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Abstract 

“Confucian democracy” is considered oxymoronic because Confucianism is viewed as lacking an idea of equality among persons necessary for democracy. Against this widespread opinion, this article argues that Confucianism presupposes a uniquely Confucian idea of equality and that therefore a Confucian conception of democracy distinct from liberal democracy is not only conceptually possible but also morally justifiable. This article engages philosophical traditions of East and West by, first, reconstructing the prevailing position based on Joshua Cohen’s political liberalism; second, articulating a plausible conception of Confucian democracy predicated on Confucian conceptions of persons and political participation from the Mencian tradition; and third, exposing the implausibility of the prevailing position in light of the articulation. 
Can Confucian polities be democratic? The prevailing view among Westerners and Confucians alike is that “Confucian democracy” is an oxymoron.
 One of the main reasons proffered for this view is that Confucianism lacks an idea of equality, an inherently liberal idea, which is necessary for democracy.
 To be more precise, this position assumes that an idea of equality on which the concept of democracy is predicated must presuppose the liberal conception of persons as free and equal individuals. Since Confucianism does not accept the liberal conception of persons, the reasoning goes, it lacks an idea of equality necessary for democracy and, therefore, Confucian democracy is conceptually impossible. While I accept the assumption that democracy must presuppose an idea of equality, my primary aim in this paper is to oppose this prevalent position and argue that an idea of equality is compatible with Confucianism and that this uniquely Confucian idea of equality can support a conception of Confucian democracy.
 
In order to achieve this aim, my argument proceeds in three main stages: In the first stage, I examine one of the strongest and most systematic arguments proffered for the prevalent position that Confucian democracy is self-contradictory, implied by Joshua Cohen’s views of deliberative democracy and “decent nonliberal peoples”: In section I, I examine Cohen’s argument that an idea of equality on which democracy is predicated must presuppose the liberal conception of persons as free and equal individuals. In section II, I consider Cohen’s position, logically entailed by the above argument, that even decent nonliberal peoples capable of “collective self-determination” cannot be democratic because they do not accept the liberal conception of persons and thereby lack an idea of equality. Since Cohen rightly views Confucian societies as decent nonliberal peoples, they are, by implication, not democratic. Before I critically assess this conclusion about Confucian societies, I shall reconstruct in the second stage a normative vision of the Confucian polity as a decent nonliberal people: In section III, I examine a plausible conception of Confucian personhood compatible with a uniquely Confucian idea of equality. In section IV, I investigate the nature of an ideal Confucian polity derivable from the Confucian conception of persons, based on the political theory of a fourteenth Century Chosôn
 Confucian scholar, Jeong Do-Jeon. It shall be shown that Confucian politics conceptualized this way can be participatory or collectively self-determining in Cohen’s sense. In the third stage, I shall critically assess and refute Cohen’s claim that collective self-determination is not democracy in section V and argue that Confucian participatory politics, as an example of collective self-determination, is democratic. In section VI, I conclude by considering the relation between the Confucian idea of equality and Confucian “political hierarchy,” which has often been at the heart of the misunderstanding that Confucian politics is incompatible with democracy.

Part I. The Claim

What is the basis for the prevalent claim that Confucian democracy is not possible? Roughly, it is based on the assumption that an idea of equality is necessary for democracy and that Confucianism lacks such an idea. Although this view is pervasive, it is unclear what an idea of equality necessary for democracy is and why Confucianism is incompatible with it. In Part I, I therefore take on the task of reconstructing its argument before subjecting it to critical analysis. The reconstruction will build on Joshua Cohen’s influential and powerful theory of liberal democracy and its implications for decent nonliberal peoples. 

1. Democracy and the liberal conception of persons

The original meaning of democracy is “rule by the people.” It implies that the exercise of political power that affects social members must be authorized by the collective decisions of the members who are equal to one another (Cohen 1998, p.185). Democracy then must presuppose “a type of society” characterized by equality among members who “relate to one another as equals”—“a society of equals.” Accordingly, “a central role in any reasonable normative conception of democracy” is played by “an idea of equality” (Cohen 2006, p.239). This idea of equality “essential” to democracy as a society of equals has two facets: First, social members must be equal in some capacity relevant to collective deliberation. Cohen argues that the relevant capacity is the “more or less universally” shared “political capacity” among members to “understand the requirements of mutually beneficial and fair cooperation, grasp their rationale, and follow them in their conduct.” Second, those who are equal in the relevant capacity ought to be “treated with equal respect” (p.240) and entitled “to participate in making fundamental judgements about society’s future course” (p.241). I endorse this account of democracy.

Cohen, however, goes on to argue that democracy as a society of equals is logically equivalent to a particular “form of political regime” (2006, p.240) that entitles all members to “the basic liberties of citizenship.” Such a regime presupposes the liberal “conception of persons as free and equal” (p.242) and requires institutions of “widespread suffrage and elected government under conditions of political contestation, with protections of the relevant liberties (of participation, expression, and association)” (p.241). The liberal conception of persons as free and equal individuals, according to Cohen, is based on the Rawlsian conception of “moral persons” predicated on two “basic powers” all normal human beings possess. The first is the capacity to form “a conception of their own good” and the second is the capacity for “a sense of justice” (2003, p.107; see also, Rawls1971, p.505). A conception of one’s own good or “philosophy of life,” as Cohen calls it, is “an all-embracing view, religious or secular in foundation, liberal or traditionalist in substance, that includes an account of all ethical values and, crucially, provides a general guide to conduct” (1999, p.396).  In liberalism, the freedom to form and pursue one’s philosophy of life is one of the foundational rights conferred on individuals that other members must respect. 
The second capacity is none other than the aforementioned political capacity “to form and to act on a conception of fair terms of social cooperation” (2003, p.107). As mentioned earlier, Cohen considers this second capacity as the most relevant capacity for collective deliberation and a fortiori the bedrock of democracy (2006, p.240). Despite inevitable disagreements on and the ensuing plurality of philosophies of life—the fact of “reasonable pluralism” (Rawls 1993, p.63; Cohen 1996, p.96)—it is possible for members to move toward a “narrower political agreement” consisting of political values that pertain to their common political arrangements (Cohen 1998, p.186f.) by exercising their political capacities. The process by which such an agreement is derived is none other than “deliberative democracy.” In this deliberative process, participants must accept a normative conception of persons as free and equal individuals—the liberal conception of persons—and think of themselves as first and foremost free to participate in this process, without having to accept any particular “comprehensive moral or religious view” (1998, pp.187). This freedom from external imposition of values and viewpoints is ultimately predicated on the fundamental liberal right conferred on individuals to form and pursue their philosophies of life with authority free from external interferences, which is in turn derived from the fundamental liberal value of individual freedom. Participants in deliberative democracy must also think of themselves as equal to one another as they have “equal standing” (ibid) in their right to form and pursue their philosophies of life with authority. Individuals are “reasonable” when they acknowledge the right of others to form and pursue their philosophies of life with authority and accept that no social consensus can be reached on philosophies of life. 

This characterization of deliberative democracy reveals that substantive liberal values—such as individual freedom (Rawls 1993, p.19; 1999, p.14; Cohen 1998, p.194 f.), “equal freedom, basic opportunity, and civic equality” (Gutmann, p.28)—are “elements of democracy rather than [] constraints upon it” (Cohen 1998, p.187): The narrower political agreement reached in this process, then, is not only procedural but also substantive, as it endorses the most extensive total system of equal basic liberties that ensures for each individual as much freedom as possible to form and pursue a philosophy of life, compatible with a similar system of liberties for others (2003, p.89). Therefore, Cohen seems justified in his claim that democracy necessarily entails a particular “form of political regime” that entitles all members to “the basic liberties of citizenship” of “participation, expression, and association,” necessary to protect the fundamental liberal value of individual freedom.

2. Democracy and Decent Nonliberal Peoples 

If Cohen is right, democracy seems possible only in liberal societies in which members advocate liberal values and accept the liberal conception of persons as free and equal individuals. Indeed, Cohen argues that “decent nonliberal peoples”—as explicated by John Rawls in his The Law of Peoples—cannot be democratic. This claim is directly relevant to our investigation, as Cohen considers Confucian societies as prime examples of decent nonliberal peoples (Cohen 2004). If Cohen is right, then Confucian societies cannot be democratic.

Before we elaborate on Cohen’s position, let us first determine which collectivities count as decent nonliberal peoples. Rawls identifies three basic features of a people
: First, it has political institutions that function reasonably well in treating members fairly; second, its members/citizens are united by “common sympathies” generated by a common culture; and third, it has a “moral nature” in that its members are capable of making moral judgments. What is distinctive about nonliberal peoples, as opposed to liberal peoples, is that their culture and a fortiori their cultural/political institutions are nonliberal in the sense that they do not uphold the aforementioned liberal values and conception of persons as free and equal individuals. Rather, prevailing values in nonliberal cultures are communitarian values on the variation of the “common good” that may at times require restricting members’ individual freedom of one kind or another. Further, members of nonliberal peoples primarily conceive of themselves as “responsible and cooperating members of their respective [cultural] groups” (1999, pp.79, 65-6), feeling “common sympathies” or emotional affinity toward one another as cultural co-members.
 
When are nonliberal peoples decent? Rawls proposes two plausible conditions for decency applicable to peoples: Internationally, decent peoples do not have aggressive aims toward other nation-states and respect their independence. Domestically, their legal system secures for all members “human rights proper” (1999, p.80, n.23), imposing “bona fide moral duties and obligations … on all persons” within the territory. Government officials and judges, in particular, must administer the legal system in order to protect “the human rights [proper] and the good of the people they represent” (p.69). Human rights proper at the heart of the idea of decency are “a special class of urgent rights” (p.79) that are “necessary conditions of any system of social cooperation” (p.68), and include “the right to life,” to “liberty,” to “property,” and to “formal equality” (p.65). 
A decent nonliberal people’s “basic structure” may allow “different voices to be heard” and represent “the important interests of all members” through consultation and representation (Rawls 1999, p.71).  In other words, a decent nonliberal people’s political processes can be participatory when they “represent … the diverse interests and opinions” of its members, allow members “to dissent from, and appeal … collective decisions,” and provide “public explanations for its decisions” justified by “a conception of the common good of the whole society.” Cohen calls the participatory politics of decent nonliberal peoples “collective self-determination” (Cohen 2006, p.233). Cohen, however, does not consider collective self-determination as democratic (ibid.; see also, Beitz 2000, p.687). The reason is that members of decent nonliberal peoples do not consider themselves as “separate individuals deserving equal representation” (1999, p.71), but rather as “members of [groups]” (p.73). In other words, collective self-determination in decent nonliberal peoples does not presuppose the liberal conception of persons as free and equal individuals, and, consequently, each individual member is not conferred the “rights of democratic political participation” (Beitz 2000, p.684). Therefore, participatory politics in decent nonliberal peoples excludes liberal democratic institutions of “widespread suffrage and elected government under conditions of political contestation, with protections of the relevant liberties (of participation, expression, and association),” essential for democracy (Cohen 2006, p.241). 
Part II. Confucian Polity as a Decent Nonliberal People
Before I critically examine Cohen’s position that decent nonliberal peoples cannot be democratic in Part III, I shall establish here that Confucian polities exemplify decency. 

3. Confucian Personhood 

The Confucian self is a “reflective, and ceaselessly transformative being” (Tu 1989, p.45; cf. Analects 12.1).
 Reflection—thinking (si 思)—required of the Confucian self (Mencius 6A.6, 6A.15) is always connected with the practical, based on the “moral mind (xin 心)” that provides not only the “antecedent commitment” to but also the “actual activity” itself toward moral excellence (Tu 1979c, p.67; cf. Mencius 4A.12; 6A.15). The moral mind initially consists of the four kinds of feelings that provide the “beginnings” of Confucian virtues: Feelings of sympathy/commiseration (ceyin 惻隱), shame and dislike (xiuwu 羞惡), modesty and yielding (cirang 辭讓), and the sense of right and wrong (shifei 是非). If preserved, these feelings would transform into the four “constant” Confucian virtues of ren (humanheartedness 仁), yi (righteousness 義), li (propriety 禮), and zhi (wisdom 智), respectively (Mencius 2A.6). The moral mind is “irreducible” (Tu 1979c, p.65) and common to all humanity, sages and ordinary humans alike (cf. Mencius 3A.1, 4B.32, 6A.7, 6A.10; Analects 17.2). Indeed the possession of the moral mind is “the defining characteristic of being human” (Tu 1979c, p.59; cf. Mencius 4B.19; 6A.15).

Although many Confucian persons lose the moral mind due to inhospitable external circumstances (Tu 1979c, p.63; cf. Mencius 6A.7, 6A.8, 6A.15), it is “recoverable” (p. 64) through the “establishment of the will” to preserve or retrieve the four beginnings, which is innate in the “mind” as well (p.62). If the original moral mind is preserved or retrieved and these emotional germinations are fully actualized, the Confucian self comes closer to the Confucian moral ideal of embodying the four Confucian virtues. The underlying axiom of Confucianism, therefore, is that “all human beings are endowed with the authentic possibility to develop themselves as moral persons through the cognitive and affective functions of the mind” (Tu 1989, p.46, emphasis added). This potentiality to realize one’s “authentic” self through active preservation or retrieval of the moral mind is what renders Confucian persons equal to one another. In other words, Confucian persons are equals in their possession of the moral mind or their moral capacity to cultivate themselves to realize their authentic moral selves. This constitutes the Confucian idea of equality.
Yet Confucianism is not content with the fact that all persons are equal in their potentiality for moral self-realization and urges Confucian persons to actualize moral potentiality and achieve the moral ideal. In achieving the Confucian moral ideal, the most significant Confucian virtue is ren and the most important Confucian principle is that we ought to embody ren—I shall call this the precept of ren. What, then, is ren? Although it is notoriously multifarious and elusive,
 most Confucians agree that ren is not merely a “particular virtue” of human relations, but a “general virtue” in its “inclusiveness” of other Confucian virtues (W.Chan 1955, p.298; see also, Tu 1979a, 9; Fung p.72; Analects 13.27). It may even be considered as “a principle of inwardness”—“the self-reviving, self-perfecting, and self-fulfilling process of an individual” toward moral perfection (Tu 1979a, p.9). Construed thus, the process of actualizing ren is “practically identical” to the process of “self-cultivation (xiushen 修身)” (p.6; cf. Analects 14.25). Self-cultivation is a very strenuous life-long process of “self-education” to reach the highest stage of moral perfection, often involving pain and suffering, which stops “only with death” (Analects 8.7). The burden is not imposed from without but is in fact “an internally motivated sense of duty” (Tu 1989, p. 48), as “the uniqueness of being human is as much a responsibility as a privilege” (p.45). Given the arduousness of self-cultivation as a perpetual incremental progress toward moral perfection, only a small number of persons would persist in self-cultivation to achieve the “authentic self” (p.9). They deserve the title “junzi (君子)” (cf. Mencius 6A.15; 4B.19). 
Ren as self-cultivation, however, is not merely an introspective process of self-education, but inherently linked to human relations: This is indicated not only by the fact that ren’s “beginning” is the feeling of sympathy, but also by its inextricable connection to another Confucian virtue, li (see Tu 1979b, p.18). Li in general refers to intersubjective “norms and standards of proper behavior” (Tu 1979a, p.6) that accord with public expectations pertaining to each role in the “five human relations (wulun 五倫)” (Mencius 3A.4). The relation between ren and li is suggested in a seminal phrase in the Analects: Ren is “to subdue oneself (keji 克己) and [to] return to li (fuli 復禮) (Analects 12.1).” “Return to li (fuli)” does not imply “uncritical conventionalism” of conforming to accepted conventions of one’s society (Tu 1979a, p.12). When Confucius spoke of li, he was referring to the idealized li of Zhou (周), which he believed was more in line with ren, not the existing conventions of his own Spring and Autumn period. Yet Confucius did not follow the li of Zhou when it seemed “improper” to him. Instead, he showed the independence of mind by urging people to follow contemporary customs closer to the spirit of ren (Analects 9.3; cf. Mencius 4B.6). Li, then, represents “enlightened” norms of comportment in the spirit of ren (Cua, p.162). Consequently, fuli implies adhering to standards of proper behavior in human relations that conform to ren, as manifested in one’s self-cultivated/enlightened moral mind, predicated on the feeling of sympathy (cf. Analects 3.3, 15.17; Fung, pp.66, 70). 
The inexorable sociality of ren in its relation to li justifies its explication as “love (ai 愛)” in “concrete terms” (W.Chan, p.299; Analects 12.22). Confucian love is not the raw emotion of affection, although affection, especially toward one’s family members, does provide its basis. The proper manifestation of Confucian love is rather “To be able from one’s own self to draw a parallel for the treatment of others” (Analects 6.28) and to “put oneself into the position of others” (Fung, p.71). This is none other than the “Golden Rule,” encompassing both of its positive and negative requirements. The positive requirement is expressed in the concept of zhong (faithfulness 忠), which is to “establish” and “enlarge” others as well as oneself (Analects 6.28; Zhongyong 中庸 13; cf. Fung, p.71). The negative requirement is implied in the concept of “shu (reciprocity 恕),” which prohibits imposing on others what one does not want to be imposed on oneself (Analects 1.4, 4.15, 5.11, 12.12, 15.23; Daxue 大學 10). The “one thread that runs through [Confucius’s] doctrines” is, therefore, none other than “zhong and shu (忠恕)” (Analects 4.15). The precept of ren means in practice following the principle of zhong-shu in human relationships. 

Confucian love, especially in its Mencian interpretation, is often identified with “love with distinction” (chadengai 差等愛) (W.Chan), indicating the Confucian emphasis on love between parent and child (Mencius 4A.27; cf. 1A.1, 6B.3, 7A.15; Analects 1.2, 2.5; Zhongyong 20). Yet it does not imply egoism centered on one’s family. Love with distinction, involving “an order, a gradation, or distinction, starting with filial piety,” is concerned primarily with “the application of love,” which “necessarily varies according to one’s relationship” (W.Chan, p.301). Family is extremely important in Confucianism because it is the fundamental well-spring of love, in which children can practice love and learn the lessons of ren applicable to non-familial relations in later years. Yet the Confucian self must embrace all in his love (p.303; Mencius 7A.46) and “Treat with respect the elders in my family, and then, by extension, also the elders in other families. Treat with tenderness the young in my own family, and then, by extension, also the young in other families” (Mencius IA.7). Indeed, Mencius’s statement that “All the myriad things are there in me” (7A.4) implies that the true Confucian self is “an open system” (Tu 1986, p.183) at the center of “a series of concentric circles, … the outer rim of [which] never closes.” Self-cultivation requires “the broadening and deepening ‘embodiment’ of an ever-expanding web of human relationships” and the precept of ren requires “a continuous process of extension” of li (Tu 1979b, p.24). Refusing to extend oneself outward “restricts us to a closed circle” (Tu 1986, p.188), thereby stunting our moral growth. In other words, while self-cultivation starts with the individual, its completion must include “the universe as a whole” (1979b, p.29).
 The final formulation of the precept of ren, then, is to follow the principle of reciprocity in an “ever-expanding web of human relationships.”
This normative conception of Confucian persons is eminently worthy of respect, although highly idealized. The vision of Confucian persons constantly and diligently striving to embody ren through the application of the principle of zhong-shu in an expanding circle of human relations stands in stark contrast to liberal persons who attempt to secure maximum freedom for themselves to form and pursue their respective philosophies of life without external intervention. In spite of such contrasts, it is worth mentioning that Confucian persons are also “moral persons” in the Rawlsian sense with two capacities: They can certainly form their own philosophies of life, although Confucian philosophies of life are essentially moral, at the center of which are Confucian virtues and their derivative principles. A major goal of life for Confucian persons is to actualize their authentic moral selves by embodying Confucian virtues, not maximizing their freedom to form and pursue their philosophies of life, whatever the content. Indeed, Confucianism severely condemns promoting one’s individual interests (li 利), even if no one is directly harmed in the process (cf. Analects 4.12; Mencius 1A.1). Confucian philosophies of life are inherently “social” as the personal goal of self-realization encompasses sociality (Tu 1979b, p.26). Relatedly, Confucian persons are certainly able to “form and [] act on a conception of fair terms of social cooperation,” which primarily consists in refraining from interference in others’ freedom to form and pursue their philosophies of life. This is equivalent to shu. Yet Confucian persons are constantly urged to exceed shu and adhere to zhong, which requires actively promoting others’ well-being in an ever expanding “concentric circles” of human relations. 
4. A Vision of an Ideal Confucian Politics [modify]
I shall examine here a normative conception of Confucian politics consistent with the foregoing conception of Confucian personhood. Despite claims like “the more important legacy of traditional Confucianism is not its political teaching, but rather the personal ethic” (Fukuyama, p.26), classical Confucians have not only advocated active engagement in politics as Confucian scholars’ moral duty (Jeong Bk 3, p.266-68, Han, p.158; cf. Analects 8:13; Mencius 7A:9), but also considered the creation of an ideal Confucian polity through their service as one of their most urgent goals.
 In constructing a vision of the ideal Confucian politics, I rely on the Mencian political theory of Jeong Do-Jeon (三峰 鄭道傳 1342-1398),
 who played a pivotal role in founding the explicitly Confucian Dynasty of Chosôn (朝鮮 1392-1910) in 1392 on the Korean peninsula. Not only was Jeong a founding father of the Chosôn Dynasty, but his comprehensive Confucian political theory laid its valuational and institutional groundwork. Jeong’s theory is a particularly valuable resource for reconstructing uniquely Confucian politics for two reasons: First, his ideas are far removed from the modernity so that they can be considered as unamalgamated ideas of Confucian origin without Western influence; second, the fact that his ideas were widely accepted by the Chosôn elite and some of his proposals were actually implemented in the Dynasty with some success
 signals the plausibility and feasibility of his version of Confucian politics. 

We have seen that Confucianism has its unique idea of equality. Yet it has not played a prominent role in Confucian political theorizing. The reason is that Confucianism takes equality among Confucian persons in their moral capacity as a starting point. The ultimate end goal for every Confucian person is to realize his/her authentic moral self and become a junzi.  Therefore, Confucianism has exclusively focused on how to actualize the moral potentiality and extolled those who are relatively successful at this, junzis, who would provide moral exemplars for others to emulate. This Confucian focus on moral excellence has entailed two elements of Confucian political thinking: First, Confucianism takes the ideal polity to be one in which every member morally cultivates/rectifies him/herself. Therefore, ideal Confucian rulers ought to engage in politics not out of desire for power or in pursuit of self-interest but out of moral obligation to achieve this ideal (Analects 14.44, 12.7, 19.3, 15.17; Mencius 2A.4, 5A.5). Second, those best qualified to promote this ideal are superior practitioners of morality, junzis (Bk 11, p.81; cf. Analects 12.19; Mencius 5A.5, 5A.6; Fung, pp.115-17). Their ruling principle is the precept of xiujizhiren (修己治人), which enjoins them not only to cultivate/rectify themselves (zhengji 正己or xiuji 修己), but also to cultivate/rectify others (zhengren 正人 or zhiren 治人).
 This principle is in fact an application/extension of the precept of ren—the Confucian imperative to embody the virtue of ren in “an ever-expanding web of human relations”—and politics and morality are one and the same in the ideal Confucian politics. This is why the ideal Confucian politics is called the politics of ren—renzheng (仁政, cf. Mencius 2A.3).
The continuity between ethics and politics in Confucianism can be illustrated in two different ways, based on two aspects of ren. On the one hand, if we focus on ren as involving “an ever-extending web of human relations,” then engaging in politics constitutes the consummation of ren in terms of scope. The circle of human relations involved in politics—governing the state (zhiguo 治國) and bringing peace to the world (pingtienxia 平天下)—is by far the widest and realizing ren in such relations constitutes the final stages of self-cultivation (Daxue 大學 1). If we focus on the content of ren as love, on the other hand, predicated on the feeling of sympathy and implying the adherence to the principle of zhong-shu, the ideal ruler “acts on behalf of his people” because he “has a heart which cannot bear to witness the sufferings of others” and thereby “extend[s] proficiently what [he feels] so as to affect others” (Mencius 1A.7; see also 2A.6). The resulting government would be one that “cannot endure that there be any suffering” and consequently treats elders with respect and the young with tenderness in all families under its dominion (Fung, p.112, cf. Mencius 7A.30). Thus by extending “one’s kindliness to others, it will suffice to protect all within the four seas (Fung, p.120).” 
Renzheng, then, entails taking “the people (min 民)
 [as] the most important [element in the state]” (Mencius 7B.14; see also, Fung, p.111) and doing the utmost to promote its well-being, both economic and moral. “The protection of the people’s economic well-being [is] one of the most urgent tasks” (Bk 14, p.293; cf. Analects 8.21, 12.9, 13.9; Mencius 1A.3, 3A.3), as those unable to meet their basic needs cannot have the “constant mind (hengxin 恒心)” necessary to pursue moral perfection (Mencius 3A.3; Han, p.229-30; cf. Bk 14, p.300). Yet the most significant obligation for Confucian leaders is to promote the moral well-being of the people, as is expressed in the principle of xiujizhiren (修己治人) that enjoins rectifying others. Rectifying others means enabling members of the ruled to cultivate themselves and achieve moral excellence; concretely, it entails enabling them to embody ren through li by exemplifying the proper norms expected of their respective roles in human relations. This is expressed in the “rectification of names” which enjoins that “the father be a father, and the son be a son” (父父 子子) (Analects 12.11, 13.3). The rectification of others must be achieved through moral education (gyo-hwa/jiaohua 敎化) (cf. Analects 19.13; Chung, p.72) and leaders must set moral examples themselves. Therefore, “the ruler [must] be a ruler [and] the minister [must] be a minister (君君 臣臣)” first (Analects 12.11, 13.3). 
Jeong, a staunch Mencian, elaborated further on Mencius’s emphasis on the people and argued that the people is the foundation (bon/ben 本) of the state (Bk 10, p.63; Bk 13, p.236). Indeed, the people is “the Heaven of the ruler” (Bk 13, p.236), as the Heaven’s Will, “unfathomable” in itself, expresses itself through “the will of the people which can be known” (Fung, p.117; Mencius 5A.5). The most fundamental political principle of Confucianism, then, is that “the ruler must love the people wholeheartedly” and promote the well-being, both moral and economic, of the people (Bk 13, p.236; cf. Chung, pp.70-71; Analects 12.2, 14.45). This is the principle of “people-centeredness (min-bon/minben 民本)”  (Han, p.139). The goal of creating a polity in which all members are morally rectified—for which their economic well-being is a necessary condition—and peace is thereby replete in the land is also what the people would endorse (Analects 2.3, 12.7, 20.1; Mencius 4A.9, 7B.14, 1A.7; Bk 13, pp.214-15, Bk 3, p. 209; Han, pp.152-4). It is a natural extension of the personal goal of each individual Confucian person to cultivate him/herself that requires applying the principle of zhong-shu to a wide circle of human relations. It therefore reflects the “people’s mind (minxin 民心)” and constitutes the Confucian common good. The gist of renzheng, therefore, is to “follow the people’s mind” (Mencius 4A.9; cf. 1B.7, 1B.10, 5A.5) and to promote the Confucian common good of rectifying all members of the polity. 

Positions of higher office in Confucianism, therefore, are not positions of privilege and status conducive to promoting self-interest but rather positions of heavy responsibility to fulfill a duty of grave moral significance—to promote the Confucian common good (Analects 14.44, 12.7, 19.3, 15.17; Mencius 2A.4, 5A.5). Ordinary Confucian persons recognize the extreme strenuousness of self-cultivation and self-discipline necessary for becoming a junzi. Consequently, they view junzis who assume the political responsibility with admiration and respect, thereby giving the latter full political support. The ideal Confucian politics, then, is a kind of trustee politics (shintak-jeongchi 信託政治) (Han, p.152) in which members of the people trust and follow political leaders who consistently carry out their duty as symbolic parents (p.153; Bk 13, p.215; cf. Bk 14, p.304, Analects 17.6, 2.3; cf. Mencius 1B.7). 
The Confucian polity as elaborated above is a nonliberal people, whose members are moral persons with ineluctably other-regarding personal goals, united by their “common sympathies” generated by the common Confucian culture. It is “decent” in meeting the two Rawlsian conditions for decency: First, it opposes aggression against other civilized societies, promoting renzheng in all societies.
 More importantly, it is domestically committed to promoting “human rights proper.” Although some may claim that the concept of “rights,” whether human rights or otherwise, is alien to Confucianism, it depends on how “rights” are defined. Rawls’s conception of human rights is a minimalist conception, which is not “peculiarly liberal or special to the Western tradition” and, consequently, not predicated on the liberal conception of persons or liberal values. These rights refer to members’ entitlements to vital human goods necessary for their basic well-being, which is in turn constitutive of the well-being of the community itself. The notion of human rights proper, then, is compatible with the ideal Confucian polity. The protection of members’ “right to life,” ensuring their “means of subsistence [and] physical security,” and “right to [moderate amount of] property”
 is clearly mandated by the Confucian principle of people-centeredness. The protection of members’ “right to formal equality” that “similar cases be treated similarly” would be upheld by the ideal Confucian polity, which aims to administer law and justice fairly. Some Westerners may claim that the Confucian polity does not protect members’ “right to liberty” sufficiently. “Liberty” in this context, however, does not refer to maximum freedom to form and pursue individual philosophies of life. Rather, it includes “freedom from slavery, serfdom, and forced occupation,” and “a sufficient measure of liberty of conscience to ensure freedom of religion and thought” (1999, p.65), which the ideal Confucian polity would certainly protect. 
5. Confucian Participatory Politics

The key question, however, is whether the Confucian polity can be participatory or, to use Cohen’s words, collectively self-determining. On this, even Confucians argue that the best that a Confucian polity can achieve is a paternalistic state ruled by a benevolent dictator.
 Joseph Chan, for example, claims that “legitimacy” in Confucianism is “ultimately assessed in terms of results rather than processes” and “results” means providing the people with “sufficient material subsistence, protection of private land and property, low taxation, leisure to enjoy basic human relationships.” As long as political leaders can “satisfy their wants, the people’s consent is automatic” (sec.2).
I believe this assessment is mistaken, as it misinterprets the “people’s mind” as solely focused on their economic well-being. It misses the real emphasis of renzheng, which is on the promotion of the people’s moral well-being. What is the basis for my claim that the people’s moral well-being is the primary concern for Confucianism? The answer lies in the Confucian idea of equality. Confucian respect for the people is grounded in its members’ equal potentiality for moral perfection. All members of the Confucian people are quintessentially moral beings, who are not only concerned with their economic well-being but also their moral well-being. The protection of their economic well-being is important precisely because it is an enabling condition for their moral rectification. As members of the people themselves promote a world in which they are morally rectified, political leaders who follow the “people’s mind” are those who strive to enable and empower each member of the people to actualize his/her authentic moral self. Therefore, it is by no means the case that the people would give consent “automatically” to leaders who merely satisfy basic bodily needs, without regard for moral rectification.

What would be the contours of Confucian politics that follows the people’s mind? Recall that moral rectification requires following the precept of ren, which is to apply the principle of zhong-shu to an ever-widening circle of human relations. One of the best ways to apply ren to the widest circle of human relations is to become a public official/politician, which is why a life of public service was traditionally considered the ideal Confucian life for junzis. Enabling Confucian persons to actualize their moral potentiality to the fullest, then, implies giving them equal opportunity to become public servants, from whom political leaders emerge. This equal opportunity must start with all Confucian children having equal and full access to basic Confucian education that prepares them for the Confucian civic life, potentially leading to the path of political leadership. Obviously, not all Confucian persons can become junzis qualified to be leaders, as it is extremely difficult to approximate the moral perfection. Yet educating all Confucian persons in the basics of Confucian self-cultivation and taking them as far as they are able or willing to go is extremely important in promoting the Confucian common good, which aims at rectifying every member of the polity. 

Regarding the positions of political leadership bearing grave public responsibilities, only those who have proven themselves to be morally upright and intellectually superior ought to be eligible. Therefore, only the best must be selected through fair procedures to serve in government and leadership positions. In order to ensure that political leaders and the government as a whole is conscientiously promoting the common good, various government mechanisms ought to be instituted to prevent political corruption and the abuse of power by the leaders. When political leaders are doing their job right—namely promoting the common good—then members of the people need not be constantly vigilant and their civic participation may be minimal. This relative inactivity of members in an ideal Confucian polity, however, does not imply apathy or passivity, but rather indicates their high level of approval of the government. This does not mean that institutional mechanisms to allow and register members’ complaints are unnecessary. On the contrary, such mechanisms ought to be firmly in place to hold political leaders accountable, should they renege on their responsibilities to promote the common good. If leaders are doing their job right, however, contentious and polemical aspects of civic participation would be largely avoidable. 
Jeong’s political theory incorporates such elements of Confucian politics. I shall examine five aspects of Jeong’s theory to show this: First, Confucian education and examination; second, the structure of a moral Confucian government; third, government institutions safeguarding the moral government; fourth, political participation by the people; and, fifth, revolution. First, Jeong argued that Confucian education and examinations should be open to all free people (Bk 13, p.263-64; cf. Analects 7.7, 8.9, 15.38; Mencius 3A.3, 7A:20), especially to farmers who formed the majority in Jeong’s time (sa-nong-il-chi 士農 一致) (Han, p.158, note 35). Once qualified students are admitted to institutions of higher education, they must be trained to become government scholar-officials (“officials,” for short) and/or bureaucrats at the state’s expense. Yet even in a system that encourages education for all, not everyone was expected to become Confucian scholars. Since the primary role of Confucian officials and bureaucrats is to educate/rectify others by setting moral examples themselves, Jeong advocated strict meritocracy in the government, based on character and talent rather than birth (Bk 13, p. 226, 264; Han, p.163-65); only those who understood and conscientiously practiced the Confucian precept of ren would be selected for higher government positions.

 Second, Jeong, living in an era of all-powerful and absolute hereditary monarchs, proposed a revolutionary idea that a hereditary ruler/king should be only a symbolic center of the government.
 The only power that a king ought to have is to select a wise prime minister (jae-sang 宰相) among high-ranking government officials (Bk 9, p.324). The real power to make and implement everyday decisions concerning the governance of the state ought to rest in the hands of the prime minister (Han, p.172; Bk 9, pp.314, 325,332; Bk 13, pp.220-25). Since the prime minister cannot oversee every function of the government, he must delegate his authority to lower-ranking officials and bureaucrats, who are selected by the criteria of moral rectitude, intellectual competence, and familiarity with basic Confucian texts through the Confucian examination system (Bk 13, p.227-28; Han, p.166-68). In principle, all members of the Confucian government are Confucian scholars (literati, sa/shih 士).
Third, despite such measures to promote good Confucian governance, Jeong was fully aware of the possibility of corruption and the misuse of power within the government. Therefore, Jeong proposed institutional mechanisms to minimize such eventualities that are akin to the modern institution of “division of power”  that putatively originates in the West. The institution of gan-gwan (諫關, Bk 10, p.23-37) authorizes its lower-ranking officials to criticize the king’s unjust actions openly without restriction and to impeach the king if he does not mend his ways (Bk 10, p.29; Han, p.190-91).
 The institution of censors (gam-chal-gwan 監察官) (Bk 10, p.15-23) can criticize/impeach both high and low-ranking government officials, including the prime minister, who promote their self-interest instead of acting on behalf of the people. The underlying principle of such institutions is to “keep the path of words/expression open (jak-gae-eon-ro 作開言路)” (Han, p.187; Bk 2, p.202). 

Fourth, Jeong advocated institutional mechanisms that allow even ordinary citizens to express their opinion through certain authorized routes. Jeong argued that those who can write should be allowed to express their grievances directly to the king in writing (gu-eon-jin-seo 求言進書) (Bk 13, p.267; Han, p.195). Although Jeong himself did not propose this himself, later Chosôn kings who were inspired by Jeong’s position allowed even illiterate citizens to appeal directly to the king with their complaints by hitting a large drum (shin-mun-go 申聞鼓) installed near the palace or by approaching the king by hitting a metal instrument (jing) during his procession (gyeok-jaeng-sang-eon 擊錚上言) (Han, p.196). It is debatable how successful such institutions were in meeting their original purpose of protecting the freedom of expression of the common people. However, the fact that these were implemented at all is significant in itself, as it implies that the ideas were wide-spread among and appealing enough to Confucian scholars of the Chosôn ruling class. 

Fifth, Jeong followed Mencius in advocating “revolution (hyeok-myeong/geming 革命)” to depose the king, by force if necessary (Bk 13, p.214; Han, p.142; Mencius 1B.8, 2B:2, 4A:1, 4B:3, 5B.9), should a king become a ruthless dictator and all measures to ensure good Confucian governance fail. The right to rule is endowed and justified by the “Mandate (Decree) of Heaven” (cheon-myeong/tianming 天命) (Han, p.143, note 6; Mencius 5A.5; cf. Analects 20.1). As mentioned earlier, the Heaven’s Will is “unfathomable” in itself and the people’s will functions as the medium for the Heaven’s Will. “Heaven and the people are one and the same—(cheon-in-gam-eung-seol 天人感應設)” (Bk 3, p.216). Therefore, the ruler’s loss of the Heaven’s Mandate is indicated by the disapproval of the majority of the people and “the legitimacy of the ruler’s entitlement to rule is decided by whether the people voluntarily accepts his rule” (Han, p.143; cf. Bk 13, p.214). If the ruler loses the Mandate of Heaven, the entitlement to rule dissipates and transfers to another person who is in turn endowed with the Mandate to rule (Han, p.142). The preferable method of transfer would be by voluntary relinquishment of power by the previous king who lost the Mandate (sun-yang 禪讓) (Bk 11, p.82). Transfer by force (bang-beol 放伐) is justifiable, however, if no other option is available (Han, p.145; Bk 11, “King’s Way”). The change in the Mandate of Heaven to rule is “revolution.” Mencius understood revolution to imply the removal of a king by another would-be king; it is basically a matter between two individuals. Jeong, however, expanded the idea of revolution and accepted as legitimate the removal of a king by a subgroup of the people—in particular, a group of Confucian scholars that represents the will of the people, aided by the military. This opens the possibility of justifying revolution from the bottom by the people itself (Han, pp.146-47). 

Can Confucian politics, as characterized by Jeong, count as participatory or collectively self-determining, meeting all of its three requirements mentioned by Cohen (2006, p.233; see section 2 above)? I believe it can. First, the Confucian polity clearly adheres to the requirement that the government must provide “public explanations for its decisions” justified by “a conception of the common good of the whole society.” Confucian political leaders, who bear the ultimate responsibility to promote the Confucian common good, must be able to justify their every political decision by the Confucian common good. Second, Jeong’s Confucian polity also allows government officials and even common people to “dissent from, and appeal” leaders’ decisions through various political mechanisms, as we have seen. Although the method by which commoners could do this was limited in Jeong’s time due to historical circumstances of the fourteenth century, such as the illiteracy of the majority and the arbitrary power of hereditary monarchs, the fact that Jeong discussed this at all and that Chosôn rulers subsequently attempted to incorporate Jeong’s ideas into policies clearly indicates that ordinary people’s political participation is compatible with Confucian politics and could play a more significant role as needed under different historical circumstances. 

Whether the Confucian polity can also meet a third requirement of collective self-determination to “represent[] the diverse interests and opinions” of its members requires some elaboration. Recall that the Confucian polity is a relatively homogenous community in which a communal consensus exists among all reasonable Confucian persons on both their personal as well as communal moral goals. In particular, the Confucian polity’s public goal—the Confucian common good—is not a “collective goal” imposed from the outside that exists apart from personal goals, but rather “represents” not only the collective will (minxin 民心) but also the will of each member of the people. Under such circumstances, “interests and opinions” relating to self-interest (li 利), whether or not harm to others is implied, would be socially condemned in the public sphere (cf. Analects 4.12; Mencius 1A.1). Opinions that denounce the Confucian common good in public would also be prohibited.
 Still, Confucian persons, while collectively committed to the Confucian common good, would certainly disagree about interpretations of its various elements, as the contrasts between Mencius’s and Xunzi’s interpretations of Confucianism superbly exemplify. Such differences are prime examples of “the diverse … opinions” that ought to be represented in Confucian politics, on which respectful public debates should be encouraged.

Among those who identify themselves as Confucian persons and wholeheartedly advocate Confucian values and principles, the discord that liberal democrats expect of political processes would be relatively rare, as long as political leaders are moral exemplars conscientiously promoting the common good. The opportunity for civic participation, however, is wide open and the people would certainly avail of such opportunities should it become necessary. Also, the lack of contentiousness in Confucian politics does not imply passivity or ignorance of Confucian persons nor an absence of participation more broadly understood; Confucian persons are well-educated and socially conscious individuals who are keenly interested in their “society’s future course.” They learn about the ideal Confucian politics, the rules of civic participation, and different interpretations of Confucian values not only in the process of their education but also in public spaces of a polity that respects and encourages Confucian scholarship. They engage with one another in debates whether in schools, temples, or public squares about the meaning of the Confucian common good, Confucian virtues, and Confucian principles. Confucian leaders, who are after all accomplished Confucian scholars, must heed such differences of opinions and consult with other Confucian scholars representing different Confucian schools to modify or update their own interpretations of Confucian values, institutions, norms, and practices. As leaders pay close attention to the people’s mind expressed in multiple voices through multiple channels and engage with them peacefully in internal cultural dialogues, the Confucian polity will inevitably go through subtle and incremental changes in its cultural, political, and economic domains. 

Part III. Confucian Participatory Politics as Democracy

6. Collective Self-Determination as Democracy 
The foregoing demonstration of Confucian participatory politics as collective self-determination may seem futile, if one accepts Cohen’s indictment that collective self-determination is not democracy. Cohen’s argument has relied on following premises: First, democracy must presuppose an idea of equality predicated on the liberal conception of persons; second, democracy necessarily entails the liberal political regime; and third, the liberal political regime is predicated on the liberal conception of persons. In this section, I shall refute Cohen’s argument by showing the implausibility of these premises. 

Let me consider them in turn. In order to analyze the first premise, the best place to start is Cohen’s own account of the relation between equality and democracy. Recall that Cohen’s two facets of the “essential” idea of equality undergirding democracy are, first, that members are equal in their political capacity to “form and to act on a conception of fair terms of social cooperation” (2003, p.107) and, second, that those who are equal in their political capacity ought to be “treated with equal respect” and entitled “to participate in making fundamental judgements about society’s future course.” Cohen’s insistence aside, there is nothing particularly liberal about this formulation by itself. The “more or less universally” shared political capacity among humans is a descriptive feature of “moral persons” selected by political liberals as relevant to collective deliberation, to which they have assigned a grave normative weight as the basis for the entitlement to equal political participation. The normative liberal conception of persons as free and equal individuals enters the picture in the process of deriving the “narrower agreement” concerning their common political arrangements—“deliberative democracy”—after persons with equal political capacities have begun their collective deliberation. 

Whether or not the hypothetical deliberative process required by Cohen is applicable in the Confucian context, the fact is that Confucian persons also possess equal political capacity, which is a subset of moral capacities. The manifestation of moral capacities in Confucianism
 requires much more than merely “form[ing] and act[ing] on a conception of fair terms of social cooperation,” which is basically refraining from interference in others’ lives—shu. As mentioned earlier, the precept of ren also includes the principle of zhong, which enjoins actively promoting others’ well-being. If liberal persons deserve “equal respect” and are entitled to equal participation in political processes concerning their “society’s future course” due to their equal possession of the political capacity, then no justifiable reason exists to deny Confucian persons such respect and entitlement. If Confucian persons equal in their moral capacities are conferred equal respect and thereby participate equally in “making fundamental judgements about [their] society’s future course,” then Confucian participatory politics is democracy in Cohen’s sense. 

Let us now turn to the second liberal premise that democracy necessarily entails the liberal political regime. Cohen argues that decent nonliberal peoples that lack liberal institutions would promote “an official religion endorsed by a preponderance of the population,” allow “only adherents of that religion … to hold official positions,” or grant “special privileges and assignments of resources [to] the organizations of the official religion (though other religious groups are politically represented),” or select “representatives … through separate social groups and not through competitive party elections” (Cohen 2006, p.233; see also, Rawls 1999, pp.74-6). Accordingly, those who do not subscribe to the official religion may be restricted in their political participation, deprived of the “equal freedom of public religious practice” or “equal access to public office” (Beitz 2001, p.274). This is worrisome to these liberal theorists.

“Religion” in the above context is Islam, as Cohen is following Rawls in taking “Kazanistan,” an imaginary decent Muslim people, as representative of decent nonliberal peoples. It is at best debatable whether Confucianism, which does not worship a supernatural being, would be considered religion in the usual sense. Yet since Cohen explicitly includes Confucian polities among decent nonliberal societies (2004), we may broaden the meaning of “religion” to include any comprehensive cultural valuational perspective that requires a certain cultural way of life for its adherents. If so, Cohen’s concerns apply to the Confucian polity as well, as Confucianism is promoted as an “official” valuational framework, “endorsed by a preponderance of the population”; only adherents of Confucianism are allowed “to hold official positions”; “special privileges and assignments of resources” are granted to the organizations of Confucianism; or government officials (“representatives”) are selected “not through competitive party elections” but through government mechanisms, such as exams and other intra-governmental criteria assessing requisite moral rectitude, Confucian scholarship, and administerial competencies. Accordingly, those who do not subscribe to Confucianism may be restricted in their political participation, deprived of the “equal freedom of public religious practice” or “equal access to public office.” 
In the case of the Confucian polity, however, it is unclear why these restrictions would pose serious problems for political participation among members. As mentioned previously, the Confucian polity is a relatively homogeneous nonliberal community, in which the overwhelming majority of culturally embedded members advocate their common good. Those individuals in the Confucian polity who do not advocate the Confucian common good are most likely a small number of foreigners. Restricting their political participation does not necessarily imply oppression. As a polity whose members are moral persons upholding human rights proper, the Confucian polity would be tolerant of such individuals, first offering them an option to become full members through cultural immersion. If they refuse and desire to leave, on the one hand, they would be allowed a safe exit. If they choose to stay while remaining emotionally detached from the Confucian polity, on the other hand, certain “individual rights” of participation, such as the “equal freedom of public religious practice” or “equal access to public office,” may be justifiably restricted.
 As long as such individuals do not pose a clear threat to the polity or other members, however, restrictions of their individual liberties ought not to involve direct harm to their vital human goods, as the Confucian common good mandates the protection of vital human goods—human rights proper—for all residents, including foreigners. Even among members, Confucian political participation may do without “liberal” institutions of “widespread suffrage and elected government under conditions of political contestation.” There is nothing unreasonable about Confucian persons committed to the common good delegating their power to those who are true moral exemplars, deserving respect and trust.
 This is an acceptable form of representation in the ideal Confucian polity, on one crucial proviso: Common members ought to be entitled to revoke their devolution of power to the leaders, should leaders, who turn out to be immoral or incompetent, renege on their responsibility to promote the people’s well-being. This proviso is explicit in Confucianism in the idea of revolution. 

Let us examine the third premise that the liberal political regime, encompassing the aforementioned “liberal” institutions of “widespread suffrage and elected government under conditions of political contestation, with protections of the relevant liberties (of participation, expression, and association)” (Cohen 2006, p.241), is predicated on the liberal conception of persons. As we have seen, Jeong proposed institutions based on the principle of “keep[ing] the path of words/expression open” that enable members, both government officials and commoners, to express their dissent and participate in political processes. The institutions of gan-gwan and censors can be considered as proto-types of the so called Western political institution of separation of powers.
 These are not inherently “liberal” institutions but rather institutions of democratic governance compatible with different cultural traditions. Precedents for universal suffrage, which is a relatively recent phenomenon even in modern liberal societies, are harder to find in historical Confucian polities. Yet even universal suffrage may be adopted by the Confucian polity, if it is conducive to promoting the Confucian common good. For example, universal plebiscites on certain important issues, such as whether to depose an immoral and/or incompetent leader, are certainly compatible with Confucian politics, useful in sidestepping the danger of violent revolution. When such institutions are adopted in the Confucian polity, they would be Confucian democratic institutions justified by communitarian arguments predicated on the Confucian conception of persons, not by arguments predicated on the liberal conception of persons. What defines an institution as either liberal or Confucian is not its constitutive components but rather its justificatory rationale.
7. Confucian equality and political hierarchy 
Confucian politics, while fully embracing the idea of equality among Confucian persons in their moral capacities, gives moral exemplars, junzis, a more active role in the polity. This has led even Confucian scholars to claim that Confucianism is inherently elitist (Fung, p.114; Bell, p.185) and that Confucian “political hierarchy” is incompatible with democracy. I will not deny an elitist streak in Confucian politics (cf. Mencius 3A.4, 2A.3), if only in the sense that it favors highly qualified individuals as leaders. Elitism in this sense, however, is not incompatible with democracy understood as a political system in which the exercise of political power is authorized by the collective will of equal social members who are affected by it, as elite political leaders may have been authorized by the latter to exercise political power. The important questions are who counts as “highly qualified” and for what reasons such highly qualified individuals are authorized to rule. As we have seen, junzis are moral exemplars wholeheartedly committed to the Confucian common good to create a polity in which all members can reach moral perfection. This goal represents the will of the people. Only those who represent the will of the people should be authorized to rule. Therefore junzis ought to be political leaders. 
Stated in this way, the term “political hierarchy” may not express the true relation between Confucian leaders and the people. The right to rule in Confucianism is endowed and justified by the “Mandate (Decree) of Heaven” expressed through the people’s will. Confucian rulers are public “servants” in the true sense of the term and the rationale for their leadership is that they follow the people’s mind. Their authority to rule is justifiable only to the extent that they indeed carry out the will of the people. “Political hierarchy,” then, is applicable in Confucianism only in the sense that politicians are authorized to exercise power to implement the will of the people, who in principle hold higher power to retract the authorization, should the leaders fail to follow their will. Understood in this way, Confucian “political hierarchy” between political leaders and the people is not that different from the relation between politicians and their constituencies in the liberal West, although Western politicians are not required to exemplify moral rectitude. 
Leaving aside the somewhat anachronistic analogy to the “Heaven’s Mandate,” what is the basis for such respect demanded by Confucianism for the people’s will? My answer is that it is the Confucian idea of equality that members of the people are equal in their moral capacity to reach moral perfection. The idea of equality may not always be explicit in Confucian politics, especially when political leaders are doing their job right in promoting the common good. Yet the Confucian common good itself is predicated on the Confucian idea of equality: The fundamental reason why political leaders must create a world in which all members of the people realize their moral potentiality is because Confucian persons with equal potentiality for moral perfection deserve utmost respect. The Confucian idea of equality is also the rationale for Confucian democracy that allows Confucian persons to participate in political processes to express their collective will. If due respect for the people is not forthcoming and leaders neglect or vitiate the people’s well-being, then the people are entitled to complain to, criticize, dissent from, and even actively depose the leaders, precisely because their equal moral potentiality entitles them to the most optimal social conditions for realizing such potentiality. Therefore, equality among Confucian persons is the fundamental idea undergirding and safeguarding Confucian politics.
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For those who assume civic participation as inherently agonistic and disputatious, Confucian political processes described above may not seem sufficiently contentious to qualify as civic participation. Yet one of the main reasons for the contentiousness of contemporary participatory politics is due to the flaws in the mechanisms of representation that overlook certain segments of the population and the attempt on the part of those left out to make themselves heard. 

� Joseph Chan (2006) provides the most explicit argument for this; see also, Huntington, p.24; Cohen 2004 and 2006. 


� The focus here is on the philosophical concept of democracy rather than democracy as a set of political institutions, which is predicated on the former.


� Therefore, my position differs from previous proposals for Confucian democracy in line with Deweyan pragmatism, as they are not necessarily predicated on an idea of equality. Most notably, see Hall and Ames 1999. See also, O’Dwyer and Tan. I also reject the characterization of Confucian democracy as a subset of liberal democracy. See Fukuyama 1995.


� Regarding the romanization of Chinese characters, I followed pinyin, thanks to Guanghui Ma of Bentley College, for regular Confucian concepts. I followed Korean romanization for concepts that pertain to Jeong’s works. When putting both together, I put Korean before pinyin. In Korean romanization, I followed the Revised Rule of Korean Romanization proclaimed by the Korean government on July 7th, 2000, except “Chosôn,” which has a long-standing usage.


� Conceptions of Confucian personhood and political participation proposed in this paper are normative, providing ideals to be emulated in the real world.


� This is extrapolated from Rawls’s discussion of “liberal” peoples (1999, pp.23-24). 


� See also, pp.23-24; Beitz 2000, p.679. 


� I rely primarily on Tu Wei-ming’s interpretation of the Confucian self. 


� Ren appears 105 times in fifty-eight chapters out of the total of 499 chapters of the Analects (W.Chan 1955, p.296) and assumes different roles. 


� This, however, does not imply selfless altruism, as it is a process undertaken for the sake of none other than the realization of one’s “authentic” self (1979b, p.25). 


� This is attested by Confucius’s persistent pursuit of a public office under a wise king (Analects 13.10, 14.41, 17.1, 17.5, 18.7).


� Jeong’s numerous works written in Chinese characters were compiled into 14 books entitled Sambongjip in 1486 by the order of King Seong (成宗). In reconstructing his theory, I rely on its Korean translation (2006) as well as the exegesis provided by Han 1999. See also, Chung 1985.


� Many of Jeong’s ideas were adopted by successive Chosôn kings, incorporated into the Chosôn Constitution (Kyeung-guk-dae-jeon), and implemented in various degrees throughout the dynasty’s 500 year history. 


� In Analects 12.17, it is stated that “To govern (zheng 政) is to rectify (zheng正)”; see also, 13.6, 13.13.


� For a survey of how min was used in various Confucian sources, see Hall and Ames (1987), pp.140-44. 


� Cf. Mencius 4A.9. However, Confucius defends a just war in Analects 14.22.


� See Mencius 1A:7. 


� J.Chan (2006); Bell, p.185.


� Han even argues that Jeong may have realized that “hereditary absolute monarchy is not compatible with the politics of minbon (民本)” (p.185).


� For more on Chosôn institutions, see Chung, p.68.


� Even in the United States, statements that denounce fundamental societal values considered sacred —e.g., “the right to life, liberty, and pursuit of happiness”—would be harshly criticized, if not legally prohibited.


� For more on this, see Herr’s “intra-cultural pluralism” (2009).


� Moral capacity itself is culturally neutral and can be characterized and develop in many different ways in different cultural contexts.


� Think about the limits that the United States imposes not only on not-yet-naturalized immigrants, but also on naturalized citizens in running for public office, e.g. 


� See, for example, Rawls 1999, pp. 70-78. Bell’s advocacy of the “Xianshiyuan” in Confucian democracy seems to be in line with this line of reasoning (pp.167).


� Institutions of constitutionalism can also be found in the Chosôn period. See, Chaihark Hahm, “Constitutionalism, Confucian Civic Virtue, and Ritual Propriety”; Jongryn Mo, “The Challenge of Accountability,” both in Bell and Hahm (eds.), Confucianism for the Modern World (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003). Islam and the Challenge of Democracy
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