesis
         in the Bible. According to the notion of polygenesis, “God had created true humans
         in the Garden of Eden and other races—or at least the ‘black race’—in other places
         and times” (Blaut 1993, 43). Such racist logic became the rationalizing argument for
         slavery and unequal race relations—it was the providence of Nature that inferior races
         obey the superior white race. Following in the legacy of Gobineau, nineteenth-century
         international lawyer James Lorimer classified humanity into three categories—“civilized
         humanity, barbarous humanity, and savage humanity”—and then divided savage humanity
         into the “progressive and non-progressive races” of humankind. Lorimer justified this
         classification by appealing to the “science of race” (as quoted in Gong 1984, 49).
         Thus, social Darwinism and scientific racism provided the “objective” and “scientific”
         grounds for the superiority of Western civilization. As a result, Western domination
         was seen as a necessary expression of scientific law, not a contingent phenomenon
         of power politics. 
      

      
      Throughout the nineteenth century, it was not language or religion but race that united
         European countries in spite of nationalistic cleavages at home and imperialist competition
         overseas. In this context, the so-called one hundred years (1815–1914) of peace in
         nineteenth-century Europe can be seen as due more to the struggles of European powers
         for overseas colonies that reduced conflicts among European countries within Europe
         rather than the successful outcome of a delicate balancing of power, as many contemporary
         scholars of international relations would assume. By 1914, when the space for imperialist
         expansion had nearly been exhausted, the First World War would soon break out. 
      

      
      In overseas colonies, Europeans formed their identity as Europeans, transcending their
         respective identities as English, French, German, etc. Their primary concern was more
         of white supremacy than the supremacy of individual European nations (Delanty 1995,
         98). Such racism reached its peak in Nazism. For Nazi Germany, the annihilation of
         the Jews was nothing more than the cleansing of Europe of an impure Asiatic race.
         In this sense, Nazism, as well as racism and imperialism, was an integral part of
         European civilization, not its “marginal aberration” (Delanty 1995, 112). 
      

      
      The concept of an “international society” also took on a Eurocentric bias from the
         start. Thus, international society meant the society of Christian rulers and peoples
         in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. However, as the influence of religion
         receded and secular influence increased during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries,
         the meaning of international society referred less to Christian countries and more
         to countries that were a part of Western civilization. However, after various countries
         in Asia and Africa were admitted into the Eurocentric international system, as a consequence
         of European imperialist expansion, European countries were confronted with the need
         to formulate qualifications for acceptance as a member of international society. Thus,
         it became mandatory that a state that aspired to become a member of “international
         society” first satisfy the standards of civilization and abide by “international”
         laws and principles. Subsequently, international law became the law that regulated
         the relations of civilized states; indeed, in the late nineteenth century, European
         international law came to be known in East Asia as the “Public Law of All Nations”
         (Gong 1984, 55–56).
      

      
      Whereas the standard of “civilization” provided European powers with the justification
         for their overseas expansion, it posed a fundamental threat to non-European states.
         While countries like China and Persia had long maintained their own standard of civilization
         (Gong 1984, 7), the threat posed by Western powers to their traditional standard of
         civilization amounted to the subversion of their cultural and political foundations.
         As the ruling classes therein took on the sacred mission to defend their traditional
         standards of civilization, the clash with European powers armed with superior military
         power was considered a challenge to their dynastic legitimacy, both domestically and
         internationally. Thus, such differing concepts and standards of civilization posed
         a threat no less fundamental to their survival than the European military challenge
         (Gong 1984, 7), ensuing in a battle of “civilizational legitimacy,” which went beyond
         mere political dynastic legitimacy. In the end, however, it was Western powers that
         had the disposition and military capacity to impose their standards of civilization.
         Western powers insisted that unequal treaties, including extraterritorial clauses,
         be signed and maintained until non-European countries could meet “civilized” standards
         (Gong 1984, 8). Thus, crucially, it was through the imposition of new (European) standards
         of civilization and the imposition of unequal treaties that Western powers succeeded
         in substituting the singular Western standard for the diverse standards of civilization
         that had been seen throughout history.
      

      
      In the clash between civilizations, non-European states were confronted with a stark
         dilemma. To refuse Western ideas and technologies in the face of Western military
         superiority was to remain defenseless. On the other hand, to adopt the European “standards
         of civilization,” even in the name of self-defense, was to surrender everything they
         were entrusted to guard. In the end, European military superiority forced non-Western
         societies to succumb, and non-European states were led to attribute their military
         defeat to the inadequacy or inferiority of their own cultures and civilizations. Thus,
         non-European states emulated and adopted European standards of civilization, either
         voluntarily or forcibly (Gong 1984, 98–100). Moreover, even when they protested the
         unequal nature of the treaties imposed by European powers or against Europe’s violations
         of its own principles and values, they still came to internalize Eurocentric morals
         in the process. In East Asia, after the Meiji Restoration and its later victory over
         Russia in the 1905 Russo-Japanese War, Japan introduced a series of legal and institutional
         reforms in accordance with European ideals. Thus, Japan, although neither a Christian
         nor European state, was still able to enjoy treatment as a “civilized” nation; using
         the case of Japan, the universality of the European worldview was claimed to be valid
         and applicable to all non-European countries (Gong 1984, 29).[10]   
      

      
      In sum, in keeping with Western imperialist expansion, Eurocentrism, armed with the
         ideas of civilization and progress, social Darwinism, racism, and the evangelizing
         mission, had spread all over the world by the end of the nineteenth century. Thus,
         on the eve of World War I, European imperialist projects covered almost 85 percent
         of the Earth’s surface, with the British Empire occupying one-quarter of the total.
         It was during this time that Kipling, the British poet laureate of high imperialism,
         wrote his famous poem, “The White Man’s Burden,” which celebrated the greatness of
         Western civilization. The poem conveyed the message that European civilization was
         the ideal and its historical mission was to civilize the world (Delanty 1995, 95).
         Consequently, Europeans who believed in their moral superiority thought that they
         had been entrusted by God to take care of weaker, inferior nations. To them, the Orient,
         which was corrupt and stagnant, was in need of Western intervention to rejuvenate
         its vitality. It was also believed that Africans living on the “dark continent” could
         be improved through contact with their European masters. Slavery was even regarded
         as instrumental to the salvation of Africans since it would incorporate them into
         Christianity and civilization. The idea of European civilization as the exemplar of
         civilization and progress even provided the justification for the extermination of
         cultures and peoples considered “inferior” to European civilization (Delanty 1995,
         94–95).[11]   
      

      
      The Rise of America: Modernization and Globalization

      
      The Eurocentric standards of civilization, which functioned to justify the discrimination
         against non-European states, came to an end with the end of World War II. Western
         countries failed to live up to the ideals they themselves had proclaimed, and were
         subsequently reduced to self-contradiction. Third World countries, which gained independence
         after the war, resisted so strongly that the West was no longer able to continue imposing
         Eurocentric rules for qualification for membership into international society, and
         thus the criterion changed from being a “civilized” state to being a “sovereign” state.
         
      

      
      This did not, however, mean the complete end of Western-centrism. Global hegemony
         ostensibly shifted from England to the United States in the postwar world. Since Third
         World countries that had been liberated from their colonial yokes now participated
         on the world stage as equal partners, the distinction between a civilized state and
         an uncivilized state was replaced by the differentiation between a developed state
         and an underdeveloped (or developing) state. Accordingly, the civilizing mission,
         fashionable in the nineteenth century, was converted into the American-centric “modernizing
         mission.” Thus, economic development (economic modernization) and democracy (political
         modernization) replaced the role played by “civilization.” 
      

      
      In order to understand the rise of America in the evolution of Western-centrism, attention
         must be paid to the historical progression of economic and political superpowers in
         Western civilization. According to Peter Taylor (2000, 52), the first core state of
         modern Western civilization was the Netherlands,[12]   which was the first nation-state to attain what Taylor terms “mercantile modernity.”
         Next, followed England with an industrial modernity, and finally the United States,
         which was the first country to reach a “consumer modernity.” When the Netherlands
         was the core state, the influence of European civilization had not yet extended worldwide.
         Western civilization began to exercise worldwide influence in the latter part of the
         eighteenth century, around the time that England began to assume its global power
         status. It should be noted, however, that in Western civilization, the power and cultural
         dominance of the core states over their neighboring states were not as strong as those
         of China over its neighbors. A considerable degree of equality existed among nations
         in Western civilization, as sovereign equality existed formally among European states
         since the Westphalian Treaty in 1648.[13]   Thus, in the age of imperialism, European civilization achieved worldwide domination
         not by a single imperialist state but through the concert of European states.[14]   
      

      
      In the early twentieth century, the hegemony within Western civilization began to
         shift from England to the United States. During this period, the so-called “American
         Century,” the United States dominated as the leader of Western civilization and the
         world superpower. The American economy began to surpass that of Europe by the close
         of the nineteenth century. The role of a single nation-state as the economic and financial
         center of the globe, which had been assumed by England, shifted to the United States
         after World War I.[15]   However, since the United States maintained an isolationist diplomatic policy until
         World War II, its influence in international politics was limited, despite its economic
         power reaching its peak internationally after World War I: 
      

      
      
         America’s industrial output was already more than double the amount of Germany, the
            foremost power in Europe at the time of the outbreak of World War I, reaching 35 percent
            of World’s total output in 1935, and 45 percent of World’s total output in 1945. This
            ratio surpassed the British economic superiority to other Western powers at the time
            of Pax Britanica. (Ku Daeyeol 1995, 17)
         

         
      

      America’s industrial output reached fifty percent of the world’s total output in the
         aftermath of World War II. Peter Taylor (2000, 49–50) divides the American hegemonic
         cycle in the American Century into the following three periods: “a rise phase from
         c.1900 to c.1945, high hegemony to c.1970, and the demise phase since then.”[16]   The hegemonic state tends to project itself as the future of all other states,
         and America was no different, projecting Americanization onto the world. According
         to Taylor, modernization and globalization must be understood as a set of processes
         that complement Americanization (Taylor 2000, 50).
      

      
      Following World War II, Americanization proceeded in a discriminatory way in European
         states and newly independent states of the Third World. The goal was to provide Western
         European states with the benefits of affluent mass consumer capitalism through the
         Marshall Plan and to support the modernization of developing Third World countries.
         With the aid of the Marshall Plan, major Western European nations went through reconstruction
         in the 1950s,[17]   and were able to catch up with the level of American-style affluent consumer capitalism
         through rapid economic development. The Marshall Plan was accepted as a promise that
         the American Dream could be achieved without leaving their homes in Europe, and in
         the end, this dream was fulfilled through Europe’s economic recovery. At the same
         time, elites in European nations were worried that their identity would be threatened
         by popular zeal for Americanization. Thus, a British observer once noted: “[it is]
         the very aspects of the American way of life that [anti-American elites] despise [which]
         are those most treasured, envied, and emulated by the mass of the British people”
         (as quoted in Taylor 2000, 58). 
      

      
      On the other hand, the modernization of Third World countries in the postwar era was
         initiated by American President Harry Truman’s “Point IV Program” and was inspired
         by Walt Rustow’s model of the stages of economic growth. This model consisted of five
         stages: traditional society, preconditions for take-off, take-off, drive to maturity,
         and age of high mass consumption. Here, the stages of preconditions for take-off and
         take-off are modeled after the experience of British industrialization. The last two
         stages, drive to maturity and age of high mass consumption, are based on the experience
         of American consumer capitalism. Thus, Rustow combined Britain’s industrial modernity
         with American consumer modernity into a single continuous model of development. The
         last two stages were largely concerned with European nations, while the initial two
         stages, referring to modernization or industrialization, were applicable to newly
         independent states, later deemed “underdeveloped” or “developing” countries. Thus,
         the burgeoning theories of modernization in the 1960s worked as a preventive measure
         against communist revolution in newly independent nations by instilling the hope that
         they might attain material affluence, freedom, equality, and liberal democracy comparable
         to Western nations, by adopting Western-centric paradigms of modernization and development.
         Such theories functioned to keep most decolonized nations within the sphere of Western
         capitalist civilization. However, modernization theories went bankrupt in the 1970s,
         since such development never materialized, except for in a handful of newly industrialized
         countries, such as Singapore, Taiwan, and South Korea. Many nations in Africa and
         Latin America, on the other hand, were mired in a state of economic stagnation and
         failed to reach industrial modernity, not to mention consumer modernity. 
      

      
      Around this time, the United States had begun to promote the concept of globalization;
         although it used the same line of logic as modernization—emphasizing the need for
         the non-Western world to follow the Western world—it presented itself as the paradigm
         that would serve as a substitute for failed modernization. Globalization became more
         pronounced in the 1990s, after the end of the Cold War and the emergence of the United
         States–centered unipolar world system. Economically, globalization meant the minimization
         of state intervention in the market and the maximization of market logic. Peter Taylor
         (2000, 52) asserts that modernization represented Americanization in its high hegemonic
         phase, and globalization represents Americanization in its decline. According to Taylor,
         while both modernization and globalization complemented the process of Americanization,
         the former contained more promise and persuasion, and the latter carried more pressure
         and threat (Taylor 2000, 50, 67).
      

      
      Social optimism prevailed in the era of American high hegemony. Thus, during the postwar
         period, such optimism diffused to war-torn Europe through the generous aid of the
         Marshall Plan and to newly independent states through theories of modernization. However,
         such optimism began to crumble during the 1970s, due to new economic difficulties
         experienced by the United States that were a result of political and military disasters.
         Taylor argues (2000, 64), “these are the times, the decline phase of the American
         hegemonic cycle, that have spawned globalization as ‘a myth suitable for a world without
         illusions.’”
      

      
      However, globalization does not ostensibly exhibit a pessimistic view of the world,
         as Taylor suggests. Globalization’s vision is based on the beneficial effects of “high-tech,”
         including information and communication technologies. However, unlike the wholesale
         but naive optimism of modernization theory, high-tech is not intended for all. Thus,
         globalization is discriminatorily optimistic and uneven by its nature. Although at
         face value globalization seems more universal than modernization and Americanization,
         globalization is, in fact, more restrictive in practice, virtually abandoning not
         only states that were “modernizing,” but even some who had already comfortably “modernized.”
         Geographically, the distribution of the benefits of globalization is concentrated
         in the three core regions of the world economy—North America, Europe, and East Asia—with
         the rest of the world excluded and essentially abandoned. Furthermore, as part of
         the neo-liberal agenda, the polarized class structure of the richest 20 percent and
         the poorest 80 percent has become more pronounced in both advanced and poor nations
         (Taylor 2000, 64). Globalization wields a dangerous influence, clearly exhibiting
         that it is difficult for those who have not adapted to globalization to survive, in
         both affluent and developing countries. 
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      In this chapter, the historical evolution of Western-centrism was surveyed, by focusing
         on “the identity of European civilization,” “the emergence and global diffusion of
         Eurocentrism: civil-ization,” and “the rise of America: modernization and globalization.”
         When the concept of Western-centrism was examined in the preceding chapter, it was
         reduced to three theses: Western supremacy, Western universalism/historicism, and
         civilization/modernization/globalization. The universalism of Western civilization
         was examined by dissecting Western-centrism into “West” and “centrism.” Western supremacy
         was further analyzed by investigating Western exceptionalism and Orientalism. Chapter
         2 continued this theoretical exploration of the topic through the review of the practical
         elements of Western-centrism (civilization, modernization, and globalization), while
         at the same time providing a brief outline of the historical evolution of Western-centrism.
         
      

      
      The discussion thus far of globalization remains ambiguous and incomplete. Frankly,
         it is not easy to answer questions regarding how ongoing globalization is to be understood
         in relation to Western-centrism or whether it will strengthen or weaken Western-centrism
         or Americanization. Considering various factors, I frame globalization as the last
         phase of Western-centrism over the long term, despite the overwhelming presence of
         the United States at this precise moment in history.
      

      
      Confronted with the crisis of American hegemony in the 1970s, the United States government
         and American scholars began proposing globalization as the solution. The promise of
         modernization for Third World countries was withdrawn, notably with the worldwide
         collapse of socialist regimes. With globalization in full swing, economic development
         was replaced with economic polarization. Even in advanced nations, material benefits
         for the lower classes have decreased with the gradual shrinking of labor unions, reduction
         of social welfare, and the structural adjustments to economies, including the enforcement
         of flexible labor, retrenchment of the skilled labor force, and increases in part-time
         employment, as well as the reduction of jobs due to technological innovation. As a
         result, the living standards for the working class, and even white-collar workers,
         have been on the decline. Thus, globalization, accompanied by the diffusion of neo-liberalism,
         has failed to justify Western-centrism, not to mention global capitalism. While anti-modernization
         movements were rarely seen until the 1970s, anti-globalization movements, often violent,
         have recently been on the rise, not only in Third World countries but also in advanced
         nations. Thus, the implications of globalization will be examined in more detail when
         the prospects for overcoming Western-centrism are considered in the concluding chapter.
         So far, Western-centrism has been examined in a systematic way, by investigating the
         concept of Western-centrism and its historical evolution. On the basis of this examination,
         the next chapter will compare Western-centrism, which dominates contemporary Korean
         society, with Sinocentrism, which reigned over traditional Korean society.
      

      
      Notes 

      
      
         
            1. Here, the most important element of the “other trends” is the “rise of East Asia,”
                  notably the rapid economic development of China since the late twentieth century.
                  See Kang Jung In (2002) for the implications of this trend. In addition, recent financial
                  crises and subsequent economic stagnation facing Western nations, including the United
                  States, as well as the relatively strong prowess of the Chinese economy, seems to
                  be accelerating the demise of Western-centrism. This will be further elaborated on
                  in chapter 12.
               

            

         

         
            2. Here, and in other parts of this book, civilization is sometimes purposefully hyphenated
                  and written as “civil-ization” in order to emphasize the civilizing mission that the
                  West used to justify colonialism. 
               

            

         

         
            3. According to Greek myth, Europa, the daughter of Phoenician king Agenor, was seduced
                  and abducted by Zeus, who disguised himself as a white bull, and then left her homeland
                  in present-day Lebanon to go to the island of Crete. There, she later married the
                  king of Crete. The name “Europe” also comes from the cultural region between Africa
                  and Southwest Asia (Middle East). The etymology of “Europa” refers to “where the sun
                  sets” in Semitic (Delanty 1995, 17; Morley and Robins 1995, 155; Bae Cheol-hyeon 2001,
                  209). 
               

            

         

         
            4. The words “Orient” and “Occident” are both rooted in Latin. In Latin, Orient means
                  “rising sun, the east, where the sun rises”; Occident means, “setting sun, the west,
                  and where the sun sets” (Bae Cheol-hyeon 2001, 208–9). 
               

            

         

         
            5. With the split of the Roman Empire into the Western and Eastern Roman Empires and
                  with the fall of the Western Roman Empire that followed, Europe, the West (i.e., Occident),
                  and Christendom, all of which referred to the territory of the Western Roman Empire
                  in one way or another, became synonymous (Delanty 1995, 22–23). 
               

            

         

         
            6. After the discovery of the New Continent, silver mines were found in Mexico and Peru,
                  and a total of 18,000 tons of silver were shipped to Spain from 1503 to 1660. Due
                  to this huge influx of silver, Spain was able to build the great armada that defeated
                  the Turks in the Battle of Lepanto in 1571, as well as bear the other large expenses
                  for its many imperial campaigns (Dussel 1998, 10–11). 
               

            

         

         
            7. Lockean liberalism, which appeared in the late seventeenth century, deserves our attention
                  as it sought to deny Amerindians the status of “political society” and property rights,
                  based on a Western-centric rationale, which will be addressed in chapter 5. However,
                  after the eighteenth century, European philosophy was already Western-centric, so
                  there was no need to agonize over the legitimacy of European imperialism.
               

            

         

         
            8. One well-known example is the concept of “state of nature” in the social contract
                  theory, which was examined from various perspectives by Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau.
                  
               

            

         

         
            9. Of course, this is a comparative expression. What I mean here is that in the Enlightenment
                  era, the identity of Europe as a Christian civilization was relatively and tentatively
                  weakened due to political conflict and disillusionment stemming from religious divisions
                  and the influence of rationalism. 
               

            

         

         
            10. Though Japan had been formally granted equal status, she still suffered from humiliation
                  and discrimination in international society, which was overwhelmingly controlled by
                  Western powers. This was one of the primary provocations for the Pacific war. For
                  further explanation, see Gong (1984, 165, 195–200). 
               

            

         

         
            11. For example, some Europeans believed that just as some animals had failed to adapt
                  to change and had subsequently become extinct, so were some “savages” doomed for extinction
                  since they could not bear the burden of progress on the road to civilization (Brantlinger
                  1995). 
               

            

         

         
            12. Dussel, on the other hand, traces the origin of the modern Eurocentric world-system
                  back to Spain’s invasion and conquest of America. According to his view, which places
                  Spain in the center of the world-system and America in its periphery, Spain is without
                  a doubt the first core country of the modern world-system (Dussel 1998). 
               

            

         

         
            13. I elaborate on this in chapter 3, where I compare Western-centrism with Sinocentrism.
                  
               

            

         

         
            14. This is clear if we consider the division of Africa or of Southeast Asia by European
                  powers. 
               

            

         

         
            15. As a result of the 1956 Suez crisis, when Britain had to withdraw troops ignominiously
                  in the face of opposition from the United States and the Soviet Union, Britain’s status
                  as a superpower finally came to an end (Ku Daeyeol 2001, 1–2). 
               

            

         

         
            16. The question of whether American hegemony has really been in decline since the 1970s
                  is a controversial issue. The United States continues to lead the world economy in
                  high technology, including information technology, and it has dominated the world
                  as the foremost military power since the end of the Cold War. However, in considering
                  the decline of the United States, Taylor focuses more on intellectual-moral leadership
                  and the element of consent rather than physical power. In this sense, as is discussed
                  in chapter 12, Taylor stresses the element of “threat” in globalization, in contrast
                  to the element of consent in modernization. 
               

            

         

         
            17. Europeans at the time experienced an identity crisis amidst the waves of Americanization
                  sweeping over postwar Europe. For more on this, see Taylor (2000, 55–59). 
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 3

      Western-Centrism and Sinocentrism

      
         
         
      

      
      Just as Chinese civilization exerted enormous influence on traditional Korean culture,
         Western civilization has molded contemporary Korean culture to an overwhelming degree.
         Thus, a systematic examination of the similarities and differences between Western-centrism
         and Sinocentrism serves two important purposes. First, by critically reflecting on
         Sinocentrism, we can gain the historical imagination and courage needed to overcome
         Western-centrism, in Korea and elsewhere. Second, by presenting the historical parallels
         between agriculture-based Sinocentrism and capitalism-based Western-centrism, arguments
         by some leftist scholars that reduce Western-centrism to the problem of capitalism
         and assert that overcoming capitalism will automatically lead to the disappearance
         of Western-centrism can be countered. As this chapter makes clear, the abolition of
         capitalism may not be the direct solution for overcoming Western-centrism. 
      

      
       To begin, comparing Western-centrism to Sinocentrism will enable Koreans to critically
         reflect on Korea’s past and explore the question of its desired cultural identity
         in the twenty-first century. Historically, imported foreign culture, specifically
         Chinese or Western, was regarded as universal by the elite of Korean society. Rather
         than a more balanced and critical approach, the elite typically took an assimilationist
         attitude toward the influences of foreign societies. As a result, Koreans often dismissed
         the value of their own indigenous culture and experienced cultural and spiritual confusion.
         For traditional Korea, Sinocentrism was the root of this problem; in contemporary
         Korea, it has been Western-centrism. Thus, for Korean intellectuals in the twenty-first
         century who want to envision a more culturally autonomous Korea with a higher self-regard,
         it seems necessary to critically compare and contrast Sinocentrism and Western-centrism.
         For Koreans, Sinocentrism was traditionally seen as an eternal natural order, while
         modern Western-centrism has been seen as an insurmountable reality. By understanding
         both as historical products rather than immutable truths, Koreans can acquire the
         political courage to overcome contemporary Western-centrism.
      

      
      Second, articulating the similarities between the two centrisms serves to refute those
         scholars who assert that Western-centrism is the byproduct of capitalism and that
         the only way to overcome Western-centrism is to abolish capitalism (Amin 1989; Dirlik
         1994; Wallerstein 1997).[1]   Notably, Samir Amin views Western-centrism as the ideological construct of capitalism,
         a bourgeois ideology. Thus, he argues that the way to overcome Western-centrism is
         the same as that to abolish capitalism. As a solution, he suggests that peripheral
         states delink from the capitalist world system (Amin 1989). Immanuel Wallerstein (1997)
         takes a similar position by defining Western-centrism as the byproduct of the capitalist
         world system and argues that its abolition is the solution. However, although modern
         imperialism has been more organically intertwined with capitalism, imperialism also
         existed in the pre-capitalist era and centrism has existed as the cultural accompaniment
         to various forms of imperialism as well as diverse forms of domination of humans by
         humans as I illustrated fully in chapter 1. Therefore, the fundamental characteristics
         of both Western-centrism and Sinocentrism are very similar, although they are the
         products of two different modes of production. 
      

      
      In the latter half of the nineteenth century in East Asia, when civilizational hegemony
         shifted from China to Western powers, Korea experienced the ill effects of the Sinocentric
         worldview to which most political elites and Confucian literati stubbornly adhered,
         ultimately incurring the cost of sovereignty. While most of the ruling elite and intellectuals
         in the Joseon Dynasty felt threatened by the intrusion of Western powers, they still
         held on to their Sinocentric worldview without realizing its futility, and thus failed
         to initiate the reforms needed to meet the challenge posed by the West. In contrast,
         although other pro-Western elites did realize the ineffectiveness of the Sinocentric
         worldview and were thus willing to attempt a series of drastic reforms, even including
         the move to a constitutional monarchy, they were not able to properly evaluate the
         dangers posed by Western powers and Japan, sometimes even relying on Japan for their
         radical reforms. Thus, Joseon Korea lost her sovereignty without ever being able to
         launch any substantial attempts at self-reliant modernization.[2]   
      

      
      Likewise, under the overwhelming and continuous influence of the United States since
         liberation from Japanese colonial rule and the division of the country, South Korea
         has internalized Western-centrism without any critical self-reflection. Like many
         non-Western societies, South Korean society has accepted the equation of modernization
         with Westernization, almost blindly emulating Western civilization. This trend has
         resulted in the regrettable rejection of traditional institutions and the misguided
         belief in the necessity to eradicate traditional values, customs, and culture simply
         because they differ from Western values and customs. The uncritical internalization
         of such Western-centrism has created Westernization in Korea that is only an imitation
         of the West; the pursuit of a more balanced modernization based on an understanding
         of indigenous traditions and culture had never been considered until recently. As
         a result, many contemporary Koreans paradoxically feel that their own traditional
         ideas and cultural practices are alien to them, and ironically re-appropriate traditional
         heritage only when Westerners evaluate it positively. 
      

      
      Koreans need to understand Western-centrism and Sinocentrism in order to survive as
         an autonomous nation-state in the age of the “clash of civilizations.” It has often
         been predicted that world politics in the post–Cold War era would be rearranged along
         the lines of culture and civilization, and unfold on multiple levels, combining traditional
         international politics based on nation-states with world politics driven by the clash
         of civilizations (Huntington 1996). In addition to this prospect, Koreans witnessed
         the hardline reforms dictated by the IMF in response to the financial crisis that
         shook Korea at the end of 1997. Amidst economic turmoil, Koreans realized that, unless
         they built a more self-reliant and sustainable politico-economic model independent
         of the Western-centric world, their economic survival as a nation-state could not
         be guaranteed in a competitive capitalist global system whose market network revolves
         around the West.[3]   
      

      
      Koreans in the twenty-first century must critically examine historical parallels between
         Sinocentrism and Western-centrism in order to secure their own independent worldview
         and not repeat the mistakes of the past. Thus, this chapter begins with a survey of
         the concept of Sinocentrism, its historical origins and evolution. Then, the similarities
         and differences between Sinocentrism and Western-centrism will be examined in terms
         of their respective concepts, historical development, and other important characteristics.
         
      

      
      Sinocentrism: Concept, Historical 
Origin, and Development
      

      
      Zhonghua (中華) and Zhonghuazhuyi (中華主義)
      

      
      The word zhonghua in zhonghuazhuyi (中華主義; Sinocentrism or Sinicism) refers to “Chinese civilization.” Even though the
         word zhonghua was first used as part of its official name by Sun Wen (孫文; 1866–1925) for the Republic
         of China, Zhonghua Minguo (中華民國), in 1911, nevertheless, zhonghua or zhongguo (中國; Middle Kingdom or Central Nation) contains a strong ethnic, geographic, and
         cultural reference to China, as the term refers specifically to the hanzu (漢族; Han people). Historically, zhonghua was first used synonymously, to mean both zhongguo and zhongxia (中夏). Therefore zhonghua is considered the combination of the area called xia (夏), where the first Chinese dynastic civilization originated, and zhong (中), which means “center of the world.” Zhong originally referred to jingshi (京師; the capital), where the king resided and the population was most concentrated,
         but was later expanded to mean the country of tianzi (天子; the Son of Heaven). Later, it came to refer to all ethnic Han countries, not
         only the country of the Son of Heaven but also vassal countries, in the Spring and
         Autumn period (770–403 BCE) (Lee Chun-sik 1998, 143–48). 
      

      
      During the Zhou (周) Dynasty, the word zhonghua first referred to the “royal realm or jurisdiction directly ruled over by the king,”
         emphasizing its role as the “political center.” However, it later came to acquire
         an ethnically distinct meaning, referring to various Han people as opposed to ethnically
         non-Han barbarian countries, such as the Wu (吳), Yue (越), and Chu (楚) kingdoms during
         the Spring and Autumn and Warring States periods. With these changes in meaning, zhonghua now carried not only geographic and ethnic implications, but also cultural connotations.
         First, it referred geographically to the center of the whole area, the zhongyuan (中原; Central Plains of China), surrounded by four kinds of barbarians from the north,
         south, east, and west, but expanded even further to refer to the “state” that unified
         the entire territory. Second, it collectively referred to all of the Han ethnic groups
         in the area. Finally, it referred to the places where Confucian culture was realized
         and its moral norms and cultural values were emphasized (Kim Han-gyu 1982, 10–32;
         Lee Seong-gyu 1992, 34–36). In this sense, zhonghua could refer to an international society sharing a common Confucian civilization—a
         “pax sinica” (Kim Hong-cheol 1985, 51). In short, Sinocentrism is the worldview of the Han people
         who founded the first complex civilization in East Asia, elevated their country and
         culture to a supreme status and absolute standard, and thereby distinguished themselves
         from other surrounding ethnic groups. Thus, Sinocentrism takes Han culture as hua (華; civilized) and non-Han cultures as yi (夷; barbarian), thereby postulating the Middle Kingdom and its culture as the universal
         civilization. For this reason, Sinocentrism has often been called the huayi  thought.
      

      
      However, Sinocentrism was not always discriminatory and exclusive toward its neighboring
         countries. Often it worked as an open interstate system that sought to assimilate
         neighboring states. Though initially “barbaric,” surrounding states were supposed
         to progress towards a “civilized” state once they began benefiting from the civilizing
         virtue of the Son of Heaven. In this way, Chinese civilization was never meant to
         be limited to the Han people, but was instead seen as having a civilizing mission.
         Of course, the underlying assumption was still the innate superiority of the zhonghua civilization, which embodied the universal values of humankind.
      

      
      Historical and Ideational Origins of Sinocentrism

      
      Sinocentrism originated in the Spring and Autumn period when Confucianism took shape.
         However, it was the founding of the Xia (夏) Dynasty, the first dynasty in Chinese
         history, and the ensuing succession and development of the Shang (商) and Zhou (周)
         dynasties that provided the actual foundation for Sinocentrism. Of the various clans
         and tribes living on the plains around the Yellow River, the Xia tribe succeeded in
         founding the first dynasty based on an organized agricultural economy. The succeeding
         Shang[4]   and Zhou dynasties expanded their realm through the invention of bronze weapons
         and Chinese characters, which they used in order to conquer surrounding states, both
         militarily and culturally. They also invented the concept of the Mandate of Heaven,
         which, based on the supreme authority of Heaven, elevated their king to the position
         of the “Son of Heaven,” and established the legitimacy, sacredness, and uniqueness
         of the governing hierarchy: tian (天; Heaven); tianming (天命; Mandate of Heaven); tianzi (天子; Son of Heaven); and tianxia (天下; All-Under-Heaven). Thus, over three successive dynasties, the Han people became
         confident of their superiority, based on their vast territory, advanced agriculture
         and economy, and refined culture. They then began declaring themselves to be the “Middle
         Kingdom”, or the center of the world, and the only advanced civilization at the apex
         of political, military, and cultural progress and strength. Thus, the historical base
         for Sinocentrism was set (Lee Chun-sik 1998, 174–76).
      

      
      It was Confucius (孔子; 552–479 BCE) who provided the intellectual framework for Sinocentrism.
         As the Zhou Dynasty weakened, local vassals began to dismantle patriarchal feudalism
         based on li (禮; proper rites). In the midst of this unprecedented crisis, Zhou’s imperial system,
         which consisted of the kingdom of the Son of Heaven and vassal states, was on the
         verge of breakdown and power struggles among vassal states grew more intense, while
         neighboring barbarians began to invade and plunder the Chinese Central Plains. To
         counter this trend and defend the existing order, Confucianism distinguished between
         the hua (華; the civilized) and the yi (夷; the barbarian) on the basis of morality (仁義) and culture (禮敎). Confucius firmly
         believed that the civilization of the Zhou Dynasty had achieved historically progressive
         cultural values superior to those of the preceding civilizations of the Xia and Shang
         dynasties.[5]   He attempted to systematically reinterpret the Zhou civilization in order to put
         an end to the divisive struggles among vassal states[6]   and pursue cultural reunification based on ethical values. The outcome was the
         invention of what was later known as Confucianism. Thus, it should be noted that it
         was not the geographic region or ethnicity of the Zhou Dynasty but its morals and
         culture that Confucius set as the standard of civilization. He recognized that even
         an ethnically barbarian society could become civilized if it retained morals and cultural
         rites as the “standard of civilization.”[7]   Nevertheless, his basic outline of philosophy was, no doubt, Sinocentric in the
         sense that Chinese civilization as hua (華; civilized) made it the Middle Kingdom, or the “center of the world,” and as such,
         its mission was to morally enlighten the “four barbarians” by “sinicizing” or “civilizing”
         them.[8]   
      

      
      The conception of Chinese civilization as the universal civilization was further elaborated
         upon by Confucius’s successors. Mencius (孟子; 372–289 BCE), in particular, inherited
         Confucius’s huayi  thought (concept of civilization and barbarity) and differentiated between hua and yi in terms of whether a given society had moral culture or not.[9]   He emphatically stressed that the standard of civilization was not a particular
         ethnicity, region, or military power, but rather that it was governance based on benevolence
         and righteousness, abstract ritual culture, and ethical superiority. Mencius asserted
         that although the legendary Sage King Shun (舜) was of the eastern barbarians, and
         King Wen (文王) of Western Zhou was of the western barbarians, and although both of
         them lived one thousand li (里; a Chinese unit of distance) away and one thousand years apart, since they sought
         to achieve a benevolent form of governance, they deserved the title of Sage King.[10]  
      

      
      Sinocentrism defined civilization in terms of a didactic perspective of history as
         in Chunqiu (春秋; Spring and Autumn Annals) since the Han empire, thereby assuming a more abstract nature. Han Yu (韓愈; 768–824
         CE) of the Tang (唐) Dynasty reinterpreted Confucius’s intention to write the Chunqiu (春秋) and established lijiao (禮敎; teachings of rites) as the absolute standard of Sinocentrism, arguing, “If the
         Chinese observed barbarian rites, they would become barbarians and if barbarians observed
         Chinese rites, they would become Chinese.”[11]   The same was true of Confucian scholars during the Song (宋) Dynasty, which suffered
         a series of invasions from surrounding barbarians. Cheng Hao (程顥; 1032–1085 CE) of
         the Northern Song Dynasty wrote, “Once man loses rites, he becomes a beast. The sage
         [Confucius] was afraid of man becoming a beast, and so he rendered the great law of
         chunqiu (春秋) solemn.”[12]   His pupil Zhu Xi (朱熹; 1130–1200 CE) of the Southern Song, the founder of Neo-Confucianism,
         also developed Sinocentrism, based on the great justice of chunqiu, by not only elaborating on discourses on moral justification and obligation, but
         also articulating such philosophical theories as liqixingqinglun (理氣性情論; the theory of principle/vital force and nature/feeling).[13]   
      

      
      The Historical Evolution of Sinocentrism: 
Shida Jiaolin (事大交隣) and Jimi Bujue (羈縻不絶)
      

      
      Sinocentrism in its interstate relations was expressed in the tributary order, shida jiaolin (事大交隣; “serving the great and allying with the neighboring states”), which was in
         turn recognized as the “Chinese world order” (Fairbank 1968). The geographical scope
         and ethnic elements of the Middle Kingdom varied throughout history, based on the
         historical era and circumstances, yet interstate relations in Sinocentrism remained
         invariably hierarchical based on the belief in the political and cultural superiority
         of the Chinese civilization.
      

      
      According to Sinocentric logic, the country under the rule of the Son of Heaven was
         the only hua (civilization) and the other states were all defined as yi (barbarian), whether they were directly ruled by the former or not. From the Chinese
         perspective, there was no such thing as peaceful coexistence among equal states, only
         hierarchical peace based on tributary order, or hostile, separate coexistence such
         as jimi bujue (羈縻不絶; “keeping a loose rein without severing the tie”). According to the Sinocentric
         worldview, there were only three alternatives open to surrounding barbarians. First,
         they could accept and enter the Sinocentric world order as subjects, and enjoy the
         benefits of Chinese civilization. Second, though weak, they could resist the power
         of China and incur the cost of inviting military invasion and subjugation. Third,
         if they were turned away by China’s exclusive, conservative approach but strong enough
         to equal China in military power, they could take an isolated position by themselves.[14]   In the first and second case scenarios, China applied the tributary system, in
         the third, the jimi bujue policy. However, the matter was not always so simple. In the first scenario, the
         tributary system assumed voluntary participation, but in the case of the second scenario,
         it was compulsory as neighboring states were conquered or threatened with military
         force. In the early period of the Qing (淸) Dynasty, Vietnam and Joseon Korea became
         tributary states through such exercises of military force.
      

      
      The tributary system refers to an elaborate system of interstate regulations China
         imposed on surrounding states. Ideally, the tributary system was a customary convention
         regulating interstate relations through rites in which the surrounding states voluntarily
         served China with trust and rectitude, while China took care of them with benevolence.
         Thus it was often summarized as the principle of shida zixiao (事大字小; “serving the great, caring for the small”).[15]   But the actual content of the diplomatic rites included neighboring states’ paying
         regular visits and tribute to China, and China’s response through return visits and
         the bestowing of cefeng (冊封; titles). China and its surrounding states pursued peaceful coexistence and co-prosperity
         by promoting mutual friendship and solidarity through this tributary relationship
         (Lee Chun-sik 1997, 332). Most Chinese rulers believed that surrounding small states
         voluntarily submitted themselves to China because of its superior culture and material
         abundance, and it was also true that the rulers of Joseon Korea paid tribute to Ming
         (明) China voluntarily, although there were some occasional diplomatic nuisances. 
      

      
      Tributary relations were often not only militarily enforced but were also sometimes
         wholly fabricated. Fictitious relationships were formed when foreign states were described
         as tributary subjects in Chinese political historiography. For example, the famous
         case is that of Lord Macartney in 1793, who, in accordance with British ritual, “only
         bent [his] knee before Emperor Qianlong (乾隆帝; 1711–1799) . . . but was recorded as
         prostrating himself in the kowtow” (Fairbank 1968, 4).[16]   The fictitious nature of the tributary system is also clearly seen in the list
         of tributary states recorded in the 1818 edition of the Daqing Huidian (大淸會典; Collected Statutes of Great Qing). According to the list, not only Joseon
         Korea, the Ryukyu (琉球) Kingdom, Annam, and other Southeast Asian states, but also
         Holland, Portugal, England, and the Papacy were recorded as tributaries, with the
         latter group paying tribute irregularly (Fairbank 1968, 11). In these cases, even
         when individual merchants from the West entered China for merely commercial purposes,
         the Chinese government recorded their home country as the name of a tributary state.
         The Chinese government insisted on presenting their foreign relations as tributary,
         sometimes by military force and sometimes by fictitious record, in order to maintain
         their Sinocentric worldview. This was essential to securing not only their external
         dignity in accordance with their view of such a world order, but also to confirm the
         legitimacy of imperial rule in China proper.
      

      
      However, another approach was necessary when the Sinocentric worldview was threatened
         by the presence of neighboring powers who were militarily equal to or stronger than
         China. This policy, known as jimi bujue, meant “keeping a loose rein without severing the tie.” Here, jimi refers to reins or a bridle, as if the barbarians were to be controlled like livestock,
         while bujue means “without cessation.” In other words, “never take the bridle off.” This policy
         originated from Emperor Wudi’s (武帝; r. 140–87 BCE) policy toward the nomadic and militant
         Xiongnu (匈奴) tribe in the Han empire. This was not a policy of active engagement with
         foreign powers, such as the military invasion and conquest of neighboring nations,
         active incorporation into China proper, or the establishment of a tributary relationship.
         Rather it was a passive, disengaged policy, which pretended not to acknowledge the
         presence of neighboring states, neither antagonizing nor sinicizing them. In other
         words, China adopted this semi-isolationist policy whenever it was militarily weak
         in order to monitor their neighbors and use them as a buffer zone to keep other, more
         distant tribes at bay.[17]   The policy was flexible enough to adapt to the various responses of powerful barbarians
         (Kim Han-gyu 1988; Lee Seong-gyu 1992, 43–44). 
      

      
      In the nineteenth century, the Sinocentric worldview collided with its counterpart,
         Western-centrism. Having lasted over two thousand years, Sinocentrism faced an unprecedented
         threat that shook it to its core. It could not outdo the stronger power of Western
         civilization. In the face of the military power, scientific technology, and capitalist
         economy of the West, Sinocentrism collapsed on both the ideational and real-world
         levels. In other words, the collision of the Chinese and Western world orders, the
         former based on proper rites among states and the latter which advanced international
         public law as its framework, not only dethroned China from the apex of the East Asian
         world order, but also relegated it to a barbarian or semi-barbarian state for the
         first time in its history (Kim Yong-gu 1997, 113–75).
      

      
      Comparing and Contrasting 
Western-centrism and Sinocentrism
      

      
      Concepts of Western-Centrism and Sinocentrism

      
      There are significant similarities between Western-centrism and Sinocentrism in that
         the West (originally Western Europe) and the Middle Kingdom began as a geographical
         concept and then became one of political philosophy and culture. As discussed in chapter
         1, the “West” in Western-centrism has two meanings. First, it is a geographical concept
         referring to “Western” Europe, including the Netherlands, France, and England, which
         played decisive roles in the birth of modern European (i.e., Western) civilization.
         Second, the “West” in Western civilization is a political and cultural concept that
         goes beyond its geographical confines to refer to the spread and circulation of modern
         Western civilization, notably advanced capitalism and liberal democracy. Thus, Western-centrism
         is understood from both Westerners’ and non-Westerners’ viewpoints as the belief in
         the universality and supremacy of the worldview, values, and institutions of modern
         Western civilization. As was further discussed in chapter 1, Western-centrism consists
         of three tenets: Western supremacy, Western universalism/historicism, and civilization/modernization/globalization.
      

      
      Zhonghua or zhongguo (中國; Middle Kingdom) also began as a geographical and ethnic concept, and like Western-centrism
         later transformed into a cultural and political concept. Likewise, Sinocentrism can
         be summarized by its parallel tenets. First, the Middle Kingdom was the center of
         the world culturally and geographically; thus, it was the supreme civilization. The
         geographical centeredness and cultural superiority of the Middle Kingdom could not
         be surpassed. Second, Chinese civilization, which had been developing since the beginning
         of recorded history, was the unique and universal standard of human achievement. Third,
         the world was divided into the civilized and barbarians, with the latter only overcoming
         its state by assimilating into Chinese civilization. Seen in this way, Sinocentrism
         also consists of three tenets: Chinese supremacy, Chinese universalism, which espouses
         shanngguzhuyi (尙古主義; primitivism) instead of the Western/modern idea of progress, and sinicization/civilization
         (Park Chung-seok 1982, 61–62; Lee Seong-gyu 1992, 38–41; Kim Bong-jin 1997; Lee Chun-sik
         1998, 176).
      

      
      Origin, Rationale, and Scope 

      
      Both Western-centrism and Sinocentrism originated from a form of ethnocentrism. Of
         course, ethnocentrism cannot rise to the level of cultural imperialism, as it did
         with Western-centrism and Sinocentrism, unless it is equipped with the physical and
         cultural strength to impose its worldview upon others. Ideally, when the cultural
         mechanism is successful, the center’s rule over the periphery is voluntary, being
         compulsory only when necessary. Sinocentrism and Western-centrism have been accommodated
         by the periphery due to both voluntary and forced elements. Thus, both Sinocentrism
         and Western-centrism belong to the category of cultural imperialism in which the worldviews,
         values, institutions, and practices of a dominant country or civilization are imposed
         upon the dominated periphery in a process that involves the “universalization of a
         dominant group’s experience and culture, and its establishment as the norm.” Thus,
         the marginalized periphery is likely to adopt a “politics of assimilation” (I. M.
         Young 1990, 59, 164–66).
      

      
      As examined in chapter 2, Western-centrism has partially re-appropriated the ancient
         Greeks’ ethnocentric concept of “barbarians” and medieval Christians’ exclusivist
         worldview. However, modern Western-centrism can be distinguished from ordinary ethnocentrism
         in that Western civilization acquired enough physical and cultural power to impose
         its worldview all over the globe and that it held a developmental and teleological
         view of history. Sinocentrism also originated in the ethnocentrism of the Han Chinese,
         and was supplemented with the physical and cultural capacity to impose its worldview
         on surrounding countries in East Asia. However, in contrast to Western-centrism, it
         went beyond ethnocentrism as so-called barbarian dynasties, such as the Yuan (元) and
         Qing (淸), conquered and ruled China proper for a long time and were indeed very successful
         in securing and legitimizing their rule in terms of Sinocentrism. Furthermore, Sinocentrism
         did not hold a developmental and teleological view of history. 
      

      
      When we compare the two worldviews in terms of their rationale for superiority, cultural
         elements seem to have dominated over physical ones. Since the Han empire, dynasties
         that ruled China sought to legitimize their rule both internally and externally through
         the idea of the Mandate of Heaven and Good Governance based on benevolence (王道). According
         to the Mandate of Heaven, the supreme head of the Chinese dynasty was the Son of Heaven
         who was authorized to rule all-under-heaven. He also represented the supreme kingship
         that would embody Good Governance, i.e., rule by virtue and voluntary consent. Therefore,
         if the rule of the Son of Heaven did not secure such morality and civility, then his
         rule, however powerful, would never qualify for civility, only barbarism. Moreover,
         as the rule of the Son of Heaven embodied the original culture, admission into it
         was recognized not merely as a matter of partaking in or submitting to his rule, but
         as the turning point that would lead to the road to hua (華; civilization). 
      

      
      When barbarian dynasties secured their rule in China proper by military conquest and
         legitimized it with the title of the Son of Heaven, they had to resort to the ideas
         of the Mandate of Heaven and Good Governance, claiming themselves as hua.[18]   In the event of rule by barbarian dynasties, Sinocentrism worked as a double-edged
         sword, since it was used not only to guarantee the legitimacy of their rule internally
         and externally but also to justify the resistance of the Han Chinese to the rule of
         foreign dynasties (Lee Seong-gyu 1992, 31–33). Ultimately, the Mandate of Heaven and
         the ideal of Good Governance as the core element of Sinocentrism functioned as the
         legitimizing logic of imperial rule in China, including that of barbarian dynasties,
         moving beyond the ethnocentrism of the Han Chinese and the Chinese superiority over
         surrounding countries. Here, it is notable that Sinocentrism held such unparalleled
         cultural power that even barbarian dynasties, in the process of legitimizing their
         rule according to Sinocentrism and claiming themselves as hua, gradually lost their own ethnic identities and were absorbed into Chinese culture.
         Historically this applied to the Kitan, the Mongols, and the Manchu, who all once
         ruled China. This shows how cultural hegemony and political viability were historically
         more important than the military strength and ethnocentrism of the Han Chinese in
         Sinocentrism.
      

      
      Western-centrism legitimized Western imperial rule over non-Western peoples by touting
         the ideas of “civilization” and “progress” deriving from the Enlightenment, the hierarchical
         differentiation of non-Western societies on the basis of these ideas, the exclusive
         superiority of Christianity to other religions, and the sacred mission of proselytizing
         Christianity. However, in the age of imperialism and colonialism, Western rule over
         non-Western societies manifested itself more in forceful physical subjugation than
         in cultural submission. The reliance upon cultural hegemony, or the internalization
         of Western-centrism by non-Western societies, has become more pronounced since the
         end of World War II, after official imperialism and the overt exercise of military
         force came to an end. Instead, it was now spread through the rhetoric that “modernization”
         equals “Westernization.” 
      

      
      In contrast, Sinocentrism seems to have gained voluntary consent from neighboring
         countries, notably from Joseon Dynasty Korea. Although there were some cases in which
         they accepted Sinocentrism to avoid military invasions from China, an examination
         of the history of the Joseon Dynasty indicates that it actively sought to enter the
         Sinocentric world order, to further the legitimacy of its rulers and to import more
         advanced economic and cultural goods.[19]   This is true for Japan as well, when their diplomatic relations were maintained
         peacefully instead of being severed. For China’s part, because tributary relations
         based on Sinocentrism enhanced the legitimacy of the Son of Heaven, it was preoccupied
         with building tributary relations, even perfunctory and fictitious ones, with as many
         neighboring countries as possible, even going so far as to incur economic loss. 
      

      
      Sinocentrism went on to survive even in contemporary Communist China, which openly
         declared severance from “feudal remnants.” Contemporary China has also maintained
         Sinocentrism in its historiography, which has focused on the achievements of past
         empires founded by the Han people, while marginalizing the contributions of barbarian
         dynasties to Chinese civilization, as well as those of neighboring countries. Furthermore,
         as socialism has receded and capitalist industrialization has progressed, the Communist
         Party has propagated Chinese nationalism centered on the Han people and strengthened
         its policies of assimilation and integration of minority nations, appealing with a
         renewed concept of zhonghua (中華) nationalism.
      

      
      Like Sinocentrism, Western-centrism may well have played a role in legitimizing the
         rule of white Europeans over non-white peoples of different races or ethnicities.
         If we consider the great empires that England, France, and other European countries
         built in Africa, Asia, and Latin America in modern times as a political unit, Western-centrism
         together with racism served to justify the rule of white European settlers over their
         colonies. Also, as previously discussed, Eurocentrism has served to support the domination
         of white European culture over non-European minorities, or the exclusion of the latter
         by the former, in contemporary multicultural Western states. Eurocentrism has also
         manifested itself in the educational and socio-political arenas. For example, American
         history textbooks typically center on white European contributions to nation-building,
         while the roles of minorities are marginalized or ignored.
      

      
      Racism[20]

      
      Racism was one of the main pillars supporting Western-centrism until the early twentieth
         century. Darwin’s theory of evolution, including later social Darwinism, and Gobineau’s
         theory of race, which appeared in the nineteenth century, provided the European belief
         in racial superiority with a “scientific” foundation. However, even after racism,
         or the belief in racial inequality, was officially banished, Western-centrism has
         remained intact. In other words, even after racism was rejected as unscientific, Western-centrism
         has been taught and internalized as the “normal” and “agreed-upon” history, worldview,
         and science among many Third World people, not to mention most Westerners. 
      

      
      In contrast, Sinocentrism did not evolve into a racist ideology, despite, or perhaps
         because of, the purported superiority of the Han people and the rejection of an equal
         relationship with neighboring countries. One of the reasons it did not systematically
         lead to racism may be that the barbarian or foreign dynasties, such as the Mongol
         and the Manchu, reigned over a considerable part of Chinese history, founding their
         legitimacy on Sinocentrism. As long as the barbarian empires could declare themselves
         as hua (華; civilized), there was no room for racism which could not but flatly deny the
         legitimacy of their rule (or the rule of the barbarian empires) fundamentally. Of
         course, it is impossible to deny that Sinocentrism had some elements of racism, related
         to whether barbarians could be civilized after all. There were two contradicting thoughts
         on this debate. Racist beliefs were relatively weak against barbarians who could eventually
         be won as subjects of Sinocentrism, but they were strong against other barbarians
         who could not be subjugated as subjects, and thus regarded as “beasts.” The logic
         that supports the former is that barbarians had the same nature as the Chinese and
         could therefore be civilized by obeying the rule of the Son of Heaven. The counter-argument
         is that barbarians were either beasts or non-human and therefore had to be controlled
         with the policy of “loose reins” (Lee Seong-gyu 1992, 41–45).
      

      
      The fact that racism is weak or absent in Sinocentrism does not mean it was morally
         superior. Rather, this should be understood as originating from historical-ideological
         contexts that differ from that of Western-centrism. There are three possible reasons
         for this difference. First, compared to Western civilization, Chinese civilization
         lacked the ability or motivation to conquer neighboring nations directly and exploit
         them economically. Second, China’s neighboring nations did not have conspicuously
         different appearances in terms of skin color, hair, or other physical traits that
         could support racism. Third, unlike Western-centrism, Sinocentrism as a pre-modern
         worldview did not espouse equality among people. As Sinocentrism did not espouse egalitarianism,
         it did not have the theoretical need to justify unequal relations with or treatment
         of neighboring barbarians, making the invention of racist theories unnecessary from
         the beginning. Western-centrism, on the other hand, was embedded in the Enlightenment,
         which had given birth to the idea of human equality, and thus needed a theoretical
         justification for Westerners’ unequal treatment of non-Western peoples. In short,
         a form of racism that asserted the innate, biological inequality of the races was
         needed in order to legitimize the West’s colonial rule. 
      

      
      Core Religion/Belief System

      
      The core religion of Western civilization is Christianity and Western civilization
         has retained Christianity’s notion of the crusade, or holy war. Western imperialism
         has historically included the spread of Christianity, seen as the superior religion,
         as its primary religious mission. Thus, Western-centrism has attributed the origins
         of capitalism and liberalism, which appeared uniquely in the modern West, to certain
         elements of Christianity, advancing Christianity as the hallmark of Western civilization’s
         ultimate superiority. Christianity, the belief in an absolute deity, is an exclusive
         religion, extremely hostile to indigenous religions both within and outside Western
         civilization. Except for some minorities, it was extremely rare to find Westerners,
         even in the twentieth century, who espoused religions other than Christianity. It
         is undeniable that religious fervor for the overseas spread of Christianity contributed
         to the expansion of Western imperialism, as well as the desire for political conquest
         and economic gains. Bhikhu Parekh has noted that the “civilizing” mission of liberalism
         inherent in Western-centrism went hand in hand with the “evangelical” mission of Christianity
         (Parekh 1996, 122).[21]  
      

      
      Confucianism, as the core belief system of Chinese civilization, influenced the origin
         and historical evolution of Sinocentrism more fundamentally and intimately than Christianity
         influenced Western-centrism. Of course, it is not easy to conceive of Confucianism
         as a religion in the Western or Christian sense of the term, as the notions of the
         afterlife, eternal salvation, and an absolute being are weak or absent. It might be
         more plausible to conceive of it as a secular, rational, and ethical system of beliefs.
         While Christianity pursued an evangelical mission toward non-Christians, along with
         the assimilation of non-Western societies into Western civilization, Confucian-based
         Sinocentrism did not actively pursue the assimilation of peripheral countries into
         Chinese civilization. The Chinese dynasties distinguished between the civilized and
         the barbarian and assigned rank among the barbarians, but they did not pursue a civilizing
         mission as actively as modern Western civilization.
      

      
      Regardless of whether Confucianism is considered a religion, it remains true that
         it has been critical and hostile towards Buddhism and Taoism. However, when it prevailed
         as the dominant ideology in China and other countries, it did not exclude or reject
         Buddhism, Taoism, or Shamanism completely, although it did suppress them to a certain
         extent. They continued to be religions of the people or the alienated classes. While
         Christianity has insisted on a monistic culture based on absolute values, Confucianism
         accommodated religious inclusiveness or religious pluralism, acknowledging the existence
         of Buddhism, Taoism, and Shamanism. In other words, Confucianism was a civic religion
         of sorts, like Hellenism in ancient Greece, which regulated public affairs but not
         the private lives of individuals. Although the West can be called a Christendom or
         “Christian world,” it is not proper to call East Asia a “Confucian world,” as its
         influence varied by country and historical epoch, and it was not so monistic as to
         banish other religions completely, even when it did dominate them.
      

      
      Historical Evolution

      
      While Western-centrism as a modern phenomenon has historically exhibited expansionist
         and imperialist tendencies based on capitalism and industrialism, Sinocentrism as
         a premodern, agricultural phenomenon did not. Western civilization advanced globally
         via Western powers armed with modern science and technology and military power, leaving
         no corner of the world unexplored and all but a few countries unconquered. In contrast,
         Chinese civilization usually reached to parts of Southeast (notably Vietnam) and Northeast
         Asia, so its influence was geographically limited, compared to Western-centrism. While
         Western civilization was destructive—conquering, subjugating, and even exterminating
         different countries and ethnicities—Chinese civilization coexisted relatively peacefully
         with its neighbors within a hierarchical yet autonomous Sinocentric world order. Chinese
         empires in the Central Plains of China were self-sufficient and thus more interested
         in building and maintaining tributary relations with neighboring countries. Moreover,
         while Western civilization before the end of World War II was engaged in economic
         exploitation and political dominance, Chinese empires assumed the appearance of cultural
         and moral rule, not necessarily accompanied by direct political rule or economic exploitation.
         Of course, the rule of neighboring countries by nomadic and barbarian dynasties, such
         as the Mongol and the Manchu, did rely more on political and military elements than
         cultural elements; thus, since they were more militant and the surrounding countries
         often refused to accept them as the genuine zhonghua, they did become more politically harsh and economically exploitative during these
         periods. 
      

      
      While Western-centrism assumes the nature of inter-civilizational discourse to justify Western civilization’s domination and expansion
         over non-Western civilizations, Sinocentrism assumed the nature of intra-civilizational discourse to assert the superiority of Chinese civilization vis-à-vis
         surrounding countries, which were under its direct influence, and to justify Chinese
         rule over them, although it sometimes applied (even if fictitiously) to countries
         outside East Asian civilization, such as England and the Netherlands. Western-centrism
         has retained a kind of polycentrism, with multiple Western states acting as agents
         of Western-centrism. By contrast, Sinocentrism presupposed a single center; thus,
         surrounding countries could not act as equal agents, though they could replicate and
         apply a reducted version of Sinocentrism to their own surrounding small states.
      

      
      World Order

      
      As suggested in our comparative examination of Western-centrism and Sinocentrism,
         the two are radically different in their view of world order. The modern West presupposed
         equality among European nations on the basis of sovereignty after the Westphalian
         Treaty in 1648, and developed the idea of an “international society.” Since that time,
         territorial integrity has been respected among European states, and thus, it has not
         been possible for a single hegemonic state to build a single empire by unifying other
         states in Europe through military conquest. In other words, although Spain, the Netherlands,
         France, England, Germany, the United States, and others have all competed for hegemony
         over Western civilization, power shifted from one country to another and no one state
         was strong enough to actually rule over either the Western world or the rest of the
         world. However, viewed from a different perspective, it could be argued that the collective
         development of European powers, as well as shifts in hegemonic states by intense struggle
         and emulation among competing powers, has solidified the domination of the world by
         Western civilization, more so than the unification of Western civilization by a single
         empire could, with its subsequent decay and stagnation. Of course, non-Western societies
         should also be aware that egalitarian international relations based on the principle
         of equal sovereignty were denied to non-Western countries, which fell short of the
         European standard of civilization and were therefore classified as “barbarian” or
         “primitive.” In this sense Western-centrism maintained a dualistic structure of equality
         and inequality in its international relations. 
      

      
      In contrast, Sinocentrism presupposed China (i.e., the Middle Kingdom) as the unique
         and singular center of the world, espousing hierarchical and unequal interstate relations
         with peripheral countries. Sinocentric interstate relations lacked the Western idea
         of sovereignty, by which a state was imparted with domestic supremacy and external
         independence. Thus, monocentric rule and subordination characterized the Sinocentric
         world order. In this unchanging hierarchy, the idea that neighboring barbarian states
         could become equal to China and build strong empires of their own would have been
         as unthinkable as Earth revolving around two suns. Thus, the only alternative means
         by which surrounding barbarian states could become the center was to conquer the Central
         Plains of China and then establish a substantive rule there, replacing the preceding
         empire. The emergent winner would then have claimed its dominance to be legitimate
         rule by the Mandate of Heaven using Sinocentrism as its source of legitimation. As
         a result, the geographic and political definition of China as the Middle Kingdom was
         preserved at the cost of considerable ethnic and cultural elements in Sinocentrism.
         In response to this, however, Joseon Korea insisted on the cultural status of the
         Han Chinese as the Middle Kingdom, thus refusing to acknowledge the inferior barbarian
         Manchu Dynasty’s right to rule and provoking their eventual invasion. 
      

      
      Noble Savage

      
      Lastly, an interesting commonality between Western-centrism and Sinocentrism is found
         in the notion of the “noble savage.” First recorded in ancient Greek philosophy, a
         later source of Western-centrism, Plato espoused this concept when he said that his
         ideal state could be realized in a barbarian state outside Greece, although not within
         Greece (Republic, 499c). According to Stuart Hall (1992, 300), modern Westerners developed the idea
         of the noble savage with regard to Native Americans during the colonization of North
         America, and that such societies were characterized by: 
      

      
      
         	
            
            The Golden World; an Earthly Paradise;

            
         

         
         	
            the simple, innocent life; 

            
         

         
         	
            the lack of developed social organization and civil society;

            
         

         
         	
            people living in a pure state of Nature;

            
         

         
         	
            the frank and open sexuality; the nakedness; the beauty of women.

            
         

         
      

      
      Among modern European thinkers, the theme of the noble savage can easily be found
         in Voltaire’s idealization of Chinese civilization and Rousseau’s description of the
         primitive state of nature in The First Discourse.
      

      
      The notion of the noble savage also existed in Sinocentrism—as a rhetoric of praise
         for barbarian cultures, in contrast to the corrupt state of the Chinese civilization.
         In a recorded dialogue between an envoy dispatched to Qin (秦) by a king of the western
         barbarians and Duke Mu (穆) of Qin (r. 660–621 BCE) during the Spring and Autumn period,
         the barbarian envoy described their own politics favorably in comparison with the
         turbulent politics of China: 
      

      
      
         As a superordinate deals with a subordinate with simple virtue and a subordinate serves
            a superordinate with loyal sincerity, the politics of our country are harmonious and
            smooth, as if flowing from a single body, and is so well conducted without knowing
            why. This is the genuine rule of a sage. (as quoted in Lee Seong-gyu 1992, 37)
         

         
      

      
      This same theme was also reflected in Confucius’s wish to live among barbarians:

      
      
         The Master wished to go and live among the nine wild tribes of the east. Someone said,
            “They are rude. How can you do such a thing?” The Master said, “If a superior man
            dwelt among them, what rudeness would there be?” (Confucian Analects, Bk. IX, Ch. XIII, 221) 
         

         
      

      Confucius’s wish to live among barbarians was mentioned again in the Hanshu (漢書; Book of Han) and the Houhanshu (後漢書; Book of Later Han). “Once China loses proper rites, then they are found in
         Eastern Barbarians.”[22]  
      

      
      Both the modern West and ancient China projected their own version of ideal society
         onto the Other—barbarians or natives—but the Western version of the noble savage also
         contained the wish to return to a pre-civilized state, thus was a critique of modern
         Western civilization. In contrast, the Confucian idea of the noble savage is based
         on the possibility for barbarians to become civilized, as Confucius’s wish to realize
         civilized Confucian values was frustrated or lost in the China of his time. In this
         sense, the Chinese version of the noble savage expressed by Confucius bore an interesting
         similarity to Plato’s or Voltaire’s, since Plato mentioned that his ideal society
         as portrayed in The Republic had already been or could be realized in other barbarous regions and Voltaire found
         his model of an enlightened despot for reform or religious tolerance in China. 
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      In this chapter the similarities and differences between Western-centrism and Sinocentrism
         were examined. Just as Joseon Korea single-mindedly assimilated into the Sinocentric
         worldview, modern-day South Korea has followed suit overly internalizing Western-centrism.
         Although Korea was historically effective at accommodating the positive achievements
         of advanced civilizations, it has always risked losing its own Korean identity. The
         fundamental problem of assimilation is the risk taken by peripheral states of losing
         or weakening their ability to critically overcome the limited scope of Sinocentrism
         or Western-centrism and to explore more autonomous development, based on a critical
         and creative worldview.[23]  
      

      
      From the present vantage point, with historical hindsight of the post-Sinocentric
         world, it is urgent that strategies to overcome Western-centrism be explored. In the
         beginning of this chapter, I stated that the purpose of comparing Western-centrism
         with Sinocentrism was to gain the historical imagination and political courage needed
         to move beyond Western-centrism, based on the lessons learned from the historic collapse
         of Sinocentrism. Nevertheless, despite the practical end of Sinocentrism, the negative
         heritage of Sinocentrism cannot be ignored since it remains influential in interpreting
         both the history of Korea[24]   and contemporary Korean culture. For example, it may be necessary to discuss whether
         it is still proper to call contemporary China “zhongguo” (中國; jungguk in Korean, or Middle Kingdom). During World War II, Japanese intellectuals referred
         to China as “Sina” (支那). This was an attempt to deny the cultural superiority of China
         that is implied in the word zhongguo. Instead, they used Sina, based on the English romanization of “China.” The English
         transcription of “China” originated from the transcription of the Qin (秦) empire,
         which unified the Chinese sub-continent for the first time in history. Thus, it does
         not contain any reference to China as the “Middle Kingdom.” Similar transcriptions
         are used in Korean as well; for example, when Koreans refer to Southeast Asia as the
         “Indochina” (Indojina) Peninsula. There is an additional problem in the persistent
         academic practice of calling Chinese philosophy “Oriental” (東洋) philosophy.[25]   Even if we confine “Oriental” to “Northeast Asia,” this generalized category is
         still suggestive of Sinocentrism.
      

      
      Second, Koreans should take a dual approach to guarding against the prevalence of
         Western-centrism and the revival of Sinocentrism, which will only become all the more
         influential as China emerges as a global giant in contemporary international society.[26]   Of course, although Sinocentrism will likely regain its status in the twenty-first
         century, it will not dominate as it did in the past, since it will be held in check
         by the power of Western civilization, Russia, Japan, India, and other countries. Although
         its past influence on East Asia had much to do with the region’s relative isolation,
         the potential for a “Greater China” that includes its overseas emigrants cannot be
         overemphasized, particularly due to its influence on the neighboring nations in East
         Asia. 
      

      
      As chapter 12 will later address, world politics in the twenty-first century will
         have to tackle a shared set of urgent problems facing humankind, such as the danger
         of nuclear warfare and the threat of ecological destruction. Multiple civilizations
         will have to cooperate with one another to solve common problems. In regards to the
         competition over hegemony, this means that neither Western-centrism nor Sinocentrism
         should unilaterally dominate as they once did. At the same time, the situation in
         which multiple civilizations must compete and cooperate with one another would require
         Korea to establish a more flexible but autonomous identity. This task would in turn
         demand that Korea articulate a strategy to cope with Western-centrism and Sinocentrism
         effectively. Accordingly, strategies for countering Western-centrism should be explored
         by reviewing past efforts to overcome Sinocentrism; this task will be addressed in
         part IV of this book.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. The relationship between Western-centrism and capitalism is further examined in chapter
                  11. 
               

            

         

         
            2. In contrast, Japanese intellectuals and politicians realized the futility of the Sinocentric
                  worldview while remaining keenly aware of the danger posed by Western powers. See
                  Jang In-seong (2002, 72–76, 99–103, 320–23) for the contrasting attitudes of Korean
                  and Japanese intellectuals regarding China’s defeat by England in the Opium War. 
               

            

         

         
            3. This does not mean that Koreans have to reject capitalism and democracy in toto, but should instead seek to localize them (indigenize them innovatively) to suit
                  Korean culture, just as the Japanese adapted Western capitalism to their own traditions.
                  This issue is addressed further in part IV.
               

            

         

         
            4. If it is true, as some argue, that the Shang Dynasty was founded by Eastern barbarians,
                  then it could be said that Shang was admitted into zhonghua (中華) through a retrospective interpretation of history.
               

            

         

         
            5. Confucius said that the culture of the Zhou Dynasty was much superior to those of
                  Xia and Shang: “Chau [Zhou] had the advantage of viewing the two past dynasties. How
                  complete and elegant are its regulations! I follow Chau [Zhou].” (Confucian Analects, Bk. III, Ch. XIV, 160). Hereafter, I cite the Confucian Analects from James Legge’s edition (1960a).
               

            

         

         
            6. Thus, unlike Mencius, Confucius praised Guan Zhong (管仲) for restoring order among
                  the Han people and preserving their culture: 
               

               
                  Kwan Chung [Guan Zhong] (管仲) acted as prime minister to the Duke Han, made him leader
                     of all the princes, and united and rectified the whole kingdom. Down to the present
                     day, the people enjoy the gifts that he conferred. But for Kwan Chung, we would be
                     wearing our hair unbound, and the lappets of our coats buttoned on the left side.
                     (Confucian Analects, Bk. XIV, Ch. XVIII, 282)
                  

                  
               

            

         

         
            7. Regarding this, he said, “The rude tribes of the east and north have their princes,
                  and are not like the states of our great land which are without them” (Confucian Analects, Bk. III, Ch. V, 156). For him, the presence of a proper king was also a symbol of
                  civilization.
               

            

         

         
            8. This point will be further clarified when the concept of the noble savage is discussed
                  later in this chapter.
               

            

         

         
            9. With regard to this, see The Works of Mencius (Bk. II, Pt. I, Ch. I). In particular, Mencius wrote, “If its ruler will put in practice
                  a benevolent governance, no power will be able to prevent his becoming sovereign”
                  (181). Hereafter, I cite The Works of Mencius from James Legge’s edition (1960b).
               

            

         

         
            10. Mencius wrote, “Shun was . . . a man near the wild tribes on the east . . . King Wan
                  [Wen] was . . . a man near the wild tribes on the west. Those regions were distant
                  from one another more than a thousand li, and the age of the one sage was posterior to that of the other more than a thousand
                  years. But when they got their wish, and carried their principles into practice throughout
                  the Middle Kingdom, it was like uniting the two halves of a seal” (The Works of Mencius, Bk. IV, Pt. II, Ch. I, 316–17).
               

            

         

         
            11. Collected Works of Han Yu (昌黎先生文集), Yuandao (原道).
               

            

         

         
            12. Complete Works of Cheng Hao and Cheng I (二程全書), Yulu  (語錄; record of words), Vol. II.
               

            

         

         
            13. Zhu Xi’s (朱熹) Sinocentrism, based on the great justice of chunqiu, was later elaborated upon and systematized by Joseon Confucian scholars. 
               

            

         

         
            14. Although not explicitly included as an option here, there was one last option: a neighboring
                  barbarian tribe could conquered the central plains of China and unify the Chinese
                  subcontinent, thereby declaring themselves as zhonghua  (中華). Thus, we could say there were four options available. This issue is addressed
                  later in this chapter. 
               

            

         

         
            15. See, The Works of Mencius (Bk. I, Pt. II, Ch. III, 154–55).
               

            

         

         
            16. Macartney’s refusal to kowtow was attributed to England’s inability to gain concessions
                  in trade with China until its victory in the Opium War and the subsequent conclusion
                  of the Nanjing Treaty (1842). 
               

            

         

         
            17. As a matter of diplomatic practice, the Chinese often sent royal princesses to marry
                  chieftains of barbarian tribes, and offered offices and gifts to placate them (Lee
                  Seong-gyu 1992, 43).
               

            

         

         
            18. In this case, the barbarian dynasty’s adoption of Sinocentrism is similar to the Roman
                  case, in which the Romans conquered the Greeks and appropriated their distinction
                  between the civilized and the barbarian and declared themselves “civilized,” alongside
                  the Greeks.
               

            

         

         
            19. This is similar to how contemporary political leaders in non-Western nations have
                  voluntarily assumed the task of Western modernization, the promotion of economic development
                  and liberal democracy, in order to enhance the legitimacy of their regime. 
               

            

         

         
            20. In the strict sense of the word, racism, which presumes the congenital inequality
                  of different races in the name of science, is a product of modern Western civilization
                  and was absent in other civilizations. Thus it is not appropriate to compare Western-centrism
                  and Sinocentrism in terms of racism. However, by using the word “racism,” I would
                  like to compare Western-centrism and Sinocentrism in their respective attitudes toward
                  neighboring and subjugated tribes and peoples. 
               

            

         

         
            21. This point will be discussed further in chapter 4.

            

         

         
            22. See Lee Sang-ik (2000, 8).

            

         

         
            23. The strengths and weaknesses of the assimilative strategy will be examined more fully
                  in chapter 11.
               

            

         

         
            24. Elaborate examination of this subject is beyond the scope of this book. However, it
                  should be acknowledged that Korean historiography of the traditional period is deeply
                  immersed in Sinocentrism due to the poverty of other alternative historical sources,
                  among other reasons. Furthermore, it seems rather obvious that Korean historiography
                  on the Japanese colonial period and contemporary Korea is not free from either Japan-centrism
                  or Western-centrism. 
               

            

         

         
            25.  As was pointed out in chapter 1, the Chinese rarely use the word dongyang (東洋), because it was coined and circulated mainly by the Japanese in the nineteenth
                  century and has a derogatory meaning. When they refer to the relationship between
                  China and the West, they use the word zhongxi (中西; the center and the West). Thus it becomes Sinocentric by default. 
               

            

         

         
            26. Two interesting episodes that recently took place reveal how Chinese Sinocentrism
                  is still alive today, notably in its relationship with Korea. The first took place
                  during the 2002 World Cup games. When the Korean team reached the semifinals, the
                  slogan “Pride of Asia” was created and widely circulated. Korean students in China
                  were rejoicing over the national team’s successive victories, when they found themselves
                  surrounded by an angry Chinese crowd, who booed, hissed, and taunted them by saying,
                  “The Korean team only won due to the biased call of the referees” and “How dare you
                  Koreans declare yourselves the ‘Pride of Asia’?” On another occasion, the Chinese
                  government sent an informal protest to the Roh Moo-hyun government, which was seeking
                  to enhance the status of Korea to the center of Northeast Asia, with its plans to
                  build the country into the so-called “(economically) central state in Northeast Asia,”
                  even creating a special committee in charge of this task.
               

            

         

      

   
      Part II

      Western-Centrism in 
Western Political Thought
      

      
         
         
      

      
      
      
      Chapter 4

      The Origin and Evolution of Western-Centrism in the History of Western Political Thought

      
         
         
         
      

      
      In part I, the concept of Western-centrism was analyzed, its historical development
         briefly examined, and Western-centrism compared with Sinocentrism. Part II begins
         by offering brief outlines of the origin and evolution of Western-centrism in the
         history of Western political thought, before going on to trace Western-centrism as
         revealed in Western liberalism. To this end, chapter 4 presents a brief survey of
         the background and development of Western-centrism in the history of Western political
         thought. Chapter 5 examines the Western-centrism underlying the Two Treatises of Government by John Locke, who is regarded as the founder of liberalism, with special focus on
         his theories of property and “political society.” Finally, chapter 6 provides an analysis
         of the Western-centrism in the “theory of democratic transition,” developed by American
         liberal political scientist Samuel Huntington in his book The Third Wave, paying special attention to his discussion of East Asian democracy. 
      

      
       This chapter’s goal is to show that modern thinkers in Europe ultimately posited
         the superiority of European civilization and the inferiority of non-Western civilization,
         particularly Asia, in terms of their differences in political organization and economic
         systems. Though the philosophical and ethical superiority of Western civilization
         was advanced in the end as a justification of Western-centrism, this appears to be
         ex post   facto, only after the West successfully established their political and social superiority
         in comparison with the non-West. Conversely, this corresponds to how non-Western societies
         came to feel inferior to Western civilization. For example, by the end of the nineteenth
         century, East Asian intellectuals and politicians initially felt inferior to the West
         in terms of military power, then on the socio-political level (material wealth, scientific
         technology, capitalism, liberalism, etc.), and finally on the philosophical and ethical
         level.[1]   
      

      
      As military superiority is determined by the exercise of direct violence, separate
         justification was not necessary. Thus, presumptions of superiority were first established
         at the socio-political level before and after military confrontation.[2]   In this vein, I aim to examine the development of Western-centrism throughout the
         history of political thought by showing how European thinkers shared their belief
         in the premise of Orientalism when they assessed the socio-political systems of non-Western
         societies.[3]   To begin, I analyze Politics by Aristotle, a work that constitutes the original source of Western-centrism, followed
         by a brief look into its development, a modern phenomenon, by focusing on the thoughts
         of Bodin, Locke, Montesquieu, Hegel, Marx, J. S. Mill, Weber, and others. Since these
         thinkers have already been analyzed by many contemporary scholars, and because Aristotle’s
         Politics has not yet been analyzed fully in regards to its relation to Western-centrism, this
         chapter focuses mainly on analyzing Aristotle’s work as the original source of Western-centrism
         in Western political thought.[4]   
      

      
      The Origin of Western-centrism in 
Western Political Thought
      

      
      Aristotle’s Politics

      
      Rooted in Hegelian historicism, which has developed ever since the Enlightenment,
         Western-centrism runs through both liberalism and Marxism, two universal political
         ideologies developed in modern Europe. Western-centrism is also the core hypothesis
         of the “civilization” theory of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and furthermore
         the “modernization” and “globalization” theories of the twentieth century. In developing
         Western-centrism, modern thinkers of the West took advantage of the legacy of ancient
         Greek civilization, which is regarded as the ancestor of modern European civilization.
         In Politics, which later became a classic of European political philosophy, Aristotle stated
         that tyranny originated in Asia. In modern times, and in pace with the global expansion
         of Europe, Enlightenment thinkers assumed the responsibility of further elaborating
         and re-appropriating the “coupling of Asia and tyranny,” as “Oriental despotism.”
         Therefore, in order to understand Oriental despotism, regarded as the essence of political
         Orientalism, it is necessary to closely examine Aristotle’s theory of tyranny, which
         provided modern Europeans with such inspiration and prejudice.[5]  
      

      
      In Aristotle’s Politics, we find that Hellenocentrism[6]   has considerable parallels with Western-centrism, since Aristotle sets the Greeks
         against the Persians through Hellenocentric exceptionalism and Orientalism. In the
         very beginning of Politics, Aristotle distinguished the rule of a statesman from those of a monarch and a house
         manager (a patriarch). The rule of a statesman as a horizontal ruler over free and
         equal citizens is essentially democratic, in the sense that the ruler exercises “his
         authority in conformity with the rules imposed by the art of statesmanship and as
         one who rules and is ruled in turn.” By contrast, the rule of a monarch or a patriarch
         as a vertical ruler over unfree and unequal humans is essentially despotic, in the
         sense that they wield an “uncontrolled and sole authority” (Aristotle 1979, 1–2).
      

      
      Aristotle also distinguished between Greeks and barbarians, the latter including both
         Europeans and Asians (Persians). In other words, the ancient Greeks felt themselves
         to be distinct from Europeans and Asians. By nature, Greek stock belonged to the natural
         master and ruling class, since it had the capacity, “by virtue of its intelligence,
         to exercise forethought” (Aristotle 1979, 3). In contrast, barbarian stock, by nature,
         belonged to the slavery class, because it lacked a natural ruling element and instead
         had “the element which was able, by virtue of its bodily power, to do the physical
         work” (Aristotle 1979, 3). Thus, since both lacked ruling ability, barbarians and
         slaves are the same by nature. To emphasize his argument, Aristotle quoted the following
         line from a poem, “Barbarous peoples should be governed by the Greeks” (Aristotle
         1979, 3). It was thus “natural” for the ancient Greeks to think that they were equipped
         with the rational faculties and freedom that allowed them to participate in the political
         life of the polis, their supreme political association. The polis, or civilized political
         community, was supposed to pursue the common interest of free citizens. Thus, the
         famous Aristotelian proposition that “man is a political animal”―or, more accurately,
         that “man is by nature an animal intended to live in a polis” (Aristotle 1979, 5)―should
         be understood as a direct expression of Greek exceptionalism. This proposition was
         intended to apply not to all peoples but to Greeks alone. In this sense, the common
         contemporary interpretation of “man is a political animal” as applicable to all peoples
         is an anachronistic misinterpretation. For Aristotle, human nature was not common
         and instinctual to all human beings, but something revealed in the ultimate end as
         a goal to be attained. In fact, only Greeks who had reached the stage of living in
         the polis were indeed political animals by nature, and barbarians who are “without
         a polis, by reason of [their] own nature and not of some accident” constituted “a
         poor sort of being” (Aristotle 1979, 5). According to Aristotle’s form of Orientalism,
         since they lacked the reason and ruling element of free men, the life of slavery was
         fit for barbarians when they lived in Greece, and tyrannical rule suitable when they
         lived outside of Greece. 
      

      
      It is necessary to further examine the Aristotelian notion of tyranny as fit for barbarians.
         For Aristotle, a city-state managed by free citizens was the ideal political association
         in which people could pursue their common interests. Thus, “[w]e may say that when
         the One, or the Few, or the Many, rule with a view to the common interest, the constitutions
         under which they do so must necessarily be right constitutions. On the other hand
         the constitutions directed to the personal interest of the One, or the Few, or the
         Masses, must necessarily be perversions” (Aristotle 1979, 114). As a consequence,
         Aristotle presented kingship, aristocracy, and the polity as correct constitutions,
         and tyranny, oligarchy, and democracy as perverse.
      

      
      Among the three perversions, tyranny is considered the worst, as it is a perverse
         form of kingship, the best constitution (Aristotle 1979, 158). Aristotle also defined
         tyranny as an unnatural state of chaos and confusion: 
      

      
      
         There is no society which is meant by its nature for rule of the tyrannical type,
            or for rule of the other types found in wrong or perverted constitutions: the societies
            that are under such types of rule have fallen into an unnatural condition. (Aristotle
            1979, 150)
         

         
      

      Thus, the supreme duty of citizens is to overcome the unnatural condition of tyranny
         and restore the natural, normal condition. 
      

      
      However, Aristotle’s argument for the right of resistance to tyranny seems to contradict
         his preceding statement that tyranny was suitable for barbarians. However, if we examine
         Politics more carefully, we can see that the capacity to overcome tyranny is a privilege reserved
         only for “civilized” Greeks, as barbarians were described as servile, familiar with
         tyrannical rule, and accustomed to living under it. When discussing the natural endowment
         that the citizens of an ideal state ought to have, Aristotle asserted that while “[t]he
         peoples of cold countries generally, and particularly those of Europe, are full of
         spirit, but deficient in skill and intelligence . . . [t]he peoples of Asia are endowed
         with skill and intelligence, but are deficient in spirit.” Thus while the “former
         continue to remain comparatively free, but attain no political development and show
         no capacity for governing others, [the] latter continue to be peoples of subjects
         and slaves.” In contrast to these peoples, the Greek stock “unites the qualities of
         both sets of peoples,” that is, it “possesses both spirit and intelligence,” so that
         it continues to remain free and “attain[s] the highest political development” and
         “show[s] a capacity for governing every other people, if only it could once achieve
         political unity” (Aristotle 1979, 296).[7]  
      

      
      Aristotle’s hostility[8]   toward Persians who tormented Greeks with their frequent invasions is continuously
         expressed as part of his examination of various forms of kingship:
      

      
      
         These uncivilized peoples are more servile in character than Greeks (as the peoples
            of Asia, in turn, are more servile than those of Europe); and they will therefore
            tolerate despotic rule without any complaint. Kingships among uncivilized peoples
            are thus of the nature of tyrannies. (Aristotle 1979, 138)
         

         
      

      In other words, Europeans are more servile than Greeks, and Asians are even more servile
         than Europeans. Aristotle stipulated that human nature reflects racial difference
         and argued that servile Asians endure slavery without resistance and accept tyrannical
         rule as natural. Thus, he equated human nature with racial difference and expanded
         this to include the nature of political systems, i.e., essentialism.[9]   Based on this, Aristotle’s argument that “[t]here is no society which is meant
         by its nature for rule of the tyrannical type” (Aristotle 1979, 150) is applicable
         only to Greek city-states, and tyranny remains natural for European and Asian barbarians.
         In other words, to Aristotle, tyranny was “constitutional”: 
      

      
      
         Another type of kingship is the sort which is to be found among some uncivilized [i.e.,
            non-Hellenic] peoples. Kingships of this sort all possess an authority similar to
            that of tyrannies; but they are, nonetheless, constitutional. . . . The reason is that these uncivilized peoples are more servile in character
            than Greeks. (Aristotle 1979, 138; emphasis added)
         

         
      

      This re-emphasizes that tyranny—the arbitrary rule by one ruler—is constitutionally
         established and stable for barbarians, as well as suitable for their nature.[10]  
      

      
      In Aristotle’s time, “Asia” was limited to the neighboring area of Persia, located
         to the east of Aegean Sea. Aristotle identified the archetype of tyranny in the Persian
         monarchy, as seen in the following passage. “Many of its features may also be derived
         from the Persian system of government [and] other measures of a similar character,
         common in Persia and among the barbarians, which have all the same general effect
         of fostering tyranny” (Aristotle 1979, 244). Therefore, the “Asia” to which Aristotle
         referred occupied a particular region smaller than today’s Asia, the ancient Near
         East (Southwest Asia in non-Eurocentric terms) (Bae Cheol-hyeon 2001, 205). Due to
         the limited horizon of his times, it would not have been possible for Aristotle to
         expand his research to include political systems further east than Persia. 
      

      
       Thus, Aristotle’s discussion, based on ancient Greek civilization and its barbarians,
         was later expanded on in the Western intellectual tradition.[11]   Due to the spread of Western imperialism and colonialism worldwide after what has
         been termed the great geographical discovery, the Enlightenment thinkers of the modern
         West could now view the entire world ideologically, and carried out the task of reviving
         Aristotle’s theory and elaborating on it more systematically and on a global scale.[12]   
      

      
      Evolution of Western-Centrism in the History of Western Political Thought[13]  
      

      
      As previously mentioned, Western-centrism is a modern phenomenon. According to Perry
         Anderson,[14]   there was little room for ethnocentrism to actively manifest itself in pre-modern
         Europe, since a large part of Europe was ruled by the Turks or by the Islamic forces
         of the East.[15]   Western-centrism began to make itself known more systematically at the beginning
         of the modern period after the Renaissance. Even Machiavelli does not express an particular
         prejudice again the East (non-European world). He compares the Ottoman Empire and
         European feudalism in The Prince, characterizing the former as a system of rule by a monarch and his servants (bureaucrats),
         and the latter as a loose, decentralized ruling system held together by the alliance
         between the monarch and the feudal lords (hereditary aristocrats). He discusses merely
         which side is “easier to conquer and maintain domination after conquest,” without
         revealing any Orientalist bias (Machiavelli 1965, 20–23). Rather, based on the cultural
         and historical superiority of Italians to other parts of Europe, he calls neighboring
         countries such as France and Spain “barbarians.”[16]   
      

      
      However, after Machiavelli, European thinkers began to express a slightly derogatory
         attitude in their comparison of Europe and the Turkish Empire. Jean Bodin distinguished
         between the “royal” sovereignty of European countries and the “lordly” power of despotism,
         such as the Ottoman Turks, arguing that kings in the former respected the “persons
         and goods of their subjects,” while despotic rulers in the latter were “unrestricted
         in their dominion over them.” In the early seventeenth century, Francis Bacon contrasted
         the European and Turkish systems regarding the presence of a hereditary aristocracy,
         asserting that the Turkish system was an absolute tyranny, due to the lack of hereditary
         nobility that could temper sovereignty. On the other hand, the European system had
         a system of hereditary nobility, so it was by definition not tyrannical. However,
         two decades later, James Harrington, a republican thinker, shifted his attention from
         political systems to economic structures and suggested that land ownership was the
         defining difference between Europe and the Turkish Empire. According to Harrington,
         the Grand Seignior, the sole landlord in the Turks, was an absolute monarch, while
         European kings were not, as they were not the sole landlords in their countries (as
         quoted in Anderson 1974, 398–99).
      

      
      As the power of the Ottoman Empire began to decline in the late seventeenth century,
         the contrasts drawn by European thinkers between the European and Turkish political
         systems began to assume the historical superiority of Europe, while the “defects”
         of the Turkish system were generally associated with all the great empires of Asia,
         including Persia, Mughal, and India. Therefore, European travelers and thinkers in
         the early modern era characterized Asian empires by the presence of desolate tyranny
         and the absence of private property, and then pointed to these traits as the “defects”
         of Asian empires, in contrast to the freedom and prosperity of Europe (Anderson 1974,
         399).
      

      
       Likewise, John Locke, later hailed as the founder of English liberalism, first analyzed
         the difference between the property systems and political organizations of Europeans
         and American Indians from a Eurocentric perspective in his Two Treatises of Government, and rejected Indian societies’ ideas of state and property rights, thus rationalizing
         the colonization of the new American continent, led by England and other European
         countries.[17]  
      

      
      Later in the early eighteenth century, Montesquieu, a French political thinker of
         the Enlightenment era, began to express his own strong contempt for African and Asian
         empires. He believed that skin color “constitutes the essence of humanity,” and thus
         believed the enslavement of Africans to be natural, arguing that one could not imagine
         that “god . . . should have put a soul, above all a good soul, in a body that was
         entirely black” (Montesquieu 1989, 250). He also disparaged Asia using the binary
         opposition between European “freedom” and Asian “subordination.” Furthermore, he argued
         that Asian monarchs monopolized the land and denied their subjects the right to property,
         thus identifying Asian empires as “Oriental despotism” and emphasizing the superiority
         of the European political system (Anderson 1974, 400–401, 463–65). Montesquieu defined
         despotism as a form of government where “one alone, without law and without rule,
         draws everything along by his will and his caprices,” which is operated by the principle
         of fear, demanding extreme obedience from subjects (Montesquieu 1989, 10, 28–29).
      

      
      Montesquieu’s reference to “Asia where despotism is, so to speak, naturalized” (Montesquieu
         1989, 63) is similar to Aristotle’s theory of “Asiatic despotism.” Though Montesquieu
         was pessimistic about China, he valued the Chinese more than the lethargic and lazy
         Indians since the former attached importance to practicality and rationality (Montesquieu
         1989, 234–36). However, all countries in Asia were fettered by Oriental despotism.
         Subsequently, Montesquieu argued that throughout history, people in Africa and Asia,
         including Persia, had remained in a spirit of servitude, and that it was impossible
         “to find a single trait marking a free soul.” Thus he maintained that in Asia, a despotic
         government, in which a single man dominated according to his own capricious will,
         reigned supreme (Montesquieu 1989, 283–84; Richter 1977, 196, 214).
      

      
      Later, modern European thinkers, including Hegel, Marx, and Weber, accepted and systematically
         expanded on Montesquieu’s claims. Hegel (1975) first declared “Africa does not have
         any history” and later made similar comments regarding Asia: 
      

      
      
         At this stage, the state is already present, but the subject has not yet come into
            its rights. Ethical life has an immediate and lawless character, for this is the childhood
            of history. . . . But it is also an enduring state, for it cannot change itself by
            its own efforts. Such is the character of the Far East and of the Chinese empire in
            particular. . . . The states in question, without any change in themselves or in their
            underlying principle, are constantly changing in relation to one other, for they are
            engaged in an interminable conflict which rapidly leads to their downfall. . . . History
            is still predominantly unhistorical, for it is merely a repetition of the same majestic
            process of decline. The innovations with which courage, strength, and magnanimity
            replace the splendours of the past go through the same cycle of decline and fall.
            But it is not a true downfall, for no progress results from all this restless change.
            Whatever innovation replaces what has been destroyed must sink and be destroyed in
            turn; no progress is made: and all this restless movement results in an unhistorical
            history. (Hegel 1975, 198–99)[18]  
         

         
      

      For Hegel, Asia was a society of “unhistorical history” that remained in its childhood
         and had not progressed in any way, and he did not hesitate to generalize all of Asia
         as despotic. In The Philosophy of History, Hegel argued that not only the Indian subcontinent but also “China, Persia, Turkey—in
         fact Asia generally, is the scene of despotism, and, in a bad sense, of tyranny” (as
         quoted in Anderson 1974, 468). While he expressed a certain conditional admiration
         for Chinese civilization, like many of his predecessors, his estimation of Indian
         civilization was much less flattering due to his antipathy towards its age-old caste
         system:
      

      
      
         [W]hile we found a moral despotism in China, whatever may be called a relic of political
            life in India is a despotism without a principle, without any rule of morality and
            religion. . . . In India, therefore, the most arbitrary, wicked, degrading despotism
            has its full swing. (as quoted in Anderson 1974, 469, 468)
         

         
      

      According to Robert Young (1990, 3), Hegel’s Phenomenology of Mind “articulates a philosophical structure of the appropriation of the other as a form
         of knowledge which uncannily simulates the project of nineteenth-century imperialism.”
         For Hegel, the “construction of knowledges which all operate through forms of expropriation
         and incorporation of the other mimics at a conceptual level the geographical and economic
         absorption of the non-European world by the West” (R. Young 1990, 3). Noting that
         “Marxism’s standing Hegel on his head may have reversed his idealism, but it did not
         change the mode of operation of a conceptual system which remains collusively Eurocentric,”
         Young (1990, 3) points out that Marxism also conspired with Western-centrism in this
         regard. In this sense, defining historicism as a phenomenon whereby “one human history
         uniting humanity either culminated in or was observed from the vantage point of Europe,
         or the West” (Said 1985, 22), Edward Said stressed the forcible link between “historicist
         forms of knowledge” and the practice of “European imperialism” (as quoted in R. Young
         1990, 10).
      

      
      In this context, Marx essentially shared Hegel’s prejudice towards Asia. Such remarks
         as “Indian society has no history at all, at least no known history” and references
         to China as “vegetating in the teeth of time” clearly remind us of Hegel (as quoted
         in Anderson 1974, 476). In Grundrisse, Marx broadly outlines the Asiatic, ancient, feudal, and capitalist or bourgeois
         modes of production. Here, the Asiatic mode refers to countries such as China, India,
         and the Islamic nations. For Marx, the idea of an Asiatic mode of production carries
         out two roles: first, it designates the historical development of Asia as a type of
         “deviation,” an element that obstructs the transition to capitalism in the light of
         normal historical evolution in Europe, or the universal stage of development in world
         history; and second, it defines the material foundation that maintains Oriental despotism
         developed by Montesquieu. The “Asiatic mode” is characterized by: “(a) stagnation,
         (b) an absence of dynamic class struggles, and (c) the dominance of a swollen state
         acting as a sort of universal landlord” (Hall 1992, 314). Accordingly, Marx located
         the origins of Oriental despotism in the existence of the “communal property of land
         by self-sustaining villages” and the subsequent need for centralized government to
         meet the demand for large-scale irrigation works and hydraulic agriculture. He pronounced
         the former to be the socio-economic basis for the latter (Anderson 1974, 481).
      

      
       Though Marx hated the capitalistic system, in his opinion, it was a system that overthrew
         the old structure and brought about social development. Thus, it was clearly more
         progressive and dynamic than Asiatic modes of production. In the same vein, though
         Marx criticized British imperialism, he concluded that the colonization of India by
         the British Empire was ultimately the best path for India. He argued that British
         colonization would enable India to join the advanced development of Western history
         and create conditions for class struggle in the future:
      

      
      
         England, it is true, in causing a social revolution in Hindustan, was actuated only
            by the vilest interests, and was stupid in its manner of enforcing them. But that
            is not what is at stake here. The question is, can humankind fulfill its destiny without
            a fundamental revolution in the social state of Asia? If not, whatever may have been
            the crimes of England she was the unconscious tool of history in bringing about that
            revolution. (as quoted in Chatterjee 1986, 22)
         

         
      

      To Marx, just as to liberalists, the greatest event to occur in India was British
         colonial rule, which ended the century of despotism, superstition, and idleness, and
         opened a new era of change—the emergence of modern and secular life. In addition to
         Marx, many Marxists after him have asserted that the expansion of Western capitalism
         through conquest and colonialism was historically inevitable and brought about progressive
         outcomes for non-Western societies in the long run, although it may have been pernicious
         and destructive in the short term (Hall 1992, 316).
      

      
      J. S. Mill, author of On Liberty and one of the leading thinkers of mature liberalism, also justified colonialism.
         For Locke, ownership claims based on agricultural labor, such as cultivation and fencing,
         justified the system of colonization that drove American Indians from the vast and
         sparsely populated new continent of America and filled the empty land with English
         settlers. However, as British colonialism during Mill’s time had to conquer the heavily
         populated countries of Asia and later of Africa, it needed new philosophical support
         (Parekh 1995, 92). Mill, who worked as an administrator for the East India Company,
         carried out this philosophical task faithfully. 
      

      
       Mill (1972) divided human societies into two groups: “civilized” and “backward.”
         In civilized European societies, human beings were in the “maturity of their faculties”
         and had “attained the capacity of being guided to their own improvement by conviction
         or persuasion.” In contrast, non-European societies were “backward,” and human beings
         were in a state of “nonage” or “infancy” (Mill 1972, 73). Following Hegel, Mill did
         not think much of Africa, deeming it a “continent without history.” Although he thought
         that India, China, and the whole East had begun well, he was convinced that they had
         been stationary for thousands of years. Since backward societies were not capable
         of governing themselves, Mill maintained that they had to be civilized by the direction
         and discipline of “foreigners [like Europeans] belonging to a superior people or a
         more advanced state of society” (Mill 1972, 224):
      

      
      
         This, which may be termed the government of leading-strings, seems to be the one required
            to carry such a people the most rapidly through the next necessary step in social
            progress. (Mill 1972, 199)
         

         
      

      According to Mill, the individual right to live one’s own life autonomously, and the
         communal right to territorial integrity, i.e., the right to self-determination, should
         belong to those mature enough to think and judge for themselves. Since backward societies
         were in a state of “nonage” or “infancy,” however, “[d]espotism [was] a legitimate
         mode of government in dealing with barbarians, provided the end be their improvement”(Mill
         1972, 73). In this way, Mill justified British colonial rule of India by arguing that
         just as parental despotism for infants below the age of consent was justified, the
         rule of backward non-European societies by European colonial bureaucrats was beneficial
         for their long-term interests (Mill 1972, 199, 382–83).[19]  
      

      
      The German sociologist Max Weber also differentiated Western and non-Western societies
         according to the Orientalist assumption of the “civilized-rude” and “developed-backward”
         binaries. Weber’s theory of the patrimonial form of authority contained Orientalist
         elements like Marx’s theory of the Asiatic mode of production. For Weber, the essential
         conditions for the transition to capitalism and modernity are: “(a) ascetic forms
         of religion, (b) rational forms of law, (c) free labour, and (d) the growth of cities”
         (Hall 1992, 315). To Weber, however, Islamic and Chinese societies lacked all these
         elements.[20] In addition to European rationalism, Weber argued that the Protestant ethic was the
         secret to the birth of capitalism in Western Europe. In order to prove this thesis,
         he studied various major world religions and concluded that all of them contained
         anti-rational—mythical, mystic, magical—elements. He argued that those religions worked
         as an obstacle to rational understanding (Frank 1998, 17). 
      

      
      As we can see, Western prejudice toward the East has been transmitted through modern
         Western political thinkers, and continues to be propagated by Western scholars today.
         For example, as will be examined in detail in chapter 6, Samuel P. Huntington argues
         that while Christianity promotes the development of democracy in both Western and
         Eastern societies, a Confucian democracy cannot be established because Confucianism
         and democracy contradict each other by their very nature. By arguing a correlation
         between Christianity and democracy, Huntington carries on the legacy of Locke and
         Tocqueville, both of whom asserted the necessary connection between Christianity and
         liberalism.[21]   Although rejecting much of Christian theology, Tocqueville could not see how a
         liberal society could be built on any other foundation than Christianity, or the “only
         religion of free men” (as quoted in Parekh 1996, 122). However, Western thinkers past
         and present tend to forget that the “liberalization of Christianity” and “Christianization
         of liberalism” took place through an interpenetrating dialectic process in the development
         of liberalism.[22]   Huntington’s argument that Confucianism and democracy cannot coexist simply reproduces
         Montesquieu’s position that only the despotic form of political rule existed in Asia.
         Mill’s argument that Eastern societies lacked histories of resistance reaffirms Aristotle’s
         view that the people of Asia accepted tyrannical rule as a matter of course, due to
         their servile natures. The way Huntington defines democracy in East Asia as a type
         of “deviation,” which he terms “dominant-party democracy,” tacitly implies that an
         authoritarian system corresponding to the tyrannical rule of the past is still the
         norm in Asia. 
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      This chapter examined the origin and development of Western-centrism in the history
         of Western political thought. In this process, it was shown that while Western-centrism
         emerged to provide ideological justification for colonial rule by the West, it was
         also rooted in over two thousand years of Western thought in the form of ethnocentrism.
         Next, chapters 5 and 6 will investigate the modern birth and contemporary continuation
         of Western-centrism in liberalism by analyzing John Locke’s theories of property and
         political society and Samuel P. Huntington’s theory of democratic transition, particularly
         in regards to East Asia. 
      

      
      Notes 

      
      
         
            1. Even though they felt threatened by the advent of Western powers, East Asian intellectuals
                  at the end of the nineteenth century tried to selectively adopt aspects of Western
                  civilization. In Korea, they argued for the acceptance of modern “Western technology”
                  while preserving “Eastern Values” (東道西器); in China, there was the prominent theory
                  of “Chinese Essence and Western Utility” (中體西用); and in Japan, the introduction of
                  modern “Western Technology based on the Japanese Soul” (和魂洋才) was advocated. All of
                  this clearly suggests that inferiority was first felt in science, technology, social
                  systems, and politics, rather than in philosophy and ethics. This is corroborated
                  by the fact that Japan’s superiority (albeit now known to have been temporary) over
                  Western countries in the 1980s began with economic success. Furthermore, as mentioned
                  when discussing Japan-centrism in chapter 1, the validity of this logic is supported
                  by Maruyama Masao’s Nihonseijisisousikenkyu (Studies in the History of Japanese Political Thought), which aimed to explain the
                  philosophical cause behind the fact that Japan was the only country in East Asia to
                  successfully modernize by the end of the nineteenth century. 
               

            

         

         
            2. However, it is not my position that philosophical and ethical elements are less important
                  than social and political elements. Parekh (1996) summarized the philosophical and
                  ethical background of Western-centrism as “moral monism” and sternly points out that
                  what is called reason- or logic-centered Western philosophy is based on moral monism:
               

               
                  Indeed the belief that there is only one true God, one true religion, only one true
                     custodian of it, only one set of true doctrines, only one highest faculty, one best
                     way to acquire true knowledge, only one truly just polity, etc. appears again and
                     again in western thought, and philosophers who cannot show this seem to think that
                     they have not been sufficiently rigorous or probing. (Parekh 1996, 127)
                  

                  
               

               According to Parekh’s critique, to liberals, all non-liberal ways of life are “irrational,
                  tribal, obscurantist,” while for Marxists, all religious, traditional, and class-based
                  ways of life are “inhuman, and worthy of destruction.” As moral monism insists that
                  a particular way of life is perfect and has all the resources necessary for its improvement,
                  it precludes the “possibility of a dialogue with other cultures and deprives the preferred
                  way of life of the opportunity for self-transcendence, critical self-consciousness
                  and self-regeneration” (Parekh 1996, 129). Parekh’s criticism of moral monism is in
                  line with the criticism of modern Western philosophy raised by postmodernism or poststructuralism.
                  See Parekh (1996) for criticism of human nature assumed by moral monism.
               

            

         

         
            3. Needless to say, my goal is not to attack such thoughts at a personal level but to
                  prove that even the best works of Europe’s greatest thinkers reflected and strengthened
                  the meta-ideology of modern Europe called Western-centrism.
               

            

         

         
            4. Though many others have analyzed the Western-centrism of Western thinkers, I recommend
                  the following as outstanding works: Frank (1998), Parekh (2000), and Turner (1986).
               

            

         

         
            5. It seems that the binary opposition of “democracy versus dictatorship” that compared
                  Greece with Persia was widespread among Greeks even before Aristotle’s time. For example,
                  a play called The Persians by Aeschylus that was shown after Greeks triumphed over Persians at the Battle of
                  Salamis compared Greeks with Persians according to the dichotomy between “individual
                  freedom” and “tyranny” (Emmerson 1995, 96; Bae Cheol-hyeon 2001, 210).
               

            

         

         
            6. Undoubtedly, the Hellenocentrism mentioned here was simply ordinary ethnocentrism
                  that circulated only among Greeks, since Greeks at the time lacked the ability to
                  physically force or culturally induce Persians to accept their superiority.
               

            

         

         
            7. Therefore, in his letter to Alexander the Great, Aristotle advised him to reign as
                  a despotic monarch over Persians, who lacked the ability to develop virtue, but govern
                  Greeks as a constitutional leader. However, Alexander the Great, who possessed an
                  excellent sense of balance as a politician, did not follow Aristotle’s advice and
                  dealt with both sides equally, for example, allowing Greeks and Persians to marry
                  and ordering men to serve jointly as soldiers (Barker 1979, xvii, 1ix). In this context,
                  cosmopolis, not polis, was created as a result of his conquest. 
               

            

         

         
            8. The “subordinate and negative image” of Persia and the Orient that was widespread
                  during Aristotle’s time was “formed during the war between Greece and Persia in the
                  sixth century BCE (two centuries before Aristotle’s time)” (Bae Cheol-hyeon 2001,
                  207). 
               

            

         

         
            9. Thus, in his discussion of slavery, Aristotle distinguishes between “slavery by nature”
                  and “slavery by law or convention” and then argues that while it is just to enslave
                  barbarians, as they are slavish by nature, it is wrong to enslave Greek prisoners
                  of war, as the Greek are free by nature (Aristotle 1979, 14–17).
               

            

         

         
            10. In other words, even if kingship and its corrupt form of tyranny coexisted in the
                  city-states of Greece, tyranny could always be transformed into a just political system.
                  On the other hand, as other barbarian countries possessed the constant and natural
                  characteristics of tyranny despite the fact that they had a form of kingship, they
                  could not escape the state they were in.
               

            

         

         
            11. The Greeks also considered Romans as barbarians in the beginning. After Rome conquered
                  Greece, however, the Romans also began using the word “barbaric” to describe the races
                  outside Greco-Roman civilization. Cicero used the term “barbarians” to describe “all
                  savage, rude, or uncultivated peoples” (Boorstin 1998, 161). 
               

            

         

         
            12. My opinion that Aristotle’s concept of “barbarian,” as mentioned in Politics, forms the original source of Western-centrism should not be interpreted as a claim
                  that it is the cause of Western-centrism. I simply point out that it is the intellectual
                  resource that has been most actively used by modern European thinkers when developing
                  Western-centrism. 
               

            

         

         
            13. As will be revealed in this chapter, the discussion of modern Western thinkers such
                  as Hegel, Marx, and Weber relies largely on the secondary sources to which I refer.
                  See Lee Seung-hwan (1998a) for a well-organized discussion of Western prejudice toward
                  Eastern societies, including Confucianism, since the period of Christian missions.
                  
               

            

         

         
            14. I have in large part summarized, re-quoted, and added my opinions to Perry Anderson’s
                  interpretation and argument (Anderson 1974, 397–405, 462–83) in the description of
                  the development of Western-centrism in modern times. Of course, Anderson himself explains
                  modern Europeans’ idea of the East, Orientalism, without using the term “Western-centrism.”
                  
               

            

         

         
            15. This is the reason medieval Europe is called the Dark Ages by European historians.
                  Shohat and Stam (1994, 14) argue that this term was coined in reference to the dominant
                  influence of Islamic powers in medieval Europe, including the Saracens and the Turks.
                  
               

            

         

         
            16. For that reason, the final chapter of The Prince, which expresses ardent hope for the unification of Italy, was titled, “An Exhortation
                  to Grasp Italy and Set Her Free from the Barbarians” (Machiavelli 1965, 92). 
               

            

         

         
            17. The discussion of Locke will be developed fully in the next chapter. 

            

         

         
            18. What is interesting here is that Maruyama Masao, a Japanese political thinker, begins
                  his celebrated book, Studies in the Intellectual History of Tokugawa Japan, by quoting this statement of Hegel’s approvingly (Maruyama Masao 1974, 4). As mentioned
                  in chapter 1 while discussing Japan-centrism, this shows the deep-rooted Japanese
                  idea of “Escape Asia and Enter Europe” (脫亞入歐). 
               

            

         

         
            19. Mill (1972, 382) added that “vigorous despotism” was the best mode of government for
                  them, and civilized Europeans had the advantage of constantly providing them with
                  good despots. 
               

            

         

         
            20. Before Weber, Werner Sombart had already chosen European rationalism based on Judaism
                  and pointed to it as a prerequisite condition for capitalism (Frank 1998, 16). 
               

            

         

         
            21. As will be discussed in chapter 6, when Huntington argues that Confucianism and democracy
                  are not compatible, his interpretation of democracy is no different from liberalism.
                  
               

            

         

         
            22. As will be discussed in chapter 12, the “liberalization of Christianity” was attempted
                  and accomplished by Locke, who reinterpreted Christianity so that Christianity, which
                  had previously defended the divine right of kingship, would now support his nascent
                  liberalism. The “Christianization of liberalism” was carried out later when thinkers
                  such as Tocqueville and Mill divided Western and non-Western societies and argued
                  that humans could enjoy freedom only within Christianity.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 5

      Western-Centrism in Locke’s Theory of Property

      
         
         
      

      
      In this chapter, various interpretations of John Locke’s theories of property and
         “political society” will be introduced and analyzed in order to show how Locke’s early
         liberalism was already deeply imbued with Western-centrism. This also indicates that
         the West’s Orientalist views regarding non-Western societies began with the Amerindians,
         well before the West advanced to the “Orient” and formulated Orientalism.[1]    
      

      
      Locke’s theory of property in his Two Treatises of Government (hereafter “Two Treatises”) is indispensable for understanding the concept of property in liberalism and capitalist
         society, which developed after his death. Locke himself counted/valued his theory
         of property propounded in the Two Treatises among his greatest intellectual achievements (Laslett 1970, 3). Locke postulates
         that “men have a natural right to property, a right prior to or independent of the
         existence of civil society and government” and declares, “The great and chief end
         . . . of Mens [sic] uniting into Commonwealths, and putting themselves under Government,
         is the Preservation of their Property” (S 124).[2]    In other words, property rights already exist in the state of nature and the social
         contract is concluded for the sake of its preservation. Thus a precise interpretation
         of Locke’s theory of property is a prerequisite to understand his theory of civil
         society and government.
      

      
      In the past 60 years, interpretations of Locke’s theory of property have undergone
         radical changes in Anglo-American academic circles. In two articles published in the
         early 1950s,[3]    Crowford B. Macpherson (1962) stated that Locke’s theory of property represented
         the economic and political interests of the then emergent bourgeois class by justifying
         the unlimited accumulation of property. Although his proposition was advanced as a
         critique of existing interpretations, it soon became the orthodox interpretation and
         was thus subjected to intense and continuous scrutiny and criticism (Tully 1993, 71).
         The “revisionist” interpretation that followed, suggested by Peter Laslett, John Dunn,
         Richard Ashcraft, and James Tully, stressed the political and polemical context in
         which Locke’s theory of property was articulated, and argued that Locke’s definition
         of property rights is not absolute and exclusive, but accompanied by social obligations,
         and that the government can determine and regulate its extent and limits according
         to the public good. Lastly, the “Western-centric” interpretation,[4]    suggested by Herman Lebovics, James Tully, Barbara Arneil, and Bhikhu Parekh,
         stressed the colonial or Western-centric context of Locke’s political theory through
         an analysis of the Two Treatises, paying close attention to the fact that his theory of property was based on America,
         the “New World,” where English immigrants had begun to settle, and that he himself
         was deeply involved in the English colonial policies of his time. 
      

      
      To briefly summarize these three different interpretations of Locke’s theory of property:
         Macpherson’s interpretation stressed it as a defense of the bourgeois class’s right
         to property against the working class; the revisionist interpretation noted Locke’s
         argument for the subject’s right to property—Life, Liberty, and Estate—against the
         arbitrary infringement of a king; and lastly, the Western-centric interpretation attached
         importance to Locke’s assertion of the property rights of English settlers against
         Amerindians. 
      

      
      Of the three interpretations, the last has not received much attention until recently,
         since the prevailing research on Orientalism as the core of Western-centrism has generally
         focused on analyzing the prejudice or stereotypes of nineteenth-century Europeans
         against Asians (or Orientals, as Asians were referred to at the time).[5]    Accordingly, the Western-centric interpretation merits special attention and academic
         recognition, as it sheds new light on the Western-centrism hidden within Locke’s political
         theories and shows how these theories represented Amerindians, or Europe’s “other.”
         Thus, these three interpretations, which have held great sway in Anglo-American academic
         circles, will be presented with a special focus on the Western-centric interpretation
         of property rights. Although an introduction and review of the latter would suffice
         to meet the immediate academic purpose of the book, to show the connection between
         Locke’s political theories and Western-centrism, the introduction of other alternative
         interpretations also seems necessary, in order to do justice to Locke’s theory. To
         this end, Macpherson’s interpretation, which appears in his celebrated book, The Political Theory of Possessive Individualism, and Locke’s theory of property, which appears primarily in “Of Property” in the
         Second Treatise, will first be summarized. This will be followed by an introduction to the revisionist
         interpretation that challenged Macpherson’s view. Finally, the Western-centric interpretation
         will be presented in detail. 
      

      
      Macpherson’s Thesis

      
      In the beginning of “Of Property” in the Second Treatise (S 25), Locke declared, “Men . . . have a right to their preservation” and “[God]
         has given the Earth . . . to Mankind in common.” He stated that God had also given
         humans “reason to make use of it to the best advantage of Life, and convenience” (S
         26) and broached humans’ need for property as follows:
      

      
      
         Yet [the Earth, and all that is therein] being given for the use of Men, there must
            of necessity be a means to appropriate them some way or other before they can be of
            any use, or at all beneficial to any particular Man. (S 26)
         

         
      

      Then he proceeds to advance an argument to justify private property:

      
      
         Though the Earth, and all inferior Creatures be common to all Men, yet every Man has
            a Property in his own Person. This no Body has any Right to but himself. The Labour
            of his Body, and the Work of his Hands, we may say, are properly his. Whatsoever then
            he removes out of the State that Nature hath provided, and left it in, he hath mixed
            his Labour with, and joyned to it something that is his own, and thereby makes it
            his Property. (S 27)
         

         
      

      Macpherson (1962, 201, 181) suggested that Locke justified the “individual appropriation
         of the produce of the earth” given originally in common, on the basis of “two postulates,
         that men have a right to preserve their life, and that a man’s labour is his own.”
      

      
      Furthermore, Locke argued that the consent of others is not required for a human to
         gain property rights out of what is given in common to humankind, for “[i]f such a
         consent as that was necessary, Man had starved, notwithstanding the Plenty God had
         given him” (S 28). Consent is not necessary for appropriating the “Fruits of the Earth”
         or land since God “commanded Man also to labour” and “to subdue the Earth, i.e., to
         improve it for the benefit of Life” (S 32). Thus, man has property rights to as much
         land as he applied his labor to. Besides, his appropriation of any parcel of land
         does not harm other humans, as there is plenty of good land still available to others
         (S 33).
      

      
       However, Locke asserted that there are certain limitations to the extent of individual
         appropriation in the state of nature. Macpherson (1962, 201–2) listed three limitations:
         first, one may appropriate only “as much as leaves ‘enough’ and as good for others”
         (“sufficiency limitation”); second, one may appropriate only as “much as one can make
         use of to any advantage of life before it spoils” (“spoilage limitation”); third,
         one may appropriate only as much as one can “procure with his own labour” (“labour
         limitation”). With regard to the first “sufficiency limitation,” Locke argued that
         humans have a right to what they have mixed their labor, “at least where there is
         enough, and as good left in common for others” (S 27). Locke also elaborated on the
         second “spoilage limitation”: 
      

      
      
         [God has given us] [a]s much as any one can make use of to any advantage of life before
            it spoils; so much he may by his labour fix a Property in. Whatever is beyond this,
            is more than his share, and belongs to others. Nothing was made by God for Man to
            spoil or destroy. (S 31)
         

         
      

      The third “labour limitation” is assumed in Locke’s justification for property rights,
         for it is “the Labour of his Body, and the Work of his Hands” which, being mixed with
         nature’s products, makes anything his property” (Macpherson 1962, 201; Locke S 27,
         31, 36).
      

      
      However, the three limitations to individual property are overridden or transcended
         by the introduction of money: 
      

      
      
         the same Rule of Propriety (viz.) that every Man should have as much as he could make
            use of, would hold still in the World . . . had not the Invention of Money, and the
            tacit Agreement of Men to put a value on it, introduced (by  Consent) larger Possessions,
            and a Right to them. (S 36)
         

         
      

      As humans exchange perishable products for gold and silver, or money, which do not
         spoil, they can accumulate as much as possible without violating the spoilage limitation
         (Macpherson 1962, 204). The sufficiency limitation is not directly made irrelevant
         by the introduction of money, but its transcendence is indirectly justified by the
         increased productivity made possible by the introduction of money. Locke argued that
         “he who appropriates land to himself by his labour, does not lessen but increase the
         common stock of mankind” (S 37). He further maintained:
      

      
      
         the provisions serving to the support of humane life, produced by one acre of inclosed
            and cultivated land, are (to speak much within compass) ten times more, than those,
            which are yielded by an acre of Land, of an equal richness, lyeing wast in common[6]    . . . he, that incloses Land and has a greater plenty of the conveniencys of life
            from ten acres, than he could have from an hundred left to Nature, may truly be said,
            to give ninety acres to Mankind. (S 37)
         

         
      

      Thus, in as far as people who appropriate land without leaving “plenty and good” land
         to others can compensate for those left without land available to them by increased
         productivity, their act of appropriation is judged to be justified.[7]    Therefore Locke asserted that in terms of food, clothes, and housing, a day laborer
         in England lives much better than a king of a large and fruitful territory in America
         (S 41).
      

      
      Last, after the introduction of money, one could extend one’s appropriation and individual
         property by employing other people and paying them a wage for their labor, thereby
         transcending the “labour limitation”: 
      

      
      
         Thus the Grass my Horse has bit; the Turfs my Servant has cut; and the Ore I have
            digg’d in any place where I have a right to them in common with others, become my
            Property, without the assignation or consent of any body. The labour that was mine,
            removing them out of that common state they were in, hath fixed my Property in them.
            (S 28)
         

         
      

      Macpherson (1962, 216–17) interpreted this passage as evidence that Locke assumed
         the existence of commercial economy and wage-labor—the commodification of labor—in
         the “state of nature” and thus argued that Locke also conceived of the market relations
         of advanced commercial economy and capitalist production by wage-labor, which England
         had reached during his time, as a “state of nature.”[8]   
      

      
      On the basis of the passages quoted above and the interpretations advanced so far,
         Macpherson argued that the novel aspect in Locke’s theory of property, that a person’s
         labor is their own, has paradoxically provided “a moral foundation for bourgeois appropriation”
         (Macpherson 1962, 220–21), since it has led to the justification of not only unequal
         distribution of property but also unlimited individual appropriation in the name of
         natural rights, lifting all limitations to individual appropriation imposed by natural
         law at once. At the same time, the moral obstacle imposed by the “traditional assumption
         that the earth and its fruits had originally been given to mankind for the common
         use,” and faced by those who sought to justify unlimited individual appropriation,
         was cleared as well. Furthermore, Macpherson noted that Locke’s argument that one’s
         “labor, and its productivity, is something for which he owes no debt to civil society”
         undermined the “traditional view that property and labour were social functions, and
         that ownership of property involved social obligations,” so that “individual right
         of appropriation overrides any moral claims of the society” (Macpherson 1962, 221).
      

      
      In addition, Macpherson argued that Locke provided a positive moral basis for capitalist
         society, by justifying class differentiation between the laboring and propertied classes
         as natural and rational. To do so, he maintained, Locke advanced two postulates: first,
         that “while the labouring class is a necessary part of the nation its members are
         not in fact full members of the body politic and have no claim to be so,” and second,
         that the “members of the labouring class do not and cannot live a fully rational life,”
         since they do not have the capacity nor leisure to develop and exercise rational faculty
         (Macpherson 1962, 221–24). From these postulates, Macpherson analyzed and pointed
         out the ambiguous nature of Locke’s civil society. He showed how the propertied class
         could exercise political rights as citizens in Locke’s civil society, while the laboring
         class was only to assume political obligation, without any political rights. The difference
         is also associated with Locke’s famous distinction between “explicit” and “tacit”
         consent. 
      

      
      According to Macpherson, the class differences present in rights and rationality in
         civil society can be traced back to the state of nature. As every individual’s natural
         right to appropriation needed for subsistence is transformed into the natural right
         to unlimited appropriation after the introduction of money, and as “the more industrious
         could rightfully acquire all the land, leaving others with no way to live except by
         selling the disposal of their labour,” natural rights that were originally equal became
         unequal. Thus, once the land is all appropriated, those without property cannot enjoy
         the “fundamental right not to be subject to the jurisdiction of another” any longer
         as those with property can (Macpherson 1962, 231).
      

      
      Macpherson also found the origin of differential rationality in the passage in which
         Locke discussed the dispute over property among individuals in the state of nature:
         
      

      
      
         [God] gave it to the use of the Industrious and Rational, (and Labour was to be his
            title) not to the Fancy or Covetousness of the Quarrelsom and Contentious. (S 34)
         

         
      

      Here, the former refers to those who subdue and improve the earth and the latter to
         those who “meddle with what was already improved by another’s Labour” (S 32, 34).
         Thus, Macpherson argued that the distinction between “the Industrious and Rational”
         and “the Quarrelsom and Contentious” leads to the distinction between the two classes
         in civil society, or in other words, between “those who were ‘industrious and rational’
         and had property, and those who were not, who laboured indeed, but only to live, not
         to accumulate” (Macpherson 1962, 232, 243). Macpherson further stated, “With Locke
         the difference in rationality was not inherent in men, not implanted in them by God
         or Nature; on the contrary, it was socially acquired by virtue of different economic
         positions. But it was acquired in the state of nature; it was therefore inherent in
         civil society” (Macpherson 1962, 246). According to Macpherson, the justification
         and realization of the unlimited appropriation reflects “the ambivalence of an emerging
         bourgeois society which demanded formal equality but required substantive inequality
         of rights” (Macpherson 1962, 247). Thus he concluded, “The result of Locke’s work
         was to provide a moral basis for a class state from postulates of equal individual
         natural rights” (Macpherson 1962, 250).[9]   
      

      
      Revisionist Interpretation

      
      The revisionist interpretation emphasized the polemical and political context in which
         Locke’s theory of property was advanced. It stressed that his theory is more medieval
         or mercantilist than capitalist and, therefore, not intended to justify unlimited
         and exclusive property. Macpherson’s thesis, meanwhile, placed undue emphasis on the
         forthcoming socio-economic context, in order to present it as a product to legitimize
         the interests of the bourgeois class then emerging in seventeenth-century England.
         
      

      
      Macpherson (1962, 268) argued that England in the seventeenth century was already
         a “possessive market society” and that English thinkers from Hobbes to Locke sought
         to legitimize it. However, revisionist critics of Macpherson asserted that although
         various thinkers from Hobbes to Locke were not “against commerce, manufacturing or
         agricultural improvement per se, no one had a vision of a full-scale commercial or capitalist society” (Tully 1993,
         77).[10]    They also stated that although Macpherson claimed that a possessive market society
         “emerged in England by the 1640s,” his model of it misrepresented not only the actual
         picture of the English economy in the seventeenth century, but also the political
         economy described in Locke’s writings (Tully 1993, 77).
      

      
      Revisionists also argued that the primary concern of English thinkers at the time
         was not with the legitimation of the “possessive individualism,” or unlimited accumulation
         of property in the market society, but rather, the “more basic problems of political
         order, preservation, state-building, obedience and liberty” (Tully 1993, 77). They
         maintained that when property rights were defended by those thinkers, “this was against
         attacks from absolute monarchs or ‘degenerative’ representative bodies.” Additionally,
         contrary to Macpherson’s thesis, they stressed that property rights did not provide
         its owners with exclusive control, because they were limited by government and came
         with obligations to the destitute. They also noted that the “word ‘property’ had a
         broader reference than today: it included personal rights, especially religious and
         civil liberties” (Tully 1993, 77). 
      

      
      Criticism on the part of Macpherson’s detractors boils down to the argument that thinkers
         “were not endorsing market relations as full as Macpherson claimed or that England
         was not as far along the road to capitalism as he claims” (Tully 1993, 78). Instead,
         they saw the seventeenth-century political economy of England as a “mercantilist system,”
         in which political power regulated “labour power, property relations, and trade” in
         order “to preserve and strengthen the state.” In order to strengthen and enrich the
         state, European kings considered it necessary for the government “to promote, regulate,
         and coordinate the productive activities of the population by means of law” (Tully
         1993, 85). They also argued that the possessive market society emerged not in the
         seventeenth century, but in eighteenth-century England, if the autonomy of an economic
         realm free from the government control was its precondition (Tully 1993, 93).
      

      
      Polemical and Political Context

      
      Revisionists stressed the polemical and political contexts of Locke’s theory of property,
         in the sense that the theory was intended to attack the divine right of kings advanced
         by Sir Robert Filmer and improve on the weakness of Grotius’s theory of property (Laslett
         1970, 67–78; Dunn 1984, 32–38; Tully 1993, 100–103).[11]    First, if we examine Locke’s attack on the divine right of kings, royalists, including
         Filmer, asserted the doctrine of the divine right of the kingship and patriarchy,
         which stated that all property within the territory belonged to the king, that individuals
         held their property at the benevolence of their sovereign, and that the kingship could
         therefore dispose the property of subjects, without their consent, as he pleased.
         Thus, a subject’s property was not a legal right to be claimed against the king’s
         authority (Ashcraft 1987, 81). Accordingly, the revisionists stressed that Locke’s
         legitimation of property as a natural right was intended to refute the argument by
         royalists. Revisionists noted that when Locke stated that the end of government is
         the preservation of property, he defined the right of property as that which the government
         cannot take any part of without the owner’s consent (S 138, 193) or the consent of
         the majority or their representatives (S 138–40). During Locke’s time, property was
         thought to include life, liberty, and possessions. Thus, the revisionists interpreted
         Locke’s theory of property as an attack upon the argument of absolutists or royalists
         that the sovereign can seize any property without the owner’s consent, as the sovereign
         rules not by consent but by divine right (Tully 1993, 120). 
      

      
      In order to understand the theoretical context of the revisionist interpretation,
         Hugo Grotius’s theory of property and Filmer’s critique of it must first be reviewed.
         Earlier, Grotius sought to find the origin of property, not in the king’s benevolence
         but in the people’s agreement, but the weakness of his theory was divulged by Filmer’s
         severe critique. Grotius argued that all things in nature, with the exception of human
         beings, were at first given to humankind in common, but that private property came
         into existence through the agreement of individual men and women. Filmer leveled two
         lines of criticisms against this argument. First, he raised doubt as to whether it
         was historically plausible that all of humankind (or a certain part of it in a particular
         locality) gathered together and agreed unanimously to divide up their common property.
         Second, he further questioned how the originally reached agreement could bind future
         generations who were not party to the agreement, and what would happen if some of
         the original contractors were to subsequently change their minds and demand its revision.
         Essentially, Filmer’s critique questioned whether the right to property is open to
         indefinite revision, if property is to be based on human consensus. This would cause
         great instability in the social order, whereas property taken to be the direct expression
         of God’s will can be practically secure and legally valid (Dunn 1984, 36–37; Tully
         1993, 102–3).
      

      
      The revisionists argued that Locke developed the theory of property in order to counter
         Filmer’s critique of Grotius’s theory of consent. As previously examined, according
         to Locke, humans acquire property rights to physical objects by expending their labor
         on them. Property acquired through this method in the state of nature was restricted
         due to the limitations imposed by the law of nature, but the invention of money greatly
         amplified the inequality of possessions, making it possible for humans to rightfully
         “possess more than [they] can use the products of,” since they can hoard, without
         injury to others, the value of the surplus their property produces in the form of
         gold and silver (S 50). According to Locke, monetary exchange is made possible without
         relying upon political authority, and the legitimacy of the economic inequality does
         not depend upon the positive law of any civil society (Dunn 1984, 39–40).
      

      
      Property Rights as a Mixture of Moral Economy and Mercantilism

      
      Revisionists are not always in agreement regarding the extent and limit of property
         advanced in Locke’s theory. However, generally speaking, revisionists assert that
         Locke’s theory of property does not justify the unlimited accumulation of property
         in the absence of social obligation or regulation by law, based on the following three
         reasons: first, Locke’s definition of property right is accompanied by social obligation
         (the medieval notion of property); second, unequal property resulting from the invention
         of money is not a natural right but a conventional right; third, the extent of property
         is regulated and legally determined by a political society (mercantilist notion of
         property). 
      

      
      Property Rights Accompanied by Social Obligation

      
      Locke stated that human beings, born with a right to self-preservation, naturally
         have a right to the means to their subsistence (S 25). However, the realization of
         self-preservation may be hindered by unequal distribution of property or unlimited
         property rights. Thus, revisionists noted a passage in the First Treatise which speaks of the charity that God “has given his needy Brother a Right to the
         Surplusage of his Goods; so that it cannot justly be denyed him, when his pressing
         Wants call for it” (F 42). Locke argued that it is a sin if the rich let the needy
         perish by not offering them relief (F 42). Like Thomas Aquinas, Locke believed that
         all human beings have the right to physical survival, preempting the property rights
         of other people. Furthermore, a proprietor cannot force a person to work for him by
         making use of a person’s necessity “by with-holding that Relief, God requires him
         to afford to the wants of his Brother” (F 42). Accordingly, revisionists interpreted
         Locke’s theory of natural right as a moral claim for the needy to appropriate what
         they need for their subsistence from others’ property (Ashcraft 1987, 88; Tully 1993,
         113; Dunn 1984, 43–44).[12]    Of Locke’s discussion of charity, Tully (1993, 144) wrote, “It should be read
         as an illustration of how natural rights would work in a society not constituted in
         accordance with natural law.”[13]    Tully maintained that Locke’s primary concern in the Two Treatises was with “showing how property would be distributed in a society organized in accordance
         with natural law,” such that the circumstances for requiring charity would not occur
         (Tully 1993, 114). Furthermore, he argued that Locke did not conceive of private property
         as a right to exclusive control, since property without binding social obligation
         was unimaginable to Locke, and that private property as an exclusive right did not
         appear until the eighteenth century (Tully 1993, 120, 96). 
      

      
      The Distinction between Property Rights by Natural Law and 
Property Rights by Convention
      

      
      Richard Ashcraft, a revisionist scholar, opposed the interpretation that Locke approves
         the right to unlimited appropriation as a natural right, and maintained that the tacit
         consent to introduce money into the state of nature does not provide grounds for claiming
         as a natural right all enlargement of individuals’ possessions that are accumulated
         beyond the limitations imposed by natural law. Therefore, although “the right to property,”
         which is appropriated by expending labor upon nature and which one can make use of
         to create an advantage in one’s life, can be defended as a natural right, “unequal
         property,” which is “directly attributable to the agreement to accept money,” is thus
         nothing more than a conventional right. Thus, according to Ashcraft, consent in any
         form cannot be a “basis for a natural right claim,” since natural right is to be directly
         derived from a higher authority—that is, God’s command or natural law. Accordingly,
         money that is imparted with a particular form of property by human consent, as well
         as the enlargement of individual property made possible after the introduction of
         money, cannot claim “any justification framed in terms of a natural right to property”
         (Ashcraft 1987, 138–39). Ashcraft maintains that in this context, since Locke thought
         that the invention of money, as a medium of exchange, and subsequently the unequal
         distribution of property that resulted from it, brought civilized life into Europe
         and made possible the comforts of European civilization, that he approved of it as
         something that was compatible with the purpose of natural law, but not as a natural
         right per se (Ashcraft 1987, 140–41).
      

      
      Property Rights Subject to Governmental Regulation

      
      Revisionists have also noted that Locke provided the government with the right to
         determine and regulate property (S 30, 38, 50, 129), arguing that when “every Man,
         when he, at first, incorporates himself into any Commonwealth, he, by his uniting
         himself thereunto, annexed also, and submits to the Community those Possessions, which
         he has, or shall acquire, that do not already belong to any other Government” (S 120).
         If governments do not have this right, then they could scarcely solve property disputes,
         as the preservation of property is the end of government (Tully 1993, 130). Thus,
         Tully argued that, although the unequal possession of land based on labor is indeed
         justifiable, Locke considered the possession of land to be determined and regulated
         by positive law (S 50). He further argued that Locke accepted the mercantilist notion
         that governmental power can regulate and preserve property rights, including land
         and labor, for the sake of the common good and that this notion is not compatible
         with capitalism (i.e., a possessive market society as defined by Macpherson). He argued
         that the governmental right to determine property cannot always be confined to a “justification
         of the existing property relations, for, if there had been a revolution (as Locke
         planned), then the people—the majority—would have had the right to reconstitute legal
         relations as they thought good” (Tully 1993, 131). Peter Laslett also supported this
         interpretation by stating that Locke’s theory of property right may certainly justify
         the “redistributive taxation” and what is required in that case is the “consent of
         the majority of the society, regularly and constitutionally expressed” (Laslett 1970,
         104). Likewise, John Dunn also stated that one’s property in the state of nature is
         what one appropriates, but one’s property in political society is what the law stipulates
         (Dunn 1991, 530).
      

      
      As previously examined, Macpherson asserted that Locke’s property did not accompany
         any social obligation and that the purpose of the government is confined to preserving
         and maintaining existing property relations, which were formed in the state of nature,
         and further allowed unlimited accumulation through the use of money. Macpherson maintained
         that Locke’s theory of property justified a possessive market society. Contrary to
         this, revisionists argued that Locke’s theory of property cannot be interpreted as
         justifying possessive market society because, first, the needy have a natural right
         to claim their share for self-preservation from the surplus of rich others, and, second,
         because the government can regulate and determine property according to the public
         good (Tully 1993, 117, 120). 
      

      
      Western-centric Interpretation

      
      The two interpretations examined thus far explain Locke’s theory of property in the
         Second Treatise domestically, i.e., in terms of class conflicts within a state, between capitalist
         and labor classes, or between a king and subjects. In contrast, the Western-centric
         interpretation argues that by overlooking the international context in which Locke’s
         Two Treatises is embedded, these two interpretations have failed to grasp the full picture of Locke’s
         political thought. Scholars who have adopted the Western-centric interpretation point
         out that conventional interpretations have overlooked America and the subsequent problems
         facing English settlers and native Amerindians, and have thus failed to comprehend
         the complex implications inherent in Locke’s political thought, even though Locke’s
         theories of the state of nature and property were developed against the background
         of the “New World” America.[14]    Thus Western-centric interpretation insists on understanding Locke’s theory by
         comparing the state of Europe (England) with America at the time. 
      

      
      Accordingly, James Tully (1993, 139) has noted that Locke constructed the concepts
         of political society and property “in contrast to Amerindian forms of nationhood and
         property in such a way that they obscure and downgrade the distinctive features of
         Amerindian polity and property.” Specifically, Tully pointed to the “conceptual imperialism”
         shaped by Locke’s Western-centrism:
      

      
      
         First, Locke defines political society in such a way that Amerindian government does
            not qualify as a legitimate form of political society. Rather  it is construed as
            a historically less developed form of European political organization located in the
            later stages of the “state of nature” and thus not on a par with modern European political
            formations. Second, Locke defines property in such a way that Amerindian customary
            land use is not a legitimate type of property. Rather, it is construed as individual
            labor-based possession and assimilated to an earlier stage of European development
            in the state of nature, and thus not on equal footing with European property. Amerindian
            political formations and property are thereby subjected to the sovereignty of European
            concepts of politics and property. Furthermore, these concepts serve to justify the
            dispossession of Amerindians of their political organizations and territories, and
            to vindicate the superiority of European, and specifically English, forms of political
            society and property established in the new world. (Tully 1993, 139)
         

         
      

      This Western-centric interpretation agrees with the revisionist interpretation in
         its critique of Macpherson’s assertion that Locke’s Two Treatises provided a domestic-level ideology to defend the political and economic interests
         of the bourgeois class that was emerging at the time. Furthermore, it also shows that
         the historical rise of capitalism at the stage of mercantilism in Europe was not a
         single-national event, but an international phenomenon. Thus, the Western-centric
         interpretation stresses that Locke’s theory of property does not serve so much to
         legitimate the bourgeois property right against the working class as it does to rationalize
         the European imperialist conquest and plunder of overseas colonies.
      

      
      Defining Locke, therefore, as the “first philosopher of the emergent world system,”
         Herman Lebovics (1991, 252) argued that modern imperialism was a “constitutive element
         of the liberal tradition,” rather than a “last stage” of capitalism in Lenin’s terms
         (Lebovic 1991, 261). Similarly, Bhikhu Parekh (1995, 83) also noted that Locke has
         provided the most articulate and influential philosophical defense for English colonization
         of North America. Naturally, the Western-centric interpretation stresses Western-centrism
         more than class in its interpretation of Locke’s theories of property and political
         society.
      

      
      In the preceding chapter, a brief overview of modern Western political thinkers suggested
         that they formulated European superiority over Asia in terms of political organization
         and economic institutions. However, studies by Perry Anderson and other scholars,
         upon which the chapter drew heavily when analyzing and quoting Bacon, Montesquieu,
         Hegel, Marx, J. S. Mill, and Max Weber, do not include Locke at all. Thus, the Western-centric
         interpretation is significant in that it shows how deeply Locke’s thought was also
         imbued with Western-centrism, although those “otherized” by Locke were not Asians
         or Africans, but “primitive” Indians in the New World. Locke also deduced European
         (or English) superiority to Amerindians from the differences in property relations
         and political system. Accordingly, Locke’s ideas can be identified as a precursor
         of Western-centrism, which was to be developed on a full scale later by Montesquieu
         and other Western thinkers. 
      

      
      Locke and America

      
      In a famous passage frequently quoted from the Second Treatise, Locke declares, “Thus in the beginning all the World was America” (S 49). As a matter
         of fact, Locke’s discussion of the state of nature and property in the Second Treatise is filled with references to America, then settled and colonized by Europeans. Thus,
         Lebovics’s reference to Locke as “the first modern philosopher to discover the New
         World and to make its existence the major component of a political philosophy is appropriate
         indeed (Lebovic 1991, 252).
      

      
      The Western-centric interpretation stresses the significance of English colonialism
         in America in Locke’s life, as well as his political thought. Locke avidly collected
         and devoured books on European voyages and explorations. He possessed thousands of
         acres of land in Carolina, while working for his patron the Earl of Shaftesbury as
         secretary to the Lord Proprietors of Carolina (1668–1675), and was also a member of
         many companies created to profit from the overseas possessions. In addition, he was
         a secretary to the Council of Trade and Plantations instituted to oversee the colonial
         empire (1673–1675). Thus a significant portion of his income came from his work as
         a colonial civil servant and from his investments in the colonies (Lebovics 1991,
         252; Parekh 1995, 83). Maurice Cranston, Locke’s biographer, stated that the Earl
         of Shaftesbury shared his “zeal for commercial imperialism . . . and the possibilities
         it offered for personal and national enrichment” (as quoted in Parekh 1995, 83). Clearly,
         Locke was able to accumulate extensive knowledge on and experience in the New World
         in three ways: his intellectual curiosity, his financial interests, and his public
         career (Lebovics 1991, 258). 
      

      
      The Western-centric interpretation also draws special attention to the debates over
         American colonial policy at the end of the seventeenth century in England. The majority
         opinion was opposed to colonialism, either arguing that large-scale settlements would
         ruin the English economy or that England had no right to claim land already occupied
         by Amerindians. Locke felt a strong need to defend those, including his patron the
         Shaftesbury, who supported English colonialism. This was the main reason Locke felt
         it necessary to write a chapter on property—to expound on the natural right to property
         and to defend English settlers’ right to American soil (Arneil 1996, 60–61; Parekh
         1995, 83). In the Second Treatise, Locke argued that the colonization of America would create new demands for manufactured
         commodities by workmen in America and new employment in the home manufacturing centers,
         as well as the ship-building and navigation industries in England to transport those
         goods, thereby bringing overall economic prosperity to England (Arneil 1996, 71; S
         43).
      

      
      The Western-centric interpretation also seeks to restore conflicts and debates over
         the land ownership of American soil among Amerindians, Europeans, the English Crown,
         and colonists (i.e., English settlers). It also stresses the importance of examining
         the relevant passages in the Second Treatise by comparing them with contemporary colonial tracts and documents (Arneil 1996, 61).
         Tully (1993, 166) notes, “Locke’s concepts of political society and property are,
         among other things, a sophisticated theoretical expression of the basic arguments
         of early colonial writers.” According to Tully, Locke succeeded in creating a powerful
         theory of property by combining nascent theories of property widespread among colonists
         with “his own knowledge of colonial affairs and of the sophisticated analyses of money,
         labour, and productivity by the mercantile writers of the Restoration” (Tully 1993,
         149–50). It is also interesting to note that in turn, colonists later used Locke’s
         theory of property to defend their property rights to American soil (Tully 1993, 166–68).
      

      
      America in the State of Nature

      
      Locke defined the state of nature in which all humans are equal, free, and independent
         and live according to their reason within the bounds of the law of nature, without
         subjection to the will of others (S 4, 6). If a person invades or does harm to another
         person, transgressing the law of nature, then the latter has a right to execute the
         law of nature upon the offender, since there is no mutually agreed upon mediator.
         When transgression of the law of nature occurs, every one offended may acquire the
         right to punish the transgressor and to claim reparation for the damage incurred (S
         7–8). Here the right to punish naturally includes the right to kill the offender:
      

      
      
         every Man in the State of Nature, has a Power to kill a Murderer . . . to secure Man
            from the attempts of a Criminal, who having renounced Reason, the common Rule and
            Measure, God hath given to Mankind, hath by the unjust Violence and Slaughter he hath
            committed upon one, declared War against all Mankind, and therefore may be destroyed
            as a Lyon or a Tyger, one of those wild Savage Beasts, with whom Men can have no Society
            nor Security. (S 11)
         

         
      

      Here the state of war is defined as “a State of Enmity, Malice, Violence, and Mutual
         Destruction,” in contrast to the state of nature, which is “a State of Peace, Good
         Will, Mutual Assistance, and Preservation” (S 19). In the state of war, “one may destroy
         a Man who makes War upon him, or has discovered an Enmity to his being, for the same
         Reason, that he may kill a Wolf or a Lyon” (S 16).[15]   
      

      
      There is debate over whether Locke’s description of the state of nature presented
         in the Second Treatise is a historical description or a moral prescription. Still, there is widespread agreement
         that the chapter entitled “Of Property” is historically oriented (Ashcraft 1968, 912).
         In order to illustrate the state of nature as historical, Locke often cited America.
         In phrases such as “[I]n the beginning all the World was America” (S 49) and “America
         . . . is still a Pattern of the first Ages in Asia and Europe”(S 108), America is
         classified as the earliest age in a worldwide historical development. 
      

      
      As Amerindians live in the state of nature as a consequence of Locke’s description
         and its corollary, their property system and the “politicalness” of their political
         organization are denied, as Tully’s explanation will indicate. In other words, Amerindian
         societies are defined as lacking what European societies had attained.[16]    Tully outlines the logical implications of Locke’s description of Amerindian society
         as the state of nature:
      

      
      
         First, Amerindian political organization is disregarded and replaced by a so-called
            natural system of individual self-government, thereby dispossessing Amerindian governments
            of their authority and nationhood and permitting Europeans to deal with them and punish
            them on an individual basis. Second, the Amerindian system of property over their
            traditional territory is denied and it is replaced by a so-called natural system of
            individual, labour-based property, thereby dispossessing Amerindians of their traditional
            lands and positing a vacancy which Europeans could and should use without the consent
            of the first nations. (Tully 1993, 151, cf. 141–50)[17]   
         

         
      

      Property 

      
      The Western-centric interpretation articulates Locke’s theory of property as a defense
         of English settlers’ property rights to American soil against Amerindians and other
         Europeans, rather than seeing it as the Macphersonian legitimation of the bourgeois
         right to unlimited accumulation of property or revisionist defense of the subjects’
         right of property against the arbitrary transgression of the Crown.
      

      
      A Very Specific Form of Labor which Engenders Property in Land

      
      In the the Second Treatise, Locke cited the lives of Amerindians in order to suggest the necessity of private
         property  separated from the earth and its products, originally given to humankind
         in common, to enable an individual  to preserve her or his life: “The Fruit, or Benison,
         which nourishes the wild Indian, who knows no Inclosure, and is still a Tenant in
         common, must be his” (S 26). Furthermore, he also cited an Amerindian life to explain
         the origin of property by labor:
      

      
      
         Thus this Law of reason makes the Deer, that Indian’s who hath killed it; ‘tis allowed
            to be his goods who hath bestowed his labour upon it, though before, it was the common
            right of every one. (S 30)
         

         
      

      Here special attention must be paid to the fact that while Locke did not distinguish
         between European and Amerindian labor in determining the property rights over all
         the fruits and beasts, that is, the spontaneous product of nature, he suggested a
         very specific form of labor that engenders property right in land (Arneil 1996, 63–65).
         First, Locke stated that the principle of labor applies to the property in land, as
         it does to the fruits and beasts (S 32, 45). But for Locke, the labor that entitles
         the property in land turns out to be a very specific kind—”cultivation” and “enclosure”:
      

      
      
         As much Land as a Man Tills, Plants, Improves, Cultivates, and can use the Product
            of, so much is his Property. He by his Labour does, as it were, inclose it from the
            Common. (S 32)
         

         
      

      Two points merit our attention here. First, since only the sedentary agrarian labor
         engenders property rights of land, for Locke, the Amerindians’ labor did not enable
         them to claim that title. As they were engaged in hunting and gathering or nomadism,
         they could not claim property rights to land vis-à-vis Europeans. Although they had
         been engaged in such activities ancestrally, the land they occupied was regarded as
         nothing more than a wasteland or an empty land. European settlers in Locke’s time
         also made the same argument—that the land Amerindians utilized for the purpose of
         hunting and gathering was not their property, but an empty wasteland, and only enclosure
         and cultivation could allow the land to be claimed as property (Tully 1993, 86, 150–51;
         Arneil 1996, 63–64). According to Barbara Arneil (1996, 53), colonial governments
         in America felt enclosure to be the precondition for property in land so strongly
         that they often forced Amerindians to fence their lands as proof of ownership. Locke
         asserted that if a European man settled in “in-land, vacant places of America” and
         cultivated the land with enclosure, the possession he could make would not harm the
         “rest of Mankind, or give them reason to complain, or think themselves injured by
         this Man’s Incroachment,” as there is still good land plentifully available (S 36).
      

      
      In relation to this, we should note paragraph 38, in which Locke argued that once
         the enclosed land is left unattended, it returns to the common property of humankind:
      

      
      
         But if either the Grass of his Inclosure rotted on the ground, or the Fruit of his
            planting perished without gathering, and laying up, this part of the Earth, notwithstanding
            his Inclosure, was still to be looked on as Waste, and might be the Possession of
            any other. (S 38)
         

         
      

      With regard to this passage, Tully (1993, 157) states, “Locke elevates this justification
         of expropriation to the status of a law of nature.” Tully also notes the following
         interesting historical fact. During Locke’s time, some coastal Indians lived in villages
         and engaged in non-sedentary agriculture, and some English settlers sought to dispossess
         the natives of their agricultural lands in order to avoid the hard labor of clearing
         new land. They justified such actions by arguing that Indians who left their land
         unattended did not cultivate the land properly, and, therefore, the land was open
         for use by others (Tully 1993, 156–57; Parekh 1995, 85).[18]    In addition, Arneil interprets the passage as meaning that issues of land shortages
         had already arisen in many of the New England colonies, as colonists fenced off more
         land than they could cultivate (Arneil 1996, 68).
      

      
      Second, both Tully and Arneil explain that Locke argued for a specific form of labor
         that grants property rights to land in a way that excluded all Europeans except for
         the English, as well as Amerindians. At that time, non-English Europeans were mainly
         engaged in such activities as trade, mining, hunting for fur, and conquest. While
         England had a larger population of settlers concentrated along the coast and engaged
         in sedentary agriculture with enclosure and cultivation, France, which competed with
         England over developing the New World, had a small population spread over a large
         area and engaged in hunting, trapping, and fur trading (Tully 1993, 165).[19]    Locke’s argument that only English agricultural labor by enclosure and cultivation
         could engender ownership in land should be read as excluding the French from titles
         to land ownership. Likewise, according to Locke’s theory of property, other activities
         such as conquest, mining, and hunting, with which the Spanish, French, and other Europeans
         were engaged, were not qualified for land ownership (Arneil 1996, 64, 71–73).[20]    This shows that Locke’s theory is not merely Eurocentric but, in fact, English-centric.
         It amounted to nothing more than the universalization of the English conception of
         landownership in order to serve English interests. 
      

      
      “The Industrious and Rational” vs. “The Quarrelsom and Contentious”

      
      As previously examined, Macpherson contrasted “the Industrious and Rational” with
         “the Quarrelsom and Contentious” in discussing the differentiation between the landowners
         and working class in terms of rights and rationality. However, the Western-centric
         interpretation reads “the Industrious and Rational” as referring to English settlers,
         and “the Quarrelsom and Contentious” as referring to Amerindians (Tully 1993, 156;
         Arneil 1996, 65–66). Since “God and his Reason commanded him to subdue the Earth,
         i.e., improve it for the benefit of Life and therein lay out something upon that was
         his own, his labour” (S 32), Europeans who enclose and cultivate the land are “the
         Industrious and Rational.” In contrast, Amerindians, who “for want of improving it
         [soil] by labour, have not one hundredth part of the Conveniencies we enjoy” (S 41),
         are the “the Quarrelsom and Contentious.” If an Amerindian brought up a quarrel over
         or reclaimed land cultivated by an Englishman on the basis of his traditional notion
         of property, then it must be “the Fancy or Covetousness of the Quarrelsom and Contentious,”
         in the sense that “he desired the benefit of another’s Pains, which he had no right
         to,” despite the fact that “he had as good left for his Improvement” (S 34). Thus,
         the Englishman could punish him according to his right to execute the law of nature
         in the state of nature.
      

      
      In short, the Western-centric interpretation argues that the conflict between “the
         Industrious and Rational” and “the Quarrelsom and Contentious” in paragraph 34 is
         not a reference to the conflict between the propertied and the landless class in a
         country like England where there is no vacant land, but, rather, refers to the conflict
         between English settlers who were engaged in sedentary agriculture, leaving enough
         good land available for others, and Amerindians who were engaged in gathering and
         hunting.
      

      
      The Use of Money and Unequal Property

      
      As previously suggested, the right to property in the state of nature, which is obtained
         by human labor, faces three limitations—sufficiency, spoilage, and labor limitations—but
         these were overcome with the use of money. In turn, the use of money stimulates “the
         desire of having more than Men needed” (S 37, 48–49). As previously noted, Macpherson
         therefore argued that the change brought about by the use of money leads to the justification
         of unequal property and unlimited accumulation of property by the bourgeois class.
         However, the Western-centric interpretation sees this as a justification of the unequal
         property relations between English settlers and Amerindians in America (Tully 1993,
         157–64; Arneil 1996, 69–70). While Europeans who use money acquire the motivation
         and ability to expand their property, including land without limit, through a market
         economy and commercial activity, Amerindians who do not use money do not acquire such
         motivation and ability. 
      

      
      According to Locke, the human desire to have more than what one needs did not arise
         until the invention of money, the introduction of a market economy, and the increase
         of population (S 37, 48, 108). Before the introduction of money, “Right and conveniency
         went together; for as a Man had a right to all he could imploy his Labour upon, so
         he had not temptation to labour for more than he could make use of” (S 51). Locke,
         therefore, said that if “Ten Thousand, or an Hundred Thousand Acres of excellent Land,
         ready cultivated” were located “in the middle of the in-land Parts of America,” where
         one “had no hopes of Commerce with other Parts of the World, to draw Money to him
         by the Sale of the Product,” then one would “give up again to the wild Common of Nature,
         whatever was more than would supply the Conveniencies of Life to be had there for
         him and his Family” (S 48).
      

      
      Considering all of this, the differences between the English settlers and Amerindians
         in their title to property in land may be summarized as follows. First, Amerindians
         who were not engaged in agriculture but in hunting and gathering could not claim proprietorship
         of land. Second, Amerindians who were engaged in agriculture, but did not enclose
         and cultivate the land as the English did, could not claim ownership of land. Third,
         for Amerindians who were engaged in European-style sedentary agriculture, but were
         still not accustomed to the monetary and commercial economy, the extent of their ownership
         to land was confined to the “same Rule of Propriety, that every Man should have as
         much as he could make use of” (S 36). In contrast, Europeans who were engaged in the
         commercial economy with the use of money had the right and motivation to enlarge their
         possessions of land beyond the limitations imposed by the law of nature. This was
         justified by arguing, “Men have agreed to disproportionate and unequal Possession
         of the Earth” with a tacit and voluntary consent to use money (S 50). But Amerindians
         who did not use money had “neither the right nor the need to own the land in the quantities
         that the English do” (Arneil 1996, 174).
      

      
      As our examination has shown sufficiently thus far, Locke’s theory served the interests
         of English colonial policy faithfully by universalizing the English conception of
         land ownership and applying it to America to dispossess Amerindians of their land
         and limit other Europeans’ acquisition of land. On the other hand, it could be interpreted
         that Locke reintroduced his homeland to the assumption of unequal property relations
         between the English and Amerindians in America, and the principle used to justify
         this, so that he might seek to justify the unequal property relations newly emergent
         in his time.
      

      
      Dispossessing Amerindians of Their Status as “Political Societies”

      
      Finally, the Western-centric interpretation points out that by defining it as remaining
         in a state of nature, Locke deprived Amerindian society of its status as a “political
         society.” As a result, the authority of their government and their nationhood were
         ignored, in order to justify the treatment and punishment of individual Amerindians
         by Europeans in accordance with the law of nature.
      

      
      Regarding this, Tully (1993) points out Locke’s denial of Amerindian societies as
         “political societies,” despite being fully aware of their nascent form of government
         and nationhood: 
      

      
      
         Locke was aware that the native peoples did not govern themselves in the wholly individual
            and independent manner, but were organized politically into nations. However, he describes
            their national forms of government in such a way that they are not full “political
            societies” and thus native Americans can be dealt with as if they are in a late stage
            of the state of nature. In chapter 8 he asserts that, although Amerindians are called
            “nations” (S 41) and are ruled by elected “Kings” (S 108), they fail to meet the criteria
            of a distinct political society. The reason for this is that their kings “are little
            more than Generals of their Armies,” who, although “they command absolutely in War,” in peacetime and in internal affairs
            “they exercise very little Dominion, and have but a very moderate Sovereignty.” (Tully
            1993, 151)
         

         
      

      Thus Amerindian societies lacked the European institutions that constituted what Locke
         considered the universal criteria of a political society: “an institutionalized legal
         system, institutionalized judiciary, legislature and executive . . . and the right
         to declare war and peace removed from popular control and lodged exclusively in the
         hands of the King or ‘federative’ authority” (Tully 1993, 151–52). According to Tully,
         Amerindian government was merely a type of loose political organization:
      

      
      
         The typical form of Amerindian government . . . was a confederation of nations presided
            over by an assembly of the national chiefs. . . . Each nation had a clearly demarcated
            and defended territory, a decision-making body, a consensus-based decision-making
            procedure, and a system of customary laws and kinship relations. There were few religious
            sanctions . . . no standing army, bureaucracy, police force, or written laws. They
            lacked the state-centered European society, yet they performed the functions of government.
            (Tully 1993, 152–53)
         

         
      

       Bhikhu Parekh (1995) summarizes Locke’s rationale for not recognizing Amerindian
         society as a political society in three points. First, according to Locke, Amerindians
         lacked sovereignty, that is, a single, unified, and centralized system of authority.
         Second, whereas in Locke’s political society, political authority should be institutionalized,
         exercised according to the general positive law, and divided into legislative, executive,
         and judiciary branches, Amerindian society did not exhibit such features. Third, Amerindians
         did not constitute a single people and lacked a “sense of collective identity,” as
         they did not speak the same language, and “neither asserted their independence against
         outsiders nor insisted on a clearly demarcated territorial identity, [and] lacked
         internal solidity” (Parekh 1995, 87). Thus, Locke argued, Amerindians lacked the critical
         features of a political society and were not entitled to claim territorial integrity
         to repel outside intrusions (Parekh 1995, 86–87). 
      

      
      Locke’s theories of property and political society would later be included in the
         European law of nations in the eighteenth century. In 1758, Emeric de Vattel stipulated
         that a precondition for the recognition of sovereignty and nationhood in international
         law was a society that had been determined to be a political society with agricultural
         improvement and positive laws. Based on this stipulation, Amerindians not only lacked
         sovereignty but also failed to fulfill their natural duty to cultivate the land. Employing
         an argument similar to Locke’s, Vattel concluded that building various colonies in
         North America was “entirely lawful” (Tully 1993, 168). 
      

      
      This raises a very intriguing question regarding Locke’s conception of political society.
         When Locke examined Amerindians’ political organizations to ascertain whether they
         qualified as political societies, he applied European criteria as the universal standard.
         According to Locke, political society requires not only the consent of the governed,
         but also a constitution, majority rule, positive law, explicit restraint upon political
         power, separation of legislative and executive powers, and the existence of an impartial
         judge who interprets the positive law and resolves disputes accordingly (S 131). If
         such conditions were applied strictly, European nations under the rule of absolute
         monarchs would also not qualify as political societies, since Locke asserted that
         a society under the rule of an absolute monarch was still in the state of nature.
         Accordingly, the Osman Turks in seventeenth-century Europe, France under the rule
         of Louis XIV, and Spain, among others, did not qualify as political societies, but
         were instead still in the state of nature. Even Charles II, who hindered the lawful
         assembly and activities of the Parliament, was also an absolute monarch who dissolved
         the government and brought England to the state of nature; accordingly, Locke claimed
         that the people’s right to resistance against him was legitimate. Then it may well
         be argued that even most European nations under the rule of monarchs during Locke’s
         time should have been denied the status of “political society,” just like Amerindian
         political organizations, and subsequently, the respect of their territorial integrity
         would not have been required. Accordingly, Locke’s conception of political society
         is confronted with a theoretical dilemma in dealing with the problem of absolute monarchs,
         a phenomenon “empirically real but morally illegitimate” (Ashcraft 1987, 156).
      

      
      Subsequently, it might be interpreted that Locke held a dualistic conception of political
         society, which consisted of the “minimalist” empirical conception that acknowledged
         the prevailing reality of arbitrary monarchy in Europe during his time and the “maximalist”
         normative conception that he expounded upon and legitimated in the Second Treatise. Thus, he employed the minimalist conception based on general political institutions
         prevalent in Europe of his time, regardless of their differences in actual operation,
         when he compared and contrasted European nations and Amerindian societies and denied
         the latter the status of “political society” and subsequently territorial integrity
         attendant upon it, while acknowledging the former as a “political society” and granted
         it the attendant rights.[21]    However, he applied the maximalist conception expounded in the Second Treaties when he criticized the absolute monarchy in Europe and justified people’s right to
         resistance and the later Glorious Revolution. Thus, according to the normative conception,
         an individual European nation under an absolute monarchy is in the state of nature,
         but is still acknowledged as a political society according to the empirical conception.[22]    That is, according to the minimalist empirical conception, Locke denied that Amerindian
         societies were political societies due to their failure to fulfill such conditions,
         while he criticized prevailing European politics according to the maximalist normative
         conception. Such dualism seems to be a reflection of the contradictions and compromises
         inherent in the dualist task assigned to the Two Treatise: the first, to reject the rule of an absolute monarch and justify the right to resistance
         according to the revisionist interpretation; the second, to deny Amerindian societies
         status as political societies and justify the European appropriation of land in North
         America.[23]   
      

      
      Justification of the Primitive Accumulation of Capital

      
      According to the Western-centric interpretation, Locke’s theory of property seems
         to be closely intertwined with the justification of the primitive accumulation of
         capital. Karl Marx described the primitive accumulation of capital with his typical
         sarcasm in Capital (vol. 1):
      

      
      
         This primitive accumulation plays in Political Economy about the same part as original
            sin in theology. Adam bit the apple, and thereupon sin fell on the  human race. Its
            origin is supposed to be explained when it is told as an anecdote of the past. In
            times long gone by there were two sorts of people: one, the diligent, intelligent,
            and, above all, frugal elite; the other, lazy rascals, spending their substance, and
            more, in riotous living. The legend of theological original sin tells us certainly
            how man came to be condemned to eat his bread in the sweat of his brow; but the history
            of economic original sin reveals to us that there are people to whom this is by no
            means essential. Never mind! Thus it came to pass that the former sort accumulated
            wealth, and the latter sort had at least nothing to sell except their own skins. .
            . . In actual history it is notorious that conquest, enslavement, robbery, murder,
            briefly force play the great part. In the tender annals of Political Economy, the
            idyllic reigns from the time immemorial. Right and “labour” were from all the time
            the sole means of enrichment. . . . As a matter of fact, the methods of primitive
            accumulation are anything but idyllic. (Marx 1967, 713–14)
         

         
      

      In the above passage, Marx described the primitive accumulation of capital in terms
         of the emergence and conflict of capitalist and working classes primarily within a
         single nation, although he mentions “conquest and enslavement” once. However, as the
         Western-centric interpretation of Locke’s theory of property has amply shown, the
         primitive accumulation of capital took place on a worldwide scale, with the emergence
         of the capitalist world system brought about by the European discovery and conquest
         of the New World, imperialism, and colonialism. Therefore, Marx’s description of the
         primitive accumulation of capital not only applies to capitalist and working classes
         in European nations, but also to the European capitalist class and non-European peoples
         all over the world, and more specifically to the European settlers and Amerindians
         described in the Second Treatise. In addition, Locke thought that English colonization would be beneficial to natives,
         as he believed that their peaceful colonization by sedentary agriculture would increase
         the conveniences of life, lower prices, create employment, and so on. Furthermore,
         he also hoped that once the economy was commercialized, English settlers would be
         able to buy up Indian lands and turn the erstwhile owners into their employees (Parekh
         1995, 86, 88).
      

      
      As history has vividly shown, European colonization of the New World was a history
         of violent conquest and plunder. Likewise, although Locke stressed that English colonialism
         should be based on industry and trade rather than war and conquest on many occasions
         (Arneil 1996, 72–73), it cannot be denied that Locke stressed peaceful means only
         in a particularized context against the general background of conquest and plunder.
         In this sense, Locke’s description of the peaceful appropriation of land by enclosure
         and cultivation only revealed the first part of the refrain, “peaceful if possible,
         forceful if necessary,” of the idyllic mixed chorus of European imperialism.
      

      
      Conclusion: Locke and Modernization Theory

      
      This chapter examined Locke’s political thought with a special focus on his theory
         of property advanced in the Two Treatises of Government. In the process, three interpretations were also introduced: Macpherson’s, revisionist,
         and Western-centric. In their analysis of Locke’s theory of property, the first two
         interpretations focus on class conflicts within a nation: the first interprets it
         as a justification of the political and economic interests of the capitalist class
         against the working class, and the second as the defense of subjects’ right to property
         and resistance against an absolute monarch. Thus, the two are not compatible with
         each other. In contrast, the Western-centric interpretation proposes that Locke’s
         theory was advanced to legitimate English settlers’ position in their conflict with
         Amerindians over property in North America.
      

      
      Although it is not the purpose of this chapter to answer which of the three interpretations
         is the most accurate and faithful to the text, I believe that the revisionist and
         Western-centric interpretations are more plausible than Macpherson’s, judging from
         the textual and contextual analyses presented by the three. But if Macpherson’s interpretation
         appears more plausible in the eyes of contemporary readers, it may be because English
         liberalism in the eighteenth century had matured enough to actively speak for bourgeois
         interests. At the same time, Locke’s Two Treatises has since become enshrined as the classical text representative of Whig liberalism.[24]   
      

      
      Finally, I want to conclude this chapter by noting that the Western-centrism inherent
         in Locke’s political thought constitutes the precursor of the modernization theory
         once popular in contemporary Anglo-American social sciences in the 1960s and 1970s.
         Arneil states that Locke did not deny Amerindians the potential for reason or rationality.
         Rather, for Locke, rationality would not be acquired until their traditional way of
         life was abandoned and the more advanced way of English (or European) life was adopted.
         
      

      
      According to Arneil, discipline of the body through industry and cultivation of the
         mind through arts and sciences are very closely related. However, the most imperative
         premise was to accept a Christian God, as Locke states:
      

      
      
         [There are] whole Nations . . . amongst whom there was to be found no Notion of a
            God, no Religion. . . . These are Instances of Nations where uncultivated Nature has
            been left to it self, without the help of Letters, and Discipline, and the Improvements
            of Arts and Sciences . . . they never employ’d their Parts, Faculties, and Powers,
            industriously that way, but contented themselves with the Opinions, Fashions, and
            Things of their Country. (as quoted in Arneil 1996, 66)
         

         
      

      On the basis of this and other passages, Arneil (1996, 67, 74) concludes that Locke
         thought that Amerindians might enjoy the right to share equally in God’s gift once
         they adopted “an agrarian form of labor, a sedentary lifestyle and private appropriation
         while recognizing the Christian God and developing English forms of education and
         culture.” Of course Amerindians needed a benevolent English tutelage to make the transition
         from the state of nature to political society (i.e., a civilized life). Thus, we may
         recognize not only the civilization/modernization thesis that justified imperial and
         colonial expansion of Western civilization, but also the impregnation of the modern
         Western trinity in Locke’s political thought. As mentioned at the end of chapter 4,
         Locke’s nascent form of modern Western trinity—the synthesis of Christianity, private
         property (or agrarian capitalism), and liberalism—was to later develop into the full-scale
         trinity of modern Western civilization—the synthesis of Christianity, capitalism,
         and liberal democracy—that has since given birth to the contemporary theory of modernization,
         which shall be addressed in the next chapter when discussing Samuel P. Huntington’s
         theory of democratization.
      

      
      It is also possible to recognize the anguish of non-Europeans confronted with the
         task of modernization since the establishment of European domination of the world
         in Locke’s rendition of Amerindians; they are faced with an insurmountable existential
         dilemma—remain in the state of nature and give up their land, or join political (or
         modern) society and give up their “traditional selves.” In other words, either they
         remain eternal others to Europeans in order to maintain their own identity, or they
         lose their cultural identity in order to assimilate into European civilization. 
      

      
      Notes 

      
      
         
            1. In the case of Locke’s political theory, of course, it is more accurate to refer to
                  Eurocentrism than Western-centrism, as previously discussed in chapter 1. Western-centrism,
                  however, is used here for the sake of consistency.
               

            

         

         
            2. Citations in this chapter are taken from Two Treatises of Government, edited by Peter Laslett (1970). For convenience, “F” and “S” are used to refer to
                  the First and Second Treatise, respectively, and the paragraph number is noted in parentheses whenever quoted directly
                  from the text. 
               

            

         

         
            3. The two articles refer to Macpherson (1951, 1954). Both are included in Macpherson’s
                  Political Theory of Possessive Individualism (1962).
               

            

         

         
            4. “Western-centric (= Eurocentric) interpretation” is a term coined by the author. References
                  to other scholars’ works as “Western-centric,” therefore, are made based on my own
                  definition. However, James Tully uses the expression “Eurocentric concept of political
                  society” in his analysis of Locke’s theory of property. It should be noted that the
                  use here of the phrase “Western-centric interpretation” does not mean that contemporary
                  commentators are marred by Western-centrism, but that they stress the Western-centric
                  context of Locke’s political theory, as shall become clear later.
               

            

         

         
            5. Notably, Perry Anderson, whom I have often referred to in chapter 4, analyzes European
                  prejudices and stereotypes against non-European civilizations, mainly focusing on
                  Asia and Africa, to the extent that he leaves Locke’s Western-centrism, or Orientalism,
                  out of his account. 
               

            

         

         
            6. Later in the same paragraph, Locke asserted that the estimated rate is almost a hundred
                  to one instead of ten to one.
               

            

         

         
            7. Citing Stephen Buckle, Barbara Arneil (1996, 67) states that this represents a shift
                  in Locke’s position “from the conclusions in the Essays on the Law of Nature where
                  gains are made at the expense of another, to the ‘workmanship model’ of the Two Treatises where the application of labour, by improving everybody’s lot, is beneficial not
                  only to the individual concerned but to non-propertied individuals as well.” 
               

            

         

         
            8. As will be discussed later, revisionists criticized Macpherson’s interpretation here
                  for being excessive, arguing that he equates the pre-capitalist relation between a
                  master and a servant with capitalist wage relations.
               

            

         

         
            9. Macpherson’s thesis seems to be widely accepted by Korean leftist scholars. For example,
                  Kim Hong-myeong (1993, 82, 85), following in the footsteps of Macpherson, interprets
                  Locke’s political theory as the “theory of bourgeois class rule”: “Locke provided
                  the utility of bourgeois behavior with universal morality. That is to say, he attempted
                  moral justification for property, the bourgeois human right.” In contrast, Cheong
                  Yeon-gyo (1993, 132–37), following the revisionists’ line of thought, denies Macpherson’s
                  thesis that the end of Lockean civil society is to protect bourgeois property from
                  the propertyless, and advances the analysis that Locke asserted the right to resistance
                  to a king, not by the bourgeoisie but by the general people. 
               

            

         

         
            10. This chapter relies heavily upon James Tully’s work for a summarization of the criticism
                  of Macpherson’s thesis. 
               

            

         

         
            11. Accordingly, it is worth noting that Macpherson (1962) ignored or neglected the contemporary
                  polemical and political contexts, including the debate between Sir Robert Filmer and
                  H. Grotius. In this sense, Macpherson did not seem to be faithful to his premise,
                  although he stressed Locke’s “understanding of his own society” in his analysis of
                  Locke’s political theory (Macpherson 1962, 194).
               

            

         

         
            12. A similar reasoning appears in the passage in which Locke restricted the reparatory
                  claims of a victorious conqueror in a just war—a conqueror’s duty to charity. Thus,
                  Locke asserted, “if there be not enough fully to satisfy both, viz. for the Conqueror’s
                  Losses, and Children’s Maintenance, he that hath, and to spare, must remit something
                  of his full Satisfaction, and give way to the pressing and preferable Title of those
                  who are in danger to perish without it” (S 183).
               

            

         

         
            13. Kim Nam-du (1990, 164), who agrees with Macpherson’s interpretation, criticizes Locke’s
                  passage on the duty to charity as nothing more than an “ad hoc clause” and thus an inadequate solution for securing “equal right for subsistence.”
                  Furthermore, he notes that with the invention of money, Locke’s theory of property
                  shifted the presupposition of sufficiency limitation from the “existence of enough
                  common property” to the “existence of enough use values,” and came to “focus more
                  on the creation of more values than on the guarantee of equal right for subsistence”
                  (Kim Nam-du 1990, 173). Anticipating this kind of critique, James Tully (1993, 118–22)
                  argues that it is possible in the Lockean social contract for the government to fashion
                  an arrangement to make allowance for the just claim of those who do not have good
                  land for their subsistence.
               

            

         

         
            14. Although Macpherson mentioned America occasionally while analyzing Locke’s theory
                  of property, he actually left America as an English colony and the Amerindian problem
                  out of consideration. This point applies to Laslett, Dunn, and Ashcraft as well.
               

            

         

         
            15. Similarly, English settlers justified their slaughter of Amerindians by claiming that
                  Amerindians “had resisted settlers in some way or stolen something, and so violated
                  natural law, activating the settlers’ right to defend themselves and avail themselves
                  of the right of war” (Tully 1993, 144).
               

            

         

         
            16. This should remind us of Orientalism, or the “Myth of Absence and Deviance,” as articulated
                  in chapter 1.
               

            

         

         
            17. The colonists advanced the justification of their appropriation of land with the argument,
                  “at the time of first European appropriation there was enough and as good land left
                  for the aboriginal peoples” (Tully 1993, 151). For reference, it is worth noting that,
                  according to Locke, “no one can enclose or appropriate any part [of the common], without
                  the consent of all his Fellow-Commoners” (Tully 1993, 35) in European countries, which
                  belong to what Locke defines as “political society.”
               

            

         

         
            18. Tully’s point is persuasive, considering that the presupposed situation is not applicable
                  to European nations, which lacked enough land to meet its high population density.
               

            

         

         
            19. By relating this contrast to the passage in the Second Treatise, Tully (1993, 165) states that Locke may “argue for the superiority of English colonization”
                  over that of the French.
               

            

         

         
            20. In principle, Locke theorized that conquest by violence does not entitle one to property
                  rights over the land in America. In the chapter on conquest in the Second Treatise, Locke stated that a conqueror in a just war has “an absolute power over the Lives
                  of those, who . . . have forfeited them; but he has not thereby a Right and Title
                  to their Possessions” (S 180).
               

            

         

         
            21. Vattel’s argument cited earlier seems to acknowledge that the reality in Europe fell
                  short of Locke’s maximalist conception.
               

            

         

         
            22. For example, defining Europe as the “Civiliz’d part of Mankind” in contrast to Amerindians
                  and America, seen as still a “Pattern of the first Ages in Asia and Europe” (S 30,
                  108), Locke contrasted America, still in the state of nature, with Europe and Asia,
                  now recognized as in the state of a political society.
               

            

         

         
            23. Locke’s dualist conception of political society shows an intriguing parallel with
                  the dualist conception of democracy current in contemporary Western political science.
                  In the fields of empirical political theory and comparative politics, which focus
                  on non-Western countries, scholars employ the empirical theory of democracy or the
                  minimalist conception of democracy whose core elements include the guarantee of basic
                  human rights, universal suffrage, and fair and competitive election, as well as other
                  important constitutional arrangements, in order to legitimate contemporary Western
                  democracies and analyze other non-Western political regimes determine whether they
                  meet such criteria or not. In the fields of normative theory or political philosophy,
                  however, scholars define democracy maximally in terms of political participation and
                  equality in keeping with the democratic ideal of “rule by the people,” in order to
                  criticize and reform Western democracies that fall short of this ideal. In this sense,
                  Locke’s dualist conception of political society might be said to constitute the origin
                  of the contemporary dualist conception of democracy.
               

            

         

         
            24. In part, the plausibility of Macpherson’s argument may be indebted to the Marxist
                  legacy in Western political thought.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 6

      Western-Centrism in Samuel P. Huntington’s Theory of Democratic Transition

      
         
         
      

      
      The preceding chapter reviewed the Western-centrism embedded in the theories of “property”
         and “political society” as laid out by John Locke. As that chapter concluded, the
         Lockean version of Western-centrism that originally focused on Native American society
         foreshadowed not only the “civilization” theory accompanying the Western conquest
         of the globe in the nineteenth century, but also the liberal theories of “modernization”
         and “democratization.” In support of this argument, this chapter will analyze the
         concept of Western-centrism found in the theories of the democratic transition of
         non-Western countries, focusing on the work of Samuel P. Huntington.
      

      
       Many American political scientists have been preoccupied with forming sweeping generalizations
         and grand theories ever since their formulation of theories of modernization and political
         development. This academic trend might be interpreted as the faithful performance
         of their roles as hegemonic intellectuals, with the United States emerging as the
         global hegemon in the postwar world. Theories of democratization, particularly those
         concerned with the relationship between culture/religion and democratization, are
         no exceptions to this trend. The example par excellence is a theory that Samuel P. Huntington proposed in The Third Wave (1991) regarding the relationship between culture/religion and democratization.[1]   In this book, Huntington pays substantial attention to the issues of democracy
         and democratization in East Asian countries—South Korea, China, Japan, Taiwan, the
         Philippines, Singapore, Malaysia, etc.—and simultaneously makes sweeping arguments
         about the relationship between democracy and religions such as Christianity, Confucianism,
         and Islam. Thus, the specific purpose of this chapter is to critically analyze Huntington’s
         generalizations of the relationship between Christianity/Confucianism and democracy,
         in order to reveal the underlying Western-centrism in his assertions. 
      

      
      When examined carefully, Huntington’s arguments regarding the relationship between
         Christianity/Confucianism and democracy contain many glaring flaws. Although they
         may appear plausible—perhaps more so to the eyes of those who are deeply imbued with
         a Western-centric worldview—Huntington not only misunderstands democratization processes
         in East Asia, including the relationship between Confucianism and democracy, but also
         misinterprets the evolution of democracy and its relationship to Christianity in Western
         history. 
      

      
      In this chapter, I first criticize Huntington’s hypothesis that “the expansion of
         Christianity encourages democratic development” (Huntington 1991, 73) by conducting
         a careful interpretation and analysis of democratization in Korea.[2]   Second, I examine the validity of his argument that Confucianism is a critical
         obstacle to democracy. Third, I critically review his assertion that even when countries
         in East Asia are successful in overcoming the initial obstacle of Confucianism and
         are able to install democracy, the democracies that form in these countries are merely
         a “deviation.” The latter two arguments, although analytically distinct, reinforce
         each other. This clearly shows that his argument regarding a Christian component in
         the relationship between culture and democracy is an example of Western exceptionalism,
         while his argument regarding the Confucian component is Orientalism. 
      

      
      As this chapter will explain, I am fully aware of my simultaneously contradictory
         and ironic position—that my own criticism of Huntington as “crudely” Western-centric
         could also be construed as Western-centric in a more fundamental sense of the word.
         Just like many Western scholars, Huntington’s arguments are the products of Western-centrism
         in that they not only distort the relationship between religion and democracy, according
         to an Orientalist worldview, but also misinterpret modern Western political history
         from the Western exceptionalist view. Paradoxically, my position, which is indicative
         of a scholar of the history of Western political thought rather than of an East Asian
         specialist, is also Western-centric, at least strategically, as I seek to explain
         religion and politics in East Asia, temporarily supposing modern European experiences
         and values as the universal standard.[3]   In other words, I focus more on the point that Huntington misunderstands modern
         Western political history, and that his arguments are not persuasive once it is properly
         understood, than on his ignorance of politics and Confucianism in East Asia, although
         I am engaged in both tasks. However, for that reason alone, my critique is presented
         in the form of internal argument and may unwittingly turn out to be more persuasive
         to those who are imbued with Western-centrism. 
      

      
      Christianity and Democracy

      
      In The Third Wave, Huntington suggests five variables to explain the phenomenon of worldwide democratization,
         beginning with Portugal in 1974. They are: 1) “the deepening legitimacy problems of
         authoritarian systems”; 2) “the unprecedented global economic growth of the 1960s,”
         accompanied by socio-economic changes such as increased urbanization and education,
         the expansion of the urban middle class; 3) the “striking changes in the doctrine
         and activities of the Catholic Church and national churches” in support of democratization
         since the mid-1960s; 4) “changes in the policies of external actors” such as the European
         Community, the United States, Gorbachev’s Soviet Union; and 5) the “‘snowballing’
         or demonstration effects enhanced by new means of international communication” (45–46).
         Reviewing the causes of democratization in various countries, he devotes a substantial
         portion of his book to examining the role of religion in democratization, and points
         to the aforementioned religious change, in addition to the expansion of Christianity,
         as “a pervasive force making for democratization in the 1970s and 1980s,” one of the
         most important variables, second only to economic development (85).[4]  
      

      
      In his description of the positive role Christianity has played in democratization,
         Huntington states, “[a]s of 1988 Catholicism and/or Protestantism were the dominant
         religions in thirty-nine of forty-six democratic countries.” He further maintains
         that democracy was rare “among countries that were predominantly Muslim, Buddhist,
         or Confucian” (73). Acknowledging that “[t]his correlation does not prove causation,”
         he still declares that the “expansion of Christianity encourages democratic development,”
         arguing: 
      

      
      
         Western Christianity emphasizes, however, the dignity of the individual and the separate
            spheres of church and state. In many countries, Protestant and Catholic Church leaders
            have been central in the struggles against repressive countries. (73)
         

         
      

      In order to reinforce this point, he claims that “Christianity with its message of
         personal salvation and individual destiny” not only “offered a surer comfort in a
         time of confusion and change,” but also “a surer doctrinal and institutional basis
         for opposing political repression,” for it “promotes the idea of equality and respect
         for some authority independent of the state” (74).
      

      
       As an example, Huntington cites Korean democratization in 1987. He points to the
         fact that the number of Christians in South Korea increased from 1 percent of the
         population at the end of World War II to roughly 25 percent by the mid-1980s. Thus,
         “Confucian authoritarianism and Buddhist passivity,” he boldly asserts, “were replaced
         by Christian militancy.” In order to prove his theory, he emphasizes that many of
         the principal political leaders of the democratic opposition movement in Korea, such
         as Kim Dae-jung and Kim Young-sam, were Christian and that “Protestant and Catholic
         clergy, such as the Rev. Moon Ik Hwan [Mun Ik-hwan] and Cardinal Kim Sou Hwan [Kim
         Su-hwan] were leaders in attacking the repression of the military government.” Thus,
         churches emerged as the “major forum for opposing the military government by the early
         1980s,” providing “an institutional basis and public space for anti-governmental activities
         such as those of human rights and justice and campaign for direct election of the
         president.” In short, “economic development promoted the expansion of Christianity,
         and the Christian churches, their leaders and communicants, were a major force bringing
         about the democratic transition in 1987 and 1988” (73–74).
      

      
       Christianity as a hegemonic religion now seems to be engaging itself in a democratic
         holy war, leaving its home in the West and confronting anti-democratic religions and
         traditions in every corner of the world.[5]   Just as the bourgeois class once claimed exclusive credit for democratization in
         the West while ignoring the heroic struggles of the working class, so Christianity
         seems now to want to monopolize all of the credit for democratization, at the exclusion
         of other religions. If we take economic development, the most significant factor in
         bringing about democratization, as capitalist industrialization, then the necessity
         of the trinity of Western modernity—the combination of Christianity, capitalism, and
         liberal democracy—seems to be confirmed throughout the history of the non-Western
         world, transcending the temporal and spatial boundaries of the “modern West,” although
         there are some irritating exceptions such as Japan and India.
      

      
      However, Huntington’s emphasis on the positive role of Christianity in the democratization
         of many non-Western societies remains crudely Western-centric. His argument not only
         misrepresents the political experience of the non-Western world, but also distorts
         the very history of modern Europe on which his theory of democratization is based.
         My refutation of his argument will therefore be made in three points, by providing
         a reinterpretation of the Korean experience, which Huntington cited as an important
         case in order to corroborate his theory.[6]   
      

      
      The Exaggerated Importance of Christianity

      
      It can be argued, with great plausibility, that non-Christians, including minjung (people)-centered Buddhist monks and believers, made no less significant contributions
         than Christians in the Korean democratic movements of the 1980s. Additionally, many
         of the movement’s leading activists were also non-Christians, although it is acknowledged
         that Christian leaders and activists participated in the movement more visibly, and
         thus appear to have made greater contributions than non-Christians. However, the democratic
         movements in the late 1980s formed a united front, joined by activists and citizens
         of various religious backgrounds, including atheists, and a whole was not led and
         controlled predominantly by Christians. Rather, all of civil society en bloc was confronted with the authoritarian state at the peak of democratic struggle. Since
         the opposition politicians’ and movement activists’ initial goal was to win a constitutional
         revision for the direct election of the president, strong solidarity was formed across
         religious and ideological differences. 
      

      
      Nonetheless, it is hard to deny that Christians appeared to perform a more substantial
         role in democratic movements than they actually did, and certainly more so than non-Christians.
         This misperception may have seemed even greater in the eyes of those, including Huntington,
         who lived in the West, particularly in the United States. Such inferences can be made
         since the primary reason for overstating the role of Christians stems from the fact
         that Western media and public opinion, which usually shape world public opinion and
         have their own Christian orientation, tend to pay closer attention to Christian activists
         than non-Christian ones. Non-Christian activists might have participated in democratic
         movements with a vigor and zeal equal to Christians, yet they tended to receive less
         attention. Although the media may have reported on the political persecution of non-Christians
         by the authoritarian Korean government, the persecution that Christians incurred tended
         to receive more attention and sympathy from Western media and public. Consequently,
         it is highly likely that the role of non-Christian activists and groups received less
         media attention and was thus underestimated. 
      

      
       Conversely, we may also consider an interesting hypothesis that more ambitious and
         competent activists might have turned to Christianity for that very reason.[7]   In other words, more driven and talented activists might have converted to Christianity
         to secure favorable coverage by Western media and gain more Western public support
         in order to have become more prominent and trusted than they might otherwise have
         been, both domestically and internationally, by virtue of their wide coverage in the
         media. It could also be suggested with equal plausibility that the favorable coverage
         and sympathetic support given by the Western media and public found and raised competent
         Christian activists, an interpretation opposite of that suggested by Huntington.
      

      
      In order to dramatically bolster his argument regarding the Christian contribution
         to democratization, Huntington explains that the number of Christians, which was barely
         more than 1 percent of the entire South Korean population in 1945, had increased to
         25 percent by the mid-1980s. From a long-term perspective, this seems to support his
         hypothesis. However, a simple statistic that pays attention only to the increase of
         the Christian population does not explain the seemingly contradictory political outcomes
         in Korean democratization: while the democratic upsurge from 1979 to 1980, launched
         in the aftermath of President Park Chung-hee’s abrupt assassination, ultimately failed,
         the democratic rebellion in 1987 succeeded. In order to confirm Huntington’s argument,
         the statistics must show that the number of Christians increased from 1980 to 1987,
         and that this increase contributed to the dynamic burgeoning of the democratic movement
         in 1987. However, Huntington does not offer any evidence regarding this point. As
         a matter of fact, the Korean Christian population did not increase substantially between
         1980 and 1987. Rather, according to Choi Jong-cheol (1992b, 239), “Conservative Protestant
         denominations experienced a decline in their influence due to the loss of public confidence
         since the mid-1980s, while Catholic and Anglican churches which had experienced a
         low increase rate in the 1970s recorded a high increase rate in the 1980s by raising
         their critical voice vis-à-vis the authoritarian government and gaining public confidence.”
         Accordingly, it is more accurate to say that religious leaders and their supporters
         from dissident Christian sects participated more actively in democratic movements
         than to say that the overall expansion of Christianity itself was responsible for
         motivating the democratic movements.[8]   In addition, it cannot be ignored that although the Christian opposition was impressive
         and influential even during Park’s regime in the 1970s, that particular movement failed.[9]   In order to counter this criticism, Huntington might point to the economic development
         and subsequent social changes achieved in the 1980s as additional factors in the successful
         democratic transition in 1987, as he stressed in his book (71–72, 74, 302–4). Although
         this defense might be plausible, it would no doubt weaken his high estimation of the
         positive role of Christianity in Korean democratization.
      

      
      Christian Contribution: Religious or Socio-Political?

      
      Was the increase in the number of Christians directly correlated with the breeding
         of democratic political culture and the promotion of democratic movements, as Huntington
         suggests? In order to support his argument, Huntington argues that Christianity provided
         a doctrinal and institutional base for resisting political oppression by promoting
         the “idea of equality and the respect for some authority independent of the state”
         (74).
      

      
      Here, it is necessary to note that Christianity has been historically compatible or
         symbiotic with all kinds of inequality and political oppression such as absolute kingship,
         Western slavery, imperialism, racism, and the like. The argument that, compared to
         other religions, Christianity has promoted the idea of equality is a post facto justification of the role of Christianity in historical development, or a teleological
         explanation at best, since most religions have equalitarian and hierarchical elements
         in common, although there are some significant variations. My argument, however, should
         not be misinterpreted as denying that modern Western ideologies and institutions,
         including “modernized” Christianity, have stressed the idea of equality.[10]   Rather, I want to emphasize that to pinpoint only Christianity from among other
         phenomena in modern Western civilization, such as the Enlightenment and rationalism,
         is to argue an essentialist interpretation of Christianity.
      

      
      Furthermore, it should be remembered that the political culture in Korea was authoritarian
         compared to Western democratic nations, and has remained so even after democratization
         in 1987, regardless of our estimations of the democratic influence of Christianity
         in Korean society.[11]   Accordingly, Korean Christians are no exception to this general trend. Just as
         there are a considerable number of democrats and a large number of authoritarians
         in the Korean general populace, there are also a considerable number of democrats
         and a large number of authoritarians among Christians. Even Korean church leaders
         have typically been more authoritarian, for example, than their American counterparts,
         reflecting the general political climate in Korea. The church organization and administration
         in Korea have also typically been more authoritarian than their Western counterparts.
         
      

      
      Thus, contrary to Huntington’s sweeping generalization that “Confucian authoritarianism
         and Buddhist passivity were replaced by Christian militancy” (74), most Christian
         leaders and congregations were actually passive and acquiescent under the authoritarian
         regimes of Park Chung-hee and Chun Doo-hwan. In addition, there were more church leaders
         who collaborated with authoritarian regimes than those who opposed them. Some even
         publicly attended breakfast prayer meetings for Presidents Park and Chun, and organized
         massive prayer meetings for national salvation, notably inviting Rev. Billy Graham,
         seeking to depoliticize the Christian masses. Reviewing the modern political history
         of Korea, it is not surprising, then, to see that many religious leaders including
         Christians, were mobilized to support various authoritarian political leaders, including
         the first president Dr. Rhee Syngman, Park Chung-hee, and Chun Doo-hwan, either voluntarily
         or by bribes and threats.[12]   This raises the question as to why a considerable number of Christians participated
         actively in the democratic movement when most of them were acquiescent in authoritarian
         rule. As a matter of fact, Huntington never raised such questions, and the proper
         answers cannot be found merely within the Christian doctrines and principles he asserts.
      

      
      Moreover, Huntington makes a rather hasty and facile conclusion that “economic development
         [in Korea] promoted the expansion of Christianity, and the Christian churches, their
         leaders and communicants, were a major force bringing about the transition to democracy
         in 1987 and 1988” (74). Contrary to his inference, it could also be interpreted that
         the rapid increase of the Christian population, as an indication of the widespread
         depoliticization of the general populace, resulted from the harsh oppression of the
         military regimes and the highly alienating nature of rapid economic development, rather
         than an increasing potential for democratic movements.[13]   Like other religions, Christianity, more often than not, has historically provided
         a form of consolation by offering “salvation from history” instead of “salvation in
         history,” and “salvation from this world” instead of “salvation in this world,” thereby
         promoting depoliticization and political indifference. Ever since its arrival in the
         late nineteenth century, Christianity in Korea has historically stressed resignation
         and aloofness from this world, rather than encouraging collective and political struggles
         to improve their collective destiny in this world. In this regard, it is worth noting
         that the most conservative and evangelical Protestant sects, such as the Presbyterian
         Church of Korea, have been the most dominant in Korea. Considering this, to assert
         the positive contribution of Korean Christians in democratic movements as Huntington
         does, is akin to insisting on the positive role of the “moral majority” in American
         democracy.
      

      
      The assumption that Korean Christians were more democratic than non-Christians is
         also not supported by empirical studies. According to a survey conducted from June
         to July of 1987, age and education level were found to be greater indicators—the younger
         and the more highly educated were found to be more democratic (cf. Choi Jong-cheol
         1992b, 231). In other words, other socio-economic variables, such as class, income,
         place of residence (urban/rural), occupation, gender, and religious background, appeared
         to have nothing to do with respondents’ espousal of democratic values. Most people
         who actively participated in the democratic movements came from the strata of young
         university students and white-collar workers, indicating, “the younger and the more
         educated people have strong democratic aspiration and anti-governmental orientation”
         (Lee Kap-yun and Moon Yong-jik 1994, 4). Accordingly, if Christians appeared to be
         more democratic than non-Christians, this may have had more to do with them being
         younger and more educated, rather than them being Christian.[14]  
      

      
      Finally, does Christianity and its doctrine promote the “respect for some authority
         independent of the state”? Obviously not. It is widely recognized that various Christian
         sects, such as Catholics in the West, historically sought to mobilize state power
         to impose their doctrine on society at large, especially when they constituted the
         majority.[15]   In the cases when they were the minority and they found themselves confronted with
         the sects of the majority supported by the state, Christianity has resorted to religious
         freedom, the principle of tolerance, and separation of church and state to protect
         them. Therefore, although the principle of the separation and autonomy of church from
         state should be accepted as established fact,[16]   it should be noted that this principle was interpreted as the product of perennial
         religious and civil wars among Christians and the constant confrontations and subsequent
         forced compromises between religious sects and the state. In other words, this principle
         is unrelated to classical Christian doctrine, and should not be interpreted as doctrinal
         principle, but as political principle forged by the privatization of religious faith,
         the emergence of liberalism, and the establishment of tolerance, resulting from the
         Reformation and the ensuing internecine religious wars.
      

      
      Here, it is worth mentioning Alexis de Tocqueville’s observation of American society
         in the 1830s. When Tocqueville, whom Huntington is fond of quoting, observed American
         democracy in the early nineteenth century, it was Catholics, not Protestants, who
         most eagerly supported democracy and the separation of church and state. The reason
         was rather apparent. As Catholics were the religious minority, they stood to gain
         the most from the separation of church and politics. Thus, the situation in Europe
         was reversed in America. While Catholics in Europe, allied with the absolute monarchy,
         were the major opponents to liberalism and democracy in Europe, Catholics in America
         were the most vigorous supporters of democracy in the United States (Tocqueville 1969,
         287–90). Based on this interpretation, it follows that support for democracy is not
         so much related to the doctrine and institutional principles of a given religion as
         it is to the relative distribution of social interest and political power among competing
         religious groups.[17]   Therefore, Huntington’s argument that Christian respect for independent authority
         offers a “surer doctrinal and institutional basis for opposing political repression”
         is at best an overgeneralization that ignores any socio-political context.
      

      
      Moreover, it should be noted that the independent authority that Christianity has
         enjoyed in East Asia is a historical heritage created forcibly by unequal treaties
         and maintained by Western hegemony in international relations (Baker 1997). Thus,
         even if we acknowledge that Christianity has promoted respect for independent religious
         authority, it has done so not by virtue of its doctrine and principle, but by virtue
         of Western power per se, which promoted the diffusion of Christianity. In other words,
         the Christian respect for independent religious authority in East Asia gained influence
         by arming itself with Western power.[18]   Accordingly, when Christians in Korea and Taiwan, either ministers or laypersons,
         leveled outspoken criticism against the authoritarian government and actively participated
         in democratic movements, they were able to do so by virtue of such an armed principle.
      

      
      Thus, even if I agreed with Huntington’s argument that among democratic activists,
         there was a higher concentration of Christians, and Christians in general were more
         active participants in the democratic movement than non-Christians, as my reasoning
         has hitherto shown, the reason for this was more “socio-political” than “religious.”
         Korea and Taiwan have been highly dependent on the United States and other Western
         nations both politically and economically, and could not afford to antagonize these
         nations that cherished religious freedom. The governments in the two countries could
         not incur the potential cost of worsening American public opinion that would have
         resulted from the oppression of local Christians who built strong ties with religious
         sects, divinity schools, and missionaries in the United States. Thus, overseas religious
         authorities served as a centripetal point by mobilizing international public opinion
         in matters of human rights violations, religious freedom, and the protection of political
         dissidents in Korea and Taiwan.[19]   Accordingly, Christian leaders in Korea could use this protective mechanism to
         their advantage to raise opposing voices, while other religious leaders had to keep
         silent for fear of outright suppression. 
      

      
      In addition to the reasons related to movement strategy and the assurance of a protective
         mechanism, Korean democratic activists had to be recognized as Christian in order
         to avoid the stigma of being a Communist or a Communist sympathizer. As Christians
         were acknowledged as anti-Communist both domestically and internationally, the international
         society could put the brakes on the authoritarian regime’s anti-Communist prosecution
         of Korean Christians. In this regard, one long time Christian activist in Korea made
         the following revealing remark, “The church made a great contribution to democratic
         movements by invalidating the red stigma forged by the government. This in and of
         itself is no less significant than any of its other contributions” (as quoted in Lee
         Jong-gu 1993, 94). Of course it is not easy to imagine that sincere Confucian and
         Buddhist activists were Communists, but they were not afforded the extent of international
         protection that Christians were. This predicament faced by non-Christian activists
         was at least partly derived from the absence of effective protection by supra-national
         religious authorities.
      

      
       In short, based on my interpretation of the Korean political situation, one of the
         most important factors behind the active Christian participation was the protection
         they were afforded from overseas Christian authorities such as the Vatican, the World
         Council of Churches, and the American Council of Churches. I would argue that this
         factor was more important than the Christian doctrine of equality and its respect
         for independent religious authority. Such authorities offered Korean Christians an
         institutionally privileged and autonomous space that was advantageous in their movements.
         Considering all of this, it can’t be denied that Christianity made positive contributions
         to Korea’s transition to democracy. However, more than by the Christian doctrine of
         equality and the separation of church and state, such contributions were made possible
         by the international support gathered from supra-national religious authorities and
         human rights organizations, as well as the favorable coverage of the Western media.
         Such influence was all the more effective in countries that had a considerable number
         of Christians and were vulnerable to Western economic and political pressure—for example,
         Korea, Taiwan, and the Philippines. 
      

      
      Christian Contribution: Independent or Intermediate Variable?

      
      One of the primary reasons that many authoritarian regimes in the non-Western world
         were confronted with a legitimization crisis was because they remained under the hegemony
         of Western liberal democracy. Of course, there is no denying that Western nations
         also supported authoritarian regimes explicitly or tacitly for their own economic
         and security interests. However, all the authoritarian regimes put under the hegemony
         of Western modernity—represented by the Enlightenment, rationalism, democracy, economic
         prosperity, industrial society, capitalism, etc.—were ideologically vulnerable to
         democracy.[20]   Thus, even if Huntington’s argument for the positive contribution of Christianity
         to democratization was accepted, it should be treated as an intermediate variable
         rather than an independent one, as it could be subsumed under the legitimization defect
         of authoritarian regimes in the non-Western world.[21]  
      

      
      Accordingly, Christianity served as a vehicle to communicate and organize civil society’s
         demand for democratization as it erupted into a strong democratic upsurge with the
         deepening legitimization crisis of the authoritarian regime and socio-economic development—the
         advancement of living standards and education, the increase of the urban middle class,
         and so on. As Korean society in the 1980s became polarized over whether to support
         or oppose the military regime, churches were also confronted with the uneasy choice
         of whether they should support those who demanded democratization or those who supported,
         or acquiesced to, the regime. Even if they had wanted to maintain political neutrality
         while preaching for salvation in the hereafter, they would have been subject to the
         criticism that their silence was in fact nothing more than tacit support for the authoritarian
         regime, given the revolutionary polarization brought about by fierce democratic struggle
         and harsh governmental suppression.[22]   Furthermore, they would have taken the risk of losing young and educated Christians
         who were more democratically oriented.[23]   
      

      
      Anti-government activists sometimes sought refuge in religious sanctuaries, such as
         Myeongdong Cathedral in Seoul, or occupied them without permission, in order to escape
         government persecution. They often staged hunger strikes or sit-ins in such places,
         receiving domestic or international attention, so the responses of religious leaders
         became the focus of keen public attention. It was under these conditions that churches
         and cathedrals were forced to make the choice between the authoritarian government
         and the democratic movement. In addition, Catholic leaders such as Cardinal Kim Su-hwan
         were under constant pressure from other catholic clergy and laypersons to strengthen
         their opposition to the regime. In short, the radicalized democratic movement pressured
         religious leaders to play a more active role in the democratic movement; in turn,
         churches strategically took advantage of their autonomous space and institutional
         privilege to attract sympathetic support and attention from supra-national religious
         authorities, and shore up positive Western public opinion in order to carry out their
         intermediary role more effectively.
      

      
       The interpretation of the role of Christianity in Korean democratization could be
         extended and applied to the active role the Roman Catholic Church has played in supporting
         the democratization movement all over the world. Huntington suggests that “the far-reaching
         changes . . . in the doctrine, leadership, popular involvement, and political alignment
         of the Roman Catholic Church” is the “second and more important religious development
         encouraging democratization” (74–75).[24]   This occurred at two levels: the global-level change engendered by the Second Vatican
         Council that stressed “the legitimacy and need for social change . . . and the rights
         of individuals,” and the local-level change that occurred “simultaneously in popular
         involvement and priestly activity at the base of the Church” (77–78). 
      

      
      Huntington also brings into relief the positive role of the Roman Catholic Church
         by enumerating the Pope’s worldwide activities to support democratic movements in
         many nations, notably John Paul II’s papal visits to Poland, Brazil, the Philippines,
         Argentina, Nicaragua, and South Korea, at critical points in their democratization
         movements (79–83). However, if Huntington’s discussion is examined more carefully,
         the doctrinal change in the Roman Catholic Church symbolized by the Second Vatican
         Council and the Pope’s lively activities and visits happened as a result of continual
         pressure from below, including the emergence of liberation theology in Latin America,
         as well as the change in the European political terrain as a result of World War I
         and II, especially the fall of monarchies which had traditionally supported the Catholic
         Church and the appearance of both left- and right-wing totalitarianism that had fundamentally
         threatened religious freedom.[25]   
      

      
      In his description of papal visits to South Korea and the Philippines, Huntington
         mentions that local democratic activists “expressed regret that the Pope had not been
         more outspoken in backing their cause” (84). This passage suggests that the Pope was
         under continual pressure from local religious leaders and democratic activists in
         individual countries to use his authority to show more active support for the democratic
         cause. From this, it is easy to infer that local Catholics and democracy activists
         might have sought to maximize democratic gains through his visits. It is highly plausible,
         then, that democratic citizens and Christians in many non-Western countries pressured
         individual churches and cathedrals to actively join the democratic movement, which
         in turn led to the active participation of Christian ministers and priests. In the
         case of Catholicism, subsequent pressure was exerted on the Roman Catholic Church,
         which came to support democratic movements actively through changes in doctrine and
         activities.[26]   Accordingly, it can be inferred that the role of Christianity in democratization
         worked as an intermediate rather than independent variable.
      

      
      Summary

      
      In sum, my final position regarding the role of Christianity in democratization movements
         may not be that much different from Huntington’s, despite my detailed critique of
         his argument. Although I agree with his basic argument that Christianity made a considerable
         contribution to democratization in Korea, in regards to the kind and degree of its
         contributions, our differences remain substantial. While he stresses the role of ordinary
         Christians, as well as the supply of leading activists, I only accept his latter assertion
         as valid, without ignoring the contribution of non-Christian activists. The contribution
         of ordinary Christians, on the other hand, can be explained by other factors: that
         they were young and well educated. At the same time we should not forget Christians’
         fair share of support for and collaboration with successive authoritarian regimes
         in contemporary Korean history. 
      

      
      Moreover, while Huntington makes much of Christian doctrine and principles and their
         contribution to democratization, I argue that the active Christian participation was
         more influenced by the institutional autonomy and organizational resources that Korean
         Christians enjoyed through the assistance and support from supra-national religious
         authorities and favorable Western media and public opinion. Thus, while Huntington
         stresses Christianity’s religious aspect, I emphasize its socio-political aspect,
         ultimately derived from Western hegemony. When I stress its socio-political aspect,
         I regard its contribution to democratization as an intermediate variable; I argue
         that it worked as a vehicle equipped with institutional privilege and autonomous space,
         brought about by independent variables, such as economic development and associated
         social change, the continual legitimation crisis of authoritarian regimes, and the
         radicalization of civil society.
      

      
       Finally, I would like to extend my interpretation and apply it to the relationship
         between Christianity and democracy in Western history. Rather than accepting the conventional
         belief that Christianity directly promoted the development of democracy, I assert
         that democracy could have developed in the West despite the doctrine and principles
         of Christianity. The so-called positive contribution of Christianity to democracy
         in the West seems nothing more than the “invention of tradition” popularized by Eric
         Hobsbawm. Just as many Western scholars in the twentieth century Christianized capitalism
         by presenting it as a unique product of the Protestant ethic a la Max Weber, so did
         many American scholars Christianize democracy by presenting it as the peculiar product
         of Christian doctrine and practices. As a result, Christianity now seems to be endowed
         with democratic nature a priori. Thus, they succeeded in transforming the historically
         contingent combination of Christianity with capitalism and democracy—the two primary
         products of modernity that the West has diffused throughout the world since the Industrial
         Revolution—into a logically indissoluble trinity, forming the contemporary version
         of Western exceptionalism.[27]  
      

      
      In the early modern period, when Western thinkers sought to defend and advocate capitalism
         and democracy (liberalism), they had to justify them and overcome initial opposition,
         including the religious variety, by reinterpreting Christian doctrine and the Bible,
         which were the primary sources of legitimacy.[28]   However, as I will elaborate upon more at the end of this chapter, the situation
         has since been reversed. Since the consolidation of capitalism and democracy as the
         “basic” economic and political order, Christianity must now strengthen its legitimacy
         by stressing its contribution to capitalism and democracy. As a result, Western scholars
         like Huntington go as far as advancing arguments that stress the Christian contribution
         to liberal democracy, to the point of essentializing Christianity. 
      

      
      Is Confucian Democracy an Oxymoron?

      
      In his examination of the relationship between Confucianism and democracy, Huntington
         advances two arguments. First, Confucianism is a serious obstacle to democracy. Second,
         even if countries in East Asia were successful in overcoming that obstacle and inaugurating
         democracy, democracy in East Asia would always merely be “deviant.”[29]   The two arguments reinforce each other. The first will be critically investigated
         in this section and the second will be examined in the following section. 
      

      
      Huntington devotes substantial attention to reviewing the relationship between culture
         and democracy in the last chapter of The Third Wave. In the beginning of this examination, he declares, “a profoundly anti-democratic
         culture would impede the spread of democratic norms in the society, deny legitimacy
         to democratic institutions, and thus greatly complicate if not prevent the emergence
         and effective functioning of those institutions” (298). Immediately following this
         passage, he proposes two versions of cultural theories regarding the relationship
         between culture and democracy: the first is a “restrictive version” and the other
         is less rigid. According to Huntington, the former version advanced by such scholars
         as George Kenan states, “only Western culture,” which has experienced “feudalism,
         the Renaissance, the Reformation, the Enlightenment, the French Revolution, and liberalism
         . . . provides a suitable base for the development of democratic institutions and
         democracy is, consequently, largely inappropriate for non-Western societies” (298–99).
         Huntington further states, “a less restrictive version of the cultural obstacle argument
         is not that only one culture is peculiarly favorable to democracy but that one or
         more cultures are peculiarly hostile to it. The two cultures most often cited are
         Confucianism and Islam” (300). The first version can best be defined as Western exceptionalism,
         the second as Orientalism.
      

      
       While Huntington is skeptical about the first thesis, noting “the evidence supporting
         the Western culture thesis is impressive, if not totally persuasive” (299) before
         elaborating on its main points, he is compelled by the second.[30]   Therefore, he examines the relationship between Confucianism and democracy on one
         hand, and Islam and democracy on the other. In this examination, he takes the view
         that Confucianism is more hostile to democracy than Islam: “‘Confucian democracy’
         is clearly a contradiction in terms. It is unclear whether ‘Islamic democracy’ is”
         (307, cf. 310).[31]   Although I do not agree with Huntington’s argument about the relationship between
         Islam and democracy, that subject is beyond the scope of this book and my ability.[32]   Thus, my primary focus will be on his argument about the relationship between Confucianism
         and democracy. 
      

      
      For Huntington, the answer to democratization in East Asian countries does not lie
         in a creative reinterpretation of Confucianism that would enable it to accommodate
         democracy more actively, or in the thoughtful exploration of the compatibility between
         Confucianism and democracy.[33]   According to Huntington, as democratization in South Korea and Taiwan has dramatically
         shown, democratization in East Asian countries can only be realized by canceling or
         weakening the remaining Confucian influence through political reason,[34]   the spread of Christianity, economic development, and its associated social changes
         (303–4). In other words, East Asian countries that have a tradition of Confucianism
         can attain only the “salvation of democracy” through self-denial—the denial of their
         own tradition—and the “assimilation” of modern Western culture.[35]  
      

      
      Huntington criticizes Confucianism for its undemocratic nature, in terms of both its
         doctrine and practices:
      

      
      
         Classic Chinese Confucianism and its derivatives . . . [in other Asian countries]
            emphasized the group over the individual, authority over liberty, and responsibilities
            over rights. Confucian societies lacked a tradition of rights against the state; to
            the extent that individual rights did exist, they were created by the state. Harmony
            and cooperation were preferred over disagreement and competition. The maintenance
            of order and respect for hierarchy were central values. The conflict of ideas, groups,
            and parties was viewed as dangerous and illegitimate. Most important, Confucianism
            merged society and the state and provided no legitimacy for autonomous social institutions
            to balance the state at the national level. (300–301)
         

         
      

      This passage is intriguing in many respects. It is interesting to note that Huntington’s
         critique of Confucianism is based more on liberalism, such as the principle of limited
         government, the separation of society and the state, the consequent stress on autonomous
         social groups, and the notion of inherent individual rights against the state, rather
         than democracy itself, which postulates “the rule by the people.” My criticism of
         Huntington’s argument, that Confucianism is undemocratic, will focus on this key passage.
      

      
       To begin, just as comparing a first generation computer with a recent smartphone
         by using the same criteria is unfair, so is the comparison of pre-modern (classic)
         Confucianism with modern liberalism, which came to be fully developed only in the
         middle of the nineteenth century. This prematurely denies the possibility that Confucianism
         could have transformed itself to accommodate democracy. Besides, it should be noted
         that Western conservatism, totalitarianism, corporatism, and even Rousseau’s democratic
         political philosophy, which denies the autonomy of political parties and social groups,
         and even medieval Catholicism, might have been subject to the same kind of criticism
         that Huntington levels at Confucianism, with almost equal plausibility. That is, his
         critique of Confucianism, with liberalism as the criterion, applies to diverse modern
         non-liberal ideologies, as well as pre-modern religions and cultures.
      

      
       However, it should be remembered that liberalism is not monolithic and its development
         has not been unilinear, as Huntington seems to assume in the passage. Liberalism has
         not always respected the separation of society and the state, or the autonomy of social
         groups. According to Robert Nisbet, rather it was conservatism that consistently insisted
         on the autonomy of social groups against the onslaught of liberalism, socialism, and
         nationalism throughout the nineteenth century (Nisbet 1986, 21–23). Some clear examples
         of this are French liberalism and Benthamite utilitarianism, which both denied the
         autonomy of social groups. Thus, Nisbet further argues that the autonomy of social
         groups and the check-and-balance of powers are just a couple of the enduring contributions
         conservatism has made to modern liberalism. Viewed from this perspective, the “pluralist”
         liberalism that Huntington stresses did not reach its final incarnation until the
         late nineteenth century. 
      

      
       Therefore, if Huntington believes that Confucianism and Islam cannot adapt themselves
         to meet the democratic (or liberal) challenge—although medieval Catholicism in the
         West was only able to successfully adapt itself to modern capitalism and liberal democracy
         through tortuous and revolutionary struggles for almost four hundred years—Huntington
         should have offered plausible reasons for his thought,[36]   but he fails to offer any. In contrast, many experts in East Asia do not think
         that such a task is impossible. The question they prefer to pose is not “if” but “how”
         Confucianism can meet the challenge of the modern world effectively.[37]   As Huntington acknowledges, the impressive economic performance of Confucian countries
         in East Asia suggests Confucianism’s potential to meet political as well as economic
         challenges (310). In addition, it might be concluded that the later varieties of Confucianism,
         those developed under Ming and Qing China, and those that had more pragmatic and empirical
         spirits, have great potential for adapting to meet such challenges. Accordingly, it
         is worth noting that Hinduism, which in the past justified the most rigid of caste
         systems, has also adapted to be compatible with liberal democracy and capitalism.[38]  
      

      
      Second, classic Confucianism,[39]   which Huntington criticizes (not to mention later pragmatic versions of Confucianism),
         appears to have some elements that are hospitable to the installation of liberal democracy,
         such as epistemological skepticism, the principle of toleration, and the rule of civilian
         literati, which Confucianism has consistently supported. Skepticism about absolute
         knowledge and transcendental beings in Confucianism could prove fertile soil for liberal
         democracy, which cherishes cognitive skepticism in reference to the “epistemological
         premise that there is no final truth about what is good for society, belonging to
         the domain of revelation or special knowledge, and that the only criterion for the
         public good is what the people, freely organized, will choose, not what some expert
         or prophet decrees on the basis of superior knowledge” (Beetham 1993, 57). It is worth
         noting that Confucianism has been less susceptible to modern antidemocratic trends,
         such as totalitarianism, religious fanaticism, and terrorism, than Christianity and
         Islam. This is the reason that the concept of “Confucian” fundamentalism is less familiar
         than “Islamic” or “Christian” fundamentalism. In addition, notions such as “holy war”
         and “crusade” are notably absent in Confucianism, since contrary to Christianity and
         Islam, Confucianism is skeptical about an absolute being or truth. 
      

      
      As a consequence of its skeptical attitude, Confucianism has also been more tolerant
         of other religions than Christianity and Islam, although perhaps not as much as Buddhism.[40]   Like Greek Hellenism, Confucianism was closer to a civic religion. Thus, its doctrine
         and practice has greater potential than Christianity and Islam in regards to accommodating
         cultural pluralism and religious toleration.[41]   However, Huntington argues that Korean political culture is authoritarian due to
         its Confucian tradition, stating, “in the Confucian tradition, toleration for dissent
         had little place, and unorthodoxy was disloyalty,” quoting one Korean religious leader’s
         remark, “in the Korean religious tradition, negotiation and compromise are not recognized
         as a social norm, but as selling out” (303).[42]   
      

      
      However, the toleration of different religions and doctrines and the conflict over
         the correct interpretation of doctrine within one religion are two different things
         entirely. With regard to the latter, it must be remembered that politics in pre-modern
         history, both in the East and West, is regarded as an activity aimed at realizing
         religious or ethical truths, so that when it came to the matter of interpreting doctrine
         correctly—in the matter of orthodox and heterodox—there was certainly no room for
         negotiation and compromise. That is, under these circumstances, negotiation and compromise
         were not elevated to the status of political virtue.[43]   In addition, it should be noted that such an elevation in the West coincided with
         the emergence of modern commercial society, i.e., market civilization. Thus, it should
         be interpreted as the consequence of the promotion of the merchant's virtue to that
         of the politician as capitalist market civilization consolidated itself as the hegemonic
         order. 
      

      
      Furthermore, it should be noted that Confucianism is least susceptible to military
         rule and militarism, at least in terms of its doctrines,[44]   since Confucian scholars stress the rule of the virtuous and the rule of the pen.[45]   These are such essential parts of Confucian doctrines that it could be argued that
         Confucianism is more hostile to military rule, the most prevalent form of authoritarianism
         in the Third World, than any other religion or culture. I would even go so far as
         to argue that Confucianism is the only religion or culture that has never cultivated
         any worship of military heroes and deities. Contemporary “military” rulers would find
         it most difficult to justify their rules in terms of Confucianism.[46]   
      

      
      Third, in exploring the potential for Confucian adaptation to the challenges of the
         modern world, I want to stress that it is necessary to distinguish between pristine/original
         and secondary/derivative democracies, as the preconditions for their respective installations
         are different from each other.[47]   Contrary to Kenan’s and Huntington’s assumptions, to innovate pristine democracy
         is one thing, but to adopt democracy as a derivative political system is another.
         The conditions for the latter need not be the same as those for the former. Historically
         speaking, Confucianism in East Asia failed to install liberal democracy, but that
         does not mean that Confucianism is still inhospitable to democracy or incapable of
         adapting itself to democracy.[48]   From this viewpoint, Huntington’s criticism of Confucianism contains a logical
         fallacy by assuming that because Confucianism failed to invent democracy that it cannot accommodate or emulate the democracy that originated in Western Europe. 
      

      
      Fourth, although Huntington stresses the positive role of Christianity in democratization
         by arguing that, in contrast to Confucianism, the “expansion of Christianity encourages
         democratic development,” it cannot be overlooked that in many parts of the world,
         including South Korea, modern Christianity has also justified many anti-liberal ideologies.
         Of course, Christianity, combined with the Renaissance, the Reformation, the Enlightenment,
         the French Revolution, and liberalism, is credited for shaping liberal democracy in
         the West,[49]   but a plausible link between Christianity and other major anti-liberal European
         ideologies such as fascism, socialism, communism, anarchism, colonialism, and racism
         can also be found. Many European countries have experienced bitter frustration on
         the road to liberal democracy due to such anti-liberal ideologies. Even if we confine
         our focus to modern Western history, the relationship between Christianity and democracy
         is not directly correlated, as Huntington argues.
      

      
      On the contrary, it is important to remember that in The Social Contract, Rousseau (1967, 144) states, “But I am mistaken in speaking of a Christian republic;
         each of these two words excludes the other. Christianity preaches only servitude and
         dependence. Its spirit is too favorable to tyranny. . . . True Christians are made
         to be slaves.” This could be interpreted as Rousseau saying that Christian democracy
         is a contradiction in terms. For Rousseau, no doubt, a republic belongs to free citizens.
         Therefore, Rousseau had to propose a civil religion, in order to bolster his ideal
         democracy (Rousseau 1967, 145–47).[50]   In short, just as Rousseau’s argument that a Christian republic is a contradiction
         in terms is valid, Huntington’s argument that Confucian democracy is a contradiction
         in terms is also valid.
      

      
      Since we have been deeply imbued with, or indoctrinated into, an “invented tradition”—the
         positive contribution of Christianity to democracy—from a contemporary perspective,
         Rousseau's argument may appear absurd, mistaken, or simply anachronistic. But his
         argument displays an accurate grasp of the political reality of Europe, as well as
         France, in the eighteenth century. It should be remembered that the church was one
         of the most stubborn opponents to the revolutionary republic in France. If we accept
         Rousseau’s thesis, we may be able to develop the plausible interpretation that the
         West was democratized not because   of Christianity but in spite of Christianity. Thus, as mentioned in chapter 4, modern European history could be better
         interpreted as a process of democratizing and liberalizing Christianity. Then, considering
         the successful democratization of this “stubborn” Christianity, is the democratization
         of Confucianism not also possible? 
      

      
       Fifth, the possibility of Confucianism to supplement and overcome some well-known
         flaws and weaknesses of liberalism should be explored. Of course, it cannot be denied
         that individualism (including the notion of individual rights) and the values of a
         limited government and autonomous society, which Huntington perceives Confucianism
         as lacking, are the most remarkable innovations of Anglo-American liberalism (Hobbes,
         Locke, Bentham, and J. S. Mill).[51]   These elements prevented the Anglo-American version of liberal democracy from succumbing
         to the temptations of totalitarianism and communism, whose eschatological visions
         of human salvation had much to do with Protestantism as well. However, this should
         not blind us to the weaknesses of liberalism. Western political theorists with diverse
         philosophical backgrounds, such as Herbert Marcuse, Hannah Arendt, C. B. Macpherson,
         and Robert Dahl, have long criticized the flaws of liberal democracy. Conservatives
         and Marxists alike would agree that atomistic and possessive individualism and utilitarian
         liberalism based on fierce market competition are responsible for the modern predicament
         people in liberal societies experience daily but are conditioned to take for granted:
         the breakdown of community, the loss of authority, and, as a consequence, the deepest
         form of human alienation. 
      

      
      Consideration of the criticism hitherto leveled at liberal democracy would provide
         a basis from which to explore the potential contributions Confucianism could make
         in order to compensate for the weaknesses of liberal democracy. As Huntington asserts,
         although Confucianism may initially pose an obstacle in establishing democracy, once
         established, Confucianism could make invaluable contributions to enriching and deepening
         liberal democracy. As Bhikhu Parekh (1993, 158) poignantly asks about liberal democracy,
         “How can an open society be created out of closed selves?” Confucianism, which stresses
         community, authority, order, duty, and responsibility, may cure liberalism of its
         endemic diseases of atomistic/possessive individualism and the breakdown of community.
         Accordingly, the affinity of Confucianism and communitarianism, as an alternative
         or supplementary political theory to address the shortcomings of liberalism (Walzer
         1990), should be explored. 
      

      
      Confucian Democracy as a “Deviation”?

      
      Huntington seems to perceive emerging East Asian democracies as some type of deviation
         when he states, “The interaction of impressive economic progress and Asian culture
         appeared to generate a distinct East Asian variety of democratic institutions” (304).
         Its distinctive features, he suggests, are twofold. First, as of 1990, no East Asian
         country, except the Philippines, had experienced a change of government from one party
         to another through elections.[52]   He stresses that Japan, “unquestionably a democracy,” is still a deviant form of
         democracy “that had not truly met the first-turnover test not to mention the second-turnover
         test” (304). The second distinct feature is the prevalence of the dominant-party system
         in East Asia. As Huntington states, “the Japanese model of dominant-party democracy
         tended to spread elsewhere,” (304) notably to South Korea (three-party merger in 1990),
         Taiwan (KMT vs. the Democratic Progressive Party), Malaysia (National Front), and
         Singapore (People’s Action Party). Therefore, although East Asian democratic systems
         meet, in the case of Japan, or are in the process of fulfilling minimum conditions
         for democracy, notably in the case of South Korea and Taiwan, they involve only “competition
         for power,” not “alternation in power” among their political parties: “participation
         in elections for all, but participation in office only for those in the ‘mainstream’
         party” (305–6). 
      

      
      Huntington attributes the emergence of the East Asian variety of democracy to cultural
         factors: “This type of political system represents an adaptation of Western democratic
         practices to serve Asian or Confucian political values. Democratic institutions work
         not to promote Western values of competition and change but Confucian values of consensus
         and stability” (306). Regarding this type of democracy, Huntington’s reservation is
         that the structure of political competition does not allow alternation in power by
         elections—the ousting and replacement of the ruling party by the opposition party.
         Therefore, the possible performance failure of the ruling party—for example, the decline
         of economic progress—could lead to either a revolutionary overthrow of the government
         or a violent suppression of dissent (306). In short, according to Huntington, because
         East Asian democracies have not yet fully consolidated themselves, they remain highly
         susceptible to the restoration of authoritarian regimes either by a violent overthrow
         of the government or a return to authoritarian suppression in the case of political
         emergencies.
      

      
       No one would deny that emerging East Asian democracies of the early 1990s, with the
         exception of Japan, had not fully consolidated themselves. Nevertheless, they were
         in the process of evolving and, simultaneously, they were different in many respects
         from the Western model. However, it is still difficult to agree with Huntington’s
         account of East Asian democracies for two reasons. First, he tends to define East
         Asian democracies as a “deviation,” assuming Western types as the norm. Second, he
         attributes the differences in the East Asian variant, as compared to the Western model,
         to a single overarching source of “Asian or Confucian political values.” In this respect
         his account falls prey to cultural reductionism and Orientalism.
      

      
       Before examining Huntington’s argument in detail, the validity of his basic underlying
         assumption must be challenged: Is it right to claim the universality of Western liberal
         democracy and maintain that any political systems failing to meet the same conditions
         are deviant and defective? As Parekh (1993, 167) points out, the kind of democracy
         a given political society can accommodate and evolve into depends on “its history,
         traditions, values, problems and needs.”[53]   Accordingly, even in the West, in finding that “the Athenian democracy could not
         be revived in the modern age, modern Western societies had to evolve their own distinct
         forms of democracy” (Parekh 1993, 167). Just as modern Western societies were allowed
         to evolve into their own forms of democracy, so must non-Western societies be given
         the chance to develop their own versions of democracy. Therefore as Parekh points
         out, “[t]o insist on the universality of liberal democracy is to deny the West’s own
         historical experience and to betray the very liberal principles of mutual respect
         and love of cultural diversity” (Parekh 1993, 167–68). With this point in mind, I
         examine Huntington’s points in more detail. 
      

      
      First of all, Huntington’s generalization of East Asian democracies as dominant-party
         democracies is not empirically solid and was made too precociously, considering the
         nature of nascent democracies in the late 1980s and early 1990s. It is also ironic
         that Huntington created the model and generalized it as pertaining to East Asia at
         precisely the same time that the decline of its prototype was happening in Japan.
         Contrary to Huntington’s argument, we witnessed the decline of the ruling Liberal
         Democratic Party, the emergence of a series of coalition cabinets, and the consequent
         participation of previously non-mainstream parties in government, the Socialist Party,
         for example.[54]   At the time that Huntington was making his arguments, it was premature to predict
         what kind of democracy the Japanese would develop in the future, but it seemed reasonably
         clear that the dominant-party system was falling apart. In short, no sooner had Huntington
         offered his argument on East Asian democracies than it was disproved by changes in
         political reality.[55]  
      

      
      In addition, it could be argued that the dominant-party democracy was never fully
         established in South Korea and Taiwan and that the dominant-party system Huntington
         observed in the two countries at the time he was writing his book was not so much
         a nascent form of democracy as a lingering legacy of passing authoritarian regimes.
         Furthermore, it should be noted that the ruling parties in South Korea failed to secure
         a majority of the seats in the National Assembly in the following three consecutive
         elections held from 1988 until 2000.[56]   
      

      
      Huntington, preoccupied with fitting the facts of world politics into his narrow theoretical
         framework, failed to grasp the fact that the so-called dominant-party system in South
         Korea was produced not because Koreans espoused the Confucian values of “consensus
         and stability” instead of Western values of “competition and change,” but because
         the ruling party artificially created it in order to secure the majority of seats
         in the National Assembly and thereby further their political interests regardless
         of the prevailing public opinions of the day.[57]   This insight contradicts Huntington’s sweeping generalizations about South Korea.
         All things considered, Huntington’s generalization of East Asian democracies as dominant-party
         democracies did not match the political reality. Even if it had been correct, it would
         have been nothing more than a cursory theory, easily disproven by the sudden overturn
         of political situations that were highly fluid and uncertain in nature.[58]   Indeed, Huntington’s theories that there were no turnovers of government and the
         dominant-party system were disproven rather dramatically in South Korea with the 1997
         presidential election, when Kim Dae-jung, the long-time opposition leader, was elected
         president.[59]   
      

      
      Second, even if we accepted Huntington’s model of East Asian dominant-party democracy
         as plausible, it would be reductionist and Orientalist to attribute this solely to
         Asian or Confucian culture. He failed to recognize that the reasons for what appear
         to be similarities found in East Asian countries could be deceptive and diverse. For
         example, the Malaysian dominant-party system could equally be attributed to the fact
         that Malaysia is a multi-ethnic country where ethnic cleavage plays an overwhelming
         role. Under such political conditions, it is more effective to have a dominant coalition
         party consisting of three leading ethnic groups of the Malay, Chinese, and Indian
         communities, to allow intra-party competition for power among these groups, rather
         than inter-party competition among the parties formed exclusively along ethnic lines.
         This would successfully prevent counterproductive political divisions. In the case
         of the latter alternative, the political situation could be highly divisive and volatile,
         and severely undermine national unity. 
      

      
      Additionally, even if we accepted Huntington’s dominant-party system argument as plausible
         in South Korea and Taiwan, the causes could be found in other factors. It could be
         attributed more to national security threats posed by their communist brethren than
         to their Confucian values. It could be argued that when national security threats
         are imminent, people tend to take a more conservative attitude, in favor of consensus
         and stability, thereby supporting or tolerating dominant-party systems. Besides, in
         the case of South Korea, perennial regionalism—the minority honam region (southwestern province) versus the rest of the country—could have also contributed
         to the formation and perpetuation of the dominant-party system. In the case of Japan,
         continued and stable economic growth in the postwar period, the peculiar electoral
         system, and the strong sense of cohesive community can be seen as the main factors
         that produced and perpetuated a dominant-party democracy. However, we witnessed the
         breakdown of the unchallenged LDP rule in the 1990s, as the Japanese economy deteriorated
         and the electoral system changed. We could also associate the dominant-party system
         in Japan, Taiwan, and South Korea with another of their common characteristics, the
         predominant role of the state in economic development. Accordingly, alternative explanations
         for the dominant-party system in East Asia should have been explored, rather than
         attributed to the assumption of shared Asian or Confucian values. 
      

      
       With regard to dominant-party democracy, it is a well-known fact that the Swedish
         Social Democratic Party has remained in power for a very long time, as Huntington
         himself has also acknowledged (305). Historically speaking, some ruling parties in
         Western nations—the Conservative Party in England, the Christian Democratic Parties
         in Germany and Italy—also stayed in power for considerable periods of time. Western
         scholars, however, have not defined Sweden with its long-reigning Swedish Social Democratic
         Party as “deviant,” on the basis of how it differs from other nations, nor have they
         attempted to explain this case simply in terms of cultural factors unique to Sweden.
         Instead, they have usually sought to explain the differences among Western democracies
         in terms of a combination of diverse social, economic, political, and cultural factors,
         as seen in the distinction between majoritarian and consensual democracies among Western
         democracies (Lijphart 1984; Dahl 1989). Therefore, democracies in East Asia should
         also be conceptualized flexibly as a new type of democracy. In other words, a plausible
         explanation that takes into account other social, economic, and political variables,
         as well as cultural factors, should be considered, rather than defining them as deviant
         and explaining them away by relying on a priori cultural reductionism or naive Western-centric
         explanation.
      

      
       Third, Huntington’s simplistic dichotomy of Western values of “competition” and “change”
         juxtaposed with Asian or Confucian values of “consensus” and “stability” is a stretch
         at best. With regard to the question of which values are more conducive to democracy,
         Edward Friedman actually suggests a viewpoint completely opposite of Huntington’s.
         According to Friedman (1994, 29), people in East Asia in the early twentieth century
         thought that democracy had been consolidated in the West, not because of competition
         among individuals, but because of Western society’s consensual nature. In fact, East
         Asians criticized their own societies for being divided and too focused on pursuing
         individual interests, and praised Westerners for being willing to submit themselves
         to national consensus. Huntington’s stress on the Western values of competition and
         change seems to be based on his misinterpretation of rich Western political traditions;
         most political theorists—including liberal and democratic theorists like Hobbes, Locke,
         and Rousseau—since Plato have stressed the values of consensus and stability, although
         there are some important exceptions like Machiavelli and Marx. Moreover, Huntington’s
         assertion of competition and change as virtues of Western democracy creates an interesting
         contrast to his earlier emphasis on the order and stability necessary to cure the
         so-called excesses of democracy (to stress the governability of democracy) in leading
         Western countries (Huntington 1975).
      

      
       Considering all of these criticisms, it seems clear that for Huntington the differences
         revealed by nascent democracies in East Asia in the early 1990s do not merit serious
         attention, but can simply be attributed to the former’s esoteric or unique cultural
         tradition—i.e., Asian or Confucian values. It is this attitude that makes Huntington’s
         argument Western-centric, regardless of some of its concrete attributes. His argument
         is a culturally imperialist one, albeit cleverly cloaked in academic “objectivity.”
         The idea of cultural imperialism suggested by American feminist political scientist
         Iris Marion Young is highly applicable to Huntington’s analysis:
      

      
      
         Cultural imperialism involves the universalization of a dominant group’s experience
            and culture, and its establishment as the norm. Some groups have exclusive or primary
            access to . . . the means of interpretation and communication in a society. As a consequence,
            the dominant cultural products of the society, that is, those most widely disseminated,
            express the experience, values, goals, and achievements of these groups. Often without
            noticing they do so, the dominant groups project their own experience as representative
            of humanity as such. . . . The dominant group reinforces its position by bringing
            the other groups under the measure of its dominant norms. Consequently, the difference
            of women from men, American Indians or Africans from Europeans, Jews from Christians
            . . . becomes constructed largely as deviance and Inferiority. . . . Given the normality
            of its own cultural expressions and identity, the dominant group constructs the differences
            which some groups exhibit as lack and negation. These groups become marked as Other.
            (I. M. Young 1991, 59)
         

         
      

      Young offers the concept of cultural imperialism to describe the relationship between
         dominant and subordinate groups. But the concept, no doubt, also applies to the relationship
         among countries, and if we substitute “the state” for “groups,” then it is clear that
         Huntington’s analysis of East Asian democracies is cultural imperialism at its core.
      

      
       In regard to democratization in Third World countries, Parekh has noted the deep
         anguish experienced as a result of cultural imperialism:
      

      
      
         Thanks to the profoundly mistaken belief, partly self-induced and partly encouraged
            by Western governments and developmental experts, that their experiments were “deviations”
            from the “true” liberal democratic model and symptomatic of their immaturity and backwardness,
            they often undertook them without much zeal and self-confidence and abandoned them
            prematurely. They abandoned their traditional languages which they well knew how to
            speak, in favour of the proper and respectable languages of their colonial rulers,
            which they could never adequately master. (Parekh 1993, 172)
         

         
      

       In conclusion, Huntington’s approach to defining Confucian democracy as an oxymoron,
         and democracies in East Asia as deviant, is a repackaged form of Oriental despotism,
         a thought long held in the West. It is no wonder that he selected Confucianism and
         Islam as the most undemocratic cultures. His representation of democracies in East
         Asia as deviant exposes his subconscious internalization of Orientalism, which he
         himself, in the beginning of his celebrated book, The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order, had criticized and rejected as inadequate for envisioning the future world order
         after the end of the Cold War.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      I conclude this chapter by presenting an overall review of Huntington’s theory of
         democratic transition in The Third Wave and some further reflections on the implications of the evolution of Western-centrism
         in the history of Western political thought. 
      

      
       Huntington regards the cases of democratization all over the world in the late twentieth
         century as the third wave of democratization, and titled his book The Third Wave accordingly. As is widely known, the title is borrowed from the best-selling book
         by a well-known American futurologist, Alvin Toffler. The two books have one important
         thing in common. Toffler’s The Third Wave (1980) synthesizes and introduces a truly broad range of data and information regarding
         future society to the reader. But it fails to present a balanced vision, succumbing
         instead to naive technological determinism.[60]   Likewise, Huntington’s The Third Wave presents a wide variety of facts and data about democratization all over the world,
         yet it fails to present all of this information within a consistent and objective
         theoretical framework. In the end, his account on democratization in the Third World
         overlooked even the rich experience of the historical evolution of Western democracy.
         By defining the bewildering complexity of Third World politics as deviant and reducing
         his argument to overly simplistic cultural explanations, Huntington’s examination
         was nothing but a political reproduction of Orientalism.
      

      
      I conclude part II, “Western-Centrism in Western Political Thought,” with a summary
         of the characteristics of Western-centrism which have thus far consistently been present
         throughout the evolution of modern Western political thought, and suggest that the
         basic premises underlying them are rapidly undermined by the “rise of East Asia” at
         the end of the twentieth century. As suggested earlier, John Locke articulated a formula
         for the trinity of Western modernity—the combination of “Christianity,” “property”
         (or agrarian capitalism), and “liberalism” (government by the consent of the people)—in
         an attempt to justify English colonialism of Amerindians in America, through the theories
         of property and political society in his celebrated Two Treatises of Government.. Locke’s trinity in its pristine form had grown into its full-scale version of the
         Western modern trinity, that is, the combination of “Christianity,” “capitalism,”
         and “liberalism” by the nineteenth century. This process was aided by Max Weber’s
         attempt to present capitalism as the unique product of Protestant ethics, or to “Christianize”
         capitalism, in his Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, as well as by liberal thinkers such as Locke, Tocqueville, and J. S. Mill for “Christianizing”
         liberalism. However, the trinity of Western modernity is nothing but the product of
         Western exceptionalism and the Orientalism of its obverse is the “myth of the absence
         and deviance” from that trinity which was attributed to the non-Western world.
      

      
       Mainstream social scientists like Huntington in the United States, the hegemon of
         the postwar world, reproduced the trinity of Western modernity through the theory
         of modernization. They theorized that capitalist industrialization or democratic development
         was impossible in East Asia due to Confucian tradition or Asian values, basically
         arguing “Orientalism: the myth of absence and deviance.”[61]   Furthermore, they elevated the historically contingent combination of Christianity,
         capitalism, and liberal democracy to an indissoluble trinity by presenting capitalism
         and liberal democracy, two primary pillars of Western modernity, as the unique products
         of Western Christian culture. Huntington’s theory of democratic transition is also
         a product of such mainstream thought.
      

      
      One notable phenomenon in this regard is the rapid capitalist industrialization and
         democratization that have been witnessed since the late twentieth century among East
         Asian countries, such as in Korea and Taiwan, not to mention Japan, which had previously
         only been regarded as exceptions. Setting aside the issues of democratization, rapid
         economic development in other East Asian countries like Hong Kong, Singapore, and
         China underscore the noteworthy “rise of East Asia.” Moreover, that capitalist development
         and democratization are not attributable in these cases to the expansion of Christianity
         merits special attention. The subsequent confidence attained by East Asians also testifies
         to the demise of Western-centrism in the near future. In other words, many people
         in East Asia, as well as in the West, have come to realize that the trinity of Western
         modernity is not as indissoluble, either historically or logically, as previously
         believed. Additionally, even more scholars are adopting a “liberating skepticism”
         which suggests that the theories of Western thinkers, which were once taken for granted
         as “fact” in the evolution of Western-centrism, may not be anything more than a “theoretical
         illusion” or “religious belief.” Such an awakening from the spell of Western-centrism
         may foster in non-Western people the courage and vision needed to overcome it.[62]   
      

      
      Notes 

      
      
         
            1. As Huntington’s theory was suggested almost twenty-five years ago and the original
                  text for this chapter intended to be a critique of it was first published almost twenty
                  years ago, this chapter appears outdated both in light of historical evolution of
                  democratization/democracy in East Asia and theoretical development regarding the relationship
                  between Confucianism and democratization/democracy. As later historical and theoretical
                  developments in the last twenty-five years as well as this chapter have amply shown,
                  Huntington’s interpretation of democratization/democracy in East Asia and argument
                  regarding its relationship with Confucianism turned out to be historically cursory
                  and theoretically misleading at best. However, it is important to note that Western-centrism
                  appears recurrently even in comparative political theory which boasts of more rigorous,
                  value-neutral approaches than traditional political theory. See Kim Sungmoon (2014)
                  for a survey of recent theorizing trend for Confucianism and democracy. 
               

            

         

         
            2. Hereafter, for citations from Huntington’s The Third Wave in this chapter, I refer only to page numbers in parentheses for convenience.
               

            

         

         
            3. It should be noted that an approach that attempts to estimate the value of Confucianism,
                  a range of traditional political thought in East Asia, in terms of democracy, a product
                  of modern Western civilization, or even an attitude to explore the relevance or adaptability
                  of Confucianism to democracy, is fundamentally Western-centric in its premise and
                  problematization, as it presupposes democracy as universal and Confucianism as particular
                  and then seeks to justify the latter in terms of the former and adapt the latter to
                  the imperatives of the former, not vice versa. Conversely, traditional Confucian intellectuals
                  in the late nineteenth century of East Asia evaluated and criticized the utility of
                  Western civilization from a Confucian perspective. 
               

            

         

         
            4. According to Huntington, the Second Vatican Council refers to the council in which
                  Pope John XXIII convened and held meetings from 1962 to 1965. The council made important
                  decisions regarding the doctrines and activities of the Catholic Church. It stressed
                  “the legitimacy and need for social change, the importance of collegial action by
                  bishops, priests, and laity, dedication to helping the poor,” and so on (78). Furthermore,
                  it asserted that Church leaders have a responsibility to “pass moral judgments, even
                  on matters of the political order whenever basic personal rights . . . make such judgment
                  necessary” (as quoted in 78). Huntington also notes that the positive role of the
                  Catholic Church carried out in the democratization of Southern Europe and Latin America
                  made obsolete the commonly accepted notion that the Catholic Church was anti-democratic
                  (73–75). Therefore, when I discuss the role of Christianity in this chapter, I include
                  both the Catholic and the Protestant Church, unless one or the other is explicitly
                  specified. 
               

            

         

         
            5. Huntington discusses the positive role of Christianity in democratizing many non-Western
                  nations at length in The Third Wave, although I do not cite this in detail (see 72–85). 
               

            

         

         
            6. As my primary concern with Huntington’s argument is focused not on his accurate estimation
                  of the role Christianity played in the democratization of Korea, but upon the Western-centrism
                  embedded in it, I think even my basic argument about the role of Christianity is sufficient
                  in refuting Huntington’s loose, sweeping argument. An elaborate estimation of the
                  role of Christianity in the 1987 democratization of Korea would require a more in-depth
                  analysis than the one presented here, applying the methodology of religious sociology.
                  For a more serious analysis, see Choi Jong-cheol (1992a, b). His analysis supports
                  my argument in many respects. 
               

            

         

         
            7. Although I do not have substantive evidence, Lee Jong-gu’s argument is very suggestive
                  in this regard (1993, 94). 
               

            

         

         
            8. According to statistics, the number of Catholics has steadily increased since 1971,
                  while the number of Protestants increased from 1971 to 1981, but then gradually decreased
                  (Hangukjonggyoyeonguso [The Korean Institute for Religious Studies] 1993, 201). If
                  this data is reliable, then the positive correlation between the expansion of Christianity
                  and the democratic movement is questionable and Huntington’s schematic argument loses
                  ground. 
               

            

         

         
            9. As a matter of fact, Christian leaders and activists were actively engaged in the
                  democratic movement from President Park Chung-hee’s assassination on October 26, 1979,
                  until early spring of 1980, when General Chun Doo-hwan took power through a series
                  of mini-coups. According to later declassified documents, the State Department of
                  the United States frowned upon their radical democratic movement and worried over
                  political instability in Korea (Shorrock n.d.).
               

            

         

         
            10. This point will be addressed more fully later in this chapter when I examine the relationship
                  between Confucianism and democracy.
               

            

         

         
            11. For example, a national survey conducted in 1984 showed that 40 to 50 percent of the
                  respondents were acquiescent to and uncritical of authority (Han Bae-ho and Eo Su-young
                  1987, 58–59). In a survey conducted in 1987, Park Jong-min found that paternalistic
                  political culture, which defined the ideal relationship between the government and
                  people as that between parents and children, was relatively widespread (Park Jong-min
                  1996, 108–9). These two surveys were conducted before the democratization of Korea
                  in 1987. However, according to a national survey conducted in 1995, authoritarian
                  political culture had receded considerably, replaced by a much more democratic one
                  (Eo Su-young and Han Bae-ho 1996). Even though Korean political culture has recently
                  democratized, it is true that authoritarian and democratic culture still exist side
                  by side. However, it is worth noting as a comparison that the political culture of
                  Western nations also historically remained authoritarian in the early phases of democratic
                  transition. In this regard, my position is similar to Edward Friedman’s in that I
                  argue that democratic culture is not the cause but the outcome of democratization,
                  at least in the early phases of democratization (Friedman 1994, 20). Additionally,
                  the fact that Korean political culture has recently become democratic should be interpreted
                  as the result of democratization since 1987.
               

            

         

         
            12. Here I recall my own personal experience. I met a prominent Korean Presbyterian minister
                  at Berkeley in 1980 who denounced the three Kim’s—Kim Dae-jung, Kim Young-sam, and
                  Kim Jong-pil. While the former two had been very active in democratic opposition as
                  opposition leaders, they were purged after General Chun’s seizure of power in 1980.
                  The minister denounced the three Kim’s and defended General Chun’s military government.
                  Later he claimed credit for the release of Kim Dae-jung, as he had cooperated with
                  Chun’s government on the condition that Kim be released from prison. It is intriguing
                  to find that his argument is very similar to the excuse of the Reagan administration,
                  which claimed that they invited President Chun to the United States in return for
                  the release of Kim Dae-jung.
               

            

         

         
            13. Though seemingly paradoxical, the two interpretations are compatible since the increase
                  of oppression and alienation can also become a breeding ground for insurgent democratic
                  movements as well. 
               

            

         

         
            14. Huntington seems to recognize this point by noting that “[t]he Christian converts
                  were primarily young, urban, and middle class” (73). However he does not make clear
                  which of the two, i.e., religious background or socioeconomic status, is the independent
                  variable.
               

            

         

         
            15. For example, it is a historically well-known fact that Jean Calvin’s church government
                  in Geneva was very theocratic and indeed intolerant of the recalcitrant and dissident,
                  ready to enforce its discipline upon them with the full support of secular power (Sabine
                  and Thorson 1973, 340). 
               

            

         

         
            16. However, we have to be reminded that this principle remains partial and precarious
                  in the West. For example, note the violent anti-abortion movement, the attempt to
                  introduce prayer into public schools. 
               

            

         

         
            17. For example, under the authoritarian government of Vietnam in the 1960s, it was Catholics
                  in alliance with the government who were the most anti-democratic and it was Buddhists
                  who were the most democratic. Under the Rhee Syngman dictatorship of Korea in the
                  1950s, Protestants allied with the government supported the ruling Liberal Party,
                  while Catholics supported the opposing Democratic Party (Choi Jong-cheol 1992b, 228).
                  However, in Taiwan, Catholics, most of whom had come from the mainland, continued
                  to play the role of legitimizing the KMT government, despite doctrinal changes in
                  the Second Vatican Council, while the Presbyterians, mainly consisting of Taiwanese,
                  continued to raise their dissident voices (Choi Jong-cheol 1992b, 227–28). Such diverse
                  phenomena found in many non-Western nations supports the interpretation based on the
                  political sociology of religion as more plausible than Huntington’s essentialist interpretation
                  of religion. 
               

            

         

         
            18. This is paradoxically confirmed in contemporary China where Chinese Christians, either
                  Catholic or Protestant, cannot assert religious authority independent of the state.
               

            

         

         
            19. In addition, overseas religious organizations and authorities offered financial assistance
                  to progressive church associations, such as the Korean National Council of Churches,
                  for their activities related to human rights and social missions, and provided Korean
                  activists with valuable knowledge of various liberation movements occurring throughout
                  the world (Choi Jong-cheol 1992b, 283; Lee Jong-gu 1993, 94).
               

            

         

         
            20. The pressure for democracy seems to have become all the more urgent since the end
                  of the Cold War. However, my point here is fundamentally related to the distinction
                  between teleological and causal change, and between pristine/original and secondary/derivative
                  modernization, which I examine in chapter 7. 
               

            

         

         
            21. Choi Jong-cheol also conceptualizes the role played by a religious organization in
                  social change as an intermediate variable: “[I] see religious organization as an intermediate
                  variable which can play from the role of legitimating . . . the ruling system to the
                  role of encouraging political resistance . . . within and without the religious institutions,
                  varying with the situations” (Choi Jong-cheol 1992a, 210). 
               

            

         

         
            22. My inference is confirmed by Choi Jong-cheol’s remark, “In addition, the core sects
                  of conservative order, such as the Presbyterian Church in Korea or the Korea Evangelical
                  Holiness Church, adopted political demands hitherto claimed by the progressive order,
                  as the subjects of prayer for their prayer meetings concerning current events during
                  the June Democratic Struggles of 1987” (Choi Jong-cheol 1992a, 225). One might say
                  that the only reason for this shift was to save face, but it seems clear that they
                  were under strong pressure from complaints about their silence raised by some of their
                  congregation and the radicalization of civil society. 
               

            

         

         
            23.  Choi Jong-cheol’s remark, cited earlier, supports my inference:

               
                  While the conservative Christian orders had suffered from a slowdown in the increase
                     of the number of their members due to the loss of public trust since the mid-1980s,
                     the Catholic and Anglican churches, which gained public trust by raising voices of
                     dissidence in the 1970s when the numbers of their congregation remained stagnant,
                     witnessed a considerable increase in their numbers during the 1980s. Public trust
                     became the key for religious consumers in this way—to the extent that this might have
                     served as considerable pressure to the ministers of the conservative orders. (Choi
                     Jong-cheol 1992b, 239)
                  

                  
               

            

         

         
            24. Of course, the expansion of Christianity is the first element.

            

         

         
            25. See Weigel (1990) for a lucid examination of the democratization of the Catholic Church
                  and the Vatican since the French Revolution till the Second Vatican Council.
               

            

         

         
            26. This reminds us of Marx’s famous passage regarding the relationship between humans
                  and history in the beginning of The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte: “Men make their own history, but they do not make it just as they please; they do
                  not make it under circumstances chosen by themselves, but under circumstances directly
                  encountered, given, and transmitted from the past” (Marx 1977, 300). However, this
                  passage may well be revised in the following way: “People make their own history,
                  not in their name but in others’ name. That is, the anonymous people make their own
                  history in borrowed name.” The positive contribution of Korean minjung sagwan (people-centered historiography) could be found in its effort to transform this “borrowed”
                  name into its “real” name.
               

            

         

         
            27. Even if we concede that this trinity seems a plausible explanation of the birth of
                  capitalism and democracy in the modern West, it does not explain the derivative/secondary
                  accommodation of capitalism and democracy in non-Western societies, as I will point
                  out later in chapter 7.
               

            

         

         
            28. Locke actually carried out such a task in refuting Filmer’s theory of divine right
                  of kingship and defending his theories of government by consent and property by reinterpreting
                  the Bible and Christianity in the Second Treatise, as I shall elaborate on in chapter 12. 
               

            

         

         
            29. Huntington does not use the word “deviant,” but as my analysis shows, it will become
                  clear that Huntington regards democracies in East Asia as “deviant” from the Western
                  model. 
               

            

         

         
            30. As is clear to the reader, Huntington ingeniously combines Western exceptionalism
                  with Orientalism by adopting the former viewpoint when he examines the relationship
                  between Christianity and democracy, and the latter when he discusses the relationship
                  between other cultures (Confucianism and Islam) and democracy.
               

            

         

         
            31. However, in fairness to Huntington, his ultimate position is to express skepticism
                  about the argument that Confucianism and Islam pose “insuperable obstacles to democratic
                  development.” Therefore, he does not take a rigid view of cultural determinism. He
                  is careful to argue that great cultural traditions, including major religions, are
                  highly complex, resilient, dynamic systems of ideas, beliefs, and doctrines, sufficiently
                  able to adapt themselves to democracy, and that they will also undergo significant
                  changes as economic development and other related social changes progress (310).
               

            

         

         
            32. See John L. Esposito (1994) for an impressive short essay that refutes common Western
                  prejudices with regard to the relationship between Islam and democracy. 
               

            

         

         
            33. Actually he raises a similar question, but with no corresponding answer. Perhaps answering
                  is not necessary (310).
               

            

         

         
            34. According to Huntington’s interpretation, the Nationalist government in Taiwan could
                  not impose Confucian notions of authority upon the people due to their humiliating
                  defeat by the Communists (303).
               

            

         

         
            35. In this sense, he states, “Confucian democracy may be a contradiction in terms, but
                  democracy in a Confucian society need not be” (310).
               

            

         

         
            36. However, as I cited in notes 31 and 35, he does not deny such possibility absolutely.

            

         

         
            37. In this regard, Huntington’s argument, which denies the possibility of Confucianism
                  to democratize, would be the wrong answer to the question he mistakenly posed: “Is
                  Confucianism compatible with democracy or able to legitimate democracy?” His question
                  and answer bestows a transhistorical essence upon Confucianism, which has constantly
                  evolved throughout history. In the same way, my critique of his argument may be susceptible
                  to the criticism that it shares a conceptual frame with his argument in the very process
                  of refuting it. The more adequate question reached dialectically by the interplay
                  of his argument and my rebuttal would be put in the following way: How should we reinterpret
                  the kind of Confucian values and principles that would make Confucianism compatible
                  with or supportive of democracy? Like other religions and belief systems, Confucianism
                  is not an eternally unchanging entity, but an accumulated product of conscious and
                  historical practices. Thus, such problematization and serious reflections upon it
                  should challenge contemporary Confucian thinkers. As I mentioned in note 1 of this
                  chapter, a survey of recent theoretical trends regarding the relationship between
                  Confucianism and democracy which was conducted by Sungmoon Kim in Confucian Democracy in East Asia (2014) shows that they coincide with the theoretical direction I recommend here.
                  My discussion of the relationship between Asian values and democracy in chapter 9
                  will shed some light on this point as well. 
               

            

         

         
            38. In order to explain this “deviance,” must one accept the argument that this was to
                  a large degree made possible by India’s schooling in democracy and capitalism under
                  British colonial tutelage?
               

            

         

         
            39. It should be noted that Huntington ignores and lumps together diverse varieties of
                  Confucianism that developed over two thousand years and reduces them all merely to
                  “classic” Chinese Confucianism in his critique.
               

            

         

         
            40. This point has also been made by Francis Fukuyama (1995, 25). He suggests three reasons
                  for which Confucianism is compatible with democracy. First, the traditional Confucian
                  examination system was a meritocratic institution, thus containing egalitarian potential.
                  Second, the Confucian stress on education meets the needs of democracy, as a society’s
                  general level of education is crucial to the operation of democracy. Third, “Confucianism
                  is relatively tolerant,” at least more so than Islam or Christianity. 
               

            

         

         
            41. For this reason, various dynasties in China were able to govern a multi-ethnic empire
                  without any serious religious persecution. 
               

            

         

         
            42. It is worth noting that this statement, which is deeply imbued with Western-centrism,
                  was made by a Korean “Christian” leader who might well be hostile to Confucianism.
                  
               

            

         

         
            43. This is also confirmed by religious inquisitions in medieval Europe and religious
                  wars during the Reformation in early modern Europe.
               

            

         

         
            44. This does not deny the well-known fact that South Korea suffered from military dictatorship.
                  However, it is noteworthy that the military could only rule South Korea by taking
                  off their uniforms and putting on civilian clothes, unlike their counterparts in Latin
                  America and Arab countries (the “Middle East”).
               

            

         

         
            45. Confucianism, notably Mencius, stresses rule by virtue in opposition to rule by force.
                  This contrast in Confucianism has some parallel with the modern contrast between civilian
                  and military rule.
               

            

         

         
            46. In this aspect, compare Confucianism with other religions and civilizations/cultures
                  such as Christianity, feudalism, the Roman Empire, Islam, Buddhism, Hellenism, Shintoism,
                  and so on. 
               

            

         

         
            47. To avoid repetition, this distinction will be elaborated on in chapter 7.

            

         

         
            48. There is no denying that Christianity, which is regarded as the decisive factor behind
                  European democracy, has historically survived and been peacefully compatible with
                  all kinds of political systems in the West—the Roman Empire, feudalism, absolute monarchy,
                  liberal state, and even Fascism and Nazism—while often actively legitimating them.
                  Like Christianity, Confucianism and Islam could also accommodate and renovate. In
                  short, it is a banal insight that the world’s great religions have survived all kinds
                  of political and economic systems, including ancient slave society. 
               

            

         

         
            49. Of course, it should be noted that Athenian democracy or the Roman Republic, which
                  could be considered the prototypes of modern liberal democracy, were not based on
                  Christianity. 
               

            

         

         
            50. Rousseau’s critique of Christianity, together with Machiavelli’s criticism of the
                  church for bringing corruption and division into Italy, and Nietzsche’s critique of
                  Christianity for being a slave morality, constitutes an identifiable stream in the
                  tradition of Western thought. 
               

            

         

         
            51. Fukuyama (1995, 29–30) also credits individualism as a positive contribution of liberalism
                  to democracy as it stresses individual human dignity based on the notions of a universal
                  god and universal rights, which transcend all forms of social obligation. Thus, he
                  regards the lack of such individualism in Confucian culture as an obstacle to democracy,
                  although he does not, of course, think of it as an insuperable one in the long run.
                  However, it should also be noted that Wm. Theodore de Bary (1983), a professor of
                  Chinese philosophy at Columbia University, refers to a strong liberal and individualistic
                  tradition in Neo-Confucianism in his book, The Liberal Tradition in China. 
               

            

         

         
            52. However, he notes at the same time that the Philippines is, “in many respects, more
                  Latin American than East Asian” (304). 
               

            

         

         
            53. In this regard, Fukuyama (1995, 30-31) also makes the same point, “virtually no one
                  in Asia today believes it likely that Asian societies will ultimately converge with
                  the particular model of liberal democracy represented by the contemporary United States,
                  or, indeed, that such a state of affairs is remotely desirable.” 
               

            

         

         
            54. Somewhat surprisingly, the long-lasting rule of the LDP collapsed in June 1993.

            

         

         
            55. Of course, the LDP regained its power when Hashimoto was elected prime minister in
                  the 1996 general election, but nobody could predict with confidence that the LDP would
                  remain in power for as long as it did before.
               

            

         

         
            56. The ruling Democratic Justice Party failed to secure the majority of seats in the
                  1988 general election, as did the ruling Democratic Liberal Party in 1992, and the
                  New Korea Party in 1996. After the peaceful transfer of power in 1998, we even saw
                  the opposition party (previously the ruling party) maintain the majority of seats.
                  
               

            

         

         
            57. In South Korea, the ruling Democratic Justice Party merged with two opposition parties
                  to make a dominant party in 1990. Bruce Cumings (1989, 32), in an article on democratization
                  in South Korea published before the three-party merger, prophesied that the American
                  embassy in Seoul would proffer the model of the Japanese dominant-party democracy—i.e.,
                  the so-called LDP model—to the Roh Tae-woo government. It would have been interesting
                  to hear how Huntington would have responded to this suggestion.
               

            

         

         
            58. I made this point in a paper presented at the Fall Conference of the Korean Political
                  Science Association held in September 1997, just before Kim Dae-jung was elected president
                  in December 1997.
               

            

         

         
            59. Chen Shui-bian, the candidate of the oppositional Democratic Progressive Party, was
                  also elected president of Taiwan in the 1999 election, which put an end to the long-lasting
                  rule of the KMT.
               

            

         

         
            60. Published in 1980, Toffler presented an optimistic prospect in The Third Wave—that most of the ideal situations for the Third Wave society (what he called “practopia”)
                  would be realized within a generation. But what we are witnessing in the early twenty-first-century
                  world is the increasing inequality of wealth within and between nations together with
                  neo-liberal globalization and a world order fraught with terrorism, which shows the
                  dramatic failure of his prediction. See Kang Jung In (1998, 113–214) for a more elaborate
                  critique of Toffler. 
               

            

         

         
            61. Japan was the only exception to this generalization, but it was explained by locating
                  the functional equivalent to the Protestant ethic in traditional Japanese culture.
                  In the process of explaining Japan’s exceptional success in modernization, Western
                  and Japanese scholars also embraced the notion of “Japanese uniqueness.” 
               

            

         

         
            62. The recently burgeoning literature of “Asian values” and “East Asian discourses” seems
                  to be a vivid reflection of this awakening. However, this should not be interpreted
                  as suggesting that I approve of all the arguments advanced in such discourse. See
                  Kang Jung In (2002) for a more careful examination.
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      In part III, the influence Western-centrism has exerted upon the shaping and interpretation
         of contemporary Korean political thought will be examined; then in part IV, various
         strategies to “overcome” Western-centrism will be explored. Of course, an accurate
         understanding of the evolution of contemporary Korean political thought requires a
         more comprehensive investigation and analysis of the variables that have influenced
         the turbulent and complex changes Korean society has undergone since the late nineteenth
         century when Joseon Korea had to open itself with the intrusion of Western powers
         into East Asia. This task must include a proper understanding of the influence that
         Western-centrism has exercised upon the ideological terrain of contemporary Korean
         politics. In connection with this, the most conspicuous characteristic seems to be
         the prevailing interpretations of contemporary Korean politics—regardless of whether
         they have been made by foreign or domestic, leftist or rightist scholars—which have
         tended to explain liberalism, democracy, conservatism, and other political ideologies
         in Korea in terms of the “absence” of, or “deviance” from, what is “Western,” a phenomenon
         which I propose to be a result of the overwhelming influence of Western-centrism.[1]     
      

      
      Thus in this section I will investigate the development of contemporary Korean political
         thought, which has been interwoven with the meta-ideology of Western-centrism, by
         focusing on the evolution of conservatism and democracy. In this short introductory
         chapter I discuss general aspects of these ideologies in terms of my own distinction
         between “pristine/original” and “secondary/derivative” modernization, which is devised
         to overcome the conventional Western-centric interpretation of binary opposition between
         “normal” and “deviant” categories. 
      

      
       The prevailing tendency to understand contemporary Korean political thought in terms
         of the absence of, or deviance from, what is Western would appear to be derived from
         the academic internalization of Western-centrism, i.e., the conscious or unconscious
         tendency of scholars to explain conservatism and democracy in Korea by treating Western
         concepts and experiences as universal standards, and articulating the differences
         between Western concepts and experiences and their Korean counterparts by essentializing
         and creating hierarchical—superior and inferior—categories. If the often accepted
         “Western = objective = universal” equation is the foundation of our analysis, then
         Korean political thought, which naturally displays significant differences from Western
         thought, is interpreted as an Orientalistic manifestation of its Western counterpart—its
         “absence” or “deviation.” As a result, Korean scholars seem to have reached the conclusion
         that, at worst, there is no proper form of conservatism, liberalism, or democracy
         in Korea—or, at best, only deviations from them. Accordingly, while Western political
         thought and institutions are regarded as sound and normal, Korean political thought
         and institutions are considered pathological and abnormal. 
      

      
      As examined in detail in the preceding chapters, this logic is also embedded in Huntington’s
         Western-centric argument regarding the relationship between Confucianism and democracy
         in East Asia. According to Huntington, democracy in East Asia is not possible insofar
         as Confucianism remains intact, since the former and the latter are in a contradictory
         relation. In addition, even if democracy should ever be introduced in East Asia where
         Confucianism is predominant, it would only amount to a deviant form of democracy,
         a party-dominant democracy that lacks the peaceful transfer of power between ruling
         and opposition parties. However, this Western-centric attitude was not only exhibited
         by Western scholars such as Huntington, but had also been widely shared by Korean
         scholars until 1998 when a peaceful transfer of power took place with Kim Dae-jung’s
         election as president. In other words, when Korean scholars, who had internalized
         the Western-centric worldview, compared Korean political thought and institutions
         with those in the West, they often concluded that in the Western sense, there existed
         neither proper political thought nor institutions in Korea. As a consequence, the
         argument that there was no genuine conservatism in Korea and that liberal democracy
         in Korea was either not realizable or, at best, “distorted” was quite common.[2]   However, right-wing scholars tended to explain this deviance in terms of cultural
         variables, while left-wing scholars pointed to economic factors. Both fell prey to
         cultural and economic reductionism.
      

      
      However, in order to understand Western liberal democracies as institutions that have
         developed in various forms, and to see conservatism as having its own variations in
         individual Western nations, we must broaden our approach. Furthermore, it should be
         remembered that academic interpretations in the West have not set a specific nation
         or type as the universal standard, nor have they established a convention to define
         what is in accordance with that “standard” as “normal” and what is not as “abnormal”
         or “deviant.” In other words, with regard to the development of democracy and conservatism,
         although many Western nations exhibit both striking differences and considerable similarities,
         scholars have sought to explain those differences by synthesizing social, economic,
         political, and cultural variables and categorizing them into appropriate subtypes
         of democracy and conservatism, rather than explaining them in terms of economic or
         cultural reductionism and categorizing them as “deviant.”[3]   
      

      
      In order to engage in research on contemporary Korean political thought and institutions
         that can overcome aforementioned Western-centric interpretation, we need to distinguish
         between “pristine/original” modernization, which took place in Western Europe, and
         “secondary/derivative” modernization, which happened in non-Western countries under
         the influence of the former.[4]   This distinction presupposes that while the goal of modernization may have been
         the same, the conditions and experiences of modernization were radically different
         between the West and the rest of the world. In other words, it assumes that modernization
         in Western Europe, where the task was carried out in an autonomous, endogenous, and
         pioneering way, was different from modernization in the non-Western world, including
         Korea, where it was carried out in a heteronomous, exogenous, and belated way. The
         decisive difference between the two is the nature of the latter’s modernization—the
         “teleological nature of change,” the “belatedness of change,” or the “derivativeness
         of change.” Thus, secondary/derivative modernization takes place when latecomer nations
         attempt to catch up with early modernizers who have already advanced to a hegemonic
         position. Thus, the later modernization is a goal-oriented one of emulating early
         modernizers who serve as the model. 
      

      
      The political goals that modernization seeks to achieve are the building of a nation-state,
         the accomplishment of industrial capitalism, and the realization of democracy. Modernity
         in the West was made possible by a conjuncture of social, political, economic, and
         cultural variables, all of which were shaped and produced historically by the discovery
         of the “New Continent” and subsequent imperialism and colonialism, the Renaissance,
         the Reformation, the Enlightenment, scientific and industrial revolutions, not to
         mention the French and American Revolutions, and other numerous wars both international
         and civil. When some “pioneering” nations were successful in achieving nation-statehood,
         capitalism and democracy (or liberalism), and then appeared to be strong political
         regimes with appealing intellectual and moral attractions, as well as economic and
         military prowess, both neighboring European nations and non-European nations alike
         were forced to emulate them in order to survive the intense international competition
         and secure domestic and international political legitimacy.[5]   This phenomenon, in which latecomer nations had to adapt to the new environment
         imposed by pioneering nations, might be defined as the transformation of world historical
         conditions by pioneering nations/civilizations.   This transformation engendered teleological
         change in latecomer nations/civilizations. Thus, the changes that Western nations/civilization
         underwent became the universal flow of world history, further imposing their standards
         upon latecomer nations/civilizations. 
      

      
      Partha Chatterjee (1986, 1–2) highlights the fact that when England and France set
         the pace of progress in modern Europe, some neighboring European nations felt that
         they were at a comparative disadvantage. Yet, they found that they were already culturally
         equipped to overcome those deficiencies. However, many Eastern European countries
         and non-Western societies might have realized that they were far behind global standards,
         that those standards came from an alien culture, and that their inherited cultures
         did not provide the necessary adaptive leverage for them to reach those standards
         of progress. Chatterjee’s insight applies to the modernization of non-Western societies
         in general, including nation building, capitalist industrialization, and democratization.
         These countries have had to go through teleological change, “modernization from above,”
         to make up for the absence of the necessary adaptive leverage. They have had to consciously
         accommodate and emulate early industrialized nations as the model, so that voluntaristic
         elements came to play a predominant role in historical development.[6]     
      

      
      As Chatterjee’s examination suggests, for countries that already have some necessary
         elements in common with Western nations, it may be easier to catch up in the race
         to modernize than for those that do not. Therefore, it is important to explore the
         necessary conditions for modernization—the achievement of nation-statehood, capitalism,
         and democracy—in early industrialized nations. However, this should not be interpreted
         as arguing that latecomer nations which seek to transplant or accommodate modernity
         on their own soil for diverse purposes should necessarily follow the same route, or
         that they must satisfy the same preconditions for modernity that were once required.
         In other words, once Western modernity was established as the hegemonic regime, latecomer
         nations could also make use of the so-called advantage of backwardness and create
         different forms of modernity in various regions of the world without repeating the
         specific historical experiences of the Western nations or satisfying the same necessary
         conditions for modernity that were once required.[7]   
      

      
      The distinction between pristine/original and secondary/derivative modernization will
         be utilized in chapter 8 and chapter 9 when I analyze contemporary Korean conservatism
         and liberal democracy in the context of Western-centrism. In addition, I use such
         derivative concepts as the “discrepancy between world and Korean historical time,”
         the “overwhelming of the latter by the former,” “borrowed legitimacy,” and “excessive
         idealization of Western modernity,” in order to explain characteristics related to
         teleological change. 
      

      
       Lastly, the eventual manifestation of modernity in latecomer nations will be a synthetic
         product that should be both similar to and different from that of Western nations,
         regardless of the former’s intention. This is, I suppose, because the conditions and
         processes for modernization are radically different between the two, even though the
         former might model their modernization on the latter. With regard to the variables
         that cause such different modernities, we may point to “the advantage of backwardness,”
         “the dependency or coloniality of the latecomers,” or “the diffusion effect.” Furthermore,
         we may have to consider the tradition and historical heritage of each country at the
         time of modernization as important variables. Modernization has imposed the task of
         innovating traditional culture upon individual nations. In fact, every nation cannot
         but manifest its own modernity, because it has inherited its own distinctive tradition
         that must in turn cope with the task and challenge of modernization in various ways.
         This constitutes a critical point of departure for post-Western-centric insight. A
         dramatic example can be found in the differences between Japan and the West, although
         both have achieved nation-statehood, industrial capitalism, and democracy. 
      

      
       If we take Korea as an example and attempt to explain the causes of the differences
         between Korean and Western modernity, we cannot help but take note of Korean history
         and tradition, the aborted attempt at modernization in the late nineteenth century,
         the experience of Japanese colonialism, the conditions within which a modern nation-state
         was established, including the division of the peninsula and the June 25 War, as well
         as the exogenous, heteronomous, and state-centered nature of modernization. Such differences
         may indeed result in a distinctly Korean modernity. Thus, the final picture of Korean
         modernity is a hybrid synthesis, resulting from the dual processes of the modernization
         of Korea and the “Koreanization” of Western modernity. However, with regard to the
         research on contemporary Korean politics and political thought, the latter aspect
         has been relatively neglected. The primary reason for this neglect is that contemporary
         Korean politics has mostly been preoccupied with the task of modernizing Korean politics.
         Yet, there have still been many negative and unsatisfactory elements compared to the
         West. This has in turn led to the poverty of academic concern and effort to explore
         the positive aspects of Korean modernity.
      

      
       When the Koreanization of modernity is carried out in earnest, the distinction between
         pristine/original and secondary/derivative modernization/modernity will lose the initial
         characteristics of preemptiveness and hierarchy, and acquire a balanced status. To
         understand this point, the status of monarchies in pre-modern societies east and west
         must be kept in mind. For example, in pre-modern times, hereditary monarchies existed
         universally both in East Asia and Europe. Although it is merely a rough comparison,
         there were feudal monarchies or absolute monarchies in Europe under the influence
         of Christianity, while, with the exception of Japan, there were Confucian monarchies
         in Northeast Asia. Despite some common attributes, such as hereditary monarchies,
         there were significant differences between the two regions due to their socio-cultural
         differences. Nevertheless, a balanced comparison can be made between the two models
         as sub-categories of hereditary monarchy. If we extend this interpretation of hereditary
         monarchy in the past to contemporary times, then it may be anticipated that generic
         commonalities and specific differences can be found—for example, between the Western
         and East Asian varieties of capitalism and democracy as the latter grows into maturity.
         Therefore, it may be possible to conceptualize capitalism and democracy in the two
         regions in a more egalitarian way, as specific subcategories of the more universal/generic
         concepts of capitalism and democracy.[8]   With this in mind, the problems facing conservatism and liberal democracy in contemporary
         Korea will be examined more concretely in the following chapters.
      

      
      Notes 

      
      
         
            1. However, it is clear that my interpretation does not apply to the emergence of nationalism
                  and socialism in Korea. In the case of nationalism, from the late nineteenth century
                  through the period of Japanese colonial rule to the present, it evolved in strong
                  reaction to European powers, Japan, and later the United States. Nationalism, as an
                  ideology, acquired indigenous legitimacy by resisting foreign powers. Insofar as socialism
                  in South Korea is concerned, except for the brief period from liberation in 1945 until
                  the establishment of a democratic government in 1948, it never played the role of
                  an ideology that shaped the political system, or even individual political parties,
                  political organizations, or any official social movements. Thus, I do not examine
                  Korean nationalism and socialism in terms of Western-centrism in this book. However,
                  I do not deny that it may be an intriguing and challenging task to explore the parallels
                  of Western-centrism in socialism by examining North Korean socialism and the radical
                  revolutionary movements that emerged in the 1980s in South Korea in terms of a Marx-Leninist
                  socialist model.
               

            

         

         
            2. There have been diverse interpretations of the nature of liberal democracy in Korea
                  since 1987, notably with regard to the nature of the Roh Tae-woo and Kim Young-sam
                  governments. Among leftist Korean scholars, they have been interpreted as: “bourgeois
                  democracy,” “authoritarian liberal democracy,” “Fascist liberal democracy,” “soft
                  Fascism,” “limited liberal democracy,” and so on. For a detailed examination, see
                  Sonn Ho-cheol (1997, 420–43).
               

            

         

         
            3. Various types of Western conservatism are briefly discussed in chapter 8. Diverse
                  forms of liberal democracy have been already discussed in chapter 6.
               

            

         

         
            4. I borrowed this distinction from Morton Fried (1967), a political anthropologist.
                  In his exploration of how the first original state came into being in human history,
                  he distinguishes between the pristine and the secondary state.
               

            

         

         
            5. Competition imposes pressure for assimilation and emulation upon a disadvantageous
                  competitor or a latecomer, while engendering creativity and innovation among competitors.
                  
               

            

         

         
            6. This might apply to the compressed industrialization and democratization of Korea.
                  It also applies to a series of socialist revolutions that took place in China, Vietnam,
                  and Cuba after the Bolshevik Revolution. 
               

            

         

         
            7. In this context, such concepts as “demonstration effect,” “diffusion effect,” and
                  “the advantage of backwardness” are used when examining the process in which nation-state,
                  capitalism, democracy, and technological innovations of Western origin are transplanted
                  and circulated into the non-Western world. 
               

            

         

         
            8. In this context, Kim Il-gon (1999, 48) states, “However universal capitalism may be
                  as an economic system, it cannot unify and regiment the world economic order to the
                  extent that it may also alter the individual identity of every nation coming from
                  cultural diversity.” Then he divides world capitalism into the following three types:
                  Anglo-American “competitive capitalism,” European “welfare capitalism,” and Asian
                  “Confucian symbiotic capitalism” (Kim Il-gon 1999, 48–59). 
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 8

      The Ideological Status of Korean Conservatism

      
         
         
      

      
      There is a banal ritual of referring to the “ideological poverty” of Korean conservatism
         that is made in the introduction or conclusion of most books or essays on conservatism
         in Korea. Many Korean scholars frequently note that Korean conservatives do not have
         any coherent conservative ideas that they want to defend, or that the substance of
         conservative ideas is vague and ambiguous. In short, there is a conservative force,
         but no conservative philosophy in Korean politics. This raises two important questions—whether
         the statement is valid, and why Korean conservatives do not have a conservative philosophy.
         The main reason Korean scholars have reached this conclusion seems to be that they
         conceptualize Korean conservatism, and interpret Korean political reality, under a
         strong meta-ideology of Western-centrism. In other words, internalized Orientalism
         is another underlying influence in the conceptualization and interpretation of the
         Korean reality as the absence or distortion of the “Western” reality. 
      

      
      In the first part of this chapter, the arguments of Korean scholars with diverse ideological
         backgrounds regarding the ideological poverty of Korean conservatism will be briefly
         surveyed. Then, in order to cast off the Western-centric interpretation of Korean
         conservatism as “ideologically poor” or “deviant,” I make a distinction between Western
         conservatism as “pristine/original conservatism,” and Korean conservatism as “secondary/derivative
         conservatism,” and propose that the two are inevitably distinct in certain respects
         simply because the conditions under which both were generated are different. Thus,
         Korean conservatism is not a distorted form or deviant manifestation of Western conservatism,
         rather both belong to the same genus, but are different species. The third section
         of this chapter moves on to examine the concept and historical development of Western
         conservatism, while accepting the conceptual and experiential primacy and superiority
         of Western conservatism over Korean conservatism in a tentative and strategic sense.
         The ideational attribute and status of Korean conservatism before the installation
         of democracy in 1987 is then discussed. Finally, this chapter concludes with an exploration
         of the prospect of Korean conservatism, which is facing a fresh opportunity for self-renovation
         and “normalization” with the democratization of Korean politics. Thus, rather than
         analyzing the substantive ideas and logic of Korean conservatism, this chapter explores
         the causes of the ideological poverty of Korean conservatism in connection with Western-centrism.
         
      

      
      The Ideological Poverty of Korean Conservatism

      
      The “ideological poverty” of Korean conservatism has been consistently highlighted
         both by conservative and progressive scholars in a series of debates over the nature
         of Korean conservatism. Perhaps even more interesting is that scholars of Western
         conservatism had also earlier denied the viability of conservatism in developing countries.
         
      

      
       In a 1979 article, Jin Deok-gyu (1979, 158, 163) argued that in contrast to Western
         politics, Korean politics lacked the normal correspondence between ideologies and
         political practices, pointing out that the conservative political reality in Korea
         rendered the “political situation idealess, rather than enhancing it.” At the same
         time, Hwang Seong-mo (1980, 61) argued that Korean politics “has often ignored the
         genuine value of what it means to be conservative . . . and our inherent ideological
         confusion is due to the fact that conservatism does not really have a contemporary
         substance to it.”
      

      
      This assertion was repeated in the 1980s and even after democratization in 1987. In
         his essay “Hanguge bosujuuineun inneunga” (Is There Any Conservatism in Korea?), Lee Jeong-sik argued that “the actual existence
         of Korean conservatism is problematic even before examining its ideological foundation,”
         and that Korean conservatives who profess conservatism do not possess an “institutional
         guarantee,” “systematic conservative philosophy,” or “clear ideological base” (Lee
         Jeong-sik 1986a, 120; 1986b). Kim Dae-hwan (1986, 142) also criticized Korean conservatism—as
         well as individualism, liberalism, and rationalism—for lacking a “clear ideological
         foundation,” though it claimed to espouse liberal democracy politically, and for failing
         to construct a “confident nationalist creed or logical foundation.” In his book Hangukhyeong bosujuuiwa rideosip (Korean-Style Conservatism and Leadership), published in the aftermath of the democratization
         of Korea, Kim Yong-seo diagnosed the crisis of Korean conservatism after the mid-1980s.
         Kim asserted that because conservatives failed to develop elaborate theoretical schemes
         to rebut the complaints of those who were challenging the incumbent regime, they were
         asked, to their great embarrassment, “What is it that conservatives really want to
         defend?” (Kim Yong-seo 1992, 16).
      

      
       Korean leftist scholars have also advanced similar arguments. For example, Kim Hong-myeong
         insisted that the conservative worldview, as well as conservative philosophy, could
         not exist in Third World countries like Korea: 
      

      
      
         The conservative worldview, however, cannot apply to Third World countries in general.
            For the Third World, countries do not possess a conservative substance of its own
            to defend, nor can they establish a progressive substance in an institutional setting
            of parliamentary democracy. . . . In the Third World, the conservative worldview manifests
            itself not as a political position or a worldview that has its own self-generating
            history, but as a vague temperament or mental attitude that is merely in tune with
            the surrounding circumstances. (Kim Hong-myeong 1986, 9–10)[1]   
         

         
      

      In fact, many Korean scholars have argued that there is no systematic thought or coherent
         ideas in Korean conservatism (Park Chung-seok et al. 1987; Park Ho-seong 1989; Choi
         Jeong-ho 1989; Kim Ui-su 1991).
      

      
      This line of thinking persisted in the literature on Korean conservatism published
         throughout the 1990s as well. For example, Yang Seung-tae (1994, 9) argued, “there
         are no explicit or systematic conservative ideas or ideologies.” Similarly, Kim Bi-hwan
         (1997, 13) also characterized Korean conservatism primarily as the “absence of philosophy
         and moral concern.” This is also true of Hangukui bosujuui (Conservatism in Korea) (1999), a compilation of articles by many competent scholars
         during the Kim Dae-jung government, more than ten years after democratization, which
         was the first successful peaceful transfer of power. In an article contributed to
         the book, Kim Byeong-guk (1999, 254) criticizes Korean conservatism, saying that although
         they adopt the “discourses of capitalism and democracy” as their official language,
         Korean conservatives’ “official language is nothing more than a mere political slogan
         or rhetoric lacking any philosophical or theoretical substance.” 
      

      
       In an article titled “Conservatism,” which appeared almost fifty years earlier in
         the International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, Clinton Rossiter (1968) had already made an interesting argument that conservatism
         could not exist in either communist or most Third World countries. He asserted that
         no conservative political leaders could be found in most African and Asian countries,
         or communist nations, with the exception of Western countries, although he conceded
         that the Liberal Democratic Party in Japan and the Swatantra Party in India might
         qualify as conservative parties in the loose sense of the word. In other words, genuine
         conservatism as a political force could not exist in most countries other than Western
         Europe and North America (Rossiter 1968, 291–92). Coincidentally, his thesis is confirmed
         by the fact that there is a paucity of Western literature on conservatism in Third
         World countries, while there is plenty on nationalism, socialism, and democracy. However,
         a considerable amount of literature on conservatism in Korea can be found, although
         it is not as popular as literature on nationalism and democracy. Nonetheless, as previously
         mentioned, most literature on conservatism usually begins or ends by pointing out
         the poverty of Korean conservatism.
      

      
      Pristine/Original Conservatism and 
Secondary/Derivative Conservatism
      

      
      Why are various manifestations of conservatism in North American and European countries—for
         example, France, Germany, Italy, Spain, and Scandinavian countries—not considered
         deviations, despite the fact that they are considerably different from the “basic”
         British model of conservatism? The undeniable fact is that despite the diversity and
         variety of Western conservatism that appeared in reaction to modernization in the
         West, Korean and Western scholars alike do not privilege one “type” as the standard
         while defining the rest as deviations. Rather, they tend to explain the diversity
         and differences as the outcome of various historical and political experiences undergone
         by these countries. Following the same logic, it is natural that, as a kind of “conscious”
         traditionalism, conservatism in Korea and in the West should have manifested differently,
         as the conditions and experiences of modernization also differed. The most notable
         of these differences is that Korea underwent modernization in a “derivative” way,
         while the West did so in a “pristine” way.
      

      
       Thus, Korean conservatism should be interpreted as merely a particular case of the
         fundamental problem that many Korean scholars are confronted with when they seek to
         apply Western political concepts, such as authority, justice, equality, democracy,
         and nationalism, to Korean politics.[2]   Since the late nineteenth century, Korean society has undergone unprecedented modernization,
         and there is no denying that this transformation has been Western-oriented. Thus,
         the application of Western concepts to Korea to illuminate and shape politics has
         secured a certain amount of practical, as well as teleological, relevance. However,
         it should also be noted that the Korean experience of modernization differs from that
         in the West, as the historical conditions of modernization and the inherited traditions
         of the two were radically different. Thus, when Koreans seek to interpret Korean politics
         using Western concepts that were originally distilled from Western experiences, it
         is clear that they cannot be applied without revision or modification. Nevertheless,
         many Korean scholars tend to interpret Korean politics, which does not readily fit
         into a Western reality or concepts, as a distortion or deviation, rather than critically
         interrogating the relevance of Western experiences and concepts to Korea.[3]   Such interpretive practices do not do justice to the reality of Korean politics.
         Underlying the adherence to this theoretical attitude is a practical inclination towards
         shaping and transforming the Korean reality in accordance with Western experiences
         and concepts. Many Koreans, either explicitly or implicitly, wish that Korean society
         attain a level of progress that is comparable to that of Western nations, and naturally
         tend to assume that advanced Western countries are the only models to be emulated
         and identified with.[4]   In this sense, many Koreans seem to be voluntary captives of Western-centrism,
         albeit to differing degrees. 
      

      
      Nevertheless, it should be stressed once more that Western and Korean conservatisms
         should manifest themselves in distinct ways, as their formative conditions differ
         from one another. Thus, it is important to articulate the differences between Korean
         and Western conservatism on an equalitarian basis. Even though the differences between
         the two types of conservatism are respected equally, the conceptual and experiential
         priority (or superiority) of Western conservatism over Korean conservatism should
         be tentatively and strategically acknowledged.[5]   Such acknowledgement should not, however, lead to the uncritical emulation of Western
         concepts and experiences of conservatism or to self-depreciation or self-contempt
         by Koreans. It should also not be accompanied by a premature abandonment of the prospect
         for exploring a creative or distinctive trajectory for Korean conservatism in the
         future. Ultimately, the task of clarifying how and why Korean politics differ from
         Western politics by studying Korean conservatism is the simultaneous process of critically
         re-appropriating the positive aspects of Western political experience and wrestling
         with the creative potential of Korean politics, which would hopefully make diverse
         prospects for the “Koreanization of modernity” possible.[6]   Such a task requires us to examine the concept and historical evolution of Western
         conservatism if we are to understand the ideational status of Korean conservatism.
      

      
      Western Conservatism

      
      Conservatism is generally defined as “an attitude, policy, or set of philosophical
         values that tend to accept authority, prefer the known to the unknown, and relate
         the present and future to the past” (Klemperer 1972, 164). While the concept of conservatism
         is a highly ambiguous concept in Korean politics, it has also been a very controversial
         concept in the West. Thus, Clinton Rossiter (1968, 290) began his examination of this
         concept in the International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences by stating, “‘Conservatism’ is a word whose usefulness is matched only by its capacity
         to confuse, distort, and irritate.” One of the primary reasons there is great confusion
         when attempting to define conservatism is the dualistic nature of conservatism, which
         is distinct from other ideologies such as liberalism and socialism. This is related
         to the debate as to whether it should be defined with a substantive approach by the
         concrete content of its ideas or with a positional approach, vis-à-vis its relation
         to actual historical context and other competing ideologies (Huntington 1957).
      

      
      Thus, in order to understand the ideational ambiguity of conservatism, its dualistic
         nature must be investigated. First, conservatism can be defined in terms of its ideational
         content. In this case, the core of Edmund Burke’s political philosophy contained in
         Reflections on the Revolution in France, which was written in vehement reaction and opposition to the equalitarian liberalism
         that erupted violently during the French Revolution, constitutes the primary source
         of conservatism. Thus, within the definition of conservatism, the substantive approach
         defines conservatism by relying upon the basics of Burke’s political philosophy. However,
         the positional approach defines conservatism as a political position within a concrete
         historical context—one that defends the political status quo against ideologies and
         movements challenging it, whatever those may be (Michels 1954, 230). Thus, Rossiter
         divided politically meaningful conservatism into “political conservatism” and “conservatism
         as philosophy,” with the former converging into the positional approach and the latter
         taking the substantive. 
      

      
      Samuel P. Huntington (1957), who stressed the positional nature of conservatism, divided
         conservatism into three different theories: “aristocratic,” “autonomous,” and “situational.”
         According to Huntington, the aristocratic theory is the ideology of feudal aristocracy,
         reacting to the French Revolution and the rise of liberalism and the bourgeoisie.
         Just as liberalism and socialism represent the ideologies of the bourgeois and proletarian
         classes, respectively, conservatism represents the ideology of the aristocratic class
         (Huntington 1957, 454). On the other hand, the autonomous theory regards conservatism
         as an “autonomous system of ideas,” and defines it in terms of “universal values such
         as justice, order, balance and moderation” (Huntington 1957, 454). Lastly, the situational
         theory defines it as an ideology employed by the supporters of existing institutions
         to justify and defend them when confronted with a direct and fundamental challenge.
         Considering the dualistic nature of conservatism, the aristocratic theory can be correlated
         with the historical-substantive conception, the autonomous theory with the universal-substantive
         conception, and the situational theory with the positional conception. Huntington
         preferred the situational theory over the other two. He maintained that conservative
         ideology is positional in the sense that it takes a defensive position to support
         established institutions in reaction to challenges, while non-conservative ideologies
         such as liberalism and socialism are ideational in the sense that they possess definite
         ideas or goals they seek to realize (Huntington 1957, 456–58, 468).[7]  
      

      
      However, most scholars tend to employ an eclectic definition in order to reconcile
         positional and substantive aspects, as the definition loses coherence when the situational
         definition is stretched too far. For example, Rossiter sought to moderate the positional
         aspects of conservatism and use the concept of political conservatism synonymously
         with the position of the moderate Right, because if the definition is pushed too far,
         conservatism can become universal in all kinds of organized societies. In other words,
         using such a definition, the Soviet Communist Party, the Conservative Party of Great
         Britain, the Republicans of the United States, the Gaullists of France, and even the
         Worker’s Party of North Korea can all be identified as politically conservative, making
         it extremely difficult to talk about political conservatism in any meaningful way.
         Thus, Rossiter defined political conservatism as the position of the moderate Right:
      

      
      
         That is to say, the aspirations and activities―most of them defensive rather than
            creative―of parties and movements that celebrate inherited patterns of morality and
            tested institutions, that are skeptical about the efficacy of popular government,
            that can be counted upon to oppose both the reforming plans of the moderate Left and
            the deranging schemes of the extreme Left, and that draw their heaviest support from
            men who have a substantial material and psychological stake in the established order.
            (Rossiter 1968, 291)
         

         
      

      Zig Layton-Henry (1982, 2) also criticized the positional definition. He stressed
         that if conservatism is defined merely as the maintenance of the political status
         quo, then Communist and social democratic parties in Western Europe could both be
         defined as conservative parties that support the status quo, in the sense that they
         are both committed to the maintenance of constitutionalism and parliamentary democracy,
         so that the ideological content of conservatism becomes so variegated and contradictory.
         Huntington (1957, 456) also does not push his situational theory to extremes and instead
         settles for defining conservatism as the position of the moderate Right, although
         admitting that contemporary conservatism shares core ideas stemming from Burke’s political
         philosophy. This eclectic approach to defining contemporary political conservatism
         should be interpreted as a reflection of the positional nature of contemporary conservatism,
         which has partly withdrawn the original opposition of early modern conservatism in
         the nineteenth century to European modernization—liberalism, the Enlightenment, the
         formation of the centralized nation-state, the capitalist Industrial Revolution—and
         accommodates its historical achievements.
      

      
       Due to this positional aspect of conservatism, the existing order that conservatives
         sought to defend in the nineteenth century in England, other European countries, and
         America was different. So, too, is the substance between nineteenth-century and twentieth-century
         Western conservatism. Kim Hong-myeong reflected on this positional aspect of conservatism
         thus:
      

      
      
         Conservatism is never willing to sacrifice itself to realize the content of progress,
            but always ready to entertain and defend the fruit of progress already realized, so
            that it is diachronically identical to the progress achieved in the past. (Kim Hong-myeong
            1986, 7)
         

         
      

      Burke’s conservatism is often considered the prototype of both modern and contemporary
         conservatism since it possesses commonality and continuity in the following ways.
         First, both modern and contemporary Western conservatism, as positional ideologies,
         originated from a fundamentally conservative human temperament beyond time and space—the
         attitude of preferring the familiar to the unknown, and of associating the present
         and future with the past. Second, since twentieth-century conservatives appropriated
         the logic of Burke’s conservatism, which leveled vehement criticism against the French
         Revolution, in their critique of the Bolshevik Revolution and communism, modern and
         contemporary conservatism share common elements, such as the defense of private property,
         recognition of inherent human inequality, emphasis on the importance of morals and
         religion, acknowledgement of rule by the elite, despite the difference in their respective
         orders to defend. Third, since conservatism usually appears as a result of anti-theoretical,
         reactive reflection of politicians and political thinkers regarding which aspects
         of the existing order they have to defend against challenges, and refuses to articulate
         any coherent and systematic ideational system—for example, in the sense that it does
         not have an orthodox dogma as socialism does—it possesses the flexibility to adapt
         itself to the changing times. Fourth, both modern and contemporary conservatism have
         enjoyed commonality and continuity, as Burke’s modern conservatism has already been
         baptized by the industrial revolution, liberalism, and the centralized modern state,
         while Christianity has remained the prevailing religion and worldview since the modern
         era.
      

      
       However, it should be noted that conservative philosophy and politics displayed considerable
         variations even in the West. Of course, the different varieties of European conservatism
         shared some common elements as they appeared in reaction to the Enlightenment, liberalism,
         the French Revolution, industrialization, and the centralized nation-state, were mostly
         led by aristocrats, and sought to defend the values of a medieval agricultural society,
         including: the family, the church, guilds, local community, and estates. Nonetheless,
         conservatism in many European countries manifested with considerable variation, as
         the actual content of existing order and tradition, as well as the characteristics
         of radical forces that challenged them, were diverse and different from country to
         country.[8]  
      

      
      Through closer examination, we can see that liberal political order and capitalist
         industrialization proceeded gradually in England without a radical break with the
         past, since it was not directly influenced by the French Revolution and Napoleonic
         revolutionary wars. Thus conservatism in England, including Burke’s, evolved as a
         moderate conservatism that accommodated gradual reform. In contrast, since France
         experienced a radical break with the past through the French Revolution, the French
         conservatism of Joseph Marie de Maistre and Vicomte de Bonald, for example, displayed
         a strong reactionary nature that opposed any kind of change with a strong will to
         defend the ancien régime by any means necessary. On the other hand, due to the German defeat in the Napoleonic
         wars and the difficulties encountered by the Germans in the process of building a
         unified nation-state, German conservatism retained an organic view of the state and
         a strong nationalist zeal. Since conservatives were tied to the interests of landed
         aristocrats, conservatism also possessed strong anti-bourgeois and anti-capitalist
         traits. In addition, German conservatives contributed to the rise of Nazism, in reaction
         to the democratic Weimar Republic. Finally, conservatism in the United States, which
         lacked feudal remnants and a medieval tradition, tended to support the industrial
         revolution and capitalism, as well as emphasize individual freedom and a free market
         economy. Thus, contemporary American conservatism adheres to classical individual
         liberalism, as opposed to New Deal liberalism. 
      

      
       In sum, diverse political and historical experiences in the West gave birth to a
         variety of conservatisms. Moderate conservatism that accommodated gradual reform appeared
         in England, which experienced gradual change without any radical breaks from the past.
         On the other hand, strongly reactionary forms of conservatism, which refused even
         moderate reform, often emerged in European countries that underwent radical historical
         change. Conservatism in the United States, which lacked a history of medieval feudal
         traditions or institutions, accommodated classical liberalism as a matter of course.
      

      
       Although modern conservatism appeared in Western nations with considerable variety
         in the modern era, we have also observed how contemporary conservatism in the West
         gradually converged in a substantive and positional way, as the socio-political order
         in the West converged into capitalism and liberal democracy and postulated communism
         as its major threat.[9]   The primary reason, of course, is because liberalism went through a process of
         “conservatization,” as relatively more progressive and radical socialism appeared
         from 1848 onwards. Furthermore, liberalism became decisively conservative twice in
         history: first, after the outbreak of the Russian Revolution in 1917, and second,
         after the establishment of the U.S.-Soviet Cold War in the aftermath of World War
         II. On the other hand, traditional conservatives began designating socialism and communism
         as their foremost enemy, declaring them more threatening to the existing order than
         liberalism, and even began embracing liberalism and its achievements. Consequently,
         a conservatized liberalism and a liberalized conservatism converged, forming a contemporary
         conservatism that seeks to defend the existing liberal-capitalist order against socialism.
         
      

      
      The Ambiguous Ideational Status of 
Korean Conservatism
      

      
      The confusion arising from the dualistic nature of Western conservatism, which displays
         substantive and positional attributes, also plagues the discussion of Korean conservatism
         by Korean scholars. For instance, Ko Beom-seo (1986) defines Korean “conservatism”
         as the position of adhering to the existing order, “progressivism” as that of accepting
         its gradual reform, and “radicalism” as that of overthrowing it in a violent and abrupt
         way. Ko argues that both conservatism and progressivism espouse liberal democracy
         and free market economy in terms of substantive ideas, while radicalism espouses Marxism
         (Ko Beom-seo 1986, 141–43). For him, then, conservatism and progressivism are not
         distinguished by a difference in their substantive ideas, but rather by their willingness
         to accept gradual reform. Similarly, scholars who take a historical approach to conservatism
         in Korean politics tend to define conservatism not in terms of its substance but of
         its position. Kim Seong-guk, who examined the history of Korea conservatism since
         the late nineteenth century, not only identifies the Confucian wijeongcheoksa (literally meaning to “defend orthodoxy and reject heterodoxy”) group[10]   as conservatives, but he also defines the Korean Democratic Party (founded in the
         aftermath of the Liberation in 1945) and the group that led the May 16 Military Coup
         of 1961 as conservative, irrespective of the ideologies they espoused (Kim Seong-guk
         1986).[11]  
      

      
      On the other hand, scholars who focus on the Korean party system or the ideological
         characteristics of contemporary politics tend to define conservatism primarily in
         terms of ideological and substantive content. In his examination of party politics
         after the Liberation, Shim Ji-yeon (1986, 18) regards political parties that upheld
         liberal democracy as conservatives. Similarly, in his examination of the “Orthodox
         Conservatism Debate” raised during the April 11 general election in 1996, Sonn Ho-cheol
         (1996, 39) distinguishes conservatism and progressivism in terms of ideological content.
         Sonn regards conservatives as political forces advocating capitalism and liberal democracy
         and progressives as upholding alternative systems such as social democracy or socialism.[12]   Subsequently, Korean activists who campaign for the repeal of the National Security
         Act and support the Jeongyojo (the Korean Teachers’ Union) are considered conservatives,
         since they advocate the freedom of conscience, speech, assembly, and association in
         Korean politics, one of the major pillars of liberal democracy. In addition, the reform
         of the Kim Young-sam administration was also classified as a measure for “putting
         conservatism in its rightful place” (Sonn Ho-cheol 1996, 40–41).[13]    In this way, Sonn constructs rhetoric in which Kim Jong-pil, the party president
         of the Union of Liberal Democracy, is identified as a reactionary or sugu (“blindly defending the past”), since Kim once argued that those who pushed for repeal
         of the National Security Act and supported Jeongyojo were communists. In stark contrast
         to Sonn, Han Sang-jin (1986, 121) argues that the progressive aspect of the middle
         class during Chun Doo-hwan’s authoritarian rule from 1980 to 1987 must be acknowledged,
         insisting that the existing order supported by Korean conservatives should not be
         taken as the “liberal democracy” officially declared by the Chun administration, but
         as “bureaucratic authoritarianism,” according to its objective characteristics, and
         arguing that the reformist aspirations of the Korean middle class should be considered
         progressive. 
      

      
      Debates over Korean conservatism raise many intriguing questions, such as whether
         Korean conservatism should be approached from a substantive or positional viewpoint,
         and whether the existing order should be considered “liberal democracy,” as declared
         by the political regime, or judged by its objective characteristics regardless of
         its official designation. In particular, while the second question has never been
         raised in the Western context, it seems to be a problem facing the students of conservatism
         in non-Western authoritarian governments that officially claim liberal democracy.
         Thus, the task of defining conservatism in Korea and explicating its nature raises
         additional problems due to the different processes of modernization experienced by
         Korea and the West, as well as the dualistic nature of conservatism. 
      

      
      The Dilemma of Korean Conservatism: The Original Contradiction between Political and
         Philosophical Conservatism
      

      
      As I discussed in chapter 7, the reason Korean conservatism differs from Western conservatism
         is rooted in the fundamental differences in the historical contexts under which modernization
         took place in Korea and Western nations. Roughly speaking, Western nations, such as
         England and France, underwent modernization autonomously, endogenously, and earlier
         than non-Western nations. On the other hand, modernization in most non-Western nations,
         such as South Korea, was dependent, exogenous, belated, and sometimes even externally
         imposed in order to serve the interests of imperialist powers.[14]   In addition, whereas liberal progressive forces, such as the rising bourgeois class,
         propelled modernization in the West, modernization in Korea was carried out by royal
         families and reform-oriented yangban (ruling class of Confucian literati) during the late Joseon Dynasty, by the colonial
         government during the Japanese colonial rule, and by the state elite in contemporary
         South Korea.
      

      
      Thus, while conservative philosophy emerged as a consequence of conscious efforts
         to defend the pre-modern order by conservatives in the West who resisted and opposed
         modernization, its Korean contemporary counterpart could not develop conservative
         philosophy as a conscious traditionalism, since they had to launch into modernization,
         completely estranged from their own traditions and history, and in alliance with external
         forces. Judging from the European experience, it was authority, tradition, religion,
         and history that provided fertile ground for nourishing conservative philosophy. However,
         modernization in Korea was undertaken after the Liberation in 1945 in a self-negating,
         Western-emulating way. It proceeded by demolishing Korean authority, tradition, religion,
         and history. Therefore, it is rather natural that conservative philosophy, either
         as a ruling ideology or as a reactionary ideology, has not been able to strike root
         in Korean political soil. 
      

      
       Why, then, have the traditional ruling class or ruling ideas such as Confucianism
         been unable to register significant opposition to the process of modernization, like
         their European counterparts? Finding the proper answer requires more serious research,
         and yet I am reminded of the simple historical fact that the cultural as well as political
         authority of the ruling classes who dominated for five hundred years during the Joseon
         Dynasty was broken down all at once, after they failed to actively meet the challenge
         of modernization by critically and imaginatively re-appropriating traditional Confucianism.
         Consequently, they fell prey to incoming Japanese imperialism. During that process,
         Confucianism as a tradition and religion, which underpinned the political and cultural
         authority of the ruling classes, missed its opportunity to evolve in order to meet
         the task of modernization, losing its civilizational legitimacy as well. Furthermore,
         Japanese imperialism propelled modernization in an exogenous and heteronomous way,
         denying both self-identity and Confucian tradition to Koreans in the process. Meanwhile,
         the colonialist interpretation of Korean history offered by Japanese imperialism presented
         a negative interpretation of Korean history. Accordingly, Korean history, which could
         have been a potential site for breeding conservatism, fell into complete ruin, despite
         some heroic struggles by a few nationalist historians. Consequently, under the harsh
         rule of Japanese imperialism, authority, religion (Confucianism), tradition (culture),
         and history, all of which could have served as vehicles to nourish conservative philosophy
         in an endogenous way, were destroyed beyond the possibility of recovery.
      

      
       In addition, the thorough and radical transformation experienced by contemporary
         Korean society following liberation in 1945 made the Western notion of conservative
         philosophy as a ruling ideology difficult, perhaps even impossible. The scale of socio-economic
         change—economic development, urbanization, industrialization, etc.―introduced over
         the course of thirty years by the conservative ruling elite, from the Park Chung-hee
         regime in the early 1960s to the Roh Tae-woo administration in the early 1990s, was
         so dramatic in nature that Korea accomplished in thirty years what Western nations
         did in three hundred years. What’s more, this radical change has taken place, not
         through complementary, selective, and careful preservation of traditional culture,
         but by the eradication of it in a single blow. Indeed, the conservative ruling elite
         of Korea initiated a gargantuan transformation that simply cannot be defended by conservative
         philosophy in any meaningful way. Of course, the ruling elite occasionally mobilized
         Confucian virtues of loyalty and filial piety in order to make up for their lack of
         political legitimacy, but this only led to the popular ridicule of Confucianism and
         the government, rather than enhancing or securing popular obedience. 
      

      
       In short, while conservative philosophy in the West emerged in order to justify the
         conservation of the pre-modern order and to oppose modernization by relying on tradition,
         authority, religion, and history, in Korea, ruling conservatives had to carry out
         an enormous transformation in the name of modernization by resolutely severing ties
         from their own tradition and history.[15]   Thus, although political conservatism (as a positional ideology) has vaguely existed
         in Korea, in the sense that it seeks to preserve the existing political order, political
         conservatism lacked any philosophical content from the start. In other words, political
         conservatism in Korea, unlike that in the West, has been unable to sustain itself
         with the support of philosophical conservatism.
      

      
      Therefore, the conservative ruling elite in Korea has been forced to face the irony
         of justifying themselves not in terms of authority, tradition, religion, and history,
         but in terms of futurist goals of modernization, such as capitalist industrialization,
         material affluence, and democratization.[16]   In other words, they have not been able to justify the present as the culmination
         of “continuous, seamless growth” in the past, which is the typical perspective of
         conservatives in the West, but rather, as a point of departure from which they might
         arrive at a rosy future, which is conventionally the perspective of progressives (Nisbet
         1986, 25). Thus, in Korea, political conservatism that seeks to maintain the status
         quo has never been able to reconcile itself with the contradictory conservative philosophy.
         
      

      
      The Discrepancy between World and Korean Historical Time 

      
      It is generally agreed that the question of whether a certain ideology is conservative
         or progressive in a given society should be determined in accordance with the society’s
         own stage of historical development.[17]   In that case, both liberal democracy and socialism should have been defined as
         progressive, considering the historical context of the Korean Peninsula under Japanese
         colonial rule at the time of liberation. However, in the violent ideological struggles
         between liberal democrats (the Right) and communists (the Left) in liberated Korea,
         the former were considered conservative and the latter progressive, regardless of
         the domestic political situation, due to the direct influence of the Cold War between
         the United States and the Soviet Union, which divided and occupied the Korean Peninsula.
         Thus, as in many non-Western countries, what is considered conservative or progressive
         in Korean politics was determined not by “local Korean time” set by Korea’s internal
         political and historical context, but by “world standard time” set by the U.S.-Soviet
         Cold War. In other words, the expansion of Western civilization has created a globalized
         world history in which the concepts of conservative and progressive in other countries
         are still defined by the West. In particular, the Cold War, which pitted the “Free
         World” against the “Communist bloc,” was actually the outcome of the global expansion
         of Western conflicts, as the two ideologies originated in the West and the war was
         led by the United States and the Soviet Union. Just as the West has dominated the
         world, so have “conservative” and “progressive” been defined from the perspective
         of Western civilization.[18]   
      

      
      Even though conservatism is typically defined as the ideology that seeks to defend
         the existing order, and although liberal democracy was not the status quo in Korea,
         in accordance with Western-centric definitions, those who sought liberal democracy
         were defined as conservative in Korean politics. Therefore, for Korean conservatives,
         in contrast with Western conservatives, the “existing order” was not something to
         be preserved and defended, but something that had yet to be fulfilled. This contradiction
         was exacerbated because conservatives had to defend liberal democracy against the
         threat of progressive socialism as if it had already been realized against the threat
         of progressive socialism.[19]   Due to the hostile confrontations between South and North Korea, conservatives
         in South Korea were burdened both domestically and internationally with the mission
         of defending “liberal democracy” before it was even realized. Thus, conservatives
         substituted the task of defending liberal democracy against internal and external
         threats of communism for the task of realizing it, frequently equating anti-communism
         with liberal democracy itself.[20]   For the interim American military government and Korean conservatives, liberal
         democracy seems to have been introduced in Korea for the purpose of keeping the progress
         of socialism at bay, rather than in order to transform Korean society drastically
         in accordance with its ideal, as well as to liquidate the remnants of pre-modern monarchical
         and autocratic colonial rule of the Japanese.[21]  
      

      
      Thus, it should have been truly revolutionary or epochal to introduce the constitutional
         order of liberal democracy, including universal suffrage, in Korea. But its progressive
         nature, in light of Korean history, was soon buried in the banal conservatism of world
         history and deprived of its original revolutionary vigor, as seen in the ascending
         pristine democracies of the West.[22]   Thus, the Western-oriented modernization, including economic development and democratization,
         which began with the liberation of Korea, can be interpreted as the process of Korea
         catching up with the world historical standard of conservatism.[23]  
      

      
      Interactive Determination of Conservatism as the Positional Ideology 

      
      Of course, that liberal democracy was defined as conservative and socialism as progressive
         was not due only to Western-centric standards. As a matter of fact, even during Japanese
         colonial rule, the liberalism imported into colonized Korea assumed a conservative
         guise, making conciliatory and compromising gestures toward the Japanese colonial
         regime. In addition, since the earlier national independence movement organized by
         liberal right-wing leaders faced challenges from advocates of communism, the two sides
         confronted each other over issues such as their political stance against the Japanese
         colonial regime, strategies of winning independence, and the nature of the political
         system to be established after independence. Thus, fighting for leadership of the
         independence movement, the two camps were bitterly divided, and experienced intense
         ideological confrontations. This division and vehement struggle between the two groups
         even prior to liberation also helped to set the stage for defining the former as conservative
         and the latter as progressive. Although both forces sought to obtain independence,
         socialist left-wing activists advocated revolutionary goals and more radical strategies
         than liberal right-wing activists. It was natural, therefore, that the latter, who
         advocated compromise and more moderate goals, were defined as conservatives. This
         interpretation suggests that “conservative” and “progressive” cannot be defined merely
         in terms of maintaining or challenging the existing order. Rather, conservative and
         progressive are determined interactively, in relationship to each other. In other
         words, earlier, less progressive ideologies are perceived as conservative due to the
         emergence of later, more progressive ideologies. This interpretation, cast in the
         light of the concrete historical context, is possible due to the positional and relational
         character of conservatism and progressivism.
      

      
      Of course, a relational emergence of conservatism is found in modern European history
         as well. In France, immediately after the February Revolution of 1848, progressive
         political forces were divided into socialists who represented the working class, and
         liberals who represented the bourgeoisie. The radical political movements of socialists
         critical of capitalism and liberalism gained notable ascendancy in Europe after the
         announcement of the “Communist Manifesto” by Marx and Engels. Thus, socialists who
         advocated the socio-economic liberation of the working class began to assume a more
         offensive and progressive position, while liberals content with civil liberties and
         limited suffrage assumed a defensive, conservative stance. As a result, liberals in
         many European countries, including France and Germany, became a part of the conservative
         side vis-à-vis socialists, even though the progressive potential of liberalism had
         not yet been exhausted. Furthermore, this tendency became even more pronounced in
         Europe with the outbreak of the Bolshevik Revolution in 1917.
      

      
       In Korea, both liberal democracy and socialism were progressive ideologies, demanding
         a radical transformation of Korean society from the Confucian monarchy of the Joseon
         Dynasty and the harsh Japanese colonial rule. However, conservatism as a positional
         ideology has a dualistic character, unlike liberalism or socialism. It is defined
         not only by its orientation towards maintaining the status quo, but also interactively
         by its relationship to more progressive ideologies. Without the presence of socialism,
         liberal democracy would have been accepted as a progressive ideology, but since socialism
         advocated for a more radical transformation and set itself in opposition to liberal
         democracy, the latter was comparatively perceived as conservative (Kim Byeong-ik 1986,
         173). 
      

      
       Finally, it should be noted that the liberal democracy that Korea imported from the
         United States was not an ideology in its ascendancy replete with revolutionary zeal,
         but rather, one that had already reached its maturity in the United States, conservatized
         by the Cold War. As is widely recognized, liberalism in the age of the Cold War had
         already exhausted much of its vitality in maintaining the status quo against the onslaught
         of prewar Fascism and postwar communism, rather than in furthering sociopolitical
         reform in accordance with its ideals. In the West, liberalism’s historically progressive
         nature began to wane as it became more defensive and passive. Liberalism’s role of
         criticizing the existing socio-political order was mostly lost, particularly in the
         United States, and instead came to accentuate its conservative function of defending
         the existing order. In other words, as the ideal of liberalism in the West had been
         generally realized, what was now necessary for liberals was to defend Western society
         against threats of domestic radicalism and external communism. Thus, liberal democrats
         came to reduce the conception of democracy from its classical democratic ideal of
         “rule by the people,” to a form or method of government based on the choice of politicians
         by competitive elections and a constitutional device guaranteeing civil liberties.
         It was this reductive definition of democracy that was exported to non-Western societies
         and accommodated wholeheartedly by local conservatives there. Choi Jang-jip and Lee
         Seong-hyeong vividly describe the unfortunate outcomes brought about by such reductive
         reformulation in Korea:
      

      
      
         In the significant of liberal democracy, we read only the logic of power to maintain
            dictatorial government, not the radical spirit of rebellion against absolute power
            or the anti-feudal struggle found in modern European history. (Choi Jang-jip and Lee
            Seong-hyeong 1991, 217)
         

         
      

      The Ambiguity of the Existing Order for Contervatives to Defend

      
      Examining conservatism in Korean politics, many students have been confronted with
         the following question: what is the existing order or status quo that conservatives
         seek to defend? This question arises from the fact that until the beginning of democratization
         in 1987,[24]   Korean politics was dominated by successive authoritarian governments, contrary
         to the official and constitutional claim of liberal democracy by the successive regimes.
         Thus, in determining conservatism and progressivism, Korean political scientists have
         been faced with the question of whether they were to consider the political cause
         ostensibly pursued by the government, or the actual politics of authoritarian rule
         without regard for political cause. As mentioned earlier, Han Sang-jin (1986) raised
         this very question when he examined the so-called conservative nature of the Korean
         middle class. Han stressed the need to articulate a clear notion of the political
         regime in determining what is “conservative” and what “progressive”:
      

      
      
         When we speak of the middle class as sympathizing with the regime (or political system),
            what does this refer to? Put differently, when we speak of transforming a regime (or
            political system), what indeed is the nature of the alternative system? Unless this
            question is clarified, the relationship between the conservative and the progressive
            cannot be solved academically. (Han Sang-jin 1986, 120)
         

         
      

      Han noted that the confusion in determining the political nature of the regime arose
         from the “discrepancy between the ideal of political institution that the regime upholds
         as the cause and political practice of actual operation” (Han Sang-jin 1986, 121).
         In other words, before democratization in 1987, successive Korean regimes officially
         professed liberal democracy, but in actuality, the “authoritarian structure took deep
         root” in every corner of society, including the political arena. Han maintained that
         when the discrepancy between the cause and the reality of the regime exists so glaringly,
         conservative and progressive ideologies should be judged according to the objective
         reality. He, then, defined the Korean regime as the “combination of capitalism and
         bureaucratic authoritarianism characterized by dependent development” (Han Sang-jin
         1986, 121). Developing his argument in this way, Han secured a theoretical space in
         which those who sought to defend bureaucratic authoritarianism were considered conservative
         and those who sought to overthrow it progressive.
      

      
      Han’s question is particularly relevant in non-Western societies, including Korea,
         that are undergoing exogenous change, where the political systems of these societies
         display a notable discrepancy between the ideology ostensibly professed and the actual
         operations practiced. Originally, conservatives and progressives found themselves
         opposed to each other in the West when a new ideology or movement emerged that challenged
         the existing political system, after a political system had grown to maturity and
         manifested internal contradictions. In the case of South Korean politics, however,
         after the liberation and division between South and North Korea, the political system
         was in the midst of forming. Therefore, the existing system or status quo was not
         actually settled, but fluid and unstable. Accordingly, in the sense of maintaining
         the existing order or creating a new order, it has not yet reached the stage in which
         it can be discussed in terms of conservatism and progressivism.
      

      
      For this reason, Han proposes that the existing political order is more aptly described
         as bureaucratic authoritarianism. However, most authoritarian regimes in Third World
         countries have been under the hegemony of Western liberal democracy. If we are allowed
         to interpret history teleologically, from the time after liberation until 1987, Korean
         society went through a process of trial and error in the course of democratization,
         experiencing short-lived democratic government and various kinds of authoritarian
         governments. All the authoritarian regimes of South Korea had to profess liberal democracy
         as they faced a perennial crisis of legitimation stemming from internal and external
         pressures for democratization. 
      

      
      Due to the dualistic nature of Korean politics arising from the discrepancy between
         official profession and actual practice, it was not easy to define the existing order.
         Han’s assertion of bureaucratic authoritarianism underpins his criticism of scholars
         who define liberal democracy as conservative, regardless of the actual character of
         the existing political system. If we consider liberal democracy to be conservative,
         then democratic struggles, including the April Revolution in 1960 and the June Democratic
         Struggles in 1987, and democratic demands, such as the calling for the repeal of the
         National Security Act and the legalization of the Korean Teachers’ Union, must also
         be regarded as conservative, since they are legitimate demands acceptable to liberal
         democracy. However, this interpretation does not fit with either the political common
         sense of the general populace or scholars in Korea. 
      

      
      Nevertheless, Han’s argument has its own problem as well. Due to the interdependent
         concepts of conservatism and progressivism, independence movements organized and led
         by liberal right-wing leaders are regarded as conservative when compared with progressive
         left-wing movements, even though they were progressive in their aims to terminate
         Japanese colonial rule. If we follow Han’s logic, then independence movements organized
         by liberal nationalists should be understood as aiming to break the status quo, and
         therefore progressive. Nevertheless, most contemporary scholars in Korea do not seem
         to take issue with the general perception to regard them as conservative. In short,
         Han’s argument for defining conservative and progressive based on the actual political
         system reveals certain limitations, although some novel validity can be recognized
         in his argument.
      

      
      Our examination thus far indicates that factors and variables that must be considered
         when defining the conservative and the progressive are pluralistic, multi-dimensional,
         complicated, and sometimes conflicting. For instance, the Gabo Reforms of 1894 in
         the late Joseon Dynasty should be interpreted as progressive and innovative in the
         sense that they aimed to abolish the traditional status system, but might also be
         considered conservative because they were initiated by the Joseon elite using a top-down
         approach. The general strike organized by the Democratic Labor Union in 1997 protesting
         against the impending revision of the Labor Law should also be considered progressive
         in that they sought to accomplish their democratic goals by struggling from below,
         although their strategy and demands were not intended to overthrow the existing system
         of capitalism and liberal democracy, but to adapt to it. These instances and interpretations
         show that the factors and variables that must be considered in determining what is
         conservative and what is progressive are diverse and complicated. 
      

      
      Bearing this in mind, let’s elaborate now on some significant variables that are also
         worth considering. First, generally speaking, if it is assumed and agreed upon that
         values and goals that challenge the status quo are desirable, then events and actions
         in accordance with innovative values and goals are interpreted as being progressive,
         and those which seek to maintain the existing order as conservative. We think of socialism
         as more progressive than capitalism, for the former gives utmost priority to socio-economic
         equality and seeks to realize it.[25]   In this case, the “conservative” and the “progressive” are determined in terms
         of the substantive content that certain events, actions, and ideologies contain. 
      

      
      Second, as the terms “conservative” and “progressive” are positional concepts, the
         same idea or event may be interpreted as conservative or progressive, based on to
         what it is compared. Locke’s liberalism was progressive compared to Filmer’s divine
         right of kingship, but it was conservative compared to the Levellers’ political ideas
         raised during the English Civil War.
      

      
       Third, as previously examined, conservative and progressive ideologies are measured
         according to the degree of the radicalness of their intended transformation, as well
         as the comprehensiveness of their scale. Thus, although various movements seek to
         break the status quo, those that seek a more comprehensive or radical transformation
         are considered more progressive. Thus, liberalism is considered conservative compared
         to socialism in the nineteenth-century European political terrain. Although the former
         was progressive in seeking to overthrow the feudalist order, it was considered conservative
         based on the interactive determination of the conservative and the progressive. The
         same reasoning may be applied to the relationship between liberal feminism and radical
         feminism as well.
      

      
       Fourth, the conservative and the progressive can be determined either according to
         the intended goals of the political agent or the actual outcome. Intention and outcome
         may not match with each other. For instance, as cited in chapter 4, Marx thought that
         the British colonial rule of India was conservative since it sought the interests
         of British capitalists, but he also considered it consequentially progressive since
         British rule would make “barbarous” India capitalist, preparing the ground for a socialist
         revolution in India. Thus, Marx ultimately endorsed the British colonial rule.
      

      
       Fifth, as previously examined, due to the discrepancy between world and local historical
         time in a “latecomer” society, a progressive event or phenomenon on the part of the
         latter may be interpreted as conservative due to the preemptive application of the
         former. Supposing that liberal democracy had been implanted in South Korea without
         left-right struggles after independence and national division, it should have been
         considered utterly progressive according to Korean historical time, especially compared
         to the previous Japanese colonial rule. However, such was not the case and liberal
         democracy was considered conservative even in Korean politics, due to the preemptive
         application of world historical time set by Western civilization in general and the
         Cold War in particular. For similar reasons, the initial introduction of universal
         suffrage in Korea was not hailed as genuinely progressive, but was quickly buried
         in the perfunctory banal ritual of conservatism. Of course, this reasoning should
         not deny the unfolding of the actual political situation in Korea, in which liberal
         democracy was regarded as conservative due to active socialist struggles in South
         Korea, the establishment of a socialist regime in North Korea, and the consequent
         interactive/relational definition of what was conservative and what was progressive.
         At any rate, my thesis of preemptive determination shows that it is not always appropriate
         to judge the two based on a particular historical situation in a given society, notably
         in a latecomer society, as Han would argue.
      

      
       Sixth, the same transformation might be judged as conservative or progressive depending
         on the agent of transformation, that is, whether it is initiated by the ruling elite
         or by the people. For instance, the introduction of universal suffrage or the eight-hour
         workday might be regarded as progressive if it were initiated and achieved by workers,
         but might be considered conservative if it were granted from above without any struggle.
         The June Democratic Struggles in 1987 may be seen as progressive, but the June 29
         Declaration by Roh Tae-woo accepting democratic demands made in the Struggles is likely
         to be considered conservative, since it aimed to prevent a more revolutionary situation
         from developing.
      

      
        Seventh, the same event or phenomenon may be deemed conservative or progressive
         based on its timing. Change that is seen as being in accordance with the desirable
         direction of history is typically perceived as progressive. But since the evaluation
         of the desirable direction varies, an event, thought, or ideology that was once considered
         conservative may later be interpreted as progressive. Romantic opposition to industrialization
         during its early stages in nineteenth-century Europe, based on the protection of nature,
         was once looked down upon as conservative, but contemporary environmental or ecological
         activists and theorists now consider the early Romantics as the forerunners of progressive
         environmental movements. 
      

      
       Returning to Han’s question once again, as Han adequately noted, considering the
         Korean political context of military authoritarianism in 1986, it does not seem appropriate
         to unilaterally regard the moderate democratic attitude of the middle class towards
         labor issues and authoritarian politics as conservative. Han also argued that the
         Korean middle class would be conservative if liberal democracy were established in
         Korea, like their counterparts in Western nations. But they had progressive potential,
         for they aspired for democratization in Korea, although they were not actively involved
         in democratic struggles in a visible way (Han Sang-jin 1986, 121, 128–29, 131).[26]   In contrast, many Korean theorists would admit that both the ruling party that
         sought to maintain authoritarian military rule and the opposition party that struggled
         against it were conservative parties. Thus, we find that in our definition of what
         is conservative and what is progressive, it is not easy to determine whether we have
         to give precedence to the cause of the regime (liberal democracy) or its actual political
         system (authoritarianism). In this case, it is not difficult to identify political
         forces that seek to maintain an authoritarian government as conservative and those
         in pursuit of an alternative political system as progressive. However, it is difficult
         to assess whether those who are neither content with authoritarian government nor
         want a more radical democratic system, but who seek liberal democracy, are conservative
         or progressive. Thus the so-called conservatism of the Korean middle class arises
         within this ambiguity, due to the discrepancy between the professed cause and the
         actual operation of the regime. This problem notably arises in many latecomer nations
         undergoing democratic change. 
      

      
      Anti-Communism and Developmentalism: The Secondary Attribute of 
Korean Conservatism
      

      
      Francis G. Wilson (1941) identifies primary and secondary attributes in conservatism
         in order to distinguish between the continuity and diversity of Western conservatism
         that has manifested itself in various forms in many societies across history since
         Edmund Burke. Primary attributes refer to essential and enduring ideas and principles—for
         example, inequality, elite rule, private property, and an emphasis on stability—that
         conservatives have consistently valued, regardless of variations in time and space;
         secondary attributes refer to incidental and secondary ideas and principles—for example,
         various forms and institutions of inequality, elite rule, and private property—that
         appeared in response to particular historical changes or out of a commitment to a
         particular socio-economic order.[27]   I would extend Wilson’s concept of secondary attributes to cover the anti-communism
         and developmentalism that American liberal democracy adopted during the Cold War.
         American liberal democracy as political conservatism adopted anti-communism and developmentalism
         as important elements of its foreign policies not only to keep the expansion of communism
         in check and guarantee the security of the United States and Western Europe, but also
         to protect Western investments in Third World countries. Thus, just as the belief
         in human inequality and skepticism about the democratic potential for active political
         participation of the masses were some of the primary characteristics of Western conservatism,
         anti-communism and developmentalism were the secondary characteristics of American
         liberalism as contemporary conservatism. 
      

      
      Here, it would be useful to examine the way in which developmentalism was adopted
         as a conservative foreign policy by the United States government.[28]   President Harry Truman introduced the term “underdevelopment” for the first time
         in public discourse in a speech on January 20, 1949, wherein he declared that “development”
         was the foremost foreign policy of the American government:
      

      
      
         We must embark on a bold new program for making the benefits of our scientific advances
            and industrial progress available for the improvement and growth of underdeveloped
            areas. (as quoted in Lummis 1996, 58)
         

         
      

      It should be noted that Truman’s speech was given at the time that the United States
         had emerged as the unprecedented superpower following the end of World War II, on
         the brink of the Cold War, and when American capital was in great need of outlets
         for overseas investment. Thus, Truman’s bold and novel plan, which sought to develop
         underdeveloped nations, was the result of these combined needs.[29]  
      

      
      Later, in his book Memoirs, Truman recollected that the program was a wonderful project that was aimed at assisting
         millions of people in underdeveloped areas, enabling them to throw off their colonial
         fetters in order to reach a state of self-sufficiency and prosperity. Truman insisted
         that the notion of “development,” together with the Four Points Program, was the conscious
         design for industrialized capitalist countries to fully transform newly independent
         states; in other words, the project was intended to cure the disease of “underdevelopment.”[30]   Thus, following his speech, the word “development” came to acquire a certain meaning:
         the prescription for the disease of so-called underdevelopment. It then became a fashionable
         term in the social sciences in the United States. With the active support of the American
         government, a new paradigm, including development economics, was created in American
         social sciences. Millions of dollars were allocated to the study of modernization
         and development and a great deal of research ensued as a result (Lummis 1996, 59–60).
      

      
      It seems only natural, then, that Korean conservatives who were successful in seizing
         power with the direct support of the American military government were committed to
         implementing the global mission of anti-communism and developmentalism, the secondary
         features of contemporary American conservatism, rather than realizing and maintaining
         the status quo of liberal democracy, its primary feature. Viewed from this perspective,
         Choi Jang-jip and Lee Seong-hyeong (1991, 218) captured the essence of anti-communism
         and developmentalism, created and propagated by the United States in the postwar era:
         “Just as anti-communism is the political philosophy of Pax Americana, so is developmentalism its economic philosophy.” 
      

      
       Korean conservative political forces had their own domestic incentives to conceal
         and complement the regime’s lack of legitimacy. However, the full-scale execution
         of this task would have to wait until after the inauguration of the Park Chung-hee
         regime. In fact, anti-communism, which was mobilized during the Rhee Syngman regime
         in tandem with distorted liberal democracy, was of limited utility in making up for
         the lack of legitimacy of the regime. However, Park’s military authoritarian regime,
         which took power after the military coup on May 16, 1961, used the carrot-and-stick
         approach in order to maintain political power, by propagating the vision of an affluent
         material lifestyle through development, while simultaneously employing and reinforcing
         a panoply of coercive governmental mechanisms. According to Choi Jang-jip and Lee
         Seong-hyeong (1991, 219), “It was not until developmentalism was grafted onto anti-communism
         and authoritarianism that they [the conservative elite] shifted their position from
         a passive and defensive stance to an active and offensive one.”
      

      
      The Influence of the Cold War and National Division on 
South Korean Conservatism
      

      
      Liberalism, socialism, and conservatism, with contending and conflicting visions of
         a desirable society, all appeared originally in a given society and then became Europeanized
         through a series of revolutions in France and other European countries. These ideological
         conflicts were then developed and diffused on a global scale by the Bolshevik Revolution
         in 1917 and the U.S.-Soviet Cold War system in the postwar world. Accordingly, political
         ideologies that originally contended with each other to convert diverse segments of
         a given society became state ideologies with which opposing states engaged in hostile
         and sometimes even mortal conflicts in the international arena. The establishment
         of a pro-United States and self-professed liberal democratic regime in South Korea
         and a pro-Soviet and self-professed communist regime in North Korea exerted enormous
         influence upon the political status of conservatives and progressives, not only across
         the Korean Peninsula but also within South Korea. The establishment of hostile regimes
         in South and North Korea, riding on the momentum of the U.S.-Soviet Cold War, were
         intertwined with the consequent internecine June 25 War (commonly known as the “Korean
         War”), which lasted three years and claimed millions of Korean lives. In the end,
         mortal animosities between the left and the right were formed within the North and
         the South, respectively, as well as between the two national entities.[31]   
      

      
      In Western democratic nations, according to democratic tradition, moderate socialists,
         usually of the social democratic variety, were accepted despite the Cold War, resulting
         in the peaceful competition between conservatives and progressives in elections. In
         this way, democracy was consolidated and economic inequality was mitigated to a considerable
         degree by the implementation of diverse social welfare policies. In contrast, due
         to the division and the ensuing June 25 War, the opposition between conservatives
         and progressives in South Korea became one between mortal enemies, resulting in a
         monolithically conservative South and the socialist North. In other words, the competition
         between conservatives and progressives was not peacefully internalized and institutionalized
         within the political system; instead, their relationship became extra-systemic, smothering
         the possibility of political development through peaceful competition and compromise.
         As a result, South Korean politics became monopolized by conservatives who professed
         liberal democracy, and critical voices were regarded as anti-systemic and ruthlessly
         suppressed in the name of anti-communism. Subsequently, moderately critical voices
         could not help but to become radicalized, and the government, which did not tolerate
         criticism regardless of the legitimacy of the claims, became something to be overthrown
         by any means necessary.
      

      
       It was not until the June 25 War that liberal democracy began to secure its hegemony.
         The war provided the historical experience and political legitimacy to equate liberal
         democracy with anti-communism. Conservatives in South Korea were able to consolidate
         their political position by taking advantage of war-strengthened anti-communism. They
         were able to maintain their political power by suppressing critical opponents and
         progressives, by stigmatizing them as traitors to the state or as jwagyeong yonggong (leftist and communist sympathizers). This also gave rise to conservative hypocrisy.
         Conservatives contradicted themselves by declaring, “We have to sacrifice people’s
         freedoms to protect freedom from communist threats in our country” (Kim Dong-chun
         1996, 286). As a result, an inversion of logic occurred, from the assertion that “We
         have to practice anti-communism to defend the liberal democracy” to “We have to limit
         liberal democracy to practice anti-communism.” As a result, the claim that “anti-communism
         is the same as liberal democracy” was established as valid (Park Kwang-ju 1988, 34,
         38). 
      

      
       This also worked to accelerate the philosophical retrogression of Korean conservatism.
         As conservatives were able to suppress freedom of thought and the growth of progressive
         forces by mobilizing anti-communism rhetoric, they did not have to justify their political
         position by developing systematic theories, nor did they have to elaborate logic to
         confront the ideas, theories, and policies of progressives on equal terms. Conservatives
         had no reason to try to improve their conservative philosophy through theoretical
         confrontation with progressivism, since they were simply able to suppress their opponents
         in the name of sasangbeom (thought crimes), resorting to the Anti-Communist Act or the National Security Act.
         
      

      
       Thus, Korean conservatives have been criticized not only for their immorality and
         corruption but also for their chronic lack of coherent philosophy. In this way conservative
         scholar Choi Jeong-ho (1989) once defined Korean society as “[a] society without ideas”
         and deplored the ideological terrain of Korean politics, in which political thoughts
         and ideologies have been regarded as the exclusive possession of the Left: 
      

      
      
         What is the national political philosophy that guides the Republic of Korea? What
            is the moderate and lawful ideology, the system of ideas, the so-called right-wing
            ideology that the South in the Korean Peninsula represents? What is it, if it exists
            at all? (Choi Jeong-ho 1989, 15)
         

         
      

      As belatedly observed in the flood of “ideological” books and pamphlets, and in the
         vociferous resurrection of ideologies from the 1980s to the early 1990s, the ideological
         poverty of Korean conservatism also functioned as the direct cause for the ideological
         poverty of progressives as well.[32]   As Kim Dong-chun (1996) pointed out, socialist thought was resurrected in the mid-1980s,
         after almost forty years of dormancy, and began to exert considerable influence on
         Korean intellectual society. However, due to the structural weakness of labor organizations
         and movements, including the forced depoliticization of labor unions, progressive
         ideologies were not able to take advantage of any opportunities to reach the laboring
         and producing masses. Consequently, progressive intelligentsia was unable to articulate
         mass-directed socialist theories, and “socialism was reduced to the confines of intellectuals
         and university students and did not provide a substantial dynamic for social change”
         (Kim Dong-chun 1996, 298–99). Thus, Kim declared that the progressives had also failed
         to develop “political ideas advancing social vision and ethical guidelines beyond
         vapid and repetitive theories of strategies and tactics” (Kim Dong-chun 1996, 298–99).
         In short Kim Dong-chun characterized the Korean ideational horizon as “the realm of
         no thoughts, no ideologies, and no principles” (Kim Dong-chun 1996, 298).
      

      
      The examination of the character of Korean conservatism thus far is applicable to
         Korean politics before the beginning of democratization in 1987. Since then, the political
         sphere has begun to show a discernable but loose demarcation line of conservatism
         and progressivism. One may define conservatives as belonging to the latter in the
         following dichotomous pairs of “more democracy vs. minimal democracy,” “active toward
         unification vs. passive toward unification,” and “critical of vs. docile to the surrounding
         great powers,” notably the United States and Japan. The political situation changed
         in a drastic way under the Roh Moo-hyun administration, as the progressive Democratic
         Labor Party (with a tendency toward social democracy) succeeded in having their candidates
         elected in the general election held in April 2004, thereby emerging as the third
         major party in Korean politics, a truly unprecedented event in contemporary Korean
         politics. The remarkable victory of the ruling Uri Party, which was founded just before
         the election and is quite progressive compared with preceding major parties, must
         also be noted. 
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      I want to complete this discussion of Korean conservatism by examining the implications
         of political change after democratization. As I have shown thus far, modernization
         in Korea has been drastically different from that in the West. Korea has sought to
         emulate and accommodate the task of building a nation-state, capitalist industrialization,
         and democratization—altogether a product of Western modernity—by playing catch-up,
         premised on the assumption that Korea was a “backward” nation. Now, given the current
         level of economic development and democratization, the task of modernization seems
         all but complete.[33]   Socially speaking, as it has emerged as one of the leading nation in hi-tech industries,
         South Korea’s industrial structure and consumption level have reached the same approximate
         level as Western nations.
      

      
      When we re-examine the six factors that distinguish Korean conservatism with the aforementioned
         changes in mind, the influence of these factors now seems to be clearly in decline
         since democratization in 1987. First of all, the problems stemming from the “discrepancy
         between world and Korean historical time” and the “ambiguity of the existing order
         for conservatives to defend” seem to have been resolved, since the democratization
         and industrialization of Korean society has reached a substantial level, and modernization
         almost complete. The influence of “anti-communism and developmentalism,” as well as
         the effects of the “Cold War and the division of the peninsula,” on Korean conservatism
         has also been mitigated, due to the collapse of socialist regimes and the consequent
         end of the Cold War, and the advent of chronic economic difficulties plaguing North
         Korea. 
      

      
       Then, among the six factors, it is the original contradiction between political and
         philosophical conservatism that still influences the philosophical poverty of Korean
         conservatism. Political conservatism seems to have taken root more deeply now in Korean
         politics than it did before democratization, in the sense that a firm belief in a
         capitalist market economy and a liberal democratic political order has formed among
         the general populace, whereas it was initially weak and fragile. This could be confirmed
         in the competition among political parties for the title of “genuine conservatives”
         in the elections in the 1990s since democratization. Thus, the immediate task facing
         Korean conservatives is to consolidate political conservatism by undergirding it with
         the support of explicit and coherent philosophical conservatism. Political conservatism
         needs the fertile soil of philosophical conservatism. 
      

      
       Regarding how philosophical conservatism can be nurtured, two strategies have been
         presented by various scholars. One is the strategy of tightly aligning political conservatism
         with support for liberal democracy and market economy (Park Hyo-jong 1999; Seo Byeong-hun
         1999), while the other is of taking advantage of traditional intellectual resources
         such as Confucianism (Hahm Chai-bong 1999; Cho Hye-in 1999). 
      

      
       The first strategy for nourishing philosophical conservatism is to return the fair
         share to progressives in Korean politics, a suggestion that may sound paradoxical.
         Of course, this begins with the assumption that conservatives and progressives have
         to recognize each other as genuine partners in democratic dialogue, rather than as
         deadly enemies to be annihilated, and share political power in the broad arena of
         politics. In other words, Korean conservatives should become fully aware that they
         are unable to maintain the monopoly of political power as they did in the past, as
         a new political situation has developed. The new situation here refers to a number
         of events in recent Korean history, including: the successive inaugurations of relatively
         progressive governments headed by Kim Young-sam, Kim Dae-jung, and Roh Moo-hyun; the
         increased representation of progressive politicians in the government and national
         assembly; the emergence of the Democratic Labor Party as a viable progressive political
         force in the 2004 general election; the overall democratization of Korean society
         as a whole; the end of the Cold War; and the gradual improvement of South-North Korean
         relations. Thus, Korean conservatives must accept the fact that they now share political
         resources such as political power, political funds, media coverage, cultural hegemony,
         etc. To do so, they must initiate, or at a minimum support, political reform more
         coherently, including the partial revision or the entire abolition of the notorious
         National Security Act, which has been used to suppress freedom of thought and conscience.
         Moreover, conservatives should consolidate their commitment to liberal democracy by
         transforming themselves into genuinely democratic politicians. 
      

      
       On the other hand, progressives who have fought in the forefront of democratic struggles
         should accept that the economic development initiated and engineered by the conservative
         ruling elite provides the material base for the sustainable democracy Koreans now
         enjoy. Thus, they should be willing to make a historical rapprochement with conservatives
         at this stage, renouncing the self-righteousness that once invigorated their struggles
         for democracy. Just as criticism of Kim Young-sam’s administration for causing the
         economic crisis in 1997 lessened as the economy recovered, so too should the blame
         of previous authoritarian regimes, including that of Park Chung-hee, become less intense
         the more the negative heritage of such regimes is overcome. In this sense, political
         responsibility is more situation-dependent and outcome-centered. Accordingly, both
         conservatives and progressives should be more tolerant of each other in the arena
         of politics.[34]   In addition, the progressive alternative to renovated conservatism is to present
         viable ideas and concrete policy options for advancing people’s socioeconomic rights
         and deepening democracy in Korea.
      

      
      The second strategy is based on appropriating Korean traditional resources in a more
         positive way. Hahm Chai-bong (1999) offers his analysis that there has been a poverty
         of conservatism in Korea because there has been no understanding or examination of
         Korean political tradition. Hahm argues, “genuine conservatism should be rooted in
         traditional Confucian thought,” and goes on to suggest that traditionalism, moralism,
         and authoritarianism are all conservative elements of Confucianism (Hahm 1999, 216,
         218–25). On a related note, the recent theoretical trends of legitimizing capitalism
         and liberal democracy in East Asia by drawing upon Confucianism should not be overlooked.
         For example, “Confucian symbiotic capitalism,” suggested by Kim Il-gon (1999), and
         “coordinated capitalism,” proposed by Cho Hye-in (1999), merit serious attention.
         On the other hand, Daniel A. Bell (1995) seeks to justify democracy not in terms of
         Western values such as autonomy or self-government, but in terms of Asian communitarian
         values. He tries to justify liberal democracy from a Confucian perspective, by demonstrating
         that democracy is more effective than authoritarianism in protecting communitarian
         life centered on family, in accordance with Confucian values. 
      

      
       From our examination thus far, two apparently contradictory strands of thought—liberal
         democracy and Confucianism—have been presented as resources from which to build philosophical
         conservatism. Although there are some contradictory elements in philosophical assumptions
         or principles, some coordinated and concerted operation of Confucianism and liberalism
         would not be impracticable if the realms to which each philosophy is applied are properly
         differentiated. The plausibility of such a combined strategy is outlined by Kim Yong-min
         (1999) in his careful examination of contemporary conservatism in the West. Kim defines
         the characteristics of contemporary conservatism as the “general endorsement of liberalism
         as the major principle of system operation, with a reinforcement of conservative elements”
         (Kim Yong-min 1999, 41). Kim maintains that conservatism, which originally began as
         philosophical and political principles, has turned into “spiritual values of the cultural
         realm” (Kim 1999, 45). Thus, contemporary Western conservatives consider such contemporary
         malaise as the loss of the standards of good and evil, the loss of the sacred, insecurity,
         loneliness, and emptiness, which many contemporary humans experience in daily life
         despite the unprecedented material wealth and prosperity achieved by modern civilization.
         Thus, contemporary conservatism seeks to instill new meanings in the lives of humans
         by redeeming individual and cultural values contained in tradition (Kim Yong-min 1999,
         45–46). In contemporary Korea, ancient Chinese classical texts seem to perform the
         culturally equivalent function of Western conservatism, as seen in the recent phenomenon
         of many Koreans returning to Chinese classics such as Lunyu (論語; The Confucian Analects) and Daodejing (道德經), despite the material abundance and contentment they are now able to enjoy.
      

      
       However, it might be a naive presupposition for traditional resources to be regarded
         as the exclusive possession of conservatives; progressives might also be able to re-appropriate
         traditional ideas and culture to serve their own agendas. Just as there are Christian
         democrats who are conservative and Christian socialists who are progressive, it is
         also possible to formulate progressive and innovative political ideologies based on
         Confucianism, Buddhism, or Taoism.[35]   Likewise, not only Lockean liberalism, but also environmentalism and feminism in
         the West have actively taken advantage of traditional intellectual resources, including
         the Bible, by radically reinterpreting them. Thus, to envisage a progressive vision
         beyond capitalism and liberal democracy, the idea of Great Harmony (大同) in Liji (禮記; Book of Rituals), the rule of benevolence (仁) as the fundamental principle of
         Confucianism, and Mencius’s emphasis on the provision of basic material needs for
         the people and “sharing pleasures with the people” may be re-appropriated and expanded
         in a positive way.[36]   Accordingly, the position of affirming Asian values is not necessarily conservative,
         as some might prematurely fear. 
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. For the distinction between conservative philosophy and conservative worldview, see
                  Kim Hong-myeong (1986, 8–10).
               

            

         

         
            2. This problem applies to the humanities as well as social sciences in Korea, not to
                  mention political science.
               

            

         

         
            3. This trend is related to the “assimilationist interpretation of the Korean experience”
                  according to Western theory and “marginalization of the Korean (non-Western) experience”
                  by Western-centrism, points raised in my examination of the negative impact of Western-centrism
                  in Korean political studies in chapter 10.
               

            

         

         
            4. For example, Koreans do not explain Korean political reality in terms of the political
                  experience Iranians have undergone or the concepts distilled from it, and then complain
                  that Korean reality is distorted for not fitting into the Iranian experience and concepts.
                  The reason is clear. Above all else, Iran is not a model that Koreans want to emulate
                  and assimilate.
               

            

         

         
            5. In other words, I acknowledge the methodologically tentative superiority-inferiority
                  relationship between the two, without using the concepts of “deviance” or “distortion”
                  to explain Korean conservatism. 
               

            

         

         
            6. This is similar to the “syncretic strategy” that is suggested in chapter 11 as one
                  of the four strategies to overcome Western-centrism.
               

            

         

         
            7. However, Huntington’s position has been subject to severe criticism by scholars who
                  see conservatism as a political ideology that seeks to advocate, justify, maintain,
                  and expand the privileges of the ruling political elite. For more, see Layton-Henry
                  (1982, 5).
               

            

         

         
            8. In this sense, it should be noted that while liberalism and socialism among nineteenth-century
                  Western ideologies displayed international characteristics as universal ideologies,
                  conservatism and nationalism as particularistic ideologies showed individualistic
                  characteristics, reflecting the diversity among individual nations. 
               

            

         

         
            9. Thus, it has become possible for many scholars to define Western conservatism, more
                  or less, as the position of the moderate Right, as previously discussed. 
               

            

         

         
            10. Wijeongcheoksa group refers to those Confucians in Joseon Korea who were in favor of preserving
                  the existing Confucian order and shunning the infiltration of Western powers and institutions.
                  This group will be addressed again in chapter 11 when discursive strategies to overcome
                  Western-centrism are examined. 
               

            

         

         
            11. In stressing the positional nature of conservatism, Kim Seong-guk (1986, 30) even
                  goes as far as to say, “To Soviet citizens, socialism is regarded as conservative
                  and capitalism and liberal democracy as radical.”
               

            

         

         
            12. Nevertheless, he does not ignore the positional characteristics of conservatism, identifying
                  four positions in terms of attitudes toward political change: “sugu,” “conservative,” “reformist,” and “radical” (Sonn Ho-cheol 1996, 38). 
               

            

         

         
            13. If we define liberal democracy as part of conservatism, as Sonn argues, we reach a
                  strange conclusion: the two historic events that paved the way for liberal democracy
                  in Korean politics—the April Revolution in 1960, which toppled the dictatorial Rhee
                  Syngman regime, and the June Democratic Struggles in 1987, which led to the democratic
                  constitutional revision, including the provision for the direct election of the president—must
                  be regarded as conservative. 
               

            

         

         
            14. In contrast to the West, modernization in Northeast Asia was carried out exogenously.
                  Korea, China, and Japan experienced different destinies, depending upon how well they
                  adapted themselves to this challenge. While Japan adapted to this challenge successfully
                  and emerged as the hegemon in the region, Korea fell prey to Japanese imperialism.
                  
               

            

         

         
            15. In contrast, the Japanese case is different. First of all, the ruling elite was able
                  to carry out the task of modernization successfully after the Meiji Restoration, without
                  losing their sovereignty, at least until the end of World War II. In addition, Japan
                  was able to mix modern Western civilization with its indigenous monarchy, Shintoism,
                  and other traditional elements. In this way, Japan was able to preserve the rich soil
                  on which conservative philosophy would grow.
               

            

         

         
            16. Here we find the logical and historical necessity that authoritarian regimes in the
                  non-Western world, which achieved economic development successfully, would be destined
                  to meet the challenge of democratization either “because of” or “in spite of” their
                  economic success. 
               

            

         

         
            17. However, the objection might be raised that this agreement does not have as much relevance
                  as before, since the histories of individual nations are now strongly influenced by
                  the single world history to an unprecedented degree, notably due to globalization.
               

            

         

         
            18. Naturally, this secured relevance to the Western reality.

            

         

         
            19. Perhaps the argument can be made that the interpretation of liberal democracy as the
                  existing order was already realized in the center and the function of the periphery
                  was to defend this order. Then, how should liberal democracy be realized in a remotely
                  outlying garrison?
               

            

         

         
            20. In the case of South Korea, the necessity for this equation seems more real and urgent
                  due to the division of South and North Korea and the subsequent June 25 War in 1950.
                  However, this equation was widely prevalent in non-Western countries, which were incorporated
                  into the camp of the “Free World” during the Cold War. Thus, the difference between
                  Korea and other such non-Western countries was a matter of degree, not of type. However,
                  progressive Korean scholars tend to attribute the conservative Korean equation of
                  liberal democracy with anti-communism uniquely to the national division and the June
                  25 War, and overly attribute it to the peculiarity of contemporary Korean history.
               

            

         

         
            21. In this sense the introduction of liberal democracy in South Korea may be understood
                  as a strategy of preventive conservatism.
               

            

         

         
            22. Kim Byeong-ik (1986) describes this situation in a telling way:

               
                  The transformation [of South Korea into a liberal democracy] was not achieved indigenously
                     through serious efforts and sacrifices in order to resolve various internal conflicts
                     and contradictions, but was exogenously given. Koreans took for granted ready-made
                     liberal capitalist democracy. Thus a feeling of relief along with gratuitous earnings,
                     rather than a feeling of innovation through a hard-won fight, might have prevailed.
                     (Kim Byeong-ik 1986, 173)
                  

                  
               

            

         

         
            23. In this sense, the segyehwa (globalization) policy pursued by the Kim Young-sam government in the mid-1990s was
                  based on the confidence that Korea had reached the “present” of world historical time
                  with its achievement of economic development and democratization. 
               

            

         

         
            24. But it should be noted that there was a short-lived experiment with democracy in the
                  Second Republic (1960–1961) just before Park Chung-hee’s military coup in 1961.
               

            

         

         
            25. This belief may have been valid until the collapse of socialist regimes in Eastern
                  Europe and the Soviet Union. In judging socialism as progressive, the problem of the
                  desirability and practicability of its goals does intervene and the problem of consensus
                  over desirability and practicability further complicates the matter. 
               

            

         

         
            26. Of course, the controversy over the conservatism of the Korean middle class is not
                  just related to the criteria of conservatism, but also to the interpretation of their
                  political attitude. Those who assert their conservative nature interpret their silence
                  in the authoritarian military regimes and highly insurgent period as “tacit consent.”
                  In contrast, judging from his analysis of opinion surveys, Han Sang-jin (1986, 123)
                  interprets it as “tacit dissent.”
               

            

         

         
            27. For Wilson’s distinction, I rely on Lee Bong-hui (1996, 20–25). According to Wilson,
                  belief in inequality is the primary attribute of conservatism (Lee Bong-hui 1996,
                  20–21). Although Wilson and Lee seem to use the primary attributes to refer to a domestic
                  policy orientation of conservatism, I expand them to include international policy
                  orientation as well. 
               

            

         

         
            28. The discussion in the following two paragraphs relies heavily on Douglas Lummis (1996,
                  58–60).
               

            

         

         
            29. Of course the plan met the American need to check the expansion of communism in the
                  world (Lummis 1996, 58–59). At that time, the socialist developmental model exemplified
                  by the Soviet Union, which had achieved rapid industrialization in a short time, emerged
                  as a very attractive strategy in the eyes of political leaders in newly independent
                  nations. Thus, the United States needed to devise an active model to counter it. 
               

            

         

         
            30. The substitution of “development” of underdeveloped regions for the imperialist notion
                  of “exploitation” was based on the logic that the United States would invest its accumulated
                  capital in underdeveloped areas and pursue mutual interests. Lummis (1996, 59) criticizes
                  this “development” as a euphemism for “exploitation.” 
               

            

         

         
            31. Of course, the antagonistic confrontation between the left and the right existed in
                  the Korean independence movement during Japanese colonial rule. However, moderates
                  who could mediate and compromise between the two were liquidated within South Korea.
               

            

         

         
            32. For an excellent analysis of this, see Kim Dong-chun (1993; 1996).

            

         

         
            33. However, the perpetuation of national division and the subsequent delay in building
                  a unified nation-state might pose a serious challenge to this statement.
               

            

         

         
            34. Thus, the long-lasting conflict between conservatives and progressives stemming from
                  long military-authoritarian rule, which could be summarized as “overthrow” (the regime)
                  vs. “liquidate” (the communist reds), should be overcome as soon as possible. 
               

            

         

         
            35. Contextually speaking, it is useful to remember that there have been academic attempts
                  to formulate a Confucian brand of socialism in order to understand socialist countries
                  in East Asia, such as China, Vietnam, and North Korea. 
               

            

         

         
            36. For example, Lee Seung-hwan has been engaged in such a task by attempting a radical
                  reinterpretation of Confucianism (1998b; 1999a). 
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 9

      The Democratization of Korea or the Korean-ization of Democracy

      
         
         
      

      
      Ever since Korea’s liberation from Japanese imperialism in 1945 and the subsequent
         division of the country into South and North Korea in 1948, the goal of modernization
         in South Korea has been to promote economic development through industrialization,
         to establish democracy, and to build a modern nation-state through reunification.
         Looking back over the past seventy years, although South Korea has made notable progress
         in terms of economic development and democratization, there has not been much progress
         on the reunification problem. The last twenty-five years, beginning with the June
         Democratic Struggles of 1987, can be considered overall the most democratic period
         in Korea’s contemporary history. 
      

      
      Thus, in this chapter, reflections on the democratic transition in the Republic of
         Korea over the half century from its inception until 1993 will be presented, particularly
         along the theme of Western-centrism, by comparing the democratization of Korea with
         that in the West.[1]   As suggested in chapter 1, Western-centrism posits the superiority and universality
         of Western civilization, and projects the West onto the non-Western world as the model
         to emulate and pursue. Thus, democracy has also been projected all over the world
         as the superior and universal political ideal and system, and, with the expansion
         of Western civilization, been widely diffused into the non-Western world. Today, democracy
         is accepted as the political ideal, and among the “valuable products of Western civilization,”
         it attracts the most universal support and recognition. 
      

      
      Such wide diffusion of democracy may indeed be the most outstanding among the progressive
         achievements that non-Western civilizations have come to share with Western civilization.
         But it should also be noted that significant differences exist on the road to democracy
         and the manner in which democracy acquires legitimacy in the West and the non-West
         is also different, since its diffusion into the latter has been influenced heavily
         by Western-centrism. Epistemologically, Western-exceptionalism was formed in the interpretation
         of democracy and democratization in the West, while Orientalism was created in the
         interpretation of the non-Western world’s experience of them. Furthermore, as the
         time of world history is set by the standard of Western history, democracy that was
         adopted in the Third World after the end of World War II came to acquire the meaning
         of “catching up with world history.” Subsequently, democracy introduced from above
         by the pro-Western local elite might have assumed a more strongly conservative nature,
         rather than an emancipatory one, from the beginning. Still, nascent democracies in
         non-Western societies that were achieved through vigorous democratic struggles since
         the 1980s have often felt the stigma of being deemed “deviant” from Western democracies,
         rather than a “blessing” for the bright future.
      

      
      With this point in mind, I examine Korean democratization over the last fifty or more
         years in light of Western-centrism. To do this, it is first necessary to present a
         brief survey and review of South Korea’s road to democracy up until the Kim Young-sam
         government, which completed the process of democratization, and then to articulate
         the characteristics of latecomer nations’ democratization, as revealed in the light
         of Western-centrism. Furthermore, the conservative nature of Korean democratization
         under the influence of the Cold War will also be clarified. Finally, I would like
         to suggest that the approach of some Western scholars in defining nascent democracies
         in East Asia as “Asian-style democracy” is mistaken and shortsighted. 
      

      
      South Korea’s Road to Democracy

      
      Before summarizing the democratization process in Korea, it will be useful to offer
         a brief definition of democracy itself. In Greek etymology, democracy simply means,
         “rule by the people.” Accordingly, David Beetham defines democracy as follows: 
      

      
      
         Democracy I take to be a mode of decision-making about collectively binding rules
            and policies over which the people exercise control, and the most democratic arrangement
            to be that where all members of the collectivity enjoy effective equal rights to take
            part in such decision-making directly; one, that is to say, which realizes to the
            greatest conceivable degree the principles of popular control and equality in its
            exercise. (Beetham 1993, 55)
         

         
      

      According to Beetham’s definition, then, a perfect democracy lies at one end of a
         spectrum and “a system of rule where the people are totally excluded from the decision-making
         process and any control over it” lies at the other (Beethham 1993, 55). Of course,
         no democracy in history has satisfied the definition of a perfect democracy and thus,
         all contemporary democracies lie somewhere between the two ends of the spectrum.
      

      
      However, this definition makes it difficult to distinguish contemporary democracies
         from other political systems. Thus, the concept of “polyarchy” suggested by Robert
         A. Dahl has been widely used to distinguish existing Western liberal democracy from
         authoritarian or totalitarian political systems. According to Dahl (1989, 220), polyarchy
         had two broad characteristics: “Citizenship is extended to a relatively high proportion
         of adults, and the rights of citizenship include the opportunity to oppose and vote
         out the highest officials in the government.” This definition enables us to distinguish
         liberal democracy from authoritarian regimes, including former socialist ones. In
         the latter, the rights of citizenship are not effective, society is ruled by a small
         privileged group, and citizens cannot vote out the ruling incumbent elite. Thus, Beetham’s
         definition may suggest a maximalist formula, while Dahl’s a minimalist one. In this
         chapter, democracy is understood in terms of Dahl’s definition. Thus, democracy means
         a political system in which practically all adults have the right to vote in the election
         of officials and run for office, enjoy freedoms such as the freedom of the press,
         freedom of assembly, and freedom of association, which make political opposition possible
         without the danger of severe punishment, as well as have control over government decisions
         about policy that are constitutionally vested in elected officials. 
      

      
      Returning to Korea’s road to democracy, it is not clear when Koreans began to grasp
         the idea of democracy and evaluate it positively. The term minjujuui, the current Korean translation of “democracy,” was most likely imported from the
         Japanese word for democracy (Lee Kwang-rin 1987). However, Choi Han-gi (1803–1877),
         a Confucian scholar of the mid-nineteenth century, seems to have been the first Korean
         thinker who understood and introduced the idea of democracy to Korea, as seen in his
         unpublished book, Jigujyeonyo (The Outline of World Cultures and Geography), completed in 1857. He complied the
         book from his reading of Chinese introductions to the Western world. In the book,
         Choi described the British parliamentary and American presidential systems and evaluated
         them positively on their own terms. He seems to have fully understood democratic concepts
         such as the sovereignty of the people, political equality, electoral and parliamentary
         institutions, majority rule, freedom of the press, and freedom of association, among
         others. However, in his outline for the reform of Joseon politics, he did not propose
         that these be introduced, primarily because he thought that the general populace was
         not ready for democracy due to the low economic and educational levels. As he was
         also an isolated and alienated intellectual amid the anti-Western and anti-Catholic
         atmosphere of his time, he kept most of his ideas secret and his book was not published
         until the early twentieth century, when Korea was already under Japanese imperial
         domination; thus, his writings and political ideas did not have any significant influence
         on his times.[2]   However, Korean enlightenment groups in the late nineteenth century, notably the
         Independence Club, which was deeply influenced by Western civilization and Japanese
         Westernization after Korea’s opening up to Japan and the West, did favor the idea
         of democracy.[3]   Nonetheless, as attempts at radical reform never came to fruition and the mere
         survival of the Joseon Dynasty became questionable, the idea of democracy failed to
         take root in Korean intellectual and political soil. 
      

      
      Under Japanese imperial domination, Korean leaders of independence movements and armed
         struggles espoused democracy as the form of government to be established after independence.
         The monarchical system of the Joseon Dynasty lost its legitimacy completely during
         Japanese colonization, even among the general populace, since it had lost its sovereignty
         to Japan by failing to undertake viable modernizing reforms, thereby becoming easy
         prey to Japanese imperialism. Confucianism, which underwrote the civilizational legitimacy
         of Joseon Korea, also fell into disgrace. However, intense ideological conflicts between
         right-wing and left-wing nationalists soon cast dark clouds over the future of an
         independent Korea, foreshadowing the division of Korea into South and North. 
      

      
      Korea was divided at the thirty-eighth parallel by the United States and the Soviet
         Union for tentative military purposes at the end of World War II. This division, combined
         with the intense political struggles and rivalries between left-wing and right-wing
         political leaders in the aftermath of the liberation, eventually led to the possibly
         permanent division of Korea. Subsequently, hostile regimes were established in opposition
         to one another: a liberal democracy with a capitalist economy was installed in the
         South and a people’s democracy with a socialist economy was established in the North.
         South Korea has officially espoused liberal democracy as its form of government since
         its establishment, firmly falling in the American sphere of influence during the Cold
         War.
      

      
      However, as contemporary South Korean history has vividly shown, the Korean adoption
         of liberal democracy remained mostly empty rhetoric, degenerating into personal or
         military dictatorships that lasted until 1987. The April Revolution in 1960 toppled
         the dictatorial Rhee Syngman regime that dominated the 1950s. The subsequent regime
         of the Democratic Party under a parliamentary system, which was democratic only on
         a precarious base, was soon overthrown by a military coup led by General Park Chung-hee
         in May 1961. Park’s military authoritarian regime lasted almost twenty years until
         he was assassinated in 1979 by Kim Jae-gyu, then chief of the Korean CIA. The ensuing
         political confusion and turmoil resulted in another military coup led by General Chun
         Doo-hwan. He violently suppressed the Gwangju Democratization Movement in May 1980,
         had himself elected president by the electoral college, and ruled Korea until 1987.
         
      

      
      However, Chun’s iron rule did provide the Korean people with an opportunity to reconfirm
         their indomitable zeal and resolution for democracy. The people’s ardent aspiration
         for democracy was expressed in the overwhelming support for the opposition party,
         the New Korea Democracy Party (NKDP), which was formed only a month before the general
         election in February 1985. Still, the ruling Democratic Justice Party (DJP) was able
         to secure the majority of the seats in the election due to a distorted system of proportional
         representation. The public zeal for democracy reached its climax in the June Democratic
         Struggles in 1987, in reaction to Chun’s refusal to revise the constitution to allow
         direct election of the president. The struggle was organized and launched by the NKDP
         and led by both influential political leaders, such as Kim Young-sam and Kim Dae-jung,
         and the National Citizens’ Coalition for Winning a Democratic Constitution, which
         consisted of prominent democratic activist-leaders and intellectuals from many religious,
         civic, and political associations.
      

      
      Eventually, the Chun government was forced to succumb to the demands of the democratic
         movements and the pressure of the American government, which was deeply concerned
         with its loss of control in Korean politics. Chun had Roh Tae-woo, his chosen successor
         and the presidential candidate for the DJP, make the June 29 announcement, which included
         the promise of a constitutional revision that would provide for the direct election
         of the president, the guarantee of freedom of the press and freedom of expression,
         and the release and amnesty of political prisoners, including Kim Dae-jung. However,
         when the presidential election was held in December 1987, Roh Tae-woo was elected
         primarily due to the division between opposition candidates Kim Young-sam and Kim
         Dae-jung. As a consequence, the prospect of democratization in Korea seemed once again
         uncertain.
      

      
      Surprisingly, however, the opposition parties, consisting of Kim Dae-jung’s Peace
         Democratic Party (PDR), Kim Young-sam’s Unification Democratic Party (UDP), and Kim
         Jong-pil’s New Democratic Republican Party (NDRP) secured the majority of the seats
         in the National Assembly in the thirteenth general election held in April 1988, ushering
         in a new phase in Korean democratization. The opposition parties formed a strategic
         coalition and forced democratic reforms on the Roh government and opened public hearings
         in the National Assembly to investigate corruption in the Chun government and its
         violent suppression of the Gwangju Democratization Movement. As the facts about Chun’s
         bloody suppression of the movement and the corruption of his regime were publicly
         disclosed and acknowledged, albeit partially, public opinion about the Roh government,
         as well as the Chun government, deteriorated rapidly. In order to address this predicament
         and placate worsening public opinion, the Roh government was forced to have Chun Doo-hwan
         go into “internal exile” at Baekdamsa temple, a remote Buddhist temple in the Seoraksan
         Mountains. Additionally, the government was continuously confronted with a National
         Assembly controlled by opposition parties, it soon fell into a state of complete inefficacy.
         
      

      
      In order to cope with this political stalemate, in January 1990, the Roh government
         arranged a surprising three-party merger of the ruling DJP, Kim Young-sam’s UDP, and
         Kim Jong-pil’s NDRP, creating the huge Democratic Liberal Party (DLP), which then
         secured more than two-thirds of the National Assembly seats. It seems that while democratization
         underwent reversal and stagnation, apparent political stability was created. Kim Young-sam,
         who had long struggled for democracy as an opposition political leader, joined the
         DLP, fought successfully to gain the party’s presidential nomination despite an initial
         air of pessimism, and was finally elected as president in December 1992, defeating
         the opposition candidate Kim Dae-jung.
      

      
      With the inauguration of the Kim Young-sam government in 1993, democratization in
         South Korea gained a new vigor and most Korean political scientists have agreed that
         his election marked South Korea’s successful transition to democracy. The Kim administration
         had more legitimacy as he was the first civilian president since 1961, and because
         he had been a long-time opposition leader engaged in democratic struggles against
         successive military regimes. After his inauguration, he initiated a series of drastic
         political reforms with stunning political success. He enacted laws to make it obligatory
         for high-level public officials and politicians to disclose and register their property
         and sources of income, and purged corrupt politicians who were involved in the Chun
         and Roh governments. He abruptly decreed the advent of a “real-name financial transaction
         system” to eliminate the deep-rooted collusion between politicians and private business.
         To secure the political neutrality of the military, he also purged the Hanahoe clique
         in the military, the group that had been deeply involved in Chun’s coup in 1979 and
         persisted through to the Roh government. At the end of 1993, the Kim Young-sam government
         curtailed the power of the National Security and Planning Agency to prevent its surveillance
         over politicians and intervention in politics. They also revised election-related
         laws such as the Political Fund Law, Electoral Law, and Political Party Law in 1994,
         so that fair and clean elections could take root in Korean politics. They introduced
         elections for the heads of local governments, thereby putting the basic framework
         for local democracy into place. Finally, they drove a decisive wedge into the tradition
         of military intervention in politics and completed the “liquidation of the Fifth Republic
         heritage,” by sending former presidents Chun Doo-hwan and Roh Tae-woo, and others
         who had been involved in the 1979 military coup d’etat, to jail by judicial trial.
      

      
      Kim Young-sam gained overwhelming popularity through this series of democratic reforms.
         However, he postponed the democratic revision of labor-related laws and the National
         Security Act and suppressed labor movements. He lost popularity due to his son’s deep
         involvement in the so-called Hanbo Steel scandal and illegal interference in government,
         and so his reformist policies went astray as well. In the end, the failure to cope
         with the foreign exchange crisis, which resulted in requesting help from the IMF,
         led the government into political as well as economic bankruptcy. While the Kim administration
         entered triumphantly into history in 1993 as the “first democratic government,” it
         ended with tragic misfortune by 1997. 
      

      
      Democratization in Latecomer Countries in the Shadow of Western-centrism

      
      It should be noted that democratization in many non-Western countries, especially
         in the late twentieth century, differed from that of Western European countries, notably
         England and France. Once some advanced Western nations established democracy as a
         hegemonic political system, they radically transformed world politics, to which many
         latecomer countries had to adapt. This was true of the world after World War II, when
         allied democratic countries defeated the totalitarian regimes of German Nazism, Italian
         Fascism, and Japanese militarism. This has become all the more true in global politics
         since the collapse of “socialist” regimes beginning in 1989. Therefore, it is natural
         that the characteristics of democratization in latecomer countries in the second half
         of the twentieth century would be different from those of “earlycomer” countries in
         the West. These differences will be outlined as found in the South Korean experience
         since 1948, along with the themes of “teleological change vs. causal change,” “borrowed
         legitimacy,” and “too much idealization of democratization in the West.”
      

      
      Teleological Change vs. Causal Change

      
      The Western-oriented modernization that Korean society has undergone has exhibited
         both causal and teleological changes.[4]   Like most non-Western countries, the necessity for change came from external pressure
         and dynamics, so that the change dictated was often opposed to, or premature, in regards
         to Korea’s own internal dynamics. Thus, as noted in chapter 7, the transformations
         inevitably exhibited more teleological characteristics in the sense that they were
         propelled more by external forces than by any internal evolution. Korea had to conform
         to goals imposed by the outside world, with advanced Western nations as models. Therefore,
         while the changes Western nations experienced historically were caused predominantly
         by internal dynamics and logic, those in Korean society have exhibited a dualistic
         nature, both teleological and causal. This suggestion may apply to most non-Western
         nations that have pursued Western-directed change in “catch-up” mode. 
      

      
      If Western democratization had only “pristine” characteristics, then democratization
         in Korea has “derivative” ones. As a consequence, democratization in Korea had to
         proceed with its goal already set, by assimilating Korean politics to the Western
         model. Thus, it might best be described as the “democratization of Korea” rather than
         the “Korean-ization of democracy.” Analogically speaking, Korea had to fit itself
         into the clothes of Western democracy, rather than finding its own style. Thus, “democratization”
         in Korea has gained more attention and emphasis than the “Korean-ization” of democracy
         during its transition. 
      

      
      This point is closely related to the distinction between “pristine” and “derivative”
         democracy, which was first explored in the examination of Huntington’s theory of democratic
         transition in chapter 6. The emergence of democracy in major Western nations such
         as England, France, and the United States, and its subsequent attainment of hegemony,
         drastically altered the conditions for establishing democracy, not only in other neighboring
         European nations but also in the non-Western world. Accordingly, the conventional
         approach to democracy, which posits efficient causes or necessary conditions for democracy
         on the basis of the Western experience, does not readily suit the Korean experience.
         A notable example of this approach is class analysis. It is evident, however, that
         Barrington Moore’s famous thesis, “no bourgeoisie, no democracy” (Moore 1966), does
         not apply to Korean democratization, although it may apply to the British and French
         experience of “pristine” democracy.[5]   
      

      
      In opposition to the hegemonic bourgeois interpretation of history, however, some
         progressive Western scholars have persuasively argued that the role played by the
         working class was crucial to the evolution of Western democracies (Thompson 1963;
         Therborn 1977; Rueschemeyer et al. 1992). According to this school of thought, it
         was the strenuous struggles of the working class that democratized liberal oligarchies
         in England and France. They argue that it was class dynamics, or struggles for political
         power between the ruling bourgeoisie and the working class, that raised democracy
         as a historical agenda and determined its trajectory. This interpretation might seem
         useful in analyzing the democratization process of Korea. However, relying on the
         “authority” of Western scholars, some progressive Korean scholars have argued that
         the recent democratization in Korea was also made possible by working-class struggles
         for democracy, without offering any substantial evidence. Nevertheless, an interpretation
         of Western history should not substitute for the empirical analysis of Korean political
         reality. 
      

      
      Furthermore, the contextual differences, in which decisive events for democratization
         were different between Korea and Western nations, should be noted. One such event
         was the advent of “fair and competitive” elections in most non-Western nations, including
         former socialist ones, which culminated in peaceful alternations in government—for
         Korea, direct presidential elections in particular. By contrast, in the West, one
         such decisive event was the granting of (adult male) universal suffrage in England,
         France, and the United States. In the West, it was natural that the working class,
         which had been excluded from politics, struggled for inclusion and eventually succeeded
         in establishing universal suffrage, making plausible the argument for the working
         class’s decisive contribution to democratization in the West.[6]   In the case of Korea, however, universal suffrage was given to men and women in
         1948 when an independent government was established, without any preceding struggles
         for it. Therefore, no class in Korea could claim credit for the right to vote. Moreover,
         the working class in Korea did not make any significant contributions to the democratic
         struggles under the Chun government, at least not any more than any other socioeconomic
         classes. As in many non-Western nations, more than anything else, the perversion of
         elections was what had prevented Korean democracy from operating properly since independence.
         Thus, it was natural that struggles for democracy in Korea have focused primarily
         on the establishment and operation of fair and competitive elections.[7]  
      

      
      Taking such contextual differences into consideration, it cannot be over-emphasized
         that Western theories and interpretations of democratization are not universal and
         thus it is not appropriate to automatically apply them to the Korean case. Nevertheless,
         due to a preoccupation with Western theories, some Korean scholars have sought to
         apply them to Korean reality, going even beyond the intent of Western scholars. In
         this process, they edit some features of Korean reality selectively and arbitrarily,
         in order to force it to fit into a Procrustean bed of Western theoretical frames,
         instead of interrogating them critically in the context of the Korean experience.[8]   
      

      
      Democracy and Borrowed Legitimacy

      
      It is baffling to observe lively ideological debates over the legitimization of democracy,
         either liberal or radical, in Western nations where democracy appears stable, while
         there are no sustained debates on it in Korea. Shouldn’t the reverse be true? That
         is, shouldn’t citizens of stable democratic nations take it for granted and thus feel
         less of a need to argue its legitimacy? In contrast, shouldn’t intellectuals and politicians
         from countries where authoritarian tradition still remains strong—thus, the state
         of democracy is fragile—be engaged in such debates more often and vigorously, so that
         citizens and politicians might begin to accept democracy as a desirable and legitimate
         political system? 
      

      
      Concerned with the poverty of political theory in Korea, many Korean intellectuals
         have been troubled by the questions as to why intellectual and ideological debates
         over democracy’s legitimacy and desirability remain scarce in a country like Korea,
         where democracy has not yet been fully established. Such questions, however, can be
         answered rather simply: because most Koreans have already agreed that democracy is
         a desirable political system. Although the general populace does not reflect in depth
         about what democracy is and why it is a good political system, most people appear
         to admit without hesitation that it is indeed desirable. Instead, they are more preoccupied
         with how that desirable democracy can be transplanted into Korea. This attitude is,
         of course, deeply intertwined with the preceding discussion that change in Korea,
         such as democratization, is of a teleological and derivative kind. In the eyes of
         Koreans, the desirability of democracy has already been fully demonstrated by Western
         theories and confirmed by the material affluence, freedom, and equality of Western
         nations. As a matter of fact, Koreans’ yearning for modern Western civilization, including
         its material affluence and democracy, had been consistent from the late nineteenth
         century throughout the Japanese colonial rule, not to mention the period after the
         liberation in 1945.[9]   Therefore, it is quite natural that Koreans would become preoccupied with the question
         of how to realize democracy (i.e., the question of “how”), rather than taking great
         pains to follow Western debates about legitimating democracy (i.e., the question of
         “why”). Koreans, in their earnest attempts to catch up, have been more concerned with
         the question of speed or method—how (or how quickly) to arrive at the destination—than
         with the question of values and ideas, or why the destination is good or desirable
         to begin with. 
      

      
       As a result, Koreans place great importance on democracy, and it has enjoyed a derivative
         or “borrowed” legitimacy, rather than an original or internal kind, over the last
         sixty years. After liberation in 1945, liberal democracy in South Korea was nothing
         more than a “borrowed cultural mode” that represented the seemingly “ideal system
         of the United States, the liberator” (Kang Gwang-sik 1996, 7). Since it was teleologically
         imposed rather than developed endogenously in Korean politics, and since it depended
         upon unearned legitimacy, although being supported on the surface by people all over
         the country, democracy was not able to take deep root in the minds of politicians
         and the people as it could have through the natural internalization derived from active
         debates over its legitimacy. Consequently, ideological and theoretical debates over
         democracy in Korea were inevitably poor in comparison with Western nations, which
         have had to legitimize and defend democracy continuously from the criticisms and attacks
         of both radical and conservative ideologies and forces while pioneering new political
         ideas and ideals. 
      

      
      The fact that democracy in Korea has relied heavily upon borrowed legitimacy derived
         from Western-centrism has caused “tradition” to regress as a potential source for
         cultural innovation. In the West, democratization, or the process of securing legitimacy
         for democracy, naturally accompanied the intense democratic struggles that would eventually
         democratize the traditional cultural resources of the stubborn and anti-democratic
         kind. In contrast, since the legitimacy of democracy in non-Western countries was
         derived from an outside transcendental source, democratization did not have to rely
         upon the democratization of traditional cultures or religions to accumulate legitimacy
         endogenously. Theorists in non-Western countries did not have to take great pains
         to democratize these cultures or religions; instead, armed with transcendental legitimacy,
         they looked upon traditional cultures or religions as outdated systems that prevented
         the proper operation of democracy. Therefore, they argued that they should be removed
         rather than improved through innovation.[10]   In other words, although Western-centrism might have shortened the process of gaining
         legitimacy for democracy in the non-Western countries, it might also have eroded the
         foundation for forming legitimacy endogenously; thus, the foundation for democracy
         remains fragile and precarious.[11]   
      

      
      Too Much Idealization of Democratization in the West 

      
      Korean political elite and scholars, like those of Western and non-Western nations,
         have hitherto exhibited a tendency to idealize modernization in the West as normal
         and natural, and perceive the Korean modernization experience as deviant. They often
         regard Korean democracy as crippled, Korean nationalism as perverse, Korean conservatism
         as abnormal, and Korean anti-communism as exceptional, thereby positing essentialist
         differences between Korea and the West.[12]   This way of thinking might have had some useful functions in the sense that it
         motivated Koreans to make more ardent efforts to emulate and catch up with the idealized
         Western model. However, it also had negative effects, such as the internalized perennial
         self-contempt and self-humiliation that it fostered among Koreans. This self-derogatory
         attitude has partly been derived from Korea’s uncritical acceptance of Western-centrism,
         which has often presented a doctored version of Western history. It has also been
         derived from the comparisons made by Koreans of Korea’s current transitional picture
         of democracy and the assumed “completed” picture of Western democracy—a comparison
         which makes Koreans all the more impatient and disappointed with their current state
         of affairs.[13]   
      

      
      I believe that such self-derogatory thinking regarding modernization in Korea is fundamentally
         a result of a misinterpretation of modern European history based on Western exceptionalism
         and should be thus rejected. My belief is based on the understanding that democratization
         in the West was not a seamless, smooth process either; rather, it was a tumultuous,
         meandering one. According to the Western-centric interpretation of European history,
         however, it is often claimed that democratization in Europe began relatively early
         and proceeded smoothly, steadily, and peacefully, albeit with the regrettable exceptions
         of Fascism and Nazism in the interwar period. However, a brief review of political
         development in Europe indicates that democracy and political stability are not old
         and enduring characteristics of the European experience, but recent acquisitions resulting
         from historical vicissitudes.[14]   According to Sandra Halperin (1997, 168), “Before 1945, what had uncritically been
         accepted as democracy in Europe was a severely limited form of representative government
         that excluded the great majority of adults from participation.” As Halperin points
         out, in 1910 only some 14 to 22 percent of the population was enfranchised in democratic
         countries such as Sweden, Switzerland, Great Britain, Belgium, Denmark, and the Netherlands.
         Thus, stable, full democracy is a recent phenomenon observable in parts of Western
         Europe only after 1945 (Halperin 1997, 26–27, 168). 
      

      
       Until 1945, as in parts of the Third World today, European nations experienced partial
         democratization and reversals of democratic rule. Political institutions in Europe
         were established by the elite for the purpose of preserving and extending their social
         and economic power, and they were continually compromised and undermined by the efforts
         of the privileged strata to forestall the acquisition of power by subordinate groups
         and classes. Where liberal electoral politics were introduced, governments had difficulty
         in maintaining them for sustained periods of time (Halperin 1997, 26–27). Parliaments
         were dissolved whimsically, election results were often cancelled, and constitutions
         and democratic civil liberties were continually curtailed “by extralegal patronage
         systems, corruption, and violence” (Halperin 1997, 168). In most of Europe, socialist
         and communist parties did not become fully legitimate participants in the political
         process until after World War II (Halperin 1997, 182–87). 
      

      
      Finally, if we can interpret Fascism and Nazism not as aberrations from the European
         ideal of the Enlightenment, but as European colonialism brought home to Europe by
         countries that had been deprived of their overseas empires after World War I, then
         it might be suggested that the democracy some Western European countries enjoyed in
         the interwar period was made possible in part by the existence of overseas colonies,
         where many Europeans could find guiltless outlets for their anti-democratic passions
         and violence vis-à-vis local natives (R. Young 1990, 8). 
      

      
       However, when Western scholars projected their image upon the world, they devised
         a doctored version of democratization on the basis of a Western-centric and teleological
         view of history, presenting an idealized picture of a smooth, unilinear, and consistent
         evolution of democracy in Western societies. Besides, Westerners who were caught in
         the midst of change could not actually attach a teleological character to their democratization
         process in the nineteenth century. In other words, since their final destination was
         not in full view, they were not forced to perceive their transformation process as
         deviant and perverse. Therefore, when Westerners in the twentieth century witnessed
         the ongoing democratization in non-Western countries, tainted with violence, corruption,
         massacres, and reactions, they refused to take it as a picture of their own past and
         instead imposed a set of essentialized differences upon them. 
      

      
      Western scholars, notably most theorists of modernization, have presented teleological
         and idealized interpretations of Western history with retrospective consistency, in
         light of finalized Western achievements (Halperin 1997, 167–87). As this edited version
         of history became orthodox in the West and was diffused to many non-Western countries,
         Korean as well as Western scholars came to acquire unduly severe attitudes towards
         Korean democratization, evaluating it in light of the doctored historical version
         of Western democratization. However, as previously indicated, the idealized picture
         of democratization in the West has contradictory functions. On the one hand, non-Western
         people were so enchanted with this ideal that they were firmly determined to pursue
         democratization at any cost. On the other hand, this ideal caused their reality to
         appear all the more shameful and wretched, so that democracy was often projected as
         an unattainable utopia beyond their reach. This tends to make people in non-Western
         societies all the more cynical when democracy is finally attained, even if at an elementary
         level, for they have considered it a panacea to all kinds of problems and soon find
         themselves disillusioned when they discover it is not. 
      

      
      The Conservative Nature of Democratization in Korea

      
      As previously discussed in chapter 8, while its proper operation must have required
         radical reform in light of the political situation prevalent at the time of its introduction
         in 1948, democracy presented itself in Korea essentially as a conservative ideology.
         Such a feature, which was absent from pristine democracies in the West, was very salient
         in non-Western societies. One important reason for this is that the Western-centric
         worldview imprinted a conservative nature upon the Korean accommodation of democracy.
         Thus, it is necessary to elaborate on the conservative nature of Korean democratization
         on the basis of my examination of Korean conservatism in chapter 8. 
      

      
      After the establishment of the South Korean government, the ruling elite of successive
         authoritarian regimes set the basic ideological framework of Korean politics by preempting
         anti-communism, economic development, democracy, and the building of the reunified
         nation-state as the primary goals of Korean politics and propagating them through
         mass media, over which they held tight control. They also gave higher priority to
         anti-communism and economic development than to democracy, and imposed this on the
         people. Anti-communism was the foremost priority both domestically and internationally;
         since South Korea was confronted with North Korea, it was considered the quintessence
         of national security problems. Therefore, as democracy was relegated to a discourse
         that was subordinate to anti-communism and economic development, opposition forces
         had no choice but to accept this framework and priority. Thus, they had to level their
         criticism of the ruling elite by focusing on the interpretation of such basic goals
         (Kim Dong-chun 1994, 217).[15]  
      

      
      Since the government monopolized the right to interpret anti-communism, and also controlled
         the means of physical coercion used to enforce their interpretation, opposing forces
         were only able to criticize the interpretation of economic development and democracy,
         the boundaries of which were also set by the official interpretation of anti-communism.
         In fact, the ruling elite deliberately suppressed the opposition forces by arguing
         that oppositional interpretations and criticisms of democracy or economic development
         were similar to the critiques of South Korea advanced by North Korea. Therefore, in
         order to avoid the suspicion that they were pro-communist, rather than advancing new
         interpretations of democracy that might sound risky, opposition forces often appealed
         to the public by using restorative slogans such as “Restore Democracy!” or “Protect
         Democracy!” as if democracy had been established some time in the past, but had been
         destroyed by the current ruling elite. Therefore, the government and opposition forces
         were forced to confront each other by arguing about which side really represented
         liberal democracy. Within these boundaries, the ruling elite could not entrap the
         opponents and accuse them of being “communist sympathizers,” and the ruling elite
         was subject to a discourse on the democracy that they themselves had advanced and
         propagated. If their actions contradicted the causes and goals that they themselves
         had announced, they were as good as committing self-condemnation. 
      

      
       Thus, rather than presenting innovative political ideas or alternatives, which held
         a considerable risk, opposition forces had to remain within the ideological terrain
         set by the ruling elite. The only efficient and safe method of opposition was exposing
         the self-contradictions or hypocrisy of the incumbent government. Accordingly, the
         criticisms of the opposition forces had no choice but to become a derivative discourse,
         so that they also, like the incumbent government, suffered from a lack of political
         imagination and substantial alternatives. However, as the incumbent government was
         not able to reject the principled and universal interpretation of liberal democracy
         completely, they were forced to add adjectives such as “Korean style of,” “administrative,”
         or “national” to “democracy” in order to bridge the glaring gap between the Korean
         political reality and the universal idea of democracy. Thus, democracy acquired legitimacy
         among political leaders and the general populace through the repetition of hypocritical
         announcements made by the ruling elite, such as “We are practicing democracy,” and
         negative accusations made by the opposition forces, such as “This is not democracy
         at all.” As a result, democracy in Korea came to gain ideational and moral legitimacy
         gradually, which would work as a driving force for the sustained struggle for it.[16]  
      

      
      Another factor that made the Korean democratic discourse conservative was the congenital
         nature of the post-independence political system of Korea and the characteristics
         of the successive authoritarian regimes. Since those in the political elite who took
         power after independence were mainly recruited from the pro-Japanese strata and anti-Communist
         forces who served either the Japanese colonial government or the American military
         government, they were strongly anti-Communist from the beginning. In addition, the
         three-year, internecine June 25 War, which claimed millions of Korean lives, strongly
         reinforced anti-communism among the general populace, as well as the political elite.
         Accordingly, the ideological spectrum of the country shifted toward the right wing
         and the conservative. Additionally, experience with ensuing authoritarian regimes
         caused most people to identify democracy with opposition to the perpetuation of one-person
         rule, the non-democratic acquisition of power through coup d’etat, indirect elections,
         and military rule itself. Thus, democracy came to be defined narrowly and negatively
         rather than broadly and positively. 
      

      
      As a result, the task of democratization in Korean politics was to establish liberal
         democracy in reality as well as in name, and to give democracy a priority higher than,
         or at least equal to, economic development and anti-communism. With regard to the
         problem of priority, however, the existence of two apparently contradictory arguments
         in Korean politics is ironic: according to the radical side, both anti-communism and
         developmentalism were strong obstacles to building democracy; whereas according to
         the conservative side, anti-communism and developmentalism were prerequisites for
         democracy. Until the mid-1980s, history seemed to take sides with the former. However,
         the political situation that has unfolded since the mid-1980s seems to have shifted
         in support of the latter. However, the advent of democratization in 1987 also coincided
         with the weakening of developmentalism and anti-communism, both of which had weighed
         heavily upon the minds of the Korean people. This was made possible by successful
         economic growth in the preceding three decades and the weakening of the communist
         threat due to the economic superiority of the South over the North, and the sudden
         demise of communist regimes in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. 
      

      
      At the same time, as the June Democratic Struggles in 1987 dramatically showed, democratic
         longings among the general populace soared as their resentment of the harsh military
         regime that violated human dignity brought about a democratic awakening. As it turned
         out, a series of outrageous human rights violations by the Chun government, such as
         the sexual torture of a college female student, the murder of a male college student
         by torture, and the death of another college student struck by a tear gas bomb, drove
         furious citizens onto the streets in June 1987 demanding democratization. As Francis
         Fukuyama (1995, 22) has aptly pointed out, economic development of the past three
         decades had also awoken the “desire to be recognized as an adult with a certain basic
         human dignity” among ordinary people—a desire which had remained latent in earlier
         stages of economic development due to the preoccupation with subsistence. 
      

      
      As a result, Korean democratization has unfolded steadily and irreversibly over the
         last twenty-plus years. However, due to the conservative nature of democratization,
         the political forces that pursue innovative and progressive ideologies have faced
         severe difficulties in entering the institutionalized political sphere.[17]   In addition, the neo-liberal reform that the Kim Dae-jung government adopted to
         overcome the IMF crisis created growth-oriented policies rather than distribution-oriented
         ones, in order to repay enormous foreign debts. Ultimately, a newly established democracy
         was forced to become subordinate to the market, so that the task of deepening democracy,
         e.g., the expansion of social welfare policies, was neglected. In contrast, the Roh
         Moo-hyun government, which succeeded the Kim government, set participatory government
         and strengthening socio-economic equality as its goals; the reform of the chaebol [business conglomerate]-dominant economy in particular was a national priority, a
         goal that was directly related to the task of deepening democracy. However, it was
         reversed again with the inauguration of the business-friendly Lee Myung-bak government,
         which spent most of its energies in overcoming the economic crisis stemming from the
         U.S. financial meltdown in 2008 that spread globally. Thus, the expansion and deepening
         of democracy in Korea was postponed.
      

      
      Democracy vs. Liberalism: “Asian-Style Democracy”

      
      Finally, we must note the difference in the sequence of democratization between Korea
         and Western nations, notably England. Contemporary liberal democracy is the product
         of long and complex evolutions in modern Western history. In that process, two components,
         liberalism and democracy, interacted with each other in complex ways, reinforcing
         and conflicting with each other. In England, liberalism preceded democracy; in non-Western
         societies, however, democracy preceded liberalism, or both were introduced almost
         simultaneously. The essential idea of democracy—the “rule by the people,” usually
         institutionalized in the form of free elections, free speech, universal suffrage,
         majority rule, and the right to equality—seems to have been more appealing and easily
         accepted in non-Western societies than the ideas of liberalism—atomistic and possessive
         individualism, the notion of limited government, the separation of powers, and the
         preoccupation with property rights with minimum community control (Parekh 1993, 172).
         Accordingly, traditional cultures are more resistant to liberalism than to democracy.
      

      
      Democracy has taken deeper root than liberalism in Korean contemporary politics; thus,
         liberalism’s potential contributions to democracy have not yet been fully realized.
         David Beetham (1993, 56–57), noting the deeply ambiguous relationship between liberalism
         and democracy in liberal democracy, lists some components of liberalism that have
         proved to be indispensable to democracy: the guarantee of basic individual rights;
         the institutional separation of powers between executive, legislative, and judiciary
         branches, which is indispensable to the protection of individual rights and the rule
         of law; the representative assembly, with the power to approve all taxation and legislation
         and scrutinize the actions of the executive; the principle of the limited state and
         the separation between the public and private spheres; and finally, a cognitive skepticism
         that denies the existence of a final truth about what is good for society.
      

      
       Considering Beetham’s suggestion, Korean democracy is at present suffering from the
         absence of all but one of these elements: cognitive skepticism. Therefore, even in
         the so-called democratized Kim Young-sam and Kim Dae-jung governments (1993–2002),
         Koreans witnessed the same concentration of political power as in the preceding military-authoritarian
         regimes, all in the hands of the president, his personal protégés, and family members.
         Koreans also experienced the absence of an institutionalization of the exercise of
         power; the atrophy of the National Assembly’s power to deliberate on legislative affairs
         and supervise administration; political parties’ inability to articulate and mediate
         popular interests and public opinions effectively; the lack of adequate checks and
         balances among the three branches of government; the absence of effective guarantees
         of human rights, including the perpetuation of the notorious National Security Act;
         and finally, the rampant corruption that was a result of confusion in the public and
         private sectors. 
      

      
        Because of the incomplete status of democracy in Korea and many Asian countries,
         some Western scholars have taken to calling democracies in East Asia “Asian-style
         democracy” or “dominant-party democracy” (Neher 1994; Huntington 1991), suggesting
         their deviant nature. This is closely related debates about “Asian values” in the
         1990s. Regarding the relationship between Asian values and liberal democracy, there
         are basically two opposing views. The first asserts that Asian values, including Confucianism,
         are not compatible with Western liberal democracy, while the second claims that Asian
         values are fully compatible with liberal democracy. 
      

      
      The first negativist position also consists of two radically opposing perspectives.
         One view is supported by Samuel P. Huntington and other Western scholars who argue
         that because Asian values and democracy are incompatible, Asian countries cannot practice
         democracy even if they aspire to, and “Asian-style democracy” is a deviant form at
         best (Huntington 1991; Neher 1994, 958–59).[18]   The other view is represented by former prime minister of Singapore Lee Kuan Yew[19]    and other political leaders of Southeast Asia. Lee Kuan Yew argues that not only
         are Asian values incompatible with Western liberal democracy, but that Western liberal
         democracy is neither practicable nor desirable in Asia, that it is actually harmful
         to cherished Asian values since it corrupts civic morals and disintegrates the communal
         values of Asia. Accordingly, Lee instead prioritizes other values, such as economic
         development, social harmony, good governance, and political stability. Thus, Lee thinks
         it quite natural that Asian countries place less importance on liberal democracy and
         he even welcomes a kind of soft-authoritarianism (Lee Kwan-yew and Zakaria 1999).
         This position has been supported by authoritarian political leaders, mostly from Singapore,
         Malaysia, China, and Indonesia. 
      

      
      The positivist position also consists of diverse perspectives. Political leaders and
         scholars in Asia who defend Western liberal democracy, notably former Korean president
         Kim Dae-jung, seek to argue that many elements of traditional cultures in Asian countries
         are favorable to the introduction and consolidation of democracy (Kim Dae-jung 1999;
         Jeon Je-guk 1999). In contrast, Daniel Bell (1995) justifies democracy not in terms
         of Western values, such as autonomy and self-government, but rather in terms of Asian
         communal values, such as the protection of family-centered life, and argues that democracy
         is more effective in defending communal life than authoritarianism, exploring an overlapping
         consensus between Asian values and democracy. 
      

      
      However, with the exception of Bell’s approach, both sides tend to take their logic
         to extremes. Advocates of Asian values were critical of Western atomistic individualism,
         the breakdown of communal values, the disintegration of family, the hedonistic or
         licentious exercise of individual freedom, and increasing crime rates in the West,
         while keeping rather silent on the problems of rampant corruption, the gross violation
         of human rights, and endemic personalism and clientelism, all problems that encroach
         upon the rule of law to a serious extent in many Asian countries. Therefore, it is
         understandable that advocates of Asian values have been subjected to the criticism
         that Asian values are upheld in order to mask the authoritarian and corrupt rule of
         political leaders in Asia. On the other hand, critics of Asian values tend to forget
         that Asian democracies are still “works in progress,” attributing permanent characteristics
         to nascent Asian democracies; thus, classifying them as an “Asian-style democracy”
         or a “dominant-party democracy” which smacks of deviance and perversion. Such arguments
         are vulnerable to criticisms of Orientalism. Notably, they commonly characterize “Asian-style
         democracy” as a “democracy without alternation among competing parties; democracy
         without change between the established elite and the opposition” (Neher 1994, 954;
         Huntington 1991; Kim Yung-Myung 1997). However, the government turnovers through peaceful
         and fair elections witnessed in South Korea in 1997 and in Taiwan in March 2000 show
         that the so-called Asian-style democracy is a cursory and precarious theorization
         at best. 
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      Thus far, reflections on the nature of democratization in South Korea have been presented,
         in particular: why democracy in Korea assumed conservative rather than emancipatory
         characteristics when first introduced and why nascent democracy was perceived as deviant
         or perverse when it was achieved as a result of strenuous struggle for it. 
      

      
      Considering that as of 2004, in light of the democratic ideal and the advanced reality
         of Western democracies, the reality of Korean democracy has not been satisfactory
         but nevertheless quite encouraging—albeit not for impatient, radical democrats. This
         is especially true if one considers that it has taken more than two hundred years
         for the West to evolve to the point of its currently existing democracies. It follows,
         then, that the anguish of Korean democrats in the early twenty-first century is not
         much different from that of their Western counterparts. The question now is how to
         perpetuate the ideal of democracy and translate it into a viable reality without succumbing
         to easy disillusionment and cynicism, caught in the midst of the contradictions and
         dilemmas thus far examined. Thus, the task facing Korean intellectuals is to revise
         their unilateral view of the history of democratization in Korea as “deviant,” “perverse,”
         or something akin to a “sham.” Of course, it is also necessary to be reminded that
         the current state of democracy is far from complete and also democracy is not a panacea
         for all of society’s ills. This point can easily be confirmed by looking to Western
         democracies that have reached higher stages of democracy than Korea.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Hopefully, such reflections may prove valuable to other non-Western societies, including
                  ex-communist countries, that are still struggling for democracy, as well as Western
                  countries that may wish to reexamine their past experience with democratization in
                  light of non-Western societies like South Korea. 
               

            

         

         
            2. See Ahn Woe-sun (1999) for more detail about Choi’s understanding of democracy.

            

         

         
            3. See Ahn Woe-sun (2002a) for the accommodation of democracy by Korean enlightenment
                  thinkers.
               

            

         

         
            4. I define “causal change” as that in which the process determines the outcome, and
                  “teleological change” as that in which the goal (telos) determines (or directs) the
                  process.
               

            

         

         
            5. In Moore’s thesis, “democracy” should be understood as referring to “liberalism,”
                  since liberal democracy in the modern West had historically grown within the framework
                  of liberalism, although liberalism and democracy are analytically distinct. In addition
                  to class analysis, another suitable example is the “civic culture” approach advanced
                  by Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba (1963), who asserted in the 1960s that civic culture
                  is necessary for the smooth operation of democracy. 
               

            

         

         
            6. Of course, a feminist may well dispute this point with good reason, for it was only
                  a guarantee of adult “male” suffrage, excluding women.
               

            

         

         
            7. If the difference in Korea’s case is reinterpreted to adjust it to the British evolution
                  of democracy, then it must be stated that it was not until the operation of fair and
                  competitive elections after 1987 that universal suffrage was fully realized. 
               

            

         

         
            8. As a notable example, some Korean leftist scholars offered interpretations of the
                  status of liberal democracy in Korea, including its attainability (Lim Young-il 1991;
                  Sonn Ho-cheol 1991). In this context, it is intriguing to note that some Korean leftists’
                  diagnosis of the attainability of liberal democracy in Korea in the early 1990s was
                  very similar to that of right-wing American scholars such as Huntington, although
                  their reasoning was different. Both parties asserted that liberal democracy was not
                  realizable in Korea and that even if it were to be realized, it would be a deviance.
                  
               

            

         

         
            9. See Yu Seon-young (1997) for a more vivid examination of this historical process.

            

         

         
            10. Of course, this point applies to progressive movements and theories as well. For example,
                  the legitimacy of the women’s liberation, LGBTQ rights, and environmental movements
                  is partly derived on the one hand from the internal needs of Korean society, and,
                  on the other, from the legitimacy gratuitously borrowed from the West, in which they
                  secured legitimacy as a result of long and hard struggles. In the latter aspect, the
                  power of borrowed legitimacy is so enormous that potential opponents are either disarmed
                  in advance or only raise methodological, not fundamental, opposition. In this way,
                  such activists and intellectuals are exempted, to a considerable degree, from the
                  need to build legitimacy, contrary to their counterparts in the West. The costs and
                  benefits of this borrowed legitimacy will be discussed when the theme of modernizing
                  tradition is examined in chapter 12.
               

            

         

         
            11. Relying upon borrowed legitimacy, self-reliant development of political theory has
                  been stagnant in Korea.
               

            

         

         
            12. In regards to anti-communism, the Western experience has shown that it operated as
                  an obstacle to democratization in the nineteenth century and as a stumbling block
                  to democracy in the Cold War era in the twentieth century. Nevertheless, most Korean
                  scholars have tended to overemphasize the role of anti-communism as an obstacle to
                  democracy in Korea. However, the difference between the West and Korea in this regard
                  is not a matter of type, but of degree. 
               

            

         

         
            13. For this reason, I am opposed to the use of such expressions as “pariah capitalism,”
                  “pariah democracy,” etc. to describe Korean economy and politics, as some Korean scholars
                  and intellectuals have done. Such expressions, consciously or unconsciously, presuppose
                  and internalize Western-centric thought that regards what is Western as normal and
                  what is Korean as deviant, exhibiting the self-derogatory attitude of Koreans. These
                  terms are unfair for two other reasons as well. First, this habit of thinking is derived
                  from comparing the transitory, or incomplete, picture of Korea with the assumed complete
                  picture of the West. Second, it neglects the fact that Western democracy in the beginning
                  was also very crude and oppressive to ordinary men and women, and that Western capitalism
                  at the stage of primitive accumulation was exploitative and plundering both domestically
                  and internationally. 
               

            

         

         
            14. For example, we may note the stubborn opposition by English conservatives and the
                  bourgeoisie to the extension of suffrage, the dizzy fluctuations of democratic and
                  authoritarian regimes in nineteenth-century France, the perpetuation of absolute monarchy
                  in Germany and Austria until World War I, the long-lasting Franco dictatorship in
                  Spain, and the rise of Nazism and Fascism. 
               

            

         

         
            15. Of course, radical movements surged in the 1980s and early 1990s, taking issue with
                  these basic goals. They advocated socialist instead of capitalist industrialization,
                  socialist instead of liberal democracy, and anti-American, pro-communist unification,
                  or the peaceful coexistence of South and North Korea instead of hitherto pro-American,
                  anti-communist unification (Cho Hui-yeon 1992, 220–21). 
               

            

         

         
            16. On the other hand, shaped in this way, the ideological terrain led to the staunch
                  entrenchment of liberal democracy, which would make difficult the entry of progressive
                  elements who advocated more radical or progressive democracy into the institutional
                  sphere of politics. 
               

            

         

         
            17. However, it was also noted in chapter 8 that the entry of the Democratic Labor Party
                  into the National Assembly during the 2004 general election suggested a significant
                  shift in the political terrain of Korean politics. 
               

            

         

         
            18. This position was examined in greater detail in chapter 6.

            

         

         
            19. Lee Kuan Yew passed away in March 2015.

            

         

      

   
      Part IV

      Beyond the Shadow of 
Western-Centrism
      

      
         
         
      

      
      
      
      Chapter 10

      The Negative Impact of Western-Centrism in Korean Political Studies

      
         
         
      

      
      In part IV, I conclude this book by discussing some of the negative effects of Western-centrism
         in Korean academia, and examine the discursive strategies hitherto attempted to overcome
         it, the objective conditions and prospects to do so, and the tasks Korean scholars
         must undertake to these ends. First, the need to overcome Western-centrism by analyzing
         the negative academic effects of Western-centrism will be examined in chapter 10,
         with a special focus on Korean political studies; then the possibility of overcoming
         Western-centrism will be explored in chapters 11 and 12.
      

      
       While preparing for this book, I presented a series of papers at academic conferences
         regarding discursive strategies and the objective conditions and prospects needed
         to overcome Western-centrism. Both at these conferences and on private occasions,
         many of my colleagues half-jokingly asked, “Why do we have to overcome Western-centrism?”
         The easiest answer is because it is alienating and oppressive for us. Indeed, the
         injurious effects of Western-centrism in everyday life in Korea were illustrated in
         the opening Introduction to this book, and theoretical insight into Western-centrism
         was fully addressed in chapter 1 when I sought to define Western-centrism from various
         aspects. As I have amply demonstrated, the reason Western-centrism must be overcome
         is that it legitimizes Western cultural domination by indoctrinating non-Western societies
         into subconsciously accepting the superiority and universality of Western civilization.
         Non-Western people have internalized the belief that Western worldviews, values, institutions,
         and practices are superior and universal, and have subsequently assimilated to match
         such standards. This has driven non-Western people to self-marginalization, self-abasement,
         and self-negation. As such, they have not been able to form independent worldviews,
         ultimately self-alienating themselves in the process. 
      

      
       When the world is surveyed from this perspective, it is clear that both the general
         public and scholars in non-Western societies have fallen victim to Western-centrism.
         But on the national level in Korea, Western-centrism appears to have interfered deeply
         with the differential distribution of honor, power, and wealth, with its beneficiaries
         appearing both resistant and ambivalent, even while apparently sympathizing with the
         cause of overcoming Western-centrism. In other words, those with vested interests
         in Korean society have enjoyed considerable benefits from Western-centrism, in contrast
         to ordinary people, since South Korean society has been primarily shaped under the
         strong influence of the United States since the end of World War II in 1945. Whether
         trained domestically or overseas, scholars have also benefited from the Western-centric
         structure of Korean academia, a part of the strata of vested interests when they produce
         and circulate knowledge. Of course, scholars with Western academic degrees have enjoyed
         particular privileges and benefits in Korean academia, although there are some considerable
         variations among these privileges and benefits, depending upon where such degrees
         were earned. Therefore, the purpose of this chapter is to examine the negative impact
         of Western-centrism with a special focus on its negative academic influence, in order
         to stress and assert the need to overcome Western-centrism academically.
      

      
       The negative influence of Western-centrism in Korea is especially pronounced in academia.
         Michel Foucault’s insight into the collusion between power and knowledge applies to
         academia, which has traditionally claimed “objectivity.” Thus, modern academic disciplines
         that originated in the West have legitimated the rule of mainstream scholars and alienated
         others, both “internal” (non-mainstream scholars) in the West, and “external” (non-Western
         scholars). Consequently, as basic disciplines such as literature, history, and philosophy,
         as well as other disciplines within the humanities and social sciences in Korea, have
         been fundamentally transformed and shaped by Western disciplines over the last 150
         years, their colonized position within Western-centrism is strongly impressed upon
         them. Fortunately, since the mid-1990s, we have witnessed not only a new awakening
         to the colonization of the Korean academy and scholarship, but also serious attempts
         to explore alternative coping mechanisms. As previously mentioned in the Introduction,
         this new trend has been closely intertwined with not only postmodernism, poststructuralism,
         postcolonialism, post-Marxism, and Islamic fundamentalism, but also the discourse
         on Asian values and other theoretical movements.[1]  
      

      
      Nevertheless, Western-centrism has struck deep roots in Korean academia, as well as
         in Korean society, to the extent that Western-centrism has become a part of the “modern
         tradition” in Korea. Thus, the negative impacts of Western-centrism in Korean academia
         could be examined in three ways: the Westernization of academic problematization (agenda-setting)
         in Korean scholarship; the assimilationist interpretation of the Korean experience
         according to Western theory; and the marginalization of the Korean (non-Western) experience
         by Western-centrism.[2]   Accordingly, examples related to Korean political studies and feminism will be
         presented. Of course, the negative academic impact examined here is that which has
         been caused theoretically by Western-centrism. In addition, Korean academic dependency
         upon the West (primarily the United States) functions as a structure that blinds Koreans
         to the negative impact of Western-centrism while also reproducing it; this, too, merits
         serious attention. In examining this, the powers of the United States and its academic
         disciplines, which have exerted overwhelming influence upon South Korea since the
         country’s liberation and division, must also be discussed. 
      

      
      Negative Impact of Western-centrism on 
Korean Academia
      

      
      The Westernization of the Problematization in Korean Scholarship

      
      As we digest “advanced” Western theories, non-Western scholars become so preoccupied
         with the Western academic agenda and problematization that we internalize them both
         as universal and preferential and often fail to articulate the independent academic
         agenda of our own society. Instead, we come to acquire a problematization that is
         divorced from our own social context. In the case of political studies, the result
         of the absorption of Western-centrism is that non-Western scholars formulate political
         theory and concepts that have little bearing on their own societies. For example,
         the research trends in Korean scholarship on John Rawls’s “theory of justice,” and
         on the so-called “Korean War,” show the negative impact of the Westernization of the
         problematization in Korean scholarship. 
      

      
      John Rawls’s A Theory of Justice (1971) was published in the early 1970s, the period in which the United States enjoyed
         unprecedented prosperity as the world’s most powerful and affluent nation. The publication
         followed soon after the introduction of the “Great Society” reform program by the
         Johnson administration. Considering the historical background, Rawls’s theory of justice,
         which sought to rationalize an egalitarian welfare state within the framework of liberalism,
         had both theoretical and practical relevance to American society. Considering that
         the Korean case differs from the American social and political context, however, one
         has to wonder what practical implications and significance there was for Korean philosophers
         or political scientists to elaborate on Rawls’s political theory or even to criticize
         it from a radical or progressive perspective. 
      

      
      Granted, there are aspects to Rawls’s theory of justice that would be extremely appealing
         if they could be applied or adjusted to Korean society. A significant number of studies
         on Rawls’s theory of justice were produced in Korea beginning in the early 1980s.
         Oddly enough, Korea, at least until 1987, lacked some of the critical elements that
         are prerequisite conditions for Rawls’s theory, such as democracy, relative affluence,
         and international autonomy of the given political community (self-contained wholeness).
         Prior to 1987, Korea was under a military dictatorship and was struggling economically.
         Furthermore, Korea, which was still engaged in an effort to “catch up” to the advanced
         economies and political systems of the West, was not free enough from the influence
         of international pressure to articulate and put into practice its own ideas of justice,
         even if it wished to do so. In other words, it was too dependent on the outside world
         to be able to reorder its social system and function based on the autonomous will
         of the Korean community. Under these circumstances, how relevant was Rawls’s theory
         of justice, which is based on the “principle of difference” and the “principle of
         redress,” to a society like Korea?
      

      
       Given the political disparities, the studies and debates surrounding Rawls’s theory
         of justice seem like exercises in intellectual vanity or escapist intellectual pursuits
         that ignore the pressing issues on the ground in Korea. Even with the sufficient economic
         prosperity to earn membership into the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
         (OECD) and the visible achievement of democratization, Korea floundered within a wave
         of global neo-liberalism, desperately striving for “strengthened global competitiveness,”
         and abruptly fell into an unprecedented financial crisis in 1997 during the last phase
         of the Kim Young-sam administration. Thus, there is still no room for Rawls’s theory
         of justice, which seeks to maximize welfare. 
      

      
       Since the democratization in 1987, the effort to develop a theory of justice suitable
         to a newly industrialized country that Korean society could adopt based on democratic
         consensus is certainly not an exercise in futility. If the key elements of Rawls’s
         theory of justice were made compatible with, or reshuffled to fit, the Korean context,
         it would be a great academic contribution. Unfortunately, however, it would be more
         accurate to say that Korean scholars have indulged in “refined” theory, such as Rawls’s
         theory of justice, by uncritically following it. Thus, the theory of justice was very
         popular among Korean scholars, despite its questionable relevance to Korea. In addition,
         Rawls’s theory of justice has turned out to be impotent in helping to articulate justice
         in regard to the burning issue of coping with past evils committed in preceding authoritarian
         regimes, i.e., the transitional justice, confronting newly democratized countries.
      

      
       A similar observation can be found in Kim Dong-chun’s criticism of trends in Korean
         scholarship on the June 25 War.[3]   Of the recent debate over who started the June 25 War, specifically whether it
         was the Soviet Union and North Korea (as is argued by traditionalists) or the United
         States (as is argued by revisionists), Kim (2000) offers an insightful and critical
         observation on the implicit Westernization (or, in this case, Americanization) of
         the framing of the issue:
      

      
      
         It is important to remember that the traditionalist/revisionist oppositional structure
            in interpreting the war was not formed by Koreans. In other words, the oppositional
            structure has its genesis in the confrontation between the traditionalist view and
            the revisionist view of American foreign policy. Similarly, Cumings’s monumental work
            has its starting point in critiquing the  American foreign policy line at the time
            of the Korean War. His critical approach is appropriate only as an American scholar
            trying to critically evaluate his own nation’s history and politics. (Kim Dong-chun
            2000, 35)
         

         
      

      Kim claims that the June 25 War must be approached from the perspective of the “Korean
         people,” who bore the heaviest casualties during the war and continue to suffer due
         to the division of the peninsula. Thus the appropriate question for Korean scholars
         to ask about the war is not “who” started the war, but “why.” And even more important
         than the question of why, is who and what benefited from it. Criticizing the elitist,
         Westernized (Americanized) approach adopted by Korean scholars in their research on
         the June 25 War, Kim suggests a need for the “minjunghwa” (taking the perspective of the suffering masses) and “Koreanization” of any critical
         approach.
      

      
       Kim’s observation is applicable to the undesirable trend in Korean scholarship of
         the last two decades, which has focused on subjects of little relevance to Korean
         reality: leftist polemics over the “relative autonomy of the state” in the 1980s,
         postmodern theoretical wrestling with the “death of reason” or the “death of the subject”
         in the 1990s, and, more recently, the liberalism/communitarianism debate and the scholarly
         immersion in the philosophy of Heidegger and Richard Rorty.
      

      
       Using the liberalism/communitarianism debate as an example, communitarianism is a
         critique of the liberalism or individualism of American society, where it has already
         been firmly established. However, debating the “excess” of liberalism in Korean society,
         where liberalism and its key concepts of “freedom” and “individual” are still new
         and unfamiliar, is tragic and comical.[4]   Similarly, most Korean research on Heidegger or Rorty is also somewhat aimless
         or misguided. Because Heidegger and Rorty have their philosophical roots in Europe
         and America, which have completely different philosophical backgrounds from Korea,
         it is imperative to point out the contextual differences between the West and Korea
         and then find the point of relevance to the practical or philosophical concerns of
         Korean society. In other words, research into the philosophies of Heidegger and Rorty
         should accompany a search for their “compatibility” and “commensurability” with Korean
         academia. Unfortunately, such inquiry has seldom been carried out at all in Korean
         academia. 
      

      
      In short, the research of Korean scholars into these subjects must address the following
         questions: “What is the significance of ‘reason’ in Korean society?”; “What does the
         ‘subject’ mean for Korean people?”; and “What do Heidegger and Rorty have to offer
         as solutions to practical and philosophical issues in Korean society?” Yet Korean
         scholars have buried their noses in Western texts without recontextualizing the ideas
         to make them relevant to Korea.[5]   While Korean scholars are engaged in a hollow debate that tends to focus on Western-centered
         issues, the urgent issues confronting Korean society hardly ever gain the opportunity
         to be theorized, and end up being tossed aside as frivolous—transposed or assimilated
         into Western issues—or vanish altogether into the realm of the abstract.
      

      
      The negative impact of the Westernization of framing academic questions is particularly
         conspicuous among scholars who study the history of Western political thought. Their
         research rarely attempts to critically reexamine major ideas and categories of Western
         political theory in the context of the Korean political experience, or to expose such
         theories’ Western-centric biases or limitations. Although there have been some such
         attempts, they remain dispersed and isolated and have therefore been unsuccessful
         in provoking further research or lively debate. Furthermore, Korean scholars whose
         research interests are concentrated in Western political thought seldom quote each
         other. Since they are usually deeply tied to Western nations whose thinkers they specialize
         in (if they study Rousseau or Kant, for example, they would be tied to either France
         or Germany), they conduct their research by applying the practical or theoretical
         contexts of their academic “home” countries, failing to provide theoretical or polemical
         contexts of their own or address pressing questions that arise in Korea. For this
         reason, they feel no need to cite or criticize the academic output of their Korean
         colleagues. Instead, many Korean scholars become completely preoccupied with Western
         political thoughts and theories, failing to form their own public forum. Of course
         it goes without saying that their research—written mostly in Korean, of course—is
         neither criticized nor rebutted by Western scholars, making it extremely difficult
         for them to maintain academic rigor of any kind. Furthermore, since most academic
         writings produced in this way are but pale reflections or variations on Western literature,[6]   many Korean scholars would conclude that it is more effective and beneficial to
         read and quote the original Western texts on the subject, rather than their cruder
         Korean simulacra. 
      

      
      This chronic lack of any cumulative development in the field of Western political
         thought, a monological discipline without any serious dialogue, should be overcome
         as soon as possible. Regardless of whether one studies Plato, Locke, Rousseau, or
         Marx—all of whom came from diverse and distinct backgrounds—their political theories
         should be reintegrated into the autonomous Korean academic system through a process
         of “Koreanization,” which would be accomplished by examining them critically and by
         filtering them through the Korean political reality or academic climate. In doing
         so, common theoretical horizons, and importantly a public forum, for reflecting on
         real issues faced in Korea would emerge. Research not produced in this way is nothing
         more than the work of Western scholars edited and translated by Korean scholars. 
      

      
       Korean philosophers specializing in Western philosophy are no freer of such academic
         maladies. Kim Hye-suk, a professor of philosophy at Ewha Womans University, describes
         her own agonizingly solitary predicament as a philosopher in Korea: 
      

      
      
         For us, philosophy remains both a current or coeval philosophy and a philosophy of
            oblivion at the same time. It is very rare to cite Korean articles written ten or
            twenty years before, and most references are of Western literature in our field of
            philosophy. Members of our philosophical community are not ourselves, and so we remain
            strangers to each other. We do see each other, but we do not look each other in the
            face. Our debates never shed real blood. To our chagrin, the Western philosophical
            community into which we insert ourselves as members does not recognize us, and so
            we may feel happy or unhappy in vain, bursting into laughter without any sound or
            shaking our fists without receiving any response, as if we were invisible. This image
            of an invisible person may haunt all those philosophizing in this country, or even
            more, all those engaging in academic scholarship, like an evil spirit. They all  wish
            in vain to be awakened from this nightmare of a lingering specter. (Kim Hye-suk 1999,
            346)[7]  
         

         
      

      The Assimilationist Interpretation of Korean Political Experience

      
      In Korean academia there is a tendency to explain Korean reality by assimilating it
         into Western theory. Non-Western scholars, immersed in advanced Western theory, sometimes
         distort the realities of their own societies when they are not able to locate the
         relevance of Western theory to their countries. Or sometimes they “queue” their research
         to wait for the day their country finally “catches up” with the “advanced” West so
         that it can be squared with Western theory.[8]   
      

      
      Since the exemplary case of Korean democratization was already fully examined in the
         discussion of teleological and causal change in chapter 8, it is sufficient to just
         mention that case briefly here. To counter the traditional, historical thesis of “no
         bourgeoisie, no democracy,” some Western progressive scholars began offering persuasive
         arguments on the significant role played by the working class in the rise of Western
         democracy. By countering the exaggerated role of the bourgeoisie role in the democratization
         of Europe, they challenged the hegemonic historical view centered on the bourgeoisie.
         Their work contained fresh insight and is useful to understanding the democratization
         of Korea as well. Yet some Korean progressive scholars rashly mimic their Western
         counterparts, by arguing that democratization in Korea was made possible by the working-class
         struggle for democracy as well, without presenting any empirical evidence for such
         a claim, and they end up effectively ignoring the contextual differences in democratization
         between Korea and Western societies. For example, while the decisive factor in the
         democratization of non-Western countries was the holding of fair and competitive elections,
         in the democratization of Western countries, it was the granting of universal suffrage.
         
      

      
      Given such contextual differences, it is important to note that the theories and interpretations
         of the development of Western democracy are not universally applicable, and certainly
         not in Korea. Yet, many Korean scholars attempt to apply Western theories based on
         their own arbitrary goals or subjective desires, even reaching beyond the intentions
         of the original Western theorists. Without even questioning the issue of applicability,
         they tailor reality to fit Western theories in order to prove their universality,
         which results in a distortion of the Korean political experience. Such misrepresentation
         is often the consequence of the uncritical application of Western theories, not necessarily
         the outcome of the theories’ inherent Western-centeredness. 
      

      
      Furthermore, in the midst of accommodating and applying advanced Western theories,
         the “backward,” “obscure,” and “stubborn” reality of Korean politics tends to become
         a target of negation and criticism. In “Hangukjeongchiui teukjing, gwaje, jaengjeom” (Contemporary Korean Politics: Its Characteristics, Tasks, and Issues), an article
         that prefaced the book Hangukui jeongchi (Korean Politics), which was published in 1993 when the Kim Young-sam government
         was inaugurated as the first civilian government since 1961, Professor Kim Sang-jun,
         former president of the Korean Political Science Association, devoted most of his
         discussion to listing the negative aspects of Korean politics, believing that Korean
         politics fell short compared to advanced Western democracies. Such a rendering is
         understandable since he was offering additional tasks for developing democracy in
         Korea at a time when the general public, as well as most Korean political scientists,
         were still not content with the current level of democracy. However, the negative
         aspects Kim listed were not a fair and comprehensive representation of the characteristics,
         tasks, and issues within Korean politics. Korean politics underwent dynamic democratization
         between the February 12 general election in 1985 and the inauguration of the Kim administration
         in 1993, indicating that there must have been at least some positive features that
         democratized Korean politics would have constructively inherited and cultivated. 
      

      
      In fact, Korea experienced democratization earlier than Taiwan, a country that shares
         a similar cultural tradition with Korea, but had a head start on Korea in terms of
         economic development. Korea has also achieved much higher levels of economic and political
         development than most Southeast Asian countries, some of which were more advanced
         than Korea in the 1960s. However, as most Koreans, including intellectuals, are used
         to regarding Western nations as the normative standard due to internalized Western-centrism,
         the negative aspects of Korean politics are more likely to be cited as its characteristics.
         More recent political change and events—the inauguration of the Kim Dae-jung government
         by a peaceful transfer of power in 1998; dynamic citizen movements, including the
         movement to seek to expel corrupt politicians in the general election of 2000; and
         the inauguration of the Roh Moo-hyun government, among others—clearly show that Korean
         politics is more dynamic, positive, and advanced in some respects than Japanese politics,
         which has had a longer democratic history. Thus it seems imperative that Korean political
         scientists make more efforts to find the positive features of Korean politics and
         theorize them more constructively. This point will naturally lead to the third negative
         aspect of Western-centrism. 
      

      
      Marginalization of the Korean (non-Western) Experience 

      
      With the prevalence of Westernized problematization and assimilationist interpretative
         frameworks, the real issues faced within non-Western societies continue to be marginalized.
         In their uncritical application of Western theories, scholars in non-Western societies
         tend to privilege the Western experience and allow for its diverse interpretations,
         whereas non-Western experiences are only used for the sake of applying and proving
         Western theories and are thus prevented from receiving divergent interpretations.
         In addition, some other facts, which are not conducive to the interpretation of Western
         theories, tend to be pushed aside or forgotten as irrelevant.[9]   
      

      
      This tendency may be due in part to the ignorance or indifference of Korean scholars
         to their own political contexts. Typically, they do not articulate their academic
         agenda or concepts from the Korean experience by looking for contradictions or conflicts
         arising from Korean politics. Instead, they problematize Korean politics derivatively,
         while delving into Western problematization, seeking to apply it to Korean politics—in
         the process, they only incidentally engage in critical thought in relation to the
         Korean experience. As a consequence the gulf between theory and reality widens, and
         Korean scholars become relatively indifferent towards or ignorant of Korean politics.[10]   With all their time spent on absorbing and processing abstruse and abstract Western
         theories, or trying to understand their political, social, historical, and cultural
         contexts, it is no wonder that Korean scholars have no time to invest academically
         in articulating and theorizing their own political and historical realities. 
      

      
      Furthermore, Western theories are privileged as “classical” and Western history as
         “normative facts.” For example, by reading Michel Foucault’s Discipline and Punish, Korean scholars may gain extensive knowledge of the nineteenth-century French penal
         system, but know nothing about the nineteenth-century penal system in Korea. Likewise,
         as a scholar of democracy, I may know more about the Glorious Revolution in England
         and the French Revolution than about the key events in modern Korean political history,
         such as the April Revolution of 1960, the Gwangju Democratization Movement of 1980,
         and the June Democratic Struggles of 1987. 
      

      
      The negative consequences are replicated and even reinforced in standard college textbooks.
         Lee Keuk-chan’s Jeongchihak (Political Science) (2003), one of the most widely used textbooks in introductory
         political science courses in Korea, is devoted to introducing Western political thoughts
         and theories, and only a few cases from Korea’s own political experience or history
         are cited to illustrate these theories.[11]   In this respect, Lee’s introduction to political science can barely be distinguished
         from an edited and revamped Korean translation of a Western political science book.
         With no mention of the traditional or modern Korean political experience, students
         reading his textbook in an introductory course may feel as though they have embarked
         on a journey to foreign lands. No one would deny the need to understand Western politics
         and political science, since both politics and political science in Korea have formed
         within a Western framework as a result of rapid modernization in Korea, undertaken
         with an abrupt break from Korean tradition. Nevertheless, in teaching political science,
         these textbooks should try to introduce traditional Korean political thought, or at
         least attempt to explain political phenomena or important political figures in traditional
         or modern Korea, alongside Western politics and political science. However, such efforts
         were never made, despite all the revisions and expansions that Professor Lee’s textbook
         has undergone in the forty years since its first publication in 1969.[12]   Moreover, except for Korean translations of foreign textbooks, there are no Korean
         sources cited in the bibliography of Lee’s textbook, and the index of names only has
         an alphabetical list of Western names. The subject index of the textbook is not only
         “de-Koreanized,” with no reference to events or concepts related to Korean politics,
         but also “de-Asianized” to the extent that China, Japan, and Korea are completely
         excluded, and the only Asian subjects listed are the names of international organizations,
         such as ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations), SEATO (Southeast Asia Treaty
         Organization), OAPEC (Organization of Arab Petroleum Exporting Countries), and APEC
         (Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation). 
      

      
      Deciding what to include and how much import to give each subject is a key issue when
         publishing a political science textbook. This is a task that has to be approached
         thoughtfully since it requires a thorough and systemic reflection on Korean politics
         and political science in general. It is readily apparent, however, that there are
         some serious problems in Lee’s textbook with regard to Western-centrism, the subject
         of this book. The first chapter is titled, “Humans and Politics in Modern Times,”
         with the subtitle, “The Politicization of Modern Society and Human Life.” However,
         the chapter only mentions the works of Western thinkers and scholars (Rousseau, Bertrand
         Russell, Hobbes, Aristotle, Luther, Locke, Carl Becker, Walter Lippmann, Erich Fromm,
         Jose Ortega y Gasset, etc.) and political events that took place in the West (the
         Industrial Revolution, the Renaissance, the Reformation, liberalism, social contract
         theory, the welfare state, etc.). There is scarcely any reference to East Asian or
         Korean literature or thinkers at all, except for a footnote on the meaning of the
         Chinese characters for “peace” (平和) (Lee Keuk-chan 2003, 2). 
      

      
      When we examine the relative weight that is given to different subjects in the book,
         it is baffling to find that when Lee addresses various contemporary political systems,
         very little attention is given to authoritarianism compared to liberal democracy and
         totalitarianism. The special attention given to the liberal democratic system is understandable
         since it is the dominant political system of the modern period; however, it is difficult
         to comprehend the reasoning behind spending more than twenty pages discussing the
         totalitarian system (though, perhaps it mirrors the level of interest in the subject
         among Western scholars at the time), while devoting less than one page to concerns
         regarding the authoritarian system, which is the prevalent political system among
         Third World countries, and allocating only three pages for socialism under the heading,
         “The Ebbing and Collapse of Socialism.” 
      

      
      Similarly, the chapters “Political Science as an Academic Discipline” and “Political
         Power” mainly introduce Western concepts and theories, with almost no mention of concepts
         and theories from East Asia. Of course, there are some exceptions. There is a reference
         to the three elements of good government (sufficiency of food, sufficiency of soldiers,
         and the people’s trust in their ruler) mentioned by Confucius in Lunyu (論語; Confucian Analects) (89); Confucian political concepts such as badao  (覇道; rule by force), liyao (禮樂; rites and music), wangdao (王道; rule by royal benevolence), and renyi (仁義; benevolence and righteousness (Lee Keuk-chan 2003, 92); and a passing reference
         to what Confucius says of politics in Lunyu, “To govern is to rectify” (Lee Keuk-chan 2003, 92, 98). Even when discussing political
         power, the book only discusses the Western concept of the phrase, even though the
         concept of quanli (權力), the Chinese equivalent to political power that has been widely used in East
         Asian countries, is considerably different from that of “political power” in the West.
         Again, Western theories and examples are used to discuss subjects such as power, political
         leadership, political culture, political parties, and political institutions, and
         no attempt is made to illustrate to which of these categories Korean political culture,
         political party, and political institutions belong.[13]   Consequently, Lee’s textbook, which excludes most of the political theories and
         facts that originated in Korea and other East Asian countries,[14]   may be extremely useful for learning about Western (especially American) political
         science, but it is far less informative about Asia than even Korean translations of
         American introductory textbooks on political science.[15]   
      

      
      On the other hand, of the foreign political science textbooks I have reviewed, they
         exhibit striking differences. First, American political scientist Austin Ranney’s
         introductory textbook, Governing: An Introduction to Political Science (1993), as is usual with American textbooks written by American authors, devotes
         itself mainly to introducing “American” political theories. However, in order to illustrate
         major theories, it collects and cites important political events and examples all
         over the world, as well as drawing upon examples of American politics. For example,
         chapter 1, “Governments and Governing,” begins with the words of John Adams, one of
         the founding fathers of the United States, and introduces the American presidential
         election of 1988 and the Soviet policies of Perestroika and Glasnost to illustrate
         the nature of politics. In other words, although American college students may be
         unfamiliar with some of the abstract theories presented in the book, their confusion
         would be lessened by the material on theorists and thinkers familiar to them. In addition,
         as the book introduces and explains famous world events, such as Perestroika, as well
         as domestic political events, such as the American presidential election, the book
         offers a more motivating approach to political science, overcoming any initial difficulty
         in mastering sophisticated theories and concepts. 
      

      
      Kokka to shakai (The State and Society), written in 1990 by Tokyo University professor Inoguchi Takashi,[16]   introduces and lucidly explains the subject on a macroscopic level. Although the
         basic theoretical framework is offered through Western theories of state and society,
         the book illustrates them with as many historical examples as possible, including
         Japan and other East Asian countries. When the author discusses the relationship between
         the state and society from a democratic perspective in chapter 4, he analyzes tax
         reform in Japan as a sample case without relying on examples from Western democracies
         (Inoguchi Takashi 1990, 75–80). In addition, chapter 9, “State and Society in Contemporary
         Japan,” seeks to comprehensively examine state and society in contemporary Japan on
         the basis of preceding discussions. The book treats Japanese politics and political
         history as being coeval with (Western-centric) world politics and political history,
         rather than isolated from them.[17]  
      

      
      Ignorance of, and indifference to, the reality of Korean society can also be found
         in Korean feminist textbooks as well. For example, an introductory feminist textbook,
         written collectively by a progressive feminist group and widely used at colleges in
         Korea, introduces the world history of gender discrimination from a Western-centric
         perspective. The world history surveyed in the book is devoid of the history of East
         Asian civilizations, including China, Korea, and Japan, not to mention the history
         of Islamic countries, India, and other civilizations. Furthermore, it is intriguing
         to note that the authors divide world history into stages, from slave society to feudal
         society to capitalist society, following the Marxist materialist view of history,
         and examine gender discrimination in these various stages, so that the history of
         gender discrimination in the deviant Asiatic mode of production is categorically deleted
         (Hangukyeoseongyeonguhoe 1997, 19–36).[18]  
      

      
      From this general survey of gender discrimination in world history, Korean students
         encounter unfamiliar Eurocentric world history, such as the slave society of ancient
         Greece and Rome and the feudal society of medieval Europe, instead of familiar East
         Asian history.[19]   This raises the question of whether there has not been any gender discrimination
         in East Asia, or if they do not have to examine it because it has not been important
         throughout world history. East Asian students may also feel alienated from their own
         history as they gain more knowledge about gender discrimination in European civilizations
         than in East Asia.[20]   In this way, East Asian women may feel doubly alienated by feminist textbooks,
         as their history of discrimination as women has been deleted in Asian historiography
         and as Asians in Western-centric world historiography. 
      

      
      Similar phenomena can often be found in the analyses of classic literature and folklore
         by Korean feminists. For example, one Korean feminist, based on her analysis of the
         Eros and Psyche myth, has argued that women are superior, or at least equal, to men,
         asserting that political thought for Korean women’s liberation needs to revive the
         spirit of Greco-Roman myths (Jin Mi-gyeong 1998, 204–6). It is problematic, however,
         that she bases the equality of men and women, or women’s natural superiority to men,
         on Greco-Roman thought by reinterpreting only one myth. It is even more problematic
         that she derives a universal argument for gender equality across civilizations from
         that interpretation alone.[21]  
      

      
      The influence of Greco-Roman thought on gender discrimination in Korea is negligible
         at best. In the case of the West, it is important to analyze and reinterpret Greco-Roman
         myths in order to criticize gender discrimination, as such myths constitute the traditions
         of the West and are the foundation of spiritual life in Western Europe. However, the
         Greco-Roman myths speak to neither spiritual life nor the issue of gender discrimination
         and equality in Korea.[22]   Rather, it would seem to be more urgent for Korean feminists to reinterpret Korean
         classics—including the Dangun[23]   myth and other foundation myths of ancient kingdoms, in addition to fairy tales,
         folk stories, and traditional fiction, which have shaped Koreans’ worldview and social
         morals, as well as well-known texts in Confucianism, Buddhism, and Shamanism—in order
         to criticize the gender discrimination expressed within them, and reconstitute them
         in support of gender equality.[24]   It should be noted that since Korean feminists are devoting themselves to analyzing
         Western myths, like Western feminists, are given new life through such diverse and
         rich interpretation, even in the alien soil of Korea. In contrast, traditional Korean
         sources are relegated to oblivion, unable to receive fresh analysis through constructive
         criticism or creative reinterpretation from the perspective of women’s liberation.[25]   
      

      
      Returning to political science, as previously stated, the tendency to shoehorn Korean
         political reality into Western theoretical frameworks has concentrated attention on
         events and facts that are more applicable to Western theories. On the other hand,
         examples that are not amenable to Western theories are treated as deviant or negligible.
         For example, although divisive regionalism influenced Korean politics to a significant
         degree, the academic need for its systematic analysis was not felt until 1987, as
         applicable Western theories or analytical models were not readily available or were
         absent in political science. Thus, most Korean political scientists treated it as
         a reactionary premodern ghost ruining and cursing Korean politics, attempting to will
         it out of Korea’s political reality and history. However, as regionalism is one of
         the most influential factors in contemporary Korean politics, it is necessary that
         Korean scholars engage in serious and sustained research not only into its roots and
         development, but also on measures to cope with it. Moreover, Korean scholars must
         broaden their research agendas to include the regionalism exhibited in American elections
         since the American Civil War, racial cleavage in American politics, and regionalism
         and religious cleavage in European politics, in order to compare those studies with
         the Korean case. Through such research, the relevance of Korean studies on regionalism
         may be verified and Western theories and policies to explain and cope with those problems
         can be critically applied.
      

      
      The Dependency of Korean Academic Disciplines upon the West

      
      Thus far, the negative impact of Western-centrism in Korean academia in terms of theoretical
         engagement has been examined. The dependency of Korean academia on the West, and the
         consequently rigid academic structure shaped by such dependency, has become a stumbling
         block to understanding its negative influence. Whenever speaking of academic dependency
         in Korea, the United States and the influence of American academic disciplines must
         be discussed, since it has had an immense influence on Korea ever since its liberation
         from Japan. 
      

      
      It would not be far-fetched to argue that most of the competent Korean scholars in
         the newly independent Korea were nurtured by the American military government that
         replaced the Japanese colonial government at the end of the World War II. From the
         beginning, the American military government encouraged many Korean scholars to pursue
         advanced studies in the United States, dispatching them to American universities and
         research institutes to receive American-style educations. Lee Ki-hong (1991), a professor
         of sociology, described the American role in regards to the social sciences in the
         early phase of newly independent Korea:
      

      
      
         From the time of the liberation till February 10 in 1948, the number of students going
            to the United States for advanced study totaled 112, and more than 1,000 students
            left Korea for the United States in 1955. American universities and other institutes
            offered generous scholarships to Koreans to study in the United States. In addition
            to the increased number of Korean students in the United States, Korean university
            professors were also sent to American universities as visiting professors or researchers
            to gain new knowledge. Here, the American government acted upon political considerations,
            and the Harvard-Yenching Institute at Harvard University and East-West Center at Hawaii
            University played significant roles. Those who completed their study and returned
            to Korea were given institutional privileges as researchers. Accordingly, the American
            social sciences became the standard for Korean social science education and research.
            (Lee Ki-hong 1991, 331)
         

         
      

      In addition, American foundations and research institutes had a significant influence
         by providing financial support for research in Korea. With generous financial support
         from the United States, research institutes were set up in Korean universities and
         research on Korean history, society, and culture was actively promoted (Lee Ki-hong
         1991, 331).
      

      
      Lee Ki-hong also described the background in which the United States government encouraged
         Koreans to study in the United States:
      

      
      
         The United States government recognized from the beginning of its military occupation
            that Koreans who espoused Western values and spoke fluent English would be convenient
            collaborators. Earning American degrees enabled Koreans to distinguish themselves
            academically and offered a way to guarantee their academic success. (Lee Ki-hong 1991,
            332–33)
         

         
      

      Studying abroad and earning degrees in advanced Western nations became a shortcut
         to securing institutional status and precious resource allocation in Korean academia.
         Thus, studying in the United States and Western Europe became a necessary academic
         pilgrimage for Korean scholars. At the same time the academic structure that guaranteed
         monopolistic institutional status and resource allocation was formed through this
         process. According to Lee (1991, 333), this structure became even more deeply entrenched
         as it merged into the socio-economic structure of Korea. In the case of political
         science, it has frequently been pointed out that “our political scientists have been
         influenced entirely by the United States in their selection of research agenda, methodology,
         and academic references” (as quoted in Lee Ki-hong 1991, 337).
      

      
      The Korean academic community is not the only community that has been influenced negatively
         by Western-centrism. In “The Poverty of Indian Political Theory,” Bhikhu Parekh (1992)
         pointed out that this is not a problem found only in the Indian academic world, but
         in non-Western academic communities worldwide which have been cultivated by the Western
         intellectual establishment. He further noted that academia is Western-centric both
         globally and domestically, and that a phenomenon called “brain drain” has been taking
         place, with competent Indian scholars, even without leaving India: 
      

      
      
         Thanks to the frustrating and bureaucratic academic climate, and to the widely noted
            sense of colonial inferiority, Indian scholars tend to look to the West for recognition
            and approval, and they can obviously secure it only by writing on themes acceptable
            to the Western intellectual establishment. There is a rarely articulated but nonetheless
            unmistakable Western view of what “serious” Third World scholars should think and
            write about, how they should study Western or their own societies, along what lines
            they may criticize either, and so on. The view is propagated through familiar channels,
            and well-tuned Indian scholars quickly pick up the message. (Parekh 1992, 551)
         

         
      

       Recently things appear to have improved in the Korean social sciences community,
         thanks to the efforts of competent, homebred scholars and foreign-bred scholars who
         self-consciously underwent a painstaking readjustment process. However, with the continuous
         influx of young scholars with Western degrees who cannot resist the urge to show off
         their knowledge of the latest Western theories and methodologies, the vicious cycle
         of privileging Western knowledge remains unmitigated. 
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      Thus far, the negative academic impact of the unconscious internalization of Western-centrism
         has been examined. However, the more serious effect of Western-centrism is that non-Westerners
         are unaware of its negative impact, accepting it as natural and inevitable and failing
         to recognize it as a serious problem that must be tackled. In other words, though
         they may feel uneasy about such negative aspects, they take these problems as “negligible
         inconveniences,” “inescapable casualties,” and/or an “insurmountable destiny” that
         they must bear as non-Westerners. That people fail to recognize the negative impact
         or accept it as unavoidable is a testament to the impregnable dominance of Western-centrism.
      

      
      The problem of overcoming the negative impact of Western-centrism is made all the
         more difficult when it is amplified not only by academic factors, but also by socio-political
         variables. As previously mentioned, not all non-Westerners experience the negative
         influence equally when a Western-centric worldview dominates non-Western societies.
         For example, status, prestige, and wealth are allocated unevenly, and such differential
         allocation is taken for granted, based on how fluently one speaks English or other
         Western languages, and how acquainted one is with Western civilization and cultures.
         This hinders the universal awareness of Western-centrism’s negative influence. Accordingly,
         any search for unified theoretical and practical strategies to overcome it is blocked
         in advance.[26]   
      

      
      This dismal state is not confined to the problem of Western-centrism. For example,
         most European workers in the early stage of capitalism took their predicament for
         granted, regarding the pernicious effects of living in a rapidly expanding capitalist
         society as destined or inevitable, before Marx diagnosed the maladies of capitalist
         society with his fresh concepts of alienation and surplus value and presented an undaunted
         vision of socialist revolution. This is historically true of women’s lives in patriarchal
         societies and the lives of people of color in racist societies. They also took their
         oppression and inequality for granted. This suggests that, in order to garner the
         motivation to counter Western-centrism, a transformative or consciousness-raising
         experience is necessary to perceive Western-centrism itself as “something to be overcome”
         through theoretical and practical endeavors. Once non-Western people come to agree
         upon the necessity of overcoming Western-centrism, the next task is to explore the
         theoretical strategies to overcome it, as well as the conditions under which such
         strategies can be put into practice effectively, a task which will be examined in
         the following two chapters. 
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Nevertheless, these movements, including even Islamic fundamentalism, still remain
                  Western-centric to a considerable degree.
               

            

         

         
            2. The negative academic impact to be discussed in this chapter has been pointed out
                  from various points of view before, whenever the external dependency of Korean academia
                  or indigenization of Korean scholarship has been discussed. Thus, while my point is
                  not new, my presentation of the negative academic impact as categorized into three
                  theses may provide a novel perspective. 
               

            

         

         
            3. Because the expression “Korean War” places Koreans in the third person, creating an
                  “other-izing” effect, I have used the term “June 25 War,” as in the Introduction.
                  For the same reason, I reject the terms “Vietnam War,” “Iraq War,” and “Gulf War.”
                  That said, I am not attacking their usage by the United States, for all nations adopt
                  expressions from their own perspectives. 
               

            

         

         
            4. See Lee Seung-hwan (1999b) for an incisive critique of this debate.

            

         

         
            5. It is interesting to note that Kim Hye-suk (1999) attributes the development of American
                  philosophy to the “native language approach” and the “pragmatic rationality only conceptualized
                  from the perspective of interests and critical thinking” of Americans. 
               

            

         

         
            6. I should also acknowledge that some of my articles are not free from this criticism.

            

         

         
            7. This candid confession made by Kim Hye-suk is indeed moving. Since philosophy is more
                  speculative and ideational than social sciences—and the “contemporary” philosophical
                  “reality” that Korean philosophy theorizes remains a nebulous existence—it seems all
                  the more anesthetized in the spell of Western-centrism. 
               

            

         

         
            8. This assumption that reality will catch up to theory may be due to determinist theory,
                  particularly by Karl Marx in Capital (vol. 1), which also underlies the contemporary theory of modernization: “The country
                  that is more developed industrially only shows, to the less developed, the image of
                  its own future” (Marx 1967, 8–9). If less developed countries do indeed catch up to
                  more developed countries, then this assumption would have some validity. As examined
                  in chapter 1, Western-centrism also rests on this premise. In this context, the Westernization
                  of problematization, or the tendency of waiting for Korean reality to catch up to
                  Western theories in Korean scholarship, might have some plausibility, albeit to a
                  limited degree. However, as history has shown, Marx’s prophetic vision failed to materialize,
                  as socialist revolutions did not occur in developed countries such as England and
                  France, but did in “backwards” countries like Russia. 
               

            

         

         
            9. The same criticism is applicable to Indian scholars. According to Bhikhu Parekh (1992,
                  548), most Indian scholars are so immersed in the latest trends in Western theories
                  that they ignore their own past and do not bother to theorize their own political
                  experiences.
               

            

         

         
            10. Those specializing in Korean politics fare better on this point. Since their topic
                  of research is clearly defined as Korean politics and since they have accumulated
                  substantial knowledge in that area, they are under pressure to be more sensitive to
                  any disparity between theory and reality. However, in the case of those who do not
                  specialize in Korean politics but who do address Korean politics, their analyses of
                  Korean politics clearly reveal many problems. An extreme case would be the uncritical
                  application of J. Habermas’s concept of the public sphere in order to analyze the
                  Korean political experience. In this case, the damage is two-fold, since it results
                  in the distortion of both Korean politics and Habermas’s theory.
               

            

         

         
            11. This tendency is even more pronounced in the textbooks for comparative politics and
                  international politics. Except for textbooks on Korean politics, such as Korean political
                  theory, it seems as though traditional Korean politics, or even modern Korean politics,
                  is either extinct or nonexistent.
               

            

         

         
            12. I have no intention to abase or denigrate Lee’s enduring contribution to the development
                  of political science in Korea. The responsibility for the flaws discussed here belongs
                  not to Lee but to all political scientists in Korea, including myself.
               

            

         

         
            13. Perhaps the Korean case is reserved for practicing the application of Western theory.

            

         

         
            14. Even in the section on military coups, there is no mention of Korea’s experience with
                  oppressive military governments. However, this omission may be evidence of Korea’s
                  own political past, when even political science textbooks were forcibly de-politicized.
                  
               

            

         

         
            15. There has been a significant change towards Koreanizing introductory textbooks of
                  political science since I analyzed Lee’s textbook. For a detailed analysis of this
                  recent trend, see Kang Jung In and Cheong Seung-hyeon (2012). 
               

            

         

         
            16. The book was translated and published in Korean under the same title, Gukgawa sahoe (State and Society), in 1990. I use the Korean translation here. 
               

            

         

         
            17. For example, when Inoguchi (1990, 35) examines the genesis of modern bureaucracy in
                  Europe, he remarks, “In this era, the European continent was similar to Qing in China,
                  while England was similar to the Tokugawa Japan.”
               

            

         

         
            18. This mistake is perhaps due to the fact that they mainly relied on Western feminist
                  textbooks when writing the book.
               

            

         

         
            19. Of course, this problem seems to be derived from the fact that good materials are
                  presently lacking, due to the poverty of research on the history of gender discrimination
                  in the non-Western world, and will likely be overcome as research progresses in the
                  future.
               

            

         

         
            20. This problem is due to the regrettable fact that those who are immersed in Western
                  feminist theories, and who are busily engaged in writing feminist textbooks in Korea,
                  do not read and refer to materials on gender discrimination in Korea produced by those
                  who study Korean literature and history.
               

            

         

         
            21. This argument should not be expanded to imply that it is wrong to derive universal
                  elements of humankind from Greco-Roman civilization, which constitutes the origin
                  of modern Western civilization. However, such universality, either confirmed or invented,
                  should be common and reciprocal. By “common,” I mean that such universal elements
                  should be found in common with East Asian civilizations as well as different from
                  Western civilization. By “reciprocal,” I mean that we should be able to find universal
                  elements in the traditional heritage of East Asian civilizations. This point is of
                  course applicable to other civilizations as well. 
               

            

         

         
            22. In contrast, the “genesis” of Adam and Eve in the Old Testament, which now belongs to Western tradition but was originally a Jewish national myth,
                  may merit a critical, albeit banal, reinterpretation, as about 28 percent of the South
                  Korean population professes a belief in Christianity, signifying its deep spiritual
                  influence on Koreans. In the same way, feminist theology has academic relevance to
                  Korean reality.
               

            

         

         
            23. Dangun is a mythical founder of the first ancient Korean kingdom.

            

         

         
            24. Although progressive research is now being developed in the fields of Korean literature
                  and history and traditional East Asian political thought, there is still ample room
                  for the contribution of political studies. 
               

            

         

         
            25. This point will be addressed in more detail in chapter 11.

            

         

         
            26. Furthermore, in the case of Western-centrism, there is additional difficulty in the
                  sense that the agent of domination and the object of oppression remain more elusive
                  and nebulous in contrast to other “centrisms,” such as male-centrism, white-centrism,
                  and capitalism.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 11

      Discursive Strategies for Overcoming Western-Centrism

      
         
         
      

      
      Non-Western societies have historically made various theoretical and practical attempts
         to cope with, and/or overcome, the Western-centrism inherent in Western civilization.
         In chapter 1, the historical types of domination and how they have inevitably taken
         the form of “centrisms,” were noted and a general theory of centrism was laid out.
         Western-centrism, too, is ultimately a meta-ideological device for promoting the acceptance
         of—or justifying—the domination or suppression of one group of humans by another as
         natural. Many other centrisms have existed in addition to Western-centrism, such as
         Chinese (civilization)-centrism (Sinocentrism), male-centrism (patriarchy), white-centrism
         (racism), and bourgeois-centrism (capitalism). It is natural to think that the various
         types of oppositional discursive strategies developed by peripheral states, women,
         black peoples,[1]   and workers in order to overcome these ideologies have converged into similar forms.
         
      

      
      In reality, however, a theoretically lucid strategy capable of overcoming the various
         “centrisms”—Western-centrism included—has yet come to light. Awareness of the ill
         effects of Sinocentrism, male-centrism, white-centrism, and bourgeois-centrism has
         become relatively widespread, and movements to overcome these have historically been
         pursued with intensity. Such movements have produced desired results, despite being
         unable to bring about the total liberation of oppressed groups. However, in the case
         of Western-centrism, a precise awareness of the problem itself has yet to form. The
         failure to achieve total liberation from various forms of centric ideologies, despite
         the long struggles against them or, in the case of Western-centrism, the failure to
         achieve even a proper awareness of the problem, is proof of the enormous challenges
         faced by humanity as it pursues its desire to eradicate the domination of humans by
         humans. 
      

      
      Bearing this in mind, the present chapter will first categorize the strategies that
         have been attempted by oppressed groups in order to overcome various forms of centrism
         into four discursive types: “assimilatory/integrative,” “reverse,” “hybrid/syncretic,”
         and “deconstructive.” General remarks will then outline the nature of each category.[2]   Next, the four strategies as responses to Western-centrism will be examined in
         detail. Similar manifestations of these strategies in the process of countering other
         forms of centrism will also be briefly highlighted in order to confirm that the four
         strategies have manifested not only as responses to Western-centrism, but also in
         similar modes and forms in the post-Sinocentrist movement, the feminist movement,
         the (American) black movement, and the labor movement. Thus, the discussion presented
         will transcend the explicit boundaries set by the title of this chapter, but will
         still be helpful in confirming the wide applicability of the four categories of discursive
         strategy, and so further deepen our understanding of centrisms in general. Finally,
         a general investigation will be conducted on the use of various strategies in combination
         in order to overcome Western-centrism, suggesting in principle the pluralistic use
         of various strategies, but recommending overall a syncretic approach. 
      

      
      Four Discursive Strategies for Overcoming Centrisms

      
      There are two sides to the domination of the periphery by the center: physical power
         (economic, political, and coercive) and cultural power (discursive). This suggests
         that although our primary concern here is the power of cultural (discursive)[3]   resistance, both physical and cultural resistance are needed in order to overcome
         domination by the center. In other words, neither of these strategies on their own
         is sufficient and a certain mixture of the two elements is necessary.[4]   The four strategies that will be examined here are limited to the dimension of
         culture; nonetheless, it must be stressed that as long as the imbalance between the
         center and the periphery in terms of physical power remains intact, these strategies
         prove futile.[5]  
      

      
      With that in mind, I have divided the discursive strategies, which have been employed
         to overcome various forms of centrism, into four categories: assimilative or integrative;
         reverse or counter; syncretic or hybrid; and deconstructive. Assimilative strategies
         are those where the periphery acknowledges the universality and superiority of the
         center and attempts assimilation or integration with the center by actively accepting
         the latter’s institutions, practices, values, and culture. In other words, by way
         of assimilation and integration, they seek to eliminate or minimize the differences
         that make the center superior and universal and those that make the periphery inferior
         and particular. On the other hand, reverse strategies are those that seek to maintain
         and emphasize the differences between the center and the periphery, rather than attempting
         to achieve conformity of one to the other. These strategies aim to reverse the center’s
         estimation of such differences and to invert the characteristics of the periphery
         from symbols of particularity and inferiority to those of universality and superiority.
         Such reverse strategies, as their name suggests, still begin with the premise that
         the periphery is inferior to the center,[6]   and engage in counterattacks and resistance as a reaction to this. Syncretic strategies,
         meanwhile, are oriented towards the selective adoption of certain elements from the
         center and the periphery, and the mixing or amalgamation of each side. Of course,
         if the center remains an entity even when the syncretic strategy pursued by the periphery
         is successful, the center and the periphery will continue to exist as different entities
         while the balance between the two are to be mitigated to a great extent. However,
         out-and-out assimilation is not possible, and reversal cannot be achieved completely.
         Given this fact, if both these strategies fall under the heading of ideal types or
         analytical categories, there is a strong possibility that most strategies, deliberately
         or inadvertently, will yield syncretic results. Nonetheless, although all three strategies
         simplify complicated and subtle realities, it will become clear during our specific
         discussion of the discursive strategies that they each serve useful analytical functions.
      

      
      Finally, deconstructive strategies are those that attempt to challenge and overcome
         centrisms by dissolving the distinction between the center and the periphery itself,
         or the binary oppositions that make such distinction possible. Deconstruction begins,
         then, by demonstrating not only that such differences, or the criteria that produce
         them, have no valid factual or theoretical basis, but also that they are artificially
         fabricated and imposed by the center in order to dominate and oppress. 
      

      
      Western-centrism and the Four Discursive Strategies

      
      Before discussing strategies for countering Western-centrism, the fact cannot be overlooked
         that, as a modern phenomenon, it is based on the global expansion of capitalism. As
         Arif Dirlik fittingly points out, denying capitalism’s status as the foundation of
         Western-centrism, at least in the current stage of history, gives rise to culturalist
         tendencies, due to the indispensable role played by historical capitalism as the foundation
         of cultural hegemony maintained by Western civilization, and as the driving force
         behind its global expansion, including the phenomenon of globalization today:
      

      
      
         An exclusive focus on Eurocentrism as a cultural or ideological problem that blurs
            the power relationships that dynamized it and endowed it with hegemonic persuasiveness
            fails to explain why, in contrast to regional or local ethnocentrisms, this particular
            ethnocentrism was able to define modern global history and itself as the universal
            aspiration and end of that history. (Dirlik 1994, 346)
         

         
      

      However, as long as the overcoming of capitalism fails to guarantee the transition
         to a truly “classless” society, one where the domination of humans by humans no longer
         exists, whatever post-capitalist society emerges will also be accompanied by some
         form of centrism. This centrism, comparable to Western-centrism, will be based on
         whichever class/state/civilization/sex dominates the new society and will also have
         an oppressive function. This can be seen in the case of former socialist countries
         that were Soviet-centered—despite the challenge from China and the independent line
         of Yugoslavia—and individual socialist countries that were communist party–centered
         (and of course male-centered).
      

      
      Of course, an argument like Dirlik’s should not be used to advocate reductionism,
         whereby economic, military, and political power is seen to determine everything. It
         must be noted, for example, that despite economic power in its 1980s heyday, which
         saw Japan rise to a global position second only to that of the United States, the
         country’s culture remained in a position of inferiority vis-à-vis the cultural hegemony
         of Western-centrism. In other words, it was not able to advance its own alternative
         civilizational discourse. Likewise, because China’s Qing (淸) empire, built by ethnic
         Manchus, was deeply permeated by Sinocentrism, the rule of China was handed over to
         ethnic Han Chinese in one stroke, as soon as the empire was shaken by Western powers
         in the late nineteenth century, without a proper attempt by the Manchus to remodel
         the dynasty or to build a republic. This can be regarded as a warning against such
         reductionism. Such cases show us that neither economic superiority nor political dominance
         automatically translates into the ability to secure cultural preeminence. Bearing
         these points in mind, the four types of strategy—assimilative, reverse, syncretic,
         and deconstructive—that have been employed in response to Western-centrism will now
         be examined. 
      

      
      Assimilative Discursive Strategy 

      
      It can be said that modern Western civilization, though particular in its origins,
         has achieved universal significance, results, and status through conquest and diffusion.[7]   Assimilative (integrative) discourses are strategies whereby non-Western societies
         accept the universality of Western civilization. For the sake of analytical convenience,
         assimilative discursive strategies can be divided into adaptive and resistant strategies.
         
      

      
      Adaptive strategies are those where non-Western societies attempt to ultimately appropriate
         the worldview, values, and institutions of hegemonic Western civilization, by accepting
         and internalizing them as universal and superior.[8]   A typical example of this can be seen in the way, particularly in the late nineteenth
         century, that Western-oriented politicians and intellectuals in East Asia abandoned
         the traditional culture and institutions of their region. Holding Western civilization
         in high esteem, they sought to study and master Western ideas and institutions. In
         Japan, for example, at one point at the end of the nineteenth century, the predominant
         trend was Europeanization (歐化主義), which recognized Western civilization as the source
         of universal values. At the time, some intellectuals and politicians were even putting
         forward proposals such as “the improvement of the Japanese race,” and promoting interracial
         marriage (Lee Seong-gyu 1992, 60). 
      

      
      A typical example of this can also be seen in the reaction when Western powers in
         the nineteenth century enforced the concept of “civilization” in international relations.
         For example, beginning with the gunboat diplomacy of the United States’ Admiral Matthew
         Calbraith Perry, the Unted States applied their standards of “civilization” to conclude
         unequal treaties with Meiji Japan. But Japan, through prudent diplomatic strategies
         and domestic reforms to fulfil the standard, gradually succeeded in amending these
         unequal treaties by skilful negotiations and resistance. After victory in the Russo-Japanese
         War, Japan achieved equal status with the West in terms of international law.[9]   In this process, Japan acknowledged that, according to Western standards, it was
         backwards and uncivilized.[10]   Japan thus paid a heavy price, assimilating itself to the standards of Western
         civilization based on the logic of Western-centrism. As a result, Japan was recognized
         by Western states as an equal in terms of international law. Meanwhile, Japan applied
         Western-centric concepts of civilization to Joseon Korea, forcing the signing of unequal
         treaties. Japan also presented itself to other Asian states as the model of civilization.
         In doing so, Japan was attempting to enjoy the same privileges as Western powers in
         its relationship with other Asian states. However, at the same time, Japan’s colonial
         schemes in China were met on several occasions with setbacks, due to interference
         from Western powers.[11]   
      

      
      Compared to Japan, China was slow to accept Western standards of civilization. Despite
         having had unequal treaties imposed upon it by Western powers—such as the Treaty of
         Nanjing following defeat in the Opium War of 1839–1842, the Treaty of Tianjin in 1859,
         and the treaty following the suppression of the Boxer Uprising in 1900—China continued
         to cling to the Sinocentric worldview. This included the huayi (華夷; civilized-barbarian) distinction, the enforcement of kowtowing before the emperor,
         and the refusal to accept the standards of civilization held up by Western powers.
         But after the revolution of 1911, with the founding of the Republic of China in 1912,
         China began to accept the concepts of Western, rather than Confucian, legitimacy as
         its guiding principles of government. As a result, China began to attempt full-scale
         modernizing reforms, such as the formation of organs of government that imitated the
         laws and institutions of modern Western states (Gong 1984, 146–48).[12]   
      

      
      Adaptive strategies also have a powerful effect on the interpretation of the history
         of one’s own country, for example, when some East Asian intellectuals engage in the
         task of comparing the history of their own country with the historical development
         of the West. By devising “a new research framework, for instance, ‘the theory of embryonic
         capitalism’ or ‘the theory of germination of modernity,’” a good number of scholars
         have tried to prove retrospectively that “historical development like that of the
         West would have been possible” in the history of their own countries too, or have
         attempted to justify the process of Western-style modernization as “progress” in their
         home countries (Hahm Chai-bong 1998, 12–13). Hahm Chai-bong, however, criticizes such
         strategies: 
      

      
      
         Such work, despite superficially appearing to be research into the history and thought
            of scholars’ own countries, is in fact manifested from a colonized concept of history,
            obstinately attempting to fit the thought and history of East Asia into the standards
            of the West, based on the acknowledgement of the absolute superiority and universal
            validity of the Western process of historical development. (Hahm Chai-bong 1998, 13)[13]  
         

         
      

      Immanuel Wallerstein (1997) similarly criticizes this tendency in historical research,
         identifying three distinct discourses that oppose Western-centrism regarding the origins
         of capitalism or the birth of modernity. Wallerstein points out that two of these
         discourses constitute “anti-Eurocentric Eurocentrism,” because they accept the basic
         assumptions of Western-centrism. In other words, though they appear on the surface
         to refute the Western interpretation of the world history, they are in fact merely
         assimilative discourses (Wallerstein 1997, 101–4). The first of these discourses maintains
         that “whatever it is that Europe did, other civilizations were also in the process
         of doing it,” but at some point Europe used its geopolitical power to arrest these
         processes in other regions. The second argues that the things that Europe did were
         no more than the continuation of things that people in other regions had been doing
         for a long time and that Europe merely took the lead temporarily.[14]   Wallerstein, however, criticizes both of these assertions, stating, “Even if it
         is true that various other parts of the world were going down the road to modernity/capitalism,
         perhaps were even far along this road, this still leaves us with the problem of accounting
         for the fact that it was the West, or Europe, that reached the goal first, and was
         consequently able to ‘conquer the world’” (Wallerstein 1997, 102). Wallerstein further
         rebuts both of these refutations as, in fact, being “very Eurocentric,” despite outwardly
         appearing to be anti-Eurocentric, because ultimately, they accept “the significance—that
         is, the value—of the European ‘achievement’ in precisely the terms that Europe has
         defined it, and merely asserts that others could have done it too, or were doing it
         too” (Wallerstien 1997, 103).
      

      
      While assimilative strategies that affirm the absolute superiority and universal validity
         of the developmental process of Western history may be problematic, there is no need
         to criticize selective borrowing from Western civilization—partial assimilation.[15]   The world historian William H. McNeill, who achieved fame through his book The Rise of the West in 1963, touches on this point as he writes retrospectively about his famous work
         thirty years later:
      

      
      
         [J]ust as China’s rise after AD 1000 had depended on prior borrowings from the Middle
            East, so Europe’s world success after 1500 also depended on prior borrowings from
            China. And if Japan’s post World War II economic record turns out to be the presage
            of further triumphs for the Pacific Rim, it is no less clear that this success, too,
            will depend on prior borrowings of European (and American) skills. (McNeill 1995,
            317)
         

         
      

      McNeill goes on to point out the obvious logic that “no population can overtake and
         then surpass the rest of the world without using the most efficacious and powerful
         instruments known anywhere on earth. . . . [Without a doubt] such instruments are
         located at world centers of wealth and power, wherever they may be. Thus any geographical
         displacement of world leadership must be prefaced by successful borrowing from previously
         established centers of the highest prevailing skills” (McNeil 1995, 317).[16]  
      

      
      In addition to their adaptability, assimilative discourses possess a resistant mode.
         It is this resistance that draws attention as a means of countering Western-centrism.
         In terms of resistance, the strategy normally adopted by assimilative discourses is
         to point out the discrepancy between the idealized universal assertions of the hegemonic
         Western-centric discourses and the imperfect contradictory reality, and to demand
         the full application of such universal claims to non-Western societies as well. This
         is not a total rejection of Western-centric discourses. It is a demand made by exposing
         the hypocrisy or duplicity of such discourses, which suggests that superficial universality
         be converted to actual universality. In this process, assimilative discourses present
         the discrepancy between theory and practice as a regrettable misapplication or exceptional
         misuse, while trusting in—or at least appearing or pretending to trust in—the universality
         and legitimacy of the hegemonic discourses. Depending on their success in attacking
         the contradictory nature of Western-centric discourses, as well as their ability to
         introduce noteworthy reform within the given framework of the system in which they
         find themselves, assimilative discourses can force such discourses to put their universal
         claims into practice. 
      

      
      The modernizing reforms of Japan and China that were mentioned earlier as examples
         of adaptive strategies did not constitute all-out, one-sided adaptation; these cases
         naturally contained elements of resistance too. While compromising their own civilizational
         standards and attempting to fulfill those of the West, Japan and China recognized
         the inequality of the treaties they had made with Western powers and made efforts
         to amend them through continuous resistance and negotiation. Eventually, they succeeded
         (Gong 1984, 147, 165, 175). Thus, both the adaptability and the resistance of assimilative
         strategies can be observed when looking at those deployed by Japan and China in response
         to Western powers at this time. Other non-Western nations, when demanding equal rights
         in terms of international law vis-à-vis Western powers, also developed assimilative
         (resistant) strategies. Appealing to the principles of equal sovereignty and national
         self-determination, the basic tenets of Western civilization, they attacked the illegitimacy
         of imperialism and colonialism, which were based on racism and social Darwinism. 
      

      
      For example, the doctrine of national self-determination advocated after World War
         I by President Wilson of the United States appeared at first glance to have been pushed
         forward as a universal principle. However, it became clear that the application of
         the doctrine was confined to nations and colonies that had been subordinate to the
         European states that had lost the war.[17]   Despite this, as the Korean people’s March First Independence Movement against
         Japanese imperialism in 1919 plainly illustrates, the peoples of colonies in non-Western
         society did appeal for national self-determination in order to gain independence.
         Such assimilative discourses, by appearing to affirm the major universal principles
         of Western civilization and logically justify the demands of non-Western nations in
         terms of them, called for an end to the reality that contradicted these principles.
         Thus, just as it had been difficult for liberals in nineteenth-century Europe to ignore
         the demands for equal rights, such as the enfranchisement of the working classes and
         women, it would have clearly been very embarrassing for Westerners with a conscience
         to explicitly reject the legitimacy of such demands. 
      

      
      From this perspective, assimilative discourses in a resistance mode can be highly
         effective in achieving certain limited objectives pursued by forces of resistance,
         because they make hegemonic forces unable to refuse a certain degree of reform, by
         capitalizing on the latter’s desire to avoid having to acknowledge or expose their
         own self-contradictions. On the other hand, the former have a tendency to internalize
         Western-centrism and to assimilate and integrate into it, since assimilative discourses
         do not move beyond the horizons of the Western-centric order, or challenge it in any
         fundamental way. They are therefore unable to transform or reorganize the Western-centric
         order or worldview at a fundamental level; they merely enhance the legitimacy of hegemonic
         discourses, in both theory and practice, by rendering them even more universal. 
      

      
      Such limits of assimilative strategies can clearly be seen in the results of non-Western
         nationalist movements. By appealing to Western-centric discourses, these movements
         are generally able to gain independence and equality under international law, but
         after independence, they fail to secure any substantial equality in the international
         order between Western states and newly independent states. Likewise, while liberal
         theories of women’s liberation and the black civil rights movement, which have also
         exhibited assimilative strategies, have succeeded in abolishing legal discrimination
         against women or blacks, they have still not managed to overcome the reality of male
         and white domination. Similarly, while labor unions and social democratic movements,
         using assimilative strategy, have achieved notable successes in partially raising
         the social and political status of the working class, ultimately this has meant they
         had to forfeit their quest for fundamental class equality, once again illustrating
         the limits of assimilative strategies. 
      

      
      However, we must not allow such criticisms of assimilative strategies to lead us too
         far in the opposite direction, to a point where we deny their positive aspects—such
         as the accommodation of advanced technologies, institutions, values, and other considerable
         outcomes of progressive reforms. Moreover, it must also be noted that within a given
         country, not only are assimilative strategies used by the dominant elite,[18]   but the assimilative discourses commanded by opposition forces can also act as
         a driving force towards progress. For example, under South Korean dictator Park Chung-hee
         in the 1960s and 1970s, anti-government movements and opposition figures trying to
         achieve democracy used Western liberal democracy as a universal criterion to criticize
         Park’s regime, urging the implementation of liberal democracy and the guarantee of
         human rights. In response, the Park regime maintained that South Korea’s situation
         was different from that of advanced Western states, because it had not only to be
         prepared against the security threat from North Korea, but also to prioritize economic
         development. The government asserted, therefore, that Korea could not wholly implement
         Western-style democracy, and instead created slogans such as “national democracy”
         and “Korean-style democracy” to rationalize its rule. It also brushed aside those
         calling for Western-style democracy by labeling them “fantasizing liberals.” Looking
         at these arguments from the perspective of contemporary Korea, the discourse of students
         and opposition activists at the time was an assimilative strategy in relation to Western-centrism,
         and the position taken by the Park regime can be classified as a reverse discourse.
         But we cannot deny that the former was progressive and reformative in nature, while
         the latter was conservative or reactionary, which runs contrary to the commonly held
         assumptions about assimilative and reverse discourse as conservative and progressive,
         respectively.[19]  
      

      
      Reverse Discursive Strategy

      
      Reverse discourse not only rejects assimilation, but also asserts the uniqueness,
         superiority, and even universality of the group to which its proponents belong. Such
         a strategy directly confronts the hegemonic discourse of ruling powers and involves
         the total denial of the universality or superiority of this discourse by oppressed
         groups.[20]   Generally speaking, contemporary reverse discourses countering Western civilization
         are strategies whereby an “Other” attempts to counter and overcome a dominant Western-centric
         discourse about said Other, which has been generated by Western civilization. In order
         to do this, the Other systematically presents its own superiority or uniqueness—a
         strategy centered on their own worldview. Such strategies have yet to progress far
         enough to assert universality. Reverse strategies reverse the position and role of
         the subject and object in Western-centrism (or colonialism). Since the age of colonialism,
         the West has been the subject, and non-Western societies have been positioned as the
         Other. However, in reverse discourses, non-Western people, i.e., the Others of the
         past, become the subjects, while Western civilization becomes the object or the new
         Other.[21]  
      

      
      A typical example of reverse discourse is the reverse Orientalism or Occidentalism
         developed mainly by Arabic societies in the 1970s and 1980s in order to counter Orientalism
         (a product of Western-centrism). Historically speaking, non-Western people have created
         civilizations that were more powerful than and superior to those of the West, and
         have thus felt a sense of cultural pride regarding their own history. They have also
         harbored negative stereotypes, prejudices, and feelings of difference towards Westerners
         (and Western civilization), based on their own ethnocentrism. The term “reverse Orientalism”
         was first used to designate a spiritual, idealist attitude of attempting to go back
         to the seventh century and resurrect true Islamic or Arabic values, in direct opposition
         to the materialist, secular West (Sivan 1985, 141). Likewise, the concept and movement
         of négritude, put forward by thinkers of African origin, such as Léopold Senghor and
         Aimé Césaire, which opposed the savagery of white colonialists on the basis of the
         philosophy of an “authentic African otherness and humanity,” can be understood as
         a nativist, Afro-centric reverse discourse (Nederveen Pieterse and Parekh 1995, 7).
         There is also a case for interpreting the doctrine of “Asian values” or the “East
         Asian discourse” in the 1990s, which has developed widely in countries such as Japan,
         Singapore, China, and South Korea due to their confidence in the rapid economic growth,
         as a form of reverse discourse. 
      

      
      Just as assimilative discourse can often be found in quotidian situations, reverse
         discourse is not confined to political strategy or academic discourse and can be frequently
         found in expressions of everyday life. In popular culture, we can observe the development
         of such reverse strategies, whether conscious or unconscious. For example, television
         soap operas, advertisements, talk shows, and other TV programs in Korea often feature
         Western men or women enjoying eating Korean food—bibimbap, galbi, and even dog meat—and show Western husbands and wives following, in delight, Korean
         traditional (and often patriarchal) customs, thereby becoming “more Korean than Koreans
         themselves” in their speech and behavior—but somehow still comical at the same time.
         Through such productions, programs allow their audience a chance to feel a sense of
         superiority regarding the Korean culture and to free themselves, however temporarily,
         from their deeply rooted sense of inferiority vis-à-vis Western culture. Though there
         may be certain exceptions, most of these shows lack any seriousness or depth, and
         merely show a caricaturized form of reverse discourse. Paradoxically, they mainly
         serve to testify to, and reinforce, the dominance of Western-centrism. 
      

      
      As the discussion so far has clearly shown, reverse strategies promote (re)indigenization
         rather than assimilation. In this way, reverse strategies, just like Western-centrism,
         threaten to essentialize the differences that exist between the West and the non-West.
         Jan Nederveen Pieterse and Bhikju Parekh offer their own criticism on the inherent
         flaws of reverse strategies: 
      

      
      
         The logic is that indigenization and this process of mimesis may involve the essentialization
            of difference—according to a logic not unlike that of colonial racism, except that
            the other has become the self and the values are reversed. (Nederveen Pieterse and
            Parekh 1995, 9)
         

         
      

      Accordingly, the other side to reverse strategies is that they reproduce and reinforce
         a type of inverted Western-centrism. 
      

      
      As part of her theory of postcolonialism, when Korean anthropologist Cho Hye-jeong
         (1995b) discusses the periphery’s obsession with making its way into the center, she
         notes the persistent attraction of assimilative strategies. At the same time, however,
         she emphasizes the revolutionary potential of a position on the periphery, which arouses
         her interest in the effectiveness of reverse strategies. According to Cho (1995b,
         206), peripheral positions “guarantee the ‘distance’ needed to see the existing centrist
         order from a critical holistic perspective,” and subsequently, there is a low “likelihood
         that they will be polluted by the ‘public vices’ that inevitably come as a consequence
         of acquiring the status of the ‘center.’” Peripheral positions also have great potential
         to become the agents of revolution because there is a strong “possibility that they
         will react sensitively to other forms of oppression, based on their previous experience
         of it.” Based on these key points, Cho asserts, “the periphery is beautiful,” emphasizing
         the utility of reverse strategies in the relationship between the periphery and the
         center (Cho Hye-jeong 1995b, 206). Cho Dong-il (1998, 62) also defines the Orient
         as “civilization based on benevolent governance” and Europe as a “civilization based
         on the rule of might,” saying that the latter civilization appeared in the modern
         era and reached its zenith in the United States of America. At such moments, Cho is
         also asserting his support for reverse discourse strategies.
      

      
      However, there have also been many cases when anti-Western-centric reverse discourses,
         in the name of tradition, have been abused by conservatives resisting modern reform,
         or by authoritarian regimes opposed to democratization (Nussbaum 1992, 232). Accordingly,
         Emmanuel Sivan (1985, 142) criticizes the strategy of reverse Orientalism for overlooking
         or covering up the shortcomings of Arabic cultures. Still, not all kinds of reverse
         discourse can be defined as negative; subsequently, there is a need for a system of
         categorization for reverse discourses that can accommodate this variety. A persuasive
         case has been made for responding to this need by classifying reverse discourses into
         “reactionary” reversal, which attempts an unconditional return to the past; “conservative”
         reversal, which seeks to serve the interests of the ruling class; and “progressive”
         reversal, which advocates critical and creative re-appropriation of tradition (Eom
         Kwan-yong 2001, 13). 
      

      
      With regard to the conservative function of reverse discourses, Chen Xiaomei (1995,
         5) shares an interesting standpoint through her writing on the construction of the
         West’s image of China (Orientalism) and of China’s image of the West (Occidentalism),
         and the processes of interplay and mutual permeation between these images. According
         to Chen, the West’s Orientalism, part of a strategy for world domination, was in large
         part intended for external (international) consumption, while the trend for Occidentalism
         in China (mainly during the Mao Zedong era) was built on the premise that China was
         not in a position to dominate the world, and was thus characterized by its largely
         internal (domestic) use by contending political forces. The official Occidentalism
         advocated by the Chinese Communist Party was a means of supporting nationalism, which
         served to suppress China’s own people domestically. As such, it essentialized the
         West. This discourse is by nature repressive and was designed not to oppose the West
         but to control and regulate the domestic Chinese “ego” and suppress domestic political
         opponents. In contrast, what Chen calls “anti-official Occidentalism” of oppositional
         forces that resisted domination by the Communist Party of China constitutes the Western
         Other as a metaphor for political liberation, in order to resist ideological oppression
         within a totalitarian state (Chen Xiaomei 1995, 8). 
      

      
      Chen’s arguments show, as was previously seen in the discourse of opposing forces
         resisting South Korea’s Park regime, that anti-establishment forces can promote assimilative
         strategies in direct opposition to the conservative reverse discourses created and
         disseminated by ruling powers. They also show us that in this process, the Other (in
         this case, the West) can be used as a metaphor for theoretical and actual political
         liberation (Chen Xiaomei 1995, 9). Chen, therefore, argues that Said’s critique of
         Orientalism, and the reverse discourses that it has produced and disseminated, such
         as reverse Orientalism, have an uncritical tendency to dismiss the recognition of
         the universality and superiority of Western culture by members of non-Western societies
         simply as self-colonization, although such recognition is inevitable to certain extent
         in an era of global domination by Western civilization (Chen Xiaomei 1995, 9). In
         a similar vein, Sivan (1985, 143) also introduces Arab critics’ unfavorable opinions
         of Said’s Orientalism;  internal criticism of Arabic culture in Arabic societies is
         all too often taken to be “internalized Orientalism.” Sivan thus delivers the following
         criticism of reverse discourses:
      

      
      
         The dangers the Islamanics . . . represent—with their transports of enthusiasm for
            essentialism, authenticity, and Islamic intrinsic spiritual supremacy—lies not only
            in the severing of cultural links with the rest of the world, thus stifling creativity
            and chasing away modernity; but also in the fact that it may deal a mortal blow to
            the (already slim) chances for democracy. (Sivan 1985, 151–52)
         

         
      

      Moreover, as has already been emphasized repeatedly, as long as the unequal economic
         and political relationship between the West and the non-West that has characterized
         world history for the last three centuries remains intact, there is the fundamental
         problem that reverse discourses are merely impotent. This is why “négritude” and “reverse
         Orientalism,” despite their initially liberating natures, are unable to transpire
         into anything more than temporary trends. Some scholars, moreover, criticizing the
         falsity of négritude, argue that by emphasizing the contribution of Egyptian (i.e.,
         African) civilization to ancient Greece and modern Western civilization, négritude
         ultimately focuses on ancient Greek ideas rather than African ideas. Worse still,
         proponents of négritude refused to sign the International Convention on the Elimination
         of All Forms of Racial Discrimination drafted by UNESCO, based on their belief in
         the superiority of Africans. In addition they incessantly glorified African “nature,”
         not African “society.” Ultimately, far from presenting a path to an alternative civilization,
         such discourses have ended up not only acknowledging their internalized belief in
         the superiority of modern Europe, but the belief that Western civilization is an “ethical”
         asset to modern Africans (O’Callaghan 1995, 33; Chen Xiaomei 1995, 11).
      

      
      The impotence of reverse discourses is vividly illustrated through the nihonjinron (日本人論; Discourses on the Japanese as a People) that came to life briefly in the 1980s
         thanks to the success of the Japanese economy before rapidly declining in the early
         1990s and onwards as the economy stagnated. Historically, since the beginning of the
         modern era, the West has been a universal point of reference that defines Others,
         including Japan, as “particular.” It can be argued that nihonjinron started off as an assimilative strategy, from the point of view that it sought to
         define Japanese identity as a “deviance” from the West. But from the beginning of
         the 1980s, as Western economies continued to stagnate and the Japanese economy continued
         to flourish, a reverse discourse emerged which stipulated Japan’s position as the
         subject, and Western states as the particular and peripheral, from the universal Japanese
         point of view. Some Japanese politicians and intellectuals started to develop a kind
         of reverse Orientalism (Occidentalism) based on a contempt for the selfish individualism,
         materialism, corruption, and arrogance of Westerners (especially Americans) and an
         explicit pride in Japan’s racial purity (in contrast to the racial heterogeneity that
         had supposedly led to America’s decline), as well as a pride in the diligence of the
         Japanese people. This discourse was sometimes quite overt and provocative; for example,
         in the course of the first U.S.-Iraq War, one Japanese commentator described the American
         army as “our white mercenaries” (as quoted in Robertson 1991, 192). The Japanese politician
         Ishihara Shintaro, extolling the national talent on which Japan’s technological predominance
         was founded, credited Japan’s “Asian modes and values” as the origins of this talent.
         Ishihara also announced the end of Western-led modernity, arguing that Westerners’
         creative energy had dried up and that the future would be the era of technologically
         superior Japan (as quoted in Morley and Robins 1995, 148–49, 165).
      

      
      In addition, some American scholars have raised the question, “What does America have
         to learn from Japan?,” again comparing the United States and Japan, but this time
         the approach places Japan in the center and compares America with Japan. With the
         collapse of the socialist bloc in 1989, for a time, Japan became even more feared
         by Americans than Russia (Robertson 1991, 188–89; Morley and Robins 1995, 158, 164).
         The West’s fear and indignation toward Japan originated primarily from Japan’s obvious
         technological superiority and economic success, but it also appears that another aspect
         of this fear and resentment came from the threat they felt Japan posed to Western
         civilization’s claim of its natural universality and superiority—in other words, Western-centrism
         itself (Morley and Robins 1995, 160, 149–50). But from the mid-1990s onwards, with
         the stagnation of the Japanese economy and the recovery of the U.S. economy, the discourse
         of American supremacy has risen once again and theories of Japanese superiority have
         disappeared. 
      

      
      Reverse discourses play a positive role in restoring a sense of liberation and dignity
         to people in the Third World, insofar as they strip the West of the universal and
         central position it has had the privilege of monopolizing since the advent of modernity.
         At the very least, attempts to do this make the world a much more polycentric, pluralist
         place by diversifying its centers, and constitute great progress from Western dominance.
         But, as has been previously mentioned, until reverse strategies are supported by political
         and economic power, they are realistically no more than empty, impotent sources of
         consolation. Even if they do receive such support, they are nonetheless limited in
         that they merely recreate the fundamental problem inherent in Western-centrism and
         Orientalism: the complicity between knowledge and power. Reverse Orientalism, too,
         as one Arabic commentator has indicated, is ultimately “no less reactionary, mystifying,
         ahistorical and anti-human than Orientalism proper” (as quoted in Morley and Robins
         1995, 163). In the same vein, Lee Seung-hwan (1997b, 223) asserted, “what we need
         now is not simply to overthrow Western-centrism and put ourselves instead in the position
         of a supreme hegemon, but to overcome the narrow-minded East-West dichotomy while
         creating a more far-reaching, grander narrative.” 
      

      
      Hybrid Discursive Strategies 

      
      In addition to assimilative and reverse discourses, when appropriating certain ideas
         and institutions from the West, non-Western societies may attempt a syncretic and
         hybrid discursive strategy that combines the advantages of both assimilative and reverse
         discourses. Hybrid strategies are those where the West and the non-West are amalgamated
         or hybridized, offering a chance for the differences between them to be partly sustained
         and partly dissolved. In the case of Asia and the West, hybrid strategy refers to
         when Asian societies selectively adopt and syncretize both Western and Asian values
         in the process of appropriating certain elements of Western civilization such as capitalism,
         democracy, or science, thereby devising a syntheses suitable for their own societies.
         The term is also used to designate a two-fold dialectic whereby non-Western cultures
         integrate both their own traditions and Western values. On the one hand, they critically
         examine their traditions in light of Western values and reinterpret and re-appropriate
         them; on the other hand, they critically examine Western values and institutions in
         light of their own traditions, modify them, and selectively appropriate them. Through
         this process, a two-fold discourse involving both the imitation and appropriation
         of certain superior elements of other civilizations (in line with assimilative strategies)
         and the preservation and augmentation of other elements from the host culture (in
         line with reverse strategies) unfolds in complex layers. 
      

      
      Korean specialists in East Asian philosophy seem to prefer hybrid strategies. Lee
         Seung-hwan (1997a) criticized both the “irrational defense of tradition and subservient
         modernization,” arguing for a hybrid approach with regard to tradition:
      

      
      
         The tradition to which I refer is the “quintessence” of values that have been tempered
            and sublimated through a harsh process of self-denial and self-verification in the
            midst of humiliating oppression from the outside world. Only the dialectic of negation
            that makes tradition rise again like a phoenix after the devastating striking of the
            “old” by the “Western” and the “modern” and in turn lets that resuscitated tradition
            strike the modern, can lay a majestic path to making “tradition” truly traditional.
            (Lee Seung-hwan 1997a, 196)[22]  
         

         
      

      From a contemporary perspective, Lee Sang-ik (1999) re-examines the doctrines of dongdodonggiron (東道東器論; Eastern Values, Eastern Technology), dongdoseogiron (東道西器論; Eastern Values, Western Technology), and seodoseogiron (西道西器論; Western Values, Western Technology)[23]—three theories introduced by Joseon intellectuals at the end of the nineteenth century—and
         demonstrates that the dichotomous hypothesis used by Joseon intellectuals was wrong.
         He then asserts that these three alternatives were neither theoretically appropriate
         nor desirable, given the reality of the situation at the time. Lee concludes by suggesting
         that the alternative to be pursued by modern Korean society is a hybrid strategy,
         one that is “an amalgamation of East and West both in terms of values and in terms
         of technology”:
      

      
      
         In the case of Korea, where Confucian civilization and modern Western civilization
            constitute the twin axes of tradition and modernity, it can be said that the summation
            of Confucian moralism and Western modern liberalism, and of traditional, environmentally
            friendly modes of production and Western, modern, capitalist modes of production,
            is the general direction in which we must head. (Lee Sang-ik 1999, 31) 
         

         
      

      
      In fact, hybrid strategy can often be seen in historical exchanges between civilizations,
         even before its conscious construction as a theory. In the course of the European
         Renaissance, the people of Europe grafted the civilizations of ancient Greece and
         Rome, newly adopted after the exhumation and reinterpretation of antiquity, onto medieval
         feudal-Christian civilization, resulting in the creation of a modern civilization
         that would conquer the entire world. China’s adoption of Indian Buddhism led to a
         two-fold process of the Buddhization of Chinese civilization and the Sinicization
         of Buddhism. Consequently, Buddhism in the Chinese cultural sphere gave birth to the
         Mahayana tradition, unique and different from Buddhism’s place of origin, India. 
      

      
      The phenomenon of inter-cultural syncretization also draws attention, in the form
         of hybridity or creolization, to the process of global cultural change, arising through
         globalization and informationization. Such concepts also explain the phenomena of
         mutual borrowing and cross-cultural fusion that occur, by various processes, between
         cultures.[24]   Through this process, hybridity, which emphasizes the fluidity, non-determinism,
         and openness of cultural crossover, would seem to contradict the assertion that globalization
         is simply another name for United States–led Westernization or Americanization. But
         even in cases where syncretization occurs in this way, the process normally entails
         an unequal power relationship, meaning that it is not one of autonomy, symmetry, or
         equality. This is due to the fact that syncretization normally occurs through “colonial
         imposition, obligatory assimilation, political cooptation, cultural mimicry, and so
         forth” (Shohat and Stam 1994, 43; cf. Nederveen Pieterse and Parekh 1995, 9).[25]   
      

      
      The greatest problem of hybrid strategies, then, is how non-Western societies should
         attempt to accommodate the advanced elements of Western civilization and achieve hybridity
         in conditions where they are still able to maintain their own subjectivity and identity.
         This problem has been a source of agony for many of the non-Western societies that
         broke free from the yoke of imperialism following World War II, but the theoretical
         task of anticipating such conditions systematically has yet to be successfully accomplished.
         Hybrid strategies have subsequently faced the criticism that they offer no more than
         a post-factum explanation. 
      

      
      Deconstructive Discursive Strategies

      
      Deconstructive strategies, in accordance with Foucault’s theory of knowledge and power,
         are based on the premise that power is already implied in the Western-centric process
         of narrating and reproducing the differences between self (the West) and Other (non-West)—in
         other words, the process of producing knowledge. Deconstructive discourses attempt
         to create alternative forms of knowledge that can be reproduced without objectifying
         or subordinating Others. This strategy, unlike the previous three, is generally only
         discussed among intellectuals and not one that has been attempted by actual movements.
         Such attempts can be seen in the work of Michel Foucault, Jean-François Lyotard, Jacques
         Derrida, Edward Said, and postcolonial theorists. 
      

      
      According to Robert Young’s interpretation, Foucault and Lyotard express skepticism
         regarding totalizing systems of knowledge that rely on theories and concepts. Such
         opponents of universalism have primarily been interested in attempting to isolate
         and foreground the singular rather than the universal. According to Young (1990, 9–10),
         their “quest for the singular, the contingent event which by definition refuses all
         conceptualization,” can clearly be connected to “the project that aims to construct
         a form of knowledge that respects the other without absorbing it into the same.” Edward
         Said also sought the pursuit of a new form of knowledge that could analyze plural
         objects as themselves rather than presenting a form of integrated understanding that
         aimed to capture plural objects within a totalizing scheme. To this end, he proposed
         an “analytical pluralism” (R. Young 1990, 11). These scholars also call upon the phenomenological
         tradition of thinkers such as Husserl, Heidegger, Emmanuel Levinas, and Derrida in
         order to define a basis of alternative forms of knowledge (R. Young 1990, 12–20).
         Various attempts are being made in this regard, but at this stage, it would be premature
         to judge whether the production of knowledge that really does not oppress Others has
         been successfully carried out.[26]   
      

      
      Therefore, at this juncture, I intend to look at the recent attempts to deconstruct
         Western-centric historical narratives, as a specific means of putting deconstructive
         strategy into practice. As part of this task, it may be necessary to break down “Western-centrism”
         into its constituent parts, “Western” and “centrism,” as was done in chapter 1, and
         address each part separately. In this case, opposition to the West, the centripetal
         point, has a tendency towards centrifugal nationalism. However, this frequently risks
         producing yet another centrism, by taking the form of a reverse discourse. Centrisms
         have a propensity to mystify the center and hold it up as the ideal. This occurs with
         the ruling class in class societies, as well as with the male ideal in patriarchal
         societies. Similarly, Western-centrism also mystifies the history and culture of the
         West and holds them up as ideals. In centrism, the center uses itself as a universal
         yardstick with which to compare and evaluate Others, marginalizing and alienating
         them. It follows, then, that criticism of centrism takes on a deconstructionist disposition.
         Deconstruction of the “centrism” in Western-centrism means the post-centrism, postcolonialization,
         Europeanization (Westernization) and provincialization of Western thought, which has
         hitherto enjoyed “universal and superior status” (R. Young 1990, 18; Chakrabarty 1992).[27]   But deconstructionism, as a criticism of centrism, also has a tendency towards
         fragmentation, division, and individuation, and carries the risk of reinforcing the
         centrifugal propensity for extreme cultural relativism, romanticism, and nihilism.
         
      

      
      Analytically speaking, there is a distinction between the criticism of the West (and
         its civilization) as the “center” in Western-centrism, and the criticism of centrism
         itself. But in terms of actual research, clearly separating the two tasks is not easy,
         since centrism has already had a profound effect on interpreting the past, present,
         and future potential of Western civilization, exaggerating or mystifying its advantages,
         contributions, and potential.[28]   Centrism has created and mystified narratives of the history and civilization of
         the West, with centrism itself being reinforced by such narratives. Therefore, efforts
         to critically understand or evaluate Western civilization according to internal or
         external criteria must seek to eradicate exaggerated notions of it and simultaneously
         deconstruct centrisms. In other words, if criticism of Western civilization itself
         accompanies a de-centered understanding of it, criticism of the West is directly linked
         to the deconstruction of centrism. We consequently observe a dual effect whereby criticizing
         centrism exposes the reality of “Western” civilization, and exposing the reality of
         Western civilization means encroaching upon Western-”centrism.” In most actual work,
         therefore, the deconstruction of the center and the critical understanding of Western
         civilization are two sides of the same coin.[29]  
      

      
      Consequently, as a strategy for deconstructing Western-centrism, non-Western society
         needs to actively consider alternative ways of critically interpreting the West’s
         own account of Western civilization and Western-centered accounts of world history.[30]   Western-centric accounts of history must be examined more strictly with regard
         to their conformity to historical truth and the validity of their interpretations.
         For example, Western-centered accounts of world history portray Western civilization
         as superior, under the guise of a “moral success story,”[31]   in order to emphasize the inferiority of other civilizations. Through elaborate
         and sophisticated hermeneutic contrivances as to the reasons for this success, such
         accounts place Western civilization in an idealized, privileged position. Conventional
         accounts of world history include the theory of the Aryan origins of Greek civilization,
         the artificial separation of Greek civilization from neighboring Afro-Asiatic civilizations,
         the positioning of Greek civilization as the predecessor of modern Western civilization,
         and the exaggeration or privileging of the inherent characteristics of Europe—the
         feudal system, Protestant ethics, the Industrial Revolution—as the genesis of modern
         capitalism, while simultaneously ignoring the influence of external factors. A movement
         to “set world history straight” is needed to provide a closer examination of such
         accounts and develop critical, alternative interpretations, as well as expose the
         misinterpretations in Western-centered world histories.[32]   Such a task demands the detailed critical re-examination of the basic assumptions
         behind theories that attribute the modern West’s global dominance to Western civilization’s
         specific and exclusive historical achievements. Wallerstein (1997) identified three
         assumptions behind such theories and suggests that they be rigorously examined based
         on the following questions. “Firstly, are the common historical accounts of the achievements
         of modern Western civilization indeed accurate? Secondly, are our assumptions about
         the cultural antecedent variables of what happened in this period plausible? Thirdly,
         are the West’s novel achievements really something positive rather than negative?”
         Wallerstein noted the accumulation of revisionist historical accounts based on the
         awareness of these issues and foresaw the establishment of a systematic “counter-theory”
         (Wallerstein 1997, 95).[33]  
      

      
      The next necessary step is the deconstruction of the binary concepts regarding the
         West and non-West, which have been arbitrarily and artificially contrived by the Western-centered
         worldview. J. M. Blaut (1993), for example, enumerated on the binary thinking of Europe
         and Others (for example, Asia) that was widely propagated throughout Europe in the
         nineteenth century: inventiveness vs. imitativeness, rationality (or intellect) vs.
         irrationality (emotion, instinct), abstract thought vs. concrete thought, theoretical
         reasoning vs. empirical or practical reasoning, mind vs. body (matter), discipline
         vs. spontaneity, adulthood vs. childhood, sanity vs. insanity, science vs. sorcery,
         progress vs. stagnation (Blaut 1993, 17). The arbitrariness of the criteria, factual
         inconsistencies and transhistorical stereotypes (regarding essential characteristics)
         on which such binary opposites are based must be examined, in order to critically
         sublate them and deconstruct the cultural framework that continues to reproduce them.[34]   
      

      
      Discursive Strategies of East Asian States against Western-Centrism in the 
Late Nineteenth Century
      

      
      As wise readers will have already inferred, the discursive strategies that have been
         discussed up until now have also appeared in similar forms in East Asian states such
         as China, Korea, and Japan that came face to face with Western civilization in the
         late nineteenth century, when the dominance of Western powers loomed large. Various
         political factions in all three East Asian states engaged in intense power struggles
         that revolved around promoting all of the previously discussed discursive strategies,
         with the exception of deconstructive strategies. The ruling powers in each state,
         according to the period, experimented with and promoted each of the other three types
         of strategy, alternating between them. In the case of Joseon Korea, the conservative
         wijeongcheoksa (literally meaning to “defend orthodoxy and reject heterodoxy”) faction, which was
         in favor of preserving the existing Confucian order and shunning the infiltration
         of foreign powers and institutions, adopted something akin to a counter-discourse
         by taking a standpoint in line with the doctrine of “Eastern Values, Eastern Technology.”
         This faction supported a doctrine of exclusionism and a policy of national isolation,
         asserting the universality and superiority of East Asian (Confucian) values, absolutely
         rejecting openness to, and accommodation of, Western civilization. The wijeongcheoksa faction wholly rejected strategies of assimilation, and as part of their reverse strategy,
         it frequently labeled Westerners as immoral barbarians with “no father and king,”
         a Confucian term for somebody with no regard for correct behavior, or as wild beast-like
         beings, or creatures hell-bent on profit.
      

      
      On the other hand, radical believers in the doctrine of enlightenment such as Kim
         Ok-gyun, who led the short-lived Gapsin Coup of 1884, subscribed to the universality
         and superiority of Western civilization and advocated for total openness and reform—a
         standpoint aligned with the doctrine of “Western Values, Western Technology.” Accordingly,
         such strategies can be regarded as attempts at an assimilative discourse. Finally,
         the moderate reformist faction, advocating the doctrine of dongdoseogi (東道西器; “Eastern Values, Western Technology”), developed a hybrid discourse aimed
         at achieving a compromise between Eastern and Western civilizations. But this stance
         constituted the pursuit of a hybridity where East Asian values were dominant, through
         its advocacy of putting East Asian values (道) first and appropriating Western material
         civilization (器), such as science and technology, merely as incidental supplements.
         The “Eastern Values, Western Technology” faction thus pursued partial assimilation,
         and the total enlightenment faction advocated for total assimilation. In so doing,
         it could be argued that they partially, or even totally, acknowledged the inferiority
         of East Asian civilization. 
      

      
      The powers in China that advocated the doctrine of total Westernization (全般西化論) and
         in Japan that advocated Europeanization (歐化主義) correspond with the radical proponents
         of the enlightenment doctrine in Joseon Korea, who also adopted an assimilative strategy.
         The powers that advocated zhongti siyong (中體西用; “Chinese Essence and Western Utility”) and wakon yousai (和魂洋才; “Japanese Soul and Western Technology”) correspond with the moderate reformists
         of Joseon Korea who supported hybrid strategies. But while Korea’s wijeongcheoksa doctrine advocated for both national isolation and the exclusion of foreigners, in
         Japan, the opening of the country and enlightenment did not converge into one unified
         group. Therefore, there were cases of those who advocated enlightenment, or the opening
         of the country, also advocating for the exclusion of Western foreigners. Thus, there
         is no clearly discernible force that directly corresponds with Korea’s wijeongcheoksa faction, and the standpoint of national isolationism was simply described as “the
         exclusion of foreigners” or “the adherence to the old tradition” (Fujita Youji 2001,
         56). 
      

      
      In The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of the World Order, Samuel P. Huntington (1996) makes a distinction between “modernization” and “Westernization”
         and identifies three categories of the historical reactions among leaders and intellectuals
         in the non-Western world regarding the expansion of the West. These categories are
         largely consistent with the aforementioned discursive strategies adopted by East Asian
         states in the late nineteenth century. According to Huntington, the concepts of modernization
         and Westernization are centered on the material life of Western civilization (of which
         the universalization is possible) and on its spiritual life (which is difficult to
         universalize), respectively.[35]   Based on this distinction, he divides the reactions of non-Western leaders and
         intellectuals regarding the expansion of the West into “rejectionism,” “Kemalism,”
         and “reformism.” “Rejectionism” refers to an attitude that rejects both Westernization
         and modernization; “Kemalism” refers to an attitude that embraces both Westernization
         and modernization, named after the Turkish leader Mustafa Kemal; and “reformism” refers
         to an attitude of embracing only modernization while rejecting Westernization (Huntington
         1996, 72–80). These three reactions correspond respectively to the previously discussed
         reverse, assimilative, and hybrid discourses. In relation to the stances adopted by
         elites of the late Joseon period Korea, “rejectionism” corresponds to the wijeongcheoksa school, “Kemalism” to the radical enlightenment school, and “reformism” to the moderate
         enlightenment school. 
      

      
      In his discussion of these three alternatives, Huntington points out that adopting
         policies of rejectionism proved almost impossible in the face of Western military
         might, as did the voluntary and complete changing of identity by non-Western states
         to a Western identity for the sake of modernization (Huntington 1996, 72–74, 139–54).
         Therefore, he suggests reformism as the only alternative capable of countering the
         Western challenge successfully: “Non-Western societies can modernize and have modernized
         without abandoning their own cultures and adopting wholesale Western values, institutions,
         and practices” (Huntington 1996, 78). Huntington cites Japan, Singapore, Taiwan, and
         Saudi Arabia as examples of successful reformism and states that China has also embarked
         on the road of reformism (Huntington 1996, 77). In other words, in regards to the
         discourses previously outlined, according to Huntington, only the hybrid strategy
         is capable of success.[36]   
      

      
      Huntington makes another interesting observation regarding the distinction between
         modernization and Westernization. According to him, during the early stages, when
         non-Western societies are absorbing substantial elements of Western culture and making
         slow progress toward modernization, Westernization and modernization are closely linked.
         But as the pace of modernization increases, the rate of Westernization decreases and
         indigenous culture experiences a revival; when modernization advances even further,
         the civilizational balance of power between Western and non-Western societies shifts,
         and the pride and strength of non-Western societies increase as they grow more attached
         to their own cultures (Huntington 1996, 75–76). Seen in relation to Western-centrism,
         this can be reduced to the observation that non-Western societies become deeply immersed
         in Western-centrism in the early stages of modernization, but as modernization progresses,
         post-Western-centrism begins to emerge and become more pronounced. 
      

      
      Huntington’s logic is persuasive in some respects. But his assertion raises doubts
         on two fronts. First, non-Western societies, albeit with a few exceptions and to differing
         degrees, had no choice but to adopt various reformist policies since rejectionism
         and Kemalism were both, historically speaking, impossible policies to implement. As
         history has shown, however, not all states that adopted reformist policies were successful
         in modernizing. Therefore, as long as Huntington is unable to present concrete conditions
         or specific criteria for the success of reformism in regards to his distinction between
         Westernization and modernization, his assertion is bound to face criticism of being
         no more than a post-factum explanation.[37]   Second, considering that “Islamic fundamentalism” was set in motion by the failure
         of attempts at liberal or socialist modernization by Islamic states, at least in the
         Islamic world, Huntington’s explanation linking modernization and Westernization in
         the developmental stage is not applicable. On the contrary, I would suggest that “indigenization,”
         or reverse strategies, is pursued in non-Western societies both due to pride, in cases
         where Western-style modernization has been successful in the early stages, and as
         a reaction, in cases where the early strategies of Western modernization has been
         a thorough failure.[38]   
      

      
      Other Centrisms and the Four Discursive Strategies

      
      Discursive strategies similar to those already examined for overcoming Western-centrism
         can also be found in the reactions to Sinocentrism from neighboring states of China,
         as well as in women’s, civil rights, and labor movements. A brief look at these, then,
         can confirm the analytical utility of the four discursive strategies that have been
         examined, and will help deepen our understanding of centrism. 
      

      
      Reactions to Chinese-Centrism (Sinocentrism) 

      
      The similarity between Western-centrism and Sinocentrism has already been discussed
         in chapters 1 and 3,[39]   but a look at the responses of Joseon Korea and other states to Sinocentrism may
         also reveal attempts at similar discursive strategies to those that have been associated
         with reacting to Western-centrism. 
      

      
      Without a doubt, the most typical example of an assimilative discourse in response
         to Sinocentrism was its recognition by Joseon’s Confucian scholars and ruling classes.
         In Joseon gyeonggukjeon (Administrative Code of Joseon), Jeong Do-jeon, the leading intellectual during the
         founding period of Joseon, quotes from the chapter “Yang Huo” in Confucian   Analects, where Confucius says, “I will build a Zhou Dynasty in the east” (para. 5). In order
         to create a “little China” in accordance with the idea of the huayi (civilized barbarian) distinction, i.e., in order to build a civilized state, Jeong
         and others involved in the founding of the Joseon Dynasty promoted what amounted to
         an assimilative strategy (Lee Sang-ik 2000, 5–6). With regard to culture, this assimilative
         strategy was sometimes expressed as mohwa sasang (慕華思想; ideology of revering China),[40]   which provided Joseon Korea’s ruling class and intellectuals with the motivation
         to “catch up with China’s advanced culture.” Lee Hwang, who systematically established
         neo-Confucian orthodoxy in Joseon, also considered assimilation to Sinocentrism as
         natural: 
      

      
      
         There is only one sun in the sky, and only one king for the common people. Great Unity
            in the Spring and Autumn Annals is the eternally correct way of the universe and a common truth that unites the past
            and the present. Great Ming is sovereign over the universe, so all countries outside
            it must subordinate themselves as its subjects. (Complete Works of Lee Hwang, 8: 55)
         

         
      

      With regard to Sinocentrism, assimilative strategies continued until Ryu In-seok,
         the Joseon Dynasty’s last wijeongcheoksa faction member. Through Ryu’s following lamentation regarding the powerful influence
         of European civilization, it can be ascertained that by this time, Sinocentrism had
         gone beyond mere “assimilation” and had become internalized as “something Korean”:
      

      
      
         Now the 4,000-year-old orthodoxy of China, the 2,000-year-old true way (大道) of Confucius
            and Mencius, the 500-year-old ritual musical and legal patterns (禮樂典型) of Joseon [Korea]
            and the sartorial propriety (衣冠法度) that have been passed down through tens of generations,
            have all been severed. . . . Politics and laws follow their [Western] politics and laws, religion follows their religion, schools follow their schools, clothes and hairstyles follow theirs—there is nothing that does not follow them. At this rate, one day our whole bodies, outside and inside, our minds and our spirits
            will all become deeply assimilated to theirs, and that which is ours will be gone. (Collected Works of Ryu In-seok 35: 18; 51: 5; emphasis added)
         

         
      

      This declaration shows the point at which the discourse of Sinocentrism, which had
         until then been considered universal, began to transform and manifest itself as a
         nascent form of nationalism, in the process of resisting dominance of the East by
         the West.
      

      
      We find the most wide-reaching case of assimilationism with regard to Sinocentrism
         in the mini-worldview (a reduced/miniature version of the Chinese view of “All-Under-Heaven”),
         whereby the countries around China—not only Goguryeo, Baekje, and Silla Korean states,
         but also Japan, and Vietnam—internalized Sinocentrism and applied reproductions of
         it to the nations around them. “Barbarians” who held subservient status to China arranged
         their relations with smaller nations around them based on a logic almost the same
         as the ideology of Sinocentrism, whereby they themselves pretended to be hua (華; civilized) (Lee Seong-gyu 1992, 50–52).[41]   In all cases, assimilative strategies proved very efficient in catching up with
         and sharing or furthering certain achievements of the superior and universal Chinese
         civilization. But the countries deploying these strategies exhibited an inclination
         to internalize Sinocentrism and assimilate or integrate themselves with it, since
         such assimilative strategies did not contain assertions that presented any fundamental
         challenges to Sinocentrism.
      

      
      A relatively consistent example of a reverse strategy against Sinocentrism can be
         found in Vietnam’s resistance to China.[42]   Whereas Joseon Korea had traditionally recognized the legitimacy of the Chinese
         civilization, notably with regard to Han China, Vietnam’s response was different.
         The Vietnamese did not refer to the area ruled by the Chinese as “the Middle Kingdom,”
         but instead, making only a geographical reference, simply called themselves the “Southern
         State,” and China, the “Northern State.” They referred to themselves as the “Southern
         people” or “Han people,” and they referred to the Chinese as the “Northern people,”
         “Tang (唐) people,” or “ Qing (淸) people,” deliberately refusing to elevate the status
         of the Chinese dynasties. What was referred to as “formal tributes” externally was
         referred to as “diplomatic exchange” internally, and envoys sent to China were referred
         to as yeowon (a person going to the Yuan), or even bobing (a term that simply refers to making a return visit to somebody as a courtesy). This
         attitude is also clearly visible in the way the Vietnamese referred to their ruler
         as “emperor.” The belief that there was only one emperor, or one Son of Heaven, was
         the basis of Chinese thinking (of All-Under-Heaven) and formed the foundation of the
         Sinocentric political order. But the rulers of Vietnam rejected this uniqueness and
         called their kings emperors, regarding Triệu Đà, the founder of Nanyue, as their progenitor.
         This continued through the unification of Vietnam by Đinh Bộ Lĩnh in the tenth century,
         after which all monarchs were also called emperors, with ceremonies conducted at the
         correlating level. The Vietnamese also used their own imperial era system for recording
         dates (Yu In-seon 1988, 171–73). 
      

      
      Vietnam’s attitude manifested itself at certain times when it attacked the Sinocentric
         logic of the Chinese center as “aggressive” and resisted it. Starting with the earliest
         armed resistance, by the Trưng sisters in 40 CE, Vietnamese resistances against China
         continued with Lý Công Uẩn, Lý Bôn, and Triệu Quang Phục, and culminated in the great
         anti-Chinese war, where Mae Suk-ran formed an alliance with other neighboring powers.
         Vietnam waged battles against the Chinese throughout the Tang (唐), Song (宋), Yuan
         (元), Ming (明), and Qing (淸) dynasties, until France made Vietnam a protectorate at
         the end of the nineteenth century (Yu In-seon 1988, 162). Through Vietnam’s historical
         attempts to resist China militarily whenever possible, it can be inferred that the
         tributary order between China and Vietnam, maintained under the guise of Sinocentrism,
         was, in essence, military (Yu In-seon 1988, 162). 
      

      
      The reverse strategy can also be glimpsed among Joseon intellectuals in Korea. Yang
         Seong-ji, a widely active scholar, played an important role in King Sejong’s policy
         of promoting Confucianism. Yang asserted that Dangun (檀君), not Gija (箕子), should be
         revered as the founder of the nation.[43]   He also broke away from the trend of studying only Chinese historical texts, instead
         advocating the study of Korean history. In addition, Yang maintained that military
         disciplines should be held in higher esteem and that shooting contests should be held
         every spring and autumn in accordance with Goguryeo tradition. He also argued that
         Koreans should hold their own customs in higher esteem than those of China, calling
         for a greater importance to be placed on military affairs, especially the standing
         of military families, following Silla kingdom’s military practice (Hangukcheolhaksayeonguhoe 1997, 132).[44]   Although such suggestions from Yang never came to fruition, they did resurface
         later among the Silhak (practical learning) scholars of Joseon Korea, such as Jeong Yak-yong, who emphasized
         the independent existence of Joseon Korea:
      

      
      
         Our countrymen always quote Chinese historical facts, which is undignified. We ought
            to select historical facts from our own writings such as Samguk sagi, Goryeosa, Gukjobogam, Donggukyeojiseungnam, Jingbirok and Yeollyeosilgisul, and quote them in poetry to reference the reality of the locality. (“Giyeona Mujindong”
            [寄淵兒 戊辰冬; Miscellany], Vol. 21, Collection 1, Complete Works of Jeong Yak-yong 1)
         

         
      

      As their understanding of neo-Confucianism deepened beginning in the mid-Joseon period,
         Korean intellectuals came to feel a sense of cultural superiority. Moreover, when
         the Qing, having finally destroyed the Ming (明) and conquered the Chinese mainland,
         invaded Korea in 1636, these intellectuals, though working within the framework of
         Sinocentrism, began to debunk its geographical and ethnic significance. From then
         on, the trend of judging civilization and barbarianism based solely on cultural superiority
         and inferiority grew stronger, leading to the beginnings of a Joseon-Sinocentrism
         whereby Qing China became the barbarians and Joseon Korea became “China” (zhonghua, or “the center of civilization”). As a result, the minister and scholar Song Si-yeol,
         who successfully defended Neo-Confucianism in the mid-Joseon period, announced the
         de-regionalization of Sinocentrism with the simple expression, “according to the law
         of the Spring and Autumn Annals, even China is a barbarian country if it follows the way of barbarians” (“Chunchu
         Chongnon” [春秋 總論], Vol. 4, Great Works of Song Si-yeol [宋子大全]). Song goes on to assert that the hua (civilized) and the yi (barbarian) are not distinguished based on ethnicity or region, but should be judged
         based on the superiority of culture and origins of their truth. As a result, Joseon
         Korea can itself become “China” (zhonghua):
      

      
      
         People in the Middle Kingdom call us easterners “eastern barbarians,” and though this
            is not a refreshing name, it depends upon how you feel. Mencius called the emperor
            Shun (舜) an eastern barbarian (東夷之人) and King Wen (文王) a western barbarian (西夷之人),
            but both Shun and Wen were in fact sages. So we need not worry that our Eastern area
            is not the birthplace of Confucius or Mencius. In the old days, the lands around Fujian
            were actually regions of southern barbarians, but after they produced Xhu Xi (朱熹),
            they were included in the civilized Chinese cultural realm, and even became respected.
            The fact that a land of barbarians can become part of zhonghua (China) shows that everything is merely a process of change. (“Japjeo Jamnok” [雜著
            雜錄; Miscellany], Vol. 131, Great Works of Song Si-yeol)
         

         
      

      Song Si-yeol thus came to advocate Joseon-Sinocentrism, which contended that just
         as the culture and institutions of the state of Zhou (周) could be found in the state
         of Lu (魯), a dukedom, so did Chinese culture and institutions now lie within Joseon
         Korea, once China no longer put Xhu XI first but took the teachings of Wang Yang-ming
         as its ancestral orthodoxy (Great Works of Song Si-yeol). The “little China” self-view of early Joseon Korea thus changed to Joseon-Sinocentrism,
         which held that “since the center has now become savage because of the conquest by
         the Qing barbarians, Joseon is the only ‘China’ (zhonghua) that really exists” (Lee Sang-ik 2000, 16–17).[45]   Such an attitude can be understood as a reverse discourse attempted within a Sinocentric
         worldview. However, since Joseon Korea still could not match either the political
         or economic power of Qing China, it remained impotent in terms of external relations
         with China itself, although such a reverse discourse may have increased the sense
         of cultural pride within Korea. Moreover, as the conservative tendency of this reverse
         discourse grew stronger, it strengthened the ruling classes’ grip on power and would
         also later act as an obstacle to reform and open up to Western civilization.
      

      
      By the late Joseon period, the Silhak scholars of the Seongho school attempted to deconstruct Sinocentric doctrines, such as jonhwa yangi (respect China and spurn the barbarians), or the huayi (華夷; civilized barbarian) distinction. Lee Sang-ik (2000, 18) argues that Lee Ik,
         in particular, went beyond a reverse discourse, “advocating the theory of the round
         globe and pointing out that China was no more than one piece of many big land masses.”
         Lee Ik even opposed “regarding China and barbarians from the perspective of cultural
         superiority versus inferiority,” and he “interpreted the existing jonhwa yangi doctrine not as a cultural perspective, but merely a Chinese nationalist mechanism
         to safeguard national sovereignty” (Lee Sang-ik 2000, 18). Jeong Yak-yong also deconstructed
         the Chinese-centered “All-Under-Heaven” concept of the universe and emphasized that
         it was nothing more than a relative concept:
      

      
      
         From my point of view, I can’t understand why the “Middle Kingdom” (中國; China) is
            the “middle” (中) and why the “eastern kingdom” (東國; Korea) is the “east.” . . . If
            the question is one of being in the center between north and south, east and west,
            then anywhere you go must be the “middle kingdom.” How could there be a place called
            the “eastern kingdom”? If everywhere you go is the middle kingdom, how could there
            be only one place actually called “the Middle Kingdom?” (“Songhan gyori chaeung sayeonseo”
            [送韓校理致應使燕序], preface, Miscellany, Vol. 13, Collection 1, Complete Works of Jeong Yak-yong 1)
         

         
      

      Relying on Zhuangzi (莊子)-style relativism and objectivity and newly-introduced Western
         theories of natural science, such as the theory that the world is round, Silhak scholar Hong Dae-yong carried out a radical deconstruction of geographical and cultural
         Sinocentrism in his work Uisan mundap (Lee Sang-ik 2001, 126). Through the character Sil-ong, Hong deconstructs geographical
         Sinocentrism, based on jiguseol (round earth theory):
      

      
      
         Chinese people regard China as the upright world and the West as the upside-down world,
            but Western people regard the West as the upright world and China as the upside-down
            world. In fact, carrying the sky on one’s head and walking on the ground is what people
            do all round the world, so there is no such thing as the upside-down world or the
            hexahedral world. They are all equally upright worlds. (as quoted in Lee Sang-ik 2001,
            124; Supplement to Damheonseo, Vol. 4, 21)
         

         
      

      In the same way, he deconstructs Sinocentrism from the perspective of cultural relativism
         and “nationalism”:
      

      
      
         So each feels close to his own people, each respects his king, each defends his own
            nation, each feels comfortable with his own country’s customs; Chinese and barbarians
            are therefore one and the same. (as quoted in Lee Sang-ik 2001, 124–25; Supplement
            to Damheonseo, Vol. 4, 36)[46]  
         

         
      

      Finally, the “movement to rectify world history,” which aims to deconstruct Western-centric
         historical narratives, can be linked with challenges to Sinocentric historical narratives.
         Generally speaking, in explanations of the formation and development of Chinese civilization,
         the dominant tendency is Sinocentric, placing Han Chinese at the center of narratives.
         In order to counter this, there has recently been a surge of archaeological research
         attempting to demonstrate that East Asian civilization is the product of participation
         by various ethnic groups that have been active in the region since prehistoric times
         (Lee Seong-gyu 1989). Kim Geun, therefore, points out that if the modern Chinese face
         an ideological problem with regard to the Chinese historical narrative, it is of “how
         to view the origin and evolution of East Asian civilization,” a problem where “Sinocentric”
         and “pluralist” theories compete with each other. While the former sees Chinese civilization
         as one centered on the Han people that expanded outwards from the Yellow River, the
         latter sees it as one formed by the pluralist intersection and mingling of several
         civilizations in the large region of the Chinese Plain (Kim Geun 2003). The latter
         theory, as a deconstructive historical narrative, corresponds to a deconstructive
         discourse.[47]  
      

      
      Reactions to Male-Centrism (Patriarchy)

      
      Assimilative, reverse, hybrid, and deconstructive strategies can all be seen in similar
         forms in the women’s liberation movement that began to develop in the West in the
         nineteenth century. Since then, the liberal women’s movement in the West—for example,
         the winning of suffrage for women or the securing of equal rights for both sexes—has
         asserted that women are no different from men in terms of intellectual ability, demanding
         various rights in order to participate in the liberal order on an equal basis and
         in order to prevent the oppression of, or discrimination against, women by men. The
         strategy adopted by the women’s movement at this time can be described as an assimilative
         strategy at its resistant stage.
      

      
      In contrast, “gynocentric feminism,” opposing the liberalist-humanist doctrines’ methods
         of assimilative or integrative gender equality still based on the male-centric criteria
         of equality, has developed a reverse discursive strategy that advocates the superiority
         and authenticity of the unique experiences and values of women. Women’s separatism,
         an early form of gynocentric feminism, therefore rejected the objective of entering
         the male-dominated world. Those that participated in the movement argued that to enter
         such a world would be being complicit to the rules of a game that were formed from
         a male point of view in the first place, with male interests at heart, and used to
         oppress women. Thus, in their judgment, working to satisfy male-centric criteria inevitably
         results in women ingratiating themselves to male-dominated systems and practices.
         The gynocentric feminist movement thus pursues women’s empowerment through actions
         such as women’s self-organization and the creation of separate safe spaces for only
         women. It attempts to create a unique women’s culture, such as the creation of a new
         consciousness, the re-evaluation of traditional feminine skills and talents, and the
         proposal of gynocentric aesthetic concepts. Additionally, rather than understanding
         activities and virtues that have traditionally been associated with femininity as
         oppressive to women’s true human potential, gynocentric stances assert that such so-called
         feminine qualities, discovered in relation to the socialization of women (care, child
         raising, cooperative approaches, relationship-centered human relationships, etc.),
         are actually superior to the virtues of men (I. M. Young 1990, 162). 
      

      
      In contrast to this, the androgynous society advocated by certain sections of radical
         feminism acts as a type of hybrid discourse.[48] Some radical feminists argue that individual human beings possess all the characteristics
         of both biological males and biological females and the very suppression of femininity
         in males and masculinity in females is a distortion of the individual and society.
         Consequently, such feminists assert that if men and women have been compelled to exhibit
         only masculine qualities or only feminine qualities to their own detriment, the solution
         to this problem is to permit “each and every person to be androgynous—that is to exhibit
         a full range of masculine and feminine qualities” (Tong 1989, 4, italics in the orginal). Accordingly, radical
         feminism deems the fixed sexual roles of men and women as the ultimate cause of sexual
         discrimination in modern society and aims to find solutions to this problem by the
         individual’s living of an androgynous life on a micro-level—in other words, men searching
         for their “feminine” dimensions and women searching for their “masculine” dimensions—in
         order to eventually create an androgynous society on a macro-level. The ultimate ideal
         of androgyny is that “[n]o human being should be forbidden the sense of wholeness
         that comes from being both male and female” (Tong 1989, 4). Radical feminists are
         thus attempting to bring about a new gender-neutral, or hybrid, concept of gender.
         In other words, they emphasize that the best kind of society is an androgynous one
         where feminine values, such as “love and compassion and sharing and nutritiveness,”
         are regarded with the same level of esteem as masculine values, such as “control and
         structure, possessiveness and status” (French 1985, 443; as quoted in Tong 1989, 99).[49]   
      

      
      In regards to the topic at hand, while radical feminism’s theorization of androgyny
         can be interpreted as most similar to the hybrid strategy, it is not exactly the same.
         If we adhere to our previous definition of a hybrid strategy, one that selectively
         adopts certain elements from both the center and the periphery and aims to mix or
         fuse them, the hybrid discourse does not perfectly fit with radical feminism’s advocacy
         of “androgyny” or for an “androgynous society.” In other words, the pursuit of androgyny
         does not mean the selective adoption and syncretization of something from one sex
         that is missing from the other; it merely signifies (quasi-)syncretization in the
         sense that it involves the active use of the masculinity and femininity that already
         coexist within each human.
      

      
      Finally, within the radical feminist movement, post-modern feminism in particular
         actively uses the criticism of Jacques Derrida’s symbolic order to fundamentally deconstruct
         the traditional binary approach to masculine and feminine characteristics.[50]   Postmodern feminism attempts to deny and deconstruct the traditional, hierarchical,
         and binary concepts of men and women—reason vs. emotion, mind vs. body, civilization
         (culture) vs. nature, rationality vs. irrationality, activity vs. passivity, autonomy
         vs. dependence, separation vs. connection, etc. As such, postmodern feminism corresponds
         to a deconstructive strategy. Postmodern feminists claim that “body,” “nature,” “emotion,”
         and “dependence” have traditionally been associated with women and femininity and
         viewed disparagingly, whereas “mind,” “civilization,” “reason,” and “autonomy” have
         been associated with masculinity and been more highly valued, both socially and morally.
         Thus, they maintain that such binary opposites should not be used to distinguish the
         sexes and reject the hierarchical order of such binary concepts (Tong 1989, 223–33).[51]   
      

      
      The discourses associated with feminism take a variety of interesting stances regarding
         the differences between men and women. Assimilative discourses affirm the importance
         and hierarchical nature of the binary differences that are claimed and supposed to
         exist between women and men. They emphasize, however, that women also possess elements
         that correspond to masculine characteristics and in this way aim to secure gender
         equality through assimilation to the male standard. In contrast, quasi-hybrid discourses
         advocate the pursuit of androgyny, claiming that apart from biological differences,
         men and women both possess androgynous characteristics. They discourage the exclusion
         of the other sex’s characteristics from either men or women. Through this process,
         quasi-hybrid discourses have tended to overlook the fact that patriarchal hierarchy
         has influenced which characteristics have traditionally been considered masculine
         and feminine. However, reverse discourses oppose this androgynous approach. Although
         they acknowledge the differences that have traditionally been imposed on the two sexes,
         they wholly reject the superior/inferior relationship or hierarchical order to such
         differences. In fact, they even assert the superiority and unique value of that which
         is considered feminine over that which is considered masculine. Finally, the deconstructive
         viewpoint aims for the denial and deconstruction of the binary thinking regarding
         the difference between the sexes, arguing that such binaries are basically no more
         than artificial products of patriarchy. 
      

      
      Responses to White-Centrism (Racism) 

      
      We also find similar forms of discursive strategies in the black civil rights movement
         that became a full-scale movement in the United States during the 1960s. The American
         black civil rights movement, developed under the leadership of Reverend Martin Luther
         King Jr. in the 1960s, asserted equality between black and white people on the grounds
         that there was no difference between them other than the color of their skin. Their
         demands for the abolition of discrimination against black people and constitutionally
         guaranteed equal rights correspond to an assimilative strategy. Like the liberal feminist
         movement, the black civil rights movement criticized the mainstream (liberal) discourse
         on equality—including the United States’ federal constitution—arguing that despite
         its claims of universality, in reality, black people were highly discriminated against
         in relation to white people. Through its struggle, the movement forced mainstream
         discourse to accept its demands for equality and ultimately succeeded in achieving
         remarkable reform. But because its demands were made and accepted within the limits
         of the structure of the existing order, they went no further than achieving perfunctory
         reform of the legal system, and were ultimately unable to bring about fundamental
         restructuring of the existing order through substantial social or economic reform.
         Thus, though the movement may have successfully achieved political equality within
         the limits of the paradigm of liberalism, it failed to win the social or economic
         equality that could guarantee meaningful political equality. 
      

      
      In contrast, the black power movement that had developed in the United States since
         the late 1960s,[52]   like gynocentric feminism, was a type of counter-discourse. The black power movement,
         represented by Malcolm X, recognized the limits of the assimilative or integrative
         civil rights movement and praised the unique culture of Afro-Americans through a movement
         not only to “rectify” history related to black people, but also to create new cultural
         forms. They refused to even seek alliances with white liberals and suggested that
         the American black community should pursue originality and separatism in their culture,
         political organization, and goals.[53]   Moreover, they sought economic and political empowerment through the creation of
         separate neighborhoods from whites, rather than integration into mainstream society.
         “Black is beautiful” was their symbolic slogan—a head-on rejection of white-centrist
         culture (I. M. Young 1990, 159–60).[54]   
      

      
      But the reverse discourse that produced the slogan “black is beautiful” contained
         some serious problems. Kwame Anthony Appiah (1994) describes the psychological process
         that led to such a stance: 
      

      
      
         It will not even be enough to require being treated with equal dignity despite being
            Black, for that will require a concession that being Black counts naturally or to
            some degree against one’s dignity. And so one will end up asking to be respected as
            a Black. (as quoted in>The criticism can be made that such demands for affirmative
            recognition of black identity in fact reproduce the racial categories that have been
            used to discriminate against black people, but at the same time, it must be understood
            that this was, on the contrary, a natural reaction for Afro-Americans since they wanted
            to break free from the prejudiced feelings of racial inferiority that had been deeply
            internalized due to the long history of racial discrimination (Inoue 1999, 40). Appiah
            sympathizes fully with this attitude, but warns that asserting identity in this way
            can also impose the “proper ways of being black” on black people and ultimately control
            them in that way (as quoted in Inoue 1999, 40), such as advocates of black identity
            who stigmatize black people who they think are mimicking white people by calling them
            “Oreos.” Inoue (1999, 40–41) points out that in such cases, “the black identity cult
            reinforces racist essentialism: ‘Blacks are blacks.’”[55]  
         

      

      
      Of the black liberation movement strategies so far discussed, strategies that correspond
         to syncretic or deconstructive strategies have yet to be discovered. However, multiculturalism
         advocated by ethnic minorities within the United States, briefly discussed above,[56]   and consequent movements opposed to Eurocentric historical narratives and educational
         curricula display partially hybrid or deconstructive strategies. The criticism that
         American historical narratives or educational curricula are formed around European
         whites can be understood as a strategy aiming to deconstruct white-centrism. Polycentric
         multiculturalism, meanwhile, can be interpreted as incorporating aspects of a hybrid
         strategy, since it opposes monocentric culture—in the case of the United States, white-
         and Eurocentric culture—and suggests the co-existence and syncretization of various
         cultures. 
      

      
      Responses to Bourgeois-Centrism (Capitalism) 

      
      Similar forms of discourse can also be discovered in the labor and socialist movements
         that were conceived and developed in the Western capitalist system from the nineteenth
         century onwards. Labor union movements, which commonly develop within capitalist systems,
         are strategies that first affirm the basic, bourgeois-centered capitalist order, rather
         than deny the fundamental principles of the capitalist system, and instead aim for
         just political and social status for workers within the system. Thus, labor union
         movements are typically based on assimilative or integrative strategies. Social democratic
         movements and political parties, whatever their ultimate intention or aim, can also
         be counted as assimilative strategies, if we consider that their aims result in their
         integration into the capitalist order, as they struggle to bring partial changes to
         it—such as welfare capitalism. 
      

      
      But social democratic ideologies or movements that seek to form societies where the
         working class and the capitalist class exist on an equal basis can be regarded as
         hybrid strategies that mix capitalism and socialism.[57]   In the heyday of the Swedish social democratic system, the social democratic government
         attempted the ownership of enterprises by workers through the accumulation of “wage
         earner funds.” It sought to equalize wages and socialize incomes, taking advantage
         of “a powerful, unified, and inclusive trade union organization,” “centralized national
         bargaining,” and “a centralized government” (Dahl 1985, 126–27). The Danish social
         democratic party also submitted a proposal to parliament for greater rights for workers
         to control enterprises in 1973 (Dahl 1985, 127). These various forms of ideals and
         movements regarding self-governing enterprises can be interpreted as types of hybrid
         strategy. In the same way, in terms of its basic spirit, the principle of Mitbestimmung (co-determination) by workers and employers, which was established as the basic order
         of labor-management relations in West Germany after World War II, corresponds to a
         hybrid strategy. In a similar vein, the theory of market socialism, a political and
         economic model that combines the principle of social ownership with the continuous
         distribution of commodities (including labor) through market mechanisms, can be interpreted
         as a much more active hybrid strategy, though it remains only a theoretical scheme.
      

      
      Meanwhile, among working-class movements, “revolutionary” socialist movements and
         the socialist system that is established when such movements succeed—the dictatorship
         of the proletariat—can be understood as reverse strategies. The revolutionary socialist
         movement argues the moral superiority of the working class over the bourgeois class
         and works toward the total reorganization of the bourgeois-centered capitalist order,
         based on the organization, mentality, culture, and conditions of the working class.
         For example, Marxism, the essence of nineteenth-century socialist thought, suggested
         a blueprint for future society where the conditions particular to the working class—“being
         propertyless”—would be applied to society in general following a revolution, with
         the private possessions of the propertied classes being confiscated, and the common
         ownership and socialization of the means of production becoming reality. The socialist
         system, established after a successful working-class revolution, would thus be a newly
         forged society with the values, culture, and institutions of workers at its center.
         In this society, the communist party, the vanguard of the working class, would exercise
         a dictatorship over the ruling classes of the past capitalist system, such as the
         bourgeoisie, and totally reorganize society. From this point of view, past socialist
         systems, which attempted to reorganize society and the state, were centered on the
         working classes as the result of a successfully attempted reverse strategy and can
         be interpreted as the greatest experiments in history.
      

      
      In contrast, Marx’s daring vision of a communist society falls in the category of
         deconstructive discourse.[58]   In a communist society, not only is private property—the root of inequality—abolished,
         the egotism of human beings and the scarcity of goods is also transcended. Moreover,
         productivity increases as humans, who have become non-egotistical and cooperative,
         unite and engage in productive labor freely and associatively, and ultimately social
         classes and even the state disappear completely. Communist society can therefore be
         interpreted as the ultimate example of a society with no center that embodies the
         success of the deconstructive strategy used against class domination and class struggle.
         
      

      
      Moreover, it must be acknowledged that Marxism goes beyond the simple workers’ liberation
         movement, not only as an ideology systematically equipped with assimilative, reverse,
         hybrid, and deconstructive strategies in response to the problem of class, but also
         as the first grand narrative for the liberation of humankind. Thus, historically speaking,
         it has exerted enormous influence on post-Western-centrism and the black rights and
         women’s liberation movements as well. The fact that many nationalists have devoted
         themselves to socialism, or have been converted into socialists in the process of
         fighting Western imperialism, or Western-centrism, serves as straightforward proof
         of Marxism’s flexibility, as well as its intense power of attraction. Among the many
         national liberation movements, such as Algeria, Vietnam, China, and Cuba, where independence
         was won or colonialism liquidated, are examples of successful counter-strategies against
         not only capitalism, but also against Western-centrism, thus underscoring the importance
         of Marxism. Many nationalists, judging Western imperialism to be the product of capitalism,
         have combined their nationalistic fervor with socialism, as a reverse/deconstructive
         strategy to capitalism, struggling to simultaneously overthrow Western domination
         and the capitalist system, and promoting both independence and socialist revolution
         at the same time.[59]   Similarly, socialist or Marxist women’s liberation movements, believing that the
         basic cause of women’s inequality and subordination lies within capitalism, can give
         us a true sense of the huge influence socialism has had on women’s movements. 
      

      
      It is due to this enormous power that socialists in the past have believed that class
         liberation is the sole, comprehensive answer to eradicating all forms of “domination
         of humans by humans,” and subsequently devoted themselves to the revolutionary socialist
         movement. During this process, Marxism has held an unassailable central status in
         the resistant discursive strategies of various oppressed groups, which has given rise
         to the paradoxical phenomenon of “Marxist-centrism,” producing a great deal of abuse
         and contradiction as a result.[60]   Post-Marxism, which arose around the collapse of the existing socialist bloc, can
         thus be interpreted as an attempt to overcome Marxism-centrism in resistant discursive
         strategies, and a move towards a more syncretic cause analysis and battle strategies
         that assert the unique and separate nature of various other forms of oppression that
         are of equal importance to class oppression. 
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      In this chapter, assimilative, reverse, hybrid, and deconstructive discourses as strategies
         in response to Western-centrism have been outlined, and it is clear that similar forms
         of discourse, in various guises, can also be found in the diverse resistance movements
         that have arisen throughout history in opposition to the domination of humans by other
         humans. Of course, it cannot be denied that within this process, many of the complex
         and subtle differences between the various strategies, which have arisen in many realms,
         have been ignored, with attention instead paid to their similarities. Although many
         forms of domination and the subsequent responsive strategies may seem similar at a
         glance, the principal mechanisms or methods of domination, histories of domination,
         and, furthermore, the complex mutual relationships, including convergence and dispersion
         of forms of domination, are such that similar forms of responsive strategies clearly
         cannot produce the same results or effects when applied to various forms of domination.
         
      

      
      Likewise, the four strategies related to the overcoming of Western-centrism, though
         they are relatively distinguishable at the analytical level, are sure to produce various
         combinations and subtle differences in the realm of actual political movements, due
         to the simultaneous or sequential adoption of various strategies. For example, independence
         movements opposed to Western imperialism in certain phases adopt assimilative or integrative
         strategies against Western-centrism—movements for autonomy or self-government, for
         instance—before later adopting separatist counter-strategies. It is also true, of
         course, that in any one phase, several groups can exist, each adopting a different
         strategy, and that various schisms and alliances can take place among these groups.
         
      

      
      In addition, in the drive for modernization by non-Western states, it is possible
         for an assimilative strategy to be pursued in one area, while a counter-strategy is
         pursued in another simultaneously. For example, since China began its drive for modernization
         in 1978, the country has striven for capitalist economic reforms and industrialization
         in regards to its economy, but adopted a counter-strategy of adhering to the country’s
         previous socialist position in regards to liberal democracy and human rights. Aside
         from the national level, individually speaking, people may consistently adopt one
         strategy—for example, an assimilative strategy—but also sometimes employ assimilative,
         reverse, hybrid, or deconstructive strategies simultaneously or sequentially. They
         may also adopt different strategies in different areas of their lives.[61]  
      

      
      Such overlapping combinations sometimes manifest themselves in contradictory ways.
         A female worker, for example, may pursue a counter-discourse as part of a women’s
         movement, while adopting an assimilative stance with regard to Western-centrism or
         to the capitalistic order. On the other hand, some people may adopt a reverse or deconstructive
         strategy towards Western-centrism, while being satisfied with an assimilative strategy
         in regards to women’s or labor issues. At the level of political systems, women in
         the states of the former socialist bloc held inferior status to men, which illustrates
         that though women’s status in these states may have, in many respects, been one step
         ahead of that of women in capitalist systems, elites in socialist systems, despite
         pursuing their own kinds of counter-strategy against capitalist systems, were content
         to adhere to a conservative assimilative strategy toward patriarchy when it came to
         women’s issues. 
      

      
      Efforts to overcome Western-centrism have used the four strategies sequentially or
         simultaneously, and, as has been implied abundantly in our examination thus far, each
         strategy has its own strengths and weaknesses, making it difficult to state definitively
         that one strategy is always superior or inferior to another. Of course, in reality,
         one strategy may yield more desirable results than another based on historical circumstances,
         changing international dynamics, and so on. Nonetheless, based on the examination
         thus far, assimilative and reverse strategies partially grant momentum for liberation,
         but are unable to complete this liberation. The latter, in particular, carries a high
         risk of changing into another form of centrism, in cases where it is successful. The
         hybrid strategy has the potential to create new syntheses, based on the mode and type
         of syncretization. But realistically, it has a pronounced tendency to produce half-baked
         colonialist simulacra or conservative and retrogressive hybrids.[62]   It seems, finally, that deconstructive strategies, though they seek complete liberation,
         ultimately produce equivocal forms of liberation and their theoretical and practical
         results also remain in a state of incompletion. 
      

      
      The most sensible approach, therefore, is to use an appropriate combination of the
         various strategies, while searching for ways to maximize the advantages and minimize
         the drawbacks of each strategy. This necessitates a prudent search for areas and conditions
         in which the positive effects of each strategy can be brought to fruition, as well
         as a search for chances to engender the social preconditions for this. Meanwhile,
         conditions that place limits on each strategy must be understood, and practical methods
         must be considered in order to manage such conditions. To this end, efforts must be
         made to establish theoretical and practical lessons through a closer study of historically
         attempted movements, such as the post-Sinocentric movements, women’s movements, black
         rights movements, and labor movements. 
      

      
      I, for my part, support such pluralist formulas when it comes to discursive strategies
         for overcoming Western-centrism but, generally speaking, recommend hybrid strategies.
         Despite their various flaws and limitations,[63]   successfully deployed hybrid strategies avoid the flaws of assimilative, reverse,
         and deconstructive strategies, while possessing the strength to collectively adopt
         the advantages of each of the other three. Fortunately, it appears that political
         and economic circumstances in the twenty-first century will present more advantageous
         conditions than in the past for the promotion of hybrid strategies. In the next chapter,
         therefore, I take a look at conditions that will allow the more effective conception
         and execution of hybrid strategies for overcoming Western-centrism, concluding the
         book by offering the related tasks that must be pursued by Korean intellectuals.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Since the age of imperialism and colonialism, Asians have also been subject to racial
                  oppression by white people. But because the most severe oppression of racism has been
                  that of black people by white people, the discussion of white-centrism in this chapter
                  will cite theory and practice mainly from black resistance movements and discourses.
                  
               

            

         

         
            2. While the term “strategy” normally has strong connotations of aim and objective, the
                  term “discourse” is something formed post-factum and includes retrospective interpretation. When I speak of discursive strategies
                  in this chapter, I place emphasis on the latter. When I talk of strategy, therefore,
                  there is no need for the agent in question to be clearly aware of his or her aims
                  or objective from the start. Teleologically formed, post-factum strategies are also possible. I will thus also use the terms “assimilative,” “reverse,”
                  “syncretic,” and “deconstructive” discursive strategies based on the results of these
                  strategies, not on the premise of clear, premeditated intent on the part of the agent.
                  
               

            

         

         
            3. According to Foucault’s power-knowledge thesis, there is also an aspect of power to
                  discourse. But for the sake of descriptive convenience, I will use the term “power”
                  to indicate “physical power,” while using the term “discourse” to indicate “discursive
                  power.” 
               

            

         

         
            4. I acknowledge that, here, the expression “a certain mixture of the two elements” is
                  a vague description. My intention is for such a mixture to signify not simply an arithmetical
                  fusion, but one that can develop into a complementary relationship where one element
                  makes up for the deficiencies of the other to some extent. 
               

            

         

         
            5. This point will be raised repeatedly in this chapter. I cannot help but state my own
                  stance as to how to deal with it. In the final chapter, I suggest that conditions
                  permitting optimism in regards to overcoming Western-centrism are taking shape, due
                  to the fact that, at the end of the twentieth century, the imbalance of power that
                  had existed between Western and East Asian civilizations up until then was becoming
                  redressed, and that this trend is continuing in the twenty-first century. 
               

            

         

         
            6. Of course, this refers to feelings of inferiority due to power, wealth, honor, and
                  influence. It in no way includes meanings of inferiority due to ability. 
               

            

         

         
            7. Max Weber also mentioned this point, stating, “A product of modern European civilization,
                  studying any problem of universal history, is bound to ask himself to what combination
                  of circumstances the fact should be attributed that in Western civilization, and in
                  Western civilization only, cultural phenomena have appeared which (as we like to think)
                  lie in a line of development having universal significance and value” (Weber 1976, 13; italics added). In this quote, and in his
                  other works, Weber has an interest in origins, asking how it came to be that all things
                  considered universal appeared first in Europe. However, he does not pose what I consider
                  to be the more meaningful question: how the products of modern European civilization came to acquire  universal significance and value. 
               

            

         

         
            8. I do not think it is inappropriate to question whether adaptive strategies can be
                  regarded as counteractive strategies for “overcoming” Western-centrism. Even though
                  it is fitting to ask, I intend to approach adaptive strategies in a broad sense as
                  strategies for overcoming Western-centrism, because they also use assimilation to
                  achieve consistency and equality between the center and the periphery, thus eliminating
                  oppression. The possibility or desirability of this is, of course, a different question.
                  
               

            

         

         
            9. But the last restrictions resulting from unequal treaties were in fact abolished in
                  1911 (Gong 1984, 146). 
               

            

         

         
            10. To be more precise, Japan, of course, regarded itself more as “half-civilized” than
                  “uncivilized.” Korea’s enlightenment faction did the same. 
               

            

         

         
            11. For an example of this, see the intervention by Russia, France, and Germany in the
                  aftermath of the First Sino-Japanese War (1894–1895). While Japan was recognized as
                  an equal, civilized state, it was still occasionally subject to discrimination by
                  the Great Powers, particularly by America in terms of immigration law. 
               

            

         

         
            12. From then on, the Chinese government worked continuously to revise unequal treaties
                  and clauses such as extraterritoriality. Its efforts were gradually accepted by Western
                  powers. Ultimately, however, it was only when Japan launched its attack on China in
                  1942 during World War II, that Britain and the United States abolished extraterritoriality
                  in China (Gong 1984, 163). 
               

            

         

         
            13. Hahm Chai-bong (1998, 13) goes on to give an example of such a project: “We can cite
                  the way that, in China, Marxist scholars rewrote Chinese history based on materialism;
                  in Japan, we can cite the works of thinkers such as Maruyama Masao; in Korea, we can
                  cite examples such as research into Silhak [a late Joseon-era Confucian reform movement that emphasized the practical application
                  of Confucian teachings to engage contemporary issues] and other economic histories
                  by contemporary Korean historians and the sahoeguseongche nonjaeng (social formation controversies) of the 1980s.”
               

            

         

         
            14. It is of the third discourse that Wallerstein (1997, 101) gives a positive appraisal,
                  saying that it holds that “what Europe did has been analyzed incorrectly and subjected
                  to inappropriate extrapolations, which have had dangerous consequences for both science
                  and the political world.” In order to support this argument, he proposes, “we have
                  to engage ourselves in making a careful balance-sheet of what has been accomplished
                  by capitalist civilization during its historical life, and assess whether the pluses
                  are indeed greater than the minuses” (Wallerstein 1997, 104–5). Then Wallerstein suggests
                  a conclusion that conflicts with nineteenth-century Marxism—and is perhaps revised
                  in light of circumstances at the end of the twentieth century—“My own balance-sheet
                  is negative overall, and therefore I do not consider the capitalist system to have
                  been evidence of human progress” (Wallerstein 1997, 105). In an essay published in
                  1992, however, Wallerstein predicted the future of the United States in the twenty-first
                  century, without supposing that capitalism would be overcome, describing God’s blessings
                  on the United States as “freedom in the past, prosperity in the present and equality
                  in the future.” Furthermore, he showed a very progressive interpretation of history,
                  predicting that in the first half of the twenty-first century America would move very
                  rapidly to being the most social welfare–oriented state in the world (Wallerstein
                  1992). This prediction is extremely perplexing, however, because it contradicts his
                  assertion that the capitalist system is not evidence of human progress. Wallerstein’s
                  contradictory views can be further seen in his vague diagnosis in the conclusion of
                  his essay (1997), identifying the structures of knowledge in the modern world system
                  which are characterized by “a fundamental divorce between science, on one hand, and
                  philosophy and the humanities, on the other hand,” or “the separation of the quest
                  for the true and the quest for the good and the beautiful” as the core elements that
                  maintain Western-centrism (Wallerstein 1997, 106). 
               

            

         

         
            15. It can be said that such selective borrowing is close in nature to the syncretic strategies
                  that I will discuss later. I have decided to discuss it here in light of the fact
                  that there is no need to categorically deny any positive values of assimilation.
               

            

         

         
            16. Such borrowing, whatever form it may take, accompanies assimilation. This has already
                  been described above, through the fact that in the heyday of Western imperialism,
                  extreme racists divided savage humanity into the “progressive and non-progressive
                  races of mankind” (Gong 1984, 49). In other words, extreme racists’ denial of even
                  the possibility that some black races could be assimilated into Western civilization
                  suggested that their natural selection, and therefore their extinction, was a predetermined
                  fact (Brantlinger 1995). 
               

            

         

         
            17. See Ku Daeyeol (2002) for his argument on how Wilson first advocated national self-determination
                  with the aim that it apply to all colonial states, but had no choice but to later
                  amend his original stance when he was met with violent opposition from the Great Powers.
               

            

         

         
            18. Such cases, of course, apply to (modernizing) reform from above. 

            

         

         
            19. As will be discussed later, similar movements and discourses can be found in the dispute
                  between the Chinese government and opposition intellectuals over China’s democratization
                  movement. 
               

            

         

         
            20. Cases of the denial of any judgment of superiority or inferiority altogether and mere
                  insistence on “uniqueness” are assertions of “isolationist” civilization, while cases
                  of insistence on superiority alone are assertions of being a chosen people, whom no
                  other people can imitate. When universality (including superiority) is expressed,
                  such cases reflect the assumption that one’s own civilization is universal and of
                  reverse status in regards to Western civilization. Strictly speaking, it is the last
                  of these cases that applies to a reverse discourse in the full (or maximalist) sense,
                  but here we will also accept cases that only assert uniqueness or superiority as kinds
                  of minimalist reverse discourses as well. In the cases of both nineteenth-century
                  United States with regard to Europe and late 1980s Japanese nihonjinron (日本人論) discourses with regard to Western civilization, assertions of distinct status
                  as chosen people can be observed. American exceptionalism and Japanese uniqueness
                  both represent such stances. A “chosen people” standpoint sometimes coexists either
                  with isolationism or universalism, and can turn from one standpoint to another based
                  on variable circumstances. Such a phenomenon is illustrated by the historical shifts
                  in the United States’ foreign policy and the distinguishing of two distinct phases
                  within it: isolationism and expansionism. In any case, a stance that asserts “chosen
                  people” status can easily become isolationist or exclusivist. For an interesting recent
                  work on American exceptionalism, see Lipset (1996).
               

            

         

         
            21. In this way, both assimilative and reverse strategies still continue to accept the
                  logic of centrism in terms of reality and semantics. Although those that understand
                  the differences that result from comparing the non-West and the West as negative are
                  assimilative strategies and those that understand them as something positive are reverse
                  strategies, the former maintains the West as the center, and the latter maintains
                  the non-West as center. Here, the appearance of various phases and shifts can be seen
                  as the positive aspect is stressed over the negative when a single phenomenon has
                  both, or differences once understood as negative become positive. As a prime example
                  of the latter, in regards to East Asia’s Confucian heritage, the term “Asian values”
                  has been quite popular in the 1990s. Asia’s Confucian heritage was once previously
                  disparaged as an obstacle to economic development, but in the early 1990s it started
                  being praised as a stepping-stone to it. However, in the late 1990s, when Korea and
                  several other Southeast Asian countries were faced with an economic crisis, Asian
                  values were once again pointed to as the main culprit, thus continuing the alternation
                  of their fate between pride and shame. 
               

            

         

         
            22. This constitutes a tradition-centered understanding of syncretic strategies. In other
                  writings, Lee Seung-hwan (1999b, 74) has similarly christened “introspective mutual
                  criticism of the past and the present and of East and West,” as “critical regionalism.”
               

            

         

         
            23. These three strategies will be discussed again later. 

            

         

         
            24. Of course, the syncretic phenomena I speak of here also designate those whereby Western
                  civilization borrows cultural elements from non-Western civilization and makes them
                  its own. From this perspective, such a phenomenon is distinct from the syncretic strategies
                  we have discussed up until now, which have been pursued from a non-Western standpoint.
                  It follows that syncretic strategies, unlike assimilative or reverse strategies, can
                  be adopted not only by the periphery but also by the center, but it must be understood
                  that the conditions of syncretization naturally differ strikingly in each case. 
               

            

         

         
            25. In relation to this, Shohat and Stam advocate polycentric multiculturalism. This will
                  be discussed more fully in the following chapter. 
               

            

         

         
            26. These thinkers’ discussion takes place in an extremely abstract dimension and is still
                  in a state of incompletion. Moreover, the theoretical shape such a strategy would
                  take when applied to Western-centrism has not yet been fully articulated. 
               

            

         

         
            27. Dipesh Chakrabarty (1992, 337, 339) points out that Europe’s domination as the subject
                  of all history forms the deep-level theoretical conditions of the production of historical
                  knowledge in the Third World, citing the tendency to narrate the history of Third
                  World states through a framework of transfer from absolute monarchy to constitutional
                  states or nation-states, from medieval to modern, and from feudal society to capitalist
                  society (though always with the term “incomplete” attached). He therefore advocates
                  for a movement to “provincialize” Europe, i.e., the Europe made universal through
                  the joint conspiracy and violence between modern imperialism and Third World nationalism.
                  With regard to studying the history of India, he asserts that such provincialization
                  both “dismantles Europe” and at the same time “problematizes India.” He points out
                  that the central point of such a project is “to write into the history of modernity,
                  the ambivalence, contradictions, the use of force, and the tragedies and the ironies
                  that attend it” (Chakrabarty 1992, 351–52). 
               

            

         

         
            28. This point has already been mentioned in chapter 1, while discussing the concept of
                  the West. 
               

            

         

         
            29. There are many shortcomings to such a discussion on deconstructing centrism. It calls
                  for a more serious inquiry into the centrism discussed in chapter 1, “Understanding
                  Western-Centrism.” In particular, we must begin our attempts to deconstruct centrism,
                  as suggested in chapter 1, with the critical examination of the role of the center
                  over the periphery in terms of the “ontological source,” “epistemological frame,”
                  and the “normative standard.” 
               

            

         

         
            30. Perhaps this could start with an active refutation of “Western exceptionalism” and
                  “Orientalism,” the two constituent elements of Western-centrism. 
               

            

         

         
            31. Regarding this, Eric Wolff (1982, 5) states, “Many of us even grew up believing that
                  this West has a genealogy, according to which ancient Greece begat Rome, Rome begat
                  Christian Europe, Christian Europe begat the Renaissance, the Renaissance the Enlightenment,
                  the Enlightenment political democracy and the industrial revolution. Industry, crossed
                  with democracy, in turn yielded the United States, embodying the rights to life, liberty,
                  and the pursuit of happiness” (cf. Shohat and Stam 1994, 2–3). In chapter 9, “The
                  Democratization of Korea or the Korean-ization of Democracy,” I pointed to the “prettified”
                  interpretation of Western democratization and discussed the positive and negative
                  aspects of this in regards to Korean democratization. 
               

            

         

         
            32. For a work that interprets the rise of modern Europe from this perspective, see Frank
                  (1998). 
               

            

         

         
            33. An interesting fact here is that although in the parts of his work quoted here, Wallerstein’s
                  overriding interests are Western modernity and capitalism, he does not mention hermeneutic
                  inventions or beautification with regard to the history of Western civilization. 
               

            

         

         
            34. Edward Said’s Orientalism can also be interpreted as a task of this kind. 
               

            

         

         
            35. For more details on this, see Huntington (1996, 72–78). 

            

         

         
            36. But just as the distinction between the “values” (道) and “technology” (器) in the doctrine
                  of “Eastern Values, Western Technology” is not clear, neither is the distinction between
                  “modernization” and “Westernization.” Therefore, such a dichotomous distinction is,
                  for the most part, only of schematic and analytical use when it comes to understanding
                  reality.
               

            

         

         
            37. Such a criticism can also be properly applied to the syncretic strategies that have
                  already been discussed. 
               

            

         

         
            38. One commentator has criticized the standpoint I take here, arguing that this ultimately
                  means that non-Western societies, in all cases, end up pursuing reverse strategies,
                  or indigenization. This standpoint of mine, however, is derived from the assessment
                  that the failure of modernization in some Islamic states and the success of modernization
                  in some East Asian states, respectively, produced Islamic fundamentalism and the doctrine
                  of Asian values, both of which belong in the category of reverse discourses. Thus,
                  my argument is only directed at showing that Huntington’s generalization is only partially
                  valid at best. 
               

            

         

         
            39. Among material quoted here from classical Chinese texts in the discussion of Sinocentrism,
                  in the cases where there is no mention of re-quoting, the material is taken from “Sogujungsimjuiwa junghwajui” (Western-Centrism and Sinocentrism), an unpublished work by Kang Jung In and Ahn
                  Woe-sun (2000). This applies especially to Complete Works of Lee Hwang (退溪全書), Collected Works of Ryu In-seok (毅菴集), Complete Works of Jeong Yak-yong (增補與猶堂全書), and Great Works of Song Si-yeol (宋子大全).
               

            

         

         
            40. Seen from this perspective, I think mohwa sasang exercised a similar function to the ideas of “Westernization” and “modernization”
                  that have dominated Korean society since independence in the late 1940s until recently.
                  
               

            

         

         
            41. Of course, I have already pointed out earlier, when discussing Sinocentrism, how such
                  miniature versions of the Chinese idea of tianxia (天下; “All-Under-Heaven”) also contributed to enhancing the internal and external
                  legitimacy of the ruling dynasty. 
               

            

         

         
            42. The example of Vietnam’s assimilative strategy has already been mentioned, but because
                  Sinocentrism (or Chinese civilization) has multiple dimensions, it is possible for
                  assimilative, reverse, and syncretic strategies to exist in complex multi-layered
                  combinations based on realm, policy, era, class (or political force), and so on. 
               

            

         

         
            43. Gija (箕子; Chinese pronunciation jizi) is a semi-legendary figure mentioned in various ancient Chinese texts as a possible
                  ruler or founder of a state that is now in or near the northwestern part of the Korean
                  peninsula. Dangun is the currently better-known mythical founder of the Korean nation,
                  and purportedly the grandson of the Lord of Heaven. While the foundation myth involving
                  Dangun has many elements in common with other Northeast Asian (non-Confucian) myths
                  and beliefs, the myth of Gija (who is mentioned in traditional Korean texts as coming
                  after Dangun) focuses on his identity as a sage of pre-Confucian Chinese provenance,
                  thus reinforcing claims that Korea belongs in the Chinese cultural sphere. State worship
                  of Gija, therefore, became more active during times such as the Neo-Confucian ideological
                  drive in the early Joseon Dynasty (late fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries).
                  In short, Dangun stands for the founder of the Korean nation by blood lineage, i.e.,
                  for ethnic nationalism, and Gija stands for the founder of the Korean nation by cultural
                  enlightenment, i.e., for cultural nationalism.
               

            

         

         
            44. Goguryeo (37 BCE?–668 CE) is an ancient kingdom that was founded by Koreans and ruled
                  the Manchus and the northern part of the Korean peninsula. Silla (57 BCE–935 CE) is
                  an ancient Korean kingdom that was founded in the southeastern part of the peninsula.
                  Defeating Baekje (660 CE) and Gogurye (668 CE), the Silla kingdom unified the peninsula
                  in 676 CE for the first time in Korean history.
               

            

         

         
            45. There is a thread connecting Joseon-Sinocentrism and the attitude of the North Korean
                  ruling classes (proponents of “our own style of socialism” and adhering to a socialist
                  system even after the collapse of the socialist bloc). 
               

            

         

         
            46. I relied on Lee Sang-ik (2001, 124–26) for the quotes and discussion on Hong Dae-yong.
                  
               

            

         

         
            47. As can be seen, there is no distinct manifestation of syncretic strategies among the
                  responsive strategies to Sinocentrism. But if we interpret Yang Seong-ji’s emphasis
                  on the traditions of Dangun Joseon, Goguryeo, and Silla, and Jeong Yak-yong’s emphasis
                  on the history of Korea, not as rejections of Sinocentrism but as expressions that
                  the merits of Korean tradition and history should also be selected and combined with
                  Chinese civilization, these can also be seen as a syncretic strategy.
               

            

         

         
            48. Not all radical feminists advocate an androgynous life, since radical feminism includes
                  extremely diverse currents of thought. 
               

            

         

         
            49. With regard to the conceptualization and criticism of “androgynous life,” see Tong
                  (1989, 95–102). 
               

            

         

         
            50. According to traditional binary thought regarding psychological characteristics, even
                  with all other conditions being equal, males display masculine psychological traits
                  (for example, “assertiveness, aggressiveness, hardiness, rationality, or the ability
                  to think logically, abstractly, and analytically and the ability to control emotion”),
                  while females demonstrate feminine psychological traits (for example, “gentleness,
                  modesty, humility, supportiveness, empathy, compassionateness, tenderness, nurturance,
                  intuitiveness, sensitivity, unselfishness”) (Tong 1989, 3). Derrida criticizes three
                  aspects of the symbolic order: “logocentrism” (“the primacy of the spoken word, which
                  is less subject to interpretation than the written word”), “phallocentrism” (“the
                  primacy of the phallus, which connotes a unitary drive toward a single, ostensibly
                  reachable goal”), and “dualism” (the attitude of explaining everything from a binary
                  standpoint) (as quoted in Tong 1989, 222). 
               

            

         

         
            51. The feminist movements to rewrite history (women’s history/herstory) and to reinterpret
                  the Bible (feminist theology) from a women-centered perspective may well be interpreted
                  as part of deconstructive theorizing.
               

            

         

         
            52. Also known as the black community movement or the black separatist movement. 

            

         

         
            53. This separatist movement may have reproduced in a paradoxical way the slogan “separate
                  but equal,” used by mainstream American society before the 1960s to justify the practice
                  of separatist discrimination against blacks, as the slogan “equal but separate.”
               

            

         

         
            54. The result of the success of the black civil rights movement of the 1960s was the
                  sense of crisis at the way outstanding black people were absorbed and integrated into
                  white mainstream society, leaving the black community to split and disintegrate without
                  an adequate leader, which also played a role here. 
               

            

         

         
            55. Of course, criticism of such limitations of the black movement’s reverse discourse
                  also applies to reverse discourse used in opposition to Western-centrism and male-centrism.
                  
               

            

         

         
            56. There must be many possible definitions of multiculturalism, but according to Parekh
                  (2000, 13), “Multiculturalism is about the proper terms of relationship between different
                  cultural communities [in one country]. The norms governing their respective claims,
                  including the principles of justice, cannot be derived from one culture alone but
                  through an open and equal dialogue between them.” For an outline of the concepts,
                  definitions, and main points surrounding multiculturalism, see Parekh (2000, 1–15).
                  
               

            

         

         
            57. In this way, according to the standards of the person evaluating, or to the ideological
                  disposition of the social democracy in question and the situation in which it exists,
                  social democracy may be categorized into assimilative, reverse, or syncretic strategies.
                  
               

            

         

         
            58. Various forms of anarchist labor movement can also be said to have pursued deconstructive
                  strategies, since they sought the dissolution of social class through the abolition
                  of the state—the primary source of inequality. 
               

            

         

         
            59. In this regard, it is intriguing to note that Vietnam, the only country in Asia to
                  have successfully carried out a socialist revolution and independence at the same
                  time, has also historically made the most vehement attempts to pursue reverse strategies
                  in opposition to Sinocentrism. 
               

            

         

         
            60. As a straightforward example, we may note the way Marxism has assimilated and reduced
                  all of the contradictions arising from patriarchy, racism, imperialism, and colonialism
                  ultimately to class contradictions and looked to resolve them as such. 
               

            

         

         
            61. For example, a Korean person may try to assimilate to Western life in all areas, or
                  may adopt an assimilative strategy during his or her youth, then adopt a reverse or
                  syncretic strategy later in life. On the other hand, one individual may insist on
                  eating Korean food but be infatuated with Western music, or he or she may listen to
                  music without internalizing any notions of superiority or inferiority, thoroughly
                  enjoying Western classical music, Western pop, Korean classical music, and Korean
                  pop. 
               

            

         

         
            62. Of course, assimilative and reverse discourses are also exposed to this danger. 

            

         

         
            63. When assimilative, reverse, syncretic, and deconstructive strategies have respectively
                  failed, judging which one was responsible for the worst of the failures is both extremely
                  difficult and, it would seem, meaningless.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 12

      Beyond the Shadow of Western-Centrism

      
         
         
      

      
      Taking a brief look back, in part I of this book I examined the concept and historical
         development of Western-centrism, in order to gain an understanding of the phenomenon
         and investigate it in comparison to Sinocentrism, its most similar historical counterpart.
         In part II, after framing Western-centrism within the history of Western political
         thought, I analyzed the phenomenon as it appears in the political thought of John
         Locke and in the democratic transition theory advanced by Samuel P. Huntington. I
         then moved on in part III to consider the influence of Western-centrism on the developmental
         process of Korean conservatism and democracy. Finally, in part IV I have reiterated
         the need to overcome Western-centrism by separately describing the academic ill effects
         it has brought about. The discursive strategies that have been attempted in order
         to counter Western-centrism were divided into assimilative, reverse, hybrid, and deconstructive
         discourses, before finally being re-examined and discussed in terms of their respective
         advantages and limitations. My intent with this final chapter is to present the conditions
         under which overcoming Western-centrism is possible, and the tasks that Korean intellectuals
         must carry out in order for this to happen. 
      

      
      This chapter will focus on the appearance of “globalism” and “global consciousness,”
         in connection with the concept of globalization discussed in chapter 2—as auspicious
         objective conditions under which overcoming Western-centrism becomes possible.[1]   The argument will be made for the need for a polycentric multiculturalism that
         enables, on a more equal basis, the development of a cross-cultural or cross-civilizational
         dialogue between states and civilizations. The world historical condition that has
         made this possible on an international level is the rise of East Asia, the most important
         historical phenomenon of the late twentieth century (along with the end of the Cold
         War). Finally, it will be noted that in order to overcome the Western-centrism that
         has already been so deeply internalized, cross-cultural dialogue is indispensable,
         even within individual states like Korea. 
      

      
      The Emergence of Globalism and Global Consciousness

      
      In the course of discussing the historical development of Western-centrism in chapter
         2, “globalization” was discussed as the phase after “civilization” and “modernization”
         in the chain of Western-oriented development. But the fact cannot be overlooked that
         this process is not one-sided but, like all phenomena in world history, involves dialectical
         dynamism, since the “globalism” that appeared with globalization brought about the
         prospect of a single world where all humanity lives together as one. It has the potential
         to challenge distinction and discrimination between the center and the periphery at
         a fundamental level. Globalization is related to “informationalization,” a phenomenon
         that developed with the ongoing revolution in transport and telecommunication technologies
         that began in the 1970s and which has been rapidly cultivating supra-territorial relationships
         between peoples around the world. This has also been referred to as the birth of a
         “global village” or, in scholarly circles, “deterritorialization.” The Internet, for
         example, has no borders. Through informationalization and globalization, the exchange
         between different peoples, which had hitherto been constrained by spatio-temporal
         limits, can now transcend borders and has thus increased greatly. The subsequent compression
         or readjustment of space-time forms a “global consciousness,” which transcends national
         boundaries much easier than in the past.[2]   
      

      
      The appearance of a global consciousness has procedural and substantial dimensions.
         To begin, in terms of its procedural dimensions, for the first time, the emergence
         of a global consciousness formed through processes that overlap and complement each
         other—the activation of a “global civil society,” the formation of a “global civil
         consciousness,” and the creation of a “global civic culture”—is possible. Such a global
         consciousness promotes a “globalization from below,” rather than a “globalization
         from above”—the type promoted by states, capitalists, supranational companies, and
         the international organizations that back them up. This is directly related to democratization
         on a global level.[3]   For example, supranational social movements based on a global civil society create
         a global civic culture and form a global civil consciousness. These, in turn, help
         to once again reinforce global civil society. Ultimately, these processes will contribute
         to the emergence of a global consciousness and global democratization.[4]   
      

      
      As for substantial aspects of a global consciousness, the need to collectively address
         the dangers of nuclear war, the formation of an ethic of responsibility at a global
         level to protect the ecosystem, the vital concerns regarding the international guarantee
         of human rights, supranational efforts to improve the social and economic conditions
         of the world’s poor, and, finally, the viability of a global economy that has greatly
         benefitted from this increased interactivity, yet is simultaneously threatened by
         it.[5]   Such aspects are related to “the global common good,” which provides a centripetal
         point around which a global consciousness can be formed (Linklater 1990, 151) and
         also demands the acknowledgment of an indivisible global common good that, unlike
         in the past, cannot be accomplished at the level of single states—in other words,
         cannot be partitioned or differentiated based on national sovereignty or territory.
         In the realm of economic policy, for example, the globalization that results from
         the supranational movement of capital—the globalization of capital, finance, and production
         and the emergence of supranational corporations—has rendered economic management based
         on Keynesian macroeconomics at the national level impotent. This applies not only
         to Third World states that are dependent on advanced states, but even to advanced
         states themselves (Falk 1995, 166–67). The threat from nuclear weapons, long-range
         missiles, and weapons of mass destruction, and, finally, from terror or asymmetric
         warfare employing high technology, demonstrates that even among so-called powerful
         countries, individual states are no longer able to guarantee the security of their
         citizens within their territories.[6]   Moreover, ecological crises, such as global warming and the destruction of the
         ozone layer, are truly global in the sense that they make no distinction between center
         and periphery.[7]   In short, as Peter Taylor (2000, 68) points out, with the advent of globalization,
         “we have moved from the optimistic situation when the ‘goods’ of modernity were promised
         to all to the pessimistic situation with the ‘bads’ of modernity threatening all.”
      

      
      This contemporary predicament suggests that the ability of modern states, whether
         large and powerful or small and weak, to guarantee the safety and welfare of their
         citizens—which constitutes the raison d’être of the modern state and the essential
         purpose of social contract—is conspicuously declining. Therefore, claims that the
         sovereignty of individual states can no longer enjoy exclusive privilege, that a global
         civil consciousness pursuing the indivisible global common good must be accorded higher
         priority than national-level civil consciousness, and accordingly that there is an
         urgent need for supranational cooperation, are becoming increasingly persuasive.[8]   As a global civil society takes shape through supranational movements aimed at
         reaching such a global common good, a global civic culture will be created and a supranational
         sense of loyalty and solidarity—a global consciousness—will gather strength.[9]   Subsequently, “global” has become synonymous with “universal,” or “for all of humanity.”
         Therefore, the globalism that spawned this consciousness is a radical challenge to
         modern Western civilization with the potential to fundamentally subvert Western-centrism,
         indicating that, sooner or later, the overcoming of Western-centrism will be urgently
         demanded not only by non-Western civilizations but also by Western civilization itself.
         
      

      
      Global Polycentric Multicultralism and 
the Rise of East Asia 
      

      
      It is a theoretically persuasive assertion that the intellectual dominance of Western
         models in the process of modernization does not originate in any innate, definite
         superiority of these models but, rather, in the political dominance of those who believed
         in such superiority and were able to devote resources and effort to justifying modernization
         in the form of Westernization. Due to the world historical positioning of such political
         and cultural hegemony, alternative roads to development that may have been more suited
         to the unique cultural traditions of the Third World tended to be blocked before they
         could even be considered (Marglin 1990, 3). Such reasoning implies that in order to
         overcome Western-centrism, non-Western societies have had to take part in the game
         of modernization, a game designed to their disadvantage from the start, and acquire
         political and economic strength equal to that of the West.[10]   In other words, non-Western societies will only be able to conceive and execute
         more effective strategies for countering Western-centrism after they secure political
         and economic strength that is equal to that of the West and are able to revise the
         rules of the game in order to put themselves on equal footing with the West. 
      

      
      However, until then, non-Western societies must strive for their survival according
         to rules of the Western-centric game, since generally speaking, in relationships of
         dominance, the disadvantaged party is forced to prove itself based on the rules of
         a game set by the dominant party.[11]   The modernization of non-Western societies meant taking part in such games, and
         in taking part they inevitably internalized Western-centric points of view. But even
         in the midst of such games, non-Western societies are also faced with the seemingly
         contradictory task of having to preserve and cultivate their unique worldview and
         identity without being overwhelmed by Western-centric perspectives. To this end, using
         the hybrid strategy discussed earlier, Koreans must work to cross-evaluate the advantages
         and the flaws of East Asian and Western civilization, from both Western and Korean
         traditional cultural perspectives, in order to creatively collect and fuse the strengths
         of both civilizations. 
      

      
      The suggestion of a hybrid strategy is strongly connected to the concepts of multiculturalism
         and polycentric multiculturalism that have been proposed as cultural policies within
         Western states (Parekh 2000; Shohat and Stam 1994). Bhikhu Parekh (2000) argues that
         multiculturalism is indispensable, not only among Western but also non-Western states,
         and not only within states but also between them. Accordingly, hybrid strategies are
         not only needed by non-Western civilizations in order to overcome Western-centrism,
         but they should also be adopted by Western civilizations in order to add depth and
         richness to their own societies.
      

      
      Parekh’s argument can be summarized simply—different cultures represent “different
         systems of meaning and visions of the good life.” However, as each culture embodies
         only a limited range of the abilities and faculties possessed by human beings, it
         is only able to grasp a part of the totality of human existence. Each culture therefore
         needs others, in order to better understand itself, to broaden its intellectual and
         moral horizons, to expand its powers of imagination, and to guard against the obvious
         temptation of regarding itself as absolute. The fact that each civilization embodies
         a limited range of human existence makes cross-cultural dialogue indispensable to
         the survival and prosperity of individual cultures and thereby necessitates that each
         culture accept others as equal partners in dialogue. According to Parekh, participants
         in such dialogues must enjoy wide-ranging equality in terms of “self-confidence, economic
         and political power and access to public space” (Parekh 2000, 336–37), which demands
         cross-cultural dialogue, not only within states but also between states, since almost
         all cultures are the product of continuous conversations among different traditions.
         Accordingly, the relationship of a culture to the various traditions within it shapes
         its relationship to other external cultures and vice versa. Thus, the internal and
         external plurality and catholicity of a given culture are both prerequisites for and
         reinforce one another. In other words, a culture that does not respect plurality within
         itself cannot respect the values of external others, and if it does not respect the
         values of others, it also does not truly respect internal plurality (Parekh 2000,
         337–38). 
      

      
      According to Parekh, a multicultural perspective is thus based on the premise that
         “all ways of life and thought are inherently limited and cannot possibly embody the
         full range of the richness, complexity, and grandeur of human existence” (Parekh 2000,
         338). Parekh is therefore warning against attempts to impose a single identity on
         a given culture by trying to homogenize it, as well as by fundamentalist attempts
         to return it to its roots, since we must respect that all cultures are the result
         of historical interaction with other cultures. Such an understanding implies a fundamental
         denial of Western-, African-, Chinese-, and various other forms of centrism, since
         all such centrisms isolate the histories of one culture from others, taking exclusive
         credit for the achievements of other cultures that have been borrowed. Such an understanding
         also leads to constructive and continuous cross-cultural dialogue, which in turn demands
         that each culture open itself to the influence of others and adopt a willingness to
         learn from each other. Furthermore, it also requires that each culture possess the
         intent and ability to conduct dialogue with itself and be self-critical (Parekh 2000,
         338).[12]   
      

      
      Such arguments with regard to multiculturalism imply that it is indispensable not
         only to the central states of the West, but also to non-Western states on the periphery.
         This is directly related to the fact that all contemporary societies, albeit to different
         extents, are already multicultural societies. Contemporary multicultural societies
         are also entangled in the hugely complicated process of economic and cultural globalization.
         The movement of technology and goods that we witness in everyday life and that appears
         natural to us is not culturally neutral. Multinational corporations export new industries
         and management systems to all parts of the world, forcing receiving countries to create
         the necessary cultural preconditions and multinational corporations in turn to adapt
         themselves to local cultures. Global public opinion demands the acceptance of universal
         values embodied in various human rights declarations, which imposes a form of moral
         homogeneity. In the era of globalization, people move around for work and travel,
         exchanging new ideas and influences in the process. Subsequently, no society can remain
         self-contained and isolated. The idea of a unique national culture no longer carries
         the same meaning as it once did, and projects of cultural unification that were once
         heavily employed by pre-modern societies and modern states for stability and cohesion
         are no longer viable (Parekh 2000, 8). Thus, the contemporary cultural diversity brought
         about by globalization, and accompanied by inevitability and unpredictability, must
         be dealt with by every state through multiculturalism, not cultural monism. 
      

      
      Ella Shohat and Robert Stam also advocate multiculturalism, placing particular emphasis
         on polycentrism. Shohat and Stam argue that polycentric multiculturalism demands a
         fundamental restructuring of the relationships between civilizations, states, and
         communities. They also assert that polycentric multiculturalism, despite originating
         in the dimension of culture, plainly demands the reorganization of power relationships
         and is therefore distinguishable from the liberal pluralism that they criticize. First,
         while liberal pluralist discourses merely emphasize at a passive level the elimination
         of mutual prejudices and the promotion of ethical virtues—such as “freedom, tolerance,
         charity”—between various groups, polycentric multiculturalism actively demands a change
         in the power relationships between these groups. Second, while liberal pluralist discourses
         preach “pseudo-equality,” or the formal equality of opportunity, of the diverse views
         of various groups, polycentric pluralism demands substantial equality—in other words,
         a greater importance on the voices of “the underrepresented, the marginalized and
         the oppressed.” Third, while liberal pluralism based on the established hierarchical
         order of cultures tolerates, either “grudgingly” or “benevolently,” the addition of
         the voices of marginalized others as special interest groups, polycentric multiculturalism
         grants an “epistemological advantage” to the thought and imaginative power of the
         periphery, accepting it as an active, generative participant. Finally, polycentric
         multiculturalism, unlike liberal pluralism, rejects a “unified, fixed and essentialist
         concept of identities” (which liberal multiculturalism cherishes) (Shohat and Stam
         1994, 48–49).
      

      
      The multiculturalism that has been described until now will ultimately produce rational,
         beneficial outcomes, not only for non-Western but also Western nations. But, as history
         has repeatedly shown, the fact that internal or external Others have criticized Western-centrism
         using intellectual arguments and moral appeals from a multiculturalist point of view
         would not automatically guarantee that the mainstream forces of Western civilization
         are going to voluntarily make rational changes to their worldview, at least not in
         the short term. The struggle to overcome Western-centrism demands the use of cultural
         and political force, sometimes accompanied by violence, because the mainstream forces
         of Western civilization do not welcome radical criticism of Western civilization or
         its corresponding political practices. 
      

      
      Taking this and today’s world order into consideration—particularly the monocentric
         military dominance of Western civilization, led by the United States—the formation
         of the material conditions for polycentric multiculturalism seems farther away than
         ever. This point has recently been confirmed by the conflicts in Iraq, Afghanistan,
         and Libya, led by the United States and its allies. Nevertheless, the dynamic economic
         growth of East Asia, Brazil, Russia, and India represents a definitive long-term shift
         towards polycentrism. Economic trends over the last three decades confirm this; the
         following table shows the percentage of the global gross national income (GNI) represented
         by the individual GNI of major states (or state confederations) and regions in the
         years 1980, 2000, and 2010. 
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         Source: World Bank (http://data.world.bank). Note: The figures are rounded to one decimal place. In 2000, the combined individual ratios
            of China, Japan, South Korea, and the ASEAN varies slightly from the cumulative ratio
            of those regions because the relative ratio was slightly different when weighed against
            the total global GNI. For the years 1980 and 2000, the total for the EU represents
            the cumulative total of the individual GNIs of the 27 member states of the EU as of
            2010. For this table, the ASEAN total does not include Myanmar, because relevant data
            was not available. The GNI of Brunei in 2010 was not available, and was thus excluded.
            No data was available from 1980 for Vietnam, Laos, Russia, Macao, and Cambodia. The
            data for Hong Kong in 1980 is based on GDP, rather than GNI.


      

      
      In 1980, the GNI of East Asia (including China, Japan, South Korea, and the Association
         of Southeast Asian Nations [ASEAN]) was 15.3 percent of the global total, while North
         America’s GNI amounted to 29.9 percent, and the European Union (EU) accounted for
         33.8 percent. In 2010, however, two years after the global financial crisis began
         in the United States, the GNI of East Asia rose to 22.3 percent of the global total,
         while North America fell to 27.3 percent, and the EU fell to 27.4 percent. Thus, the
         relative weight of East Asia in the total global GNI increased by an impressive 7
         percent, and the total for Brazil, India, and Russia also made a strong showing, rising
         from 4.0 to 7.7 percent. The EU has seen a rather sharp decrease of 6.4 percent, although
         the decline since 2000 has only been about 1.0 percent. Since 1980, North America’s
         overall decline of 2.6 percent has been rather modest, but the 7.2 percent drop since
         2000 is much more considerable. That 7.2 percent drop comes almost entirely from the
         United States, which also fell 7.2 percent from 2000 to 2010. During that same period,
         China enjoyed a phenomenal increase of 5.5 percent (from 3.6 to 9.1 percent), overtaking
         Japan, which declined from 13.6 percent in 2000 to 8.6 percent in 2010. In fact, if
         not for Japan’s loss of 5 percent, the total GNI of East Asia in 2010 would have equaled
         or surpassed that of the EU and of North America.[13]   
      

      
      The coincidence of the relative economic decline of the United States and the phenomenal
         growth of China’s economy and military spending has led to the proliferation of the
         “China threat” theory and the term “G-2” (Group of Two). While no one can predict
         how the global political order will change in the long run, with the rise of East
         Asia (especially China), Brazil, India, and Russia, the world is undeniably shifting
         towards polycentrism. 
      

      
       Thus, the optimistic outlook that the twenty-first-century world will be more polycentric
         than the twentieth is likely to come true. Of course, there is no guarantee that such
         polycentrism, centered on powerful nations or regions, will automatically bring about
         the multiculturalism advocated by Parekh and Shohat and Stam. If polycentrism, even
         if centered on great powers, is restored to the world order and if competition and
         ruptures take shape between multiple civilizations and powers as a result, the power
         of Western-centrism would be reduced accordingly.[14]   If this happens, each civilizational sphere and state will be permitted the space
         to seriously and effectively experiment with and promote polycentric multiculturalism
         with more freedom. The “Asian values” debate and East Asian discourses that were vigorously
         put forward beginning in the mid-1990s onwards can be regarded, then, as a theoretical
         and practical attempt to find a hybrid strategy based on polycentrism, albeit at a
         rudimentary level. It may be regarded as an intellectual product made possible only
         by the rise of a more effective polycentric globe. 
      

      
      Modernizing Tradition

      
      On an international and inter-civilizational level, conducting experiments with multiculturalism
         may be difficult, but that does not mean that such experiments should be easily given
         up within individual states. In the previous chapter, hybrid strategies were discussed
         as discursive strategies for overcoming Western-centrism. East Asian discourses such
         as “Confucian capitalism,” “Confucian democracy,” and “Confucian feminism” are all
         examples of such hybrid discourses and bear the hallmarks of multicultural theoretical
         construction. Multicultural theoretical tasks, such as dialogues between East Asian
         and Western civilization or between tradition and modernity, may be referred to in
         today’s terminology as “modernizing tradition,” or to use a traditional Confucian
         term, “learning the new by reviewing the old” (溫故而知新). Regardless of specific research
         results, such a theoretical enterprise has the potential to overcome the poverty of
         contemporary South Korean political theory that has characterized its modernization
         process since the late nineteenth century. Therefore, the cause of the poverty of
         contemporary South Korean political theory, which arose under the influence of Western-centrism,
         will be examined. The task of “modernizing tradition,” which can be regarded as the
         articulation of a Korean-style theory of multiculturalism, will then be emphasized
         as a strong scholarly alternative to overcome Western-centrism. 
      

      
      First, in order to understand the formation and development of modern South Korean
         political theory, which by nature is fundamentally different from the West, the processes
         of political theory innovation in the West and Korea need to be compared. In the West,
         both modern and contemporary political thought have enriched and expanded their roots
         through a process of active, creative reinterpretation and re-appropriation of the
         philosophical resources inherited from its own tradition. In Korea, on the contrary,
         modern and contemporary thought, which were imported from the West, have remained
         adrift, unable to put down roots due to a process of reckless appropriation of Western
         political theory and continuous destruction of, and rupture from, tradition, under
         the overwhelming influence of Western-centrism. 
      

      
      In order to elaborate on this comparison, let us first examine the process of innovation
         in political theory that began in modern Western civilization, focusing on the liberalism
         originated by John Locke, as discussed in chapter 5. Locke’s liberalism, particularly
         the notion of government by the consent of the ruled, was the product of the intense
         intellectual struggle against the doctrine of the divine right of kingship, by which
         royalists, notably Robert Filmer, vindicated the absolute authority of the monarch.
         The doctrine that Locke took as the object of refutation in his Two Treatises of Government was based on the mainstream interpretation of Christianity and the Bible during his
         era. Basing his argument on the Bible, Filmer asserted that subjects were obliged
         to obey their rulers absolutely, as “God gave the whole earth to the first man, Adam,
         and all political authority and all rights of ownership [were] a historical and legal
         consequence of that gift” (as quoted in Dunn 1984, 34). All succeeding rulers would
         inherit and subdivide such political authority and rights of ownership. Thus, for
         Filmer and the royalists, the ruler’s right should essentially be understood as “rights
         of ownership over human beings, as well as over land and material goods” (Dunn 1984,
         35). Since the property of subjects was granted by the king, Filmer maintained that
         the king also had the right to dispose of it without consent.
      

      
       In response to Filmer’s argument, Locke sought to develop his liberalism through
         the advocacy for a government by consent and property rights based on natural law,
         upon which even the sovereign could not infringe. In order to support his argument,
         Locke had to first refute the divine right of kingship; yet, he could not deny the
         supreme authority of Christianity and the Bible that underpinned it. Besides, considering
         the ideological terrain then prevalent in Europe, the alternative intellectual resources
         outside of Christianity needed to challenge Filmer’s argument, either within or without
         the European civilization, were not available to Locke. Ultimately, the only strategy
         was to re-interpret Christianity and the Bible “radically” and “differently” from
         mainstream thinkers, including Filmer, to make them support Locke’s liberal argument
         that the authority of a ruler was derived from the consent of the ruled and that property
         was acquired by the combination of labor and nature, without the need for anyone’s
         approval. 
      

      
      What is particularly interesting about the debate between Locke and Filmer is not
         the question of who interpreted Christianity and the Bible correctly, but rather that
         Filmer, who sought to defend the existing order, and Locke, who challenged it, waged
         their intellectual battle on the common cultural terrain of Christianity. Indeed,
         the terrain must have been very disadvantageous to Locke, as Christianity had been
         used to support the theory of divine kingship throughout the Middle Ages. Nonetheless,
         Locke managed to derive an interpretation that supported liberalism from the Bible,
         seemingly the most anti-liberal of sources. Only by reinterpreting Christianity was
         Locke able to derive legitimacy for his nascent ideas of liberalism. Since his intellectual
         struggle was waged on the terrain of Christianity, which he shared with his opponents,
         Locke could double the effect of his success by halving their resistance, if his theory
         were to be accepted. In the end, Locke’s liberalism and interpretation of the Bible
         won out over the doctrine of divine kingship after the Glorious Revolution in 1688.
         Furthermore, Lockean liberalism would pioneer political modernity, eventually shaking
         and overturning the European subcontinent. As a result, both non-Western and Western
         scholars have come to regard Christianity as the only cultural context from which
         liberalism could have been born. Thus, contemporary Western scholars such as Samuel
         P. Huntington have gone as far as to elevate Christianity to a sanctified status,
         treating it as the religion uniquely hospitable to liberal democracy—in contrast to
         Confucianism and Islam (Huntington 1991).
      

      
      In contrast to Locke, who was engaged in creative innovation, modern Korean intellectuals
         have had to engage in derivative innovation dependent on external sources. For example,
         progressive intellectuals in Korea during the late nineteenth century who supported
         Western notions of liberty and equality, notably Phillip Jaisohn of the Independence
         Club, were able to develop their arguments with ease by relying upon doctrines of
         Western liberalism, Christianity, or Seohak (Western Learning), instead of having to painstakingly reinterpret Confucianism or
         other intellectual traditional resources in order to support their theories as Locke
         did. If they had tried hard, they might have been able to find ways for Confucianism
         to yield progressive political theories.[15]   Instead, the easier alternative was to borrow from liberalism, the Enlightenment
         philosophy, Christianity, and other Western intellectual resources. 
      

      
      In other words, in the West, the process of ideological formation and innovation,
         including the birth of liberalism, was forced to take place within a “closed” or “self-sufficient”
         system. In Korea, however, “progressive” intellectuals responding to the infiltration
         of Western civilization during the nineteenth century took on the task of ideological
         innovation in an “open” or “externally dependent” system.[16] [17]   Borrowing from Western ideologies, they were able to develop progressive ideologies
         or theories relatively easily, but, on the other hand, it was not easy for them to
         obtain the support of traditional intellectuals and the general public who were unfamiliar
         with foreign thought, since their theories did not have roots in their own traditional
         culture. Progressive ideologies appropriated from the West thus depended on derivative,
         borrowed legitimacy rather than original, internal legitimacy. Therefore, while progressive
         Western thought had the advantage of being easy to transplant into Korean society,
         it rested on extremely weak foundations from the very beginning. 
      

      
      Such differences between Korea and the West in the formation and innovation of political
         theories can also be observed in contemporary political theories such as feminism
         and ecological theory. Earlier ecologists in the West, critical of the ecological
         destruction caused by Western civilization’s science and technology, traced its original
         causes to the Enlightenment, which had propelled the Industrial Revolution, and even
         further back to Christianity or ancient Greek civilization, in effect launching a
         wholesale attack upon Western civilization. Later, they found passages in the Greek
         classics or the Bible that stressed or respected symbiotic relations between human
         beings and nature and began to positively reinterpret them in order to legitimize
         their ecological thought on the basis of Christianity and Greek thought. The same
         is true of feminism. Earlier feminists traced the origin of patriarchy to liberalism,
         and even further back to the Bible and Greek thought, all of which were then subjected
         to severe criticism. However, feminists later sought to deconstruct the elements in
         the Bible and the Greek classics that supported patriarchy, actively reviving elements
         that suggested gender equality, in order to reinterpret the Bible and Greek thought
         to support their feminist cause. 
      

      
      Thus, the classical texts and intellectual traditions of the West have been reborn
         in various manifestations through a process of continuous and critical reinterpretation,
         playing an important role by yielding new political theories that meet the fresh needs
         of each new era. Classics have thus renewed and prolonged their own lives by relying
         upon new theories, which in turn secure sacred legitimacy through the support of the
         former. For this reason, conflicting political theories, such as divine theory of
         kingship, liberalism, and even socialism, have found their basis for legitimacy in
         Christianity. Likewise, a group of agrarian socialists once found legitimacy for their
         theory in Locke’s theory of property, although it was frequently criticized for justifying
         the unlimited accumulation of capital in modern capitalist society. 
      

      
      However, the situation in Korea has been quite different from the West. Once the West
         began to dominate East Asia, Korean society transformed into a system where the process
         of formation and innovation in political theory was an open one, heavily dependent
         on outside ideas. Thus, contemporary Korean scholars, especially progressive ones,
         tend to innovate progressive theories by either importing them as finished products
         or by processing them to meet their needs, instead of inventing or extracting new
         theories by drawing upon their own classics or tradition. For example, most feminist
         theorists develop and justify their ideas by relying on diverse Western theories of
         feminism, rather than by drawing new insights through a critical reinterpretation
         of traditional resources like Confucianism, Buddhism, Taoism, or Shamanism. Consequently,
         the painstaking process of innovating political theories, which should incorporate
         the critical reinterpretation of traditional resources, has been abridged. Such easy
         innovation is, however, accompanied by many negative side effects. Among them, such
         processes have a retrogressive effect on the traditional intellectual resources that
         Korean society has inherited from the past, while simultaneously increasing the influence
         of Western-centrism.[18]  
      

      
      Let us examine this point through the recent controversy over the academic relevance
         of Confucian feminism, a subordinate form of East Asian discourse. Scholars in Korea
         who actively appropriate Western feminism generally tend to reject Confucianism itself,
         criticizing it for being sexually discriminatory and containing doctrines that have
         reinforced patrilineal familism. For example, Lee Seung-hui (2001, 134, 138) emphasizes
         the “need to thoroughly analyze and block the influence of Confucianism on sexual
         discrimination,” asserting that “the relationship between Confucianism and feminism
         is not one that can be grafted onto each other; they are ‘too far apart to be put
         close together.’” But scholars who advocate Confucian feminism note that modern Western
         feminists also had to make efforts to “reinterpret Christianity, despite the fact
         that it was a patriarchal ideology, finding elements of sexual equality within it
         and grafting them on to feminism.”[19]   According to Lee Suk-in (2001), a leading scholar of Confucian feminism, this type
         of feminism does not ignore the negative influence that Confucianism has had on women,
         but rather, “notes the universal aspects of Confucianism and reinterprets its positive
         parts,” while “noting its limits and deconstructing its unjust parts.” She goes on
         to assert, “the significance of the grafting of Confucianism onto feminism is that
         it guarantees a valid framework for analyzing the reality of Korean women and a relevant
         outlook for the future” (Lee Suk-in 2001, 214, 216). 
      

      
      What interests me primarily about this dispute is not whether theoretical attempts
         at Confucian feminism or direct appropriation of Western feminism is more effective,
         rather, I am interested in what happens when progressive Western ideas are imported
         and used as the first choice, leading to the neglect of the inherited traditional
         ideological resources, such as Confucianism, Buddhism, Taoism and Shamanism. In such
         cases, these resources are thrown into the historical waste bin and reduced to mere
         reactionary or retrogressive trash, having missed a valuable opportunity for continuous
         reinterpretation and creative self-renovation. In other words, despite the fact that
         the ideological resources inherited from tradition can be used to support progressive
         or conservative ideologies or movements in each era through new interpretations by
         developing their positive aspects and deconstructing their negative aspects, such
         resources are simply abandoned, left to gather dust due to Western-centric presuppositions,
         or because of the negative influences they may have had in the past. This results
         in the abandonment of possibly rich, creative uses of traditional ideological resources
         and leads to their becoming ever more reactionary. Of course, my point here should
         not be interpreted as a nationalistic, exclusionist argument, unconditionally opposing
         the import of Western thought. Ultimately, my goal is to emphasize the need for a
         balanced intake of both traditional and Western ideology, searching for an appropriate
         fusion of the two.[20]  
      

      
      Thus, for three reasons, I believe that the active reinterpretation of traditional
         ideological resources, be it for conservative or progressive purposes, is one of the
         promising alternatives that allows for the critical sublation of Western-centrism.
         First, the traditional political philosophy of East Asia has the potential to be compatible
         (or commensurable) with Western political philosophy due to their common foundation
         in the values of humanity. Second, to make an ecological analogy, the legacy of East
         Asian political philosophy must be cultivated and spread for the sake of biodiversity,
         since East Asian civilization offers precious resources, including political philosophy,
         that are not available in Western civilization. Third, East Asians are in a strategic
         position to effectively develop this legacy, since it constitutes a part of their
         identity and is therefore more familiar to them. 
      

      
      For this to happen, resources in the Korean academic world must first be used creatively.
         Dialogue between civilizations must be carried out within the academic world, since
         just as conflicts between Eastern and Western civilizations exist on an international
         level, such conflicts also exist within Korean academic circles. According to a survey
         of Korean scholars conducted by the Kyosu Sinmun (Professors’ Newspaper) in the early 2000s, in response to a question regarding “the
         twenty-first century discourse in regards to overcoming Western civilization,” the
         most frequent answer was “East Asian thought that embraces the West.” When it came
         to the areas in which East Asian thought had the highest likelihood of being successful,
         despite some variations among the different target groups, the areas that were most
         frequently chosen were “ethical and moral doctrines,” “communitarianism,” “environmentalism
         and ecology,” and “technological civilization” (Park Won-jae 2002, 106–7). In fact,
         these are the areas of East Asian philosophy that both Western philosophers and East
         Asian researchers are using in order to solve the various contradictions and problems
         of Western civilization. In other words, as they did in the past through appropriating
         various elements from Chinese civilization, Western scholars appear to be promoting
         “Western thought that embraces East Asia,” as part of the task to further and enrich
         Western philosophy. Whatever its specific result, the “movement of East Asian philosophy
         to the West, and Western philosophy to the East” should be welcomed, if it is based
         on reciprocity, equality, and respect for difference. However, I believe that the
         task of creating such conditions will be easier at a national than an international
         level, due to the strong tendency towards national ethnocentrism. Therefore, Korean
         scholars who specialize in Western theory and knowledge must get rid of the part of
         their consciousness that disparages East Asian or Korean thought, ultimately a self-deprecating
         consciousness formed under the Western-centrism that they have internalized. On the
         other hand, scholars who specialize in East Asian knowledge or Korean studies must
         overcome their oversensitive caution that tends to exclude Western thought. Thus,
         after liberating themselves from such bias and oversensitivity, both have to conduct
         a pioneering, creative, cross-cultural, and multicultural dialogue at the national
         level, based on reciprocity, equality, and respect for difference.[21]  
      

      
      Final Words

      
      The appearance of a globalism and a global consciousness that curtails the conventional
         distinction between the center and the periphery, as well as the oppression of the
         periphery by the center, can help overcome Western-centrism. There is also a need
         for polycentric multiculturalism, which will enable a hybrid discourse in order to
         develop cross-cultural and cross-civilizational dialogues between states and civilizations
         on a more equal playing field. The rise of East Asia, which has been progressing strongly
         since the late twentieth century and has been particularly noticeable after the end
         of the Cold War, will help make such polycentric multiculturalism possible. Finally,
         a polycentric cultural space must also be secured at a national level; to this end,
         the task of “modernizing tradition,” which has often been neglected in the process
         of modernization, must also be accomplished. Such polycentric cultural spaces on a
         national level can be created through the development of cross-cultural dialogue between
         Western-oriented and Eastern-oriented scholars in Korea, in order to overcome the
         already internalized Western-centric bias within the country. The predicted reduction
         in political and economic disparities between Western and non-Western civilizations,
         as well as the achievement of the aforementioned conditions, will enable the fermentation
         and maturation of a hybrid discourse in the twenty-first century, whereby non-Western
         societies can reciprocally overcome Western-centrism at a symbiotic level.[22] 
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Recently, antagonism and conflict between the center and the periphery—or between
                  developed and developing countries—is increasing in relationship to terror and environmental
                  destruction. However, the emergence of globalism and a global consciousness will ultimately
                  contribute to mitigating such antagonism and conflict, for the sake of “the survival
                  of humanity.”
               

            

         

         
            2. The following discussion of the emergence of a global consciousness is taken from
                  Kang Jung In (1998, 62–110). 
               

            

         

         
            3. With regard to this, see Kang Jung In (1998, 62–110). 

            

         

         
            4. Ronnie D. Lipschutz (1992, 398) argues that the collapse of the socialist bloc, and
                  the resulting end of the Cold War and marketization and democratization of former
                  socialist states, has revitalized global civil society. 
               

            

         

         
            5. Indeed, we are still in the midst of one of the worst global economic depressions
                  in history, rooted in the breakdown of the United States financial system, and the
                  subsequent unpredictable chain reaction around the world. 
               

            

         

         
            6. The citizens of the United States, the world’s superpower, were made keenly aware
                  of this through the terrorist attacks in New York on September 11, 2001.
               

            

         

         
            7. For Dussel, Western-centric modernity will inevitably be overcome due to the ecological
                  destruction of the earth, destruction of humanity, poverty, i.e., the destruction
                  of live labor by dead labor, and in the “impossibility of the subsumption of the population,
                  economies, nations and culture” of the non-Western world, which Western-centric modernity
                  has been attacking and excluding since the beginning of the modern era—an impossibility
                  that originates in their “indomitable will to survive” (Dussel 1998, 18–20). 
               

            

         

         
            8. Of course, there are still plenty of cases where the United States and other Western
                  countries refuse to budge from unilateral positions that prioritize their own national
                  interests, rather than cooperate with the international community when it comes to
                  issues like the environment, but long-term trends will support the validity of this
                  narrative. 
               

            

         

         
            9. Jan Aart Scholte (2000, 283–314) also advocates for global reformism, suggesting the
                  “enhancing of human security,” “enhancing of social equity,” and “enhancing of democracy.”
               

            

         

         
            10. This is precisely the dilemma felt so acutely by a weak party when forced to face
                  a stronger party, because it is an extremely difficult task to achieve. The reason
                  the weak party finds itself taking part in a game where the rules disadvantage them
                  is probably the same reason the tortoise accepted the race with the hare. Of course,
                  the tortoise had no choice but to accept the race, but emancipation was still possible
                  since the hare, the stronger party in the race, was also flawed. The rise of the modern
                  West was also indebted to such a situation. See Frank (1998) for more details.
               

            

         

         
            11. As a result of this, Korean society has been understanding and pursuing modernization
                  as Westernization since the late nineteenth century. As has been sufficiently discussed,
                  selecting and emulating the strengths of a dominant counterpart can, in fact, be an
                  efficient strategy in order to catch up with it.
               

            

         

         
            12. Historical cases of this can be found in the evangelizing activities of Matteo Ricci
                  and other Jesuit missionaries in China. 
               

            

         

         
            13. For reference, “In 1960, the aggregate GNP of Japan and East Asia amounted to no more
                  than 4% of the global total, while that of North America (i.e., United States, Canada,
                  and Mexico) accounted for 37%” (Mahbubani 1995, 100–101). Of course, GNP is measured
                  differently from GNI.
               

            

         

         
            14. In fact, the reason Huntington warns about the rise of Chinese and Islamic civilization
                  is that they fundamentally threaten the monolithic dominance of Western civilization
                  and Western-centrism. 
               

            

         

         
            15. In part, historical urgency might not have allowed them sufficient time for such a
                  leisurely experiment. 
               

            

         

         
            16. Of course, such a difference has its origins in the difference between the types of
                  modernization, as discussed in chapter 7 and all the way through part III: the difference
                  between pristine/original and secondary/derivative modernization. 
               

            

         

         
            17. Here, of course, the terms “open” and “closed” are used more at the level of civilization
                  than of state. However, such a distinction entails a risk of simplification to some
                  extent. For example, it is well-known that Confucianism, imported from China, had
                  a huge influence on the development of French Enlightenment thought (Lee Seung-hwan
                  1998a). However, Confucianism did not decisively influence the development of the
                  Enlightenment in France. On the other hand, the emergence of modern thought in East
                  Asia during the late nineteenth century cannot be discussed without mentioning the
                  impact of the West. 
               

            

         

         
            18. The externally dependent development of Korean political thought, as I indicate below,
                  has applied all the more after Korea’s liberation from Japan in 1945. As Ahn Woe-sun’s
                  research has recently made clear, even among the nineteenth-century enlightenment
                  faction intellectuals such as Park Yeong-ho and Yu Gil-jun, in contrast to others
                  such as Seo Jae-pil (Philip Jaisohn), invested all of their efforts into justifying
                  Western liberalism and democracy in light of the “universal” values of Confucianism.
                  This shows that their acceptance of Western political ideas was not one-sided acceptance,
                  but rather, the outcome of the “collision and fusion of Confucian civilization and
                  Western modern civilization” (Ahn Woe-sun, 2002a). Lee Seung-hwan (1998b) and Lee
                  Sang-ik (2002) have also attempted a dialogue between civilizations, comparatively
                  examining Confucianism and liberal democracy from a contemporary perspective.
               

            

         

         
            19. Quotation from Lee Seung-hui’s summary (2001, 134) of Lee Eun-seon’s argument (1999).

            

         

         
            20. But precisely elucidating or presenting the criteria for balance, as well as the conditions
                  for fusion, is clearly a difficult intellectual task. 
               

            

         

         
            21. In light of this, the task of critically and creatively inheriting and developing
                  East Asian discourse, despite its many flaws, is extremely important when it comes
                  to looking for a course on the distinctiveness of Korean political philosophy in the
                  twenty-first century. 
               

            

         

         
            22. Unfortunately, this is an argument that may well apply only to East Asia. It seems
                  that we must continue to wait to see whether it applies to Africa, Islamic Asia, and
                  Latin America as well. 
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