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designed to compare urban growth in China
and Japan to that of other premodern large-
scale societies.

In carrying out this study Rozman has drawn
on an impressive array of primary and sccondary
sources in Chinese and Japanese as well as on
what is available in Western languages (in-
cluding Russian). He has also demonstrated his
firm control of contemporary sociological and
“urbanological” literature.

The book is densely packed with statistical
data, with comparative tables, charts, and long
passages full of descriptive data concerning
characteristics of “urban networks” in the two
countries. While the author allows himself
passing reflections on_the social and political
significance of the differing developments in
both scieties, on the whole, he adheres relent-
lessly to his task of quantifying urban growth,
particularly in its relationship to commercial
development. There are, indeed, long passages
such as the chapter on Chihli Province in China
and Kanto region in Japan that read almost
like a handbook of useful data. The book will
furnish food for discussion among the statisti
ally inclined for some time to come. The au
thor himself admits that the figures are e
mates and “must be used with caution,” and
many will challenge his statistical reasoning on
many maters, yet there can be no doubt that
he has opened up the subject.

In this brief review 1 do not propose to
challenge Rozman’s figures. Indeed, to one
Jayman, the specific conclusions he draws from
his figures scem eminently plausible. In dis-
cussing the origins and earlier history of urban
centers he stresses the role of the politico-
administrative (also ceremonial-ritual) function.
The emergence of “central places” as marketing
centers becomes important only in the latter
centuries of Chinese and Japanese history. Of
course, the administrative centers themselves
become enormously important centers of com-
mercial growth.

For purposes of analysis, Rozman_ divides
urban settlements into seven levels ranging from
national administrative centers to “intermediate
and standard marketing settlements.” While he
does not dwell on this point, 1 for one was
struck by the overwhelming role of deliberate
“administrative” policy in the urban history of
both societies.

A concept particularly stressed by Rozman is
the concept of “urban networks.” The history
of separate cities should not be considered in
isolation. The spatial arrangements and con-
centration of urban centers in various regions
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must be viewed as a function of many inter-
dependent  variables—geographic ~constraints,
marketing patterns, communication networks,
and political-military factors. Presumably, such
differences in_“organization in space” have
something to do with factors such as the degree
of separation of urban from rural life and the
degree to which urban or rural patierns “sct
the tone” These patterns may relate—it is
implied—to certain general laws of socictal
development.

Among. the more striking conclusions that
emerge from the work are that by 1800 the
proportion of urban to rural population in
China and Japan had probably outstripped the
world average; that by 1800 Japan had far
outstripped China in terms of urban-rural ratios
(169 versus 67%), even though its earlier de
velopment had been much slower; and that “in
China and Japan at least 4o percent of all city
inhabitants prior to 1850 lived after 1600." Tn
terms of urban growth, MingCh'ing China and
Tokugawa Japan were (in premodern terms)
the most dynamic societies in the world.

In this first volume of his project, Rozman
has imposed upon himself a severe self-denying
ordinance. He does not spell out many of the
cultural and social implications of his findings
even though it is strongly suggested that urban
growth provides a key (o some universal process
of “societal development” cutting across all dif-
ference of culture. If Rozman had attempted to
spell out the “necessary” cultural and social
consequences of his stages of urban growth
either for the inhabitants of the cities them-
selves or for the society as a whole, he would
certainly have written a much more contro-
versial book. To the extent that he confines his
attention to the quantitative growth of the
urban sector as such, he has, T think, made an
impressive case.

BENJAMIN 1. SCHWARTZ
Harvard University

MIGHAEL 1. RUNT. Frontier Defense and the
Open_Door: Manchuria in_Chinese-American
Relations, 1895-1911. (Yale Historical Publica-
cations. Miscellany, 95) New Haven: Yale
University Press. 1g73. Pp. xiv, 281. $12.50.

The title of Michacl H. Hunt's volume, Frontier
Defense and the Open Door, concisely sum-
marizes his major themes. These are that the
idea of promoting American investment in
Manchuria must be understood first as a facet
of the ancient but newly adaptive Chinese
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policy of frontier defense and second as part
of the development of the so-called Open Door
policy of the United States.

Hunt is at his best in treating the issue of
Manchuria in Chinese history. He has provided
a valuable account of the efforts of officials such
as Yuan ShihKai, Hsu Shih-ch'ang, and Tang
Shao-i to safeguard the Manchurian provinces
from Russian and Japanese encroachment by
obtaining American loans for improved trans-
port, better administration, and a Manchurian
bank. Hunt argues convincingly that many of
these projects were Chinese, not American, in
conception. His discussion of the role of Hsi-
liang in reviving the Chin-Ai raiload scheme
is particularly helpful. His general thesis
should encourage needed revision of simplistic
accounts of American “dollar diplomacy.”

While Hunt lauds the Chinese officials, per-
haps to excess, and slights the pernicious fea-
tres of the Manchu regime, he vigorously
probes the “misconceptions and prejudices of
American statesmen.” Certainly, United States
envoys such as Charles Denby and Edwin
Conger had their fauls, and the importance
of Willard Straight has been exaggerated. But
his indictment of virwally every American
official reveals a distinct bias. His criticism of
the United States for indifference to emer,
Chinese mationalism is unfair. He is not suffi
ciently skeptical about the significance of the
Open Door notes, making more of John Hay's
mancuvers than did the secretary himself. He
also overplays the role of Brooks Adams, A. T.
Mahan, and Albert Beveridge.

Nor does Hunt explain why Americans sought
regulation of ports in China. He argues without
substantiation that President Theodore Roose-
velt was interested in Manchuria for commer-
cial reasons and generally undervalues Elihu
Root’s characteristic prudence and restraint. He
likewise fails to appreciate why neither Roose.
velt nor Root placed much faith in China.

His harsh treatment of the TaftKnox ad-
ministration is_equally inadequate. He does
not see that their policy marked a studied shift
from Roosevelt's balance of power o the famil-
iar idea of concerted action and was not alto-
gether the result of the prejudices of Knox's
young associates. Moreover, because Hunt
ceased his analysis in 111, he does not bring
out that the cooperative policy espoused by
Knox attained a measure of success in the
subsequent two years.

Despite some marked shortcomings in_ the
analysis of American policy, this volume is i
structive for that purpose and worthy for its
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judicious treatment of the neglected Chinese
side.
PAUL S, HOLBO
University of Oregon

KRISHAN BHATIA. The Ordeal of Nationhood: A
Social Study of India since Independence, 1947~
1970. New York: Atheneum. 1971. Pp. vi, 390.
$10.00.

The Ordeal of Nationhood is a readable, per-
ceptive, and disamingly frank account of In.
dia’s achievements and failures since independ-
ence, written by a veteran journalist of The
Hindustan Times. His account is especially in-
teresting when it deals with India's current
political leadership, the nature of the decision-
making process in the higher echelons, the
balancing of conflicting interests among. the
political elite, and the role of pressure groups
and lobbies of one kind or another. Like some
other recent works covering the same period of
Indian history, it puts forward a revisionist
assessment of Nehru as a charismatic leader
with fect of clay, leaving the reader to wonder
how, if Nehru's personality was such a com-
pound of indecision and prevarication, he ever
managed to gain and retain his hold over a
nationalist movement in which there was no
shortage of talent or ambition.

Looking to the future, Bhatia’s outlook is
distinctly pessimistic, although perhaps for the
wrong reasons. It is not that he underestimates
the positive achievements of the postindepend-
ence period but that he is t0o preoccupied
with what he regards as inefective leadership
at the top. This appears to be the consequence
of an attitude toward both past and present
that emphasizes the need for “great men” to
give direction (o their age. He sees no great
men—or women—in the India of today, and
herein lies the principal source of his despond-
ency. He scarcely touches upon what is a
central issue in India, as it is in much of the
third world: the fact that after a quarter of a
century of independence and rising expecta-
tions, the rich are getting richer and the poor
are getting poorer. In retrospect, the transfer
of power in 1947 can be seen largely in terms of
a political transformation, with white sahibs re-
placed by brown ones, a change that involved
no revolutionary restructuring of society. It is
probable that in the next decades this lacuna
will become the dominant issue throughout the
subcontinent, calling for qualities of leadership
rather different from those revered by Bhatia.

Although the author has little to say to the
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