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The Self-Contradiction of the Nation-State

KazasHi Nobuo

In part III OF his 1911 book An Inquiry into the Good
Nishida had the following to say concerning the “goal of

the nation”:

Some people consider the essence of the nation to be the power of sov-
ereignty and think that the purpose of the nation is to ward off enemies
on the outside and protect life and property of the people on the inside.
(Schopenhauer, Taine, and Hobbes hold this opinion.) Others consider
the essence of the nation to be the individual, and see the harmonions
development of individual personalities as constituting its purpose. (This
is the type of theory advanced by such people as Roussean.) But the true
goal of the nation is not something material and passive as outlined
by the former group, and the personality of an individual is not the
foundation of the nation as maintained by the latter. We individuals
are entities that have developed as cells of one society. The essence of the
nation is the expression of the communal consciousness that constitutes the
foundation of our minds. In the context of the nation, we can accomplish
a great development of personality; the nation is a unified personality,
and the systems and the laws of the nation are expressions of the will of this
communal consciousness. (This theory was set forth in antiquity by Plato

and Aristotle and in modern times by Hegel.) To exert ourselves for the
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sake of a nation is to exert ourselves for the sake of the development and

perfection of a great personality.!

The problematic character of these remarks stands out all the more
clearly for Nishida’s straightforward manner of expression. In a word,
there is no gainsaying his one-sided admiration for the nation-state
as a personification of society. Given that this maiden work was to be
followed by decades of self-critical efforts to develop a philosophical
system centered on seminal ideas like “place” and “acting intuition,” it
hardly seems appropriate to fix attention on such an early, Hegelian
view of the state. Yet questions remain. Did Nishida’s idea of the state
change in time or did it remain basically the same? Might there not be

more fundamental problems lurking behind his views of the state?

THE MODERN NATION-STATE AS SELF-CONTRADICTORY

On reading the passage cited above, one cannot but won-
der whether the three characteristic features he singles out correspond
to historical fact. Are not nation-states, as political, economic, and
cultural entities, multi-functional and multi-dimensional ? Seyla Ben-
habib gives a lucid picture of just such a view of the modern nation-

state:

The modern state is a contradictory structure that is obligated to different
ideals. The ideal of active participation, active citizenship, comes as we
all know from the Greeks. In Greece, however, there were city-states
and no nation-states. Modern nation-states have viewed their citizens to
be in part subjects to the sovereign, who were available in times of war,
who paid taxes, and who were generally subordinate to this institution.
Here we are dealing with different and almost incompatible ideals. On the
one side there is the ideal of active citizenship, which comes from the repub-

lican tradition, and on the other there is the ideal of national membership,

1. NISHIDA 1989, 140-1. Emphasis added.
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which has to do with the modern concept of sovereignty and the develop-
ment of European nation-states.*

The contrast with Nishida’s typological “essence of the nation”
could hardly be more striking. His reliance on rather simplistic, uncrit-
ical thinking fails to take into account the complex and multifaceted
nature of the matter at hand. Strictly speaking, the term essence does
not entail a rejection of other elements that go into the making of a
nation, but it all too easily slides into denying them their rightful place
or slighting the interaction that takes place among them. At the very
least we have to fault An Inquiry into the Good for alack of attention to
the “self-contradictory nature” of modern nation-states.’

Our suspicions are reinforced by the way Nishida characterizes
Rousseau’s ideas, claiming that he considered “the essence of the nation
to be the individual” and that he saw the “harmonious development of
individual personalities as constituting its purpose.” The idea of “indi-
vidual freedom” is, of course, clearly present in Rousseau’s vision, but it
has to be taken together with his stress on a “communal consciousness”
reflected in the notion of a “general will” (volonzé générale), another
mainstay of his political vision and, we might add, one that is often
regarded as source of totalitarian thought in modern times.

Such misrepresentation of Rousseau’s political thought may not be
unrelated to Nishida’s equally one-sided portrayal of Greek political
thought and its hallmark approach to the relationship between indi-
viduals and the nation: “To exert ourselves for the sake of a nation is
to exert ourselves for the sake of the development and perfection of a
great personality.” In contrast, Benhabib cites the “ideal of active par-

ticipation, active citizenship” as characteristic of the Greek heritage. In

2. PAUER-STUDER 2002, 43—4. Emphasis added.

3. Thirty years later, in 1941, Nishida takes up Rousseau again in “The Problem of the
Raison d’Etat,” offeringa critical reading of the relationship between sovereignty, law, and
morality based on his idea of the “self-identity of absolute contradictories,” a pivotal no-
tion in his later works. A comparison with Benhabib’s view of the “contradictory” nature
of the nation-state will have to wait for another occasion.
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certain circumstances, the ideals of exerting oneself for the sake of the
nation and actively participating in citizenship may overlap, but more
often they are likely to part ways because of their radically different
starting points.

In a nutshell, what is at stake here is the ideal of “autonomy or
self-governance.” It was an ideal that Rousseau, as a native of the city-
state of Geneva, embraced fondly, despite the fact that the publication
of Du contrat social and Emile would one day lead to his expulsion. For
whatever reason, the goal of autonomy through active participation
and citizenship seems to have eluded Nishida’s typology.

Shall we attribute this to a personal bias in Nishida’s reading of the
major currents of political philosophy or was it there more widespread
bias at work among modern intellectuals in Japan? Or again, might
there be additional reasons, historical or philosophical? Whichever
the case, we are driven back to reflect on how the political philosophy
of the West came to be introduced, translated, and adopted during the
Meiji era. The task is a daunting one and has already been addressed by
numerous scholars.

To get a handle on its complexities, I will focus attention here on
Nakae Chomin’s translations of Rousseau’s Du contrat social and the
kinds of influence it exerted, or failed to exert on political movements

in Japan and East Asia.

CHOMIN’S AMBIVALENCE TOWARD EUROPEAN
CIVILIZATION

Nakae Chomin (HVLJEE, 1847-1901) is one of the pioneer-
ing scholars of the early Meiji period. Together with Fukuzawa Yukichi
(f& UG, 1835—1901), author of An Encouragement of Learning ([
ffld3>®]) and An Outline of a Theory of Civilization ([ 3CHHRRZ#E

W%]), he endeavored to introduce Japan to Western thought and insti-
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tutions. Chomin* was born into a lower-class samurai family in Kochi,
then capital city of the Tosa fief on Shikoku Island. It is worth noting
that many samurai born in the city were to play major roles in bring-
ing about the collapse of the the Tokugawa Shogunate, establishing the
Meiji government, and launching the Movement for Liberty and Peo-
ple’s Rights (HH R AMEEE)) in opposition to it.

Chomin began his studies of the Chinese classics texts at the local
fief school and by age sixteen was well-versed in work like the Zhuangzi
([3t+1) and Historical Records ([HFE]). After being exposed to
“Dutch learning” (%), he traveled on a scholarship to Nagasaki
where he studied French for two years and gained a fair degree of pro-
ficiency. He then moved to Edo, soon to become the capital of modern
Japan, where he continued his study of French language and literature.
Little is known of his academic career immediately before and after the
Meiji Restoration of 1868, but he seems to have drifted in and out of
a number of positions as a French instructor, most likely frustrated at
not being able to satisfy his scholarly ambitions.’

By age twenty-five Chémin’s bold, direct pleas to Okubo Toshi-
michi, Minister of Finance, succeeded in having him selected one of
the scholars to accompany the Iwakura Tomomi diplomatic mission
to the United States and Europe. The company departed Yokohama in
November 1871 and arrived in France in January of the following year.
Chomin remained in France for a little over two years, mainly in Paris
and Lyon. The timing of his stay was significant. France was suffering
from the ravages of the Paris Commune after undergoing a decisive
defeat in the Franco-Prussian War of 1870 to 1871.

It is unlikely that Chomin would have been able to gain a clear
and comprehensive grasp of the complicated political situation, but

his impression of the insurrection that had dragged France through

4. Nakae’s real first name is Tokusuke, but he is more commonly referred to as
Chomin, a nom de plume he later adopted. It means “a billion people” and symbolizes his
commitment to the rights of ordinary citizens.

5. HIJIKATA 1958, 15—20.
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such upheavel could hardly have been a favorable one. The experience
resulted in a view of political radicalism that, even in the company of
his later liberal compatriots, remained guarded.

Not much is known with certainty about Chomin’s sojourn in
France, but we find the following among the memoirs of one of his

leading disciples, Kotoku Shasui:

I deeply regret that I did not ask Sensei about his stay in France. All T
heard was that Sensei first entered an elementary school but soon left
because he could not bear the rowdiness of the pupils. He then went
to Lyon where he studied under a local barrister. Despite the fact that
he was being sponsored by the Ministry of Justice, he devoted himself
entirely to philosophy, history, and literature, translating Mencius’s
Exemplary Writings ( [3CEHL#] ) and the book of Unofficial Histories (
[4452] ), in addition to which he read extensively in historical texts.

The fact that he coupled his voracious appetite for French books with
the demanding exercise of rendering classical Chinese texts into French
suggests that he saw translation as a way of measuring the linguistic cal-
iber of the two languages.

Unfortunately, his concentration on learning was broken by an
abrupt government decision to discontinue support. And so, in April
1874 he boarded a ship from Marseille back to Japan, stopping at ports
in Africa, India, and East Asia along the way. The return voyage proved
no less significant than the stay in France, giving Chomin the chance
to observe firsthand the domineering attitude of the Europeans toward
African and Asian peoples. Together with his sympathy for the criti-
cal view of European civilization taken in Rousseau’s Discours sur les
sciences et les art (Chomin’s translation of which would appear in 1883
under the title [FERI1LFR]7), the experience must have reconfirmed
his own doubts regarding the place of European civilization in the

world at large.

6. KOTOKU 1960, 11.
7. Included in NAKAE 1983.
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Later in 1887 he would have the Gentleman of Western Learning,
one of the three protagonists in his imaginary debate, 4 Discourse by

Three Drunkards on Government, remark:

Truly our opponent lacks civility, while we possess it. He is against
reason; we stand for reason. His so-called civilization is nothing but
barbarism, and our so-called barbarism is the essence of civilization
itself. Even if he gets angry and indulges in violence, what can he do if

we smile and adhere to the “way of humanity?”®

Japan’s tragedy was that it was to end up committing, in a still more
devastating manner, the very barbarisms Chomin had recognized in

the way the “civilized” Europeans behaved toward the peoples of Asia.

TRANSLATION AS A “PLACE” OF POLITICAL STRIFE

Returning to Japan in June 1874 (Meiji 7), Chémin found
his homeland in a state of political upheaval. In January of the same
year, a formal Petition for the Establishment of an Elected National
Assembly (R#EEREFE K V2 HZE) was submitted to the government
by several influential politicians who had resigned from their posts
in a dispute over the “subjugation of Korea” (fiE##7). With that, the
Movement for Liberty and People’s Rights (H HI A £ H)) was set into
motion.

In October, only a few short months after his return, Chomin
founded the Futsugaku Juku ({A£%#4), a private school for French
studies in Tokyo. Using books he had carried back with him from
Europe, he lectured on a variety of subjects including politics, eco-
nomics, and philosophy, with a special emphasis on history and law.
The reputation of the school grew and the student body increased
accordingly, numbering some five hundred pupils at its peak, making it

necessary to relocate the school several times. Fully a third of the total

8. NAKAE 1984, 52.



KAZASHI NOBUO | 61

class time was spent on classical Chinese and Japanese texts.” Chomin’s
esteem for the Chinese classics is also reflected in his resignation from
the directorship of Tokyo School for Foreign Languages only three
months after his appointment because his goal of making moral edu-
cation based on a study of the Confucian classics a pillar of the curricu-
lum was rejected by utilitarian government officials.

From the time he began his school—for that matter, from the time
he returned from France—Rousseau’s Du contrat social was upper-
most in Chémin’s mind. We know this from a manuscript dated “carly
October, 1894 that contains a draft translation of the second part of
the work."” Rendered in kanamajiri bun (44 2C0 L), the standard
style of written Japanese that combines Chinese glyphs with the Jap-
anese syllabaries, the Min’yakuron as it was known circulated among
militant members of the Movement for Liberty and the Rights of the
People. One of them was moved to pen the short poem: “With tears in
our eyes, we read Rousseau’s Social Contract.” Unfortunately we do not
know how Chomin translated the famous opening sentence of Book 1,
Part 1: “Man is born free and everywhere he is in chains.” What is clear
is that he placed “a formidable weapon” in the hands of the those who
vowed to fight for Liberty and People’s Rights."!

Nevertheless, Chomin embarked on a new translation of D con-

trat social, this time entirely in kanbun (#3C) or classical Chinese."?

9. MATSUNAGA 2001, 60.

10. NAKAMURA 1967, 123. The existing manuscript covers chapters 1 through 6 of
Book 11 of Rousseau’s work. See NAKAE 1983.

11. IDA 1989. Actually Rousseau’s ideas had already spread through the pages of Mei-
roku zasshi ( [WI753ERE] ), a journal covering a wide range of topics that played a pio-
neering role in introducing Western ideas, despite its brief life of a mere year and a half
(1882~1883). Its 43 issues include 154 articles by leading intellectuals of the day.

In addition, a complete translation of Du contrat social by Hattori Toku was pub-
lished in 1877. Nonetheless, it was Chomin’s Mizn yakuron that had a decisive impact on
the emerging Movement for Liberty and People’s Rights. For depth and accuracy of un-
derstanding, Hattori’s translation could not stand up to Chomin’s and was acrimoniously
dismissed as “trash” (NAKAMURA 1967, 127).

12. Regarding classical Chinese, Ucehara cautions: “It seems more appropriate to trans-
late kanbun as ‘Sino-Japanese.” When Japanese learn how to read kanbun it should be
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Why another translation? Because Chomin realized Japan was stand-
ing at a crossroads, making it imperative to convey the core ideas of
Rousseau’s masterpiece as clearly and persuasively as possible. More-
over, it is clear from his own Preface that Chomin considered Rousseau
the leading philosophical exponent of “self-governance” in the West-

ern world.”

THE CONSTITUTION AS THE FORM OF THE NATION

The Movement for Freedom and People’s Rights reached
a peak with the decision at a meeting of the League for Establishing
a National Assembly (E2x#11[7] ) in 1880 to issue a call for drafts
of a constitution. With the aim of holding the government in check,
a number of “privately drafted constitutions” (#A$ & 7:) were drawn
up and discussed enthusiastically during the next decade. The version
composed by Ueki Emori in 1881 stands out for its radical insistence
that sovereignty belongs with the people and for its stipulations on the
right to resistance and revolution. The overall response to the call was
astonishing, with some sixty drafts coming in from all over the coun-
try.

In response to heightened interest among the general public, a
vehement debate took place among leading government politicians
as to what type of constitution the nation should adopt. On the one
side were those who favored a Prussian-style government with a strong
monarch; on the other, those who favored a British-style parliamentar-
ian government.'* Against this backdrop the so-called “Failed Coup of
Meiji 14” (W36 T IUAEDBZ) took place in October of 1881, as a result

regarded as an ambiguous object of study, as it is neither a foreign language nor completely
Japanese” (UEHARA 2010, 313). We might add that Japanese often add interlinear glosses
known as “return marks” (32 Y ) to aid the reader in transposing kanbun into Japanese
grammatical order.

13. YONEHARA 1986, 175.

14. The French style was out of the question, given the sound defeat of France in the
Franco-Prussian War of 1879 to 1871.
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of which the Minister of Finance, Okuma Shigenobu, leader of the lat-
ter camp, was banished from the government through the machina-
tions of a group around the Minister of Home Affairs, Ito Hirobumi.
The government immediately issued zhe Imperial Edict for Establish-
ing a Diet (EIFHRE O to avert public criticism and dampen
the spirit of popular movements. Among historians this incident
represents a turning point in establishing the fundamental form and
orientation of modern Japan, embodying it in the monarch-centered

“Constitution of the Empire of Japan” that came into effect in 1890.

MIN’YAKU YAKUKAI: A CREATIVE ADAPTATION
IN CLASSICAL CHINESE

It was under such truly critical circumstances that Chomin
published his translation into classical Chinese of Du contrat social,
giving it the title Min yaku yakukai ([ RAE#]), literally The People’s
Contract: Translation and Commentary. His work appeared between
1882 and 1883 in the pages of the Political and Moral Science Review
(TE¥#%7%]), a new journal he had co-founded with a group of col-
leagues. In the following pages I would like to draw on the principal
relevant literature to trace the main characteristics and difficulties
involved in the translation.

We begin by asking why Chomin chose to use classical Chinese.
Despite the overwhelming influx of Western Learning (#7), the carly
years of the Meiji period experienced the last great wave of kanbun cul-
ture that had flourished throughout the Edo period through the study
of the Chinese classics (#%%). The use of the medium would lend a
certain dignity to political thought originating from the West,"s but
there was a more basic reason: Chomin’s belief in the power of clas-
sical Chinese with which he had been familiar from his earliest years.

Kotoku recalls: “Chomin was confident he could produce a perfect

15. HAZAMA 2003, 2931
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text by expressing Western ideas in kazbun, though naturally he did
not trust Chinese ideas unconditionally,”*® that is, as rigid formulas to
be learned by rote.

After returning to Japan and while teaching at his newly founded
school, Chomin sought out the best masters of the day to brush up
on his kanbun. He was already convinced of the power of classical
Chinese; what he needed was confirmation of his own ability to use it.
It was not only a matter of linguistic skill but also of appropriating the

Confucian ethos it embodied. Yonehara Ken summarizes:

The most distinctive feature of Yakukai is its attempt to understand Du
contrat social from within the ethos of Confucian ethics through a gen-
erous use of Confucian terms. Of all the thinkers of modern Europe,
Rousseau is the most suited to this approach. That is to say, only
through the Confucian ethos could the strong moral character of Rous-
seau’s political thought be carried over into Japanese. Chomin must
have had this in mind when he set out to translate Du contrat social into

classical Chinese. His method was one with his style.””

TRANSLATING CAITOYENS AND SOUVERAIN

Consider, for example, the notion of Citoyens, the model
citizens who constitute the “nation of self-governance” in D con-
trat social. Citoyens are assumed to possess a civil morality sufficiently
strong to sustain a nation based on the contract they make with it.
Chomin chose the glyph I: (sh7) to translate this crucial term. In Con-
fucian thought, the term implies the capacity for self-cultivation and
for governing others. As Yonehara and others have pointed out, the
strong moral tone Rousseau infused into Citoyens cannot be conveyed

cither by the term 17 & (shimin), which has come into ordinary usage

16. HAZAMA 2003, 12,

17. YONEHARA 1986, 175. Hiroshi Kubo, who translated Yaksukai into contemporary
Japanese, infers a very different reason for Chomin’s adoption of kanbun, namely, to elude
government pressure and censorship. See NAKAE 2014, 244-5.
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today, or by EI\ (kokujin), which Chomin’s contemporary Hattori
had adopted in his earlier translation.'®

Or again, consider the words Souverain (sovereign) and Souver-
aineté sovereignty), also pivotal notions in Du contrat social. Chomin
avoided the term T4 (shuken) which had been in circulation as early
as in 1868,"” and instead adopted & (kun), inviting association with
- (kunshi), the Confucian term for a person of refinement. As a mat-
ter of principle, in translating fundamental notions Chomin avoided
the use of - F-#5% (nijikango) or Chinese terms made of two glyphs,
preferring a single Chinese character wherever possible. Thus he has
R (tami) for Peuple (people), i (shin) for Sujets (subjects), | (kuni)
for Cité (the country as a unit), and ¥ (kuni) for Puissance (a power
among powers). He considered two-glyph neologisms unstable and
prone to ambiguity. Rare exceptions to this principle include R
(min’yaku) for Contrat social and HH (jiyiz) for Liberté.

Such was Chomin’s confidence in kanbun that he considered it “a
mistake to think that to express Western ideas we cannot find suitable
words” among the tens of thousands of Chinese characters refined
over three millennia.” The embrace of this principle also led to quite
remarkable and probably unexpected results.

In Chapter 1 of Book 11, “Sovereignty is Inalienable,” Rousseau

explains the difference between “sovereign” and “master” as follows:

If, then, the people promise simply to obey, they dissolve themselves by
this very act, they lose their quality of being a people; as soon as there

is a master, there is no more sovereign, and the body politic is destroyed

forthwith.

Sidonc le peuple promet simplement d’obéir, il se dissout par cet acte,

18. We follow Rousseau’s convention here in using upper case for key words.

19. The term appears in Tsuda Mamichi’s [#VWEERR] [National Laws in Europe]
(HAZAMA 2003, 15).

20. HAZAMA 2003, 19; YAMADA 2009, 150.
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il perd sa qualité de peuple; & I’instant qu’il y a un maitre il n’y a plus de
Souverain, et dés lors le corps politique est détruit.”!

A literal translation of Chomin’s rendering of the passage is as follows:

For this reason, if a country’s people chooses one person in whom

to entrust sovereignty (£ #) and promises forever to obey what this
person orders and never dare resist, such a promise does nothing but
destroy the real purpose for which they have been formed as a people. If
such is the case, the person chosen is not a sovereign (#) but only a mas-
ter (32 A\), and the people are not a people (&) but only slaves (1)

If you transform people into slaves, what kind of country do you have?
What kind of politics is that? (see TEXT 122)

Apropos of this passage Nakamura Yujird notes that at the time it
would have read as a direct affront to current ways of thinking. The idea
of “one emperor, all the people” (—# 75 |X) was taking shape in ongo-
ing efforts to establish the Meiji government. In contrast, Chomin’s
text states that if sovereignty (F#) is ever entrusted to one person, the
people would become “salves” to a “master.” Nakamura adds:

Although the translation neither adds to nor distorts Rousseau’s words,
it produces an effect not present in original. This is the best evidence we

have of a translation becoming independent and taking on a life of its

own.?

At the same time, Chomin’s preference for single-glyph terms
eventually led to a confusion of key notions in Du contrat social. When
Souveraineté (sovereignty), droits des peuples (peoples’ rights) and droits
des rois (rights of kings) are translated respectively as F 1%, A, and A

F2:Z M, the critical relationships and distinctions among these notions

21. ROUSSEAU 1997, §7; 20014, 66.

22. Chomin’s renderings of the passages cited here are given at the end of the paper,
together with their transliteration into contemporary Japanese.

23. NAKAMURA 1967, 153—4.
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become obscured and harder to understand. As a result new connota-

tions not present in the original creep into the translated text.?

NEGOTIATIONS IN AND THROUGH TRANSLATION

Whatever the difficulties of Yakukai, ultimately they may
be said to be a function of the effort involved in applying Rousseau’s
thought, which already had enough problems of its own, to the con-
crete political situation of Meiji Japan. As the passage cited above
demonstrates, Yakukai is anything but a literal translation. It was a
product of the considerable effort Chomin exerted in trying to convey
the meaning of often abstruse passages and render them into as cogent
a kanbun form as possible. Years of teaching Du contrat social at his
Futsugaku Juku no doubt served him well in this regard.”

More important for our purposes here, insofar as Chomin aimed
at more than a “liberal” translation, his work constitutes an example
of philosophical and political adaptation par excellence. It is not sur-
prising, therefore, that a passage can elicit a quite different reaction in

translation. Take the following from Chapter 6 of Book 1:

If, then, one sets aside everything that is not of the essence of the social
pact, one finds that it can be reduced to the following terms: Each of us
puts his person and his full power in common under the supreme direction
of the general will; and in a body we receive each member as an indivisible

part of the whole.

Sidonc on écarte du pacte social ce qui n’est pas de son essence, on trou-
vera qu’il se réduit aux termes suivants. Chacun de nous met en commun
sa personne et toute sa puissance sous la supréme direction de la volonté

24. NAKAMURA 1967, 153—4.

25. Ida points out that in Minyakuron, Chomin’s kanamagiri bun translation of Du
contrat social he often confused the terms “sovereign” and “government,” despite an other-
wise praiseworthy rendition. In the later Yakukai he avoids the confusion often by adding
the phrase 72 2% (3, K& G L TH 5 (A sovercign is made up of all the people) when
(Souverain) appears. IDA 2001, 130.
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générale; et nous recevons en corps chaque membre comme partie indivi-
sible du tout*

A literal English rendering of the Yakukai translation would read:

Consequently, social contract means in essence that “the people hand
over their bodies and all their powers for public use and direct them in

agreement with the general will.” (see TEXT 2)

As Yamada Hiroo and others point out, Nakagawa Hisayasu was
the first to bring to light the bald omission of the last phrase in Rous-
seau’s text: “and in a body we receive each member as an indivisible part
of the whole.” It may be argued that, while the meaning of “total alien-
ation or transfer of oneself and all one’s rights to the community” is cap-
tured well, what the people are said to receive in return is completely
ignored. The reason, according to Nakagawa, is that the notion of “con-
tract” or “exchange” did not exist for Chomin. An equally problematic

adaptation appears in the passage following the one quoted just above.

At once, in place of the private person of each contracting party, this act
of association produces a moral and collective body made up of as many
members as the assembly has voices, and which receives by this same act

its unity, its common self, its life and its will.

Alinstant, au lieu de la personne particuli¢re de chaque contractant,
cet acte d’association produit un corps moral et collectif composé d’au-
tant de membres que ’assemblée a de voix, lequel regoit de ce méme acte

., . . l 527
SOn unite, Son moi commun, sa vie et sa volonte.

The corresponding passage in Yakukai reads as follows in English

translation:

Once the social contract is established, soil becomes country; human
beings become people. A people are those who unite themselves into
one body by their general will. This body makes its parliament into its

26. ROUSSEAU 1997, 50; 20014, §7.
27. ROUSSEAU 1997, 50; 20014, 57. The word 7207 is emplasized in the original.



KAZASHI NOBUO | 69

heart and abdomen, laws into its spirit and blood, and thereby enhances
its will. This body does not have a natural form of its own but makes the
general will its form; it does not have a will of its own but makes the gener-
al will its will. (see TEXT 3)

The differences between Rousseau’s original and Chomin’s
translations are obvious. Phrases italicized in Rousseau are miss-
ing in Chomin, while those marked in Chomin are additions absent
in Rousseau. One’s reading of the passage will change accordingly,
depending on whether one focuses on the additions or on the omis-
sions. Nakagawa argues that Chomin left out the “receiving” side from
the exchange involved in a social contract because, like his fellow intel-
lectuals in Meiji Japan, he did not share the underlying “Cartesian”
assumptions. In contrast, Yamada has high praise for Chomin’s adap-
tive and complementary rendition. Chomin’s final objective, he says,
was to secure the people’s right to representative polity through the
establishment of a national diet, as we see reflected admirably in his
explicit addition of “laws” as the fruit of organized assembly. In a word,
social contract is advanced as a form of association not as something
passively received but as the active creation of something that had not

neem there before.?®

THE REPUBLIC AS SELF-GOVERNING:
AN INHERENT CONTRADICTION

This brings us to the heart of the matter: how to understand
the notion of a République and how then to translate it. In Chapter 6

of Book ii, “The Law;” Rousseau explains what he means by the word:

I therefore call a “Republic” any State ruled by laws, whatever may be the
form of administration: for then the public interest alone governs, and
the public thing counts for something. Every legitimate Government is

republican....

28.IDA 2001, 143; YAMADA 2009, 95—9.
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J’appelle donc République tout Etat régi par des lois, sous quelque forme
d’administration que ce puisse étre; car alors seulement I’intérét public
gouverne, et la chose publique est quelque chose. Tour Gouvernement

légitime est républicain....

Rousseau added the following note by way of clarification:

By this word I understand not only an Aristocracy or a Democracy, but in
general any government guided by the general will, which is the law. To be
legitimate, the Government must not be confused with the Sovereign,

but be its minister. Then monarchy itself is a republic.

Je n'entends pas seulement par ce mot une Aristocratie ou une Démocratie,
mais en général tout gouvernement guidé par la volonté générale, qui est
la loi. Pour étre légitime il ne faut pas que le Gouvernement se confonde
avec le Souverain, mais qu’il en soit le ministre: alors la monarchie elle-

méme est république.”’

Rather than translate Rousseau’s note, Chomin included his own
clarification of why he chose to translate République as Bif (jichi),
meaning “self-governance,” rather than 34401 (kyowa), meaning co-har-
mony, a term that was widely in use already at that time. Literally

translated:

République in French is composed of two Latin words, res and publica;
clearly res can mean “things,” “works,” or “government.” From the Mid-
dle Ages on it also came to mean “people governing themselves.” Books
published today often translate it 2:4/1, but on the face of it these glyphs
have nothing to do with the word. For this reason I depart from conven-

tion.... (see TEXT 4)

Here we see how closely Chomin’s solid grasp of the meaning
of République is related to the translation. As scholars have stressed,
there is more at work here than a knowledge of etymology. It reflects

Chomin’s conviction that therein lay “the marrow of Europe’s politi-

29. ROUSSEAU 1997, 67; 20014, 78. Emphasis added.
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cal thought.”* Morevoer, thanks to his choice of words, the image of a
“self-governing country” stands out in clearer relief in Chomin’s trans-
lation than it does in Rousseau’s original.*!

At the same time, there is a puzzling aspect to their respective defi-
nitions of Républigue that will not have escaped the reader’s notice.
Rousseau stipulates that any country can be considered “republican” as
long as it is legitimate, that is, as long as it is governed by the rule of law.
In the same vein, Chomin proposes what he calls a “theory of co-gover-
nance by kingand people” (F R4Li5:271) as the most realistic form of
governance for Meiji Japan. The idea does not appear directly in Yaku-
kai—where it would have caused hopeless confusion because the & of
AR5 was used to refer to a “king” not to a “sovereign”—but was
first advanced in an article contributed to the Free News of the Orient
(IsREEE R ).

In addition to the limitations imposed by employing # to trans-
late “sovereign,” Nakamura draws attention to a troubling problem

inherent in the political ideas of both Rousseau and Chomin:

The quasi-transcendent character and abstract rational legitimization
of Rousseau’s “general will” might lead, through the mediation of the
Confucian ideals of loyalty (%) and principle(E) to... a similarly qua-
si-transcendent and quasi-abstract idea of an emperor. Furthermore, it
could open itself to having an emperor “represent the collective will of
the people” and serve as a mediator of democracy and nationalism.*

In the end, what Nakamura calls “Chomin’s own understanding of
the ‘contradictory’ union of democracy and nationalism in Rousseau’s
thought™ can be traced back to problems inherent in the question at
hand, namely, the relationship between the cardinal notions of “sover-

eign,” “state;” “citizens” and “subjects.” To see how these problems arise

30. YONEHARA 1986, 128.
31. NAKAMURA 1967, 162.
32. NAKAMURA 1967, 165—6.
33. NAKAMURA 1967, 159.
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in Rousseau’s text itself, I would cite a rather long but critical passage

from Chapter 4, Book 11, “The Limits of Sovereign Power”:

Ifthe State or the City is only a moral person whose life consists in the
union of its members, and if the most important of its cares is the care for
its self-preservation, then it bas to have some universal and coercive force to
move and arrange each part in the manner most conformable to the whole.
Just as nature gives each man absolute power over all of its members, it
is this same power, which, directed by the general will, bears, as T have
said, the name of sovereignty.

But in addition to the public person, we must consider the private
persons who make it up, and whose life and freedom are naturally inde-
pendent of it. I# is therefore important to distinguish clearly between the
respective rights of the Citizens and of the Sovereign,* as well as between
duties which the former have to fulfill as subjects, and the natural right

which they must enjoy as men.

8i I’Etat ou la Cité w'est qu’une personne morale dont la vie consiste dans
[union de ses membres, et si le plus important de ses soins est celui de sa
propre conservation, il lui faut une force universelle et compulsive pour
mounvoir et disposer chaque partie de la maniére la plus convenable an
tout. Comme la nature donne & chaque homme un pouvoir absolu sur
tous ses membres, le pacte social donne au corps politique un pouvoir
absolu sur tous les siens, et c’est ce méme pouvoir, qui, dirigé par la
volonté générale porte, comme j’ai dit, le nom de souveraineté.

Mais outre la personne publique, nous avons 4 considérer les per-
sonnes privées qui la composent, et dont la vie et la liberté sont naturel-
lement indépendantes delle. I/ slagiz donc de bien distinguer les droits
respectifs des Citoyens et du Souverain,* et les devoirs qu'ont a remplir les
premiers en qualité de sujets, du droit naturel dont ils doivent jouir en

qualité d’hommes.

The asterisk above marks the insertion of a telling note by Rousseau:

Attentive readers, please do not rush to accuse me of contradiction. I have
not been able to avoid it verbally, in view of the poverty of the language,

but wait.

Lecteurs attentifs, e vous pressez pas, je vous prie, de m’accuser ici de
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contradiction. Je n’ai pul’éviter dans les termes, vu la pauvreté de la

langue; mais attendez.*

As in the previous quotations, I will offer a literal translation of
Chomin’s text in English, though admittedly it involves a translation

of a translation, with all the problems that presents:

Any country or state is nothing more than something formed by the
union of people. Indeed, a country-state is like a body and its people are
like four limbs. The heaviest task for a country-state is to preserve itself
and keep from disintegrating, much the same as the most pressing task
for human beings is to preserve their bodies and protect themselves
from injury or harm. Human beings can move their limbs at will; so
should it be with a country-state’s relationship to its people. We need to
recognize that it accords with the will of heaven that human beings
have final control over their bodies, and that it accords with the will of
a contract that a country-state has final overall control of its peaple. The
right to final overall control ({3 ZHE) is precisely what I call sovereign
power (B H).

Nevertheless, a country-state cannot exist by itself without its
people. It can only exist when its people collaborate and are in good
harmony. Nevertheless, the lives and property of the people belong to
them alone and are not the business of the country-state. For this reason,
those who govern a country must distinguish between a sovereign’s rights (
EHE) and the people’s rights (RN ZHE), and should not confuse the two.
In addition, they must distinguish clearly between what people (FRN), as
subjects (B2), must do and what people, as ordinary human beings (5%
N), are free to do as they like. It is in the distinction of these two that the
limits of sovereign power (B2 W) consist. I should like to have more
to say on this later. (see TEXT s)

As usual, Chomin’s translation is far from literal, but, generally
speaking, his meaning is clear and his style is compact and appealing.
But there are other aspects in which it differs from Rousseau’s origi-

nal. First, it seems that the substance of “sovereign power,” that is,

34. ROUSSEAU 1997, 61; 20014, 70. Emphasis added.
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“some universal and coercive force to move and arrange each part in
the manner most conformable to the whole,” does not come out as
straightforwardly as it does in the original because expressions like
“coercive force” either have not been translated literally or have been
left untranslated altogether. The same can be said of Rousseau’s note.
Chomin basically chose to ignore what the note refers to as a “con-
tradiction,” adding simply that he would “like to have more to say on
this later.” These omissions seem to cause the impression that the ten-
sion or “contradiction,” which Rousseau recognized between the sov-
ereign power (£ 1) and people’s rights (& N2 ) has been somewhat
blurred or weakened.

In the first paragraph quoted above, what comes to the fore is the
sovereignty’s “universal and coercive force to move and arrange each part
in the manner most conformable to the whole] which can end up negat-
ing the sovereign’s status as sovereign, that is, denying citizens their
role as free agents. Thus, in the second paragraph, Rousseau tries to
maintain the distinction between “public” and “private” persons, but
he is aware that the terms “citizens” and “sovereign” are not adequate
to the task because of their other connotations. What Rousseau him-
self refers to as a “contradiction” boils down to a paradox inherent in
the very notion of “sovereign.” Whether or not Rousseau succeeded in
resolving the contradiction with the clarification appended to D con-
trat social remains a matter of serious doubt. As for Chomin, he appar-
ently avoided the problem by omitting the note, perhaps because out
of concern that drawing attention to the contradiction would compro-
mise his promotion of the sovereign rights of citizens.

Interestingly, however, Chomin goes on to address the question
of a possible contradiction in Rousseau’s thought. His remarks are
included in a lengthy commentary appended to Chapter 6, “Of Law,’
where Rousseau argues for the need of a “lawmaker” distinct from
sovereign citizens who authorize the law. “How will a blind multitude,”
Rousseau asks, “which often does not know what it wills because it

rarely knows what is good for it, carry out an undertaking as great, as
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»35

difficult as a system of legislation ?”% Simply put, the task of making
laws is one that far exceeds the capacity of citizens in whom sovereign
authority reside. Chomin acknowledges the obscurity of Rousseau’s
reasoning but supports it nonetheless, concluding that “there is
nothing contradictory about such reasoning at all,” because“even if a
law is composed by a lawmaker, only the citizens can decide whether
or not to adopt it.” He ends his commentary, and indeed Yakukai
itself, by pleading with readers to give the question further thought (
A RE SRS,

Despite Chomin’s attempts to brush the contradiction aside, we
are quick to recognize in it the very difficulty inherent in democratic
legislature and governance that we ourselves are faced with today.
Surely this has something to do with the fact that Yakukai ends with
the chapter on law, leaving out the sections that treat legislature and
government.

Nakamura suggests that Chomin was probably forced to stop
because it became increasingly difficult, if not impossible for him to
sustain his translation of key terms such as # for Souverain.”” Other
scholars excuse him on the grounds that the first third of Du contrat
social covers what was most relevant to the Movement for Liberty and
People’s Rights. In either case, Chomin translated what he thought
worth translating. Yamada goes so far as to argue that in its final form
Yakukai constitutes a complete and consistent work precisely because
it ended where it did. Neither governor nor legislator himself, it made

perfect sense for Chomin to omit sections on those matters.* I find

35. ROUSSEAU 1997, 68.

36. NAKAE 1983 128—9; 2014, 126-8.

37. NAKAMURA 1967, 157. There is yet another hypothesis for the Chémin’s discon-
tinuation of Yakukai, namely, that it was due to a change in editorial policy at the Political
and Moral Science Review where the translation was being serialized. The journal had been
focused on introducing radical French radical thinking but was abruptly steered in a more
moderate direction after Itagaki Taisuke, leader of the Jiyi (Liberty) Party, returned from a
visit to Europe and became more moderate in his politics. See NAKAE 2014, 243-5.

38. YAMADA 2009, 27-8.
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this convincing enough as long as it is not allowed to eclipse the

increasing difficulty Chomin was having with the translation.

THE RECEPTION OF YAKUKAI IN JAPAN AND CHINA

As Rousseau’s ideas spread, criticisms both theoretical and
practical arose. Conservatives were above all wary of the idea of the
right to revolution, and even those sympathetic to people’s rights were
somewhat apprehensive about dissolving sovereignty into the “general
will” of the people. In 1881 Kaneko Kentaré published a compendium
of passages from Edmund Burke’s Reflections on the Revolution in
France (1790) and An Appeal from the New to the Old Whigs (1791)
in which revolutionary radicalism was condemned and the impor-
tance of “tradition and order” stressed. In 1883 Katd Hiroyuki belittled
Rousseau as a “delusional theorist” in a work entitled A New Theory
on Human Rights ([ A##i5i]) and based on a Spencerian form of
social Darwinism.*

That same year, at the height of heated debates over human rights,
Yakukai was published in book form, securing Chomin’s reputation as
“the Rousseau of the Orient.” Recent scholarship, however, suggests
that Yakukai was not very widely read as few references to the work
can be found among those defending Rousseau against his detractors.
Ironically enough, Chomin’s style with its free use of difficult allusions
to classical Chinese texts would have been too highbrow for most
readers.

But perhaps a weightier reason for the neglect of Chomin’s trans-
lation lies in the nature of Rousseau’s thought itself and its relation
to the rapidly changing times. Du contrat social was a highly theoret-
ical work and tackled fundamental political questions like “What is
a state?” and “What should be the relationship between a state and

citizens?” Its aim was to confirm the legitimacy of a republican form

39. NAKAMURA 1967, 129—33.
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of state by adopting the hypothetical language of a social contract.
Chomin’s aim in publishing his Yakukai was to intervene in a political
struggle he considered crucial to the future of Japan. The problem was
that Meiji Japan was already on the way to establishing a centralized,
Prussian-style nation-state, as witnessed by the dismissal of politicians
favoring a British-style government in October 1881. Consequently,
the abstract and philosophical questions of Du contrat social faded into
the background and becoming increasingly irrelevant to the rapidly
changing political interests of the Meiji nation-state that was taking
shape.

Kuga Katsunan FEF31 describes the group around Chomin’s

Political and Moral Science Review:

The main feature of this school lay in placing theory ahead of prac-
tice.... Because of this it was admired for a while, but for that very same
reason it was not very widely adopted by the general public.*!

According to Hazama Naoki, the reception of Du contrat social
in China was rather late, dating from the publication of a pirated edi-
tion of Yakukai in 1898. A first partial translation, based on Book 1 of
the 1883 Japanese translation of Harada Sen, was released in Tokyo in
1910. In 1902 a complete translation by Yang Ting Dong # /= was
published in Shanghai. Because Chomin’s Yakukai was already out of
circulation and the pirated Chinese version was no longer available, it
was through Yang’s version that Chinese intellectuals became familiar
with Rousseau’s work.

However, since Yang’s version was an annotated Chinese transla-
tion of Harada’s translation, it took over all the problems of that ver-

sion. For example, “nation” and “people” were explained by analogy

40. OMODA 2013, 157—60.

41. HAZAMA 2013, 25.

42. Chinese students began to come to Japan in 1894 after the end of the Sino-Japanese
War. In 1901 there were 274 of them, and their number swelled to around 12,000 in 1906;
by 1911, the year of the Xinhai Revolution (% #:4¥), they stilled numbered about 5,000.
HAzAMA 2013, 37.
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with a company (£3#1) and its employees (#1: 5 ). Although Harada
had only used these analogies in his commentary, Yang incorporated
them into the translation, leaving the impression that they belonged
to Rousseau’s original text. Thus the critical distinction between peo-
ple as “sovereign” and “subjects” was distorted into a simple managerial
relationship between company president and employees. To be sure, it
must have been difficult to grasp novel notions like “society” or “state”
at the time, but the fact remains that Yang’s translation sidestepped the
core of Du contrat social. In spite of this, Rousseau earned recognition
and esteem in China as a philosopher extolling “the sovereign power of
the people.”®

In 1910, just prior to the outbreak of the Xinhai Revolution,
Chomin’s Yakukai was rediscovered by the revolutionaries and pub-
lished in the last issue of the People’s Daily ([ #1]). The ongoing chal-
lenge of grasping the essence of Rousseau’s thought is reflected in the
fact that whereas Liang Chi-chao Z27%5#, a leader of the reformists,
understood the critical importance of “order by self-governance and
public spirit” for republicanism, the revolutionaries relied mainly on
the theory of innate human rights to justify republicanism.*

The Revolution aimed at forming a Republic based on a clear
commitment to “sovereignty as belonging to the whole people;” but as
it happened, most of the revolutionary leaders had to seck asylum in
Japan. Reflecting on the reasons for their failure, Tian Tong Hifil came
to see that they had misunderstood the nature of republicanism. He
returned to Chomin’s Yakukai in preparation for rebuilding the revo-
lution and had the work reprinted in 1914 under the title [3:F1E P
KA1 (The Republican Principle: Social Contract). In the preface he

remarks:

It is impossible to talk about a republic without understanding self-gov-
ernance.... The spirit of self-governance is its interior; republican polity

43. HAZAMA 2013, 38—41.
44.HAZAMA 2013, 41.
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is [only] the exterior. The spirit of self-governance is its substance;
republican polity is [no more than] a title.

Tian adds that when he first encountered Du contrat social in Chinese
translation as a young man he did not understand it, and that only after
reading Chomin’s Yakukai over and over dozens times during his exile
in Japan was he able to comprehend Rousseau’s thought for the first

time.®

CHOMIN, A COMPANION FOR OUR TIMES

Chomin passed away in 1901 at the age of fifty-four, never
having known the abiding swell that followed in the wake of his Yakx-
kai. In June of 1912, immediately after the High Treason Affair (K
F1F), a gathering to commemorate the bicentennial anniversary of
Rousseau’s birth was held in Tokyo. The socialist Sakai Toshihiko rem-

inisces:

I could not help remembering Nakae Tokusuke [Chomin], the author
of Yakukai who was called “the Rousseau of the Orient,” and his suc-
cessor Kotoku Shiisui. Most speakers at the gathering had something to

say about Nakae Tokusuke. In a word, the gathering to commemorate

Rousseau seemed to be a commemoration of Nakae as well. 46

In a move to suppress the growing socialist movement, the gov-
ernment indicted twenty-six people in 1910 on the largely trumped-up
charge of being implicated in an attempt to assassinate Emperor Meiji.
Twelve of the convicts, including Kétoku Shasui, Chomin’s disciple,
were executed the following year.

This brings us back where we began, with the publication of
Nishida’s Inguiry into the Good in 1911. By now it would be clear that

Nishida’s views of Rousseau and the “nation-state” are not so much his

45. HAZAMA 2013, 42-3.
46. HIJIKATA 1958, 8—9.
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own personal judgment as they are a reflection of the age in which he
lived. This gives us pause to rethink the significance of the historical
circumstances described above” for Nishida’s maiden work, generally
regarded as the first original philosophical work in modern Japan. This
is a matter that requires more attention than we can give it here, but
I would like to conclude by reaffirming the significance of Chomin’s
translation of Du contrat social in terms of questions still with us
today.®®

A clear sign of Chomin’s continued relevance is the recent publi-
cation of a translation of Chomin’s Yakukai into contemporary Japa-
nese.” One may wonder what sense it makes to reissue a hundred-year-
old translation at this time. Besides a resurgence of general interest in
Chomin as a modern Japanese thinker, we can point to the relevance
of Chomin’s pioneering struggles with the fundamental questions
posed in Rousseau’s D contrat social regarding the relation between a
nation-state and its citizens. As CONtroversy over “constitutional revi-
sion” (1%L heats up, these matters are far from a mere vestige of
the past. If anything, they are more pressing today than ever.* In this
regard I am reminded that a new translation of Du contrat social by
Kuwabara and others came out in 1954 with an emphasis on the role of
citizens as democratic sovereign, in marked contrast to the 1920 trans-
lation by Ichimura and Moriguchi which took a basically “nationalis-

. » 51
tic stance.

47. See, for example. MARUYAMA 1998, 98. In addition, Japan’s high-handed policies
at the time were becoming conspicuous to the outside world. We recall that the assasina-
tion of Ito Hirobumi by Ahn Jung-Geun occurred in 1909 and that Japan annexed Korea
the following years.

48. For a critical treatment of Nishida’s views on Rousseau, see HUH 1990.

49. NAKAE 2014.

50. See ONODA 2014. From a global perspective, we see a growing interest in social
contracts as “covenants for peace.” Cf. SCARRY 2014, which calls into question the in-
compatibility of a democratic constitution and a “nuclear monarchy” by depicting the
image of contemporary citizens as “powerless subjects of the nuclear age.”

s1. NAKAMURA 1967, 135—9. Besides presenting overview of the historical changes
reflected in the way Du contrat social has been translated and interpreted in modern Ja-
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The way Chomin translated Du contrat social also confronts
us with critical questions regarding the relationship between lan-
guage and thought. For example, we have seen how the use of kanji
in Chomin’s translation was closely connected with his admiration
for Confucian ideas.’> Chomin’s all but blind trust in the ability of
Chinese needs close scrutiny, but even so, we ourselves need to rethink
from the ground up our own use of Chinese glyphs in our own phil-
osophical discourse. I am not suggesting that we dismiss them, a la
Motoori Norinaga’s, as “borrowings® or “intruders into Japanese lan-
guage and thought,”but only that we keep them in mind as an “ines-
capable other” that has enriched our language and thinking and can

continue to do so into the future.>

JAPANESE TEXTS

TEXT 1

T 2 R HEE N T2 DEAME, TR EH AT 5 E S, 2f
HER TR DA R 2 AR EW, Ak, 2 AW, JFEEW, TAH, &
RUWIEERM, OGE .. REZBDGE HHRZ A ATRZ A,

Zho bL—EDOANRP—ADOAHZEAT, BT, [WOETLD
BRIZDMAIEN, HRTECEII B LIEFHLEFTA] LR LT

(— AT UTATADBTE NG HDIEN—) ZH LIARIE, ARD
ANR7ZDZOZAZRAEDPOSBIRT DD TH 5o ITFALIER LI2ET
T, ZONIZD IR ELETIE R EATLY R WHTLDP R A
RAGIZEDoTLE) EFT UL, DIIREZRELEV ) BDDH 5L T D
2l BUAGEE W) BDBFIEL W TR

pan, Nakamura points out that little consideration seems to have been given to why such
historical changes were possible in the first place (149).

s2. Regarding the role played by Confucian ideas in modern Japan, see, for example,
TANAKA 2009.

53. KOYASU 2003, 223—30.

s4. NAKAE 1983, 108. “Return marks” (see note 12 above) have been omitted here.
Translation into modern Japanese from NAKAE 2014, 18.
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TEXT 2

et R E, REEMES., H. AvBBRHEE5HT), ft2TRH. 2L

e Z TR SRR

206, RF%sb00%E s Frond, [A\AZBFOHEEKEZDRD

HOFTRTE, BETHOLZDIZZE LT, 29 LTEDSNL M) I A%
—HLBEST) (M ORE (—REE)) ILLBROTICEIN

LlEnHZ kb,

TeEXT3

RAER 1 P2 A 30 NARTR A RALHE R B AR s &
SRR, DEREE R DR, DU 28 S, S DUE W ., 2 At
AEAET. MURELTE. AEAE MUREE.

REPCTEEDLE, Z0LX121E, LT GELELTO) BNREZZEZ.,
A2ix HRBEEE LTo) ANRICZED L, ANREVI DI, T XRTOALD
BEPBREWVIZDIEIDE, —2DHEDIIEF LTS/ DTH S,
O, BRI (O VIEARE) LU, EERFE DML LT
CZIMUI LS THGOEZZIEBICRTOTH 5. TOHKIL, (HLFET
WD TH-T ) TNHEIWEEFSTWEDITTIER A4 g
e ETSbD0% (Vb)) —2DHEIZLTWAEDTH S, (F7-,

) TNEFIMVZLEEEFHLT TN TOADEENEI-b0%
BEELTWADTH 5, %

TEXT 4

V¥aT YA

EHES léﬁal% FIL GRS S5 4 | I“L TR, CEELAG %, B
FHAL, B, IR E AW, FIEFDgIRAL BIAE & MERRE
H, —EEF 2 F OR Bz # P DOREERR R B 2562 . D45 H
PPt A ARG SA ., RIEAN ST, A G- EER A O PE, - - -

7T AGED [V 727 ) v république (V37 v 7)) 3. FT7VRED [
LA res] & [ 7277 publical D=2 DF A EHE/bDT, LALIX
WHEL N BBDOILTH L, 727 ) hL RO LRV, LT 2T
VAT HbEAE., AROMLFEOERTHY ., TS LLAREMEHIZED

ss. NAKAE 1983, 92; 2014, 57.
56. NAKAE 1983, 92; 2014, 57—8. Emphasis added.
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BEFEN) T L5, MU TEHOEKRELY, FBREERTLE Y
1270 T\ 5, LR, 51280 T ARDPELIED SERE R o720 &
FEHATEN L EW TIE LITLIE TR ERRENT VS, 7285, efliE )
LFOERIL, HLDbEID (L7277 ) hlv)) FELIERILZVHD
TohB0H, ZOFRGEIIMEDHENI EIZT 5, 7

TEXT s

JURR R E = AN AR ARG AT, #FPE & W, R s, #EZ
B B, EERMA MR, AN &2 TERRL S, 7045 %6
W N2t MEFT 4, AN, FRE AR TR S AN, A,
NEZ e PRMBIRE & &, FEF 26 T#, MAREIREN, #E
KM HIFETRE =T

BESR IR E I R BE PR T AL, T AART AT A B8 220 MARIEZ
Mo, BOW., REAEEEEN, TS HBEAHEEER, Eﬁﬁl%iﬁ
BB M SRN M, AR, TR AR AT, 554D
AT Y E 2 INERT S22, B2 00, IR e 2 BRI 2 AT A E%“TE}E%?
Z

T EHEFATHELDIE, AW EFSTELIDODTH HIZTE R\,
B EHREEF B EFRDOLIREDOTHY AREIZFOFLED LS
BODTH b, ERDODEHDHILTHRIEELZDIL. AL EHER L TR %
WEINITBEIETH LD, Tt AL > T—FRF LRI LA HS
DHEHESTHEDIT VW ETHLEDER LD TH A, ANEIZZFOFEE
HAOBWEBYIZHH L CENTIENTELD, BRPZOEDALIZ
RTDERL, RN Fo SN EFMETRIFIUER LRV Z2THH5

DIF. ANHE V) BDEHERDPSZT TEDHEEZHLTLDOTH .,
EREVIBOIEHGFERIPOZIT CEDEDAAZITIETHHDRDT
Bhbo NAERIET DR, ROE ) [EHE TN H5%0,

L2 L. ERIIAL D SEENTHIL L 72 D TId R BT AL BBENIZ
MEALTVTIRLD T BOLFVTHIEDN TELDTH D, 21U, A
LDHEMRPHERE BEBELSIESZOBANELTNT, EIR EITERY
ROLDED B, 7205, EEZMIETBIIH72oTUE BEFFEOMHREA
ADFEOMEMEZXBILTC REAL AW eI TH B, AADHEEREL

57. NAKAE 1983, 126; 2014, 122. The pronunciation glosses or 7u#bi are in Chomin’s
original.
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THDLREZL L, E@mOANME LCHEIATE §REZ D 72, PRk
KBENRITIT S0 COTODKMDOIBIZZF, TXICEHEORE
RADBHDLDTH b, EHLIFELLZD I EH R RTHA L), 58
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