
The Society for Japanese Studies

Reply to Albert M. Craig's Review of Thomas M. Huber, The Revolutionary Origins of Modern
Japan, in Volume 9, Number 1
Author(s): Thomas M. Huber
Source: Journal of Japanese Studies, Vol. 9, No. 2 (Summer, 1983), pp. 449-460
Published by: The Society for Japanese Studies
Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/132318 .

Accessed: 27/10/2013 09:03

Your use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of the Terms & Conditions of Use, available at .
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

 .
JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of
content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms
of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.

 .

The Society for Japanese Studies is collaborating with JSTOR to digitize, preserve and extend access to
Journal of Japanese Studies.

http://www.jstor.org 

This content downloaded from 142.51.1.212 on Sun, 27 Oct 2013 09:03:26 AM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/action/showPublisher?publisherCode=sjs
http://www.jstor.org/stable/132318?origin=JSTOR-pdf
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp
http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


THOMAS M. HUBER 

Reply to Albert M. Craig's review of Thomas M. 
Huber, The Revolutionary Origins of Modern 
Japan, in Volume 9, Number 1 

It is difficult to recognize some passages of Craig's review as being 
about my Revolutionary Origins. The principal themes of my book 
are not described by Craig. The evidence for these themes is neither 
assessed nor clearly presented. Craig is really concerned in his 
review to address the same set of ideas he wrote about twenty years 
ago in his Journal of Asian Studies article of 1959 and his Choshii 
monograph of 1961. Craig's essay is articulate and often interesting, 
though it may greatly mislead readers as to where I stand on the 
issues he chooses to deal with. 

Craig's review article is ten pages long. The first two pages 
purport to offer my conclusions and to characterize the evidence for 
them. Craig's remaining eight pages are a refutation of four selected 
propositions that he alleges appear in Revolutionary Origins. Let us 
go through the several parts of Craig's review to see what he actually 
says. On his opening pages Craig devotes four paragraphs to 
"Huber's interpretation of the Restoration." His approach here is an 
unusual one in that he does not state my argument, but presents 
instead a very different argument that appears nowhere in my book. 
Craig proposes that the thesis of Revolutionary Origins is this: all 
samurai in Chishfi with incomes under 200 koku favored reform and 
strived for Restoration, while samurai with over 200 koku favored 
reform less or resisted. Somehow the income levels of samurai 
caused them to embrace one political line or the other.1 (Though 

1. Craig attributes this argument to me on p. 140, lines 5-18, and quotes a 
sentence of mine that does set up a 200 koku dividing line (lines 14-18). In the context 
of my volume, however, this statement is not about the whole Restoration, nor about 
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450 Journal of Japanese Studies 

Craig does not use the term, I will for brevity's sake refer to this 
notion as "income-mechanism.") Actually I make no such argu- 
ment. Unfortunately, Craig repeats his inaccurate attribution of it 
six times in his essay.2 It would be unfair to conclude that Craig 
made a deliberate misrepresentation here. His treatment is in terms 
of concepts that have been familiar to him for twenty years, while 
my ideas are rather new. 

Very little of the language in my book is assimilable to the 
concept of income-mechanism, and instead I speak of "service 
intelligentsia," "service class," "professionalized elements," and 
the like, along with the experiences, values, and reformist agendas 
of this group. These terms are not necessarily related to income, and 
Craig acknowledges their existence in my book, but for some rea- 
son, and very mistakenly, he feels compelled repeatedly to explain 
to his reader that surely these terms refer only to income levels. The 
"service intelligentsia," he writes, are "those with stipends of less 
than 200 koku," or "the service strata" are defined "in terms of 
lowerness, samurai with less than 200 koku" (p. 140, lines 11-13; p. 
141, lines 20-28). Craig draws this idiosyncratic association no 
fewer than four times in his text.3 These statements are cut from 
whole cloth. Craig does not quote any of my text to support them, 
except for his highly exceptional use of my second footnote on 
page 33.4 

Craig uses some phrases from my book in his first two pages, 
though he never quite manages to state my argument. He states a 
different argument that has obviously been of interest to him for 
some years, apparently with the purpose of creating a forum in 
which he might again discuss the income-mechanism question. I am 
sure Craig's advocacy on this issue is of value to the profession, 

the movement in Ch6shfi. Nor is any causality assigned to the income levels. In fact 
Craig pulls his quotation not from my conclusion, but from a footnote to a table on 
page 33. The footnote locates the apparent political divisions in one of the 17 ranks of 
Choshfi samurai listed in the table. 

Craig performs an apotheosis on these obscure lines. They become "Huber's 
interpretation of the Restoration," a direct causal explanation of the whole reformist 
movement. Craig creates for them a grand function they were not expected to serve 
as the second of three footnotes on page 33. 

2. Craig's p. 141, lines 27-28; p. 141, line 43 through p. 142, line 1; p. 142, lines 
11-12; p. 143, line 36; p. 147, lines 19-20; p. 148, lines 35-36. 

3. The first two statements are in p. 140, lines 11-13 and p. 141, lines 20-28. The 
other two are p. 142, line 11 and p. 143, line 36. 

4. See note 1 above. 
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though I am not convinced that a review of a book about something 
else is an appropriate forum for it. 

Having not presented my argument in his introductory pages, 
Craig similarly does not recount the evidence supporting it. He 
allows on his first page that there are seven chapters making up the 
body of my book, but dismisses these as being mere biographies that 
lack analytical relevance. He attaches some vague praise to these 
"biographical" chapters which amounts to a denial that they have 
analytical substance. This formula, brought forward in Craig's sec- 
ond paragraph, frees him from any further portrayal of this material. 
Sure enough, though he has nine remaining pages of text, he does 
not use any of it for a systematic description of the content of these 
chapters. He does, however, state the "only biographies" idea 
twice more in stronger terms.5 

Craig's thrice-stated implication that the body of my book con- 
sists of chirrupy biography without analytical import may be set 
aside by anyone examining the volume. Since I present a new 
explanation of the motives of the Restoration movement in Choshfi, 
it behooved me to show, among other things, that this explanation 
would work if applied to actual individuals. I therefore did personal 
case studies of three activists known to have been devoted to the 
movement. These case studies occupy 55 of the book's 281 pages.6 
The 226 remaining pages argue reformist proposals, reformist mo- 
tives, iconoclastic ideologies, social origins of groups, insurgent 
strategy, and political events in which the revolutionary movement 
was involved.7 The "only biographies" parody is untrue. Even so, 
to make the idea crystal clear, Craig offers it three times in increas- 
ingly categorical terms. What interest could Craig possibly have in 
fashioning such a caricature? Perhaps he wished to free himself to 
write about something other than the content of my chapters. 

In his two-page introduction Craig manages to attribute to me an 
income-mechanist argument I did not make, and to suggest some- 
what idiosyncratically that seven chapters of the nine chapters of my 
book are only biographies with no analytical relevance. On the other 

5. See p. 139, line 21 through p. 140, line 4; p. 141, lines 10-13; p. 148, lines 
30-33. 

6. Pp. 7-22, 69, 72, 75-91, 92-97, 100-101, 106, 143-54, 157-60, 197-200, and 
207. 

7. Note that in my table of contents each chapter is associated with the name of an 
individual activist in order to impose some aesthetic unity on this highly diverse 
material. A person who read only the table of contents without opening the book 
would indeed have the impression the chapters were "only biography." 
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hand, the argument I did make is neither sketched out nor addressed 
by Craig in these pages. 

Let us consider briefly my actual analysis and the evidence for it. 
My approach might be described as a vocational-class argument. I 
provide biographical evidence and other kinds. My actual thesis is 
this: during the Edo era, daimyo, to increase their wealth and power, 
"rationalized" the lower echelons of their governing apparatuses. 
This meant that operatives would face career-long service in a spe- 
cialized capacity, educational competition for posts, and obligatory 
mastery of complex skills such as mathematics and medicine (see 
my pp. 225-27). Parallel vocationalization went on in other sectors, 
especially ecclesiastical, pedagogical, and commercial. This long- 
term structural change inevitably yielded two distinct groups in each 
domain: (1) the daimyo and great retainers near him, and 
(2) vocationalized operatives. The great vassals (called yorigumi in 
Choshfi), even when idle, received through this system wealth 
greater than a man could use. They kept luxurious mansions and 
many servants. Beyond that they burned off their surplus wealth in 
lavish feudal ceremony that celebrated their high estate. Their ac- 
cess to the highest han offices was securely hereditary (pp. 211-12). 

The service operatives, by contrast, were subjected to a relent- 
less standard of real performance, and since the system did not exist 
for their sakes, their livelihood was kept at a bare minimum, forcing 
them to restrict or give up family life. Their access to modest offices 
depended on uncertain success in a grueling intellectual competi- 
tion, and inter-generationally repeated failure meant loss of samurai 
status (pp. 213-14). The values and life-styles of the high vassals and 
of service operatives were poles apart. They never intermarried. 
One group existed to enjoy its leisure and got everything. The other 
existed to work and got nothing. It was just a matter of time before 
service elements somewhere in Japan sought to change this system. 
This meant (1) perceiving the double standard, (2) devising an alter- 
native social structure, (3) developing ideologies to justify such 
change, (4) finding a political embarrassment to the old regime they 
could use for leverage, and (5) pursuing a practical strategy that 
would allow them to prevail and reconstruct society. Reconstruction 
meant disestablishment of privileged great vassals, and redirection 
of the vast wealth so freed into new services urgently needed by the 
society-medical, military, educational, and so on-while drasti- 
cally increasing access to power and perquisites for the ambitious 
but threadbare service group. 
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This is what the Choshfi movement was, an effort by its profes- 
sionalized service echelon to create a new public order based on 
social performance, not patrimony. What is the evidence for this? 
Division of shi samurai into an aristocratic class and a service class 
has been noted by John Hall and Fukuzawa Yukichi (p. 211). That 
the Choshfi activists were incensed at this split is clear in the writ- 
ings of Yoshida Sh6in (pp. 52-55). Yoshida and his student Kusaka 
elaborated broad principles that might inform a general social recon- 
struction and developed startling applications of these principles 
including replacement of the Tokugawa regime.8 Yoshida created 
ideologies to justify drastic change (pp. 59-66). Perry's arrival pro- 
vided the opportunity to act.9 The activists pursued hazardous es- 
calating strategies of political takeover, including ideological chal- 
lenge, then politicking, terror, and ultimately positional warfare.10 

The whole Restoration movement in Choshfi, the Sonjuku group, 
the Aumeisha group, and other constituencies, came out of those 
backgrounds most intensely linked with vocationalized service.1I 
They were priests, physicians, schoolmasters, scholars, and samurai 
in the educated ranks that competed for posts, namely certain lower 
rungs of the type called shi (pp. 217-20). The nature and content of 
service class ethos and motives is concretely illustrated by biograph- 
ical case studies.12 Aristocratic samurai around the daimyo were 
also technically of shi rank, but by looking at characteristic career 
experiences, and at rank and income levels of supporters and adver- 
saries of reform, it is possible to gain a sense of the frugal lower 
levels of shi where service values prevailed, of the flush upper levels 
where aristocratic values prevailed, and of the ambiguous zone 
between. 13 The 200 koku mark is useful for this purpose. (This is the 
fragment of evidence Craig chose to portray, mistakenly, as my 
argument.) 

Opposing reform were also a few shi operatives who identified 
with service to aristocrats rather than to people and polity. Support- 
ing reform were a few vocationalized aristocrats (pp. 245-46). At 
several points the evidence is drawn together to make the case that 
Ch6shfi men were motivated to restructure Japan by their percep- 

8. Pp. 43-52, 114-16, and 220-22. 
9. Pp. 64 and 74-77. 
10. Pp. 25-26, 28-31, 71-73, 77-80, 99-104, 117-29, 131-42, 171-83, 200-206. 
11. Tables 1-11, pp. 32-37, 104-106, 125-31, 184-92, and 196. 
12. Pp. 7-22, 93-97, 128, 144-46, 149-52, 157-60, 194-95, and 197. 
13. Pp. 32-37, 184-92, and 217-20. 
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tions and interests as a proto-modern professional service intel- 
ligentsia living in a still very feudal world. 14 

What is Craig's response to this vocational-class argument, made 
in so many ways over 281 pages? Nothing. He offers no clue of its 
existence. The utopian ideologies, the learned selflessness, the re- 
peated calls for reform, the solidarity of young and old, the bitter 
class complaints, the educational values, the schoolmaster activism, 
Craig neglects it all. He bypasses the thesis, and omits reference to 
evidence supporting it. The theme and evidence for it that comprise 
my book go unmentioned in Craig's review. Craig chooses instead to 
reiterate an argument he made twenty years ago. This argument is of 
interest, though it is little related to this book. 

After his two-page introduction, Craig makes no further gesture 
at describing Revolutionary Origins, and his eight subsequent pages 
are devoted to refutation. This material is loosely gathered under 
four headings, each representing a presumed subtheme of my work. 
Craig does not say why he chose these four topics, but he enumer- 
ates them as "problems with this book," starting each section after 
the first with the phrase "A second problem with Huber's analysis," 
"A third problem with this book," and so on. 

Each section is a colorful mosaic. Each begins with a brief 
statement purporting to represent some feature of the book. There 
follows a loose congeries of observations apropos of that topic. 
There is not always a sustained analytical line within these subsec- 
tions, but the consistently negative tone provides unity. The absence 
of obvious sequentiality in his observations brought Craig in his 
second section to assign letters of the alphabet, "a" through "f," to 
the paragraphs (pp. 142-44). 

Unfortunately, the four rubrics themselves are idiosyncratic, and 
it is difficult to see how they bear on each other or on the book. Craig 
abandons the effort to quote from my text, and in these eight pages, 
excepting four lines on Takasugi and Nagai, and three lines on the 
Meiji reforms,15 no complete sentence is quoted. Craig pays little 
heed to what is actually in the book and at some junctures seems not 
to know.16 

14. Pp. 52-59 and 211-17. 
15. P. 143, line 39 through p. 144, line 1; p. 147, lines 9-11. 
16. Craig writes, for example, that I failed to note that the "presence of high 

ranking kar5 in the reformist camp was not anomalous but normal" (p. 146, lines 
3-4). But in fact my argument about these karo hinges on their reformist activity's 
being normal (my p. 245). At another point Craig asks "how can [Huber] argue that 
lower samurai interests were served by the abolition of the samurai class?" (p. 147, 
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Craig's first refutation section purports to deal with the identity 
of the "service strata," but really is addressed once more to discred- 
iting the "lower samurai" income-mechanist idea (p. 141, line 15 
through p. 142, line 23). Since I do not argue income-mechanism, 
there is no need for me to comment on these pages. It is important 
not to assume automatically that Craig proceeded in bad faith here. 
My ideas must seem new to him, and Craig perhaps wrote without 
grasping them fully. He suggests this latter possibility himself, as- 
serting he did not completely understand "what [the author] in- 
tended to say" about service strata composition (p. 141, lines 41- 
42). This admission follows 13 lines of confused summary that do 
serve as testimony to his uncertainty (cf. my pp. 32-37). The reader 
should be aware that in these pages Craig vehemently attacks many 
propositions, which may leave the impression that these proposi- 
tions are made in my book. 

Craig's second rubric is aimed at an alleged "Manichean dichot- 
omy" in my book between conservatives and reformists (p. 142, line 
24 though p. 145, line 2). Much of this is again couched in terms of a 
gratuitous assault on income-mechanism. Beyond that I clearly state 
in my work that there are a few crossovers between the aristocratic 
class and the service class, and give reasons for this that Craig does 
not challenge nor mention (pp. 245-46). There is little need for me to 
comment on the inaccurate unifying premise of this section either. 17 

lines 12-13). This is an odd question to pose since I argue from the first page to the 
last that the Restoration movement was not a creature of "lower samurai," that many 
adherents were not samurai at all, and rather that it was a struggle against hereditary 
privilege by ambitious professional service elements, whose old regime perquisites 
were nearly nil (my pp. 32-37). This query of Craig's is neither right nor wrong, but 
bizarre, almost as if he had not read the book. 

17. Craig raises several side issues in this section that merit a few words. He 
claims that the political means and ends of Yoshida Shoin's group of activists were 
incompatible with those of Chosh0's reformist officials (p. 142, line 33 through p. 143, 
line 8). I argue at some length going back to primary materials that their means and 
ends were very compatible (pp. 99-111, 117-20, 157-59, 164-65, 171, and 192-97). 
Craig asserts my view cannot "withstand scrutiny." He does not reveal the existence 
of my extensive evidence on this, however, let alone challenge it. If this material 
cannot "withstand scrutiny," why does he give it such a wide berth? 

Craig asserts further that it was impossible for Nagai Uta and the Mundane Views 
faction of officials to have both been "conservative," since the latter did not support 
Nagai's mission to the Bakufu (p. 143, lines 24-33). Is Craig really prepared to insist 
that two persons or factions cannot have the same basic political perceptions and yet 
disagree about a particular policy? Is this not actually very common in political 
environments? 

Craig suggests that Nagai Uta early in his life had a stipend of 150 koku, and 300 
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The third rubric of Craig's refutation deals with the Meiji reforms 
(p. 145, line 3 through p. 147, line 30). It begins with the usual brief 
caricature, in this instance suggesting I claimed there already existed 
a blueprint for all the Meiji reforms even before 1848 (p. 145, lines 
4-11). Craig adds that I never found this blueprint (p. 146, lines 
31-32). He then goes into a pattern of defensive backpedaling. He 
says my view is "never adequately demonstrated" and yet "much in 
this view is not new" (p. 145, lines 7 and 12). He says "no one would 
say that what came before [1868] did not influence what came 
afterwards," and yet "there were discontinuities" (p. 145, lines 
21-22 and 26). He says "Certainly the impetus for reform came from 
within [Japan]," yet adds "it is hard to think of Meiji reforms that 
were not shaped by Western models" (p. 145, lines 24-25; p. 147, 
lines 7-8). 

If all I did was make the ludicrous blueprint argument, why does 
Craig turn all these somersaults? In fact I do offer a comprehensive 
argument about the theoretical origins of the Meiji reforms, though 
even in their most advanced elaboration as of 1862 they "are far 
from being a detailed blueprint of the Meiji Restoration" (my p. 
116). 18 J make the case that Yoshida Shoin, and the larger circle of 
thinkers of which he was a part, was on the track of a major 
breakthrough in terms of the principles of social organization. It 
occurred to Yoshida and others that institutions both could and 
should be so ordered as to serve the many needs of the whole 

koku only later, and that Nagai therefore should be in the reformist camp, not- the 
aristocrats'. The income numbers have no automatic causal significance, but I do use 
them to indicate roughly the likely locales of certain social values and ethoses among 
persons who are shi samurai. This use of the numbers works as well for Nagai as for 
other cases in that most young samurai in Ch6shfi, as elsewhere, had their stipends 
sharply reduced on accession, usually by half, then gradually raised with years of 
service back up to the parental maximum if they served well. Does Craig really not 
know this? 

Craig implies that I conceal the income of Yamagata Taika, conservative 
apologist, because it is anomalous with respect to income numbers. In fact I omit a 
discussion of his income because he appears in a chapter that is about ideology, not 
social identity, a subject I discuss elsewhere. It should be clear to a thoughtful reader, 
however, that a few crossover scholars of service class origins would be motivated in 
the same way as the few crossover Mundane Views officials, namely because they 
were devoted to a service to aristocrats rather than service to people and polity. See 
my pp. 245-46. 

18. This position is presented as conspicuously as can be in five titled sections, 
"Reform of the Academy and Domain," "Reform at the National Level," "The 
Restorationist Tendency," "A First Draft of Restoration," and "The Origins of the 
Meiji Reforms." 
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population, not the lavish comfort of a few hereditary rulers and 
their high vassals. This idea, an ordinary notion to us, was far from 
ordinary in the context of the realities and legitimizing principles of 
the Bakuhan world. It denied the traditional patrimonial foundations 
on which the whole society rested. It was revolutionary in the most 
literal sense. Documents by Yoshida that articulated it were named 
in his death warrant. This new principle implied shifting surplus 
wealth on a large scale from daimyo and near-vassal consumption to 
various public services. It implied choosing operatives at all levels 
by real ability to achieve, not by lineage or other criteria serving 
daimyo interests. It implied the development or discovery, by every 
imaginable route, of new forms of institutional service that could 
meet the needs of the people and the nation. 

It is obvious that this principle is susceptible of as many applica- 
tions as there are needs of man and society. Yoshida did not develop 
all the applications, nor did the Meiji reformers even with the West- 
ern example, nor have Japanese leaders since developed them all. 
But Yoshida and his students advocated a number of them: an 
administrative bureaucracy responsible to itself and the public, not 
to daimyo and Shogun; strictly merit-oriented institutions of higher 
education; a diplomatic presence in other nations; public hospitals; 
import of Western technical methods; and a deep-water navy; to 
name a few. The principle and the applications were all extremely 
controversial, so Yoshida developed an elaborate ideological ap- 
paratus to justify them. He elaborated as well ideas that justified the 
hazardous activism needed to bring this vision about. 

Craig in the two-plus journal pages he devotes to the "context of 
reforms" does not describe this argument for the reader. Could it be 
that Craig's somersaults apropos of continuity and Western models 
are an oblique effort to challenge this argument while not stating it? 
Craig goes on in this section to offer "three phases" he feels account 
for the Meiji reforms. I am always interested in Professor Craig's 
perceptions. But I wonder why he did not describe mine. 

In the fourth section of Craig's eight-page refutation (p. 147, line 
31 through p. 148, line 28), he addresses the biographical question of 
Yoshida Shoin. Craig again devotes only a few lines to what I had 
said (lines 31-38), which leave a peculiar impression. Craig says the 
author's "main concern is to present Shiin as the champion of 
rational reformism, and this leads him to play down the irrational 
side of Shoin." This odd line seems to imply that there are calm 
people and emotionally intense people, and that only the calm 
people, those unlike Shoin, may advocate reform. This is not a 
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useful dichotomy. In the history of recent centuries it has been just 
as often emotionally intense persons who have effectively sought 
reform. In fact I argue that Yoshida was a formidable champion of 
reform because he was emotionally intense.19 But he also advocated 
reforms when he was calm. It is clear that Yoshida was passionately 
committed to reform, and that this commitment and his intellectual 
commitment were mutually nourishing. Not only does Craig not 
faithfully describe this position, but in a few lines he sets up a rather 
queer premise that would make it theoretically impossible. Why is 
he at such pains, not only to avoid mention of my argument, but also 
to steer the uninformed reader away from it? 

Craig goes on to suggest that I have ignored all the established 
evidence on Yoshida, and that my conclusions about him are there- 
fore arbitrary. He refers to David Earl for the "established" fact 
that Yoshida embraced "irrational veneration of the emperor." He 
then says I fail to account for Yoshida's "irrational" response to 
the "Bakufu-court split in 1858," his "espousal of an uprising of the 
common people," "his final embrace of martyrdom," his favoring 
"virtuous actions" rather than "results," and his students' "break- 
ing with him" for his rashness. 

This seems persuasive, but none of these "facts" are true. Much 
of the American scholarship on Yoshida Shiin was done in the late 
1950s, when explaining Japanese militarism seemed an urgent task. I 
believe I have shown, by examination of the primary material, that 
none of these 1950s assumptions about Yoshida's career are valid. 
The single statement of Yoshida's referred to by Craig and quoted 
by Earl (1964, p. 189) as proving Yoshida's "irrational veneration of 
the emperor," is a rhetorical device of a few lines in Yoshida's 
12-volume oeuvre.20 Yoshida paid no special heed to the "Bakufu- 

19. Pp. 55-59 and 157-59. 
20. Craig is taken in here by a figure of speech. Since the days of Yamazaki Ansai 

(1618-82), the Japanese tenn6 was regarded by most Japanese thinkers as tantamount 
to the spiritual authority of "heaven" (ten), not to the temporal authority of "kings" 
(8). Shogunal identity continued to be interpreted either way, however, depending on 
the interpreter. Yoshida saw the Shogun as a temporal power only. In an essay 
submitted to him by a future student in 1856, Yoshida discovered the notion that the 
Shogun was, like the emperor, part of the ultimately legitimizing apparatus of the 
polity. He responded with his usual rhetorical intensity, not hesitating to use some 
pungent Chinese formulas about the emperor's exclusive authority. "Even if the 
emperor ... should be as cruel as Chieh and Chou.... and punish with death all the 
millions of people within the four seas," they should remain respectful, etc. The 
phrase is obviously a literary device. It appears in Yoshida's "Sait6 Sei no bun o 
hy6su" essay. See Yoshida Shoin zenshu, Yamaguchi ken kyoiku kai, ed. (Tokyo: 
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court split" until he heard on 6/19/58 that the Bakufu, despite Harris' 
pressure toward a new treaty, had rejected all major commitment to 
reform (pp. 74-75). Yoshida never espoused an "uprising of the 
common people," but he did urge political mobilization of the stu- 
dents and other elements of transient population in Kyoto, a mea- 
sure that was later successful (p. 76). Although Yoshida's adver- 
saries embraced his martyrdom, he and his friends resisted it franti- 
cally (pp. 81-82). And so on.2' 

Craig suggests I drew my biographical conclusions arbitrarily, 
with no knowledge of or regard for the "nestablished" evidence. Yet, 
on each point he mentions I actually went back to the original 
sources to show the inherited wisdom was unreliable. Craig gives his 
reader no clue that I engaged all these questions, instead plainly 
implies I did not, and even suggests my work is gravely flawed for 
my not doing so. Is this not misleading?22 

Iwanami shoten, 1940) (12 volumes), Vol. 4, p. 140, lines 4-7. There is no question, 
however, that Yoshida was a passionate advocate of "loyalty to the emperor" in the 
symbolic sense. It should be kept in mind also that for Yoshida the Imperial Will was 
to be interpreted by sages like himself, not by the individual who happened to be 
emperor. Yoshida firmly advised Emperor Komei what political actions he should 
take in his "On the Conditions of the Times" memorial of 9/1858, and when Komei 
after 8/18/63 expelled Yoshida's students from the imperial compound, they charac- 
teristically withdrew to Choshfi, and announced that they stood for the Imperial Will, 
not he. 

21. The remaining three issues are resolved in my pages 26, 82-84, and 97. 
22. At the end of this section, and twice elsewhere (p. 146, lines 17-24; p. 147, 

lines 25-30) Craig indicates that Yoshida's Sonjuku group of activists were loyalist 
fanatics, more akin to Maebara Issei's rebels of 1876, and Saigo's of 1877, than to the 
Meiji state. This is a curious thing to say since Yoshida's group furnished major 
leaders to the Meiji state: Kido, It6, Inoue, Yamagata, and others. Of the 16 group 
members who survived, 13 became Meiji officials. Two Maebara and Tominaga, 
became rebels (my p. 38). Yoshida died years before the Restoration, but his 
passionate interest in merit-centered reform, both as a matter of principle and as a 
matter of particular application, suggest that he would have supported the Meiji 
changes and abhorred resistance to them. Tamaki Bunnoshin, Yoshida's uncle and 
mentor, was so distressed by the Maebara uprising, since Maebara was a former 
student of the family school, that he took his own life to show his sorrow in an 
unequivocal way. 

I argue here (pp. 129-3 1) and elsewhere, however, that the Sonjuku group worked 
closely at times with an element whose perceptions and interests were very different 
from their own, namely the "loyalist" faction (kinn5 ha). This group emphasized the 
emotional loyalty of physical courage, not the classical learning and social rationalism 
favored by the professionalized reformers. Their attitudes were typical of the sotsu 
ranks, not of the intensely educated lower shi ranks from which reformers were 
usually drawn. The rational reformers often sought to mobilize the cooperation of 
loyalists even though their impetuousness often caused well-calculated strategies to 
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Craig assumes the same approach in each of the four sections of 
his eight-page refutation. He presents a bizarre caricature of my 
position in a few spare phrases, then rehearses for long paragraphs 
evidence he has used before, while asserting that this overturns the 
caricature. This procedure leads to large misstatements about the 
conceptual lines of my book. 

Albert Craig's review of my Revolutionary Origins does not 
mention the principal issues raised in the book. His essay leaves 
numerous highly inaccurate impressions; especially persons not 
thoroughly familiar with the Bakumatsu literature might be wise to 
avoid using it as an initial interpretative source. Craig does in his 
essay present an articulate discussion of the income-mechanist ques- 
tion, a subject of interest to many students of the Restoration, and his 
treatment surely is of value on that account. There are probably 
some readers of journal book reviews, however, who still expect 
that a review will carefully and faithfully describe the book. These 
readers may feel in this case that their usual expectations have not 
been fully met. 

DUKE UNIVERSITY 

go awry. It was, I believe, the proximate successors of this sotsu-oriented kinnd ha 
who later felt threatened (and were) by the structural changes of the 1870s, and who 
ultimately rebelled against the institutional rationalism of the Meiji regime under Eto, 
Maebara, and Saigo. This was not new insofar as they had often had bitter disputes 
with the reformist leaders even in the years before Restoration. See my "Men of High 
Purpose," pp. 107-27 in Conflict in Modern Japanese History, Tetsuo Najita and 
Victor Koschmann, eds. (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1982). 
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