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  After the middle of the nineteenth century, East Asia started being involved in modern international relations, and adjusting to these relations was an important issue for each country. It was, at the same time, an issue for the whole region, because it was related to the reconstruction of the traditional East Asian International Order, namely the Chinese World Order. The purpose of this paper is to examine how Kowashi Inoue, a leading figure in late nineteenth-century Japanese domestic administration and diplomacy, saw modern international relations and how he accepted the concept of the Western State System, at the same time seeking the reconstruction of the East Asian International Order. He played the most influential role in the process of the enactment of the Meiji Constitution, and also had a hand in Japan’s policy toward East Asia and the revision of the unequal treaties with Western countries. I would like to describe his views on international relations considering their relevance to Japan’s foreign policy by examining his views on foreign affairs.

 　Several studies have been made on the East Asian International Order during the past few decades especially the study of the history of modern Asian economics. In these works, one of the points at issue is how to perceive modern Asia. Takeshi Hamashita argued that the Chinese World Order was a historical system that had organic relationships whose main bonds were the tributary relations, and proposed to re-examine the past understanding that the modern period began with “Western impact” in Asia.
 He also argued that this system was still intact in the late nineteenth century and Western countries were aware of the concept.
 Westerners did not endeavor to replace the system with treaty relations with Western countries, and only Japan ignored this order and chose instead to seek Korean “independence” from China.
 The question we have to answer here is how Japan adjusted to this situation during this period and from what standpoint we can have better understanding of the modern history of Asia.

  At first, it is not clear exactly how Japan sought to reconstruct the East Asian International Order. In this study, I will examine a hypothesis that Japan applied the principles of the Western State System. In this regard, I have benefited from Ryuhei Hatsuse’ s papers on this issue. He described a double standard in the latter system, by which only Western powers were recognized as equals among each other, and non-Western countries were accorded inferior status. International law was used to coordinate relations with the nations among the Western Sate System, but not to non-Western countries. The concept of “occupation” in international law is described as a case in point. Western European aggression was justified as a result. Furthermore, Western countries prevented the inception of non-Western countries' industrialization by the unequal treaties that included extraterritoriality and conventional tariffs, and resulted in unlimited invasions.
 Hatsuse has examined the views of modern Japanese intellectuals and suggested that Japan did accept the Western State System in more or less its entirety. 
 The second question is, as I mentioned above, from what standpoint we have a better understanding of the modern history of Asia. Other opinions objected to Hamashita’s view that the tributary system remained intact in the late nineteenth century. Kaoru Sugihara pointed out that Western nations did not only enter the Asian International Order, but changed it thoroughly by colonization and foreign settlement in the open ports, while he recognized the Chinese merchant’s networks remained.
 He also argued that“the system of free trade, including its character of imperialism, was one of the most important and influential institutions which Western nations had developed in the nineteenth century.”
 In Korea, however, Japan was the first to develop such a system. And after the opening up of Korea, relations between Japan and China became tense due to the Korean and Ryukyuan problem. It is necessary to reconsider the meaning of this process.   

This study makes reference to the standpoints of Hatsuse and Sugihara and analyzes Inoue’s views on the problems of Ryukyu, Korea, and treaty revision with Western nations. I would like to clarify Inoue's views on international relations and to explain how he applied the principles of the Western State System on the one hand, while he tried to formulate Japan’s policy toward East Asia on the other.    

1. The Integration of Ryukyu

 　In this section, I will examine Inoue’s views on the Taiwan expedition in 1874, and “the Ryukyu disposition”,- the establishment of Okinawa prefecture in 1879, and the negotiations over dividing the Ryukyu islands and the convention from 1880. The Tokugawa regime had, indirectly through Satsuma han (domain), ruled over the kingdom of Ryukyu, but the king of Ryukyu had also sent tributary missions to China. The process of the integration of Ryukyu by the Japanese government after the Meiji Restoration, therefore, created tensions with China in the traditional East Asian International Order. Inoue had been involved with Japanese diplomacy toward China during this period.

  The Japanese government dissolved the kingdom in 1872 and established the Ryukyu han, it also carried out the Taiwan expedition in 1874, taking advantage of an incident involving some fishermen from the Ryukyu islands who had been shipwrecked and had drifted to Taiwan and were massacred by aborigines in 1871. In the Chinese-Japanese agreement on the settlement of this incident, the expedition was recognized as“justice”because its purpose was to protect the Ryukyu population who were to be considered to be Japanese citizens, it seemed that Ryukyu was an administrative district of Japan. The expedition to Taiwan resulted in pushing ahead with the integration of Ryukyu by the Japanese government. Japan ordered Ryukyu to stop the tributary to China in the following year.

 　After the Taiwan expedition, Kowashi Inoue accompanied Toshimichi Okubo who was a minister plenipotentiary, and negotiated with China under international law in company with G.E.Boissonade who was employed by the Japanese government as a legal counselor.
 The central issue between the governments in the first half of the negotiations was whether Taiwan was Chinese territory and therefore whether the expedition by Japan was right. Inoue justified the assertion of the Japanese government in writing the drafts of inquiries from Japan to China. The point was that Taiwan wasn’t Chinese territory,
 because the possession had not been effective. The translations of parts of books on international law, written by Emer de Vattel, G.F.von Martens, Henry Wheaton, and J.C.Bluntschli, were attached to the first inquiry to China in order to constitute the basis of the claim.
 As I have mentioned, the expedition by Japan was finally recognized to be right. 

　The Japanese government established Okinawa prefecture using a military threat in March 1879, and China protested in May. Documents on this issue were exchanged five times between the two countries. The Japanese responses and some suggestions
 are presumed to be chiefly written by Kowahi Inoue
 and he justified the integration of Ryukyu on the basis of international law. The point was as follows: Ryukyu was only a tributary state of China but not a dependency of China. In the case of a state that belongs to two other states, the state that occupied first and effectively had the advantage in dominion. From that point, the rule over Ryukyu by Satsuma han had been effective and it was barred by prescription, and the Japanese Ministry on Foreign Affairs took over the treaties which the Ryukyu kingdom had concluded with Western countries. In short, Inoue based his diplomacy on international law and argued that the suzerain state did not rule over the tributary state in the traditional East Asian International Order and that Japan exercised dominion over Ryukyu because she had not been an actor in international law. That meant Inoue utilised an aspect of colonial ideology contained in modern international law.

  The relations between Japan and a China which did not approve of the action after the disposition of Ryukyu, resulted in the negotiations over dividing the Ryukyu islands and the convention through former American president U.S.Grant.“Dividing the Ryukyu islands”meant that Japan gave up domain over Miyako and Yaeyama islands which were a part of the Ryukyu islands and“the convention”meant to revise the treaty of 1871 between Japan and China. The Japanese government proposed the draft in March 1880, the negotiations started in August. Finally, in October, both Japan and China decided to conclude a treaty whose contents were to cede two islands to China, to mutually recognize most-favored-nation treatment and to approve the revision of Tariff Customs or Trade Regulations if Western nations approved that of either China or Japan. The purpose of endowing each other with the most-favored-nation clause was that Japan would be able to share the right to interior trade which Western countries already had in China. On the other hand, China would not be able to get this right in Japan, because the right was not permitted to the Western merchants in Japan. At this time, Inoue proposed the policy toward China to the Japanese government, and tried to push Japan's demands through when he was dispatched to Beijing to negotiate with China.

  Before the draft was proposed, Inoue argued in a proposition written in January 1880 that Japan should add the right of interior trade and the most-favored-nation clause to provide tariff autonomy after Western nations would agree on this, and Japan would cede two islands to China.
 These intentions were reflected in the Japanese basic policy on the negotiations with China. Inoue drew up some important documents. The draft that was proposed on the second round of negotiations between Japan and China is assumed to have been written by Inoue
; he put into practice his intention to get an advantage over China in treaty relations.  

　A further important point is that Inoue intended to revise the treaty between Japan and China because it was beneficial to a Japan that also intended to revise treaties with Western countries.
 One purpose of dividing the Ryukyu islands and the convention was that Japan would be recognized as an equal state in the Western State System. Though this proposition was finally rejected by China, the people in Okinawa might be divided to this purpose.   　

  Heretofore, I have outlined Inoue’s views on the integration of Ryukyu. He did not recognize the domain over Taiwan by China because the rule had not been effective when the Taiwan expedition was carried out. He also quoted international law, the principle of“occupation”and “prescription”, to justify sovereignty over Ryukyu by the Japanese government after the Ryukyu disposition. His assertion in the negotiations over dividing the islands and the convention was also based on the principle of the Western State System that some non-Western countries were not recognized as complete sovereign states under unequal treaties.
2. The Reconstruction of Sino-Korean Relations　

In this section, I would like to examine Inoue’s views on the Korean problem,
 the Kanghwado incident and the Imo rebellion, and to show how Inoue used the duality of the Western State System.

Korea was a tributary state of China in the East Asian International Order. On the other hand, Japan had also relations with Korea in the Tokugawa period, Korean envoys occasionally visited Japan and exchanged goods at Pusan in Korea under the patronage of So family: the feudal lords of Tsushima. After the Meiji Restoration, the Japanese government tried to establish diplomatic relations with Korea, in order to conclude the treaty of the Western State System. Korea, however, did not want to change the former relations and the negotiations came to a standstill. The Japanese government instigated the Kanghwado incident to break the deadlock. After this skirmish between Japanese warships and Korean coastal batteries in September 1875, Japan started negotiations claiming compensation for the incident and the opening up of Korea. As a result, “Treaty of Peace and Friendship between Japan and Korea”, namely the Kanghwa treaty was signed in February 1876. In this process, Inoue also worked out Japan’s fundamental policy toward East Asia.

 After the Kanghwado incident, the Japanese government ordered Hirobumi Ito, Boissonade, and Inoue to set up a committee to investigate the incident, and Inoue drafted some important foreign documents with inquiries to Boissonade.
 They consulted on the notice to China, which was a suzerain state of Korea, before the start of the negotiations,
 and then the Japanese government decided to dispatch a mission to Korea only after Japan eventually notified China of the mission.
 Inoue also argued in a draft of instructions to Kiyotaka Kuroda who was a minister extraordinary and plenipotentiary that Japan would negotiate with Korea not China, and Japan should inform Korea that she would adopt an approach based on international law, that was to send the military to Seoul and make Korea compensate by force, if she questioned China’s intention.
 He also argued that Korea should compensate Japan for the incident because the Korean coastal batteries fired suddenly and that was an internationally wrongful act.
 It revealed that he intended to practice gunboat diplomacy while he based on international law.   

 The treaty, which he suggested to conclude with Korea, included opening treaty ports to trade and the permission to Japanese vessels for the Korean coastal surveys. The most important clause was the first that“Japan will conclude the treaty of friendship with Korea and both countries should establish diplomatic relations as equal states”.
 According to this clause, he intended to accept the treaty relations of the Western State System in place of the East Asian International Order. His intention succeeded in the first article of the Kanghwa treaty; “Korea being an independent state enjoys the same sovereign rights as does Japan”,
 this exactly reflected Japan’s intention to reject the suzerainty of China over Korea. Furthermore , in the Kanghwa treaty, “Appendix to the Treaty of Amity and Friendship ”and “Regulations under which Japanese Trade is to be conducted in Korea”signed in August 1876, and the letter which attached to the Appendix,
 it provided that Japan get the extraterritoriality and the right to circulate Japanese coin in Korea, the liberty of export of rice and grains from Korea that she had objected in the negotiations, no tax on the export and import. These were unequal toward Korea and more severe regulations than those of unequal treaties between Japan and Western nations. Japan held a very dominant position in treaty relation over Korea applying the principle of the Western State System toward non-Western countries, which became the basis of Japan’s aggression to Korea.
　Actually, the inequality became a source of deep discontent in Korean society after the opening of the country, and resulted in the Imo rebellion by the soldiers of the Korean old army and the people in Seoul on July 23,1882. After a riot broke out in Seoul, they attacked the faction of Min, the queen of Korea, which had become predominant since the king had reached his majority in 1873, and also attacked the Japanese legation. Though it was a“pioneering , national conflict by the people”
 in Korea, the crisis of the Korean people became severe. The reason was that, at first, Japan concluded the Chemlpo Treaty and the“Additional Convention”of the Kanghwa Treaty with Korea. In those treaties, it provided the stationary of the Japanese soldiers to protect the Japanese legation, the right of interior travel within 40 km that the Japanese government had wanted to get since the Kanghwa Treaty was concluded, the extension of Japanese residents of open port areas to within 40 km.
 Though the Korean government started negotiations of the treaty revision with Japan from 1880, the relations between the countries became more unequal after these treaties. 

   Furthermore, Japan and China intervened after the rebellion, Li Hung-chang changed Chinese policy toward Korea. He had modified the suzerain-dependency relations, while he intended to keep the framework of those relations: he thought China would intervene in Korea permanently though the tributary state was independent since the Kanghwa Treaty.
 The crisis of the Korean people became deeper and the Japanese government had to cope with this situation. 

  In these processes, the main problem between Japan and China after the rebellion was whether Korea had been a dependency of China and whether it was right to dispatch the Chinese army to Korea to mediate between Japan and Korea.
 Inoue asked Boissonade about this problem repeatedly and wanted direct negotiations with Korea, concerning the draft of a proposal by Aritomo Yamagata who lead the settlement of this rebellion.
 He argued that the Japanese military would occupy the open port areas or some islands of those positions that were important in Korea, and Japan would give them as security for the compensation by Korea if China would reject Japan’s proposal or Korea would delay the answer.
 He recognized this measure was based on international law, as was the response to the Kanghwa incident,
 while he did not think the immediate solution to Sino-Korean relations.
 Then he was dispatched to Seoul to assist Kaoru Inoue who was Foreign Minister, for the negotiations with Korea and wrote the draft of the Chemlpo Treaty and Appendix convention of the Kanghwa Treaty.
 That meant he made Korea confront the principles of the Western State System as applied toward non-Western countries.

   Inoue, by contrast, intended to resolve Sino-Korean relations by the principles within the Western State System. That was to make Korea a permanently neutral state. The point was that at the conference of Japan, China, the United States, Britain and Germany, they would decide Korean neutrality like that of Belgium or Switzerland, prohibit the five nations from invading Korea, and stop the Chinese interfering in the internal affairs of Korea.
 The purpose of this plan was to make Sino-Korean tributary relations superficial. Inoue sounded out some members of the Japanese government about this plan and wrote a draft of letter to Ma Chien-chung who was dispatched to Korea as an adviser to the Korean king on foreign affairs. In this draft, Inoue proposed the permanent neutrality of Korea arguing that Asian international relations would become Western and be based on international law, Korea was an independent state and had the right to conclude treaties in spite of the fact that she had been a tributary state of China.
 This revealed Inoue's intention to reconstruct the East Asian International Order by applying the principles within the Western State System.

 Furthermore, Inoue decided to propose a compromise plan to China that decided Korean neutrality and made the king of the Ryukyu kingdom the head of the Okinawa islands at the same time as the conference between Hirobumi Ito and Li Hung-chang.
 Though this conference did not take place, Taichi Tanabe who was an official of Japanese Foreign Affairs, visited Li Shu-chang who was a Chinese minister in Tokyo, and discussed Korean neutrality.
 Inoue’s plan on Korean neutrality was considered to be part of the Japanese government's policy toward Korea.

   As has been discussed, Kowashi Inoue tried to settle the negotiations in a way favorable to Japan basing himself on the principles within the Western State System. He took advantage of the attribute of modern international law that had permitted using force and not proscribed war. The reason why he consistently claimed the‘independence’of Korea and intended the country's permanent neutrality, was to make tributary relations between Korea and China in name only. On the other hand, he was concerned that the Japanese government forced the principles of the Western State System on non-Western countries, as he related the conclusion of the Chemlpo Treaty and the Additional Convention of the Kanghwa Treaty. He alternately used the duality of the Western State System.

３．Objection to the Negotiation of the Treaty Revision by Kaoru Inoue

   Kowashi Inoue intended to reconstruct the East Asian International Order, as has been noted, we also need to examine how he thought to position Japan in the Western State System. The problem of the treaty revision was, in other words, the process by which Japan would join international society as a legal international actor being liberated from unequal treaties.
 The abolition of extraterritoriality and the right of tariff autonomy was a continual aim for Japan after the Meiji Restoration. In this section,we will examine the Kowashi Inoue’s views on the negotiation of the treaty revision by Kaoru Inoue, that was about the preparatory conference for the treaty revision in 1882 and the conference for it in 1887.
　  
 　Kaoru Inoue, who was installed as the Japanese Foreign Minister in 1879 started afresh the negotiations of the treaty revision that were still continuing. In July 1880, he proposed to Western countries a draft including the partial recovery of the extraterritoriality, the increase of taxes and limits to the treaties. Britain, however, objected to most of this draft in 1881, and decided to hold a conference between Japan and Western countries.
 The primary conference was held in January 1882, and Foreign Minister Inoue put a plan to the Cabinet in February before he proposed it to the conference. The point was that Japan would recover jurisdiction over minor offences while she would give approval to foreigners of the interior trade partly and the liberty to reside in all parts of the country and exercise any profession.
 This plan caused a heated debate in the Japanese government, the detail of it was proposed at the thirteenth conference on June 1, 1882. It provided the recovery of the jurisdiction in return for the opening of the whole country, the establishment of the laws in accordance with the principles of modern Western Jurisprudence, the appointment of foreign judges as that of the Japanese court, these changes would be implemented in five years.
  

   During this period, Kowashi Inoue, who was in charge of the treaty revision at that time, objected these plans and insisted that the Japanese government should modify them. We will examine his objection to the plan proposed in February and June, taking notice of his recognition of the unequal treaty and international relations.

　 Inoue’s basic views were that Japan had to recover the jurisdiction of Civil law and Administrative law in case of permitting interior trade. He thought the treaties would become the same as the Chinese treaties of defeat with Western countries and Japan would lose the opportunity of treaty revision if she only permitted interior trade. He also recognized that though the treaties between the independent states were concluded on an equal footing, the extraterritoriality was decided because the laws of Asian countries were different from those of Western nations, and impinged on the sovereignty of the former countries.
 He pointed out that the plans of Kaoru Inoue would result in the permanent subordination of Japan to Western countries, recognizing strongly the equality of the states within the Western State System.

    Inoue also recognized the plan of treaty revision proposed in June as unequal and asserted modifying it for the following reasons: First, the matters for transfer might become permanent because they lacked an effective limit, and it would harm the sovereignty of Japan. He argued, therefore, it had to set the effective limit for fifteen years and Japan would be completely equal with Western countries after that.

   Second, as for the problem of the appointment of foreign judges, Inoue thought that it was against the constitution of each country that provided the official if it were limited to those who were nation. Japan would be permanently placed in a lower position than China, Korea, and Turkey under such a treaty, as same as in Egypt.
 Inoue understood that the mixed court with European and Egyptian judges that was established in 1876 harmed the sovereignty of Egypt and pointed out the danger that Japan would continue to be outside the Western State System. After that, Foreign Minister Kaoru Inoue proposed the effective limit of the treaty on the conference, but he could not get agreement on it. The treaty revision in 1882 was closed.    

　The negotiation of the treaty revision got on track at the conference in 1886. We will examine Inoue’s views on the“Articles of Draft Jurisdictional Convention”agreed on by the conference in April 1887. This plan provided the opening up of the whole country within two years, the establishment of laws in accordance with the principles of modern Western Jurisprudence and the prior notice of sixteen month, and the appointment of foreign judges in Japanese courts and its effective limit that was fifteen years.
 Though it provided the effective limit clearly, different from the plan of 1882, Inoue thought that Japan would not be able to recover the matter of transfer if Western countries were to assert that these were vested rights, he worried more about the independence of Japan stronger till then.
 The right of legislative power of Japan would be limited under this plan, for this reason and the appointment of foreign judges. Hence, he demanded its abolition.

  As for the appointment of foreign judges, he criticized similarly in 1882 from the standpoint that it would be against the constitution.
 Furthermore, he pointed out that this provision would result in interference in domestic affairs. He argued that independent states were equal under international law, and the state to which sovereignty had been limited was a semi-independent state, that Japan would become such a state if there were interference in domestic affairs, that was the most severe infringement of the sovereignty, and would be provisioned in the treaties.
 He recognized the appointment of foreign judges, and the establishment of the laws in accordance with the principles of modern Western Jurisprudence and prior notice as the interference of the administration of justice and legation.
 For this reason, he claimed not the modification but the abolition of this plan believing it imperiled deeply the sovereignty of Japan.

  The another remarkable aspect of his views was that while he objected to the matters of transfer in the plan of treaty revision, he explained the reason why Western nations demanded it as follows: international law had been applied within Western nations, and abolition of extraterritoriality toward Japan was from their “good will” to make Japan the kin of Western nations, therefore, they demanded the matter of transfer in return for it. Furthermore, he argued that the interference on the domestic affairs of Turkey or Africa and support for Christianity was allowed in international law.
 While he objected to the plan of treaty revision based on the concept of sovereignty that was one of the bases of the Western State System, he pointed out that international law was inadequately applied to non-Western countries and it had a face of colonialism. He perceived the duality of the Western State System.　 　       

  After the plan could not be agreed in the Japanese government, the conference of the treaty revision was postponed and Foreign Minister Kaoru Inoue had to resign his position. Kowashi Inoue sought a way for Japan who was a non-Western country would become a member of the Western State System in spite of its duality.

Conclusion

　So far, I have examined Inoue Kowashi’s views on foreign affairs remarking on the duality of the Western State System. The essential point of my argument is as follows.  

  First, he based his argument on international law and the concept of sovereignty that were the bases of the Western State System. He cited it to justify Japan’s positions over the Ryukyu Islands and Korea when the Sino-Japanese relationship became tense. He insisted on territorial sovereignty with regard to the former and described the latter as a sovereign state. This insistence on Korea’s ‘independence' was a means to deny the Sino-Korean tributary relations. He planned, for example, to make Korea a permanently neutral state after the Imo rebellion in 1882 in order to restrain Chinese suzerainty over Korea. As for the treaty revision, he insisted that Japan had to be accorded full state sovereignty arguing the interference in domestic affairs would be a violation of sovereignty. 

  Second, Inoue did perceive the dual nature of the Western State System. He noted in his comments on the treaty revision that non-Western countries were not treated as the equal of Western powers, and international law was inadequately applied to non-Western countries. Besides, he pointed out that international law itself had a face of colonialism.
  Third, Inoue, however, did not refer to the fact that Japan’s policy toward East Asia would construct new relations of oppression that had been established in international society. Though he noted in the views on treaty revision that Japan would be permanently placed in a lower position than Korea, the situation in Korean society became severe by unequal treaty with Japan herself. He thought the treaty revision with China to get the right of interior trade while it was harmful for Japan to admit it to Western countries. He intended to put Japan in the position where she violated the sovereignty of neighbors in East Asia while he sought the equality of Japan as a sovereign state.

   From what has been discussed above, it seems reasonable to conclude that Japan did try to reconstruct the East Asian International Order by taking advantage of the dual nature of the Western State System. Though Inoue recognized the contradiction of modern international relations, he chose a way to reproduce them in East Asia. 

Furthermore, this problem connects directly the issue how we recognize the international relations of this period. The reason is that“the system of imperialism was established because there was a nation which showed military power in Asia,
 the nation was none other than Japan. As for the treaty revision,“Treaty of Commerce and Navigation”between Japan and Britain that provided the recovery of extraterritoriality was concluded only few days before Japan opened hostilities against China over the“independence”of Korea. This fact suggests that the process that Japan sought to be accorded full state sovereignty paralleled the process that she reconstructed the East Asian International Order and become an imperial state. East Asia in the late nineteenth century, therefore, should be understood in terms of not only the traditional order but also as a precursor of imperialistic structures.
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