The London School of Economics and Political

Science

Relationship with Distance. Korea, East Asia and

the Anglo -Japanese Relationship, 1876-1894

Yu Suzuki

A thesis submitted to the Department of International
History of the London School of Economic s for the degree

of Doctor of Philosophy, London, September 2015



Declaration
| certify that the thesis | have presented for examination for the MPhil/PhD degree of the
London School of Economics and Political Science is solely my own work.

The copyrighof this thesis rests with the author. Quotation from it is permitted, provided
that full acknowledgement is made. This thesis may not be reproduced without my prior
written consent.

| warrant that this authorisation does not, to the best of my beligfiga the rights of
any third party.

| declarethat my thesis consists of 948@@rds.



Abstract

Despite the fact that there is considerable literature in the Edgliginiage on East Asian
history in the nineteenth century, there are very few workddbas on the international
politics of the region in the thirtfive years or so between the end of the Arrow War and
the outbreak of the First Sintapanese War in July 1894. As a result, the history of East
Asia in this period is often understood apexiod of brief moratorium for the Qing
dynasty of China before it finally fell prey to Western and Japanese imperialism at the
turn of the century.

In reality, the Qing was neither as passive nor as powerless as is often believed. On the
contrary, the @inese were successful in-eeerging as the most influential regional
power in East Asia by the 1880s by making a conscious effort to reassert their influence
in East Asia not only through domestic sslifengthening, but also by drawing on the
traditiond network between the Qing Empire and its neighbouring vassal kingdoms.
This point has already been raised by some historians who have focused on Chinese
policy towards Kored a country which became the focus of imperial competition not
only between QingChina and Japan but also Britain and Russia from the 1880s.
However, |l ittle attention has been paid
Much light can be shed on this process by looking at how two of the most significant
players, Japan andiBain, related to the reassertion of Qing power and to each other over
the future of Korea in the period from 1876 to 1894. This dissertation will demonstrate
that it was difficult for the Anglelapanese relationship to become closer when the
internatioral environment in the region required them to prioritise their respective ties
with the Qing Empire.
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General Notes and Abbreviations

This dissertation will use the McCuiieischauer format for Romanisation of the Korean
languagdor most of the Korean words and pinyin for the ChineseheHephurn format

will be used for Japanese, apd ol onged vowel s wil/| be diffe
and 1). Ther e wjdstherdbage severah pron@ursctiatparei mmne s
commonly known in other Romanisation for mat

Kong (instead of Xianggang), Tokyo (instead @ik y&@n d Ryukyu (i nstead

In the text, East Asian hames will peesented in the order of surname first, given name
next. However, when this dissertation is citing secondary sources written in East Asian
language in the footnotes, the names of the authors will be presented in the order of given
name first, surname lggo be consistent with the format of Chicago Manual Style.

Abbreviations for Footnotes

When this dissertation mentiofisl t @, 0 Afilamau d,Hami | t ond in the
refesto |t @ Hi r ob u mHgngzhangand 8ir Ricteaal Vesey Hamilton.  If
it is mentioningother individuals with the same surnames, it will be specffiex g . |t @

Miyoji, Inoue Kowashi,Li Shuchangand Lord George Hamiltgn All sources with
AFO, 06 AADMO or APROO are tfrom theReldrati onal
to the bibliography for translations of the titles of Japanese secondary sources.

BDFA British Documenrd onForeignAffairs, Part | From the MieNineteenth
Century to the First World War, Series E Asia.

BKS Bdei Kenkyljo Shiry@shit sstitute(oMi | i t ar:
Defence Studies)

BL British Library

Bodleian Bodleian Library

CAC Churchill Archives Centre.

CLNMM Caird Library, National Matime Museum.
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Affairs of Japan).

House of Commons Hansard.
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(Biog
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Matsukata MasayosHKankei Monjo (Papers Related to Matsukata
Masayoshi).

Mutsu Munemitsu Kankei Monjo (Papers Related to Mutsu
Munemitsu).

Ni hon Gai k@ Monjo (Official Correspo
Nikkan Gak @ S liDiocumedts on the Japandserean Diplomacy).

Papers of Nicholas®@Co nor



NP HRO Papers of thdstEarl of Northbrook, kept at the Hampshire Records
Office.

NSP Papers of Sir Nowell Salmon.

#&SKM (MSV) &k uma Shi gkeinMohjau(Mistzu Shob Version) (Papers
Rel at ed Shoi géeknuonbau [ Weisisn)z u Shob @

&SKM (N&KVWVma ShigenobMonKank( Ni honersiBf)i seki
(Papers Related to &@&kuma Shigenobu |

PP Papers of Ralph Paget.

RCP Papers of Lord Randolph Churchill.

RP NLS Papes of the5th Earl of Rosebery, kept at the National Library of
Scotland.

RVHP Papers of Sir Richard Vesey Hamilton.

SEDS Shi busawa Eiichi Denki Shiry@ (Biog
Eiichi).

SM Sanj ke Monjo (Sanj@ Family Papers).

SMAZ ShinshAriMooii Zenshi (Complete Col |
New Edition).

SOAS School of Oriental and African Studiegorary Archives.

SP Papers of théth Earl of Spencer.

SP HHA Papersof the 3rd Marquis of Salisbury, kept at the Hatfield House
Archives.

TMKS Terashima Munenor. Kankei Shiry®@shl

10



TTI

WGP

YAI

YAKM

YHM

YKKM

Munenori).

TaniTat e ki | k@ (Papers of Tani Tateki).
Papers of William Gladstone.

Yamagata Aritomo Ikensho (Minutes of Yamagata Aritomo).

Yamagata Aritomo Kankei Mga (Papers Related to Yamagata
Aritomo).

Yamada Hakushakuke Monjo (Papers of Count Yamada).

Yoshida Kiyonari Kankei Monjo (PapeRelated to Yoshida Kiyonari)

11



Introduction

A curious gap in the Englislanguage literature on East Asian hist@yhat it tends to
offer little analysis of the international politics of the region in the tHixy years or so
between the end of the Arrow War and the outbreak of the FirstJapenese War in
July 1894 Those few historians who do look at thisipd usually treat it only in
passing as their focus is on regional history over a longer timeframs.a result, the
history of East Asia in this period is often understood within the conventional framework

of Chinads O0cent ur ywitobifs defieat mithé First Opiumiwaréando e gi n n

1 Works on mid -nineteenth century are; Paul Cohen, China and Christianity: The
Missionary Movement and the Growth of Chinese Antiforeignism, 1860  -1870,
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1963); W. C. Costin, Great Britain and
China, 1833 -1860, (London: Oxford University Press, 1937); John K. Fairbank, Trade
and Diplomacy on the China Coast: The Opening of the Treaty Ports 1842 -1854,
(Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press, 1953); Peter Ward Fay;, The Opium War
1840-1842. Barbarians in the Celest ial Empire in the Early Part of the Nineteenth
Century and the War by which they Forced Her Gates Ajar , Paperback Ed., (Chapel
Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1997; originally published 1975); Harry

G. Gelber, Opium, Soldiers and Evangelicals : Br i t a 42 \0s with 8hhé) and its
Aftermath , (Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004); Michael Greenberg,
British Trade and Opening of China, 1800 -42, (New York: Monthly Review Press,

1951); Glenn Melancon, Br /i t ai n6s Ch i nedpikrodrisiscBalanaimy drugs,h
Violence and National Honour, 1833 -1840, (Aldershot, Hampshire and Burlington,
Vermont: Ashgate, 2003); James M. Polachek, The /nner Opium War , (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1992); J. Y. Wong, Deadly Dreams: Opi um, Imperialism and
the Arrow War (1856 -1860) in China , (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996).
For works on the period after 1895, see E. W. Edwards, British Diplomacy and Finance
in China, 1895 -1914, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1987) ; T. G. Otte, The China Question:
Great Power Rivalry and British [solation, 1894  -1905, (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2007); L. K. Young, British Policy in China, 1895 -1902, (London: Oxford
University Press, 1970).

2 Robert Bickers, The Scramble for China.: Foreign Devils in the Qing Empire, 1832 -
1914, (London: Allen Lane, 2011); James L. Hevia, English Lessons: The Pedagogy of
Imperialism in Nineteenth -Century China , (Co-published by Duke University Press
[Durham, NC] and Hong Kong University Press [Hong Kong], 200  3); Peter Lowe,
Britain in the Far East: A Survey from 1819 to the Present , (London: Longman, 1981);
and J¢grgen Oster hammel , élBrlidt, e Qo wWidtonywhi na, 1842
British Empire, Volume Ill: The Nineteenth Century , ed. Andrew Porter, (Ox ford:
Oxford University Press, 1999): 146 -169.
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the inexorable rise of Meiji Japan.

In reality, East Asian affairs in the lateneteenth century were much more complex
than this image would suggest, tag Qing dynasty in China was not as passive as is
conwentionally believed. On the contrary, during this period its government made
conscious efforts to reassert Chinese influence in East Asia not only through domestic
self-strengthening, but also by drawing on the traditional network between itself and its
neighbouring tributary kingdoms. In this context it is worth noting that while the
Westphalian principle of international relations was introduced to the Chinese by the
Western governments after the conclusion of the First Opium War, the Qing officials and
ministers referred to it only when they were dealing with the Western governments and
diplomats. When interacting with local East Asian countries, other than Japan, the Qing
continued to do so within the traditional framework, in which the Chinese eauigd
as suzerain over its neighbodrs From around the late 1870s, they even started to make
conscious efforts to strengthen this influence by using the traditional suzerainty of the
Celestial Empire to push for overt political and economic concessamsheir vassals.

This is a point that was first raised by the Japanese historian Banno Masataka in 1970,
and then reasserted by Okamoto Takashi in 200anwhile in English, Kirk Larsen

has made the same point specifically in regard to Korea in 2088&wever, their

3 Some of the few works that focus on Chinese foreign relations in the 1880s are;  Lloyd
E.Eastman, Throne and Mandarins: Chinads Search for
French Controversy 1880 -1885, (Cambridge, M A: Harvard University Press, 1967); G.

V. Kiernan British Diplomacy in China, 1880 to 1885 , (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1939).

4 Masataka Banno, K/ ndai ChdZg ok u JdVasiiko Da Gaima kkrg Gokhi
Undz maaoye: Tokyo Daigaku Shuppank ai, 1971); Fairbank, T7rade and
Diplomacy on the China Coast.

5Banno, K/i ndai ChdZg ok u ; Takashi OkamBta,/ Jokkaxihto Jishu no Aida:
Kindai Shinkan Kankei to Higashi Ajia no Meiun  , (Nagoya: Nagoya Daigaku
Shuppannkai, 2004).

6 Kirk W. Larsen, Tradition, Treaties and Trade. Qing Imperialism and Choson Korea,
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interpretation has not been reflected adequately within the Edghgionage
historiography on East Asian affairs in the {ateeteenth century.

These writers do not just point to the fact that the Qing introduced this new policy; they
also argue that it was partly successful in expanding Qing power. They contend, for
example, that one should not assume that the Qing was acting primarily as a benevolent
suzerain working in vain to protecea its tr
from Japanese aggression, as Kim H@yk has argued in his book on the international
affairs surrounding Korea in the latineteenth century. Instead, they convincingly
argue that the Qing policy towards Korea was neither as reactive nor benagakant
argued® Instead the Qing regime often accomplished its objectives through
imperialistic measures, such as sending military forces to Korea and sigdéntpeto
unequal treaty with the ChosAn court. Usi
portrayed as no less imperialist than the Western great powers or the Japanese in that it
attempted to expand its influence in Korea in a manner that was decidedly imits ow

benefit.

1850-1910, (Cambridge MA: Harvard University Asia Center, 2008).

7 Key-hiuk Kim, The Last Phase of the East Asian World Order: Korea, Japan and the
Chinese Empire, 1860 -1882, (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press,
1980).

8 Martina Deuchler, The Confucian Gentlemen and Barbarian Envoy: The Opening of

Korea, 1875-1885, (Published in the Republic of Korea, for the Royal Asiatic Society

Korea Branch: University of Washington Pre ss, 1977); C. |. Eugene Kim and Han -Kyo
Kim, Korea and the Politics of Imperialism, 1876 -1910, (Berkeley and Los Angeles:
University of California Press, 1967); Yur -bok Lee, West Goes East: Paul Georg von
Modllendorff and Great Power Imperialism in Late Yi Korea, (Honolulu: University of

Hawaii Press, 1988); George Alexander Lensen, Balance of Intrigue. International

Rivalry in Korea and Manchria, 1884 -1899, vol. |, Foreward by John J. Stephen,
(Tallahassee: University Presses of Florida, 1982); Young IckLe w, o0 Yue-h06 &hoé
Residency and the Korean Enlightenment Movement, 1885 -9 4 Jawrnal of Korean

Studies, 5 (1984); Toshio Motegi, ORNhdpHEShigkai no Zokko
fo Bunka, 2 (1987): 89-116; Robert R. Swartout Jr., Mandarins, Gunboats, a nd Power
Politics: Owen Nickerson Denny and the International Rivalries in Korea , (Honolulu:
University Press of Hawaii, 1985).
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In addition, because historians know that the Qing was ultimately defeated in the First
Sino-Japanese War, it is tempting to assume that Qing imperialism in the 1880s was a
complete failure. Indeed, many historians have argued convincingly thieat
modernisation project that the Qing initiated from the-mitkteenth century only had
limited success in strengthening its powerThis may be true, but it does not remove
the fact that some contemporary foreign observers believed that th&ti®edjthening
movement was l eading to some significant
capability, and that that perception consequently allowed the regime to cast a significant
degree of influence over its neighbours in the 1880s. Far from being a@ssvedime
which was only waiting to be partitioned by the Western nations and Japan at the turn of
the century, the Qing worked vigorously to expand its influence in East Asia from the late
1870s onwards, and was temporarily successful at reassertihgstgee most influential
country in the region.

To date the research on this topic has focussed primarily on the ambitions and actions
of China itself, with little attention paid to how this affected regional politics and how
other states reacted to CaAids r evi val . Much | ight can b
looking at how two of the most significant players, Japan and Britain, related to the Qing
and to each other over one of the most important regional issues in the period from 1876
to 1894i the futureof Korea. The Knhgdom of Korea had been under the rule of the
ChosAn dynasty since the fourteenth centur
become a weak regime, with the result that the Korean peninsula attracted the attention

of a number of imperial countries. At one level, it emerged as the focus of competition

9 John K. Fairbanked., The Cambri dge History of Chi-na, Vol . ;
1911, Part/, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1978), chs. 9 and 10.
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between the two main powers in East Asia, Japan and China. After the Meiji Restoration
of 1868, Japan had started to take diplomatic manoeuvres to strengthen its influence in
Korea, which resulted in the signing of the Japanrkseean treaty (Treaty of Kanghwa)

in 1876. Thus when the Qing began to reassert its influence towards that country from
the 1880s, Korea inevitably became the main flashpoint between the two local powers in
Eagd Asia.

However, Korea in this period is also important because it became a pawn in the
broader international environment that surrounded the region at that time, namely the rise
of global imperial rivalry and especially that between Britain and Russia. many
accounts of the Western international and imperial history have argued, the competition
between European great powers started to become more intense from the late 1870s
onwards® This state of affairs began to have strong global implications ih886s,
as the contemporaneous partition of Africa indicates. In this environment, a country
such as Korea, which mattered very little in trade terms but possessed an important
geostrategic position, could not remain unaffected. By looking at Koreacame
therefore come to a better understanding not only of the dynamics of international affairs
within East Asia but also of the broader international environment that existed around the
region at that ti me. Most orh, @ hveh iwcohr ksst aorn
from the late 1870s onwards, tend to focus almost exclusively on analysis of events in

Africa, and thus overlook the fact that East Asia was also affected by this global trend in

10 M. S. Anderson, The Eastern Question, 1774 -1923: A Studly in International
Relations , (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1966); Michael Edwardes, Playing the Great
Game: A Victorian Cold War , (London: Hamish Hamilton, 1975) ; David Gil lard, The
Struggle for Asia 1828 -1914. A Studly in British and Russian Imperialism , (London:
Methuen & Co., 1977); Barbara Jelavich, The Ottoman Empire, the Great Powers, and
the Straits Question, 1870 -1887, (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1973).
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the 1880s, as both the French colonisation of Indochinkahdnu nd o i ncitdent i n
As Korea had begun to draw the attentiomhaf Japanese and the Britggbvernments
it would be reasonable to assume that they reacted sharply and adversely to the Qing
attempt to expand its influence in Korea. This is palérly the case as the Chinese
were attempting to strengthen their foothold in that country by utilising the traditional
suzerairvassal relationship with the Chs court, a concept which was seen as
anachronistic in relation to the Westphalian diplomptinciples adopted by Britain and
Japan. Moreover, considering that Britain and Japan were at the start of the twentieth
century to become allies, it might be tempting to assume that it was in these years that
they first turned to each other for support
This thesis will demonstrate that the reality was very different. It will show that,
contrary to the conventional wisdom, both Britain and Japan conducted their respective
diplomacy towards East Asia in the years between 1880 and 1894 in the cleaiti@tog
that the Qing constituted the most important regional pdwer.They therefore
considered it necessary to accept de facto the Qing claim of suzerainty in Korea rather
than objecting to it. Accordingly, there arose in the years before 1894 a unique
international environment in East Asia in which the Westphalian and Sinocentric orders
were able to exist in tandeth. To a considerable extent this was for Britain and Japan
a policy of expediency. It was based on their acknowledgement of the latentgdower

China, but it also had its roots in their own limited ability to project military influence in

BFrench colonisation of I ndochina and the K3>3mund«
detail in chapters 2, 3 and 4. For partition of Africa, see, among many, Ronald

Robinson and John Gallagher with Alice Denny,  Africa and the Victorians. The Official

Mind of Im perialism , 2" ed. (London: Macmillan Press, 1981).

12 Banno, K/ ndai Chdlgoku &Rl j i Gai kzshi

B3The works that offer detailed analyses of this
in East Asia in the late nineteenth century are; Banno, K/ nda/okad®Beiji, Gal kzsh
Fairbank, T7rade and Djplomacy on the China Coast.
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the region and their mutual distrustBy looking at the international affairs surrounding
Korea between 1876 and 1894 one can therefore shed light on lothptbmatic
relationship between Britain and Japan in this period and the complicated international
environment that existed in and around East Asia, which is still overlooked by many

historians today.

Historiography on the Anglo-Japanese Relations, EadAsia and Korea, 18761894

Similar tothe problem with the overall historiography on East Asian affairs from 1876 to
1894, there is little in the existing literature on the Angdpanese relationship that sheds

light on this period. The works that haween produced on the nineteenth century tend

to concentrate either on the years around the Meiji Restoration of 1868, a time of domestic
upheaval in Japan, or the period after 1895 in which the British and Japanese governments
started to contemplate forngnan alliance with each othét. There is not much
literature on the period ihetween and the few existing works that do exist tend to deal

with economic relations or cultural interactions instead of the political and strategic

14 For works that touch on the Anglo -Japanese relationship around the Meiji
Restoration in English, see Michael R. Auslin,  Negotiating with Imperialism: The
Unequal Treaties and the Cultu re of Japanese Dijplomacy , (Cambridge MA: Harvard
University Press, 2009); William G. Beasley, Great Britain and the Opening of Japan,
1834-1858, (London: Luzac and Co., 1951); William McOmie, The Opening of Japan,
1853-1855: A Comparative Study of the Amer ican, British, Dutch and Russian Nava/
Expeditions to Compel the Tokugawa Shogunate to Conclude Treaties and Open Ports
to their Ships , (Folkestone, Kent: Global Oriental, 2006). For literature on the period
after 1894, see lan Nish, The Anglo -dapanese Alliance: The Diplomacy of Two Island

Empires 1894 -1907, (London: The At hl one Press, 1966) ; Il an
Anglo-J apanese Alliance: | n t hideAddlioatpanesedfiancBr ei bund, 6
1902-1922, e d. Philips Payson @é®rzone2004): 8-25;0.1d o n : Rout |

Otte, The China Question. Great Power Rivalry and British Isolation, 1894 -1905, (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2007)

18



dimensions?® Another prollem with the existing works on Angldapanese relations in

this period is that they tend to focus on issues that were purely bilateral, and do not offer
detailed analysis on how the relationship between these two countries was influenced by
their respectie diplomatic environments,

In addition, here are several shortcomings in the literature on the British and Japanese
policies towards East Asia and Korea, which are directly relevant to the topic of this
dissertation. First of all, there are very few kgmon how the British government
formulated its policy towards Korea. While there are some secondary sources in English
language that look at the Russian and American policies towards Korea, there are almost

no works that focus on the British side of #teryl’ There are some studies on this

15 Perhaps the only exception to thisrule is Olive Checkland, Br / t a/ nés Encounter
Meiji Japan, 186 8-1912, (London: Macmillan, 1989) . For economic interactions, see,

forexample, Janet E. Hunt er and Sh-Japapese E8angriicy ama, OAngl ¢
Relations in Historical Perspective, 1600 -2000: Trade and Industry, Finance,
Technology and the Industrial Challe n g e -160 91; Kanj i I-Jagamese,RivanBr i t i s h

in Trading and-13R,baothkin Jangt,EoHuritet dhd Shinya Sugiyama eds.

The History of Anglo -Japanese Relations 1600 -2000, Vol. 4. Economic and Business

Relations , (Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palg rave Macmillan, 2002).  For cultural

interactions, see, among many, Gordon Daniels and Chushichi Tsuzuki eds., The

History of Anglo -Japanese Relations, 1600 -2000, Vol. 5 Social and Cultural

Perspectives, (Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002), parts | and II.

Also see Toshio Yokoyama, Japan in the Victorian Mind: A Study of Stereotyped Images

of a Nation, 1850 -80, (Basingstoke, Hampshire and London: The Macmillan Press,

1987).

16 Works that represent this tendency are the five  -volume series of The History of

Anglo -Japanese Relations, general editors Chihiro Hosoya and lan Nish. See also

Checkland, Br i t ai nés Encount eGordan/Dantels, N\&r Harry Patkesp a n

British Representative in Japan 1865 -83, (Richmond, Surrey: Japan Library, 199 6);

Grace Fox, Britain and Japan, 1858 -1883, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1969) ; H.

J. Jones, Live Machines: Hired Foreigners and Mejji Japan , (Tenterden, Kent: Paul

Norbury Publications, 1980) .

17 For Russian policies towards East Asia and Korea, see Alexander Lukin, T7he Bear

Wat ches the Dragon: Russiadbs Perceptions of Chi neé
Chinese Relations since the Eighteenth Century , (Armonk NY: M. E. Sharpe, 2003);

Andrew Malozemoff, Russian Far Eastern Policy, 1881 -1904, with Specia | Emphasis on

the Causes of the Russo-Japanese War, (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of

California Press, 1958); Y3 Sasakiold88srmkeB8m0 nendai
6Dali Il chiji Roch3z Mit s ugmlOb(May 198T):dvsHh; i nY 3t oSsahsiatke ,, 0
0The I nternational E ® of the Sino depanése Wdr (1894-2895): i m
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topic in the Japanese language, but they are still relatively few in number, and therefore
historians have little knowledge about British policy towards Korea in the period between
1876 and 18948 Compared to the Bish side of the story, there is no shortage of
literature on Japanese policy towards Korea, due to the fact that Japanese imperialism
towards East Asia has drawn the close attention of historians from the 1950s onwards.
A problem with these secondaryusoes, however, derives from the fact that they too are
heavily influenced by the benefit of the hindsight. Historians know that Japan emerged
as the most successful regional power in East Asia by the Edwardian era, and that it turned
Korea into its proteorate in 1905 before annexation in 1910. As a result, many assume
that Japan was always a powerful regional great power that could bully its neighbours in
East Asia, and that it must have possessed a blueprint to annex Korea ever since the Meiji
Restorabn of 1868!° Even Kirk Larsen, whose book offers a detailed and convincing
analysis of Qing imperialism towards Korea, writes under the assumption that the

Japanese had a lotgrm ambition to annex Koré8. Therefore, he argues, the Japanese

Anglo-Russian Far Eastern Policy and the Beginningofthe Sino -Japanese War, 6
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Chzsen Mondai o CKokizsahSejp, 51 (0d. 1974): 429-A454; Kiernan,
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did not hesate to push for annexation once they had managed to drive out their
competitors, the Qing and Ruséta. Secondary sources in Japanese language have also,
up until about the |até970s, argued that the Japanese government in the early Meiji
government paessed strong territorial ambitiotts.

This line of argument ignores the fact that Japan in the years before 1894 was a small
regional power in East Asia working desperately to uphold its independence. Japanese
modernisation was far from complete in th&Q08, and thus the Japanese decisiakers
often had to devote more attention and resources to domestic reform rather than

diplomacy, which inevitably restrained their ability to engage in overseas adventtirism.

21 |bid.

22 See,amongmany, B o k u r MhorEng Rekishi 32: Gendai no Nihon , (Tokyo:
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offer the best analyses on the Japanese historiography on the origins of the First Sino -

Japanese War, and this dissertation follows along the line that they forwarded as well.
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It also ignores the fact, as noted abovat the Qing was recognised as the strongest
regional power in East Asia for much of the period between 1876 and 1894. Historians,
such as Tabohashi Kiyoshi and Hilary Conroy, raised these points before 1960, but their
arguments were not adequately retéecwithin the historiography for a long tirfe. It

was only after Takahashi Hidenao produced a series of articles in the late 1980s that the
general line of argument on Japanese policy towards Korea before 1894 was?Pevised.
Conroy, Tabohashi and Takahaall point out convincingly that there was no consensus
within the Japanese decistamaking circle on the policy that they should pursue towards
Korea?® They also point out that, while there were individuals who called for an
aggressive policy, those whmattered the most in the Japanese decisiaking circle

largely kept their distance from such opinions. Peter Duus also forwarded a similar
argument in 1995, although his book focuses primarily on the period after 1895 and thus
discusses the period loeé that year only briefl§’ Compared to Duus, Conroy is more
useful because he offered a detailed depiction of the debates within the Japanese decision
making circle about policy towards Korea by devoting four chapters of his book to the
period before ta outbreak of the First Sintapanese War. He argues that, at least in
the years immediately before the outbreak of that conflict, Japanese policy towards Korea

was generally cautious and reactive, rather than vigorous and expansionist; the bottom

relevant chapters in Daniels and Tsuzuki ed.,  The History of Anglo -Japanese Relations

1600-2000, vol. 5; Jansen ed., The Cambridge History of Japan, vol. 5.
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line was that there was no lorigrm blueprint for annexation.Takahashi has argued
along the same lines, and has also added to the historiography by providing a detailed
analysis of the environment that surrounded the Japanese den@iens. Specifically,
he has described how the Japanese domestic political situation affected policy towards
Kor ea. Takahashi 6s argument has new becol
language historiography on Japanese policy towards Korea before 1894, but his argument,
as wdl as those of Conroy and Duus, has not yet been adequately reflected within the
Englishlanguage historiograp?.

Another shortcoming in the existing literature on the Antpanese relationship in
the nineteenth century is that it tends to emphasisedittkal aspects of the interaction
between these two countriesGrace Fox and Olive Checkland, for example, depict the
British as benevolent instructors in modern civilisation, and the Japanese as zealous
students trying to learn as much as possible ftoerBritish?® Many of the historians
working on the origins of the Angldapanese Alliance, formed in 1902, edssume that
Japan and Britain had many interests in common and that a strong mutual sympathy
developed through the lateneteenth centurypsthat by the late 1890s the formation of
alliance was all but inevitabFé.

Without doubt, it is impossible for any two countries to cooperate effectively if they

28 For literature t hat foll ow the I ine of Takahashi 6s argum
Hiroaki, his | atest being 0Ch3zsen OHlisshimi Chdzr it s uk
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Dimension, 1600 -1930, eds. lan Nish and Yoichi Kibata, with Tadashi Kuramatsu,

(London: Macmillan, 2000): 159.
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completely lack any common interests. However, it also goes without saying that
cordiality and cooperation are never the only constants in any diplomatic relatiGhship.
No bilateral relationship is that simple, as each country has its own interests. Whenever
these interests coincide, they can lead to cooperation, but whenever they conflict, the
alternatively can provoke friction.For Japan, it is clear that the local situation in East
Asia, due to its obvious geographical proximity, inevitably cast a strong influence over
its foreign policy; accordingly, the Japanese often prioritised retatioth the Chinese
and Koreans over their ties with the Western countries, including Britain.  The situation
was similar from the British perspective as well, because what they deemed as their most
important interest in East Asia was their trade in Cland,not their relations with Japan.
Moreover, East Asia itself was considered much less important within British global
interests than India or the Middle East, and also, as Britain was a European nation, its
decisionmakers naturally placed strong immorte on their relations with the other
Western great powers. One must always remember that the British government
formulated its policy towards Japan within this broader contexthis does not
necessarily mean that the Anglapanese relationship was tiles as these two countries
could cooperate when they had shared common interests in East Asia, but in many cases
the pressures exerted on them kept them apart.

It must also be remembered that the most important diplomatic issue between Britain
and Japathroughout the lataineteenth century was the negotiations over treaty revision.
Japanese decisianakers saw the Angldapanese Treaty of 1858 as an agreement that

imposed severe restrictions on their administrative and jurisdictional abilitieseagitid

stExampl es of some of the few works that make the:
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them tariff autonomy and granted extraterritoriality to the Western residents in Japan.
They therefore wished to revise the existin
by historians, in order to remove this obst&éle On the other had, the British regarded

the treaty as a necessary tool to protect and facilitate free trade in Japan, while the treaty

port populationi whose livelihood depended on commerce in Jdpavas strongly

opposed to the idea of abolishing extraterritorialitd &aanding tariff autonomy to the

Japanese government. Such views were shared by Sir Harry Parkes, the Minister
Resident in Tokyo who originally had been a member of the consular service in China,

and by senior officials in London who remained somewhatiaas about the idea of

treaty revision until his departure in 1883. Negoti ati ons proceeded
departure, buit to the frustration of both the British and the Japaiiestea much slower

pace than expected.
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These two countries also came frorary different cultural backgrounds. The
Japanese often could not understand many of the customs, rituals and beliefs that were
shared by people from OWestern societyod rec
decision of the Tokugawa Shogunattne regime that placed the Japanese islands under
de factocontrol from the earhgixteenth century to 1868to open up the country to the
West in the 1850s made many Japanese dissatisfied, and this sentiment occasionally
unleashed xenophobic violence agaithose uninvited aliens who looked and acted
drastically differently from themselves; such incidents led the British to undertake two
military operations against the Japanese in the 1860after the 1860s, the Japanese
made determined efforts to Westise their society so that they could be better
understood and respected by Westerners, but it took some time until Japan was recognised
by the great powers as a member of their international community. It was also quite
common for the British to view thdapanese people in racist teffhs.Such practices
were observed well into the twentieth century, and frustrated the Japanese. For their part,
the Japanese occasionally engaged in xenophobic outBtirstginally, economic
historians point out that as Japae products started to be exported into East Asian

markets from the late 1880s onwards, strong trade friction developed between Britain and

34 Fox, Britain and Japan , ch. 2.
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Japar®’ Although this is not to argue that there was no aspect of cooperation in the
Anglo-Japanese relationshipis apparent that there were many issues that prevented the
British and the Japanese from holding strong sympathy towards each dtherder for
researchers to offer more objective historical analysis, they must shed light on both of
these aspects anekamine how they affected the relationship from a more holistic
perspective.

This thesis will therefore examine the Anglapanese relationship in the late
nineteenth century from a different perspective than the existing works by focusing on
how the intenational environment surrounding East Asia affected the relationship
between these two countries. This thesis will also address some of the conventional
misunderstandings about East Asian and Korean affairs in the period between 1876 and
1894, which argrevalent especially in the Engliddinguage literature, to offer a more
accurate analysis of how the relationship between Britain and Japan was influenced by
the international environment than hitherto. By doing so, this dissertation will add to
the exising literature on East Asian regional affairs and general international history in
thelateni net eent h century by demonstrating the

two of the key regional powers.

Structure of the Dissertation

This dissertationwill be divided into six chapters. The first chapter will deal with the

Anglo-Japanese relationship in the years before the outbreak of Imo mutiny in Seoul in

3% Hunt er and Su giapanesa EcondminRelhtions in Historical
Perspect#i0®e, Kahji HIBadhpdanedBrRitvial ry in Trading an
110-132.
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July 1882. This was the period when the Japanese, who had conducted relations with
their neighlours within a traditional East Asian framework until 1868, started to urge the
Koreans to reestablish relations based upon Westphalian principles and tried to increase
their foothold in the Korean peninsula. This demand led initially to a negativeoreacti
from the court in Seoul, and the Qing officials started to see the Japanese with stronger
suspicion, fearing that the latter might be interested in annexing the kingdom that lay in
their frontier. The Chinese thus started to make stronger measuregito their
influence in Korea. Yet, despite all of these reactions, the Japanese managed to sign a
treaty with the ChosAn, the Treaty of Kang
important step to strengthen their influence in their neighbouring kingdom.

The chaptewwill also outline how the British started to become interested in signing
their own treaty with Korea. From the |2k870s, the imperial competition between the
European great powers became steadily more intense, and the British government started
to fed the need to take some measures to check Russian encroachment into Asia, even
into countries that were not particularly important in themselves, such as Korea. They
therefore concluded a treaty with the Cho:c
therefae was a period when the East Asian and Western powers started to establish their
respective footholds in Korea. Simultaneously, though, the negotiations over treaty
revision progressed much slower than the Japanese wished, and it was therefore difficult
for the AngleJapanese relationship to become cordial.

The second chapter will analyse the Angapanese relationship in the period between
September 1882 and April 1884, when both the British and Japanese were starting to
perceive that the Qing was emiaig as the most important regional power in East Asia.

Prior to these years, they did not consider the Chinese claim of traditional suzerainty over

28



Korea as particularly important. However, by the -lB&0s, Qing decisiemakers
became concerned abobetfact that various countries annexed, or were trying to annex,
the regions which lay on their frontiers, and started to feel the need to be more assertive
than they had been in the past to strengthen their foothold in these regions, including those
thatbelonged to their traditional vassals. These actions started to make the British and
the Japanese feel that they must understand that the Chinese placed significant importance
in upholding their influence as a traditional suzerain of the neighbouringdd«msy

This recognition became sharper after the series of crises which broke out in East Asia
in the period between May 1884 and February 1887. During this period, the Japanese
became entangled in the Kapsin coup, which broke out in Seoul in Decembeai884
the British government instructed its squad
1885. These were both poorly planned military manoeuvres, which put both of these
countries in diplomatic isolation, and unleashed destabilisingseaxres in theegion.
In order to get out of these difficulties, both the British and Japanese governments had to
make diplomatic concessions to the Qing so that the Chinese would use their influence to
restore regional stability. Therefore, they both decided togenigae factorecognition
of the superiority of Qing influence in East Asia, and chose to turn a blind eye to Chinese
attempts to expand their influence through reasserting their claim of traditional suzerainty
over their neighbours, including Korea. these events were important in establishing
Qing China as the most important regional power, this thesis will devote two chapters on
these years of crisis. The third chapter will deal with the period between May 1884 and
October 1885, when the internatadriension in East Asia was at its peak. The fourth
one will focus on the events which occurred from November 1885 to February 1887. By

this time, the wascare in East Asia had subsided, but the regional order had not yet been
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fully restored, as the Brsh launched a military expedition towards Upper Burma in
November 1885, and also their squadron cont
The British thus had to continue relying on Qing influence to get out of these troubles.

The most important ghividuals in the Japanese decisimaking circle also thought by

this time that they could not dare to afford losing the goodwill of the Chinese officials if

they wished to uphold their interests in East Asia.

The fifth chapter will analyse the Angliapaese relationship in the years between
March 1887 and July 1892, when both the British and Japanese denakens started
to prioritise their relationship with the Chinese instead of each other. There is a scarcity
of secondary literatur@bout this pead, perhaps because it was relatively uneventful.
However, the events during this period were important in creating the international
environment which made the outbreak of the First Seqpanese War possible. Then,
the sixth chapter will investigate Wwathe British and the Japanese conducted diplomacy
towards each other in the years immediately before the outbreak bAugust 1892 to
July 1894. It will look carefully not only at how the international environment
influenced the Anglalapanese relatns, but also at how the British and Japanese policies
influenced the course of the Sitdapanese crisis in the summer of 1894, which eventually
led to the outbreak of a bilateral war between China and Japan over Korea.

It is necessary to stress thhts dissertation willconcentrate on the analysis of the
diplomatic and strategic aspects of the Arggpanese relations. This, of course, is not
to deny the fact thahe period from 1876 to 1894 is also interesting in the sense that
Anglo-Japanese interachs at the noolitical level increased significantly compared to

the previous years. After all, Britain provided the largest numbesyatoi (hired
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foreign employees) who were highly valued by the Japanese as tutors in mddernity.
Japan also starteéd become recognised as a tourist destination for the British public by
the late 1880s, and Japanese arts started to attract more attention by thit time.
Reflecting this growing British interest towards Japan, the Japan Society of London was
establishedn 1891, and it contained several influential writers and MPs in Britain, such
as Sir Edwin Arnold, Trevor Lawrence and Edward R€edin return, there were many
Japanese writers, such as Tsuboucld/8hwho were inspired by British literature and
theatre*? At the same time, the increased interaction between Japan and the British
Empire also created tensions between these two countries; for exarhele, t
aforementioned Angldapanese trade friction between emerged from the 1880s onwards
as a result of ineased Japanese economic activities in East Asia. Without question,
these interactions were important aspects of the Abgbanese relations in years
between 1876 and 1894. Howewey are also very complex and it is impossible to

provide full detailsof these exchanges while focussing on the political interactions. As
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this dissertation will concentrate on the stmtestate interactions, it will also refrain from
offering any detailed description of the npalitical interactions between the people in
Japan and the British colonies across the Pacific, unless they directly influenced Anglo

Japanese diplomatic relations

British and Japanese PolicyMaking Process and Primary Sources

The arguments of the existing works on British East Asian policy initieeenth century
are by and large based solely on the official records of the Foreign Office, which contain
large volumes of correspondence sent by the British diplomats in the region. This is the
most important archival source, as Cabinet ministedenot to be heavily involved in
the dayto-day policymaking process towards East Asia, and therefore often largely left
matters to the Foreign Office. Many of the important diplomatic questions in East Asia,
such as the question over the revision oflarlapanese treaty, were dealt with primarily
by the senior officials and diplomats of the Foreign Office. It should also be pointed out
that the ministers and senior officials at the Foreign Office sometimes wrote minutes on
the margins of the diplomadts r eports t hat are useful
individuals perceived the situation in East Asia. The senior officials formulated their
policies based upon the information sent from their legations, and the British
representatives in East Asia negtdd, in turn, based on the instructions that they
received from London. It is impossible to understand the British East Asian policy at
this time without looking at the official records of the Foreign Office.

At the same time, there is a danger wherohies rely only on these archival materials.

The biggest problem with the official records of the Foreign Office is that they do not
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possess many materials that shed light on the discussions that took place between the
officials in that bureaucracy, whactually carried greater weight within the British
decisionmaking process than the diplomats. The individuals who served as the
Permanent and Assistant Undersecretaries of the Foreign Offgaron Tenterden,

Julian Pauncefote, Philip Currie, Thomas &son and Francis Bertie all cast a
significant degree of influence over the British East Asian patieking proces$> Yet,

the quantity and quality of the minutes written by the senior officials of the Foreign Office

is not large enough to allow resehers to have a good understanding of their opinions.
This shortcoming can only be addressed by looking at the private letter collections of the
Foreign Officeds ministers and undersecreteé
the United Kingdom. These contain the serufficial correspondence that the senior
bureaucrats sent to and received from their colleagues to discuss political and diplomatic
issues, and are useful in understanding the actual pokdyng process in London.

It must also baemembered that there were other institutions that mattered in the
making of British external policy. The armed forces always cast some influence over
decisionma ki ng, and in this case it has been crt
as the Qinghared a frontier with Central Asia and Burma, British East Asian policy had
repercussions for the Government of India, and therefore both Calcutta and the India
Office in London could not remain indifferent. This dissertation will also incorporate
various other materials, such as corporate archives, to shed light on various groups of
individuals that indirectly influenced the perceptions of the diplomats and decision

makers.

42 Keith Neilson and T. G. Otte,  The Permanent Under -Secretary for Foreign Affairs,
1854-1946, (New York: Routledge, 2009), ch. 2 -5; T. G. Otte, The Foreign Office Mind:
The Making of British Foreign Policy, 1865 Jd1914, (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2013), ch. 2-4.
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It must also be remembered that Cabinet ministers could be important plagies in
British East Asian policynaking process on those rare occasions when the threat of war
was in the air.  After all, they held the highest authority within the government, and once
the ministers made the decisions, the senior officials within the goeatrbureaucracy
could not overturn them. While it is true that for most of the time the ministers left
matters in East Asia in the hands of the Foreign Office, they did intervene on some
occasions, such as the East Asian crisis from December 1884 tmFReb887, and the
First SineJapanese War.

At the initial stage of the East Asian crisis in the 1h&80s, the issue was discussed
by various ministers in the governing Liberal administration, such as William Gladstone
(Prime Minister), Earl GranvilleHoreign Secretary), Earl of Northbrook (First Lord of
Admiralty), Earl of Kimberley (Secretary of State for India), and Sir Charles Dilke
(President of the Local Administrative Board, who had previously worked as a minister
at the Foreign Office). When @éhConservatives took over the administration in the
midst of the crisis in July 1885, the issue was handled primarily by the Marquis of
Salisbury, who served as both the Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary, and Lord
Randolph Churchill, the Secretary ob&t for India. The First Salisbury administration
was shodived, as it fell after the general election in February 1886, but the
Conservatives returned to office in October of that year, and from that point on remained
in power until August 1892. Thrghout that period, Salisbury remained the most
influential figure within the British foreign polieynaking circle, but only occasionally
noted his opinion in regard to East Asian issues in these years of peace. Meanwhile,
when the Liberals took over thexgrnment in the period from February to October 1886,

Granville stepped down from the position of Foreign Secretary, and was succeeded the
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Earl of Rosebery. He and Kimberley cast a significant degree of influence over East
Asian policymaking process diumg this short stint. They resumed these places within
the Cabinet after the Liberals returned to office in August 1892, and then went on to
become Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary respectively when the Firstefpianese

War broke out in the summef 1894. Again, the official records of the Foreign Office

do not shed much light on the discussions within the Cabinet. The private letter
collections of the ministers are therefore important as they are one of the only sources
that can shed light onéke discussions.

As for the Japanese side of the story, some historians have argued that the military cast
strong influence over the poliayaking proces$® However, this view was revised by
researchers from the 1a1®70s onwards, as they presented ewidethat indicated that
the military was largely willing to follow the leadership of the government throughout the
period before 1894. While it is true that many military bureaucrats and officers
supported hartine policies towards East Asia, they werever able to dictate the
decisionmaking process. This, of course, does not mean that military had no influence
within the Japanese decistomaking, but stresses that civilian control was dominant in
the period before 1894.

Some other researchers haveuad) that the Japanese diplomats in Korea were
successful in taking matters into their own hands on several occésiomgleed, as
communications with Korea were still underdeveloped until the 1880s, the diplomats who

were sent to this country enjoyed d fdegree of freedom. This was particularly the

43 Fujimura, N/ sshi nS&emapur 3 MIultiswo BN/ B3 hi n Sensz no
Gai kzshiteki( Keknkay:dZ Szbundz, 19¥3pshSedSemsEz Shi
Sono Seijiteki/ Gaieldzt e ic hKaondatjua mura (Tokyo: Nan:
originally published in 1934).

44 Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of Korea, 147.
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case for the special envoys that were sent to negotiate treaties or commercial regulations,
and also the diplomats who had to deal with the situation on their own initiative whenever
political disturbancesrbke out in Korea. It is the case that many of the diplomats sent
to Korea often advised their superiors in t
they should take more assertive measures ag
interests inKorea. However, as this dissertation will demonstrate, there were no
occasions when these diplomats overtly breached their instructions from Tokyo in the
period before 1894. Even in those situations when they had to act upon their own
discretion, they id so within the framework of the instructions that they had received.
Those who mattered the most within the Japanese foreign {poé&ing circle were the
Cabinet ministers and t he itefarmesinpadidulari ci al s
While these individuals always had to be conscious about the hardliners who existed both
within and outside of the government, they wereahglarge successful in establishing
a cautious and conciliatory line of foreign policy. The advocation of such a pelicy
primarily associated with key government m
Kaoru®

As with the existing literature on British policy in the lati@eteenth century, the works
on Japan written in English rely heavily on the official records ofaf®ei mus h @, whi c|
are available in the Diplomatic Archives in Tokyo and inkhe h o n  Ga isdi€s, Monj o
the published collection of diplomatic correspondence. Only a handful of historians
have made use of the private papers of the various deam&arsand diplomats, but in
Japands case they are perhaps evemnakingmor e i mg

process than is the case for Britain, as it was not uncommon for the Japanese ministers

45 For the influence of | tagd Inoue, see Takahashi, Nisshin Sens 6 eno Michi.

36



and senior officials to exchange unofficial minutes and mianda through private
channels. The problem with these sources is that even for native speakers it is often
difficult to read the handwriting in these lateteenth century private letters. In order
to tackle this problem, Conroy utilised publishedettions of the private papers. Itis
common for Japanese historians to assemble private papers into published form after
converting the handwriting into printed format in order to make them more accessible for
the general public. They are indeed vergfukaids to research. Since the publication
of Conroyds wor k, more private | etters hayv
archives, and more of them have also been assembled into printed collections. Papers
of some of the influential entreprensiand individuals outside of the government, such
as Shibusawa Eiichi and Fukuzawa Yukichi are also available in printed form, and
therefore this dissertation makes as much use of them as possible.

Another problem about the existing historiography, iniclgdthe works written in
Japanese, is that not too many historians have looked at the sources available at the
Military Archives of Japan. Perhaps the e
but his work is geared towards analysing how the military influenced the Japanese policy
making process during the First Sidapanese Wdf. His book devotes only en
chapter to the events before the outbreak of war, and this chapter focuses more on the
analysis on the military reforms.  This dissertation will therefore draw on these sources

in order to analyse how the military affected decigiwaking before 1894.

4 Sai Wgsshin Sensz nochGwnji Senryaku
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Chapter 1: Korea and the AnglaJapanese Relationship until the Imo Mutiny

As discussed in the introduction, modern East Asian history from thenimeteenth
century onwards is often depicted as a narrative centred upon the Japanese trying to fulfil
their longterm ambition to establish regional dominance. According to this view, this
process started in the early 1870s, immediately after the Meiji Restoration, when the
Japanese government launched an expedition to Taiwan in 1874. The signing of the
JapanesKorean Treaty of Kanghwa of 1876 is also understood within this framework.
It is often depicted as a conscious effort by the Japanese ministers and government
officials, who saw China as the primary obstacle to realising their ambition, to reduce the
Qing influence in Korea by recognising the latter as an independent state rather than a
vassal of the Celestial Empite. The treaty is also perceived as one of the events that
influenced the longerm pattern of Japanese policy towards East Asia, whigpitsatly
characterised as a Machiavellian pursuit of-seHrest; after all, the Treaty of Kanghwa
was an unequal treaty that the Japanese for
diplomacy? Moreover, the initial years after the signing of theaty are seen as a time
when the Japanese tried to take advantage of the fact that there were no other foreign
competitors to check their ambitions.

However, historians who have published studies after thel@80s have pointed out
that this understandirgf the East Asian affairs in the laténeteenth century is inaccurate.
It is true that there were a significant number of hardliners, both inside and outside of the

government, who advocated launching a military expedition against their Korean

1 Deuchler, Confucian Gentlemen and Barbarian Envoys, 47, 50; Kim and Kim, Korea

and the Politics of Imperialism, 18, 29; Lee, West Goes East, 18.

2 For this line of argument, see, among many, Kim,  7he Last Phase of the East Asian

World Order, chs. 4-5;Peng, Me /7 j i Shoki Ni kkanshin Kankei no Kei
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neighbous from the earliest years of the Meiji era, and that they were occasionally
successful in casting some influence over the decisiaking process. It is also
understandable that both the Chinese and Koreans became alarmed by the Japanese, who
started to ppmote their interest in the region through gunboat diplomacy in the 1870s.

Yet, the most important figures within the Japanese government were strongly against
taking such a course. Mi ni sters such as &kubo Toshimic
military weakness of Japan and were convinced that-preifiared expedition would lead

to disaster. As this chapter will argue, the Japanese leaders were merely trying to re
establish a relaits hi p with the ChosAn regime by si
attempting to deconstruct the existing traditional East Asian order, based upon the
traditional suzeraivassal relationship between China and the neighbouring kingdoms,

or establish regionalominance.

&kubo was assassinated in 1878, but the 1in
of the Meiji government, such as | t@ Hirobu
line of thinking. They conducted diplomacy with a strong determinaticaavoid any
action that could lead to the outbreak of war. Gunboat diplomacy and punitive
expeditions towards local Taiwanese tribesmen were the greatest risks that these decision
makers were willing to take, and they even refrained from that unless¢negonvinced

that there was no other way to solve a diplomatic diffictltyfhe Japanese ministers

3 Duus, The Abacus and Sword, 29-51; was a Chzsen Ei sei Chdzri t suka K
Gai k o-p4) TakaBashi, N/ ss hi n Sensch lesaction M/ Théré gre some

works that made this point before the 1980s, such as Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of

Korea, ch.1; Tabohashi, Kindai Nissen Kankei n o K e il géhs. 3-15.

4 For the most recent accounts of the Japanese expedition to Taiwan, see the articles of

Got 3z Arata, his |l atest article being o0Taiwan Shup
Futatsu no Hyzgi to Pekin Megnparm hd nGa{OtKiem ktyaw® hi t
2013): 38-55. In English, see Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of Korea, 36-59; Robert

Eskil dsen, 0 Of Civilization and Savages: The Mi me
Expediti on TheAneacarm-estorical Review , 107:2 (2002): 388-418; Edwin

39



and bureaucrats in the Gaimush®@ al so

Stres:

towards Korea in a conciliatory manner, as they were convinced that the best way to

promote Japands i nterest iconfidénoce obtlee Koreas
officials. As a result, theunique international order of East Asia, in which the

Westphalian and traditional regional orderecasted side by side, remained intact well

after the signing of the Treaty of Kanghwa. Both the Jegpamand the British

t o wi

governments had to conduct diplomacy in this region within this framework, which also

meant that they had to act with some discretion towards the traditional suzerain of East

Asia.
The British government did not start to contemplateidiea of signing a treaty with

the ChosAn court unt il around 1880.

stronger after the conclusion of the Ru3swkish War in 1878, and accordingly a treaty

with Korea began to be seen as an effective measucheck Russian expansion in

Their

Northeast Asia. However, while the British signed a treaty in June 1882, the

government chose to postpone its ratification until April 1884, and thus there were no

British individuals in the Korean treaty ports until thety  As a result, there was very

litttle common ground for any form of Angldapanese relationship to develop over Korea

in this period.

Japanese Policy towards Korea before Imo Mutiny

Throughout the history of the ChosAn

Pak-wah Leung, -WarlinEasAsia §apan's Expedition to Taiwan and the
Ry dzk y dZ C o n tModern Asias Stydies , 17:2 (1983): 257-281.
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1392, the regime conducted external relations in the recognition that the autonomy of the
kingdom could be jeopardised if it failed to uphold peaceful relations with vwenbal

neighbourg China, Japan and the pastoral nomads scattered across the Asian steppe. It

was through this lens that they saw the Japanese. The devastation that they suffered
during Japands i nv-sixeenthrcentory lefidlemsteyampressiont he | at
that the Japanese were an aggressive people who needed to be handled WitRcare.

the seventeenth century onwards, the Japaleszan relationship was maintained
through the S@ family, the Japanese feudal
middle of the Korean Strait. As well as being a subordinate of the Toki®javgainate,

the S@ family also paid tribute to the king
of the latte® The king permitted the lord of Tsushima to buildvaegwan(Japanese

mansion) in the port of Pusan, where officials from the latter wareified to reside and

trade. While the Japanese officials were not permitted to visit Seoul, they could
negotiate with the local officials whenever there were some issues that they wanted to

rai se. I n addition, the éemdasTAkyo)whenewert s en't
there was a new Shogun. Meanwhile, although the Japanese regime did not send tribute

to China as the other East Asian kingdoms did, it utilised the concept of the suzerain

vassal relationship so that it could interact with its hnleayrs on a permanent basis; it

thus interacted with the Qing dynasty through the king of Ryukyu, who paid tribute to

both the Chinese emperor and Japanese feudal lord of SdtsuFhaough this structure,

5 Kim, The Last Phase of the East Asian World Order , xiii.

6For Chos35nds thadpantbéfavertre mid pninetéenth century, see Banno,

Ki ndai Chdzg ok u ,TFeé9; peuchl&aCokfgcianGentlemen and Barbarian

Envoys, 1-5; Kim, The Last Phase of the East Asian World Order, ch. 1; Lee, West Goes

East, 9-12.

TKi k3 Ni sShinmat ey Chdxr ydni chi KdWyédteKystdh/ no Kenkyad
Daigaku Shuppankai, 2005), 14 -5.
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peace in East Asia was maintained for about twbaahalf centuries.
After the overthrow of the Shogunate in 67 and 1868, the new Meiji government
started to reform the domestic political structure, and also found it necessary to make
some changes to how it conducted external relafior3ue to ts geographical proximity,
many individuals within the decisiemaking circle saw the Korean peninsula as a region
of strong importance. As many historians have pointed out, there were many Japanese
who advocated an assertive policy towards Korea. Sdrassed the importance of
establishing a foothold in the peninsula in order to promote Japanese trade, while others
argued that Japan should establish a military base. These individuals contended that as
it was very important for the national interest Je#pan to establish a foothold, the
government should be prepared to go to war
demands. There also were many who advocated the annexation of territory, such as
Pusan and Ul Il Ongdo, anthéKereanpedinsold. f t he easte
Debate over the policy towards Korea gathered momentum in the early 1870s within
the Japanese decisiomaking circle just as the government was introducing a series of
reforms that were considered necessary to prevent the countryfdfiomy prey to
Western imperialism. These reforms led to serious disgruntlement among some of the

feudal lords and formesamurai (warriors), who were the privileged class in the

8 The information about the debate over the policy towards Korea and the political

environment that surrounded the debate, that is discussed in the following two

paragra phs, derives from; Conroy, 7he Japanese Seizure of Korea, 17-60; Duus, The

Abacus and Sword, 31-43; Tabohashi, K/ nda/ N/ ssen KawkEch.6po Kenkyad
Hi denao Takahashi, 0K3kaKylostyoa klua itgoa kMe i B (Bii gSaeki uf buu, 6K
(Mar 1998): 46-9,53-9,69-70; Hi denao Takahashi 6SaKgghaldgyaku |
MegutBekbyz Dai gaku Sz gpE(Ma2000f BloHidenakTakalgmshi,

0Sei kanron Sei hen tSoirinCth2 Marrn993)e?218s24%k didedao

Takahashi, 0Seinloarbredr iShdtatcedriSeptl993): 673-709; Steven

VI astos, 0Opposition Movend&i goeiGanbigerHistgry Mei j i , 18
of Japan, vol. 5, 382-400.
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Tokugawa era. In this environment, the idea of taking aggressive aoteadao divert
the dissatisfaction of the former samurais away from the new government attracted

support from many decisiemakers, including some of the most influential Meiji

oligarchs such as Saig®@ Takamori .viewofHowever
the entire government. I n particul ar @&kubo
enough to | aunch an overseas expedition. é

antirgovernmental sentiment in 1874, and reluctantly authorisedpedion to Taiwan

in order to punish the local tribesmen who had massacred shipwrecked fishermen from
Ryukyu® However, that was as far as he was willing to go, as he believed that a war
against Korea was beyond the military capacity of Japan, and seasaadvinced that his
country would be powerless if the Western countries intervened. He therefore argued
that Japan should pursue its interests in Korea without resorting to war, and also
advocated that it should prioritise domestic reform instead ofumg aggressive

di pl omacy. There were many individuals wh
has argued that out of all the newspapers that existed in the Tokyo area in the first decade
after the Meiji Restoration, only théokohama Mainichi Shinbufmewspaper) can be
identified as supporting an assertive policy towards Korea; the other major newspapers
were all indifferent if not against such policy even in the-a8@0s® There was also

little pressure from the economic sector, as most of the-taaje entrepreneurs were

pessimistic about the commercial prospects of Kétea.

9 See footnote 4 of this chapter.

°®Takahashi, O0Kzka Jzyaku to Meiji Seifu, o6 53

11 Duus, Abacus and Sword, 429-4 3 0 ; Kenj i Ki mur a, oMei ji ki Chzse]
Ni honj i n rShakat Keigaishi @akkai, 47:4 (Dec 1981): 450-465; Tabohashi,

Ki ndai Ni ssen Kawmwkz2 chaptep2l,keztiork60;dfasakazu Shimada,

oDaiichi u)KoGkiuwurkizt sno Ch3sen Shinsh&kKttge/t RoBbBihbisa
9:1 (Dec 1999): 57; Uchida, Brokers of Empire , 35-47.
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The Japanese government did, however, come to the conclusion that it should establish,
through peaceful negotiation, a new diplomatie | at i onshi p with the
based upon Westphalian principlesnamely that at least in theory natistates are
sovereign and equal with each other. Initially, the Korean regime refused the Japanese
request. They found no reason to change ttistieg framework of the Japanese
Korean relationship, which had managed to keep their eastern neighbours at bay for two
centuries and a half, especially when they had hitherto had minimal contact with the West
and therefore possessed little understandfrige Westersstyle of diplomatic conducdg
Al s o, the ChosAn regime considered the tr:
important in its maintaining a peaceful relationship with the Gingwhen the pastoral
nomads known as the Manchus had establishe
cout had initially refused to acknowledge them as the legitimate rulers of the Celestial
Empire, as the Manchus were not ethnic Chinese. Instead they chose to uphold loyalty
to the Qi ngdashe Mingdymastye s Bhe Manchus duly attacked the
penmul a, forcing the ChosAn court to acknowl

Being fully aware that the pastoral nomads of Northeast Asia were perceived as
6northern barbarians, & the Qing authorities
rule ove the ethnic Chinese was through good governance. They therefore placed
strong emphasis on abiding by Chinese traditions in terms of domestic administration and

conducting external rel ations. This benefi

12 Deuchler, Confucian Gentlemen and Barbarian Envoys, ch.l; Kim, The Last Phase

of the East Asian World Order , 29-31; Kim and Kim, Korea and the Politics of

Imperialism , 13; Lee, West Goes East, 18-22.

13 For an account of Sino -Korean relationship before the 1860s, see ibid and Hae -jong

Chun, -WR&i@an Tributary Rel ati on7heGhineseaWodd Choéi ng Pe
Order: Tradjtional Chi na 6s For e/ ged. Joha K. &dirbaoks, fCambridge MA:

Harvard University Press, 1968): 90 -111.
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The cusbm of the East Asian regional order was that even if the Chinese emperor claimed
suzerainty, in practice he left governance in the hands of the king that he acknowledged
as his vassal as long as the latter continued to pay tribute to the former. Mdieover,
traditional suzerauvassal relationship obliged the suzerain to offer at least moral support
to his vassal when the latter was threatened by external force. Not only had this
traditional framework kept the Japanese at bay, it was also useful itamizig a good
relationship with the Qing dynasty. Koreans were therefore naturally reluctant to alter
this framework.

As the Koreans continued to procrastinate over their relations with Japan throughout
the early 1870s, the Japanese gradually becanteateds as they perceived the former as
being insinceré? The Japanese government may have been determined to avoid war
with Korea, but at the same time it started to feel that the Koreans would not come to the
negotiating table without some display of imaity force. In May 1875, an official in the
Gai mush@ named Moriyama Shigeru begged hi
diplomacy for this purpose, and they approved. There is some evidence which suggests
that highranked ministers such as the Head Mmist, Sanj @ Sanetomi , t he
Right, Iwakura Tomomi, and the Foreign Minister, Terashima Munenori, all saw this
report, and that they did not raise any particular objection. Accordingly, the warship
U n 6wagsent to Korea, and engaged in se\iitis off the Korean coast in September.
When it tried to |l and some of its seamen o
coast guards opened fire, and the Japanese responded by successfully seizing the battery.

The official and private letter&at Inoue Yoshika, the commanderlbh 6, wi@te to his

40n Japanese policy during the Undy3z crisis and
Kanghwa, see; Conroy, Japanese Seizure of Korea, 60-5; Duus, Abacus and Sword, 43-
9; Tabohashi, K/ ndai Ni ssen KawmwkXx393-6,0dakKahtaghti, 0Kz ka

J3zyaku jtio Sweiif u, B/, k Yamabei &5 Shzshi
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superiors in the Ministry of Navy before he left for Korea indicate that he was planning

to provoke the Koreans to start a incident. He believed that by doing so he could show

t he Chos Anitwas ipferioreto Jagam in terms of military strength, which
consequently would convince the former that it might lead to serious consequences if it
continued to refuse the Japanese requests to negotiate a treaty. Some of these letters
were read by NavMli ni st er Kawamura Sumiyoshi, and
not grant him definitive approval, neither did they openly disapprove of his initiative; it

is therefore difficult to assume that the ministry was not aware of what he intended to do.

Subsequetly, two govenment minister$ Inoue Kaoru and Kuroda Kiyotakawere

al

sent to Inchoé6An with an escort of warships

this ti me, the ChosAn ministers were recei.)

provincial governor of ZkiHaiwan (Capital District and Adjacent Waters) who wielded
significant influence over the decisiomaking of the Qing dynasty. He argued that

the Japanese would not start a war i f the
strongly recommendetihe Koreans to do so. It must also be remembered that Korea

was now ruled by King Kojong rather than his father, who had acted as the Prince Regent
(Taewono6gOn) wuntil his son came of age in
monarch who was incled to uphold the traditional structure of domestic politics and
external relations, he was not as hardline a conservative as his father was, and recognised
that the situation rendered it necessary for his country to sign a treaty with'9apan.

These facta all helped the Japanese to accomplish their objective of peacefully

150n t he Ch o s-Bakingldrring tkis casis and the Qing influence over this

issue, see;Banno, K/ ndai/i Chdzg ok u ,&Fe380;, Kim & Kih,3 Kohea and

the Politics of Imperialism, 17; Lee, West Goes East, 18-20; Tabohashi, Kindai Nissen

Kankei no,viK & BRB-B.dZ

16 Tabohashi, K/i ndai Ni ssen KawmwkEk406-np KekaWwashi, 0Kz ka
J3zyaku to Meidi2ji Seifu, o6 81
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establishing a relationship with Korea in the Western style of diplomatic conduct. The
Treaty of Kanghwa was signed on 27 February 1876.

It is undeniably true that this was a treatyamplished by gunboat diplomatya style
of diplomacy which the Japanese had resented when the West had imposed it on them in
the 1850s and 1860s. At the same time, as several Japanese historians have argued, the
main objective of this expeditonwastohh ng t he ChosAn officials t
and not to start a waf. The primary objective for the Japanese decisimkers in 1876
was to reach a peaceful settlement of the 6 indéient before it excited the former
samurai class, as the numlzdrantirgovernmental rebellions caused by this group of
individuals was steadily increasing in the ri870s'® In other words, the signing of
the treaty was an objective in itself rather than a means to accomplish some other end.
As a result, the claused the Treaty of Kanghwa inevitably became vague. The five

main points that the Japanese and Korean governments agreed were that;

1. ChosAn would be recognised as an autonomous
Japan; 2. The two countries should exchange missions, who could stay at their respective
capital city after negotiations:;tocBmme€hosAn woul
and would permit consuls to reside in them; 4
consular jurisdiction over its residents in Korea; 5. The treaty would come into effect

immediately after the signing, and not wait for ratificatién.

When the teaty was signed, the Japanese and the Koreans did not decide which two

17 Tabohashi, K/ ndai Ni ssen Ka wkZE gection®; Takahashiy,dZ 0 K3 k a

Jzyaku t o MedilQ2jYanteej N/uk kbam S5He i @¥7.Shzs hi ,

18 Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of Korea, 5 9 ; VI ast os, 0Opposition Move
Early Meiji, 1868 -1 8 8 5, 4003 8 2

19 Deuchler, Confucian Gentlemen and Barbarian Envoys, 45-8; Banno, Kindai

Chdzgoku Sei j3B0-lFabohashis ki ndai Ni ssen Kawkki/i no Kenky
504-8.
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harbours, other than Pusan, should be made into treaty ports, and there was no agreement
on commercial regulations. The Japanese negotiators also accommodated some of the
Korean demath s . Upon the request of the ChosAn ¢
use the words 6independent6é or O6sovereignd
the ChosAn regime, and also avoided using t
institution in their respective capit#s. Al t hough the ChosAn court
it could not escape the Japanese request to establish a diplomatic relationship based on
the Western principles, they still wanted to avoid making it too radical atdep&om
the style of diplomatic conduct that they had hitherto followed. There were therefore
many unsettled el ements | eft even after thi
would expand their interests in Korea thus depended on the negottaabmsould take
place after the signing of the treaty.

Without question, on many issues the Japanese pursued their interests in a selfish and
opportunistic manner. In regard to the negotiations on Jap&wesan commercial
regulations, which immediatelyollowed the signing of the treaty, the Japanese
negotiators were successful I n convincing t
should not extract any tariff. Before the negotiators were sent to Korea, they had been
i nstructed bhatthehskoulGendeavaus th Kgeptthe tariff rate below five
percentad valorem However, as they realised during the talks that the Koreans were

still ignorant about diplomacy based on Western principles, they decided to push for a

20 Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of Korea, 65-6; Tabohashi, Kindai Nissen Kankei no

Kenkydiol . 1, ch. 9. Takahashi ,h -102;Kzkhda arzyaku to M
Yamabe, N/ k kan He i gTokyds vgnanti hoten, 1966): 33 -4.

21 For the signing of the Japanese -Korean commercial convention and its

consequences, see; Deuchler, Confucian Gentlemen and Barbarian Envoys, 51-4;

Tabohashi, K/ ndai Ni ssen KawmwkZXch.18 and vole2; gp)5672Yamabe,

Ni kkan Hei BFI2S5hzshi
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nonttariff clause anavere duly successful. As industry in Korea was at a primitive stage,
even compared to Japan in the {4850s and the early 1860s, the only Korean
commodity that could be exported was rice, for which there was significant demand in
Japan. The increasedrdand resulted in inflation of the price of rice in Korea, and as
a result most of the Korean peasantry, who were pogtiitken already before the
signing of the treaty, could not afford to buy staple food. Yet, due to thEantirtlause
theresimpf was no mechanism that enabled the Ch
on the outflow of goods to Japan. They belatedly realised the hazard of tharifion
clause of the treaty, and requested the Japanese to alt& thWghen the Japanese
procrastimted about this request, the frustrated local authorities in Pusan responded by
extracting a tariff without the consent 0 |
diplomats complained that this was a violation of the tr&€atyThe Japanese requested
theChosAn officials to -imposed daiiffatb ehé yapameset ur n t
merchants, and the Koreans reluctantly complied as the Japanese started sending gunboats
to push their demartd.

Over the issue of designating two treaty ports other than PtisanJapanese
government requested the opening of one port each in the west (near the Kanghwa Island)
and the northeast of the Korean peningtilaThe decision to demand the opening of a

port in the northeast was made more from strategic considerationsnaarr about

22 Tabohashi, K/ ndai N/ ssen KawkkZXch. 18,cectke37.k y dZ

23 |bid; Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of Korea, 95-6; Yamabe, N/ k kan Hei gz Shzshi
41-2.

24 1bid.

25 On the negotiations over which treaty ports were to be opened, see; Conroy, T7he

Japanese Seizure of Korea, 86-97; Deuchler, Confucian Gentlemen and Barbarian

Envoys, 57-67; Tabohashi, K/ ndai N/ ssen KawkZkch. 1h-24; Hidermadk y dz
Takahashi, O0dMajigaefu dKhla dzyaku yori Jingo Jihen n
Sei saku noReTkeinskiaii g abk 601 KDea1889)d3. This article is

incorporated into Takahashi, N/ ss hi n Sen scghaperiloseclitn . /17
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Russian interest in annexing YAnghOngman (
known by the Japanese decisimakers already before the signing of the treaty, because
individuals such as Sir Harry Parkes, the British Minister to Japan I&66 to 1883,
and Enomoto Takeaki, the Japanese Minister to Russia from 1874 to 1878, had warned
them about this. As the ChosAn ministers
port in the northeast, the negotiations progressed relatively smaathlyn 28 August
1879 the Japanese and Koreans agreed that
port. While it is worth noting that security calculations started to be reflected more
strongly in Japanese policy towards Korea by the18#0s, it is inportant to observe
that these strategic concerns were still addressed within the framework set up by the
Treaty of Kanghwa, and that the Japanese government officials never contemplated the
idea of occupying or annexing a territory. On the other hared,ndgotiations on
designating a treaty port in the west of Korea dragged on much BSngéth e Ch o s An
ministers were reluctant to allow foreigners any access to one of the most densely
populated region of the country, but it was precisely because the west was the political
and economic heartland of Korea that the Japanese were firm in theindeo open a
port in this region. It was only on 28 February 1881 that the Koreans finally agreed to
open Inch6An within five years, but the pr e
stage?’

There also were quarrels over other issues, whictveterirom the fact that the

Japanese and the Koreans interpreted the terms of the Treaty of Kanghwa differently. As

2®2W55nsan was officiall ytonadpMayilddd. %ee Officialt r eaty po
Announcement of Daj a&N wo). 132pp. 3Pate0. 1 880,

27 Hanabusa to Inoue ( ), sent from Seoul, on 28 Feb 1881,

NGM , vol. 14, pp. 352-4.
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the Japanese negotiators had agreed to an
ministers insisted that the treaty did not oblkigem to host a legation in Seoul, and that
diplomatic negotiations should be conducted through the ahs&nding of occasional
envoys as was traditionally done between East Asian countries. Therefore, even after
the signing of a treaty, the Japanes#ainats had to visit Seoul whenever they had some
iIssue to negotiate with the Korean officials, and left the capital when the negotiations
ended. The Japanese, o f cour s e, interpre
6l egation, o aned ChesAmoaet hborissieedsttho per mi
permanently in the capital. Eventually, the Koreans reluctantly approved this in
December 1886

Japanese negotiations with the ChosAn of f
strong suspicio that the latter held towards the former. The assertive manner in which
the Japanese pressed their demands I|-ed to s
makers, just as the Japanese themselves had been frustrated when they were at the
receiving endof the gunboat diplomacy of the Western nations in themmdteenth
century?® The inflation of the price of rice in Korea immediately after the signing of
the commercial regulation also helped to spreadJapanese sentiment outside of the
government® In addition, there were many incidents in the 1870s that led to trouble

between the local people in Korea and Japanese residents, just as there had been many

28 For the negotiations over the establishment of a legation in Seo  ul, see Tabohashi,

Ki ndai Nissen Kankveil .nol ,Kermkydé2, part 35; Takaha
Mei ji Seifu, 6 3.

29 For the Japanese reaction against the Western gunboat diplomacy, see, among many,

Takashi Ishii, Mei j i | shi n no Korévisedad. (TakyosYoslkawak vy 3

Kzbunkan, 196 6) Nhon&&kakesii (TekRiyb; Yoshi kawa Kzbunka
1972); Hiroshi Mitani,  Meijji /shin to Nashonarizumu JdBakumat su no Gai kz to S
H e n g(Fokyo: Yamakawa Shuppansha, 1972).

30 Tabohashi, KindaiNisse n  Kan k e/  n ool X ehnlk;Yalfiabe, N/ k kan Hei g3
Shzsap.,
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troubles between the locals and the foreigners immediately after the arrival of the Western
resdents in the Chinese and Japanese treaty Ports.

When Pusan was designated as a treaty port, two major entrepreneurs ifi Japan
Shi busawa Ei i chiidsplagedanknterest in startingeabusinessdhere.
In particular Shibusawa showed stgoenthusiasm, as he opened a branch of his firm, the

Daiichi National Bank, immediately after the port was opettedlt is tempting to

assume from these cases that Korea attracted other entrepreneurs, but the evidence

suggests that they were more of aneption rather than arule.  Alexander Allan Shand,
the oyatoi (hired foreign employee in Japan) in the Ministry of Finance, strongly
discouraged Shibusawa from starting a business in a country which seemed to offer
limited economic potential, and the bdaf Mitsuii one of the largest investor groups
in Japan which also held a majority of the stocks of the Daiichi National Bavds
unani mously agai s tMitsibishi dlso slid wo agsee o logem a
steamer line between Nagasaki and Pusdih the government guaranteed to pay it a
hefty subsidy*

Shibusawa recalled in the twentieth century that his ventures in the early Meiji period

were motivated by a strong sense of emotional affiliation towards Réredowever,

31 Uchida, Brokers of Empire, 35-47; Yamabe, N/ k kan He i @gk2. Bohagounts,

of the troubles between local people and foreigners in Japan, see Fox, Britain and

Japan. For simila r incidents in China from the 1830s to 1860s, see, among many,

Bickers, The Scramble for China ; Fairbank, T7rade and Diplomacy on the China Coast .

2Ki mura, OMeijiki Ch3zsen Shinshutsu Nihonjin

(Kokuritsu) Gi rmkz:nsrhatG&huzsteon Shi bus awBokdétdof c hi , 6

Empire , 35-47.

330Fusan Kai k3 Gojdinen no Kai ko (Reflecting on

Gink3z no ChAhindrmsuSthion Shi busawa Eiichi, 6 57.
3 Ki mura, oOMeijiki Chzsen Shinshutsu Nihonjin

n

n

t

t he
Pusan) by gkurSaADSKvwlhG pph8-11;:5,hi mada, oDaii chi (Kokur

t

35 Extract fromthedraftof Dai/i 7 chi Ginkz Gojdinenshi (Fifty Year

Bank), SEDS, vol. 16, pp. 5-6.
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most of the major Japanesetrepreneurs did not share this sentiment and instead made
their decisions based upon economic calculations, they preferred to invest in domestic
Japanese industries and businesses which were at the developing stage. Accordingly,
those who decided to gage in business in Korea were usually only sisedle
entrepreneurs with very limited capital, desperately seeking an opportunity to expand
their fortunes®® Their desperation often led them to be very assertive, and they often
tried to expand their opations outside of the treaty port without the permission of the
local authorities, and yet the local officials could not punish these merchants due to
extraterritoriality” As t he ChosAn officials were suspi
former were relatant about giving any concessions to the latter. The Japanese foothold
in Korea therefore remained inevitably small even five years after the signing of the treaty.
The commercial regulation and the opening o
gdn from the ChosAn court in the 1870s, anc
to win anything more.

In order to retain their small foothold in Korea, the Japanese officials did not dare to
|l ose the goodwill of t he @/maed that peackffili ci al s
negotiation was the best means to nurture mutual confid@ndéspecially after the
ChosAn -thekessomngreed to make I nch6An a tre
issues which tempted the Japanese to resort to gunboat diploma@bg military

personnel who were sent to Korea were nst

36 See footnote 11 of this chapter. See also Yamabe, N/ kK kan Hei @A¥2.Shzshi

37 lbid.

38 On the general Japanese policy towards Korea from 1880 to the outbreak of Imo

mutiny, see Conroy, 7he Japanese Seizure of Korea, 97-9; Duus, Abacus and Sword, 52;

Tabohashi, K/ ndai N/ ssen Kawkk747-8,dabdiashi,kKinddi Nissen

Kankei novoKegohklpdbakahashi, 0Jing3z JiYamabe,t o Mei j i
Ni kkan Hei ;A%6.Shzshi,
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unnecessary trouble with the | ocal peopl e, ¢
diplomats in the treaty port8. The Japanese decisiomakers also teid to demonstrate
their goodwill by trying to educate the Koreans in the need to modernise their country
because it was the appropriate and rational measure for any country to take in order to
maintain its independence in a modern international environment

From this perspective, the Gaimush@ and Ha
to Korea, encouraged ChosAn officials to s
observe the progress of Japanese moderni sat
court that they were fencouraging the moder
instead from a genuine bel i éf Theiheffortsdidt i s i n
seem to pay of f, as the ChosAn mdOrndst ers s
October 188f! Hanabusa also continued to advocate the importance of political and
military modernisation to ChosAn officials
Japanese military advisors in May 1881 in order to train and organise tseACho r oy a |

guard into a modernised military udi&. The ChosAn decision in F

39 For the quote, see Enomoto to Inoue ( ), 16 Apr 1880, HSM K K
36352. See also Enomoto to Kawam ura ( ), Gaimushgz, 13
Jan 1880, BKS - -M13-11-513 (JACAR Reference Code C09114126900);
Inoue to lwakura ( ), 29 Jan 1880. NGM vol. 13, pp. 431; Takino to Hayashi
( ), sent from Warship Amagi (at Pusan), 4 Jan 1881, BKS - -
M14-4-578 (JACAR C09114906100); Nakamuta to Enomoto ( 3
— ), 18 Jan 1881, BKS - -M14-4-578 (JACAR C09114906100).
40 For the quote, see Hanabusa to Inoue (Unnumbered), Seoul, 10 Feb 1881, NGM vol.
14, pp. 343-7 . See al so Ueno t o), T&keon2B uly 1881, NGM vol.
14, pp. 307; Il noue to SanjMNGMvddhppnBer ed), 2 Nov 1
41 For envoys in 1880, see the Report by Hanabusa, Written Sometime in 1880 Date
Unknown, HSM KS 36361. I'n this doewment, it is
stayed in Japan from 13 Aug to 8 Sept 1880. Also,see | noue t o Sanj 3 (
), 17 Aug 1880, NGM vol. 13, pp. 389-396; Shibusawa to Hanabusa (Private), 26 Aug
1880, SEDS, add. vol. 4, pp. 167-8. For the envoys in 1881, see NGM, vol. 14, pp. 308-
310.
2Hanabusa to I noue (Unnumbered), Seoul, 13 May 1¢
(Private), 16 May 1881, KSKKT SM 48 -12.

54



introduce some reforms to their governance structure by creating a new Board of Internal
and External Affairs (T6éongni Amu@Bdard whi ch
of External Affairs) of the Qing, was positively received by the Japanese as a sign that
the Korean regime was showing interest in modernising the cdtintry.

In other cases, the Japanese officials relied on gifts in order to win the goodwill of the
Kor eans. Upon another recommendation of He
agreed on 25 October 1880 to offer modern weapons to the king in order to show their
goodwill. ¢ The Japanese decisiomakers in Tokyo also attempted diplomatic
appeasement. For example, they became convinced by early 1881 that some diplomatic
compromi se must be made in order to accomp
purpose they prepared to open negotiations for amending thtamibrclause of the
Japanes&oreancommercial agreemefit. Al s o, when the ChosAn of
i n August 1881 that Japanese fisher men wer
fishery and forestry despite the fact that such an action was not permitted in the Treaty of
Kanghwa, the Jaanese promised to punish the culprits and try to prevent such cases from
happening agaiff During the Tokugawa era some feudal lords had claimed possession
of UlIl Ongdo, and a few individuals within

rationaletooccupy the island. However, the Gai

43 Hanabusa to Inoue (Unnumbered), Seoul, 20 Feb 1881, NGM, vol. 14, pp. 290-1;

Kondz to I noue, Pusan, 8Uevaa tlB88Sanj 3Efdhnoaswmber ted
Mar 1881, NGM, vol. 14, pp. 360-2; Hanabusa to Inoue, Seoul, 19 Mar 1881.

Enclosure to Ueno to Sanj 3 NGM,val.ddngpe3b2e5d ) , 14 Apr 1

44 Inoue to Iwakura (Unnumbered), 1 enclosure, 21 Jan 1880; InouetoSan | 3 (
), 14 Feb 1880; Inoue to Sanj 2z (Unnumbered), 2 e
Sanj 3 ( ), 25 Oct 1880. All from NGM vol. 13, pp. 418-429.

45 Hanabusa to Inoue (Unnumbered), 3 enclosures, Seoul, 2 Feb 1881, NGM vol. 14, pp.

331-342.

46 Fordispute over Ul Il Ljngdo, see; Ueno to Sanj 3 (Unnu
27 Aug 1881; Ueno to Sanj3 (Unnumbered), 1 encl os
NGM vol. 14, pp. 387-394.
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indicated that the Japanese feudal | or ds he
in 1694, and they therefore thought there were no strong grounds for claiming possession
of the slands. Thus, through persuasion and appeasement, the Japanese ministers and
diplomats sought to win the goodwill of their Korean counterparts.

What lay beneath these policies was the convidétiwhich was shared by the majority
of the Japanese ministers t he seni or officials of the Gai
I that there was a sizeable group of progressives within the Korean deuskens. At
this stage, the Japanese had some faith in
progr ersdkiiwieddual s to overcome the old and in
from a privileged background and know nothing about what is happening outside of their
family, 0 just as the Meiji oligarchs had ac
Shogunaté’ This faith was strengthened by the fact that there also were many Korean
individuals who unofficially came to Japan without the permission of the court to learn
about the modernisation project of their neighd8urOf course, this perception was
basedupon a gross underestimation of the suspicion that the Koreans held towards the
Japanese. Accordingly, in the summer of 1882 the Japanese det#iers received
the news of the outbreak of an aldipanese riot in Seoul with great surprise. They were
even more shocked when they learned that the Chinese were determined to draw on their
authority as a suzerain power over the ChAs

in Tokyo as fundamentally being a bilateral Japaf@sean crisis.

47 Hanabusa to Inoue (Unnumbered), 3 enclosures, Seoul, 2 Feb 1881, NGM vol. 14, pp.
331-342.
8] wakura to 1tz (Pr iHKM tva. ), pp. 257 Hahbbusa td li8o8eq ,

), Seoul, 15 Apr 1881, NGM, vol. 14, pp. 302-3.
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British Policy towards Korea until the Imo Mutiny

Throughout the history of the ChosAn dyna
interacted with their East Asian neighbours, but there was very little contact between them
and the Western world until the midneteath century. Not even a trading relationship
with restrictions existed between the Europeans and the Koreans, and not a single port
was opened to Western merchants. By the 1830s many Britons started to perceive
overseas trade as something that could efferyone in society an opportunity to expand
their fortunes, and therefore believed that the chance to engage in such enterprises should
be offered to everyone, not just a small number of chartered compani€se Industrial
Revolution enabled larger mber of Europeans to travel across the world, #msl
outflow started to become apparent in East Asia., Most of them set their sights on China,
which seemed to offer the biggest commercial potential. While some British individuals
contemplated the ided sending a mission to Korea, their priority was to negotiate with
the Chinese first, and there was little reason for them to make similar attempts to open
Japan and Korea before they had accomplished their objective in®€hina.
After the 1830s, the Britisldid not contemplate taking any initiatives to open a
per manent trading relationship with Korea,
very determined not to end its policy of seclusion. In February 1866, nine French
missionaries were arrested amck ec ut ed by the ChosAn court

under the regency of the xenophobic Taewon

9John Gall agher and Ronald Robinson, 7@ The | mperi e
Decline, Revival and Fall of the British Empire. The Ford Lectures and Other Essays,

by John Gallagher , ed. Anil Seal, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press): 1  -18.

50 Bickers, The Scramble for China ; Lee, West Goes East, 11-2.
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Korea® In a separate incident which happened in the same year, the entire crew of the
American merchant schoon&enera Shermanwere attacked and killed by the local
Korean population near Pyongyang. When the regime refused to acknowledge
responsibility for these incidents, the French launched naval expedition in October that
year, and the Americans followed suit in 1871The British, though, remained
uninvolved in these issues, and the Koreans subsequently succeeded in resisting the half
hearted attacks by the Americans and the FréhclAs there was already a functioning
and profitable trade network in East Asia, thenaes no real incentive for the British to
insist that the ChosAn government revise i
the danger that Korean resistance could lead to a military engagement that might, in turn,
lead to a Parliamentary outcry andigh down the Treasury. A strong degree of apathy
thus characterised the British attitude towards Korea.

When the Japanese managed to sign the Treaty of Kanghwa, British diplomats in East
Asia started to contemplate whether this might provide a chantteefarto open relations
with Korea®® However, they quickly realised that the officials in Seoul were unwilling
to negotiate treaties with Western nations. Accordingly, the British diplomats in East
Asia concluded that Britain would have to engage in gahldiplomacy, just as Japan
had, if it wished to bring Korea to the negotiating table. Parkes thought that such a
measure would be jJjustifiabl e, as he saw Ru

British trade network in East Asia, and viewed Koreaat he r egi onds weak |

51 For these incidents involving the French an  d the Americans, see Banno, Kindai

Chdlgoku Sei j3r89@an, Wi tastiPhase of the East Asian World Order , ch.

2: Lee, West Goes East, 14-17.

52 |bid.

53 On British decision -making before and after the Treaty of Kanghwa, see Daniels,  Sir

Harry Parkes , 157-1 6 4 ; Hi rose SeaNizsnaei no | girisu Kyokut 3z ¢
I c hi k 3 s a tlsKobayashil B9eiki lgirisu Seisaku to Higashi Ajia,  92-4.
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no power to defend itself from the Russidhs.The best measure therefore to fill this
vacuum was to open relations, as this would grant Korea recognition as an independent
state, whose sovereignty would be respectedaat lin principle. When Russia signed

a treaty with Japan on 7 May 1875 to end the border dispute in the northeast Asian waters,
Parkes became perturbed that the dispute that had led these two countries into a difficult
relationship for a long time hadéeresolved. He believed that Japan had come to this
agreement in order to divert its territorial ambitions to elsewhere in East Asia, in other
words by cooperating with the Russia it could annex some territory or ports from Korea.
In order to prevent #se two countries taking such course, Parkes advocated the
occupati on o f-AdKirAlmsir Aliled RydeY, ithe €Eommander-Chief of

China Squadron, and his predecessor C. F. A. Shadwell also agreed that the possession of
these islands would grantiiin a great strategic advantage over the other powers in this
region if war broke out.

However, Baron Tenterden, the Permanent Undersecretary of the Foreign Office,
rejected such advice. He argued in July that hefidid o t much | ike the
occupyng outlying places to what we have no little. If we set the example other Powers
may be r eady Tenterdéndelrbdahat if Britaindet a precedent by seizing
KAmundo then Russia would use this to just:i
Korea, The Foreign Secretary, the Earl of Derby, agreed witlithim private letter that
Robert Bourke, the Parliamentary Undersecretary at the Foreign Officéo $&toy in

October summarised the opinion of the senior officials of the bureaucracy.

4For Parkesds opi ni on -6pseeeRarkdsboiDerbyilUnrsimbered, n 1875
Telegraphic), Tokyo, 20 July 1875 (rec. 23 July), F O 46/192; Parkes to Tenterden

(Private), Hong Kong, 9 Mar 1876, FO 363/2.

55 Memo by Tenterden, 30 July 1875. Attached to Parkes to Derby (Telegraphic),

Tokyo, 20 July 1875 (rec. 23 July), FO 46/192.

56 |bid.
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On the whole | think: 1. It would be morally indefensible to take violent possession; 2) It is

not reasonable to think that we could purchase these islands; 3) il Wegiwould be no

use unless we fortified them strongly; 4) It is a matter of little consequence to us whether
anotheré maritime power gains possessions of t

suspicions it would arouse and the jealousy it would ektiEurope, Asia and America if

t57

we were to doé a violen or unjust act in the

Above all, they all questioned whether there really was a Russian threat to British
interests in East Asia as Parkes had argued. While the Comman@dnief of the
China Squadron agreed t hat t he possession
advantageous if an AnglRussian conflict broke out, they nonetheless reported that there
were only a few warships and troops in Vladivostok and therefore it was very unlikely
that Russia would go to wafr. Bourke was also against the idea of attempting to open
up Korea through gunboat diplomacy. The problem here was that even if the navy
appeared off Korea simply to make a demonstration and the Koreans resisted, the Foreign
Office would have only two options; it could authorise the Commamd&hief to
engage with the opponents, and thus risk criticism in Parliament, or withdraw without
firing back, thus compromising British prestigfe. Neither option seemed desirable,
especailly when dealing with a country that offered very little commercial potential.
British ministers and the senior officials of the Foreign Office therefore took every

precaution not to throw themselves into an entangling situation. And as the

57 Bourke to Derby (Private), FO, 16 Oct 1875, DP  LRO, 920 DER (15) 16/2/9.

58 Parkes to Derby (No. 141 Con fidential), Tokyo, 18 Oct 1875 ( rec. 6 Dec), FO 46/194;
Ryder to the Secretary to the Admiralty, Audacious (Hong Kong), 8 Dec 1875 (rec. 24
Jan 1876), ADM 1/6343.

59 For the Parliamentary outcry that  occurred during the British military engagements
with China and Japan, see Fox, Britain and Japan , 116-8; Gelber, Opium, Soldiers and
Evangelicals , X.
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government®f the other Western nations were also reluctant about taking the initiative
with Korea, the British decisiemakers found no particular reason to act unilaterally to
bring the ChosAn regime out of its isolated
British thinking, though, began to @hge as the decade went on. Tha 0 ipcident
and the subsequent signing of the JapaKesean treaty occurred just before the long
running Eastern Question escalated into a Risskish War in April 1877. The British
government made manoeuvres to prevhe Russians from acquiring a foothold in the
Balkans and Mediterranean in the late stage of this war and during the peace conference,
and as a result, the AngRussian relationship became increasingly téhseAfter the
conclusion of the war the Bish and the Russians started to quarrel over Central Asia
more directly than before. For example, the British government raised strong objections
when they learned that the Russians were planning to turn the port of Batum by the
Caspian Sea into a militabase®® The British also watched the Russians suspiciously
when the latter started to negotiate the delineation of their borders with the Ottoman
Empire and Persia, in the fear that they would attempt to draw the frontier as far south as
possible??  Findly, the British government became alarmed when it learned that Russia
had carried out a punitive military expedition against bandits who had harassed Russian

residents in the region near Merv in Afghanistan in 1880Although mutual suspicion

60 Anderson, The Eastern Question, 1774 -1923, Jelavich, The Ottoman Empire, the
Great Powers, and the Stra its Question ; Dwight E. Lee, Great Britain and the Cyprus
Convention policy of 1878 , (Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press 1934). W. N.
Medlicott, 7he Congress of Berlin and After: A Diplomatic History of the Near Eastern
Settlement, 1878 -1880, 2 ed., (London: Frank Cass & Co., 1963; 1 st ed. published by
Methuen & Co., 1938); Richard Millman,  Britain and the Eastern Question, 1875 -1878,
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1979).

6l Bar bara Jel avi ch, 0Great Britain and-18B6, Russi al
Slavonic and East European Review , 48:110 (Jan 1970): 44-66.

62 Northbrook to Granville (Private), 12 May 1880, PRO 30/29/137.

63 Dilip Kumar Ghose, England and Afghanistan: A Phase in their Relations , (Calcutta:
The World Press, 1960 ), 163-81. The memorandu m written for circulation in the

61



between Biiain and Russia was quite strong already by themmdteenth century, it was

quite rare for them to quarrel directly over territory in Aia.However, after the Russo

Turkish War, the decisiemakers of Britain and Russia started to become more sensitiv

about each otherdéds actions wherever they to
It was in these circumstances that the British government started in 1880 to receive

numerous reports about an increase in the Russian naval presence in East Asian waters.

This cameabout as a consequence of a Sjussian territorial dispute over the lli region,

in modernday Xinjiang, which threatened to lead to War.In contrast to 18756, the

Admiralty and the Foreign Office now received numerous reports which indicated that

the Russians were actively reinforcing their military and naval forces in the Far East in

order to prepare for the possible outbreak offvarn July the SineRussian relationship

deteriorated to the extent that it developed into aseare between thesgd countries,

and this issue was raised in the Cabinet and Parliament on several ocasions.

cabinet on 25 Feb 1884 summarises the development of the Merv question very well.

See Memorandum by E. B. (unidentifiable author), 25 Feb 1884, PRO 30/29/365. For
the Government of I ndiads f earseetlartegton®Bussi an campa
Granville (Private), 11 June 1880; Hartington to Granville (Private), 7 July 1880.

Both from PRO 30/29/131.

64 Anderson, The Eastern Question ; Michael Edwardes, Playing the Great Game: A
Victorian Cold War , (London: Hamish Hamilton, 1  975); Jelavich, The Ottoman Empire,
the Great Powers, and the Straits Question ; David Gillard, The Struggle for Asia 1828 -
1914: A Study in British and Russian Imperialism , (London: Methuen & Co., 1977).

65 0 Ru s sTimes, »Jan 1880; From Correspondentin Shanghai, ORussia and C
Times, Shanghai, 3 Jan 1880. For secondary sources on the lli crisis, see Immanuel C.
Y. Hsu, The lli Crisis: A Study of Sino -Russian Diplomacy 1871 -1881, (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1965).

66 Memorandum by Admiral Ryder, Duke o f Wellington (Portsmouth), 9 Dec 1879;
Memorandum by Captain Fisher, Northampton (Portsmouth), 8 Dec 1879. Both are
enclosures to the Secretary of the Admiralty to Coote (No. 81 Confidential), Admiralty,

23 Mar 1880, ADM 125/25. Also see Kennedy to Granv ille (No. 113 Confidential),
Tokyo, 29 June 1880 (rec. 13 Aug), FO 46/257; Coote to the Secretary of the Admiralty
(No. 263), Iron Duke (Yokohama), 30 June 1880 (rec. 23 Aug), ADM 1/6527.

67 Commons Sittings, 27 May 1880, HCH, 3rd Series Vol. 252, pp.522; C ommons
Sitting, 1 July 1880, HCH, 3rd Series Vol. 253, pp.1260; Kennedy to Granville (No.

110), Tokyo, 3 July 1880 (rec. 13 Aug), FO 46/257; Wade to Granville (No. 97

Telegraphic), Beijing, 9 July 1880 (rec. 15 July), FO 17/831; Wade to Granville (No. 112
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As a consequence, British diplomats and decisiakers became increasingly
concerned about the Korean situat®én.Already on 29 June 1880 J. G. Kennedy, the
Briti sh Charg® d6Affaires in Japan, reported
bent on war with China in order to maintain her Eastern prestige and possibly with a view
to the annexation of Coresi€) ®° 0 Additionally, he reported that the Qing ieg was
becoming increasingly anxious about Japanese designs towards Korea. Kennedy
observed that Chinabs anxiety was driving i
in order to prevent the country falling under Japanese cdfitralhe situatiorin Korea
thus started to look increasingly dangerous, due to the concern that the power vacuum in
the country might provoke its neighbours to scramble. Therefore, on 25 May 1880,
Kennedy reiterated what Parkes had argued in 1875, and suggested thatsBatdd
sign a treaty with the ChodAn regime in ord
Britain did not take any immediate initiative to negotiate a treaty, because the Foreign
Office knew that an American Commodore, Robert W. Shufeldt, was already trying to
opencommni cati ons with ChosAn officials over
chose to wait until they learnt of the outcofie.However, despite the fact that Inoue

Kaoru, who by this time was serving as the Foreign Minister, gave a letter to Shufeldt

Telegraphic), Beijing, 22 July 1880 (rec. 28 July), FO 17/832; Ripon to Hartington

(Private, Telegraphic), 24 July 1880, PRO 30/29/131; Brett to Ripon (Private), 27 July

1880, PRO 30/29/131; Memorandum circulated in the Cabinet, 4 Aug 1880, PRO

30/29/118.

68 For British policy towards Korea from 1880 to the outbreak of the Imo mutiny, see

Hirose, ONisshin Senszmae no | girisud42Kyokutz Sei s
Kobayashi, 19 Sei/i ki [ girisu G¥®AWMIAIIAo Hi gashi Aji a,
69 Kennedy to Granville (No. 114 Confidential), Tokyo, 29 June 1880 (rec. 13 Aug), FO

46/257.

70 Kennedy to Granville (No. 131 Very Confidential), Tokyo, 27 July 1880 (rec. 16 Sept),

FO 46/257.

71 Kennedy to Salisbury (No. 90 Confidential), Tokyo, 25 May 1880 (rec. 14 July), FO

46/257.

72 Kennedy to the FO (No. 74), Tokyo, 30 Apr 1880 (rec. 25 June), FO 46/256.
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which recommended the Korean government to negotiate a treaty, this overture failed.
When Kennedy |l earned that the ChosAn offici
it and refused even to sit at a negotiating table, he, as well as other British dipilomat
Japan, understood the strong suspicion that the Korean elites had towards not only the
Japanese but also the WesterrigrsAs the senior officials of the Foreign Office were
not inclined to resort to any form of gunboat diplomacy over this issueg®arko was
in London at this time, suggested that the Qing officials should be asked to mediate, as
he was aware that the Qing had much strong
Japar’* But from lateAugust 1880, the Foreign Office became more iedéht about
the issue of a treaty with Korea as the Situssian tension over the lli crisis started to
ease. British diplomats in East Asia reported that the negotiations between China and
Russia had finally achieved a breakthrough and thus the crisisl Wwe settled without
resorting to war; Russia agreed to drop its territorial claim over lli if the Qing would pay
an extra indemnity, and the latter agréed The warscare had certainly passed its peak
after the summer of 1880, and a negotiated settiein€reaty of St. Petersbuiigwas
signed on 24 February 1881.

As SinaRussian tensions eased, the strategic importance of signing a treaty with Korea
declined. War in East Asiaits large expenditure and political risknight be justifiable
if it were for the protection of British imperial interests from Russian expansionism.
Without it, British decisiormakers were very reluctant to take coercive action in the

region. After February 1881, the dialogue between London and its representatives in

73 Kennedy to Granville (No. 135), Tokyo, 5 Aug 1880 (rec. 1 Oct), FO 46/257.

“Memorandum by Par kes, 22 Aug 1880, and Pauncef ot
this document; Parkes to Pauncefote, (Private), 24 Aug 1880. Both FO 46/257.

75 Wade to Granville (No. 136 Telegraphic), Beijing, 16 Aug 1880 (rec. 24 Aug); Wade to

Granville (No. 141 Confidential), Beijing, 22 Aug 1880 (rec. 14 Oct). Both FO 17/833.

Kennedy to Granville (No. 15 9), Tokyo, 20 Sept 1880 (rec. 13 Nov), FO 46/258.
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East Asia over this issue stopped, due to the fact that the Russian government started
withdrawing the warships they had sent to the Far #asiVhile the potential for future

Russian expansion into Korea continued to linger in the mind, and the British decision
makers continued to think it preferable to
now became less pressing.

From | ate 1881, Shufeldt made another atte
court, this time through the mediation of Li Hongzhan@y this point, Li too was
starting to feel the need to induce the CI
di pl omatic relationship, so that the | atter
Japanese or Russian expansionism into the kingdonThe British felt no problem
about waiting until they learnt the outcome of the negotiation. As Shufeldt was
successful in signing the Americ#orean Treaty of Peace, Amity and Commerce on 22
May 1882, the British government duly sent Vigdmiral Sir Geaoge Willes, the
Commandein-Chief of China Squadron, to Seoul in order to negotiate its own
commercial treaty wit h-KordartreaywasdAysigeed anr t .

6 June 1882, and the terms were identical to the AmeKcaean treaty?

However, this treaty provoked substantial opposition from the British community in

76 Kennedy to Granville (No. 5 Most Confidential), Tokyo, 10 Jan 1882 (rec. 27 Feb),

FO 46/284; Willes to the Secretary of the Admiralty (No. 320), Iron Duke (Vladivostok),
16 Aug 1881 (rec. 1 Oct), ADM 1/65 76; Kennedy to Tenterden (Private), 3 June 1881,
FO 363/1 Part 3.

77 Deuchler, Confucian Gentlemen and Barbarian Envoys, 116; Lee, West Goes East,
22-3.

78 For whatever reason, British diplomats in East Asia did not mention the Anglo -
Korean treaty immediatel vy after its signing. It was not until 21 June that Parkes
reported about the signing of the treaty, and in this document he stated that the treaty
was signed on 6 June. See Parkes to Tenterden (Private), Tokyo, 21 June 1882 (rec. 27
July), FO 46/285. A copy of the treaty was forwarded to the Foreign Office by Wade as
an enclosure to his dispatch on 24 July, and it is also stated in this document that the
treaty was signed on 6 June. See Wade to Granville (No. 51 Confidential), 1 enclosure,
Beijing, 6 Ju ly 1882 (rec. 31 Aug), FO 17/896.
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East Asia, for two main reasons. First, they were upset with the commercial regulations
stipulated in the treaty. Parkes, who forwarded complaints to the Foreign Office on
behalf of the treatyport population, argued that the regulations prevented foreigners from
shipping goods produced by Korean domestic producers between the treat$ ports.
Also, the average tariff rate was set at about 10%, with some products set at 30%; thi
was much higher than that set by the ArGlinese and Angldapanese treaties, whose
average rates were around 8%.Finally, he thought it equally problematic to have a
clause that obliged both the ChosArm and
legislation on the strict supervision and regulation of opium tramelause that did not

exist in the regulations with the Qing and Japan. Parkes feared that the Qing and
Japanese governments might demand similar concessions if such terms wetegtrmit
Korea, and if that happened it would have disturbing consequences for the British
commercial position in East Asia.

The question of the Qing claim of suzerainty over Korea also sparked controversy.
The traditional suzeraimassal relationship wasdifficult concept for the Westerners to
understand, as the former did not exercise the degree of control which would have made
the latter its protectorate or colony, but at the same time the latter was still short of being
completely independent. The Wes diplomats were therefore inclined to continue to
adhere to the Westphalian system and clarify this vague status by signing a treaty with
Korea as an independent nation, but in the summer of 1882 the Qing court insisted on
making Westerners recognigse suzerainty. Before the Americ&orean commercial

treaty was signed, when Shufeldt entered into preliminary negotiations in Tianjin with Li

79 Unless otherwise specified, the information in the next three paragraph s is derived
from Parkes to Tenterden (Private), Tokyo, 21 June 1882 (rec. 27 July), FO 46/285;
Parkes to Lord Tenterden (Private), Tokyo, 13 July 18 82 (rec. 15 Aug), FO 46/286.
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Hongzhang before he negotiated with the Koreans, the latter attempted to insert a clause
that would make the Amigans accept Qing suzerainty over Koféa.Li ended up

facing a strong protest from Shufeldt over this request and agreed to drop it, but only on
the condition that the American President would accept a letter from Kojong which stated
that he recognisedhé suzerainty of the Qirftj.

As Willes had signed the Angldorean treaty without making any amendments to the
AmericanKorean original, the international status of Korea remained vague, and Parkes
was not impressed by this point as well. He contendedfthiz# Western countries
recognise Korea as an equal nation to themselves by signing treaties while at the same
time also acknowledging Chinese suzerainty over Korea, then the Qing might interpret
this as meaning that the Western governments accepteasial status. Parkes also
argued that if the Western countries accepted such a claim then the Russians might
interpret it to mean that Korea was a colony or within the boundary of the Qing Empire,
and use this to justify the occupation of Korean teryitbwar broke out between Russia
and China. Parkes forwarded his complaint to the Foreign Office throughout late June
to early July of 1882, and argued that the terms of the Alkgtean treaty must be
renegotiated on the grounds that it would have megatonsequences for the British
strategic and commercial position in East Asia. But before the British government could
decide on what to do, the Imo mutiny broke out in Seoul, thus bringing the problems

rai sed by Chinabds newfJganasweihsi ons to the

81 Deuchler, Confucian Gentlemen and Barbarian Envoys , 117-8.
82 |bid.
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Japanese Policy During and Immediately After the Imo Crisis

The international environment that surrounded Korea in 1882 was quite different from

thatin 1876. In part this was because the British and the Russians had begun to see eac

ot herds actions in Asia w4il870s, battitrwasnaise r S USf
different because the Qing policy towards Korea had started to change at around the same

time. Before the lat&870s, the Qing had pursued a policy of Hrterventionin the

affairs of its vassals. It had chosen to stay out of the FrFAnoamese War from 1858

to 1861, and raised no particular objection when the French demanded that the Nguyen
dynasty of Annam (moderday Vietham)i another kingdom recognised by then@as

one of its vassalscede Cochin China after their victd¥y. Also, during theJ n 6 oyists

Li Hongzhang had guaranteed Mori Arinori, t
visiting Tianjin to discuss the situation in Korea, that the Qing waald intervene

beyond the level of providing friendly advié®. Indeed, when the Chinese had exercised

influence over Korea in the 1870s, they did so in a way that did not particularly upset the
Japanese. After all, it was Li who played a role in convintive Koreans of the need to

sign a treaty with Japdi. To some extent, it was because the Japanese negotiators felt
confident that the Qing would not intervene in Japatfkemean affairs that they did not

become desperate about clarifying the internatiatatus of Korea in the Treaty of

Kanghwa.

8 Banno, K/ ndai Chdzgoku ,RelD pectior@ar/i kzs hi

84 Deuchler, Confucian Gentlemen and Barbarian Envoys, 29-35; Kim, The Last Phase
of the East Asian World Order, 237-242; Okamoto, Zokkoku to Jishu no Aida, 368,
section 2; Tabohashi, K/ ndai N/ ssen KawkZEchl10; sectishe2®-30y dZ
8 Banno, K/ ndai Chdlg ok u , RO QGkamot& aZokkogust b Jishu no Aida ,
368; Tabohashi, K/ ndai Ni ssen KawmwkZEchl® part KleTakahasi,
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However, Qing policy towards its vassals started to change after the signing of the
treaty. As already discussed in this chapter, the Qing experienced diplomatic difficulties
with Russia over lli in the |at#870s. By then, the French had also acquired more
territory in Indochina, and had signed a treaty with Annam which stipulated that the latter
would sever its traditional ties with the Qing and instead accept French proféction.
Finally, the Kingdom of Ryuwu 1 another traditional vassal of the Qirigwas
incorporated into Japan in 18%9. As foreign powers annexed, or tried to annex,
territories which the Qing officials considered as being within their sphere of influence,
the latter started to feel the @ strengthen their strategic position on the frofifierit
should also be remembered that by 1880, the-atadde domestic rebelliofighe Taiping,
Ninan, Miao and Muslim revolts that had ravaged the Qing Empire throughout the
previous three decaddwmd finally been quelle®? China was therefore in a better
position to assert its influence abroad than before. It finally did so during the Imo
mutiny which broke out in Seoul in July 1882.

The cause of the mutiny was the dissatisfaction that maniesoland officers felt

towards the inequality that existed within the Korean attnyAs noted above, the

8 Banno, K/ ndai Chdzg ok u ,Reld, pectionRaliewisshvk @here, The
Diplomacy of the Sino -French War (1883 -1885).: Global Complications of an Undeclared
War (Notre Dame, Indiana: Cross Cultural Publications, 1988), 13  -5.

87 Banno, K/ ndai Chdzgoku , 6 NighizatocGa&hkamzsmai su Chdzr ydzni chi
Kankei shi mno Kenkyad

8 Banno, K/ ndai ChdZgoku ,Refl)./ Gai kzshi

8 Kwang-c hi ng Liu, 0The Cin&herCanbiagesttsiory & Chine n\old
10, 409-490.

% For an account of the initial outbreak of the mutiny, see Deuchler, Confucian
Gentlemen and Barbarian Envoys, 130-2; Kim, The Last Phase of the East Asian World
Order, 316-8; Kim and Kim, Korea and the Politics of Imperialism, 33-5; Larsen,
Tradition, Treaty and Trade, 80-82; Lee, West Goes East, 34-7; Tabohashi, Kindai
Nissen Kankei va.d,clK&bn Fortie Japanese response, see Tabohashi,

Kindai Nissen Kaw&ki ho &bonkj6Z Takahashi, 0Jingo
Sei f 116. 6Forgrimary source, see BKS - -M15-1-130 (JACAR
C06031037900) and - -M15-1-131 (JACAR C06031038500). Also,
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ChosAn government had embarked on the mode
1881, and invited Japanese military advisors to train the royal guards under modern
Western military principles. The soldiers and officers in the Jaedregned unit were

equipped with modern military armaments. They were alsopeatl, whereas it was not

rare for the government to be very late in paying rice stipends to most of the other
personnel in the army. When the latter soldiers found outttieaarmy would not

provide the expected stipends on 13 July 1882, some of them started a riot. The
TaewondgOn saw this as an opportunity to re
in 1873 by wiping out his political rivals, and thus escalatedititanto a largescale

mutiny. He provoked the soldiers and officers to attack the Japaaessd royal

guards and the Korean ministers who had supported developing such a unit. Since
resentment towards the Japanese was shared by many Koreans segdrtileir social

background, some of the commoners joined the mutiny. In face of the riot, the Korean
government was powerless and in no position to offer protection to the Japanese; the

rioters set fire to the legation, and killed many of its memtsttglents, and military

advisors. Those who managed to survive the assantiuding Minister Hanabusia

could do so only by scrambling to Incho6An |
news of the mutiny reached Japan only after the legation memimnaged to reach

Nagasaki on 30 July 1882, having been rescued by a British warship sailing along the

Korean coast. The Japanese decisi@kers unanimously agreed that they must hold

the court in Seoul responsible for the deaths, injuries and darmagedcto the Japanese

in Korea, with the clear understanding that they must be firm in making their demands to

Sasaki Takayuki, the Minister of Industry, wrote a good account of this incident in his

di ary. See Tokyo Dai gaWegohgd Sasayi Zakaphgiwkka ns ho ed. |,
(Hogohiroi: Diary of Sasaki Takayuki), vol. 11, (Tokyo: Tokyo Daigaku Shuppankai,

1979).
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the extent that they would declare war if the negotiations féiled.

On 31 July the government ministers agreed that they should demand;

1. Apologies for not being able to prevent the damage caused to Japanese lives and

properties; 2. Punishment of the culprits within fifteen days after the signing of peace terms;

3. An indemnity for the Japanese victims and their families (in the cases whiafsuietd

been killed); 4. An indemnity to the Japanese government for violating the Treaty of

Kanghwa, which clearly indicated that the host government must offer adequate protection

to the Japanese residents; 5. Total indemnity should be about ¥500,8@0m&sn to

allow the Japanese government to station troops at the legation as guards for the next five

years; 7. The ceding of KAmundo and Ul Il Ongdo t ¢
the Korean government had supported the ridters.

In addition, it was decided that the negotiators should be escorted into Seoul by some
soldiers and warshipS. The hardliners were able to cast some influence over this
episode. While many of the government ministers considered that the demand for
¥500,000 was quiteedtrv agant and that the ChosAn minis
accept it, they nonetheless concluded that they must make that demand as the hardliners
were calling for an indemnity of about ¥1 million. They feared that it could lead to a
domestic outcryif the amount were lowered any furtffér. However, aside from the

amount of the indemnity, the Japanese demands were relatively moderate and not too
unreasonable. Kuroda Kiyotaka, who was seen by most of his contemporaries as a
hardline minister, advooad that he should be appointed as a special envoy to negotiate

the peace terms, but Inoue Kaoru was successful in convincing Kuroda that the Minister

91 Inoue to Hanabusa (Unnumbered), 7 Aug 1882. NGM vol. 15, pp. 226-8.

2] noue to Sanj 3 (Unnaeshvelr7epp.Bl. Undat ed,

93 |noue to Hanabusa (Unnumbered, Secret), 31 July 1882, GS 1 -1-2-3-14 vol.1 (JACAR
B03030180900). Also see Inoue to Tanabe (Unnumbered), 2 Aug 1882; Inoue to All of
the Minister Residents in Tokyo, 3 Aug 1882, both from  NGM vol. 15, pp. 159-162.

94 See footnote 90 of this chapter.
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to the ChosAn cour ¥ Thisouk manageddgoplade Banabusa,n st e a
who had pursued a noiliatory line throughout the earli880s, in charge of the
negotiations. In addition, the Foreign Minister was able to keep the number of
Hanabusads e s ¢ about45@soldieas andisomie officaend these troops

were ordered strictly taefrain from making any engagement unless they were attdtked.

By early August, news of the mutiny reached Li Hongzhang in Tianjin through Li
Shuchang, the Qing Minister in Tok%illo, and t
and gchung®nLi Hongzhangdés juniors i mmediatel
Yamen, anan 4 August the latter ordered the former to mobilise the military. However,
despite the fact that the Japanese government officials had received information that the
Chinese might be interested in intervening over this issue citing their traditionalola
suzerainty over Korea, Japanese politgkers did not see this as a serious concern.

When Li Shuchang made an official communi C
his government was prepared to mediate over this ¥sMeshida Kiyonari, the Depiy

Mi ni ster o f Foreign Affairs, simply replie
government] appreciated the good offices of the Qing, the issue can be settled by itself
without t he h &I Afterthis overture, indue instructed his @imats in

China and Korea to observe the actions of the Qing deaisakers and diplomats closely,

9 1bid.

9% See footnote 93 of this chapter.

97 For the Chin ese response to the Imo crisis, see Deuchler, Confucian Gentlement and
Barbarian Envoys, 132-4; Kim, The Last Phase of the East Asian Order, 316-327; Kim
and Kim, Korea and the Politics of Imperialism,  37-40; Larsen, Tradition, Treaty and
Trade, 83-88; Okamoto, Zokkoku to Jishu no Aida, ch. 3; Peng, Meiji Shoki Nikkanshin
Kankei nochKenkylj,

98 Li Shuchang to Yoshida (Unnumbered), Chinese Legation in Tokyo, 5 Aug 1882,

NGM, vol. 15, pp. 163.

9 Yoshida to Li Shuchang (Unnumbered), 6 Aug 1882, NGM, vol. 15, pp. 163-4.
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but they did not see any particular reason to expect a serious emameeuvre°

However, on 9 August Li Shuchang sent ancoffi a | |l etter to the Gaim
that the Chinese government was preparing to make a military intervention in order to
suppress the mutiri?

Now that the Chinese showed much stronger determination to insist on their suzerainty
than before, the Japese decisiomakers were put into a difficult dilemma. While the
Japanese government was determined not to publicly accept the concept of suzerainty in
rel ation t o ' ihbecaBenwasehhat the Sidapahese relationship could
potentially cteriorate if the Japanese insisted too strongly that Korea was an independent
country. As the Chinese were mobilising their military the situation could potentially
lead to some kind of an armed engagement. Yet, most of the Japanese ministers were
well aware that Japan was not prepared to launch a military expetfitiomss the
primary military concern for the new Meiji government in the 1870s had been the various
antirgovernmental forces within Japan, the military was trained and organised to respond
to domestic rebellions rather than overseas expansion. Conscripts were assembled at
the nearest camp to where they lived, and about two or three camps came under the

command of a basel{indal); as one camp was roughly equal to the size of a regiment,

100 Shiota to Inoue ( ), from Shimonoseki, 8 Aug 1882; Inoue to Shimamura (
), Shimonoseki, 7 Aug 1882; Inoue to Tanabe ( ), Shimonoseki, 8 Aug 1882;
Yoshida to Inoue ( ), Shimonoseki, 8 Aug 1882; Yoshida to Inoue ( ),

Shimonoseki, 8 Aug 1882. All from GS 1 -1-2-3-14 vol. 1 (JACAR B03030180900).

Al so see Sanjz to | waku/Tkd/,yoP2, ppvl&7 Minutebyl Aug 1882.
Inoue Kowashi, 6 Aug 1882, /KDS, vol. 1,pp.309-310; Yamagata to Sanj 3 (Pr
Aug 1882 KSKKT SM 76 -5/ YA/, pp. 116-8//KDS , vol. 6, pp. 133-5.

101 | j Shuchang to Yoshida (Unnumbered), Chinese Legation, 9 Aug 1882.  NGM, vol.

15, pp. 164.

102 |noue to Tanabe (Unnumbered), Shimonoseki, 10 Aug 1882, GS 1 -1-2-3-14 vol. 1

(JACAR B03030180900).

103 For the military situ  ation in this period, see; Drea, Japands | mp@3¥34,al Ar my
Evans and Peattie, Kaigun, c¢h. Wy sSa&iitnz Sensz nolezs6.nj i Senryak
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each lase had the force of about a brigade, and there were six bases in Japan, excluding
Hokkaido and Okinawa. Considering the fact that the bases had to suppress rebellions
whenever they broke out within their jurisdiction, it was difficult to assemble thieah al

one place to engage in largeale drills involving the coordinated action of more than

one base, and therefore the commanders and senior officers of the Imperial Japanese
Army (IJA) did not have a clear idea about how to manoeuvre units largerizbaof a
brigade. Besides, the Meiji oligarchs did not have complete confidence in the discipline
of the army, as a mutiny had broken out as recently as 23 August®#878.

It is true that the situation of the army in the summer of 1882 was better thah it ha
been in the 1870s. During the Satsuma Rebellion, the government had had to rely
heavily on former samurai volunteers as well as reinforcements from the police force to
make up for the numerical shortcoming of the regular army, but by 1882 the size of th
army had expanded due to the fact that the state was becoming increasingly efficient in
regard to conscription. Al so the standard
by 1882, and the troops were trained and equipped the same regardless eEtte ba
which they belonged. In 1878 an Army General Staff was established in order to create
an independent bureau which specialised in military matters such as intelligence, war
planning, organising, training, deciding on what kind of equipment were sseyesnd
in what numbers and so on. Lastly, the Japanese army in 1881 for the first time gathered
all six bases at a single location and executed a drill, indicating that the Japanese-decision
makers were becoming somewhat more confident that the dosiasiton in Japan had
stabilised to the degree that it was no longer necessary to have military units scattered

across Japan on a permanent basis. Howeve

104 Suzuki, / shi n no K3s2¥-2240 Tenkai
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developmental stage, and there is no evidence toatadthat it had any war plans for an
offensive on the Asian continent.

Moreover, the Imperial Japanese Navy (IJN) was still quite underdeveloped in 1882.
It did not have an adequate amount of warships even to contemplate the idea of starting a
war abrad. Additionally, due to the fact that the primary concern of the Japanese
military in the 1870s was the suppression of domestic rebellion, the primary objective of
the 1IN in this decade had been to secure the lines of transport within Japanese tvaters an
to patrol the treaty ports in Korea. It also did not have a general staff independent from
the armyds and did not possess a plan for e
Japanese ministers were toedtuipped to respond when the Chinese suoigdshowed
a much stronger determination to insist on their traditional suzerainty than had been the
case in the 18708°

The only option left for the Japanese decigioakers therefore was to negotiate and
conclude peace ter ms wjuitklyastpdssible®dforeshd @ingg o v er n
could intervene, and in the meantime to bite their tongue when the latter insisted on its
claim of suzerainty. On 20 August Inoue i
in Korea offer to mediate the Japan&s®ean negotiation, then [Hanabusa] should thank
the Chinese for their goodwill, but reject the offer at once as he is instructed by his
gover nment to negotiate &% IHgweverj Ihone atshh e Ch o s
added that the Japanese governmentwouldmos i st 1 f t he Qing woul d

t owar ds t he ChosAn cour't SO t hat t he Kor ¢

105 |noue to Tanabe (Unnumbered), Shimonoseki, 10 Aug 1882, GS 1 -1-2-3-14 vol.

1(JACAR B03030180900); 1tz to YR gvaltlapp.( Pri vate),
112-3.

106 Inoue to Hanabusa (Unnumbered), 20 Aug 1882. NGM vol. 15, pp. 235-8.
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d e ma %4 sThedapanese utilised what they considered as carrots and sticks in order
to sign the peace treaty as quickly as possibkkh en Hanabusa returned
12 Augusten routeto Seoul, he was confronted by Korean officials who politely tried to
prevent him from entering the capital. Ultimately, on 16 August he forced his way into
the court in Seoul with a battalion affantrymen he had brought as guai¥s. The
ChosAn negotiators whanded atfitude, ard thaytalsalfouhdyit t hi s
very difficult to accept the Japanese request to permit the stationing of their troops in
Seoul as legation guards. Howewvdgnabusa argued that his government could not
compromise on this issue, and on 22 August
after sending an wultimatum after t%e ChosA
At the same time, Inoue authorisedHanas a t o compr omi se over t he
regard to the tariff negotiations in the hc
speed up the talks on the resolution of the Imo cHSis.

Ironically, what ultimately sped up the final stage of thegatiations was Qing
intervention into this issue. When Ma Jianzhong, a Chinese official who worked as Li
Hongzhangdods agent in Korea, met with Hanabt
his superior were of the o pirefoiusurp pdlitttadt t he
power was the main reason why a small riot had escalated into a political crisis, and that

the political situation would remain unstable unless he was removed from theé‘'Scene.

107 |bid.

108 Hanabusa to Inoue ( ), Seoul, 17 Aug 1882. GS 1-1-2-3-14 vol. 1 (JACAR
B03030180900).

109 Hanabusa to Inoue ( ), Seoul, 30 Aug 1882. GS 1-1-2-3-14 vol. 1 (JACAR
B03030181000); Hanabusa to Inoue (Telegraphic), Seoul, 2 Sept 1882 (rec. 2 Sept),
NGM, vol. 15, pp. 243-4.

110 Inoue to Hanabusa (Unnumbered), 20 Aug 1882, NGM vol. 15, pp. 235-8.

111 Hanabusa to Inoue ( ), Seoul, 30 Aug 1882. GS 1-1-2-3-14 vol. 1 (JACAR
B03030181000).
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After this conversation, Ma returned to China and chauk with troops on 23 August
in InchoAn. On t he s akimeHodgiyand YiYuwAB8hosAn o
arrived at the port and promised Hanabusa that they would start negotiations soon;
Hanabusa replied that he \wedaystt Wthirithis at | nc
ti me, Mads troops abducted the TaewAndgun f
he was placed under house arrest for the next four ¥€ar8espite the fact that the
Qing had made such a blatant intervention into the domesticpalf Korea, there is no
evidence that Hanabusa raised a serious protest. It is difficult to tell the reason behind
this decision, but it probably was because this Chinese action provided a better
environment within which to conclude the Japari¢seean peace talks. Kim and Yi
duly arrived at Inch6An on 28 August, and t
that the Japanese had demanded and also to allow the latter to station troops at their
legation. Two days later the peace terms were signed Che mul p6o, a smal |
the outskits of Incho6éAn.

It was duringi not beforel the Imo crisis that the Japanese recognised that the Qing
decisionmakers were serious about maintaining their influence as the traditional suzerain
over Korea. Afte this incident, the Japanese government became convinced that the
Qing was no longer pursuing a policy of roervention towards Korea and that
therefore it had to take some measures in Korea to counter Chinese influence. During
the peace negotiationslanabusa told the ChosAn negoti at

reduce the indemnity if the latter would give Japan concessions in the form of some mines

112 Hanabusa to Inoue (Unnumbered), Seoul, 30 Aug 1882 (rec 2 Sept), GS 1 -1-2-3-14
vol. 1 (JACAR B03030181000).

113 |bid.

114 1bid.
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or permission to set up a telegraph cabfe. The Koreans rejected this offer and
preferred to pay ¥50000 instead, and therefore Hanabusa dropped this clause; however,
this was a clear sign that the Japanese were now interested in extending their influence in
the country. Also on 15 August 1882in the midst of the Imo crisis the Japanese
government cociuded that it must strengthen its military, with the clear objective of
providing it with the means to counter the Qing in East Asia. It was after this point that
the Ministry of Navy started drawing up detailed plans for expari$fon.

However, it must als be stressed that the Imo incident did not unleash serious anti
Qing sentiment at the highest level of the Japanese government. It is true that the Qing
insistence on exercising its influence over a bilateral Japa¢msan problem issue did
frustratehe Japanese government, and that the Ch
independence when they abducted the TaewAnd¢
stage when the Japandserean negotiations had hit deadlock, and the talks proceeded
satisfactoity after the abduction. At least in the summer of 1882, the Qing decision
makers were not utilising the claim of suzerainty in a manner that seriously harmed
Japanese interests in Korea.

Therefore, Japanese policy towards Korea did not change too aigstfter the Imo
mutiny. They continued to rely on persuasion and appeasement in order to win the
goodwill of the Koreans. Already during the negotiations, Hanabusa told the Korean
ministers, who continued to be reluctant about allowing Japanese toobpsstationed
in Seoul, that his government would withdraw the force after one year and replace them

with the local guards if order had been restored by that'fimewhen Inoue received a

115 Inoue to Hanabusa (Unnumbered), 27 Aug 1882, NGWM, vol. 15, pp. 238-243.
116 Aoki to Ito (Private), Berlin, 14 Aug 1882. /HKM, vol. 1, pp. 55-6.
117 Inoue to Hanabusa (Unnumbered), 13 Sept 1882 KS 37023.
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report from Hanabusa about tom2 Septenther,ihemg of t
went further and replied immediately that the Japanese government would reduce the
number of the troops in Korea to the size of a company, and it would be further reduced

to half that size once the'™ChosAn court man

Closing Remarks on the Chapter

In the earlyl880s, the decisiemakers of Britain and Japan became more sensitive about

the international environment that surrounded Korea than in the previous decade. First
and foremost, they became aware that then€d® were making conscious efforts to

uphold their influence in that country by utilising the prestige and suzerainty that they

had enjoyed in East Asia for centuriesThey also started to be concerned that the
Russian government might be taking meastoatrengthen their influence in the region.

British decisioamakers became alarmed when they heard that the Russians were
reinforcing their military strength in Vladivostok as a consequence of the lli crisis, and

this report began the momentum thatdrovee Br i ti sh t o sign a tr e
court in June 1882. Concern over potential Russian expansion into Korea was shared

by the Japanese decisiorakers as well, and that was the major reason why they
designated WAnsan a s onawhenrthree aRusgian ggavernment I n
announced the coronation of the new Tsar in 1882, the Japanese government decided to
send Prince Arisugawa Taruhito to the ceremony, and the Prince was asked to gain as

much information as possible about Russian intentiowarids Korea?!®

118 |bid.

19 Aoki to Itz (Private), Berlin, 12 Aug 1882; Pr
1882, both from /HKM, vol. 1, pp. 109. Also see Iwakura to Prince Arisugawa

(Private), 17 June 1882, /HKM, vol. 3, pp. 108. When the Japanese government
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However, whether this common concern could develop into a cooperative relationship
between Britain and Japan was a different question. It is very important not to
overemphasise the Japanese suspicion towards the Qing. After all, theyowere
inclined to alter the existing international order in East Asia, in which the Westphalian
and traditional principles eexisted. When the Japanese decisi@kers signed the
Treaty of Kanghwa, they did not place too much importance on clarifying the
international status of Korea. Until the Qing intervention into the Imo crisis, the priority
for Japanese policy towards Korea was to improve the bilateral relationship, instead of
unilaterally strengthening their strategic foothold in the peninsula. agustthe case of
the British diplomats, the Japanese government thought that it would be in its best
interests for Korea to be recognised as a sovereign and independenstatdy the
Western nations, but when ixremelgreliciag®d t hat
open up the country to the rest of the world, it became cauibugor example, when
John Bingham, the American Minister in Tokyo, first requested Inoue to write a letter of
recommendation to the Korean government for Shufeldt icMaB80, the Japanese
government rejected this requé&t. It was only after Bingham made several overtures
following this initial Japanese rejection
fearing that further rejection might lead to a deterioration of the Amedapanese

relationship when they were ing midst of important negotiations over treaty revistén.

decided to send Prince Arisugawa to Europe, the Russian government had not yet

decided whether they would invite guests for the coronation ceremony, and in the end
decided not to do so. Nonetheless, the government officials concluded that it was

worth sending the prin ce to Europe on this occasion to exchange greetings through

royal diplomacy. See Inoue to European and American Ministers in Tokyo, 12 June

1882, NGM, vol. 15, pp. 116.

120 NGM, vol. 9-12. See also Inoue to Bingham (No. 14), 7 Apr 1880, NGM, vol. 13, pp.

436-7 ; |l noue t o San,j24May 1880, NGM vol. 13, pp. 442-3.
121 Bingham to Inoue (No. 1179), Tokyo, 12 Mar 1880, NGWM, vol. 13, pp. 435-6.
1221 noue to Sanj3,(24 May 1880; l noue to Kond3z (Un
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Also, despite the fact that Shufeldt and Bingham considered the Koreans discourteous for
returning the Japanese letter of recommendation without even opening it, the Japanese
government did not féensulted, arguing that the Koreans had the right to decide whether
they should read what they receivéd.

Meanwhile, while it is true that the senior officials in the Foreign Office did listen when
their diplomats and naval officers in East Asia repoatsalit possible Russian expansion,
Korea remained a country | ocated on the oOfr
Even if it were desirable to recognise Korea as an independent-stttento check
Russian expansion, the officials werel sgluctant to take any move that might result in
a military engagement. The Japanese suspicion towards Russia should also not be
overemphasised. Itis true that the Japanese decrstiers were frustrated when they
had to give up control over Sakhatm Russia, and that this experience resulted in the
development of an image of Russia as a powerful expansionist empire. However, while
this image lingered in the minds of the Japanese deaisakers, the relationship
between Russia and Japan after theisg of the delineation treaty of 1875 was generally
cordial. Over the question of treaty revision, the Japanese diplomats perceived that the
Russian government officials were not particularly opposed to the demands, but that they
were sensitive to thepinion of other Western countries, whose influence could not be
ignored.!**  As a matter of fact, the RusSapanese treaty recognised mutual

extraterritorialityi which acknowledged Japanese consular jurisdiction in Sakhalin as

1880, both from NGM vol. 13, pp. 442-6.
123 Bingham to Inoue (No. 1326), Tokyo, 11 Sept 1880; Inoue to Bingham (No. 34), 18
Sept 1880, both from ANGM vol. 13, pp. 451-6.
124 Yanagiwara to Inoue (Unnumbered), St. Petersburg, 4 Sept 1880 (rec. 28 Oct),
NGM, vol. 13, pp. 217-8; Yanagiwara to Inoue ( Unnumbered), St. Petersburg, 12 Sept
1880 (rec. 6 Nov), NGM, vol. 13, pp. 218-222; Yanagiwara to Inoue ( Extract),
St. Petersburg, 17 Oct 1880, NGM, vol. 13, pp. 254-6; Yanagiwara to Inoue (

), St. Petersburg, 19 Mar 1882, NGM, vol. 15, pp. 13-4.
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well as the same right foné Russians in the Kurile Islandsand therefore the Russo

Japanese relationship was regulated under the principle of equality at least in these area

It provided an agreeable frameworkfor®@ i mus h @ of ficials to sol

they arose in the northern waters of Jajan.

It should also be remembered that Argépanese relations were not particularly close.
At this time, the Japanese tended to resent many of the rowdy Britonstiieatyeports
because of thdnded mannet® eTo dosne dxterd, Parkes epitomised the
attitude of such people, as he was quite notorious for his arrogant approach when
negotiating with the Japanese decisinakers, and was bitterly opposed te flapanese
demand for treaty revisio! When the Japanese government succeeded in signing a
convention with the Americans in 1873in which the latter agreed to grant tariff
autonomy to the formeir Parkes urged his and the other Western government® not
negotiate similar agreemeltf As the convention was signed under the condition that
it would not be ratified unless other Western governments would sign a similar agreement,
it was turned into a dead letter. The Japanese could not help but fele¢ tBatish and
their Minister in Tokyo were unfriendly, especially because they thought they were only
demanding tariff autonomy and full administrative control over their own country, which
was seen as a right that every civilised nation should enjoye Saypanese officials

described the attitude of Pat%kes as bei

S.
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N

2] noue to Sanj3 (Unnumbered), 25 Jan 1882; Kobay

Korsakov, 25Jan1882(rec. 26 Jan); | noue )®encl&ares,23 Maf
1882; Kobayashi to Ueno ( ), 2 enclosures, 18 July 1882 (rec. 31 Aug), all from
NGM, vol. 15, pp. 356-367.

126 Hoare, Japandés Treaty Ports and Foreign Sett/!/ ements

127 See, for example; Record of Conversation between Inoue and the German Minister
in Tokyo at Gai musvWw#,vol13) ppJleo-1p1. UKBO J 3 ¥y a k u
Kaiseishi , ch. 1.

128 |okibe, J g yaku K&BL3sei shi,

1222 For gQquote, see Takezoe to gkuma, I t 3, and I noue
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It was in early 1880 that the Western governments, including the British, finally agreed
to hold a conference on treaty revision and receive a draft proposa mvised treaty
from Japart®® However, this did not mean that the Anglapanese frictions over this
issue were eradicated all of a sudden. The senior officials of the Foreign Office and the
diplomats in Japan were often frustrated during this proasghgy felt that the Japanese
always asked for too much while not giving back enough in ré&irnErom the Japanese
side of the story, the diplomats and seni ol
the idea ofnegotiating with Germany when they \wepreparing for this conference.
While the Germans seemed, from the Japanese perspective, reluctant to sign any
agreement with the Japanese that might put them at odds with Britain, they also did not
seem to be as stubbornly against the Japanese dtegaonrevision as the British. The
Japanese authorities thus hoped that the Germans could act as a counterweight against the
British if they succeede® in winning the fo

Of course, it should not be assumed that every Japanese resereitishe After

ESKM ( NSl )pp.280-2 8 3. See also Sanj 3 to Yamagata (
YAKM, vol. 2, pp. 178; and the section on treaty revision of NGM vol. 14. For
secondary source, seelokibe, J g yaku Kai sei shi

130 Mori to Inoue ( ), London, 16 Apr 1880 (rec. 1 June), NGM, vol. 14,
pp. 28-9; Mori to Inoue (Internal), London, 11 June 1880 (rec. 26 July),  NGM, vol. 13,
pp. 126-7; Mori to Inoue ( ), Mori to Inoue (Unnumbered), London, 17

Dec 1880, NGM, vol. 13, pp. 271-4.

131 Circular Addressed to Certain Chambers of Commerce, by Sir C. Dilke, FO, 22 July
1881; Glasgow Chamber of Commerce to Granville, 9 Sept 1881 (rec. 10 Sept);
Manchester Chamber of Commerce to Granville, 9 Sept 1881 (rec. 13 Sept);
Huddersfield Chamber of Commerce to Tenterden, 23 Sept 1881 (rec. 24 Sept);
Matheson and Co to Pauncefote, 26 Sept 1881 (rec. 27 Sept); Birmingham Chamber of
Commerce to Tenterden, 26 Oct 1881 (rec. 28 Oct); Yorkshire Chamber of Commerce to
Granville, 11 Nov 1881 (rec. 12 Nov). Allfrom BDFA vol. 3.

32 Aoki to Mori (Private), Berl in, 15 Apr 1881; Ao
1881; Aoki to 1tz (Priv#KM)vol120p. 4854.1 houdt8 81, al | fr
Mori (Unnumbered), 26 Sept 1881, NGM, vol. 14, pp. 68; Inoue to Mori (

), 26 Sept 1881, NGM, vol. 14, pp. 68-9 ; l noue t o San,j2@0ci(1881,

NGM, vol. 14, pp. 88-90.
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all, the conference on treaty revision did lead to some progress in the negotiation over

this issue, as the Western representatives, including Parkes, reacted positively when the
Japanese declared in the spring of 1882 that they werer@dejpagrant the freedom to

travel, live and engage in commercial activity throughout Japan if the treaty powers would
comply with the Japanese demantfs. In addition, the British political system attracted

admiration from the activists of thei y T  Mi n ewemetlt rfiod Beedom and

Popular Rights) in Japan, as the movement was becoming quite active by t#i&38ady

and there were Meiji oligarchs suchk* as @&ku
However, the individuals who took a mowevéurable view of the British were not the

majority within the Japanese government at that time. The Japanese government
decided in 1881 to adopt the Prussian const
his post as the Finance Minister that year fmisting on adopting the British model of
constitution’®> The level of mutual confidence between Britain and Japan in the

summer of 1882 was thus not very strong.

133 Inoue to Mori ( ), 31 Mar 1882, NGM, vol. 15, pp. 20-1; Inoue to Mori (
), 6 Apr 1882, NGM, vol. 15, pp. 21; BDFA vol. 3.
134 George Akita, Foundations o f Constitutional Government in Modern Japan, 1868 -
1900, (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1967), ch. 2 and 3.
135 |bid, ch. 3.
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Chapter 27 The Years between the Crises, September 18@dril 1884

Japanese Policy toward¥orea

In the period between September 1882 and April 1884, Japanese detabiers
continued to follow the line of policy that they had pursued during and immediately after
the Imo crisis, and formulated policies under the clear recognition that thiy reatu
ignore the Qing presence in Korea. Such a change of perception had several
implications on the Japanese policies. First of all, they realised the need to make some
adjustments so that they would not fall behind their Chinese competitors aftesimmdpse

the Qing intervention in the Imo crisis. As shown in the previous chapter, the Japanese
government ordered the Ministry of Navy to draw up a plan for naval expansion during
the crisis. Three months later, Kawamura Sumiyoshi, the Minister of Nawyited

a detailed plan for naval expansion, which called for an addition of -#ixktwarships

within the nex eight years, and a budget 670,000yen per warship on averade.

Iwakura agreed that the nation must strengthen its navy by stating that;

The recent incident over Korea has been settled peacefully, but we must remain alert towards
China. China had been sleeping for decades, but it has recently strengthened its military
capability by making deter mi nedurigyfoffoarr t s t o
country will be at risk if we do not make serious efforts to improve the quality of the naval
service. élt is [politically] difficult to

this as we have no other means to finance [the navaheiqn]?

lKawamura to Sanj)s1l5Nov 1882, KSKKT SM 48 -17.
2 Minute by lwakura, 20 Nov 1882, KSKKT SM 75 -9. See also Junji Banno,
0Jingo/ K3zshin Ji henki Nihan Rekiali haike/ 4 Konddl/la i e i , 6 i n

i n

Toshi aki Ekubo et al, (Tokyo: Y@llmakawa Shuppansha
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The Japanese decisiomakers were aware by |ai882 that the Qing court was becoming
more determined to uphold its influence in East Asia as a whole, not just in Korea, as the
latter also reacted sharply when the French launched anotheryhaéitapaign in Tonkin

in the northern part of modeday Vietnam, which belonged to the Kingdom of Anriam.
This meant that the Ryukyu question could also potentially turn into a diplomatic issue
that might trigger a military confrontation. There were ¢fi@re many reasons for the
Japanese government to reiterate the importance of bolstering the rhilitary.

Japanese decisianakers also took various other measures to stabilise the Sino
Japanese balance of influence in Korea in order to protect their tateré®r example,
when Takezoe Shindichirg, the new Minister
government to withdraw some troops from Korea immediately after his arrival at Seoul

in order to improve the Japanese image in the Chinese and Koreantegesperiors

3 See NGM vol. 16. In particular, refer to; Enomoto to Inoue ( ), Beijing, 1
Mar 1883 (rec. 22 Mar); Enomoto to Inoue ( ), one enclosure, Beijing, 19
Mar 1883 (rec. 6 Apr), pp. 457 -460. Also see Minute by Miyajima, written in
Gai mush3, 19 June 1883; Yo s hithceaentlogureS, dANJung (
1883; Shinagawa to Yoshida ( ), one enclosure, Shanghai, 19 June 1883;
From Japanese Legation i n PB20iJinal8ds3; Minatedtai mus h 3z (
conversation between Takezoe and Méllendorff, 21 June 1883, pp. 508 -5109.
4Kawamura to Sanj)zllNov1882, KSKKT SM 48 -17; Minute by
Iwakura, 20 Nov 1882, KSKKT SM 75 -9; Minute by Unknown Author (Takezoe
Shinéichirz?), written in 1882 after tHd3% concl usi
Minute by Yamagata, written in 1882 after the Imo crisis, KSKKT SM 51 -14; Minute
by Inoue Kowa shi, 12 May 1883, /KDS, vol. 1, pp. 355-6; Minute by Yamagata, 5 June
1883, KSKKT IKM 675 -6/ YA/, pp. 137-8. Also see the following documents in NGM
vol. 16; Enomoto to Inoue ( ), Beijing, 1 Mar 1883 (rec. 22 Mar), pp. 457 -8;
Enomoto to Inoue, Beijing, 15 Apr 1883 (rec. 3 May), pp. 467 -471; Azuma to Inoue and
Yoshida, 2 May 1883, pp. 270 -3; Li Shuchang to Inoue ( ), 11 May 1883, pp.
267-8; Inoue to Enomoto, ( ) 23 May 1883, pp. 224; From Japanese Legation
in Britain to Ga&0Jme4883% pp(516-8;Inoue toHachisuka (
), 14 July 1883, pp. 45 -6.

5 Takezoe to Inoue ( ), Seoul, 25 July 1883 (rec. 5 Aug), NGM, vol. 16,
pp. 551-2; Shinagawa to Inoue ( ), Shanghai, 31 July 1883, NGM, vol. 16,
pp. 561-2.
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in the Gaimush@ initially agreed-Octdbert t hen
when they learned that the Qing had not yet withdrawn its own férc®ghile the

Japanese decisianakers were aware that its military presence raisedsuspicion of

the Koreans, it was equally important not to leave the Qing unchecked. They also tried

to encourage Japanese investors to establish a foothold in Korea. Although they were
very reluctant to offer e gfoomtheritreasuggidee t o t he
to the dire financial situation that the Japanese government was in during the first half of

the 18803 they understood that it was necessary to take some initiative to urge Japanese
investors to start businesses, as they vegvare that not too many of the largeale
entrepreneurs would head to Korea spontanedusHhis situation seemed particularly

worrying, as Japanese officials were conscious that the Chinese were interested in
expanding their trade in Korea.

In 1882 a Sio-Korean Regulations for Maritime and Overland Trade agreement was
signed. This agreement was important for two reasons. First in these regulations, the
courts in Beijing and Seoul reconfirmed the hierarchical relationship between the
traditional suzeria and vassdl. Second, it set up conditions for SiKorean trade that
privileged China. On the face of it, the SiKorean Regulations closely resembled the

treaties that the ChosAn court had signed

6 Hidenao Takahashi, 0Ji ngo Ji hengo 1ShrnnCMR:5 ©Sepnlo8ioei.dai , 6

This article is incorporated in Takahashi, N/ sshi/i n Sensg¢h 2esectionMi ¢ hi ,

For the Qing decision not to withdraw troops from Korea, see also Deuchler, Confucian

Gentlemen and Ba rbarian Envoys, 138-140; Larsen, Tradition, Treaties and Trade, 95-

106; Tabohashi, K/ ndai Ni ssen KawkZXx873-6.0 Kenkyd

7Tgskura to Yoshida ( PrMGMadl.d5, pp. 28495; Shibusawha ® 8 2 ,

Maeda (Private), 9 Apr 1883, SEDS,vol. 16,18/ add. vol . 4, pp. 261. Ki
Chzsen Shinshutsu Ni hd47 ;i nShiimaldai, teDai i46&Hi (Koku
no Chzsen Shinshut su t @&9; Bbohashi, KadeaViséen Kackbii , 6 55

no Ke mwély2aothapter 21, part 60.

8 For th is regulation, see Deuchler, Confucian Gentlemen and Barbarian Envoys, 140-

164; Larsen, Tradition, Treaty and Trade, 88-94.
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Chinese merchants werewmgermitted to trade in the treaty ports which were already
opened to the other countries, although this agreement also opened another trading post
on the SineKorean border. Tariffs were to be fixed at 5 pereghtaloremand in these

trading posts th&€hinese merchants were to enjoy extraterritoriality. However, the
regulations went further in some important areas. For example, they granted exclusive
shipping rights over Sir&orean maritime trade to the Chinese Merchants Steamship
Company, and stipated that ae telegraph line between these two countries was to be
built and maintained exclusively by the Qing. Moreover, around the time that the Sino
Korean Regulations were signed, Qing officials started to send military and political
advisorstothe B o s°An .

In response, the Japanese government decided on 18 Ded&adénat it would grant
about170yento the Yokohama Specie Bank so that it could be used as a loan to the
ChosAn court, in the hope that sutoimg a meas:
term investment that would make the Japanese presence in Korea more peffnanent.

Lat er, in November 1883, the ChosAn authori
National Bank which allowed the latter to collect tariffs on behalf of the formrehea

bank had opened branches in all three treaty ports in Korea. This negotiation was
initiated by Takezoe, as he held informal talks with Paul Georg von Mdllendorff, the
German advisor to the ChosAn Y ¢tisonlkely over t |
that the Japanese government instructed Takezoe to promote Japanese economic interests

i n Korea as enthusiastically as he did; whe

9 Deuchler, Confucian Gentlemen and Barbarian Envoys, 149-164; Larsen, Tradition,
Treaty and Trade, 88-94; Tabohashi, Kindai Nissen Kan k e/ n o voK & B6F B1Z,
Matsukata to SanpiNGV, volls, pp283. 1882,

11 Takezoe to Inoue ( ), Seoul, 7 Aug 1883, NGM, vol. 16, pp. 315;

Shi busawa to ghashi (SEDS, wolalb,ep. 23-68 Aug 1883,
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ChosAn officials had entered of fthisissual nego

from October 1883 they instructed the Minister that he should not take any part in the

talks between the two parties, although he was permitted to act as a witness if the two

parties asked himtodo $6. However, the Gai melsds#ppravé so di d

of Takezoeds action, and as the ChosAn cour

to purchase Korean alluvial gold around the same ies actions did play a role in

strengthening the Japanese foothold in Korea to some exterg. indikiduals outside

of the government also thought some measures must be taken in order to strengthen the

Japanese commercial presence in Korea. Fo

trade in Korea is struggling in the first place. If the Chimasechants would flood into

Il nchAn and Seoul, then our traders might be
After the Imo incident, many Japanese individuals started to watch the Qing actions in

Korea with stronger suspicion than before. Takino Masatoshgval officer who

visited Seoul in December 1882, reported with alarm that the Qing officials in the capital

were taking every measure to strengthen their foothold in Korea. According to Takino,

these actions included direct forms of influence suchiasfo ng t he ChosAn of

accept military advisors and loans from China, and indirect forms such as convincing the

Korean officials to limit contact with the Japanése.lt was also after the Imo crisis that

the Japanese government began to be alaamed u t King Kojongbds | ettt

of the Western nations which indicated that his country was under the suzerainty of the

12 Daiichi National Bank to Inoue, 20 Oct 1883 (rec. 29 Oct), NGM, vol. 16, pp. 315-7;
Inoue to Takezoe ( ), 6 Nov 1883, NGM, vol. 16, pp. 324.
BShimada, oDaiichi (Kokuritsu) Gink3 no Ch3z3sen Sl
58.
14 Shibusawa to Maeda (Private), 9 Apr 1883, SEDS, vol. 16, 18/add. vol. 4, pp. 261.
15 Takino to Nire ( 3 ), Amagi (Shimonoseki) , 30 Nov 1882.
Enclosure to Nire to Kawamura ( 3 t ), 11 Dec 1882, BKS
- -M15-13-634 (JACAR C09115585400).
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Qing. Of course, the Japanese knew about these letters before the outbreak of the Imo
mutiny, but the correspondence excharlged t he Gai mush@ and dipl on
now started to carry a stronger sense of concern and frustration than'befGakino
went as far as describing the Chinese as fit
at decepti on 0 ure i@ driventge Japanese put from &mea so that they
could expand their interests.

Their frustration towards the Qing also derived from issues outside of Korea. One of
the diplomatic problems that they experienced during this period was the question of
revision of the Sindlapanese treaty, whose commercial clauses were about to'&xpire.
Japanese decisianakers hoped that they would be able to use the opportunity to abolish
the clause on mutual extraterritoriality in return for allowing both the Chinese
Japanese nationals to travel and reside fre
they wanted to amend the Sidlapanese treaty in a manner similar to their blueprint for
revised treaties with the Western countries, in the hope that sucbhessuvould make it
easier to convince the latter to accept revision.However, the Qing negotiators
procrastinated over this issue, and asked the Japanese to make some concession over

Ryukyu if they wanted to revise the existing treaty between the Qitgapart® As

] da to |tz (Pri vidkMe ol 1, pp0ll3VEanabeltdBlidoe,(
), Beijing, 31 May 1882, NGM, vol. 15, pp. 370; Takahira to Yoshida (Private), 21 Sept
1882, YKKM, vol. 2, pp. 210-2 ; Il wakura to Sa6# yq. 15%pp.Q2Q63t4; 188 2,
Mi nute by Unknown Aut horz?()Takwerziotet esnhiinndilc8h82 aft e
of the Imo crisis, KSKKT SM 51 -13; Minute by Yamagata, written in 1882 after the Imo
crisis, KSKKT SM 51 -14; Inoue to Aoki ( ), 19 Jan 1883, NGM, vol. 16, pp. 1-3;
Enomoto to Inoue (Unnumbered), Beijing, 26 Ma r 1883 (rec. 12 Apr), NGM, vol. 16, pp.
467-471.
17 See footnote 15 of this chapter.
18 |okibe, J 3y aku Kal2slezei s hi ,

19 Enomoto to Inoue ( ), Beijing, 19 Feb 1883, NGM, vol. 16, pp. 262-3.
20 |bid; Li Shuchang to Inoue ( ), 11 May 1883, NGM, vol. 16, pp. 267-8;
Inoue to Enomoto ( ), 23 May 1883, NGM, vol. 16, pp.224.
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the question of treaty revision with the Western nations was the most important diplomatic
issue for the Japanese decisioakers, they were frustrated by the attitude of its Qing
counterparts.

It is therefore tempting to assume that thead@se started to take more assertive
measures to push their interests in Korea after the Imo crisis in order to refute the Chinese
claim to suzerainty. However, at this stage most of the Japanese dewdiers agreed
that the best way to accomplish tloisjective was not to confront China but rather to
develop a friendly relationship with the Koreans in order to protect and extend their
influence through appeasement and negotiations in a cordial spirit.  Therefore, whenever
the ChosAn c o uhetlapamesel diplomatsgnade fforss to accommodate
them as much as possible. For example, negotiations over the Jalfaresse tariff
agreement had begun already before the outbreak of the Imo mutiny as a result of a strong
request f r om tershaad tt@ynoasadeu to mEmmer sut an agreement on 25
July 1883, although the Japanese negotiators kept the tariff rate lower than the one their
ChosAn counterplafhse Bad muebh@eated. continuerc
nationalswhowereengagg i n fi shery and forestry in Ul |
permitted by the Treaty of Kanghwa, and reiterated to the Korean government officials
that they considered the island to be under Korean jurisdftioR.i nal | y, t he Gai
avoided adopting he suggestions made by some entrep

court to grant them rights to invest in Korean alluvial gold mines in return for nullifying

2l noue to Sanj 3 ) 0bneenclosure, 25 Sept 1883, NGM, vol. 16, pp. 282-
9. Lee, West Goes East, 55-9.

2Matsukata to Sanj 3) 28 Rebh 1883k Yoshifla to Soeda ( ),

24 May 1883; Soeda to Inoue ( ), W5 nsan, 20 June 1883; |l noue
); Inoue to Yamada ( ), 15 Sept 1883; Inoue to the Legation

in Seoul ( ), 16 Nov 1883. All from NGM, vol. 16, pp. 325-336.
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the Imo incident indemnity, as such a demand might alienate the Korean officials.
Instead, the jmnese government decided to cancel the indemnity in£88% without
demanding anything in retuff..

In addition, while most of the Japanese decisi@kers pointed out the importance of
preparing for the worst case scenario after the Imo crisis, tdeyatinecessarily think
that a SineJapanese confrontation was inevitable. As discussed in the previous chapter,
the Qing intervention into the Imo crisis was made in a form that did not undermine
Japanese interests, and it was not seen as being delipetanhfrontational. Li
Hongzhangdés relatively <conciliatory manner
guestion also reassured the Japanese that he was not interested in starting a war, even if
the Qing did not officially approve the Japanese annaxAti

Finally, there are several sources which indicate that there were many Japanese
individuals, both inside and outside of the government, who thougi@ the g , ChosAn
and Japan were interdependent with each other. Many of them likened the relationship
between these three countries to that between teeth and lips; it is impossible for anyone
to digest their food without teeth, but at the same time teetbevwikposed to the external
threats if they are not covered by lips. Neither teeth nor lips can exist without each other,
and many politicallyconscious Japanese individuals considered that the same

relationship existed between three East Asian courtftieBue to their proximity to each

2B gkura to Yos hR9dAag 188R,rMGA avbl. 49, pp. 264-5.

24Mi nute by Akinaga Ranjir3z and Okamoto Kansuke,
document that it was written on this day, but the contents of this document indicate

that the authors know about the Kapsin coup, and therefo  re it is likely that the

document was written on 24 Dec rather than Nov), KSKKT SM 51  -15.

25 Nishizato, Sh/7/ nmat su Chdzr ydezni chi ,BRBnkei shi no Kenkydadz
26 Memorandum by unknown author, date unknown. Enclosure to l noue to Sanj 3
(Private), September 1880, HS M 12 (36352), KS; Minute by Inoue Kowashi, 9 Nov

1882, HSM 23 (36363), KS/ /HKM, vol. 1, pp. 334-6//KD, vol. 1, pp. 312-3, vol. 4, pp. 69-

71; l wakura to SHGV wI 156¢p.258-4. 1882,
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other, the social conditions of China, Korea and Japan were closely interlinked, and
therefore they thought that the economic prosperity of Japan could not be achieved unless

the interactions between these three counttessome more active. Many Japanese

ministers and officials also perceived that if any of their East Asian neighbours collapsed,

then their country would become more vulnerable to the threat of Western imperialism.

The experience of being at the receivergl of the Western gunboat diplomacy in the
mid-nineteenth century had created a strong fear and suspicion towards Western nations,
which lingered in the minds of the Japanese decisiakers even in the 1880s. Iwakura,

for example, argued shortlyaftére | mo cr i si s that Ateeth and
each other so that they c?aitgoesowithout sapifgo!l d t h
that many of his colleagues agreed with such opiffion.

Of course, the Qi-makersacouttl nofdip b gea thidllapanesei o n
attitude as hypocrisy; despite calling for the unity of East Asian countries, what the
Japanese were doing in reality was trying to create agitation in East Asia that suited their
interests before those of the Chinese and Koreanakthey also often accomplished such
objectives by mobilising their military and manipulating unequal treaties in that process.
However, the fact that the Japanese decisiakers sought to develop a cooperative
relationship with the Qing had an impartanfluence on their East Asian policy. In the
early-1880s, British diplomats in East Asia and Qing decisi@kers had feared that the
Japanese might come to closer terms with Russia and Framaé&uropean great powers
that had experienced diplomatdficulties with the Qingi in order to strengthen their

bargaining position over the Ryukyu question, but there is no evidence that indicates that

271 wakura to SanpiNGM vobh 150p.t2532448 8 2 ,
28 Record of Conversation between Inoue Kowashi and Boissonade, 9 Aug 1882, /KDS,
vol. 5, pp. 625-630; Azuma to Inoue and Yoshida, 2 May 1883, NGM, vol. 16, pp. 270-3.
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they contemplated such an optidn. As a matter of fact, when the Skfwench dispute
over Tonkin escalatein 1883, the French diplomats made several overtures to the
Japanese in order to establish a military alliance, but the Japanese ministers were very
consistent in refusing such offefs.

This stance also influenced the Japanese policy towards Korea.e thwhilapanese
decisionmakers saw Korea as a region which was important for the security of Japan,
and wanted to avoid it falling into the hands of hostile power, they were also aware of
their own military weakness. Under such circumstances, they ththaghbe best way
to accomplish their objective was to create an environment that prevented any single
external power from controlling the penins
decisionmakers to modernise, as such reforms would stabilise thestionpelitical
situation and allow the ChosAn -makergsdddsi st e X
not believe that the Qing presence would necessarily impede the Korean modernisation
process, or that the Qing claim of traditional suzerainty wouldl tlkea Chinese to drive
all the other external powers out of Koréa. They also thought that they shared a

common interest in preventing Russian encroachment into Korea, as they observed that

29 Wade to Salisbury (Telegrahic), Beijing, 14 Jan 1880 (rec. 1 Feb), FO 17/829.

30 Enomoto to Inoue ( ), Beijing, 29 July 1883 (rec. 23 Aug), NGM, vol.
16, pp. 552-7 ; Har a t o | ) Tanjih, 23 Jan 1884 (rec. 22 Feb), NGM, vol.
17,pp.509-511 . For secondary sources, see Kazuki Nos

(1)hEsen G&Kanwigrr): 133-160.

31l wakura to SanpNGMW,vob 150mp.1253348MBnRte by Unknown Author

(Takezoe Shindéichirz?), written in 1882 after the
SM 51-13; Minute by Terashima, enclosure to Inoue to lwakura (Private), 8 Ma  r 1883,

TMKS , vol. 1, pp. 198-201; Sugi to Terashima (Private), 12 May 1883, 7MKS, vol. 2, pp.

559-561. Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of Korea, 111-123;s sawa, O0Ch3zsen Ei sei
Chdzr i t suka K3zs3z #364Ni htoinr oGaki iklhog sb@wa Ei sei Chdzri t su
Ksz to Kindai 3Na/hiond?G@a Kwj, ldMar. d998y.0179%28% Eliroaki
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the Qingdés relations wit hrisRifsThe ottowénee st
was that by latd. 882 there was a near consensus within the Japanese detsimy
circle that they must avoid pursuing any policy that would seriously upset the Qing
decisionmakers.

This is not to say that there were not diéierr views in the decisiemaking circle, as
some did argue that there was a need to take strong measures to counter the Qing influence
in Korea. For example, Inoue Kowashi, the secretary of the Cabinet, advised the
government to arrange an internatiorgidement which would acknowledge Korea as a
neutral state like Belgium or Switzerlad®l. While this suggestion should not be
regarded as being aggressive, he nonetheless was suggesting that an effort should be made
to ensure that Korea was recognised mationally as a state independent from the Qing
claim of suzerainty. Senior officials of military went further. They argued that,
considering the fact that both the Qing and Japan saw Korea as a region of vital strategic
importance, it was inevitable tha war between these two countries would break out in
the future, and argued that they should challenge the Qing earlier rather than later, before
the latter strengthened its own militdfy. However, Yamagata Aritomo, a prominent
Meiji oligarch who had &trong connection with the army, was much more cautious as
he was well aware that Japan was not ready for such an engagement. While the Ministry
of Navy had submitted its plan for naval expangievhich was deemed essential in order

to protect and promet Japands 1 nter esiti thipnmquitedhanu®@d si an

32 |bid.

33 Inoue Kowashi to Yamagata (Private), 23 Sept 1882, YAKM, vol, 1, pp. 184-5; Inoue

Kowashi to Yoshida (Private), 31 Oct 1882, YKKM, vol. 1, pp. 112-3; Minute by Inoue

Kowashi, 9 Nov 1882, HSM 23 (36363), KS/ /HKM, vol. 1, pp. 334-6//KD, vol. 1, pp. 312-

3,vol. 4,pp.69-71. gsawa, O0Ch3zsen Eisei Chdzaritsuka K3zs3
179-229.
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budgets oB8 million yenfor the next eight years, which was way beyond the capacity of
the treasury atthattinfe. The navyés administration drew
an alternativebut the important military officers who had backed the initial plan, such as
&yama | wao (Head of the Army General Staff)
of the Ministry of Navy), raised strong objections, and the debate was not reconciled
before tle outbreak of Kapsin coufy. As a result, Yamagata argued that Japan must be
careful not to take any action in Korea that might provoke a Qing re&étidnoue
Kowashi also agreed that the Japanese government must deal with the Qing cautiously, at
least br the time being®

What lay underneath the Japanese policies towards Korea after 1882 was the perception
shared by the officials in Tokyo that they had not completely lost their foothold in Korea
after the Imo mutiny. Despite the fact that the incidext fresulted in a significant loss
of influence for the radical progressive f;
being preJapanese, the members of that faction suchasKin @lun and-hyak YAng
still retained their position within the governmieand both participated in a mission to
apologise for the Imo incident in the autumn of 1882 They also thought that the
Koreans were not completelypdhi nese, as the Qing abductio
resulted in his son, Kojong, holding stronggsicion towards the suzerain power. Also

many of the local population in Korea soon started to see the Chinese merchants and

% Hi roaki gsawa, O0Tenshin Jzyaku-9Rai(Shkaono Kei sei
Kagaku Kénatituge afSqcial Science, University of Tokyo), (Oct 1991): 51-2, 65.

36 |bid.

37 Minute by Yamagata, written in 1882 after the Imo crisis, KSKKT SM 51 -14.

38 |noue Kowashi to Yamagata (Private), 23 Sept 1882, YAKM, vol. 1, pp. 184-5.

39 Takezoe to Yoshida (Private), 26 Dec 1882, YKKM, vol. 2, pp. 221. Shigenori

Moriyama, K/i ndai Ni kkan Kabk€brigsén Sbakyog nchi ka to Kol
Kankei, (Tokyo: Tokyo Daigaku Shuppankai, 1987), 11; Tabohashi, Kindai Nissen

Kankei no, v & ohk16.0Z

96



soldiers in their country with resentment as they were no less rowdy than the Japanese
residents® This optimism was shared bydividuals such as Fukuzawa Yukichi, one of
the most influential noigovernmental individuals in Japan at that time as an entrepreneur,
educator and journalist. Thinking that there were a sizeable number of progressives in
Korea, Fukuzawa held high hopést Japan could strengthen its influence by acting as
an instructor in modernity. Not only did he encourage his junior associates to go to
Korea for that purpose, he also hosted a group of Korean students in the summer of
1883 Finally, by mid1883, Japnese officials held the impression that, despite Li
Hongzhangdés mediation of the treaties bet we
preferred to treat the former as an independent natate rather than a vassal of the
Qing# The Japanese deis-makers thought therefore that there were various forces
at play that checked the Qing influence in Korea, and did not believe that their own
influence in that country had been eliminated. It was therefore not necessarily the case
that the Westphaliarystem was incompatible with suzerainty.

This perception, however, was based upon a serious misapprehension of the political
situation in Korea. In reality, the radical progressives remained a small minority within
t he Ch os Amaking eircld. sli wasdifficult for a faction which was redeed as
being preJapanese to expand its influence when the Chinese and Koreans remained,

unsurprisingly, strongly suspicious of Japan after the Imo incident. The radical

40 Hanabusa to Inoue ( ), Seoul, 9 Sept 1882, GS 1-1-2-3-14 vol. 1 (JACAR
B03030181000); Enomoto to Inoue, Beijing, 6 June 1883 (rec. 20 June), NGM, vol. 16,
pp. 497-8. Larsen, Tradition, Treaty and Trade, 106-127; Tabohashi, Kindai Nissen
Kankei novoKeg B¥R-B.dZ

41 Fukuzawa to Ushiba (Private), 14 Jan 1883, FYZ, vol. 17, 529-530; Fukuzawa to

l noue Kakugor 3 ( Pr iF¥Zavolely,pp. 359-364;IFykuzawd & Bis
Sons (Private), 19 July 1883, FYZ, vol. 17, pp. 565-6. Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of
Korea, 124-137.

2] noue to Sanj 3 oneenclosure, 28 Nov 1882, NGM, vol. 15, pp. 272;
Azuma to Inoue and Yoshida, 2 May 1883, NGM, vol. 16, pp. 270-3.
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progressives also received no aid from the Japanese government, as the lattdrgpursue
cautious policy towards Korea. It was against this background that the radical
progressives became more desperate about retaining their foothold, eventually leading

them to launch the Kapsin coup in December 1884.

British Policy towards Korea

Compaed to the Japanese, the Imo incident had a limited effect on British policy towards
Korea, at least in the short term. Although the incident caused British observers, both
inside and outside of the government, to recognise that the Qing ministers takits

of traditional suzerainty more seriously than they had expected, they remained quite
uninterested in accepting this. The senior officials of the Foreign Office and their
diplomats were unsympathetic to the concept of suzerainty and had hithefidlgar
avoided signalling any sympathy towards the Qing over the diplomatic difficulties that
the latter had experienced with Japan over Taiwan and Rydkyn. 1882 they did not

see the Qing as having any more right to intervene in the Imo mutiny thaaphaeese,
whose legation members in Seoul had been attacked by the¥feb¥tst, by April 1884

they began to reformulate policy towards East Asia in the recognition that they had to

take the suzerainty question more seriously in order to maintain thevdjaaf the Qing.

43 Parkes to Derby (No. 24 Confidential), Tokyo, 8 Feb 1875 (rec. 29 Mar), FO 46/190;

Parkes to Derby (No. 33 Confidential), Tokyo, 22 Feb 1875 (rec. 10 Apr), FO  46/190;

From an occasional correspondent 7imes, 30MNDK 0 h a ma, 0J a
1875; Parkes to Derby (No. 116), Tokyo, 10 July 1876 (rec. 21 Aug), FO 46/207; Parkes

to Granville (No. 30), Tokyo, 8 Mar 1882 (rec. 25 Apr), FO 46/284. Daniels,  Sir Harry

Parkes, chs. 5, 7; Kobayashi, 19 Sei/ ki [ girisu G&/i2kz to Higashi A
“4From Correspondent i n Shangresi22Augp IB82eVdatley wi t h Cor
to Granville (Separate No. 3), Tianjin, 25 Aug 1882 (rec. 14 Oct), FO 17/898; Parkes to

Granville (No. 122), Hakone, 30 Aug 1882 (rec. 6 Oct), FO 46/287.
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A series of events that occurred in East Asia over the period of a year and a half after the
Imo crisis gradually changed the British perception of the Qing, and this change
inevitably affected their policy towards Koréa.

Just beforehte outbreak of the Imo mutiny, Sir Harry Parkes, the British Minister in
Japan, had objected to the Anglorean treaty that had been signed by the Commander
in-Chief of the China Squadron. While his criticism was directed towards both the
commercialreguati ons and ChosAnodés acknowl edgement
stronger objection towards the latter than the fortheThere were some individuals
who raised countesrguments against Parkes. Sir Thomas Wade, the British Minister
in Beijing, arguedthat the British government might jeopardise the goodwill of Qing
decisionmakers if it did not adequately acknowledge that the latter placed a strong stress
on upholding the suzerainbutary relationship with their neighbours, and therefore
advised higjovernment to ratify the treaty. Wade was one of the individuals who had
continually stressed the importance of cooperation with the Qing in maintaining British
interests in East Asia, and often from the-tB8&0s he had tried to induce his government
to take steps to build a more friendly relationship with the Chinese government. For
example, Wade recommended his superiors in the Foreign Office in late 1879 that they
sign an agreement with the court in Beijing which would allow British officers tasact
instructors to the Qingds naval squadr ons,

warfare against any country except Brit4fin.

45 This point has already been raised by Kobayashi Takao. See his 19 Seiki Igirisu
Gal kz to Hi2glashi Aj i a,

46 Parkes to Tenterden (Private), Tokyo, 13 July 1882 (rec. 15 Aug), FO 46/286; Park es
to Granville (No. 117), Tokyo, 23 Aug 1882 (rec. 6 Oct), FO 46/287; Parkes to Granville
(No. 128 Secret), Tokyo, 12 Sept 1882 (rec. 21 Oct), FO 46/288; Parkes to Granville
(Unnumbered, Telegraphic), Tokyo, 13 Sept 1882 (rec. 13 Sept), FO 46/291.

47 Wade to Granville (No. 28), Beijing, 27 May 1882 (rec. 22 July), FO 17/895.

48 Wade to Salisbury (Telegraphic, Confidential), Beijing, 5 Jan 1880 (rec. 27 Jan);
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However, Wade did not represent the opi
late-1879 was rejected by the senafficials in Foreign Office, due to a recommendation
by Parkes who at this time was recuperating from an illness in London. He argued that
such an arrangement might result in making the Japanese feel isolated, as they were not

in an easy relationship withe Qing. He argued that;

| do not believe that the Japanese Government entertain hostilesdagajnst China for

the furtherance of any aims purely Japanese. Their Treasury is empty, and though the
patriotism of the people would enable them to tésigsion, they must be aware of their
inability to make offensive war, upon a country possessed of resources so much greater than
their own. But i i funwSdlyi | prasémé cengaging imp straggle s
with Russia, the latter may certainlg lexpected to endeavour to obtain Japan as her ally,
and it is not at all unlikely that the latter would be tempted by the inducements of such an

alliance to take part in the contégt.

Parkes noted that while the Japanese had not yet acquired militagythatwvould allow
them to pose a threat to the Qing or to British commercial interests in China, they were
not completely powerless. He therefore concluded that it would cause a tremendous
inconvenience to the British if the Japanese felt so isolastthily might choose to come
on to better terms with Russia.

Besides, there were constant outbreaks offangign riots in China throughout the
1870s, including the Margary Affair in 187%. These events were enough for many
British observers to cast diouon the validity of the arguments of Wade, and question the

Qing constituted a natural alR. Whenever these violent incidents turned into

Wade to Salisbury (Telegraphic), Beijing, 14 Jan 1880 (rec. 1 Feb). Both FO 17/829.

49 Memorandum by Parkes, 30 Jan. 1880, FO 46/256.

50 For the Margary Affairs, see FO 17/695 to FO 17/702 and Shen -tsu Wang, 7he

Margary Affair and the Chefoo Agreement , (London: Oxford University Press, 1940).
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diplomatic issues, the senior officials of the Foreign Office ordered their diplomats to deal
with them by adherigp to Western diplomatic practice rather than showing sympathy
towards the Chinese tradition. They were instructed to insist that the Qing provide
protection to foreigners as the treaties guaranteed, and that if the existing arrangements
proved inadequatien they should insist on new supplementary treaties or agreefents.
Such perceptions also affected British policy towards Korea. When the senior officials
of the Foreign Office concluded in late 1882 that the British government had to
renegotiate the Aglo-Korean treaty, they placed more emphasis on amending the
suzerainty clause than the commercial regulatiéns.

However, their perceptions started to change immediately after making this decision.
In lateNovember 1882 Parkes learned thatthe Qingladie d a | arge | oan t o
court, leaving the impression that not only were the Qing trying to strengthen their
influence in Korea butmakelsware contert to adceptehatCh o s Ar
influence;after all, it was also through Qing mation that the Western countries had
managed to sign treaties with Korea, something that could not be accomplished through
the Japanese in 1876 or 1880.Moreover, the British could not be indifferent to the
situation in Southeast Asia, where the Qingrteas now reacting sharply against the
French attempt to make Annam its protectorate. In doing so, the Qing ministers were
making it clear that they were prepared to mobilise the military to uphold their influence
over their traditional vassals, eventlifat resulted in a war against a European great

power>®

52 |bid. Also see Wang, Margary Affairs and Chefoo Agreement .

53 Memorandum by Hertslett, 19 Dec 1882, BDFA, vol. 2; Memo by Jervoise, 22 Jan
1883, FO 17/900; Memo by Currie, 29 Jan 1883, FO 17/900; Memo by Pauncefote, 2 Feb
1883, FO 17/900.

54 Parkes to Gran ville (No. 166), Tokyo, 25 Nov. 1882 (rec. 8 Jan. 1883), FO 46/290.

55 For the Sino -French War, see Chere, The Dijplomacy of the Sino -French War ;
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After observing these events, Parkes reported on 21 December 1882 that the Qing
influence in Korea was so significant that one had to expect very strong resistance from
the Qing authorities if Brish attempted to undermine’$t. This despatch arrived at the
Foreign Office on 29 January 188B3mmediately after its senior officials had decided to
postpone the ratification of the AngkKorean treaty due to their concern about the
suzerainty questioil and thus too late to influence their decision. However, from
February 1883 the officials shifted to focus more on amending the commercial regulations
than addressing suzerainty, and this stance was approved by the merchant community in
East Asi22’” Frommid-February to March 1883, the Foreign Office started to receive
dispatches from the Chambers of Commerce in East Asia that argued in favour of the
renegotiation of the commercial regulatiéfis. Also a report from the embassy in Berlin,
which reached Lormh on 12 April 1883, further encouraged the Foreign Office to
renegotiate the terms. In this dispatch, the ambassador stated that the German
government wished to postpone ratification of its Korean treaty, whose terms were
identical to the Americalorean and AngleKorean treaties, and was ready to
renegotiate the terms together with a British plenipotentfaryAs a result, the Foreign
Office authorised Parkes on 22 April 1883 to officially communicate to the Qing and the

Chodn officials that the British government wished to amend some of the clauses of the

Eastman, Throne and Mandarins .

56 Parkes to Granville (No. 172 Confidential), Tokyo, 21 Dec 1882 (rec. 29 Jan), F O
46/290.

57 Parkes to Tenterden (Private), Tokyo, 13 July 1882 (rec. 15 Aug), FO 46/286; Willes
to the Secretary of the Admiralty (No. 274), Audacious (Yangzi), 30 May 1883 (rec. 23
July), ADM 1/6673; Willes to Parkes (Private), Vigilant (Shanghai), 4 Dec 1883, HPP
CUL MS Parkes 1/W35.

58 Yokohama Chamber of Commerce to Granville, 9 Jan 1883 (rec. 20 Feb); Shanghai
Chamber of Commerce to Granville, 17 Jan 1883 (rec. 28 Feb); Hong Kong Chamber of
Commerce to Granville, 20 Jan 1883 (rec. 20 Mar). All from  BDFA, vol. 2.

59 Ampthill to Granville (No. 126), Berlin, 10 Apr 1883 (rec. 12 Apr), BDFA , vol. 2.
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Anglo-Korean treaty, and thus desired to postpone ratification. The Foreign Office
subsequently instructed Parkes to draw up a new draft of the-Kiogéan treaty, and in
this document he placed much emphasis on amending the commercial regfflations.

At this stage, there still were some individuals who remained sceptical about
devel oping British East Asian policy on the
the suzeminty question. For example, Thomas Grosvenor, who temporarily served as
the Charg® d6Affaires in Beijing after Wade
years of service, was not as fiping as his predecessor. After he temporarily took
charg of the legation, the Siderench relationship deteriorated even further as the
negotiations over the Annam question had resulted in deadlock, and brought these two
countries closer to the brink of war. When the Foreign Office asked Grosvenor for his
opinion on Chinese policy, he replied that the Qing claim of suzerainty should not be
taken as an acceptaldasus bellP*

But even those British observers who were unsympathetic towards Qing suzerainty
came to the recognition by around September that, tlike mot, they could not ignore
Chi nao¥% anl8&eprmmber 1883he Timegposted a long article in which the
author argued that although Chinese modernisation was still a work in progress, the
Qingds efforts had bor ntarycapabiitgf® He aoritended n i mpr

that the Qing capability to defend its borders from external enemies had been greatly

60 Granville to Parkes (No. 3 Telegraphic), FO, 22 Apr 1883 (rec. 23 Apr), FO 46/304.

61 Grosvenor to Granville (No. 127 Confidential), Beijing, 29 Oct 1883 (rec. =~ 20 Dec), FO
17/925. There were several articles in  the Times that supported this stance. See
Robert K. Dougl as, O7fibsj 22 Way 4883t A. RoColquboum , 6
OFrance, Chi na, 7imasn2d Mayd888§; Grogvendr to Granville (No. 98),
Beijing, 2 July 1883 (rec. 28 Aug), FO 17/923.

62 Parkes to Granville (No. 4 Telegraphic), Beijing, 28 Sept 1883 (rec. 29 Sept), FO
17/928; Grosvenor to Granville (No. 18 Telegraphic), Beijing, 8 Nov 1883 (rec. 9 Nov),

FO 17/928; Trench to Granville (No. 162 ), Tokyo, 26 Nov 1883 (rec. 31 Dec), FO 46/303.
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strengthened, and went as far as predicting that it might be even capable of making some
success in offensive operations in Ton¥in.This was the most optimistic report yet
about the military capability of the Qing. Prior to this, most other reports, including
those by diplomats, had stated that while the Qing military capability was definitely
improving, the Chinese were not strong enotsghave success against the Frefichin

the light of this changing perception of China, when Parkes, who had been transferred to
the legation in Beijing from September 1883, visited Seoul in November 1883 with the
German plenipotentiary to negotiate thamended treaty he did not openly discourage
Kojong from sending a letter stating that Korea was tributary to China to Queen Victoria.
The treaty was signed on 26 November, and ratified on 28 April #884.

British observer$ the senior officials of the gevnment bureaucracy, diplomats, and
newspaper corresponderitdherefore reappraised Qing power in the period between
September 1882 and April 1884. This was not, though, just because of the revival in
Chinese power, but also because of who they weresappo It was the fact that the
Qing were moderately successful in resistin

the British to view the Chinese-escendance in a relatively positive light. As discussed
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in the previous chapter, in 1881 the Qg succeeded in upholding its territorial claim
over lli against Russid a European empire which the British decisioakers and
diplomats viewed with suspicion throughout the nineteenth century. This was very
satisfactory for Britain, but sotoowas € Qi ngbés strong reacti on
attempt to establish a protectorate over Annam, to the extent that it was prepared to risk
war if the French continued to reject its claim of suzerainty in this region.

To understand this, it is necessary tieat on the nature of Angiérench relations.
While the British were often frustrated by the French activities in Europe and
Mediterranean throughout the nineteenth centlirihese two imperial powers had
sometimes been able to cooperate in Asia. Tlaelydooperated, for example, in their
campaign against the Chinese in the Arrow War, and the British had raised no particular
objection to the French acquisitions of Cochin China and Cambodia in the 1860s, despite
their being adjacent to the Straits Setiens®® However, the British attitude towards
France started to change after the former 6
administration had authorised a military expedition when they heard the news that
European residents in Egypt had been nwesgaby military forces of Ahmed Urabi, who
rebelled against the rule of Khedive TewAtk. It was launched under the assumption
that a limited military operation would be enough to defeat the rebels, but the
expeditionary force faced a stronger reacticantthey expected, and as a result they

ended up escalating the operation which resulted in the occupation of the whole of

67 Norman Rich, Great Power Diplomacy, 1814 -1914, (New York: McGraw -Hill, 1992).
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Egypt.”® This unilateral occupation of Egypt resulted in unleashing-Buitish
sentiment in France, as a large amount of Frenchatdy@d been invested in the Suez
Canal, and also because the French saw the security of Mediterranean as an issue of great
importance for the defence of their natfdn.

The deterioration of the AnglBrench relationship started to affect British East Asian
policy around latel883. When British diplomats first began reporting about the-Sino
French dispute over Annam from the summer of 1882, the reaction of the Cabinet
ministers and the senior officials of the Foreign Office was relatively calm. Earl
Granvile, the Foreign Secretary, contemplated the idea of mediating the issue in order to
improve the relationship between these two countries, but when he learned that neither
side was interested in thimhrty mediation he decided to back down, fearing that
continued intervention woul d onl vy damage
countries’? But the perception of the British ministers towards France gradually
changed due to a series of events that occurred after the Egyptian crisis. The vociferous
Frendy opposition towards the British actions in Egypt and Sudan frustrated the
government, and it became even more alarmed when it learned that the French now aimed

at seizing Madagascéatr. The French, from their perspective, were only reacting against

70 Darwin, The Empire Project , 74-9; Galbraith and al -Sayyid-Mar sot , 0The Briti sh
Occupation o0f488Egypt, 6 471

71 Darwin, The Empire Project , 76-9; Robinson and Gallagher with Denny, Africa and
the Victorians , chs. 4 and 5.

72 Granville to Grosvenor (No. 102), FO, 2 July 1883, FO 17/919; Parkes to Granville
(No. 17), Beijing, 29 Sept 1883 (rec. 21 Nov), FO 17/925; Willes to the Secretary of the
Admiralty (Unnumbered), Vigilant (Shanghai), 24 Nov 1883, ADM 125/29; The

Secretary of the Admiralty to Willes (No. 317 Conf idential), Admiralty, 30 Nov 1883
(rec. 5 Jan 1884), ADM 125/29; Granville to Trench (No. 11 Telegraphic), FO, 5 Dec
1883, FO 46/304; Trench to Granville (No. 8 Confidential), 25 Jan 1884 (rec. 11 Mar),

FO 46/310. Chere, The Diplomacy of the Sino -French War, 98-100.

73 Kimberley to Granville (Private), 13 Nov 1883, PRO 30/29/135. The private papers
of Granville indicate that the Anglo  -French diplomatic difficulty after the campaign in
Egypt was the diplomatic priority in the Cabinet from the years from 188 2 to 1884.
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the Briish action in Egypt and Sudan; however the British could not help but perceive
the French claim to an island that lay in the lsee between the Home Islands and India

as being unfriendly. And, as the British observers became more frustrated towards the
French, they started to see the | atterods
Asiai a region on the eastern flank of Indiavith more suspicion and conceth.

The fact that the Qing decisignakers seemed to remain suspicious towards the
Russians even after the resolution of the Ili crisis and were in a hostile relationship with
the French over Annam made the British diplomats in East Asia somewhat relieved, as
there was less likelihood for a cooperative relationship between the Qing aed thes
European countries to devel6p. Due to the fact that the Qing military strength was
improving, the British decisiemakers now began to contemplate the possibility of
forming an alliance with China, as they thought that such an arrangement wouldube usef
in checking Russia and France from making any further advances in Asia. Britain was

adjusting to the Chinads revival, just as

Closing Remarks on the Chapter

After thelmo crisis, the Japanese decisioakers realised that the Qing was nowch

more determined to uphold its influence over those kingdoms which it regarded as

See PRO 30/29/118 to PRO 30/29/152, PRO 30/29/315, and PRO 30/29/361 to PRO
30/29/367.

74 The Sino-French difficulty dominated the conversation between London and Beijing
from late -1882 to early 1884. See folios 919 -920, 923-928, 947-950 and 954 of the
series FO 17.

75 Parkes to Tenterden (Private Letter), Tokyo, 13 July 1882 (rec. 15 Aug), FO 46/286;
Parkes to Granville (No. 128 Secret), Tokyo, 12 Sept 1882 (rec. 21 Oct), FO 46/288;
Parkes to Granville (Unnumbered, Telegraphic), Tokyo, 13 Sept 1 882 (rec. 13 Sept), FO
46/291.
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traditional vassals than in the previous decades. In order to deal with this new
circumstance, they were compelled to take some measures to check the growing Chinese
influence in Korea, such as military expansion and encouragement of investments in that
country. At the same time, one should not assume that the Japanese started to pursue an
assertive policy towards Korea and China after the summer of 1882. The policy
remained quite consistent with the line that they had pursued before the crisis, and the
Japanese worked with a strong determination to avoid war against the Qing. For this
purpose, they were quite happy to bite their tongue over the Chinese claim ofréyzerai

as much as possible.

The British did not feel the need to adjust their policies towards the Qing immediately
after the Imo incident. However, they became convinced after observing the series of
events that occurred afterwards that they must take atobthe fact that the Chinese
were placing strong emphasis on upholding their influence as the traditional suzerain of
East Asia. Such determination was already visible from the way they dealt with the i
and Imo crises, and in 1883 they chose to geaowith France to preserve their prestige
in Annam and Tonkin. By April 1884, the British diplomats and their superiors in
London became aware that they might also get entangled in a military confrontation with
the Qing if they openly objected to the i@dse claim of suzerainty. As they were
extremely reluctant to put Britain into such situation, they carefully chose not to do so
when they were renegotiating some of the terms in the ARgtean treaty in late 1883.

Both the Japanese and the British evdrereforebecoming aware that the Qing
presence in East Asia wascreasing rathesteadily, and in many cases they had to
prioritise their relationship with this important regional poweFEurthermore, both of

them actually thought that there was mualgain if they managed to win the goodwill
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of the Qing. From the Japanese point of view, it should also be remembered that their
policy-making process was heavily influenced by their strong fear towards the Western
imperialism.  Any positive images of thé&/est as being a model of modern and
progressive society were offset by the | at
treaties, colonisation and imperialism. In addition, by 1888e Gai mus h @ was r €
numerous reports about Japanese migrant labourers being forced to work under very harsh
conditions in various regions across the Pacific, which had the effect of making the
Japanese see the West in general under a suspicidu$ ligbontrary to the conventional
wisdomi which claims that the Japanese were driven by their will to acquire colony in
the region from the early times of the Meiji drahey continued to place significant
emphasis on maintaining, and improving, thdireet i ons hi p wi th the Qi ng
with hope that they could cooperate with their neighbours to resist the potential Western
expansionism.

Meanwhile, the British perception towards the Qing was influenced by their relations
with the other great powgr They saw Russian actions across Eurasia with strong
suspicion throughout the nineteenth century, and also the Amgiah relationship had
started to deteriorate around 1883 as a result of the Egyptian crisis that broke out in the
previous year. Thdact that the Chinese had experienced, or were in the midst of,
diplomatic disputes with Russia and France allowed them to see the Qing as a potential

ally against the European empires which were not in a good relationship with the British.

76 |n 1883, the Japanese government received request from a pearl fishing company in
Australia and a Dutch company which ran plantation in the West Indies for Japanese

wor kers, but Gaimush3z of fi cAsadatsoOkid mai ned very cadu
), 31 May 1883, pp. 441 -2; Asada to OKki ( ), 6 Aug 1883, pp. 444;
Sakurada to Inoue ( ), one enclosure, Amsterdam, 12 Oct 1883, pp. 450 -4;

Sakurada t o | t)gtwdenclosures, Amsterdam, 22 Dec 1883, pp. 436 -7.
All from NGM vol. 16.
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The bottom lie was that it seemed unlikely, at least at the present, that the Qing would
form some kind of ariBritish alliance with these two powers. It was the Qing that the
British government deemed as being the most important regional power in Eaét Asia
not Jap@n.

In addition, the Anglelapanese relationship remained far from being cordial, as they
remained frustrated by each otherds attituc
Japanese government and its diplomats in Europe still perceived that thle &nd the
French the two European nations that had established trading relations with Japan earlier
than any other countriy were reluctant to amend the existing trédaty.The Japanese
government had already contemplating the idea of coming on tor di&ges with
Germany before 1882, but after the summer of that year they started to take this option
more seriously, so that the latter could act as a wedge to divide Britain and ®rance.

Aoki Shiz@, the Japanese Minister in Berlir
course on the grounds that Germany, as a latecomer to the European imperial competition,

saw Britain and France as obstacles to its global expansion and thereforeihizdest

in cooperating with Japan against its rivals.Japanese diplomats and decisinakers

felt somewhat betrayed when the German government did nothing to prevent the British

77 Mori to Inoue ( ), London, 22 Sept 1882, NGM, vol. 15, pp. 78; Ida
to 1tz (Privat/gRM,, vol D pplla: InoLeBt@ADKi ( ), 19 Jan
1883, NGM, vol. 16, pp. 1-3; Inoue to Ida ( ), one enclosure, 25 Jan 1883,
NGM, vol. 16, pp. 4-6; Mori to Inoue ( ), London, 6 Apr 1883 (rec. 19
May), NGM, vol. 16, pp. 11-2; Inoue to Aoki ( ), 14 May 1883, NGM, vol. 16, pp.
17-9; Hachisuka to Inoue ( ), one enclosure, Paris, 22 June 1883, NGM, vol.
16, pp. 37-40. For secondary source, see Daniels, Sir Harry Parkes , 204-5.

78 Aoki to Inoue ( ), Berlin, 16 Nov 1882, NGM, vol. 15, pp. 80-1; Inoue
to Aoki ( ), 19 Jan 1883, NGM, vol. 16, pp. 1-3; Aoki to Inoue ( ),
Berlin, 19 Apr 1883 (rec. 4 June), NGM, vol. 16, pp. 13-4; Inoue to Aoki ( ), 14
May 1883, NGM, vol. 16, pp. 17 -9; Aoki to Inoue ( ), one enclosure, Berlin, 17
May 1883 (rec. 2 July), NGM, vol. 16, pp. 22-5.

79 lbid.
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from submitting a counterproposal to Japan in the summer of 1883, wdn@ddsome

of the demands that the Japanese had made in their initial pr&postswever, the
bottom line was that it was the British government that submitted this counterproposal,
and therefore it was the British who still appeared to be the most ndifrigvestern
nation over this issu@.

The Russians meanwhile seemed much more reasonable over the question of treaty
revision than the BritisB? The Japanese did not experience any serious diplomatic
difficulty with them before the outbreak of the Kapsoup. The Japanese diplomats in
Sakhalin often reported about the troubles that occurred between the Japanese fishermen
and the local population, but by and large they argued that the Russian authorities had
dealt with the issues cordially based on tremfework of the Russdapanese treaty of
1875% While it is true that many Japanese decigimakers continued to hold an image
of Russia as being an expansionist empire which might have an interest in making
territorial expansion in Kore#, one should nabveremphasise this point and assume that
the Japanese considered Russia as the primary and only Western threat.

This is not to say that there was absolutely no Adglipanese cooperation in the early

80 |noue to Aoki ( ), 14 May 1883, NGM, vol. 16, pp.17-9; Aoki vate), | t 3 ( Pr i
28 June 1883, /HKM ,vol. 1, pp. 61-2.

81 Inoue to Mori ( ), 12 July 1883, NGM, vol. 16,pp.44-5; Mar shall to It3
(Private), Bern, 15 Aug 1883, /HKM, vol.9,pp.43-44; Aoki to |t3 (Private)
1883, /HKM , vol. 1, pp. 62-4; Aoki to Inoue ( ), Berlin, 4 Oct 1883 (rec. 19

Nov), NGM, vol. 16, pp. 128; Mori to Inoue ( ), London, 5 Oct 1883 (rec.

19 Nov), NGM, vol. 16, pp. 131-3.

82 Hanabusa to Inoue ( ), St. Petersburg, 4 Aug 1883, NGM, vol. 16,

pp.74.

8 Yoshida(t o gKk)oneenclosure, 23 May 1883,pp.431-2; Yoshida to gki
( ), 29 June 1883, pp. 436; gk)31lMayl888,shi da (

pp.432-3; Yoshida to )gki29 June 1883, pp. 436; gki t
),4July 1883,pp.436-7; gki to Yoshi da )(4July1883,

pp. 436-7. All from NGM vol. 16.

84 Kawamur a t(o Sanj)315Nov 1882, KSKKT SM 48 -17; Minute by

Wada and Imabashi ( ), 29 Jan 1883, KSKKT SM 48 -18.
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1880s. The fact that the negotiations over treatyimvisad made some progress after

the preliminary session of the treaty revision conference in May 1882 did lead to some

improvement in the Japanese impression of the Western nations, including Britain.

After Parkes had left Japan in the summer of 188BisBriegation members in Tokyo,

such as Ernest Satow, began to contend that it was necessary to comply with some of the

Japanese requests for treaty revi$fonAccordingly, the new Minister, Francis Plunkett,

adopted a moderate line than his predeceandrfrom that point on the legation and the

Foreign Office were at least willing to discuss the Japanese proposals and work towards

a new treaty that both the British and the Japanese could &&cept.

From the naval perspective, Britain was the countryttiealIN had turned to its model

for an ideal modern navy, and the Japanese officers and seamen were trained under a

curriculum which was very similar to that of the Royal N&vy.Moreover, the Jap

naval academy had now started sending their cadeissathe Pacific on training

as part of their curriculum, and the officers and cadets were often satisfied by the cordial

anese

ships

reception they received from the local officials at various ponsost of them being

British colonies such as Hong Kong, Sipgee, Australia and New Zealaft. Finally,

as the Sind-rench relationship had deteriorated to the brink of war by 1888,

the

85 Memorandum by Satow on the Revision of the Treaty with Japan, London, Dec 1 883

(date unknown), FO 46/303.
86 |bid; Memorandum by Hatzfeldt (Translation), Berlin, 4 July 1883, communicated to

ount

Some

Granville by Count Munster on 9 July; C
1883 (rec. 12 July); Stuart to Granville (No. 130), The Hag ue, 4 Oct 1883 (rec. 5 Oct).
All BDFA, Vol. 3.

8% Hami sh | on, 0OTowards a Naval Al l i ance:
Japanese Alliance, 1854 -1 9 0 2 , 7T8e Angfo -Japanese Alliance, 26-47; Noboru
Umetani, Noboru, Oyatoi Gaikokujin ,(To ky o : K 2200% ;rosghmadly, published
1965), 104-110.

88 Kawamura to Sanj 3 )26Dec1882, - -M15-4-625
(JACAR C09115477500); | t 3 t ¢ Ni r e 3 ),
Ry dZ{Skinagawa), 16 Sept 1883 (rec. 19 Sept), - -M16-17-17 (JACAR

C10101125800). Both from BKS.
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British decisioamakers started to feel the need for making some arrangement with the
other treaty powers in China in ordergimtect the commercial ships of neutral nations,
and the Japanese agreed to cooperate with the British over thi&issue.

However, while it is inaccurate to assume that the Adgloanese relationship in the
early-1880s was hostile, it is also undeniablatthere were more cases that led to friction
than cooperation. Such was the state of the Adgfmnese relationship when the

Kapsin coup broke out in December 1884.

89 Yoshida to Inoue ( ), Beijing, 19 Dec 1883 (rec. 9 Jan 1884), NGM, vol.
16, pp. 673; Itz to Sanj3 (Pr2%ate), 2 Jan 1884,
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Chapter 31 East Asian Crises, Phase One: May 1883ctober 1885

By the spring of 1884oth the British and Japanese officials started to recognise that the
Qing Empire was becoming increasingly influential in East Asia. This impression was
further enhanced after the East Asian crises from December 1884 to February 1887.
After this serie®f events, they came to recognise that the Qing had emerged as the most
powerful regional power in East Asia. It was accordingly during this time that the
governments involved in East Asian affairs at that time, including Britain and Japan,
started to fomulate policies in the clear recognition that it would be very difficult to
uphold their interests in the region if they put themselves at odds with the Chinese. This
consequently led them to act in as conciliatory manner as possible towards the i@ing cla
of suzerainty over its traditional vassals, including Korea, as they considered it necessary
to maintain the goodwill of the court in Beijing.

It is therefore necessary to offer detailed analysis of how the Qing consolidated its
prestige within this rdgn during these vital years. The period from April 1884 to
February 1887 is therefore divided into two, as it is difficult to contain it in a single chapter.
The third chapter will deal with the events that happened from April 1884 to October
188571 the period when wascares loomed over East Asiaand will analyse how the
Japanese and the British decisinakers dealt with these crises by acknowledging the
Qing superiority in East Asia. The fourth chapter will examine the period from
November 1885 anéebruary 1887, when the Chinese superiority in the region was
further consolidated.

As the years between December 1884 and February 1887 were ones of crises, there is

no shortage of secondary literature on the events which happened in this period. In
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paticular, there is an abundance of works on the Kapsin coup, due to the fact that
Japanese imperialism towards Korea has attracted the interest of many historians in
Japant The problem about the existing historiography, though, is that few of these
works explain the importance of regional events after this incident. For example,
despite the fact that there are a few secondary sources that deal in passing with the British
occupation of KAmundo, they only attempt t
British decisioamakers authorised their squadron in East Asia to occupy the islands on
14 April 1885, and chose not to withdraw until 27 February ¥88Klore detailed
analysis is needed on how precisely this incident influenced East Asian regional affairs
This is important because it appears that after the British occupation of the islands,
Japanese decisianakers became convinced that relations between Britain and Russia
were so tense that a war between these two countries would probably break eubsoon

later, and that Japan must make adequate preparations as East Asia lest its independence

1 For general overview s of the Kapsin incident in English, see  Deuchler, Confucian

Gentlemen and Barbarian Envoys, ch. 11; Kim and Kim, Korea and the Politics of

Imperialism, 46-58; Lee, West Goes East, 66-79; Lensen, Balance of Intrigue, vol. 1, 23-

30. Forthe Japanese policies onthisissue, see Banno, o0Jingo/ K3zshin Jih
Gai k3 t o Nali sThaeJapaneseSeiaure 9f Korea, 141-1 74 ; Nose, O0Kzshin
Sei hen no Kenkydz (1)¢6; Peng, 0K3zshin Jihen o Meglu
Kzshi tonblidekgpdhgadahashi, o0Keisei ki Meijoi Kokka to
Kzshin Ji hesnekni Sweoi sCahka3u no Sei j iShigaauzess/s,B8:3t e Kk i Kent
(Mar 1989): 1-37; Tabohashi, K/ ndai Ni ssen Kawmwkk904-828, Kenky dz
Kentar 3 Yamabe, 0Ch3zsen Kai kKKks hymd 3z ithe nKinn Gyoku
KanrensRehkies B/ ga k,247 NevilRG031-46. For the Qing policy, see

Banno, K/ ndai ChdZg ok u 38%308Y liarseB alirakifpss, hréaties and Trade,

124-7.

2Mon-pi | Ahn, ol girisu no Ky-4B8idAg/6tSe nBwymk & i Raing d AU
Kei zai Gakkai ,Ree(WMar B77).R¥ladsYoullg-Chung Kim, o0The
KSmundo | nci-Jd&&Kgdamdseier,20:3 (1984); Kobayashi, 19 Seiki

Il gi risu Gai kz ,6 dho sddtiom3led, WesAGoésaEast, ch. 5; Lensen,

Balance of Intrigue , v ol . 1, ch. 2; TakehKkobOktuhi $a@anr wEi ka
Ji k eth 30s 216 (1933);Il-k Lin Pak, O0Kyobuntz Jiken to Ri K3zsh
Sei s aHan,10H (1987):56-9 5 ; ; Kat s umi Wat anabe, FueeKyobunt 3 Ga

Senmon Gakk3z KenkydZ Nenpz, 1A93d)en Gakkali Ronshad?
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be threatened in such a confffct.One of the policies that they pursued in order to
prepare for possible eventuality was to strengthen the mititaBut alsq they became

ever more convinced of the need to maintain a peaceful relationship with the Qing, in
order to avoid any situation in which they would have to deal with a bellicose China and
an AngloRussian war simultaneously.

Another incident during thigeriod that deserves close analysis is the British expedition
to Upper Burma from November to December 1885, which resulted in its annexation of
this region. As the Kingdom of Burma was another country that Qing claimed as its
traditional vassal, the Brih had to negotiate very carefully in order to avoid losing the
goodwill of the former, and to avoid falling into the same difficulty that the French and
the Japanese had when they had intrigued in Annam and Korea. This incident reinforced
the British deision-makers in their conviction that they had to formulate their East Asian
policy in the knowledge that the Qing decisimakers placed tremendous importance on
their claim of suzerainty. The Burmese affairs were therefore perceived as an important
issue for East Asian politics at that time.  Yet, only Hakoda Keiko and Kobayashi Takao
have looked at the importance of the Ar@binese negotiations over Burma in terms of

East Asian international politis. This dissertation will offer detailed analysi$ this

3 Hidenao Takahashi, 6 1880 nendai no Chzsen dWsehthai t o Kokus
Sens3 eno Mi c hShiring 7118 Ngwl988)e4,/-67.

41 bi d; articles by Hiroaki Esawa, the | atest bein
Ni hon Gai k3z. 6

5 Takahashi, N/ sshin Sensch e2p H¢Msawa, O0Tenshin Jzyaku T
to HzkabD4 1&8BBDP BWBroaki gsawa, O0Tenshin J3zyaku T
Hzkai ,-94883Haka/ Kagaku Kenkyd? (/l nstitute of Soci
Tokyo), 43:4 (Dec 1991):79-1 01 ; d&dshizn Sensz no @B.nji Senryaku,
6Kei ko Hakoda, o0Chdzei ©6Biruma/ Chi B8hnmatsuKy 3tei 6 (1
Chdzgoku Gai k3 no Sei kakuShrin \8&2(R005):2383-2598;i k 3sat su, 0
Kobayashi, 19 Sei/ ki | girisu G&Akestiond Fbofivgrassthavoffed; / a

analyses of the British motives behind the annexation of Upper Burma, see Aparna

Mukherjee, British Colonial Policy in Burma: An Aspect of Colonialism in South -East

Asia, 1840-1885, (New Delhi: Abhinav Publications, 1998); D. P.  Singhall, 7he

C
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incidenti based upon the primary research on the private papers of the British Cabinet
ministers and diplomats at that tirmen the fourth chapter.

It should also be noted that most of the existing literature tends to focus on just one of
the varous individual events that occurred in the period from December 1884 to February
1887/ There are only a few historians who stress the importance of looking at these
events as a whole and in sequence and examine how they influenced regional affairs
geneally during and after this peridd. By looking at the East Asian crises from this
perspective, this thesis will argue that both the British and the Japanese governments
made a definite shift from their previous ambivalence to prioritising their respective
relationships with the Qing and choosing to react in a conciliatory manner to-the re
emergence of its power. To some extent, they made that decision because they had no
other option but to compromise on the suzerainty issue in order to avoid diplomatic
isolation. However, while there were many individuals in Britain and Japan who saw
this as humiliating, the individuals who mattered most within their respective diplomatic

policy-making circles did not consider these concessions as coming at too higthifa co

Annexation of Upper Burma , (Singapore: Easter University Press, 1960); Nicholas

Tarling, / mperi alism in Southeast Asi(ondordeAdNew eet /i ng, F
Yor k: Routl edge, 2001) ; Ant hony J. We bentbfe r | OBusi

the British Conaque s Histadal J&inal m43 (2000): 10@E% , For

works on the experiences of local Burmese population, see John F. Cady, A History of

Modern Burma , (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1958); Myint  -U Thant, 7he

Making of Modern Burma , (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001).

7 There are many historians that sta rt or end their books after analysi s of the Kapsin

coup, thus not engaging with the entire sequence of crises. See, for example,

Deuchler, Confucian Gentlemen and Barbarian Envoys ; Lensen, Balance of Intrigue,

vol. 1. Also, while Lee Yur -b o k West Goes East deals with the events after 1885 to

some extent, it is l|largely devoted to the anal ysi
ended in September 1885.

8 These few works include Banno, K/ nda/ ChdZg ok u ;Ibaygshi, 1&3eikik 3 s h i

l gi ri su Gai kg ;ltagenHlragiis, freaty 4rd lrade ; Okamoto, Zokkoku

to Jishu no Aida ; Tabohashi, K/ ndai/i Ni ssen Ka 2Vols;,Takahashi,Ke n k y dz

Ni sshin Sensz eno Michi
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they would help to restablish longerm stability in East Asia. It goes without saying

that such consideration inevitably influenced the Anrtdpanese relations in those years.

The Kapsin Incident and Its Aftermath, December 1884April 1885

Unlike in 1882, when Japan was the victim of a xenophobic riot in Seoul, there is ample
evidence that the Japanese in Korea were involved in the coup organised by the radical
progressive party of the ChosAn. |l noue Ka
had set up a newspaper company in Korea, was involved in drawing up the plan with the
radical progressives, as well as some other fellow Japanese residents in thé capital.
Whereas Hilary Conroy has argued that these Japanese collaborators particifieged in

plot without the approval of the government, most other historians do not think that this

was the cas®. Just before Takezoe left Tokyo on 20 October 1884 to return to Seoul

after a leave of absence, Foreign Minister Inoue Kaoru told his Ministett@ Ch o s An
court that perhaps a Al iQing darap nightbeédffectiveh e r ap y ¢
in checking Chinese influence and improving the Japanese foothold in Korea, even if that

might led to some temporary frictidh. The questions posed by tresearchers circulate

around why Inoue gave such an instruction when it was so inconsistent with the line of

9 For an overview on the outbreak of the coup, see Conroy, 7he Japanese Seizure of
Korea, 144-159; Deuchler, Confucian Gentlemen and Barbarian Envoys, 205-7; Kim
and Kim, Korea and the Politics of Imperialism, 49-51; Lensen, Balance of Intrigue,
vol. 1, 25-6; Tabohashi, Kindai Nissen Kankei no Kenky d2Zvol. 1, pp. 924-6; Takahashi,

O0Keisei ki Meiji Kokkaloto Ch3zsen Mondai, 6 8

10 Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of Korea, 147.

LB Takahashi, O0Keisei ki Mei | i-8 Ktakakashidtenl Tekkzges en Mo n d:
to Enomoto (Private), 22 Oct 1884, Enomoto Tak eaki Kankei Monjo (Papers Related to

Enomoto Takeaki), kept at KSKKT. Al so see Peng,
Gai mukyz to Furansu K3zshi tkodaoNisbeg Kkankgind 36: Taboha
Ke n k yallZl, 925-6. They cite Yoshida Kiyonari Monjo (Paper s of Yoshida Kiyonari)

98, kept at Kyoto University Museum.
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policy that the Japanese government had hitherto pursued. Un1iBBdethe Japanese
had been careful not to take any action that might leads&rious deterioration of their
relationship with the Qing. There is no evidence which indicates thazdakeas
already on close terms with the radical progressives and neither had the members of the
Japanese |l egation in ChosAn previously ende
ant-Qing faction!? In addition, it is important to observe that arduhe time that
Takezoe departed from Japan, the Japanese government made an official declaration of
neutrality in regard to the Siferench War, which meant that the Japanese formally
refused to cooperate with the war aims of a country that was in keheftionship with
the Qing®3
To provide an answer to this question, historians have paid close attention to the
international situation that surrounded East Asia in late 1884. In the autumn of 1884,
the situation in Korea seemed somewhat more worifgintpe Japanese decistomakers
than earlier in that year. By this time, the Chinese merchants in Kerea had started
to arrive at Korea after the signing of the SKorean commercial regulation in 1882
were growing into a significant community. As their numbers increased, incidents
bet ween them and the Japanese al so grew. (
who reported about the murder of a local Korean in Seoul by a Qing soldier in his

newspaper on 30 January 1884. Chen Shutand@itigeagent in Seoul, immediately

12 NGM, vols 16 and 17. Most of the archival materials relevant to the Kapsin

incident in GS 1 -1-2-3-25 (JACAR B03030193100) are included in NGM vols 16 and 17.

Unless specified, this chapter wil | use only the NGM when citing official diplomatic

correspondence.

13 Inoue to Yamada (Private), 25 Oct 1884, YHM , vol. 7, pp. 212-9. This document

also contains a draft of the declaration of neutrality as an enclosure. Also see Nose,

0K3zshin Seihen fA®bO0KerPlewndr, 6 0KE3 hin Jihen o Meguru
to Furansu Kzshi-7tono Kzsh3z, 6 36

14 Larsen, Tradit ion, Treaty and Trade, 106-123.
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raised a protest against what he considered as being a completely groundless accusation,
and Inoue Kakugor@ in the ehd had to resign
There were then good reasons for many Japanese individualstiWiogea to see the
increase of Qing influence with a strong sense of concern. And, despite this, the
Japanese foothold remained very smal/l. [ n
Daiichi National Bank to support them in establishing a mint, aedatter had started
purchasing machinery and the raw copper nec
court cancelled the project without providing any compensation, resulting in a significant
loss for the bank® No matter how much the Japanesgegament and diplomats tried
to encourage investment, the major entrepreneurs in Japan were still reluctant to invest in
Korea as such incidents continued to ward them off.
Considering the fact that military reform had only begun in Japan, it is difficult
imagine that important decisiena k er s such as |t @ and I noue W
seems that the escalation of the Shmench dispute over Annam made the Japanese
government think that the Qing would have to devote a significant degree ofoattenti
Southeast Asia instead of Korea. Indeed, in August 1884 the court in Beijing ordered
Li Hongzhang to withdraw some of his troops from Korea so that they could be
transferred to Tonkid! This environment thus might have induced the Japanese
decisioamakers to assume that the Qing would not be able to respond if Japan took more

assertive measures towards Korea than béfore.

15 1bid, 98 -9; Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of Korea, 140-1.

®This incident i s r ep o rihtHalidAnnual Reportoptte Oaiichv el y i n 02!
Nati onal BankSEDS, blal, pfl 84866 ,

7 Banno, Ki ndai ChddZy bk GaIO& Fabdhdshi, Kindari Nissen Kankel no

Kenkwdl?,877; Takahashi, OKei sei ki Mei ji-9Kokka to Chgz
8Banno, 0Jingo/ Kzshin Jihenlki Pneon gGa iokKsz sthoi nN aliisheein,
Meguru I noue Gai muky3 tKoz sFhuzrsgoras8bashiKk wmdai t ono

Ni ssen KankejfvolmMeO04Kkoe92%3/227-9 3 0; Takahashi, 0KeiseiKki
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When Takezoe learned immediately after his arrival on 30 October that the ministers
within the Min faction, who were generallyg&rded as prQing, were plotting a purge
of the radical progressives, he became more convinced than ever that he must execute a
strong shock theragy. He sent a dispatch on 12 November, which asked for approval
to support a coup by the radical progressjvbut when this reached Tokyo two weeks
later the ministers and officials of the Japanese government considered this scheme as
being too reckless and instructed him to refrain from taking such a ¢8urkmwever,
since the Japanese government had pexthifakezoe to engage in measures that were
somewhat more assertive than in the past, he acted on his own initiative before the
instruction reached hirt.

The problem was that l noue and Takezoe h.
military manoeuvrability. The radical progressives launched their coup on 4 December,
and the Japanese Minister was present at the royal palace with his legation guards when
they declared the establishment of the new governfAerBut the regime lasted only
fortwo days. Afterhe Queen managed to escape from the scene, she requested support
from Yuan Shikai, a commander of the Qing army in Korea, and his troops stormed the

palace?®> The Japanese government, which was completely unprepared to make a

Kokka to Ch3zsel;MoYradnamib,eq & Chzsen Kai kaku Und3z to
31-46.
19 Yoshida to Inoue (Unnumbered, draft of a telegraph in  struction that he was about to
send to Seoul under the name of him and |t3z), Gai
and Inoue (Unnumbered), Seoul, 12 Nov 1884, both from ANGS, vol. 3, pp. 3-6.
20 |bid.
211t 3 and Yoshida to Tvkeadep.3-28 Nov 1884,
22 Takezoe to Yoshida ( ), Seoul, 9 Dec 1884; Takezoe to Inoue (
), 1 enclosure, Seoul, 12 Dec 1884, both from NGM, vol. 17, pp. 326-333. Also
see the memoir of Kim Ok -kyun, (Kapsin llrok), available in ~ FYD, vol. 3.
Lee, West Goes East, 74; Lensen, Balance of Intrigue , vol. 1, 26-7; Tabohashi, Kinda/
Ni ssen KankeijvoleRdekeonik,;y dfakahashi, 0Keisei ki Mei j i
Mondai , 6 6.
23 |bid. Tabohashi cited telegraphs sent by the Commander Murakami, who was in
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determined commitment, learneabout the incident after the baedbytnumbered

Japanese and the radical progressives had all been drivéh @\fter his efforts had

failed, Takezoe denied any involvement in the coup and claimed that he had been at the
royal palace with the troops ortgcause King Kojong had requested protection from the
Japanese legation, but no diplomat in Seoul took this argument seriously. Unlike in the
case of 1882, the Western nations now had diplomats in Seoul, and all of them, including

the British Consulzeneal William Aston, were convinced that the Japanese had pulled

the strings behind the incideft. Takezoebs efforts resulted
elimination of the radical progressiviesomething that he desperately wanted to avoid

and the Japanese basaisolated in Korea.

From this point on, the Japanese ministers and senior officials recognised that they
were no longer in a position to strengthen their influence in Korea. All they could do
was to minimise the damage incurred by their involvemertenfailed plot and try to
escape from diplomatic isolation as quickly as possible. It was therefore decided on 19
December in a ministerial meeting in Tokyo that Inoue would be sent to Seoul in order to
negotiate a peace treaty, in which the Japanesergoeat would demand an indemnity

from the ChosAn court and an apology for

charge of the Japanese legation guards in Seoul, sent on 12 Dec 1884 as a source.

This is now available at BKS - -M15-3-132 (JACAR C06031039000).

Tabohashi also cited Report by Wu Dachen, the Chinese agent in Korea available in
(Guangxu Chaozhong ri Jiaoshe Shiliao [Records of Korean -Chinese-

Japanese Negotiations during the Guangxu era]) vol. 1 (276), annex 1, as the Chinese

source. This source is now published.

241 noue to |tz (PriHKM tva )1, pp. I88; Vaskdda tb Br@ud ,

(Telegraphi c), Gai mus h3VeV vA. 1D@pc328tMW;8 4Takahashi, 0Kei sei

Mei j i Kokka to Ch3zsen Mondai, o6 11.

25 Aston to Parkes, Chemulpo, 19 Dec 1884; A ston to Parkes (No. 1), Chemulp o, 2 Jan

1885. Both are enclosures to Aston to Granville (No. 1), Chem ul p d o, 3 Jan 1885,
17/996.
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domestic insurrection in that countfy. The ministers also agreed that they needed to

negotiate with the Qing separately for the mutual sinailtaneous withdrawal of troops

from Korea, and would demand the punishment of the Qing military officials if there was

clear evidence that they had initiated an assault. In other words, they decided to try
shifting the pointt éas fiasisluer @ ot d hpr €herstAnd ic
to protect foreigners in Korea, so that they could avoid being held responsible for the
outbreak of the couf.

The ChosAn negotiators were naturally relu
made tlem responsible for a coup that had in part been instigated by the JaSanese.
Takahashi has also suggested that the domestic situation in Japan made the negotiations
more difficult, as the Japanese government could not afford to compromise due to the fear
that such an action could lead to an explosion of popular dissatisfacti@y. late 1884,
the political awareness of the Japanese public was becoming much stronger than in the
past. The government had already declared that it would issue a constitatiopesn
a Diet by 1889, and also the Jiyl Mi nken U
Rights) was becoming increasingly popular. In October 1881 Japan had seen the birth

of its first modern political party theJ i y (Litbefdl Party)i and six monthsater the

%1 t3 Miyoji to |tz (HKMiwla2m)3l-212] Desce 1884Sanj 3
(Unnumbered), 4 enclosures, 20 Dec 1884, NGM, vol. 17, pp. 344-6; Reports by Inoue on
the Korean Incident written after his return to Tokyo, Ga i mushz, 19 NGMnNn 1885,

vol. 18, pp. 351-8.

27 For the secondary sources on the Japanese policy -making process over this issue,

Tabohashi, Ki ndai Ni ssen KawkZXx1020h20; Klearkkayhdfs hi , 0Kei sei k
Kokka to Chzsen Mondai, o6 13.

28 For the se condary sources on the Japanese -Korean negotiations, see ibid . See also

Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of Korea, 154-8; Deuchler, Confucian Gentlemen and

Barbarian Envoys, 208-9; Kim and Kim, Korea and the Politics of Imperialism, 49-53;

Larsen, Tradition, Treaty and Trade, 124-7; Lee, West Goes East, 73-8; Lensen, Balance

of Intrigue, vol. 1, 25-7.

2%2Takahashi, o0Keiseiki Mei j i Kokka to Chzsen Mond:
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Ri k k e n KCarstiutianal Rradressive Party) followed suit under the leadership of
&kuma Shigenobu, who was | ooking for a mea
ousted from the governmetft. The number of newspapers circulating in Japkso
increased in the 1880s as the parties started to issue them as a means to widsupport.
By this time, therefore, the Japanese decisiakers had to be more conscious about the
opposition outside of the government. When the news about the Kapdemirgpread
across Japan, many in the press argued that the Qing wasrigjmpasbbsolete tradition
on the ChosAn court, thus impeding the pro
the influence of the former must be wiped out even if this required a military canipaign.
The Japanese ministers were aware that many individuéisn the military were
receptive to this opinion, and considered some of the ministers, such as Kuroda Kiyotaka,
as longterm supporters of a hardline policy towards KoteaDespite the fact that the
bargaining power of the Japanese government was ymegker than it had been in 1882,
they had to be firm about denying their responsibility for this incident.

By late December, the negotiations hit deadlock. Although Inoue and most of his
colleagues were not bent on war, the Japanese ministers beli@tettheir had no

alternative but to prepare for the mobil i sc¢

3 Takashi Mi kuriya, 014 nen Sei heMhonRekiskii hon Rosen
Taikei, 4. Kinda/ |/ , 535-582.

31 Yoshitaka Katayama, N/ chi r o Séws 6 ek &h no Na&dadmo Nihonob
Ronjitaka,( Tokyo: K3zdanstha, 2009), 12

32 Fukuzawa to His Son (Private), 21 Dec 1884, FYZ, vol. 17, pp. 708-9; Minute by

Akinaga Ranjir3z and Okamoto Kansuke, dated 24 NoV
written on 24 Decemb er, as the minute mentions the Kapsin coup which broke out on 4

Dec), KSKKT SM 51 -1 5 ; Kuroda to |t3z ( PKWwatdep. 38620 Dec 188
Minut e by Fujita Mokichi, Ozaki Yukio , Inukai Tsuyoshi and etc, 24 Dec 1884, KSKKT

IKM 672 -9/KSKKT SM 51 -23. For the opinions of the press,seeBanno, o0Ji ngo/ K3shi
Jihenki no Gaikz to Naisei,o6 604.

B¥lt3z to Sanj 3 (Private), 149 M@idocYoshida@8vate), 7T KSKKT SM
Jan 1885, SMAZ, vol. 3, pp. 120-1 . Takahashi, oKei sei ki Mei j i Ko |
Mondai-46 13
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negotiators in order to succeed in the negotiatibndronically, it was the Qing officials

who helped them to smoothen the talks, justasin188ad. @ January 1885, t
negotiators reluctantly agreed to draw up a draft peace convention based upon the
Japanese demands, as they had learned three days prior that Li Hongzhang had no interest

in using his military against the Japanese on theirlbdhatead he had advised them

that they should avoid attempting to hold the Japanese government responsible for the
outbreak of the Kapsin cou. Inoue, in return, promised that hwould limit the

indemnity t0110,000yeni much lower than the figured@hhad been demanded in 1882,

despite the fact that the number of Japanese victims in 1884 was fargeraddition,

whil e |l noue never accepted responsibility
understood that the latter were extremely suspicions towards Takezoe and therefore
ordered the latter to return to JapanforgéodWh i | e t he CleauslBardlymi ni st e
accept this as a satisfactory compromise, it was enough to send a signal to them and the
Qing that the Japanese government would not make further demands over this issue, and

this message was duly recogniséd. The Japaneskorean peace agreemti the

Hans Ang Ciowaysgmed on® danuary 1885.

34 Tanaka to Yamagata (P rivate), 27 Dec 1884, YAKM , vol. 2, pp. 326-7 ; l noue to It3
(Private), Shimonoseki, 28 Dec 1884, /HKM ,vol. 1, pp. 189.

35 For secondary sources on the Qing interventon and t he signing of the Ha
Convention, see; Takashi Okamoto, R/ K 3 s B Fligashi Afi a no Kindai, (Tokyo:

Iwanami Shoten, 2011),156 -1 6 6 ; Takahashi, o0Keisei ki Meiij.i Ko k|
18; Lee, West Goes East, 76-7; Tabohashi, K/ ndai Ni ssen KawmwkEkch. no Kenky
19, section 55.

%] noue to Itz (Private)d4 /H&M, vohd,pp $89;knbueto28 Dec 188
Yoshida (Private), 2 Jan 1885, YKKM ,vol. 1, pp. 104-5; Inoue to Yoshida (Private),

Seoul, 8 Jan 1885, YKKM , vol. 1, pp. 105-6; Enomoto to His Sister (Private), Beijing, 14

Jan 1885, ETMS, pp. 169-1 7 0 ; Mo r i t &), 259 Jan31886, PHKM,v valt 9, pp. 168-

9.

37 lbid.

38 Minute of Conversation between Inoue and Kim Hong  -jip, two enclosures, 8 Jan

1885, NGM, vol. 18, pp. 342-9.

125



As the talks with the ChosAn court ended,
for the more important negotiations with the Qing. By this timmisters and senior
officials of theGaimuhr @ wer e receiving additional repor
the Japanese residents in Seoul had been killed not only by Korean mobs but also by Qing
troops, and therefore thought that some form of resolution over this issue must be
reached®® Moreove, they needed to negotiate with the Qing over the issue of a
simultaneous withdrawal of troops from Korea, and also wanted to hammer out an
agreement in order to avoid another similar outbreak in the fthure.

Yet, it was now becoming even more difficuth f It and I noue to
conciliatory policy towards the Qing than it had been a month before because the popular
outcry had become even stronffer.On 18 January there was a rally of about 3,000
people in Tokyo calling for a war against the QingJ #re police narrowly prevented the
protestors from setting fire to the headquarte@ bf @y a  Sahnewsgmpenwhich was
regarded as being too conciliatdly. Government ministers were also receiving
memoranda from various individuals outside of thgegoment who advocated wHr.

I n addition, 1t@ and I noue had to bé sensit

] noue Kowashi to Itz and |/RRSuwl. 1(0prd8ovdd2t e) , 19 De
Takezoe to Inoue (Telegraphic), Seoul, 31 Dec 1884, NGM, vol. 17, pp. 351-362.

40 |bid; Inoue to Yoshida (Private), 2 Jan 1885, YKKM , vol. 1, pp. 104-5; Minute of

Conversation between Inoue and Wu Dacheng (Chinese agent in Korea), Seoul, 11 Jan

1885, NGM, vol. 18, pp. 350-1.

4“4 Takahashi, o0KeiseiKki Mei ji -4kokka to Chzsen Mond:
42 Fukuzawa to Kawamura (Private), 21 Jan 1885, FYZ, vol. 17, pp. 719-721.
Bl bid; Memorandum by Sh3zsuke Kodama and -ot hers, ¢

14; Yoshioka to Inoue (Private), 3 Feb 1885, K SKKT IKM 672 -1 1 ; Hor i to gkuma
(Private), 4 Feb 1885, s SKM ( MBIV, pp. 281-2; Memorandum by Maki Naoto

and others, Feb 1885, KSKKT SM 51 -22; Fukuzawa to Asaoka (Private), 3 Mar 1885,

FYZ,vol. 17, pp. 728-9.

44 |bid. There are many private letterss ent from I t3 to Sanj 3 which e:
concern over how Kuroda would react to the situation. See documents in KSKKT SM

188.
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They were well aware that they were not universally popular, due to the fact that they had
assumed leadership of the government aseas u | t of the overthrow
supporters in 1881, and that this included many within the Satsuma f&ctidimeir
opponents were thus looking for an opportunity to regain their influence, and an assertive
policy towards Korea was one ofthe mgant o att ack |t @6s faction.
the individuals in the Japanese military were already of the opinion that-d&aoese
war over Korea was inevitable, they became more convinced after the Kapsin coup that
they should start a conflictsoemr t han | ater, before the Qing
abundant resources and wealth to strengthen its mitftary.

By around the first week of February, |t @
hardliners?’” The fledgling Japanese political fas were still powerless against
newspaper censorship, police persecution and outright intrigue, such as bribery of the
leaders of the partie¥ Moreover, the hardliners within the government did not
constitute a majority and thus could not cast an olvelming influence over the decision
making proces® I n addition, Saig@ Jid@, the Minis
who, as the younger brother of Saig®@ Takamo

Sat suma facti on, was able to act as a medi a

S Mi kuriya, 014 nen Seihen t581-2Ki hon Rosen no Kakut
46 Memorandum by Takashima and Kabayama, Feb 1885, KSKKT SM 51  -21;

Takahashi, o0Keiseiki Mei ji 4kokka to Chzsen Mondai
47 Inoue to Enomoto (Telegraphic), 9 Feb 1885, NGM, vol. 18, pp. 193-4; Takahashi,
0Keisei ki Meiji Kokka-5t o Clhagksaechna sMoin dcaiit,eés 2%4ai g3z t

(Private), 1 Feb SB®BkancShai g(3L eltdidesrk eBook of Sai g3
Family), kept at Historiographical Institute, University of Tokyo.

84Banno, O0Jingo/K3zshin Jiherlli no Gai kz to Naisei,
“Takahashi, O0Keiseiki Meiji -8kokka to Ch3zsen Mond:
51 t3 to San,8geb (885 KSKIKTtSM 188 -45; Inoueto Sanj 3 (Private), 9
Feb 1885, KSKTSM179-18; | noue to Saig3z (Wi waltm), 12 Feb
190-1 ; l noue to | t3z ( PHKM,atveo)l,. 115 Fpepb. 1189815, | noue t
16 Feb 1885, /HKM , vol. 1, pp. 191. Takahashi, oKei sei ki M
Mondai-56 24
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The government thefere managed to maintain the line of policy it wished to pursue,
which was to restabilise the environment surrounding Korea by requesting the
simultaneous withdrawal of troops and also by making some agreement that could serve
asabasistoupholdthe 8id apanese relationship in a peac
Inoue had to make some compromises to the hardliners. First, they promised that if the
Qing decisioamakers would not agree to the mutual withdrawal of troops from Korea,
then the Japanese gonment would send reinforcements so that the numbers of their
troops in Korea would be roughly equal to that of the QingSecond, they agreed to
stiffen their attitude over the issue of the death of Japanese troops and residents in Seoul
and to demand ghpunishment of the Qing commander who was leading the troops when
the incident had occurred, instead of demanding that the Qing officials merely investigate
whether the Qing soldiers had fired the first shot oPhotOn 28 February, |t ¢
for Tianjin as an envoy extraordinary and plenipotentiary and arrived on 14 Riarch.

The negotiations proved to be very difficelt. The Qing negotiators were reluctant
to accommodate the Japanese request to punish theiaryniibmmander, when

Takezoeds involvement in the KapX3iAso,coup ha

51 Inoue to Enomoto (Telegraphic), 9 Feb 1885, NGM, vol. 18, pp. 193-4; Takahashi,

0Keisei ki Meiji Kokka-5t takafdshg ctesnS aNlognzd atio, d n203u e
(Private), 1 Feb 1885, Sai g3z Jdidzke Shokanchz (Letter Book of
Family), kept at Historical Institute, University of Tokyo.

52 Hara to Enomoto (Private ), Tianjin, 17 Feb 1885, NGM, vol. 18, pp. 195-6;

Takahashi, o0Keiseiki Mei ji -5.Kokka to Chzsen Mondai
53 |noue to Enomoto (Telegraphic), 23 Feb 1885, NGM, vol. 18, pp. 196-7; Inoue to
Enomoto ( ), 26 Feb 1885, NGM, vol. 18, pp. 201-2; Hara to Inoue (

), Tianjin, 16 Mar 1885 (rec. 6 Apr), NGM, vol. 18, pp. 211.
54 For secondary sources on the Tianjin Con vention, see Conroy, 7he Japanese Seizure
of Korea, 169-174; Deuchler, Confucian Gentlemen and Barbarian Envoys, 212-4; Kim
and Kim, Korea and the Politics of Imperialism, 56-8; Lensen, Balance of Intrigue, vol.
1, 27-30; Tabohashi, Kindai Nissen Kankeino K e n k wyallZl, ch. 19, section 57.

% Mi nute of conversation between |It3 and the Mini:
Japanese Legation in Beijing, 30 Mar 1885; Mi nut €
Tianjin, 3 Apr 1885; Enomoto to Inoue (Telegraphi c¢) , Ti anjin, 4 Apr 1885; I
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just as |It@ and Inoue had had to suppress h
negotiator at Tianjin, had to struggle against the influexicenservatives in the Qing
decisionmaking circle in order to uphold his conciliatory policy towards Korea and Japan.
The influence of those individuals who advocated taking a firm attitude against any
external power that pamty@eritssneighbourehad alrdady Chi n ¢
become quite significant by the |at870s>® After the hardliner Prince Chun had
replaced his older brother Prince Gdntihe former leading figure in the Zongli Yamen
and a supporter of L foeign affaosi enimidile8B8t8alr,y La p@r
position within the Qing decisiemaking circle became more vulnerable than before.
At one point, the Sindapanese negotiations came to the verge of breakdown, when Li
insisted on 12 April that there should be anagree nt whi ch obl i ged t he
to consult his suzerain before anyone else when he was underthr&his comment
l ed to a strong reaction from |It@ as he thoc
influence in Korea to become even stromjer.

However, the negotiations did not break down as they were conducted by individuals
who were determined to avoid the outbreak ¢
to accommodate some of the hardlinersd se
suppot ed by I noue and the senior officials o

hardliners were not influential enough to dominate the deecisiaking circle?® Liand

(Telegraphic), Tianjin, 9 Apr 1885, all from ANGM, vol. 18, pp. 222-262.

56 Banno, K/ ndai ChdZg ok u , D] Gastma§g arhréng andt Mandarins

Hsu, The Ili Crisis .

57 Okamoto, R/ K z166#1%66;Banno, K/ nd aig o&ludzZS e i j jch. G aectiorgds h /
and 5; Eastman, Throne and Mandarins .

8Mi nute of conversat i,badatlartjiyE2dpr 1883 3En@motdto L i
Inoue (Telegraphic), Tianjin, 13 Apr 1885, both from NGM, vol. 18, pp. 276-290.

59 lbid.

60 lnoue to |tz (Tel egr A@VWhvolk18,pp. 262-8.p Banrlo 8K8nBa/
Chdlgoku Sei j360-1CEastriag, sThrone and Mandarins , 13; Okamoto, R/
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|t came to a preliminary settlement on 14

four days latef! They agreed that:

1. Governments of Qing and Japan would withdraw their troops within four months; 2. They

would encourage the ChosAn government to hire |
while refraining from sending their own; Both countries would retain the right to resend

the troops when the situation rendered it absol
its territorial integrity on its own. In such a case, they had to send a document to the other

signatory which woul state when the troops would be sent and in what quéhtity.

Over the issue of the punishment of the of:
commander unless there was clear evidence that he had ordered his troops to open fire at

the Japanese Isliers, but he nonetheless promised that the commander would receive

some reprimand for his carelessn¥ss.

The Tianjin Convention came under strong popular criticism in Japan, but there were
many reasons for |t@, I n o u eatistagtody. tilsteandGa i mu s t
foremost, they were able to avoid war, and second, the Japanese government evaded being
held responsible by the Qing and ChosAn for
received the right to send troops to Korea in case ofrargency if they informed the

Qing in advance. As the Japanese had managed to avoid being punished despite

K 3 s /M46.
611 t3 and Li agreed on 16 April that the conventi
days|l at er . O6 Conor t o g@phig)nBeijing, L6eApr(188D(. rec2l?7 Tel e

Apr), FO 17/ 987; 00 Cblm 166), Beij;mg, BrApri885 (I réc.el6 June),

FO 17/979; Yoshida to Inoue (Private), 17 Apr 1885, KSKKT IKM 594  -4. See also

Lensen, Balance of Intrigue , vol. 1, 27-29.

62 Mi nute of conversation between | t3NGIMmd Li, hel d
vol.18, pp. 290-3 0 5 ; l't2z2 to I noue (Tel egrNGMhvolclB pp. Ti anj i n,
306; O0O06Conor t d66GBednyViéApt 1885 ( mda 16 June), FO 17/979.

Lee, West Goes East, 79.

63 |bid.
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instigating a coup, and as the Qing had to agree to withdraw troops from Korea, Kirk
Larsen argues that the Tianjin Convention was a diplomatia faé on %i 6s si c
However, this argument neglects the fact that the Japanese foothold iri Kidriea was
not so big to begin with had al ready shrunk by the ti me
negotiating table, as the radicalcoupinogr essi
December 1884. The Tianjin Convention in essence provided the written consent of the
Japanese government to recognise the current pos$itionwhich the Qing enjoyed
superiority in Koreal as thestatus quoand that it would not attempt to aneethis
situation through the use of force. Such an agreement was the price that the Japanese
government had to pay to the Qing in order to get out of the diplomatic isolation that they
had created for themselves as a result of thedrdpared involvenrd in the Kapsin coup.
For Li, who wanted to expand Qing influence in Korea without using the military, the
result was quite satisfactory and all the compromises that he gave to the Japanese were
tolerable. More importantly, the convention provided asbas prevent future Sino
Japanese confrontation over Korea, which wa
The SineJapanese tension was further reduced as both of these countries acted upon the
agreement and withdrew their troops by July 1885.

The SineJapanese crisis over Korea was thus settled satisfactorily. However, just as
one warscare subsided, another one started to threaten East Asia. ArRURg@n
war-scare was unleashed as the result of a skirmish between Russian and Afgtsan troop
in a region called Penjdeh in Central Asia in +ildrch 1885. This development had a

significant effect on East Asiaifffairs, as the British government authorised its squadron

64 Larsen, Tradition, Treaty and Trade, 130-1.
65 Takahira to Inoue ( ), Seoul, 11 July 1885, NGM, vol. 18, pp. 143-4;
l noue to Sanj 3 ),E61July1885, NGM, vol. 18, pp. 375.
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to occupy KAmundo on 14 April

The British Occupation of KAmundo

There are some articles in Japanese language that argue that the British government had
nurtured an ambiti omsince it disleenatz ad névanoificetso e v e r
recommended occupation of these islands ten years prevfSuslyhis argument

overl ooks the simple fact that the -l attero
makers in London, and also ignores the general limmlicy that Britain hitherto had

pursued in Korea, if not East Asia. The British government had not placed any East

Asian territory under even temporary control after it acquired Kowloon in 1860. Even

in the late1l870s, when they started to see Rusad@ivities in Asia with a stronger sense

of suspicion, the senior officials of the Foreign Office were cautious about taking any
action because they feared that this might
court. Just as the Japanese decigiakers chose to undertake a policy in 14884

which was markedly different than that they had pursued for much of the past five years,

the decision made in April 1-8&@nFolieyarend.i ncons i
To understand why the Britishogernment chose to undertake the occupation of
KAmundo, despite the fact that such an acti
shed light on the political environment that surrounded the Liberal administration at that

time.

The direct cause of therBi t i sh occupati on oRussisPwaundo wa

6 Ahn, ol girisu no Kyoob8mot sPSlenrygydhkreim3z Ji ken tc
no Tai kan Seisaku, 6 57.
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scare which was unldasd across the British Empire from 30 March as a result of the
Penjdeh crisis in Central Asfd. Already by the earhi880s, the territorial dispute
between Russia and Afghanisiaa country which at that time was under heavy influence
from British Indiai over Merv was becoming a serious diplomatic question between
Britain and Russia. The British officials considered the region as an important buffer
between Russian Central Asiad India, as the local rulers controlled a network of roads
and paths through the rugged terrain. And when the British decsaéers learned
that the chiefs of Merv had agreed at the point of a gun to be incorporated into Russia in
February 1884, AngtRussian relations over Central Asia became inevitably téhser.
After being shocked by the news, the British concluded they should negotiate the
delineation of Central Asian spheres of influence with the Russian government, and talks
began from October8B45°

Despite wanting to avoid future complications over Central Asia, British Cabinet
ministers were convinced that they must remain firm with the Russians. This in large
part reflected the public mood. The British public was becoming increasinglyakritic
towards the Liberal administration, as they believed that it was failing to make adequate
preparations to prevent Russian encroachment towards Britisif tndieshould also be
remembered that the British campaign in Egypt by this point had escataedn
attempted occupation of Sudan. Not only did this continue to strain the-Rreich

relationship, but it was also becoming a huge drain on the Treasury. This campaign had

67 Ahn, Ol girisu no KyobuntWgstGoenbass, $13;Pakk en, 6 81; Le:q
O0Kyobuntz Jiken to Ri Kzsdhz no Tai kan Seisaku, 6 5
68 For the Russian seizure of Merv, see; Ghose, England an d Afghanistan , 175-6; Rob A.

Johnson, 0The Penj deMves, 24:400 ¢Aprri299):138-8.5 , 0

6 G.J.Alder, Bri ti sh [ ndiads No95 AStudnof IfFpemahPolice y 1865
(London: Longmans, 1963), 198; JoBBHhGhose, O0The Penj
England and Afghanistan , 181.

70 Ghose, England and Afghanistan , 188-90.
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started to excite public opinion, and there was a popular jingo sentirheft demanded

that the government not withdraw before the local rebels had been thoroughly defeated.
If the Liberal administration had ever dreamt of possible withdrawal from Sudan in the
near future, this was now impossible. It could not afford to weakepolitical base
anymorei particularly when it was already facing difficulties in Parliament over the
question of Irish Home Rule. This background made the administration even more
reluctant to make compromises over the Central Asian negotiatior®r example, the

Earl of Kimberley, the Secretary of State for India, wrote several letters in late February
1885 which expressed his concern that the government had no other option but to go to
war if the negotiations over Afghan boundary failed to predacsatisfactory resuff.

In particular, the British and Russian negotiators disputed fiercely over whose sphere of
influence Penjdeh belonged to, as it was adjacent to Merv and was considered to be a
region of vital strategic importance.

In the face of ltis growing AngleRussian tension, the Foreign Office and the
Admiralty started to examine what kind of consequences a war might create for British
interests across the world. The situation looked worrying in East Asia due to the fact
that the Kapsin couphad recently destabilised the regional ortfer. Under these

circumstances, the Admiralty had already in December 1884 ordered\dingal Sir

71 For the Egyptian question, see WGP BL Add MS 44142, 44147 -8 and 44178 and the
diary of Sir Edward Walter Hamilton , the private secretary of Gladstone. For the
secondary sources, see Robinson and Gallagher with Denny, Africa and the Victorians,
chs. 4-5.  For the Irish Home Rule, see, among many, CDP BL Add MS 43875 -6 and
43891. For secondary sources, see the texts and bibliography of H. C. G. Matthew,
0The Li ben & Oxtory &listory of Britain , revised ed., ed. Kenneth O.
Morgan, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010): 518 -581.

72 Kimberley to Gladstone (Private), From India Office ( hereafter 10), 21 Feb 1885,
WGP BL Add MS 44228; Kimberley to Dufferin (Private, T elegraphic), 10, 23 Feb 1885,
KP Bodleian MSS.Eng.c.4291.

73 For reports on the Kapsin incident by British diplomats, see FO 17/953 -4 and FO
46/317-8.
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William Dowell, the Commandéan-Chief of China Squadron, to move some warships to
the waters adjacentoAmundo with orders to report i
suspicious manoeuvred. Around the same time, the Foreign Office asked the

Admiralty whether it saw the islands as providing any strategic advantage, as Parkes had

argued in 187%° Thesurey was conducted by an officer

LieutenartCommander Reginald Card&renton, and his report, which reached London

in mid-February, argued strongly in favour of occupation in case of the outbreak of war.

He reported t hHnaan imgoktanu locdtion, dn@ then added that the

topography of the islands rendered it quite easy for an occupying force to fortife

report by CareyBrenton was deemed more comprehensive and detailed than the one that

Sir George Willes had writtemi1883 when he had been the Commainuéshief of

China Squadron a report that was highly sceptical about the strategic value of the islands

I and senior officials in the Admiralty therefore argued that an occupation should be

undertaken if war broke ot By the end of February 1885 the Foreign Office was also

convinced of the strategic importance of
Meanwhile, the difficult negotiations over the delineation of the frontier between India

and Russian Central Asia continued to strain the ARglssian relationship. And when

the news that Russian and Afghan troops patrolling the vicinity of Penjdeh had collided

74 The Secretary to the Admiralty to Currie (No. M3122), Admiralty, 18 Dec 1884, ADM
116/70; Granville to P arkes (No. 308), FO, 31 Dec 1884, FO 17/947.

75 Parkes to Granville (No. 50 Telegraphic) , Beijing, 14 Dec 1884, (rec. 14 Dec), FO
17/954.

76 Carey-Brenton to Commander Hippesley (Confidential), Merlin (Shanghai), 26 Dec
1884. Enclosure to; Dowell to the Sec retary to the Admiralty (No. 12), Audacious at
Hong Kong, 6 Jan 1885, ADM 1/6757.

77 1bid; Willes to the Secretary of the Admiralty (No. 463), Iron Duke (Zhifu), 21 Sept
1882, ADM 1/6618; Currie to the Secretary to the Admiralty, FO, 15 Jan 1885, (rec. 16
Jan), ADM 116/70; Thornton to Granville (No. 11), St. Petersburg, 19 Jan 1885, ADM
116/70.
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with each other reached London on 30 March, it unleashed-scass across the British
Empire’® As the possibility of an AnglkRussian \ar started to look more realistic,
senior officials of the Foreign Office started to consider whether the occupation of
KAmundo would be possible without causing
governments. The reports that they received from FsaPlcinkett, who served as the
British Minister in Tokyo from 1884 to 1887, indicated that the Japanese government was
perturbed by the recent intensification of the ARBlassian tensions. He observed that
the Japanese were concerned that if an ARgissan war broke out then the British and
Russians might ask the Japanese government to open their ports to shelter or repair their
respective warships and crews, and that if they allowed this for one side then the other
would see this as a hostile &¢t. Yet, Japanese decisianakers were not confident about
their military being strong enough to risk a war against either of the European great
powers®® Compared to this, the response from the Qing officials seemed much more
pro-British. Halliday Macartney, British national who served as a secretary at the Qing
legation in London, called on the Foreign Office on 8 April 1885 and told senior officials
that dAif Port Hamilton was to be occupied b
England should betheower to take possession of ité.
di fficulty be &rranged with China. o

Until 11 April, there are several documents that indicate that while the ministers felt

that AnglaRussian tensions had become very serious as a resultRéiageh incident,

Johnson, 0The Penj ded)Ghbse  Engliredand Afgharstan ©1974 2

79 Plunkett to Granville (No. 87 Very Con fidential), Tokyo, 21 Mar 1885 ( rec. 24 Apr),

FO 46/329; Plunkett to Granville (No. 97 Very Co nfidential), Tokyo, 2 Apr 1885 ( rec. 8

May), FO 46/329; Plunkett to Granville (No. 10 Telegraphic) , Tokyo, 9 Apr 1885 (rec. 9

Apr), FO 46/336.

80 |bid.

81Granville to O8Conor (No.7975%5A), FO, 8 Apr 1885,

136



they still thought that the outbreak of war could be avéeddowever, on that day it
was decided at a Cabinet meeti ng-Russiat KAmun
war would break ouf® The ministers and senior officials of the government
bureaucracies then started to discuss the state of the-Rugkanrelationship with a
stronger sense of concern from that point on. On 12 April, the Foreign Office came to
the conclusion that it must urge the Russian government to withdraw its troops from
Pendjeh at once before any negotiations over the current CAsieal crisis could
commencé! Meanwhile, senior officials in the Admiralty started to discuss the menace
that an AngleRussian war would pose to British trade across Eufasi@he Earl of
Dufferin and Ava, the Governdgeeneral of India, also wrote a lofgjter which argued
that, considering the rugged terrain and harsh climate of Afghanistan, it would be very
difficult to send an adequate number of troops swiftly to Penjdeh to confront the
Russiang®

There is, though, no document that offers a directaggtion of why the Earl of
Northbrook, the First Lord of Admiralty, authorised Dowell to make aepnptive
seizure of KA Mu Wideo theRoreignffice pxplained the decision to
Zeng Jize, the Qing Minister in London, it contended that &s AhgloRussian

relationship had deteriorated much quicker than they had expected, they had found it

82 Memo by Northbrook, 20 Mar 1885, written on the margins of Carey  -Brenton to
Hippesley (Confidential), Merlin (Shanghai), 26 Dec 1884, ADM 1/6757; Northbrook to
Baring (Private), Admiralty, 10 Apr 1885, NP HRO 92M95/F5/39; Diary entry for 11
Apr 18 85, DEWH , pp. 833-4.

83 Memo on Cabinet Meeting, 11 Apr 1885, WGP BL Add MS 44646.

84 Memorandum, FO, 13 Apr 1885, PRO 30/29/129.

85 Admiral Sir A. Cooper Key to Northbrook (Private), 4 May 1885, NP HRO
92M95/F5/9.

86 Dufferin to Kimberley (Private), 12 Apr 18 85, IOR BL Mss Eur F130/3.

87 The Secretary of the Admiralty to Dowell (No. 42 Telegraphic), Admiralty, 14 Apr
1885, ADM 116/70.

87 Northbrook to Granville (Private), Stratton, 28 July 1885, PRO30/29/22A/5.
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necessary to swiftly occupy KAmundo in orde
a vital strategic importance in East Asia, from falling under Russiatrol®® However,
Northbrook offered an alternative explanation. He argued retrospectively in July 1885
that he had authorised the occupation because there was no other way in which Britain
could put pressure on the Russian government so that thhenatilel be discouraged to
forward their troops in Penjdeh further to the sdiith.

This explanation was linked to the fact that in the ed880s, Otto von Bismarck, the
German Chancellor, had managed to reconstruct the relationship between Germany,
AustriazHungary and Russia, which had become somewhat strained after the former two
countries had failed to st durkshWar® ftwas | atter
therefore unlikely that the German and Audttongarian governments would permit the
British to send warships into the Baltic and Black Seas as a means of coercing the Russian
government into pulling back from Penjdeh.
was the only place that was available for the British government to take such adtion.
is also interesting to note that there is a journal articlehm Spectatowritten in 1886
which also argued that the British governm
thought it was necessary to take a-pneptive effective measure to checle tRussian
southward advance in Asia.

However, the direct cause of the occupation remains unclear. While it is difficult to
assume think that Northbrook authorised the occupation without the approval of his

colleagues in the Cabinet, there is also evidehat suggests that some of the important

88 Granville to Zeng (Confidential), FO, 16 Apr 1885 ,FO 17/1000. Al so see OPort
Ha mi | tWestminster Review, Apr 1887, Vol. 128 No. 1: 594 -609.

89 Northbrook to Granville (Private), 28 July 1885, PRO30/29/22A/5.

% Anderson, The Eastern Question, 225.

%o Port Ha mhelSpectato;, 83 Jan 1886, Vol. 59 No. 3004: 108-9.
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ministers such as Kimberley and the Prime Minister William Gladstone were not
necessarily supportive of the occupation, as they assumed that the Russians would not
take such an action light®. These documents joly that they were frustrated because
Northbrook had demanded this action be taken, which unnecessarily raised the tension
between them and the Russians, when they were negotiating hard to avoid war. What is
clear is that the British decisianakers wereinder such tension in the days between 11

to 14 April that the environment could easily have induced the First Lord of Admiralty to

demand that Britain had to take naval action as swiftly as possible.

The Anglo-Russian WarScare and East Asia, ApritSeptanber 1885

No matter what the reason behind the occu
occupied by the China Squadron. As this event made ARgssian relations even

tenser, the British government became aware that it had to make various preplasttions

war broke out. On 20 April the government duly asked Parliament to approve an
additional budget in order to prepare for the possible outbreak of an-Rogkian war,

which was approved immediateR}. One of the measures that the Admiralty
immediatey took after the occupation was to build a coal depot, telegraph stations and

l i nes, and fortifications in KAmundo. The
possession of the islands would give them better command of the seas adjacent to the

Korean coast, and therefore overruled the suggestion of Dowell, who, after vising the

92 Gladstone to Granville (Private), 24 Apr 1885; PRO 30/29/129; Diary of Kimberley,
24 Apr 1885, KP Bodleian MSS.Eng.e.2793.

93 The Secretary of the Admiralty to Dowell (No. 42 Telegraphic), Admiralty, 14 Apr
1885, ADM 116/70; Hartington t o Gladstone (Private), House of Commons, 20 Apr
1885, WGP BL Add MS 44148.
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KAmundo for the first time on his own in Me
the strategic merit that Carddrenton had argued{.
Simultaneously Cabinet ministeed senior officials in Foreign Office discussed
whether it might be possible to form an alliance with the Qing Empire and Fapamn.
late-April, Philip Currie, the Assistant Undersecretary of the Foreign Office, wrote a
memorandum indicating that Plunkshould be informed that the British government
fiattach importance to an alliance with Japan in the event of war with Russia and would
be glad to have his opinion as to any steps it might be advisable to takeandvgome
ministers such as Northbrookdu$ir Charles Dilke were receptive to this propd&al.
The idea of an alliance with Japan was attractive because it would allow the Royal Navy
to use Japanese ports for logistics and repairs under the protection of the IJIN. Moreover,
the British naval obervers thought that the quality of the 1IN had improved significantly
as a result of the | att%ros determined effo

However, it must also be said that when the British decisiakers and diplomats

94 Memorandum by Northbrook, Admiralty, 20 May 1885, FO 405/35; Memo by
Northbrook, written at the Admiralty, 22 May 1885, NP HRO 92M/95/F5/9;

Memorandum, Admiralty Foreign Intellige  nce Committee, 25 May 1885, ADM 116/70;
Dowell to the Secretary of the Admiralty (No. 233), Audacious (Nagasaki), 28 May

1885, ADM 1/6810. Also see a private letter calling for early withdrawal from
KSmundo wr i tt étheptegeceggoriofiDeveell who at this time was in
London; Willes to Northbrook (Private), London, 22 Apr 1885, NP HRO 92M95/F5/9.

9 Kobayashi, 19 Sei ki [ girisu iag®s6&z to Higashi Aj
9% Memo by Currie, attached to Plunkett to Granville (No. 87 Very Con  fidential),
Tokyo, 21 Mar 1885 ( rec. 24 Apr), FO 46/329. The memo is undated, but was probably
written not too long after the dispatch had reached the Foreign Office. Dilke to

Granville (Private), Local Government Board, 30 Apr 1885, CDP BL Add MS 43881,
Memo by Northbrook, Admiralty, 22 May 1885, NP HRO 92M95/F5/9.

97 Already in 1875, Shadwell had reported that Yokosuka was the best dockyard in the
station, and many naval offic ers in East Asia after him reported that the Japanese
were building more dockyards of similar quality. See Shadwell to the Secretary to the
Admiralty (No. 52) , Iron Duke at Sea, 1 Mar 1875 ( rec. 9 Apr), ADM 1/6342; Coote to
the Secretary to the Admiralty  (No. 258), Iron Duke (Yokohama), 29 June 1880, ADM
125/24; Unknown writer to Parkes (Private), Curacoa (Hong Kong), 17 Mar 1883, HPP
CUL MS Parkes 19/1.
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discussed the prospect of an alliance with East Asian countries, they placed much
stronger emphasis on acting in common with the Qing Empire than $apahe British
decisionmakers in London were well aware of the fact that their army was much smaller
than that of the Russians, and thus tbaysidered it crucial to have the cooperation of a
strong local country if they wished to protect their interests in Asia. A country like
China, with its massive manpower, could provide a buffer to protect the Indian frontier
from Yarkand to the Himalayasind check the French at the SBirmese bordet®
Although most British observers, both official and public, recognised that Qing military
modernisation was not yet complete, they were nonetheless impressed that it had
managed to accomplish limited sess against the French army. This success
encouraged the British decisiomakers to seek an alliance with the QY. Finally, it

was hoped that some Qing warships might be available for joint APigloese
operations in East Asian waters. Indeed, it wasuncommon for British officials in

East Asia to discuss an Anglthinese alliance without any Japanese involverfént.

The British decisiormakers were almost unanimous that if they formed an alliance with
the Japanese, then the latter would be incladegljunior partner within a more important
Anglo-Chinese alliance. Besides, there were many individuals, such as Nicholas
O6Conor, the Charg® doAffaires to Beijing
pessimistic about the prospect of bringing thegQamd Japan together in a trilateral

alliance. He believed that suspicion between these two countries towards each other

98 |bid; Plunkett to Granville (No. 12 T  elegraphic), Tokyo, 3 May 1885 ( rec. 3 May), FO
46/336; Plunkett to Granville (No. 138 Very Con fidential), Tokyo, 11 May 1885 ( rec. 15
June), FO 46/330.

99 Memo by Northbrook, Admiralty, 22 May 1885, NP HRO 92M95/F5/9.

100 |bid.

1106 Conor to Gr anyv Sdcretg Be(jinge2D Apgl88b 9 rec. 20,Apr), FO
17/987;06 Conor t o Gr a rseciet), Baging(1N klay 1882(2ec. 6 July), FO
17/980.
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was still significant after the Kapsincotff. O6 Conor t herefore argued
government should not make any overturesafzad, as such a gesture might discourage
the Qing decisiomakers from contemplating the idea of signing an alliafite.

Before the British decisiomakers could hammer out a concrete policy, the British
experienced a neaniss incident with Russia. Capté&amuel Long, one of the officers
under Dowell 6s command, reported on 6 May
demonstration from a local Russian naval force when he was leading three warships into
the port of Yokohama. witnessed thelgums gf aRussian o n g 6 s
ironclad anchored in the port being loaded, opened and pointed towards the British
warships entering the port, and that it seemed as if the Russian seamen were all assembled
behind the guns ready to open fire at any mortféntLong, at first instance, thought
that an AngleRussian war might have already been declared, but on second thoughts he
fortunately concluded that such a case was unlikely, and decided to take his warships into
Yokohama without making any counteractior; d&so decided to withdraw his ships to
Yokosuka the next day to alleviate the tensith. When Plunkett made an official
complaint to Alexander Davidov, the Russian Minister in Tokyo, the latter replied that the
recent increase of AnglBussian tensions ikast Asia, had caused this dangerous
encounter. He complained that the Russian naval personnel were extremely frustrated

as the British warships had been shadowing their Russian counterparts in East Asia

12086 Conor to Gr anv Sdcietg Be{jinge2D Apgl886 ) rec. 20,Apr), FO

17/ 987; 0O6Conor to Granville (Private), Beijing,
O 6 Car to Granville (No. 222 Secret), Beijing, 10 May 1885 ( rec. 6 July ), FO 17/980.

103 |bid.

104 Dowell to the Secretary of the Admiralty (No. 53 Tele  graphic), Nagasaki, 6 May

1885 (rec. 6 May), ADM 1/6757; Plunkett to Granville (No. 13 Te legraphic), Beijing, 7

May 1885 (rec. 7 May), FO 46/336; Plunkett to Inoue ( ), 5 enclosures, sent from
the British Legation in Tokyo, 7 May 1885, @ NGM, vol. 18, pp. 126-138.
105 |bid.
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waterst®® The Russian commander had not felt coefit that he enjoyed the security
normally guaranteed by international law to warships in the ports of a neutral country in
Japan, due to the fact that the unequal treaties that Japan had signed with Western nations
posed some restrictions on Japanesersay&y, and therefore had decided to put his
seamen on aletf! Plunkett argued that the British government could not accept such
an interpretation of the treaties, and was of the opinion that no state should permit its
military to engage in a hostile maeuvre in a country that they recognised as an
independent natiol’® Plunkett and Davidov nonetheless concluded that the action that
Long had taken was satisfactory, and were happy to call the case closed as neither the
British and Russian governments wathtvarl®® However, it was an incident that was
enough to make not only the British diplomats in East Asia but also the detial@rs
of Qing and Japan recognise how strained the ARgissian relationship had become,
and realise that East Asia could betunaffected if a war broke out.

The illlpr epared occupation of KAmundo also ¢
decisionmakers in other ways. Ten days after the incident in Yokohama, British
di pl omats reported that the ChosAn court we
East Asia The wunil ater al occupation of KAmund

ChosAn officials extremely upMayonyar&8fd t hey

106 Plunkett to Inoue ( ), 5 enclosures, sent from the British Legation in Tokyo, 7

May 1885, NGM, vol. 18, pp. 126-138; Dowell to the Secretary of the Admiralty (No. 55

Telegraphic), Nagasaki, 7 May 1885 ( rec. 7 May), ADM 1/6757.

107 |bid.

108 PJunkett to Inoue ( ), 5 enclosures, sent from the British Legation in Tokyo, 7

May 1885, NGM, vol. 18, pp. 126-138; Plunkett to Granville (No. 14 T elegraphic),

Tokyo, 8 May 1885 (rec. 8 May), FO 46/336.

109 PJunkett to Granville (No. 14 T elegraphic), Tokyo, 8 May 1885 ( rec. 8 May), FO

46/336; Dowell to the Secretary of the Admiralty (Telegrap  hic, Confidential), 8 May

1885 (rec. 8 May ), ADM 1/6757.

mOdConor to Granvil |l e ¢dibphic), Behing,@dayf1888 erect i al , Tel
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In particular, Georg Paul von Méllendorff, the German advisor to theABhmmurt, felt
thened to come to closer terms with some ottt
could improve its bargaining power xsvis the British, and he concluded that he should
ask the Russians for suppétt. Itis not clear if Kojong officially authorised the Geam
advisor to contact the Russian diplomats in East Asia on his behalf, but the latter certainly
i ndicated in his overture to the Russians t
some of its islands if the latter offered military support to maintia autonomy of the
kingdom!!? This manoeuvre put the British decisiorakers into a difficult position.
They now became aware that, as they had made no effort to gain permission to occupy
the islands from the Chos Aiustfythe occupatoa f or e h a
within the eyes of other countries that were involved in East Asian &ffairs.

In these difficult circumstances, the British decided to respond by making their own
overtures to the Qing so that the latter would exercise its infliamtsilence the protest
raised by its traditional vassal. As the previous chapters have indicated, there were
many precedents which indicated that the Qing cast a significant degree of influence over

the ChosAn. 't was, f uritish mieisterscandethe semiorc our a g

(rec. 6 July ), FO 17/980; The Secretary to the Admiralty to Currie (Co nfide ntial),

Admiralty, 19 May 1885 ( rec. 19 May), FO 405/35.

MEFor secondary sources on the Chos3n overture to
Kyobunt 2 Senry3 Miedt@oesFEas,120-9; Paek, OKyobunt 3z Ji ken
Kz3sh3z no Tai k aB;Y3%saki,okKlB,800 hZndai ni okKeru Rochj3z |
1885 nen no 6Dai | chiji Roch $anviOg (May¢98®:ul9-0 Chdzis hi n
23; Tabohashi, K/ ndai Ni ssen Kawkz12-3no Kenkyd

112 Carles to Granville (No. 15 Confi dential), Hanyang, 18 May 1885 (rec. 13 July ), FO

17/996.

BGranville to O6Conor (No. 13 Telegraphic), F O,
Plunkett (No. 5 Telegraphic), FO, 17 Apr 1885, FC
Telegraphic), FO, 23 Apr 1885, FO 17/987; Granville to Plunkett (No. 6 Telegraphic),

FO, 23 Apr 1885, FO 46/336; Gladstone to Granville (Private), 10 Downing Street, 24

Apr 1885, PRO 30/29/129; Currie to Northbrook (Private), FO, 20 May 1885, NP HRO

92M95/ F5/9; Granville to OO0 C22Mayrl88% R®17/987.4 Tel egr ap
Also see Diary entry of Kimberley, 24 Apr 1885, KP Bodleian MSS.Eng.e.2793.
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officials of the Foreign Office when Zeng informed them that the court in Beijing would
not object to a British occupation as long as it was only temporary, and the British
promised to uphold Qing interests and prestige anelé!'* Finally, British decision
makers and diplomats also recognised that the Qing remained suspicious towards the
Russians despite the fact that the lli crisis had been resolved without'& war.

Before the British government made any specific overtwdbd Qing to deal with
this issue, Li Hongzhang pressed the Chos
i mmedi ately repudi at e “'Mdilwhsdontuhate irf thabRussia f f er t
overplayed its hand when Alexei Speyer, the secretary of itdibaga Japan, threatened
the ChosAn ministers during the talks in
authorise a military expedition if the Cho:
the preliminary conversatiotd$! This attitude seems to havé ar med t he Chos
negotiators and made them question whether the Russians would really act as a
benevolent protector of the autonomy of their kingdom as their German advisor had
i nsisted. The ChosAn ministers aBuke Kojong
from Li, therefore dismissed Mollendorff from the position of government advisor on 27

June for trying to arrange a diplomatic agreement without approval, and also sacked him

114 Zeng to Granville (Confidential), Chinese Legation in London, 27 Apr 1885, FO

405/35.

5 06 Conor to Gr anyv iSdcretg Be{jinge2D Apgl8& P(rec. 20,Apr), FO
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17/980.
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nendai ni oker u RD Tabghasid,aky knedia,i6 N27s sen Kankei no K
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from the customs two months latéf.
After observing this development, the iMais of Salisbury, the Prime Minister and
Foreign Secretary for the Conservative administration which succeeded the Liberals on
23 June, informed O6Conor on 10 July that t
acknowl edgement o bverBdreaif thes @ng s vetum wauld ase iys 0
influence to prevent the ChosAn co¥rt from
There is no evidence in the Foreign Office
this instruction or how Li and theimsters in Zongli Yamen reacted. However, it was
a significant moment, for the Foreign Office had never hitherto permitted their diplomats
in China to communicate to the court in Beijing that they acknowledged the Qing claim
of suzerainty over its neigblrs as explicitly as this dispatch. It is an episode which
indicates the degree to which British decisiakers were now convinced that they had
to be on close terms with the Qing in order to get out of their present diplomatic difficulty
over Korea. Ad the British decisioimakers managed to get what they wanted, as
O6Conor reported on 16 July that the Koreart
British occupation of KA%undo at | east for
In mid-July there was also a breakthroughthe AngleRussian negotiations for the
settlement of the Penjdeh cri$fd. On 10 September the British, Russians and Afghans
struck an agreement that the Rugdghan border would be drawn 1,000 yards north of

Zulfiqur passt??> This agreement on the Res&fghan frontier was part of the broader

118 | ee, West Goes East, ch. 6; Lensen, Balance of Intrigue , vol. 1, 18-9, 52; Tabohashi,
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122 Alder, Bri t i sh | ndi ads ,22b Gliokecanglandanddfghanisan
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Anglo-Russian negotiations over the delineation of spheres of influence between India

and Russian Central Asia, and these two countries continued to contest over this broader
delineation until the 1890%2 However,there was a sense that the AnBlossian

tension had eased in September 1885 at least to the extent that any immediate outbreak

of war seemed wunlikely. I n a private | et
mentioned that Li felt that AnglRussian tesions were easinf* All eyes were now

on what the British government would do wit

Closing Remarks on the Chapter

After December 1884, both the Japanese and the British governments engaged in military
operations on Korean sdailthe former in the form of involvip i t sel f i nto a c:
t hat broke out in Seoul, and the | atter by
that these respective actions would help to protect or expand their interests in that country.
However, their hastily prepared interventiomsly resulted in destabilising the
international environment in East Asia. The Japanese involvement in the Kapsin coup

was poorly planned, and failed as a result of the Qing ceordapeuvre. Consequently

Japan became diplomatically isolated, and gteoto get out of the situation, Inoue and

| t @ c¢ hodedactoroe cgoigne t i on of t hei a@fiomggrosof super i
its exclusive privileges in Korea in the peace terms that they signed. In their own crisis,

the British decisiormakersp er mi tt ed O&6 Conor to communi cat

the Qing claim of suzerainty over Korea to get out of the difficulties that they had created

123 Alder, Bri t i sh [ ndi ads ,tMobrGhase, England and Afghanstan
206-8.
2400 Conor to Aston 6Septi885aNOP LAC OB®N 4/1iln g ,
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for themselves as a result of the unilatera
Japanese and tiBitish decisioamakers could not settle these regional crises alone, and

could emerge out of isolation only by making compromises with Qing China, the one
country that was successfully reasserting its influence over East Asia.

To some extent, decisiemakers of Britain and Japan were induced by the same
circumstances to make these moves. However, it would be inaccurate to assume that
they were necessarily reluctant to do so. From the British perspective, the need for an
Anglo-Chinese alliance in case afpossible war with Russia outweighed any concerns
about the suzerainty question. Similarly,
Inoue, were quite happy to make concessions to the Qing over the Korean question if that
would prevent the outbreal war. Many studies argue that the setback in the Kapsin
incident induced the Japanese government to embark on military expansion so that Japan
could defeat the Qing, which was now identified as the biggest obstacle to fulfil their
long-term ambition tacolonise Korea. Takahashi Hidenao, however, convincingly argued
in several articles published in the 1980s against such an assumption. He contended that
the key individuals in Japan kept their distance from those who advocated reform in Korea
through miltary intervention right up until the outbreak of the First Slapanese Waf>
Takahashi also presented evidence which suggests that the Kapsin incident was an
important event for the Japanese government precisely because it led to the Tianjin
Conventionwhich provided both the Qing and Japanese governments with a basis for the
peaceful conduct of Sindapanese relations over Korea. Indeed, from this point, the
Japanese pursued policies which closely followed the spirit of the agreement after April

1885.

125 Takahashi, N/ sshi n Sensz eno Michi
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I n addition, t he occupation of KAmundo re
competition between the great powers was intensifying, and was starting to have
repercussions in East Asia. After observing the British action and the intensification of
the AngloRussianwas car e i n the summer of 1885, |l nou
countries are expanding into the East with
andthat a peaceful relationship with China was therefore essential to uphaldch Jays
independenc&® Already in September 1884, when Plunkett had contacted Inoue and
asked if the Japanese government would declare neutrality over thEr8mah war and
cooperate in offering naval protection to the neutral shipping, Inoue had answtred
affirmative, but questioned whether if his government could impose neutral rights on a
country whose extraterritoriality in Japan was guaranteed by tféatit was under such
conditions, with Japanese decisimakers feeling somewhat wary about ithe
international status, that they heard the Russian commander explain why he had ordered
his seamen to prepare to fire during the AARlessian neamiss in Yokohama in May.

This reinforced the Japanese recognition of how vulnerable their country wersthed
unequal treatie¥?® They could not dare enter into a hostile relationship with the Qing
when a war between two European great powers might threaten the independence of

Japan. On 10 June 1885, Inoue handed a memorandum on policy towards Korea to Xu

26| noue to |tz (Pr i/lNKitwll, ppll94-60ct 1885,

127 Plunkett to Granville (No. 148 Con fidential), Tokyo, 4 Sept 1884 ( rec. 16 Oct), FO

46/314. This issue was debated quite intensively within the Japanese government

from September 1884. See I noue Kowashi to Itz M
Kowashi to Itz Miyoji (Private), 12 Sept 1884; Me
unknown, all from /KDS, vol. 1, pp. 401-5. Also referto Yoshida to Inoue (Private ), 3

Sept 1884, KSKKT IKM 601 -2.

128 |noue to Kawase (Unnumbered), 13 June 1885, ANGM, vol. 18, pp. 601-2; Hatano to

Inoue ( ), Tianjin, 7 Sept 1885 (rec. 21 Sept), NGM, vol. 18, pp. 388-390;

l noue to |tz ( Pr i/HKdt, wl 1, pp.ll94-60 cAtso seeBN&GH,, vol. 18,

pp. 126-140.
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Chengzu, the Qing Minister in Japan. In this memorandum he suggested that:

1.Any policy towards Korea by these two countrie
after it had been discussed by Li and Inoue; 2.
mere figurehead; 3. The king should delegate all of the administrative isswdde

individuals such as Kim Honjfip, Kim Yun-s i k a n dungy antMthennomination of

ministers by the king must be approved by Li;
institutions for foreign aff aiuddindamablé i tary and
American advisor to replace Mdéllendorff; 6. Li should replace Chen Shutang, his political

agent in Seoul, as the Japanese government considered him incompetent; 7. The new Qing

agent and the American adenrsueio SdodanCheaees An shoul
interviews with Inoue; 8. The new Qing agent should also maintain a friendly relationship,

and be in close communications with, the Japanese Minister in ‘8&oul.

Li, who was facing pressure from the hardliners within the Qing id@emaking circle,
could not officially approve this memorandum, and his attitude frustrated many Japanese
diplomats; nonetheless Li replied that he supported the principle and the spirit of this
initiative.130 By submitting the additional memorandum, In@mwed that he had no
objection to using the Tianjin Convention of April 1885 as the guideline for future Sino
Japanese relations in regards to Korea. It goes without saying that Li found no reason
to reject such an offer.

It was also very difficult forBritain and Japan to come to closer terms when the
Japanestear of European imperialisimwhich was quite strong already before the crisis
i had become stronger. If there was a possibility for an Adgpanese alliance to form
in the period before 189then it could not have happened in any period other than during

the crisis of the mid880s, when the dual crises created an environment that might induce

129 |noue to Enomoto, 10 June 1885, KSKKT MuMKM 73 -4,
130 Enomoto to Inoue, 19 July 1885, KSKKT MuMKM 73 -3.
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the Russians to make an advance towards Korea. As the primary concern for the British
government wathe European encroachment towards its spheres of influences, there was
no reason to reject the prospect of forming an alliance with as many local countries as
possible, and the Foreign Office did contemplate the idea of making overtures to Japan
as wellas the Qing in the summer of 1885. However, at that time the latter was seen as
being much more powerful and therefore more useful in checking the Russians than the
former. Therefore the Japanese were only ever perceived as a potential junior partner in
a much more important AngiGhinese alliance. Many of the British were also
pessimistic about the prospect of bringing the Qing and Japan together in a trilateral
alliance, as they believed that the suspicion between these two countries towards each
otherwas still significant after the Kapsin coup. This environment discouraged them
from making any substantial overtures towards Japan, as they feared that such a gesture
might create a negative impression in Qing court. From the Japanese side of the story,
the British occupation of KAmundo created t
imperialist than the other Western nations, and thus its actions were viewed with grave
suspicion. Moreover, difficulties over the treaty revision negotiations cadino

prevent these two countries from coming on to closer terms, especially after the Japanese
government officials started to be aware of the danger that the claim of extraterritoriality

could pose towards the security of their country.
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Chapter 47 The East Asian Crises, Phase Two: November 188<bruary 1887

The British and Japanese governments salvaged themselves from the diplomatic isolation
which had resulted from the KAmurdore and Kaj|
or less voluntarilyi that China had become the most influential country in the region.

By November 1885 this recognition started to emerge as the guiding principle of the
regional order. In order to understand why this principle continued to prevail even after

the initial crises had subsided, it is important to analyse how the sequenvants until

February 1887 when t he Briti sh squadinfluenced Easthdr ew f
Asian affairs, and this will be examined in this chapter.

Particular attention will be placed on the British side of the story, as they had to
continue to rely o Qing influence to suppress Korean discontent about the British
occupation. The British government also had to rely on its influence when Kojong made
another overture to Russia in the summer of
Also in Novembe 1885 the British government launched an offensive into Upper Burma,
which was another kingdom that the Qing decisimakers claimed as being their
traditional vassal. The British government had to negotiate very carefully, in order to
avoid the same ditulty that the French and the Japanese had fallen into when they
intrigued in Tonkin and Korea, and in the end they were successful in keeping Qing
goodwill.

From the Japanese side of the story, they were frustrated towards the Chinese when a
brawl brokeout between the local population in Nagasaki and the Qing seamen who
visited the Japanese port. This incident resulted in stirring another wave Chardgse

sentiment in the Japanese public, but the government dealt with this issue based upon the
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stipulations of the Tianjin Convention, and with a strong determination not to turn this
into another serious diplomatic crisis. The series of events which occurred from
November 1885 to February 1887 thus induced the British and Japanese governments to
continue to prioritise upholding the goodwill of the Chinese, instead of focusing on their

relationship with each other.

The British Annexation of Upper Burma

By November 1885 Lord Dufferin was consistently pressing the ministers and officials in
London to lainch a military campaign against Upper Burfa.He had received
numerous reports from British merchants that the local Burmese were interfering with
their business, and the Goverteneral was convinced that the latter were doing so on
the orders of King hibaw? In the beginning, some of the individuals in the British and
Indian governments argued that their objective could be accomplished by dethroning the
king instead of annexation. This debate continued even after the Indian Army began its
campaign a 7 November 1885. There were several factors which made the British
government take its time before making a decision on this issue. One of the main
concerns was, of course, the cost, as it expected that a large budget would be needed to
administer theegion on a permanent basis. But there is also ample evidence to suggest
that many British ministers, officials and diplomats were concerned that the annexation

could upset the Qing authorities, as they were aware that the Kingdom of Burma was a

1 Salisbury to Walsham (Private), 8 Sept 1885, SP HHA A/44/7; Pauncefote to Godley
(Confidential), FO, 4 Nov 1885, FO42 2/ 15; Salisbury to OdConor ( No.
FO, 11 Nov 1885, FO 17/987.
2 |bid.
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traditional vassal of Qing. For example, the British head of the Chinese Imperial
Customs Service, Sir Robert Hart, recommended that the British government should ask
Qing officials to mediate in the AnglBurmese dispute in order to show that it respected
the Chnese claim of traditional suzerainty and thus win their goodwilMost of the
British decisioamakers did not feel the need to go that far and thus rejected this opinion.
Nonetheless, after observing the recent events in Tonkin and Korea, the dfitisihs
understood that the Chinese claim of suzerainty had to be handled very sensitively in
order to maintain the goodwill of the Chinese, which was now vital due to the problems
over KR niheraooe, they contemplated the idea of establishinmiqiorate
over Upper Burma after replacing King Thibaw with some other prince, which would
allow the new king to continue sending tributary missions to Befjing.

However,by early1885, the British government perceived French manoeuvres across
the worldwith increased suspicion and therefore could not help but be alarmed by reports
indicating that the French were attemptiogexpand their influence in Southeast Asia to

Upper Burma, a region that lay on the eastern flank of British fhdBy November, he

306Conor to Salisbury (No. 445), 1 enclosur e,
17/ 987; O0O6Conor to Currie (Private), Beijing,
Salisbur y to Churchill (Private), 4 Nov 1885, RCP CAC RCHL 1/9; Walpole to

Pauncefote, 3 enclosures, 10, 10 Nov 1885 (rec. 10 Nov), FO 422/15; Salisbury to

Churchill (Private), 15 Nov 1885, RCP CAC RCHL 1/9; Eden to Salisbury (Private), FO,

29 Nov 1885, SP HHA A/3 6/15; Godley to Currie (Secret), 1 enclosure, 10, 7 Dec 1885

(rec. 8 Dec), FO 422/15; Currie to Godley (A and B Confidential), FO, 9 Dec 1885, FO

422/15.

4 Hart to Campbell (No. 292 Confidential for Pauncefote, Telegraphic), Beijing, 1 Nov

1885. Enclosure in Campbell to Pauncefote (Private), London, 2 Nov 1885 (rec. 2

Nov), FO 422/15.

5 BDFA, vol. 23, 3-5.

6 See footnote 4 of this chapter and; Godley to Currie (Secret), 2 enclosures, 10, 9 Dec

1885 (rec. 10 Dec); Currie to Godley (Confidential), FO, 14 Dec 1885, both FO 422/15.
706Conor to Salisbury (No. 445), Beijing, 29
Churchill to Dufferin (Secret, Telegraphic), 10, 5 Nov 1885, FO 422/15; Dufferin to

Churchill (Secret, Telegraphic), 8 Nov 1885 FO 422/15; Salisburyto O&6 Conor ( No. 51

Telegraphic), FO, 11 Nov 1885, FO 17/987.
8 Kimberley to Dufferin (Private), 10, 26 Mar 1885, IOR BL Mss Eur F130/3; Salisbury
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idea of annexing Upper Burma started to appear as a better option than simple
dethronement or the establishment of a protectorate. For example, the legal officer of
the Foreign Office contended that it would be easier to annul all the arrangements that
Thibaw had made with the French if Burma was annexed instead of turned into a
protectorate, as it would then immediately be put under the legal and treaty obligations of
British India?® The decisiorma k er s were al so encouraged by

which argued that:

Although the link binding Burmalsic) and China is very weak, duty to a tributary State,
and, still more, a sense of what is required by her own dignity, may possibly compel China
to interfere so far as to remonstrate in a mannehylito cause a coldness in her present
friendly relations with England. 1 trust, however, that before this course can be taken,
events will have so shaped themselves that China will think it is not worth her while to take
up a cause which has already b@eged and decided by a stronger and more energetic

power?f

Al ong with Macartney, O6Conor noted that, d
emphasis on the importance of upholding its suzerainty over every kingdom that paid

tribute to the suzain, the Burmese had sent tribute only once in ten yearsch less

to Churchill (Private, Telegraphic), 25 July 1885, RCP CAC RCHL 1/6; The Burmese
Minister for Foreign Affairsto  Bernard, Mandalay, 26 July 1885 (enclosure to Godley to
Pauncefote [D], 5 enclosures, 10, 12 Nov 1883, [rec. 13 Nov]) , FO 422/15; Bernard to
Durand, Rangoon, 11 Aug 1885 (enclosure to Godley to Pauncefote [D], 5 enclosures,
10, 12 Nov 1883, [rec. 13 Nov] ), FO 422/15; Kimberley to Dufferin (Private), 24 Dec
1884, IOR BL Mss Eur F130/3; Salisbury to Churchill, (Private) , 21 Aug 1885, RCP
CAC RCHL 1/7 . See also Lyons to Salisbury (No. 720), Paris, 3 Nov 1885 (rec. 4 Nov);
Lyons to Salisbury (No. 741 Ext. 45), Paris, 9 Nov 1885 (rec. 11 Nov); Godley to
Pauncefote, 10, 9 Nov 1885 (rec. 9 Nov); Lyons to Salisbury (No. 763), Paris, 24 Nov
1885 (rec. 25 Nov). All from FO 422/15.

9 Salisbury to Walsham (Private), 8 Sept 1885, SP HHA A/44/7; Dufferin to Churchill
(Secret, Telegraphic), 5 Dec 1885, FO 422/15; Godley to Currie (Secret), 10, 9 Dec 1885
(rec. 10 Dec), FO 422/15.

086 Conor to Salisbury (No. 445), Beijing, 29 Oct
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frequently than the Koreans and the Annamese hadidané therefore China probably
would be hesitant about taking strong action against the Btitisln December, the
officials of theForeign and Indian Offices concluded that they should annex the region,
and on 1 January 1886 it was declared that Upper Burma would be administered as a
Crown Colony!?

The British ministers nonetheless understood that some agreement with the Qing
decisionma ker s over the suzerainty question was
goodwill. On 9 November Salisbury wrote to his Secretary of State for India, Lord
Randol ph Churchil t hat it mi g ht be a ha
special mission to Beijing over the issue of annexation of Upper Bdfmdn December
1885 the senior officials of the Foreign Office contemplated that this question could be
settled by agreeing that the Government of India would allow envoys from the local
Burmese population to go to Beijing even after the annexatathough they were of
the opinion that any agreement should make it clear that the British and Indian
governments considered these missions as strictly ceremonial with no political
significance!* The negotiations did not, though, proceed as smoothly as the Foreign
Of fice expected. Contrary to the expectat
officials immediately raised complaints against the British annexation of Upper Burma.

In JanuaryCurrie asked Zeng if the court in Beijing would be satisfied if the Government

11 See footnote 6 of this chapter .

12 Godley to Currie (Secret) , 2 enclosures, 10, 9 Dec 1885 (rec. 10 Dec), FO 422/15;
Harris to Currie (Secret), 10, 23 Dec 1885, FO 422/15; Churchill to Dufferin (Private),

10, 31 Dec 1885, IOR BL Mss Eur F130/3.

13 Salisbury to Churchill (Private), 9 Nov 1885, RCP CAC RCHL 1/9 .

14 1bid ; Currie to Godley (A and B Confidential), FO, 9 Dec 1885, FO 422/15; Currie to
Godley (Confidential), FO, 14 Dec 1885, FO 422/15.

15006Conor to Sal iegrdphia), BeijiigNlaJan 1886 (Tred. 2 Jan), FO
17/1021; Zeng to Salisbury, Chinese Legation in London, 1 Jan 1886 ( rec. 4 Jan), FO
422/16.
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of India sent missions composed of Burmese Buddhist monks. However, there is no
document that indicates that the Qing decisitakers accepted this idea as a basis for
negotiaton. The talks became difficult because whereas the Qing officials wanted the
tributary missions to be conducted in a way that symbolised the traditional political
suzerainvassal relationship between Qing and Burma, the British were striving to ensure
that the missions carried no political significartte.

By March, the India Office and the Government of India were becoming increasingly
inpatient, and Dufferin and Lord Kimberley expressed their exasperation towards the
Qing negotiators. They saw the latésr procrastinating and constantly changing their
demands, thus causing unnecessary delays, and also felt continuously demanding more
concessions without giving anything in returh. They also criticised their own
diplomats for being too patient with then@, and were even more suspicious towards
the British employees in Qing service, such as Hart and Macdftneifter these
experiences, Ki mberl ey concluded that dl C .
other Orientals so much that a humble torleisk el y t o su®ceed with t

However, even these individuals could not

16 Salisbury to Conor (No. 9), FO, 12 Jan 1886, FO 17/1012; Churchill to Dufferin

(Private), 10, 14 Jan 1886, IOR BL Mss Eur F130/6; God ley to Currie (C), 27 Jan 1886

(rec. 28 Jan), FO 422/16; Memorandum by Cur rie, FO, 23 Feb 1886, FO 422/16;

Memorandum by Currie, FO, 2 Mar 1886, FO 422/16; Kimberley to Dufferin (Private),

10, 5 Mar 1886, IOR BL Mss Eur F130/6.

17 Kimberley to Dufferin (Private), 10, 17 Mar 1886, Mss Eur F130/6; Kimberley to

Dufferin (Private), | O, 6 Apr 1886, Mss Eur F130/6. Both IOR BL.

18 Kimberley to Dufferin (Private), 10, 6 Apr 1886, IOR BL Mss Eur F130/6; Kimberley

to Dufferin (Private), | O, 28 Apr 1886, | OR BL Ms
(No. 44 Telegraphic), FO, 7 Aug 1885,FO 17/ 98 7; Od Conor to Salisbury (
Confidential), Beijing, 16 Oct 1885 ( rec. 14 Dec), FO 17/985; Kimberley to Dufferin

(Private), 10, 5 Mar 1886, IOR BL Mss Eur F130/6; Dufferin to Kimberley (Private),

Calcutta, 29 Mar 1886, IOR BL Mss Eur F130/5; Dufferi  n to Kimberley (Private),

Simla, 4 June 1886, IOR BL Mss Eur F130/5.

19 Kimberley to Dufferin (Private), 10, 5 Mar 1886, IOR BLMss Eur F130/6.
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were important. They therefore realised that they had to deal with this power carefully

in order to avoid any unnecessary quarrel that meglanger British interests in Asia.

The final stage of the negotiations was undertaken in Beijing. The Cabinet ministers

and the senior officials of HFvayoawagisithaDf f i c e
the missions shouludt ensobt olre Odloadlfeelrliendy sabs aGt rt
terms would be interpreted by Qing as a sign of British acceptance of suzé&tainty.

I nstead, the British side insisted to the
highest civil or spiritual authdg shall continue to send the customary-yearly
Missions sent fromBurmalsi€) t o Chi na, members of Missi on
if the court in Beijing would acknowledge British authority over Upper Bufimarlhis

was successful, but the British gmmment had to make one compromise in order to make

the Qing negotiators accept this agreement; it had to promise that it would not press the

Qing to open Tibet to the merchants in India for an indefinite period of time, and would

only start negotiations nen both the British and Qing governments considered it as being

the ideal momer2 The declaration was not the most pleasant of compromises for a

people who believed in the virtues of free tratidut in the end, the British and Indian
governments consitled this compromise as acceptable, as the prospects for commerce

in Tibet were not considered very significaht. After sorting out the minor details, the

20Kimberley to Dufferin (Private), | O, 28 May 188
to Rosebery (No. 28 Telegraphic ), Beijing, 4 June 1886 ( rec. 4 June), FO 17/1021.
22Rosebery to OdConor (No. 26 Telegraphic), FO, 2¢

Rosebery (No. 26 Telegraphic), Beijing, 31 May 1886 ( rec. 31 May), FO 17/1021.

2Rosebery to OdConor ,FONQune 1B8, FOAT/1®2r ap hi c)

23 Parkes to Granville (No. 32), Beijing, 24 Jan 1885 (rec.24Mar), FO 17/ 977; 0Od6Con:
to Granville (No. 206), Beijing, 3 May 1 885 (rec. 30 June), FO 17/980. Also see RCP

CAC RCHL 1/5to 1/12.

242 Rosebery to Obdegraphic), FO, dune 1885, FO 17/1021; Currie to

Rosebery (Private), 14 June 1886, RP NLS MS.10132.
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Anglo-Chinese convention over Burma was signed on 2423uly.

British W thdr awal from KAmundo

Asind cated in the previous chapter, critics
under occupation existed even when the Ariglssian wascare was at its peak. For
instance, Dowell raised doubts about the strategic merits of the islands as eady as la
April 1885. However, his opinion was overruled by the senior officials in the Foreign
Office and Admiralty, as well as the Cabinet, who believed that the British should retain
possession of KAmMu n-Rassian tvastare aubdideduEven affer t h e
the signing of the Angl&Russian delineation agreement in September 1885, the Foreign
Office did not immediately embark on preparations for withdrawal from the islands.
The Foreign Office could not hammer out a policy on what Britain shouldittiothe

islands because it faced a wide variety of different recommendations from its diplomats.
For example, Plunkett argued that the government should purchase the islands as he
believed that they would serve as a good stopover port for British mesdieween the

treaty ports in East Asia, and argued that this could enhance British trade witi?Korea.

Meanwhil e, O6Conor suggested considering

t

(

h

Qi ng. He argued that as Koundoavowdaéeunderoo we al

25 Rosebery to Walsham (No. 311), FO, 16 June 1886; Rosebery to Walsham (No. 317),

21 June 1886; Rosebery to Walsham (No. 336), FO, 24 June 1886; Walsham to Rosebery
(No. 325), Beijing, 25 June 1886; Godley to Currie (No. 333), 10, 28 June 1886; Currie

to Godley (No. 340), FO, 30 June 1886. All from FO 881/5381. See also Rosebery to
Walsham (No. 39 Telegraphic), FO, 8 July 1886; Walsham to Rosebery (No.5 1
Telegraphic), Beijing, 24 July 1886 ( rec. 25 July). Both from FO 17/1021.

26 Plunkett to Granville (No. 151 Very Confidential), Tokyo, 25 May 1885, rec. 30 June,

FO 46/330. Also see Hamilton to the Secretary of the Admiralty (No. 40), Aud  acious
(Hong Kong), 7 Dec 1885 (rec. 12 Jan 1886), ADM 1/6810, as this document indicates
that Hamilton belie ved Plunkett had maintained this  argument until early December.
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the constant threat of possible Russian control if the islands were returned to that country,
and continued that i1t might be better to h:
that this might also help to win the goodwill of then@decisioamakers?’

However, by the autumn of 1885 both O0O06CoO
convinced that the British government shou
possi bl e. O6Conor dwisodadgeerded tedeptive toltheddHo n g z h-
of taking over the islands from the British in the sumin&ras no longer interested in
doing so by late Septemi@&r. He therefore started to argue in favour of withdrawal from
the islands as soon as the Foreign Office had made arrangements thatrexeid {he
Russians from occupying any Korean territory after the China Squadron witfidrew.

Also, Plunkett argued that as the Japanese government saw Korea as a country of vital
importance for its security, it viewed any third party activity with stroagpiion®

Accordingly it was becoming increasingly suspicious towards the British government
whichwail d not withdraw fr om 4Rdssianwascaredaden af t ¢
subsided®® These arguments were supported by Mckniral Sir Richard Vesey

Hamilton, who succeeded Dowell as the Commaimd€rhief of the China Squadron in

November 1885. He reitated the argument of Dowell throughout 1886, calling for

swift withdrawal from the islands from a naval perspective. He stated that it was

27086 Conor to Currie (Private), Beijing, 16 July 1¢
Currie(Privat e) , 16 Sept 1885, NOP CAC OCON4/1/1; O0O6Con
23 Sept 1885, Circulated to Salisbury as well, SP HHA A/38/37.

208Conor to Barrington (Private), 23 Sept 1885, |
Salisbury (No. 429 Confi dential), Beijing, 1 4 Oct 1885 (rec. 20 Nov), FO 17/985;

O6Conor t o(N&4bT),iBsijimgs T7yNov 1885 ( rec. 12 Jan 1886), FO 17/986;

Currie to the Secretary to the Admiralty (Confidential), FO, 8 Dec 1885. FO 405/35;

Salisbury to O6Conor (No.cl8B®FO¥WMBsE.gr aphic), F O, 12
2] bid; Od6Conor to Currie (Private), Beijing, 8 F
30 Plunkett to Salisbury (No. 259 Very Confidential), Tokyo, 18 Dec 1885 (rec. 25 Jan

1886), FO 46/335.

31 |bid.
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extremely difficult to erect fortifications on these islands due to their topography, and
concl uded t hsaotsuiKahlenformmy &indwfamilitary base; he added that it
would not be difficult for his squadron to remove Russian ships even if the latter decided
to occupy theni? In order to protect the islands, his fleet had to deploy two or three
ships permandly around them, which consequently meant that the squadron had to
reduce the number of warships that could be used to patrol East Asian aters.
KAmundo was therefore nothing other than a
By April 1886 the Foreign Office and Admiralty became convinced by these
opinions®* But before withdrawing from KAmundo,
Office thought that it was necessary to codel an international agreement which would
guarantee that foreign countries would respect the territorial integrity of Korea.
Needless to say, they turned to the Qing over this issue. They decided to request that

the Qing should:

[P]ropose to Russiand to the other Powers interested, to enter into an international
arrangement guaranteeing the integrity of C@ségd. If this proposal is accepted, H[er]

M[ajesty]o s [&mmeniwould be ready to become parties to the arrangement, and to retire

32 Hami |l ton to O&6Conor ( PrKongp24&9v,188B ReHPci ons ( Hong
CLNMM VHM/ 3; Hamilton to Mr. O&8Connor (Private),
1885, RVHP CLNMM VHM/3; Hamilton to the Secretary to the Admiralty

(Confidential), Audacious (Hong Kong), 7 Dec 1885, ADM 1/6810 (circulated to the

Foreign Office through; The Secretary to the Admiralty to Currie [Confide ntial],

Admiralty, 20 Jan 1886 [ rec. 21 Jan], FO 405/36); Hamilton to Hood (Private),

Audacious (Hong Kong), 13 Dec 1885, RVHP CLNMM VHM/3.

33 |bid.

34 The Secretary to the Admiralty to Cur rie (Confide ntial), Admiralty, 20 Jan 1886 ( rec.

21Jan), FO 405/ 36; 0O6Conor to Salisbury (Private),

OCON4/ 1/ 2; OdConor to Currie (PrivaGody/2/2; Bei ji ng,
Memorandum , FO, 14 Apr 1886, ADM 1/6810.
%06onor to Salisbury (Private), Beijing, 4 Feb 1¢

to Currie (Private), Beijing, 12 Apr 1886, NOP CAC OCON5/2/2; Memorandum , FO, 14
Apr 1886, ADM 1/6810.
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at one from Port Hamilton on the understanding that it should be recognised as forming
part of the guaranteed territory of Colsir).%®

O6Conor st art e d-Marah h88Gtaexammegwhéther the tattel veotilcebe
interested in inducing all of therfeign powers that had relations with Korea to agree that
they would respect its territorial integrity, or, if that was not possible, then at least get an
agreement that Yongheungmiamvhich was widely rumoured to be the harbour that the
Russians were mostterested in annexirigwould be turned into a treaty pdft.

It took a while for this negotiation to proceed, as at first, the British government was
still busy with the AngleChinese negotiations over the suzerainty question of Burma.
It was only afer August, when Li learned that the Korean government had made another
secret overture to Russia, that he started to make a more determined effort to check the
expansion of Russian influend®. This overture was almost identical to the one that
Méllendorffhad made a year before, as the ChosAn
legation in Seoul which offered to cede some territory to St. Petersburg if the latter would
guarantee military support against any external power that threatened theiakrritor

integrity of Korea®® When this plot was | eaked by a C

36 Memorandum, FO, 14 Apr 1886, ADM 1/6810.

308 Conor t o Ro s eobfdentgal), Baijing, 27 Mér 28868 rec. 17 May), FO

17/1016; Od8Conor to Mr. Brenan (Private), Beijin
O6Conor to Currie (Private), Beijing, 12 Apr 188
Rosebery (No. 197), Beijing, 10 June 18 86 (rec. 9 Aug), FO 17/1017.

38For secondary sources on the seconesCGoess5n over
East, 156-165; Lensen, Balance of Intrigue, vol.1,63;Sas aki , 01880 Nendai ni
Roch3z Kan&eiY® S8®bsaki, ORoshioa NKyashittggileiseak b
Daigaku Kyzi ku Gakubu 3Reh(duly td82RaR LWMBs hd&asaki, 0Th
International Environment at the Time of the Sino -Japanese War, 6 8; Tabohas
Kindai Nissen Kawmwk234-8no Kenkyd

39 For the British intell igence reports over this issue, see; Walsham to Iddesleigh (No.

255 Confidential), Beijing, 11 Aug 1886 ( rec. 1 Oct), FO 17/1019; Walsham to Iddesleigh

(No. 262 Confidential), Beijing, 25 Aug 1886 ( rec. 19 Oct), FO 17/1019; Walsham to

Iddesleigh (No. 60 Te legraphic), Beijing, 31 Aug 1886 (rec. 31 Aug), FO 17/1021;

Walsham to Iddesleigh (No. 268 Confi dential), Beijing, 7 Sept 1886 ( rec. 9 Nov), FO

g
6
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political agent in Seoul, who at this time was Yuan Shikai, he and Li demanded that the
ChosAn ministers immediately withdrmhew the o
was much more cautious than during the previous incident, and strictly abided by the
instruction of his government not to respond to Korean offers precipitously. When
Waeber learned that the plot had been leaked to the Qing, he immediately annloainced t
the Russian legation considered the secret correspondence as a letter sent by an
unauthorised individual and therefore had not taken it seriously.

Yuan was furious about this incident and suggested to his superior that Kojong should
be replaced with# T a e w & nld rgjédted this proposal, arguing that the unilateral
removal of the king would provoke a react
themselves but also other countries. Nonetheless, he realised that some arrangement
had to be made in der, first, to prevent further Rusg®rean arrangements from
happening in the future, and second, to create an environment that would make it easier
for the British to withdraw from KAmundo.
saw any British dvance in East Asia as threatening their interests. Therefore, as long
as the British squadron remained in the islands, they would seek eoantessions
from Korea?!

The negotiations between Li and N. F. Lady
Beijing, commenced relatively satisfactorily and by the end of October were poised to

produce a written agreement which would guarantee that the Russian government would

17/1019; Hamilton to the Secretary of the Admiralty (No. 564), Audacious (S  t. Vladimir

Bay), 15 Sept 1886 (rec. 1 Nov), ADM1/6809; Walsham to Iddesleigh (No. 62

Telegraphic, Corea), Beijing, 27 Sept 1886 (rec. 27 Sept), FO 17/1021.

9 For secondary sources on Yuands suggestion of de
Tradition, Treaty and Trade, 166-9; Lee, West Goes East, 158; Tabohashi, Kindai

Ni ssen Kankeivols2o38-8 OkahotagZR/ K 31462837 ,

44 Sasaki, 01880 Nendai ni-3dkeSasBachzoRKRaekéint ér aal
Environment at the Time ofthe Sino -Japanese-18%ar, 6 9
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not violate the territorial integrity of Kore]d. But then, Li announced that the coimt

Beijing would like to insert a clause that declared that the Russian government would
approve its suZz*® rAaliadyzthgnskonaterally r€edctedstsrequest,
these two parties failed to produce any written agreement over this issueglaltheu

latter did reiterate that his government had no territorial ambitions in Kbrealhen

the senior officials in Foreign Office heard about these proceedings in early November
from Sir John Walsham, the new Minister in Beijing, they were thrown iliteenma,

but in the end they concluded a month later that they provided a sufficient guarantee from
the Russian authorities, and thus*®sByarted t
the autumn of 1886, British diplomats and naval officers in East\eare also conscious

that the prolonged occupation had made the Russians extremely suspicious of Britain, and
that this might induce them to take measures that would further destabilise the regional
order*® The China Squadron completed its withdrawairfrihe islands on 27 February

18874

42 For secondary sources on Li -Ladyzhenski Ag reement see; Lensen, Balance of

Intrigue, vol.1,63-7; Sasaki, 01880 nendai ni okeru Roch3z K
43 |bid.

44 |bid; Walsham to Iddesleigh (No. 65 Tele graphic), Beijing, 5 Nov. 1886 ( rec. 6 Nov),

FO 17/1021.

45 Walsham to Iddesleigh (No. 65 Telegraphic) , Beijing, 5 Nov. 1 886 (rec. 6 Nov), FO

17/1021; Currie to the Secretary to the Admiralty (Confidential), FO, 4 Dec 1886, FO

405/36; The Secretary to the Admiralty to Currie (Confid  ential), Admiralty, 7 Dec 1886

(rec. 8 Dec), FO 405/36; Hamilton to the Sec retary of the Admiralty (No. 9), Aud acious

(Hong Kong), 1 Jan 1887 ( rec. 7 Feb), ADM 1/6861; Question as ked in the House of

Commons, 2 Feb 1887, FO 405/ 37. For secondary s
deci sion to withdraw from KSmundo, see Ahn, ol gir
4; Lee, West Goes East, 174-8; Lensen, Balance of Intrigue, vol.1,67-8;Pak, OKyobunt 3
Jiken to Ri K3zsh3z ne3Tai kan Seisaku, 6 86

46 \Walsham to Rosebery (No. 52 Teleg raphic), Beijing, 30 July 1886 ( rec. 23 July ), FO

17/1021; Walsham to Rosebery (No. 245 Conf idential), Beijing, 5 Aug 1886 ( rec. 1 Oct),

FO 17/1019; Walsham to | ddesleigh (No. 268 Confidential), Beij ing, 7 Sept 1886 (rec. 9

Nov), FO 17/1019.

47 Hamilton to the Secretary to the Admira Ity (Telegraphic), 28 Feb 1887 ( rec. 28 Feb).

Enclosure to Admiralty to Foreign Office (Confid ential), Admiralty 28 Feb 1887 ( rec. 1

Mar ), FO 405/37; Hamilton to the Secretary of the Admiralty (No. 142), Aud  acious
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The Japanese Side of the Story
and the Consequences for the Angidapanese Relationship

Despite the fact that |t ® and I noue manage
guideline for future Japanese policy towar
induced many Japaneseboth within and outside of the governménto look at the
Chinese with stronger suspicion. In particular, as indicated in the previous chapter, the
incident led to an explosion of ar@iing sentiment among the public. In November
1885 the Japanese police caught some political activists who were trying to sneak into
Korea in an attempt to create another disturbance in that country in the hope that such an
uprising would eradicate the p@ing minister$® The events of 1886 did not help to
improve the Qing image within Japanese eyes. On 13 August some of theoddilers
Beiyang Fleet, who were visiting Nagasaki, had a quarrel with the local people, and this
ended up in a fight that led to a death on both sides. This incident provoked another
ant-Qing outcry in Japan, and many of the media accused the Qingeofling to
embark on a military expedition as a result of this cfdsh.

While the Japanese government ministers and officials rejected such reports as being

completely groundless, they were themselves frustrated by the Qing officials, who

(Hong Kong), 1 Mar 1887 ( rec. 4 Apr), ADM 1/6861.

48 Kiyoura to Asada (Private), 28 Nov 1885, KSKKT IKM 373  -2; Plunkett to Salisbury
(No. 253), Tokyo, 11 Dec 1885 (rec. 26 Jan 1886), FO 46/335; Plunkett to Salisbury (No.
258 Very Confidential), Tokyo, 15 Dec 1885 ( rec. 25 Jan 1886), FO 46/335; Takahira to
Inoue ( ), 5 enclosures, Seoul, 3 Jan 1886, NGM, vol. 19, pp. 513-5; Kurino to
Inoue, 5 enclosures, 4 Jan 1886, NGM, vol. 19, pp. 521-535. For secondary literature,
see Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of Korea, 162-8.

49 Fukuzawa to his sons (Private), 1 Sept 1886, FYZ, vol. 18, pp.53-4; Report on the
Negotiation over the Nagasaki Incident, 31 Dec 1886, NGM, vol. 20, pp. 529-565.
Enclosure to Inoue to Ministers in the Cabinet [ ], 13 Jan 1887, NGM, vol.
20, pp. 529.
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procrastinated ovehe negotiations for a peaceful resolution of this issue and made the

talks unnecessarily complicated until a settlement was reached in February® 1887.

Neither did they appreciate the fact that the Qing government was reluctant to revise the

Sino-Japanestreaty of 1871, despite the fact that Japan had been pushing this issue since

the earlyl880s. By 1886, Japan and Western countries had finally reached a point in

which they were about to draft a new treaty based on the principle that the Western

govermments would abolish consular jurisdiction in Japan if the Japanese government

would permit foreign residents access to the interior of that cotintifhe Japanese

decisionmakers feared, though, that the Western negotiators might reject abolishing

consula jurisdiction if the Qing treaties remained intact. The Japanese government

therefore placed high i mportance on this is

one of the most i mportant Gai mush@ officia

negdiations with Western diplomats in Japan over treaty revision, as the Minister to

Beijing from March 18862 Thus, the Japanese could not help but see the Chinese

counterparts as being unfriendly due to the
The Kapsin inciént also convinced the Japanese decisiakers that they must

immediately embark on improving the quality of their military. They had already

decided to strengthen their armed forces after 1882, but before the outbreak of the coup

50 |bid. See sections on the Nagasaki incidentin NGMv ol . 19 and 20; [|1t3 to
(Private), 23 Aug 1886, YHM, vol. 2, pp. 102-3 ; Itz Miyoji to Itz (Privat
IHKM, vol. 2, pp. 39-40; Nishioka to Y amada (Private), 14 Sept 1886 YHM, vol. 1, pp.

109-1 1 0 ; l noue to |tz (MPKW watl,ep.209-280 Novnag886to I t3

(Private), 31 Dec 1886, /HKM, vol. 1, pp. 211-2; Nakata to Inoue (Private), 14 Jan 1887,

Papers of Inoue Kaoru 628 -45;lnoue t o |t 2 ( Pr i v/&kme vl l,46p Fle-b 1887,
3 Egyama to I noue (Private), -1, Zafitoffeenadal 8 8 7, KSKKT |
(Private), 24 Mar 1886, YHM, vol. 2, pp. 232-6.

51 |okibe, Jgyaku Kah.5.ei shi

52 |bid; Inoue to Shiota ( ), 11 Mar 18 86, NGM, vol. 19, pp. 121-4; See

sections on the revision of the Sino-Japanese treaty in NGM vol. 17 to 20.
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they were still only athe stage of debating what kind of reforms they should engage in.

But from 1885 onwards they sent orders abroad to acquire warships, and the army also
began reforming its training methods in the Prussian style, under the instruction of Jakob
Meckel>® Asthe Japanese started military expansion in response to the Kapsin incident,

the ministers and military officials placed much emphasis on improving their military
manoeuvrability overseas, and on being prepared should a war against the Qing would
break ouf* It was also in 1886 that members of the Army General Staff twice visited
northeast China in order to understand the landscape better and gain information about

the current state of the Qing milita®¥y. A report about these tours was submitted in

Februay 1887, and the author, Ogawa Mataji, offered his opinion on the most efficient

way to march on Beijing for the first time in its history, the 1JA drew up something that

could be called as a watan against an external pow®r. Also, as the efficient
communications between Qing officials in China and Korea had contributed to the speedy
manoeuvring of the Chinese military during
to i mprove its own communications, @nd ur ge
of a telegraph line connecting Pusan and S&oulhen the Japanese learned that Qing

had started to extend its telegraph from WipuKorean town near the Siiorean border

ito Seoul, contrary to what the dhpaatAn mi ni

and insisted that similar concessions should be given to the Japanese®8s @edr

3Sai Ngsshin Sensz no2iGunji Senryaku,
5% Mi ura to gyama ( P (dateuaknavih), YHMe \ol. 5l [$843-61; Inoue
to Yamada (Private) , 9 Oct 1885, YHM, vol. 2, pp. 120-2.

% Mataji Ogawa, O0Shinkoku Seit3z Sakuan (Proposal
Feb 1887. Avail able in Shirz Yamamoto 0Ogawa Mat
(1887) niN/ heonbkth e, i ENovklped) 100-9.

56 1bid.

57 Sasaki t o S)al9jap 1885, NGM, vol. 18, pp. 141-2.
58 See NGM, vol. 18, pp. 141-173.

167



this issue, the Japanese decigiagkers were clearly concerned that the Qing might gain
an overwhelming strategic advantage over Japan and carve back tesédpathold in
Korea even further if they did not make courgéorts.

However, despite all/l of these events, the
to formulate their policy towards East Asia along the lines of the Tianjin Convention.
Asindicaed in the previous chapter, 1t@ and I no
the influence of the hardliners and had negotiated with a strong determination to avoid
war. In 1886, the political activists outside of the government still remained rbjative
powerless, and their plot to create a new disturbance in Korea was quickly suppressed by
the police. Also, despite being frustrated by the way in which the Qing officials
negotiated over the Nagasaki incident, the Japanese government did not sesamy re
to change its previous stance towards the Qing, and kept to this line even in the face of
the public outcry® It also promised Xu that it would censor newspapers that circulated
figroundless and intol & Thelapansst raximed patieshtd a b o ut
towards the ChosAn as well, despite the f a
officials over numerous diplomatic issues, such as the issue of the construction of
telegraph lines between Pusan and S&oullhe latter did not embark omstruction
in June 1886 as they had previously promised due to the financial situation of the court

in Seoul. Even then, the construction of the line took two years to complete, which was

59 Fukuzawa to his sons (Private), 1 Sept 1886, FYZ, vol. 18, pp. 53-4. For the

secondary sources on the public outcry over this incident, see Sac hi ko Asai, 0Shinkok
Hokuy 2z Kant ai Rai kAchiShukudhku Wagaka GéngapShakal
Kenkydska Kenky@doWw 57kiolk,u Aki o Yasuoka, OMei]ji 19 Ne|

Shinkoku Sui heHz$Saet 3D3di hehy 6BRAPAK 4104 K/ y 3
60 Record of Conversation with Qing Minister in Japan, 31 Dec 1886. Enclosure to

Inoue to Cabinet Ministers ( ), 13 Jan 1887, NGM, vol. 20, pp. 529-565.

61 For the issue over telegraph, see NGM, vol. 19, pp. 333-341; vol. 20, pp. 273-295; vol.
21, pp. 200-224.
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much longer than they had anticipated. Ye¢, Japanese nevermtemplated the idea
of resorting to gunboat diplomacy to solve this diplomatic issue as they had done in the
late-1870s.

It is also inaccurate to assume that Japanese military expansion was provoked only by
concern about the Qing. There is a tendencyitorians to see the military builgh
during this era entirely in the context of these years being a prelude to the First Sino
Japanese War, but the Japanese government did not perceive the Qing as the only threat
to their country’? The recent developmet s over KAmundo had mad:«
concerned that the AnglRussian rivalry might have serious consequences for East Asia,
to the extent that the outbreak of an ArBlossian war in the near future might even be
inevitable. It would be difficult forite Japanese government to remain neutral in the
face of such a conflict, and therefore it was faced with the difficult task of choosing with
which country to align, and consequently which to fight ag&thst.

There also are some indications that it had stlsded to become more concerned about
the actions of the other Great Powers in East ASialt was already paying close
attention to the fact that the French had temporarily seized some ports in Taiwan during

the last stage of the Sisflerench WafP® Moreover, the Japanese started to observe the

62ysawa, O0Tenshin Jzyaku Taisei no Keisei to Hzkai
Tai sei no Kei sed94 t(02)H@K as%sahhi ithi8,. &2 ns3z3 no, Gunji Senr)
Takahashi, N/ sshi n Sensz eno Michi

63 Inoue to Kawase (Unnumbered), 13 June 1885, NGM, vol. 18, pp. 601-2; Hatano to

Inoue ( ), Tianjin, 7 Sept 1885 (rec. 21 Sept), NGM, vol. 18, pp. 388-390;

|l noue to Itz (Pr ilNKart, wl) 1, ppll94-60ct 1885,

64For the Japanese concern over British occupati ol

in NGM, vol. 18, pp. 599-6 0 3 ; I nukai to gkuma (PSAM atMegKV)L,4 Ju
vol. 5, pp. 97-120/s S KM ( M®IV]), pp. 238-245.
65 Enomoto to Inoue (Unnumber), Shanghai, 8 Aug 1884, NGM, v o | . 17, pp. 549; A

to Inoue (Telegraphic), Shanghai, 11 Aug 1884, NGM, vol. 17, pp. 553; Enomoto to his
wife (Private), Shanghai, 13 Aug 1884, ETMS, pp. 145-6; Yoshida to Inoue (Private), 3
Sept 1884, KSKKT IKM 601 -2; Enomoto to Inoue (Unnumbered), Beijing, 22 Oct 1884,
rec. 17 Nov, NGM, vol. 17, pp. 569-572; Hachisuka to Inoue (Private), Paris, 24 Oct
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actions of Germany a country that they had once perceived as a potential partner in the
struggle for treaty revision in the Pacific region with stronger suspicion than before.
There are some reports that indica t hat the Gai mush@ was
recent acquisition of territory in the West Pacific and New Guinea, and they were also
aware of the fact that one of the two Western firms that had established a foothold in
Koreai under close cooperationthiLi Hongzhang was a German firm named Meyer
and Compan§® While it is unlikely that the Japanese decisinakers identified any
one specific great power as the primary threat, the general international environment in
East Asia in late 1885 was stagino look increasingly dangerous for the Japanese
independence, perhaps to the extent that something similar to the recent partition of Africa
might occur in their neighbourhood as well.

The Japanese government 6s deci stheveforet o
directed at addressing this general threamt just the one from the Qirigand to acquire
bargaining power to the extent that it could at least choose which power to align with

without being coercetf. In the eyes of many Japanese, theiedsive infrastructure

seemed grossly inadequate to address these concerns. They therefore prioritised the

fortification of the five main ports of Japan and the acquisition of torpedo boats, which

1884, KSKKT IKM 628 -21; Memorandum by Hanabusa, St. Petersburg, Nov 1884 (date
unknown) , KSKKTSM49 -14; Andz t o | n o u)eShdnghai, 16 Apr 1885
(rec. 24 Apr), NGM, vol. 18, pp. 563-4.

66 For the Japanese concern over German actions in Asia -Pacific, see; Plunkett to

Granville (No. 71 Secret), Tokyo, 1 Mar 1885 (rec. 10 Apr), FO46/329;Kond 3 t o | noue

( ), Seoul, 28 Apr 1885 (rec. 8 May), NGM, vol. 18, pp. 315-6; Kawase to

Inoue ( ), London, 21 Aug 1885, NGM, vol. 18, pp. 585-6; Shiota to Inoue

( ), 2 enclosures, Beijing, 2 June 1887 (rec. 15 June), NGM, vol. 20, pp.

623-5. For the Japanese concern over the German firm in Korea, see Hisamizu to

Aoki ( ), I nchddn, NG2vdban 2887pp. 374; Suzuki
13 Apr 1887 (rec. 21 Apr), NGM, vol. 20, pp. 277; Suzuki to Aoki ( ),

I nchdé35n, 9(redM20Way), &V8M, vol. 20, pp. 245-6; Inoue to Takahira (
), 3 June 1887, NGM, vol. 20, pp. 253-4.
67 lbid.
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were considered as being a defensive weapon at theftinfhere were sizeable number

of military officers who argued that they should prioritise acquiring ironclads and building

a strong navy that could match the Beiyang fleet instead of focusing on improving the
defensive infrastructure. The ironclad advocaisssted that Japan could never ensure

its security until it acquired the means of projecting power beyond its borders, but this
argument was rejected by the government. The Japanese economy was only just
emerging from the recession by the end of 1886,the government could not afford to

purchase expensive ironclads in large numbers. Moreover, it was not until 1893 that the

Navy General Staff became independent from that of the Army, and therefore the
bargaining power of navy within the Japanese daeisiaking circle was still relatively

we ak. I n addition, when | t@ and I noue ini
they managed to keep the military officials who were calling for the acquisition of
ironclads out of the new Cabinet as much asiptess Kuroda Kiyotaka was one of

those individual s, but he declined to ente
individual chosen as a minister out of the ironclad advocates. Within the army,
moder at es, such as Mi ur asitio@sdrritle Genaral Gtaffipp | aced
order to restrain the influence of hardliners. This was not to say that the ministers did

not understand the arguments of the individuals who called for the acquisition of ironclads,

but there were budgetary restrictionsntilitary expansion, and certain issues had to be
prioritised over others in order for it to be financially sustainable in thetknng. In

1886, greater naval manoeuvrability off the Asian continent was not on the top of the list

of priorities.
68 |Information in this paragraph derives from; Evans and Peattie, Kaigun, ch. 1,
tsawa, OTenshin J3zyaku Tai s8igsmawaKeiosT@einstheo nHZ kg ia k

Tai sei no Keised94 t(2-Hidk;ad1 Ya igt8B5n Sensz no Gunji
Senryaku, 19-22; Takahashi, N/ ss hi n Sensz0-212.0 Mi chi,
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The evats that occurred from November 1885 to February 1887 therefore tested the
determination of Japanese decisioakers to some extent, but they found no reason to
depart from the spirit of the Tianjin Convention. If anything, the proceedings of the East
Asian crises from 1885 to 1887 made the Japanese even more cautious about their actions
towards Korea and the Qing. As the Japanese observed the@mglese cooperation
over Korea, they feared that these two countries might have formetemte cordiale
The news about the AnglBhinese convention over Burma only enhanced this perception,
as they felt that the British government had approved the Qing claim of suzerainty over
its neighbours in order to come on to closer terms with the Chifesthe Japaese
consequently thought that the British would side with the Chinese if al&pemnese war

broke out.

Closing Remarks on the East Asian Crises,
and their Effects on the AngleJapanese Relationship

The policies that the Japanese and the British clwoa€ldpt during and after the East
Asian crises were not a complete diversion from their previous stances towards East Asia.
Both of these countries had begun to recognise even before the outbreak of the Kapsin
coup that they could not ignore the fact ttit Qing Empire was becoming increasingly
powerful and influential within the region. At the same time, these crises did mark an
important phase in the 1880s because they sealed recognition of this fact. The
environment after the East Asian crises ¢elyadiscouraged the Japanese and British

decisioamakers from making rash military manoeuvres as they had done in December

69 Enomoto to Inoue (Private), Beijing, 31 July 1885, KSKKT IKM 232 -3; Shiota to
Inoue (Priva te), Beijing, 1 Mar 1887, /HKM, vol. 1, pp. 214-5.
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1884 and April 1885 respectively; it also reaffirmed that the Russian deaisikers had

to be more cautious towards Korea, if thesre not already before. This reading of the
situation continued to act as the guideline for both the British and Japanese East Asian
policies for most of the time until the outbreak of the First Siapanese War in July
1894.

These chapters on the E&stian crises have stressed the importance of seeing these
events in sequence, and have argued that what happened after the signing of the Tianjin
Convention contributed immensely to the emergence of an international order based upon
recognition of Qing speriority.’® This, of course, does not mean that the Kapsin coup
was not as important as the existing literature claims. That incident was the first of the
events in this sequence of crises and to some extent contributed to the following episodes.
Moreower, its peace terms, the Tianjin Convention, provided the basis for avoiding future
confrontations between the Qing and Japan over Korea. However, it must be
remembered that the Tianjin Convention was only an agreement between the local East
Asian countres, and there was no obligation for the Western great powers to abide by it.
Thus to understand why all of the governments involved in East Asian affairs recognised
the Qing as the most influential regional power in East Asia after February 1887 one has
to look beyond the Kapsin incident and its immediate consequences.

The British and Russian governments would not have acknowledged Qing superiority

in East Asia without the series of diplomatic issues related to the British occupation of

70 This argument is based upon the discussion that the author of the dissertation had

after his presentation on 18 October 2014 at Koku
Nations Research Seminar) at the Komaba campus, University of Tokyo. He would

like to thank everyone who was present, and Mr. Obiya Shunsuke for giving me an

opportunity to speak at that occasion. The author would like to express particular

appreciation to Professor Motegi Toshio of TokyoWom ands Chri sti an Universit
argument s forwarded in the third and fourth chapters owe much to his comments

during the discussion.
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KAmundo. lemTindiuced n@ ondy the British themselves but also the Japanese

and the Russians to respond to the reassertion of Qing power in as conciliatory a manner

as possible. The occupation of KAmundo wa
to act cautiody and patiently during the Angl€hinese talks over Burma, despite the

fact that many of the decisianakers were frustrated by the manner in which the Chinese
negotiated.

These incidents also cast a significant degree of influence on how the Japanese
perceived their diplomatic environment. The Japanese deeamsakers concluded,
after observing the British occupation of
between the European great powers had started in East Asia and under such conditions
they couldnot risk a further deterioration of their relationship with the Qing as they could
not afford dealing with China and an AngRussian war simultaneously. Without
guestion, the Japanese potityking process was affected by such a perception.

It must alsobe said that another reason behind the Chinese ascendance was that Li
Hongzhang managed to restrain the influence of the hardliners in the Qing decision
making circle and conduct diplomacy in a cautious manner. Despite the fact that Li was
willing to take measures that were more assertive towards Korea than China had
traditionally attempted as a suzerain in the past, he always restrained himself and his
colleagues from taking steps that would induce serious reactions from the other
countries’? ThusLir¢ ect ed Yuands suggestion to remo\
1886 because such a measure would be interpreted as a Qing attempt to turn Korea into
its protectorate, and provoke a reaction. Britain, Russia and Japan all recognised the

superiority of the Qing@ver East Asia, and Li, at least, was willing to avoid taking up the

71 Larsen, Tradition, Treaties and Trade ; Okamoto, R/ K 31468

174



policies advocated by the hardliners, understanding that taking an unprovocative line was
key to upholding an order that already favoured China.

As a result of the East Asian crises @847, both the British and the Japanese
governments started to adopt a 6Qing first
early autumn of 1885. The fact that the Japanese and the British governments made a
definite shift to prioritise their relatiahip with the Qing inevitably restricted the room
for Anglo-Japanese cooperation. Of course, this did not mean that they became hostile
towards each other all of a sudden. Indeed, for the British degisaers, who were
concerned about the European eachments towards their spheres of influences, there
was no reason to reject the prospect of forming an alliance with as many local countries
as possible. There was therefore room for contemplating making overtures to Japan as
well as the Qing. Howevein the summer of 1885 the latter was seen as being much
more important, and the Japanese were only ever conceived of as a potential junior partner
in a much more important AnglShinese alliance. There were also individuals, such as
O6Conor , w hnoisticvaboutethe prespest of bringing the Qing and Japan
together in a trilateral alliance, as they believed that the suspicion between these two
countries towards each other was still too significant after the Kapsin coup and feared that
any such move wdd alienate Beijing?

On the Japanese side of the equation the suspicion tleaiteme cordialdvad been
reachedbetween Britain and the Qing made for caution towards Korea. It also led to
some trepidation, as they feared that it might encourage tiwg dfficials to push their

interests forward in Korea even further, beyond what had been agreed in the Tianjin

Gr a n v Sdcrietg Be(jinhe 20 A 1885 re¢. 20,Apr), FO
onor to Granville (Private), Beijing,
Gr a Becret), Beging,(10NMay 18354 2ec. 6 July ), FO 17/980.

175



Convention’? Moreover, some of the bilateral Anglapanese issues did not help to
alleviate their suspicions towards Britain. There was angésgapublic outcry against

the British over an incident on the British cargo siiggmantonwhich sank off the coast

of Wakayama on 22 October 1886. The Japanese public was particularly upset when
they heard that the surviving crews were sentenced bt guithe consular court over

the charge of abandoning 25 Japanese passengers who all dfbwned.

In addition, it is important to note that, after the situation in Korea had stabilised, the
priority of Japanese diplomacy shifted from East Asia and mowveddrece again to the
guestion of treaty revision, as the negotiations over this issue resumed in May 1886 in
Tokyo having come to a halt since the summer of 1882. Immediately after the
negotiations recommenced, Plunkett proposed to the German Minidegan that they
submit a joint proposal for a new treaty, as he feared that the Germans and the Japanese
might otherwise sign a treaty that would grant exclusive privileges to the German
merchants in Japan. This joint proposal was submitted on 15Jurffde Japanese
negotiators resented the fact that the Germans had agreed to cooperate with the British
over the question of treaty revision, but as this overture was initiated by Plunkett, they
directed their criticism at the British. Moreover, they still €#ntain as the most reluctant
to revise the treati€$. This alienated the Japanese decisitakers, especially as they

had come to realise during the recent regional crises the degree to which the unequal

73 See footnote 69 of this chapter .

4 NGM, vol. 19,pp.319-332; Fukuzawa to Shinjzji Temple (Pri
FYZ, vol. 18, pp 62-3 ; l noue to Itz (PHAW ad. &,pp.210;9 Nov 1886,
Fukuzawa to Nagai (Private), 21 Nov 1886, FYZ, vol. 18, pp. 66-7.

“lnoue to |tz (Pri &AM ewl,1, ph.204-5;Plurkett1o8R8s8bery

(No. 104 Ext 8), Tokyo, 24 June 1886 ( rec. 6 Aug), FO 46/345.

%]l noue to Itz (PriHKMtvegl,. 51 Maprp.182806L; | noue to |t
June 1886, /HKM , vol. 1, pp. 204-5; Inoue to Kawase ( ), 3 Aug 1886,

NGM, vol. 19, pp. 78-80; Inoue to Shinagawa ( ), 3 Aug 1886, NGM, vol. 19, pp. 83-

4.
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treaties compromised their national secufity.

Il noue Kowashi to |t3 /KPS volvdappeldo-1. 18 Dec 1886,
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Chapter 57 The PostCrises Order in East Asia, March 1887July 1892

After the East Asian crises from December 1884 to February 1887, the governments
involved in regional affairs started to formulate their policy in the clear recognition that
the Qing had merged as the most influential power. They were also now aware that it
would be very difficult to preserve their interests in this region if they put themselves at
odds with the Chinese, and for that purpose chose to bite their tongue as much as possible
towards the Qing claim of suzerainty over its neighbouring kingdoms, including Korea.
This chapter will show that the British and the Japanese governments continued to pursue
their respective policies towards East Asia on these lines in the period frosh M&87

to July 1892.

This period was not necessarily free from trouble, but nonetheless the governments
involved in Korean affairs showed a continued determination to settle the problems that
did arise through peaceful diplomacy. This was possible bedde governments of
Britain, Russia and Japan now appeared quite happy to accept Qing superiority in East
Asia if that would stabilise the regional order. Stability had, after all, been the ultimate
objective of the British East Asian policy since thaly1880s if not earlier. And
although Japan had, on occasion, undertaken policies that were opportunistic, it
nonetheless also agreed that stability was important. The Tianjin Convention had
created a framework for avoiding any future repeat of the-Fapanese confrontation in
December 1884 even if any further domestic disturbance in Korea necessitated the Qing
and the Japanese governments launching a military intervention. The relative lack of

major events perhaps is the reason behind the shortaggeandary literature in this
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period, which makes it difficult to pick out disputed arguments or thémes.

Yet, it is also important to remember that the Western and the Japanese governments
were frustrated on many occasions by how the Qing governmedtiadferea and East
Asia. Despite the fact that these events did not lead the British and the Japanese
governments to revise their 0Qing f-irstoé a
Japanese relationship did not improve beyond the level of a apyechement.  Also,
despite the fact that many Japanese decisiakers believed that Britain and China had
entered a relationship ehtente cordialafter 1887, British frustration towards the Qing
prevented the evolution of any such arrangement. A&sWestern and Japanese
governmentstarted to exhibit a strongdetermination to bite their tongue against the
Qing claim of suzerainty, the dual character of East Asian drdar which the
Westphalian principle and traditional suzeraassal frameworlcoexistedi became
more obvious than before. This also meant that the governments became more aware of
the difficulties caused by the coexistence of these two principles, which were theoretically
contradictory with each other, and this recognition ledaw frustrations. This point
should also be emphasised, in order to think about the origins of the Firsicpaoese

War, which broke out in July 1894.

Japanese Policy towards Korea, and Underlying Perception

In Japan, there were three changes of agnation within the five years between March

1 For Japanese policy towards Korea in this period, see Conroy, The Japanese Seizure
of Korea, ch. 4. For Chinese policy, see Larsen, Tradition, Treaties and Trade, chs. 4-6.
For Korean affairs during this period, see Kim and Kim, Korea and the Politics of
Imperialism, ch. 4; Lensen, Balance of Intrigue, vol. 4; Okamoto, Zokkoku to Jishu no
Aid a, chs. 5-9.
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1887 and July 1892, but government policy towards Korea remained quite consistent, and
refrained from adopting any initiative that seriously diverted from the spirit of the Tianjin
Convention. Such was thesgaeven in the period when Kuroda mi ni st er who
and Inoue had identified as an advocate of a-haedpolicy throughout the 188Qs
became the Prime Minister from April 1888
moderation is also interesting congidg that he was aided as Foreign Minister by
&k uma, who had recouped his political i nfl
Mi nken Und@. This party had often called f
to drive out Qing influence and tmifiate reforms in that country. However, once
Kuroda and &kuma took contr ol of the admin
taking this course, and instead closely fo
administration, in which Inoue hades v e d as t he Foreign Mi n
contemplated the idea of recommending Charles LeGérdseprivate advisor, who was
of the opinion that the ChosiAasamadvisertobec o me
the court in Seoul, but that was as much asdieatid he stopped pushing this issue well
before it aroused the suspicion of the Qing
Some of the ministers in the first Yamagat
from December 1889, also made suggestions for taking newivgsabwards Korea,
but they too were not overly determined to push their agenda. For example, Prime
Minister Yamagata Aritomo himself advocated the idea that Korea should be
internationally recognised as a permanently neutralised rstiad®, just as bue

Kowashi had earlier in the 188®s.Aoki Shi z&f who acted as the Foreign Minister,

2ssawa, O0Tenshin Jzyaku Tai s el3 nleGekddzeiwaea t o H3z k ai
French-born Americanwhowas hi red by the Gaimush3 from 1875 to
stay in Japan even after he resigned from his role in the government.

3 Memorandum by Yamaga ta, Mar 1890, YA/, pp. 196-200//KDS , vol. 6, pp. 204 -
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developed the idea of Yamagata and Inoue into a broader proposal for an alliance. Aoki
argued that the Japanese government should identify Russia as the primary threat to its
interests in East Asia, and accordinghgate an amiRussian coalition with the Qing,
Britain and German$. Within this scheme, he placed the foremost importance on Sino
Japanese cooperation, which was deemed necessary not only to check the Russian
expansion but also to pave the way for thiege governments to initiate reforms in
Korea®> While neither of these policies could be considered as being aggressive, they
nonetheless were measures to either persuade the Western nations to recognise Korea as
an independent nation and thus detachoiinf Qing suzerainty, or improve the Japanese
foothold in the peninsula by establishing a multilateral alliance. These were measures
that did not necessarily abide by the Tianjin Conventiorgéifactalapanese recognition
of the superiority of Qing inflence in Korea, and this perhaps was the reason why the
Western nations did not take these proposals too serfoudlgither did the Japanese
themselves push them too far.

Instead, all of the measures that Japan took towards Korea were made within the
framewor k of the Tianjin Convention. The
somewhat more active in promoting commerce and investment in Korea than in the early

1880s, perhaps because it was seen as a useful means by which to restore their foothold

211/KSKKT MuMKM 69 -2. This measure was discussed on some occasions by
diplomats in East Asia throughout the decade. See Inoue to Yamagata (Private), 23

Sept 1882, YAKM , vol. 1, pp. 184-5; Plunkett to G ranville (No. 32 Secret), Tokyo, 24

Jan 1885, (rec. 7 Mar), FO 46/327; Enomoto to Inoue ( — ), Beijing, 6 May
1885 (rec. 22 May), NGM, vol. 18, pp. 317; Hatano to Inoue ( ), Tianjin,

25 Aug 1885 (rec. 12 Sept), NGM, vol. 18, pp. 386-8; Hatano to Inoue ( ),
Tianjin, 7 Sept 18 85 (rec. 21 Sept), NGM, vol. 18, pp. 388-390.

4 Memorandum by Aoki, 15 May 1890, NGM, vol. 23, pp. 538-543/KSKKT MuMKM 67 -
1. For I noue Kowashids suggestions, see chapter
5 Ibid. Memorandum by Yamagata, Mar 1890, YA/, pp. 196-200/KDS , vol. 6, pp. 204 -
211/KSKKT MuMKM 69 -2.

6gsawa, O0OTenshin Jzyaku Taise2. no Keisei to Hzkai
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in Korea, which had shrunk as a result of the Kapsin incident, and if possible place some
check on Qing influence without infringing upon the spirit of the Tianjin Convention.
While the Japanese government had been encouraging overseas investment and trade as
a measure to create a OWealthy Nation, Str
nonetheless placed an even stronger emphasis than before on encouragiscplarge
entrepreneurs to invest in Korea by the-1b880s’ For example, the Japanese legation
in the ChosAn court reported in April 1887
interested in investing in a mining company that the court in Seoul had recently
established, and asked the Gaimush@ to giyv
would grantsucharigft. The negoti ations took some ti me
officials were very reluctant to hand such rights to foreigners, but in the end the Korean
company agreed to hire Umaki as a member of its bbard.

Over commercial issgethe Japanese decisiorakers often became assertive towards
Kor ea. Aside from the issues over mining

officials to permit Japanese to engage in fishing off the island of Cheju, as the latter had

7 NGM, vol. 19, pp. 383-395; vol. 21, pp. 311-2, 320-6; Machida to Aoki ( ),
Hankou, 11 Feb 1889 (rec. 22 Feb), NGM,vol. 22,pp.583-4;Kond 3 t o Asada (
), Seoul, 14 Oct 1889 (rec 24 Oct), NGM, vol. 22, pp. 440-3; Okabe to Marks (
), 3 enclosures, G aNGMuvelh23, pp. 3B9-37D &/6M,1B. 9 0 ,

22, pp. 571-583; Okabe to Marks ( ), Gai mushgz, NGV, v@x 1890,

pp. 359-360; Nihashi to Okabe ( ), Vladivos tok, 25 Apr 1891, NGM, vol. 24,

pp. 354-5; Hayashi to Okabe ( ), Il nchddn, 13 MayNGWM891 (rec.
vol. 24, pp. 360-1; Nakagawa to Hayashi ( ), Pusan, 11 Mar 1892, NGM, vol.

25, pp. 448-9; Enomoto to Nakagawa ( ), 15 Apr 1892, NGM, vol. 25,

pp. 451-2 . Hunt er and Slagpneyed&ooaomic BefatiogslindHistorical
Perspective, 1600-2 0 0 0-35%9K i7mur a, oOMei jiKki Chzsen Shinshutsu

Shinya Sugiyama, Nihon Keizaishi 0 Kinsel -Gendai, (Tokyo: Iwanami Shoten, 2012) ,
section II.

8 Takahira to Inoue ( ), Seoul, 18 Apr 1887 (rec. 28 Apr), NGM, vol. 20,
pp. 241-3.
9 NGM, vol. 20, pp. 234-271; vol. 21, pp. 225-269. Takahira to Inoue ( )

Seoul, 21 June 1887 (rec. 1 July), NGM, vol. 20, 258-9 ; Kond3z t o I)tSegoul(
7 Jan 1888 (rec. 18 Jan), NGM, vol. 21, pp. 225-6.
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agreed in 1884 tt the Treaty of Kanghwa did grant the Japanese such rights. The
enforcement of this stipulation was, though, delayed until 1893, due to the fact that the
localresidentswh o the ChosAn officials described a:
i refusedo allow any fishing in the vicinity of the island and attacked any Japanese who
visited the ared® Inthemidl 8 80s t he Gai mush@ acted in a
ChosAn court over the Cheju issue, as the
fishing in areas adjacent to InchdAn in ret.
authorities continued to request further delays, the Japanese senior officials became more
suspicious, and more assertive in demanding the opening of thelfsland.

Adispue over a ChosAn embargo of rice export
time to solve, and frustrated both the Jap
The issue arose when the ChosAn court anno.l
11 Octobe 1889 that there was &aregomadamntton Hamg
WA n si and therefore a need to embargo rice exports from 23 November for the purpose
of relieving thevictims? The Treaty of Kanghwa did not de
courtto impose an embargo if this was notified a month before, but it became a problem
when the latter sent a dispatch to the Japanese legation indicating that they would like to
impose the embargo immediately, and introduced it on 7 November despite a Japanese

protestt® The Gai mush@ decided to demand repar at

10 NGM , vol. 17, pp. 377-385; vol. 20, pp. 296-328; vol. 22, pp. 370-380; NGM, vol. 23,

pp. 258-307; vol. 24, pp. 272-303; vol. 25, pp. 370-398. Also see Aoki to Murota

(Unnumbered), 2 enclosur e s , Gai mus h 3 NGM5ol.R@ pp. 3BB;7 , Kond3
to gkuma ¢ ) Seoul, 12 June 1888 (23 June), NGM, vol. 21, pp. 358-9; Aoki

to Kond3z (Unnumbered), NGV vwolu2g,ipg424.3 Dec 1889,
11 |bid.

2Hi sami zu to Aoki ( PNov188tKSKKT MMWIKM 82a fl;, The2 3

Report on the Korean Rice Embargo Incident, written in 1893 (date and author

unknown), KSKKT IKM 673 -1/KSKKT MuMKM 72 -2.

13 lbid; NGM, vol. 22, pp. 396-424; vol. 23, pp. 209-258; vol. 25, pp. 293-370; vol. 26, pp.
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merchants who had borrowed money and arrived at the Korean treaty ports in the belief
that they could purchase rice until 23 November. The negotiations over the amount of
compensation to be paid dragged on until 1893.

On some occasions, the Japanese also did not hesitate to raise their complaints over
commercial issues in Koregith the Qing government. Whenever it seemed as if the
Qing claim of suzerainty was infringingpon commercial rights that were guaranteed by
the treaties that the ChosAn had signed wi
objections in order to protect their economic foothold. From thel®80s, Japanese
diplomats in Korea frequently reportddat many of the Chinese merchants were
engaging in commercial activities in areas which were not designated as treaty ports, such
as PodyAngyany Thenidlomsts ik Badtdsia insisted persistently to the
courts in Seoul and Beijing, with the@ap o v a | of the Gai mushgd, t h
practices that were not permitted in the tredfies.

It should be reemphasised that these initiatives were not intended to challenge-the post
1887 East Asian order. While the Japanese government was not exdiffewards
strengthening its foothold in Korea, it did so through measures that did not infringe upon

the SineKorean suzerainty question. Besides, the measures that it took in Korea did

272-412; KSKKT IKM 673; KSKKT MUMKM 72.

14 |bid.
15 Enomoto to Inoue ( s ), 7Aug 1886, NGM, vol. 19, pp. 372-3; Inoue to
Takahira ( ), 4 Sept 1886, NGM, vol. 19, pp. 373; Sugimura to Inoue (

), Seoul, 6 Dec 1886 (rec. 26 Dec), NGM, pp. 319; Watanabe to Aoki (
), Wdnsan, 22 Aug NGH8E. 2] ppe3l6.-9; HayaShetp Okabe

( ),1 n c h 83Nov 1890 (rec. 1 Dec), NGM, vol. 23, pp. 336-8; Aoki to
Kondz ( ), 23 Jan 1891, NGM, vol. 24, pp. 222-3.
16 Watanabe to Aoki ( ), W3nsan, 22 Aug 1888 (rec. 5 Sept), NGM, vol. 21,

pp. 326-9 ; Kond3z t o As adjSepul 14 Oct 1889 (rec. 24 Oct), NGM, vol.
22, pp. 440-3 . Kond3z t o As adpSebul 4Aug 1889 (14 Aug), NGM, vol.
22, pp. 381-2; Aoki to Yamada ( ), 14 Mar 18 90, NGM , vol. 23, pp. 513; Matsui
to Aoki ( ), Seoul, 27 Mar 1891 (rec. 4 Apr), NGM, vol. 24, pp. 243-6.
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not lead to any drastic improvement of the Japanese foothold. r Biteki was
accepted as a board member of the ChosAn 1
owned seeral mines in Japan, invest&®d,000 yen in this company, but chose to
withdraw from the venture shortly after. Korea remained an unattractive destination
of investnent for Japanese largeale entrepreneurs, and as a result, trade in Korea
continued to be carried out by smsaflale merchants with limited amounts of capital.

However, the difficulties that the Japanese government experienced with the Qing and
C h o s Aencoromercial issues were enough to make the Japanese frustrated. They
were already feeling quite vulnerable towards the Chinese, who had a much stronger
commercial foothold in Korea. In addition, the Gainsiificials considered their
merchants in Ko as being far too incompetent compared to those from China and the
West!®  The Japanese government were also frustrated because they recognised by late
1888 that the negotiations over the revision of the -Sajanese treaty might be
postponed indefinitgl because of Qing procrastination, and their resentment was
particularly strong as they had placed strong importance on this'fssue.

Many of the Japanese were critical of the Qing also because thethedatter as
having a bad influence on the ChosAn offic
impeding the progress of Korean modernisation. The East Asian crises were pivotal in
the sense that they made more Japanese perceive Korea as a becuntaydhat needed

to make more determined efforts to modernise itself, just as Meiji Japan had been doing

7Ki mura, OMeijiki Chzsen Shinshutsu Nihonjin ni
18 Takahashi to Inoue and Yoshida ( ), New York, 8 Sept 1883, NGM, vol.

16, pp. 678-681; Takahira to Yoshida (Private), 13 June (1885 or 1886), YKKM , vol. 2,

pp. 217-8; Watanabe to Aoki ( ), Wdnsan, 22 Aug NG®HS88 (rec.

vol. 21, pp. 326-9;Kondz t o Asada ) Seoul 14 Oct 1889 (rec 24 Oct),
NGM, vol. 22, pp. 440-3.
19 NGM , vol. 20, pp. 123-181; vol. 21, pp. 46-112.
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for the past twenty years. This image was further reinforced as Japanese decision
makers experienced diffi cul tioyofldim@kkyulKor ea o s
and P a rhko, whé Imad escaped to Japan after the Kapsin coup. The Japanese
government rejected this request, arguing that it was against the principle of international
law to hand over political prisoners who had fled from then aountry?® After
l earning this, the ChosAn regime chose to
assassins to Japan, which was interpreted by the Japahetie within and outside of
the governmerit as a grave breach of international law, and asxaemely uncivilised
way of handling a criminal cagé. Resentment was particularly strong outside of the
government, as Kim was perceived among the Japanese public as a tragic figure who had
failed in his attempt to put his country towards the right paft progres$? This
environment induced many Japanese political activists to feel that their government
should drive the Qing out of Korea through military intervention and exert more direct
influence on ChosAn politics in Jlnpadeser t o i r
mini sters and senior of ficials of the Gair
policies, they nonetheless did share, to some extent, the sense of frustration which lay
behind these calls.

They also saw the Qing authorities with a good degfesispicion because the latter

had started to make more determined efforts to increase their influence in Korea, not only

20 Takahira to Inoue ( ), Seoul, 3 Jan 1886 (rec. 20 Jan); Kurino to Inoue
(Unnumbered), 5 encl osur ebethfro®avGmwa. A9 pp. 521- J an 1886,
536.

21 NGM , vol. 19, pp. 534-586; vol. 20, pp. 329-332, 584-6.

2]l nukai to gkuma ( Pr igvSaiie )(,Me1VY, ppl 288-945/4 8 B & ,
(NSKV),vol.5,pp.97-120; I wata to gkuma (PEKWMatft 4paV20 Aug
5, pp. 127-8 . Al so see Okayamaken Ky3zdoOk8amaka Zai dan |
Prefecture Local Culture)ed, Sh/i npen | nukai Bokudz ShokanshdZ (Pa
Bokudz, New Ekayamar;)) , Okayamaken Kyzdo Bunka Zai da
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commercially but also politically. Many historians have already pointed out the degree

of vigour that Yuan showed in promoting Qipgwer in Korea from the mid880s%3

Yuan acted as the protector of the Chinese merchants in Korea as his predecessor Chen
Shutang had, but did so with greater zeal. Yuan showed a determination even to protect
those who were engaging in illegal commeraiivitiesi such as trading in cities which

were not designated as treaty ports and smuggling products which were not permitted to
be exported from Korea. Yuan argued that
punish the Chinese merchants as kter were protected by extraterritoriakty. He

was much more highanded than Li towards the ChosAn
the individual who recommended that Li remove Kojong from the throne when he learned
about the second Rus&mrean intrigie of the summer of 1886. Even after the East

Asian crises, he continued to argue to Li that the Qing should impose stronger control
over its vassaf® In addition, according to the Japanese diplomats in Korea, Yuan
actively pr ess e doavollgivingtheoJapAnese commérdat pavileges t

as much as possible, while urging them to grant concessions to thé®Qihapanese
diplomats and residents in Korea could not help but see this with frustration, particularly
because Chinese trade in Komgas expanding at such a rapid pace that it was set to

overtake that of the Japanese by the-i880s2’

23 Larsen, Tradition, Treatyand Trade, chs. 5 and 7; -kewaji 66YReBi B8khhnhby
andtheKorean Enl i ghtenment Mo vifamoarinst Gupbodissywaad t o ut |,

Power Politics , ch. 4.

24 |Larsen, Tradition, Treaty and Trade, chs.5and 7.

25 Okamoto, Zokkoku to Jishu no Aida, 368-9.

26 Takahira to Inoue ( ), Seoul, 13 June 1887 (rec. 21 June), NGM, vol.
20, pp. 281-2; Takahira to Inoue ( ), Seoul, 4 July 1887, NGM, vol. 20, pp.
263-4; Kajiyama to Aoki ( ), 1 enclosure, Seoul, 9 Sept 1890 (rec. 17 Sept),

NGM, vol. 23, pp. 206-7; Memorandum (probably submitted by Japanese Minister in
Ch i n #ori Keguke), August 1891, KSKKT MUMKM 67  -6-2. Also see Larsen,
Tradition, Treaty and Trade, chs.5 and 7.

27 Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of Korea, 194-6.
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Li was much more cautious than Yuan, and often reminded his agent in Seoul to refrain
from taking overly assertive actions which could be interpreted @ng attempt to
establish a protectorate over Korea, as he was aware that this would provoke an adverse
reaction from the other countri&s. In the end, Yuan did not take any action that was
directly against the instructions of his superior. Howevihoagh Li was more
cautious than Yuan and ministers in the court of Beijing, he did not assume that the Qing
should merely act as a benevolent suzerain. After all, Li played a vital role in
encouraging merchants to go to Korea, as he felt that the lagstowincrease Qing
influence in Korea within the pe4i887 framework was by strengthening its commercial
presence in the count®. Al s o, when the ChosAangicourt
November 1887 to the United States as the first Korean Minister tedhbatry, the
Zongli Yamen demanded that Pak visit the Qing legation in Washington before submitting
his credentials to the State Departm@ntWhen Pak failed to act upon this instruction,

the Qing court demanded his immediate recall, and in the end fPdiel&nited States

S

[

in November 18881 Wh a t was wWor se was that the ChosATr

Seoul after this incident, was detained at Hong Kong where he stoppeehaweerteto

his destination for about a year before being sent back to Roreguch an assertion of

28 Okamoto, Zokkoku to Jishu no Aida , 373.

29 Larsen, Tradition, Treaty and Trade, 106-7. Suzukito § k u ma ( ),

I n c h ©23ume 1888 (rec. 23 June), NGM, vol. 21,pp.320-3; Kond3z3 to Asada (
), Seoul, 14 Oct 1889 (rec. 24 Oct), NGM, vol. 22, pp. 440-3. Also see FO

17/1049, 1070, 1088 and 1102.

30 Kim and Kim, Korea and the Politics of Imperia lism, 66; Larsen, Tradjtion, Treaties

and Trade, 180-1; Takas hi Okamot ay,anogP anko Chnoenrgi ka HB3shi o

1880 nendai mat su Shi k aKyok &umikueDaigakudGakujatdui men, 0

H 3z k o b4/Dec 2002): 55-99. This article was incorporated i nto his Zokkoku to Jishu

no Aida, ch. 6. Swartout, Mandarins, Gunboats, and Power Politics , 90-2.

31 Kim and Kim, Korea and the Politics of Imperialism,  66; Larsen, Tradjtion, Treaties

Me

and Trade, 179;0k amot o, 0 Pyaakn gChnoon gAmer i ka HSwartout, o Megutt e

Mandarins, Gunboats, and Power Politics , 94-5
32 Larsen, Tradition, Treaties and Trade, 189;0k amot o, 0 Pyang no@merikag
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power by the Qing |l ed to a strong react

suzerain was breaching its autonomy. Owen

court, wrote a pamphlet which argued that, considering ttieHat the Chinese empire
traditionally did not intervene in the domestic and diplomatic peatieking process of
its vassals, the degree of control that the Qing had recently been imposing towards the
ChosAn coul d *n mthis pamphletuhalso pliblicised.the overbearing
attitude of Yuan. Many observers from the Western countries also frowned upon the
Qing actions in Korea, even if they chose not to raise vocal objeéfions.

Meanwhile, the strategic importance of Korea continued to grolmtite eyes of the
Japanese military officials, as the international environment started to look even more
dangerous in the late 1880s than earlier in the decade. In a memorandum that Yamagata

drew up in January 1888 and submitted to the cabinet in h&9thinted out that;

The tension between Britain and Russia has become so great to the extent that it seems
possible that they can cause a great disturbance in the Orient. The Canadian Pacific
Railroad and the Siberian Railroad would enable them to seags to the Orient much
quicker than before, and thus it is likely that a war will be fierce if it would break out in the
future. In addition, the opening of the Panama Canal will connect the Atlantic and the
Pacific Oceans, and provide an alternatikannel to connect Europe and the Orient. Our
country cannot remain indifferent about this situation, and must make every effort to

strengthen our military capability as quickly as possible.

Hzshi o Mefutte, 6 55

33 Larsen, Tradition, Treaties and Trade, 164-6; Lensen, Balance of Intrigue, 88-9;
Okamoto, Zokkoku to Jishu no Aida, ch. 7, section 2; Swartout, Mandarins, Gunboats,
and Power Politics , 109-113.

34 Hillier to Salisbury (No. 8), Seoul, 20 Nov 1890, rec. 12 Jan 1891, FO 17/1102; Hillier
to Salisbury (No. 9), Seoul, 23 May 1891 (rec. 15 July), and Memo by Currie attached to
this document, FO 17/1119. For the American response to the incident over the

o

r

Korean Minister to the United States, see Takashi

Shi nkan Ka KkotwiFtkiguinDaigaku Gakuju t s u H 3 %5d4Dee/2003): 167-
227.
35 Memorandum by Yamagata, Jan 1888, YAI, pp. 174 -185/ KSKKT MuMKM 69 -1.

189



Moreover, in the famous speech that Yamagata made at theurabsgssion of the
National Diet on 25 November 189@vhich was based upon the memoranda that he had
submitted he argued that in order to protect Jap
called Athe | ine @&Ff Thig is bfeehcitedh by thistariana bsthent er e s
moment when the Japanese started to address the need to be capable of strengthening their
strategic foothold in Korea in order to address what they considered as an increasing
threat coming from the QinYf. Some who disagree witthis argument point out that
the Japanese were instead identifying Russia as their primary &emgwever, it is
more accurate to depict the period between the Kapsin incident and the outbreak of the
Sinoc-Japanese war as a time when the Japanese gardrparceived in general that the
international environment in East Asia was becoming more dangerous rather than
identifying one specific enemy.

Nonetheless, this environment induced the ministers and military officials to develop
the military intoaforcée hat was capable not only of defe
also for launching an expedition into neighbouring regions. In May 1888, the IJA
abolished thehindaisystem and reorganised the military into six divisithsIt adopted
the Prussian traing curriculum which emphasised mobility and speed as being essential
for success in overseas operatitths Also, as Japan came out of the recession which had

started in late 1881 at the end of 1886, the development of essential infrastructure sped

36 Memorandum by Yamagata, Mar 1890, YAI, pp. 196 -200/IKDS, vol. 6, pp. 204 -

211/KSKKT MuMKM 69 -2.

37 See, for example, Akira Iriye, Nihonno Ga i 8 Meifi Ishin kara Gendai made,

(Tokyo: Ch dZzz KS8hinsha, 1966); Nakatsuka, N/ ss hi n Sensz no Kenkyad?

8See articles by gsawa Hiroaki, | atest being 0Ch;
Gai k3. 6

¥Sai Ngsshin Sensz noleGunj i Senryaku

40 |bid.
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up inthe subsequent years. By the end of 1891 the fortifications of its major ports had
been completetf Additionally, by the latel880s more entrepreneurs started to invest

in railroad construction, and the military officials exerted some influence oveln Vilngs

should be prioritised; they were quite vocal about this issue as they perceived the railways
as being vital for the swift mobilisation and transportation of soldfers.

As indicated in the previous chapter, there were many individuals who hadyalre
strongly advocated that the government should acquire ironclads by th&8&fld,
insisting that Japan could never ensure its security until it acquired the means to project
power beyond its bordefé. While many Japanese officials were aware thafitfacial
situation rendered it impossible to acquire expensive warships in large quantities, this did
not mean that they rejected the logic behind this argument. Accordingly in 1888, the
Japanese government approved the acquisition of three heavyrthese still were
qualitatively inferior to the two ironclads that the Beiyang Fleet had possessed, but the
Japanese decisianakers had now started to take clear, decisive steps to acquire the
warships necessary to form fighting squadréhs.Once the geernment financial
situation improved, the government approved an increase in the naval budget from 1889.
In September 1890 it signed off on a seyear plan for naval expansion that was
submitted by Kabayama Sukenori, the Minister of Navy, tvigalledfor a budget of
about70 million yenaltogether to add 70,000 tons of warships to the*?JNDespite the

fact that there was strong pressure from the Diet to reduce the national budget in order to

41 |bid, 19-21.

42 1pid, 22 -4.

43 Evans and Peattie, Kaigun, ch. 1; §gsawa, OTenshin J3zyaku Tai se
(1) -601;28gsawa, 0Tenshin Jzyaku Tal1l0%; dakahasli, Kei s ei t
Nisshin Sensz0-2no Michi,

44 1bid.

45 Memorandum by Kaba yama, submitted to the Cabinet, Sept 1890, KSKKT MuMKM

69-3. Takahashi, N/ sshi n Senszl-2no Michi
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lower the heavy tax burden, the political parties did iszgiee with Yamagata about the
need to acquire military strength and overseas manoeuvrability, and his speech did not
lead to any sort of outcfy.
Of course, it was impossible for the military reforms which had started in the late
1880s to bear fruit byhe summer of 1892. The naval expansion slowed down
temporarily when the first Matsukata administration, which succeeded Yamagata, failed
to satisfy the Diet over the | atter%%s deman
It also was not until Octob&B892 that the Japanese military conducted an offensive army
navy coordinated drill along the lines of an overseas expedition; the military had
conducted its first armpavy coordinated drill for the first time in the Meiji era in 1890,
but this was conceed as training for a defensive operation against an external military
trying to attack the home islantfs. The military power of Japan in the summer of 1892
was thus still grossly inadequate to fight a war against the Qing on the Asian continent,
especidly considering that many of the Japanese decisiakers continued to think that
Britain would side with the Qing in such a c43e.However, the Japanese military was
taking steps so that it could launch an expedition towards the Asian continent, ¢ven if i
was not necessarily specifically addressing the Qing.
The late 1880s was also a period in which the negotiations over treaty revision started
to attract strong resentment towards Western countries among the public.  This
coincided with the revival of the s sue of Asian migrant worker

communitiesinthepaRaci fi ¢ regi on. Whil e many Gai mi

46 Takashi Sasaki, Me /i j i j i n RKRadoRK ki r K3 d®H3 fakahastd, ONisgmn

47 Sasaki, Me i j i j i n ,AP80;Rak&hashiy®/ sshi n Sensg2-&ano Michi
8 Sai Wgsshin Sensz noleGunji Senryaku

49 Memorandum by Kabayama, submitted to the Cabinet, Sept 1890, KSKKT MuMKM

69-3.
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of the problem as arising from the quality of many of the migrant workers, as these
immigrants often initiated trdale with the local population, the officials also frowned
upon the racial prejudice that the people of these regions showed to the Japanese, and
upon the fact that there still were many cases in which these workers were forced to labour
under very harsh cwlitions® Their concern was further amplified by the fact that the
governments in these regions had started to approve discriminatory laws designed to
restrict Chinese immigrants, as they feared that these governments might apply the same
legislation tothe Japanese as well.

Within this environment, the idea of forming entente cordialevith the Qing for the
sake of the common interest of East Asian peoples started to attract attention from
political activists outside of the government. There were ymiadividuals who
believed that the Japanese, as the first East Asian people to have made a determined effort
to modernise their nation, should persuade
resources and wealth more efficiently so that these twotdes could cooperate to reach

an unprecedented level of prospetity. This agenda was definitely ethnocentric if not

50 Sufu to Enomoto ( ), Hyogo, 7 July 1891, KSKKT MuMKM 67 -3. Itwas
because ofthese i ssues that the Gai mushzz showed strong i
Japanese immigration across the Pacific. See the section on the government -initiated
immigration to Hawaii, NGM, vol. 18-25, and the Memorandum by Sakurai Shizuka, 2
Feb 1888, KSKKT SM 49 -16.

51 Marks to Aoki (No. 27), Melbourne, 26 Sept 1887, NGM, vol. 20, pp. 627-9; Mutsu to
ckuma ( ), Washington, 1 Sept 1888 (rec. 26 Sept), NGM, vol. 21, pp. 687;
Sugimura to Okabe ( ), Vancouver, 28 Feb 1891 (rec. 20 Apr), NGM, vol. 24,
pp. 455-6. Discriminatory head tax to the Chinese immigrants had been introduced
throughout Australia by  August 1887, and the provincial government of British

Columbia, Canada, did so in February 1891. The American Federal anti -Chinese
immigration law was passed in August 1887.

521 t3 YdiXt oku to gkuma ( ), Hankou, 20 Mar 1889 (rec. 5
Apr), NGM, vol. 22, pp. 590-1; Arakawa to Yoshii (Private), Tianjin, 15 July 1890,
IHKM, vol. 1, pp. 103-4; Kawakami to Tsuruhara ( ), Gaimush3z, 27 Aug

1890, NGM, vol. 23, pp. 398; Arao to Matsukata (Private), Shanghai, 16 Aug 1891,
MaMKM, vol. 6, pp. 29-33. Some of the associations established under such spirit
were K 3 a k(sassociation for Prosperity of Asia), which was found ed in 1880 but
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arrogant in seeing the Japanese as more progressive than the Qing, but should not be
regarded as being completely aggressive.

Despite dl the events that i nduced many Japan
negatively, the decisiemakers were still determined to abide by the Tianjin Convention
as the guideline for their policy towards East Asia. However, these events were
sufficient to prevat the SineJapanese relationship from improving beyond the
rapprochement of 1885. In addition, even if the Japanese were not identifying the Qing
as the only menace, they nonetheless saw it as one of the more dangerous threats that
surrounded them, anchus strived to build a military with a stronger overseas
manoeuvrability to address their concern. The events in the period between March 1887
and July 1892 thus contributed to create an environment in which China and Japan could
potentially fight a war. The Japanese military reforms fed by this environment would

be prepared by the summer of 1894.

British Perceptions of China and Its Effect on Policy towards Korea

From the latel880s onwards, the Japanese government feared that Britain and Qing had
enteed into anentente cordiale. While this perception strongly influenced them in

adopting a cautious policy towards Korea, it must be questioned whether this perception
was correct. Before February 1887, the international environment had induced British
observers, both within and outside of the government, to make a reappraisal of Qing

power in a relatively positive light, as the latter had apparently experienced some strategic

renamedas A/ / a KHskMRAssdciation)inl 883, N/ sshi n Bze KRese&renn k y dZj o
Group for Promotion of Sino -Japanese Trade, found 1886)and 73 # 3 K (Osiental/

Association, found 1893). See Masatoshi Sakeda, K/ ndai/ Ni hon ni okeru Tai
Undz no Klekyd Jokyo Daigaku Shuppankai, 1978), 61-5.
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success against the Russians and the Fiietiol two European powers which utged
Britain most in this and other quarters of the world.  But even within this environment,
the British were frustrated on many occasions by the actions the Qing government took
against them in Asia.

It is true that there were individuals who considehed the British government should
take every measure to win the goodwill of the Qing ministers, as it was essential for
expanding British trade and gaining a valuable ally to protect its interests against possible
encroachments by the other European easpi One of those individuals we8sr
Robert Harf® Being a British official working in the Chinese civil service and engaging
its officials on a dayo-day basis, Hart understood the interests and customs of China
better than other Britons, and themefdheld a preChinese sentiment than many other
British individuals in East Asi¥¥ O6 Conor , who served as the
Beijing from April 1885 to June 1886, was of the opinion that when the British
government wanted something from the Chingsaust do so with a very firm attitude
i firm to the extent of using threatsb u t he nonetheless shared
alliance with Qing would be extremely valuabf®e. However, there were many
individuals who were equally sceptical even durimg years of crises in the miB80s.
In fact, as the crisis in Asia subsided, the environment made a positive reappraisal of the

Qing more difficult. The peaceful resolution of the Penjdeh crisis and the annexation of

53 Hart to Salisbury (Private), Beijing, 27 Sept 1885, SP HHA A/38/39.

54 1bid; John Fairbank , Katherine Bruner and Elizabeth  Matheson eds., 7The /.G. in

Peking: Letters of Robert Hart, Chinese Maritime Customs, 1868  -1907, vol. 1,

(Cambridge MA: Harvar d University Press, 1975). Hart and Campbell also acted as a

mediator of peace negotiation of the Sino -French War, and thus was not a politically

insignificant figure. See Chere, The Diplomacy of Sino -French War, ch. Il.

%506 Conor to Sal iBsebiuyriyng(,Prdi vFaetbe )1,88 6, OCON4/ 1/ 2; O
(Private), Beijing, 12 Apr 1886, OCONS5/ 2/ 2. Bot
towards the Chinese authorities, see NOP CAC OCON/4, 5 and 6 series, and also Otte,

The China Question , 25.
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Burma in 1885 and 1886 reduced thedions between the European great powers at least

to the extent that an immediate outbreak of war in Asia seemed unlikely. As a result,
there emerged an environment which made the British government less desperate to seek
local allies in East Asia. Thisonsequently discouraged the British observers from
seeing the Qing in as positive a light as they had in the former half of the 1880s, especially
when the relationship between Britain and China was far from easy.

For exampl e, t he Ahd @hinese Iremgined very disneuragng on t
throughout the period from January 1880 to July 1894. Most British observers held the
Qing naval service in low esteem, arguing that the state of discipline on its ships was
lamentable. Seamen did not wear their @mifs correctly, they loitered on deck when
they did not have orders, the state of hygiene was very poor, no drills were carried out,
there were no assemblies except at morning and night, and neither did the officers seem
to care®® The image of the Qing mal service within the eyes of the Admiralty
deteriorated even further after June 1890, when Captain W. M. Lang, the British naval
advisor to the Chinese Beiyang Fleet, resigned from his post due to an issue that he had
experienced with the Qing crews. Haported that when he had assumed command of
the fleet in the absence of the CommarideChief, Admiral Ding Ruchang, the Chinese

junior officers and seamen had refused to obey his orders, and also, that despite his

56 Hamilton to Plunkett (Private), Audacious (Hong Kong), 2 Mar 1887, RVHP

CLNMM VHM/5; Hamilton to the Secretary to the Admiralty (No. 252), Audacious

(Hong Kong), 22 Apr 1887, RVHP CLNMM VHM/4; Hamilton to Lord George Hamilton

(Private), Alacrity (Xiamen), 1 Dec 1887, RVHP CLNMM VHM/6; Hamilton to the

Secretary of the Admiralty (No.53), Audacious (Hong Kong), 20 Jan 1888, ADM 125/32.

For some of the earlier evaluation s of the Chinese navy, most of which argued in a

similar directions as the reports submitted in the lat  ter-half of the 1880s, see; Allen to

Wade, Ningbo, 5 Apr 1882, enclosure to Wade to Granville (No. 5), Beijing, 5 May 1882,

rec. 3 July, FO 17/ 895; OdConor to Granville (Pri
OCONG6/1/2; Currie to the Secretary to the Admi ralty, FO, 23 June 1886, ADM 125/30.
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complaint, Li Hongzhang did not thinthe Qing crews had made any offerée.
Accordingly, the Admiralty decided not to send advisors to the Qing navy anymore, and

even refused to accept Qing naval cadets into the Naval College in Greenwich, and on
British warships® Despite the significantefor t s of the Qi ng author
to remedy the relationship, the Admiralty argued that there was no need to restore the
relationship with the Qing, who they deemed as not being gentlemen; this attitude was

not remedied before the outbreak of thestSincJapanese War.

What made the Admiralty particularly distrust the Qing naval service was that it
perceived the | atterdés attitude as represen
Western people and resent the Westernisation of their soci€tys perception was
shared by many British in China, including many merchants and missionaries. When
large scale antimissionary riots broke out in 1889, the British observers perceived, with
a sense of lamentation, that there were still many Chineeple who treated the
Westerners as lesser beings.In addition, two of the biggest British firms in China,

Jardine Matheson and John Swire, raised a complaint about the sale of food intended for
the relief of victims of the Yellow River flood in 1888 ah889. These two companies
argued that, prior to 1888, the Qing court had lifted the duties on foreign foodstuff

whenever its empire suffered from any kind of natural disaster for the purpose of victim

57 Unidentifiable Captain to Salmon, Tianjin, 18 June 1890, rec. 28 June, ADM 125/36;

Walsham to Salisbury (No. 13 Telegraphic), Beijing, 3 Aug 1890, rec. 4 Aug, FO

17/1100.

58 Fremantle to the Secretary to the Admiralty  (No. 286/1112 Confidential), Alacrity

(Shanghai), 4 Nov 1892, rec. 12 Dec, ADM 1/ 71009;
Tel egraphic), FO, 13 Jan 1893, FO 17/1159; 08Cono
Mar 1893, rec. 1 May, FO 17/1155; The Secretary to Fremant le (No. 10), Admiralty, 8

Jan 18914, rec. 11 Feb, ADM 125/ 42; O0O6Conor to Fre
1894, rec. 10 Mar, ADM 125/44; Fremantle to the Secretary to the Admiralty (No.

243/3382), Alacrity (Shanghai), 25 May 1894, rec. 11 June, ADM 1/71  99.

59 See FO 17/1085-6 and ADM 1/6966.
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relief®® However, this had not happened during tbeds of the late 1880s. Instead,
the China Merchants Steamship Company was allowed to enjoy the exclusive privilege
of selling food®* As a result, the British companies were able to sell far lesser quantities
of foodstuffs than during the previous digas. Upon receiving this complaint,
O6Conor informed the ministers of the Zongl
such a discriminatory attitude against the British merchants, which was against the
principles of the AngleChinese treatf? Inthe end, O6Conor received
Imperial Sanction from the Qing court to thank the British merchants for the sale of
foodstuff, but he also noticed that the language of this letter sounded as if the Qing
emperor was thanking a subordinate rathan the diplomatic representative of an equal
power®3

A further problem, which foreign diplomats had already begun to recognise in the mid
1880s, was that Li sometimes found it difficult to suppress the opinion of the hardliners
within the decisiormaking circle. These individuals had started to approach the young
emperor more frequently in order to influence him, and by thelB8®s were quite
successful in turning the emperor into their own political powerbase within the®tourt.
The Empress Dowageleclared in July 1886 that she would step down as a regent when

the Guangxu Emperor came of age in the following Y2arShe remained a very

y from the
g 1893, rec.
6Conor to Ki

600 The case was reported retrospectivel
to Rosebery (No. 200), Beijing, 30 Au
Rosebery (No. 226), Beijing, 10 Oct 1893, rec. 1 Dec, FO 17/ 115 8; @]
(Foreign Secretary) (No. 63), Beijing, 14 Mar 1894, rec. 30 Apr, FO 17/1192.

61 |bid.

62086 Conor to Rosebery (No. 200), Beijing, 30 Aug
6308 Conor to Rosebery (No. 9®MayF®dad/s6.ng, 12 Apr 1¢
64 Okamoto, R/ K 31948

65 lbid; Walsham to Rosebery (No. 227), Beijing, 14 July 1886, rec. 4 Sept, FO 17/1018.

In reality, the Guangxu Emperor was not completely free from the influence of the

Empress Dowager until his wedding in March 1889. See Walsham to Sal  isbury (No.

41), Beijing, 8 Sept 1888, rec. 29 Oct, FO 17/1067.
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influential individual within the court even after, but she no longer was able to act in place
of the emperor.

Another source of frustration for the British decisioakers was the delineation of the
Sino-Burmese boundary. Talks on this issue commenced soon after the@mgkse
agreement on the suzerainty question was signed. In particular, the British anththe Q
negotiators clashed over possession of Bhamo in the Upper Irrawaddy basin, and the
difficult talks that soon ran into a stalemate only worsened the image of the Qing in the
eyes of many British officials in India and the India Offt€e.A year and a Hélater, the
Anglo-Chinese relationship became even tenser when the Government of India authorised
an expedition to incorporate Sikkim into its territory, as the Qing also claimed possession
of this territory®”  Finally, the British diplomats and senidficials were starting to fear
by the late1880s that the French and Chinese governments were contemplating signing
an agreement that would exclude merchants from countries other than their own from the
frontier between China and Tonkih.

The British alsoobserved SindRussian interactions in Central Asia with strong
suspicion. As the Qing reincorporated Kashgar, the territory located in the eastern flank

of the band of khanates in Central Asia, this region came to be perceived by the officials

66 Memorandum by Currie, FO, 23 Feb 1886, FO 422/16; Kimberley to Dufferin (Secret

and Telegraphic), 10, 2 Mar 1886, FO 422/16; Dufferin to Kimberley (Secret and

Telegraphic), Madras, 3 Mar 188 6 ; Rosebery to O6Conor ( No. 10 Tel
Mar 1886, FO 17/1021; O0OdConor to Rosebery (Unnumt
Beijing, 7 Mar 1886, rec. 9 Mar, FO 17/1021; Kimberley to Dufferin (Private), 10, 31

Mar 1886, IOR BL Mss Eur F130/6.

67 Walsham to Salisbury (No. 77 Confidential), Beijing, 12 Nov 1887, rec. 9 Jan 1888,

FO 17/1043; Walsham to Salisbury (No. 13 Telegraphic), Beijing, 22 Apr 1889, rec. 23

Apr, FO 17/1046.

68 Walsham to Salisbury (No. 18 Telegraphic, Confidential), Beijing, 20 Ju Iy 1887, rec.

20 July, FO 17/1044; Hamilton to the Secretary of the Admiralty (No. 122), Audacious

(Hong Kong), 14 Feb 1888, rec. 19 Mar, ADM 1/6861; Walsham to Salisbury (No. 4

Telegraphic), Beijing, 2 Feb 1889, rec. 2 Feb, FO 17/1086; Salisbury to Walsha m (No. 67

Telegraphic), FO, 17 Dec 1891, FO 17/1115.
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of British India as being increasingly important for the defence of India. Thus, the
British were alarmed in the earh880s when they heard that Qing had agreed that Russia
could trade some goods without duty with the result that commercial interaction between
Russan Central Asia and Kashgar gr&. There was a British trade representative who
was permitted to reside on a permanent basis in Kashgar, but his information was often
inaccurate and therefore India wished to have agents and a diplomatic establishiment tha
could watch Russian activities in the region more cloSely.

However, despite the efforts of the Governments of Britain and India, the dominant
position that the Russians established in this region in terms of trade remained unmoved,
and the Qing provedery hesitant about approving the establishment of the British
consulatg! There also were reports that raiders from a Central Asian region called
Hunzai a khanate where the Russians were intriguing very actively in the 1888®
disrupting British trde across Himalayas, and that the Qing officials were deliberately
turning a blind eye to thi€ Walsham nonetheless continued to negotiate patiently with
the Chinese government over not only Central Asia but also theBaimeese border and
was rather ojmistic about the prospect of success, but unfortunately, he could not

accomplish anything before his depart(ie.

6 Alder, Bri ti sh [ ndiads ,N®/719-Wer n Frontier

70 |bid, 82. Parkes to Granville (No. 25), Beijing, 28 Jan 1884, rec. 25 Mar, FO 17/948;
Kimberley to Dufferin (Private), 10, 5 Dec 1884, IOR BL M ss Eur F130/3 ; Granville to
Parkes (No. 56 Secret), FO, 17 Mar 1885, FO 17/975; Kimberley to Dufferin (Private),
10, 15 May 1885, IOR BL Mss Eur F130/3.

71 Walsham to Salisbury (No. 63 Confidential), Beijing, 23 Aug 1887, rec. 17 Oct, FO
17/1042; Salisbury to Walsham (No. 4 Telegraphic), FO, 29 Jan 1889, FO 17/1086;
Salisbury to Walsham (No. 38), FO, 18 July 1890, FO 17/1099; Salisbury to Walsham
(No. 19 Telegraphic), FO, 15 Aug 1890, FO 17/1100; Walsham to Salisbury (No. 15
Telegraphic), Beijing, 6 Sept 189 0, rec. 7 Sept, FO 17/1100; Salisbury to Walsham (No.
25 Telegraphic), FO, 8 May 1891, FO 17/1115. Alder, Br /i t /i sh [ ndi ads Nort her:t
Frontier , 79-99.
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73 See FO 17/1013-1134. For specific documents on Wa | s hsanegdtiation on this
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Thus, a series of issues that developed in thelB8@s and the ear}890s made many
Britons in the East Asian polieyaking circle questin whether they should regard the
Qing as their natural ally. There also were many individuals such as Sir Richard Vesey
Hamilton, the Commanden-Chief of the British China Squadron from 1884 to 1888,
who feared that if the British government gave agwy shat they would like to come to
closer terms with the Qing, then it would make the Chinese more likely to become
aggressive in the region rather than restraining their power, and this might cause
unnecessary disturbancé$. Yet, these developments didot lead the British
government to revise their policy towards East Asia and Korea. Even if the British
decisionmakers were frustrated by the Qing on many occasions, they were unanimous in
acknowledging that the latter had greater influence over Eastiesn any other country,
and that they still needed the political and military cooperation of such a power to
maintain order within the regiof.

Besides, if the British image of Qing was not necessarily positive, the British
perception towards the ChosAn officials wa
started to enter Korea after the opening of diplomatic relations in thelé&80s, British
diplomats and naval officers started to send reports about the Korean people and their

regime. Many of them were surprised by the courteous and friendly reception they

issue, see; Walsham to Salisbury (No. 52 Very Confidential), Beijing, 19 July 1887, 6
Sept, FO 17/1042; Walsham to Salisbury (No. 77 Confidential), Beijing, 12 Nov 1887,
rec. 9 Jan 1888, FO 17/1043; Walsham to Salisbury (No. 14 Telegr aphic), Beijing, 29
Mar 1888, rec. 29 Mar, FO 17/1068.

74 Hamilton to the Secretary of the Admiralty (N0.53), Audacious (Hong Kong), 20 Jan
1888, ADM 125/32.

75 Lieutenant Commander Maitland -Dougal | t o Sal mon ( No. 14) , Rat t
9 Aug 1888, rec. 4 Sept, ADM 125/34; Salmon to the Secretary to the Admiralty (No.
430), Alacrity (Weihaiwei), 30 Oct 1888, rec. 24 Dec, ADM 1/6916; Hall to Richards (No.
58), Severn (Kobe), 23 Nov 1891, rec. 26 Dec, ADM 125/40; Captain MacLeod to
Richards (No. 43), Pallas (Nagasaki), 26 Apr 1892, rec. 21 May, ADM 125/41.
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received during their visits, but also lamented the level of poverty that these likeable

people hadtoendufré. They <cited the oppression of the
and argued that it imposed strict restrictions on the commercial activities of the people

and monopolised all goods or resources that were profitabl/hat seemed worse, was

that fromthe Bti i sh per specti ve, the ChosAn officiz
using the money they gained through those monopolised goods to advance the political
interests of themselves and their cliques and indulging in factional sffiveSuch

opinion was shed by the agents of Jardine Matheson, who were stationed in Korea to
explore the count r {?06By the taraiB80s, Biitishl obseretse nt i a |
started to use negative words to describe
decisionmakers bt also the Korean people in general. During this period, they
described the Koreans as being innocent people who could be hospitable and curious but

were also easily deceivél. Wor ds such as dindigence, l azi |

used more frequentlin the early1890s to describe thefh. Meanwhile, the British

76 Report by Spence (Secretary of the legation in Beijing) of his Visit to Corea with His
Royal Highness the Duke of Genoa, Shanghai, 9 Sept. 1880, FO 17/857; Wade to
Granville (No. 63), Beijing, 28 July 188 2, rec. 26 Sept, FO 17/896; Willes to the
Secretary of the Admiralty (No. 435), Iron Duke (Cape Clonard), Korea, 2 Sept 1882,
rec. 25 Oct, ADM 1/6618; Captain Pasley to Willes (No. 28), Champion (Shanghai), 25
Oct 1882, rec. 4 Nov. Enclosure in Willes to  the Secretary of the Admiralty (No. 526),
Vigilant (Shanghai), 8 Nov 1882, rec. 19 Dec, ADM 1/6618; Willes to the Secretary of
the Admiralty (No. 463), Iron Duke (Zhifu), 21 Sept 1883, ADM 1/6618; Hamilton to the
Secretary of the Admiralty (No. 151), Audac ious (Hong Kong), 2 Mar 1887, rec. 7 Apr,
ADM 1/6861.

77 Notes of a Journey from S eoul to Songdo by Aston, Seoul, 13 Aug 1884. Enclosure
in Parkes to Granville (Corea No. 31), Beijing, 12 Sept 1884, rec. 4 Nov, FO 17/952.

78 Aston to Parkes (Private), Seoul , 19 Sept 1884, HPP CUL MS Parkes 1/A43.

79 Gubbins to Paterson (Private), 21 July 1883. JMP CUL JM/B9/1.

80 Trench to Currie (Private), Tokyo, 23 June 1888, rec. 27 July, FO 46/380;
Unidentifiable Captain to Sal mon (No,rec3l88), Leande
July, ADM 125/34; Salmon to the Secretary to the Admiralty (No. 267), Audacious
(Yokohama), 16 July 1888, rec. 1 Sept, ADM 1/6916.

81 Hillier to Salisbury (No. 10), Seoul, 23 Dec 1890, rec. 24 Feb 1891, FO 17/1119;
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125/41; Fremantle to the Secretary to the Admiralty (No. 286/1112 Confidential),
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of ficials continued to describe the ChosAn
that their rule might result in the Korean populace expressing anger towards the
government in a very violent manriér.

J. Y. Wong argues th#e British decisionmakers in the lataineteenth century were
economic Machiavellians, who pursued their interests without making any moral
judgement about what kind of consequences their actions might bring to the local
population, and were willing toodso as long as no other power could coerce them to act
otherwise; Wong argues that the idea that free trade was moral, which was the
predominant philosophy within Victorian Britain, was a blatant declaration of such a
spirit8 Indeed, the vices that thRritish opium trade brought to the Chinese society
from the midnineteenth century onwards have already been pointed out by numerous
historians, and this dissertation does not deny that realistic calculation was a very
important factor in the British Eashsian policymaking proces$* However, it
disagrees with historians who argue that the British were aidaralould rather argue
that they were ethnocentric. Most British
regime which prevented its own people from engaging freely in commerce in order to
improve their material condition, and consequently saw it acting as an immoral despot
whodeserved very little sympathy. Neither did Korea offer much commercial potential.
The merchant company John Swire and Sons chose not to start a business in Korea, while

Jardine Matheson closed its office in Seoul as early as 1884; both firms were ednvinc

Alacrity (Shanghai), 4 Nov 1892, rec. 12 Dec, ADM 1/7109.

82 Hillier to O8Conor (ConfidentialQfgCdremrult,o 19 No"
Rosebery (No. 127), Beijing, 16 Dec 1892, rec. 20 Feb 1893, FO 17/1133.

83 Wong, Deadly Dreams.

84 See, for exampl e, | bid; Shin Kawashi ma, OHi gashi
/| wanami K3zza Higashi Ajia Kingendageds Rauds h/, 1. Hi
Wada et al (Tokyo: Iwanami Shoten, 2010): 7 -47.
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that they could not make any profit in this courifry.

Under such conditions, t he Briti sh became

dynasty, and thus their eyes focused instead on the repercussions of the international
struggle for supremacy over the peninsula. As the strategic position had developed in
sudh a way that relying on an external power, China, to stabilise the domestic and
international environment of Korea was better than trusting the court in Seoul, they were
quite happy with thetatus quo And as long as the Chinese influence provided regjion
stability, the British felt no need to raise vocal opposition against its claim of traditional
suzerainty, which was one of the most important sources of the Qing prestige. For the
same reason the British decisiorakers felt no particular need to deage the dual
structure that characterised the international order in East Asia. Although the Anglo
Chinese relationship was far from being as cordial as the Japanese assumed, there was no
reason for the British government to change the policy it hadupdr during and

immediately after the East Asian crises.

The Anglo-Japanese Relationship, March 1883uly 1892

The British and the Japanese governments had thus both recognized that Qing influence
in East Asia had strengthened in the ed880s, and aftr 1887 they acknowledged that

the Chinese had emerged as the most powerful regional power in East Asia. An
international environment thus existed in which they had to prioritise upholding their own

respective good relationships with the Qing, for theesaketaining their interests in the

85 Butterfield and Swire to Mr. Paterson ( Private), Shanghai, 25 Mar 1884, JMP CUL
JM/B2/23; Keswick to Parkes ( Private), Shanghai, 9 Aug 1884, HPP CUL, MS Parkes
1/K6; Keswick to Clarke (P riva te), Shanghai, 13 Sept 1884, JMP CUL JM/CA45;
Keswick to Unidentifiable (  Private), Shanghai, 2 Oct 1884, JMP CUL JM/C45
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region. This inevitably meant that the British and Japanese governments devoted much
less attention on relations with each other. Besides, the Aaglanese relationship
continued to be strained as a result of thetioued difficulty over the treaty revision.

The negotiations over this matter became more difficult particularly for the Japanese
government, because this issue started to catch public attention.

By the late1880s, the political awareness of the Japapesple was developing to the
extent that there was a steady growth of nationalism. It continued to grow as the date
for the promulgation of the constitution and the opening of Diet approached, and created
a political force that was potentially strongoeigh to topple an administration. By
around 1887, political activists outside of the government also started criticising the
government 6s moderni sation project as a min
the blind assumption that things origimafifrom the West were inherently progresstve.
These individuals often raised their opposition in a violent manner. Mori Arinori, who
at this time was serving as the Minister of Education, was one of the unfortunate victims,
as he was assassinated orFébruary 1888’

In this environment, the fact that the Japanese natae could not exercise its judicial
rights over foreigners started to be perceived as a grave injustice by many Japanese, and
they began to feel that the complete abolition of comguldsdiction was necessary.
Consequently, the proposal for a revised treaty submitted by Inoue in 1887 was
considered by many individuals within the government to be unsatisfactory. In the
negotiations that Inoue had held with the Western represesgahie had promised that

if the latter would agree to abolish consular jurisdiction the Japanese government would;

88 Kenneth B. Pyl e, 0 MeTheCamiicgge Kistaryojapans mol.&, i n
674-720; Suzuki, / s hi n no Kzs324-3820 Tenkai
87 Suzuki, / shi n no Kzs334-5ft o0 Tenkari,
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first, use Western judges instead of Japanese for criminal cases involving Westerners in
Japan; second, not sentence the foreigners to th genalty, and prepare separate
prisons for foreigners; and third, show the Western governments the complete draft of
Japanese legal codes before the terms of the revised treaty would be put inf§ effect.
Gustave Boissonade, the French legal advisotherJapanese government, raised his
vocal opposition against this from May 1887 onward, arguing that such a compromise
was a fundamental contradiction of the spirit of constitutionaifsmnoue Kowashi,

who was heavily involved in the process of drawipghe constitution and modern legal
codes, agreed with Boissonatfe. Already by earlyl880s, Japanese ministers and
senior officials were using the pronouns su
of nonWestern countries that had permitted thest#rners to establish a foothold and

had then gradually being subjugated by the Westfter the recent East Asian crisis,

the Japanese decisitomakers become more aware of the threat that the unequal treaties
posed to the security of their country, astdrted to feel the need for the unconditional
abolition of consular jurisdiction in order to avoid the fate that the above three non

Western countries had fallen intb. When Tani Tateki, the Minister of Agriculture and

88 Minute of a conversation between Inoue Kowashi and Boissonade, 10 May 1887,

NGM, vol. 20, pp. 17-24//KDS, vol. 5, pp. 696-700; Memorandum by Boissonade, 1 June
1887, YHM, vol. 7, pp. 338-368.

89 |bid.

9% |bid; Inoue Kowashi to Inoue (Private), 12 July 1887, YHM, vol. 7, pp. 16-31; Inoue
Kowashi to Inoue Kaoru (Private), 17 July 1887,  YHM, vol. 7, pp. 32-44; Inoue Kowashi
to Itz (Privat &DpS voBppl56d-zy 1887,

91 Memorandum by Yamagata, 30 Nov 1880, K SKKT IKM 675 -5/YHM, vol. 5, pp. 109-
122/ YA/, pp. 91-9; Mori to Inoue (Unnumbered), London, 4 Feb 1882, NGM, vol. 15, pp.

7-9 ; l noue Kowashi t o | t/KXKDS W4, ppaloCel) |, 18 Dec 1886,
92 Memorandum by Boissonade, 1 June 1887, YAHM,vol.7,pp.338-368; I noue to |1t3
(Private), 18 July 1887, /HKM, v o | . 1, pp. 218; l noue Kowashi t o

1887, /KDS, vol. 1, pp. 550-2; Inoue to the Japanese Ministers in Europe and the
United States, 29 July 1887, NGM, vol. 20, pp.52-3; Anonymous Memor andum on
Treaty Revision, 1888 (Date Unknown), KSKKT SM 52  -4; Inoue to Yamada (Private),
16 Sept 1889, YHM, vol. 2, pp. 156-8; Hara to Inoue (Private), 19 Sept 1889, KSKKT
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Commerce, raised his opposition aga s t |l noueds -Jyuy ibcauplst thé 1 n e a
attention of the media and led to a popular outeryFacing harsh criticism from both
within and outside of the government, Inoue had to postpone the negotiations later in that
month, and he resigned ie@embef* When, | ater in the decade,
negotiations for treaty revision without ma
draft, he was badly wounded by a political activist who attempted to assassinate him on
18 October 188%°

As a result, wheAoki, the next Foreign Minister, resumed the negotiations for treaty
revision he had to request the withdrawal of all three of the compromises that Inoue had
made®® He also had to request that the Japanese government be allowed to impose some
restricios on f oreigner 6s rights to invest and ¢
strong opposition against permitting the latter to engage in commercial activities on
completely equal terms with Japanese nationals even after the abolition of consular
jurisdiction®”  While it is true that the Meiji government was not free from opposition

in the 1870s, what they confronted in that decade were rebellions launched by former

IKM 241 -4; Members of the Prefectural Assembly of Kyoto, 15 Oct 1889, KSKKT SM
52-9; Kaneko to Yamada (Private), 20 Oct 1889, YHM, vol. 2, pp. 28-30; Hara to Inoue
(Private), 18 Dec 1889, IKM 241 -4; Memorandum by Nishimura Shigeki, 4 Dec 1890,
KSKKT SM 52 -17.

93 Memorandum by Tani, July 1887 (date unknown), KSKKT SM 52  -3/77/, vol. 3, pp.
89-121; It 3 t o 128 duly 8887( KSKKTYKMt €8§9-8; Fukuzawa to
Nakakamigawa (Private), 4 Aug 1887, FYZ, vol. 18, pp. 142-3; Inoue to Japanese
Ministers in Europe and the United States, 6 Aug 1887, NGM, vol. 20, pp. 58-62;
Miyoshi to Yamada (Priv ate), 31 Aug 1887, YHM, vol. 1, pp. 171-3.

9% |noue to the European and American Mi nisters in Japan, 29 July 1887 ; Inoue to the
Japanese Ministers in Europe and the United States, 29 July 1887, both from NGM,
vol. 20, pp.51-3.

9 |noue to Yamada (Private), 1 7 Oct 1887, YHM, vol. 5, pp. 160-1.

9% Memorandum of the Cabinet Meeting, 2 enclosures, 10 Dec 1889, NGM, vol. 22, pp.
329-334; Aoki to Kawase and Tokugawa, 10 Jan 1890 , NGM, vol. 23, pp. 1-2; Aoki to
Toda ( ), 10 Jan 1890, both from ANGM, vol. 23, pp. 2.

97 lbid.
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samurais who were interested in retaining the privileges that they had enjoyed in the

Tokugawa era, and the decisiarakers, determined to create a modern nadtate in

which every Japanese felt a sense of belonging regardless of their social backgrounds,

could take a very firm attitude against them. The Meiji government also at thatitime

a clear strategic superiority over the rur

activists, and therefore could suppress uprisings with relative ease. However, it was

precisely because these decisinakers were determined to create a Japanatsenn

state that they could not ignore the nationalism that emerged in tH88Qs. Despite

the fact that on many occasions the government forcefully suppressed these political

activists, who they often branded as extremists, it sometimes had to cos®r else

endure criticism, and when they did so there were often consequences for diplomacy.
The growing sense of nationalism also had the effect of amplifying the lingering fear

of Western imperialism.  This exploded when Tsarevich Nicholas of Ruasia would

later become Nicholas Tl visited Japan in May 1891. Upon hearing the news, many

jingoistic newspapers reported without foundation that he was coming to Japan for a tour

of inspection to gain information necessary for a future military expeadiand in the

days prior to his arrival the Russian legation received several threats from individuals

who believed thi$® Aoki gave a verbal guarantee to Dmitri Schevich, the Russian

Minister in Japan, that any assault against a foreign prince weupdiished as high

treason under the new Japanese civil code, in which a convict would be sentenced to the

deathpenalty® Unf ortunately, Tsuda Sanz@, a police
98 YHM, vol. 7, pp. 397-404; Sonoda to Okabe ( ), 8 May 1891, NGM, vol. 24,

pp. 124-5.

9 Aoki 6s guarantee was revealed by Schevich | ater

conversation between Okabe and Schevich, 28 -9 May 1891, NGM, vol. 24, pp. 172-3;
Enomoto to Nishi (Telegraphic), 29 May 1891, NGM, vol. 24, pp. 175-6; Nomura to
Inoue (Private), 17 June 1891, KSKKT IKM 467 -2.
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of Tsarevich in the Japan arstte medaam chodetoget s u,

attack Nicholas on 11 May. Aoki then realised that the guarantee was precocious.

Despite the governmentdéds pressing for

believed that the execution of this fanatic would bringiafsatory ending to the incident,

Kojima Korekata, the chief judge, sentenced him to indefinite imprisonment, as he

interpreted that high treason could be applied only to cases when the Japanese imperial

family had been attackeéd® While Nicholas managea tescape without being killed

and the Russian government acted upon this incident with prudence and restexiert

seriously contemplating the idea of demanding reparations or preparing for a war of

revenge as the Japanese fedr@dki had to resign foputting the government into such

an embarrassing position in the eyes of the Russian Minister with his precocious

guaranteé® It also triggered the resignation of three other veteran ministers from the
first Matsukata administration, which was inaugeadgjust five days before the incident,

and led to another postponement of the negotiations over treaty re\sioMany

Tsud:

Japanese officials heard Kojimadés sentence

Japanese constitutionalism would be in jeopaithe government made any attempt to

overturn the decisiot?

MWHara to I noue (Private), EN,2445. 28 May 1891,

101 Minute of the conversation between Okabe and Schevich, 28 -9 May 1891, NGM, vol.
24, pp. 172-3; Enomoto to Nishi (Telegraphic), 29 May 1891, NGM, vol. 24, pp. 175-6;

Nishi to Enomoto ( ) St. Petersburg, 3 June 1891, KSKKT MuMKM 71 -8;
Memorandum by Enomoto, Oct 1891, NGM, vol. 24, pp. 54-63. For Russian policy
towards East Asia in this period, see Sasaki

TimeoftheSino-J apanese -2ar, 6 15

Ri ki 7083,

Hara to I noue (Private), gt su5Miugofthay 1891,

conversation between Okabe and Schevich, 28 -9 May 1891, NGM, vol. 24, pp. 172 -3;
Enomoto to Nishi (Telegraphic), 29 May 1891, NGM, vol. 24, pp. 1  75-6; Higashikuze et
al to Matsukata (Private), 30 May 1891, MaMKM , vol. 11, pp. 320-4.

209

KSK

0The

KSK



The first Matsukata administration was unstable right from the beginning. It was
perhaps because the ministers were fully aware of its weakness that they did not start
negotiations over tregtrevision during this period of time, and instead chose to nominate
It @, Kur oda, l noue Kowashi and Terashi ma Mi
draft of the revised treati¢8* What was worse was that, as many of the ministers
anticipated, the Dietnade strong attacks against the government, criticising it for
continuing military expansion and not cutting unnecessary speHindt also vetoed
the government 6s final proposal for the Jap
the draft did noadequately reflect the Japanese tradition of how they maintained order
in society!®® The government could not reconcile all of the pressure from the Diet, and
in the end declared its dissolution on 25 December 1891In the following general

election on b February 1892, the Ministry of Interior mobilised the police to intervene

104 Terashima did not hold an official post in the government at this time, but he

served as the Minister to Britain and the United States before becoming the Foreign

Min iser from 1873 to 1879. He was called up to this committee due to his experience

in dealing with the question over treaty revision. Terashima to Enomoto (Private), 26
Mar 1892, 7TMKS, vol. 2, pp. 337; Hijikata to Terashima et al, 12 Apr 1892, TMKS , vol.
2, pp. 621; Memorandum by Terashima, 13 Apr 1892, 7MKS, vol. 1, pp. 218-220;
Memorandum by Inoue Kowashi, 13 May 1892, /KDS, vol. 2, pp. 512-9. If one looks at
the private papers of the Japanese ministers at this time, it becomes clear that they

were busy dealing with the domestic instability rather than diplomatic issues. See,
among many, /HKM, vol. 1, pp. 221-267, 405-442; vol. 2, section on the private letters
from Itz Miyoji in 58847BENO.5,sectiopdnthe grivatepp. 27
letter s from Suematsu Kenchz in the 1890s.
105 For secondary sources on Japanese domestic politics during this period, see Akita,
Foundations of Constitutional Government in Modern Japan , 91-105; Junji Banno,
Establishment of the Japanese Constitutional System, trans. J. A. A. Stockwin

(London: Routledge, 1992; trans. of book originally published 1972), ch. 1, ch. 2 section
1-2; Takashi Sasaki, Hanbatsu seifu to Rikken Sejffi, ( Tokyo: Yoshi kawa Kzbunke
1992), chs. 3-4.

106 Fraser to Salisbury (No. 9), Tokyo, 26 Jan 1891, rec. 2 Mar, FO 46/406; Isobe to
Yamada (Private), Tokyo, 2 June 1891, YHM, vol. 2, pp. 85-6; Fraser to Salisbury (No.
30), Tokyo, 30 Mar 1892, rec. 5 May, FO 46/417; Mimasaka to Yamada (Private), 17

May 1892, YHM, vol. 1, pp. 159-160; Fraser to Sali sbury (No. 53), Tokyo, 28 May 1892,
rec. 27 June, FO 46/417.

107 Sasaki, Hanbatsu Seifu to Rikken Seijfi, 201.
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in the election, leading to clashes between them and voters across the country, killing 25
and injuring many mor&® Such action only weakened the government even further.
Constiutionalism and the rule of law had been adopted to create a framework in which
every Japanese could participate in society as equally and freely as possible by providing
rules by which everyone must abide. But what the government officials quickly dealise
was that even within that framework it was not easy to draw a line between extremism
and the freedoms guaranteed by the constitution.

It goes without saying that many British observers in Japan frowned upon such
developments. Already in 1874, Parkes madorted that the domestic opposition
against the Japanese government was quite sizeable, and that they often criticised the
government for failing to adopt aggressive expansionist policies in the neighbouring
regions; he argued that it was this groupt thed ultimately succeeded in pushing the
government to launch an expedition to Taiw2h. Throughout the period from 1880 to
1894, he and his successors in Tokyo feared that the Japanese government would be
forced to take a similar course, this time toveakbreal'® After observing three
Japanese foreign ministers being forced to resign due to violent public opposition against

the government, Hugh Fraser, the Minister in Tokyo from 1889 to 1894, sent a report

108 Akita, Foundations of Constitutional Government in Modern Japan , 98; Sasaki,

Hanbatsu Seifu to Rikken Sejji , 214.

109 Parkes to Derby (No. 33 Confid ential), Tokyo, 22 Feb 1875, rec. 10 Apr, FO 46/190.

110 Wade to Granville (No. 17 Confidential), Tianjin, 12 May 1882, rec. 22 July, FO

17/895; Wade to Granville (Separate No. 2), Tianjin, 25 Aug 1882, rec. 14 Oct, FO

17/898; Dowell to the Secretary of the Admiralty (No. 460 ), (Audacious) Hong Kong, 23

Dec 1884, rec. 28 Jan, ADM 1/6713; Aston to Parke
Parkes (No. 1), | n c h 8Jam1885. Both enclosures in Aston to Granville (No. 1),

I nc h8®Jaml1885, FO 17/996; Plunkett to Rosebery (No. 85 Secret), Tokyo, 2 June

1886, rec. 9 July, FO 46/344; Fraser to Salisbury (No. 66 Very Confidential), Tokyo, 23

June 1890, rec. 24 July, FO 46/399; Hillier to OB
enclosure in Hillier to Salisbury (No. 18), Seoul, 13 Oct 1891, rec. 30 Nov, FO 17/1119.

See also Hamilton to Plunkett (Private), Audacious (Hong Kong), 8 Mar 1887, RVHP

CLNMM VHM/5.

211



which contained very critical comments aboutibapanese on 13 January 1890.

[Japan] contains a population of from thirty to forty millions of people of a distinctly warlike

characters. Although they have had little to do with foreign wars, | suppose no land on the

gl obe hasé so |langeoordoofbacbairlbuwar to its hi
rely very confidently upon the common sense of the Japanese. They are an attractive

people on the whole, and have many good quantities, but they are eminently shortsighted,

fierce, vainglorious,andexi t abl e, and there is always danger

de t°te, o doing childifsh wrongsé in serious aff

Fraser reported that the problem was that the Japanese newspapers produced ignorant and
violent articles which advocated reckless foredglventures, and that the audience was

not a small minority. Fraser described the Japanese as a very warlike people, with a
history marred by nevesnding domestic conflicts; the Japanese military had
concentrated the nat i dficiénsyafteetlsedeaijrRestosation;i t h as
but there was a tendency for these people to call for war out ofsgbtéd passion rather

than rational calculation and common sehde.Additionally, British merchants were

frequently complained that the Japandisienot abide by Western commercial ethics, such

as respecting the trademarks of the products that they imported, and not only the
diplomats but also the officials in the Foreign Office were somewhat receptive to these

complaintst!?

111 Fraser to Salisbury (No. 10), Tokyo, 13 Jan 1890, rec. 20 Feb, FO 46/398

112 Fraser had continuously sent reports arguing in sim ilar direction until he returned
to London for a temporary leave in 1892. Referto FO 46/398 -400, 405-8, 416-9. For
specific examples, see; Fraser to Salisbury (No. 59 Very Confidential), Tokyo, 11 June
1891, rec. 9 July, FO 46/407; Fraser to Salisbury ( No. 6), Tokyo, 26 Jan 1892, rec. 5
Mar, FO 46/417.

113 Plunkett to Salisbury (No. 66), Tokyo, 16 Mar 1887, rec. 22 Apr, FO 46/366;
Salisbury to Plunkett (No. 49), FO, 18 May 1887, FO 46/364; Salisbury to Trench (No.
24), FO, 6 Oct 1888, FO 46/378; Trench to Salisbury (No. 95), Tokyo, 17 Dec 1888, rec.
25 Jan 1889, FO 46/380; Fraser to Salisbury (No. 12), Tokyo, 6 Feb 1892, rec. 10 Mar,
FO 46/417; De Bunsen to Salisbury (No. 65), Tokyo, 8 July 1892, rec. 17 Aug, FO
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However, it wouldbe incorrect to assume that the British perceptions toward the
Japanese were always negative. It is true that there were individuals such as Salisbury,
who served as the Prime Minister and the Foreign Secretary in years from 1888 to 1892,
who believed that théapanese could not improve their judicial system to the level of that
of the Western nations. For this reason, he at first vetoed the suggestions of the
diplomats in Japan and the senior officials of the Foreign Office who were supportive of
abolishing casular jurisdictiont'* Salisbury finally yielded to the opinion of his
diplomats and senior officials in October 1889, but that was not because he was finally
convinced that the Japanese could modernise like the Western countries; it was because
he had lemed that the American and German governments were ready to abolish
consular jurisdiction, and that therefore Britain could seriously jeopardise its relationship
with Japan if it did not do likewis®?  Still, the number of individuals who argued along
thesame lines as Salisbury was definitely decreasing in Londdespite all the negative
reports that Fraser sent about the Japanese, he never advocated that the British
government should refuse negotiations with the Japanese over treaty revision as Parkes
once had done. While the Foreign Office occasionally received reports that foreigners
had been assaulted by the Japanese, such incidents occurred much less frequently than
they did in China, and also the scale of these incidents was nowhere neartbeemnti
or antimissionary riots in China. Most of the private letters that Cecil SfiRing and
Maurice de Bunsen, who served as junior members of the legation in Japan, sent during

the early 1890s indicate that they were relatively idle unless theydeaftig with the

46/418.

114 Trench to Salisbury (No. 2 Telegrap hic), Tokyo, 16 Jan 1889, rec. 17 Jan, FO 46/388;
Memorandum by Pauncefote, FO 28 Jan 1889, FO 46/388; Fraser to Salisbury (No. 112
Confidential), Tokyo, 10 Sept 1889, rec. 21 Oct, FO 46/387; Memorandum by

Sanderson, FO, 14 Sept 1889, FO 800/1.

115 Salisbury to Fraser (No. 46 Telegraphic), FO, 7 Oct 1889, FO 46/388.
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negotiations over treaty revisidn thus indicating that things were somewhat quiet,
despite this being an eventful period for Japanese domestic ptfitics.

Additionally, when the naval officers compared the Qing and Japanese navies, they
were often more impressed by the latter than the former. After comparing the state of
military modernisation, Hamilton went as far to argue that if Britain were going to form
an alliance with Qing, then Awe muremt be
the barbarities which they would undoubtedly perpetrate. The Japanese would be far
more useful allies, and their statesmen, Naval, and Military Officials and their Naval and
Military systems are far more i nt aimei son
senior officials of the Admiralty and the China Squadron were impressed by the Japanese,
who were very efficient in using modern weapons and had adopted Western ways of
command and administration, drawing a sharp contrast with their very disparaging
remarks on the Qing naval servicé.

The AngloJapanese relationship was thus not easy, but there were many incentives for

the Japanese to uphold these ties at least to the extent that they would not become hostile.

The bottom line was that the Japaneseisionmakers were well aware of the risk if the

relationship did become hostile, as they, just as with most of their contemporaries

proe

Wi

throughout the world, realised that Britain

advocated telling the British thaa@an might unilaterally abrogate the existing Arglo

116 These letters mention more about what they did for  leisure than discussing political
issues. The private papers of de Bunsen are kept at the Bodleian Library, and the

Spring -Rice papers are in the Churchill Archives Centre.

117 Hamilton to the Secretary of the Admiralty (No.53), Audacious (Hong Kong), 20 Jan
1888, ADM 125/32.

118 See ADM 125/24-50, and relevant documents in series ADM 1. Also see Hamilton

to Lord George Hamilton (Private), Alacrity ~ (Xiamen), 1 Dec 1887, RVHP CLNMM
VHM/6; Hamilton to the Secretary of the Admiralty (No.53), Audacious (Hong Kong),

20 Jan 1888, ADM 125/32.
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Japanese treaty if the latter could not agree with the Japanese proposal for revision, most
of the decisiormakers immediately dismissed the idea as it might give Britassas
belli.}1®

The same could beaid for British perceptions towards Japan. Some individuals held
more positive sentiments towards Japan, whereas others were somewhat more
negative'?® British society too was not monolithic. It was not completely antipathetic
towards Japan, and decigimakers were aware of the difficulties that an administration
must be prepared for if the Anglapanese relationship turned hostile. When the senior
officials of the Foreign Office heard that the Japanese government might be
contemplating the idea of uateral abrogation, they had to confront a harsh reality. If
the British decisiormakers wished to be firm against such a declaration, they had to risk
war against Japan, a country which had made a determined effort to strengthen its military
at least tdhe extent that it could not be as easily defeated now as it had been in the 1860s.
Since any campaign would become a tremendous burden for the Treasury, and probably
lead to a Parliamentary outcry this was not a comfortable prospect. While the British
decisionmakers felt no problem in prioritising the Qing, it is difficult to assume that the
consideration over the relationship with Japan did not play some role in making the

British government cautious about inclining any further towards the Qing.

Closing Remarks of the Chapter

As Okamoto argues, there were numerous events in this period which made the Japanese

119 Memorandum by Inoue Kowashi, 22 Aug 1889, NGM, vol. 22, pp. 291-5//KDS, vol.
2, pp. 177-181.
120 Kikuchiand Watana be, o0The British Discovwery of Japanese
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frustrated towards the Qing, and many of them occurred around the borderline between
the realms of Chinese and Japanese influence in KoreatheAQing regime claimed
suzerainty over the ChosAn regime, there we
the right to intervene in Korean decisioraking in general, including the bilateral issues
between Korea and countries other than Chinaorelgver, the Japanese were frustrated
by Yuan, who often pressed the ChosAn mini
concessions to the Japanese, whil e retaini
arousing the suspi ci @an TheBritishalsalid riot agprepidteo mat s
these assertions by the Qing officials, and experienced many difficulties in other parts of
East Asia.

The historians of modern East Asian history have satisfactorily shed light on the fact
that the events between ha 1887 and July 1892 created a significant degree of friction
between the Western and the Japanese governments and the Qing. These researchers
contend that the main source of tension was the friction between the two different
principles for conductingniternational relation$ the Westphalian principles and the
traditional suzerahkvassal frameworki which characterised the international
environment that existed in East Asia at that ttfle. Okamoto Takashi argues that this
dual structure became more appd from the miell880s onwards because the East Asian
crises could only be settled by acknowledging Qing superiority, in other words accepting
that the Qing decisiemakers placed strong importance on upholding its position as the
traditional suzerait?> But the longterm coexistence of these two orders was

according to Okamotbimpossible, as they were theoretically contradictory. Moreover,

121 Banno, K/ ndai ChdZg ok u ; Bwbank,/ TraBaandgpkorhacy on the
China Coast.
122 Okamoto, Zokkoku to Jishu no Aida .
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the shorterm regional stability in East Asia that rested upon recognition of their
coexistence had the ironicaeffect of making decisiomakers recognise this
incompatibility. Okamoto concludes that Mutsu Munemitsu, the Japanese Foreign
Minister at the time of the First Sintapanese War, made the decision to go to war against
China in June 1894 because it sedrae ideal opportunity to put an end to the dual
structure that had continued to frustrate the Japanese and threatened their foothold in
Koreal?

However, as Takahashi Hidenao had argued, the-tknng factors should not be
overemphasised. In the 1980skdkashi convincingly argued against the line of
argument forwarded by many of the historian
insist that the Japanese government went to war with the Qing in the summer of 1894 to
remove what it perceived as thadpest obstacle to fulfil their lonerm ambition to
colonise Kore®* Takahashi argued that while there were many individuals who called
for an assertive policy towards Korea, the ones that mattered the most within the Japanese
decisioamaking circle kepttheir distance for much of the time before 18%2.
Accordingly Takahashi has called Mutsuodos di
departure from previous policies towards Korea, rather than something induced by
international environment or lortigrmfactors. He has argued that this arose because,
for the first time in the history of Meiji Japan, the political parties in Japan became so

powerful that the government felt it had to distract their attention through an external war

123 |bid, Conclusion.

124 See, among many, Fujimura, N/ s s hi n NRaswka sN/ sshin Sensz no Kenk
Pak, Ni sshi n SensYamabe, NChpsemo KanReddyliyeiei gz,
0Japanb6s Drive to Great Power Status. 6

125 These articles by Takahashi were turned into abook, N/ sshi n Sensig eno Mich
1995.
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in order not to have thgovernment brought down by domestic pres&iire.

The evidence cited here suggests, indeed, that most of the deuakens of the
governments involved in East Asian affdiraot only the Japanese but also the Western
governments were fully aware of thelual structure of the East Asian regional order,
and were willing to retain it as status quo There is no stronger indication that they
placed emphasis on the order and stability of the region than the fact that none of them
chose to adopt policies théundamentally departed from the spirit of the pb®87
regional order, despite experiencing difficulties. There is also no evidence that indicates
that the key decisiemakers in Britain and Japan thought that the -t88 regional
order was so contdictory that it was destined to fall, at least in the period from March
1887 to July 1892.

In the summer of 1892, there were many possibilities for the future of East Asia. As
Okamoto has indicated, war was one of the options, but it must also be taibitateral
Sino-Japanese conflict over Korea was not the only way in which it could have broken
out. Despite the fact that the British government was extremely reluctant to fight a war
in East Asia, they nonetheless had fought three conflicts witQithge and Japan in the
mid-nineteenth century, and as long as its primary interest within the region was trade,
there still was the possibility of another conflagration should a commercial dispute with
an East Asian country escalate into something veryw®eri There also was the
possibility that a Sindapanese war over Korea might become a much broader conflict,
as these two countries were in dispute over other regions, such as Ryukyu, as well.
Finally, while there were many factors which prevented thiesB decisiormakers from

seeing Qing as their natural ally, they nonetheless were unanimous that it was still the

126 |pid.
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most influential country in East Asia. There was thus a very good chance of the British
siding with the Qing if a Sindapanese war brokeut. Indeed, it was because the
Japanese decisianakers believed that there might be an AHgloneseentente cordiale
that the Japanese were very cautious in dealing with their neighbours.

War, though, was not the only possible future for East Asiaensummer of 1892.
The decisiormakers of the governments involved in East Asian affairs were not holding
themselves back from starting a war only because the state of their military was unready,
or the international environment did not suit starting mm@ign. There always were
different opinions on what course they should take in terms of their policies towards
Korea. It may be that the influence of the diplomatic hardliners was strengthening
particularly within Beijing and Tokyo, but the poliegaking processes of the countries
involved in Korean affairs, including the Qing and Japan, were still driven by the
individuals who thought that peace and stability in Korea suited their interests; even the
Qing, which was inclined to strengthen its influentd&orea as much as possible, was
cautious not to pursue any policy that would induce a serious reaction from the other
countries. In order to understand why it was a bilateral-3ap@anese war over Korea
that broke out in July 1894, one must look cdhgfinto how events developed

immediately before the outbreak of the war.
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Chapter 617 The Road to the First SineJapanese War, Augqust 1893uly 1894

Despite the fact that the First Sidapanese War was a significant event for modern East
Asian history, i has received relatively little attention from Western scholars. There is
a long article by T. F. Tsiang in English on the origins of the conflict, but, as the author
admitted, it was written in the 1930s with very limited access to archival maferi§ls.
C. M. Paine has written a very well researched book, but it focuses more on public opinion
towards the wat. There also are some works that deal with the events that occurred
during the war, but the books of Hilary Conroy and George Alexander Lesrsainrthe
only two accounts that provide a detailed analysis of the politics and diplomacy which
resulted in triggering the confliét. Although the focus of this dissertation is on the
Anglo-Japanese relationship in the period before the outbreak oftuwsanecessary to
provide a more detailed overview of the Sifapanese crisis over Korea in the summer
of 1894 than can be seen in the existing Endaslguage literature, as this helps us to
understand the environment in which the British and Japdioesed their policies
towards each other and what effect their relationship had on the region.

One must rely on the secondary sources written in Japanese to supplement the shortage
of works in English. Among the | atter, Shi

days before the outbreak of war, the government and the military were both toogduc

17T. F. T s i -dapagese DipBrnaticoRelations, 1870 -1 8 9 4&Thedhinese Social
and Political Science Review , 17:1 (1933): 1-106.

2 S. C. M. Paine, The Sino-Japanese War of 1894 -1895: Perceptions, Power and
Primacy , (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003).

3 Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of Korea, ch. 5; Lensen, Balance of In trigue, vol. 1,

108-183. For works on the events during the war,see; Dougl as Howl and, 0The
Sinking of the S. S. Kowshing: International Law, Diplomacy, and the Sino -Japanese

War, 6 Moder n As42:42008:6184/03¢ 4-or the Japanese annexation o f
Taiwan, see Edward| -t e Chen, 0Japan's Decision to Annex Tai

Mutsu Diplomacy, 1894 -9 5 ,7he Journal of Asian Studies , 37:1 (Nov., 1977), 61-72.
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diplomacy on their own, and that it was this that drove the nation towards war against the
Qing* Fujimura Michio had taken this argument further and argued that it was the
Japanese military dominated by individuals who had advocated on assertlieyp
towards Korea from the early days of Meiji érdhat managed to take control of the
policy-making process, and in the end directed the government to start a war against the
Qing.> These arguments have now been revised by historians from the sriisequ
generation, as they have presented ample evidence that suggests that the military was
willing to accept the leadership of the governnfenBoth Conroy and Hiyama Yukio

have offered an alternative narrative that stresses the contingency in Japdoesscygip

They state that the Japanese government started sending troops to Korea before it had
hammered out a specific policy, and dealt with the crisis iadamocmanner until it led

to the outbreak of wdr. However, Takahashi Hidenao has counteresl dhjument by
pointing out that the government decisimakers did have a clear vision of their poficy.

In doing so, he has followed the argument forwarded by Lensen, Nakatsuka Akira and
Pak Chonegg On , which concludes that theedregon Munem

Minister during this crisis, convinced his government to deal with this issue in an assertive

4Sei zabur 3 M3itiswo B 3 hi n Sensz no Galfokygshi teki Ki
Szbun®35)1 SeizabNrgssBhnaBama 3S5e/ ji teki/ Gai kgt eki
ed. Mi chio Fujimura (Tokyo: Nanszsha, 1970; origi
5 Fujimura, N/ s s hi n I§8EnglishsEugene Kim and Han -kyo Kim argue in a

similar direction, although  they only mention this in passing, and do not cite any

source to back their argument. See Kim and Kim,  Korea and the Politics of

Imperialism, 79.

6 Nakatsuka, N/ sshi n SensPaknMi Kemikiy dS5e n s 3 Stallissl@h 3 s en
Sensz no Gun;TakahdskinNiysasciui n Sensz eno Michi

7 Conroy, The Japanese Seizure of Korea, 241-2 6 0 . For articles by Hiyan
Nai kaku no Chzsen Shuppei Kettei ONi sBaiisnurSue n&esi r vy
Zenshitoshite (1-2 ) Chazk y 3 HI8ABKHFeb-Mar1984) ; o0Ch3zsen Shuppei .
to Kaigai Shuppei Chdkpgi HE&4Mam084)e30-94 ; o Dai i chi ji
Chzsen Shuppei J4b),kde nCmhdz# ys3208%gnd 24 -2 (Mar 1986 -

Feb 1987).

8 Takahashi, N/ sshin Sensz eno Michi
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manner, and that this inevitably strained

with the result that in the end the negotiations brokendow

The current debate in Japan focuses on the question of why Mutsu decided to deal with
the crisis in such a firm manner, as there is no primary source that adequately explains his
thinking. A debate surrounds this issue also because his diplomacy stdras being
considerably adventurous for a foreign minister of the Japanese government, which had
hitherto been generally cautious in its policy towards East Asia. As most of the works
on the origins of the First Sindapanese War have been writterhistorians who focus
on the Japanese imperial or foreign polgking process, many of them have tended to
stress the importance of the domestic factdrsin particular, recent works on the origins
of the war have been heavily influenced by the bookdkamashi, which argues that in
June 1894 it was the situation within Japanese domestic politics which created the
environment that led the government to launch a war against the Qing over the question
of Koreal! In particular, Takahashi has pointed to thet that the antgjovernmental
political parties managed to pass a vote etanfidence in the Lower House, and that in
the end the government had no other option but to dissolve the House on 31 May 1894.
As the relationship between the governmentthediet was already quite tense, Mutsu
convinced his colleagues in the cabinet to solve this situation by directing public attention
abroad. Within the historiography of Japanese imperialism and diplomacy in the late
nineteenth century, Mutsu is oftenpileted as a minister who was inclined to start a war

from the time the Kabo rebellion escalated in late May, as he deemed it necessary to divert

9 |bid; Len sen, Balance of Intrigue, vol. 1, 124-140; Nakatsuka, N/ sshi n Sensz no
Kenkpak Ni sshin Sensz to Chzgsen

10 See footnotes 4 to 8. In English, Lensen also made such an argument. See his

Balance of Intrigue, vol. 1, 126.

11 Takahashi, Ni sshi n Seichspgtzno M
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domestic dissatisfaction towards the government abroad. Researchers from this
background, including Takahashave argued that in order to accomplish this objective,

he took measures to remove every obstacle that lay in front of his government to start a
warl?

There are fewer works that focus on the actual diplomacy between the East Asian
countries, and as a rdsthere has not been enough attention paid to the fact that the Qing
and t he Ch onaklrswetkdac fiom being static, passive or powerless actors
in this story?® However, Zokkoku to Jishu no Aidén Between Autonomy and
Protectorate) by OkamwotTakashi, published in 2004, has played an important role in
filling this gap, as it offers a detailed narrative of the Qing policy towards Korea before
the outbreak of the First Sintapanese Waf. His work presents evidence which
suggests that there veealso international factors that induced the Japanese to take a firm
line of policy against the Qing in the summer of 1894, and that the Chinese were trying
to expand their influence in Korea during the Kabo rebellion. This dissertation will also
arguethat while it is undeniable that Mutsu conducted diplomacy in an unprecedentedly
firm manner, it is questionable whether he was did so in the strong conviction that there
was no other way for the Japanese government.

In order to understand the outbreakle# First SineJapanese War, it is also important
to look at why it was only a bilateral conflictn other words, to examine why the Western
countries did not intervene. Again, there is very little literature on this aspect of war

origins. Works by Sask i Y@ and Kobayashi Takao are

12 Nakatsuka, N/ ss hi n SensPaknldi Kemikry d5 e n s Bakahaghi, Chzs en
Nisshin Sensz eno Michi

13 For the Japanese -Korean relationship, see Moriyama,  Kindai Nikkan Kankeishi

K e n k;jrattbhashi, K/ ndai/ Ni ssen Ka2vwle./ no Kenkyad

14 Okamoto, Zokkoku to Jishu no Aida .
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they do not necessarily offer accurate depictions of British policy in the summer of 1894
because their works are based solely on the Foreign Office ré€ortghat they both

fail to explain isthe reason why Lord Rosebery and Lord Kimberley, who served
respectively as the Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary during the crisis, made a
conscious decision to remain neutral, despite the fact that many of the British officials in
East Asia were advizg them that Britain should act together either with the Chinese or
other Western countries in order to press the Japanese to stop acting in a provocative
manner. In order to explain the rationale behind the decision of Rosebery and Kimberley
in the sumrer of 1894, it is necessary to utilise the private papers of the individuals who
served as Cabinet ministers in the summer of 1894, which were not consulted in the works
by Sasaki and Kobayashi.

In order to explain the aforementioned points, this chapilébe divided into three
sections. The first section will follow the events that occurred in the period from August
1892 to April 1894, to provide a general context to what had happened during the crisis
which immediately preceded the First Sidmpanes&Var. In the second section, this
chapter will follow the crisis over Korea from May 1894 until it resulted in triggering the
war in late July. Finally, the third section will focus specifically on the Aidglpanese
relationship in the month betweendajune and late July, when the Siapanese
negotiation over Korea started to break down despite the British mediation. This
coincided with when the final negotiation over the treaty revision between the British and
Japanese governments had begun; thegeeded in signing the new treaty on 16 July.

While the British government dealt with the crisis over Korea and the treaty revision as

15 Kobayashi, 19 Sei/i ki | girisu GalShzako hK Hidoghshl nAjeiranat i o
Environment at the Time ofthe Sino -Japanese -AFar, 6 25
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two separate issues, the Japanese side considered that they were linked. As treaty
revision was the most important thmatic issue which the Japanese decisiakers

tried to achieve since the 1850s, they took every precaution not to pursue any line of
policy that might antagonise the British government at the very last stage of the
negotiations. This perception stropghfluenced how they dealt with the crisis over
Korea. They therefore guaranteed London throughout July that they would limit their
military operations in Korea and refrain from taking any measures that could disturb
British commerce on the China coastSuch guarantees were enough to convince
Rosebery and Kimberlelywho were much more reluctant to intervene into the Korean
affairs than their diplomats in East Asidahat their country should remain neutral over
this issue, and at the same time the Jepamgovernment managed to accomplish treaty

revision. And thus the First Sintapanese War broke out as a bilateral conflict.

Prologue to the SineJapanese War: August 1892April 1894

Both Britain and Japan experienced a change of administration insA@§92. In

Britain, Gladstone formed a government for the fourth and the last time in his political
career. In Japan, the first Matsukata administration, which had been fragile from the
very beginning, finally collapsed. Many of the individuals witthie Japanese decision
making circle turned to It@ Hirobumi to
government, and he agreed to become the Prime Minister if all of the major Meiji
oligarchs would join his administration. Some of the big names suchnaagéata and

Kuroda hesitated to come under the premiership of their political rival, but in the end they

all agreed as they shared the perception that the government was in crisis, and the second
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|t @ administration w dAfter ranaglyigguhe disintedrationn 8 A u
of the government, the administration managed to pass the budget with only minor
revisions at the fourth session of the Diet, which commenced from 29 November and
closed on 28 February 1893.

Meanwhile, from late 1892 the Japan&smean relationship started to become
increasingly tense because of the difficulty over the rice embargo inéidewthile the
ChosAn court had agreed in early 1892 that
Japanese merchants had suffered over this issue, the two parties disagreed over the
amount of the indemnity. The Korean negotiators told Kajiyama Teithukdapanese
Minister to Seoul, that theyoald pay about 48,000 %0,000yen while the Japanese
government demandedt0,000yen'® In August 1892, Kajiyama argued that not only
was the ChosAn court in a dire feasingynci al S
incapable of sustaining domestic order within the kingdom, and that it was incapable of

preventing provincial governors from introducing embargoes in a manner that was not

16 Unless specified, the information about the Japanese domestic politics in this

chapter derive from; Akita, Foundations of Constitutional Government in Modern

Japan, ch. 8; Banno, Establishment of the Japanese Constitutional System , ch. 2

section 3-5; Sasaki, Hanbatsu Seifu to Rikken Sejji , ch. 5, ch. 6 section 1-2.

17 For secondary sour c e s , see articles by Makoto Yoshino; 0
Kzs®g8ai go Tsdichz kar alzglxaakie tlsaw gnmakdue ,Koilp0z Bungakubu,
(2013): 189-204;0 Bai s h 3 Sei k yah ok akrzas hgzi snhoi T/esiktao n Dnaa dgea,k&u

Ki yz Bung@&aRo0m:453-174; o0Kankyzdz BdBakwshegi S&i kgndzan

no Kedtzxzad Daigaku Ki6g@OFdAdAB8akoRisich3z Makki ni ok
Bei koku Yushutsu no T&mxsaadansd/o/i B&mkwdzdEza(MabRon b uns h
1979): 101-1 3 1. See also Supi KgseshzoBiBOBunBa)sni oke
Ni sshinkanCKdgkéku, &en kg83@&(IJte 2009k 1-14; Takeko

Karasawa O0OBzkokKageendhkeHKedkyd&une BN 0408;s h dZ,
Tabohashi, Ki ndai Ni ssen Kawk2ch. 24 0lnEmnglishk 3 & Kim and

Kim, Korea and the Politics of Imperialism, 71-3.

18 Kajiyama to Enomoto (Private), Seoul, 31 Mar 1892, KSKKT MuMKM 72 -1;

Kajiyama to Enomoto ( ) Seoul, 4 Aug 1892 (13 Aug), NGM, vol. 25,

pp. 331-3. Kajiyama to Mutsu (Private), Seoul, 15 Aug 1892, KSKKT MuMKM 72 -1;

Hara to Mutsu (Private), 28 Oct 1892, NGM, vol. 25, pp. 363-6.
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permitted in the treaf’ He suggested that si noalénott he Cho
muster the full amount, Japan should close the case by accepting the amount of
reparations that it could pay.

Enomoto Takeaki, Mutsubs predecessor, was
just before he left office that the Japanese govenntne bel i eved t hat the C
makers were insincere over this issue. The former had negotiated patiently for three years
and yet the latter proposed an indemnity that did not even fulfil half the amount that the
Japanese demand&d. Af t er K &ffoitsytoacamgirics his government to adopt a
more conciliatory attitude had failed, Mutsu concluded that he should send Hara Takashi,
the head of the Bureau of Commerce in Gaim
into this issue before deciding orhat to do?> On 9 November, Hara wrote that the
Japanese government should allow the ChosA]
within a fixed period and conduct negotiations based upon its Fésuttowever, if the
ChosAn pr esent e dnaceptalaanben the Japartese govemanent should
consider recalling its Minister in Seoul, and if such measures were still inadequate to
break the deadlock, then the Japanese government should consider resorting to gunboat
diplomacy?* Although Hara emplsised that the latter should be regarded as a last
resort, the Gaimush@ started contemplating

time since the Kapsin incidefs.

19 Kajiyama to Enomoto ( ) Seoul, 4 Aug 1892 (13 Aug), NGM, vol.
25, pp. 331-3.

20 |hid.

21 Enomoto to Kajiyama ( ), 2 Aug 1892, NGM, vol. 25, pp. 327-9.

22 Kajiyama to Enomoto ( ) Seoul, 4 Aug 1892 (13 Aug); Kajiyama to
Mutsu ( ) Seoul, 19 Aug 1892 (27 Aug); Mutsu to Kajiyama (

), 24 Sept 1892, all from NGM, vol. 25, pp. 331-351.
23 Memorandum by Hara, submitted to Mutsu, 9 Nov 1892,  NGM, vol. 367-370.
24 1bid.
25 |bid.
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InlateDecember , the government appointed a m
Masamias the new Minister to Seotfi. While this might have been a necessary
manoeuvre to gain support from one of the most powerful parties in the Diet, his
appointment made the negotiations over the rice embargo even more complicated. He
had no previous traing or experience as a diplomat, and also was a member of a party
which had been urging the government to adopt a more assertive policy towards Korea
from the 1880s. He was uncompromising and inflexible about the demands, and had no
understanding of dipimatic manners and rituad. His attitude athie negotiating table
frustrated the ChosAn negotiators a% it wa:
The negotiations deteriorated to the extent
persuade the Korean government to accept the Japanesed$éin Even after this, the
Chos An -thakers veeie sefuctant about complying, as the ikgmgovernment
demanded aboutl0,000yenin total, a much larger sum than the former had argued that
they could pay. It was only after the Japanese governgggritan ultimatum that the

ChosAn court finafly complied on 19 May.

Throughout this process, @&i shi pressed his
2 Hiroaki Esawa, OCh3zsen Chdisatsu Benri Kzshi i sl
Hankyrymamot o HZ27g(Mak 2013): 31-53.

271 bi d. Both diplomats in Korea and Mutsu critic

after the case was settled in May 1893. See Arakawa to Mutsu (Unnumbered,
Telegraphic), 7 May 1893 (rec. 7 May), NGM, vol. 26, pp. 368-370; Mutsu to Arakawa
(Unnumbered), 19 May 1893, NGM, vol. 26, 382-3; Nakagawa to Hara (Private),
WSnsan, 15 AT&KM yvol.128pp.350-2.

28 |bid.

22Mutsu to gishi (UnnumwosM,va 86)pp. 366-8KBKKT IKE 9 3,
121-1 . Mut su to gishi (Unnumbered, TeN@&Wraphic),
vol. 26, pp. 328-3 3 0 ; Mut su t o gi s h)ilefclosure, 12 Apr 1893,
NGM , vol. 26, pp. 330-2/KSKKT MUMKM 72 -1; Mutsu to Li (Private), 12 Apr 1893
NGM , vol. 26, pp. 335.

30 See the section on the rice embargo incidentin  NGM, vol. 26, pp. 272-413 and
KSKKT MuMKM 72 -1.
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but the Japanese ministers and senior offi
take sucha cours€! They were also cautious about infringing upon the spirit of the
Tianjin Convention even if they needed to be somewhat firm over this issue. Thus, their
policy kept to the line taken hitherto. However, the incident left the impression that the
court in Seoul was much weaker than previously assumed; many Japanese officials
thought that the incident occurred because the central government was unable to prevent
provincial officials from imposing an unilateral embarfgo. The fact that it could not
prevent the outbreak of the first Tonghak rebellion, which broke out in April 1893, did
not help to improve that imageé.

In addition, both the Japanese diplomats and decmi@kers were becoming
increasingly suspicious of the Qing. As indicated in thevipus chapter, Yuan was
determined than Li to take more assertive I
Korea. Okamoto convincingly argues that Yuan thought that the best way to work
within the framewor k of L iJapanese andthaKoreans on wa
remained on bad ter ms, a s -nmkers wdoul thenthave t hat t
no option but to turn to the Qing. For this purpose he encouraged the Korean ministers
to remain firm against the Japanese demahdsAfter the difficulty over the rice
embargo incident, the Japanese diplomats in Korea became more or less convinced that
Yuan was engaged in unfriendly manoeuvres despite acting in a friendly manner on the

surface®® By May 1893, many of t lbewemfbéconmingal s i n

31 lbid.

32 |bid. Such a view was held also by Western di plomats in Korea. See Lensen,

Balance of Intrigue, vol. 1, 118-121.

33 NGM , vol. 26, pp. 413-442.

34 Okamoto, Zokkoku to Jishu no Aida , 378-9.

%gishi to Mutsu (Unnumbered, TelegraphNG#/), Seoul ,
vol. 26, pp. 383; g) Seoul 21tMay 18083 (rex..80 Nlay), NGM ,

vol. 26, pp. 393-4.
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receptive to this argument, and started to worry that Li was turning a blind eye to what
Yuan was doing?®

Nonetheless, the situation in Korea became calmer after May. As the Japanese
government had stabilised the domestic politicalasiten in the fourth Diet, they
accordingly decided to reopen the negotiations for treaty revision and submitted the draft
of a new treaty to the British government before any other Western country in Juff 1893.
Mutsu appointed Aoki, who by this time wasrving as the Minister to Germany, as his
negotiator3®  The draft that the Japanese government submitted to the British
counterpart was roughly the same as the one that Aoki had drawn up when he had served
as Foreign Minister; the unconditional abolitieinBritish consular jurisdiction, in return
for a Japanese commitment to permit British residents in Japan to travel, reside and
engage in commercial activities freely within its jurisdiction, although with some
restrictions®® As the question of treatyvision had already become an important issue
within Japanese domestic politics, it inevitably caught the public eye when the
government reopened the negotiations. Influenced by strong distrust towards foreigners,
many political activists argued againgjring any new treaty that would allow foreigners
access to the Japanese interior, and thought that retention of the unequal treaties was a

better optiorf?

% Mutsu to gishsi (),8Mayl1893, NGM, vol. 26, pp. 372/KSKKT

MuMKM 72-1; Mutsu to Arakawa ( ), 14 June 1893, NGM , vol. 26, pp.
400-1.

37 Memorandum on the Cabinet Meeting on Treaty Revision, 8 July 1893, NGM, vol.
26, pp. 12-3.

38 |bid; Mutsu to Kawase ( ), 25 July 1893; Mutsu to Aoki (Telegraphic

), 25 July 1893, both from NGM, vol. 26, pp. 13-6.
39 Memorandum on the Cabinet Meeting on Treaty Revision, 8 July 1893; Mutsu to
Kawase ( ), 25 July 1893; Mutsu to Aoki (Telegraphic ), 25
July 1893; Mutsu to Aoki ( ), 25 July 1893, all from NGM, vol. 26, pp. 12-21.

40 Sakeda, K/ ndai Ni hon ni okeru T&h peectien2 Undz no Kenk)
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Anti-foreign sentiment had already become a problem in Japan by #is83&s, but
a new AngleJamnese diplomatic difficulty arose on 30 November 1892 due to a collision
between the Japanese warshipishimaand theRavenna a steamer owned by the
Peninsular and Oriental Navigation Company (P&O). This provided a fresh source of
anti-foreign excitemenfor the Japanese public. Both the Japanese government and the
P&O held each other responsible for the collision, and in the first trial the Yokohama
consular court ruled that the latter was the guilty party. However, when the Yokohama
consular court fjected the full amount of compensation that the Japanese government
demanded, the latter decided to appeal to the British Supreme Court in Shanghai, which
then proceeded to overturn the sentence at Yokohama and h€ldishenaresponsible
for the inciden*! As a result, the Japanese government was criticized by anti
governmental parties in the fifth Diet, which convened on 28 November 1893, for failing
to hold the British company accountaffe. In addition, two weeks prior to the
convening of the Diet, ikhdeacon Alexander Croft Shaw, the chaplain of the British
legation, was attacked by a Japanese mob. This incident made the British diplomats in
Tokyo fear that antforeign sentiment was growirfg.

Whereas the administration had taken a relatively datmil attitude in dealing with
the Diet in the fourth session, the decisioakers chose to be firm during the next session.

They immediately arrested the mob that had attacked Shaw, and ordered the dissolution

41 Katsumada (Governor of Ehime Prefecture) to Mutsu (Telegraphic,

), Ehime, 30 Nov 1892 (rec. 30 Nov), NGM, vol. 25, pp. 279-280; Katsumada to
Mutsu (Teleg raphic ), Ehime, 30 Nov 1892 (rec. 30 Nov), NGM,
vol. 25, pp. 280; Mutsu to Saig 0 ( ), 2 enclosures, 26 Oct 1893, NGM, vol.
26, pp. 240-257.
42 De Bunsen to his mother (Private), 24 Nov 1893, MBP Bodleian, De Bunsen 5u
(MB/I/u); De Bunsen to Rosebery (No. 128), Tokio, 30 Nov 1893 (rec. 1 Jan 1893), FO
46/429.
43 |bid.
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of the Lower House on 31 December whenubrmitted a bill that criticised treaty
revision® Both 1 t@ and Mutsu were aware that the
reporting about the artoreign movement, which was arousing deep concern among the
senior officials of Foreign Office. Thesepats had created uncertainty among the
senior officials of the Foreign Office about whether they should agree to abolish
extraterritoriality. They also feared the
enough to stave off the pressure from the BietA o Kk i reported to the G
the Japanese government wanted to succeed in the negotiations then it had to gain the
confidence of the British by making it clear that the current administration had no interest
in yielding to the opinions of thenti-foreign political activist$®

The Japanese governmentoés determination we
who at this time was serving as the Charg®
reported to the Foreign Office thdt,| Bic) tfeatyrevision is not to be indefinitely
postponed, | consider advantage great of negotiating with the present gov[ernmenlt,
which is st r ¢nWhileahems wds nd likelihddd that the agitation from

the supporters of antoreign policies would endn the near future, the current

44 De Bunsen to Rosebery (No. 125), Tokyo, 30 Nov 1893, (rec. 1 Jan 1894), FO 46/429;
De Bunsen to Rosebery (No. 139), Tokyo, 23 Dec 1893 (rec. 29 Jan 1894), FO 46/429; De
Bunsen t o Rosebery (No. 17 Telegraphic), Tokyo, 31 Dec 1893 (rec. 31 Dec), FO 46/430.
See also Aoki to Mutsu (Unnumbered, Telegraphic), Berlin, 23 Dec 1893, NGM, vol. 26,
pp. 111; Mutsu to Aoki, (Telegraphic No. 297), 24 Dec 1894, NGM, vol. 26, 111-2; Mutsu
to Aoki (Unnumbered, Telegraphic), 2 enclosures, 31 Dec 1893, NGM, vol. 26, 112-132;
De Bunsen to Rosebery (No. 17 Telegraphic), Tokyo, 31 Dec 1893 (rec. 31 Dec), FO
46/ 430; Mutsu to |t z/HKWrvol.9,pp. 259-1609 Jan 1894,
45 De Bunsen to Rosebery (No. 38), Tokyo, 25 Mar 1893 (rec. 3 May), FO 46/428; De
Bunsen to Rosebery (No. 139), Tokyo, 23 Dec 1893 (rec. 29 Jan 1894), FO 46/429.

46 Aoki to Mutsu (Unnumbered, Telegraphic), London, 22 Sept 1893, NGM, vol. 26, pp.
40; Mutsu to Kawase ( s ), 20 Oct 1893, NGM, vol. 26, pp.76; Aoki to Mutsu

( ), Berlin, 11 Nov 1893 (rec. 19 Dec), NGM, vol. 26, pp. 95-8; Aoki to Mutsu
(Unnumbered, Telegraphic), Berlin, 23 Dec 1893, NGM, vol. 26, pp. 111.

47 De Bunsen to Rosebery (No. 1 Telegraphic), Tokyo, 12 Jan 18 94, rec. 13 Jan, FO
46/440.

232



government had been much firmer against such agitation than its predecessors. As the
current administration was much more stable than its forebears, he recommended that the
British government should negotiate, although tebguld wait until discovering the
outcome of the upcoming election in March. After receiving this telegram, Francis

Bertie, the Assistant Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs, complied.

If we refuse to negotiate or leave unanswered the Japanese prapsgalsg antEnglish
movement encouraged by the Japanese Government may ensue. [T]he exigencies of party

warfare may drive whatever Government in power into a denunciation [of the existing

AngloJ apanese treaty], | eavi ngsuchgaseywetalenoto tr ade

locally in a position to enforce our existing Treaty rights. The Japanese have a navy nearly
as strong as that of China. Their coast defences are nearly finished, and will be formidable,
and their army consists of 70,000 watmedand weltdrilled troops. The great object

which Japan and China have in common, and which is also an English interest, is to keep

Russia out of Coreaif) é8

Under such conditions, Bertie argued, the wisest thing for the Foreign Office to do was
to praceed with the negotiations while there was a stable administration that was also
willing to take a firm stance against the afotieign agitators. Sir Thomas Sanderson
and the Earl of Rosebery, the Permanent Undersecretary of the Foreign Affairs and the
Foreign Secretary, concurréd.

Another fact that was somewhat more encouraging for them was that the political
parties opposed to treaty revision failed to win a majority within the Lower House in the
general election held on 1 March 1894. The party tloat the largest number of seats

was the Jiylt@d, which secured 120 out of

48 Memorandum by Bertie with Minutes, FO, 13 Jan 1894, FO 46/445.
49 |pid.
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