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at the moment that we had a suit pending with the Kanto [i.e., Kama-
kura], the Kantd came to be destroyed.”""” Here indeed was someone who
was already looking forward to a revived Bakufu.

If we discount the brief episode of the Taira a century and half earlier,
Japan had never experienced the collapse of an established government.
The sense of national trauma could only have been overwhelming, pro-
voking a host of new questions that could not possibly be answered. The
caretakers of the moment were truly on the spot. As we have seen, shiki as
the society’s stablizers had started coming undone on their own, but now
they were having their original meanings deliberately scuttled. A general
evisceration of the concept was in progress, as we sce from a final, con-
cluding example.

Thus, what could it have meant when a proprietary title (ryoke shiki)
was divided into fractional portions, only one of which was still held by
the original temple owner? "' In short, what were the implications for the
protected summit of the old hierarchy when ownership, the final rampart,
could be reduced to mere shares? Put differently, was not the spell cast by
courtiers at last being broken when titles no longer expressed an objecti-
fied world of consensus privilege? And when that stage was reached, were
not men from the provinces finally in a position to challenge the only con-
dition they had ever known—that of being apprenticed subordinates to
absentee interests?

CHAPTER 2

Largesse and the Limits
of Loyalty in the
Fourteenth Century

THOMAS CONLAN

IT WOULD SEEM to have been a misjudgment. On the twenty-sixth
day of the eighth month of 1375, Imagawa Ryoshun, shortly after
storming an enemy castle, invited Shoni Fuyusuke to a banquet, where-
upon he had the hapless Fuyusuke hacked to death in the midst of
festivities. Imagawa Ryoshun justified his callous deed by claiming that
Fuyusuke’s duplicity and disloyalty demanded drastic punishment. The
Shimazu and Otomo, Imagawa allies, disagreed: the former defected to
the opposing Southern Court while the latter wavered, persuaded to main-
tain wary allegiance only after being liberally compensated.' Even though
Ryoshun had been on the verge of annihilating the Kikuchi and other
Kyushu supporters of the Southern Court, his offensive collapsed after
Fuyusuke's death.

The dissolution of Rydshun’s army is perplexing, since victory and
lucrative rewards had seemed at hand; the enervated forces of the South-
ern Court faced imminent defeat. Instead, the latter’s beleaguered forces
were rejuvenated by defectors from the Imagawa. This turn of events raises
a significant issue. If the warriors of the fourteenth century were as un-
scrupulous and aggrandizing as they have long been imagined, why would
they abandon their own best interest? In fact, the disintegration of the
Imagawa army may have been a consequence of Ry6shun’s demand for
unconditional loyalty.
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Nearly all narratives of this epoch have the same underlying assumption:
“Loyalty was the highest value . . . [in] an age when disloyalty was com-
monplace. From Ashikaga Takauji until Tokugawa leyasu, gekokujo, the
overthrow of lords by their vassals, was one of the most salient features of
political life.”2 Or, as proclaimed by James Murdoch in his well-known in-
dictment of the era, the fourteenth century was “a golden age, not merely
of turncoats, but of mediocrities.”* Yet it is possible that this emphasis on
treachery is misplaced, for, as we shall see, the disjunction between loyalty
and disloyalty was not as clear as it would initially seem.

Murdoch is hardly alone in portraying fourteenth-century warriors as
rebellious, disloyal men. For example, Peter Arnesen describes how Méri
Motoharu, an Aki warrior who had repeatedly fought for Ashikaga Takauj,
“rebelled” against Takauji’s shugo in 1350, but later fought for the Ashikaga
in the 1360s.4 Arnesen admits some bafflement by the ease of Méri’s “trea-
son” and his subsequent reinstatement, an anomaly that goes to the heart
of the problem here. How could it be that rebellion and treason, among the
most egregious offenses of the modern era, seemed to evoke hardly a shrug
in the fourteenth century? The existence of carefully preserved documents
addressed to the same man but emanating from both the Ashikaga Bakufu
and the Southern Court—incontestable proof that he was a “turncoat” —
throws doubt on the notion that stigma adhered to those whose loyalty
shifted. Moreover, warriors who repeatedly switched sides suffered little
ill-consequence and may even have been generously rewarded, revealing
either an enormous toleration for cynicism on behalf of the fourteenth-
century Japanese, or a system of obligation in which loyalty was limited.

As I should like to argue, words such as “treason” or “loyalty” should be
used with caution, for they imply the existence of a coherent and widely
recognized ethos of encompassing devotion to a political or institutional
entity that is capable of transcending personal interest; such an ethos
seems absent in fourteenth-century Japan. The term chasetsu—generally
defined as “loyalty” —appears in a bewildering variety of circumstances,
most of which are only tenuously related to abstract loyalty. One can find
references to kitd chiisetsu, or chiisetsu through prayer; chisetsu for divine
matters and festivities; and even the chisetsu of upright temple admin-
istration.’ Warriors were rewarded for “battle chisetsu,” “wound chisetsu,
the chiisetsu of dismembering an opponent, the chisetsu of taking pris-
oners, the chisetsu of arriving at an encampment, the chisetsu of causing
others to surrender, the chisetsu of defecting, and the chisetsu of building
an arrow storehouse.® Descendants of warriors who had been killed would
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write of their father’s “loyal service” (chizkin); fathers who lost their sons
could receive praise and jito shiki for their son’s chisetsu; and a few enter-
prising sorts could receive nearly simultaneous recognition for chasersu by
both the Northern and Southern courts” At times, chisersu meshes with
our sense of loyalty: Nomoto Tsujimaru boasted of his undivided (munz)
chiisersu for the Ashikaga, and Shoni Sadatsune proclaimed, shortly before
his suicide: “I have exhausted chisersu for my lord. Let not my descen-
dants be divided.”® Although Sadatsune believed suicide to be the ulti-
mate manifestation of chisetsu, a Hojo retainer proclaimed, “If we turn
back safely, preserving our lives for battles to come, we will always be re-
membered as men who understood the meaning of loyalty (chagi).”? The
one common denominator is that chisetsu refers to tangible, meritorious
services worthy of compensation, such as prayers for victory, participation
in battle, temple administration, or the construction of fortifications. The
term chiisetsu is less an abstraction than a description of services rendered.

The meaning of the term chusetsu is critical in comprehending the
nature of military service in fourteenth-century Japan. If chisetsu is con-
ceived of as “loyalty,” then one would assume that military service was
obligatory; in other words, a warrior was ideally bound to fight for some
lord, and his failure to do so would constitute treachery. If we understand
chisetsu as being roughly analogous to “service,” however, then the au-
tonomy of those rendering it should be seen as normative; warriors who
rendered chiisetsu labored under no encompassing obligation. Chisetsu,
predicated upon the receipt of adequate remuneration, constituted a nar-
rowly defined commitment to fight or provide some other service, which
cannot be equated with unconditional obedience; instead of transcending
personal interest, chisetsu was synonymous with it.

Of course, not all those who fought were recognized for their service
(chiisetsu). Indeed, all who fought and killed were not, in fourteenth-
century parlance, even warriors. Some received little recognition for their
exploits and were barely distinguishable from common laborers. Others,
hereditary warriors, had their acts of merit subsumed into the rewards
of still others. Finally, some men received recognition for their personal
exploits and the actions of their followers. Thus, instead of reifying the di-
verse body of men who fought into a single analytic category, they should
be judged according to their social position and concurrent obligations.

Warrior actions were embedded in a social matrix; the particulars
of each man’s social situation delineated the parameters of possible—or
socially acceptable—behavior, which shaped their general actions and am-
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bitions. Hereditary followers, secure with name and lineage, remained
remarkably loyal to their lord and strove for his success, for they pros-
pered as he did. By contrast, autonomous warriors jealously preserved their
privileged status and homelands, resisting service under the command of
socially distant, prestigious men of Ashikaga, Nitta, or imperial lineage.

No single system of lordship could encompass such disparate warrior
interests. Those who aspired to regional lordship—a lordship over land —
attempted to amass lands and increase their bands of hereditary followers.
In contrast to these regional magnates, national hegemons achieved the
support of autonomous warriors through confirmations, grants of land
rights, and other gifts: they constructed, in short, lordships over men. A
hegemonic lord was obliged to keep his supporters content through the
magnanimous distribution of rewards. If he failed to offer adequate com-
pensation, or if his promises were unreliable, then his followers would
desert him. In other words, land grants were offered in exchange for ser-
vice (chisetsu); no further obligation was entailed. Land was merely a con-
duit that linked a hegemon’s promises and legitimating authority to the
interests of autonomous, free-spirited warriors. He who offered the most
reliable compensation secured the support and conditional allegiance of
autonomous warriors. Only when such a system of lordship is understood
are we in a position to judge whether the fourteenth century was an age of
“turncoats and mediocrities.”

HEREDITARY WARRIORS

All who fought were not equal. Akuso— “evil priests” —and nobushi—liter-
ally “those who lie in the fields” —fought and died but were not generally
considered to be warriors. Only those of warrior lineage could fight and
receive recognition; these men took pride in being born to a warrior house
(yumiya no ie)."° Hereditary warrior obligations differed, however, between
“insiders,” or miuchi, who maintained strong ties to a lord, and autono-
mous “outsiders,” or tozama. In other words, tozama and miuchi labored
under different obligations and expectations.

The distinction between miuchi and tozama appears with deceptive
clarity in the Sata Mirensho, a law primer of the early fourteenth century:
“Tozama are jitd gokenin who serve the Shogun’s house. Miuchi are vassals
(miuchi-hikinin) of the Lord of Sagami [the Hoj6].” " According to the
Sata Mirensho, a warrior’s relationship with the Kamakura Bakufu detet-
mined his status as either tozama or miuchi.
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One might assume that the categories of tozama and miuchi would dis-
appear with the Hoj6 and the Kamakura Bakufu, but this did not occur.
In fact, belying the Saza Mirensho’s political definition, these terms had
gradually become social categories.'? In other words, a warrior’s identity
as a miuchi or tozama had become sufficiently divorced from political
allegiance and enshrined as a hereditary right, which would retain signifi-
cance apart from the existence of any political entity. For example, ap-

roximately two decades after the destruction of the Kamakura regime, a
miuchi of Ashikaga Yoshiakira, Myd no Shimotsuke, indignantly refused
an overture from Ashikaga Tadafuyu, whom he denounced for “sending a
messenger who makes no distinction between miuchi and tozama.”'® Be-
lieving himself to be a miuchi of the Ashikaga shogun, Myd no Shimotsuke
could not countenance receiving rewards from another lord. Conversely,
no leader could override the pervasive belief that miuchi lacked autonomy
in determining allegiances and thart they were thereby ineligible to receive
significant rewards from anyone other than their lord."4

Miuchi who shifted allegiances independently of their lord were casti-
gated as traitors. Thus, one Ashikaga houseman (kerai no mono) who had
fought valiantly for the Nitta was, upon his capture, summarily executed.?
In a variation, the treachery of a miuchi of the Shoni house proved to be
the catalyst for his own lord’s suicide.'® Or again, it was declared to be en-
direly “the punishment of heaven” that a retainer who had stripped off and
hidden for his own use the armor of his dead Hdjo lords (sh#) should be
captured and ignominiously executed.!” A miuchi who was willful enough
to rebel, but too weak to succeed, could expect to be severely punished
because his behavior transgressed the bounds of social acceptability.

Striking examples of miuchi loyalty frequently appear. The powerful
tozama Utsunomiya Kintsuna joined Ashikaga Takauji’s forces upon the
defeat of the Southern Court’s Nitta Yoshisada. Unaware of this devel-
opment, two miuchi bands (26) of Utsunomiya warriors, the Ki and Sei,
marched with Kitabatake Akiie of the Southern Court to the capital. How-
ever, “when they heard that Utsunomiya [Kintsuna] had joined [Ashikaga
Takauji’s] forces, they all took their leave [and] . . . went up to the Capi-
tal.”'® These two bands of fighting men, after “galloping toward their lord
(shu no moro),”™ built forts and subsequently bore the brunt of Akiie’s
offensive.2® Miuchi followed the lead of their lord even when his choice
entailed grave personal sacrifice.

Miuchi who abandoned their lord merited strict censure, but this did
not preclude the possibility of some achieving autonomy. A miuchi had to
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be resourceful in order to switch allegiances independently of his tozama
lord. For example, one Haga hyée nyiimon Zenka barricaded himself in
a castle with an infant son of his Utsunomiya lord (sh%) and joined an
opposing military alliance. Although a contemporary chronicle decried
Haga’s behavior as “disturbing the relations between lord and follower
(shujiz no reigi o midare),” he legitimated his de facto autonomy by acting
in the name of his lord’s son?' Zenka’s actions generated enough ambi-
guity of social position to allow for his success, but he could not openly
behave like a tozama. Perhaps a generation or more needed to pass before
the autonomy of such miuchi became hereditarily enshrined and the de-
scendants of a miuchi became widely accepted as rozama.

In fact, most miuchi remained miuchi, even though their lord, or focus
of loyalty, might shift. For instance, when Hosokawa Kiyouji was de-
stroyed by the forces of the Ashikaga Bakufu, many of his minchi trans-
ferred their allegiance and became followers of Hosokawa Yoriyuki.*?
Only a few of Kiyouji’s most powerful miuchi used the opportunity to
achieve independence, among them the ignoble Hayami Shiro.”? Formerly
a miuchi of Kiyouji, he turned over a strategic castle to Ashikaga forces
and thereby severed his miuchi relation with the Hosokawa while securing
his autonomy. In the process he ensured the destruction of Kiyouji.?*

The only miuchi who could achieve independence were those who con-
trolled substantial lands and followers. Those of little means reaped bene-
fits directly from their minchi status by participating in distant military
campaigns and by sharing the rewards that accrued to their lord. That
meant that unless internal dissension weakened that lord severely, the lord
could normally crush the rebellion of a miuchi who should have had to
overcome military inferiority and the stigma of treachery. For most miuch,
the advantages of service and protection outweighed the drawbacks of de-
pendence.

The stability of a tozama’s band of miuchi depended on the extent of the
lands they controlled. Miuchi who administered or were entrusted with
extensive lands could behave, or at least attempt to behave, as tozama.
In other words, miuchi loyalty was contingent upon the maintenance of
social distance between miuchi and tozama, which was predicated upon a
disparity of directly controlled resources. Those with few—if any—lands
were the most loyal, whereas those with significant holdings tended to be
unreliable. When the distinction between fozama and miuchi collapsed in
all but name, a volatile situation developed, which frequently led to the
disintegration of ties of dependence.

===
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Two distinct strata existed among miuchi: those who were individually
bound to their lord, and those whose obligation stemmed from corporate
membership. The latter organizations, composed of men of vastly inferior
social position, generally had little choice but to remain loyal. Although
occasionally the term “warrior bands” has been used to describe the re-
lationship between a lord and his followers, this term obscures the multi-
plicizy of subservient relations. Miuchi belonging to corporate organiza-
tions had no direct relation with their lord; instead, the entire corporate
entity was treated roughly as if it were an individual miuchi.

Most miuchi organizations consisted of cither warrior bands (#6) or mili-
tary units known as 7kki. For example, sixty-seven obscure warriors signed
an oath and formed the Kadochigai 74 sometime during the first decade
of the Nanbokuché era?® Their individual landholdings were minuscule;
indeed, their collective landholdings were far from substantial. Each mem-
ber sacrificed individual freedom in order to belong to a group with col-
lective responsibility. Thus, for instance, one clause in the oath contained
a provision that progeny who were orphaned should be raised by other
ikki members.?¢

One apparent irony is that although the principle of subservience to a
magnate remained unquestioned, miuchi organizations as a whole retained
limited autonomy in determining how to fight. Although one clause of the
Kadochigai #kki oath contains the acknowledgment that regional peace and
stability were based on the prowess of their Otomo lords, another states as
follows: “Concerning military service: the core group (shiichir) shall decide
what is appropriate . . . but this shall not violate the [wishes] of the majority
(tabun no gi).”* Inasmuch as these warrior bands (#9) and 7kki were un-
likely to rebel, their limited autonomy posed no threat to their lord. More-
over, the social distance between 7kki participants and local magnates en-
abled the former to behave with more latitude than was generally possible
for individually bound miuchi. At the same time, ikki might collectively be
granted rewards, for example, jizo shiki, as in the case of awards by Ashikaga
Takauji and Yoshimitsu to the Kadochigai ikki, nearly thirty years apart.*®

As should be evident, such corporate miuchi were not ephemeral orga-
nizations. The Kadochigai ki survived for at least thirty years. Further-
more, the Ki and Sei bands (20) who fought loyally for the Utsunomiya
from the 1330s through the 1350s had also participated in an attack against
the Ando of Tsugaru in 1323.>° Thus miuchi organizations, which might
have come into being in the late Kamakura age, were clearly capable of
surviving an extended period of political turmoil. By contrast, other less
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comprehensive allegiances were prone to disintegration. In an age of in-
stability, then, assemblages of miuchi were a bastion of support for tozama
and an important source of stability for the dependent warriors them-
selves, who were able to enjoy in the process a degree of autonomy.

Like most social designations, fozama status is more identifiable than it
is definable; some men were tozama while others were not. Autonomy in
war, or “freedom of movement” (kyoshii no jiyi), each a cherished desire
of nearly all warriors, represents more a function than a defining feature.*
The equation of tozama and gokenin in the Sata Mirensho is singularly un-
helpful since both suffered from the same inherent ambiguities. Although
the authors of that law primer bravely attempted to distinguish gokenin
from non-gokenin, their claim that the former were men “whose ancestors
held ownership of land since time immemorial . . . and received a Bakufu
kudashibumi [edict of confirmation]” ' while the latter were not, cannot be
sustained. In fact, many hereditary landowners, particularly those of west-
ern Japan, received no such edicts, even though their forebears had ap-
peared on gokenin registers. Nevertheless, the hereditary aspect of gokenin
status was solely determined by genealogies and hereditarily transmitted
documents.

Although genealogies might be fabricated and embellished, this did
not undermine their role as a principal vehicle of social classification. An
investigation of the veracity of a warrior’s hereditary rights, or genealogi-
cal claims, was well-nigh impossible; merely to accuse a warrior of being
a non-gokenin constituted slander.?* One should not, however, overesti-
mate the autogenesis of gokenin or tozama status, since men of manifestly
inferior social rank, such as hereditary miuchi, could be recognized as a
gokenin (tozama) only with difficulty. Instead, the way to expand the num-
ber of gokenin was through the prosperity of their families. All landholding
members descended from a family of gokenin status could use this desig-
nation for themselves. The determining factor of such status was simply a
man'’s plausible, genealogically justifiable claim that he was a gokenin.

Central authorities failed to realize the degree to which gokenin status
had become an autogenic social designation, free of any iron-clad asso-
ciation to any political entity. Emperor Go-Daigo, for example, sought
to abolish the position of gokenin after the destruction of the Kamakura
Bakufu, based on his perception of a link berween the two.*? Gokenin re-
sisted less out of any visceral loyalty to the defunct Kamakura regime than
out of a realization that Go-Daigo was seeking to establish the Court as
the sole arbiter of social status. Gokenin complaints that they were now
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indistinguishable from commoners (bonmin) and little better than “slaves
and servants” indicates that many were keenly aware of the significance of
their social space and the threat its elimination posed.?* Attempts to abol-
ish gokenin status, in addition to being tantamount to a personal insult,
jeopardized tozama power and authority by creating a pervasive state of
social ambiguity. Tozama resisted and continued to refer to themselves as

okenin in documents addressed to the Kenmu regime, and subsequently
to the Ashikaga Bakufu and to the Southern Court.”

Documents relating to the Nejime family of southern Kyushu illus-
rrate that fozama status was linked to autonomy in war; only tozama were
individually recognized in battle. Nejime Kiyonari, the head or saryo of
the Nejime, received documents that ordered him to mobilize the Nejime
family (ichizoku).?s Kiyonari was responsible for followers and family
members who fought for him, and he received credit for their actions and
compensation for their loss.*” Nejime Kiyotane, a gokenin cousin of Kiyo-
nari, was wounded art the very engagement where Kiyonari fought, but his
wounds are not recorded in the latter’s petition for reward (gunchujo). In-
stead, Kiyotane submitted his own petition.?® Separate petitions and rec-
ognition merely imply autonomy, not disunity. Kiyotane could fight where
and when he pleased, whereas Nejime miuchi, both relatives and heredi-
tary followers, could not.

The autonomy of fozama was manifest in their method of military
mobilization and rewards. Military commanders requested tozama service
through orders of mobilization (sazsokujo). A formal request to fight ipso
facto implies conditional obligation; true loyalty is not contingent upon
invitation. An oath written in 1336 also expresses the fundamental au-
tonomy of the Nejime rozama. All who signed, landholders of gokenin
status, promised “as a clan (ichimon) . . . to act in complete accord
(ichimi doshin) concerning everything.” Furthermore, the signers vowed:
“Let there be no differences of opinion (ig7). Everything shall be discussed
at the council (shigi). If some disobey this purport, they shall suffer the
punishment of all of the middling, small, and great gods of the country of
Japan in Heaven, Earth, and Hell.”** Formal unity among Nejime z0zama
was forged through an oath, indicating the voluntary nature of this agree-
ment and alliance. By contrast, Nejime miuchi labored under informal and
unconditional obligations, which required no oath; those truly obligated
to fight remain largely unrecorded in documentary sources.

Occasionally the distinction between tozama and miuchi seems vague.
When miuchi were entrusted with substantial lands or castles by their
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tozama lord, tension arose from the inherent ambiguities of a nominally
landless retainer’s control of land holdings, a hallmark, after all, of zozama
status. Miuchi who viewed such a possession as a delegation of a tozama’s
authority tended to scorn offers of outside rewards, though there were
always those who opted the other way— particularly when a lord was
otherwise preoccupied. The ambiguous position of a landholding minchi
made social mobility a possibility, even though attempts to change one’s
status entailed grear risk.

Although the categories of miuchi and tozama maintained a degree of
permeability —landed minchi could, with luck and skill, achieve tozama
status, while a weakened tozama could become the miuchi of a particularly
influential man—expectations regarding warrior behavior remained con-
stant throughout the fourteenth century. A question thus emerges as to
how one might organize a force of autonomous warriors. A social system
that allowed f0zama to maintain their privileges obviously posed problems
for would-be regional or national hegemons. Among these aspiring lords,
some sought to create a regional authority over land, while others sought
to construct an interregional lordship over men.

THE LIMITS OF LANDED LORDSHIP

Prior to the onset of protracted warfare in the 1330s, no stable method of
regional lordship existed. The only extant pattern of lordship, that of a
landholding tozama and his miuchi followers, became inherently unstable
as the tozama's power increased and his miuchi also became landholders.
No mechanism existed for incorporating landed miuchi or, for that mat-
ter, tozama, into an institutionalized system of regional control or military
organization.

Tozama were loath to serve under any figure of similar social status.4?
The Kono, a powerful rozama family which had been established in Iyo
Province for centuries, could not readily mobilize other tozama. In the
sixth month of 1336, Ashikaga Tadayoshi ordered the Kono to lead “the
Kono family (ichizoku) and the jito gokenin of lyo Province.” 4 ]udéng
from the frequent reiteration of this order, the Kono were singularly un-
successful. Some orders of mobilization (saisokujo) contained injunctions
such as: “Lead the jitg gokenin . . . of Iyo Province. . .. Those who do not
follow [your command] should be identified in order to be punished”;*?
others cajoled and admonished: “the jito gokenin of Iyo Province should
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follow Kono Tsushima Nyads. . . . Those who render chisetsu shall be duly
noted and rewarded for their valor. . . . [Those remaining in Tyo] will be

unished.” 43 In fact, the Kéno were unable even to lead their own collat-
eral lineages.** Instead, Southern Court forces, composed of Iyo tozama,
kept the Kono on the defensive and even managed to capture and occupy
the main Kono castle.®> Ashikaga Tadayoshi eventually dispatched the tai-
sh5 Hosokawa Yoriharu to help subdue the “rebels” of Iyo in 1342.4¢

Hosokawa Yoriharu was more successful than the Kono because tozama,
or Jitd gokenin, were more amenable to serving under him. Kobayakawa
Ujihira of Aki Province, for example, fought under Yoriharu’s command.*”
Tozama refused to serve under the Kono in spite of Kono Michimori’s ap-
pointment as shugo of Iyo Province in 1350.% Even as late as 1380, it was
still necessary for Ashikaga Yoshimitsu to issue the following proclamation:
“Jito gokenin, those exercising administrative authority over homelands
(honshorys azukaridokoro satanin), and myoshii shall obey the commands
of the shugo and render chisetsu.”* Ashikaga Bakufu authority and pres-
tige constituted an important bulwark for Kono efforts to mobilize tozama
warriors; their own power and prestige were otherwise insufficient.

The power of local warrior lordship paled in comparison with the power
that was wielded by upstart warriors of Ashikaga blood. Much of the suc-
cess of Ashikaga collaterals stemmed from the fact that they, more than
magnates such as the Kéno, could readily ensure that tozama would receive
rewards3® The Isshiki, Shibukawa, Shiba, Momonoi, Kira, Hosokawa,
Niki, and Imagawa, lictle more than weak gokenin possessing minuscule
landholdings in Mikawa Province during the Kamakura period, suddenly
became leaders of great armies as the Ashikaga amassed power and pres-
tige.”! Ancient local warrior families such as the Kéno could not compete
with these former gokenin from one of the Ashikaga base areas.

Social stratification also profoundly influenced institutional develop-
ments. Ashikaga collaterals were appointed military commanders— taisho
_who could mobilize tozama from several provinces. Shugo offices were
less powerful.** During the first two decades of the Nanbokucho period
shugo were unable to readily mobilize tozama from their appointed prov-
inces.3® Even when a powerful tozama, such as Kéno Michimori, was ap-
pointed shugo of his native province, he remained unable to call up other
tozama. When men who had served as taishi were concurrently appointed
shugo, however, the office of shugo became virtually indistinguishable from
that of zaishé. This institutional amalgamation arose from the prominence
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of personality vis-a-vis position. Tozama were more concerned with the
social status of a military leader than with his office; Ashikaga collaterals
exercised power regardless of whether they were isha or shugo. By con-
trast, the office of shugo was coveted by tozama, since it enabled them to
distinguish themselves from other tozama.

Tozama, or jitd gokenin, who did not become the miuchi of powerful
men remained amenable to serving under Ashikaga collaterals who now
occupied a status superior to that of tozama. For the tozama themselves,
service under collaterals (be they shugo or taishi) in no way compromised
their autonomy, or lessened their status vis-a-vis other fozama. By contrast,
service under the command of fozama, even those appointed shugo, was
fundamentally undesirable for zozama. For example, the fozama Kutsuki
Yoriuji willingly fought under the command of Ashikaga collaterals such
as the Imagawa in 1336, the Ishibashi in 1339, and Hosokawa Akiuji in 1347,
but resisted serving under the command of Sasaki Doyo, a non-Ashikaga
magnate and shugo of Omi Province, in 1338.4

The power of Ashikaga taish could be ephemeral. Armies composed of
tozama, while vigorous for a few weeks, might suffer from inherent insta-
bility, and could, if defeated or stalemated, disintegrate with astounding
rapidity.”® Ashikaga collaterals had to rely upon other means, namely, the
creation of a local band of miuchi, to amass power and build a regional
lordship. Some were successful, others were not. After the Kanno Distur-
bance of 1350-51, several lineages of the Ashikaga ichimon were destroyed
or severely weakened.*® On the other hand, the Hosokawa had no notable
historical base in Shikoku but were able quickly to recruit or absorb a
number of Shikoku warriors as miuchi. This was a relatively easy task for
the Hosokawa because warriors of no great means preferred serving under
a taishé as opposed to under a tozama. Correspondingly, minchi of the
Hosokawa occupied a superior social and political position compared with
minchi of local tozama. Those who linked their fortunes to a rising lord
amassed derivative power, prestige, and quite possibly an opportunity for
autonomy. .

Social equality created a situation inimical to the creation of a local
lordship. Tozama who amassed a degree of local power or prestigious titles
incurred the hostility of other fozama. Furthermore, any tozama who ex-
panded his local sphere of influence was forced to entrust castles and
other lands to subordinates, thereby providing them with an opportunity
to achieve autonomy. In short, local magnates labored under severe dif-
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ficulties when attempting to dominate a particular area. By comparison,
Ashikaga collaterals dispatched to localities occupied a position of mani-
fest social superiority to local tozama and easily forged a fairly strong, if
somewhat brittle, basis of regional support.

Considerations of lineage, status, and personality influenced the nature
of lordship a magnate might attempt, and the relative ease (or difficulty)
he would experience in achieving his goals. Those who sought to dis-
possess neighboring warriors generated the concerted opposition of local
rozama, which ultimately crippled their attempts at regional consolidation.
Of course, the creation of a regional lordship was not impossible; it was
merely a labored, piecemeal process most effectively accomplished over a
span of several decades. Taishs who held powers of gift giving had a sig-
nificant advantage over their indigenous tozama competitors because they
occupied a clearly superior social status. Their largesse generated good-
will and prestige, which, if they so chose, could be more readily trans-
formed into a landed lordship. During the fourteenth century, however,
the ephemeral qualities of prestige, awe, and reliability generated by mag-
nanimous rewards were a sufficient basis for attracting tozama support.

Those tozama magnates who were most successful, such as the Ouchi,
took advantage of the turmoil of the Kannd era to usurp hegemonic
powers of largesse. Ouchi Hiroyo first used the disturbances of the 1350s to
occupy (arya) shrine lands.®” More remarkably, in 1352, the Quchi started
granting small amounts of land to followers.*® Ouchi documents increased
dramatically in scope and frequency during the ensuing decades. Disputes
were adjudicated, indicative of the establishment of a local judicial appa-
ratus, lands and jit shiki were granted or entrusted to warriors for the
sake of provisions, transfers of jito shiki were confirmed, warriors were rec-
ommended to the Bakufu to receive rewards, and even rozama holdings
were confirmed.® In addition, the Ouchi issued prohibitions for temples
and undertook an extensive campaign of shrine rebuilding.®® Through
these myriad efforts the Ouchi attempted to increase the social distance
between themselves and other fozama by adopting a munificent policy of
local patronage and largesse.S* Tozama remained unwilling to serve under
him, however. For example, when Ouchi Yoshihiro crossed into Kyushu in
1375, he led only 300 family members and miuchi.** By contrast, Imagawa
Rydshun’s army exceeded 4,000 men.*?

Ashikaga collaterals, such as Imagawa Ryashun, led armies composed
of tozama drawn from northern Kyushu and western Japan, but they could
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maintain a force for only a brief period of time. Indeed, even before his
murder of Shoni Fuyusuke in 1375, Imagawa Rydshun’s problems were
considerable. According to a petition by Mori Motoharu of Aki Province:

The jita gokenin of the two provinces of Bingo and Aki either sent a representa-
tive (daikan) or arrived late or returned to their provinces. Only Motoharu alone,
bringing his sons served together [with Imagawa forces] since the very beginning
[of this campaign] four years ago. In various encampments in various areas, not
once have I been negligent. My service (chiisetsu) has been outstanding.64

Motoharu depicted his chisetsu of remaining in Kyushu as truly excep-
tional; jito gokenin acted as they pleased, joining and departing Ryashun’s
army according to whim. After Ryoshun’s debacle of 1375, Ashikaga Yoshi-
mitsu dispatched his younger brother to lead jitd gokenin from Totomi,
Suruga, Bingo, and Aki provinces to Kyushu to aid the beleaguered rem-
nants of the Imagawa army.*® Only a younger brother of the Ashikaga
shogun had the prestige to lead a force of tozama drawn from such di-
verse areas.

Nearly all documented rewards were granted to fickle tozama and not
to their miuchi counterparts. This apparent irony, that those who were
least reliable received the most rewards, indicates that national, hegemonic
lordship operated according to a different set of norms from regional lord-
ship. National leadership, in other words, did not entail obligatory tozama
subservience. Hegemonic lordship was based on land grants, not land
per se. The act of granting lands and other rewards to disinterested rozama
enabled a hegemon to create a reservoir of symbolic capital, which then
formed the cornerstone of his political power. In order to rule the realm,
one first had to give it away.

LAND, LARGESSE, AND LORDSHIP

One might be inclined to conclude, after reading the above survey, that
Murdoch was essentially correct—it was an age of turncoats, if not, per-
haps, mediocrities. 7ozama warriors apparently exemplify men of mean
scruple, demanding excessive rewards and offering niggardly service. Kita-
batake Chikafusa certainly believed so, stating: “These days a popular say-
ing has it that if a warrior should enter into a single battle or suffer the loss
of a vassal he will demand that ‘My reward should be all of Japan; half the
country will not be enough!” Of course, no one is really apt to make such
an absurd demand, yet the saying is a first step to disorder.” Chikafusa’s
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criticism is founded on the belief that warriors should not be too boastful
of their services or demand compensation.

Kitabatake Chikafusa posits the root of disorder in the failure of war-
riors to serve their “lords.” He laments: “Today . . . there are only people
who, in all matters, disdain their lords and trumpet their own merits.”
And yet, as should be evident, tozama had no lord or focus of obligation
that transcended narrow self-interest. A social context in which tozama
autonomy was normative indicates, pace Chikafusa, that the onus of re-
sponsibility rested not on tozama warriors but on the competing regimes
to secure support through largesse in granting rewards. Instead of grants
of land that guaranteed obligation, it was service (chisetsu) that demanded
adequate compensation.

Needless to say, this view is pregnant with ramifications. Confirma-
dons and land grants bestowed upon autonomous warriors forged social
bonds but did not entail additional obligations of military service. A
regime whose promises were generous and reliable established credibility
and accumulated power in the form of symbolic capital directly propor-
tionate to its largesse.*® This symbolic capital enabled Ashikaga shoguns
and collateral aishi to formalize their superior status by means of their
monopoly of the distribution of rewards. This largesse not only generated
confidence among the rozama, it also guaranteed them a free hand in con-
trolling their lands. The resultant division between fozama and those of
Ashikaga blood allowed the latter to construct and lead large armies. The
seeming selflessness of refusing to amass lands themselves enabled Ashi-
kaga collaterals to command men whose wealth might have been greater
than their own. Lords of men, not land, ruled the realm.%®

“Then was then; now is now— rewards are lord!””° This slogan, ban-
died about in the fourteenth century, is less a cynical commentary on
warriors—as it might initially seem — than a metonymic recognition of the
centrality of rewards for lordship. Of course, rewards came in many guises.
A character from one’s own name could be bestowed upon a deserving
warrior; battle flags could be given; swords could be granted to valor-
ous warriors; homelands (honrya) could be confirmed; new land rights, or
shiki, could be granted; and finally, lands and revenues could be provision-
ally entrusted to warriors for the sake of military provisions.”" Regardless
of the form of rewards (o7), largesse was an essential component of hege-
monic lordship.

Although neither the Baisharon nor the Taiheiki is a model of histori-
cal objectivity, both reveal that magnanimity was the hallmark of an ideal
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leader. Ashikaga Takauji received extravagant praise for his generosity:
“Ruling the realm was his prime motive, so he placated bitter enemies
by confirming their homelands (honrys) and bestowed grand rewards on
those who had performed acts of merit (chizka).” 7> Go-Daigo, on the other
hand, was admonished for his parsimony:

Since the great disturbance of Genkd (1331-33), all the soldiers (shisotsu) of
the realm joined the imperial army (kagun) in order to receive rewards (shs) for
military merit (gunkd). . . . These countless warriors hoped for a token of appre-
ciation for their exploits after peace had returned to the realm. Nevertheless, only
nobles and rank officials (hikan) have been granted rewards (onshd). Each war-
rior, resentful that his acts of merit (¢A7kd) have received no recognition, discards
his petitions (mdsh#j3), abandons his suits . . . and returns, alienated, to his home
province.”?

In fact, Go-Daigo was more magnanimous than the Taibeiki would lead
us to believe. Two days after returning to the capital in triumph in 1333, for
example, he confirmed the holdings of the rival imperial lineage.” Since
the right to bestow and to confirm implied superior authority, such gen-
erosity served to reinforce his supremacy.”

On the other hand, he was not able to grant bountiful rewards to
all who aided his cause. His dismissal of Akamatsu Enshin as shugo of
Harima Province, for instance, stems from the latter’s willful disregard of
imperial orders; Enshin had continued to despoil proprietary lands.”® For
Go-Daigo, the protection of land rights and his own imperial prerogatives
superseded the need to reward men such as Akamatsu Enshin. However,
the tenacity of the Tazheiki critique suggests that generous compensation
of military exploits was widely recognized as an integral component of
national lordship.

Go-Daigo’s Kenmu regime only rewarded those who directly partici-
pated in battle; merely reporting for duty was considered obligatory.”” In
contrast, the Ashikaga praised warriors for arriving at an encampment.’®
From the very beginning, the Ashikaga seem to have had lower expec-
tations regarding their followers” obligations. Or, phrased positively, they
provided compensation for a wider variety of military services than did
Go-Daigo.

Ashikaga promises of rewards exceeded the narrow bounds of legality,
but this did not infringe upon their legitimacy. During the heady days
immediately after the destruction of the Hojo, Ashikaga Takauji and
his brother Tadayoshi confirmed landholdings and granted rewards from
hereditary Ashikaga and Nitta lands, even though they had no official au-
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thority to distribute the latter”® Promises were honored even when lands
had been mistakenly granted; warriors were simply promised other lands.
For example, Oi Kishird Takatsuna and eight other men interfered (d6a)
with the administration of Zdta-no-sho in Sanuki Province on the basis of
their having been promised the ryoke shiki as a reward for military valor.
However, since the proprietor of this land, Daisd Shobo of Zuishin’in,
was a staunch supporter of the Ashikaga-sponsored Northern Court, Ashi-
kaga Tadayoshi ruled that his manager continue to exercise control of the
estate. For his part, Takatsuna would be in line to receive (yodatsu) other
lands.2° The promise of a reward was more important than the lands that
composed it.

Lands became appropriable (kessho) when the proprietor aided a com-
peting political entity, which essentially destabilized the validity of all land
rights. As land rights became insecure, the need for a protector or guaran-
tor increased; established rights per se paled in significance to rights estab-
lished through contemporary edicts of confirmation. The confirmations
or rewards of lands that were most valued were those that were issued by
a hegemon who had a reputation for reliability. In other words, the more
prestigious and reliable the edict, the easier it was for a local to maintain
(or seize) landed holdings. All lands could be declared appropriable. Kes-
sho claims originated from local areas, with central authorities frequently
relying on oaths to determine their veracity.® Of course, the potential
for abuse was considerable. For example, the perfidious Miyoshi Michi-
hide took advantage of Yamanouchi Michitada’s absence — Michitada was
fighting in Kyushu under the direction of Imagawa Ryoshun in 1375—
and labeled as kessho the hereditary lands (honrya) of the Yamanouchi, the
Jibi Estate. After receiving an edict (kudashibumi) legitimating his claim,
Michihide proceeded to enter forcibly (rannyi) and plunder the shoen.®
However, the plot failed owing to Imagawa Ryoshun’s staunch support for
Yamanouchi Michitada.

A warrior’s hereditary homelands (honrya) were held dearly; tozama in-
vested much honor in their maintenance. According to one rozama, [the
act of | granting one’s homelands to another is an affront to warrior honor
(yumiya no menmokn).”®> A hegemonic lord who unwittingly awarded a
tozama’s hereditary lands to another would revoke his grant and arrange
for a different reward. For example, a certain Shimazu Sué Gord Saburo
Tadakane complained that his hereditary lands had been mistakenly re-
warded to the “military forces of Shirahata Castle.” In due course, these
lands were restored.®* Conversely, a hegemon who confiscated a tozama’s
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homelands secured his lasting enmity, creating, in the process, an impla-
cable foe. Again, according to the Baishoron’s panegyric, Ashikaga Takauji
“placated bitter enemies by confirming their homelands.” ®* In other words,
a lordship of largesse entailed leniency toward the defeated; their rights to
homelands were largely respected. Tozama tenaciously attempted to main-
tain their lands. Similarly, this right of innate ownership, contingent on
force alone, provided a formidable barrier to those attempting to create a
lordship over land. Those leaders most cognizant of these attitudes toward
the land, as well as of the latent power of rozama, were those who were
ultimately most successful.

Lordship was predicated upon the ability to procure rewards for allies
and followers. This is most evident during the Kanné era (1350-52) when
warfare erupted, precipitated by a dispute between the K6 brothers— Ashi-
kaga retainers—and Ashikaga Tadayoshi. Ashikaga Takauji fought with
the Ko brothers against his younger brother Tadayoshi, but suffered a
string of defeats. Peace was restored on the twenty-seventh day of the sec-
ond month of 1351 after the two Ko brothers had been ambushed and
killed.2¢ According to the Entairyaku, “The Shogun, through tremendous
effort, secured rewards for forty-three warriors.”®” He achieved this feat
even though he had been worsted in battle by his brother. Furthermore,
Takauji extracted an oath from Tadayoshi to honor his rewards. This con-
cession was significant because Tadayoshi had already declared the lands of
the forty-three appropriable — kessho—and had actually rewarded them to
his followers.®® Tadayoshi’s “victory” thus enhanced Takauji’s power and
prestige by underscoring his authority as the ultimate giver of gifts, the
proof for which came almost immediately: when Hosokawa Akiuji arrived
in the capital at the head of an army drawn from Shikoku, he requested
an audience with Takauji but was rebuffed, for the shogun “had no desire
to meet a man who had surrendered (£dsannin).”® In other words, once
the indefatigable Takauji had established primacy in granting rewards, he
could punish those who fought against him by claiming such a pretext, and
indeed even move to declare Akiuji’s lands potentially appropriable. From
another angle, Takauji’s promise, more binding than Tadayoshi’s, ensured
the supremacy of his authority. Those who fought with him invariably
benefited; those who fought for Tadayoshi were less sure of adequate com-
pensation. It should come as no surprise that when warfare resumed a few
months later, Takauji easily defeated his brother®

Hegemonic lords amassed considerable power even though they knew
next to nothing about the lay of the land. For example, Ashikaga Tadafuyu,
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an illegitimate son of Takauji, dominated northern K}fushu' and western
Japan during the 13508 and 1360s. However, when he ’promised‘a certain
Yasutomi Yasushige a particular site as a reward, he r{nstakenly identified
the pmvince!" In order to avoid such misunderstandm‘gf, Tadafuyu often
issued wragaki ando, in which he simply con firmed a petition 'that had been
<ubmitted to him by adding a brief notation to the reverse side.”? In other
words, Tadafuyu responded to tozama requests by granting wh‘atever tl.‘lt‘.‘.y
desired. Tadafuyu'’s grants of land would be revoked, however, if the origi-
nal owner elected to join his forces. As we have seen, hereditary home.la‘nds
were inviolable in all circumstances. As Tadafuyu stated: “If the original
owner of [previously rewarded] lands allies himself with [our] forces, then
(his lands shall be returned and] other lands shall be exchanged for re-
wards.”?? Tadafuyu’s leniency ensured that he would develop no mortal
enemies. However, unfortunately for him, a great number ofwesterrll war-
riors, impressed by his generosity, flocked to his banner, thus creating an
untenable situation. Those who had previously served with Tadafuyu lost
cheir rewards, for all lands were now returned to their original owners. The
hapless Yasutomi Yasushige lamented: “Although T was rewarded various
lands for military merit (gunkd no chi), 1 have become virtually landles.s
(musoku) since the original owners (honshu) have joined our forces, This
curn of events is unbearable (nankan no shidai nari).” > Tadafuyu became
a victim of his own success. Because nearly every local warrior joined
his forces, appropriable lands became virtually nonexistent. Tadafuyu ex-
hausted his supply of “gifts.” As his promises became less dependable, his
forces withered.

Tadafuyu’s initial military strength contrasts sharply with the legendary
tribulations of Isshiki Doyn.”s Although Doyt granted jitd shiki to some
warriors, he confiscated land from others.?® In 1337, he threatened Ryiizoji
Rokurd letane as follows: “Those who do not report ( fusan no tomogara)
[to the Isshiki] will have all appeals for rewards (onsho sosha) ignoreds; those
[who report but] render no military service (gunchiz) shall have one fifth
of their lands (shorys) confiscated.”” Isshiki Doyt eventually conﬁscaFed
Ryizji homelands and granted them to Imagawa Tsuneyori. This action
naturally earned him the lasting enmity of the Rytizoji, one of whose num-
bers, lemasa, excoriated Doyt as being “unprincipled (muda)” for such
effrontery®® Although Ryiizoji remained nominally allied to the Isshiki,
they quickly joined Ashikaga Tadafuyu with the hope of receiving conﬁr~.
mation of their homelands. Typically, Tadafuyu obliged with an nragaki
ando to Ryiizdji letane in 13507
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Isshiki Déyi, by penalizing warriors who fought neither for nor against
him, ultimately hindered his ability to mobilize forces. A comparison be-
tween Isshiki Déyi and Ashikaga Tadafuyu reveals that magnanimity and
largesse allowed a hegemon to gain the support of tozama wartiors, while
punitive measures spawned deep-seated grudges by warriors who felt un-
faitly treated. Isshiki Doyt acted too much like a regional magnate, at-
tempting to build a base of lands, and not enough like a “gift-giving”
supraregional hegemon. By confiscating lands of warriors who arrived in
encampments but refused to fight, Isshiki Doy seemed arbitrary and
unreasonable to tozama. Tadafuyu’s failure stemmed from the opposite
flaw—his promises exceeded the bounds of reliability.

Kitabatake Chikafusa’s relations with the Ishikawa family of Mutsu
Province illustrate that Southern Court leaders were cognizant of the im-
portance of rewards but less aware of the significance of homeland rights
to tozama warriors. Even though the Ishikawa had participated in Nitta
Yoshisada’s sack of Kamakura in 1333, the Governor of Mutsu under the
new Kenmu regime, Kitabatake Akiie, granted Ishikawa lands to Yiki
Munehiro in 1334.°° By contrast, Ashikaga Takauji confirmed the land-
holdings (hon chigys) of one Ishikawa collateral, Ishikawa Kabata Goré
Tard, in 1335, even as he neglected that family’s main line.!" In the event,
both Ishikawa Kabata Gord Taré and the other Ishikawa warriors fought
for Takauji, participating in both the epic battle of Minatogawa and the
attack on Mount Hiei in 1336.'°2

Because their neighbors, the Yiki, were staunchly allied with the South-
ern Court, the Ishikawa came under intense pressure to defect. Kitabatake
Chikafusa tempted them: “The Ishikawa have generally been enemies
(onteki), but those who, regretting their past actions, join our forces will
have their homelands (bonrys) confirmed; later merit (k5) will be sub-
sequently rewarded.”*® The Ishikawa responded by asking for the very
homelands that had been granted to the Ytki in 1334. This incensed Kita-
batake Chikafusa, who berated them as follows:

It has been customary for those who regret their prior inaction [i.e., those who
refuse to respond to a call to arms] to have only one half or one third of their
landholdings (shoryd) confirmed. Confirmation of [all] your homelands (honrys)
exceeds the bounds of benevolent rule (zenses). In recent years, you have been
deeply [tainted] with [association with] the enemy (onseki); now, prior to join-
ing our forces you present a list of desired lands. Is that not an insult to warriors
(yumiya no chijoku)? . . . How can [people] who tend to have the outlook of a
merchant (shdnin) be of use to the Court? Nevertheless, as previously promised,
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your homelands (bonrys) shall be confirmed; later acts of service shall be corre-

spondingly rewarded.104

Kitabatake Chikafusa had no qualms about enticing warriors for tangible
acts of merit. He could not countenance the invalidation of earlier de-
crees; a reward was a reward. Lands granted to the Yaki could not be
returned to the Ishikawa. Instead of finding other suitable lands to com-
pensate the Ishikawa (or the Yiiki), as Takauji might have done, Chikafusa
castigated the Ishikawa as having “the outlook of a merchant” for daring
to request additional lands before joining his forces. The impasse between
Kitabatake Chikafusa and the Ishikawa stemmed from the perhaps inevi-
table uncertainty regarding the delineation of a family’s homelands. From
the Ishikawa’s perspective, homelands constituted the full extent of their
holdings—all the lands under their control prior to 1334. For Kitabatake
Chikafusa, however, Ishikawa homelands were composed solely of current
holdings. The Ishikawa demanded the full restoration of their homelands
in order to rehabilitate their warrior honor (yumiya no menmoku), but to
Kitabatake Chikafusa the desire for pre-1334 homelands was an unreason-
able request (and reward) for surrendering. Because Kitabatake Chikafusa
failed to recognize the importance of homelands to a tozama like the Ishi-
kawa, the latter remained an enemy of both the Southern Court and the
usurper of “their” lands, the Yaki.

For his own part, Yiki Chikatomo abandoned the Southern Court
cause in 1343, after receiving the enticing offer from Ashikaga Takauji that,
“there shall be no disturbances regarding holdings (chigys) [awarded] prior
to Kenmu 2 (1335).” 1% With this edict, Takauji was able to keep his promise
to Ishikawa Gord Tard, yet also entice the Yiki by allowing them to main-
tain their ex-Ishikawa lands.1°6 Moreover, once the Yiki allied themselves
with the Ashikaga, the hapless mainline of the Ishikawa had no choice but
grudgingly to support the Southern Court.'®” But the Ishikawa lost out
in the competition over lands; they suffered the ignominy of losing their
homelands and subsequently disappeared from the historical record. The
Yiiki, however, increased their holdings, showing that some fozama pros-
pered at the expense of others. One can also surmise that the most effective
manipulator of this system was Ashikaga Takauji; he was able to preserve
the value of his promises, keep his partisans satisfied, and also expand his
base of support. In contrast to Kitabatake Chikafusa, who pontificated
profusely but only grudgingly granted rewards, Takauji’s promises carried
great weight and his largesse was unsurpassed.
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Yiiki Chikatomo timed his transfer of allegiance well and profited ac-
cordingly. The Ishikawa were not so fortunate, but still presumably re-
ceived a confirmation of their homelands as delineated by the Southern
Court. According to the customary “law of surrender (kasan no ba),” how-
ever, a warrior would be confirmed with only half his lands.}*® Or, to be
more precise, “according to the set rule, half of the homelands (honrya) of
those who had surrendered (kasannin) were returned.” ' This “set rule”
seems to have been observed more in the breach than in reality. Power-
ful tozama rarely suffered such ignominy. For example, Aso Koresumi,
distressed by the liberal treatment of his father-in-law, Aso Koretoki, com-
plained: “It is a set rule that those who surrender (kasannin) should have
only half [their holdings] confirmed. . . . How can [Koretoki] possibly wish
for a full confirmation (ichien ando)?”"'® Koretoki maintained a powerful
local tozama lordship; even after briefly dallying with the Ashikaga forces
he received full confirmation of his lands from the Southern Court.!"! For
those who realized that they had allied themselves to a losing cause, the
confirmation of homelands was a welcome compensation.

How can one account for the difference between warriors who lost half
their lands and those who suffered not at all? Timing was crucial. One war-
rior’s comment after another had surrendered in the field proves illuminat-
ing: “I have never heard of such a thing! Norinaga, if you had intended to
surrender (lit. become a kdnin), you should have done it when the Shogun
(Takauji] . . . invited you to join his forces with a communiqué (migydsho)!
After burning your expressly delivered communiqué, [why did] you come
here to surrender? It is too much for words.”"'? In other words, a fozama
responding to a request for service could switch sides and suffer no punish-
ment. Those who arrived at an encampment with a request to join allied
forces were actually eligible for further rewards. If defeated in battle, how-
ever, a warrior had to hand over his weapons and unstring his bow, as was
the customary practice for the act of surrender (kasan no ha).*® Thus the
most powerful warriors possessed ample opportunities to transfer loyalties
independently of defeat in battle. Those unfortunate enough to suffer de-
feat were in a position of such weakness that the loss of some of their lands
became inevitable.

This distinction was lost on some. Imagine a warrior’s consternation
if instead of receiving rewards for service he had only half his lands con-
firmed! Such was the unhappy lot of Soma Tanehira. He expressed in-
dignation in 1348 because he had been confirmed with only one-half of
his holding in spite of the service (chisetsu) rendered on his behalf by his
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son, who helped attack the Southern Court fortress of Reisan. To add in-
sult to injury, according to Tanehira, his younger brother had fought at
che same battle and reccived a full confirmation of lands."'% Sdma Tane-
hira asserted that such a difference in treatment was incomprehensible.
He failed to mention, however, that during 1336-37 he fought for the
Southern Court.** Tanchira seems to have waited too long to switch sides.
Five years after Yiki Chikatomo had defected, Southern Court support-
ers were hardpressed by Ashikaga armies. In all probability, Tanehira had
not received an invitation to fight, but, on the other hand, he had not
surrendered his weapons in accordance with the custom of kdsan no ha.
Surrender could be an ambiguous process.

The attitude of S6ma Tanehira and of the Aso indicates that although
familial unity existed as an ideal, personal concerns were paramount. Upset
that his brother was rewarded far more than he, Tanehira’s primary con-
cern was not familial welfare. The Ishikawa’s divisions likewise stemmed
from divided interests: Ishikawa Kabata Goro Tard staunchly supported
the Ashikaga, while the main line, whose lands had been granted the Yuki,
fought with whoever opposed the Yiiki. Families with united interests
fought together; as interests diverged, so did loyalties.

The success of interregional hegemons depended upon weaving as many
competing strands of rozama self-interest into a fabric of guarded satisfac-
tion. Popularity and military power were inexorably linked; by legitimating
tozama rights, a regime was able to establish a degree of support commen-
surate with its ability to protect promised rights and rewards. A lack of
foresight or flexibility in resolving the myriad of tozama claims weakened a
hegemon’s basis of support; a failure to honor one’s promises ensured that
the laboriously intertwined interests would unravel. Those who overtly at-
tempted to aggrandize lands incited the opposition of tozama who were
determined to retain holdings that were theirs by right. Only a hegemonic
lord keenly aware of the interests of his men and of his own fragile basis of
support could devote himself to providing adequate compensation for his
followers; his edicts of confirmation secured and legitimated tozama rights
in an unstable age of competing claims. Successful leaders ensured that
tozama self-interest and their own interests were one. By balancing the
myriad of tozama desires and respecting as many rights as possible, a hege-
mon cobbled together a coalition of disparate warriors even as his position
remained precarious. The fourteenth-century political terrain was unfor-
giving of missteps, and profoundly ill-suited for mediocrities.
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CONCLUSION

Individual warriors exhibited conflicting attitudes, which were inexorably
linked to the particulars of their social and political position. Commoners
who fought, although ineligible for rewards, could achieve miuchi status
for some notable act. Miuchi were ideally bound to their rozama lord and
only attempted to act independently when, in addition to securing enough
lands and followers of their own, an opportunity arose for them to seek to
achieve autonomy. Miuchi who were without extensive holdings tended to
remain loyal, for their interests were in fact indistinguishable from those of
their tozama lord. Finally, tozama exhibited autonomy in war and fought
according to personal and narrowly defined family interests, not out of a
sense of allegiance to any “lord.”

During the Age of the Northern and Southern Courts, political stability
hinged upon social stratification. Of course, some men took advantage of
the inherent instability of the age to obfuscate their social position. Thus,
some miuchi attempted to attain tozama prerogatives, while other tozama
struggled to establish a regional lordship. Those who were less fortunate
clung to the privileges of their increasingly precarious social position, and
either attempted to quash upstart miuchi, or, fearful of losing their status,
refused to serve under tozama magnates. It remains eminently clear, how-
ever, that armies and polities were most effectively led by men who were
socially distant from their compatriots.

The crucial divide in fourteenth-century lordship was between those
who could offer grants to followers, and those who could not. The former
were national or supraregional hegemons; the latter provincial magnates.
Supraregional hegemons™ powers were great, if unstable. Some, such as
Ashikaga Tadafuyu or a few Ashikaga collaterals, precipitously descended
into obscurity. Others, such as the Hosokawa, were gradually able to at-
tract locals as miuchi, and eventually established a landed lordship. Ashi-
kaga Takauji proved the most successful of all by guaranteeing his promises
and by providing the most generous and comprehensive compensation, By
contrast, those, like Go-Daigo or Isshiki Doy, who aspired to a national
or regional authority, could not countenance such a diffusion of power
and accordingly received less tozama support.

During the first two decades of the Nanbokuchd period, only mem-
bers of the Ashikaga kindred and a few closely related shugo maintained
the ability to lead armies drawn from several provinces.!'¢ Only after the
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urmoil of the Kannd Disturbance (1350-51) were a handful of tozama
magnates, such as the Ouchi, able to grant gifts or confirmations. In spite
of this, the power of most tozama magnates remained limited, even in the
case of shugo like the Kono of Iyo. Inasmuch as hegemons were able to
harness the dissatisfaction of less fortunate rozama (while also liberally re-
warding their more prosperous counterparts), they succeeded in displacing
or dominating those who, for their own part, had attempted to become
regional magnates.

Military leaders could only mobilize fozama after respecting their home-
lands, and after promising adequate remuneration for those who chose to
Participate in battle. Hegemons, lords of men, compensated tozama in-
stead of competing with them, and thereby accumulated symbolic capital,
which was the foundation of their lordships. In the process, they found
themselves bound to keep their promises, and also to forgive zozama lapses
of loyalty. In short, the warriors of the fourteenth century have been un-
fairly castigated as “turncoats,” since in fact they owed service to none.

When Imagawa Rydshun killed Shoni Fuyusuke he seemed, in this
sense, to have behaved unrcasonably and excessively, for Fuyusuke’s be-
havior had been neither egregious nor particularly unusual (though the
same obviously could not be said for Ryéshun’s cowardly act). And yet,
although his forces disintegrated in 1375, the indomitable Imagawa was
able to regroup and eventually to dominate most of Kyushu. Ryashun’s
ultimate success indicates that the locus of power had already begun to
shift toward regional magnates, which meant, conversely, that tozama au-
tonomy was now becoming precarious. A remarkable oath, signed in 1392
by the Shibuya, a tozama of southern Kyushu, makes this point:

Concerning those allied with the Shimazu: at all times . . . we shall protect
the Shogun (shogun-ke). When we are not in accord with the [Shimazu] shugo, we
shall, of course, all follow the wishes of the Kubo [Imagawa Rydshun]. . . . There
must be no dissension. The members of this 7£ki must be in accord. [If we] are
lacking in right (77), we will lose [the right of ] service (¢h#). [Thus,] in order for
our sons and grandsons to remain able to render military service (guneki), and
also to remain able [to maintain our] landed holdings (chigyabun), we shall rely
together upon the Kuba, who will determine the merit (rib7) [of all marters]."'”

[t was at this stage that the many were starting to become the miuchi of the
few. Tozama such as the Shibuya preserved their autonomy from the Shi-
mazu by subordinating themselves to a supraregional figure like Imagawa
Ryoshun. Although service in an ikki organization was not particularly
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desirable to a zozama, it was preferable to miuchi status vis-a-vis a regional
magnate. But this is a story more of the fifteenth century than of the four-
teenth. The age of limited loyalty was coming to a close. Perhaps, in the
end, Imagawa Ryoshun’s assassination of Shoni Fuyusuke was not such a
grave misjudgment after all.

CHAPTER 3

The Kikuchi and Their

Enemies in the 1330s

SENO SEIICHIRO

N THE POLITICAL LIFE of Japan, 1336 was a year of great choices
I and of huge discord. Marching east from Kyushu, Ashikaga Takauji de-
feated Nitta Yoshisada and Kusunoki Masashige at Minatogawa (1336/5/25),
thus allowing his triumphant reentry into Kyoto, and also prompting Go-
Daigo’s flight to the Enryakuji on Mount Hiei. Though a compromise
subsequently permitted Go-Daigo to return to the capital, the settlement
proved only fleeting and the emperor now took refuge in the mountains of
Yoshino. In national terms, 1336 marked the decisive break between what
became the Northern and Southern courts, ushering in a lengthy era of
civil strife.

Kyushu like other regions was affected by these momentous events. Yet
Kyushu was also in the eye of the storm in 1336, with events occurring there
that influenced both the regional and the national pictures. Alliances were
made and broken during that year of great uncertainty, when families with
long histories found themselves no longer sure which way to turn; insights
into the future were hard to come by. The experiences of the Kikuchi of
northern Kyushu are a useful lens through which to highlight the dramati-
cally heightened importance of the battlefield in sorting such things out.
At Tatarahama in 1336, the fate of none other than Ashikaga Takauji hung
in the balance, underscoring the extraordinary fluidity of the 1330s.

1
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Chapter 3
This paper was translated by Thomas Nelson.
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