Introduction

An unpublished manuscript entitled “Honzd _Ej'mr'rz,” compilec[ in 1826 by
the scholar Mizutani Hébun, first revealed to me that a vital part of the
history of nineteenth-century Japanese visual culture had yet to be written.
The term shashin, I discovered later, would be the keyword to apprehend
the interconnected fields of visual culture and scientific studies in Tokugawa
Japan.! The manuscript resides today at the Special Collection of Leiden
University Library as part of the collection of books and maps amassed by
Phillip Franz von Siebold, a German physician who worked in Japan at
the Dutch factory from 1823 to 1829. I had inidally traveled to Leiden in
search of a Japanese zograscope, a viewing device for vue d’apﬁgue (2iki-€)
brought back to Europe by Siebold. The uki-e prints, which gained popu[ar—
ity around the end of the eighteenth century, employ one-point linear per-
spective, and when seen through a zograscope they create an optical illusion
that gives the viewer a sense of receding and expanding space. This device
is one of the few extant examples of its kind produced in Japan before the
latter half of the nineteenth century. As transparent transmitters of light,
lenses are often overlooked in studies of visuality, yet lenses for wki-e were

often opaque and warped, unintentionally Calh'ng attention to the mediat-
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ing mechanism of the lens itself. The way the mater'lality of the uki-¢ lenses
underscores the rEFracting of [ight—the lenses’ alteration rather than mere
transmission of the [ight—ptovides a metaphor for how conceptual catego-
ries and frameworks of kuowlec[ge similarly shaped practices of representa-
tion and the reception of photography in Japan.

The manuscript “Honzo {jﬂs:'n” crystallfzes in its very title the question of
the impact of concepts and discourses upon Japanese visual culture. The first
part of the title, honzd, refers to a discourse on materia medica, the medicinal
properties of p[ant.s and minerals. Hﬂnzdgaéu, the study of materia medica,
was integral to medical training in early modern Japan. The other word in
the title, sjasin, is a niueteenth—centul‘)-r renderfng of the word now Roman-
ized as shashin. In contemporary Japanese shashin means “photography.” But
the medium did not exist when “Honzéa sj.sz_sirz” was compilec[. The invention
of photography was announced years later on another continent (in 1839
in France and England) and did not reach Japan until the 1850s.* Explor-
ing what the term sﬁasﬁiu—“transposiriou (sha) of the real (shin)"—meant
to the manuscript’s author and his circle in 1826 opens a window onto the
sophisticated re[atfonship po&ited between seeing and Lmowiug. This rela-
tionship rested upon a premise of ﬁde[ity in visual representation that would
shape artistic practices, iucluding photography, for decades.

Around 1828, a few years after compiling “Honzs shashin,”? Mizutani
Habun founded the Shéhyaku—sha, a small group of scholars with an in-
terest in materia medica (ﬁomzégaku] based in Nagoya, the castle town of
the Owari domain. Many were practicing physfcfans and pharmacologist&,
while others worked in the emp[oy of the government bureaucracy. Srill
other members were ditectly engaged in agriculture as farmers and garden—
ers. The Shohyaku-sha (the Society of One Hundred Tasters) took its name
from the story of Shen Nong, a mythological Chinese god of agriculture and
medicine who was said to have tasted one hundred p[auts in order to find
the correct natural preparations to cure a given disease.*

“Heonza shashin” exempliﬁes a group of materials—some prinred, others
left as manu.scripts—produced by Shéh}mku—sha, which remained active
through the Meiji Restoration of 1868 and into the mid-1880s. But “Honzd
shashin” is also only one part of an extraordinary archive comprising ob-
jects and images ranging, from specimens of dried plants and minerals to
numerous botanical illustrations in etching, ink rubbiﬂg, and woodblock.
The activities of the Shéhyaku-sha were many and varied: they made ex-

cursions to collect botanical specimens, orgauized exhibitions of materia
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medica, and printed and pubiished their ﬁndings. In addition to their public
activities, the group also got together to share and examine ideas, and ex-
change texts, o]:)jects, and scientific instruments.” None of the members of
the Shéhyaku-sha, including those most directly responsible for production
of the extraordinary quantity and array of extant images, fits easily into a
discursive field of art histoty, the discipline in which I am trained. As art his-
torians Kitazawa Noriaki and Saté Dashin have demonstrated, the catego-
ries of “art” (5{7’7;?5?;] and “art histor'y” (5:}};357;5,51') were not reaci_iiy available
frameworlks before the Meiji perioci; rather, it was the concerted effort of the
Meiji bureaucrats who actively applied and refined these concepts through
their exhibition practices and institutionalizations of artistic prociu::tion in
Japan that cemented these categories as meaningﬁli and useful sources for
their nation buiiding.“ The textual and pietorial records produced by the
Shohyaku-sha do not fall within this trajectory of art and its history. Indeed,
the di\'ersity of repositories in which their work is held today—art muse-
ums, libraries, natural science museums, and botanical gardens scattered
across Japan and Europe—attest to the difficulty modern disciplines face in
attempting to capture the interconnected and interpenetrating aspects of the
group’s activities.”

“Honza shashin” consists of seventeen botanical images, fifteen of which
were drawn in great detail, one a mere sketch, and one an inked impres-
sion of a piant (see Fig. 1.1 in Chapter One). Each image is aecompanied
by the name of the plant in Japanese and Chinese, with no other text. This
stark juxtaposition of image and text in two ianguages underscores one of
the central concerns for the group: naming, particuiariy with marching the
Chinese names found in imported texts such as Compendium of Materia
Medica (Bencao gangmu) to the local flora of Japan.® Indeed, many of the
major publications by members of the Shéhyﬂkmsha; such as Cfawﬁmﬁan
on the Names of Things (Buppin shikimei, 1809) by Mizutani Hobun and
Neminal Differentiations in Western Materia Medica (Taisei honzi meiso,
1829) by [t6 Keisuke, are records of their efforts to concretize the relation-
ship between names and things by reexamining the Chinese canon of mate-
ria medica within the context of the local environment and the importation
of Western texts on natural histor'y. The representational practices that the
Shohyaku—sha engaged in throughout the nineteenth century hinge on se-
curing the reiation.ship of ﬁdeiity among te:(ttmiijyr rendered knowiecige, il-
lustrations, and the existent piants native to ]apan. The recursive probing in
their stuciy of materia medica that entailed correiating published icnowiedge
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with their own experience and observations required that all three spheres
of their knowledge function together and mutuaﬂy reinforce one another.

The Shahyaku-sha emerged from a line of inquiry that began over a cen-
tury eatlier with Kaibara Ekken, an influential Neo-Confucian scholar and
an avid practitioner of traditional pharmacology. In his Materia Medica in
Japan (Yamato honzs), published in 1709, Ekken noted the wide disparities
between the planrs and minerals catalogued in the Chinese canon of materia
medica and his own environment. As a result of this observation, he urged
a refocusing within the study of muateria medica from faithful memorization
and recitation of the Chinese text to a more flexible approach that reconsid-
ered Chinese knowledge within the context of a Japanese ecology. Fkken thus
sought to recalibrate the relationship between texts and reality. In the century
that followed, a variety of scholars such as Iné Jakusui, Ono Ranzan, and
Hirag‘a Gennai began a turn toward an encounter with things—plants, trees,
minerals, animals, birds, fish, and insects—as well as noncanonical texts of
natural history—Dodonaeus’s Cruijdeboeck (1544) or Johannes Jonstonus’s
“Z.Dological Album” as it was known (1660),” for instance—to address what
I:he],r saw as a widening gulf between the ossified world presented in the Chi-
nese canon and the living environment to which rhey increasingly redirecred
their attention.'” These scholars were trying to “make sense” of the world
by correlating the two, an endeavor that resonates with Peter Dear’s deeply
historicist conviction that “the world pictures that we believe in owe much
more to what we find plausible than to the way the world ‘really’ is: their ac-
ceptance, rather than being determined by the natural world itself, depends
on the ways in which we choose to live in the world.”"

The members of Shéhyaku-sha were distinguished by an en1phas'1.s on
the medical utility of this body of knowledge. What was at stake for the
eighteenth—cenrury predecessors of the group was a discrepancy between
representation and reality, but their concern still remained largely theoretical
and abstract. The rectification of names was here not tied to the speciﬁc effi-
cacy of the materia medica in treatment burt rather to a broader reordering of
dassiﬁcamry systems and reimagining of natural world. For the Shéhyaku—
sha, the concerns were more immediate and more practical: the medical efh-
cacy of the materials they studied, and their use in treating the patients they
saw dﬂi[y as practicing physicians.

These under[ying ::on::eptual and pragmatic motivations inform how the
imagery in Habun’s manuscript participates in the process of naming and
knowing alongside the Chinese and Japanese texts, a process that is most
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effectively explored through the term shashin in the manuscript’s title. The
manuscript lacks a preface or any other written indication explaining the
use of this term. The mixture of drawing and inked impressions of plants
in the manuscript indicates that whatever speciﬁc meanings shashin had for
the n1anuscript’s author, they were not tied to one speciﬁc medium. Art his-
torians who have traced the shifting meanhings of the term shashin argue for
a close connection between the history of this concept and the emergence
of the practices of pictorial realism in Japan beginning in the late eigh-
teenth century.” Originatfng from discourses on portrait painting in the
late Han period, the term came into common use in Japan during the eigh—
teenth century among literati painters influenced by theories and images of
Ming visual culture.'® While in China the term shashin (Ch: xiezhen) was
distinctly used for portraits, and shasei (Ch: xiesﬁe?z_g] for lower and bird
paintings, in Japan shashin came to encompass both subjects. Two decades
later, those scholars who took to Western learning (rm.:gngm) began to re-
appropriate the term as a concept that desigﬂa‘ced Western picrorial meth-
ods. Shiba Kékan, a late—eighteenth—century painter and printmaker and
one of the ear[y exponents of Western theories of pictorfa[ representation,
deployec[ the term to describe a “method” absent in the representationa[
traditions of China and Japan, in his 1799 Discussion of Western Pictures
(Seiyé gadan). For him, the method of shashin would “give an illusion to the
viewers that the depicred su.bjects are about to move out of the picture.””
This shashin method, in his estimation, made indigenous modes of repre-
sehtation appear “similar to children’s play.”“ Six years later, Kokan would
pair this method with a device when he referred to camera obscura as shashin
kyé (literally, “lens/mirror that does shashin™) in Dutch Navigation (Oranela
tsithaki, 1806).1°

Kakan's apprc-ach to picture making and his uses of the term shashin
have come to be accepted as standard for the entirety of the early modern
discourse on shashin. Historians of Japanese photography perceive the as-
sociation Kokan made among the pictoria[ rechniques of Western pictures,
the device of the camera obscura, and the term shashin as a kind of'origfnary
moment that would lead more than fifty years later to the equation and
conflation ofphorography and shashin.'” Historians of paintings and prints,
on the other hand, use the same term to refer to the emergence of an early
modern discourse of realism in Japan. As a result, the advent of photogra-
phy in Japan becomes a telos in scholarly accounts of the history of medium
toward which the term shashin invariably [_:)-:J'lnts.]B In such a narrative, the
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question of whether and how a photogmphic image c,orrespc-nded to what
was in front of the camera, and how viewers percei\'ed the images, become
obscured ]:)y an Dvergenemiizeci teieoiogicai conception of the term shashin
as alreaciy embociying picrorial realism and an aﬁniry for Western picrorial
traditions. In other words, the conflation of the pictoriai method with the
device in Kékan’s writings is taken as the self-evident statement that cxpfm'?zs
why phorography would later be called shashin.

Yet Kokan's own attitude toward representation and his practices as a
maker of images can account neither for the diverse ways in which this term
shashin was used from the late eighteenth century onward nor for the array
of surviving pictures that were considered by their makers and viewers as
shashin. Indeed, this obsessive focus on a siﬂgle geﬂealogy of shashin run-
ning rhrough the ﬁgure of Kokan, which was oniy part ofa iarger discourse
on the transposition (sha) of the real (shin), has flattened out of the com-
piexities and ambiguitfes that inhered in discourses on representation that
cross a number of modern disciplines, ranging from art hisrc-ry proper to
the histories of science, medicine, and technoiogy.

The “Honzd shashin” evinces preciseiy this probiem with the prevaiiiﬂg
scholariy undersrandings of shashin and the histories of visual representa-
tion in nineteenth-century Japan, since the illustrations in the manuscript
neither accord with Kakan’s notion of illusionistic effect nor were produceei
with Western devices for picture mai{ing such as the camera obscura. It was a
meeting in Nagoya in 1826 of some of the future members of Shéhyaku-sha
and Phillip Franz von Siebold that led to the German physician’s possession
of the manuscript now kepr in Leiden. Siebold has iong been understood
to be one of the central ﬁgures in the introduction of Western scientific and
medical knowiedge to Japan. The Shéhyai{u—sha occupies a complementary
role in accounts of the hisrory of science in ]apan, and the group is now
primarﬂy remembered and celebrated as a liaison between the “premoderﬂ”
science of the Tokugawa era and the practices of “modern” science institu-
tionalized by the Meiji government. Yet the process through which Habun
and the Shohyaku-sha came to understand and even to transpose “Western
science” was very much guided by practicai concerns, and dependent ona
language and conceptual framework that they brought to, rather than took
from, their encounters with “Western science.”

The future members of Shohyaku-sha had requested the 1826 meeting
with Siebold in part to inquire after the proper Linnaean names for the
plants that would later be represented in “Honzd shashin.” This meeting
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superﬁciaiiy validates conventional narrarives of Western scientific progress
that attach primary importance to the understanding and implementation
of scientific theory—whether Linnaean nomenclature or the Copernican
heliocentric model of the solar system—in constructing a teleological ac-
count of the advance of icrln:w'..riedge."J Underiying this narrative of move-
ment from premodern to modern is the assumption that characterizes the
stuc[y of materia medica prior to the introduction of “Western science”
as an activity incommensurable—and antithetical—to modern science.
These narratives construe instances such as the meeting between Siebold
and the Japanese physician-scholars as moments of active transmission by
Europeans and passive inculcation of a theory by the Japanese that signi-
fies the “leap” necessary to the development of proper science. Hobun and
Keisuke's investigation of Linnaean nomenclature is thus inrerpreted as an
indication of their i:arsightedness in anticipating “modern science,” rather
than a historically driven curiosity that was grounded in their studies of
materia medica. This und.erstanding obscures the vital roles of practice and
representation in mediating and formiﬂg kﬂowiedge of the world, and it
overlooks the conhsequences of mingiiﬂg scientific ideas with discourses on
visual representation for the practice of science and Japanese visual culture.
Methodoiogicaiiy, my approach in this book emphasizes the material as an
integmi part of scientific practice within which iinguistic and coﬂceptuai
undersranc[ing of the scientific theory was articulated and secured.®

Thus we return to the key term, shashin, with which I opeﬂed the intro-
duction. At the center of the Sh-:')hyai{u—sha’s transiinguai negotiation—aﬂci
the intersection of episremoiogies thart it represenrs—iies this term, which
traces its origins back a millennium to Han China. But the term is not eas-
ily reducible to any of its constituent parts; it is of Chinese origin used to
represent a collection of pictures of Japanese plants. Yet shashin is not pe-
culiar either to this manuscript of to this encounter; rather it serves as part
of the bedrock of the Shohyaku-sha's ongoing struggle to reconnect names
and things. Indeed, for the Shéhyaku—sha shashin referred not to the effects
of conjuring an illusion of reaiiry’ but to attempts to quite iiteraii],r create a
residue of the real itself.”!

In the Shéhya.i{u—sha’s constant negotiation among the canonized knowl-
er_ige of Chinese materia medica, Western botanical nomenclature, and the
actual environment in which members lived, the concept of shavhin emerges
at the very intersection berween \'isuaiiry and knowiec[ge. For Habun and
other members, the role of direct observation began to gain more currency
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and value in this process of synrhesizing their text-based unc[ersranciing and
their observed physical conditions. In the various types of pictorial represen-
tations tiley produced and studied, the group q_uestioneci not -:)ni],r what is
represented but also how it is represented and where. The problem of method
carried intellectual inlpiications that were informed i:)y the desire to make
the image knowable and intelligible as the representation of somethiﬂg real.
The group incorpomreci and experimenreci with numerous methods of pic-
ture nmi{ing, inciuciing copper etching, hand sketches, copying, woodblock
printing, and ink rubbing—many of which we see grouped together in
Habun's manuscript under the associated meanings of shashin. Thus images
occupy an extremely important place in the work of the Shohyaku-sha as
these various techniq_ues of pictoriaiizing their subjects heipeci them visual-
ize, question, and articulate their Lmowiedge in ways that ianguage alone
could not.

This is not to say that textual renditions lost signiﬁcance in the work
of the Shohyaku-sha. Quite the contrary, the picroriai aspect of written
language itself became an issue of visuality. The group worked with four
iaﬂguages (classical Chinese, Japanese, Latin, and Dutch) and four scripts
(Chinese characters, ﬁimgﬂmx, katakana, and Roman aiphabet). While
translation served to introduce particuiar bodies of kﬂowiecige, the very
mode Df'writing within which the i(nowiecige wWas expressed came to piay a
role as a visual code. The strategic choice to represent a hame in a particuiar
script piayed a decisive role in srabiiizing the reiationship between the piant
and its nominal expression. Thus both pictoriai and iinguistic representa-
tion functioned as visualizations of a reiarionship between seeing and know-
ing that became a running theme of their work.

Signiﬁcantiy, some of the members of the group decided to take up pho-
tography when it became available to them in the 1860s, and they unhesitat-
ingly called the technology shashin.** In France and England a variety of new
terms were coined to describe and CDI’IlPI’e.i‘I.E:nCi the new medium of photog—
mphy’. In _]apan, something rather different happened: an existing term with
a dense semantic history related to representation was co—opteci. This raises
an intriguing question, especially considering that it has been called by other
names, such as fnef k}la’ [iireraiiy, c"1I:L'L1:n:'essir1g shadow lens”™) and rwivef ;{’yd
(“arresting shadow lens”).”” To understand the early history of photography,
therefore, we need to understand both the semantic hist-:)r],r and the ilistor'y
of the Very process rhrou.gh which it would become conflated with the new
medium. The Shoh}'aku—sha’s choice of shashin to describe photographic
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technoiogy attests that they identified a continuity between the represen-
tational possibilities offered i:)y photography and their own representatiorm_i
practices that supported their studies.

The Sh(:-hyaicu—sha emerges, therefore, as a group of key practitioners of
seeing, representing, and i{nowing in nineteeﬂth-ceﬂtury Japanese visual
culture. The group offers a chance to reimagine the eari],r history of photog—
raphy and the visual culture of nineteenth-century Japan in a way that does
not rely on the uncritical dichotomy between Japan and the West that has
played such a crucial role in many prevailing narratives of visual modernity.
Rather, analysis of the oeuvre of the Shéhyaku.‘sha emphasizes the role of
practice. In the last twenty years, historians of photography have distanced
themselves from a modernist account of the medium—an approach cham-
pioned by Beaumont Newhall in 7he History of Photography in 1937—and
dispensed with the idea of photogmphy as a unified subject for which an
interna.iiy coherent narrative can be written.® At the same time, historians
have also begun to examine histories of phorography in non-Western con-
texts. Turning away from universalizing histories of photographic technol-
ogy, scholars such as Christopher Pinney, Karen Strassler, and Raosalind C.
Morris have revealed specific histories of photography in Asian contexts that
defy the modernist appl:'oach.5 In these pioneering worlks, photography is
not an autonomous technology that produces consistently hegemonic ex-
perience and representations, but rather a parasitic medium that latches on
to a historical and cultural context to transform preexisting local practices
and needs, while also creating new hybrid visual expressions. Rearticula-
tions of phorographic hisrory through the lens of intricate social, cultural,
and economic relations have produced historical insights that could not be
reasoned through the assumption of a Cartesian formation of sui:)ject and
objecr as an essentialized tenet of photogmphy. These new schoiarships on
photographic history share the emerging conviction, best summarized by
Pinney, that “photography is a cultural practice with no fixed outcome.”*
Yet because of the elusiveness of Shiba Kékan's treatise on Western pictorial
representations, coupied with the persistent influence of the distortiﬂg di-
chotomy of West versus Japan, writings on the early history of photography
in Japan continue to avoid serious engagement with contemporaneous rep-
resentational and intellectual issues that occupied the minds of the very
people who took up the technology.

The practices of the Shohyaku-sha with a particular attention to their un-
derstanding of shashin enable us to write a new history of Japanese photog-
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raphy and nineteenth-century visual culture that more accurately captures
the complex shifts in which the meanings and practices were embedded in
the deeper negotiations between epistemo[ogfes ofseeing and knowfng that
characterized the era. Like the lens Siebold broughr back from Japan, the
lens formed by the term shashin marks a specific history. Just as a physical
lens alters visual perception in particular ways, so too does the Shohyaku-
sha offer a “lens” thar filters our undersranding of a visual culture in the
past and opens a new perspective on histor}r.

What I offer in my exposition of the genea[ogy of shashin is an account
of photographic history in Japan that differs from—and thus questions—
the received narrative. Shashin, originaﬂy a compound word and a concept
from China, was more than a term associated with the camera obscura or
Western picrc-rial method. Its mulriple uses and signiﬁcance in the activities
of the Shahyaku—sha reveal how the group deployed the term to negoti-
ate, rearticulate, and most impormnt[y concretize the re[ationship of plant
names, picrc-rial representations, and the existence and availabiliry of the
actual plants. The conceptual history of shashin thus reveals that the chal-
[enges in representationa[ practices in the Owari domain were not confined
to naive effort at mimetic representation assisted ]::-y app[icarion of West-
ern pictorial devices and techniques. Rather, the representatfonal chal[enges
that faced the Shohyaku-sha emerged from the persistent questioning and
prc-bing of their know[edge of materia medica. The term shashin occupied
a pivota[ position in this particu[ar epistemological discourse as a primary
arena for negotiating the conceptual re[atfonship among representations,
represented objects, and names. When photographic technology became
available, the Shoh}'aku—sha had already established shashin as a term that
desfgnated the ﬁde[iry’ ofa representation to the name of the represented
object, and to the c-bjecr itself. This histor'},r ]::-egs us to reflect upon the im-
plications of conceptual appropriations in studying a history of imported
technology. Moving beyond the history of photography as a history of tech-
nolc-gical adaptarion, serious consideration of the Very language rhrough
which photography was understood in nineteenth-century Japan allows us

to recapture the densely entangled meanings and roles of representations.

20

Each of the chapters that follow addresses one arena where the notion of
fidelity played out in the intellectual endeavors of the Shohyaku-sha: in
their profession as physfcians, in translations of texts from China and the
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West, within organized public exhibitions, in the production of pictoriai
representations, and ﬁnaiiy in the governmental institutions in which cer-
tain members of the Shohyaku-sha were employed. In each chapter, the no-
tion of ﬁcieiiry is examined in relation to the real (shin) and transposition of
the real (shashin) by examining a set of Uveriapping practices of the group.
The succession of chapters thus builds a cumulative view of the intellectual
geneaiogy of shashin from a variety of key perspectives.

Chapter One, “The Eye of the Sh-:')hy‘ai{u—sha: Berween Seeing and Know-
ing,” opens by situating “Honzg shashin” historically on two levels: within
the local context of Owari, and within the discursive context of medicine
and materia medica. Central to this chapter is an account of the role of vi-
suality in medicine and materia medica, which foregrounds howa particuiar
mode of processing imowiecige was formed: a rrianguiar reiationship among
textuaiiy rendered knowledge, the actual object, and illustrations.

In Chapter Twao, “Ways of Conceptuaiizfng the Real: Scripts, Names,
and Materia Medica,” 1 turn to the issue of translation in the study of
materia medica. In 1829, Itd Keisuke, a leaciing member of the group, pub—
lished Nominal Differentiations in Western Materia Medica (Taisei honzo
meiso), the first pubiisheci attempt to appiy the Linnaean botanical nominal
system to Japanese flora. I focus on the process through which Keisuke
articulated the Linnaean system in textual representations to show how the
visuaiiry of the script itself playeci a sigﬂiﬁcanr role in this publicarion. The
centraiity of the concept of the real (shin) in Keisuke's articulation of the
Linnaean nomenclature is expiored by attendiﬂg to how various scripts em-
pioyeci in this pubiicaric-n solve the Epistemoiogicai and represenrationai
issues that faced the Shéhyaku-sha, and more broadly the study of mare-
ria medica in nineteenth-century Japan. Rather than evaluating the group's
activity against what is assumed to be a transcendent set of values such as
scientific accuracy and objectivity, this chapter grapples with the particular
local and historical stakes in introciuciﬂg and understanciiﬂg the Linnaean
nomenclature and the effort to best ensure the transplantation of this ab-
stract system into textual representations.

In the foiiowiﬂg chapter, “Modes of Observation and the Real: Exhibi-
tion Practices of the Shéhyaku-sha,” I situate the group within the discur-
sive hfstory of materia medica and detail the process in which the faculty of
vision began to influence this discourse. Approaching the practice of pubifc
exhibition as an innovative response to reevaluate the content of materia
medica, this chapter focuses on the signiﬁcance of direct observation and
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how the exhibitions served as a site of contention and reevaluation of previ-
ously shared knowledge by privileging the actual object. This chapter throws
into relief speciﬁc observational modes, tactics, and strategies explored by
the group, a process of negotiation among what and how they saw, what
they knew previously, and what they could discern on site.

In Chapter Four, “Picturing the Real: Questions of Fidelity and Processes
of Pictorial prresentation,” I consider two techniques of representation
used by the group: copper etching and ink—rubhing prints. Central to the
group’s understaﬂding of these prints was the idea of the real (shin, the sec-
ond character of the compound shashin). The Shohyaku-sha differed from
other contemporary scho[ar[y groups by continuing to use the iﬂk—rubbiﬂg
method into the Meij'l period, referrr‘ng to these images as shadows of the
real (shin'ef). I assert that the modalities of existence that these prints ar-
ticulate emerged out of the group’.s collective desire for access to a particular
plant. Compared to other pictorial media that the group employed, such
as woodblock and copper etching, ink—rubbing prints guamnteed and au-
thenticated the ﬁdelity between the oh_ject and images with an I'rldisputah[e
certitude.

Fina[ly}. in Chapter Five, “Shashin in the Capiml: ‘The Last Stage of Meta-
morphosis,” I give an account of the Shahyaku-sha’s use of photography
itself from the 1860s onward and situate the group’s interest in photography
within a broader discourse of art history and phorographic hisrory. Central
to this chapter are the ﬁgures of Ttd Keisuke and Yanagawa Shunsan, two
members of the Shoh}mku-sha who occupied impaortant posts in the scien-
tific establishment of the last years of the Tokugawa period and the early
years of the Meiji period; and Talkahashi Yuichi, an artist who worked at the
same government institutions as Keisuke and Shunsan. By recovering the
process through which the Shohyaku‘sha’s discourse on the transposition of
the real became linked with the new technology of photography, this chap—
ter reopens the problem of what photography meant to its earliest practi-
tioners in Meiji Japan. In this way, [ delineate the process through which
the meanings of shashin merged duriﬂg this critical period of transition.

ﬁlthough the Shohyaku—sha hegan as a small provincial group, their con-
cern with the relationship between names and things came to occupy a
central place within the scientific establishment of modern Japan. As mem-
bers of the group left Nagoya and took up posts first in the Academy for
Western Studies (Bansho shirabejo) and then in the Academy of Developing
Iﬂte[ligence for Successful Enterprises (Kafsc{;'a], the forerunner ofTokyo
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Imperiai University, the discourse on shashin that had developed out of the
particular concerns of practicing physicians assumed a central role in how
the modern world came to be apprehended. This book, then, is not sinlpiy
a biography or portrait of the Shéhyaku-sha but a study that highlights
the interdependence of the hisror}r of ideas, scientific practices, and visual
culture. By returning to the moment of phorography’s introduction to
]apan, my hope is to show not the inevitable triumph of a new rechnoiogy
in transforming a static visual field but rather the i’lis,roricalijyr cohtingent
ways in which the new I:e::i'lnc:piog)-r was understood within an established
epistemoiogy and set of representationai practices, which unsettles the very
equivaience that came to be established between shashin and photography.
Indeed, what the case of_]apan allows us to see is that the hisrory of phorog—
mphy is also a history of photographic rechnoiogy and practices being un-
derstood and used in parricuiar piaces at parricuiar times. It should allow
us to return to the various sites of phorography’s “Drigins” to reexamine the
history of photography not only as a technology but also as a particular site
of negatiation between seeing and knowr'ng.



