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Abstract

This study investigates the liberal thought of Carsun Chang and Zhang Dongsun who were
core figures of the “Third Force”, those parties who did not align themselves either with the
KMT or with the Communists in the 1940s. They developed a distinctive Chinese form of
liberalism that contained elements of socialism, German idealism (Hegel and Kant), and the
British tradition of liberty (Mill). Though similar in many respects to New Liberalism
represented by the British thinker L. T. Hobhouse, this form of liberalism was specifically
adapted to Chinese conditions. Like Hobhouse, Chang used German idealism to reconcile
liberalism with socialism but he aimed to address Chinese problems including poverty, national
sovereignty, and authoritarianism. Zhang subscribed to Chang’s views and agreed that these

problems were the obstacles to Chinese democracy and state-building.

I use Michael Freeden’s theory of ideological morphology to establish the distinctive
character of Chinese liberalism represented by Chang and Zhang. As an alternative to
conventional approaches, it centres around the semantic meanings of a cluster of political
concepts which constitute liberalism and socialism rather than specific definitions of those
ideologies. This approach successfully explains the variations within liberalism, socialism, and
their complex relationship in different cultures and regions, but has not yet been used by other
scholars to discuss Chinese political thought. In addition, | also discuss specific textual and
contextual aspects of the Chinese liberalism of Chang and Zhang.

Recognising the liberal tradition Chang and Zhang established helps develop a new
understanding of Chinese liberalism and Chinese socialism past and present which are
conventionally excluded from the narrative of Chinese political history. The Chinese liberalism
identified in my research had an overlap with social democracy. It was not a single concept of
liberty but a particular configuration of a few concepts such as liberty, equality, progress, justice,
welfare, and limited power. This form of liberalism continues to exist in contemporary China.
Chinese thinkers of this liberal tradition were and are actively involved in the debates over
socialism, liberalism, and their relationships to Chinese problems such as modernisation,
democratisation, and social transformation. In addition, this study reveals an ideological cause of
a divided Chinese liberalism in the 1940s. Chang was a new liberal whereas Zhang was a
representative of left liberalism. Furthermore, this research enables us to understand the
continuing influence of the liberalism of Chang on the constitutional thought in Taiwan and its
implications for the relationship between Taiwan and mainland China. Chang drafted the
Constitution of the Republic of China. His liberal thought had an impact on this constitution that

was initially intended to cover mainland China but was only enforced in Taiwan.
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English name in the text. But in footnotes and the bibliography, his English name is used only

when he published his works with the name Carsun Chang.



Chapter I: The Last Stand of Liberalism in Modern China

Introduction: Liberalism as an Intellectual Current in China

“Great changes are not caused by ideas alone; but they are not effected without ideas”.* Gao
Chaoqun (5= #E7¥), a researcher at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS), said
that Chinese history and politics from 1978 (Reform and Opening-Up) to 1989 was
characterised by heated debates over economic and political reforms rather than ideological
uniformity and these debates had an influence on the political elites who split into two camps
—those who were for the Reform and those who were against it.2 By debates, Gao alluded to
the rise of liberal ideology. The crackdown on the 1989 Tiananmen Square Protests indeed
has dealt a great blow to Chinese liberalism. Nevertheless, the intellectual debates over
liberalism and its relationship to China’s reform and development, and the role of the state in
the transition to a developed country never cease. Some contemporary scholars such as He Li,
Gao Chaoqun, Ma Licheng (& 37.35), and Liu Jianjun (X% %%) have identified liberalism as

one of the major Chinese political ideologies in present-day China.?

Liberalism was believed to be predominant in the intellectual community in the 1980s.*
However, the suppression of the Tiananmen Square protests of 1989 forced many
intellectuals to shift their focus from political liberalism to economic liberalism (a market
economy). Notwithstanding the suppression, the 1990s saw the resurfacing of political
liberalism. One prominent liberal was Li Shenzhi (Z=1E22). As a member of the Chinese
Communist Party (CCP), a former adviser to the Chinese leadership, and former Vice-
President of the CASS, Li in the late 1990s explicitly expressed his support for political

1 Leonard T. Hobhouse, Liberalism (Kitchener, Ontario: Batoche Books,1998), 23

2 Gao Chaoqun, “Dangdai zhongguo zhengzhi sixiang bantu,” [The Landscape of Contemporary Chinese Political Thought]
Zhongguo gaige luntan [China Reform Forum, China Institute for Reform and Development], updated 4 February 2012,
http://www.chinareform.org.cn/gov/governance/practice/201202/t20120205_133500.htm.

3 He Li is Professor of political science at Merrimack College. Ma Licheng is a public intellectual. Liu Jianjun is Director of
Contemporary China Research Centre at Fudan University. For their essays or books on contemporary Chinese political
thought, see He Li, Political Thought and China’s Transformation: Ideas Shaping Reform in Post-Mao China (London:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2015); Gao Chaoqun, “Dangdai zhongguo zhengzhi sixiang bantu”; Ma Licheng, Dangdai zhongguo
bazhong shehui sichao [Eight Strands of Social Thought in Contemporary China] (Beijing: Shehui kexue wenxian
chubanshe, 2011); Liu Jianjun, Dangdai zhongguo zhengzhi sichao [Contemporary Chinese Political Thought] (Shanghai:
Fudan daxue chubanshe, 2010). There is another English book on contemporary Chinese thought. See Fred Dallmayr and
Zhao Tingyang, eds., Contemporary Chinese Political Thought: Debates and Perspectives (Kentucky: University Press of
Kentucky, 2012). But the editors only select essays about New Confucianism, New Leftism, and post-Maoism. Books by
He Li and Ma Licheng provide a more comprehensive landscape of contemporary Chinese political thought.

4 Li, Political Thought and China’s Transformation, 17; Fen Lin, Yanfei Sun, and Hongxing Yang, “How Are Chinese
Students Ideologically Divided? A Survey of Chinese Students’ Political Self-Identification”, Pacific Affairs 88, no.1
(2015): 56.



liberalism, demanding political reforms.> This “Li Shenzhi phenomenon” sparked a debate
over the conception of “liberal” among Chinese intellectuals.® Calls for political reforms and
debates over liberalism continued in the twenty-first century. The past 19 years of this
century have seen a growing consciousness of liberalism among liberal intellectuals who are
critical of the Chinese government and put forward proposals demanding constitutionalism
and the protection of basic human rights. Some notable articles or proposals are Charter 08
(2008), “ Xin gongmin jingshen—Ziyou gongyi ai” #HrA KA —HHH. A X. % (The
Spirit of New Citizens: Liberty, Justice, and Universal Love 2012), “Gaige gongshi
changyishu” 2§25 3L 1H{8 145 (A Proposal for a Consensus on Reform 2012), Southern
Weekly’s planned 2013 New Year issue with the opening article “Zhonguomeng

xianzhengmeng” ' [E %5, 2 (%45 (China’s Dream, the Dream of Constitutionalism), and
“Women dangxia de kongju yu qgidai” 314 T [ RYH 5 BAAF(Our Fears and Hopes since
the Reform 2018)”.”

These calls for constitutionalism and democracy remind us of the liberal tradition in
Republican China (1912-1949). The ongoing debates over liberalism and socialism and the
concerns of Chinese liberals are rooted in modern China when Chinese liberals put forward
the establishment of a constitutional democracy to help national independence, state-building,
and modernisation. There are similar conditions in which Chinese liberalism takes shape and

seeks to address some similar issues such as authoritarianism and social injustice.

First, there is a diversity of political thought in the intellectual community though both
Republican China and the People’s Republic of China are ruled by one political party.
Second, almost all major political ideologies during both periods centre around issues related
to China’s modernisation and national rejuvenation. Third, there are moments when
liberalism is one of the major intellectual currents to compete with its rivals. In the 1940s the
liberal force was even politically organised. In the late 1980s and the 1990s, the liberal circle

published a large number of works to debunk the arguments of the New Left. Fourth, as an

5 For reference, see Li Shenzhi, Selected Writings of Li Shenzhi, eds. llse Tebbetts and Libby Kingseed (Ohio: Kettering
Foundation Press, 2010).

6 For a detailed analysis of the resurfacing of liberalism and “Li Shenzhi phenomenon”, see Yinghong Cheng, “Liberalism in
Contemporary China: Ten Years after Its ‘Resurface’,” Journal of Contemporary China 17, no. 55 (2008): 383-400.

7 Charter 08 was signed by more than 300 Chinese intellectuals most of whom were scholars, teachers, journalists, writers
and human rights activists. One of the drafters was Liu Xiaobo, the 2010 Noble Peace Prize winner. “The Spirit of New
Citizens” was written by Dr Xu Zhiyong, a jurist. “A Proposal for a Consensus on Reform” was drafted by Zhang Qianfan,
a professor of law at Beijing University. About 70 liberal intellectuals supported the proposal. “China’s Dream, the Dream
of Constitutionalism” was an article by Dai Zhiyong, a journalist. “Our Fears and Hopes since the Reform” was written by
Xu Zhangrun, a professor of law at Tsinghua University. The article is s a critique of Chinese politics and a response to the
constitutional amendment which abolishes the term limits on the Presidency.
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ideology liberalism has its market among intellectuals, but its influence on real politics in
both periods is limited. In the 1940s Chinese liberals succeeded in bringing about a
consultative conference which produced a liberal constitution. However, the civil war and the
split within liberalism made the efforts of liberals futile. With reference in particular to the
Tiananmen Square protests of 1989, pro-democracy students could have drawn lessons from
the constitutional movements in the Republican era to achieve their aims step by step. An
attempt seeking substantive political changes and an overnight success in China usually
results in limited choices for democrats and liberals; consequently, the possibility for political
negotiations is undermined. It usually ends with a zero-sum game in which an authoritarian

regime becomes the winner.

Having considered the four parallels between Republican China and contemporary China
regarding the liberal tradition and the intellectual debates over specific Chinese problems, 1
suggest that we revisit liberalism in Republican China to get a better understanding of

Chinese liberalism and its relationship to China’s economic, social, and political reforms.
1.1 Liberalism in Modern China

A great deal of the scholarship on Chinese politics in the first half of the twentieth-century
focuses mainly on the Kuomintang (the Nationalist Party), the Chinese Communist Party, and
the power struggle between them, resulting in an interpretation of Republican Chinese
politics characterised by a two-party paradigm. In a similar vein, the diversity of Chinese
political thought in Republican China has often been overlooked. Some scholars more aware
of the intellectual diversity of the period have tried to organise modern Chinese political or
social thought into major categories, though often differing in their labels. Chinese scholars
have, for example, posited three main categories: liberalism, radicalism (usually identified
with Marxism-Leninism), and (cultural) conservatism.® Likewise, Edmund S. K. Fung argues

that Republican China was “underpinned by a triad of liberal, conservative and socialist

8 Examples of this broad categorisation can be found in: Geng Yunzhi, Zheng Dahua, and Yu Zuhua, “Lishi weishenme
meiyou xuanze ziyouzhuyi—Guanyu ‘Zhongguo jindai ziyouzhuyi’ de duihua,” [Why Was Liberalism not the Choice?—A
Dialogue on Modern Chinese Liberalism], in Jindai Zhongguo shi shang de ziyouzhuyi: Ziyouzhuyi yu jindai Zhongguo
(1840-1949) xueshu yantaohui lunwenji [Proceedings of the Conference on Liberalism in Modern Chinese History:
Liberalism and Modern China (1840-1949)], ed. Zhongguo shehui kexueyuan jindaishi yanjiusuo [Institute of Modern
History, Chinese Academy of Social Sciences] (Beijing: Shehui kexue wenxian chubanshe, 2008), 6; Zheng Dahua,
Minguo sixiangshi lun [An Intellectual History of Republican China] (Beijing: Shehui kexue wenxian chubanshe, 2006),
99; Ren Jiantao, Zhongguo xiandai sixiang mailuo zhong de ziyouzhuyi [Liberalism in the Threads of Modern Chinese
Thought] (Beijing: Beijing daxue chubanshe, 2004), 99; Ouyang Zhesheng, Ziyouzhuyi zhi lei—Hu Shi sixiang de xiandai
chanshi [The Burden of Liberalism—A Modern Interpretation of Hu Shi’s Thought] (Shanghai: Shanghai renmin
chubanshe, 1993), 380. Zheng Dahua uses “Westernisation” as a descriptive term for liberalism. Ouyang Zhesheng argues
that anarchism, radical populism, and Marxism were all forms of radicalism.

3



thought.”® In Fung’s study, though, socialism does not just refer to Marxism but to reformist
or revisionist socialist thought. Fung directs our attention to the important fact that a
Communist-dominated historiography obscures socialist alternatives proposed by ‘“non-

Marxist, non-communist intellectuals who had a socialistic impulse.”*°

Indeed, many Chinese liberals in Republican China incorporated some elements of
socialism into political liberalism. This suggests that strict attempts to apply broad categories
to modern Chinese thought may obscure more than illuminate the ways in which different
streams of thought actually interacted. These liberals modified both traditional liberalism and
socialism in the hope of establishing a Chinese democracy. Their ideas shaped modern
Chinese liberalism which in the 1940s developed into a third force outside the KMT and the
CCP. This third force contributed to the birth of the Constitution of the Republic of China.
This constitution was intended to cover mainland China but it was only implemented in
Taiwan, helping Taiwan establish a democratic system. Xie Zhengdao (¥ &), a Taiwanese
scholar of constitutional law, comments that only when mainland China enforces the
Constitution of the Republic of China and becomes a democracy will the peaceful

reunification of Taiwan and mainland China be possible.!!
1.1.1 Liberalism of the Third Force

This dissertation seeks to recover a Chinese form of liberalism developed by Carsun
Chang (Zhang Junmai 5K Jil}) and Zhang Dongsun (5K 4<#}) and explore the pluralism of
modern Chinese political thought through a reevaluation of the two thinkers who were key
members of the third force. Chang was the drafter of the Constitution of the Republic of
China. As core figures of Liang Qichao’s research group and the same political party
(National Socialist Party), Chang and Zhang were like-minded liberals before a split
after the mid-1940s. % This split signified a divided Chinese liberalism which was
detrimental to the prospects for a constitutional democracy in China. It marked the last

stand of liberalism in the history of modern China.

I contend that Chang and Zhang developed a distinctively Chinese form of liberalism

that contained elements of British liberalism, social democracy, and German idealism without

9 Edmund S. K. Fung, The Intellectual Foundations of Chinese Modernity: Cultural and Political Thought in the Republican
Era (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 2.

10 1bid., 3.

11 Xie Zhengdao, Zhonghua minguo xiuxianshi [The History of Revision to the Constitution of the Republic of China]
(Taipei: Yangzhi wenhua shiye gufen youxian gongsi, 2007), 537-41.

12 In 1946 this party was renamed as the China Democratic Socialist Party and it was one of the six parties and groups of the
China Democratic League.



abandoning the Chinese tradition of freedom (spiritual freedom as self-autonomy and self-
independence). This form of liberalism, though similar in many respects to the contemporary
form of the British liberal thought found in L. T. Hobhouse, was specifically adapted to

Chinese conditions with a view to the state-building of China.

Recognising the distinctive character of Chinese liberalism represented by Chang and
Zhang enables us to understand both its continuing influence on the constitutional thought in
Taiwan and its significant role in unfolding a truer picture of Chinese liberalism and Chinese
socialism that are conventionally excluded from the narrative of Chinese political ideologies.
| show in particular the impact of Chang’s liberal thought on the democratic system of
Taiwan and its implications for the relationship between Taiwan and mainland China.

Furthermore, this research develops a new understanding of Chinese liberalism and
Chinese socialism in both Republican China and in contemporary China. First, the distinctive
Chinese form of liberalism identified in my research has an overlap with social democracy as
a form of socialism. To be exact, liberalism as established by Chang and Zhang was not a
single concept of liberty but a particular configuration of a few concepts such as limited

power, liberty, equality, justice, democracy, welfare, and progress.

Second, Chinese thinkers of this liberal tradition were and are actively involved in the
debates over socialism and liberalism. This liberal tradition continues to exist in
contemporary China. For example, the liberal discourses of Qin Hui (Z=%), Xu Jilin (142
#%), and Zhang Rulun (5K &) highlight not only individual liberty, but also equality, justice,
and welfare. They absorb harmonious elements of liberalism and social democracy,
attempting to modify Western ideas to address contemporary Chinese problems.** Among the
three liberal intellectuals, Qin’s discourse is more “indigenous” and this makes him more
comparable to the liberalism of the third force in Republican China. In a book on assorted
“isms” in relation to Chinese problems, he argues that problems of contemporary China make
it imperative to advocate the overlapping values of liberalism and social democracy.'* Along
with Qin, Xu, and Zhang, advocates of other strands of liberalism (economic liberalism and
political liberalism) from the late 1980s to the 1990s voluntarily formed a liberal circle to
argue with the New Left. They debated modernity, democracy, equality, justice, liberalism,

and their relationships to China’s political, economic, and social reforms. These ideological

13 For an analysis of their arguments and the debates between the New Left and the liberal circle, see pages 171-176.
14 Qin Hui, Gongtong de dixian [Our Common Ground and Bottom Line in the Debate over “Isms” in Relation to Chinese
Problems] (Nanjing: Jiangsu wenyi chubanshe, 2013), 9-10.
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conflicts and interactions are still underway and the Chinese liberal tradition in the
foreseeable future will not cease to exist as long as Chinese intellectuals think that questions
on liberalism, socialism, and their relationships to Chinese problems are not yet answered
satisfactorily.

1.1.2 Modern Chinese Liberalism and Its Failure

To understand the position of Chang and Zhang in modern Chinese liberalism, it is
necessary to review the development of modern Chinese liberalism. | hold that the liberal
force represented by Carsun Chang and Zhang Dongsun developed from an intellectual
current into an actual political force to be reckoned with in the 1940s. After the War of
Resistance against Japan, this liberal force endeavoured to mediate between the CCP and the
KMT both of whom tried to win the support of these liberal intellectuals. Nevertheless, the

constitutional movement led by the third force ultimately failed due to several reasons.

The first phase of modern Chinese liberalism began in the late nineteenth century and the

early twentieth century.®® Liberal ideas were introduced to China by Yan Fu (j%%) and

Liang Qichao (35 78). It was a stage of importation of European liberal political thought,

especially British political thinking (John Locke, Adam Smith, and John Mill).

The New Culture Movement (1915-1922) ushered in the second stage of modern
Chinese liberalism.'® This phase extended to the outbreak of the War of Resistance against
Japan in 1937. Liberalism in China then developed into a major school of intellectual thought,
having its own followers who aired demands for democracy and constitutionalism. Hu Shi,
Carsun Chang, and Zhang Dongsun were just three of the notable voices in this period. They

drew on Western liberalism to ponder over the problems of modern China.

The period between 1937 and the 1940s, however, marked a breakthrough in the
evolution of modern Chinese liberalism in the sense that liberals were politically organised
and at some moments they were able to exert an influence on the government.!” Various
political groups or parties which were founded by liberal intellectuals during the war

organised a third force. The China Democratic League became the mainstay of this third

15 Leigh K. Jenco, “Chinese Liberalism,” LSE Research Online (2012), accessed 25 December 2015, http:
/leprints.Ise.ac.uk/45300/; Edmund Fung, The Intellectual Foundations of Chinese Modernity: Cultural and Political
Thought in the Republican Era (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 136; Geng, Zheng, and Yu, “Lishi
weishenme meiyou xuanze ziyouzhuyi, 6; Shi Bifan, Jindai zhongguo ziyouzhuyi xianzheng sichao yanjiu [Constitutional
Liberalism in Modern China] (Jinan: Shandong renmin chubanshe, 2004), 4-6.

16 Geng, Zheng, and Yu, “Lishi weishenme meiyou xuanze ziyouzhuyi,” 4-6.
7 1bid.



force which helped make the 1946 Political Consultative Conference possible. This
conference was significant and unprecedented in modern Chinese politics because
constitutionalism was on the agenda and two armed parties (the KMT and the CCP) with the
help of the third force and America, tried to solve differences in a peaceful manner. It is
believed that this stage was the peak of political liberalism in modern China.'® Carsun Chang
and Zhang Dongsun as two key figures of the DL were deeply involved in the constitutional
movement of this period. The representatives of the KMT, the CCP, and the DL agreed to
select Carsun Chang as the drafter of the Constitution of the Republic of China.
Unfortunately, the breakdown of political negotiations between the KMT and the CCP made

the proposal of constitutionalism infeasible.

Edmund Fung and Leigh Jenco interpret modern Chinese liberalism in a slightly
different way.*® According to Fung, Yan Fu and Liang Qichao belonged to the first
generation.?® The second generation included Hu Shi (&), pre-Marxist Chen Duxiu (%4
75) and Li Dazhao (%= K%l]), Carsun Chang, Zhang Dongsun and others who were active
participants of the May Fourth Movement.?! The third generation emerged in the early 1930s
and extended to the 1940s and many of them were disciples of Harold Laski. %2
Representatives were Luo Longji (¥'[%3), Wang Zaoshi (£i&H}), Chu Anping (fii %)
and so on. Leigh Jenco employs a similar approach to describe the development of Chinese
liberalism from the late Qing to 1949. She classifies it into two strands. The first strand is
“the importation and application of European classical liberal political ideologies by court
intellectuals and treaty-port compradors in the late nineteenth century, and the subsequent
development of this liberal trend in the early years of the Chinese Republic (1911-1919) and

into the 1930s.”%* The other strand is “the rise of liberal individualism during the ‘May

18 See Geng, Zheng, and Yu, “Lishi weishenme meiyou xuanze ziyouzhuyi,” 6; Shi, Jindai zhongguo ziyouzhuyi, 207; Hu
Weixi, Gao Ruiquan, and Zhang Limin, Shizi jietou yu ta: Zhongguo jindai ziyouzhuyi sichao yanjiu [A Crossroads and
the Pagoda: A study of Modern Chinese Liberalism] (Shanghai: Shanghai renmin chubanshe, 1991), 299; Xu Jilin,
“Shehuiminzhuzhuyi de lishi yichan—Xiandai zhongguo ziyouzhuyi de huigu,” [The Historical Legacy of Social
Democracy: A Review of the Liberal Tradition in Modern China] in Zhishi fenzi lichang: Ziyouzhuyi zhi zheng yu
zhongguo sixiangjie de fenhua [The Positions of Intellectuals: Debates over Liberalism and Divisions within Chinese
Intellectual Circles], ed. Li Shitao (Changchun: Shidai wenyi chubanshe, 2000), 479. Zhang Dongsun who lived in
Republican China also commented that political liberalism reached the peak in the 1940s. See Zhang Dongsun, Zhongguo
jindai sixiangjia wenku: Zhang Dongsun juan [Library of Modern Chinese Thinkers: Zhang Dongsun], ed. Zuo Yuhe
(Beijing: Zhongguo renmin daxue chubanshe, 2015), 592.

19 See Fung, Intellectual Foundations, 136-37; Jenco, “Chinese Liberalism”.

20 Fung, Intellectual Foundations, 136.

2L |bid. In the late 1910s Chen Duxiu and Li Dazhao became Marxists and they founded the Communist Party in the early
1920s.

22 |bid, 137.

2 |bid.

24 See Jenco, “Chinese Liberalism”.



Fourth’ student movement of the 1920s, largely informed by the pragmatic philosophy of the

influential social critic Hu Shi.”%

However, to divide Chinese liberalism into some generations in the chronological order
proposed by Fung and Jenco is unable to describe the features of the liberal thought of some
Chinese liberals like Hu Shi, Carsun Chang, and Zhang Dongsun. Fung and Jenco regard
them as the second generation (the 1920s) of liberals in modern China, but these intellectuals
never stopped advocating liberal values in the 1930s and the 1940s. In addition, the liberalism
of Chang and Zhang was different from the liberal individualism the May Fourth movement
advocated. Chang and Zhang put equal emphasis on individual liberty and the common good,
trying to reconcile Chinese culture with Western democracy.?®

I maintain that the political landscape of Republican China from the late 1930s to the
1940s was shaped by the interplay of three major forces represented by the KMT, the CCP,
and the third force most of whom were liberal intellectuals. The chance for making China a
democracy came in the 1940s when the KMT government was forced to convene the Political
Consultative Conference and the Constituent Assembly which would include all political
parties and independents. But eventually the third force movement failed and Chinese liberals
had to choose sides between the CCP and the KMT.

As a political movement liberalism ultimately failed in modern China and a combination
of factors accounted for its failure. A most important factor was the inhospitable environment
including foreign invasion (the Japanese aggression in particular), the repression by the KMT,
the uncompromising attitude on the part of the revolutionary Communist Party of China, and
the military conflicts between the two major parties.?” This political environment created
differential capabilities for the KMT, the CCP, and the DL to change the trajectory of
Chinese politics. Being sandwiched between two armed parties which did not embrace values
of tolerance, compromise, and cooperation in the process of democratisation, the third force
without military resources and popular support, was incapable of competing with the KMT
and the CCP on the same footing. There was no hope for peace after the mediation of
America and the DL culminated in failure. The DL was less than neutral after the PCC was

held in 1946. Its pro-communist standpoint was manifest in its decisions to absent itself from

2 bid.

26 Chapter 111, chapter 1V, and chapter VII will illustrate this point.

27 Roger Jeans and Edmund Fung also regard this factor as a cause of the failure of the third force movement. See Roger B.
Jeans, ed., Roads Not Taken: The Struggle of Opposition Parties in Twentieth-Century China (Boulder, Colorado:
Westview Press, 1992), 10-11; Fung, In Search of Chinese Democracy, 260.
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the Constituent Assembly and to expel Carsun Chang and his followers because they decided
to attend the Assembly that would promulgate the democratic constitution Chang drafted. It
turned out that the political reality was most advantageous to the CCP which succeeded in
preventing the DL from cooperating with the KMT to form a coalition government despite
the fact that the KMT did reserve seats for the DL and the CCP. In addition, scholars also
agree that limited membership, lack of a supportive civic society (popular support), financial
difficulties, inadequate organisational structures of the DL (lack of leadership and cohesion),
factionalism within Carsun Chang’s party and the DL (mutual rivalries and differences
among party leaders), and moderate personalities of Chinese intellectuals like Chang who
advocated rationality and the doctrine of the “golden mean” in an extreme environment of
revolution all combined to cause the failure of liberalism in modern China.?® This research
will focus mainly on the ideological level and reveal an ideological cause of the failure of
Chinese liberalism in the 1940s. This ideological analysis distinguishes my research from the
studies of Roger Jeans and Edmund Fung that centre on the causes mentioned above. The
causes they have identified are also essential to our understanding of modern Chinese

liberalism.
1.2 Scholarship and Basic Arguments
1.2.1 Existing Interpretations of Modern Chinese Liberalism

While discussing liberalism in Republican China scholars develop three typical
interpretations of Chinese liberalism in this period. One interpretation discusses Chinese
liberals in terms of their similarity to canonical liberals. Many PRC scholars tend to invoke
Locke and Hayek who are thought to be canonical liberals. They refer to their version of
classical liberalism as the pure liberalism which prioritises the value of individual liberty and

free markets.?®

A second interpretation stresses the unique characteristics of Chinese liberalism. For
instance, Yin Haiguang (f% %) and Ouyang Zhesheng (KK FH#5 4= ) take the Chinese
context into account. Yin prescribes six characteristics of modern Chinese liberalism:
castigation of Confucianism, promotion of science, the pursuit of democracy, aspirations for

freedom, progressiveness, use of vernacular Chinese; any modern Chinese intellectual who

28 Jeans, Roads Not Taken, 10-20; Edmund Fung, “The Alternative of Loyal Opposition: The Chinese Youth Party and
Chinese Democracy, 1917-1949” in Roger B. Jeans, Roads Not Taken, 259-260; Fung, In Search of Chinese Democracy,
260, 309-316.

2 Hu, Gao, and Zhang, Shizi jietou, 300; Liu Junning, Gonghe minzhu xianzheng—Ziyouzhuyi sixiang yanjiu [Republic,
Democracy, and Constitutionalism] (Shanghai: Sanlian shudian, 1998), 341.
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possesses four of those six traits is a liberal.>® Ouyang, however, argues that Yin’s definition
is too broad because it may include those who are radicals (revolutionaries).®! Ouyang lists
four features of Chinese liberalism: individualism, reformism and gradualism, advocacy of
science and cultural pluralism.3? According to this interpretation, whether Chang and Zhang
were liberals is disputable. Chang and Zhang did not castigate Confucianism. Neither did

they agree that science could solve questions of morality and metaphysics.

Another interpretation suggests that Chinese liberalism bears both indigenous
characteristics and universal features. Some of the widely accepted tenets of liberalism are
limited government, the protection of civil liberties, and a belief in democratic institutions.®

The influence of Confucianism is identified as an indigenous feature.®*

Scholars who interpret Chinese liberalism in the first two ways conclude that most
modern Chinese liberals misunderstood liberalism because their understanding of liberalism
deviated from the version of liberalism that stressed individual liberty.®® Moreover, these
scholars judge that Chinese liberalism failed to address the problems of modern China due
both to the flaws of the creed itself and to the elitism of Chinese liberals. 3® I maintain that
these two interpretations fail to explain the variations within liberalism across time and they
suppose an antithesis between all variants of liberalism and socialism. These two
interpretations represent the mainstream view that excludes Chang and Zhang from liberalism.
My study will show that Chang and Zhang developed a Chinese form of liberalism, similar to
New Liberalism which contained elements of socialism. Thinkers of this liberal tradition in
both Republican China and in Britain agreed that liberalism and socialism were not

necessarily antithetical.

% Yin Haiguang, “Ziyouzhuyi de quxiang,” (The Tendency of Liberalism) in Jindai zhongguo sixiang renwu lun—
Ziyouzhuyi [Modern Chinese Thinkers—Liberalism], eds. Zhou Yangshan and Yang Suxian (Taipei: Shibao wenhua
chubanshe, 1980), 19-97.

81 Quyang, Ziyouzhuyi zhi lei, 340.

32 Ibid.

33 Jenco, “Chinese Liberalism”; Edmund S. K. Fung, “Were Chinese Liberals Liberal? Reflections on the Understanding of
Liberalism in Modern China,” Pacific Affairs 81, no.4 (2008): 557-76; Huang Ko-wu, “Jindai zhongguo de ziyouzhuyi:
Yuanqi yu yanbian,” (Modern Chinese Liberalism: Origin and Evolution) in Zhongguo shehui kexueyuan jindaishi
yanjiusuo, Jindai zhongguo shi shang de ziyouzhuyi, 27-43; Benjamin C. Tsai, “Enemies of the Revolution: Ideology and
Practice in the Making of Chinese Liberalism, 1890-1927” (PhD diss., University of Chicago, 2000), 2; Jerome B. Grieder,
Hu Shih and the Chinese Renaissance (Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1970), 344.

34 Jenco, “Chinese Liberalism”; Fung, “Were Chinese Liberals Liberal?,” 563; Grieder, Hu Shih, 344,

35 Zhang Qing, Hu Shi paixue renqun yu xiandai zhongguo ziyouzhuyi [The Hu Shi Group of Scholars and Modern Chinese
Liberalism] (Shanghai: Shanghai guji chubanshe, 2004), 20-22; Ren Jiantao, Zhongguo xiandai sixiang mailuo zhong de
ziyouzhuyi, 280; Hu, Gao and Zhang, Shizi jietou, 70-72; Xu, “Shehuiminzhuzhuyi,” in Li Shitao, Zhishi fenzi lichang, 475;
Liu, Gonghe minzhu xianzheng, 341-42; Yin, “Ziyouzhuyi,” 21; Chang Hao, Liang Chi-chao and Intellectual Transition
in Modern China, 1890-1907 (Cambridge Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1971); Benjamin I. Schwarz, In Search of
Wealth and Power: Yen Fu and the West (Cambridge Massachusetts.: Harvard University Press, 1964).

3% Zhang, Hu Shi paixue renqun yu xiandai zhongguo ziyouzhuyi, 500; Ren, Zhongguo xiandai sixiang mailuo zhong de
ziyouzhuyi, 280; Hu, Gao, and Zhang, Shizi jietou, 70-72.
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The third approach pays attention to the diversity of liberalism in different contexts.
However, a lack of an appropriate methodology to deal properly with the conceptual problem
of liberalism and its relationship to socialism results in confusing conclusions about Chang
and Zhang. Thus, Roger Jeans portrays Chang as a constitutionalist, a socialist, and a

.3" Edmund Fung contends that Chang and Zhang were simultaneously liberal,

democrat
democratic, and socialist.®® Zheng Dahua concludes that Chang was an advocate for political
liberalism and a socialist economy.®® Soonyi Lee describes Chang and Zhang as thinkers of
socialism.*® Weng Hekai, however, argues that Chang’s theory of democratic socialism did
not deviate from constitutionalism or liberalism.** Leigh Jenco and Xue Huayuan (££1t )
also refer to both or either of them as liberals.*? These differences about the labels applied to
Chang and Zhang remain unsolved. My research will use ideological morphology
developed by Michael Freeden to understand the liberal and socialist arguments by Chang
and Zhang. This research avoids the debates that often arise based on different definitions of

the labels (liberal or socialist) applied to Chang and Zhang and therefore seeks to resolve

some of the differences seen in previous scholarship regarding these labels.
1.2.2 Major Arguments

I make four arguments in this research. First and foremost, | argue that, instead of misreading
liberalism, Carsun Chang and Zhang Dongsun developed a Chinese form of liberalism that

was akin to British new liberalism to respond to Chinese issues including national

37 Roger B. Jeans, Democracy and Socialism in Republican China: The Politics of Zhang Junmai, 1906-1941 (Boulder:
Rowman and Littlefield, 1997), 9-48.

% Edmund S. K. Fung, “State Building, Capitalist Development, and Social Democracy in China’s Modern Transformation,
1921-1949,” Modern China 31, no. 3 (2005): 318.

39 Zheng Dahua, “Lun Zhang Junmai zhengzhi sixiang de yanbian jiqi dangdai yiyi” [The Development of Zhang Junmai’s
Political Thought and Its Contemporary Significance] Guanchazhe [Observer], updated 22 August 2013,
https://www.guancha.cn/ZhengDaHua/2013_08_22_158305.shtml.

40 Soonyi Lee, “Culture and Politics in Interwar China: The Two Zhangs and Chinese Socialism” (PhD diss., New York
University, 2014), 6-21; Xiao Gongquan a prominent scholar and a contemporary of Carsun Chang also considered Chang
as a representative of socialism. See Xiao Gongquan, Jindai zhongguo sixiang renwu lun—Shehuizhuyi [Modern Chinese
Thinkers—Socialism] (Taipei: Shibao wenhua gongsi, 1980). The Taiwanese scholar Sun Shanhao uses “constitutional
socialism” to depict Chang’s political thought. See Sun Shanhao, “Zhang Junmai de xianzheng shehuizhuyi,” [Zhang
Junmai:  Constitutional ~ Socialism]  Tengxun wenhua [Tencent Culture], updated 18 July 2013,
http://cul.qq.com/a/20130718/015913.htm.

4 Weng Hekai, “Xiuzheng de minzhu zhengzhi bianxi—Chongshen Zhang Junmai 1930 niandai de minzhu guannian he
zhidu sheji,” [An Analysis of the Theory of Modified Democratic Politics—A Re-evaluation of Zhang Junmai’s Political
Thought about Democracy and Institutional Design in the 1930s], in Zhongguo shehui kexueyuan jindaishi yanjiusuo,
Jindai Zhongguo shi shang de ziyouzhuyi, 430; Weng Hekai, Xiandai zhongguo de ziyou minzu zhuyi—Zhang Junmai
minzu jianguo sixiang pingzhuan [Liberal Nationalism in Modern China: A Commentary on Zhang Junmai’s Political
Thought of Nation-Building] (PhD diss., Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, 2006).

42| eigh K. Jenco, “Chinese Political Ideologies,” in Oxford Handbook of Political Ideologies, eds. Michael Freeden, Lyman
Tower Sargent, and Marc Stears (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 644-60; Jenco, “Chinese Liberalism”; Xue
Huayuan, Minzhu xianzheng yu minzuzhuyi de bianzheng fazhan—zZhang Junmai sixiang yanjiu [Dialectic Development
of Democracy, Constitutionalism, and Nationalism—A Study of Zhang Junmai’s Thought] (Taipei: Daoxiang chubanshe,
1993).
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sovereignty, poverty, and authoritarianism. They held that democratic politics, a mixed
economy, and a German conception of the state would help China deal with these problems.
My research builds on the arguments made by Edmund Fung, Benjamin Tsai, and Weng
Hekai. They challenge the mainstream view that Chang and Zhang misread liberalism. Fung
argues that Chang and Zhang did not misinterpret liberalism and that Chinese conceptions of
freedom developed by them are similar to those of T. H. Green and L. T. Hobhouse.*® Tsai
contends that Liang Qichao’s research group (Liang Qichao, Carsun Chang, and Zhang
Dongsun) “presented the most coherent and systematic defence of a liberal constitutional
order throughout modern China”.** Weng maintains that Carsun Chang’s theory of “modified
democratic politics” conformed to the principles of liberalism and constitutionalism and it
contributed to China’s political transition and state-building.*® My study will support and

extend their arguments.

I contend that the imperative of different contextual problems led to similar responses
among both Chinese and British liberal thinkers who modified different traditions of liberty
in their societies and that these thinkers converged on a variant of liberalism with some
elements of socialism and German idealism. Capitalism associated with classical liberalism
was Britain’s malaise. Therefore, liberal thinkers there modified the British tradition of
classical liberalism. They found that some socialist elements (human welfare, state
intervention, public property) and an organic conception of society were remedies for
classical liberalism. The priority for China, however, was state-building. The solution Chang
and Zhang put forward was a composite of democratic politics, a mixed economy, and
German idealism. Democratic politics, they argued, was indispensable to the establishment of
a modern state. Poverty and a concern for social justice made them develop the conception of
a mixed economy combining socialism and capitalism. In addition, a German conception of
the state was introduced by Chang to highlight the positive role of the state in safeguarding
China’s sovereignty and in building a nation-state. Zhang also subscribed to this German
conception of the state and supported Chang.*® Their political thought turned out to be a
system that had some similarities with British new liberalism but it also possessed a flavour

of nationalism.

43 Fung, “Were Chinese Liberals Liberal?,” 576; Edmund S. K. Fung, “The Idea of Freedom in Modern China Revisited:
Dual Conceptions and Dual Responsibilities,” Modern China 32, no. 4 (2006): 321-22, 453-55, 474.

44 Tsai, “Enemies of the Revolution,” 1.

4 Weng, “Xiuzheng de minzhu zhengzhi bianxi,” 430.

46 This was reflected in the political platform they co-authored in 1932. See Jizhe (Editor), “Women suo yao shuo de hua,”
(Our Parole) Zaisheng 1, no.1 (20 May 1932): 1-60.
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Second, most past studies on Chang and Zhang portray them as exemplars of reformist
socialism (social democracy) and | hold that the designation of these Chinese thinkers as
social demaocrats is too narrow to describe the pluralism of modern Chinese political thought
and the complexity of their thought which was influenced by different strands of thought
including liberalism, socialism, and German idealism.*’ Both British thinkers (Thomas Hill
Green, Leonard Hobhouse, and John Hobson) and these Chinese thinkers (Carsun Chang and
Zhang Dognsun) tried to synthesise these different strands of thought to meet the needs of
their societies. Chang, for instance, developed a distinctive discourse on democratic socialism
that bore a strong resemblance to Hobhouse’s conception of liberal socialism rather than
European social democracy. The liberal socialism was an essential part of Hobhosue’s
political philosophy of New Liberalism and thus Chang’s discourse on democratic socialism

might be best described as New Liberalism.

Third, the two democratic constitutions Chang drafted in Republican China are evidence
that Chang was a committed liberal and constitutionalist. Previous scholarship on Chang
ignores his constitutional thought and some significant differences between Chang’s
constitutional thought and the Weimar constitution. I will illustrate Chang’s constitutional
thought and its relationship to Taiwan’s democratic system and highlight the differences
between his constitutional thinking and other Western constitutional law, the Weimar
constitution in particular. These differences are important for us to understand Chang’s views
on the applications of presidentialism, parliamentarianism, federalism, and direct democracy
in China. He disapproved of a powerful president and the implementation of direct

democracy in China at an early stage of democratisation.

Finally, | argue that an ideological divergence developed between Chang and Zhang
after the mid-1930s and it eventually caused a divided Chinese liberalism including the split
within the DL and the party led by both Chang and Zhang. Their political thought represented
two conspicuous streams of Chinese liberalism in the 1940s, new liberalism and left
liberalism. Chang remained a new liberal while Zhang became a left liberal who finally

supported the CCP and believed that the CCP would make China a democracy.

47 For major works on the reformist socialism of Chang and Zhang, see Jeans, Democracy and Socialism in Republican
China; Fung, “State Building, Capitalist Development, and Social Democracy in China’s Modern Transformation™; Fung,
Intellectual Foundations; Lee, “Culture and Politics in Interwar China”.

13



1.3 Methodology and Conceptual Framework

I use Michael Freeden’s theory of ideological morphology to establish the distinctive
character of Chinese liberalism represented by Chang and Zhang. Unlike conventional
approaches, ideological morphology centres around the semantic meanings of political
concepts rather than a specific definition of liberalism. This approach has successfully
explained the variation of liberalism in different contexts and the relationship between
liberalism and socialism, but has not yet been used by other scholars to discuss liberal
thought in China. In addition, I also discuss specific textual and contextual aspects of the

liberal thought of Chang and Zhang.

When constructing liberalism, political theorists usually adopt two methodological
strategies, either individually or in combination: stipulative and canonical.*® Stipulative
methods “employ definitional fiat to demarcate the legitimate boundaries of liberalism: only
those adhering to a particular cluster of assumptions and arguments count as properly
liberal”.*® Canonical methods “distil ‘liberal’ theoretical structures from exemplary writings”

by renowned thinkers such as Locke, Kant, Mill, and Rawls.>°

Both strategies have their merits but neither can accommodate and explain the plurality
of actually existing liberalisms, past and present, in our political debates.®® Many of the
typical interpretations of Chinese liberalism fall into these strategies. To be exact, scholars
who sanctify the liberalism of Locke, Hayek or Mill as the “pure” form of liberalism use
canonical methods. The stipulative approach is used by Yin Haiguang and Ouyang Zhesheng.
The third interpretation of modern Chinese liberalism recognises the diversity of liberalism in
different contexts but it does not provide a methodology for us to deal with the conceptual
problems of liberalism and socialism. This lack of an appropriate methodology leaves some

questions about Chang and Zhang unresolved.

My research seeks to address the problems that remain by using ideological
morphology. This new methodology identifies the political concept (liberty, equality, etc.) as
the unit of analysis and presents ideologies as particular configurations of a cluster of

political concepts the meanings of which can be decoded through a systematic investigation

“8 Duncan Bell, “What Is Liberalism?,” Political Theory 42, no.6 (2014): 686.
49 |bid.

%0 Ibid

51 1bid, 687.
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of political language.®?
1.3.1 Ideological Morphology

The approach of ideological morphology is “a general method of investigating and decoding
the internal structure of ideologies, highlighting the central role of that structure in fashioning
the semantic fields of all ideologies, and offering a revealing insight into the ways ideologies

consequently construct the political and navigate through it.”%3

According to Michael Freeden, “prevailing traditions of studying political thought have
focused on truth and epistemology, ethical rightness, logical clarity, origins and causes,
prescriptions, purposes and intentions”.>* The morphological approach, in contrast, highlights
the semantic. It distances itself from some misconceptions about political ideology. One
misconception is to suppose that the boundary between ideologies is rigid and ideologies are
totally antithetical or incompatible with each other.>® A second misconception is the
“postulation of one-to-one relationship between party and ideology”.>® The ideology of a

liberal party does not amount to liberalism.

Morphological analysis identifies proximity, permeability, proportionality, and priority
as among the most salient features of ideologies.®’ Proximity refers to the conceptual
environment in which a concept is located; the conceptual meanings within an ideology are
interrelated. ° Permeability implies that ideologies are not mutually exclusive; they may
intersect and clear boundaries may not be discernible.*® Proportionality means the relative
weight of the conceptual components within an ideology. More to the point, it suggests that
“ideologies are to be distinguished not by the presence of a concept, but by the impact and
centrality attributed to it within one ideology in contrast to its downplaying in another”.®

Thus, a single concept such as equality cannot be regarded as socialism. The fourth feature

indicates the ranking order of priority accorded to core over adjacent and adjacent over

52 Michael Freeden, “The Morphological Analysis of Ideology,” in The Oxford Handbook of Political Ideologies, eds.,
Michael Freeden, Lyman Tower Sargent, and Marc Stears (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 115.

53 Ibid.

54 Michael Freeden, Ideologies and Political Theory: A Conceptual Approach (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), 3.

55 Michael Freeden, Liberalism Divided: A Study in British Political Thought, 1914-1939 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986), 2.

% Ibid.

57 Freeden, “The Morphological Analysis of Ideology,” 134.

%8 |bid.

%9 Ibid.
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peripheral concepts.®* This proposition of core, adjacent, and peripheral concepts is central to

the morphological analysis of an ideology.
Cores, Adjacent, and Peripheral Concepts

A core concept of an ideology is durable and it is present in all known instances of a
particular ideological family; core concepts are indispensable to an ideology’s ideational
content.5? For example, the concept of liberty is one of the indispensable core concepts of
liberalism. But liberty alone is not sufficient to compose liberalism. The morphological
approach gets rid of reducing an ideology to merely one central concept (e.g. liberty for

liberalism or tradition for conservatism).5

“Adjacent concepts are second-ranking in the pervasiveness and breadth of the meanings
they impart to the ideology”. % Unlike cores, they are not present in all cases of an ideology.
Nonetheless, they occupy a key position in refining the core and solving the problem of
indeterminacy regarding semantics. A liberal core can be surrounded by different adjacent
concepts: democracy, welfare, equality, and property. But combinations of those concepts
will produce different versions of liberalism. A liberal core with the adjacent concepts of
democracy, equality, and welfare generates the welfare state which makes the state
responsible for the development of individuals whereas a liberal core with democracy and
private property as adjacent concepts leads to a version of liberalism stressing

entrepreneurship that attaches importance to free markets.

Peripheral concepts exist on two dimensions: margin (significance) and perimeter (the
interface with time and space).®® They change at a faster pace than adjacent concepts of an
ideology. Margin refers to “ideas and concepts whose importance to the core...iS
intellectually and emotionally insubstantial”. % They are ephemeral culturally and
diachronically. Empire, elitism, localism, and ethnicity are examples of peripheral concepts
of liberalism. Perimeter involves the interplay between the conceptual arrangement and social
practices or contingencies.®” For instance, climate change, mass migration, terrorism and

financial crisis will affect the development of an ideology such as liberalism and socialism.

&1 Ibid.

62 1bid, 124.

8 Freeden also explains those views in Ideologies and Political Theory. See Freeden Ideologies and Political Theory, 84.
64 Freeden, “The Morphological Analysis of Ideology,” 124.

% Freeden, Ideologies and Political Theory, 78

% Ibid.

87 Freeden, “The Morphological Analysis of Ideology,” 126.
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To put it succinctly, perimeter pertains to “specific ideas or policy-proposals rather than fully

fledged concepts, lacking the generalisation and sophistication associated with a concept”.%®

The morphological approach regards ideologies as particular permutations of several
core, adjacent, and peripheral concepts which are related to each other within the conceptual

environment.
1.3.2 Morphology of Liberalism

From the perspective of ideological morphology, liberalism is comprised of a liberal core of
seven ineliminable political concepts. They are liberty, individuality, rationality, limited and

accountable power, sociability, progress, and the general interest.®°

Differences among liberalisms arise because each political concept has more than one
meaning; furthermore, the internal structure of the configuration of the seven concepts may
differ in the sense that the weight assigned to each concept is not equal.’®Adjacent and
peripheral concepts set limits to the choices of the meanings and the internal structure of the
liberal core. An example of this would be the difference between classical liberalism and
British New Liberalism. The latter distinguishes itself from the former by including adjacent
and peripheral concepts of justice, equality, human welfare, and state intervention. The

former, however, has a distinctive adjacent concept of private property.

Historically liberalism has at least five temporary layers that are empirical
manifestations of the ideology.” They are: a theory of limited power seeking to protect
individual rights (layer 1), a theory of the free market (layer 2), a theory of human progress
(layer 3), a theory of state welfare (layer 4), and a theory of tolerance for different group life
styles (layer 5).”> The five layers interact and are linked in patchy continuities. It should be
noted that “there is no clear-cut chronological sequence between those layers”.”® Moreover,
“no actual variant of liberalism exhibits all five layers”.” Layer 2 is conspicuous in classical
or neo-liberalism while layer 4 stands out in New Liberalism. Layer 5 is noticeable in

communitarianism.

% Freeden, ldeologies and Political Theory, 80.

69 Michael Freeden, Liberalism: A Very Short Introduction (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), 15.

0 |bid, 15-16.

" Layers are a composite of accumulated, discarded, and retrieved strata of key tenets of liberalism in continuously
fluctuating combinations. See Freeden, Liberalism, 37-38.

2 |bid, 13.

73 Ibid, 45.
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On the whole, Freeden’s theory illustrates how various narratives of liberalism are
constructed and why observers may confuse neighbouring ideologies that possess
overlapping concepts. Based on a morphological approach to liberalism, | put forward three
propositions to understand modern Chinese liberalism.

First, the key to understanding liberalism is the liberal core (seven political concepts):
liberty, individuality, rationality, limited and accountable power, sociability, progress, and the

general interest.

Second, classical liberalism, being one layer of liberalism, does not encompass all
manifestations of liberalism. Neither is it an axiom that Chinese liberalism developed in the
same chronological order as Western liberalism did. It is not correct to exclude modern
Chinese liberalism from the family of liberalism because it did not begin with classical

liberalism but another layer of liberalism like the new liberalism.™

Third, one misconception about modern Chinese liberalism should be eschewed. There
is a tendency to equate a party ideology (including the label of the party) with the political
thinking of an individual member of a party because many Chinese liberals from the 1930s
were also leaders of various parties. | hold that a distinction between the agent as a liberal and
the agent as a member of a political party should be made. This does not imply that there is
no association. | mean that to examine only the party ideology is not sufficient to understand
the individual thinker. For example, it is a misconception to equate the political thought of
Carsun Chang and Zhang Dongsun with state socialism or social democracy just because the
name of their party was National (State) Socialist Party or Democratic Socialist Party. In fact,
these party names were not subject to their literal meanings. My analysis of Chang and Zhang

is based on the original works by them and their own interpretations of their ideas.

This involves other methods adopted in my research. | also use detailed readings of these
texts (including key journals) and explore their context to show how these thinkers developed
their own versions of liberal thought. Chang and Zhang were major contributors or editors of

two journals: Jiefang yu gaizao f# i 5 ti& (Emancipation and Reconstruction) and

Zaisheng f3“£ (The National Renaissance) in particular.”® By context, | mean the intellectual

5 Chinese liberal scholars like Xu Jilin and Ren Jiantao agree that modern Chinese liberalism is “revisionist liberalism” or
“utilitarian liberalism”. I prefer the term “new liberalism” to the terms they use. For the views of Xu and Ren, see Xu,
“Shehuiminzhuzhuyi,” 475; Ren, Zhongguo xiandai sixiang mailuo zhong de ziyouzhuyi, 301.

76 Jiefang yu gaizao was founded by the research group (Liang Qichao, Carsun Chang, and Zhang Dongsun) in 1919. In
1920 its name was changed into Gaizao (Reconstruction). Due to financial circumstances it was closed in 1922. Zaisheng
was founded by Chang and Zhang in 1932.
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debates over China’s state-building and the ideological battles on liberalism, socialism,

capitalism, and communism that occurred in the first half of the twentieth century.
1.4 Thesis Structure

The thesis is divided into three parts (seven chapters). Part | consists of chapter | and chapter
I1. This part adopts ideological morphology to analyse liberalism, socialism, their relationship
and varieties in different countries such as Britain and China in the first half of the twentieth
century with a view to a new understanding of the Chinese liberal tradition developed by
Carsun Chang and Zhang Dongsun. Part Il is composed of chapter Ill, chapter 1V, and
chapter V. It discusses Carsun Chang’s liberal thought and his perspective on socialism. I
systematically compare Chang and Hobhouse and analyse their discourses on the state,
liberty, socialism, and an organic conception of society. Part 1l is made up of chapter VI and
chapter VII. It specifically deals with Zhang Dongsun’s political thought, covering his theory
of democracy, his views on socialism and liberalism, and his divergences from Carsun Chang.
These chapters illustrate the features of left liberalism in the Chinese context and reveal an

ideological cause of a division within the third force as a whole.

Chapter I is this introduction to modern Chinese liberalism, especially the liberal thought

of the third force represented by Carsun Chang and Zhang Dongsun.

Chapter 11 examines the ideological landscape in which liberalism clashed with and
interacted with socialism from the late nineteenth century to the 1940s in order to illustrate
the distinctive features of the political thought of Chang and Zhang who were actually
influenced by the broad international intellectual community in their time when both
socialism and liberalism were revised and developed in new directions. These Chinese
liberals embraced the strand of liberalism that contained fundamental tenets of political
liberalism, some elements of socialism, and German idealism. In this sense, it was similar to
the liberal tradition British new liberals developed. The liberal thought of these Chinese
thinkers and British new liberals embodied a new development of the liberal thought at that
time. Contrary to the mainstream view, | argue that Chang and Zhang adapted both a Chinese
tradition of liberty (spiritual freedom as self-autonomy, independence, and freedom of the
mind) and Western political ideas to Chinese conditions without detracting from the values of
core concepts of liberalism.”” Though this Chinese liberalism was comparable to British new

liberalism, it differed from the latter in terms of its genesis (contextual problems) and the way

7 For details about the Chinese tradition of liberty, see section 3.4.2 in chapter IIl.
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liberal thinkers modified the political traditions of their societies. In addition, the contextual

problem of state-building added a flavour of nationalism to Chinese liberalism.

Chapter 111 presents a comparative study of the liberal thought of L. T. Hobhouse and
Carsun Chang in order to understand the liberalism of Chang. Their theories about the state
and liberty and sources of the development of their liberal thinking are investigated.
Notwithstanding the vastly different cultural, political, and economic institutions in Britain
and in China, Hobhouse and Chang developed similar forms of political thinking to respond
to different problems of their societies. Their common intellectual influences were John
Stuart Mill and German idealism. The other factor which helped shape their liberal thought
pertained to contextual problems such as capitalism and state-building. They infused into
their societies some particular concepts that were ignored or downplayed by the different
political traditions before. Hobhouse thought that the British tradition of liberty (classical
liberalism) must be supplemented with moral conceptions of social freedom and the common
good so as to redress economic and social injustice caused by capitalism. Therefore, he
advanced Green’s idealism which developed the concepts such as social freedom and the
common good based on German idealism. Chang, however, found that traditional Chinese
politics and ancient Chinese thought were lacking in theories of the state, constitutionalism,
and liberty as political and civil rights. Accordingly, he combined the Chinese tradition of
freedom (a moral concept) with British liberalism and the German conception of the state,

developing a variety of liberalism that aimed at the state-building of China.

Chapter 1V compares Hobhouse and Chang as regards their perspectives on socialism to
develop a new understanding of Chang’s discourse on socialism. It is a further elaboration of
chapter 111, which illustrates the liberal and socialist components in the tradition of the new
liberalism. Both Hobhouse and Chang used a theory of an organic society to solve the tension
between liberalism (individualism) and socialism (collectivism) and thereby developed their
distinctive discourses on “liberal socialism” and ‘“democratic socialism”. They opposed
Marxian socialism in general because they held that Marxist view of history or society was
too mechanical to accommodate moral and liberal values. Nonetheless, they advocated a
liberal or democratic form of socialism. Hobhouse’s conception of liberal socialism was
similar to Chang’s theory of democratic socialism in terms of economic thinking, but there
was a distinct difference between the two. While economic justice was essential to
Hobhouse’s liberal socialism, democratic politics (political liberalism) was central to Chang’s

democratic socialism. In addition, the way they applied idealism (an organic conception of
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society) was different. Chang aimed to counterbalance the impact of Marxism on Chinese

intellectuals whereas Hobhouse sought to deal with capitalism.

Chapter V examines the liberal thought of Carsun Chang and its relationship to two
constitutions in Republican China: Guo xian yi [E 521X (The Draft Constitution of 1922) and
the Constitution of the Republic of China (1946) enforced in Taiwan. It revises the
mainstream view which considers Chang as an exemplar of social democracy. In addition, it
corrects Edmund Fung’s view that Chang overlooked the flaws of the Weimar constitution.
Instead, | argue that Chang embraced constitutional liberalism and he did not neglect the
weaknesses of the Weimar constitution. Indeed, there were some resemblances between the
Weimar constitution and Guo xian yi regarding a semi-presidential system, the legal system,
and economic and social policies. However, Chang abandoned some German ideas when
conceiving of the future political system for China. To be precise, Chang adapted the
democratic systems of the Weimar Republic, Britain, America, and Canada to Chinese
conditions without detracting from fundamental values of liberalism (the separation of
powers, a responsible government, federalism, and the protection of basic liberties) in order

to establish a Chinese democracy.

Chapter VI offers an analysis of a particular theory of democracy and its applicability to
China proposed by Zhang Dongsun in the 1940s. His theory of democracy was a
configuration of a cluster of core concepts of liberalism and socialism and it was more similar
to the family of liberalism. Hence, to understand the liberal thought of Zhang, it is necessary
to dissect his theory of democracy. Zhang regarded democracy as a conceptual system of the
following ideas: liberty, rationality, individuality, progress, equality, tolerance, justice, and
human rights. This conceptual system interacted with real societies. Zhang argued that while
building a modern democracy a country should attach equal importance to liberty, equality,
and progress. He maintained that China’s future political system should be “Democracy of a
New Type”. This system was characterised by a parliamentary system, a multi-party system,
a mixed economy, and the protection of basic freedoms. Nevertheless, he neglected some
significant differences between his conception of “Democracy of a New Type” and Mao
Zedong’s theory of new democracy.’® This neglect partially accounted for his trust in the
CCP after the mid-1940s.

8 The Chinese terms for new democracy which appeared in the writings of Zhang and Mao are “¥i % [ £ (xin xing
minzhu) and “#r [ 3 & X (xin minzhu zhuyi). Zhang used the former and Mao used the latter.
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Chapter VII further explores the political thought of Zhang Dongsun and his split with
Carsun Chang. | will investigate Zhang’s views of liberalism, socialism, and his divergences
from Chang. The developing gulf between Chang and Zhang signified a destructive division
within Chinese liberalism as a political force that might otherwise have united to force the
CCP to join a coalition government and to propel the process of democratisation of China.
Unfortunately, along with Zhang, many of the third force stood on the side of the CCP and
the capability of the liberal force to establish a constitutional democracy was undermined. |
identify two forms of Chinese liberalism after the split between the two thinkers: left
liberalism and new liberalism. Zhang became a left liberal while Chang remained a new
liberal. This chapter discloses an ideological cause of a divided liberalism within the third
force. | argue that the split was not much attributable to left liberals’ beliefs in the political
ideology of the CCP but to divided opinions on the nature of the CCP and its relationship to
Marxian socialism in general, and Russian Communism in particular. Zhang and those who
supported the CCP changed their views of the CCP, believing that the CCP was committed to
democracy whereas the KMT was not at all trustworthy. But to their despair, the CCP after
the founding of the PRC did not keep promises about democracy and human rights, which

had been made by the party in the 1940s.

In the conclusion, | review the significance of the liberalism of the third force and its
relevance to contemporary China. This conclusion shows in particular the relationship
between Carsun Chang’s liberal thought and Taiwan’s current democratic system, and the
intellectual debates over modernisation, democracy, and equality between the New Left and

the liberal circle (three strands of Chinese liberalism) in contemporary China.
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Chapter I1: Charting Liberalism in the Age of Ideologies

2.1 Conflicts and Interactions between Liberalism and Socialism

This chapter employs the morphological approach to examine the ideological conflicts and
interactions between liberalism and socialism in order to get a new understanding of the
Chinese liberalism represented by Carsun Chang and Zhang Dongsun. These Chinese liberals
embraced a liberalism which had some features of socialism (welfare, public property, state
intervention) and German idealism. This liberal tradition was exemplified by British new
liberals such as Thomas A. Green, Leonard T. Hobhouse, John A. Hobson and Bernard
Bosanquet whose names appeared in the works of Chang and Zhang. Among these British
new liberals, however, both Chang and Zhang discussed only Hobhouse’ political theory in
detail, suggesting an intellectual influence on both men. Hence, to understand the liberalism
of Chang and Zhang, it was important to refer to the political thought of Hobhouse. A
comparison with Hobhouse will illuminate how these Chinese thinkers developed a Chinese
form of new liberalism to meet what they perceived to be China’s particular needs and
conditions. ”° Notwithstanding some similarities, there were a few distinct differences
regarding the genesis of their liberal thought and the way of adapting different traditions of
liberty. While British new liberals attempted to redress injustice caused by capitalism,
Chinese liberals regarded the state-building of China as their primary task. In addition, the
British thinkers modified the British tradition of liberty (classical liberalism) by infusing it
with conceptions such as social freedom and the common good. The Chinese thinkers,
however, added to the Chinese tradition of liberty (an ethical concept) the German conception
of the state and the British tradition of liberty as political and civil rights. They absorbed
some Western ideas and discarded others according to Chinese conditions so as to address

poverty and authoritarianism in China.

I will first examine the fresh conceptions (social liberty, harmony, and an active state)
that British new liberals added to the earlier liberalism, making New Liberalism a variant of
liberalism. Then, | will subject socialism to a morphological analysis that accounts for the
diversity of socialism and an overlap between social democracy and the new liberalism

regarding some political concepts such as democracy, liberty, welfare, and equality. Marxism,

78 Zhang was a new liberal until the mid-1930s but in the 1940s he became a left liberal who had positive views of Karl
Marx and the CCP.
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social democracy, and Marxism-Leninism as three influential variants of socialism will be
explicated. Moreover, one section is devoted to some Chinese liberals’ involvement in the
debates over socialism before 1949. These debates showed the features of the liberal thought
of Carsun Chang, Zhang Dongsun (before 1935), and Hu Shi who had a positive view of
social democracy or liberal socialism but disapproved of Marxism, Marxism-Leninism, and
their applicability to China. In the last section, | compare briefly the trend of the new
liberalism in Europe, America, and China, arguing that the liberalism of Chang, Zhang, and
Hu Shi was comparable to Western new liberalism and that it also displayed a strong flavour

of nationalism.

Before exploring British new liberalism, | would like to describe the ideological
landscape of socialism and liberalism because it helps understand Chinese liberalism. In the
course of history from the latter half of the nineteenth century, liberalism and socialism were
two influential political ideologies which had conflicts as well as interactions. The presence
of socialism, especially Marxism, changed the ideological map because the Marxian
discourse spearheaded a widespread campaign against capitalism. It was believed that
capitalism was synonymous with laissez faire liberalism which was the root cause of the

social ills of Western societies. In this sense, socialism was an alternative to liberalism.

Two World Wars and totalitarianism between the intervals of the Wars had an extensive
impact on the development of socialism and liberalism. In fact, economic planning was first
applied in the First World War. All belligerent governments attempted to control the
economy and resources. The Treaty of Versailles was believed to mark the acknowledgement
of liberal principles at least in the West, but this proved to be wrong. The decline and crisis
for liberalism came in the 1930s. The economic crisis, fascism, and Nazism in Europe forced
intellectuals to rethink liberalism and socialism. Several socialist practices (nationalisation,
state control or economic planning) displayed their strengths, appealing to a number of
intellectuals in both Western democracies and non-democracies where nationalism and anti-

imperialism touched the hearts of those nations.

The liberal principles were not reaffirmed in the West until the end of the Second World
War. Meanwhile, permeability between liberalism and social democracy was a distinctive
phenomenon. Some Western liberal thinkers and governments infused socialistic elements
into their traditions of liberty while democratic socialists absorbed liberal values into the
socialist tradition. These attempts were related to the contextual problems of particular times.
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It was against this background that Chinese liberalism developed and faded away in the pre-
Communist era. The Chinese case reflected the ideological conflicts and permeability
between liberalism and socialism. Chinese liberals held that there were conflicts between
liberalism and Marxism-Leninism and that a democratic form of socialism was compatible
with liberalism. The liberal thought of Carsun Chang, Zhang Dongsun, and Hu Shi was
parallel to the new liberalism in Britain and America. L. T. Hobhouse and John Dewey

were two Western new liberals whose works were invoked by these Chinese intellectuals.
2.2 New Liberalism

The ideological competition over the control of public political language prompted liberalism
to develop into “New Liberalism” in order to respond to the contextual problems of labour
and capitalism in the twentieth century. The British thinkers Thomas Hill Green, Leonard T.
Hobhouse, and John A. Hobson were representatives of the new liberalism. They combined a
theory of limited and accountable power, a theory of human progress, and a theory of welfare
in order to make liberal principles more applicable to Britain in the new age. They achieved
this aim by absorbing at least three essential elements which were not salient in the earlier
liberalism. These elements were social liberty or freedom, harmony between the individual
and society (an organic conception of society and the common good), and a positive

conception of the state.
2.2.1 Social Liberty

To free liberalism from an atomistic and individualist conception, the new liberals asserted
social liberty by acknowledging the social dimension of liberty. Green claimed that every
right had its origin in some social relation.®° No one could have a right “except (1) as a
member of a society, and (2) of a society in which some common good is recognised by the
members of the society as their own ideal good, as that which should be for each of them.”8!

Hobhouse further extended these ideas and developed a positive conception of liberty.

Liberty then becomes not so much a right of the individual as a necessity of society. It rests not so much
on the claim of A to be let alone by B but on the duty of B to treat A as a rational being. The rule of liberty
is just the application of rational method. It is the opening of the door to the appeal of reason, of

8 T. H. Green, Lectures on the Principles of Political Obligation and Other Writings, eds. Paul Harris and John Morrow
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Cambridge University Press, 1986), 110.
81 1bid, 25.
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imagination, of social feeling, and except through the response to this appeal there is no assured progress

of society.82

In a similar vein, Hobson argued that to conceive liberty merely as negative was
defective. 8 A positive conception of liberty and the recognition of social liberty had
implications for the role of the state and the relationship between the individual and society.
It implied that a social association such as a community and the state could set a limit to
individual freedom. It was justified for the community to impose restrictions on individual

freedom for the sake of the common good.
2.2.2 Harmony between the Individual and Society

By recognising the social attribute of freedom, the new liberals aimed to preach a theory of
harmony between the individual and society. The common good helped to achieve this kind
of harmony. Green argued that the development of morality and society presupposed the idea
of the common good.®* The “only good in the pursuit of which there can be no competition of
interests, the only good which is really common to all who may pursue it, is that which
consists in the universal will to be good—in the settled disposition on each man’s part to
make the most and best of humanity in his own person and in the persons of others.”%
Hobhouse followed this line of argument and proposed a conception of social harmony which
was connected with his ideas of good and progress. In his opinion, the common good lay in
the manifold and harmonious development of life. Social progress consisted “in the
movement by which such harmony may be realised.”® There existed no right that conflicted
with the common good.®” Enlightened self-interest would coincide with the public interest.®
These arguments helped new liberals establish a positive notion of the state with enlarged
responsibilities. If actions taken by the state were aimed at the common good, state control

was legitimate and necessary.

82 Hobhouse, Liberalism, 53.

8 John A. Hobson, The Crisis of Liberalism: New Issues of Democracy (Brighton: The Harvester Press, 1974), 92.
84 Green, Lectures on the Principles of Political Obligation, 264, 267.

85 |bid, 278

8 |_eonard T. Hobhouse, Social Evolution and Political Theory (New York: Columbia University Press), 92, 93,185.
87 Hobhouse, Liberalism, 55.

8 |bid, 26-27.
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2.2.3 Enlarged Role of the State

Green’s Lectures on the Principles of Political Obligation was a justification for state
intervention and for individuals’ moral duty to obey the law. Hobhouse went beyond Green
to justify necessary state control. His argument was that the realisation of social freedom and

social progress required necessary regulations of individual activities.

Social freedom, then, for any epoch short of the millennium rests on restraint. It is a freedom that can be
enjoyed by all the members of a community and it is the freedom to choose among those lines of activity
which do not involve injury to others. As experience of the social effects of action ripens, and the social

conscience is awakened, the conception of injury is widened and insight into its causes is deepened. The

area of restraint is therefore increased.®®

Apart from social freedom, the other reason for state intervention was social progress.
Because social associations played a significant role in social progress and the state was one
form of social associations with its distinct feature of coercive power, Hobhouse argued that
it was justifiable to accord a role commensurate with its power to the state for the sake of the
wellbeing of humans.®® State control in this sense was not a danger but an effective means for

securing the external conditions in order to secure the value of liberty.

Hobhouse intended to attenuate old liberalism’s hostility to the state by assigning new
responsibilities to the state. The general principle for the role of the state was to secure
common ends including necessary economic conditions (the rights to work and to a living
wage) which enabled a normal person to develop himself and his family so as to achieve full

civic efficiency and a good social order.%

These new conceptions of liberty, the state, and relations between the individual and
society were also articulated by Hobson who announced that the old laissez faire liberalism
was dead.®® His new conception of the state was the one “as an instrument for the active

adaptation of the economic and moral environment to the new needs of individual and social

89 |pid, 40.

90 |pid, 57-58.

91 Hobhouse, Evolution and Political Theory, 202.
92 Hobhouse, Liberalism, 68.

9 Hobson, The Crisis of Liberalism, 3.
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life, by securing full opportunities of self-development and social service for all citizens”.%*

He said that New Liberalism was preparing to put this philosophy of the state into practice.*

As has been discussed, new liberals infused the earlier liberalism with new meanings of
liberty, society, and the state. By reformulating the liberal principles, the new liberals made
two ideas run in parallel: liberty and welfare. The development of the new liberalism paved
the way for social reforms towards a welfare state. A number of reforms had been carried out
under the Liberal Party before the 1920s. They adopted legislation regarding income tax and
health and unemployment insurance. When the Labour Party took office, these reforms were

reinforced and expanded.®
2.3 Socialism and Its Varieties

When liberalism developed into the new liberalism, socialism was pulled in diverging
directions in different cultures. In some countries such as China, Marxism-Leninism finally
became dominant though Chinese liberals including Carsun Chang, Zhang Dongsun, and Hu
Shi tried to oppose it by introducing ideas of social democracy or liberal socialism. However,
socialism in Britain differed from the socialist movement in China. Different cultures
produced a variety of configurations of the socialist concepts (core, adjacent, and peripheral
concepts) and this variety accounted for the diverging directions socialism developed in
different regions.®” I will examine the morphology of socialism and three influential variants:

Marxism, social democracy, and Marxism-Leninism.
2.3.1 Morphology of Socialism

Socialism hosts five core concepts: the constitutive nature of the human relationship, human
welfare as a desirable objective, human nature as active, equality, and history as the arena of

beneficial change.%

The first core concept refers to group membership. Individuals are living in communities

and their interrelationship is a salient feature of human life.*® Usually “the community is both

historically and scientifically elevated above the individual as focal unit of analysis.””*®

% Ibid.

% lbid, 4.

9 For details of social reforms under New Liberalism and the practice of the new liberalism in Britain, see Michael Freeden,
Liberalism Divided; The New Liberalism: An Ideology of Social Reform (Oxford, Oxfordshire: Clarendon Press, 1978).

9 For definitions of the core, adjacent and peripheral concepts, see section 1.3.1 in chapter I.

% Freeden, Ideologies and Political Theory, 425-26.

9 1bid, 426.

100 |pid.
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The second core concept, a high standard of welfare, is based on the elimination of
poverty and optimally on the satisfaction of a wide range of other human needs (physical,

cultural, and social).'%

The third core concept of socialism regards human nature as productive and creative;

work or labour is a principal component of productivity and creativity.1%2

Aside from active human nature, all socialisms assert and extol equality. It has various
formulations. It could be equality of wealth, equal participation in politics or ethical equality
(equal opportunities of education, development, etc.). Therefore, the single concept of
equality cannot be regarded as the socialist core because “in its different formulations, it is
incapable of carrying socialist ideology on its own, just as liberty cannot perform that task for
liberalism.”®® “Only in conjunction with notions of community, welfare, and the creative-
cum-productive view of human nature can socialism gain sufficient breath for its profile to

emerge.”1%

The fifth core concept of socialism is linked with the Hegelian-Marxist views of history
which reify socialism as “a particular patterned advance of reason in society, culminating in
the complete universalisation of reason and the realisation of freedom as self-mastery or de-
alienation.”'® Not only did the Hegelian and Marxist conception of history contain purpose
but it gave the agency of human beings a special place in changing the world and human
relationships. This produced at least two different understandings of history as movement and
social advancement: evolutionary socialism (gradualism) and dialectical or historical

materialism. 106

These five concepts constitute the socialist core, but adjacent and peripheral concepts
surrounding the core help to form a particular version of socialism in a given culture and
society. Democracy, control (social control over the dynamics of an industrial economy),
class, state, property, liberty, and rationality can be adjacent concepts of socialism.%” Often
these values can be inferred from the core concepts. For example, equality requires that
individuals have equal participation in politics and democracy is thought to be intermeshed

with this kind of politics. However, democracy can also be derived from liberty and thus it is

101 1hid, 427.

102 1hid, 429.

103 1hid, 433.

104 1bid.

105 1hid, 434.

106 For an explanation of the two different understandings of history, see section 2.3.2.
107 Freeden, Ideologies and Political Theory, 438.
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also an adjacent concept of liberalism. The overlap should not confuse us because in the
liberal morphology democracy is more associated with the notion of self-determination or
self-realisation whereas the socialist morphology confines democracy to more communitarian
or egalitarian tendencies.®® Concerning the socialist periphery, it includes trade unionism,

nationalisation, regulation of working conditions, and the redistribution of wealth.1%°

Freeden notes that, “Cultural factors of a temporal and geographical nature play a
decisive part in selecting the specific paths which connect the core and adjacent
concepts...”1% For instance, German social democrats shifted two interdependent concepts in
liberalism—controlled power and equal political participation—to slightly different internal
locations and combined them with community to produce a new defence of parliamentary
democracy.!!! Bolsheviks and Chinese Communists combined democracy with theories of

class (the proletariat or the peasantry), redistribution of land, and the abolition of private

property.
2.3.2 Marxism, Social Democracy, and Marxism-Leninism

The development of socialism saw the emergence of a diversity of socialist strands, with
Marxism, social democracy, and Marxism-Leninism as the most influential. 1*2 Proto-
socialism (“utopian socialism”) and anarchism represented by Pierre-Joseph Proudhon are
sometimes also considered by many political scientists as socialist ideologies. Under the
morphological analysis, all these varieties of socialism share five socialist core concepts, but
the meanings of the core concepts and the permutations of the core, adjacent, and peripheral

concepts are not the same.

On the first core concept of the constitutive nature of human relationships, Marxism and
Marxism-Leninism confined group membership to classes with conflicting interests. A
particular class like workers, peasants or the proletariat was usually depicted as the oppressed
and exploited who should be united to change the existing social order. In contrast, social
democracy as exemplified by Eduard Bernstein or the Fabians did not highlight the struggle
between two opposing classes. Social democrats did articulate that the rights of workers
should be protected but they discussed workers’ interests within the framework of a

community and the general interest. They recognised that there were other classes whose

108 1bid, 439.

109 1bid, 450-54.

110 1bid, 438.

11 1bid, 440.

12 | use Russian Communism and Marxism-Leninism interchangeably.

30



interests did not necessarily conflict with those of workers. Bernstein argued that “democracy
is not just a form of government; it is absence of class government; no government has a

political privilege which is opposed to the community as a whole.”*

As for the concepts of human welfare and human nature as active, social democracy
emphasised material conditions and ethical well-being as well. Marxism-Leninism accorded
too much weight to the economic base. Though Karl Marx endeavoured to free people from
alienation and he considered labour as creative and productive, welfare in his theory was an
abstract ideal to be realised in the future. Marx did not trouble to explicate concrete measures
or policies regarding welfare. Social democrats, however, adopted specific policies to achieve
this aim. With respect to equality, Marxism-Leninism possessed egalitarian leanings which

were not very salient in social democracy.

Furthermore, social democracy departed from Marxism and Marxism-Leninism
concerning the conception of history. Social democrats’ view of history was evolutionary
socialism or gradualism that abandoned the Marxian dialectics (Marxist prediction for logical
necessitarianism) and economic determinism.!* British Fabianism and German revisionist
socialism represented by Bernstein were representative of gradualism. ! The other
conception of history in socialist thought, however, highlighted Marxian dialectics and
materialism. This view of history was followed by Marxists and Communists, including some
Communist regimes such as the Soviet Union and the Soviet Regime of China established by
the Chinese Communists in the 1930s. Socialists in these Communist regimes usually
regarded revolutions as a necessary means for social advancement. The concept of history
combined with the third concept of human nature as active in the morphology of Marxism
and Marxism-Leninism gave human agency a significant role to play in changing the existing
economic and social order. Accordingly, revolution occupied a crucial position in the
transition to communism. Indeed, in his late years Marx weakened this position. He thought
that England, Holland, and perhaps America might do this without revolution but violence

was necessary elsewhere in the transition from capitalism to socialism.*®

Associated with the idea of revolution was the theory of class dictatorship. Marx viewed

it as a transitional political system and did not discuss it in great detail. But VVladimir Lenin

113 Eduard Bernstein, The Preconditions of Social Democracy, ed. Henry Tudor (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Cambridge
University Press, 1993), 140.

114 Freeden, Ideologies and Political Theories, 436-38.

115 |bid, 436-37.

116 |_eon P. Baradat, Political Ideologies: Their Origins and Impact (New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1979), 164-65.
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and Mao Zedong extended the idea of revolution and the dictatorship of the proletariat in
order to lead communist revolutions. Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Mao all believed that
revolution would ultimately produce benefits, leading to a promising future with more
freedom and equality. This was a key point that separated social democracy and Marxian
ideologies. Social democrats preferred democratic means such as a parliament, political
parties, and universal suffrage. Bernstein held that to organise a social democratic party
which could participate in parliamentary politics was practical and efficient; outside the
parliament, the labour movement was a good option to strive for the interests of the working

class.tt’

The differences between social democrats and Marxists were related to their divergent
opinions of the adjacent concept of democracy. In Bernstein’s idea-system, democracy was
an end as well as a means. Democracy contained ideas of justice and freedom. “The more
democracy prevails and determines public opinion, the more it will come to mean the greatest
possible degree of freedom.”*!® Social democrats’ idea of democracy was not just an abstract
principle. There were political activities which helped to generate peripheral concepts such as

trade unionism, regulation of working conditions, and the redistribution of income.

Compared with social democrats, Marx had a vague idea of democracy. He did not
envisage the concrete political system after the Civil War in France. Marx did mention that
the transitional political system was the class dictatorship.*'® While the theory of the class
dictatorship was discarded by theorists of social democracy, it was developed by Lenin and
Mao. They intermingled democracy with the class dictatorship and the product was a
democratic dictatorship. Under this political regime, political power was exercised by the
communist party in the name of the people. Though social democrats and new liberals
subscribed to a certain degree of control and state regulation in some areas, the end of
restraint was not directed towards maintaining political power in the hands of a particular

party or group who represented the people.

The comparison of the morphology of the three variants of socialism shows that social
democracy deviated from Marxism and Marxism-Leninism in many respects. Due to the
political, cultural, and socio-economic circumstances, not all instances of socialism were

prevalent in a given culture or region. In Britain, it was social democracy that gained an

17 Bernstein, The Preconditions of Social Democracy, 143.
118 |bid, 141.
119 Baradat, Political ldeologies: Their Origins and Impact, 165.
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upper hand from the outset. The Fabians contributed a lot to the political ideology of the
Labour Party. Continental Europe, however, was somewhat different. There were protracted
conflicts and struggles between Marxist tenets and reformist doctrines. Nonetheless, by the
beginning of the twentieth century on the Continent, Marxism gave way to social democracy.
After the First World War, “Bernstein-style democracy had greater currency within the

labour movement”.12°

Meanwhile, in Russia, the Bolsheviks ultimately became the winner in the struggle with
the Mensheviks, the Social Revolutionary Party and other left forces. Thereafter, Marxism-
Leninism was established as the official ideology. A similar result appeared in China in terms
of the practice of socialism. But the story of the rise and success of the Chinese Communists
hardly reflected the intellectual thinking on socialism in Republican China, especially the
views of Chinese liberals. The Chinese liberals’ discourse on socialism will show that there is
an affinity between their liberal thought and social democracy. The morphological approach
can be particularly successful in explaining this complex relationship between social

democracy and the new liberalism in particular.

Within the family of socialism, social democracy (as a particular variant of socialism) is
the one that overlaps most with New Liberalism in terms of some core, adjacent, and
peripheral concepts. This is especially true as a result of fresh meanings conferred on
liberalism in the late nineteenth century by Thomas H. Green, Leonard T. Hobhouse, and
John A. Hobson in their construction of New Liberalism. As a variant of liberalism, New
Liberalism has seven core political concepts: liberty, individuality, rationality, limited and
accountable power, sociability, progress, and the general interest. But these British liberals
re-interpreted liberty as a social concept that required state intervention or some restraints of
individual liberty in order to achieve progress, social harmony, and the common good. In
other words, they highlighted the value of sociability (the notion of interdependence among
people), assigning equal weight to individual liberty and the community. In addition, they
advocated the expansion of state responsibilities so as to improve the welfare of the working
class. Accordingly, these British liberals added the following concepts to the old liberalism:

equality, welfare, state intervention, public property, and the redistribution of wealth.

Some of the concepts moulding New Liberalism, however, are also constitutive concepts

of social democracy. As a variant of socialism, social democracy hosts five core concepts,

120 Ben Jackson, “Social Democracy,” in The Oxford Handbook of Political Ideologies, eds. Freeden, Lyman Tower Sargent,
and Marc Stears (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 351.
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namely the constitutive nature of the human relationship, human welfare, human nature as
active, equality, and history as the arena of beneficial change. The meanings assigned to the
general interest, sociability, and progress in the morphology of New Liberalism are similar to
some core concepts of social democracy. To be precise, human welfare is a core concept of
social democracy but New Liberalism also emphasises welfare (and this played an important
role in the establishment of a welfare state in Britain). Moreover, both progress and history as
the arena of beneficial change promise the betterment of society in the future. Likewise, some
concepts (justice, democracy, property) can be adjacent to New Liberalism as well as social
democracy. Finally, a third dimension of intersection between social democracy and New
Liberalism involves peripheral concepts. State regulations of economic activities, the
redistribution of wealth, and nationalisation are concrete policies proposed by both social

democrats and new liberals.

However, the different permutations of a set of concepts and other different core
concepts make social democracy and New Liberalism two different ideologies. Chinese
liberalism in the Republican period reflected this complicated relationship between liberalism
and socialism. For instance, Liang Qichao, Carsun Chang, Zhang Dongsun, and Hu Shi,
developed distinctive discourses on socialism, which were akin to the socialist discourse of

Western new liberals.
2.3.3 Socialism in Republican China

The earliest Chinese translation touching upon European socialism was believed to be
published in the 1870s.%?! The Chinese intellectuals who first introduced Marx and Engels to
China were not Marxists but advocates of constitutionalism such as Liang Qichao. Before the
founding of the Chinese Communist Party, Liang and his research group including Carsun
Chang and Zhang Dongsun had introduced different forms of socialism to Chinese
audiences.*?? As revolutionary socialism found its counterpart in Republican China in the
1910s, Liang and his followers attempted to resist the application of Marxism in China
because they held that China did not have the economic and social conditions for socialism.
Nevertheless, they had a positive opinion of reformist socialism in Britain and Germany. |
will discuss key debates over socialism between Chinese liberals and Marxists in three
periods of time: pre-1919, the 1920s, and the 1930s.

121 See the section “Pre-1919”.
122 For details, see the section “The 1920s”.

34



Pre-1919

The conception of a harmonious community that pursues equality, especially an equal
distribution of wealth or land, is not a modern idea in Chinese thought. If this idea is
considered to be socialist, ancient Chinese thought does contain this communal principle.
Confucianism and the philosophy of Mozi (Mohism) are two instances.?® Liang Qichao was
the first Chinese intellectual to notice these similarities between Marxism and Mozi’s

philosophy.'?* But these ideas did not thrive under the monarchy.

The earliest Chinese translation that mentioned communism was news about the
rebellion of the Paris Commune in 1871. Jiaohui xin bao #{ < #rfi (Church News) was
believed to be the first Chinese newspaper to publish the reports.!? It was run by the
American missionary Young John Allen. Later another Chinese newspaper Hua zi ribao (£
- H#) published the news. In 1873 Wang Tao (£##), one of the editors of Hua zi ribao,
translated into Chinese The Franco-Prussian War: The German Conquest of France in 1870-
1871.1%8 In this book, he mentioned the Paris Commune. In addition, the Qing government in
the late 1860s established the Jiangnan Arsenal whose translation department employed some
American, British, and Chinese translators or interpreters.*?” These people translated the term
Communists into Chinese in 1873.128 But their translation could not convey the meanings of
“communist”. They just found a Chinese homophone whose pronunciation was similar to the
English pronunciation of “communist”. It was not until 1899 that references to Marx and

other socialists by name appeared in the Chinese-language press. Wanguo gong bao /3 [&

12 Ma Kefeng, “Chuantong moxue yu xiandai shehuizhuyi,” [Ancient Mohism and Modern Socialism] in Zhongguo
jindaishi shang de shehuizhuyi [Socialism in Modern China], eds. Zheng Dahua and Zou Xiaozhan (Beijing: Shehui
kexue wenxian chubanshe, 2011), 29-39; Yu Zuhua and Zhao Huifeng, “Shehuizhuyi: Xiandai zhongguo san da sichao de
gongtong quxiang,” [Socialism: A Common Orientation of Three Main Social Currents in Modern China] in Zheng and
Zou Xiaozhan, Zhongguo jindaishi shang de shehuizhuyi, 40-56; Fung, Intellectual Foundations, 219-20.

124 See Liang Qichao, Yingbinshi heji (Complete Works of Liang Qichao), vol. 37 (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1989), 22;
Yingbinshi heji [Complete Works of Liang Qichao], vol. 39 (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 1989), 20.

125 Martin Bernal, Chinese Socialism to 1907 (New York: Cornell University Press, 1976), 34; Zhang Deyi (5kf#%%), Sui shi
faguo ji [A Journey to France with the Chinese Diplomatic Mission], ed. Zhong Shuhe (Changsha: Hunan renmin
chubanshe, 1982), 5.

126 See Wang Tao, Pu fa zhanji [The Franco-Prussian War: The German Conquest of France in 1870-1871] (Hong Kong:
Zhonghua yinwu zongju, 1873). For information about Wang, see Paul A. Cohen, Between Tradition and Modernity:
Wang Tao and Reform in Late Ching China (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1987).

127 Y oung John Allen was one of them.

128 Jiang Yihua, Shehuizhuyi xueshuo zai zhongguo de chugi chuanbo [The Dissemination of Socialist Theories in the Early
Phase of Modern China] (Shanghai: Fudan daxue chubanshe, 1984), 13. As for the term socialism and nihilism, the Qing
official Li Shuchang (%2Jit. &) was the first Chinese who translated it into Chinese in 1876. See Li Shuchang, Xiyang
zazhi [A Journey to Europe] (Changsha: Hunan renmin chubanshe, 1981), 58.
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& (The Time of the Reviews) published the abbreviated translation of Benjamin Kidd’s

Social Evolution in which Marx and his theory were introduced.*?°

All these were merely translations. The majority of Chinese scholars agree that the first
Chinese writer to comment on Marx and socialism was Liang Qichao.**® From 1902 Liang
wrote a number of articles about Marx, socialism, Saint Simon, and Russian nihilism. These
articles were published by the newspaper Xinmin cong bao #rE it (The New People’s
Gazette). At that time, Liang had a positive opinion of Marx. He regarded Marx as the
leading thinker of socialism which revealed the social ills of the day—the working masses
were exploited by a few people who were rich.!3! Nevertheless, Liang did not believe that
China had conditions for a socialist revolution. He maintained that radical socialism was
prone to a dictatorship that was commonplace in Chinese politics and history.*3? His position
differed from that of the revolutionaries such as Sun Yat-sen and Zhu Zhixin (2k#/5) who
were for a revolution.'® Liang, however, sought reform. The debate actually centred on one
question: reform or revolution? This was thought to be the early debate over socialism in

modern Chinese history.

The debate over socialism, reform, and revolution continued and turned bitter from 1919
to 1920. Many Chinese including most liberals were tremendously disappointed at the result
of the Paris Peace Conference at which Western democracies did not protect China’s
territorial integrity and sovereignty. Chinese intellectuals did not think this was democratic or
liberal. Subsequently, a group of people converted to Marxism. Among this camp, Chen
Duxiu, Li Dazhao and Li Da (Z*iX) were prominent Marxists who founded the Chinese
Communist Party at this time. The press was an efficient medium for them to disseminate
Marxism. New Youth and The Communist Party were these Marxists’ most important
platforms. They eulogised Marx and Engels, regarding Marxism and a communist revolution

as solutions to China’s political, social, and economic problems.

129 Martin Bernal, Chinese Socialism to 1907, 37.

130 Gao Wei, ed., “Makesizhuyi heshi chuanru zhongguo kaolue,” [When Was Marxism Introduced to China?] Zhongguo
gongchandang xinwenwang [News of the Communist Party of China], updated 26 March 2012,
http://theory.people.com.cn/GB/49157/17492297 .html.

131 Dong Fangkui, “Liang Qichao shehuizhuyiguan zai renshi,” [A Re-examination of Liang Qichao’s Perspective on
Socialism] in Guo Tingyi xiansheng jiuzhi danchen jiniance xiace [Collected Essays in Commemoration of the 90th
Anniversary of the Birth of Guo Tingyi, Volume 2] (Taipei: Zhongyang yanjiuyuan jindaishisuo, 1995), 233-48.

132 |_iang, Yingbinshi heji, vol. 22, 41-42.

133 Zhu later joined Sun Yat-sen’s revolutionary party. Wang Jingwei (YE4i§ T.) and Hu Hanmin (537X [X) participated in the
debate. They joined Sun’s party, too.
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New Youth was originally a product of the New Culture Movement but Chinese Marxists
turned the newspaper toward Marxism, propagating Marxism and instigating a communist
revolution in China. In response to this current, Hu Shi, a returned student from America and
a disciple of John Dewey, wrote an article entitled “More Study of Problems, Less Talk of
‘Isms’.13* By isms, Hu Shi meant Marxism and anarchism which were popular then. Hu’s
remarks aroused immediate refutation voiced by Marxists like Li Dazhao. A year later in

1920, the debate over socialism occurred between Marxists and Liang Qichao’s research

group.

135

The 1920s

Liang Qichao’s research group made full use of the press, spreading new ideas from Japan,
Europe, and America. The key journal of the group was Jiefang yu gaizao. It contained 361
articles in total and one third of them were about socialism, either translations or
introductions to socialism.!3® As editors or major contributors the research group did not
select one particular version of socialism as their favourite one. They introduced assorted
socialist movements and ideologies: utopian socialism (Saint Simon, Robert Owen, and
Charles Fourier), Marxism (Marx and Engels), anarchism (Peter Kropotkin), Russian
socialism (Lenin and Trotsky), social democracy in Germany, Syndicalism in France,
Industrial Workers of World in America, and the labour movement in Britain (especially
Fabianism of Bertrand Russell and G. D. H. Cole).*%’

None of the members of the research group then held that socialism including reformist
Fabianism and social democracy was applicable to China given the different Chinese
conditions. But they made positive comments on the reformist socialism in Britain and
Germany. When discussing social democracy in Germany, Carsun Chang appreciated the
Weimar constitution and the new-born republic.!® Zhang Dongsun expressed the view that

134 Hu Shi, “Duo yanjiu xie wenti, shao tan xie zhuyi” [More Study of Problems, Less Talk of ‘Isms’] in Hu Shi wenji (2)
[Collected Works of Hu Shi Volume Two], ed. Ouyang Zhesheng (Beijing: Beijing daxue chubanshe, 1998), 249-278.

135 The research group had its origin in “jinbu dang” #Z4 (the Progressive Party) that was established by Liang Qichao
and some officials who were involved in the constitutional movement of 1906. They advocated constitutional monarchy.
But after the Qing Dynasty was overthrown, Liang split with the officials. He was for a republican government. In 1916
Liang and his followers like Carsun Chang and Zhang Dongsun founded “xianfa yanjiuhui” %g7%HF 51 2 (Association of
Constitutional Law). From then on they were known as “yanjiuxi” #ff 5T & (the research group).

136 Zheng Dahua and Gao Juan, “Gaizao yu wusi shehuizhuyi zhi chuanru,” [Gaizao and the Dissemination of Socialism
during the May Fourth Movement] in Zhongguo jindaishi shang de shehuizhuyi [Socialism in Modern China], eds. Zheng
Dahua and Zou Xiaozhan (Beijing: Shehui kexue wenxian chubanshe, 2010), 94.

137 1bid, 103.

138 See Zhang Junmai, “Deguo geming lun,” [On the German Revolution] Jiefang yu gaizao [Emancipation and
Reconstruction] 2, no. 3 (1920), 9; “Deguo xin gonghe xianfa ping,” [A Commentary on the Weimar Constitution]
Jiefang yu gaizao 2, no. 9 (1920), 5.
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Bertrand Russell’s political ideas were the best to change the world.**® However, they
adopted an empirical and positivist approach regarding the application of socialism to China.
They thought that the economic problem of China was not capitalism but poverty. The other
problem was a lack of democracy and freedom. This political reality made them oppose
Marxism-Leninism. They agreed with Marx on the critique of a capitalist economy, but they
also expressed eloquent disapproval of class struggle, dialectical materialism, economic
determinism, and the dictatorship of the proletariat. The Chinese Marxists, in turn, attacked
the research group, defending Marxism and the necessity of a communist revolution in China.

Meanwhile, Hu Shi expressed his views on socialism and his socialist discourse also
resembled that of the research group.

To be serious, | advocate a peaceful means to realise the ideal of socialism. Briefly speaking, recent
history has seen two different means. One is the means that the Soviet Union is currently using. This
means is characterised by the proletarian dictatorship and therefore it does not allow the existence of
different classes. The other means, however, is to avoid the “class struggle” and to embrace a ‘socialising’
tendency that has been underway for three hundred years. It helps gradually expand individual freedom

and the happiness that our society will enjoy. | would like to call this means “New Liberalism” or “Liberal

Socialism”.14

These concepts of “New Liberalism” and “Liberal Socialism” appeared in Hu Shi’s letter
dated 4 October 1926. Hu spent three days in Russia and observed the experiment of
socialism in Russia. He opposed the form of socialism with dictatorial tendencies, but
advocated a liberal or democratic form of socialism. Hu was probably the first modern
Chinese liberal who used the English terms “New Liberalism” and “Liberal Socialism” to
describe the form of socialism many modern Chinese liberals approved of. This was
strikingly similar to Hobhouse’s political thought in which liberal socialism was proposed as
part of Hobhouse’s discourse on new liberalism. However, the immediate intellectual
influence on Hu Shi was the American new liberal John Dewey who had been Hu’s

supervisor.

139 Zhang Dongsun, “Disanzhong wenming,” [A Third Civilisation] Jiefang yu gaizao 1, no. 1 (1 September 1919), 4.
140 Hu Shi, “Ouyou daozhong jishu” [Letters during My Journey to Europe] in Ouyang Zhesheng, Hu Shi wenji (4)
[Collected Works of Hu Shi Volume Four], 47.
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The 1930s

In the early 1920s, the research group had reservations about the applicability of a socialist
economy to China. However, they changed their views in the 1930s. From the 1930s, they
advocated a socialist economy in China while rejecting communist ideologies. This change
was caused by the financial crisis in the West, the Soviet Union’s implementation of Five-
Year-Plans and Japan’s aggression of China. Carsun Chang and Zhang Dongsun argued that
the future Chinese economic system should be different from capitalism and that a socialist
economy was a remedy for capitalism. They viewed some socialist practices positively from

the perspective of social justice.

One influential liberal periodical that reflected their standpoint on socialism was
Zaisheng (The National Renaissance). It was established in the 1930s by Carsun Chang and
Zhang Dongsun. They developed ‘state socialism’ for the state-building of China, economic
development in particular.*** The most important thing they did was to rationally deliberate
on the pros and cons of socialism and capitalism and to dissociate economic means from a
particular political ideology. They argued that economic planning was just a means and it
could be employed by both socialist countries and capitalist countries; capitalism and
socialism were not necessarily antithetical.*> They seemed to foresee the danger of the
practice of Marxism-Leninism as a political ideology in China and the feasibility of a mixed
economy in both socialist and capitalist countries. The economic system they advocated was

a general type of a mixed economy combining capitalism and socialism.

Concurrent with the development of ‘state socialism’ was another current among
Chinese intellectuals. The liberal thinker Hu Shi and other men of letters in the 1920s
founded “Xinyue she”#1 A #t (the Crescent Moon Society) which published a monthly
Xinyue #1 H (Crescent Moon). In the early 1930s, this journal published many articles about
Fabianism and works by Harold Laski. Many members of the Society had been Laski’s
students or had attended Laski’s lectures. They firmly believed that human rights must be
protected by a constitution. This implied that a liberal form of socialism as they saw should
follow the principle of liberty. Given the repression of the KMT government, they published
a series of essays that argued for constitutionalism and the protection of human rights. Hu Shi,

for instance, contributed several articles on human rights and the rule of law, attacking Sun

141 State socialism here is not subject to literal meanings. For detail, see section 4.3.2 in chapter IV.
142 See Jizhe, “Women suo yao shuo de hua”.
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Yat-sun’s views on democracy, constitutionalism, and political tutelage. Some notable
articles were “Renquan yu yuefa” A5 277% (Human Rights and Law), “Renquan yu yuefa
de taolun” AM 54175 HI1F 1 (Commentaries on “Human Rights and Law™), “Women
shenme shihou cai keyi you xianfa” FA 14 BHE 4 7] LA 223 (When can China have a

democratic constitution?).2*® In addition, the Crescent Moon Society also worked with some
members of the NSP. Luo Longji and Carsun Chang were members of the NSP. Luo also
contributed his articles on human rights to Xinyue and Chang translated Laski’s A Grammar

of Politics into Chinese for Xinyue she.

Overall, modern Chinese liberalism was affected by the presence of socialism. The
research group and Hu Shi had an affinity with reformist socialism in the West. From the
1930s to the 1940s most Chinese liberals had positive views of liberal socialism or social
democracy whereas they rejected Russia’s communist ideology and the party ideology of the
Chinese Communists. However, their views on Russia’s economic system were not all
negative. Many of them including Carsun Chang, Zhang Dongsun, and Hu Shi considered the
economic system of the Soviet Union as an alternative to a capitalist economy. In the 1920s,
Hu Shi even agreed that China could adopt a policy of public ownership.** Russia’s new
economic system of socialism in the eyes of these liberals aimed at social justice and the
well-being of the society as a whole. More importantly, they thought that a socialist economy

could help China develop its economy rapidly.
2.4 New Liberalism in Europe, America, and China

| have analysed the morphology of the new liberalism and socialism, and some Chinese
liberals’ discourses on socialism. The morphological approach shows that the new liberalism
and social democracy (reformist socialism) have some overlapping concepts such as
democracy, welfare, liberty, and equality. Liberty alone cannot constitute liberalism.
Likewise, the single concept of equality cannot be regarded as the socialist ideology. The
case of Chinese liberals’ involvement in the debates over socialism illustrates that in the first
half of the twentieth century permeability was a distinct feature of neighbouring political
ideologies—the new liberalism and social democracy. The contextual problem of capitalism

helped British liberal thinkers make liberalism develop in the direction of social democracy

143 For these articles, see Hu Shi, “Renquan lunji” [A Collection of Essays on Human Rights] in Ouyang Zhesheng, Hu Shi
wenji (5) [Collected Works of Hu Shi Volume Five], 523-539.
144 Hu, “Ouyou daozhong jishu,” 49.
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or liberal socialism by absorbing concepts of harmony, welfare, the common good, and social

freedom. This tendency of liberal thought was not unique to Britain.

The new liberalism was also manifest in the political thinking of several Continental
liberals: Friedrich Naumann, Emile Durkheim, and Leon Duguit. The liberalism of Naumann
was permeated by a strong flavour of nationalism and French liberalism then was
characterised by solidarism.2* In spite of the dissimilarities, the British new liberalism and
the liberalism of those Continental liberals converged by the early twentieth century on a
theory of social justice and social welfare. This trend of liberalism also emerged in America.
It was reflected in the progressive movement led by Herbert Croly, Walter Weyl, and Walter
Lippmann. Their ideas had an influence on the later New Deal.

Liang Qichao’s research group and Hu Shi embraced the strain of liberal thought with
some socialistic elements. This accounted for their connections with some new liberals in
America and Britain who represented this new tradition of liberty. Herbert Croly’s ideas had
a direct impact on Woodrow Wilson and Theodore Roosevelt whose social and economic
policies were praised by Carsun Chang and Zhang Dongsun. These Chinese liberals
considered their policies as socialistic and argued that liberalism and socialism were not
mutually exclusive. Walter Weyl was an intellectual influence on John Dewey whose works
were often cited by Zhang Dongsun and Hu Shi. As regards the British thinkers, both Chang
and Zhang were influenced by Hobhouse’s Social Evolution and Political Theory.'%® Chang
considered Thomas H. Green and Bernard Bosanquet as idealists who inherited the idealism
of Plato, Aristotle, Kant, and Hegel. Chang himself followed this tradition of idealism.
Furthermore, the research group planned to invite John A. Hobson and John Maynard Keynes
to come to China in the early 1920s.14" But these British economists did not come for some

reasons.

My research will show that the liberal thought of Carsun Chang and Zhang Dongsun
was similar to the liberal tradition represented by the British thinkers such as Green,
Hobhouse, and Hobson. While contemplating the state-building of China, these Chinese
thinkers drew on some Western ideas and abandoned others according to Chinese conditions.

| argue that a better understanding of the political thought of Chang can benefit from a

145 For an analysis of the political thinking of those liberals, see Freeden, Ideologies and Political Theory, 210-25;
Liberalism, 85.

146 Though Chang mentioned Green and Bosanquet as representatives of the British Hegelianism in his works, he did not
quote them.

147 Zuo Yuhe, Zhang Dongsun zhuan [A Biography of Zhang Dongsun] (Beijing: Honggi chubanshe, 2009), 68.
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comparison with Hobhouse precisely because it helps to illuminate the common intellectual
streams that Chang drew upon and shared with other prominent thinkers, as well as the way
in which Chang’s discourse on “democratic socialism” was a distinctive response to Chinese
conditions. One main conclusion of this study is the mainstream scholarship that interprets
Chang’s theory of democratic socialism as simply a form of social democracy is too limited.
Chang was a liberal who attempted to adapt Western ideas to Chinese conditions, but he also
shared a commitment, also seen among some Western thinkers such as Hobhouse, to absorb
harmonious elements from both liberalism and socialism. The end result for Chang was a

Chinese form of new liberalism.
2.4.1 The British Case

The problems of the twentieth century and thinkers of the eighteenth and the nineteenth
centuries (Mill, Kant, and Hegel) helped both Chinese and British intellectuals develop the
new liberalism. The liberalism of Mill, Kant’s moral philosophy, and the German conception
of an organic society were reflected in the political thought of both British new liberals and
Chinese liberals. Nevertheless, the genesis and the way of developing the new liberalism in
relation to the established traditions of liberty were vastly different. 1 will deal with this
question in detail in subsequent chapters. But | shall here mention briefly the dissimilarities.

For British new liberals, capitalism was the major issue which needed to be addressed to
realise social justice. Green, Hobhouse, and Hobson associated capitalism with the British
liberal tradition of laissez faire liberalism and atomistic individualism. They found that the
conceptions of social freedom, the common good, and an organic society would work as a
feasible remedy for the established British tradition of liberty (classical liberalism).
Accordingly, they added these new concepts to classical liberalism to make liberalism adapt
to the new conditions of Britain from the second half of the nineteenth century.

2.4.2 The Chinese Case

In contrast to British new liberals, Chinese liberals (Liang, Chang, and Zhang) thought that
China’s social misery lay not in capitalism but poverty, power struggles, and authoritarianism.
These issues pertained to the building of a modern state. Hence, state-building was the
priority of China. These Chinese liberals held that democratic politics was indispensable to a
modern state. This made them demand a change of the political system from a one-party
dictatorship to a constitutional democracy. Liberty as a political and legal concept was absent

in ancient Chinese thought and traditional Chinese political systems. Thus, they injected this
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element into the Chinese tradition of moral freedom which emphasised spiritual freedom,
self-autonomy, harmony, and the good of the collective.*® Liang, Chang, and Zhang did not
hold that the Chinese tradition of freedom was the cause of the social misery of China but
that it was not adequate to build a modern state. This explained why Chinese thought such as
Confucianism was not a target of their critiqgue and why they wanted to introduce to China the
British tradition of liberty as civil and political rights. In their opinion, the British tradition

was complementary to the Chinese tradition of liberty.

In addition to British liberalism, Carsun Chang incorporated some elements of German
idealism (Hegelianism) into Chinese thought. He contended that the political concept of the
state was missing in Chinese thought and Chinese people must develop a consciousness of
the state. This concept of the state was political, which would help the state-building of China
during the war years. The Hegelian conception of the state, Chang found, could serve his
purpose. His liberalism, therefore, had close proximity to German liberalism, possessing a
strong sense of nationalism. The conditions of China in the early twentieth century were more
similar to German conditions than those of other European countries. This was an important
reason for Chang’s selecting the Weimar Republic as a model for China when designing the

future Chinese political system.'4°
Chapter Summary

In this chapter, | examined the ideological conflicts and interactions between liberalism and
socialism in order to understand some distinctive features of the Chinese liberalism
represented by Carsun Chang and Zhang Dongsun. Their liberal thought contained elements
of British liberalism, German idealism, and social democracy. The chapter mainly illustrated
two points. First, from the late nineteenth century the permeability between liberalism and
socialism became a conspicuous phenomenon, which gradually diminished the antagonism
between the two isms before. From the perspective of ideological morphology, the new
liberalism and social democracy had overlapping political concepts. Democracy, liberty,
equality, welfare, and state control were included in both social democracy and the new
liberalism. As was the case with British new liberalism, the Chinese liberalism represented by
Chang and Zhang contained features of liberalism as well as socialism. Second, in spite of

some common intellectual influences such as Mill and German idealism, there were two

148 For an explanation of Chinese tradition of liberty or freedom, see section 3.4.2 in chapter I11.
149 This is explained in Chapter V.
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distinct differences between British new liberalism and Chinese liberalism.**® One was that
the salient social issues of the two societies were different. British new liberals sought to deal
with capitalism while the Chinese thinkers aimed at the state-building of China. The other
dissimilarity was that the British way of developing a variant of liberalism differed from that
of Chinese liberals. The former modified classical liberalism whereas the latter reformulated
both the Chinese tradition of liberty and Western political ideas (the British tradition of
liberty and German idealism) according to Chinese conditions. Some subsequent chapters
will further expound this point.

150 Chapter 111 and Chapter IV illustrate this point in detail.
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Chapter I11: The New Liberalism of L. T. Hobhouse and Carsun Chang

3.1 Two Paths to New Liberalism

This chapter offers a systematic comparison of the liberal thought of Carsun Chang and the
British thinker L. T. Hobhouse to better understand the liberalism of Chang. Chang’s liberal
thinking contained some fundamental tenets of British liberalism which emphasised limited
power and individual liberty but it also incorporated some elements of socialism and German
idealism. The socialist flavour concerned economic justice (equality, a fair distribution of
wealth) and social justice (welfare of the masses, and the good of a society as a whole).*>!
The flavour of German idealism included a positive conception of freedom, the common
good, and an organic state or society. This tradition of liberalism with some features of
socialism and German idealism was well developed by L. T. Hobhouse whose political
theory about an active state or the growth of the state was discussed by both Carsun Chang
and Zhang Dongsun.*? Hence, to investigate Chang we need to understand Hobhouse.
Hobhouse is important less because he was an influence on Chang than because he engaged
with a larger tradition of neo-Hegelian liberalism in the West (Green, Hobson, Dewey) and

represented this tradition of liberalism.

Though Chang’s liberal thought was comparable to the liberalism of Hobhouse, his
major intellectual influences were various schools of Western thinkers such as Plato,
Avristotle, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Kant, Hegel, Mill, Walter Eucken, and Henri Bergson.'>
This could be traced back to Chang’s study in Japan (1906-1910) where he read these
Western thinkers and published his first essay on Mill’s political thought of representative

democracy in 1906.

I contend that in spite of the cultural, political, and economic differences between China
and Britain in the first half of the twentieth century, Chang and Hobhouse modified different
traditions of freedom in their societies and developed similar idea-systems to address their
contextual problems. Both found that German idealism and some liberal or democratic form

of socialism helped to achieve justice. The British political thought stressed liberty from

151 The socialist elements are explained in the next chapter.

152 See Zhang Junmai, “Wei wan zhi guojia zhexue chugao (Wu)—Guojia zhi yanhua,” [First Draft of the Unfinished
Lectures on the Philosophy of the State—Lecture Five on The Evolution of the State] Zaisheng 4, no.9 (15 July 1937): 17.

153 Chang became interested in British politics and German philosophy while studying in Japan. He pursued his doctoral
study at Berlin University from 1913 to 1915. There he studied politics (especially law and theories of the state) and
philosophy. During his study in Germany he met Walter Eucken and Henri Bergson. They became Chang’s mentors.
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external constraints while Chinese thought emphasised morality and ignored freedom as a
political and legal concept. Hobhouse thought that social freedom and the common good
must be added to serve as remedies for the one-sided individualism. By modifying the British
liberal tradition, Hobhouse aimed to address economic, political, and social injustice caused
by capitalism. In contrast to the British tradition of liberty, the traditional Chinese conception
of liberty was ethical. Chang did not attribute the practice of absolute monarchy and
authoritarianism to Chinese thought like Confucianism. He did hold that the absence of
freedom as a political conception was a cause of absolutism and authoritarianism in China.
To help China’s state-building, Chang tried to infuse into Chinese thought democratic politics
(individual liberty and constitutionalism) and German idealism (the concept of the state). As
a result, he developed a variant of liberalism that was akin to the new liberalism of Hobhouse.
Both Hobhouse and Chang found that this variant of liberalism was a remedy for the social

ills of their countries—capitalism (Britain), poverty and authoritarianism (China).

This chapter is divided into 5 sections. Section 2 examines Hobhouse’s theory of the
state. In section 3 | explore Chang’s conception of the state. The two sections show that both
Hobhouse and Chang disapproved of a minimal state theory and a mechanical view of the
state, arguing for the enlargement of state responsibilities to ensure economic justice and
social welfare. In addition, there was an element of German idealism in their conceptions of
the state in that they agreed that the state was subject to ethics and it embodied the will of the
people. But another salient idealist feature in Chang’s theory was Hegelianism that
highlighted the consciousness of the nation-state. This was absent from Hobhouse’s theory.
To justify state intervention, Chang and Hobhouse reformulated the conception of liberty
which was not only negative but also social and positive. Section 4 illustrates how they
perceived liberty and modified the old conception of liberty that was one-sided.
Acknowledging the importance of individual liberty, they also treated liberty as a social
concept, which should be compatible with the common good and thus required state
intervention. In the last section, | investigate the sources of the development of their liberal
thought. Mill and German idealism were common intellectual influences. But another source
was related to the different contextual problems Hobhouse and Chang attempted to solve in

their societies.
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3.2 Hobhouse’s View of the State

Hobhouse had an organic conception of the state and advocated the expansion of state
functions for the sake of social justice and human welfare. Accordingly, he modified the
minimal state theory by infusing into the old liberalism some socialistic elements such as an
emphasis on a fair distribution of wealth, the necessity for public property, and the welfare of
the masses.

3.2.1 The State as a Compulsory Form of Social Union

Hobhouse conceived the state as a form of social union or association.'® There were three
leading principles of a social union, namely kinship, authority, and citizenship.> In spite of
its imperfections, the modern state based on the principle of citizenship was a higher form of

civilisation.®®

How did the state distinguish itself from other forms of social organisations? Hobhouse
said that the state was “a compulsory form of association”.®’ It was distinguished by “its use
of coercive power, by its supremacy and by its claim to control all who dwell within its
geographical limits.”**® In some cases, individuals had little freedom of choice. The state
“does not leave it open to the inhabitants of its territory to decide whether they will remain
members of the association or not.”'®® On the one hand, Hobhouse acknowledged the
compulsory attribute of the state. On the other hand, he thought that the state was a necessary
social union. He was against a mechanical conception of the state. The state “which is also a
nation will have a different life from the State which is fortuitous concourse of atoms, or the

mechanical aggregation of a series of conquests.”%

3.2.2 Re-evaluation of the Minimal State Theory

Reviewing the political and social development of Britain, Hobhouse observed that the

tendency to restrict the state was the temper of the period from 1832 to 1886 whereas in his

154 Hobhouse, Liberalism, 57; Social Evolution and Political Theory, 126-48.

155 Hobhouse, Social Evolution and Political Theory, 128.

156 1bid, 148.

157 1bid, 187.

158 Hobhouse, Liberalism, 57.

159 Hobhouse, Social Evolution and Political Theory, 187.

160 | eonard T. Hobhouse, Democracy and Reaction (London: T. Fisher Unwin, 1904), 160.
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time the position was reversed.'®! “The reluctance to assign new functions to the state is a

diminishing quantity.” 162

As the minimal state theory presumed a simple antithesis between liberty and authority
or between individual freedom and state control, many of Hobhouse’s writings were devoted
to the reaction against this simple opposition. The antithesis, he argued, appeared to be
false.%® On the contrary, much of the extension of state authority was friendly to liberty.%* If
the state coercion or compulsion was to prevent coercion exercised by any individual or
association, this kind of state control actually maintained liberty.*%® “A great extension of

collective activity does not inevitably result in a vital loss of individual freedom.”6®

With respect to property, Hobhouse justified necessary state control. To regard property
as absolutely inherent in the individual was one-sided.®” The state organisation was the basis
of property and it “may also be used to increase and improve property, for example, by

measures in the interests of social progress.”6®

Hobhouse was dissatisfied with the minimal state theory and therefore he attempted to
reconstruct the philosophy of the state within liberalism. Old liberalism was one-sided so he
sought harmony between liberty and authority (state control). His political thinking correlated
with his social and moral philosophy in which the conception of harmony was essential. “By
keeping to the conception of harmony as our clue we constantly define the rights of the
individual in terms of the common good, and think of the common good in terms of the

welfare of all the individuals who constitute a society.”%°

3.2.3 Limits and Functions of the State

Because the minimal state theory had flaws, Hobhouse sought to reconsider the limits and
functions of the state. The function of the state was to “secure the common ends which
recommend themselves to the general will and which cannot be secured without

compulsion.”*’® Enemies of liberty included the state, but it was “by the state that we have

161 Hobhouse, Social Evolution and Political Theory, 167.

162 |piq,

163 |pid, 189.

164 | eonard T. Hobhouse, The Elements of Social Justice (London: Allen & Unwin, 1922), 83.
165 Hobhouse, Liberalism, 63.

166 Hobhouse, Social Evolution and Political Theory, 184.

167 Hobhouse, The Elements of Social Justice, 161.
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fought them.”*"* This showed that Hobhouse thought it was necessary to have the state for the
sake of liberty. But he was not a proponent of the supremacy of the state. He expressed his
reaction against the one-sided exaltation of the state.!’? The power of the state must be
limited. For Hobhouse law and ethics set limits to the state power.

Subordination of politics to ethics was a must.2”® Social and political institutions were
“organs of social life, good or bad, according to the spirit which they embody”. “The social
ideal is to be sought not in the faultless unchanging system of an institutional Utopia, but in
the lore of a spiritual life with its unfailing spring of the harmonious growth unconfined.”*"*

There was an ethical basis of the state functions.”

Hobhouse made a distinction between legal and moral rights. For legal rights, we could
appeal to the law.1’® In addition, there were moral rights that the law did not recognise and
which “the moral consciousness holds ought to be recognised.”*’” He agreed that the state
should pursue cooperation. “The best organised society will be that in which the cooperation

is most perfect and complete”.1’

Were all actions taken by the state to foster social cooperation good and legitimate?
Hobhouse said we could not infer from the principle of cooperation that “the function of the
state is to foster cooperation of the society of the same kind or in the same degree.”!’® The
general rule he offered was that the sphere “must be determined by considering how far the
objects of social cooperation can be furthered by the use of compulsion, or how far, on the
other hand, the nature of the methods necessary will itself conflict with the ends desired.”8
By methods, he meant state control or compulsion. Hobhouse held that the end of social
cooperation was mutual development of the individual and the collective. “In thinking, then,
of social life as a form of cooperation we must lay stress not only upon the activities which it
cultivates in common, but on the idiosyncrasies which it tolerates, the privacy which it allows,

the divergent developments of personality which it fosters.”8
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The sphere of public responsibilities, he contended, had to be further enlarged from the
old liberalism advocated by the older school of English Liberals and Radicals because in his
time the democratic element in politics urged the development of state activity.!® The
government had responsibilities to address problems of poverty, education, physical, mental,
and moral efficiency.'® In general terms, the function of the state was to secure conditions
which helped the mind and character develop and which helped citizens realise full civic
efficiency.'® To secure economic conditions for personal development was a chief area of
the extension of state functions. This led to Hobhouse’s concept of economic sovereignty.
The state “is vested with a certain over-lordship over property in general and a supervisory

power over industry in general...”*8®

By advocating the expansion of state functions, Hobhouse aimed to defend certain
principles of economic and social reforms, the Labour Movement in particular. Trade
unionism, co-operation, state and municipal socialism were such examples of the Movement.
He did not believe that the social arrangements in his country were perfect. As the Scottish
Liberal politician R. B. Haldane (1856-1928) said, Hobhouse belonged to “a school the
leading tenets of which is that the problem of today is distribution and not production, and

that better distribution required the active intervention of the state at every turn.”

To deal with the problem of distribution, Hobhouse differentiated public (common)
property from private property. Public property was simply control exercised by some
definite authority.!®’ It served one function, that is, regulated control.'®® Roads, parks, public
places, and drinking-fountains could be subject to common use and general regulations.®

These things could be state-owned.**

Although Hobhouse favoured state intervention and related politics to ethics, he
distanced himself from some idealists, Hegel and Bosanquet in particular. He disagreed with
their claim that “we are morally free when our actions conform to our real will, our real will
is the general will, and the general will is most fully embodied in the state.”'°* Hobhouse

agreed that social and political institutions embodied the spirit and the general will. Even as
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this showed his idealist inclination, his idealism was different from that of Hegel. The
problem of Hegelianism consisted in its negation of individual liberty, equality, and
democracy.'®? Hobhouse maintained that “there is no distinction between the real will and the
actual will, that the will of the individual is not identical with the general will and that the
rational order, which the general will is supposed to maintain, is not confined and may be

opposed to the state organisation.”!%

3.3 Carsun Chang’s Theory of the State

Chang’s conception of the state derived from various schools of Western political thinkers
ranging from ancient times to the twentieth century. Living in different times and countries,
Chang and Hobhouse might stress different aspects of the state, but overall the role they
accorded to the state was a positive and enlarged one. Both men thought that the theory of the
minimal state was problematic and thus they argued for state intervention. In their opinions,
the state was a compulsory and necessary social association, but it must be subject to law and
ethics. However, there was a striking difference between Hobhouse and Chang on the subject
matter of Hegel. Chang paid attention to the ethical and positive aspects of Hegel’s theory of
the state whereas Hobhouse stressed the flaws of Hegelianism which left no room for
individuality and freedom. Chang thought that Hegelianism could help China develop the

consciousness of the state that was conducive to the state-building of China.
3.3.1 The State as the Major Theme of Political Philosophy

Chang considered theories of the state as an essential part of political philosophy and
practical politics. He endeavoured to get a conception of the state established in China. Chang
argued that in Chinese political philosophy there was no concept of the state; the substitute
was the notion of “tian xia” & T .1% This lack accounted for the differences between Eastern

and Western governments and political institutions.'® The Chinese philosophy of “tian xia”

192 |bid, 97. Hobhouse’s analysis of Hegelian freedom is discussed in another section.
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aimed to establish an order of cosmopolitanism rather than a political order of a nation-

state.1%

Chang quoted and accepted the theory of the state offered by the jurist and politician
Johann Caspar Bluntschli (1808-1881). %7 The state had three indispensable elements:
territory, sovereignty, and the people.%® It differed from the concept of the nation.!®® He
agreed with Bluntschli that a nation was based on a common culture, language, history,
rituals or customs and that a nation was connected to a specific race that was not necessarily
ruled by the same state.?®® A nation, Chang said, was a necessary but an insufficient condition
of a modern state. It was not adequate to form a state.?’! The state differed from a nation in
the sense that it was a political and legal concept which must deal with questions of ethics,

law, order, and political institutions.?%

Chang favoured a sociological perspective concerning the evolution of the state. He
quoted Hobhouse’s theory of the growth of the state. There were, he said, three stages of the
development of the state. The earliest human association was based on the principle of
kinship.2%® A second phase was dictated by the principle of authority.?%* It corresponded with
the age of monarchy and dictatorship.?® In a higher form of society the principle of
citizenship was observed. This form of human association was founded on the rights and
duties of citizens and a state of this kind aimed at the common good and individual rights.?%
There were two forms of this kind of the state. One was the Greek city state and the other was

the modern nation-state.?%’

Reviewing the history of human society, Chang concluded that the life of humanity was
guided by principles of progress and freedom.?%® He believed that the modern state was a

higher form of political organisation. It first emerged in Europe after the Reformation.?%
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China, however, had no such political philosophy and institutions.?° To contribute to state-
building, China should learn and disseminate Western philosophy of the state from Plato

onwards.?!

3.3.2 Western Theories of the State

Chang examined two dominant schools of the theories of the state in the then-scholarship. He
regarded one school as a scientific school. This school, he said, included thinkers of
empiricism, realism, utilitarianism, positivism, and materialism.?*? The other school was the
idealist or philosophical school.?'* The scientific school held that the methods of natural
sciences should be applied to the study of politics.?** Machiavelli, Hobbes, Comte, Marx,
James Bryce, George Catlin, and other Anglo-American thinkers who insisted on the
investigation of facts to make political study value-free fell into the scientific school.?*® The
idealist school, however, held that politics involved questions of right and good and therefore
it must be subject to ethics.?!® For instance, the Greek philosophers regarded the state as an
organisation which pursued the common good; Plato and Aristotle tended to integrate politics
with ethics.?’ This train of thought started from Plato. It was later advanced by Hegel and
Fichte in Germany and the British neo-Hegelian idealists such as T. H. Green and Bernard
Bosanquet.?8

Chang summarised the essential points of the two schools’ perceptions of the state. The
idealists emphasised the question of “ought to be”. Humans had reason and aimed to realise
the common good. The existence of the community was real and freedom was not separable
from the community. The state had an ethical personality.?*® By contrast, the scientific school
stressed the investigation of facts, holding that the essence of freedom consisted in the
absence of external restraints. Empiricists claimed that humans were self-centred; materialists

such as Hobbes believed that human nature was not good; positivists recognised the existence
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and importance of the individual; Marxists regarded the state as the tool of exploitation and

oppression.??

Chang was not compelled to choose between the two sides. His political thought was
characterised by a combination of empiricism and idealism, a feature that also described
British new liberals such as Hobhouse and Hobson. Michael Freeden states that the position
of British new liberalism was not atomistically individualist, nor hostile to idealism; it
combined empiricism both with distaste for the quantification of human behaviour and with a
rejection of a value-free approach to the study of man.??! Freeden’s comments are also
applicable to the Chinese thinker Chang. Chang thought that the scientific school had several
strengths as follows: The investigation of facts drove British political thinkers (Locke,
Bentham, and Mill) to accord importance to the form of government and the design of
institutions in order to prevent tyranny and produce good politics.???> German idealists,
however, stressed the spirit of the nation-state. They thought that the human mind objectified
itself in the political and social institutions. Thus, institutional defects that caused the abuse
of power were neglected by German idealists.??®> Chang commented that the model of science
might be applied to some political issues but it could not solve all problems. Social reforms
and state-building must be guided by ethics.??* The scientific methodology and idealism

could be harmonised to serve our purposes.?®

Although Chang described different theories of the state without expressing his
preferences, he passed judgement on some particular thinkers. He was definitely opposed to
Marx’s view of the state and Hobbes’ theory of the origin of the state and his defence of
monarchy.??® In Chang’s opinion, Hobbes’ theory of the state was mechanical in the sense
that it was characterised by physical force and authority, leaving no room for human
emotions and ethics.??” Chang preferred an organic theory of the state.??® This term “organic”
used by Chang derived from German political philosophy. Chang thought that Johann Caspar

Bluntschli’s theory of the state was an exemplar of the German tradition which regarded the
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state as organic.??® Bluntschli wrote: “It is the especial merit of the German school of
historical jurists to have recognised the organic nature of the Nation and the State. This
conception refutes both the mathematical and mechanical view of the State, and the atomistic
way of treating it, which forgets the whole in the individuals.”?3® Chang followed this organic
conception of the state. But I hold that Chang’s use of “organic” had its origin in Hegel’s

philosophy which had been studied by Chang for some time.

It is worth discussing Chang’s analysis of Hegel. Chang conducted detailed research on
Hegel, a representative of German idealism. In addition, Hobhouse published a book
criticising the Hegelian theory of the state. Without a presentation of Chang’s understanding
of the two schools’ philosophy of the state (the scientific school and the idealist school),
Chang may be regarded as a disciple of Hegel or an advocate of statism who overlooked
political liberalism. His systematic investigation of Hegel was published in 1935, two years
earlier than his lectures on Western theories of the state. In fact, he did subscribe to some
idealist elements of Hegel’s theory of the state. But he also absorbed elements of the

empirical school, especially British political theorists such as Locke and Mill.

There were three points on which Chang aligned himself with Hegel. First, the state had
an ethical end.?! According to Chang’s interpretation, Hegel’s philosophy of ethics consisted
of discussions of the family, civil society, and the state.?3? Nevertheless, this did not mean
Chang accepted Hegel’s absolute idealism that the moral whole was the state. Apart from the
moral aspect, Chang acknowledged that the state monopolised the use of force and it was also
a danger.?®® Second, there was a social bond between the individual and the state.?** Third,
the consciousness of the state was central to state sovereignty and state-building.?*® Chang
agreed with Hegel that when a country was endangered by domestic separatism and foreign

invasions, its people as a whole should make sacrifices to keep the state integral.?%
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As for theories of individual liberty, constitutionalism, and representative government,
Chang’s influences were Anglo-American thinkers, especially the British empirical school
(Locke, Mill) rather than Hegel.?” He compared Hegel’s theory of the state with the theories
of other political thinkers, concluding that the German perception of the state was

significantly different.?®® The differences he found were as follows:

First, Hegel viewed the state as the moral whole.?®® By contrast, Locke presumed an
antithesis between the people and government; therefore, how to prevent abuse of power was
highlighted.?*® The means of exercising power and supervision of the government exercised
by the people were stressed by British thinkers but these were not significant concerns of
Hegel .4

Second, in Hegel’s philosophy the law of the state defined individual liberty.?*? The
spiritual activity aimed to realise freedom and the state was the real vehicle for this aim.?*
Hence, individual liberty could not be enjoyed beyond the state. Law did not conflict with
liberty. Compared with Hegel, the British thinkers referred to liberty as a right possessed by
the individual.?* Law was regarded by the British thinkers as a means of rule whereas the

German thinkers believed it was a product of the human spirit.?4

Third, the state itself was not the means but the end.?*® Hegel was strongly opposed to
the theory that the state was the means for individuals to pursue their private interests.?*’ By
saying this, Chang alluded to the British tradition which treated the individual other than the
state as the end.

Fourth, the state was the highest human association (Gemeinschaft) and the people
should make sacrifices for the interest of Gemeinschaft.?*® However, the British theorists
attached great importance to the individual.?*® Constitutionalism was adopted to protect

individual rights.?° The German thinker had a differing opinion. The development of
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personality relied on the state and individual freedom could only be realised in the state as

Gemeinschaft.?!

Furthermore, Hegel committed himself to the metaphysical theory of the state.?®? His
interest was not an empirical or historical study of the origin and evolution of the state.?
Chang implied that empirical or sociological approaches were followed by the British

thinkers such as Locke, Mill, and Hobhouse.

In addition, Hegel was against Montesquieu’s theory of the separation of powers. He
held that state power must be centralised and a monarchy was the proper form of government
to do this.?>* For this reason, Hegel was believed to be a conservative.?® These distinguished

Hegel from the French and British thinkers who advocated constitutionalism.

These distinctions that Chang made between Hegel and other thinkers (especially the
empirical school) showed that Chang’s ideas about limited and accountable power, human
rights, and individual liberty were definitely not derived from Hegel. Chang stated that since
he was studying philosophy it was his duty to introduce to China various schools of European
thought but that he did this with no intention of propagating Hegelian philosophy or being a
follower of Hegel.>*® Notwithstanding this statement and Chang’s appreciation of British
politics, it was true that Chang saw a positive side of Hegelianism—the significant role of the
state in a national crisis and in state-building. He appreciated that Hegel made nineteenth-
century Germany wake up to the fact that Germany was divided and there was no nation-
state.?®” Hegel’s theory then contributed to Germany’s founding of a modern state which later
became a major player in the international community.?®® Chang thought that Germany’s
situation was similar to that of China after the 1911 Revolution, so it was necessary to
introduce Hegel’s theory in order to awaken Chinese.?®® Chang was aware that Hegel’s theory
was criticised by many British and French thinkers from the outbreak of WW1 who attributed
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the cause of the war to Hegel’s conservatism.? Still, he held that there was value in Hegel’s

theory of the state for countries where a modern state was not yet established.?6*

Chang acknowledged the merits of both Hegel and the British thinkers. The British
political theory was applicable to a country where a modern state was already established; in
this case the focus of politics was to prevent the abuse of power and protect the rights of the
people.?®2 However, when a country was invaded, the people as a whole should make
concerted efforts and make sacrifices for the sake of state sovereignty; only this could save

the country.?%® Chang believed Hegel’s emphasis on the state in this situation had its value.

Even if a country did not solve the problem of sovereignty, was it legitimate for a
government to encroach upon rights of the individual so as to save the country? Chang did
not discuss this. But the following remarks made by Chang showed that he wanted to
synthesise different theories. Chang noted that there were three perspectives on the state:
evolutionary, institutional, and idealist.?** Evolutionary theory investigated the origin and
growth of the state. Institutional theory examined how to limit the government and advance
the rights of the people. Hegel as an idealist espoused the unity of the state and spirit. In
Chang’s opinion, each had its merit. To research the origin and development of the state, one
found that an evolutionary theory was useful. Institutional theory could be used by
revolutionists or constitutionalists to maintain the independence of its culture and the survival
of a nation. The state was an association which embodied the collective demand and pride of
its citizens. This Hegelian view was complementary to the evolutionary perspective and

institutional perspective.?®

I do not think Chang’s use of some aspects of Hegel’s theory of the state made him an
apologist of Hegelianism. He rejected statism and preferred Mill’s liberal theory.?®® Because
China was fighting for national rights in the 1930s, Chang thought it was justified to
emphasise the conception of the state. As a liberal, Hobhouse also defended national rights

and certain forms of patriotism or nationalism.
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The form of democratic theory which ignores national differences and national rights is the result of a false
abstraction. It rests on a mechanical view of society, and lays stress on only one element in the democratic
ideal. It treats the State as though it could be formed by any aggregated of men selected at haphazard and
endowed with equal voting power. It forgets that patriotism is not a product of the ballot-box but rather a
heritage and a tradition, that loyalty is not merely a matter of reciprocal benefit but as much a matter of

collective pride...2%

But a nation that is merely standing up for its own rights, and is not seeking either to conquer or to
patronise the world at large, has always had the sympathy of liberally minded men. Nationalism of this
kind has stood for liberty, not only in the sense that it has resisted tyrannous encroachment, but also in the
sense that it has maintained the right of a community to work out its own salvation in its own way. A
nation has an individuality, and the doctrine that individuality is an element in well-being is rightly applied

to it.268

I hold that patriotism or nationalism (emphasis on the importance of the state) that was
reflected in Chang’s writings would not encounter objections from liberals like Hobhouse. As
was shown, Hobhouse regarded liberty as a social conception, which was related to the
concept of the common good. According to his remarks above, the common good of a
community such as a nation-state included national rights and collective pride of a nation that
did not seek to conquer others. This form of nationalism did not conflict with liberalism. On
the contrary, it “stood for liberty” in that it opposed tyranny and protected the right of a

community which sought to find its own way of salvation.
3.3.3 Limits and Functions of the State

In Chang’s philosophy, the state was necessary and must be endowed with authority to serve

the common interests.2%°

It thus compelled individuals as members of the community to fulfil
certain duties in some situations.?’® For instance, when a country was invaded by foreign
countries, the government needed to levy tax, enforce military conscription, coordinate
armies, and control the economy.?’ In addition, the exercise of power, enforcement of laws,
foreign affairs, the issue of property, and conflicts between individuals required that the state

must have authority.?"2
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The state had force, police, and courts, but these were not good reasons for standing on
the side of Marx and anarchists who espoused the “withering-away of the state” or destroying
the power of the state.?”® The state was constructed according to the principle of rationality
and it pursued the common good.?”* Nonetheless, Chang disapproved of the theory which put

the state above the society and the individual.?’® The state also posed a danger.?®

What did Chang propose to solve the seeming conflict? His idea was to set a limit to the
power of the state. Law and ethics were the means. First and foremost, the state would be
subject to constitutionalism. A constitution must exist and specify the fundamental rights of
the people to better protect these liberties against infringement.?’” The system of basic
liberties Chang discussed was the same as the one present in the constitutions of then-
democracies in Europe and America. The state was not justified to infringe upon these
fundamental rights.?’® It was unreasonable to simply deny the value of individualism.?”®
Individual freedom was not the antithesis of the interests of the state.?®° The progress of a
society relied on individuals with free will; one purpose of the law was the expression of the
free will of the people.?8!

Furthermore, a constitution should specify how to establish and limit state powers.?82
This constitutional idea in fact concerned the institutional design and the form of government.
The political system Chang preferred was a constitutional democracy founded on the
principles of the separation of powers and checks and balances. Two constitutions he drafted
are evidence of this as we shall see in chapter V. Overall, Chang held that the rule of law
should be established and the state must be subordinated to law.?® The essence of the rule of
law lay not only in the use of the law to govern the country but also in the protection of the

rights of the people.?®
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Apart from law, Chang argued that power was limited by ethics. A state should pursue
what was good and the exercise of power pertained to moral responsibilities.?® Chang
attached importance to the integrity of politicians. The behaviour of politicians would be
subject to moral principles. In his opinion, a politician should develop good political
personality, observe the moral code, and pursue goodness.?®® Chang did not analyse the
meanings of good, but he mentioned several virtues that a good politician should possess.
When excising power, a good politician would act upon faith and conscience; he or she
would be motivated by a sense of justice and righteousness; thereby the administration could
be of benefit to the country and the people; what the politician said and did should stand the
test of law and posterity.?®” This stress on the moral responsibilities of politicians was not a
new idea in modern China but a tradition of Chinese thought and politics. In this regard,
Chang inherited the tradition of Confucianism which advocated the subordination of politics

to morality.

So far we can say that Chang’s view of the state was liberal. However, he by no means
approved of the minimal state theory. Chang claimed that this theory originated from
liberalism. 2% Fearing the expansion of state powers, liberals advocated a minimal state,
putting the state in a position of neutrality and non-intervention.?®® Chang said: “This theory
of the state now is certainly difficult to be applied to countries which are plagued by
economic and social problems”.??® Neutrality meant justice rather than being a night-
watchman.?®! He castigated laissez faire liberalism and excessive economic liberty.?%? The
state had a responsibility to regulate economic activities and deal with the wealth gap
between the rich and poor.?®® Private property should be recognised and protected for
personal security and development; public ownership should also be established for the sake
of general happiness and the development of the national economy.?® What Chang sought

was harmonious development between the individual and society. The Constitution of the
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Republic of China that Chang drafted showed he strongly supported a welfare state and state

intervention in economic activities so that the common interests could be secured.?%

Reviewing Chang’s theory of the state, we find that one philosophical principle ran
through the whole idea-system—nharmony between authority and liberty or harmony between

collective interests and individual interests. “A balance should be made between authority
and liberty...Equal stress is laid on the interests of the state and the rights of the people.”?%
Liberty would not be the antithesis of authority if a balance was made.?®” This principle of
harmony between authority and liberty was clarified by Chang when he illustrated the
relationship of his politics to his philosophy.?® His intention was to examine the falsehood of
historical materialism and to promote a functional theory of society.?®® Social progress was
the outcome of the interaction between free will and social, economic, and political

institutions.3%

3.4 Liberty Compatible with the Common Good

Hobhouse and Chang shared some views on the notion of liberty. Neither Hobhouse nor
Chang made a distinction between negative freedom and positive freedom. Liberty meant
autonomy and the absence of restraint as well. The state must safeguard liberty. Yet, they saw
that one-sided individualism and laissez faire liberalism were problematic. Social freedom
and public interests were as fundamental as individual liberty. They attempted to disseminate
a philosophy of harmony between individual liberty and the common good.

Notwithstanding these similarities, there were two differences between their conceptions
of freedom. First, Hobhouse did not dwell on human rights and constitutionalism while
Chang discussed these topics frequently in his writings. As Britain was already a
constitutional democracy and some basic human rights were already protected, Hobhouse
sought reforms rather than a transformation of the British political system. By contrast,
Chang aimed at a transformation of the Chinese political system from a single-party state to a
constitutional democracy. He considered constitutionalism as a vital feature of a modern state,

29 Article 142 to Article 167 of the Constitution are relevant articles. For the text, see Office of the President, ROC,
“Constitution of the Republic of China,” Laws and Regulation of the Database of the Republic of China, accessed 20
June 2018, http://law.moj.gov.tw/ENG/LawClass/LawAll.aspx?PCode=A0000001.
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so he emphasised the importance of human rights and constitutionalism in his theory of

freedom.

A second difference between Hobhouse and Chang concerned their different ways of
modifying theories of freedom and arriving at a theory of harmony between individual liberty
and the common good. The British tradition of liberty emphasised individual liberty but
ignored or downplayed the social attribute of freedom. Hobhouse found that this tradition of
liberty was one-sided and was unable to deal with the labour problem and economic
inequality. Therefore, social freedom which aimed at the common good must be added to the
established liberal tradition. This helped Hobhouse arrive at a doctrine of harmony between
the individual and society.

Compared with the British tradition, Chinese thought such as Confucianism stressed the
social aspect of freedom that was not separable from ethics and the good of the collective.3%
This Chinese tradition of freedom was not political but ethical. Chang did not attribute the
problems of Chinese society to Confucianism. Instead of attacking this tradition, Chang
attempted to infuse theories of individual liberty and constitutionalism into the Chinese
tradition. In his opinion, the Western tradition of liberty as political and civil rights was
complementary to Chinese thought. This was how Chang developed a theory of harmony
between the individual and the collective. It differed from the way Hobhouse modified the

British tradition of liberty.
3.4.1 Hobhouse: Liberty, Restraint, and Harmony

Hobhouse preached a theory of liberty that was compatible with the common good. Believing
that the old liberalism must adapt itself to the new age to foster social reforms, Hobhouse
injected new ingredients into the theory of liberty developed by classical liberals. Three
points were crucial to Hobhouse’s understanding of liberty. The first point was that a positive
conception of freedom matched the negative.3° Second, liberty involved restraint. Last but

not least, liberty was a project of social harmony.
Freedom as Self-Determination without External Constraint

Hobhouse was not fascinated by the idea of differentiating negative freedom from positive

freedom. Freedom “is determination by internal factors and the absence of constraint from

301 For details, see section 3.4.2.
302 Hobhouse, The Elements of Social Justice, 49.
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without.”3% Restraint might be internal or external. Passion, for instance, was an internal
factor.3%* Because Hobhouse thought freedom was both negative and positive, he rejected
Hegel’s doctrine of freedom. Hegel conceived freedom merely as a positive conception—
self-determination that was not achieved by the individual on his own account but was
subordinated to a system of law and custom of society.3® Hegel’s state system thus was a
negation of liberty.>° From the viewpoint of Hegel, it was false to regard freedom as the
absence of constraints.®*” As a result, the Hegelian conception of the relation of the individual
to society was influenced by this doctrine of freedom. Hegel ignored conflicts between
individual and universal interests.3%® He only acknowledged the harmony and the unity of the

universal and the particular.>

Moral, Social, and Political Freedom

Based on the meaning of freedom, Hobhouse discussed moral, social, and political freedom
which he said were the property of rational beings.®!° Moral freedom was not isolation but
“the harmony of the whole self in the multitudinous relationship which constitutes the web of
its interest.”®!* With respect to social freedom, Hobhouse referred to freedom in social life or
freedom within a community.3'? Once again, this kind of freedom had something to do with
harmony. A society or community was free in proportion as its internal life of all members of
individuals in close interaction was harmonious.®® Each man’s liberty involved a restraint
upon others.3** On the practical side social liberty was also a struggle for equality such as
equality in the opportunities of education and certain forms of occupation; the social value of
the corporation or quasi-corporation, like the trade union, made collective regulations
necessary.3® “Liberty is not founded on the personal right of the individual as opposed to, or

as limiting, the right of the community.”®!® The common good limited individual liberty.
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Restraints in this sense took the form of “a system of rights which defines the field of liberty,

and where no right is invaded there is no restriction.”3’

Political freedom was regarded by Hobhouse as a guarantee or condition that was
essential to the principle of harmony and made law and government represent either the will
or the good of the community.3® In the narrower sense, political freedom was “the right of
contributing by voice and vote to the explicit decisions, laws, and administrative acts, which
bind the community.”3° It was a common freedom of many members of a community and

gave no absolute liberty to any one person. Hence, Hobhouse noted:

Political freedom is just the right of every man bound by decisions to contribute whatever it is in him to
contribute to the making and remaking of those decisions. It by no means guarantees that his will is to
count among the rest in making the decisions, and that the community as a whole will be bound by the
main current of will flowing within it, the resultant of all the wills and brains of everyone concerned in
proportion to the energy and intelligence which he brings to bear. That the collective actions should in this
manner express the prevalent wills of the community and not be imposed on them is essential to the

completion of the principle of Harmony.32°

Personal Development and Social Harmony

Although in Hobhouse’s philosophy restraint and the common good correlated with the
conception of freedom, Hobhouse was not indifferent to the development of the individual.
He defended the value of liberty and individual rights. Liberty was the basis of rational self-
determination; man needed liberty because it was the root of all spiritual development.?! By
development, he meant progress which differed from evolution. Evolution referred to any sort
of growth.3?2 Social progress was “the growth of social life in respect of those qualities to
which human beings attach or can rationally attach value”.3? It was only one among many
possibilities of social evolution.®?* Hobhouse cited a caste system as an example to illustrate
the difference between social evolution and social progress. A caste system was a product of
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social evolution but judged from the standpoint of human values, it looked more like

retrogression.>?°

Furthermore, Hobhouse’s conception of personal development did not conflict with
social development. In his moral philosophy, personal development was only to be sought
through one’s rational choice and the cultivation of personality guided by rationality led to
the development of the common good.3?® If personal development was what Hobhouse
defined, harmony between the community and the individual was attainable. The good was
the harmony of experience with feeling. The rational good must be consistent and universal;
conflicts and contradictions had to be reconciled to achieve harmony.3?” When this principle
was applied to social development, “the most perfect social harmony must provide the fullest

development for each social personality and that is the good for each.”3%8

In short, Hobhouse’s idea of liberty was connected with rationality, the common good,
and harmony. As he expressed, “the principle of liberty is a project of social harmony and the
realisation of liberty the measure of its success.”*? Restraints existed in any society but in a
free community, restraints were imposed on the members by themselves who were willing to

cooperate to materialise their common end that was harmony.3%
3.4.2 Chang: Individual Liberty and Collective Interests
Spiritual Freedom as Self-Autonomy

To reconcile individual liberty with collective interests was also a feature of Carsun Chang’s
political thought. Chang’s conception of freedom was both positive and negative. First,
Chang considered spiritual freedom as self-autonomy that was a positive conception. This
spiritual freedom was associated with human reason, harmony, and the good of the whole. He
believed that the value of freedom and individualism should be acknowledged. Individualism,
he said, meant the personality of self-reliance and independence which contributed to the
democratic movements in Europe and America.®*! The individualism he exalted here referred

to the spirit of personal autonomy which was conducive to the cultivation of an equal and
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independent personality. He argued that the future of the Chinese nation depended on a
national culture based on this spiritual freedom.33? This understanding of freedom was

cultural, moral, and philosophical.

In the eyes of Carsun Chang and Zhang Dongsun, spiritual freedom was not foreign to
Chinese because Confucianism contained elements of rationalism, independence, and
individual autonomy. It was Kantian.®® Confucian thinkers such as Mencius did not use the
Chinese characters “zi you” HH (a Chinese equivalent to the English term “liberty” or
“freedom”) to express ideas of self-autonomy and independence. However, there were other
words that conveyed such ideas in Chinese classics. Before 1949 Chang himself did not
discuss a Chinese equivalent to the Western conception of spiritual freedom or individualism,
but his friend Zhang Dongsun did express his opinions. | hold that Chang would agree with
Zhang on the Confucian conception of freedom. In 1943 Chang wrote a preface to Zhang’s
book Sixiang yu shehui 485 %4> (Thought and Society). In the preface, Chang wrote, I
espouse rationality. This book by Zhang Dongsun illustrates the tradition of Chinese thought:
Confucianism and Confucian rationalism. This tradition, I proclaim, is the spiritual heritage

of Chinese civilisation.”33*

Zhang discussed the conception of freedom in Chinese thought. “The conception of
freedom is not absent from Chinese thought. Nor does Chinese thought ignore it. Because the
good of the whole is always the starting point of Chinese thought, individual freedom can
only be transliterated into the Chinese characters ‘zi de’ H f5.”%*® According to Zhang, this
conception was different from the Western tradition of freedom as a political concept.®*® The
Confucian concept of ‘zi de’, Zhang said, was similar to the Western conception like freedom

of the mind or the spirit.®*" This Confucian conception of freedom was not separable from the

332 Zhang Junmai, Mingri zhi zhongguo wenhua [Chinese Culture Tomorrow] (Shanghai: Shangwu yinshuguan, 1936), 121-
22.

333 This was why Chang and Zhang thought Confucianism was comparable to the philosophy of Kant (autonomy and human
reason) and both developed Chinese philosophy in the direction of Kantian idealism.

334 Zhang Dongsun, Sixiang yu shehui [Thought and Society] (Changsha: Yuelu shushe, 2010), 7. Chang made a distinction
between Confucianism and Confucian rationalism. The former referred to Confucian thought before the Tang Dynasty.
The latter meant the Confucian thought since the Tang Dynasty.

335 Zhang Dongsun, Lixing yu minzhu [Rationality and Democracy] (Changsha: Yuelu shushe, 2010), 182.

336 |bid, 174-76.

337 |bid, 183. The American Sinologist William Theodore de Bary published The Liberal Tradition in China. In this book, he
investigated Confucian liberalism and individualism represented by Neo-Confucian thinkers, thinkers in the Ming
Dynasty in particular. He cited “zi de” as one of the Chinese vocabulary of Neo-Confucian individualism. According to
him, “zi de” literally means “getting it by or for oneself” (“learning or experiencing some truth for oneself and deriving
inner satisfaction therefrom). But its deeper meaning is “getting or finding the Way in oneself”. For reference, see
William Theodore de Bary, The Liberal Tradition in China (Hong Kong: The Chinese University Press, 1983), 45.

67



conception of reason or rationality.3*® By saying this, Zhang meant that ‘zi de’ was related to

the principles of harmony and the rational good. Human reason would help the individual

develop the self that was in harmony with the Chinese philosophy of “dao” & (way).3%

Zhang cited the works by Mencius, Kong Ji L1}, and Cheng Hao F£#i to illustrate that ‘zi

de’ expressed the idea of spiritual freedom and that the concept of ‘zi de’ was the merit of

Confucianism.?*° The Chinese texts Zhang referred to were as follows:**

BTG LUE, MHEERZW, ARZNEZ R, B2 223, %2R A&, #)
BTMHAR/ZH,

Mencius said, ‘The superior man makes his advances in what he is learning with deep earnestness and by
the proper course, wishing to get hold of it as in himself. Having got hold of it in himself, he abides in it

calmly and firmly. Abiding in it calmly and firmly, he reposes a deep reliance on it. Reposing a deep

reliance on it, he seizes it on the left and right, meeting everywhere with it as a fountain from which things

flow. It is on this account that the superior man wishes to get hold of what he is learning as in himself.” 343

TNTAEG.
The superior man can find himself in no situation in which he is not himself.34°

S B g, 3

338 Zhang Dongsun, Lixing yu minzhu, 174.

339 1t is hard to find an English equivalent to this Chinese term “dao”, but in Confucianism it is closely associated with truth,
virtue, and humanity.

340 Kong Ji (483-402 BCE) whose courtesy name was Zisi T-!&. was a philosopher and the grandson of Confucius. His
masterpiece was Zhong yong (The Doctrine of the Mean), a classic of Confucianism. Cheng Hao (1032-1085) was a Neo-
Confucian thinker in the Northern Song Dynasty.

341 Zhang Dongsun did not offer English translations of these texts. But | provide some of the English translations following
the Chinese texts. It should be noted that it is difficulty to convey the exact meanings of these Chinese thinkers in English.

342 See Yang Bojun, “Li lou zhang ju xia,” in Mengzi yizhu [Mencius with Annotations by Yang Bojun], vol. 1. (Beijing:
Zhonghua shuju, 1960), 189.

343 James Legge, The Chinese Classics: The Works of Mencius (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1895), 322-23. William
Theodore de Bary translated the remarks by Mencius. His translation is as follows: “The noble man steeps himself in the
Way because he wishes to ‘get it’ by himself. When he gets it himself, he will be at ease with it. When he is at ease with
it he can trust it deeply, and when he can trust it deeply, he can find its source wherever he turns. That is why the noble
man wishes to get it himself. ” See De Bary, Liberal Tradition in China, 45-46.

344 See Wang Guoxuan, “Di shisi zhang” [Chapter XIV] in Da xue zhong yong [The Great Learning and the Doctrine of the
Mean with Annotations by Wang Guoxuan] (Beijing: Zhonghua shuju, 2007), 76.

345 James Legge, Li ji [The Book of Rites] (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1885); “Zhong yong” [The State of
Equilibrium and Harmony], Chinese Text Project, https://ctext.org/liji/zhong-yong.

346 This is a line from the poem “Qiu ri ou cheng” K H k% (Chance Creation on an Autumn Day) by the philosopher
Cheng Hao. The English translation of the poem is not available. But “zi de” in this line conveys the same meaning as it
does in the remarks of Mencius and Kong Ji quoted by Zhang. The poem was written after Cheng was demoted because
of his opposition to the socioeconomic reforms advocated by Wang Anshi (% f7), the grand chancellor of the Song
Dynasty. In this poem Cheng expressed the Confucian ideal of Way and the idea of being oneself (an independent self) in
whatever situation or position.
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From Zhang Dongsun’s perspective, the Chinese word “zi de” H15 in these Chinese

classic texts expressed a conception of spiritual freedom which sought to keep the self free
and independent. I do not think Chang would disagree with Zhang on Zhang’s interpretation
of the Confucian conception of freedom. In the 1950s Chang also discussed the Chinese

conception of freedom.

The views of Lord, Janet, and Hegel seem to be that the Orient thus far has recognised neither the rights of
the individual, nor the broader ideal of human freedom, nor, indeed, the entity of the state itself. | believe
that this view is based upon a misunderstanding. Although the Orient does not use the term freedom, it
certainly is familiar with the concept of freedom. When Williams says of the Chinese in his book The
Middle Kingdom that “Liberty is unknown among the people; there is not even a word for it in their
language,” 1 should like to remind him of what Confucius says: “From the Emperor down the root of
everything is in the cultivation of the person.” Confucius further says: “An army can be deprived of its
commander, but the common people cannot be deprived of its own will.” What is this will? If a people is
conscious of its own power, what is this consciousness but the sense of liberty? When people are
conscious of the need for considering the needs and feelings of others, there exists an awareness of the
rights and integrity of man.3¥’

Both Chang and Zhang were aware that the Chinese conception of freedom was moral
and cultural. It was considerably different from freedom as political and civil rights in the
West. Nevertheless, for them this ethical conception of freedom would be the cultural
foundation of Chinese democracy. This was why Chang stressed that the future of China

relied on a national culture of spiritual freedom.

When discussing the relationship of spiritual freedom to politics, Chang mentioned two
sorts of motive to obey laws or orders. When one acted out of self-imposed responsibilities
rather than coercion excised by the government or others, one was motivated by spiritual
freedom and he called this the spirit of autonomy.** Good politics depended on the virtues of
politicians and the people as well; the people needed to be motivated by autonomy and be
capable of independent judgement.®*® The value of liberty was that it enabled people to
develop full citizenship and an independent personality.®*° To Chang, personality meant

347 Chang, The Third Force in China (New York: Bookman Associates, 1952), 322-23.
348 Zhang, Mingri zhi zhongguo wenhua, 123.

349 Zhang, Liguo zhi dao, 368.

350 |pid, 148.
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individuality, independence, self-consciousness, and self-responsibility.®! Personality should
be protected for personal development and the wellbeing of a country.3®? He quoted the

remarks of Humboldt and Mill on individuality and freedom to support these arguments.3

It is worthwhile to mention that Chang and Zhang’s understanding of individualism was
characteristic of many Republican liberals who tended to disassociate individualism from
egoism or selfishness. Carsun Chang and Zhang Dongsun are thought to be cultural
conservatives who tried to seek an indigenous cultural basis for democracy and liberty.®** Hu
Shi was not a cultural conservative. Instead, he was labelled by his contemporaries as an
advocate of “wholesale Westernisation”. However, much like Chang and Zhang, Hu also
associated a true philosophy of individualism with individuality, freedom of thought (the
mind), an independent personality, and self-responsibility. He argued for this true
individualism in his articles “Fei gerenzhuyi de xinshenghuo” FE/N A X A 4G and
“Geren ziyou yu shehui jinbu” A~ A H H5+E2:8E25 3% In the political thought of Chang,
Zhang, and Hu, individual liberty and social progress would not be mutually exclusive to

each other if people embraced the individualism they discussed.
Freedom as Political and Civil Rights

Chang’s conception of freedom was also negative. He was influenced by British liberal
thinkers other than Hegel in this regard. Chang said Hegel’s theory of the state made him
attack “liberty” and “equality” which became popular from the French Revolution
onwards.**® Hegel objected to Rousseau’s theory of natural rights such as equality and
freedom.®’ By equality, he only referred to equality before the law which in Chang’s opinion
was too narrow. It simply meant that since all persons were human beings, the law should
treat all persons as equal human beings.®*® Law could not impose acts or bills of equality on
people because inequality which existed beyond this Hegelian conception of equality before
the law was natural and permanent. Liberty was not a natural right to which a human being

was entitled. In Hegel’s philosophy, it was related to the universal development of the true

31 See Zhang, “Minzhushehuizhuyi zhi zhexue beijing (yi),” 5-6.

32 Zhang, Mingri zhi zhongguo wenhua, 122-24; Liguo zhi dao, 97-98, 148.

353 Zhang, Liguo zhi dao, 149.

35 For a detailed examination of cultural consevativesim in modern China, See Fung, The Intellectual Foundations, 61-157.

3% See Hu Shi, “Fei gerenzhuyi de xinshenghuo” [A Commentary On the New Life That Is Non-Individualistic] in Ouyang
Zhesheng, Hu Shi wenji (2) [Collected Works of Hu Shi Volume Two], 564-55; Hu Shi, “Geren ziyou yu shehui jinbu”
[Individual Liberty and Social Progress] in Ouyang Zhesheng, Hu Shi wenji (11) [Collected Works of Hu Shi Volume
Eleven], 584-85.

356 Zhang, Minzu fuxing, 253.

357 Ibid.

358 | bid.
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self and man’s rationality. The law of the state rather than the liberty of other persons
specified the sphere of one’s liberty. When explaining Hegel’s objective spirit, Chang did not
translate the German term “Recht” into concepts of right and liberty.**® The German word
was used. He pointed out that some German terms were different from the English

translations, so his interpretation of Hegel’s philosophy was based on the German version.3%

Chang’s understanding of freedom as a political concept was influenced by Mill and it
was a departure from both ancient Chinese thought and the tradition established by the
intellectuals of the New Culture Movement from 1915 to the 1920s which made ideas of
democracy, individuality, and freedom popular in modern China. Chang’s first publication in
1906 was entitled “Mule Yuehan yiyuan zhengzhi lun” F2 #2184 BE EUG1E (John S. Mill
on Parliamentary Politics).®! It was a brief translation of the essential substance of Mill’s
Considerations on Representative Government. In this essay, the English words “free” and
“liberty” were translated into the Chinese characters “zi you” H H. There were omissions,
free translation, and a number of annotations in Chang’s essay, but Chang’s translation was
generally faithful to the original English text. For Chang the meaning of freedom was
complex. But to put it simply there were civil liberties such as the rights to personal liberty
and property, liberty of faith (freedom of religion and freedom of thought), and political
liberty (the right to political participation).3? Liberty in this political sense pertained to

constitutionalism.

Chang’s understanding of liberty as civil and political rights was not derived from
Chinese thought. In ancient Chinese music, literary works, and historical documents, the
word “zi you” usually meant selfishness, unrestrained liberty, disobedience, and contempt for

rules and orders.33

It did not refer to political and civil liberties. However, Chang used this
Chinese word in a political sense, associating it with constitutional rights and civil

liberties.®®* Chang said that liberty was the antithesis of tyranny.3% It was the end of politics;

39 |hid, 228.

360 |hid, 231.

31 For the Chinese essay, see Chang, “Mule Yuehan yiyuan zhengzhi lun,” [John S. Mill on Parliamentary Politics],
Zhengzhi sixiang shi 1 [History of Political Thought], no. 1 (2010): 137-54. It was first published in 1906 by Xinmin
congbao #r AR (The New People’s Gazette).

362 Zhang, Liguo zhi dao, 97.

363 Philipp C. Huang and Leigh Jenco express this view, too. See Jenco, “Chinese Liberalism”; Philipp C. Huang, Liang Chi-
chao and Modern Chinese Liberalism (Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1972), 69.

364 Chang was not the first Chinese intellectual who infused into the Chinese word zi you the modern meanings such as
political and civil rights. The first Chinese who did this is probably Huang Zunxian (¥&i%%g) who was a poet, educator
and diplomat in the late Qing Dynasty. In 1879 Huang mentioned the theory of civil liberties of the United States in his
works. Apart from Huang Zunxian, Liang Qichao’s use of zi you was similar to that of Chang. In 1899 Liang discussed
the liberalism of the Scottish liberal politician William E. Gladstone in his late years. Liang was a mentor of Carsun
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politics that advanced civil rights and the general will of the people was good politics;
politics that failed to achieve these was bad politics.®®® By general will, Chang referred to the

theory of Jean-Jacques Rousseau.

Moreover, Chang’s conception of liberty distinguished itself from that of many leading
figures of the New Culture Movement which stressed freedom from traditional Chinese ethics
such as Confucianism. To protect individual rights against the encroachment of the state or
the government was not much emphasised. This conception of liberty was directly influenced
by the Japanese liberalism in the Meiji era. The modern Chinese word for “liberty” (zi you)
was spread to China by returned students who had travelled to Japan at the turn of the
twentieth century. %7 These students learned this word from translations of Japanese
intellectuals such as Fukuzawa Yukichi and Nakamura Masanao who made significant
contributions to the introduction of Western culture to Meiji Japan.3% Japanese liberalism of
the Meiji period referred to liberty and individual independence, but it was an attempt to rid
oneself of the shackles of the family, the Shogunate system, rituals, and ethics associated
with Confucianism.®®® The end of the emancipation was not to protect the basic rights of
individuals by limiting the power of the state or the emperor.”® Many Chinese students in
Japan returned to China and joined the New Culture Movement.3’* Two of the leading figures

of the Movement were Chen Duxiu and Li Dazhao who had studied in Japan. Their

Chang. They were aware of the differences between the meanings of liberty in Chinese and in English. In addition, two
Chinese intellectuals Yan Fu and Ma Junwu (5 E) translated Mill’s On Liberty into Chinese. But their translations
were not published until 1903. Thus, Huang and Liang were the first generation of Chinese intellectuals who used zi you
in a manner that departed from the Chinese tradition. For the detail of Huang and Liang who used zi you in a modern
sense, see Jin Guantao and Liu Qingfeng, Guannianshi yanjiu: Zhongguo xiandai zhongyao zhengzhi shuyude xingcheng
(Studies in the History of Ideas: The Formation of Important Modern Chinese Political Terms) (Hong Kong: The
Chinese University of Hong Kong, 2008), 611, 613.

365 Zhang, Minzu fuxing, 141.

366 Zhang Junmai, Sue pinglun [A Commentary on the Soviet Union] (Shanghai: Xinyue shudian, 1927), 51-52.

367 Two events made Japan the major destination of Chinese students at the turn of the twentieth century. One was the One
Hundred Days Reform (1898). After the failure of the Reform, most Chinese intellectuals who were involved in this
event fled to Japan. Liang Qichao, an apologist for constitutional monarchy, was a chief leader of the Reform. Sun Yat-
sen, a revolutionary, was also in Japan then. In the meanwhile, it became a trend for Chinese students to study in Japan
after the Sino-Japanese War (1894-1895). Japan’s defeating China was hardly expected in China. Carsun Chang went to
Japan in 1906, studying politics, law, and economics at Waseda University. It was during his study in Japan that he met
Liang Qichao. The other event was America’s return to China of the excess of the Boxer Indemnity. With the return of
the indemnity, Chinese government was able to send more and more Chinese to Japan, Europe, and America for study.

368 As translators and educators, they made Western concepts of liberty and individualism popular in Meiji Japan. Nakamura
Masanao translated Mill’s On Liberty into Japanese. Fukuzawa Yukichi is regarded by the mainstream as the leading
figure of the “Japanese Enlightenment” (Meiji Enlightenment).

369 Qin Hui (ZHF), “Liangci qimeng de giehuan yu riben shi ziyouzhuyi de yingxiang,” [Switch of Enlightenment Before
One Hundred Days of Reform and After the 1911 Revolution and the Impact of Japanese Liberalism on Chinese
Intellectuals] Twenty First Century, no. 151 (October 2015):32-40, accessed 20 April 2018,
http://www.cuhk.edu.hk/ics/21c/cn/issues/c151.html.

370 | bid.

371 1bid, 39-40. By 1901 there were in total 200 Chinese children and students living or studying in America and Europe; by
1905 the number of Chinese students in Japan reached 8600 and more than 2000 returned to China. See Qin Hui,
“Liangci qimeng,” 35. The New Culture Movement was an intellectual movement which attacked traditional Chinese
culture (Confucianism in particular) and disseminated values of democracy, science, liberty, and individualism.
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conceptions of liberty and individualism were characterised by denunciation of Confucianism
and patriarchy in the domain of family.®’> They opposed monarchy but they did not stress the
idea of protecting individual rights by setting a limit to the power of the state. These
arguments can be supported by the research of Jin Guantao (4 %) and Liu Qingfeng (X &
&) who have investigated the meanings of the Chinese word “quan li”AF] (rights) in the
articles of the magazine Xin gingnian #1754 (New Youth), the platform for the leaders of
the New Culture Movement. By rights those Chinese intellectuals meant individual
independence; however, it did not refer to the Western conception of negative freedom but a

system of new ethics that was the antithesis of Confucian rites or codes of conduct.®”

Though Chang studied in Japan in the early twentieth century, his knowledge of
liberalism and individualism was not acquired from translations of Japanese intellectuals but
the original English works of John Locke, John. S. Mill, John William Burgess, and
Woodrow Wilson.®”* This made his understandings of liberty and individualism different
from those of the leaders of the New Culture Movement. Confucianism was not a target of
Chang’s critique. He was more concerned about limited and accountable power,
constitutionalism, and the protection of basic human rights. These Western ideas about
freedom as political and civil rights (a negative conception), Chang found, were
complementary to the Chinese (Confucian) conception of freedom that stressed spiritual

freedom or self-autonomy in an ethical sense.
Liberty, Human Rights, and Constitutionalism

Chang attempted to crystallise concrete liberties into political institutions. Constitutionalism
was the means to achieve this end. Thereby, freedom was translated into human rights which
Chang thought constituted the foundation of constitutionalism.®” People had the right to
disobey the state if it encroached upon these liberties arbitrarily.3"® The provision of basic
rights in the Constitution of the Republic of China drafted by Chang reflected Mill’s harm

principle. All freedoms of the people that were not detrimental to public welfare would be

372 1hid, 39.

873 Jin and Liu, Guannianshi yanjiu, 133, 140.

374 Chang described his study in Japan. He became interested in British politics and German philosophy from then on. See
Zhang Junmai, “Wo cong shehuikexue tiao dao zhexue zhi jingguo,” [How | Changed My Major from Social Sciences to
Philosophy] Zaisheng 3, no.8 (15 October 1935): 1-2.

375 Zhang, Xianzheng zhi dao, 155-67. Some parts of Chang’s essay “Renquan wei xianzheng jiben,” [Human Rights as the
Foundation of Constitutionalism] has been translated into English. See, Stephen C. Angle and Marina Svensson, The
Chinese Human Rights Reader: Documents and Commentary. 1900-2000 (New York: M. E. Sharpe, 2001), 197-201.

376 | bid, 156-57.
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protected and these freedoms would not be restricted by law except that restrictions were

necessary to advance public welfare or to prevent infringement upon the liberty of others.3”’

Chang argued that basic human rights never stayed the same. They expanded as human
society advanced.3’® The fight for human rights had a long history in Europe and America.
Significant written charters of human rights for him were Virginia’s Declaration of Rights in
1774, the United States Declaration of Independence in 1776 and France’s Declaration of
Rights of Man and of the Citizen in 1789.%”° In the times of the French Revolution and
America’s War of Independence, basic human rights generally referred to freedoms of life,
property, speech, religion, and association. Then no stress was laid upon the right to work, the
right to rest and leisure, and the right to economic justice. But nowadays in the twentieth
century, it was generally accepted that these rights were included in the fundamental rights of
citizens.*® Only by protecting these human rights could a government be secured and

maintained.38!

On the other hand, Chang held that rights such as freedom of speech and freedom of
association should be compatible with public interests, especially the interests of the nation-
state.®®2 When a country was invaded by another country, all parties and factions should stop
arguing with each other and stay united to resist foreign aggression.®2 As for the right to
association, Chang cited relevant laws in Britain and America to illustrate that this right
should be enjoyed as long as one did not break criminal laws or pose any threat to social
order or security.> Nevertheless, people should not abuse this right to cause political terror
or instigate revolutions. % Continuous violence after the French Revolution and the
Bolshevik Revolution were cases in which this liberty was abused.*® The interests of workers,
trade unions or labour parties must be protected, but these associations should not abuse
liberty.*®" Besides, freedoms of speech and press were not unlimited in Continental Europe,

Britain, and America. There were relevant laws or bills dealing with the demarcation between

377 For these articles, see Chapter V.

378 Zhang, Xianzheng zhi dao, 157.

37 |hid, 155.

380 |hid, 157.

381 |hid, 167.

382 Zhang, Liguo zhi dao, 98.

383 | bid.

384 Zhang, Xianzheng zhi dao, 163, 393; Zhang Junmai, “Renquan wei xianzheng jiben,” [Human Rights as the Foundation
of Constitutionalism] Zaisheng 4, no.125 (10 August 1946): 8; Zhang Junmai “Renmin jiben quanli sanxiang zhi
baozhang,” [On the Protection of the Three Fundamental Human Rights of the People] Zaisheng 4, no.94 (30 April
1944):38-39.

35 Zhang, Liguo zhi dao, 150-51.

386 |bid.

387 | bid.
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the abuse of liberty and legitimate freedoms of speech, press, and assembly and

association.38

Chang’s reputation as an advocate for the protection of human rights helped him become
involved in some international conferences. He had emphasised the importance of the
protection of human rights and watched closely the progress of the United Nations on the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights which was proclaimed and adopted by the United
Nations General Assembly in December 1948.3% In 1945 Chang was appointed a member of
the committee of the UN Charter and attended the United Nations Conference on
International Organisation. As one of the representatives of China, Chang signed the UN
Charter. In 1946 he attended the first United Nations General Assembly.3%° During his stay in
America, he was able to use the Library of Congress with the help of the American president
Truman. There he investigated the Constitution of the United States and returned to China
later at the request of the Chinese government which invited him to attend the Political

Consultative Conference and to draw up the Constitution of the Republic of China.
Harmony between Individual Liberty and Collective Interests

In one lecture on the philosophy of the state, Chang discussed two interpretations of liberty.
One school was characterised by the theory of the general will.*** Rousseau and Hegel were
leading thinkers of this theory.®®? To be free was to be the true self that could not exist
without interactions with the social union. By remaining members of the union, the individual
had to give up some liberties. In this sense, individual freedom was limited by the general
will.3% By contrast, the other school tended to define liberty as being free from constraints;

these thinkers assumed an antithesis between liberty and control.3%

Instead of choosing one side, Chang tried to reconcile the two. Because there were social
life and common property, there emerged communities and the state; the highest form of the
social union expressed its spirit or will in ethics and laws.3® On the other hand, the progress

of a society depended on the creativity of the individual; the state must protect the

388 Zhang, “Renmin jiben quanli sanxiang zhi baozhang,” 39.

389 For reference, see Marina Svensson, Debating Human Rights in China: A Conceptual and Political History (New York:
Rowman & Littlefield, 2002), 192-93, 201.

3% Chang himself also described this. See Chang, The Third Force in China, 25.

391 Zhang, “Wei wan zhi guojia zhexue chugao (san),” 13.

392 1hid.

39 1hid.

394 1bid.

395 1hid, 15.
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individual’s freedom of thought and expression.3® It was possible to synthesise individual
liberty and the common good. Individuals could not isolate themselves from the collective
but the driving force of the progress of a country was derived from the development of the
individual 3" All in all, Chang’s idea of liberty was not one-sided individualism. Nor did he
put the collective above the individual. He sought to reconcile the individual with the

collective.
3.5 Sources of the Development of New Liberalism

Hobhouse and Chang developed similar political thinking in response to the concrete
problems of their societies. There were at least two factors that contributed to the making of
their political thinking. Common theoretical sources had an impact on both. Two perceptible
theoretical sources were liberalism of Mill and German idealism (Kant and Hegel). A second
factor pertained to their contextual problems—capitalism and state-building.

The contextual problems made them inject into their societies some particular concepts
which were not well developed in their political traditions. Hobhouse found that the British
tradition was lacking in a theory of social freedom and the common good which treated
freedom as a moral concept. This ethical understanding of freedom and its relationship to the
state was the very thing that Britain needed to deal with capitalism. The concepts of social
freedom and the common good, Hobhouse found, were complementary to the tradition of
liberty which stressed individual liberty. Accordingly, Hobhouse further developed Green’s

idealism whose origin was German idealism such as the philosophy of Kant and Hegel.3%

In contrast to the British thinker, Chang found that China was lacking in theories of the
state and freedom as a political concept. Chang held that to build a modern state, China must
disseminate these ideas. As for an understanding of freedom as a moral concept (a positive
conception like spiritual freedom), Chang thought that it was already well developed in
Chinese thought like Confucianism. In the 1950s Chang further developed Confucianism,
attempting to construct an indigenous cultural foundation of democratic politics for China.>%

3% Ibid.

397 Zhang, Mingri zhi zhongguo wenhua, 130; Liguo zhi dao, 98.

3% For Green’s important works on politics and ethics, see Thomas H. Green, Prolegomena to Ethics, ed. A. C. Bradley
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1899); Thomas H. Green, Lectures on the Principles of Political Obligation (London:
Longmans, 1924).

39 See Chang, The Development of Neo-Confucian Thought (New York: Bookman Associates, 1957). In 1958 Chang and
another three Chinese scholars on Confucianism co-authored and published a manifesto entitled “Wei zhongguo wenhua
jinggao shijie renshi xuanyan” (Manifesto for the Reappraisal of Chinese Culture: Our Joint Understanding of
Sinological Study and Chinese Culture with Respect to the Future Prospects of World Culture). For the Chinese text, see
http://blog.renren.com/share/337500538/15707008691/1.
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Hence, when Chang discussed the theory of freedom, he paid more attention to the other
aspect of freedom—freedom as political and civil rights. Accordingly, a large number of
Chang’s writings before 1949 focused on the state, constitution law, and human rights. Chang
combined the Chinese tradition, German idealism, and the British tradition, developing them
into a variant of liberalism which he believed would enable China to build a modern state in

the first half of the twentieth century.
3.5.1 Theoretical Sources: Liberalism of Mill and German Idealism

With reference to the common theoretical sources, both absorbed Mill’s liberalism and
German idealism. Chang and Hobhouse inherited the liberal tradition established by Mill.
When defending individuality and freedom of expression and thought, Chang invoked Mill’s
arguments. On the relationship between the individual and society, Chang quoted Mill’s
discussion of social tyranny to argue against the tyranny of the majority. His remarks on the
balanced relationship between authority and liberty, his preference for representative
democracy, and provisions of the basic rights in the Constitution of the Republic of China

were reminiscent of Mill’s teachings of liberty and representative government.*

Chang’s British counterpart Hobhouse stated categorically that the “teaching of Mill
brings us close to the heart of Liberalism.”*** From Mill Hobhouse and his contemporaries
absorbed the idea that liberty was no mere formula of law, or of the restriction of law; liberty
did not rest on the self-assertion of the individual; personal opinions and morality were not
socially indifferent.®®> Hobhouse’s conceptions of control, social freedom, and rights of the
community were connected to Mill’s theory of social rights which led him to put as much
emphasis on personal freedom as on mutual aid (collective action).** In Hobhouse’s opinion,
to acknowledge the two aspects of social life was to conceive an organic conception of the
relation between the individual and society.*%*

Compared with earlier liberals, a significant contribution that Mill made was to draw
people’s attention to social rights and the social aspect of liberty without overlooking

individuality and personal freedom. Liberty was not unlimited. Har