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ABSTRACT 
This paper tries to explore the intertwined relationship between the ñChinese Orthodoxyò discourse of the KMT 

government and the spatial practice strategy, in order to further understand the cultural meaning of ñpalaceò 

architectural style as the ideal form of official cultural identity in post war Taiwan. First of all, the research is structured 

by the hypothesis of considering the National Palace Museum as a heterotopias, providing a formal presentation for a 

"Chinese Cultural Renaissance Movement" promoted by the KMT regime. This assumption is based on the moral 

legacy of Confucianism as an ontological foundation, producing both an ideology of restoration and a ritual space 

settlement, themselves, in the end, providing a dialogue between the physical form and the initial Confucianism spirit. 

The monumental gateway main inscription, ñthe whole world as one communityò at the starting point of the axis marks 

the entrance of the Confucian ideal of political utopia and the architectural façade of the National Palace Museum is an 

analogy with the shape of Wu-Men inside the Forbidden City, both of them giving to the designer a pattern to fulfill the 

nostalgia of the Empire. The interior design, deeply linked with ñMing Tangò, is not only regarded as a fetus of the 

Palace architecture type, but also as a passage into a political agora of moral sanctity, which legitimates both Chiang 

Kai-shek and ñLiberal Chinaò as the moral inheritors of Sun Yat-sen. At the same time, the palace contents, the so 

called ñNational Treasuresò, put forward the idea of a single national soul, making these artifacts seen as physical 

evidences of a single origin of the Hua-xia culture. In addition, the paper is extending its field of research to the last 

two decades where Taiwan had to face a struggle between different identities statements and the development of the 

economy of cultural products. Afterwards, a series of spatial restorations of the National Palace Museum since 2001, 

but also the planning of a National Palace Museum Southern Branch design competition, ñthe Silks Palace BOT 

projectsò, are providing a new ideological direction for the Museum. From a national identity perspective, the paper 

states that multi-identities and local issues cast doubts on a single cultural origin of Hua-Xia, and the de-centralization 

spatial strategy eliminates both the symbolic of Center of Power in the removal of Sun Yat-sen statue and the Grand 

Empire Unification discourse. From an aesthetic perspective, the paper tries to explain that the notion of ñOld is Newò 

and ñEconomy Complexò transforms the ñNational Treasuresò into a highly beneficial cultural capital. Through the 

process, the style of the Palace architecture has already changed as a performing stage in the consumer society, 

deconstructing the notion of ñChinese Orthodoxyò. Historical studies of National Palace Museum as a heterotopia that 

reflects the construction and deconstruction of cultural consciousness, is an attempt to provide a reflexive evidence of 

the multiple modernity experiences in post war Taiwan.  

 

Keywords: National Palace Museum, Chinese Cultural Renaissance Movement, palace architecture, Chinese 

Orthodoxy, heterotopias, Confucianismôs moral legacy, identity, cultural capital, symbolic economy 
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