The Possibility of Restructuring Tianxia Order and Confucian Universalism[footnoteRef:1] [1:  The earliest version of this article was first presented at the Peking University Berggruen Institute Research Center (博古睿研究院中国中心) first international conference, “What is Tianxia? The East Asian Linguistic Context” (June 17-18, 2018), and afterwards was revised and supplemented. ] 

Jo Gyeongran (Yonsei University National Studies Research Institute)



1. Introduction: The Possibility of Restructuring “Tianxia Order” and Imagining “Multiple Modernities”
[bookmark: _GoBack]The striking ascendance of China to the position of a “G2” country has forced us to fundamentally reconsider the question “What is China?” It could be said that certain factors of “China” will be closely connected with the future global order. The discussion of “Tianxia order” also has developed within the conceptual space opened by the rise of China. This is because of the following three factors. First, the large scope of China. China has is by no means a discrete or homogenous nation-state, but is instead an “imperial-scale nation-state.” The second factor is economic development, which is connected with the large scale of China, imparting it with an immense influence on the world. Third, “China” has generally been considered to be different from the Western concept of a “realm,” which has the sense of a “regime of value.”[footnoteRef:2] Different forms of integration of the above three factors can bring different results in the future, but in forecasting China’s internal and global order for the twenty-first century, the combination of these factors is sure to be the most important variable.  [2:  The American Sinologist Joseph R. Levenson considered Tianxia as equivalent to “the Chinese empire” (Zhonghua diguo), which was itself tantamount to the entire known world. At the same time, he also pointed out that while guo (kingdom/country) denoted a regime of power, Tianxia was a regime of value. Joseph Levenson (Zheng Dahua, Ren Jing trans.), Rujia Zhongguo ji qi xiandai mingyun [Confucian China and Its Modern Fate] (Zhongguo shehui kexue chubanshe, 200), 84.] 

	This pays close attention to the situation of China described above, and is principally directed the third issue, that is, to add to the discussion of whether the possibility of restructuring the concept of “Tianxia” can connect to the imagination of “multiple modernities.” That is to say, the narration of this article is not intended to determine whether or not the concept of Tianxia can be reorganized to form a possible alternative to capitalist order. It will also advocate that, if this type of possibility is to be realized, we must reflect on “China’s twentieth century experience,” no matter which form of order China takes in the future.
“Tianxia order” is not only a worldview that takes as its core the Confucian concept of “the way of the King” (wangdao), but also embodies an inherent mechanism for implementation of China’s economic development and mode of operation. In particular, China’s has an integrated ideological tradition in which the superstructure and economic sphere is not completely decoupled from a substructure. Wang Hui has claimed that the core of the capitalist economic crisis lies in its separation of economics from politics, culture, customs, religion, etc. and in its economic processes’ destruction of social relations.[footnoteRef:3] If this viewpoint is also applicable for China, then we need to take restructuring in the twenty-first century as a premise, in order for the just-mentioned integrated tradition of China to be consciously revived. When we speak of “multiple modernities,” we are once again speaking of “China” as “Tianxia;” this is because of the specific historical tradition of China.  [3:  Wang Hui, “Great Changes in Modern Chinese History and the Taiwan Question in the Global Crisis,” Beijing Cultural Review (2015, No. 1), 70.] 

	But there is one point that we should not forget: in the face of the global phenomenon of crisis, restructuring “Tianxia order” is not an easy task. According to the analysis of some, this is due to the fact that China’s state capitalist model is different from global private capital, and has its own intrinsic logic, implementation, and ethos, China’s state investors do not have the ability to subvert the dominant position of the neoliberal order, nor do they have the slightest interest in replacing the neoliberal order.[footnoteRef:4] Suppressing this type of anxiety requires a fixed amount of time, but first it should be made clear to everyone that the core item of the Xi Jinping era – “One Belt, One Road” – alleviates the possibility of China’s internal imbalance.[footnoteRef:5] On this basis, from a practical point of view, One Belt, One Road can create a turning point in European-Asian economic cooperation. There are two reasons for doing this: internal logic and external logic cannot be separated. This type of phenomenon can emerge, but discussion of Tianxia order cannot only rest with slogans, but should depend on substantive content to be carried out. [4:  Ching Kwan Lee, “The Specter of Global China” New Left Review No. 89 (Sep-Oct 2014), 63-64.]  [5:  Nowadays in China, everyone considers the China Dream and One Belt, One Road as the core of a “new era” of Tianxia Order.] 

	The question of restructuring Tianxia order in the present overlaps with the question of reconsidering China. In China, Western modernity has had a dual significance; it has been both accepted, as necessary in order to survive, and resisted, as necessary for self-protection. For 150 years, the field of “self-strengthening” (or “foreign studies” yangwu) has accepted elements of Western modernity as a matter of necessity in order to save the country. In this sense, “self-strengthening” can be said to be emblematic of “coerced modernity.” But nowadays, the coercive nature of self-strengthening has been cast off, and China has reached a critical moment to rethink these questions. The important point here is that the object of reconsideration is not only traditional China but also the experiences of the thirty-year socialist period and forty years of reform and opening up. In other words, twentieth-century China and traditional China are equally important to think about. The possibility of restructuring Tianxia order and Confucian universalism is not irrelevant for the interpretation of twentieth-century China. Innovation in the twenty-first century will be rooted in three types of Chinese tradition as well as the twentieth-century experience.
	On the basis of this realization, this article refers to the “legitimacy of domination” question of the Chinese traditional period to reflect on possibility of restructuring Tianxia order and Confucian universalism. At the same time, the recontextualization of Confucian ethics in contemporary times and strategies of justification, has led to active reflection and discussion of the arguments of current mainland Chinese "New Confucian" thought. Renewed assurance of the universality of Confucianism is closely related to the possibility of restructuring Tianxia (or imperial) order.[footnoteRef:6] But the objective of this article is not to undertake a logical and meticulous analysis of arguments advancing Confucianism or Tianxia as a concept. This is because Confucian arguments in China today have “political considerations” that cannot only be covered by the employment of philosophical categories. In thinking about the conception of restructured Tianxia order, this article will adopt the presentation of a self-identified East Asian perspective, and the author will, as far as possible, adopt the position of breaking the internal unity of China. [6:  If we say that Tianxia order is a complex concept that is significant as a Chinese mechanism, then in contemporary language, "empire" may be a term that reflects reality. But perhaps because "empire" will be misunderstood as imperialism, China has mainly used “Tianxia” instead of "empire." From the Confucian standpoint, it more appropriately could be called “Tianxia theory.” But in the context of this article, both terms could be used.] 


