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Abstract: 
This paper will discuss the meaning of "the West" in the Chinese and Japanese political discourses. It will argue that for the Japanese and Chinese political thinkers, the West does not exist in the West. Rather, the West is sometimes at the periphery and, at other times, at the center. For them, "the Chinese" is about the epistemology of all-under-heaven. There is no such concept as "Other" in this epistemology. As a result, the modern Western thinkers depend on opposing the concrete, historical, yet backward "Other" to pretend being universal, while the Chinese and the Japanese thinkers concentrate on self-rectification to compete for the best representative of "the Chinese" in world politics. The Chinese is no more than an epistemological frame that divides the world into the center and the periphery. During modern times, the Japanese accepted Japan being at the periphery of world politics, while the West is at the center. To practice self-rectification is to simulate the West. The West is therefore not geographical Western, but at the center of the Japanese selfhood. Self-knowledge produced through Othering and that through self-rectification are so different that the universal West could not make sense of the all-under-heaven way of conceptualizing the West.
The West That Is not Western: 

Self-identification in the Oriental Modernity

A Different Kind of Occidentalism
Edward Said was critical about how the European writers constructed “the Orient” ‘Other’ in opposition to the West – presumably a superior contrast of the Orient (1978). Orientalists shape the nonexistent Orient into an internally consistent being, for the purpose of contrasting a progressive and universal self of the West. Orientalism leads to violent colonial policy and subsequent cultural dominance by the West in the postcolonial society, which has been suffering from an inexpressible hybrid identity. Trapped by a backward, feminineçoand emotional past, the Orient becomes a cursed identity unable to progress into the next historical stage through its own effort. In contrast to the Orient, there is transcendental universalism embodied by the Western modernity. To ensure universal modernity for human kind, the West has to either transform or eliminate the Orient. This version of Orientalism is responsible in creating the contemporary, reactionary fundamentalism. To rectify Orientalism and its rivaling fundamentalism, Said advocated an innovative paradigm and a humanistic agenda to enhance the life of those communities struggling to survive among others (1991). He is particularly sympathetic with those identities that blend the ‘Self’ and the ‘Other.’ While assertion of this unfamiliar hybrid identity threatens all the exiting ones, turning a blind eye upon it leads to further victimization of all sides. 

Said’s powerful criticism enlists another kind of self-other frame that allows the constant emergence of new selves or new others. The problem remains, though, as the nascent hybrid self combines and blends the original ‘self’ and its ‘Others.’ This new self juxtaposes against new Others which are embedded in the original ‘self’ and the original ‘Others.’ To some extent the hybrid self also continues to reproduce the mutual estrangement between the original ‘self’ and its ‘Others.’ The Orientalist writers are guilty of institutionalizing otherness of the Orient; likewise, Said’s solution similarly reproduces a form of self-other inevitability, albeit innovative, non-fixing and humanistic. For communities to live with dignity there must be mechanisms that can deal with the differences separating the community in question and the ‘Others’ that are selected to be its contrast. This self-other frame has been applied to a wider range of discussion. For example, there is the accusation that writers on China ‘orientalizes’ and demonizes their subject for the purpose of creating a superior and universal identity for the writers’ community somewhere in the West (Cohen, 1986).
 The counter observation indicates the existence of a tendency towards Occidentalism amongst the postcolonial writers who write back on the West. The charge of Occidentalism shares the self-other frame with Orientalism; the suspicion is that Occidentalists purposefully construct a difference between their own communities and the West for the sake of asserting their identities.

Said disliked Occidentalism since it is about reproducing differences, arbitrarily and unilaterally (2001: 131). He was concerned about its separatist nature and its disempowering effect on what could be empowering (Said, 1991: 320). He is not alone; other critics are skeptic about Occidentalism since it “disaggregates the relational histories” and “separates the world into bounded units” (Coronil, 1996).
 However, there are writers who denounce Occidentalism for the exact opposite reasons. Said was concerned about how to remain different in an open-minded way; the other camp seeks to remove the erroneous image of the West to avoid it from becoming something that could be absorbed into the narratives of the local. For example, some advocates that Occidentalism mistakenly fabricates a “static monolithic Western Other” (Howard, 1995:110-126). Some state that Occidentalism politicizes the juxtaposition of Asian universalism against European universalisms, which are perceived as uniform and negative (Huntington, 1996: 109). To echo the latter kind of denouncement, supporters of Occidentalism see it as “quest for enlightenment, freedom and prosperity” (Russell, 2004: 12). Unlike these imaginations of Occidentalism in the Orient, Chen Xiaomei is able to detect an Occidentalism that does not take the West as essentially a target of discourse (1995). Here, Occidentalism is an identity strategy of the Chinese intellectuals to face the authoritarian government’s manipulation of nationalism. This inward aspect of Occidentalism is fundamentally different from the Occidentalism that serves as “the other side” of Orientalism.

The self-other frame is present regardless of whether Occidentalism is seen as problematic (due to its view that the difference between the Orient and the Occident is essential), or simply wrong (because there should be only the universal mistaken as the Occident). It seems that the self-other frame goes beyond being an issue of methodology. Rather, it is an ontological claim that all selves have an ‘Other.’ Said disputed the colonial approach towards the self-Other relationship, not the self-other ontology. Would this adherence to the self-Other frame partially explain the unavailability of the humanist solution he desired? Perhaps the self-Other ontology is in itself an affirmation of the oppositional dyad that compels one to stress the difference with a selected ‘Other?’ When the ‘Other’ willingly accepts transformation, it may join modernity, hence the policy of engagement; yet, when the ‘Other’ refuses to be transformed, it would be a threat which deserves to be eliminated.

During the incessant cycles of transformation and elimination, violence serves as a convenient approach towards differentiating the ‘Other.’ Violence and the reproduction of difference form an easy alliance through disregarding the welfare or livelihood of the Other, claiming the responsibility of transforming the Other, or spreading the paranoid of being invaded by the Other. This is where this paper will begin—to collect those identity discourses that are not narrated in the self-Other frame. Despite their differences, the Chinese ‘under-heaven” and the Japanese “Shinto” narratives are two such examples. They share a center-periphery frame where the understanding of the self depends on the rectification of the self toward a cultural model. Since this model should be universally applicable, self-identification is not a matter of being inside or outside of the model; rather, it is how close one is to the model. The difference between the self and the ‘Other’ is no longer the foundation of self-understanding. The distance of one’s place from the model is more important that the distance between one and the others. 

This paper discusses a Chinese and a Japanese modes of self-understanding for the purpose of finding the alternatives to the self-Other frame. In the Chinese philosophy of under-heaven, all individuals have the potential to reach and become the center of under-heaven while in the worldview of “Shinto,” the Japanese community competes with other communities in collectivity to reach the center. The identity of the ‘Other’ is not at the heart of these modes of self-understanding, but in the periphery. Consequently, the rectification of the self, be it individual or collective, is much more critical than the transformation of the ‘Other’ to achieving self-fulfillment. When transformation of the ‘Other’ attracts little attention, the Other ceases to be the Other, hence, the West ceases to be the West. They are either at the periphery with a potential to reach the center, or at the center waiting to be reduced to the periphery during times of corruption.

The Self-oriented Mode of Identification

Both the Chinese under-heaven and the Japanese Shinto adopt the center-periphery frame in which the distance from the center is what defines one’s identity. For the under-heaven worldview, China is the center. Confucian texts have long warned against ruling by force or even by legality. Instead, Confucius stressed the importance of rule based upon morale, which relies upon the emperor’s will of abstaining. This selfless character determines whether princes and the gentleman class are able to win respect from the subjects of under-heaven. Selfless gentlemen walk among barbarians without fear, according to Confucius. In times of crisis, people yearn for the arrival of selfless princes to whom they surrender with food and water. Selfless characters are present in the heavenly ritual, the benevolent words, the tax reduction policy, and, most importantly, the voluntary submission of discretional power to the princes and the gentlemen. If the harmonious order of under-heaven is in jeopardy, it is the failure of the princes and the gentlemen commitment to the selfless dictum. The ultimate blame must be on them whether or not violence has actually taken place during the restoration of harmony. The violence toward the superior and violence over the periphery cannot be immediately justified – violence is legitimate only when it helps to restore selfless leadership.

In theory, barbarians also reside in the under-heaven. They are barbarians, but their enhancement of status or entry into civilization has to be their own responsibility. Violence to conquer and transform barbarians is not necessary because the selfless state of mind is the product of self-rectification, not to be imposed externally. The gentlemen can only serve as a model to be emulated; they are not agents charged with transforming barbarian culture. Barbarians move closer to the center first by adopting the under-heaven rituals, especially those related to filial piety; the rituals connect subjects of under-heaven to the emperor at the center. Movement in the opposite direction is also possible, as gentlemen who cease to practice Confucian rituals revert to being barbarians. In other words, there is no set border separating gentlemen from barbarians. The highest morale is to move toward the selflessness, in accordance with the dynastic institution. ‘Little men’ who sense no such urgency remain ‘little men.’ They are different, representing a mass of inferior ‘Others’, though neither as the ‘Other’ in the Orientalist sense, nor the ‘Other’ to contrast the self.

Self-identification in the under-heaven depends on one’s role in the hierarchy of center-periphery. The higher roles belong to those serving the emperor. The degree of service provided to the emperor reflects the degree of difference, which connotes no contrast of identities, however. The gentlemen would ironically lose their place if trying to differentiate their status from ‘little men’s’ insignificance, since one’s quality depends on one’s effort on self-rectification. When Confucius urged to differentiate the Chinese from the barbarian, his focus was on how to be Chinese from the bottom of one’s heart, rather than defending barbarian intrusion in the physical sense. The intrusion occurred in one’s own mind that became corrupted by the pursuit of power, interest and fame. Restoring the heavenly order is to win the respect of the barbarian who would supposedly learn self-rectification through emulation. 

The selfless characteristic of Chinese identification makes the notion of ‘Other’ conceptually inapplicable. It is the social relationship that discursively defines one’s selfhood. In the under-heaven order, everyone is theoretically connected to the emperor, although in different degrees. The cultural ideal of the selfless self should not have the ‘Other’ to be its contrast, lest a contrast of this sort should destroy the selfless pretension. Here, an individual ‘Other’ is unavailable since all individuals represent their identities through their social relationships, primarily kinship before modern times. Likewise, a collective ‘Other’ is also not useful because the highest ideal is for any group at the periphery to respectfully join the under-heaven order. It is this last alienation away from a collective ‘Other’ that distinguishes the Japanese Shinto from the Chinese under-heaven.

The Japanese Shinto is not a theoretical system in essence, but a myth beyond empirical epistemology. Historical records of how Gods descended and nurtured posterity in different parts of Japan abound. Gods are related in all kinds of kinships, but ultimately all connected to Goddess Yamaterasu. New deities were created for conquered places. This way, the whole of Japan, with an adaptable scope, is the descendant of Yamaterasu. The Japanese are kin not because they are theoretically connected through Confucian rituals; they are related in blood and are kin of the Gods. Nevertheless, the introduction of Confucianism and its institutions to Japan made the Gods’ land appear to be Confucian. In fact, Shinto received Buddhism, Confucianism and Western modernity as history progressed. The Japanese remain Japanese even though there have been struggles when facing challenges from the outside world. However, the ideological cycles did not lead to any doubt toward the Japanese identity, unlike what modernization brought to the Chinese under-heaven. As a result, the Shinto has a strong sense of Othering.

The strategy of Othering is not essential to the self-understanding of the Japanese Shinto, though. These strategic practices of Othering are no more than expedience, judging from their performance in the long haul of history. Despite these external ‘Others’ who came to Japan as a higher civilization, the Japanese modern identity is fundamentally a matter of place in the Gods’ network, which is unrelated to the level of civilization. It also involves a proud sense of belonging to the Gods’ only state in the world, i.e. Japan. It may be very tempting to think that the Othering of China, Asia and, later, the West has been the way to define the Japanese identity (Tanaka, 1993). However, these ‘Others’ were not categorically different from the historical practice of Othering toward Buddhism, Confucianism or Christianity. Remember that the Japanese Shinto were once, as well as continuously in some cases, experienced each of these imported religions at some point in history, just like how the Japanese national identification was alternatively allied with the Chinese, Asian and Western identities, too. The implication is that these religions or national identities have never really been ‘Others.’ Rather, they have all served as associates of the Shinto identity, which is stable, unambiguous, undeniable, absolute and yet inexpressible and amorphous. 

Confucianism contributed to the Japanese identification strategy, to the extent that the Japanese narrators adopted a center-periphery frame to view the world. In Japanese narrative, this frame is present in the form of Chinese-barbarian differentiation (Takeuchi, 2005: 52).
 China was at the center and Japan, the periphery; yet Japan is at the center when compared with Korea. The defeat of China in the hands of Western imperialists (who came to Japan a little later) led to the replacement of China by the West as the center of Japanese mentality. Accordingly, the center-periphery frame is also a frame of Chinese-barbarian hierarchy to the extent that “Chinese” is not about “China,” but about powers that serve as cultural model for emulation. The West became what Japan should emulate, while reducing China to the peripheries of Japanese mentality. Compared with Japan, modern China is a barbaric nation. This center-periphery frame similarly leads to the emphasis on self-rectification, albeit at the national level. Unlike in China where the legitimacy of the highest moral symbol – the selfless son of under-heaven – was under threat, the Japanese narrators were merely making a strategic choice between the Chinese, the West, the Buddhists, and the Asians; the Shinto identity remained safe. The trend in modern history has been to move from China to the West, and back to Japan. Japan was to represent the model of universalism by combining the Oriental and Occidental civilizations. When the West did not accept this, Japan returned to Asia to force upon it the universal model, hoping to eventually spread it to the rest of the world.

The tragedy for Asia is when Asia became an extension of ‘Japan,’ all Japan’s self-rectification efforts would include Asia’s transformation. Invasion perceived by the West was in the eyes of the Japanese expansionists no more than an act of self-rectification. Asia was no more ‘Others,’ but part of Japan’s self. In short, even when Japan invaded the rest of Asia and attempted at transforming the region, this was psychologically not an Othering act, but an act of self-rectification. In the process, the Shinto was introduced to the rest of Asia, noticeably Manchu, Taiwan and Korea. Here, conquered territories in Asia were – in feudal Japanese sense – land to be absorbed into the Gods’ list of kin. It is the kinship to Yamaterasu, instead of the ideological distance from the ‘Other,’ that defines one’s identity. For the Chinese under-heaven, it is always the self-rectification at the individual level that reproduces one’s identity in the social relationships; in Japan, it is the inclusion into the Shinto family that defined the scope of self-rectification, which is not only a selfless individual, but also a selfless member belonging to a self conscious collective nation. Despite the difference at the collective level, neither enlists Othering as a critical method of self-identification.

After the intrusion of Western imperialism upon both the Chinese under-heaven and the Japanese Shinto orders, the West became the new force at the center. When it was clear neither was able to resist Western modernity, both competed to restore their status at the center by adopting Western science and institutions. The emphasis was different between China and Japan. Since there were no collectivistic discourses readily available in the Chinese under-heaven, the effort to restore China’s central place were chaotic and unclear. In contrast, the solid collective self-consciousness based on Shinto led to a pursuit of new Japan, which could combine Oriental and Occidental civilizations into one. Different approaches imbedded in different historical and philosophical contexts had little effect upon a shared concern over clarifying what or who should be at the center. The under-heaven narrators look for one dominant and permanent moral principle in modernity to define Chineseness and guide future self-rectification of all. For them, the center is a selfless model, which allows each individual to have a direction of self-rectification. The Shinto narrators alternated among different principles, each to its extreme and also through self-rectification that could restore Japan’s place at the center. The center for them is a strategic place; it does not define Japaneseness, and is therefore not any long-lasting model. Nevertheless, they are both preoccupied with restoration through self-rectification.

The Oriental Frames Fused with Modernity

In the Chinese under-heaven view, the task of national leaders is to either pose as a model to be emulated or, in periods of crisis, to restore the moral characteristic that being a model would require. Modeling and restoration are persistent themes in Chinese political cycles. The Chinese are the better people not because they progress toward an historical end quicker, but because they are closer to the center, and because they are able to restore morality after inadvertently dropping to the periphery. The quest for supreme morality collapsed with the Western intrusion. Restoration became unlikely – unless the Chinese were willing to jettison the traditional understanding of the morality to adopt a new standard. The May Fourth Movement was such an attempt at achieving this. However, the May Fourth Movement advocated a center-periphery frame where science was regarded as the new center of under-heaven (Lin, 1979). Westernization was an attempt to grasp the new norm brought in by the Western forces. Scientism took over the role of Confucianism, accordingly. While the traditional school was suspicious that the Western schools threatened to destroy the Chinese morality, the latter actually conceived of scientism as a long-lasting form of patriotism to restore China’s place at the center. 

The leading liberals of the Western schools were also ones who supported national leaders in their fight against Japanese imperialism. Decades later, some contemporary new left critics therefore derided their liberal predecessors for surrendering to military strongmen. However, the contemporary new left, who promote socialism, is similar to the Republican Western School, who promoted liberalism, on at least two fronts. First, both schools rest upon and subsequently appeal to one single standard to judge how China can restore its place at the center. Furthermore, they are more concerned with how China would follow their cherished principles than with how others do. The Chinese narrators were unable to settle upon one single principle to guide under-heaven, despite the consensus that there should such a guiding principle. In fact, when the reform began in the early 1980s, the official discourse showed the same style by praising wealth as the symbol of honor. Reform, along with the Cultural Revolution, continued to evolve, as if both are parts of a self-rectification game (Hu, 2005). Liberals compete to be more liberal while socialist compete to be more socialist. There is no other to be represented in this self-rectification endeavor. 

When it is difficult to finalize the moral principle at the center, there were imaginations about the physical centrality. A number of noticeable political practices demonstrate the Chinese way of self-understanding. Mao Zedong, whose intellectual leadership commanded many followers even today, was the responsible force behind the two-camp theory and the three-world theory. In the two-camp theory, China was in the intermediate zone where socialist and capitalist camps competed for alliance. Much later, Lin Biao posthumously enlisted the two-camp theory in 1970 that being at war with both the United States and the former Soviet Union was the honor that only a true revolutionary could enjoy. In the three-world theory, China belonged to the populous third world. China was actually a model in both theories. Especially in the three-world theory, China constantly advised the other members of the third world to follow its footsteps--to rely on central planning in the beginning, followed by world revolution, market socialism, and eventually openness to the outside world (Snow, 1988). These changes reflect the difficulty Chinese narrators encounter in their inability to reach a consensus while believing there should be one. Nevertheless, they also reproduce the mentality of China at the center. Remember Deng Xiaoping’s comment on the Western sanctions on the June 4th massacre? He remarked that they would come back sooner or later.

Nowadays, intellectuals involved in good governance continue the quest for the center. Jiang Zemin depends on them to congeal the theory of Three Represents, whereby the Chinese Communist Party urges its members to keep CCP as the most popular representative of the people’s interest, the most advanced productive force and the most advanced culture. What could socialist China represent in its struggle to adopt capitalism bothers even the most intelligent minds in China. This did not sooth the fear that a rising China in the global age would be a threat to civilization. In response, Hu Jingtao’s think tank proposed the principle of harmony (2005). According to this theory, China would maintain harmony with natural ecology in development, and work with the United States as it becomes more prominent on the global stage. Hu shows the world how to maintain harmony with Washington who finds fault with Beijing on almost every issue. The principle of harmony teaches the rest of the world how an able country is able to practice self-restrain for the sake of peace and development.
 The principle demands compromise and self-sacrifice in times of conflict. China’s central place comes forward as it is the central force of harmony as well as the model of peace to the world.

In contrast with the Chinese under-heaven, where the clarification of the one dominant moral principle must first be settled before one could exercise self-rectification, the inexpressible and amorphous Japanese Shinto is ready to associate with any principle that appears to conquer the center. Self-rectification in accordance with such a principle, albeit changing over time, enables one to stay with the Japan, the divine nation. The ultimate function of the moral principle is to represent Japan. Japan exists unambiguously, absolutely, undeniably and stably with or without such a principle. The father of Kyoto School of Philosophy, Nishida Kitaro, made this point most clearly (Parkes, 1997: 305-336; Heisig, 2001; Michiko, 2002; Lavelle, 1994: 139-165; Wargo, 2005). He endeavored to provide a truly universal philosophy by combining the Western philosophy of self and the Eastern philosophy of Buddhist zen. His understanding of self is, ironically, in a selfless state. Nishida was curious how one could know that one was in a particular situation, not in another situation. He argued that there had to be a self that did not exist in any particular situation so that the specific self in each particular situation shares among them a common, selfless place. Nakamura Yujiro considered this ultimate selfless self a parallel to the subconscious in psychotherapy. Nishida’s well-know philosophy of nothingness is based upon such an inexpressible yet absolute self. At the individual level, it is the “self in nothingness” that enables the individual to carry out self-rectification. At the collective level, the Japanese nation could alternate comfortably among different moral principles without any sense of its identity being threatened.

The philosophy of nothingness does not deal with Shinto directly. However, Nishida supported the launch of war in the name of East Asian co-prosperity (and later at Pearl Harbor) with a derivative from the Gods’ record—eight sides of the world converging into one universe under God’s roof—which justified the pursuit a supra-nation encompassing the whole world. His contemporary Tsuda Soukichi, a legendary disciple of the Tokyo School, which is the major rivalry of the Kyoto School, denied such arguments (For an English reference Tsuda 1955). Although the military imprisoned him for disrespect toward the emperor during the war (and paradoxically bestowed him a name of true scholar after the war), Tsuda’s point was actually to institutionalize the emperor. He supported the emperor system by purging the Chinese components of Shinto records, thereby differentiating Japan from both China and the West. This method of differentiation led him to a series iconoclastic attack on any possible Chinese sources of Shinto, especially Chinese Taoism and Confucianism. By preserving the emperor outside of Shinto, Tsuda was able to give the Japanese nation a pure identity of its own. Interestingly, his method of differentiation relies upon the claim of an undeniable and absolute quality of Japan that echoed his rivalry’s notion of nothingness. Tsuda thus looked back into history for the origin and evolution of the Japanese nation according to the assumption that it naturally and authentically existed right from the beginning. Despite their open polemics over research method and theoretical hypothesizing, the two schools together reproduce the certainty that the Japanese nation’s identity is intrinsically a matter of self-interrogation that does not rely on Othering.

These two figures contribute greatly to assimilating modernity with the Japanese identity: Tsuda by purging the mystical elements of identity, and Nishida by philosophizing the Japanese identity away from the religious Shinto rituals. Theirs are no longer the historically familiar Shinto per se. Nonetheless a kind of Shinto ontology continues to linger. In this ontology, the Japanese nation is authentic and original, although Gods have disappeared in the modern representation. The collective characteristic of modern Japan remains absolute yet amorphous, and even deeper since one could not hold critical views on it as the Shinto spirit possess no tangible form in the void, which Nishida called “the place of nothingness.” Fearing that the institutionalization of liberalism and democracy in Japan being superficial under the influence of such affective dependency on the collective, but amorphous, nation, Maruyama Mazao denounced Japanese modernity as corporal and lacking a soul (Kersten, 1996). Maruyama was actually anxious about the lack of self, which presupposes Said’s Orientalism and critics’ imagination of Occidentalism. However, his contemporaries did not share his concern. His good friend Takeuchi Yoshimi, also an ally of Nishida during the war but at the same time a legendary literate critic of Japanese militarism in China, accused modernity from the other side. He denounced modernity for being detrimental to the restoration of Japanese collective subjectivity.

Takeuchi was distraught that the amorphous Chinese-barbarian frame harmed the Japanese identity, which adapted to modernity by placing modernity in the place of the Chinese, i.e. the center, and surrendering to it the Japanese subjectivity (Ge, 2005). This strategy puts Japan in a condition worse than a slave’s. According to Takeuchi, while a slave knows that he or she was a slave, the Japanese who struggled to be the best follower of the West were not aware that the nation was suffering the loss of subjectivity. He envied the Chinese, whose agency for change and resistance was so strong that the people were unable to settle down on anything specific. Takeuchi pointed out that to be specific is to choose either ‘Chinese’ or ‘West.’ Since the Chinese are confused and struggling, he saw a China determined not to choose – hence an undecidable state. They obviously wanted to deny their previous attempt at following the West, too. Constant exercise of self-denial is what Japan, the youngest student of the West, required the most – even though the very thought creates fear. Ironically, this is what kept the West from achieving effective or long-lasting intrusion upon it. Self-denial is, Takeuchi continued, both the clearest sign and the minimal condition of an Asian nation’s subjectivity. Takeuchi suggested the idea of the “Asia method.” For him, to be Asian meant nothing specific in substance, for any attempt at giving Asia substance would risk the fall into false, unilateral sense of selfhood to the effect of killing Asia as a useful identity. However, Asia was essential to the Japanese identity because it reminded Japan that it was not Europe. To be Asian is not to be European, but neither to be anything specific. Here Soukichi’s desire for a Japan, being neither Chinese nor Western, finds an ally.

Enlisting both Soukichi and Takeuchi, the contemporary China expert Mizoguchi Yuzo advocates the “China method” and the East Asian perspectives (For a loose English view of his, see Mizoguchi 2005). He proposed tracing the evolution of a Chinese “body history” (lishi jiti) that has its own living path equivalent to, yet separate from, the European path of modernization. For example, he contends that the so-called feudal class, whose disempowerment cleared the way for capitalism in Europe, was the force of social and political change in China. He wants to study the Chinese body history before he could specify what it is. What is implied in the authenticity of the Chinese body history is that there is a body history for Japan that needs no justification to begin with, either. His answer about the characteristics of the Chinese body history could have lied in the Chinese under-heaven view, so much so that the Chinese-barbarian or the central-peripheral frame defines the scope of the Chinese body history whereby the quest for one dominant moral principle to guild self-rectification determines one’s Chinese identity. This could have been a threatening identity, however; the Japanese Shinto, which adopted the Chinese way when trying to hold on to its own center-periphery view, could become Chinese and, therefore, lose its distinction. Mizoguchi did not care for the clarification of the boundary of Chinese body history, though. In his praise of Soukichi’s method of reading China for the sake of differentiating Japan, Mizohuchi’s Japan is safely, undeniably and unambiguously outside of China – for self-evident reasons.

While the kind of modernity familiar to the literature is embedded in the self-Other discourse, the Oriental self continues to search for a way to determine self-identity without involving an external Other. Modernization through the Chinese under-heaven way and the Japanese Shinto approach requires more of self-transformation. Their universalism takes the form of being at the center. To be universal is to be selfless and also to withdraw from specific situations, where the self would be trapped into specific contents, so much so that no specific situations could reduce one to a self-Other relationship. This should be different from the familiar kind of social science, liberal, or imperialist universalism that enters specific situations to enhance the degree of universality by converting an other. This style of self-understanding has no ready way of representation under modern universalism, which rests upon transcendence of the past and symbolized by an ‘Other’ which is a static specificity to be rescued through either conquest or transformation. For the Chinese under-heave view, the debate continues without a conclusion on whether or not Western capitalist modernity is the moral principle where one can derive roles for emulation. This does not require Occidentalism, except as Chen Xiaomei’s temporary strategy to overcome a rigid, superficial claim of morality by the political authorities. The Japanese Shinto view, on the other hand, declares that modernization is not a matter of individual moral rectification that ends up in competitive moral claims and collective confusion. In ideal, the Japanese nation should acts as a unit since the crisis of identity challenges the nation as a whole. Although Othering China could be useful in distinguishing Japan from China, through a static China that contrast Japan’s shorter distance from the West, the crucial test remains with its own distance from the West. Similarly, although Othering the West could be useful in placing Japan in Asia, it is the closing of distance from some Asian model that determines the Japanese identity.

The Image of Identity

To be straightforward, what the Japanese and the Chinese have is a problem of self-image, not one of self-identity. Identity is about a boundary, which separates the internal from the external. The existence of the external is therefore essential to the claim of the boundary. The boundary and the external are the same thing. Identifying the external is an act of establishing the boundary. The external cannot be external if it is not distinguishable from the internal. The external is, accordingly, about difference. Identity requires a definition of difference, represented by the external, which can likewise be defined as the “Other.” What one’s identity is, automatically speaks of what it is not. One extreme way of claiming difference is through violence, which implies an irreconcilable difference between parties of violence. The Orientalist critique uncovers the potential of violence, physical as well as discursive, in the act of “Othering”. Instead, it advocates creative methods of self-other differentiation which requires no such violence.

Image is about the evaluation of one by another/others. One performs in accordance with some consensually agreed upon role, explicitly as well as implicitly, between one and those others who presumably evaluate. One’s concerns over image connect one with the others’ with the effect of forming a collective relationship among all of them. One whose need is to receive evaluation from the others generates, reproduces, and/or redefines the collective relationship thereof. This relationship obscures and transcends the sense of boundary caused by “Othering”. The identity is viewed by others so it has an image. The identity does not change easily even if it has a bad image. It is not determined by the situation while the image is because the perceivers of the image vary by situation. Each situation involves a different relationship and requires one to perform differently in order to receive a positive evaluation.

One who needs an identity is very much different from the other who needs an image. Those who live with an identity may feel that those who live with an image have no souls. However, those who live with an image look for the relationship in order to perceive and behave meaningfully. Effectively managing one’s image relies on one’s capacity to adapt to situations/relationships. Effectively asserting one’s identity, on the other hand, calls for a reproduction of the boundary and the difference. In general, Christianity breeds the need for an identity since no one can escape the scrutiny of the Lord and, therefore, no one can do without the identity in order to face the Lord. One grows by learning how to distinguish from the “Other” and enter a secured boundary. Confucianism breeds the need for an image because no one completes the circle of life without being able to eventually reproduce a collective relationship that renders the meaning of life to newcomers. Here, one grows by learning self-sacrifice in order to reproduce the greater self defined by the collective relationship.

It is possible for one to have multiple, even contradictive, identities. This is because one is able to appreciate boundaries created through different measures of constructing the difference. In contrast, it is unlikely that one has multiple images in specific situations. Each situation corresponds to one particular image since a relationship connects a specific group of people. When a situation incurs more than one relationship, one runs into a role conflict; but even though the self-image is still a sum of the total evaluations received, it is not separated into conflicting complexes. A role conflict is not the same as a split personality, wherein multiple identities are created. A person with multiple identities is not much different from one with no identity. Multiple identities are necessarily and consciously felt despite the specificity of the situation. Anyone trapped with multiple identities suffers anxiety or depression depending on whether or not one believes that there is a solution to the self-contradiction. If one believes that there is a solution, then multiple identities generate anxiety and self-denial when one struggles to reduce/reconcile the multiple identities to only one. If one takes multiple identities beyond one’s own influence, depression ensues. A role conflict incurs embarrassment, which one manages by performing each role expectation separately in the future to reassure the relationship one by one. When one learns to divide multiple identities into each correspondent for a certain situation, then the identities dissolve into images.

While wanting to be different theoretically reflects one’s need for an identity, the need can still be sheer image-building. This means that to be different is in itself the norm by which one believes one’s role should abide by in order to receive positive evaluation. As an image is built, the seeming pursuit of an identity meets, in actuality, the need for an image to have an identity. Accordingly, an enhanced awareness of liberal value does not mean enhanced liberalism, but rather an enhanced need for an image of being liberal. The May 4th movement of 1919 was one typical example of performing an individualist salvation for the sake of the collectivistic salvation. The whole purpose was less about liberalism or emancipation from tradition than about nationalism and acceptance by the Western countries of China to be equal, normal, and modern; hence, it was a matter of image.

The Place of the West

In addition to the under-heaven or the Shinto arguments, there are also other views in China and Japan. The purpose of this paper is not about the Chinese or Japanese views of the West. The paper intends to shows ways of looking at the West that is unfamiliar (if not totally contradictory) to how the West would view the West. On the other hand, there is no claim that there is only one way in the West to look at the West. The popular way in the West to look at the West, especially after the modern times, treats the West as universal. In other words, the West also sees the idea of the West as being universal – instead of being a ‘West,’ which is simply one of many possibilities. In comparison, the under-heaven and the Shinto views of the West are not about the direction of West, either, but nor are they universal. In these approaches, the West occupies either the center or the peripheral. When the West is not in close contact with China and Japan, it is more likely that the West represents something remote and peripheral. However, when the West forces its way into China and Japan, the ensuing question is whether or not the West should be at the center. For the under-heaven disciples, their response is to learn from the West and come up with a dominant moral principle as new guidelines for self-rectification, whose ultimate goal is to restore China’s central place in the under-heaven. For the Japanese, it is either substitution of the West for China in the center of the world, or combination of the West and the East to make Japan the center.

The intrusion of the West has unseated the center-periphery framework. For a period of time, the West was at the center for both frightened communities. The effort to restore their positions, either by using Asia in the case of the Shinto view or by Westernizing China in the case of the under-heaven view, began soon. The place for the West witnessed vicissitudes thereafter, sometime at the center, at other times at the periphery. Occidentalism introduces a possibility where the West is seen as a whole at the center in one moment but at the periphery at a different moment. On the whole, this is not Occidentalism per se, but the tendency to always treat the West as a whole echoes Occidentalism. Nevertheless, Occidentalism of this sort is hardly a self-other issue. Rather, it is about how much the West should decide the dominant moral principle, or how much the Oriental should learn from the West while exercising self-rectification. In this sense, the West is not the opposite of either the under-heaven view or the Shinto view. The West alternates between the center and the periphery instead. Wherever the West rests in the eyes of the Oriental at any given moment, it could not be somewhere western.
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� For other references, also see Michael (1975); Williams (1980); Madsen (1995).


� Also see Venn (2001); Gill (2004). 


� This noble claim has been present since the early days of the PRC (Shih 1989).


� Takeuchi Yoshimi (2005: 52) detected an immortal element in this Chinese-barbarian frame, which he called “a body that never dies.” He believes that it was this frame that substituted the European for the Chinese culture to guide the Japanese modernity, which he thought was no more than “extreme slavishness.”


� This noble claim has been present since the early days of the PRC (Shih 1989).


� This is unfortunately against Takeuchi’s wish (2004: 164-5), which was to break European partiality, pretended to be universal, by reviving the Asian principles and reach for the genuine universal spirit.
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