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Abstract

This thesis sets out specifically to investigate business wealth holders in modemn
Japan. It includes the study of businessmen, landlords or even peers who were
engaged in business and commerce as founders, owners or investors. It attempts to
locate their social, historical and business characteristics in the context of the early
20™ century, when Japan emerged as one of the economic powers of Asia, having
passed through the transitional period of the late 19" century. The research focuses
primarily on characteristics related to the development of Japanese business, and
incorporates some comparisons with contemporary members of the European
bourgeoisie, especially in Britain and Germany. The second major concern is to
analyse Japanese business through an investigation of those wealth holders who
succeeded in the modern business world by managing to survive the transition from
the pre-modem to the modern economic system. The third and final focus is on the
relationship between the state and wealth holders. Chapter 1 of the thesis explains the
methodology adopted for the research, along with a detailed explanation of the data
and sources utilised. Chapter 2 seeks to establish a profile of Japanese wealth holders
in the prewar period. Data on estimated wealth, class and social structure is presented,
with some comparisons with Britain and Germany. Chapter 3 deals with the role of
wealth holders in the development of modern Japanese business, in relation to the role
of the business family and business organisation. Chapter 4 focuses on the
relationship between wealth holders and the state. This chapter consists mainly of an
analysis of the formation of informal networks through marriage, and the operation of
various state honours. A major finding of the research is that the Japanese household
(ie) system strongly influenced wealth holders’ attitudes towards business, and their
business activities.
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Note on Conventions
Abbreviations

The following abbreviations are used in the text and notes (consult the bibliography
(and especially chapter 1 for the Japanese materials) for complete information on the
publications listed below):

DBB: Dictionary of Business Biography: edited by David Jeremy et al.

MNZSJSS: Meijiki Nihon Zenkoku Shisanka Jinushi Shiryo Shusei, edited by Shibuya
Ryuichi; the compilation of data and information of Japanese wealth holders and
landlords in the Meiji period. 5 volumes.

TBSJS: To-Do-Fu-Ken betsu Shisanka Jinushi Soran, edited by Shibuya Ryuichi; the
compilation of data, information, materials and primary sources of Japanese wealth
holders and landlords from the late 19™ century to the middle of the 20™ century. 65
volumes.

TSNZSJSS: Taisho Showaki Nihon Zenkoku Shisanka Jinushi Shiryo Shusei, edited by
Shibuya Ryuichi; the compilation of data, information and primary sources of
Japanese wealth holders and landlords from the Taisho to the middle of Showa period.
7 volumes.

Japanese Names

Japanese name in this thesis are given in Japanese order: family name first, followed
by given name.

Japanese Terms
All of Japanese terms in this thesis are basically written in the Hepburn style of

romanization. However, the macron (long mark which is utilised to indicate all long
vowels) is not utilised in this thesis.



~ Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1.Introduction

Just as in the case of Rothschilds and Armstrong in Britain, or Krupp and Siemens in
Germany, a small number of individuals represented the business world in pre-war
Japan. Mitsui, Iwasaki (the owners of Mitsubishi), Sumitomo, Yasuda, who were the
owners of so-called zaibatsu, became one of the symbols or icons of the pre-war
Japanese economy. Their activities, both socially and economically, have been
symbolized as an indispensable factor for the progress of modem Japanese history.
The triumphs of these families in the business world and their abundant wealth also
signified the visible and unbelievable distance between the rich and poor in pre-war
Japan, and thus led to public antagonism, from both left and right wing. Moreover, the
zaibatsu have been considered as a driving force for the rise of militarism in the 1930s
and the Sino-Japanese war, later the Great Pacific War, because of their greediness to
expand their external markets to Asia. This view was common among the GHQ
economic bureaucrats, who condemned the business activities of the zaibatsu and

consequently undertook their dissolution in the early postwar period of Japan.'

These unique individuals, that is, the owners of the zaibatsu, and the zaibatsu
themselves, have become a major subject of academic research, aimed at analysing
and interpreting some of the largest questions in modern Japanese history, for
example, the nature of the government-led economic system, the nature of war aims
in pre-war Japan, and the nature of disputes between capitalists and workers.>
However, although many studies have been presented and published, many of their
studies have tended to analyse their subject from a Marxist perspective, in the context
of a postwar Japanese academic world strongly influenced by Marxist theory.’ In
addition, the research has usually tended to focus on zaibatsu or particular business
groups, and therefore researchers did not tend to consider individual businessman as a

single social group from a socio-historical perspective.

! See E.Hadley, Antitrust in Japan (Princeton, 1970).

? For example, see K. Oishi, Nihon Sangyo Kakumei Kenkyu, (Tokyo, 1975).

* For example, see T. Morris-Suzuki, 4 History of Japanese Economic Thought (London, 1989) and G.
A. Hoston, Marxism and the Crisis of Development in Prewar Japan (Princeton, 1986).



However, this trend has gradually changed as recent studies have begun to challenge
the old perspectives on modern Japanese economy and history. These recent studies
have paid more attention to collective and quantitative analysis in addition to
traditional case studies. In particular, empirical research on businessmen or local
wealth groups as an elite group or as a segment of society’s upper class has provided
new and somewhat different perspectives from the more traditional view. Also this
research has become an important part of the subject not only for political or
economic historians, but also for business historians, who have been primarily
concerned about the peculiaritiecs of Japanese business organization or the
management system. These businessmen or local elites, whose wealth played a
significant role in the development of business and the economy in pre-war Japan, are
known in Japanese as shisanka or meiboka. It is they who are the subject of this

thesis.

It should be noted that these Japanese terms have some particular connotations, so that
they do not wholly correspond to the term bourgeoisie in English. The difference in
definition partly reflects differences in historical development between Japan and
Europe. The concept of shisanka or meiboka contains somewhat vague characteristics
if we compare these specific terms with bourgeoisie in English or Biirgertum in
German. In short, bourgeoisie indicates a social group of the upper-middle class
whose wealth is based on various economic activities with the exception of the
agricultural sector. In addition, they are separated from the old elite groups, such as
landowners or the aristocracy, because of their different habitual or social customs. In
the case of Germany, although Biirger means citizen if translated into English, the
Biirgertum itself was divided into two categories. While the Besitzbiirgertum
(propertied bourgeoisie) had characteristics in common with the bourgeoisie, and can
therefore be regarded as having the same meaning as bourgeoisie, there was another
group, which was called the Bildungsbiirgertum (educated bourgeoisie), which mainly

included university educated professionals, for instance, lawyers or professors.*

However, none of these examples are appropriate for explaining the definition of

* The explanation of these terms is based on the description in J.Kocka, ‘Einleitung’ in Kocka (ed.),
Biirger und Biirgerlichkeit (Gottingen, 1987), pp.7-20.



~ shisanka or meiboka. Althoﬁgh shisanka can be directly translated into English as
‘wealth holder’, this group differed from the bourgeoisie since it included landlords or
the non-business elite. This stemmed from the nature of their economic activities
during the period of industrialization in pre-war Japan. In contrast to the gentry in
Britain or the Junker in Prussia, who were reluctant to directly invest or engage in
business, Japanese landlords and the local elite had no hesitation in enthusiastically
engaging in business activities. Furthermore, it was not rare in rural or local areas for
Japanese merchants to have their own estates and thus they were not only engaged in
commerce, but also in agriculture. Therefore, it is not possible to separate landlords or
local non-business elites from the category of shisanka in terms of their business
activities. A certain difference from the definition of bourgeoisie is therefore

apparent.

In the case of meiboka, the terminology becomes even more vague. In general,
meiboka indicates a wealth elite, and thus indeed includes merchants, businessmen or
landlords. Howeyver, the code of social behaviour of meiboka was in part similar to
that of the gentry in Britain. Nominally at least, their business activities, such as
investment or the establishment of firms in their local community, were aimed at
contributing to the community as a form of local economic development, rather than
achieving profits for themselves. The term therefore denotes a pillar of the local
community. Thus, even though there is still debate about the definitions of both these
two terms, in the current study both terms will be understood to include a wide range
of middle or upper middle class groups who were engaged in business for
themselves.® The groups contained under these two headings of shisanka and

meiboka are referred to in this thesis as wealth holders.

The group considered in this thesis consists of the wealth holders who were active
during the pre-war period (1868-1937).° However, the main target of the research is
not to look at meiboka or shisanka in general at a national and local level, but to look

at the top of Japan’s wealth elite. Particular attention will be focused on the upper

5 Although it is still a debatable point, my definition of shisanka (wealth holder) is based on Abe and
Tanimoto’s definition. See Abe and Tanimoto, ‘Kigyo Bokko to Kindai Keiei, Zairai Keiei’ in
Miyamoto and Abe(eds.), Nihon Keieishi, vol.2 (Tokyo, 1995).

S This period is quite broad, from the starting point of the Meiji Restoration to the beginning of the
Sino-Japanese War. By contrast, it is usual for the period between the First World War and the Second

10



echelons of both groups measured according to their wealth. The Japanese wealth
holders that are the subject of this thesis therefore represent the top of the hierarchy
within the meiboka and shisanka groups. As will be explained in a later section, these
Japanese wealth holders also possessed a level of wealth that enables comparison with
the European wealthy bourgeoisie of the same period. With regard to the time scale,
this thesis will mainly discuss the latter half of the pre-war period, from the early 20™
century, when Japan gradually became one of the world’s economic powers. Given
the difficulty of dividing wealth holders into several distinct categories, a wide range
of social groups will be included into my analysis. Thus, in line with the definitions
discussed above, not only are businessmen or merchants included, but also
professionals, landlords or members of the aristocracy are all considered as wealth
holders. This signifies that categorization does not depend on particular social or
economic factors, for instance, whether or not they were active in any kind of
business or commercial sector. In addition, this thesis is somewhat unusual since it
does not focus on any special region or sector. The analysis itself will be done at a
national level, and the criterion for the selection of wealth holders is the amount of
their wealth, as will be discussed below. This approach allows us to show that the top
wealth holders were extremely rich in the pre-war period in Japan, and were therefore

certainly isolated from the majority of Japanese, both economically and socially.

This research sets out specifically to investigate business wealth holders in modern
Japan. It will include the study of modern businessmen, merchants, landlords or even
peers, who were engaged in business and commerce as founders, owners or investors.
It will attempt to identify their social, historical and economic characteristics in the
context of prewar Japan. The period covered by this research is the early 20™ century,
when Japan emerged as one of the economic powers of Asia, having passed through
the transitional period of the late 19" century. In this period, as will be shown below,
accurate data and information on wealth holders’ wealth became available, largely as

a consequence of greater economic and political stability.

This research will firstly focus on the characteristics of the development of Japanese

business. In this context, particular attention will be concentrated on the question of

World War to be called the ‘interwar period’.
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~ similarities and differences in Japanese wealth holders’ business and investment
activities compared with those of contemporary members of the European bourgeoisie.
The contemporary British and German cases, both of which strongly influenced the
establishment of the prewar Japanese business system, will be utilized for partial
comparative analysis. The second main point of concern will be the analysis of
Japanese business through an investigation of those wealth holders who succeeded in
the modern business world by managing to survive the transition from the pre-modermn
to modern economic systems. It will therefore include research on some of the
‘peculiarities’ of Japanese business, for instance, the methods of adaptation and
integration of western business systems, such as the management system or business
organization, within traditional merchant houses or newly founded Japanese firms.
The third and final focus deals with the relationship between the state and wealth
holders. Particular attention will be focused on whether Japanese wealth holders were
dependent on the state in terms of their business activities and social behaviour. This
will also be connected with the question of whether or not the Japanese economy and
society was shifting towards convergence with western countries, since Japanese
wealth holders are likely to have represented at the time one of the most westernised
groups in terms of social life and behaviour compared to the majority of Japanese

society.
1.2. Themes and debates

Although numerous studies about Japanese wealth holders, including both case
studies and theoretical analyses, have been done by many Japanese researchers, a
certain number of issues remain unclear even now. The existing studies have been
inclined to focus on businessmen, merchants or local shisanka to explain or analyse
Japanese economic development. Also, as mentioned earlier, until the recent period,
this field of study has been strongly influenced by a Marxist conceptual framework. In
addition, among Japanese wealth holders, landlords have usually been divided into a
separate category for research, since landlords were considered by Japanese
academics, especially of those who were strongly influenced by Marxist thought to be

significant for the interpretation of certain characteristics of modern Japanese history,
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such as the exploitation of tenants by large landlords.” The studies of landlords have
tended to be categorized as part of Japanese agricultural history or as a separate field
within economic history. Therefore, while there are plenty of works and studies about
wealth holders in some detail, it is rare to find any analysis of Japanese wealth holders

in a broader and comparative perspective.

Before explaining about the characteristics and content of this thesis, it is necessary to
reconsider the study of wealth holders in historical perspective. Moreover, in order to
be able to compare the similarities and difference offered by the Japanese case, we
need also to focus on the progress of research in the case of Europe, especially in
Britain and Germany. Following this part, the importance of comparative research
will be explained with regard to categorization, terminology and methodological
approach. The latter part of this chapter will explore the methods and sources used in
this thesis. Mainly Japanese sources, both quantitative and qualitative, will be
discussed in detail, in addition to giving a brief explanation of the sources used for the
European cases. Finally, the specific aims of this thesis and the content of each

chapter will be presented.
1.2.1 Japan

In discussions of Japanese economic development, the continuities and discontinuities
between the pre-war and postwar economies form a significant focus of debate. This
debate is closely associated with interpretation of the legacy of traditional (or
reinvented) factors from Japan’s past. In addition to discussions of the role of the state,
these debates have, therefore, been the main focus point of researchers on Japanese
economy and business from a variety of perspectives. Until recently, since the
characteristics of Japanese economic development were considered as the key to
analysis of the postwar ‘miracle’, almost all researchers, in particular non-Japanese,
found themselves attempting to discover the most acceptable and reliable historical

explanation for the contemporary modern Japanese economy.

? The importance of research on prewar Japanese landlords among Japanese academics during the
postwar period is explained in M. Nakamura, ‘Watashi no Rekishigaku’, esp. pp.352-3 in idem (ed.),
Kin-Gendai Nihon no Shinshiten (Tokyo, 2001).

13



- The interpretation of economic ‘success’ is also related to the utilisation of the
particular terminology of ‘modernisation’ (kindaika) in the Japanese historiography.
In contrast to the Euro-American academic world, which has frequently debated the
definition of ‘modernisation’, there has been no debate around its interpretation in the
Japanese academic world. In the context of modemn Japanese history, it seems
self-evident to Japanese researchers that the entire historical process of modern Japan,
including its economic success and the political failure represented in the militarism
of the mid 20™ century, was connected to the process of ‘modernisation’ during the
period from the late 19" to the mid 20™ centuries. This perspective also reflects a
self-consciousness of Japanese from the Meiji period onwards, as some American and
European academics have pointed out, which constituted a dichotomy between the
‘advanced’ west and the ‘underdeveloped’ east, and a process whereby Japanese
internalised this concept to overcome the social and economic backwardness of Japan
itself.® It may be assumed that the interpretation of ‘modernisation’ has become more
difficult, since recent Japanese studies has suggested that ‘modernisation’ is also
related to the dichotomy of ‘tradition’ and ‘modemn’ in modern Japanese history. As
Andrew Barshay has analysed in his study of the Japanese Marxist view of modem
Japanese historiography, the concept of ‘tradition’ of Japanese Marxists was, along
with ‘modernisation’, utilised to particularise modern Japanese capitalism and its
experience.’ The terminology of ‘modernisation’ in Japanese historiography is
therefore extremely vague and ambiguous. However, even now, it is apparent that this
particular term has undoubtedly dominated the Japanese historiography of Japanese

academics, including research on Japanese economic and business history.

In the early postwar period, research in Japan on modern Japanese economic
development was mainly dominated by two theories. On the one hand, Marxist ideas,
with particular innovations adopted with a view to applying Marxist-Leninist theory
to the Japanese case, exercised a strong influence in the academic world, in particular
in the social sciences.'® On the other hand, the so-called Otsuka Historiography
(Otsuka Shigaku), named after Otsuka Hisao, probably the most influential economic

¥ See for example, E. O. Reischauer, ‘Not Westernization But Modernization’, in H. Wray and H.
Conroy (eds.), Japan Examined (Honolulu, 1983).

® See A. Barshay, ‘Doubly Cruel: Marxism and the Presence of the Past in Japanese Capitalism’ in S.
Vlastos (ed.), Mirror of Modernity (Berkeley, 1998).

1° For an example of the particular Marxist view, see K. Oishi, Nikon Sangyo Kakumei Kenkyu, (Tokyo,

14



historian in the early postwar period, formed the other mainstream in this field.
Broadly speaking, Otsuka’s theory added some perspectives from Max Weber’s
theories to those of Marxism, and considered Britain as the ideal model of modern
capitalism."" Although these two mainstreams were to some extent different in their
interpretation of the modern Japanese economy, both consistently took the view that
analysis of commercial wealth or financial wealth in the modern period was of lesser
importance than industrial development in understanding the driving force of

Japanese industrialization.

This situation gradually changed, in particular from the early 1980s, when academic
works about modern merchant capital in Japan began to be published and appear in
academic journals.'”> The survey, collection and publication of old data, particularly
quantitative data, contributed to changing the view of merchants in prewar Japan.
These works signified the active and dynamic role of commercial wealth in the
transitional period of modern Japan, from the end of the Tokugawa period to the early
Meiji period. Nevertheless, research about the development of commercial capital has
remained relatively scarce compared with analysis of industrial or agricultural
development in prewar Japan. If we look at the work of a number of recent
researchers on commercial capital, we find that scholars’ methods can be divided into
several broad categories. Some research has focused on the relationship between the
early economic development of Japan and the structure of human resources. Secondly,
the analysis of ownership and control from case studies of modern Japanese firms, in
particular through research on the business systems of the zaibatsu, has also
demonstrated some significant factors in modern Japanese business history. In
addition, the recent trend of research has gradually shifted towards looking into the
business activities and business networking of wealth holders at a local level, while a

number of researchers have continued to look at these things at a national level.

From a historical perspective, debates about the social origins of businessmen in

modern Japan have long taken place with a view to explaining the nature of

1975).

''" Although Otsuka’s work is quite abundant, for seeing his perspective on the modern Japanese
economy, especially on commerce and merchants, a good source is H. Otsuka, ‘Kindai Shihonshugi
Hattatsushi ni okeru Shogyo no Chii’ in Otsuka, Otsuka Hisao Chosakushu, vol.3 (Tokyo, 1969).

2 Fora pioneering work in this field, see for example V. Chakepaichayon, ‘Meiji Shoki no Kaisha

15



_ entrepreneurship in Japanesé economic development. From the early 1960s to the
1980s, this formed the centre of debates relating to Japanese wealth holders, since it
was important to analyse whose initiatives had led the process of modernization in the
business sector. It was clear that a few critical representatives, for instance,
Shibusawa Eiichi, or Godai Tomoatsu, who undertook modernization in the business
sector as well as promoting Japanese industrialization, with the certain cooperation of
the new Meiji government, had originated in the former samurai class. For this reason,
it was argued that modernization in the business sector was overshadowed by
government initiatives during the period of the transitional economy. It was also
believed that after the Meiji Restoration the lower samurai class, who had been
technocrats of feudal domains or in the territory of the Shogunate, became the major
source of human resources for the transitional Japanese business world of the late 19™
century. However, this conception was based on studies from limited sources and the
image of contemporary observers who criticized merchants as being less innovative
and reluctant to change their own business customs. Therefore, it can be said that this

view also indicated the bias of contemporary political and business leaders.

Although many Japanese scholars have insisted on the role of the samurai as
innovative entrepreneurs, many studies attacking this old conception have emerged."?
Over time researchers gradually gave less priority to the role of the samurai class,
while the role of local and urban wealth holders, including merchants or landlords,
has become an important factor for the analysis of human resources.'* In the English
language literature, Yui and Hirschmeier conceded that Japanese businessmen came
from both samurai and merchant groups, although they also insisted that priority
should be given to the former group.’* Some researchers outside Japan also traced the
change of trends shown in Japanese writing. Kozo Yamamura stressed the assumption
that less priority should be given to the samurai, from his empirical research on

samurai income.'® Nakamura Takafusa also emphasized the contribution of merchant

Kigyo’, in Osaka Daigaku Keizaigaku, 31-1 and 32-1 (1981,1982).

'* For example, see T. Tsuchiya, Nihon Shihonshugi no Keieishi teki Kenkyu, (Tokyo, 1954).

14 For an example of a pioneering work, which focused on the role of merchants, see H. Mannari,
Bijinesu Elite, (Tokyo, 1965).

'S See T. Yui and J. Hirschmeier, The Development of Japanese Business, (Tokyo, 1975), esp.
PP-95-103, pp.309-10, and also J. Hirschmeier, The Origins of the Entrepreneurship in Meiji Japan
(Cambridge, Mass., 1964).

16 See K. Yamamura, 4 Study of Samurai Income and Entrepreneurship (Boston, 1974).
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groups to the establishment of and investment in modern firms."”

However, the debates themselves have not been concluded even now.'® This is
largely due to the limitations of the research methods used in the previous period.
These debates were based on collective research from biographies and
autobiographies to trace the social origins of numerous businessmen or business
leaders. As the debate deepened, researchers were confronted with the problem that
almost all the data from these sources only covered urban areas, and were therefore
inappropriate for explaining any general trend for businessmen at the national level.
From the 1990s, some researchers have begun to introduce quantitative data analysis
on a greater scale. Although the results from such analysis at the national level are not
yet complete, some preliminary findings also support the important role of merchants,
and the need to reconsider the relationships between merchants and newly established

firms."®

On the other hand, Japanese businessmen have also been analysed from the
perspective of managerial change. Such studies are crucial in analysing long-term
change in employment and training systems associated with the politics of power in
Japanese firms. The peculiarity of the process of the founding of the modern company
system, and the influence of the Japanese family system (the ie, whose role has been
emphasized by some scholars®®) in business organization is a major part of this
complex debate. In addition, debates relating to this field have focused on the issue of
whether modern Japanese business is convergent with or divergent from the
contemporary western case. These studies are mainly divided into two streams, that is,
the more theoretical approach and the more empirical historical approach. Although
both these two approaches basically depend on case studies of firms, in particular case
studies of zaibatsu, and the two share certain characteristics, a difference of

perspective towards modern Japanese business and how it should be interpreted

'7 See T. Nakamura, Nikon Keizai, (Tokyo, 1980), especially, pp.94-98.

'8 For the historical progress of this debate, see K. Ishikawa, ‘Kigyoka, Keieisha’, in Keieishigakukai
(ed.), Keieishigaku no Nijuunen, (Tokyo, 1985), and T. Asano, ‘Meiji (Jitsugyoka Bunken) yori mita
Kigyoka no Bunseki’, in T. Asano, Nihon no Kindaika to Keiei Rinen, (Tokyo, 1991).

1 Abe Takeshi and Miyamoto Mataro have conducted this project. Both of them are professors of
economic history in Osaka University. I would like to express my gratitude to Professor Abe for
showing me their paper, presented at the Japan Business History Conference in 1999(Abe and
Miyamoto, ‘Meiji ki ni okeru Shisanka Shokogyosha no Kosei’).

% For example see 1. Mito, /e no Ronri, 2 vols. (Tokyo, 1992).
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separates the two approaches.

The more theoretical approach is represented by the works of Morikawa Hidemasa,
who has been influenced both by Marxist ideas, and by A. D. Chandler’s analysis of
the managerial hierarchy system. Especially, many of Morikawa’s recent works
reflect Chandler’s theories relating to the transition of modern firms from family
capitalism to organizational capitalism.?' In addition, in his analysis, Morikawa has
assigned importance to the convergence of the Japanese business system with the
western business system as a whole. According to his interpretation, which is
informed by case studies of Japanese firms and salaried managers, there was a
long-term change from family (and capitalist) ownership to management by salaried
manager.”> Morikawa has also considered the conflict between personal investors and
managers in firms during the period of prewar Japan, suggesting that this conflict
represented a negative attitude towards management on the part of personal investors,
who were less interested in day-to-day business and more concerned with profit. This
therefore caused problems for salaried managers who wished to reinvest the profits of
firm to expand their scale of business, and who had to confront the difficulty of
sharing the firm’s profits with investors.”> From Morikawa’s perspective, it can be
said that even though some theoretical convergence is significant in his analysis, he
also emphasizes the role of certain peculiarities in modern Japanese business, such as
the corporate governance system or the lesser importance of personal investors, as
positive factors for Japanese economic development, in both the prewar and postwar

periods.*

In contrast to this argument, some Japanese historians have placed more emphasis on
the historical and socio-cultural influences on the business system. Yasuoka Shigeaki,

whose studies have largely focused on the continuities and discontinuities of

2l See A. D. Chandler, Strategy and Structure, (Cambridge, Mass., 1962) and also, Scale and Scope,
(Cambridge, Mass., 1990).

2 See H. Morikawa, Nikon Keieishi, (Tokyo, 1981) and Zaibatsu no Keieishiteki Kenkyu, (Tokyo,
1980, in English version, Zaibatsu, (Tokyo 1992)). Also Top-Management no Keieishi, (Tokyo, 1996).
Morikawa’s assumption about the lesser importance of the dispersion of shares has also provoked some
criticism from other scholars. See E. Yasube, ‘Chandler model to Morikawa Hidemasa shi no
Keieisha-Kigyoron’, Keieishigaku, 28-4, 1994.

2 See Morikawa, Top-Management, in particular chapter 3.

* Takeda Haruhito provides another perspective on these peculiarities in Japanese business. See H.
Takeda, Zaibatsu no Jidai, (Tokyo, 1995), and Nihonjin no Keizaigainen, (Tokyo, 1999).

18



traditional business customs in modern Japanese business, is a prominent example of
this ‘historical’ approach. Yasuoka’s research does not imply that Morikawa ignores
the historical evolution of Japanese business. However, if we contrast the two
approaches, we see that Yasuoka mainly stresses the importance of internal influences
on the prewar Japanese economy, while Morikawa emphasizes external influences on
prewar Japanese business. Most of Yasuoka’s studies are concentrated on research on
the Mitsui zaibatsu and traditional merchant houses in the transitional period of the
economy. On the basis of this research, Yasuoka explains the role of the business
activities of merchants whose business customs and systems had originated in the
Tokugawa period, and shows how these provided a ‘soft-landing’ for the modem
Japanese economy, especially given the chaotic situation resulting from the Meiji
Restoration.”> Moreover, Yasuoka’s case study of the Mitsui zaibatsu indicates the
progress of efforts to ‘invent’ a modern Japanese business which was a complex
mixture of western business systems and traditional Japanese business customs.?® In
general, among Japanese business historians, Yasuoka’s approach is more empirical
historical rather than theoretical. What is certain is that Yasuoka has become part of

the mainstream in Japanese business studies.

Recent trends in studies about wealth holders or businessmen have also provided new
research looking at local economies. Recently, some scholars have highlighted the
contribution of local wealth holders in adjusting and fixing a modern business and
economic system in Japan. In this field, the business and social networking of wealth
holders in terms of their capital investments, case studies of wealthy local
industrialists, especially those engaged in the traditional manufacturing sector, and
research on the retailing and marketing activities of local merchants, have all been
crucial subjects. Networking analysis has primarily been based on quantitative
analysis of the data from shareholders’ lists as well as personal and formal data. As
this kind of research has evolved, it has become apparent that the networking of local
merchants took the form of personal and area networking. Moreover, this networking
itself had a strong impact on their business, leading, for instance, to cooperative

investment in newly established firms by merchant groups as part of a risk-sharing

2 See S. Yasuoka, Kinsei Shoka no Keiei Rinen, (Tokyo, 1999).
% See Yasuoka, Zaibatsu Keiseishi no Kenkyu, (Kyoto, 1970; 2™ Edition 1998).

19



 strategy.?’

On the other hand, case studies of local industrialists also indicate that their business
was, to some extent, associated with risk-taking. It is apparent that from the Meiji
Restoration, the shift in economic and business policy made the national economy
more centralized, and that this policy heavily depended on the economic and
industrial development of particular sectors and regions. Thus it provoked a
downward spiral and disastrous depression in some local economies. To recover from
this miserable situation, local wealth holders needed to establish new and modemn
business systems not only for their own survival but also to help the local economy, in
addition to creating new markets for their products or goods. In other words, they
were certainly conscious of the fact that their business activities could contribute to
boosting the local economy, and therefore the social stability of local communities.
This condition made their business part of a sort of code of honour, but it also led to
considerable danger of loss or bankruptcy in their businesses as a consequence of

their commitment to local politics.?®

As regards social networking and the contribution of local wealth holders to regional
economic development, some studies have focused on the business activities of local
merchants in the prewar period. Among this research, the approach of Suenaga
Kuniaki’s work is characterized by a focus not only on the domestic business
networking of merchants but also on their attempts to expand their external markets,
for example, in Japanese colonies or states to which Japanese had emigrated.
Therefore it may be said that the interest in Suenaga’s research lies in its
interpretation of the existence of some sort of cosmopolitanism in business among
modern Japanese merchants. His case studies of Omi merchants, who had been active
on a national scale during the Tokugawa period, attempts to analyse the
transformation in their business in prewar Japan, in particular their response to the

challenge of creating new markets by the integration of traditional marketing skills

2 For example, see K. Wada, Y. Kobayakawa and M. Shiomi, ‘Meiji 31 nen jiten no Chukyo Zaikai ni
okeru Juyaku Kennin’ Nanzan Keiei Kenkyu, 7-2, 1992. Also Y. Uekawa, ‘Meiji 40 nen Osaka-fu no
Kigyoka Shudan’ Kyoto Gakuin Daigaku Keieigaku-bu Ronshu, 8-2, 1998.

283ee M. Tanimoto, ‘Bakumatsu Meijiki Menpu Kokunai Shijo no Tenkai’ Tochi Seido Shigaku, 115,
1987. Also M.Sawai and T. Abe (eds.), Kindai Nihon ni Okeru Kigyoka no Shokeifu, (Osaka, 1996).
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and the modern business system, though their scale of business was not so large.”
Suenaga also shows how the success of their challenge was based on their experience
in Tokugawa Japan since the federal nature of the economic system had given to their
domestic retailing operations a certain ‘cosmopolitan’ tendency. As Suenaga’s
analysis indicates, studies of local merchants have had some influence on Yasuoka’s

approach, and, to some extent, on the historical approach more broadly.30

The result is that this research and these debates have become fruitful sources for
explaining and analysing modemn Japanese business, including the characteristics of
businessmen and wealth holders. However, certain problems may be identified, in that
these works have not embraced several important perspectives. The most crucial
problem is the ignorance of gender issues. It was not rare before the modernization
period for women in Japanese merchant house to take responsibility for merchant
house management or day-to-day business. Nevertheless, in many cases, as
modernization and industrialization progressed, women gradually vanished, or were
forced to vanish, from the business world, devoting themselves to their households.
Undoubtedly, this circumstance signifies a change in the ie system within merchant
houses as a result of institutional reforms and social changes in Japan. However,
researchers who have emphasized the significance of the ie system for the formation
of modern Japanese business have not really pointed out the change in women’s
roles inside the business world. Moreover, there is hardly any research which has
chosen women as the subject of modern Japanese business studies.®’ This is probably

due in part to the shortage of female researchers in this field.

In addition to this serious omission, existing research invariably lacks a comparative
perspective, even though modern Japanese business introduced various western
systems, from the legal to the industrial, to accommodate to, or compete with,
external rivals. While many studies have focused on convergent factors rather than
divergent factors within modern Japanese business, it is clear that, in many respects,
the peculiarities of modern Japanese business have been exploited when it comes to

any explanation of the postwar success of the Japanese economy. Therefore,

» See K. Suenaga, Kindai Omi Shonin Keieishiron, (Tokyo, 1997).
% For example, see R. Hayashi (ed.), Henkakuki no Shonin Shihon, (Tokyo, 1984).
3! For a rare example see R. Hayashi, Josei no Kinsei, (Tokyo, 1993), even though this book is about
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~ research in this area has not changed the image of the ‘uniqueness’ of Japanese
business along with that of Japanese businessmen. Furthermore, recent comparative
studies have been inclined to focus on case studies, thus lacking a broader perspective

in which to locate the research.>

Finally, although quantitative and empirical methods have frequently been utilized for
the analysis, businessmen’s social networks and the process of change in Japan from
pre-modern merchants to modern and westernized businessmen have rarely been
researched from the simultaneous perspective of both economic development and
social change.®> Some recent research, however, attempts to interpret the reforming

of the pre-modern class system of modern Japan in terms of social restructuring.**

Thus, on the one hand, the number of works and studies of Japanese researchers is
enormous, and to some extent, extremely detailed. On the other hand, the research
itself tends to be narrow, precluding a focus on significant factors, which might
enable some expansion of, or radical change in, the existing analytical approach. In
contrast to this situation, research on the European bourgeoisie or businessmen has
advanced in the context of some comparative analysis, looking both at economic
factors and at a socio-cultural level, and utilizing a combination of quantitative and
qualitative methods. In particular, it has become clear that earlier class structures

within European countries have greatly influenced the modern European economy.
1.2.2 Britain

Britain has long been considered as the archetypal industrialized country in the
modern era, and therefore has usually been interpreted as an ‘ideal’ model for
comparative analysis. In this view, the British model was indicated as showing the

‘normal’ way for historical progress towards modemnization and industrialization, in

the era of Tokugawa Japan and focuses not only on business activities,

32 For example, see T. Yui and H. Morikawa (eds.), Kokusai Hikaku Kokusai Kankei no Keieishi
(Nagoya, 1997).

3 “Westernization’ in the business world signifies the reforming of the economy and business
organization, including private and public reform, for example, the establishment of legal institution
and a financial system, based on the contemporary European system, in addition to the establishment of
modern infrastructure.

* For example, see H. Sonoda, Seiyoka no Kozo (Kyoto, 1993), and Sonoda (eds.), Shizoku no Shakai
Rekishigakuteki Kenkyu (Nagoya, 1995).
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contrast to other ‘peculiar’ and ‘tragic’ ways, especially those of Germany or Japan.*

The cooperation between democracy and industrialization in modern Britain has
become a powerful theme in much modemn historiography. The rise of the British
bourgeoisie as a result of the so-called ‘Industrial Revolution’ and ‘Bourgeois
Revolution’ also corresponded with interpretations focusing on the prominent position
of the industrial sector in the modern British economy. On the other hand, the
pre-industrial elite, which consisted of the aristocracy and landowners, has tended to

be considered as a declining power in the modern period, especially in Britain.*®

However, as other methods of analysis, in particular econometric methods, have
begun to impact on the interpretation of economic growth in modern Britain, these
studies have been forced to modify their former perspectives on the Industrial
Revolution and the modem British economy. Newer studies indicate that even in the
stage of relatively rapid growth generated by the Industrial Revolution, the
agricultural sector still remained a significant force of economic activities and a major
source of national income. The share of the agricultural sector in national income, and
the high level of its contribution to employment until the middle of the 19™ century,
signifies the power of this sector as well as that of the pre-industrial elite, who owned
a large part of the arable and farming land throughout Britain.>’ Research on the
growth in productivity has also pointed to the relatively low growth in the industrial
sector even in the late 19™ century, when agricultural output absolutely declined.®
Also studies on the growth rate of the service sector in modern Britain have assigned
an equivalent importance to this sector, arguing that it contributed to economic
growth in Britain as much as did the industrial sector.*® Consequently, these studies
began to challenge older views of the modemn British economy, in addition to the

historical myth of modern Britain that had been generated.

Empirical studies have also called into question the interpretation of a whole range of

3 For example see Otsuka, ‘Kindai Kigyoka to sono Keifu’, in Otsuka Hisao Chosakushu vol. 9
(Tokyo, 1969).

% See D. Cannadine, The Decline and Fall of the British Aristocracy, (New Haven, 1990), and D.
S7pring (ed.), European Landed Elites in the Nineteenth Century, (Baltimore, 1977), for example.

37 See E. L. Jones, The Development of English Agriculture, 1815-73, (Cambridge, 1968).

% See N. F. R. Crafts, British Economic Growth during the Industrial Revolution, (Oxford, 1985), esp.

45,
?9 See C. H. Feinstein et al (eds.), British Economic Growth, 1856-1973, (Oxford, 1982), pp.222-23,
pp.288-89.
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~ older views on indicators of social change during the modern period. These studies
are, to some extent, more detailed, which meant that they were in themselves
sufficient to break with older views, and not based on an ambiguous and unreal image
of modern British society. This research also tended to focus on the continuity of the
old elite as an element of social, political and economic power, rather than on their
social discontinuity consequent on radical changes during the Industrial Revolution.
Among works of this kind, Rubinstein’s research on millionaires and
multi-millionaires in modern Britain is especially significant, and has had a great
impact in changing earlier perspectives. Utilizing probate records to estimate
millionaires’ wealth from the late 19" to the early 20™ centuries, Rubinstein
emphasised that even though the proportion of the total number accounted for by the
pre-industrial elite relatively declined throughout the period, British millionaires were
not represented only by the industrial bourgeoisie, but also by the commercial and
financial bourgeoisie.*’ Rubinstein’s long-term analysis also showed that while
industrial millionaires were the largest group among the wealthy bourgeoisie, their
regional distribution indicated the predominant position of the London area, which
was mainly non-industrial and was the centre of the financial sector.*’ In addition,
among industrial millionaires, traditional sectors like brewing were the largest group,
and not millionaires from the cotton industry. From these results, Rubinstein pointed
out the relative importance of the non-industrial bourgeoisie in modern Britain. In
another work, he also stressed the gradual integration of the British bourgeoisie with
the pre-industrial elite through educational influence, for instance, through the
entering of bourgeoisie sons into public schools. He disputes, however, that this
caused any decline of the British economy, since their choice of profession after
completing higher education was quite business-oriented.*> At the same time,
Rubinstein’s analysis of the predominant position of the non-industrial bourgeoisie,
and his denying of the negative impact of the cultural influence of the pre-industrial

elite on the bourgeoisie, has provoked some criticism from his opponents.**

:‘l’ See W. D. Rubinstein, Men of Property, (London, 1981). In particular pp.60-66.

Ibid, p. 88.
42 See Rubinstein, Capitalism, Culture and the Decline of Britain, (London, 1993), esp. chap. 4.
“ Particular debates have been conducted between Rubinstein and Berghoff, and also between
Rubinstein and Nicholas recently. For example, see H. Berghoff, ‘British Businessmen as Wealth
Holders, 1970-1914: A closer look’, Business History, 33-2 (1991), ‘A reply to W. D. Rubinstein’s
response’, Business History, 34-2 (1992), and Rubinstein, ‘British Businessmen as Wealth Holders,
1870-1914: A Response’, Business History, 34-2 (1992). Also, see Rubinstein, ‘Wealth Making in the
late Nineteenth and early Twentieth Century: A response’, Business History 42-2 (2000), and T.
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This shift in the focus of research about modern Britain has also stimulated the growth
of studies of the role of the financial sector in modern Britain. In this sense, many
researchers have looked at the contribution of the City of London, as a worldwide
financial centre and a huge source of British wealth, and at the financial bourgeoisie.
These studies have emphasised the integration of the financial bourgeoisie with the
pre-industrial elite, both socially and economically, and the assistance this gave to the
survival of the old elite and its cultural values. Informal networking with the political
and social elite through non-business meetings, marriage or friendship from their
study at public schools, caused the assimilation of the financial elite into the old elite,
and thus enabled them to exercise influence in politics or the economy.* The
financial elite’s social and political attitude was also in strong contrast with that of the
industrial bourgeoisie, who were basically outside this assimilation because of the
difference in cultural values between the newly emerging upper class of industry and
finance capital. However, the extent to which industrialists who succeeded in business
and became rich wished to assimilate into a new national elite or not, remains a topic

of debate among researchers.*’

Recent studies of modern Britain have assigned some importance to the financial
and commercial sector as a driving force of modern British economic development.
One particular example is shown in the debate about ‘gentlemanly capitalism’ in
modern Britain. Cain and Hopkins, who elaborated the concept of ‘gentlemanly
capitalism’ in their long-term and broad analysis of the British Empire, stressed a
number of significant points as follows. Firstly, they focused on the non-industrial
sector, such as commerce or finance, to achieve a reconsideration of modern British
capitalism. They indicated that greater improvement and innovation within the
commercial and financial sectors, and not just the Industrial Revolution, contributed
to the British economy. Secondly, they emphasised the influential power in British
economic policy of the financial and commercial elite, which was assimilated into the

old political elite. In contrast to this elite, the role of the industrial elite was more

Nicholas, ‘Wealth Making in the Nineteenth and early Twentieth Century: The Rubinstein hypothesis
revisited’, Business History 42-2 (2000).

* For details, see Y. Cassis, City Bankers, 1870-1914 (Cambridge, 1994).

4 For example, see L. Stone and J. C. F. Stone, An Open Elite? (Oxford, 1986), and F. M. L.
Thompson, ‘Life after Death: How Successful Nineteenth-Century Businessmen Disposed of their
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~ marginal, and its influence remained at the local level. Thirdly, the continuity in
long-term policy of modemn Britain may be summarized as depending on the newly
integrated gentlemanly elite and its political philosophy. *° Although this
interpretation has provoked controversy and debate among researchers®’, it is certain
that Cain and Hopkins’ studies have contributed to a rethinking of modern British
history, in addition to a rethinking about the British bourgeoisie.

Consideration of long-term changes within modern British history have thus indicated
the strong presence of the pre-industrial elite, which had been considered as a
declining power in the modern period as a result of the Industrial Revolution. This
elite still maintained its power both politically and socially through integration with
other influential groups, notably the financial and commercial bourgeoisie, both of
which could share its social values and traditional customs. Studies of modern British
capitalism and the bourgeoisie have focused on the question of modernity within
British society, but it is clear that none of these studies has shown the existence of a
radical reorganization in social and class structure in modern Britain. These
perspectives have also forced a shift in the historiography of other European countries,
such as Germany, whose historiography had excessively idealized modern British
society, in contrast with the ‘backwardness’ in modern society in Germany that was
considered as having led the country to National Socialism. This German perspective

will be considered next.
1.2.3 Germany

Many researchers who have studied modern German history have been convinced that
from the early 19™ to the middle of the 20™ century, German society in its entirety
chose a different path from other western European societies for reasons of tradition,
outlook, different internal social structure and enthusiastic national consciousness,
even though the state system was not totally centralized until the 1930s, when the
Nazis took hold of the political power and the democratic political system.*® It has

been frequently stated that the road to this great tragedy was initiated with the failure

Fortunes’, Economic History Review , 33 (1990).
% SeeP.J.Cainand A. G Hopkins, British Imperialism, 2vols. (London, 1993), esp. chap 2,3 of vol.1 .
41 See e.g. D. Cannadine, “The Empire Strikes Back’, Past and Present, 147, (1995).
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of the German bourgeoisie in the 19™ century to transform Germany into a liberal and
democratic state. The existence of two groups within the German bourgeoisie, that is,
the Bildungsbiirgertum (educated bourgeoisie) and the Besitzbiirgertum (propertied
bourgeoisie) caused conflict between the two, both socially and politically.*® The
weakness of the bourgeoisie in the face of the pre-industrial and authoritative elite
during the period of the unification movement had a decisive impact in that these
bourgeoisie, in particular those who were propertied, were unable to expel the old
elite from political power. All they could do was seek assimilation into traditional
power groups through abandoning modern and liberal values. Their betrayal of
democracy, known specifically as the ‘feudalization of the bourgeoisie’, separated
them from the rest of the European bourgeoisie and changed their social and political
attitude towards something altogether more authoritative and suppressive. >
Consequently, their ambiguous position and the alliance with the old elite during the
period of Imperial Germany and the Weimar Republic led to the rise of the National
Socialism. This assumption forms part of the so-called Sonderweg, a distinct path of

modern German history, and thus Sonderweg theory long dominated modern German

historiography.>!

However, the Sonderweg and ‘feudalization’ theories as a component of the overall
approach to German history have fallen into disfavour in recent years. The first
backlash came from historians researching modern German history in Britain, who
were undoubtedly influenced by British social historians, like Hobsbawm or
Thompson. In the early 1980s, David Blackbourn and Geoff Eley initiated an attack
on the Sonderweg theory. They questioned what they considered the excessive
idealization of modern British society by German historians, who criticized the social
backwardness of contemporary Germany in contrast to Britain, arguing that British
social structure resolved elements of backwardness and traditional customs. They also
emphasized that the transition of Germany into a modern state during the 19™ century
certainly depended on the rise of the bourgeoisie, who benefited substantially from

the ‘revolution from above’ by the German state, for example, the unification,

“® For example, see H-U Wehler, German Empire 1871-1918 (Leamington Spa, 1985) for detail.

* For details see, J. Kocka et al(ed), Biirger und Biirgerlichkeit im 19 Jahrhundert, (Géttingen, 1987).
%0 See H-U. Wehler, German Empire, 1871-1918, esp. chap 2.

5! For Sonderweg theory, see R. Dahrendorf, Gesellschaft und Demokratie in Deutschland, (Munich,
1965), esp. pp.62-64.
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~ economic growth through state intervention or the formation of standards for the
social system. In addition, they argued that during this period bourgeois values
became dominant in many areas of German society.’> As explained above, their
interpretation was indeed a challenge to earlier perspectives on modern German
history. Therefore, it provoked a serious and enthusiastic debate among historians
who studied modern Germany, both German and British. International debate thus
also partly contributed to the opening up of debates and the development of

comparative research on the German bourgeoisie.

Comparative research based on empirical studies of the bourgeoisie gradually
appeared from the middle of the 1980s. A significant role in this research was played
by an international group of researchers who jointly discussed and conducted research
at the University of Bielefeld, in Germany. Their contribution was published as a
three volume set edited by Jiirgen Kocka, a famous social historian.® The studies in
this book mainly consist of comparisons between the German bourgeoisie and other
European bourgeoisies, from various aspects, like the difference in economic
activities, status, self-consciousness or mentality. Without doubt, these endeavours
have been successful in their attempt to place modern German history in a European
context, and to give a broader and precise vision of the interpretation of the German
bourgeoisie. Also from this research, it is apparent that the German bourgeoisie
shared many common characteristics with other European bourgeoisies, in particular
the British or French, who were considered to be influential in many areas of society,
including the political area. Even though there has been some criticism from other
researchers, who have pointed out that these scholars’ definition of bourgeoisie is too
narrowly determined,> this type of comparative research has been quite influential
on later studies focused on the so-called German bourgeoisie, like businessmen and

merchants.

Studies of the German bourgeoisie have been inclined to emphasise the bourgeoisie’s

tendency towards ‘feudalization’. The bourgeoisie’s failure to hold a predominant

52 See, D. Blackbourn and G. Eley, The Peculiarities of German History, (Oxford, 1984).

53 See J. Kocka et al.(eds.), Biirgertum im 19.Jahrhundert, 3vols. (Munich, 1988).

5% This criticism is especially from Lothar Gall. See, for example L. Gall, ‘Stadt und Biirgertum im
Ubergang von der traditionalen zur modernen Gesellschaft’, in Gall (ed.), Stadt und Biirgertum im
Ubergang von der traditionalen zur modernen Gesellschaft (Munich, 1993).
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~ position within the German state was considered to have led to a negative assimilation
into the pre-industrial elite. In this sense, the ‘feudalization of the bourgeoisie’ was
defined as a phenomenon that opposed or reversed modernity or the development of a
modern society, shown through the ennoblement of the bourgeoisie on retirement
from the business world, their alliance with the authoritarian state to secure their
status, and the formation of a coalition with the pre-industrial elite through marriage
or choice of profession. As newer empirical studies carefully examined and analysed
new data, the results of the research cast doubt on this concept of ‘feudalization’.
Some of the pioneers of these studies, such as Friedrich Zunkel’s research on
businessmen in the Rhineland and Westphalia in the middle of the 19" century,
provided limited evidence for the ‘feudalization’ of these businessmen.®> However, in
the 1980s, the existence of major weaknesses in the feudalization thesis became
apparent to many historians and sociologists.s‘5 In addition, as quantitative methods
began to be introduced into this field of study and as empirical studies became more
elaborate, many researchers became suspicious of the concept of ‘feudalization’.
Some researchers stressed the relative lack of significance for businessmen of the ties
with the pre-industrial elite, and study of businessmen families who were newly
ennobled indicated the separation of those groups from the old aristocracy.”’ Karin
Kaudelka-Hanisch’s study of holders of the title ‘Commercial Councillor’, which was
the state title specifically awarded to honour businessmen, signifies the pride and

self-awareness of businessmen in relation to their economic activities.>®

Recent trends in studies of the German bourgeoisie show a further expansion in
interest among researchers, though many of these works assign importance not only
to business and economic factors, but also to political and social factors. Augustine’s
study of the wealthiest businessmen in Wilhelmine Germany explains the similarities

and peculiarities of the wealthy German bourgeoisie in terms of their business

55 See F. Zunkel, Die Rheinisch-Westfilische Unternehmer, 1834-1879, (Cologne, 1962).

% For example, see H. Kaelble, ‘Long-Term Changes in the Recruitment of the Business Elite’,
(Journal of Social History, 13-3, 1980), and Kaelble, ‘Wie feudal waren die deutschen Unternehmer im
Kaiserreich?’ in R. Tilly (ed), Beitrige zur quantitativen vergleichenden Unternehmergeschichte,
gStuttgart, 1985).

7 See H. Henning, ‘Soziale Verflechtung der Unternehmer in Westfalen, 1860-1914°, Zeitschrift fiir
Unternehmergeschichte, 23 (1978) and H. Berghoff, ‘Aristokratisierung des Biirgertums?’
Vierteljahrschrift fiir Sozial und Wirtschaftsgeschichte, 81-2 (1994).

%% See K. Kaudelka-Hanisch, ‘The Titled Businessmen: Prussian Commercial Councilors in the
Rhineland and Westphalia during the Nineteenth Century’, in D. Blackbourn and R. Evans (eds.), The
German Bourgeoisie, (London, 1991).
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~activities and social status. She basically stresses that the wealthiest German
businessmen, who were considered to have had easy access to the pre-industrial elite
because of their enormous economic and financial power, and who had been closely
identified with the model of ‘feudalization’ of the bourgeoisie, had hardly ever lost
their consciousness of being businessmen. Although in some cases, a minority lost
confidence in their own traditional social and economic values, and their social
behaviour was gradually assimilated into that of the pre-industrial elite, the majority
remained active in the business world, since they never forgot that the source of their
influence and power rested on their business activities. In addition, in their private life,
including marriage and the upbringing of children, they were indeed highly strategic.
On the one hand, sons of businessmen were expected to inherit their father’s
businesses, and therefore it was rare for a son’s choice of profession or private life to
lie outside his father’s expectations or decision. On the other hand, the role of
daughters was to expand the social network through marriage. However, Augustine
concludes that the wealthiest businessmen in Imperial Germany remained in a
somewhat isolated position in relation to the political and pre-industrial elite, in
contrast to Britain.® While Augustine’s study has had a major impact on research on
the German bourgeoisie, other recent studies have discussed the role in Imperial
Germany of the financial elite, a core element in the study of the European
bourgeoisie.’* Boris Barth’s study of the banking and financial elite in Imperial
Germany indicates the relationship between banking activities and foreign policy, and
the link of the financial elite with the political elite.®’

The trend in studies of the modern German bourgeoisie has, therefore, become more
convergent with trends found in the study of the European bourgeoisie more broadly.
Comparative research has made it apparent that the modern German bourgeoisie,
which had been assumed to be distinct from other western bourgeoisies in a number
of respects, in particular in their social and political attitude, in fact shared many
common characteristics with them. This also signifies the contribution of comparative

research to analysing them in a broader perspective. In addition, it is clear that these

%% For details, see D. L. Augustine, Patricians and Parvenus, (Oxford, 1994).

€ For pioneering work in this field, see F. Stern, Gold and Iron, (New York, 1977).

¢! See B. Barth, Die deutsche Hochfinanz und die Imperialismus, (Stuttgart, 1995), and also Barth,
‘Weder Biirgertum noch Adel’, Geschichte und Gesellschaft, 25-1 (1999); M. Reitmeier,
‘Biirgerlichkeit als Habitus’, (Geschichte und Gesellschaft, 25, 1999).
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studies have not ignored any of the political and unusual social characteristics that
may have led to the final tragedy of modern German history. This indicates the strong
impact of the Sonderweg thesis among researchers even now, although the concept of

‘feudalization’ has almost disappeared and lost its impact on German historiography.
1.3 . The Importance of Comparative Research

From the brief description of the existing progress of research, outlined in the
previous section, it is apparent that there are certain differences in method, analysis
and tendency of research among these three countries. Even in the case of definition
of the terminology for the so-called bourgeoisie, the various definitions indicate
strong social, cultural and traditional influences that have certainly made a
comparison difficult. It is clear that the terms bourgeoisie, Biirgertum, shisanka or
meiboka, all of which are broadly defined as including the wealthy individuals (in
particular those who are propertied), have partly differing meanings and
characteristics. None of these words can be wholly translated into another language,
and while some of the terms have embraced a broad variety of social groups within
the definition, some terms only embrace the social group which was engaged in
economic and business activities. Moreover, the nature of historical progress and the
different power statuses of the three countries, as well as the extent to which they
were developed or a late developer, created peculiarities in each case. However, it
should be noted that there can be no doubt that a commitment to the development of
the nation-state, which was closely associated with a process of modernization and
industrialization, and a commitment to modemity, constituted a common
characteristic of bourgeoisie, Biirgertum and shisanka. Taking a long-term
perspective, these groups were never totally anti-modern or anti-capitalistic, and

gained various benefits from social, economic and political reform.

In addition to the social and economic differences in the characteristics of these
groups themselves, there is also a clear distinction in the style and the methodology of
research on them, in particular of European and Japanese research. On the one hand,
the studies of the European bourgeoisie, in both Britain and Germany, have placed the
research in a broader and longer-term historical context. Recent studies have made

extensive use of empirical and comparative methods, and have gained fruitful results,
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~ which have been able to givé a new perspective on the analysis of bourgeois society
and its social influence. The new trend has also contributed to breaking down the
barriers within historical research, which had been very distinct, since many historians,
politically either left or right, had tended to focus on internal factors which had made
their historical view quite narrow and somewhat ‘nation-based’. Therefore, although
socio-cultural factors were significant in forming clear differences among the
European bourgeoisie, and it is certain that there was little consolidation over national
boundaries (even in the case of the Jewish bourgeoisie in some European countries,
although this might have been doubted by many contemporary observers),” the new
research has indicated a relatively more powerful status and position of the European
bourgeoisie than indicated by previous research, and has shown that they shared a
common attitude towards modernity and their economic activities as the true source of

their power and influence.

On the other hand, in the case of Japan, research on wealth holders was for a long
time left to political, economic and business historians. This meant that research and
studies in this area tended to focus on certain specific factors, for example, the style of
the business, their authoritative attitude towards the working class, or their informal
alliances and coalitions with power elite groups. While this tendency has produced
numerous detailed works in each of these historical areas, it has also caused a lack of
long-term social and historical perspective. This is especially true of business history.
Researchers who have emphasized either the internal or external influences on the
formation of modern Japanese business have tended to focus their attention and
interest especially on Japan itself. In some cases, influential foreign theories have
been introduced to expand the perspective of the study. However, comparative
analysis has relatively rarely been pursued for research into modem Japanese business.
This is also due to a systemic problem in historical studies in Japan, namely that many
researchers have just concentrated on the analysis of the plentiful sources and
literature available, and therefore have only assigned importance to the interpretation
of the peculiarities of the Japanese historical experience. Moreover, cultural values or
bias in interpretation has constituted an invisible barrier to comparison. Even though

Marxist historians, who were long the mainstream of the academic field, have

%2 For example see W. Mosse, Jews in the German Economy, (Oxford, 1987), esp. chap.3.
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~ exploited comparative analysis for criticising social ‘backwardness’ and the existence
of some ‘feudalistic’ characteristics in modern Japan, their studies have hardly ever
been associated with any reconsideration of Japanese ‘peculiarities’. Thus, even
though, as mentioned in the above section, studies of the bourgeoisie in the three
countries have gradually shifted towards looking at the role of the financial and
commercial sector rather than the industrial sector, the analytical approach to such

research is self-evidently distinct in both the Japanese and European cases.

Undoubtedly, this difference in methodological approach and historical progress has
to some extent pushed studies of the Japanese bourgeoisie into an isolated position
and poses certain difficulties for comparison. However, it is plausible to argue that
some similarities can be discovered between Japan and the contemporary European
case. The introduction into modern Japan from the late 19" century of Western
models, economic, social and political, caused a merging with the traditional Japanese
system. The emergence of new wealth holders who enthusiastically engaged in the
modern business world as a result of the reform and transformation of the Japanese
state signifies the partial move by the Japanese business system towards the standards
set by western business. This was conducted through export-oriented development in
Japanese business and the importance of external trade for the Japanese economy.
Also, institutional changes, such as those in the educational system, significantly
contributed to minimizing the differences in social behaviour between the Japanese
and western bourgeoisies. Apart from these social and institutional changes, there is
evidence that in the role of commercial and agrarian wealth during the modern period,
we can find similarities between the European commercial and agrarian elite and that
of Japan. These observations provide some justification for the importance of
comparative research and analysis between the Japanese and European cases.
However, it should be stressed that in contrast to Britain and Germany, both of which
were industrialized and had secured the position of ‘developed’ countries during the
late 19™ — early 20" centuries, Japan was still in the position of a developing country,

and this situation did not change until the post World War Il period. Therefore, the

analytical perspective must be not simply to find any peculiarities or similarities in the
case of Japanese business and wealth holders, but to analyse how the combination of

traditional, non-traditional and newly created factors was structured, and how it

33



~ functioned on an economic and social level.
1.4. Methods and Sources

Methodologically, my research on modern Japanese wealth holders is a combination
of two approaches, that is, quantitative data analysis and a non-quantitative approach
embracing the consideration of socio-cultural factors. Although quantitative methods
can be extended in the direction of econometric analysis, the approach utilized here is
to use basic statistical data to analyse social aspects, such as the social status or social
behaviour of wealth holders. Therefore, my research will be oriented towards a social
history rather than purely economic history approach. However, the combination of
these two methods is crucial for my thesis. On the one hand, the quantitative method
is useful for analysing Japanese wealth holders as a group, so that they can be
examined in a broader context. In addition, since numerous studies of the European
bourgeoisie have researched them as a social group, and comprehensive quantitative
analysis has been utilised for this research, this method will make a comparative
analysis of Japanese wealth holders easier. Collective data analysis is also more
convenient for researching wealth holders at the national level, in particular for
interpreting regional trends and differences, the degree of concentration of personal
wealth, or identifying leading sectors or social groups within wealth holders. On the
other hand, the qualitative analysis used in my thesis is crucial for examining social
and political attitudes that cannot be determined by quantitative analysis. This
approach would seem to address the weakest point of the quantitative analysis,
namely its inability to comprehend the social or cultural factors which undoubtedly
constituted a dynamic in Japanese wealth holders’ activities, especially in the business
world. The implications of traditional or newly invented elements within wealth
holders’ social behaviour also cannot be unveiled without the introduction of a

non-quantitative approach.

The reliability of both quantitative and qualitative data sets is crucial to my analysis.
Though utilizing both methods can reduce or minimize possible errors in the results of
the research, the question of actual reliability is more complex, as will be explained in
more detail in later sections. In the case of the quantitative data set, which will be

discussed in more detail below, there are likely to be some errors and omissions. In
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this case, the use of qualitative evidence, for instance, biographies or autobiographies,
may be able to supplement these data. This is necessary if the quantitative analysis
focuses on personal data, like, for example, age, date or place of birth. On the other
hand, these qualitative materials also provide fascinating information about the
individuals who are the object of the analysis, especially about their life and social
behaviour. However, it should be noted that in many cases, the information provided
by these qualitative materials might to some extent be fictional rather than reliable
and non-fictional. In particular, any discussion relying on data contained in
autobiographies must be a cautious one, since the writers tend to inaccurate and
selective memories, for example where there are references to issues such as

childhood.

The remaining parts of this chapter discuss the materials and sources, which have
been utilized in my thesis. The quantitative materials must be explained in detail, not
only to show the historical progress made in data collection, but also to enable some
discussion of the characteristics or bias of the Japanese sources and materials. Also,
the nature of the qualitative materials will be discussed so as to identify their

particular characteristics. In addition the secondary sources used will be outlined.®*
1.4.1. Quantitative Sources

Although there exist abundant sources on Japanese wealth holders, these materials are
dispersed everywhere throughout Japan, and some important materials, in particular
official documents, may well have been destroyed during the period of the Second
World War. Thus, there have been serious limitations on individual researchers’
ability to access and search these materials at a national level. However, fortunately,
the collection of materials about Japanese wealth holders has advanced rapidly, and
improved in recent years. The most reliable comprehensive sources have been edited
and published through the efforts of a single academic researcher. These are, Meijiki
Nihon Zenkoku Shisanka Jinushi Shiryo Shusei (Compilation of Materials on Wealth
Holders and Landlords in the Meiji period); Taisho Showaki Shisanka Jinushi Shiryo
Shusei (Compilation of Materials on Wealth Holders and Landlords in the Taisho and

€ See also the appendix part of this thesis for further detail of data compilation.
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Showa periods); and To-Do-Fu-Ken betsu Shisanka Jinushi Soran (Compilation of
Materials on Wealth Holders and Landlords by Locality).%*

These compilations were all produced as part of a project to collect prewar Japanese
surveys and other data initiated in the early 1960s by Shibuya Ryuichi, who had been
an academic fellow of the Institute of Agricultural Research, an external organization
of the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fishery. At first, the purpose of this
project was to collect surviving surveys of local landlords, since many old official
collections, including registers or lists of landlords, had been disposed of after the
postwar land reform.5° Therefore, the searching, collecting and editing of these data
or documents at a national level was both significant and necessary. Although, to
some extent, the project needed the assistance of Shibuya’s colleagues, it was mainly

conducted by the individual efforts of Shibuya himself.

From the end of the 1960s to the early 1970s, this data collection was extended to
include data on local wealth holders, including merchants and businessmen, and the
interest of the project began to shift towards analysis of the role of local wealth
holders in modern Japanese economic development and their contribution to business
and economic activities. Further collections of surveys, in particular at national level,
became the main focus of this project, and since the 1980s the results of this extensive
research have been published as major compilations. This work has recently been
completed, and all the materials collected by Shibuya have been published as the three

multi-volume compilations mentioned above.

These comprehensive compilations comprise, therefore, enormous and wide-ranging
data sets, which can be utilised for academic research. If we focus on this huge data
set, we can identify certain characteristics within the sources that have been collected.
These data can be divided into several categories, both official and private. Within
both sets of data, further sub-categories can be identified from sources and references.

Many of the official data sets, though with some exceptions, concentrate on the

% The date of publication of these three bibliographies is as follows: R. Shibuya (ed), Meijiki Nihon
Zenkoku Shisanka Jinushi Shiryo Shusei, 5 vols. (Tokyo, 1984); Shibuya (ed), Taisho Showaki Nihon
Zenkoku Shisanka Jinushi Shiryo Shusei, 7 vols. (Tokyo, 1985); Shibuya (ed), To-Do-Fu-Ken betsu
Shisanka Jinushi Soran, 65 vols. (Tokyo, 1985-1999). In the following, these three texts are
abbreviated as MNZSJSS, TSNZSJSS, and TBSJS.
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agricultural sector, especially providing data on the scale of landholding among
Japanese landlords. This type of investigation was not only conducted by the Ministry
of Agriculture and Commerce, but also by local governments. This indicates that
agricultural policy was undoubtedly a central issue for the prewar Japanese
government, since much social and political instability was regarded as being largely
caused by the landlord system. However, in contrast to the landlords who owned
estates in local and rural areas, official investigation of urban landlords, whose
income largely depended on rents from urban properties, in particular in metropolitan
areas, is hardly ever reflected in the data researched by government. Apart from
research on contemporary landlords, some official tax records, showing the income
structure of major taxpayers in detail, are also included in these compilations.
However, these data are not available across the board. A huge amount of official tax
records would seem to have disappeared during the Second World War, and it is
impossible to examine the remaining data in any time series, or at a national level, as

will be discussed later.

As mentioned above, official investigation of prewar Japanese wealth holders tended
to be concentrated on landlords. It is also apparent that public research in the Japanese
colonies in the prewar period, including Taiwan and Korea, also focused on
landholding. In the case of Korea, after the annexation of the Korean Kingdom in
1910, the office of the colonial government regularly conducted surveys of landlords,
in particular of those who were Japanese immigrants.®’ Also in Taiwan, the colonial
government investigated in detail the nature of estate management undertaken by
Japanese farming immigrants.®® Although one should be cautious about emphasizing
the bias within Japanese governmental investigation from remaining documents, it is
plausible to suggest that official research was inclined to pay attention to landholding

or landlords’ activities rather than to commercial or industrial wealth holders.

5 For detail see introductory part of Shibuya (ed), MNZSJSS, vol. 1.

5 OQnly private research about this type of landlord can be found among the references in these
collections. For example see, Tokyo Shinai ni okeru Takuchi hoka Tochi Chosasho, in TBSJS, Tokyo
Section.

7 Although the first census was conducted by the Ministry of Agriculture and Commerce, the
following census was undertaken by the Chosen Sotoku-fi (Korean Colonial Office). These censuses
are called Naichijin Noji Keieisha Shirabe, and are in DBSJS, Chosen Section.

%8 For example see, Taiwan Sotoku-fu Shokusan Kyoku, Taiwan Nogyo Shokumin no Kaku Kobetsu
Keieigaiyo oyobi Shimei Ichiran (1931) in DBSJS, Taiwan Section.
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On the other hand, privately collected data sets indicate a broader interest in wealth
holders. If we look at national level investigations, there are substantial lists of
national merchants and industrialists. These lists are called Shokonin Meiroku (List of
merchants and industrialists) or Shokoroku, and are available from 1913 to 1930.
They cover a wide range of information, giving for instance, the names of merchants
and industrialists, and the names of the firms or merchant houses which they managed,
along with data about income tax and corporate tax.° Some of these listings cover
several tens of thousands of people, and thus have been utilised for quantitative
analysis of modern Japanese merchants and industrialists.”® However, the definition
of merchant or industrialist in these lists is quite unclear, since some owners of big
business, especially the zaibatsu owners, are not included in this data set. Therefore, it
is certainly difficult to trace data on the very rich group of wealth holders from either
of these sources. In addition, the existence of these lists may possibly signify that
Japanese and Japanese society may have assigned less importance to the secrecy of
information or the violation of privacy than in some other countries. This tendency
becomes very apparent if we shift our eyes to the lists of wealth holders’ wealth or

assets, which were compiled privately.

Lists of wealth holders according to their wealth have a strong tradition in Japanese
history. The oldest list can be traced back to a date of publication in the
mid-Tokugawa period, although copies of these lists had almost disappeared before
the Meiji Restoration. Notwithstanding the great transition within Japanese society
during the late 19" century, these lists continued to be published. The oldest lists of
wealth holders were called Meiyokagami or Banzukehyo, names that utilised as a
model the rankings assigned to sumo wrestlers. The Meiyokagami or Banzukehyo only
contained the names and addresses of wealth holders who were specifically wealthy
merchants, since the existence of landlords was officially denied by the Tokugawa
government under the quasi-federal system of feudal lords that existed. To confirm
the status and number of wealth holders without providing any sort of statistical or

official information, these lists utilised the ranking of sumo wrestlers as a means of

% Shokonin Meiroku and Shokoroku were collected in each prefectural section and the colonial section
of DBSJS. The full name of both materials is Nikon Zenkoku Shokonin Meiroku 5® Version (1913), and
Dainihon Shokoroku 11® Version (1930).

" This project has been done by Abe Takeshi and Miyamoto Mataro, and some of the preliminary
results are presented in Abe and Miyamoto, ‘Meijiki ni okeru Shisanka Shokogyosha no Kosei’, in Abe
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~ identification. Therefore, for instance, the status of yokozuna, who is at the top of the
sumo wrestlers’ hierarchy, would be used in the Meiyokagami or Banzukehyo to
indicate prominent wealthy merchants. Ozeki (second ranking), sekiwake (third), and
komusubi (fourth) etc., downwards could all be used as a conversion table for the
ranking of wealth holders.”’ It was easy for many Japanese to understand the
meaning and ranking of wealth holders by means of these lists. In addition, even
though the true purpose of the publication of these lists is uncertain, it is plausible that

these lists were made to encourage business competition among wealth holders.

This initial type of list had already disappeared by the middle of the Meiji period.
Instead of Meiyokagami or Banzukehyo, a new type of list of wealth holders, based on
tax payment or estimated total assets, began to emerge. These new lists partly
depended on relatively scientific methods of investigation and wealth estimation,
and needed long-term research and many investigators. Therefore, the publication of
these lists was conducted by large organizations, like newspaper publishers or private
detective companies. Also data on the income tax payment of wealth holders began to
be widely available in the form of lists available to the public through publishers. In
addition, the publication of new types of list partly resulted from the crucial influence
of investigations into wealth holders conducted in European countries or the United
States. However, even though some doubt remains about the methods used for
estimating wealth holders’ assets, it is very difficult to trace any accurate data on
this during the Meiji period. Firstly, scientific methods of data collection began to be
introduced no earlier than the beginning of the 20™ century, and the data sets, both
official and private, tended to be incorrect and inaccurate because of delays in
taxation reform and fluctuations in economic circumstances in Japan. This situation
contributed to the existence of great differences in methods of calculating and
estimating wealth holders’ wealth. Secondly, although from the late Meiji period (in
the early 20" century), pioneering lists based on scientific methods began to emerge,
the first list of 1901 did not disclose data about the estimated wealth of wealth holders.
This list only provided data concerning the names of wealth holders whose estimated

wealth was over 500,000 yen in the late Meiji period, since the publisher who

seds.), Nihon Keieishi, vol. 2. (1992).
' For detail on this see the introduction by Shibuya, MNZSJSS, vol. 1. Shibuya also points out that
there is a possibility that publishers changed the ranking in the lists in line with particular merchants’
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~ conducted the research was afraid that individuals contained in this list would suffer
from violation of their privacy, and that the data that appeared might be inaccurate .’
Therefore, the emergence of more detailed lists had to wait until the early Taisho

period.

In 1916, a new list gave information about wealth holders’ estimated wealth, along
with names, addresses and occupations. The list was published in the form of a
supplement of a newspaper. The name of this list was Zenkoku 50man yen ijo
Shisanka Hyo (List of Japanese Wealth Holders with Estimated Wealth in Excess of
500,000 yen), and its publisher was Jiji Shinposha, a leading newspaper publisher.
Although this publisher had earlier disclosed data on wealth holders, it was the<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>