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colonialism, travelling to Taiwan, Sakhalin and Hokkaido. The Institute for
Pacific Relations (IPR) was founded in Hawaii in 1925, and Yanaihara was an
early member of the Institute, having joined at the invitation of his mentor
Nitobe Inaz6. Several research trips to the South Pacific Islands in the early
1930s were followed by his A Study of South Sea Islands (1935), a work
commissioned by the IPR. By the 1930s, his interests in colonialism had
spread beyond a concern with Korea to include China, Manchuria and the
South Pacific.'® Yanaihara visited Manchuria soon after the Manchurian
Incident of 1931 and, on his return to Japan, he condemned the Japanese
government’s policy on Manchuria in his university lectures, which drew
from John A. Hobson and Rudolf Hilferding’s studies on imperialism.

Given the central role of the nation in Hobson and Hilferding’s economic
theories, some attention to their key points may be helpful in understanding
how Yanaihara approached nationalism from economic studies of the effects
of imperialism and colonization. Hobson, a British social critic, was one of
the earliest social theorists to offer a full-scale economic criticism of
imperialism. He recognized some positive aspects of imperialism, such as the
necessary export of capital from the home country to less developed areas.
But he was “also one of the first to question the beneficial results of this
development for the affected territories which had to refund the loans they
were forced to contract at often ruinous conditions, without corresponding
advantages for them or their population.”!> Hobson was also a notorious anti-
Semite who identified the enemy of the nation, the finance capitalists, with
the Jews. Such anti-Semitism did not seem to influence Yanaihara, who saw
the ‘Jewish ethnic nation’ in analogous fashion to the Japanese ethnic nation,
and in fact he made many speeches praising the ‘Jewish ethnic nation” and
their legitimate right to their own state.' Instead, what Yanaihara took from
Hobson was his theory that the state could be held hostage by a social
subgroup whose finance-capital would lead the nation down a ruinous road
towards imperialism.

Hobson’s theory of financial imperialism found most explicit theoretical
development in Rudolf Hilferding’s 1910 Finance Capital. Hilferding’s work
was praised by Otto Bauer, another important Austro-Marxist who maintained
the legitimacy of ethnic national identity in the Marxist struggle and whose
theories on the ethnic nation were often cited by Yanaihara. Hilferding’s
theory of imperialism provided a close economic analysis of how, with the
eventual rise of monopoly pricing and stagnant domestic demand, the laws
of supply and demand in capitalist economies eventually required economic
expansion to maintain high rates of profit. Thus far, Hilferding’s theories
diverge little from classic Marxist theory. But his Austro-Marxist colors shine
through more clearly when he describes the proletariat’s response. “The
proletariat avoids the bourgeois dilemma—protectionism or free trade—with
a solution of its own; neither protectionism nor free trade, but socialism, the
organization of production, the conscious control of the economy not by and
for the benefit of capitalist magnates but by and for society as a whole.”!7 As
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Hilferding describes it, the struggle is economic for political ends: that is, the
proletariat is locked into a struggle with the capitalist class for control of the
state, and the ultimate victory is not the withering away of the state, but the
transformation of “the dictatorship of the magnates of capital” into “the
dictatorship of the proletariat.”!® Hilferding’s theories “were used by Lenin
[whol ... tried to show that finance capitalism and imperialism were
practically one and the same thing.”!” Hence, Lenin too would be tempted
by the idea of using ethnic nationalist movements in developing countries as
a means of attacking imperialism, and thus overthrowing capitalism.

It should be clear that Yanaihara was attracted to Hilferding and the
Austro-Marxists for their economic analysis that offered the ethnic nation as
a valid position from which to attack a state held hostage by élites. Yanaihara,
however, was not a Marxist, and he made eclectic use of Hilferding’s eco-
nomic theories to argue that Japanese colonial policy in Manchuria was
incompatiblewith capitalism, precisely the opposite conclusion that Hilferding
drew.?’ Like Hilferding, Yanaihara concluded that Japanese colonization was
merely increasing Taiwanese nationalist sentiment against the Japanese, and
like Hilferding he welcomed that nationalism as the authentic voice of the
oppressed people.?! But Yanaihara read Hilferding as suggesting that
colonization was ‘irrational’, and he maintained, unlike Hilferding, that
capitalism could be saved through a rational response to the problem of
ethnic nationalist movements. It was, perhaps more than any economic
aspect of the ‘finance-capital theorists’, their recognition of the validity of the
ethnic nation as a site of resistance that was to have a lasting impact on
Yanaihara's thoughts on nationalism and imperialism.

Economic and political considerations converged in Yanaihara'’s critique
of Japanese colonization in Manchuria. If he derived from Hilferding the
lesson that economic colonization was ‘irrational’, he also concluded from his
study of Hobson, and such non-Marxist theoreticians of nationalism as
Bernard Joseph and Herbert Adams Gibbons, that the greatest threat to
Japanese national interests lay not in competition with the other Great
Powers, as advocates for Japanese colonization like Uchida Ryohei FIFHE *F
(1874-1937) and Royama Masamichi #I11EE (1895-1980) had long main-
tained. Yanaihara was more concerned that “the threat to Japan’s interests in
Manchuria arose not from the economic competition of the powers but rather
from the political opposition of the Chinese, which was in itself an expression
of Chinese nationalism.”?* Of course, this acceptance of the homogeneous
character of a “Chinese nationalism” required that Yanaihara dismiss the
possibility that the Manchurian people had their own traditions and culture,
distinct from the Chinese, that ought to be expressed in their own nationalism.
That is, Yanaihara’s conservative opponents could easily point out that his
critique of Japanese colonization in Manchuria merely set one nationalism
(‘Chinese’ nationalism) against another (‘Manchu’ nationalism). The key
point here is that Yanaihara'’s liberal approach to ethnic nationalism emphas-
ized the historical conditions of the formation of an ethnic nation and rejected
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the notion that the ethnic nation was rooted in a natural or primordial sense
of kinship that transcended historical and social conditions. Manchurian
nationalism was illegitimate because Yanaihara knew it was really an expres-
sion of Japanese imperialism, and Japanese imperialism was illegitimate
because it placed the interests of Japanese finance-capital above the national
interests of both the Chinese and the Japanese people. As Yanaihara con-
cluded, “without the unification of China, Japan will not prosper, and as long
as there is anti-Japanese sentiment in China, there will be no good fortune
for Japan.”?

Yanaibara on Nation and State

As noted above, Yanaihara was not unique among liberals in embracing
ethnic nationalism as a critique of the state. But he stands out especially for
the timing of his views. When he presented his major works on ethnic
nationalism and the state, the pressures of censorship and intellectual con-
straints on speech under wartime control were already well underway. From
1931, and especially after the two famous ‘conversions’ by the Marxists Sano
Manabu and Nabeyama Sadachika #8111 638 (1901-79) in 1933, Marxists and
leftists were increasingly apostatizing from class-based social analyses and
progressive positions to support for the state in the notorious phenomenon
of ‘tenkd’ #L|7).2% This rediscovery of the ethnic nation (minzoku) reached a
heightin the mid-1930s, and generally served to provide a cultural foundation
for the state.®

In this context, Yanaihara’s views are rather surprising, and his analysis
of the relationship between the ethnic nation and the state, as the foundation
of his critique of Japanese colonization, deserves further attention. One of
Yanaihara’s first sustained attempts at a theory of nationalism was his 1932
essay, “Nationalism and Internationalism.” Perhaps it was coincidental that
the title of the essay (“Kokuminshugi to kokusaishugi” FJR ¥ & EFEF7%)
seems a literal translation of Herbert Adams Gibbons’s book Nationalism and
Internationalism that was published in 1930, only two years earlier. But it
was no mere coincidence. Gibbons does not appear in Yanaihara’s text or
endnotes (although his name does appear in Yanaihara’s 1934 essay, “Peace
and the Ethnic Nation”). But already one can see the influence of Gibbons'’s
ideas on the way Yanaihara grasped the relationship between nationalism
and internationalism. Gibbons had argued that “the early idea of the word
nation was simply the ethnic group” and that “it was natural that democratic
principles should first be declared and insisted upon by peoples who had
long enjoyed national unity.”? In essence, Gibbons’s work provided theor-
etical justification for an interpretation of nationalism that positioned ethnic
identity, national autonomy, and international peace along the same political
axis.



THE POLITICAL THOUGHT OF YANAIHARA TADAO

If there is coincidence in the titles of Yanaihara’s and Gibbons’s work,
there is more direct evidence in this essay of the influence of Marxists, especi-
ally Bauer and Karl Kautsky.?” Yanaihara opened the essay by describing the
debate between Kautsky, who believed that peace was being maintained by
the international cartels that formed as a means of cooperation among
imperialist states, and Lenin who rejected that view, maintaining instead that
the national character of finance capital would inevitably lead to the collapse
of imperialism before any formation of a supra-imperialism could occur on
a global level. Whether Yanaihara had grasped the essential difference
between Kautsky and Lenin on the question of nationalism, here he saw both
Marxists as emphasizing the covert nationalism of the much ballyhooed
‘internationalism’ of the 1920s, and he remained convinced that the most
pressing issue in the aftermath of the Great War was that of nationalism and
imperialism, particularly the construction of “small countries” in central and
eastern Europe on the basis of the Wilsonian doctrine of “the principle of self-
determination of peoples [read: ethnic nations]” (minzoku jiketsu shugi
RAAHRER). Yanaihara rejected the idea that “capital has no borders” and
argued instead that “capital also has an aspect to it that is inseparable from
nationality. To the degree that capital exists in close proximity to the state,
it moves with the protection of the state, under the direction of the state, and
along with the state.”?® The problem, however, was that labor is not as fluid
as ‘impersonal capital’. Most people stay in their own county, even when the
job market shifts overseas. Hence, the economic significance of nationalism
lies in trying to establish a balance between labor and capital within a country
in order to meet the domestic needs of a population as best as possible.
Yanaihara was deeply concerned that a combination of the domestic nature
of labor and the free flight of capital would destroy the national economy.?’

Given the ability of the state to project national interests abroad as well
as to direct capital in a direction destructive for the nation, Yanaihara realized
that some further clarification of the relationship between nationalism, the
nation, and the state was necessary. He drew from C. J. H. Hayes to define
nationalism (kokuminshugi) as “a composite of the ethnic nation (minzokuw),
the ethnic nation-state (minzoku kokka Rfi%EZ ), and ethnic national
patriotism (minzokuteki aikokushin Rf%HIZE(E L), “Nationalism (ko kumin-
shugi,” he pointed out, “is founded on an identical ethnic nation (deitsu
minzoku [d}—Rf% ), but this does not necessarily mean having the same
citizenship (kokuseki [El§g).”3® To draw such fine distinctions required a more
precise sense of what the nation is and, citing the Austro-Marxist Otto Bauer,
he proposed his earliest definition of the nation in the following terms:

The ethnic nation (minzoku) is a community of fate, or an organization for
cooperative livelihood, based on a community of blood and a community
of culture. To the extent that it is a community of blood, it appears to be a
natural category, but a community of blood is not ipso facto an ethnic nation,
nor is it an absolutely necessary condition of the ethnic nation. ... As a
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31 bid.

32 Ibid., pp.30-31.

community of fate, the ethnic nation is thus a product of history. This means
it is a social category, and not a natural category. ... In this sense, ... the
ethnic nation that lies at the center of the movement we identify today as
ethnic nationalism cannot be completely understood by these general stipu-
lations. It presupposes a specific historical stage, and it is impossible to
understand the meaning of the modern ethnic nation (kindaiteki minzoku
IHEYR%S) without placing it in this context. That is to say, the ethnic
nation of early modern times (kinsei ni okeru minzoku 151 12 #3412 Bfik),
cannot be understood as a community of fate that has reached the stage of
capitalist production and exists in a developmental state that is often accom-
panied by the forms of the state.3!

There are a number of points worth stressing in this early attempt at defining
the ethnic nation. First, Yanaihara adopted a modernist position that the
ethnic nation is a product of history rather than nature, and therefore the
ethnic nation was always created in line with the demands of its particular
age. But he also holds firm to the Austro-Marxist belief that the ethnic nation,
a composite of blood and culture, was the foundation for all authentic forms
of national identity and for the institution of the modern state as well.

The relationship between the ethnic nation and the state was an essential

part of this approach, for it was only by grasping the dynamics ofthe complex

historical relationship between the ethnic nation and state that the

Figure 2

Yanaihara as professor at Tokyo Imperial
University (Source: Yanai Katsumi, et al., eds,
Yanaihara Tadao zenshu [Tokyo: Twanami
Shoten, 1964, vol.16, frontispiece)

true political significance of nationalism, especially in colonized areas,
could be understood. Again, let us turn to Yanaihara’s own words:

As T argued above, the ethnic nation is a community of fate based on
a community of blood and a community of culture, but mainly a
community of culture. That concept does not necessarily include
statist elements. State sovereignty is not an element of the ethnic
nation. [Bernard] Joseph is particularly emphatic on this point. That
the essence of the ethnic nation lies in culture and not the state is,
I believe, generally not a mistaken view, but one cannot understand
actual ethnic nationalism and the ethnic nationalist movement
without seeing it in relation to the state. The entire significance of
ethnicnationalism (minzokushugi Rk E#H)can only be understood
as a movement for the formation or preservation of the ethnic nation-
state (minzoku kokka). A clear understanding of this point allows us
to call this movement nationalism (kokuminshugi). That is, when we
speak of nationalism Ckokuminshugi) we mean ethnic nationstate-

ism (minzoku kokkashugi RFEEIR T75).52

Such an argument, posed in the early 1930s, was, of course,
dangerously close to the arguments of fascists and national socialists.
Yanaihara knew the dangers involved and tried hard to distance
himself from the nationalist views of the extreme right.

He explicitly rejected the National-Socialism of P. Liing, arguing
that Liing’s concept of the ethnic nation (Volk) as a natural category
was unacceptable as it was fundamentally a racist one:
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The ethnic nation (minzoku) is never formed from one race (shuzoku Faf%).
The social structure of the ethnic nation is formed only with the fusion of
many races. Thatis, the contactand combining of many races forms an ethnic
nation. In this way, the ethnic nation itself is a historical product established
in the developmental process of human history, and thus the special charac-
ter and the limits of the ethnic nation are also historically determined.33

Yanaihara insisted that nationalism and internationalism both be accepted as
historical facts, and that neither could be elevated to an absolute position
over the other. He concluded (in a manner reminiscent of Buckle) that
National Socialists like Liing who spoke of nationalism as an absolute, natural
category, divorced from the reality of international culture and international
economics, often simply wished to mobilize nationalism in the support of
militarist policies that shifted resources from the interests of the nation and
national welfare to those of a narrow circle in the military.

Instead, Yanaihara offered the beginnings of his own characteristic
position that both nationalism and internationalism were interrelated, and he
insisted that both were often intertwined in everyday human life. True
internationalism means that “one’s own nation (kokumin [E]R) can only
exist in relation to other nations, that the interests and culture of each nation
can only be maintained through a mutual respect for the other nation’s
interests and culture.”3 Moreover, in language that seems to foreshadow
more recent celebrations of ‘alterity’, he chastised fellow liberals for over-
looking how the nation is a precondition for the individual:

Those who recognize the dignity of the individual, must recognize the
dignity of the Other in the same way that they recognize their own dignity.
In the interconnectedness of Self and Other, the dignity of the Self as well
as the dignity of the Other is given greater support and development. 39

But note the ultimate conflation of individual and nation in the passage
above. Yanaihara, like Francis Fukuyama in his premature eulogy to History,
approached the problem of individualism and nationalism from the question
of dignity and honor, and the conclusion he drew, especially as he looked
out over the colonized nations of East Asia, was that individual dignity is
premised on national dignity, and national dignity means independence as
an ethnic people as well as within the borders of a secure state.

Yanaihara’s reflections on the problem of nationalism increasingly made
it clear that the concept of ethnicity was the critical element in constructions
of national identity. The problem of nationalism had been largely misunder-
stood, he argued, due to “an imprecise usage of terms like ‘nation’ (kokumin)
and ‘ethnic nation’ (minzoku) and the fact that current movements that are
considered ethnic nationalism (minzokushugi) comprise both ethnic and
statist elements.”3% “What is an ethnic nation (minzoku)?” Yanaihara asked,
echoing both Ernest Renan and Masaki Masato iz 78 (1888- 7).%7 Like
Renan, Yanaihara believed that racial purity was a fiction. But unlike Renan,
Yanaihara sought to demonstrate that ethnic identity was the foundation for
the modern sense of nation.
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From the outset, Yanaihara rejected the usage of ethnic nationality
(minzoku) in such overreaching descriptions as “the Asian ethnic nation” or
“the Latin ethnic nation,” as promoted by rightist theorists like Takayama
Chogyt & II#E’F (1871-1902) and Uchida Ryohei. Such (mis)applications of
the term simply ignored the nationalist realities in East Asia and merely
glossed over nationality in favor of what appeared as simply a quasi-racial
worldview. Only “convenience” could accountforthe description by outsiders
of the people in Micronesia as an “ethnic nation” (minzoku), since they were
still “uncivilized” and “far from escaping their natural state of being.”* And
even those peoples in Asia who had left the state of nature and formed their
own ethnic nations did not always have the same relationship between their
ethnic status and their own state. Both the Koreans and the Japanese were
“ethnic nations,” Yanaihara noted, but the Koreans were Japanese nationals
(Nihon kokumin HAER), thus reminding us once again that “the ethnic
nation (minzoku) and the state (kokka) are not the same thing.”%

Yanaihara made it explicit that, while minzoku should not be equated
with the state, nor should it be considered as an equivalent of ‘race’. Drawing
from contemporary Western theories on nationalism, he focussed on the ambi-
valent usage of ‘nation’ and ‘nationality’ and in doing so supplied glosses in
English and German that highlight his interpretation of minzoku as ‘nation’
and not as ‘race’.“° The German writer H. Schnee, he noted, maintained that
Germans understand the ‘Nation’ as a group of people bound together by
race, language and customs, with no relation to the state’s borders, while the
French and English tend to use the word ‘nation’ to mean the people who
constitute a state.*! Yet, even among the English writers the conceptual dis-
tinction between nation and state remained, as revealed by G. M. Stratton’s
argument that “the ‘Nation’ was a relatively large group of people actually
organized as an independent state ( dokuritsi kokka).”*? In the end, Yanaihara
sided more with the English view, albeit with a greater consciousness that
nation and state were theoretically distinct, and he cited this lengthy passage
from Joseph as one of the best definitions of ethnic nationality (minzoku):

Nationality (minzokit) as a quality is the subjective corporate sentiment
permanently present in and giving a sense of distinctive unity to the majority
of the members of a particular civilized section of humanity, which at the
same time objectively constitutes a distinct group by virtue of possessing
certain collective attributes peculiar to it such as homeland, language, religion,
history, culture or traditions. Nationality (minzokut) as a concrete designation
denotes a group possessed of the quality of nationality (minzokitsei) as so
defined.#3

Comparing Yanaihara’s choice of words with Joseph’s suggests that, if
anything, Yanaihara was even more precise with his language. It would make
more sense to suggest that ‘the ethnic nation’ (minzoku) denotes a group
possessed of ‘ethnic nationality’ (minzokuser), and at any rate, Yanaihara did
not consider the distinction between the ethnic nation and ethnic nationality
to be a substantive one. The important point, Yanaihara stressed, was to grasp
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the problem of the ethnic nation as that of a subjective perception of group
identity that was not merely a natural extension of biological factors
(although it might include elements of these).

The political value of nation as a subjective perception of group identity
feeling lay in its potential as a counterweight to the spread of imperialism.
Yanaihara rejected the interpretation of ethnic nationalism offered by A. Salz
(and interestingly enough, that of many commentators on interwar Japan)
that modern imperialism was a natural outgrowth of ethnic nationalism.**
Instead, Yanaihara argued that “ethnic nationalism insists on one ethnic
nation in each state and one state for each ethnic nation (ichi minzoku ichi
kokka, ichi kokka ichi minzoku —RiE—EZR, —EFR—Ef%), whereas
imperialism insists on the domination of other ethnic nations: the two are
completely different in nature.”®5 Of course, Yanaihara recognized that in
some cases imperialism was indeed a projection of power abroad by an
ethnic nation-state. The political lessons of ethnic nationalism were ultimately
ambivalent ones. Like Stalin, who also proposed using ethnic nationalist
movements as a tool to defeat capitalist imperialism, Yanaihara believed that
ethnic nationalism was a morally and politically neutral phenomenon: what
determined whether ethnic nationalism would yield progressive or reactionary
results was simply the ‘guiding spirit’ behind such movements.*6

Given Yanaihara’s belief that the people constituted the nation and that
the fate of ethnic nationalism was largely determined by the spirit of the
people who supported it, he could not remain content to address only the
intellectuals and academics who read his essays in scholarly journals. He
made many public speeches, but his tour throughout central and western
Japan in late August to early September 1937 was a particularly important
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one, as he emphasized in his talks that ethnic nationalism was not always
supportive of the state, that the state should be held to high, moral ideals, and
that nationalism was ultimately compatible with pacificism. Police surveillance
of Yanaihara increased in the weeks following his speaking tour, and within
months criticism that Yanaihara was a pacifist and unfit for his position at
TokyoImperial University resultedin his forced resignation from the university.
What had Yanaihara said? The content of his remarks had changed little
from his initial writings on the problem of ethnic nationalism five years
earlier. But Yanaihara had chosen to address a large public audience in more
easily understood language just when the Japanese state was becoming
increasingly concerned with protecting the national polity (kokutai [E{4)
from those who sought to change the nation.*” The lectures he gave for the
East Chikuma Educational Association of Nagano prefecture, from August 31
to September 2, 1937, are particularly revealing. Entitled “The Ethnic Nation
and the State,” the lectures stressed in clear language the differences between
the two, and between the ethnic nation and such other collective identities
as race, language and religious groups, and the political nation (kokumin).
Yanaihara began with an explanation of how race and ethnic nation are
different, an important point since even today minzoku is so often translated
as ‘race’ in English and since Yanaihara’s explanation shows a remarkably
sophisticated grasp of what nationalism is:
Race (jinshu) is a classification based on the physical characteristics of human
beings. Butthe ethnic nation (minzoku) isnotsucha concept. When we speak
of the ethnic nation, we are thinking in a manner far removed from such
concerns as the color of skin or the shape of a nosc. The word ‘minzoku’ is
a translation of the Western word ‘Nation’, but this word ‘Nation’ has its roots
in the Latin word Natio, and the word ‘NVati® means ‘to come into life’ or ‘to
be born’. At first, this word ‘Natio” was used to mean the classification of
humanity by physical characteristics, that is, race. It signified where you were
born. But gradually in time the range of usage of this word Nation, that is,
minzoku, changed, and now race and nation are not the same concept.*?

It is interesting to note that, in more recent years, Walker Connor has noted
the same etymology of ‘nation’ in the Latin verb nasci, ‘to be born’.*” And like
Connor, Yanaihara tried to clarify the difference between the ethnic nation
and race by suggesting how the two concepts overlap in actual historical
cases. With unusual courage for his time, Yanaihara addressed the specific
case of Japan, debunking the official ideology of a monoracial Japanese
people with its origins in the Yamato race, arguing instead that “the racial
composition of the Sun-Goddess Race is complex: some people claim it is a
Malay lineage, and others insist it is a Mongol lineage, but it is probably a
combination of both the Malay and Mongol peoples. The Japanese ethnic
nation as it exists today also has admixtures of blood from Han Chinese and
Koreans.” Yanaihara had not completely discarded racial categories, but he
was not willing to accept the idea of racial purity as a meaningful concept
in discussing the political realities of national life.
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As the block citation above reveals, Yanaihara considered ‘minzoki’ to 3! 1bid., pp.279-80.
be a direct translation of the English word ‘nation’. But it is clear, especially 52 Ibid., pp.280-81.
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difference between ‘minzoku’ and ‘kokumin’ as translations of nation:
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Next, the concept of ‘“kokumin’ is also one that frequently is confused with
the ethnic-nation (minzoku) although it means something else. ‘ Kokumin’
means the people who constitute the state (kokkea). This is a concept related
to the ethnic-nation (minzoku), but is not at all identical to it. The Kokusai
Renmei [EFF:#58 is called ‘The League of Nations’ in English. In reality it is
a league of states, but after the World War the belief that a state’s foundation
lies in the nation (kokumin) was quite popular, and they selected the word
‘nation’ in a conscious effort to avoid the word ‘state’. At any rate, it is not
a league of ethnic-nations. Thus, the word ‘nation’ is used both in the sense
of ethnic-nations (minzoku), and in the sense of the people who constitute
the state, that is, the nation (kokumin). In some cases, it is also used to mean
the state. Even in Japan there are instances when the ethnic-nation and the
nation are used interchangeably. But the ethnic-nation and the nation are not
the same.>!

Yanaihara further emphasized the difference between the ethnic-nation
(minzokw) and the nation (kokumin) by pointing to the example of the
German ethnic-nation which is divided into several states: the German state,
the Austrian state, and the Swiss state. In all these cases, the German ethnic-
nation is spread out over several states and the people within those states are
of German, Austrian or Swiss nationality. Yanaihara noted that while there
is such a thing as a Swiss nationality, there is no Swiss ethnic nation.

Having once again stressed the separate natures of the ethnic-nation and
the state, Yanaihara turned to the problem of how the state relates to the
ethnic-nation. A state required territory, people and sovereignty, Yanaihara
admitted, but none of these characteristics were free from complications. He
demonstrated the unsettled nature of territory using the daring example of
Manchuria, pointing out that while Manchuria at the time was the territory of
the state of Manchukuo, Japan governed that territory under a lease agree-
ment as if the land were its own.” In addition, a state must have ‘people’
(jinmin N K), but the ‘people’ should not be equated with the ethnic-nation,
the core of the state, since the people as the subject of different states can
be both broader than the ethnic-nation (as in the case of Imperial Japan) and
narrower than all members of the ethnic-nation (as in the case of Weimar
Germany).”* And on the issue of sovereignty of the state, Yanaihara rejected
a pluralistic view of the state as one interest group among many, arguing
instead that the staterepresented a social totality (although not the only social
totality) possessed of formal organization. “An organized social totality is
what we mean by the state,” Yanaihara concluded. “Its organization is carried
out through sovereignty, that is, the authority of the state.”>
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This is a remarkable argument, not only for its clear distinction between
nation and state, but for its courageous attack on the official position in
wartime Japan that there was no difference between the ethnic-nation and
the state. Yanaihara was walking a delicate line, especially given the increas-
ing pressure within Japan to equate the nation and the state. As Walker
Connor has noted, “it is difficult to pinpoint the origin of the tendency to
equate nationalism with loyalty to the state ... [but] it indubitably followed
and flowed fromthe tendency to equate state and nation. It also unquestionably
received a strong impetus from the great body of literature occasioned by the
growth of militant nationalism in German and Japan during the 1930s and
early 1940s.”5° Yanaihara argued that the rise of the state was neither the
result of conquest of other ethnic nations, nor of social contract. Instead, he
maintained that states arise when an ethnic nation develops from a commun-
ity of blood-ties to an ethnic nation that is based on considerations of land
use, and the state is their instrument for negotiating land use. In the end, he
concluded that, between “the formation of the ethnic nation or the formation
of the state, it is the formation of the ethnic nation that is more fundamental.
The state is the ethnic nation’s organization.?

Having demonstrated that the ethnic nation was the foundation of the
state and that the state was the ethnic-nation’s formal organization that carries
power and authority, Yanaihara then turned to the purpose of the state. The
“‘ideals of the state” was both a theme of Yanaihara's public lectures in
Nagano and the title of an essay that he published in Chitd kdron "R 25k
in September 1937. Yanaihara rejected both the theory that the state was
exploitative by nature (Marxism) and the theory

Figure 4
Yanaibara in bis office at Tokyo Imperial University, December He pointed out that Hegelian moral theories

1937, shortly before he was forced to resign his post (Source: Yanai  inevitably fail to demonstrate what the content of
Katsumi, et al., eds, Yanaihara Tadao zenshu [Tokyo: wanami
Shoten, 1963J, vol 4, frentispiece)

that the state was moral by nature (Hegelianism).

morality is. For Yanaihara, morality was a social,
not a natural, phenomenon and had to be
guarded carefully. The content of morality that
the state should uphold was implicit in Yanai-
hara’s belief that the state should organize society
around the goals of social justice, by which he
meant the ability of all citizens, weak and strong,
young and old, to prosper and develop their own
talents.3® But domestic social justice was as
connected to justice abroad as nationalism was
intertwined with internationalism. To be consider-
ed truly moral, the state also must be committed
to what Yanaihara called ‘international justice’
(kokusai seigi EIFFFE):

International justice may be thought of in the

same way as social justice. That is, international

justice is best captured in the principle of
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allowing another country to exist while existing in one’s own country, or
existing in one’s own country while allowing another country to exist. The
opposite is the attitude of destroying or sacrificing another country for the
interests or existence of oneself.>

Yanaihara’s belief that international justice was not only compatible with
nationalism but necessitated by national consciousness was based on his
belief that national society and international society were a mutually-defining
dyadic pair. One could only live in peace at home when peace prevailed
abroad, or in more recent parlance, justice was defined as ‘live and let live’.
Whatever one may think of the pragmatic possibilities of this concept of
justice, there was no mistaking that ‘live and let live’ was not very compatible
with the actual Japanese state’s imperialism in East Asia at the time. Equally
disturbing to the increasingly ‘moral’ Japanese state was Yanaihara’s argument
that the state was not moral by nature, but only by effect, and its moral effects
had to be measured individually, both at home and abroad.

By Way of Conclusion: the Challenges of Nationalism

Within a month after publicly offering these reflections on ethnic national-
ism and the ideal state, Yanaihara came under heavy attack. Led by Keio
University professor Minoda Muneki EHINE (1894-1946), his critics
decried him for being a pacifist, an enemy of the Imperial House, and an
anticolonialist. Guilty of at least two of the three charges (whether his ethnic
nationalism made him an enemy of the Imperial House is at least worthy of
debate), Yanaihara was forced to resign his chair at Tokyo Imperial
University. Subsequently, his books were banned and his publisher arrested.

For the duration of the war, Yanaihara turned to missionary activities and
published his own Christian newsletter, Kashin g (The Good News), as
an outlet for his irrepressible energies. After the war and the destruction of
the Japanese empire, Yanaihara gradually came to conclude that the postwar
state was closer to his ideal pacifist state and, indeed, the postwar years did
witness the liberation of many ethnic nation-states from among Japan'’s
former colonial territories. Yanaihara, for his part, returned to Tokyo Uni-
versity, becoming president of the university in 1951 and retiring in 1957 but,
significantly, not before touring Okinawa which at the time was still a ‘colony’
of the United States. He translated Hobson's Imperialism while Japan was
under Allied occupation, and he continued publishing and lecturing on
ethnic-nationalist independence movements as active forces supporting
world peace.GO Ethnic nationalism, and the collectivist liberalism of Hobson,
remained close to Yanaihara’s intellectual activities for much of the rest of his
life.

From the early 1950s, Yanaihara began to apply his theories on ethnic
nationalism, originally developed as a tool for the understanding of Japanese
colonialism in East Asia, in a fascinating way to post-imperial Japan. In his

3 Ibid,, p.325.

60 yanaihara returned to the problem of
ethnic nationalismas early as 1949 when he
published an article “Minzoku no dokuritsu
to sekai no heiwa” [Ethnic national indepen-
dence and world peacel, in the Domei Jiho
(August) and gave a lecture at Hiroshima
Women’s University on the same topic a few
months later. His translation of Hobson’s
Imperialism was published by Iwanami
Shotenfrom 1951 to 1952, and he continued
publishing on ethnic nationalism in such
journals as Sekaiand Chiio keronthroughout
the postwar period until shortly before his
death in 19601.
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extensive introduction to A Brief History of Contemporary Japan (1952), he
presented a synoptic overview of Japanese history that centered on the rise
and development of the Japanese people as an ethnic nation (minzoku).
Consistent with the liberal ethnic nationalism that he had espoused during
the 1930s, he maintained that the Japanese were formed into an ethnic nation
by the force of history and shared experiences, rather than by strictly racial
factors. He specifically drew from Okuma Shigenobu NREE({S (1838-1922),
in whom Yanaihara found a vision of Japan as a peaceful nation that was
subsequently derailed by the Russo-Japanese Warand Japan’s failed experiment
with imperialism.®! Postwar Japan, Yanaihara felt, had an opportunity to
return to Okuma’s vision of Japan as a peaceful, populist nation. Yanaihara
cited from Okuma’s Kaikoku gojitnenshi BAE 45 (Fifty Years of New
Japan) to argue that Japan’s incorporation of the best of Western culture not
only preserved her national independence in the years after Commodore
Perry’s arrival in 1853, but that in fact “the combination of this receptive
attitude of curiousity and openness toward foreign culture with this positivist,
progressive spirit that all the good in foreign cultures could be absorbed and
made one’s own defined the Japanese ethnic-nation.”®> Okuma’s history was
important to Yanaihara, both because he saw Okuma as a spokesman for an
Anglo-American-style liberalism that competed with a German-inspired
statism in modern Japan and because Anglo-American influence in the early
1950s signified the progressivism Yanaihara associated with American
influence in postwar Japan.%3

In 1954 Yanaihara reflected on his wartime book Peace and the Ethnic
Nation in an essay with the same title published in Chiid koron. In spite of
the changes in postwar Japan, Yanaihara held steadfastly to his earlier view
that ethnic nationalism and peace were deeply interconnected.® But in this
article, he outlined how ethnic nationalism would serve the interests of peace
in the postwar world. Yanaihara argued that peace in the postwar world
could not be secured through some unlikely world state or world federation,
but only through “building a democratic state that makes internationalism
and international peace a matter of national policy.”®> Japan should follow
neither the Soviet camp nor the American camp, but hew its own distinctive
path of contributing to global peace without rearming. A truly democratic
postwar Japan meant pursuing an autonomous path toward peaceful coexist-
ence, in spite of American pressures to rearm in light of the Cold War. Such
pacificist views were not peculiar to Yanaihara during the mid-1950s; what
was unusual was his conclusion that “to be democratically united both
internationally and domestically is what we may call a characteristic of ethnic
nationalism. "

A few years later, Yanaihara offered his last formal assessment of the value
of ethnic nationalism in contributing towards global peace. In a 1957 essay
entitled “The Ethnic Nation and the World,” Yanaihara contrasted the Third
World’s position with that of the United States and the Soviet Union, arguing
that what united the nations of the Third World was a commitment to ethnic
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nationality, not an imperialism based on either capitalism or class.” Yanai-
hara found such ethnic-nationalist movements in Northern Africa, Hungary,
Poland, Yugoslavia, but not specifically in Japan. Instead, his short essay
merely ended by raising the question of where Japan would stand in the
changingworld of capitalistimperialism, Sovietimperialism and Third World
ethnic nationalism. While Yanaihara did not assert that Japan was a member
of the Third World, he pleaded that Japan must somehow find a means of
establishing itself as a peaceful nation against the Cold War partitioning of
the international community into rival camps.(’8

But in his lengthy introduction to A Brief History of Postwar Japan,
published in 1958, reference to the ‘ethnic-nation’ (minzoku) had all but
disappeared, its place taken by ‘the democratic people’ (minshu BF) and
the ‘political nation’ (kokumin). Yanaihara noted that some people would
draw a parallel between Manchukuo and Occupied Japan as nations that had
“experienced rule by a different ethnic nation,” but he concluded the
comparison was flawed since “in general, the American management of
Japan was carried out with good intentions, and succeeded in earning the
trust of the Japanese political nation.”® The problem facing Japan in the late
1950s was still the completion of ‘democratization’ (minshuka RFE1L), a
process exacerbated by the impact of the Korean War on Japan. The U.S.
Occupation had put into place the basic foundations of a democratic,
peaceful nation (kokumin), and Yanaihara concluded that the task at hand
was the need to protect this fragile democracy from communists who would
attempt to play on Japanese nationalist sentiments to turn Japan away from
democracy. It is hard to evaluate precisely the significance of Yanaihara’s turn
from ethnic nationalism at this late point in his career, but it may have
stemmed from his concern that ethnic nationalism was become politicized by
extremists on both ends of the political spectrum: communists who found in
ethnic nationalism a mechanism for anti-Americanism, and conservatives
who saw in that same doctrine an expression of resentment against the
American occupation of Japan. For whatever reason, Yanaihara seems to
have concluded late in his life that ethnic nationalism was no longer the best
means of ensuring a peaceful, liberal, democratic, nationalist temper in
postwar Japan.

Throughout his life, Yanaihara looked, walked and talked like a liberal.
But his brand of liberalism stressed that community and nation could be
constructed as idealized places from which to criticize the excesses of the
modern Japanese state, without having to resort to a conservative view of
traditional culture or racial identity as the basis for that critique. There was
nothing natural, or naturalized, about Yanaihara’s concept of the nation.
Yanaihara drew explicitly from Western theorists to emphasize the point:
even the ethnic nation, the assumed framework for the most powerful
seductions of tradition and culture, was always understood to be as artificial
aconstruct as the modern state. Yet, for Yanaihara, unlike most conservatives
and many Marxists, the artificiality and foreignness of the ‘ethnic nation’ itself
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did not compromise the effectiveness of ethnic nationalism as a valid force
for liberal change. Like all nationalists, he may have underestimated the
degree of political oppression and conformism that takes place within
collectivized communities, but towards the end of his life he seems to have
sensed these problems and the limitations of ethnic nationalism as a tool of
liberal demo-cracy. Whatever limitations Yanaihara may have found in ethnic
nationalism late in his career, his most significant contribution to the study
of cultures and nations was defined by his earlier and better-known work.
By emphasizing the contingent nature of even such putatively natural identi-
ties as the ethnic nation as factors in a liberal reform of the nation, Yanaihara
made a significant contribution to our understanding of the possibilities and
limitations of nationalism and ethnicity in liberal democratic societies.

As we come to the close of the twentieth century, from Bosnia to Belfast
and from Korea to Kurdistan, ethnic nationalism is on the rise again. Japan
is no longer able to avoid entanglement in international political affairs,
making the problems posed by ethnic nationalism and the ways it has been
understood in Japan all the more important. And with signs of resurgent
nationalism appearing in Japan as well, it seems that a better grasp of the
approachesleading Japanese political theorists have made towards nationalism,
particularly within the liberal tradition, is incumbent on us all. Liberals often
have stressed that the national community is a social contract centered
around the state, an ‘imagined community’ created by people for human
needs and not a natural expression of blood and soil. Such a view of the state
as artificial has often seemed more congruent with the liberalism of
Montesquieu or Locke than with the claims of the organic theories of ethnic
nationalism. But as Yanaihara’s work suggests, liberals need not take ethnic
nationalists’ claims of natural identities based on primordial traditions at face
value. Rather, as Yanaihara’s writings reveal, ethnic nationalism was (and is)
a very modern problem, even as it attempts to project itself backwards,
beyond its very recent origins to the murky beginnings of time.
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