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N the entire body of scholarly writing—Japanese and foreign—on modern Japa-
nese history, perhaps no subject has been treated with less care or greater indif-
ference than the imperial universities. Western scholars, when commenting on the
subject, are usually content to note their supposed indebtedness to the universities
of nineteenth-century Germany and to emphasize their role in training government
officials. Thus Robert Scalapino wrote in 1962:! “The government . . . accepted a
far-reaching system of education patterned essentially after German concepts. . . .";
he was seconded in this opinion by Ronald P. Dore in 1965.2 And of the universi-
ties’ social functions, Herbert Passin wrote in 19653 that Tokyo University had been
conceived as a “training school for officials"; this was echoed by Chitoshi Yanaga in
1968.4
Although writings by scholars in Japan have discussed the relationship of the
universities to scientific, technological, and economic development, these writings
reflect similar assumptions and are equally negative in tone. Most contend that the
contributions of the universities in these areas were gravely compromised by “defi-
ciencies” in the academia-society relationship and within the academic system. Many
suggest that government officials were indifferent or even hostile to the universities,
that the universities themselves suffered from a rigid organizational structure, and
that professors behaved in so “feudalistic” a manner as to gravely impair the devel-
opment of a native tradition in science.®
I shall present a rather different view in this paper. 1 argue that the extent of
German influence on the universities, while not insignificant, has been greatly exag-
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gerated. I suggest that the universities were absolutely essential to Japan's entire
modernization process, however one defines it; and I further contend that the uni-
versities were far better equipped to support the formation of science in Japan than
earlier commentators have recognized. After surveying the body of received opin-
ion, 1 shall discuss some of the reasons why misinformation about and mis-
perceptions of the universities have persisted so long, noting in this connection the
influence in Japanese studies of the “political values” or “political modernization”
paradigm, the growth-accounting approach to economic development, and certain
assumptions found in the work of Japanese scholars commenting on their own so-
ciety. I shall conclude by discussing possible implications of this different view; in
particular, I shall urge the desirability of taking the social expansion of scientific
knowledge, together with the imperial university system, as significant foci of schol-
arly attention in explaining various aspects of change in modern Japan.

Received Views of the Prewar Universities

One influential opinion about the universities stresses their indebtedness, in the
realm of ideology, to German models. The universities are said to have imported
from Germany and diffused within Japan a nationalistic philosophy that enhanced
official prerogatives against those of private citizens, and favored collective sub-
mission over personal freedom. One indication of this influence, it is said, was the
popularity of the philosophies of Hegel and Kant, introduced by Ernest Fenellosa
and Charles Cooper in 1879;° another, the dominance of German legal positivism,
especially its concept of the state, espoused by Hozumi Yatsuka, Uesugi Shinkichi,
and other prominent members of Tokyo Imperial University's Faculty of Law.?

German influence is also alleged to have influenced official conceptions of how
the universities should serve socicty; that is, the universities allegedly concentrated
on producing officials for the state bureaucracy. Chitoshi Yanaga and Herbert Passin
are among those who advance this argument, particularly in reference to Tokyo
Imperial University—Passin® arguing that, prior to 1915, most Tokyo students came
from the Faculty of Law and following graduation usually entered government ser-
vice rather than private employment. Similarly, German influence allegedly fur-
nished concepts of official service which the universities introduced to the bureau-
cracy through the legal faculties where government officials were usually trained.
Reportedly, future officials were taught, in imitation of the German model, to serve
the state without regard to partisan or private interests, and to ceaselessly uphold
the prestige of the Throne.?

Many writers allege that the German and Japanese universities had similar sys-
tems of formal organization, internal and external. It is pointed out that, rather than
having American-style departments, the Japanese institutions were divided like the
German universities into faculties of law, medicine, science, and so on; this, it is
said, gave the principal academic decision-making powers to the heads of these units
rather than to lower-level units based on disciplinary boundaries. Also like the Ger-
man universities, the Japanese institutions had the chair system, in which a full pro-

8 lvan Hall, Mors Arinori (Cambridge: Harvard 8 (Note 3 above), p. 130.
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fessor presided over an academic unit consisting of—in addition to himself—an as-
sociate professor, two or more lecturer-assistants, and several graduate students.
Because operating funds were allocated to the chairs, the full professor is assumed
not only to have supervised younger associates professionally but virtually to have
controlled their existence.!® Providing balance to these controls, however, was a
system of external supervision, supposedly differing very little between Germany
and Japan: in the former, universities were responsible to a Ministry of Education at
the state level; in the latter, the comparable agency exercised authority on a national
scale. More significant, according to these writers, was the fact that in both countries
institutions of higher education operated in a conservative, authoritarian environ-
ment which demanded a constant adjustment of academic requirements to official
demands.!!

Pedagogy or informal organization was a fourth characteristic reportedly shared
by the two university systems. German and Japanese universities supposedly shared
a certain emphasis on the moral aspects of learning, stressing the formation of an
enlightened will competent to distinguish right from wrong. The central figure in
this aspect of pedagogy is said to have been Johan Friedrich Herbart (1776-1841),
whose ideas were introduced to Tokyo Imperial University in the late 1880s by
Professor Emil Hausknecht.!? There is a further implication in some of the litera-
ture that German influence contributed to the growth of professorial author-
itarianism both through powers accorded to full professors by the chair system and
through personal contacts between academics of the two countries. Japanese profes-
sors in medicine and law especially are thought to have employed the authoritarian
techniques of imparting knowledge allegedly characteristic of the Germans, thereby
suppressing free discussion within their groups and inhibiting the operational pro-
cesses of scholarship in general.!?

1deological Orientation of the Universities

Perhaps because of the strength of intellectual history in Japanese studies, schol-
arly writing on the ideological climate at the universities has been more penetrating,
balanced, and accurate than that on most other topics. Tokyo Imperial University's
Faculty of Law in particular was pervaded by a nationalistic, bureaucratic elitism
which the philosophy of Hegel and the legal positivists must surely have rein-
forced—if not necessarily created. However, most of what is called statist, elitist,
authoritarian, nationalistic, or bureaucratic in Japanese political or academic culture
derives more from native than from German sources, as Richard Minear!* has
shown. Moreover, these aspects of the prewar universities have at the very least
been exaggerated. Tokyo Imperial University was, after all, a major contributor to
radical movements like the Shinjinkai (Society of new men) and to the Japan Com-
munist Party.!® Given the scope the imperial universities permitted to dissenting
ideologies, it seems inappropriate to view them as nothing but the seedbed of stat-
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ism, legalism, or authoritarianism. Finally, one must ask whether certain author-
itarian tendencies in some sense common to both German and Japanese society
were equally important as determinants of social change. Certainly they were, if one
believes that changes in political structures or values ultimately determine every-
thing else.1® For instance, the shift toward greater authoritarianism, which occurred
in both countries during the 1930s, channeled economic growth and social develop-
ment in directions radically opposed to those previously in evidence. In Germany, it
also interfered greatly with the conceptual development of scientific knowledge;
authoritarianism under the National Socialists led not only to persecution of individ-
ual scientists but to outright proscription of some scientific ideas (Einstein’s relativ-
ity theory being the most notable example).

Significantly, however, nothing like that occurred in Japan. As the outbreak of
war came to seem ever more probable, German and Japanese scientists both found
money and facilities for research more readily obtainable than before, but Japanese
scientists escaped most of the direct official meddling to which German scientists
were subjected. Unlike German officials, Japanese officials made no attempt to de-
velop pseudo-scientific theories in competition with those of the scientific commu-
nity. From this fact, it seems that if other things had been equal, Japan's poten-
tial for scientific growth at that time might actually have been greater than that of
Germany. And if expansion of scientific knowledge is a more basic cause of
change than political values, authoritarianism or “fascism” would seem to have
had less potential for change in Japan than it did in Germany—an observation
once made by Maruyama Masao.!?

Social Functions of the Universities

While the established view of the universities' ideological climate is merely un-
balanced (or in some degree irrelevant), influential interpretations of their social
functions are factually inaccurate. It #s true that the role of the Japanese official was
defined in a manner similar to that of the German official. Government functionaries
in each country were supposed to be aloof from the political process, strictly “objec-
tive” in their handling of complex issues, loyal to the monarchy, and so forth. On the
other hand, the production of officials was not the main function of Tokyo Imperial
University or of other universities in either Japan or Germany. Most political lead-
ers of the Meiji and early Taisho period were more concerned with producing ap-
plied scientists—engineers, physicians, argicultural experts—than they were people
with legal training as such. As Prime Minister, I1td Hirobumi told the graduating
class at Tokyo Imperial University in 1886:

The only way to maintain the nation’s strength and to guarantee the welfare of our
people in perpetuity is through the results of science. . . . Nations will only prosper
by applying science. ... If we wish to place our country on a secure foundation,
insure its future prosperity, and make it the equal of the advanced nations, the best
way to do it is to increase our knowledge and to waste no time in developing scien-
tific research.!®

18 For details see John Whitney Hall's report on
the 1960 Hakone Conference, “Changing Con-
ceptions of the Modernization of Japan" in Marius
B. Jansen (ed.), Changing Japanese Attitudes toward
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And in 1890, Education Minister Yoshikawa Akimasa declared that the “flourish-
ing or decline of a country has much to do with the flourishing or decline of its
science.”!® Most other high officials of the period, including virtually all the succes-
sive Ministers of Education, agreed with Yoshikawa and with Inoue Kowashi, who
in 1893-94 created both the university chair system and a network of higher techni-
cal schools.?® According to Inoue,
The national strength and wealth of all countries in the world are growing year after
year. This is simply because, in these countries, scientific study is encouraged, new
inventions are applied to practical purposes and the production is greatly increased
by their insistent effort in improving technical schools. ... Under these circum-
stances, it is earnestly desired that for national prosperity we should establish the
scientific and technical education which is most necessary for the industrial develop-
ment of Japan,2!

The pattern of institutional expansion that took place within the imperial univer-
sity system between 1886 and 1920 also suggests that producing officials with legal
training was not considered as utgent a matter as increasing the number of people
with applied science training. During those years, four institutions (Kyoto, Tohoku,
Kyushu, and Hokkaido) were added to the original foundation at Tokyo, but only
one (Kyoto) had a law faculty. The others developed around faculties of engineering
and science, medicine, and agriculture respectively—all dedicated to the production
of applied scientists. And even at Kyoto, the first academic unit to be established
was the Faculty of Science and Engineering.2?

The expansion of new university chairs is even more illuminating. In 1896, one
year prior to the founding of Kyoto Imperial University, Tokyo had 127 profes-
sorial chairs: 18 in science, 24 in engineering, 23 in medicine, 20 in agriculture, 20
in letters, and 22 in the Faculty of Law. Applied science was thus represented by
67% of all academic units, legal studies by 179%. Despite minor fluctuations, this
pattern did not change greatly during the Meiji and early Taisho years, either at
Tokyo specifically or in the system as a whole. In 1920, when the entire system had
expanded to a total of 479 chairs, law and economics had 169 of all imperial univer-
sity chairs, letters had slightly over 119, science and agriculture 139 each, engi-
neering 25%, and medicine 229%.23

Moreover, establishing and maintaining chairs in applied science was consid-
erably more expensive than creating chairs in either the Tokyo or Kyoto Faculties of
Law, which suggests that government officials considered applied science especially
important. In 1898, for example, a chair in agriculture cost nearly twice the amount
required for a chair in law; a chair in medicine, nearly four times as much.?4 In the

3 ‘The data presented here were compiled by
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same year, 23 chairs of medicine effectively cost the government 302,500 yen
(35.5% of the entire budget for the imperial universities); 20 chairs in agriculture
cost about 135,486 yen; 20 chairs in letters cost 108,218 yen; 66 chairs in science
and engineering cost 227,514 yen; and 23 chairs in law required an expenditure of
about 78,395 yen, a mere 9.29% of the budget for the two imperial universities then
in existence.?® If members of the Japanese government were really so concerned
with turning out officials during these years, it is difficult to explain why so large a
percentage of the universities’ budget was spent on applied science and so little on
legal education.

Analysis of the academic majors selected by graduates of Tokyo Imperial Uni-
versity and other institutions in the system provides additional evidence that legal
training and the production of officials did not constitute the universities' principal
raison d'étre. Contrary to what has been reported, most university graduates did not
come from the law faculties of Tokyo and Kyoto. In 1908, a fairly typical year,
35.9% of Tokyo's graduates finished in law, s0.1% in applied science. The cumula-
tive figures for Tokyo Imperial University for the years 1876-1914 show that
35.5% of all graduates had come from the Faculty of Law, 5.19 from the Faculty of
Science, 22.4% from the Faculty of Engineering, 12.0% from the Faculty of Letters,
15.5% from the Faculty of Medicine, and 9.59 from the Faculty of Agriculture.2®
During the period 1876-1920, the percentage of graduates by faculty for the impe-
rial university system as a whole diverged from this pattern only slightly: 36.0%
graduated in law, 4.7 in science, 22.0% in engineering, 9.0% in letters, 17.7%
in medicine, 0.66% in economics, and 9.7% in agriculture.?? Particularly striking
is the fact that graduates in law increased both absolutely and as a percentage of
the total during precisely the period when Passin has said their predominance was
declining. Between 1914 and 1918, the percentage of all Tokyo graduates coming
from the Faculty of Law varied between 42.69% and 61.9%, a density for legal
studies in the total student population of the imperial universities never attained
in the years prior to World War 1,28

It is true that most graduates of the imperial universities did become public
employees—in that narrow sense, “officials.” But analysis of their actual job descrip-
tions does not support the view that Japan's elite in this period consisted mainly of
individuals with a restricted, “German-type” legal training. As of early 1914, of the
13,724 living imperial university graduates whose occupations were known, some
8,601 (639) were serving as public employees in one capacity or another. How-
ever, some 7,000 of those (589% of all graduates??) actually held positions such as

spent on the Faculty of Law, £13,400 had to be
spent on the Faculty of Agriculture and £29,900
on the Faculty of Medicine to sustain a staff of
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Sato, Kokuritsu daigakn zaisei seido shiks, Dai'ichi
Hoki Shuppan, 1965, p. 183). As an official in the
Education Ministry, Sato had access to all official
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categories as salaries, maintenance, facilities, de-
preciation, student aid, etc., and was not available
by faculty units. My figures for academic unit ex-
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tween pp. 1256 and 1257.
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hospital director, chemist, consulting engineer, medical practitioner, and the like; it
would be more accurate to regard them as applied scientists. The percentage of
Tokyo graduates working in applied science was lower than that for any of the other
imperial universities; yet a special survey completed in September 1916 showed that
6,458 (49% of the total) of Tokyo University’s 13,129 living graduates of known
occupation held jobs in applied science, and only 14% (1,876 individuals) were
officials with legal training.%°

Claims that legal training or the production of officials constiruted the principal
social function of the imperial universities are therefore in error. From both a con-
temporary and an historical point of view, these institutions ot higher education
existed primarily to turn out applied scientists and to increase Japan's store of scien-
tific knowledge. From a developmental perspective, their contribution to economic
growth also must have been considerable (even if presently impossible to measure
with precision). One piece of evidence supporting this assertion is the high job-
turnover rate that existed among professors in Tokyo’s Faculty of Engineering.
Whereas up through 1920 the Engineering Faculty had about the same number of
chairs as the Medical Faculty, it seems to have had about five times the number of
actual faculty members because so many resigned after a few years of service to
assume positions in private industry or in technical branches of the government.?!
Some of these men later resumed university teaching, but even casual scrutiny of the
dates of their appointments and resignations shows the difficulty of retaining their
services when private industry would pay five to ten times a professor's salary. A
reliable appraisal of the contribution made to Japan's industrial growth by this circu-
lation of engineers would require, inter alia, a rigorous examination of their career
paths; but there is surely justification for saying that the economic consequences
were substantial.

As noted above, legal training and the production of officials were not the princi-
pal social function of the German universities either. Neither space nor time allows
a detailed refutation of this argument regarding Germany, but two brief points may
be made. First of all, no more there than in Japan did most university students scudy
law. In 1914, just prior to the outbreak of World War 1, the 64,657 students en-
rolled in the German universities and Technische Hochschulen (their equivalent for
engineering), were distributed as follows: 13.9% in science, 24.1% in engineering
and agriculture, 26.39% in medicine, 21.2% in the humanities or letters, and only
14.5% in law.3? Secondly, it is worth repeating what contemporary observers and
present-day scholars have both pointed out so often: that Germany was able to
continue its participation in World War I against enormous military opposition for
so long only because of its highly developed system of scientific education and re-
search.3? In short, applied science should be considered the principal concern of
both university systems.

Similarities aside, the functions of the two university systems during this period
were different. The German institutions were substantially more concerned with
humanistic studies and with the expansion of basic scientific knowledge through

30 Calculated from information presented by  Some Comments on International Differences (Paris:
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Organization for Economic Cooperation and De-
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research than were the Japanese universities. To begin with, the two systems were
based on markedly different concepts of higher education. A strategic component of
the German system was the academic ideal of Wissenschaft, whose promotion most
intellectuals and even significant numbers of officials considered the universities’
principal objective.?* Wilhelm von Humboldt defined the concept, about 1810, in
explaining why he had helped to establish the University of Berlin:
[Education] is not a matter of ensuring that this or that should be learnt, but that in
the process of learning, the memory . . . be exercised, the intellect sharpened, the
faculty of judgment corrected, the moral feeling refined. Only thus will the skill, the
freedom, the power be attained, which are necessary to take up any profession from
free inclination and for its own sake.3%
The conception of a university then dominant in Japan could hardly have departed
further from this German rationale. At the level of higher education, Meiji and early
Taisho leaders were much more concerned with simply increasing the store of prac-
tical scientific knowledge as rapidly as possible. Mori Arinori, as Education Minister
in the late 1880s, spoke incessantly about the importance of gyé gakumon (applied
science). Inoue Kowashi, holding the same office in 1894, devoted most of his ef-
forts to creating a network of higher technical schools (semmon gakké) to supply
industry with technicians. And Hachisuka Shigeakira, a successor to Mori and I-
noue, summarized, in a graduation speech at Tokyo Imperial University in 1897,
two generations of Japanese leaders’ thinking about applied science:
Tokyo Imperial University is a place where people study basic principles and in-
crease their knowledge in response to the needs of the state.... They are then
supposed to apply what they have learned, diligently and sincerely, making the util-
ity of science and technology apparent.3®
Comparisons of formal organization also suggest important differences in the
social functions performed by the two university systems. For instance, engineering,
excluded from the German universities because its practical character was thought
incompatible with the Wissenschaft ideal of personal cultivation, required separate
institutionalization in the Technische Hochschulen.®” But in Japan, engineering
formed a major part of the university from early Meiji on. Initially based in the
Kogakuryo or Kobu Daigakké of the onetime Ministry of Industry, engineering be-
came part of Tokyo Imperial University when the graduate school was established in
1886; by 1920, it was taught at all the imperial universities (except for Hokkaido,
which was not founded until 1918).38
Medical faculties in the Japanese universities followed the German pattern more
closely than did other fields; but there, too, differences in social function reveal
themselves in different types of formal organization. Among the significant features
of German academic medicine was the sharp differentiation of roles maintained be-
tween general medical practitioners and academic medical scientists. German pro-
fessors of basic medicine (anatomy, pathology, hygiene, etc.) were not allowed to
treat patients. Clinicians in general practice were not permitted to use research facil-
ities in university hospitals, and clinicians and scientists rarely if ever belonged to

34 Ringer (n. 11 above), pp. 102—-11. (1897), p. 33.

33D, F. S. Scott, Wilhelm von Humboldt and the 37 Priedrich Paulsen (F. Thilly and W. Elwang
Idea of a University (Durham, Bngland: Univ. of  trans.), The German Universities and University
Durham, 1960), p. 15. Study (London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1906), p

3¢ Hachisuka Shigeakira, “T6kyd Teikoku Dai-  112.
gaku sotsugyd shdsho juydshiki,” TIS, No. 1006 3* Nakayama (n. 22 above), p. 345.
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the same professional organizations.® These conditions resulted from the profes-
sionalization of medicine that began in Germany about 1850 and later spread to the
rest of the world. Japan did not escape its effects: for instance, professors of basic
medicine in the imperial universities were forbidden, as in Germany, to treat pa-
tients. But Japanese medical practices were conspicuously different in other re-
spects. General practitioners in Japan were allowed access to research facilities in
university hospitals (if they had the proper clique affiliations), and the same profes-
sional organizations served clinicians and professors of basic medicine.*® Perhaps
the most notable difference was the remarkable degree to which Japanese professors
of clinical medicine engaged in private practice outside the academic framework.
German clinical professors also had outside practices—but only as a supplement to
their academic incomes, not as a primary means of earning a living.4! Such practices
in Japan, said to be unavoidable at the time, also indicate a lower level of social
development vis-a-vis more advanced nations.42

Patterns in the distribution of German and Japanese students by academic major
also reveal important cross-national differences in the universities’ social functions.
The percentages of students in the applied sciences of engineering, agriculture, and
medicine were virtually identical—s0.4% in Germany, 51.6% in Japan. But the
differences in the figures for basic science and the humanities (or letters) are strik-
ing. The year World War 1 began, 13% of German university students were enrolled
in basic science, but only 4.4% of Japanese university graduates had chosen a sci-
ence major; similarly, the humanities had attracted 21.29% of the German students,
only 8.5% of the Japanese students.*?

Formal Organization in the Unisversities

Japan’s imperial universities diverged even more sharply from the German mod-
el in formal organization than they did in social function. The Japanese system did
follow the German pattern of organization by faculties and did have a chair system,
but differences were substantial and more significant than similarities. Three struc-
tural features that stimulated competition in the universities of Germany were en-
tirely lacking in those of Japan: the rank of Privatdozent in the teaching staff, the
imposition of lecture fees on students, and the latter’s right of free migration. On
the other hand, some competition was encouraged in the Japanese universities by
the provision allowing more than one chair per field, whereas the German universi-
ties adhered rigidly to the one-chair rule.

Joseph Ben-David and Awraham Zloczower*! have described the structure of
the nineteenth-century German university system as follows: Each German state
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had at least one university; larger states like Prussia and Bavaria had two or more.
Junior faculty and students were both free to move at will from one university to
another and back again. The former were called Privatdozent, indicating their right
to offer lectures on any subject of their choosing. Privatdozenten had no tenure and
received no salaries; most held outside occupations while teaching, but lecture fees
from students also provided an important part of their income. During the nine-
teenth century and up through 1920, acquisition of the right to serve as Privatdozent
customarily marked the beginning of an academic career. After proving ability at
scholarship through publication and at teaching as Privatdozent, one could eventually
expect an appointment as professor. Professors were paid a regular salary; but even
at that level of the academic hierarchy, a significant part of a faculty member’s in-
come often came from lecture fees.

For most of the nineteenth century, structural arrangements of this kind pro-
duced considerable competition in the German university system. Universities com-
peted for students and professors; Privatdozenten competed with full professors for
income from lecture fees. Innovations emerged regularly and were diffused rapidly
throughout the system. Continued adherence to the one-chair rule, however, ef-
fectively stifled competition once horizontal expansion of the system reached a cer-
tain point. Because the establishment of chairs followed the medieval practice of
representing a field of knowledge by one professor, there were only two ways new
chairs could be established: creating new universities or dividing an existing field.
Both procedures were followed but neither proved adequate to the growth of high-
er education during the nineteenth century. Prior to World War I, the last university
created was Strassburg, in 1874. Division of fields did occur to some extent there-
after; for example, bacteriology's separation from hygiene and pathology, in the
1880s. Nevertheless, the younger academics’ demands for employment opportuni-
ties continued to exceed the number of available positions. According to Ben-David
and Zloczower, this situation produced a major change in the behavior patterns of
academics. Senior professors had never appreciated the competition of the Privatdo-
zenten; they were now able to virtually eliminate it. Younger academics seeking
advancement necessarily became clients of the senior men; they often had no choice
but to tolerate authoritarian behavior by the latter. This change in behavior thus
came to be associated with nepotism in académic appointments, and with the sup-
pression of free-ranging discussion within and a decline in cooperation among re-
search groups.4® Moreover, productivity in certain fields of scholarship—e.g., physi-
ology—fell off dramatically because of limited competition and employment oppor-
tunities.4®

The experience of the imperial university system in Japan is a matter of some
interest in this connection, since the Japanese system had allegedly copied the Ger-
man system. It has long been known that interpersonal relations among Japanese
academics displayed some of the same patterns, at least superficially, as those that
became common among the Germans. The principal issue is whether formal organi-
zational arrangements were primarily responsible for such behavior. Japan did not
have Privatdozenten, lecture fees, or migration of students from one institution to
another; but each measure was seriously considered by Japanese educators at one

A, Zloczo'wer.. "Car.eer Opportunities and the | (M. A. thesis, Hebrew University of Jerusalem,
Growth of Scientific Discovery in 19th Century | 196o), pp. 20, 43.
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time or another during the Meiji and early Taisho years. In 1900, Dr. Téyama
Masakazu, former President of Tokyo Imperial University and onetime Education
Minister, published a book*? advocating the Privatdozent system as a way of stimulat-
ing competition. In 1901, the medical journal lkas Jihé began a campaign to insti-
tute a lecture-fee system for paying professors. This plan, as conceived by Education
Minister Kikuchi Dairoku, a former academic and university administrator, would
have allocated part of the income from student fees (to be introduced for the first
time) to a university fund for general disbursement and part to professors w'-h large
enrollments. Ikai Jih6 and some other elements of professional and political opinion
thought the Kikuchi plan would encourage competition, innovation, and better
teaching.*® ’

Whether lecture fees and similar reforms would actually have stimulated greater
competition cannot be known; financial constraints invariably prevented their in-
troduction. In 1913, a reporter from the Ikas Jibi interviewed Dr. Okuda Gijin,
Education Minister in Yamamoto Gombei's cabinet, to discuss these and other edu-
cational issues. Reflecting the opinions of Diet members, journalists, and education-
al reformers,*® the reporter asked Okuda whether it might not be appropriate for
Japan to introduce lecture fees, create the rank of Privatdozent, and allow unrestrict-
ed student transfers among the universities. In replying, the Minister said that those
who made such proposals “show no understanding of our present circumstances."5°
In elaborating, he said that Germany could do those things because of the large scale
on which its education system operated. He also noted that, compared to Japan,
Germany had many people qualified for professorships, a substantial number of
universities (28 compared to Japan's 4), and considerably more money for both.
Given its absence of these conditions, Okuda said, Japan could not possibly adopt
such reforms.%!

On the other hand, the Japanese organizational structure did stimulate com-
petition through the multi-chair system as envisioned by its creator, Inoue Kowashi.
Following the French system, which allowed multiple chaits per discipline based on
enrollments, Inoue gave three chairs to fields with large clienteles like internal med-
icine, only one to those like biochemistry with few students. Moreover, professorial
salaries under Inoue’s reform varied according to individual accomplishments. A
professor's salary was divided into two parts. Shokumunhbé referred to the basic salary,
which was calculated by civil service grade and seniority. The other part of the
salary, zaishokuhi, was awarded at the Education Minister’s discretion according to
the number and quality of the recipient’s achievements.2 That the system worked in
some measure to achieve the desired end of competition can be seen from the ex-
ample of internal medicine and hygiene, where two or more research groups at the
same university (Tokyo) would investigate precisely the same subject—each striving
for priority, and sharing neither information, facilities, nor personnel.? In this
sense, the Japanese chair system, like the German, did obstruct cooperation across
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chair boundaries; but whether this was dysfunctional for science is quite another
matter.

From the government's point of view, the imperial university chair system re-
sulted at least as much from a desire to save money as to promote scholarly com-
petition. When Inoue assumed office, Tokyo Imperial University still had a number
of foreign professors who had to be paid about three times as much as Japanese.
Inoue believed he could reduce the number of foreign professors if more efficient
uses were made of the native staff. He seems to have thought the chair system would
further this aim, since members of the teaching staff would now offer courses in
their specialties rather than teaching any course offered in their faculties. In this
sense, the reform succeeded; the government was able to cut higher educational
spending by twelve percent while actually increasing the size of the faculty.54

Financial considerations also militated against rapid horizontal expansion of the
university system. Despite considerable pressures from local interests in Kyushu,
Miyagi Prefecture (Sendai), and the Kansai district from the 1890s on, the govern-
ment proceeded very slowly with the establishment of universities in those areas.3®
Kyoto Imperial University was established in 1897 mostly because the Diet insisted
that Tokyo needed the competition,3® and plans for Tohoku Imperial University at
Sendai were accepted only when local residents agreed to bear a large percentage of
the cost.37 The reasons were strictly financial. Because of the newness of its physical
plant and the smaller number of students served, a chair of engineering at Kyoto in
1898 effectively cost the government ¥4,445, compared to only ¥3,074 for the
same chair at Tokyo.%® In fact, compared to Tokyo, the other imperial universities
remained under-enrolled and overfunded during the entire period through 1920. So
great were pressures from the Finance Ministry to avoid “unnecessary” horizontal
expansion of the universities that Education Minister Kikuchi Dairoku felt com-
pelled to deny publicly in November 1901 that the government had any intention of
establishing an imperial university in Kyushu,?® even though in February 1900 in a
speech to the House of Peers he had expressed concern about the small number of
applied scientists coming out of Tokyo and Kyoto.9°

From a purely formalistic or legal point of view, the relationship of Japan's impe-
rial universities to external authority was, as many have claimed, similar to that of
the German universities. The concepts of academic freedom and institutional auton-
omy were alien to Japanese experience at the beginning of the Meiji period, but
eventually did come to be accepted. In 1888 a group of twelve junior faculty mem-
bers at Tokyo, having just returned from Germany, obtained a meeting with the
senior statesman Matsukata Masayoshi to discuss the subject of academic freedom.
Their conversation was apparently rancorous, fraught with misunderstanding, and—
from the professors’ point of view—futile. (One of the young academics said that
their demands to Matsukata for autonomy and freedom, inspired by their experi-
ence of studying in Germany, were like “wind blowing in a horse’s ear.”®!) But by
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1914 or so, the professors were rapidly achieving most of these objectives. In both
countries, the Ministry (or Ministries) of Education reserved the right to establish
new chairs and to approve all faculty appointments at the level of full professor; but
in Japan as well as in Germany, faculty recommendations pertaining to the curricu-
lum and teaching staff were generally accepted whenever financial constraints did
not interfere. And when, as in the 1930s, a retreat from the principles of academic
freedom occurred in the one country, it also occurred in the other. In a purely
formal sense, the differences between the political constraints under which the two
university systems operated do not appear to have been very great. But, as noted in
the discussion of ideology, the significance of these similarities remains very much in
doubt.

Pedagogy and Informal Organization

The strongest case for direct German influence is in the area of pedagogy and
informal organization. Whether significant or not, neither the fact of Herbart's influ-
ence nor the predominance of German professors in the Japanese universities be-
fore 1900 can be seriously challenged. The Japanese academic community's orienta-
tion toward Germany before 1914 can be demonstrated in several ways, one being
the percentage of Tokyo’s foreign professors who were German. During the Meiji
period, of the 120 foreign academics at Tokyo, 46 (389 ) were German by origin—
the largest single group; by contrast, 30 faculty members were British and 12 were
Americans (259 and 10% respectively).%? Though perhaps not so overwhelming as
sometimes assumed, German influence was significant, and in certain fields sub-
stantial. Of 19 foreign professors of medicine, 16 (84%) were German; in agricul-
ture, the Germans were 63% of the total (12 of 19). They were also the largest
single bloc in law (7 of 23), and ranked second in letters and engineering (6 of 25,
and 3 of 13, respectively). Only in basic science—where the British and Americans
dominated—were the Germans poorly represented (2 among 21).%%

The frequency of official visits in these years by Japanese academics to Germany
also supports the claim of significant German influence. Between 1895 and 1912, for
example, the Japanese Ministry of Education sent 623 people abroad under official
auspices. (These visits were not undertaken by students so much as by professors
attending scholarly meetings, technicians actending exhibitions, and so forth). Of
that number, 539 visited Germany, usually along with several other countries. The
second most frequently visited country was Britain (252 visits), with the United
States (194 visits) and France (165 visits) in third and fourth places.®*

Tokyo Imperial University's forty-six German professors and the frequency of
scholarly visits by Japanese to Germany suggest that German academic role models
were widely diffused in Japan. Moreover, these role models were often perceived by
the Japanese as authoritarian. Dr. Nagayo Mataro, Professor of Pathology at Tokyo,
wrote to his brother, Dr. Nagayo Shokichi, in 1907 saying that many of the German
professors he met were haughty and arrogant.®® Dr. Kitajima Ta'ichi, a prominent
bacteriologist who spent a year with Emil von Behring at Marburg, found the co-
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founder of modern immunology “ill-tempered, stern, and always the military
man.”% And of another eminent German Nobel laureate, Dr. Paul Ehrlich, Dr.
Mitamura Tokujiro, professor in Tokyo's Faculty of Medicine, wrote:%7
Ehrlich would assign research topics to his students and supervise them relentlessly.
He made them keep a daily notebook of everything they did to show him. Certainly
this is one way of doing things, but in this case the student's work is apt to reflect the
professor’s way of thinking.
Recalling the degree to which Prime Minister Itd Hirobumi emulated the behavior
and personality of Chancellor Otto von Bismarck, it is easy to imagine an imperial
university system filled with Herr Professor types who daily repressed and frightened
graduate students and assistant professors alike.

Actual behavior patterns among Japanese professors and their students, how-
ever, seem not to have been very “German” in that sense. In an article discussing
interpersonal relations among scientists in three Tokyo Imperial University labora-
tories,% I have suggested that while onre of the five full professors involved was
quite authoritarian, the other four were notably liberal and tolerant. Free-ranging
discussion, criticism, and a relaxed work environment were deliberately encouraged
by professors who shared meals with younger co-workers, discouraged the use of
status language in the laboratory, and—most importantly—regularly went drinking
with younger members of the research group. As one young scientist described it,
“Distinctions between professors and students were cast aside on such occasions.’®®
Nor is it likely that such behavior was confined to the Faculty of Medicine. Dr.
Tanakadate Aikitsu, a pioneer physicist at Tokyo, also shared food, liquor, and hu-
morous stories with younger co-workers. One wrote of him: “Dr. Tanakadate always
gave the impression he was learning along with us.”’® And another stated: “Ta-
nakadate never made us think he knew everything and was going to show us exact-
ly how to do our work.”?! Reinhard Bendix specified the crucial difference between
German and Japanese ways of conducting such relationships when he wrote:

In Germany . . . interpersonal relations [among people of unequal status] tend to be
hierarchic, master-servant relations . . . whereas in Japan hierarchy is softened by
kinship simulations, and status equals have an elaborate ritual of collaboration
which, so far as I am aware, is altogether missing in Germany.”?

Finally, to the extent that academic appointments in the Japanese universities
were based on particularistic criteria rather than “merit,” they may have resembled
nepotistic patterns in German universities and may have yielded similarly dysfunc-
tional results for the progress of knowledge. Yet certain differences in the form such
appointments took suggest the need for caution in making such statements. No
comprehensive—or even fragmentary—study of nepotism in German university ap-
pointments has ever been done, but scattered evidence suggests a relatively com-
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mon pattern was for a son or grandson to succeed a professor to a particular chair.
(By this means, the chair of anatomy at Wurzburg remained in the hands of the von
Siebold family for a century and a half.)”® But in the pre-1920 Japanese universities,
nepotism worked quite differently. In 1920, there were 51 men on the staff of
Tokyo's Faculty of Medicine who had already achieved the status of full professor at
Tokyo or would eventually do so. As might be expected, 24 had a relative in the
medical profession; but only 13 of these were professors in, or closely connected to,
the Faculty of Medicine. Moreover, all but one of these relatives was a father-in-law
rather than a blood relative. And most significantly, the facther-in-law had accepted
the younger man as son-in-law and heir only after the latter had proven himself by
graduating first, second, or third in his class.”* To the extent that such practices
existed in other fields of scholarship, one would have to conclude that a formally
particularistic appointment process was substantially universalistic in content.

Summary and Conclusions

According to the literacure, Japan's imperial universities were heavily influenced
by German universities in their ideological orientation, social function, formal or-
ganization, pedagogy, and informal organization. But the extent of this influence has
surely been exaggerated. Neither the Japanese nor the German universities concen-
trated on training officials, and a majority of students prior to 1920 graduated in
fields other than law. While most Japanese students did enter public service, most of
their positions were in applied science. In fact, expansion of scientific knowledge—
though effected and applied in somewhat different ways—was the main social func-
tion of both university systems. The Japanese institutions began with a different
philosophy of education; they were more concerned with turning out engineers to
run factories or doctors to treat patients, significantly less involved in creating scien-
tific knowledge or diffusing humanistic values than were the German universities.
Such differences naturally reflected differing structural and financial constraints in
the two countries.

Nor are similarities very notable in formal and informal organization or ped-
agogy. Japan lacked the institutions of Privaidozent, lecture fees, and unobstructed
student migration. Its chair system avoided the rigidities of the German model,
permitting multiple chairs per field. And despite the frequency of their visits to
Germany and contacts with Germans in Japan, Japanese professors do not seem to
have been very authoritarian. Only in their ideological orientation and in their insti-
tutional relationship to external political authority did the Japanese universities
closely resemble the German institutions, and there are serious reasons to question
how significant these similarities were.

That contrary evaluations of the universities have persisted for so long is both
notable and deserving of comment. Why have we been told, since the late nine-
teenth century, that the imperial universities were modeled after the German insti-
tutions? One possible explanation is that historians and social scientists, both Japa-
nese und Western, have too often uncritically accepted historical actors’ descriptions
or characterizations. One can cite statements from the period claiming that Japan's
universities were greatly indebted to those of Germany. In 1915, for instance, the
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lkai Jihi declared in an editorial: “The Japanese educational system follows the Ger-
man pattern in nearly every respect. The manner of teaching, organization, structure
and order are all in the German mold.”?® One can also find historical actors saying
that political or nationalistic objectives were exceedingly important and that every-
thing else must be subordinated to them. Mori Arinori’s dictum that “Both pure and
applied science are to be strictly subordinated to the national need” is merely one
of the best-known remarks of this kind. It seems likely, in fact, that the presence of
so many such assertions by historical actors in the sources used by historians led
many to conclude that political structures and values really do ultimately determine
everything else that happens.

One may freely concede, in fact, that so far as the Meiji-Taisho leadership was
concerned, expansion of national power was the overriding goal of the modern-
ization process. However, the expansion of national power necessarily expressed
itself through channels other than civil administration or political reform. My argu-
ment here is therefore threefold. First of all, I strongly suspect that most leaders at
the time regarded the expansion of scientific knowledge as the principal means of
achieving national power; secondly, I suspect they arrived at this view mostly be-
cause Japan experienced a considerable expansion of scientific knowledge during
the Tokugawa period; and thirdly, I would suggest that even if one found evidence
in official remarks of a belief in the priority of legal over applied science training—
which I consider unlikely—such assertions cannot be seen as forming the basis for
an adequate theoretical explanation of social change in modern Japanese history. We
must avoid committing the common logical fallacy of confusing the historical actor's
viewpoint with that of the present-day observer.

A second, equally common (and closely related to that just mentioned) fallacy
often implicit in prior discussions of the imperial universities is the tendency to
confuse secondary with primary functions in the determination of long-term histori-
cal significance based, in this case, on the universities’ role in the process of social
change. For instance, it might be true—though again, I suspect not—that Tokyo
Imperial University was seen at the time by government officials and by the Japanese
public as primarily an agency for training bureaucrats. However, that does not nec-
essarily establish such perceptions or descriptions as fact from the historian’s per-
spective. Even if it were true that the universities were established for such reasons,
the historian or present-day social scientist surely ought to conclude that their most
important long-term function was the acquisition, or creation and application, of
scientific knowledge, accomplished by training applied scientists who could then
either import such knowledge from outside or produce it at home.

A third reason for the persistence of misinformation about the universities may
be the tendency in so much of the modernization literature to exaggerate the impor-
tance of political values and the role of the public sector in the process of change. It
may even be that a majority of scholars in Japanese studies believe structural and
value changes in the political realm determine—or at least must analytically pre-
cede—changes in the economy, culture, or social structure. For instance, John C.
Pelzel once wrote:
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The economy served {my emphasis] state policy . . . faithfully . . . because the Japa-
nese shared in a remarkable consensus with the bureaucrats and oligarchs the con-
viction that state power and national welfare are indeed overriding goods.?®
And, in 1965, William W. Lockwood stated:
The drive toward industrialization required vigorous and pragmatic initiatives . . . to
pioneer new modes of technology and mobilize increasing resources for the tasks of
development. . .. Political initiatives dominated ... as the Meiji reformers set
about to consolidate the authority of the new regime at home and to fend off threats
from abroad. From the outset . . . the means [my emphasis] to political strength were
seen to be economic in considerable degree.?”
Given the dominance in Japanese studies of the view represented here, we can
readily agree with Robert Ward’'s observation that an interest in and concern for
political modernization “may well have been . . . pressed further in the case of Japan
than in that of any other modern society.” 78

The effect of this paradigm on our view of the universities has been not only
substantial but almost entirely negative. Relative to such matters as the role of scien-
tific and technological innovation in Japanese society, we are, if anything, overly
informed about such contributions to modernization of the Meiji government as its
stabilization of politics or mobilization of capital. If we believe such political changes
to be the only—or at least most important—factor in whether modernization “suc-
ceeds” or “fails,” it is appropriate to perceive the universities as little more than
training schools for officials. But if we consider the modernization process as result-
ing from the expansion of scientific knowledge in society, our perception of the
universities’ role in the social change process necessarily shifts radically.

It could be argued that in some respects the rather recent emergence, in the
work of certain economists, of a second modernization paradigm represents a signif-
icant advance toward understanding scientific or technological factors in change. For
example, Henry Rosovsky and Kazushi Ohkawa’s important study of Japanese eco-
nomic growth, published in 1973, relies on an analysis of “private investment spurts,
technological progress and trend acceleration” to explain development, and specifi-
cally eschews the emphasis placed by earlier investigators on political changes and
political initiatives.”® But even there, the contributions of education or scientific
knowledge to economic growth are given little specific consideration. The authors’
silence on this subject leaves the impression that scientific knowledge and education
were important for development only in terms of their contribution to raising or
lowering the productivity and wages of the labor force. At least, that is the only
contribution of education to economic development they mention specifically.8?
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There is in this newer modernization literature no explicit, or even implicit, recogni-
tion that economic development could not have occurred at all had the higher edu-
cation system not provided a supply of scientists and engineers capable of importing
scientific knowledge from the West and adding to it through research at home.

So inadequate a treatment appears to result from the dominance in these studies
of the growth-accounting paradigm, which assigns educational and technological fac-
tors to a category termed “residuals.” Rosovsky and Ohkawa explain that, apart from
the usual factor inputs of capital and labor, this category exists because “productivity
or output growth frequently exceeds additions of inputs, giving rise to an unex-
plained increment, the so-called residual.”®! The residual can result from variations
in the rates of capital and labor mobilization or quality improvements in either, from
changes in the location or size of factor inputs, or from changes in the scale of
production. Even when virtually all these elements are taken into account, it is said,
economists working under the influence of this model necessarily confront a series
of so-called “unknown factors” or “residuals” which Rosovsky and Ohkawa accu-
rately label a “measure of our ignorance.”8?

Prospects for a shift in our view of the universities and their contribution to
Japan's modernization may also have been inhibited by a series of related beliefs
most commonly found in writings by Japanese scholars but shared in part, in degree,
or both by some Western scholars. These beliefs can be summarized as follows: The
cultural milieu of Tokugawa Japan was pervaded by a wide range of irrational ten-
dencies, and a fundamental indifference or hostility toward rational explanations of
nature. These irrational tendencies persisted into the modern period, thwarted the
development of “scientific” thought, and obstructed greater support for research
and higher education. Related to these tendencies was an inclination to imitate or
copy uncritically what more advanced societies had achieved in science, technology,
or formal institutions. The combination of these tendencies meant that the most
drastic cultural reforms were necessary for “modernization” to “succeed.”8?

In evaluating these arguments, it is useful to note that the first two rely on histor-
ical “facts” and anthropological assumptions for which neither historical scholarship
nor modern anthropology provides much support at the present time. In history,
Albert Craig’s, H. D. Harootunian’s, and Tetsuo Najita's important researches into
late Tokugawa thought suggest that strategic elements of Neo-Confucian philoso-
phy gave considerable legitimacy to the acquisition of natural knowledge, i.e., sci-
ence. Moreover, the degree of this validation sufficed—with support from other
factors—to create the foundations of a modern scientific culture well before 1868.84
From an anthropological standpoint, it may be said that the aforementioned argu-
ments depend heavily on a dichotomization of Japan’s intellectual or cultural history
into “pre-scientific-scientific”’—a kind of analysis once, but no longer, considered

81 (Note 79 above), p. 44.

82 Ibid., p. 48.

83 Representative of such views, in varying de-
grees, are Nakamura Hajime, The Ways of Think-
ing of Eastern Peoples ([Philip Wiener, trans.], Hono-
lulu; East-West Center Press, 1964) and Hideki
Yukawa, “Modern Trend of Western Civilization
and Cultural Peculiarities in Japan"” (in Charles A.
Moore [ed.), The Japanese Mind, Honolulu: East-
West Center Press, 1967, pp. 52-65).

84 On the validation of science by Neo-Con-

fucian thought, see Craig, "'Science and Con-
fucianism in Tokugawa Japan" in Marius B. Jansen
(ed.), Changing Japanese Attitudes toward Modern-
szation (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press, 1965s),
pPP149-51. On the emergence of a scientific cul-
ture in general, see Harootunian, Toward Restora-
tion (Berkeley: Univ. of California Press, 1970),
pp. 325-50 and Najita, “Intellectual Change in
Early Eighteenth-Century Tokugawa Con-
fucianism,” JAS, XXIV (1975), pp. 931-44.
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valid by anthropologists.®® A new anthropological consensus has yet to emerge on
how to precisely conceptualize legitimate differences—and important similarities—
between the dominant intellectual approaches to nature of, say, Zuni Indians and
modern physicists; but few if any ethnographers or theorists in anthropology still
believe a major qualitative gap exists between the two.8® One may even suspect that
only among some non-anthropological Japan specialists does Lucien Levy-Bruhl's
older view still enjoy support.

As for the contention that Japanese have been unusually inclined to imitation,
such characterizations reflect an absence of historical perspective and are sociologi-
cally naive. While imitation by the Japanese of other societies’ technology, science,
and institutions did occur, it was highly selective, drastically limited—confined, in
most instances, to a few very general aims—and had little to do with any inherent
cultural peculiarities. Instances of significant cultural borrowing by other societies
provide a useful perspective from which to examine cultural borrowing by the Japa-
nese. Western Europe, for instance, undertook cultural borrowing from the Arab
world from about 1100, and continued this importation of knowledge and skills
more-or-less uncritically for about a centuty and a half. Of this experience, the Bel-
gian historian Pierre Felix de Mandonnet once wrote: “[Before the sixteenth cen-
tury,] the original elements of the culture of the Middle Ages were still in the back-
grour:d, being hidden or supplanted by foreign elements.”®?

But the Arabs themselves also had a history of comprehensive, large-scale bor-
rowing from other societies, as Fernand van Steenberghen has observed:

The Arab conquest [of the seventh century A.D.] was the starting point for a new
civilization in the southern basin of the Mediterranean. Mingling with the peoples
they subdued, the Arabs showed an extraordinary power of assimilation; their cul-
ture had nothing really original about it, even in religion; but they were able to reap
great benefit from the hellenistic civilization.?®
Such instances of borrowing by two societies so widely removed—both culturally
and geographically—from Japan may prompt us to ask whether Japan’'s relationship
to China in the seventh century, or to Europe and the United States in the late nine-
teenth—early twentieth, really differed qualitatively from that of Western Europe to
the Arabs in the thirteenth century or that of the Arabs to the Greeks in the sev-
enth. Might there not, in short, be shared historical experiences, or common struc-
tural realities having little to do with inherent cultural proclivities, that explain a
particular society’s tendency to imitate another?

A large body of sociological literature has claimed as much. The French sociolo-

gist Gabriel de Tarde maintained that a given society's tendency to imitate others or

88 The classical statement of the “primitive
mind" thesis is that of Lucien Levy-Bruhl, Les Fonc-
tions mentales dan les sociétés inférieures (Paris: Al-
can, 1910).

88 Some modern anthropologists would accept
Emile Durkheim’s thesis that scientific thought re-
sulted from a gradual process of evolutionary de-
velopment from “primitive” religious thought.
More would probably associate themselves with
the view of Claude Lévi-Strauss: that one ought to
define the problem in terms of "two distinct
modes” appropriate to the “two strategic levels at
which nature is accessible.” On Durkheim’s posi-
tion, see Robin Horton's important essay “Levy-
Bruhl, Durkheim and the Scientific Revolution” in

Horton & Ruth Finnegan (eds.), Modes of Thought:
Bssays on Thinking in Western and Non-Western So-
cieties (London: Faber & Faber, 1973), pp. 249~
30s. For Lévi-Strauss's views, sce his The Sarage
Mind [1st pub. 1962] (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago
Press, 1960), pp. 1—33.

87 Siger de Brabant et I'Averroisme latin an X11Ime
sidcle (Louvain: Institut Supérieur de Philosophie
de I'Université, 1911), p. 2.

88 (Leonard Johnston, trans.), Aristotle in the
West: The Origins of Latin Aristotelianism (Louvain:
E. Nauwelaerts, 195s), p. 16. 1 am indebted to
Professor Joseph H. Lynch, my colleague in
medieval history at the Ohio State University, for
calling my attention to van Steenberghen’s book.
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innovate for itself is very much a function of its interaction processes with other
societies. Geographical isolation, he said, generally yields less innovation than active
involvement with other peoples. Similarly, dense communications and extensive
foreign contacts may well produce greater innovation.8® Rapid cultural borrowing,
on the other hand, may follow from a society’s sudden realization that a major tech-
nological gap exists between itself and other societies.?® Though obviously too
simple in this particular form, the idea that interaction favors innovation while isola-
tion inhibits it, or that isolation followed by interaction yields massive cultural bor-
rowing, underscores the importance of structural variables in understanding in-
novation or imitation, as compared with the frequently ill-defined psychological or
cultural variables which deny comparability yet are so often favored by historians.

Some of this literature may also facilitate understanding of the actual imitation or
borrowing process. In Les Lois de 'imitation, for instance, Tarde set forth the idea
that imitation generally proceeds from what he called the “inner to the outer
man.”"?! By this he meant to suggest that ideas are apt to be borrowed before the
institutions that express them, and that the imitation or borrowing of ends almost
always precedes the imitation or borrowing of means. Alfred Schutz, Peter Berger,
and Thomas Luckmann have further developed this point of view. Employing a
strategy radically different from those generally found in sociological writings on
stasis and change, Schutz and his disciples have insisted that, in explaining behavior,
cognitive structures—ideas and beliefs of all kinds—be considered primary, their
institutional expressions secondary. Put another way, knowledge—defined as what-
ever people consider true—becomes the independent variable, institutional ex-
pressions of it a dependent variable.??

Such theoretical assumptions and historical comparisons may support the view
of the universities’ contribution to Japan's modernization advocated here. If, follow-
ing Schutz, we ascertain the Japanese leaders’ goals in modernization and the means
they chose to reach them, we immediately perceive the truth of earlier character-
izations: The Meiji-Taisho leaders saw weakness in Japanese society, and opted for
an expansion of national power. They furcher observed backwardness, and opted for
science and economic growth. These responses can be considered a direct imitation
of the West, with imperialism stimulating a counter-imperialism. The goal or end of
modernization was completely straightforward and far from original.

But the means selected to achieve the goal were highly original. The backlog of
undigested knowledge was so great that attempts to directly replicate Western expe-
rience—specifically that of Germany—would almost certainly have failed. Russia
had tried this in the eighteenth century; there, official perception of a technological
gap vis-2-vis the West produced a science academy with nothing but foreign mem-
bers who taught no science and trained no successors, merely did research of no
relevance to a backward society.?® Partly because of the timing (the eighteenth

8 Terry N. Clark (ed.), Gabriel Tarde on Com-
munication and Social Infiuence (Chicago: Univ. of
Chicago Press, 1969), pp. 22-20.

90 Alexander Gerschenkron, EBconoméc Back-
wardness in Historical Perspective (Cambridge: Bel-
knap Press of Harvard Univ. Press, 1062), pp. 3—

29.
1 (Elsie C. Parsons, trans.), The Laws of Imiia-

tion (New York: Henry Holt, 1903), pp. 189-254.

92 Schuez, Collected Papers (The Hague: Martinus
Nijhoff, 1062), I, p. 149; Berger & Luckmann, T be
Social Construction of Reality (Garden City, NY:
Doubleday Anchor, 1967), pp. 14-15.

93 Alexander Vucinich, Science in Russian Cul-
ture: A History to 1860 (Stanford: Stanford Univ.
Press, 1963), pp. 75—122.
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century was still an era of amateur science; advocates of a more intimate relationship
between science and society were still few), partly for other reasons, Japan's re-
sponse was more creative. There, from the start, major emphasis was placed on the
universities in which engineering and other applied sciences had a central place.
Germany's one-chair rule was set aside; the Privatdozent system, lecture fees, and
unrestricted student migration were all rejected. Primary emphasis was placed on
the systematic importation of existing knowledge, rather than the creation of new
knowledge. These decisions were far from a duplication of Germany's experience,
where research was always paramount. Instead, they represented a careful calcula-
tion of ends and means, and are best considered an innovative response to the prob-
lem of technical and scientific backwardness.

Might it not be objected, however, that stating the argument this way makes
scientific knowledge and the universities mere adjuncts of political power? And
would that not support those who stress the centrality and causal primacy of political
values and structures in Japan's modernization? I think not, for this reason: Accord-
ing to Daniel Bell, universities constitute the “axial structures” of any society in
which technological innovation is based on scientific knowledge.?* While, in his
estimation, only the United States of the 1970s has fully achieved this state, Japan's
experience in the Meiji-Taisho years was not incommensurable. Government lead-
ers, businessmen, and educators saw the need for massive importations of scientific
knowledge; students and professors understood the opportunities its acquisition
wouldigiverthemyanditheuniversitiessweresthesmarketplace that effected the ex-
change.

% Bell (n. 80 above), pp. xvi, 25-206.
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