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THE POST-1945 ANTHROPOLOGY OF JAPAN

In general, it can be staled tha the soctological
approach is espectally dangerous in Sfostering over-
simplification, when sociologisis attemp! to analyse

social reality tn terms of a dichotoray.

W.F. Wertheim {1964: 254)

THE history and theory of the anthropology of Japan have increasingly attr:?cted
attention in recent years. In this essay I shall discuss one set of recent studies of
this subject, with reference to the theories and models that have. been developed
in the anthropology of Japan and an assessment of ‘thmr adeql:xacy as
explanations and descriptions of Japanese reaiity,‘ consnd.ered ‘agamst t-he
background of their past and current histories and their paradigmatic 'ar.ld social
constitutions and contents. The analysis which T shall be examining was
completed over the past five years by two students ofjapafl who work 1n
Australia, Y. Sugimoto and R.E. Mouer, respectively a sociologist and a scholar
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trained in law and diplomacy engaged in modern Asian studies {e.g. Mouer and
Sugimoto 1980, 1982; Sugimoto and Mouer 1981, 1983). The anthropolagical
studies of Japan which these authors discuss come predominantly from North
America and Japan (little Eurapean research in this field is included). In order to
evaluate the subject, I shall be discussing the nature of these contributions, and in
particular the influence of authropological research on Japanese studies in other
fields and disciplines, as well as on Japanese Studies as a separate field of enquiry
in its own right. Also of relevance here is a consideration of the influence of the
anthropology of Japan on popular images of Japan and, conversely, the effects of
research in other fields and disciplines (including that deriving [rom non-
academic sources) on the anthropology of Japan.

Within the confines of a single paper, T can only touch upon these questions,
but I shall be epumerating them in the light of Sugimoto and Mouer’s
contentions. I do not, however, agree with many of their statements about the
anthropology of Japan, for example the characterisations and classifications
which they employ. The first issue ! wish to deal with concerns their
denunciation of one class of explanatory contentions, namely those which entail
the proposition that Japanese behaviour, culture and socicty cannot be studied
or well undersicod without reference to qualities and dynamics particularly
Japanese,

The argument here is whether one has to take into account specific, even
unique, features of Japanese culture when one studies Japan. The question is
whether such forms exist, and if so whether they can be discriminated and indeed
whether there are patterns which show persistence, continuity and characteristic
modes of change and transformation. This question is worthy of attention and
investigation for several reasons. The general reason is that comparative studies
in anthropology have demonstrated the necessity of taking into account both
locally specific features and those of wider distribution (Evans-Pritchard 1964;
Blok 1978), while conceptual reflections (Blok 1975; Needham tg75) have made
it clear that social phenomena answer to forms of polythetic classification and a
holistic approach,

But there are also specific reasons, among the first of which is the existence of
evidence in support of the contention. The American anthropologist R.J. Smith
{1962), for example, has shown the remarkable continuity in the use of Japanese
kinship terms over the period of the past one thousand years. For the same period
of time, I. Morris (1975) has pointed to the Japanese ‘tragic hero’ as a form of
behaviour, orientation and appreciation in Japanese history and in the present
day. The historian T. Najita (19774) has stressed the presence of two dominant
patterns of ideological orientation found in Japanese society and political
behaviour in and since the Tokugawa period, which he has named ‘bureaucratic
pragmatism’ and ‘intuitive idealism’, often articulated by the occurrence of
‘restoration movements’. In my own study of contemporary Japanese adherents
of Wang Yang-ming Neo-Confucianism {van Bremen 1984}, [ found modes of
consciousness, orientation to social action such as sacrificial bebhaviour, and
patterns of mentorship and perceptions of time which show redeployment since
the introduction and absorption of the creed from the seventeenth century
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onwards. In the field of psychological anthropology, the American
anthropologist and Japanologist G.A. de Vos {1973) has demonstrated the
existence of patterns of psycho-dynamics and psycho-pathology ranging over at
least the present century, among them patterns of socialisation, suicide and
alienation. De Vos and others {de Vos and Wagatsuma 196%; Donoghue 1977;
Lee and de Vos 1981) have shown the persistence of ‘caste’ and artitudes toward
‘caste’ and minorities in Japan, both in the past and the present. With respect to
forms of relationships and social organisation, isomorphic patterns have been
noted along with change (Hendry 1981; Bachnik 1g83). The Japanese historian
M. Bit5 (1984), as a last example, states that the Japanese concept of the family
has persisted since the eighth century. I must stress that the argument is not
intended to convey or promote an image of Japan as a homogeneous or
unchanging society. I do believe, however, that there is an empirical basis for
entertaining the proposition that Japanese culture and society exhibit certain
social and cultural characteristics that have to be taken into account along with
discontinuous change. )

From another angle, one has to consider the force and persistence of the notion
that Japan is unique and incomparable as a current collective representation
among the Japanese. The sociolinguist R.A. Miller {(1977a, 1977b, 1g82) has
exposed many such notions with respect to the Japanese language, showing how
from a linguist’s point of view they are false (Chew 1984). On the other hand, the
Japanese linguist S. Watanabe (1974) has pointed out the importance of native
Japanese words {(yamato koloba) for the expression of what anthropologists might
call the ‘primordial’ in Japanese culture, contending that Sino-Japanese is
consigned to denote the allochtone in Japanese culture. Watanabe’s contention
apparently holds (Saint-Jacques and Suzuki 1984} and providcs further evidence
for the existence of autochthonous realms of Japanese culture.

An important reason for entertaining the idea of autochthenous realms in
Japanese culture is one of epistemology. Some authors contend that descriptive
or explanatory models developed for societies other than Japan are in certain
mstances difficult to apply to Japan. G.A. de Vos is one such scholar; he insists
that models of explanation or description developed in Europe and America are
not necessarily of value if indeed applicable to Japan. De Vos (1984} considers
this demonstrable in the cases of Freudian psychoanalytic therapy, Marxist
developmental predictions and certain structuralist notions. The social
psychelogist H. Wagatsuma (19751 309) also points to problems arising from the
‘conceptual Westernization’ of Japanese academic theory in his field. In his
experience, not enough attention is paid to the social-psychological reality of the
Japanese. Western theories are based upon Western psychological reality and are
not necessarily directly applicable to Japan. In the field of Japanese history, the
historian M. Bitd (1981}, in lectures in America, has argued that the common
historical divisions and periedizations employed in European history are neither
appropriate nor enlightening when applied to Japanese history. He advocates
that one should proceed from structural changes and discontinuities in Japanese
history. Thus Bitd stresses, as one erucial transformation in the history of pre-
industrial Japan, the change from personal bonds and ties to ones of status and
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function (yaku}, along with the separation of warriors and peasants {hewnd bunri) in
the period of the civil wars (sengoku jidai) {1467-1568).

It would not be difficult to add further arguments and cases, but I now wish to
turn rather to other issues in the work of Sugimoto and Mouer, namely their
classifications and qualificarions and the role they ascribe to anthropological
studies of Japan,

M

Y. Sugimoto and R.E. Mouer have been engaged in the study of models and
theories about Japan over the past five years, publishing their findings in articles
and monographs in English, Japanese and German, Their main concern is with
the type of model or contenticn discussed above and usually referred 1o as
Nihonjinron, or ‘theories of the Japanese’. They have launched a large
international programme of research for the comparative study of Japanese
society; its progress is reported in Diafogue, a publication established for the
purpose. For the present, a brief monograph published in 1981 and adapted from
earlier publications dating from 1979 and 1980 can be considered as containing a
succinct summary of their most important findings and ideas up to this point
(Sugimoto and Mouer 1981).

To state the central idea first, the authors consider the dominant maodels or
theories now current to be ideological rather than scholarly, and stress the need
to develop new and alternative models, They reject an approach centred on
Japan alone and advocate the application of cross-cultural or universal models of
analysis and explanation called ‘convergence’ models, foremost among which
they designate the ‘conflict model’. As the authors (1981: 17) see it

All of this seems to be moving us toward a major reappraisal which may result in
some new models for understanding Japanese society. Though it is too early o
foretell the new image, it seems likely that, as with sociology which is itself multi-
paradigmatic, the holistic image of Japan will be replaced not simply by another
similarly restricting image, but perhaps by several competing images, For this
reason, the next decade will be exciting for those studying. . .Japanese society. Such
a scenario will also underline the need of those dealing with Japan for up-to-date
information, not the hackneyed clichés of ‘the old Japan hands’ who peddle
Japanalia.
It is clear that Sugimoto and Mouer see little merit in an approach which is
tocused upon the study of Japan as one particular culture or field of ethnological
enguiry and do not regard such an orientation as conducive to understanding
that society. It is one of my aims to defend an anthropological point of view,
which is basically no less comparative, and indeed to agree with the need for it,
for interdisciplinary work and a variety of approaches and foci. I feel stimulated
to respond to Mouer and Sugimoto’s publications, as the authors put much of the
blame on anthropology for the dominance of what they consider a deficient
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model.

To discuss these matters, it is necessary to present Sugimoto and Mouer’s
analyses and to make some clarifying statements about anthropology itself. The
contribution of anthropology is closely linked with methods of local research -
‘participant observation’—centred on a prolonged stay by the anthropologist
among a population or community of some kind. Participant observation,
extended case-studies, half-structured interviews, and working with control of
the local language, are the characteristic techniques of research, Regional
specialisation can help to make this method a reasonably trustworthy tool of
investigation. It should be noted that the anthropologist seeks to gather local
knowledge and inside points of view, as well as applying viewpoints derived from
the wider discipline and comparative perspectives.

In recent years—in fact since the 1930s—anthropologists, while maintaining a
focus on local populations, have gone beyond the purely local level (Mintz 1982).
Japan was among the first places where such research was done {Fmbree 1939;
Smith and Wiswell 1gB82). Anthropolegical orientations and research methods
have developed, and attention is now paid to historical dimensions and processes
as well as to the wider spatial and social realms linked to a community. Also,
more penetrating methods of enquiry into culture have been developed along
with historical research techniques. Comparative studies have moved, away
from structural-functional cross-cultural comparisons, in the direction of the
‘experimental comparative method’, pioneered in England by E.E. Evans-
Pritchard and R. Needham and developed in Dutch anthropology by G.W,
Locher (1932) and J.P.B. de Josselin de Jong (1935), and more recently by A.
Rlok (1978). Deseription and understanding have been improved by Blok’s
methodological directive (1975) to employ classification by ‘famity
resemblances’, and by the matching viewpoint represented by R. Needham’s
advocacy (1975) of the use of ‘polythetic classification’.

Itis apparent from their presentations that Sugimoto and Mouer work within
a framework of simple dichotomies, in spite of their advertising a
‘multiparadigmatic’ sociology and a simplified anthropology of Japan. Theories
aresimply classified as either ‘consensus models” or as ‘conflict models’. Although
attention must be paid to the sociology of knowledge, 1 regard such a
classification too crude to fit the range of existing models and theories. Still,
Sugimoto and Mouer, in analysing these, argue that the dominant theories
should be characterized as stereotypes rather than as valid empirical
representations. The notion that Japanese society has cultural predispositions
which must be taken into account is rejected. Such a view, known as ‘divergence’
in developmental sociology, stresses a holistic perspective and the importance of
culture. The authors opt for ‘convergence’, the proposition that societies with
similar industrial technology will tend to produce common patterns, despite
dissimilar cultural origins and social organization. They note that the views of
divergence theorists have almost completely dominated the English-language
literature on Japan, wrongly stressing the social and cultural integration and
singularity of Japanese society. This image should be removed and prominence
given instead to a competing image, the conflict model of a class society.
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The dominant model is labelled {1981: 5) “The Great Tradition: Images of
Consensus and Homogeneity'. Itis a picture of Japanese society which leads one
tn believe that it is exceptionally well integrated and that, to a degree greater
than that to be found in other similarly industrialized societies, the Japanese are
group-oriented and regulated by norms placing a great value on consensus and
on loyalty to ‘the group’. Responsibility for the creation and dissemination of ‘the
great tradition’ model is placed, first of all, upon ‘the anthropological heritage’,
sketched in a lengthy passage (ibid.) in which it is said to consist largely of Ruth
Benedict’s influence and limitations. In addirion, three other factors are held
accountable for the creation, spread and dominance of ‘consensus models’ {ibid.:
5—7): ‘the American setting’, ‘the Japanese literature’, and ‘the relationship to
ideology’.

With regard to ‘the American setting’, the core of the argument (ibid.: 5-6} is
that, in the 1g60s, the Americans tried to fit Japan into a structural-functional
model of modernization, This pronouncement is followed by a characterisation
of the models in use in the 1g70s {ibid.: 6):

With Japan's ‘modernization’ accomplished or recognized, the next wave of
writings. . .gave rise to the notion of ‘Japan, Incorporated’ and other portrayals of
overly coordinated or orchestrated ‘economic animals’.

As for the next factor, ‘the Japanese literature’, it is pointed out that in Japan
there is a large literature emphasising Japanese uniqucness, known as Nikonjinron.
This literature began to appear widely in the mid-1960s, and Sugimoto and
Mouer argue (ibid.} that it bolstered the position of the consensus-oriented
theorists. It has a broad national-character approach and has attained an
ideclogical significance both in Japan and abroad. It can be linked to pre-war
Japan and some of the concepts popular at that time, such as yamate damashii
{Japanese spirit) and fideron (theories of climate).

Reviewing the literature classified as ‘the great tradition’, Sugimoto and
Mouer note the over-riding orientation towards group and consensus models.
They argue {ibid.: 8) that

The world of work and industrial relations is one place where these kinds of images
have been most readily associated with concrete examples. . .. The world of work is
also an area where the debate on convergence and divergence has been most
vigorous and where there seems to be the most difficulty in bridging differences in
disciplines, with anthropologists tending to argue for the consensus model and
Japanese uniqueness. . .and sociologists attempting to ft Japan into a more
universal framework. . . .

Apart from what they describe as the dominant model, Sugimoto and Mouer
also point to the existence of a competing model of Japanese society, called “The
Little Tradition: Images of Conflict in Japanese Society’ (ibid.: 8-10). The
images thus far available, however, recount only particular conflicts and do not
amount to a comprehensive or systematic view of Japanese society. As a result,
those who wish to have an overview of Japanese society are obliged in the main to
turn for inspiration to studies that emphasise consensus.

If consensus models seem to dominate the English-language literature, conflict
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models are more pronounced in the Japanese literature. “There is a solid Marxist
socialist tradition in Japanese schiolarship on Japanese society,” they write {ibid.:
8), ‘but the small dribble which comes out in English through AMPQ, Ronin or
the Bulletin of Concerned Asian Scholars does not match it either in volume or in
creative diversity.” Sugimoto and Mouer {ibid.: 1 1) stress that a revision of the
consensus model is in order, for three reasons:

First, empirical observation, it can be argued, does not support the holistic view of
Japanese society. Second, the methodology of those emphasizing the uniqueness of
Japanese society is seen as having major weaknesses. Third, from the perspective of
a sociology of knowledge, the ideological uses of the consensus-oriented view of
Japanese society also make it unattractive.

Regarding the empirical sources of the doubt they refer to, studies do exist on
conflict in Japanese society, showing conflict to be part of every period in
Japanese history (ibid.: r1~12). The methodological shortcomings in the work of
those who are said to promote holistic images of Japan are seen as particularly
severe (ibid.: 12—-15) and are discussed under five headings. The first charge is
‘anecdotism’ and ‘exemplarism’ —that is, the provision of only arbitrarily chosen
examples, The second charge is ‘linguistic reductionism’—that is, the reliance on
identifying words unique to the Japanese language. One such method is the
citation of ketowaza (proverbs and wise sayings); another is based on the
assumption that words or expressions which possess nuances that are difficult to
translate represent special features of the Japanese national character. Again, the
method appears to be ‘exemplarist’ in character. The third accusation is ‘cliquish
intuitiveness’, meaning that the ‘uniformity theorists’ have a tendency to argue
that only the Japanese, together with a few select foreigners, are able to
understand Japan at all. Sugimoto and Mouer (ibid.: 14) especially deplore the
use of the term ‘Japanology’, because to them the word suggests knowledge
accessible only to initiates. The fourth methodological shortcoming of consensus
theorists is their tendency to view the West in a monolithic manner, for the
purpose of contrasting it with a supposedly homogeneous Japan. The fifth charge
is ‘the comparison of non-parallel universes’. Thus, for example (ibid.: 15), one
cannot compare (i) employment practices for regular employees in Japan's
largest firms, which employ less than thirty per cent of the Japanese labour force
in the private sector, with {ii) average practices for the entire American labour
force in the private sector, the issue at the Japanese end of the comparison being,
of course, the system of lifetime employment and seniority wages. How this task
should be correctly handled, therefore, is formulated as follows (ibid.):

The very first methodological task in comparative research is the delineation of the
relevant sub-populations in each society to be compared. This allows the rescarch
to align universes in terms of such stratification variables as age, occupation, level of
education, sex and social class.

Anthropologists have shown the dangers of comparing secemingly similar
universes in cross-cultural studies, though whether Sugimoto and Mouer’s

proposals (1983) for a ‘multi-cultural’ approach will enable these and other
difficulties to be overcome in practice remains to be seen.
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Sugimoto and Mouer (1981: 16-1g] end their discussion with a number of
recommendations designed to improve siudies of Japanese society. The new
directions they suggest are (1) the recognition of variation in Japanese
behaviour, culture and society; {2) the recognition of conflict; (3) the need for
new models, in particular conflict models; and (4} cooperative research,

It is obviously hard to disagree in principle with any proposal which would
improve the perception and understanding of Japan, yet I find difficulty with the
programme suggested and with the appended recommendations. On the one
hand, T would not rely so totally on the social sciences as they propose, nor, on the
other hand, do 1 share their low view (ibid.: 19) of Japanology and Japanese
studies:

Gimmicks, we suspect, will remain as the major trademark of those interested 1n
‘Japanclogy’, but they will be viewed with caution by those interested in promating
Japanese studies that are firmly rooted in the social sciences.

Thec ‘social sciences’ appcear somewhat over-rated as a source of inspiration and
orientation for the anthropological study of Japan; whereas Japanology is in my
experience a rich field, highly graded and far from being an antiquated or
‘gimmick-laden’ pursuit. Attention is well directed upon it, as indeed upon the
humanities and letters at large.

ITl

The critical questions raised by Mouer and Sugimoto can be concisely stated,
and I make use of a formulation by J. Galtung. Galtung’s subject is the
intellectual and academic worlds that exist at present in a number of national
and cultural forms and contexts; his description is equally valid for the student of
Japan (Galtung 1981: 821; original italics and notes omitted):

What is it that intellectuals do? T think it is fair to refer to their task as descriprive
and explanatory; that is, describing what reality islike and trying to understand it.
in the typical methodology text-book language it would be referred to as data
collection, data processing and data analysis on the one hand, and theory formation
on the other. As we know, either of thesc may condition the other.

But intellectual activity, of course, goes beyond this. There is the dimension of
paradigm analysis, of looking into the foundations of what one does, of exploring
the limitations of one’s own intellectual enterprise. One may say that this is, in a
certain way, exactly what this essay is aboutr. And here is one very simple littie
point: it is all 100 casy for each one of us to sce the subjective limitations of any one
particular colleague. We can sce them because we can compare with other
colleagues.

At issue are descriptions, explanations, theories of knowledge, epistemology and
the soctology of knowledge. Contrary to Sugimoto and Mouer, I take them to be
less simple, and constituted of finer categories and gradations, not so easily
brought in accordance with empirical realities, and in need of finer historical
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perspective. Without the proper precision, the discussion remains at the level of

stereotypes. ) . . . -
Every researcher everywhere inevitably has prffconc-cwed notions. Invisible at
the time, they emerge later through comments:, dlSCl.!SSlOl’l. and crificism, thro‘ugh
other studies and comparisons. Such, at least, is tllle experience ofman}f; consulkr
for example the following remarks by the historian G K. Goodman, in looking
back over his previous work (1983: 16g):
Back in the now remote immediate postwar decade, in the wake of our tnthusia.sm
for the sceming wonders of Qccupation reform, many of us t-hen eager, l?ljldl‘:llng’
Japanologists framed our research in terms of the quest fo.r ‘hrasic democr?ts in ‘old
Japan as well as for ‘reasonable’ (to us Jeflersonian Afnsr?cans) cxplanatjlons for the
attributed prescience of the ‘ministers of modernization’, whose triumphs we
touted. T was one of those almost messianic types, and the Pollyana apprc?ach that‘I
took to my subject matter in: The Dutch Impact on Japan {Leiden: E.J. Brill 1967) is
damuing testimony with which T still have 1o live. ‘

What a surprise it is, then, nearly three decades later to discover that there are
still researchers who are trying to find and to cxtol Japanese heter?doxy :u%d/or
dissident movements, and, in this instance, to suggest that shijuku [pr}vate
academies] of some eight or ten very different types were perhaps at the rc‘mt ofiit all.
If Matsuzaka ir: the second half of the eighteenth century hi:-ld an ope,n and
progressive atmosphere’. . .as reflected in the social mix of Motoori Normaga s S?zu
no Ya, are we perhaps supposed to conjure up a Tokugawa version of the New
School for Social Research?

In a similar vein, we can treat the observations of the anthropologist S, Seshaiah,

reflecting on his fieldwork in Japan (1970: 244):
As an Indian, the most important problem I faced in my ficldwork, particularly
when I began to study the class structure, was the absence o.fcaste. th that I went
to Japan without any knowledge about its social structure; in fact, 1 did not expect
to find caste in Japan, except for the numerically small Fta, the untouchables,
What I refer tois the strong impressions we carry of things which may be contrary to
our surface intellectual perceptions. While I did not expect to find caste, T thought 1
would discover semething similar fo caste. When 1did not find anything li.ke that, I felt
as though the ground under my feet had been removed. It took some tll’T‘lE tor me to
realize that | was reading too much of my Indianness into Japanese society. Atthe
same time, | also hecame aware that T would not make headway with my ?vork
without bringing my Indianness into continuous comparison with everything 1
studied. This aperated at the conscious as well as the uncenscious level. In f'actl, I
could not carry on interviews with villagers without their asking me at some [_x)mt
during the interview, ‘How is it in India? Such occasions thrcwl up facts or ideas
which were similar to things Indian or in sharp contrast. In this way I not only
learnt about Japan but my understanding of my own society became sharpe‘r,
which incidentally also proved to me the usefulness of the comparative method in
studying societies.

in the course of a discussion on recent studies of Chinese and comparati\.fc

Chinese—Waestern inteliectual history, J. Ching (1984: 479, 4,82). rema.rks.that‘m

her field, the student is well advised fo start with human beings ln-thmr diversity

rather than with abstract theory. This viewpoint is contained in her call for
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‘cross-cultural sensibilicies’.

I have thus far noted vartous limitations in the approach and orientation of
Mouer and Sugimoto. To these I would add here the weaknesses resuliing from
their virtual failure 1o recognize culture. The approach that I would favouris one
that is holistie, interpretative, comparative, humanistic, historical and open,
albeit sharpened by a keen anthropolegy and theory of knowledge. 1 do not
accept the allusion that anthropologists cultivate diversity for its own or their
own sake. I would rather side with Geertz (1683: 154, 181—2), when he argues
that

.. .ethnography. . .isan attempt not to exale diversity but to take it seriously as itself
an object of analytic deseription and interpretive reflection; [it] welds the processes
of self-knowledge, other-perception, other-understanding; that identifics, or very
nearly, sorting out who we are and sorting out whom we are among.
The anthropology of Japan is not so uniform and unchanging, as Sugimoto and
Maouer would have it: work by American, European and Japanese
anthropologists attest to this. From studies of the development of- in this case
primarily American—anthropology (Wolf 196g; Hatch 1983; Orwer 1984}, one
is tempted to believe that Sughmoto and Mouer’s stress upon conflict ortentation
is as much to be aceounted for by its dominance in the social sciences in the 1970s
as by an exclusive superiority or inherent appropriateness io Japan.

Nor can the comparative methods to be used and advocated be taken for
granted. There are ample studies that demonstrate the empirical weaknesses that
so often invalidate the bold idea or theorem when comparison is all too wide and
shallow. As for global comparison, 1 find the work of R.A. Rappaport and R.
Needham offers useful perspectives and method. Findings from general
anthropology are not to be neglected by anthropologists who study Japan,
Needham’s insight into dual sovereignty {1980} sheds light, for instance, on the
institution of the fennd and the division of secular and sacred authority (and ef.
also Yoshida’s paper in this volume). Rappaport’s studies of ritual (1979} are
analyiically clear and rich in insight and can be used for the study of ritual in
Japan. Comparison on a regional, thematic and interdisciplinary basis should
also receive attention, as testified by the work of de Vos and Sofue { 1484), a good
recent example of the combination, Finally, M. Lock’s (1980} study of East Asian
and ‘cosmopolitan’ medicine in Kyoto and elsewhere in Japan shows these two to
exist largely apart from each other. It seems that one cannot take a medical
system out of its context any more than an industrial or any other system.

In sum, Sugimoto and Mouer’s presentation of the anthropology of Japan and
their account of its ‘methodological shortcomings’ is both inadequate and
misleading, while the ‘new directions’ proposed are hardly new. I share their
aims and ambitions, but not their choice of instruments. I would rather venture
the opinion that much of what they are looking for and recommend can indeed
already be found in the anthropology of Japan, East Asian area studies and
‘Japanology’ or Japanese studies.

One more word about ‘Japanology’ and ‘Japanese Studies—and by
implication about the relationship between the anthropology of Japan and other
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disciplines and ficlds of Japanese studies). One can take the two as identical and
regard Japanology’ as the earlier and Japanese Studies’ as the subsequent
development in the research of Japan. I do not find it fruitful to argue over the
word, but my appreciation of Japanology is a different one. I do not share the
derisive Image and opinion that Sugimoto and Mouer present. The value of
Japanology or Japanese Studies is amply demonstrated by the research and
publications produced by members of bodies such as the European Association
for Japanese Studies and its national chapters and centres, the Japan
Anthropology Workshop (JAWS), established at the conference in Oxford at
which many of the papers in the present volume were first presented, and
corresponding organisations and centres in North America, Asia and elsewhere
(see, for example, Sofue 1960). It seems quite unreasonable to level the
accusation against anthropological studies in particular of having created then
disseminated the stereotypes of Japan which rule public, popular and academic
minds. These appear in any case to be not so much the work and influence of
anthropologists as of publicists, journalists and the like, as studies such as those by
Lehmann {1978, 1984} have indicated. Minear (1980) names academics among
the instigators and perpetuators of stereotyped images and conceptions, but it is
perhaps significant that anthropotogists do not feature among them. Minear's
remarks are not entirely out of place, but on the other hand this fact does not
warrant the emphasis placed by Mouer and Sugimoto on the use of stereotypes
instead of the ethnographic realities in the research papers and critical
discussions they refer to.

In fairness, however, it should be added that Mouer and Sugimoto’s project is
potentially extensive, wide and penetrating to the point where it would involve
multi-disciplinary, multi-cultural and multi-paradigmatic contributions, This
would lead to finer conceptual, methodological and empirical modes through
which precision in presentation and findings could be enhanced. At the same
time it would also prevent the domination of the field by a single orientation,
approach or discipline. Some of this, in fact, is already discernible in the studies
which appear as the Papers of the Japanese Studies Centre of Monash
University, Melbourne, under the editorship of J.V. Neustupny and Y.
Sugimoto, now joined (with number five) by G. McCormack.

Finally, of course, mention must be made of the anthropology of Japan
undertaken by Japanese anthropologists or as promoted by particular Japanese
institutions. Prominent among the institutions are the Ethnological Foundation
of Japan, the Folklore Society of Japan, the National Museum of Ethnology, the
Union of Nine Learned Societies, the Anthropological Society of Kyoto
University, Tokyo Metropolitan University and other universities, and the
Japanese Studies Center of the Japan Foundation.! For useful surveys of
Japanese anthropology see the overview by Sofue (1g61), Ishida’s investigation
{1g67) of Western and Japanese orientations as applied to the study of Japan,

1. Journals in Japanese which contain much of the work include Minzokugaky Kenkyd, Finruigakn,
Minzokugaty and Shakai Finruigaku Nenpo.

The Posi-1945 Anthropology of Fapan

Nakane’s comments {1970, 1974) on the anthropological study of Japan, and
Kanahara’s analysis {rg972) of trends in American studies ofjap‘yan. N’ewer
reports alnd studies are available (e.g. Umesao, Befiy and Kreiner 1984) or in
preparation. * Inthe work of Japanese anthropologists, comparative perspectives
and the mte.rchange with American and European aﬁthmpology are beginning
to offer an important new platform for discussion and research, such as in the

work on religion by It5 {1984) and Yoshida {1984). The outlock for the future is
promising as the field continues to grow. )

2. Twa forthcoming publications promise to be of
review, by the Ethnological Foundation of Japun,
anthropelogists, together with a transcript of a ro
including T S8ofue, on recent trends in Japanese anthropelogy {to he published in the Japanese Faurnal

of Ethnolagy) (T Su{'uc‘ personal communication); and secondly, a special issue of Current Anthropology
te be devored specifically o the work of Japanese anthropologists of Japan. ’

particular interest in this connection—first, a
of work undertaken since 1969 by Japanese
und-table discussion by six anthropologists,
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