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Diplomacy and Kingship: Trilateral Relationships
among Japan, the Choson, and the Ming during
the Reopening of the Pusan Trade in 1604

CHENG Yongchao*

For the Tsushima Fuchii domain, restoring severed relations with Choson Korea
after the Imjin War was a diplomatic priority. This article sheds light on the impor-
tant role played by Ming China, which actively participated in the post-Imjin rap-
prochement between Japan and Korea. In particular, the reopening of the Pusan
trade in 1604 was realized not only through bilateral Choson-Tsushima negotia-
tions but involved a more complicated multilateral relationship internal to Japan
itself—the Tsushima domain and the Tokugawa shogunate as two parties of interest

in Japan, as well as Choson and Ming,.

Keywords: Tsushima Fuchi domain, Tokugawa shogunate, Imjin War, Japanese

invasions of Korea (1592-1598), Japanese disturbance of Imjin

Introduction

With the death of Toyotomi Hideyoshi #Fi7535 (1537-1598) in Keicho B 3 (1598),
the Japanese forces withdrew from the Korean Peninsula, thus ending the Imjin T:J& War.'
Immediately after the war, in 1599, S6 Yoshitoshi 5335 (1568-1615), lord of the Tsushima
Fucht %} 5 )fFH domain, and his retainer Yanagawa Shigenobu MiJIIF#H{E (1539-1605), started
peace negotiations with Choson Korea. Due to the high level of discretion in Choson relations,

Tsushima dispatched envoys to Choson, repatriated Choson captives, sent letters requesting peace,

*  Associate Professor, Center for Northeast Asian Studies, Tohoku University. This paper is a revised version

of chapter 4 (“Jinshinsensé chokugo no Pusan kaishi kyoka o meguru nitchochii sangoku kankei” - Rk 4+
B DI %20 <% HYlH ZE BAR) in Kai hentai no Higashi Ajia: Kinsei Nibon, Chésen,
Chigoku sangoku kankeishi no kenkyi EFRLEOWT T 7 ittt HA - @ifif - i [E = EBILR L OWFSE,
Cheng Yongchao 27k, Seibundé Shuppan, 2021.

1 In Japan, the war is called “Bunroku, Keiché no eki 3C#% - BER Df%” or “Hideyoshi’s invasion of Korea.”
In South Korea, it is called the “Japanese disturbance of Imjin” and the “Second war of Jeong-yu,” and in
China, it is referred to as the “Wanli Korean Campaign” or “Wanli Japanese War.” Recently, the Imjin War is

used to refer to a war that involved all three countries, and so in this article, “Imjin War” will be used.

60



CHENG Yongchao

and continued seeking amity.” Finally, diplomatic relations between Japan and Choson were offi-
cially restored with the arrival of the first Choson envoy to Japan in Keicho 12 (1607). Choson-
Tsushima trade was then re-institutionalized with the conclusion of the Kiya Agreement (Kiya
Yakujo CLPH#94%), a trade agreement signed between the Tsushima domain and Choson Korea in
the fifth lunar month of Keicho 14 (1609). The Kiya Agreement set several stipulations for trade
relations: (1) the Japanese envoys were limited to three kinds: the king’s (=shogun’s) envoy, the
Tsushima lord’s special envoy, and the appointee of Tsushima island; (2) the number of vessels sent
by the Tsushima lord was reduced to twenty; and (3) the vessels were required to carry a sealed
document with the Tsushima lord’s signature or stamp on it. It is commonly believed that the
signing of the Kiya Agreement officially marked the restoration of the Choson-Tsushima trade, but
in fact trade was only actually resumed with the dispatch of the first vessel to the Korean Peninsula
in the ninth lunar month of Keiché 16 (1611).”

On the other hand, an edict dated from Wanli #J& 32 (1604) was transmitted from the
Choson Department of Rites (Yejo £L) to Tsushima by Yujong £t (1544-1610), a Choson
monk, and Son Munuk $ 3% (16th—17th c.), a diplomat. Issued before the conclusion of the
Kiya Agreement, this edict suggested that the reopening of the Pusan trade had already been
approved by the Choson government. Tashiro Kazui stated that the resumption of private trade
between Japan and Choson was already mentioned in an edict from the councilor of the
Department of Rites (Yejo Ch’amiii i &235#%) to Tsushima brought by the monk Yujéng in 1604,
but Choson’s intention to resume private trade was not fixed until the third lunar month of Keicho
15 (1610) because of strong concerns of illicit trade and the leakage of confidential intelligence.*
Araki Kazunori JE AR analyzed the negotiation process between Japan and Choson after the
Imjin War, as well as the negotiation process regarding the conclusion and implementation of the
Kiya Agreement, and pointed out that the reopening of trade in Pusan in 1604 was only a tempo-
rary permission for public and private trade accompanying irregular envoys.”

Furthermore, Korean scholar Min Tok-ki [ evaluated a rescript sent to Choson in the

2 Tidko ichiran 1fii—%i, vol. 1, no. 25, Seibundé Shuppan, 1912, pp. 299-302; Matsuura Masatada #A{H
oA, Chaisen tsiki daikei SAEETEZEKAL, vol. 4, Tanaka Takeo HIFF#J: and Tashiro Kazui HACFIAE, eds.,
Meicho Shuppan, 1978, pp. 147-153.

3 Tashiro Kazui, Kinsei Nitcho tsitko boekishi no kenkyd 351 H W8 28 2 58 DOWFSE, Sobunsha, 1981, p. 58;
Chong Song-il B —, Choson hugi raeil muyok $EEME H ¥ ), Sinsowon, 2000, p. 24. Son Sting-ch’sl
F57KEE has also pointed out that trade between Tokugawa and Chosdn was not immediately resumed accord-
ing to the Kiyt Agreement; see Kinsei no Chasen to Nibhon: Korin kankei no kyo to jitsu 31 O 5fiE & HAS
LBEBIFR O K & 92, Akashi Shoten, 1998, p. 164.

4 Tashiro Kazui, Kinsei Nitcho tsitko boekishi no kenkyi, pp. 67—68.

5  Araki Kazunori, “Jinshin sensd’ no kéwa kasho” [ T:JRik% | DML, SGRA Report 86, 2019, pp.
54-74; Araki Kazunori, “Kiyt yakujo no teiketsu, shiké katei to Tsushima no ‘hanei’ béeki” C.EISD
firAs - KT L O [#% ] E%, in Han-Il Munhwa Kyoryu Kigiim $t £33t 2F 712, Imjin
Waeran eso Choson T ongsinsa iii Kil ro: Chonjaeng iii Sangcht wa Chliyu, kiirigo Hwahae TRAEBLON A B
HfERe A= Be] RS mil, 123 Flff, Kyongin Munhwasa, 2019, pp. 107-142; Araki Kazunori,
“Nitchd kowa katei ni okeru teitanshi no ichizuke” H#IEEFIMFE I BT 5 BHFEM OALEDF, in Han-1l
Munhwa Kyoryu Kigiim st B3} WE 72, Kianse Han-1l Kwangye iii Silsang kwa Hosang: Yaktal kwa
Kongjon, Chionjaeng kwa Pyonghwa <] $+Q TA| o] A4 7} 5174 : ofdh 3t 3-&, 1A 3t 3}, Kyongin
Munhwasa, 2020, pp. 171-200.

61



CHENG Yongchao

fifth lunar month of Seonjo E1H 37 (1604) by Ming envoy Zhao Ji ##iiffi (16th—17th c.) as an
“autonomy rescript” that announced a shift in the form of the Choson’s negotiations with Japan
and the way of reporting to the Ming, from advance report to after-the-fact notification.’ Based on
Min’s evaluation, Araki Kazunori characterized the period from the ceasefire to the restoration of
diplomatic relations between Japan and Choson (the fifth lunar month of 1604 to the fifth lunar
month of 1607) as a withdrawal of “Ming interference.” If we follow Min’s assessment and Araki’s
periodization, the reopening of the Chosén-Tsushima trade in Pusan, which was permitted two
months after the issuance of the rescript, should be included in the period of peace negotiations
after the dissolution of “Ming interference” and Choson’s report should be considered an after-the-
fact notification. However, on the fifth day of the seventh lunar month of the following year, after
the issuance of the rescript, which Min evaluated as an indication of the Ming’s non-interference
in Choson’s negotiations with Japan, a Ming commander named Shan Jinzhong B (16th—
17th c.) admonished Tsushima’s envoy Tachibana Tomomasa 1% 1E (16th—-17th c.)” regarding
Ming authority and suzerainty in Chosons negotiations with Japan,” which signified that the Ming
interfered in Tokugawa-Choson relations. This fact seems to contradict Min’s view. Moreover,
regarding the relationship between the resumption of the Tokugawa-Choson trade and the
Choson-Ming relationship, Tsuji Yamato 3L KH focuses mainly on the Ming official’s patrol of
Dongnae after the conclusion of the Kiytt Agreement and argues that the background of the Ming’s
interference is the invasion of Ryakya Hit#K.” Tsuji’s viewpoint also contradicts Min’s assessment
and defies Araki’s periodization.

Given the political situation around 1604, the political powers of the Tsushima domain, the
Japanese central authority (the Tokugawa shogunate), Choson Korea, and Ming China were all
involved in the multilateral wrestling behind the reopening of the Choson-Tsushima Pusan trade.
It is essential to verify the relationships among the four parties, especially examining when and how
Choson gave permission to reopen the Pusan trade to Ming China and whether Choson’s decision
was interfered with by the Ming.

In this article, I will attempt to delineate a concrete picture of the intertwining of Ming
China, Choson Korea, and Japan (Tsushima and the shogunate) over the reopening of the Pusan
trade in 1604 by investigating Tsushima’s manipulations and how Choson reported the reopening
of Choson-Tsushima trade to Ming China. It should become clear that the issue is part of the
postwar process of the Imjin War and that the role Ming China played in Choson’s foreign policy
carried greater weight than has been recognized in previous scholarship. In this sense, the article
illustrates that the reopening of trade between Japan and Choson was not a result of bilateral
negotiations, but a reflection of the trilateral relationship between Japan (including the Tokugawa
shogunate and Tsushima domain), Choson Korea, and Ming China. I will argue that Ming China

is an essential element in analyzing the restoration of Japan-Choson relations after the Imjin War.

6 Min Tok-ki, Zenkindai Higashi Ajia no naka no Kan-Nichi kankei Wil T 37 D 7 h O H BLR,
Waseda University Press, 1994, p. 143.

7 Tachibana appears in Japanese sources as Ide Yarokuzaemon F RN Ac fii .

8  Seonjo sillok, Seonjo 38 (1605).7.5.

9 Tsuji Yamaro, Chdsen dchd no taichii boeki seisaku to minshin kotai S FH DX & B BUE & WITE R E,
Kytiko Shoin, 2018, ch. 2.
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Choson’s Permission to Reopen the Pusan Market in 1604

Tokugawa-Choson trade during the Edo period took three different forms: (1) tributary trade with
which the Tsushima domain presented gifts to the Choson court, then received presents in return;
(2) official trade, whereby the Choson government bought designated items, including copper, tin,
and buffalo horns, from Tsushima and paid in cotton, based on a fixed quantity and fixed-price
system; and (3) private trade or market trade, conducted between Choson merchants designated
by the Choson government and the people of Tsushima domain at the Kaeshi Daech’dng Bl i
KIEE" in the Japan House in Pusan (Jp. wakan, Kr. Waegwan {E£§). Trading took place six times
a month, with the Tsushima domain mainly exporting silver and importing ginseng, raw silk, etc.
from China via Choson. With few exceptions, the Pusan trade was not based on a fixed quantity
or fixed-price system but rather on the pursuit of profit. Initially, the market was open three times
a month, but from 1610, it opened six times a month."

As for the reopening of the Pusan trade in 1604, Tashiro Kazui interpreted it as permission to
resume private trade between Tsushima and Choson.'” On the other hand, Araki Kazunori inter-
preted it as permission for both official trade and private trade, based on the fact that official trade
with the Tsushima envoy was tentatively permitted in 1602." Considering these divergent views,
it is necessary to return to the fundamental sources and reexamine them.

Two primary sources are used by historians in determining the nature of the Pusan trade in
1604. One is a letter from a councilor of the Department of Rites (Yejo Ch’amuii Song Imun
1% LIS (1546-1618) to So Yoshitoshi, the lord of Tsushima domain, dated from the seventh lunar
month of Wanli 32 [1604]; hereafter Song Imun letter). The other source is an edict issued by Yejo,
Choson’s Department of Rites (hereafter Yejo Edict) in the same year. Both were delivered to
Tsushima by the monk Yujong and Son Munuk.

In the Song Imun letter, the Choson court reported Japan’s request for rapprochement to
Ming officials and asked for instructions from the Jiliao #ij# governor. This was a declaration that
Choson could not decide such matters on its own since all issues related to the restoration of
Tokugawa-Choson relations were to be decided by Ming China. And the instruction of the Jiliao
governor was that Japan’s request could not be approved immediately but that Choson could allow
the temporary restoration of trade with Tsushima. What Choson allowed here was “the coming and
going of Tsushima merchants and the trading of the goods and cargos they carried” (B k¥ &,
1E3K%EH)." In other words, the Song Imun letter describes the process that led to the reopening

of trade in Pusan.

10 'This is the name of a building in Japan House in Pusan.

11 Tashiro Kazui, Kinsei Nitcho tsiiko boekishi no kenkyi, pp. 67—68; Tashiro Kazui, “Tsushima han’s Korean
Trade, 1684-1710,” ACTA ASIATICA 30, 1976, pp. 85-105; Kim Chi-nam <x38#, 7 ongmungwan chi
JHCAER, vol. 5, Choson Chlongdokpu BIfEHEENIT, 1944.

12 Araki Kazunori, Kiyi yakujo no teiketsu, pp. 124, 128; Tashiro Kazui, Kinsei Nitcho tsitki boekishi no kenkyit,
pp. 67-68.

13 Araki Kazunori, “Jinshin sensd’ no kowa kosha,” p. 73.

14 Letters kept in the Tsushima S6 family documents, such as Zenrin tsisho HWR T and Chasen tsiko daiki,

are frequently used by scholars.
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The Song Imun letter exists in several altered versions. One version of the letter is found in
the shogunate’s collections such as Gaikoku kankei shokan 4} |5 MR, Thoku nikki %
Hz0,' and Tkoku raikan mitome FeEF 9. The other is those held in the Tsushima S6 family
documents (Tsushima Soke Monjo xf [ 5% K L), such as Zenrin tsiisho'® and Chaosen tsiiko
daiki.” Araki Kazunori noted that the Song Imun letter kept in the shogunate’s documents had
additional words such as “It is my pleasure to present this idea in detail to the shogunate (371§ It
EHNBET PFF2),”* which did not appear in the version found in the Tsushima S family docu-
ments, and he therefore argued that the Tsushima domain had falsified this letter. However, when
comparing the Tsushima version with the bakufu version, deletions are very noticeable, rather than
the additions pointed out by Kazunori Araki. Five sections were deleted by the Tsushima domain
when Tsushima submitted the Song Imun letter to the shogunate. In addition to the deletion of
trade permission, other details, including the repatriation of Choson captives by the Tsushima
domain, Tsushima’s threat of using the shogunate’s force against Choson, and the related parts of
Choson-Tsushima negotiations were redacted. In other words, permission for the reopening of
trade in Pusan and Tsushima’s negotiations regarding this was kept secret from the shogunate.

In comparison, the Yejo Edict is significant as it contains the permission for the market trade.
The first half of the instruction explains the background of this permission. After the Imjin War,
the relationship between Japan and Choson was severed, and trade was no longer possible, so the
Tsushima domain petitioned Choson to “trade as before (FEIHZET).”*" Here, “trade” refers to
market trade or private trade. We could say that according to the Yejo Edict, the reopening of the
Pusan trade in 1604 only permitted limited restoration of private trade. In addition, the edict also
outlines that “market trades could be allowed only when the Tsushima merchants solicited for trade
GBEARBRTZERSWEE, #H4).”" It is clear that the Yejo Edict only permitted
private trade between Tsushima and Choson on an irregular basis and did not resume full trading
relations.

Regarding the Yejo Edict, there is a reference to the negotiation records on the

15 The Historiographical Institute of the University of Tokyo, Kondd Jazo Kankei Shirys S T ek
B4R & #l-4-403, hteps://clioimg.hi.u-tokyo.ac.jp/viewer/report/view/idata/ T34/4/403/00000009, accessed
March 1, 2022).

16 Ikoku Nikki Kankokai #% [F H #l AT 4%, ed., Eiinbon ikoku nikki: Konchiin Siden gaiké monjo shiisei
SOEIARRE HRL © & BRI CH R, Tokyobijutsu, 1989, p. 124.

17 'The Historiographical Institute of the University of Tokyo (2051.9-120); Library of Graduate School of
Letters, Kyoto University (5 : Z 2/5).

18 Zenrin tsisho, vol. 3 (National Institute of Korean History, no. 4750, MF782, http://library.history.go.kr/
dhrs/dhrsXIFViewer.jsp?system=dlidb&id=DK0000004750, pp.16-17, accessed November 28, 2022).

19 Matsuura Masatada, “Chasen tsiiko daiki,)” pp. 154—155; Araki Kazunori, “Jinshin sensd,” p. 68.

20 ‘This sentence appears in Gaikoku kankei shokan, Tkoku nikki, and lkoku raikan mitome.

21 Zenrin tsiisho, vol. 11(National Institute of Korean History, no. 4786, MF785), Chasen tsitko daiki, pp.
156-157, Jiun isho HZ# % (National Institute of Korean History, no. 6519, MF954).

22 Ibid.
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Tsushima-Choson trade in the eighteenth century named Kaishi no kakitsuke B A in the
Tsushima S6 family documents, a note on the market trade which relates to the history of the
restoration of the Tsushima-Choson trade. The note first states that in 1604, Yujong and Son
Munuk came to Japan as peace envoys and had an audience with Tokugawa leyasu #1155
(1543-1616) and Tokugawa Hidetada f)I[F5 /8 (1579-1632) at Fushimi fRK}, Castle. Before
Yujong came to Japan, they received an edict from the Choson court, which clearly stated that
Choson had permitted them to reopen the trade with Tsushima because Tsushima had requested
it. After that, the conclusion of the Kiy Agreement is mentioned, but in fact it stated that permis-
sion for reopening trade had already been granted in 1604, six years before the conclusion of the
Kiya Agreement. However, since formal diplomatic relations between Japan and Choson had not
yet been restored, the decision was made after informal negotiations between Tsushima and
Choson and was not reported to the shogunate. Later, in Kan'ei 7K 12 (1635), an edict brought
by Yujong and a note explaining the instruction were submitted to Tokugawa Iemitsu {1156
(1604-1651). It was only then that the shogunate came to know about its existence for the first
time.” Until 1635, the shogunate did not even know of the Choson’s permission to reopen the
Pusan market in 1604.

When the Tsushima domain submitted the Song Imun letter to the shogunate, it deleted
Choson’s permission to open trade in Pusan and the details of its manipulation. Moreover, the Yejo
Edict, which was evidence of trade permission, had not been submitted to the shogunate until
1635. Instead of reporting to the shogunate immediately, the Tsushima domain chose to deliber-
ately conceal the resuming Tsushima-Choson trade. Since Japan-Choson diplomatic relations had
not yet been reestablished at the time when the Pusan trade reopened in 1604, Tsushima not only
falsified the Song Imun letter but also concealed Choson’s permission for the reopening of the

Pusan trade to keep the shogunate from knowing what Tsushima had done.

The Choson and Ming’s Position on the Reopening of the Pusan Trade

1. The Ming’s Narrative on the Reopening of the Pusan Trade

To analyze the Ming interference in the reopening of the Pusan trade, we need to first examine the

23 National Institute of Korean History (No. 4517, ME753), Pullyu kisa taegang =5 71AF th7 1, Kuksa
P’yonch’an Wiwénhoe =HAFH ]3], 2006, pp. 89-91. This mainly includes the background of the Palpo
Incident and correspondence between the translators of the Tsushima domain, Japan House in Pusan, and the
Choson court from the fifth lunar month of Kyshs % 2 (1717) to the third lunar month of Kydho 3
(1718). In 1715, to control the circulation of silver, the Choson court further tightened the Palpo trade quota
policy in the Qing-Choson trade. In response to this, Chosdn merchants, Japanese translators in Choson, and
Tsushima agents of the Japan House in Pusan joined forces to lobby against the tightening of controls in the
Qing-Choson silver trade. In addition, there is also a source titled Happo no kiroku /N2 78k (No. 5439,
MF872) kept in the Tsushima S6 family documents, National Institute of Korean History. For details on the
Palpo Incident, see Cheng, Kai hentai no Higashi Ajia, ch. 7.

24 'This affair is called the Yanagawa ikken #J1l—fF; see Kim Sang-jun A4 and Yun Yu-suk, &4,
Kiinse Han-Il kwangye saryojip: Yanagawa Sigeok’i Kuji kirok = Yuchon Chohiing Kongsa kirok =A gt A
AR ofTket AA| 7] FA] 715 = M)l B HELER, Tongbuga Yoksa Chaedan, 2015, p. 79.
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Ming sources that recorded the reestablishment of Tokugawa-Choson relations. According to the
Ming shilu W% (Ming Veritable Record), Japan and Choson first planned to “open the market
trade” in Wanli 37 (1609),” the year that the Kiya Agreement was concluded. It is also noted in
Ming shilu that in Wanli 35 (1607), when the king of Choson reported to the Ming court about
Japan’s request for reconciliation by exchanging envoys, the Board of War decided to let Choson
make its own decision and showed no intention of interference. From these descriptions, can we
conclude that the Ming had nothing to do with the restoration of the Japan-Choson trade?

On the other hand, the king of Choson reported the Japanese situation to the Ming. He
permitted the reopening of the Pusan trade in 1609 after receiving Ming approval to handle the
negotiation on its own terms. This also means that the Ming side understood that Choson had not
yet permitted trade with Japan when the king of Choson reported to the Ming about the Japanese
situation in the fourth lunar month of Wanli 35 (1607). It is also stated in Ming shilu that the
Ming was fully aware of a constant and ongoing private friendship between Pusan and Tsushima
even before the reopening of the trade in 1609. In other words, the Ming were also cognizant of
the existence of Japan-Choson transactions that had not been reported to it.

The post-Imjin peace negotiations between Japan and Choson are also documented in Wanli
sandazheng kao B & = KAE#% (The Three Campaigns of the Wanli Era) by Mao Ruizheng 7 f$
(16th—17th c.). An unofhcial history book, Mao’s work is a primary source with a high historical
value. Mao writes, “Later in the third year (1609), the Ming court discussed and approved the
opening of trade in the Pusan port. The number of merchant’s vessels from Tsushima was set at
twenty each year, and they must return to Tsushima immediately after the transactions (% =4F
O, @A F2IEmMT, ABEREL T 4% $HIEAE)"" The Ming court had
exerted a powerful influence on the reopening of the Pusan trade and was aware of the number of
vessels dispatched from Tsushima to Choson every year, which was of most interest to Tsushima in
the Kiya Agreement.

In both of the abovementioned official accounts and the unofficial history from the Ming
side, there is no mention of Chosdn’s permission to open trade in Pusan in 1604, and it is recorded
that “market trade” was permitted in 1609, the year of the signing of the Kiya Agreement.
Furthermore, the Ming shilu suggests that the Ming left the restoration of the Japan-Choson trade
to the discretion of Choson, but in Mao’s Wanli sandazheng kao, it is recorded that the “market
trade” was realized with the permission of the Ming in 1609. There is a discrepancy between the
timing of the approval by the Ming and the fact that the Choson court had already approved the
private trade between Japan and Choson in 1604. Therefore, Choson did not report to the Ming
that it had already granted permission for the opening of Pusan trade in 1604 but only reported
the conclusion of the Kiya Agreement to the Ming in 1609.

2. The Report from Choson Korea to Ming China
Since Seonjo 36 (1603), the Choson court had discussed the topic of the reopening of the trade in

25 Ming shengzong shilu, Wanli 35 (1607).4.18. Shengzong refers to the Wanli Emperor and the Ming shengzong
shilu is a part of Ming shilu.

26 Beijing tushuguan guji zhenben congkan Je Rt = R AT, vol. 13, Shumu Wenxian Chubanshe,
1988, p. 269.
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Pusan and the necessity of reporting it to the Ming many times. In the memorial sent by the
Border Defense Command to the king of Choson in the eighth lunar month of Seonjo 36, it was
stated that “since cargo trade with Tsushima had been recently allowed (& H CL#F2¢ 5 Hors#),”
“it is appropriate to temporarily allow the opening of the market trade (BiFF R 17, BUESMHE).
Here, “recently” probably refers to the three transactions between Tsushima and the Choson gov-
ernment that took place in Pusan in the winter of Seonjo 34 (1601), the seventh lunar month of
Seonjo 35 (1602), and the third lunar month of Seonjo 36 (1603).”® One month later, the king of
Choson gathered chief ministers and high ofhcials and solicited their opinion on the reopening of
the Pusan trade. In the Seonjo sillok (Veritable Record of Seonjo), the statements of twenty-nine
officials are recorded, among which the most noteworthy is that of Yun Kansu FR% (1537-
1616).” Yun’s statement reveals that the Choson had already allowed Tsushima’s goods to be
bought and sold, and that the Choson had already inquired with the Ming about the possibility of
Choson-Japan relations but had not yet received a reply. It also made clear that the Choson inter-
nally recognized that they had to wait for Ming approval before permission could be granted. We
can see from Yun Kunsu’s statement that the Ming’s opinion was decisive for the Choson regarding
the opening of the Pusan trade.

The Choson court was leaning toward resuming trade with Tsushima in Pusan, although no
definitive conclusion was reached at the time. In the following month, King Seonjo decided to
report it to the Ming. On the twenty-sixth day of the eleventh lunar month (December 28, 1603),
Jeong Hok %% (1559-1617), a councilor of the Department of Rites, was dispatched to Beijing
to present a long rescript, in which Choson first reported the latest developments with Japan and
then proposed a compromise measure to allow for the reopening of the Pusan trade, which had
long been requested by Tsushima. The rescript also shows that negotiations for the restoration of
diplomatic relations between Japan and Choson were not progressing, that Japan would threaten
another invasion of Choson, and that with a prevailing drought the weather was not favorable this
year. Choson added that the permission for the opening of trade in Pusan was only a temporary
solution while the negotiations were in stalemate, and also a measure to mitigate the potential
threat of another Japanese invasion. Besides, the Choson also requested that the Ming dispatch a
commissioner to Choson to train the Choson army and pretend that the Choson army was the
Ming army, thereby fortifying the frontier defense and confusing the Japanese.

With the above rescript, the envoy arrived in Beijing in the second lunar month of Wanli 32
(1604) and had a meeting with officials from the Board of Rites. When Ming officials asked about
the purpose of the mission, Jeong Hok replied that it was to express gratitude for the repatriation
of the Choson people by Ming China and made a statement regarding the dispatch of a commis-
sioner to Choson.” Here, it should be noted that Jeong Hok omitted the request for permission to
reopen the Pusan trade. In his comments, he repeatedly stressed the urgency of the Japanese situa-

tion and skillfully incorporated the details of the approval for the reopening of trade into his

27 Seonjo sillok, Seonjo 36 (1603).8.8.

28  Seonjo sillok, Seonjo 35 (1602).7.10; Seonjo sillok, Seonjo 36 (1603).3.24.

29 Seonjo sillok, Seonjo 36 (1603).9.3; Wolching chip HT#% (Hakchawon, 2015, pp. 207-208).

30 Jeong Hok, Songpogong jocheon ilgi 47 239K H itl, Yonhaengnok Ch‘onggan Chiingbop’an #8417 §#3#% 11)
¥HIRL, pp. 16-17.
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request for the dispatch of a commissioner to Choson. During his stay in Beijing, Jeong Hok
repeatedly requested the dispatch of a commissioner to the Board of War, but the Ming refused,
pointing Choson to “strengthen itself.” The Ming did not dispatch a commissioner until Yi Sinwon
Z{F7C (16th-17th c.), who left Hansong later, brought a rescript reporting the arrival of the
Japanese in Pusan again. Due to Jeong’s replies and actions, the Ming did not pay much attention
to the approval of the reopening of trade in Pusan. Jeong Hok left Beijing on May 22, returned to
Hansong on July 25, and then debriefed to the king of Choson.

At the same time, Zhao Yong i#fii#fi (16th—17th c.), a Ming imperial commissioner, arrived in

Choson bringing instructions on how to handle Tsushima after the Imjin War.

Choson should know the pros and cons [of Japan]. That is to say, Choson should consider
countermeasures to deal with the situation as it arises, which is not for the Ming to direct in
any way. Whether to conclude friendly relations [with Japan] or not, is a matter to be decided
by the countries involved and the dissolving of the alliance has not led to war, so it is not a
matter for the Ming to direct [these negotiations].

HIEEAE, SHEZE B, AUBIERIE, MRREE, BB, FEIERT
Re——fadl, MAEE IS, FEEE, MW, FEARK LIERWLZI ] fRiEE
Y

In this rescript, it is explicit that Choson’s diplomatic relations with Japan (“negotiation and
friendship”) should be decided between the two countries and that the Ming had no particular
intention to micromanage or mediate. Thus, Choson began to deal with Tsushima on its own. In
the following month, Choson decided to dispatch Yujong and Son Munuk to Tsushima and sent
them with Song Imun’s letter and the Yejo Edict, as described above.

Min Tok-ki evaluated the significance of the rescript as an “autonomy rescript” that changed
Choson’s negotiations with Japan and shifted the way of reporting to the Ming, from an advance
report to after-the-fact notification. Given Jeong HoK’s trip, it is true that the Choson reported to
the Ming in advance before permitting the reopening of the Pusan trade. However, since it had
already been reported to the Ming before the “autonomy rescript” was issued, it was an advance
report rather than an after-the-fact notification. In explaining the necessity of allowing the reopen-
ing of the Pusan trade, Choson positioned it as both a temporary compromise in Japan-Choson
diplomatic negotiations and as a mitigation measure to prevent another Japanese military invasion.
Furthermore, the Choson emphasized the urgency of the situation in Japan and cleverly built the
issue of permission to open trade into the issue of requesting a military commissioner. Therefore,
while the Ming focused their attention on the issue of dispatching military commissioners, they
were not particularly opposed to the issue of reopening the Pusan trade, which was positioned as a
temporary compromise measure in Japan-Choson diplomatic negotiations for peace. In other
words, while the Choson was bound by the tributary obligation to make advance reports and
obtain Ming approval, it nonetheless maneuvered and diverted the Ming’s attention from the
Choson’s true intention by mixing two different matters in one rescript.

Moreover, in reviewing the “autonomy rescript,” the purpose was to make sure that the Ming

31 Seonjo sillok, Seonjo 37 (1604).5.21.
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wanted the Choson to “look at the situation, consider countermeasures, and take action according
to the situation, and not just impose responsibility on the Ming and lose the opportunity to make
a decision (BUSESEIE, ANBEILR, MAFSEERE), NIREHRE, B

In addition, the Choson reported Yujong and Son-MunuK’s visit to Tsushima to Ming
China,” which gave permission for the opening of the Pusan trade but did not report the permis-
sion granted for the opening of trade in Pusan in 1604 during this trip. The Choson formally
reported to the Ming but granted permission to trade without Ming approval. Perhaps, for this
reason, Ming China did not consider the 1604 reopening of the Pusan trade as an issue and con-
sidered the conclusion of the Kiya Agreement as permission to trade. This is the reason why Ming
sources did not mention the permission of the Pusan trade in 1604 but only recorded that Choson-
Tsushima trade was permitted in Wanli 37 (1609) when the Kiyt Agreement was signed.

Due to the scarcity of extant sources,”* it is not possible to confirm when the Choson reported
the conclusion of the Kiyli Agreement to the Ming. Still, it can be indirectly inferred from the
following case. In 1609, the Satsuma &% domain invaded Rytkyi. In the following year, Mo
Hougi BB (1558-1623) was dispatched to the Ming to report this invasion to the Fujian
i Governor, Chen Zizhen B~ (16th—17th c.). Upon learning of the incident, the Ming
court decided to discuss Choson relations with Japan in connection to the Satsuma invasion of
Ryiikyi. The Ming court dispatched Cai Zhongyu £:f15* (16th—17th c.) from Liaodong ##H to
Choson to investigate Choson-Japan relations. Ho Chongsik # &2 (16th-17th c.), the Choson
receptionist in charge of entertaining Ming officials, sent a report to the Choson court.”® Ho
reported that Cai’s purpose was to investigate communications between Choson and Japan, espe-
cially the Japanese in Pusan, since he deliberately set up a camp near Japan House in Pusan after
his arrival. Cai then invited eleven Japanese for questioning. After confirming the Tsushima peo-
ple’s trading activities, which included selling pepper and zanboku (dan mu F}K, a sacred tree) to
Choson and purchasing rice and salt from Choson, Cai stated that there was no problem because
the Ming had already authorized such trading activities between Japan and Choson. As early as the
third month of Gwanghaegun 2 (1610), the Ming was aware of the trading activities between the
two countries and had authorized them. If this is the case, the “sales activities between Japan and
the Choson” that were “permitted” by Ming China here refer to the Kiya Agreement.

On the other hand, prior to this, in Wanli 34 (1606), a Ming envoy named Zhu Zhifan
FRZF (1558-1626) delivered an edict of the Ming emperor to Chosdn. The edict recalls the
Liaodong military commissioner, who had been stationed in Choson to investigate Japanese affairs
for the past three years. The edict decreed that since Japan had not taken any particularly worri-
some actions the military commissioner should return to China and that Choson should report the

Japanese situation from now on. Choson was required to send a report on the Japanese situation

32 Ibid.

33 On the fourth day of the sixth month of Wanli 33 (1605), the Choson reported to the Ming on Yujong’s
return. Still, there is no report of the permission for reopening the Choson-Tsushima trade during this mis-
sion. Sadae mungwe FK LW, vol. 45, Choson Ch’ongdokpu WIEEREE W, 1944; Imun diingnok YL &Sk,
vol. 11 (Jangseogak, Academy of Korean Studies, K2-3497).

34  Sadae mungwe ends at the eleventh lunar month of 1608, and /mun diingnok has gaps from 1605 to 1616.

35 He appears in Japanese sources as Ikegusuku Anrai {38177 2 5.

36  Guwanghaegun ilgi (T acbaeksan sago chungchobon), Gwanghaegun Yl 2 (1609).3.12.
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every two months to military commanders in Zhejiang #i71. and southern Zhili [E3# provinces
and to make urgent reports on critical incidents.”” The every-two-month report continued to at
least Tian'qi K& (1621).” Considering this, it is possible that the Choson side reported the
conclusion of the Kiyt Agreement as a part of the report on Japanese affairs to Ming China, which

was implemented in 1606.

Choson’s Negotiations with Tsushima

In Wanli 40 (1612), after the Satsuma invasion of Rytukya, Zhejiang Military Commander Yang
Zongye #5513 (16th—17th c.) and General Shen Youyong £ A % (1557-1628) strongly insisted
that no Japanese should be allowed into Jeolla 4%#E and Gyeongsang E#fi} provinces in the
southern Korean Peninsula. The Wanli emperor approved their proposal and ordered the king of
Choson to do so. Since Japan House in Pusan was under the jurisdiction of South Gyeongsang
Province, it was naturally understood that this order would lead to the prohibition of the Choson-
Tsushima trade in Pusan. Therefore, on June 28, Wanli 41 (1613), when Joseon envoys Song
Yongku A7 (1556-1620) and Yi Sangkiip Z=[ifk (1571-1637) departed Hansong for Beijing
to celebrate the birthday of the emperor and crown prince as Ch’énch’usa T-#kffi—a Choson
envoy sent to celebrate the birth of the empress or crown prince of China—they carried a rescript
by the king of Choson to appeal to the Ming decision.

In the rescript, the king of Choson explained that he had already reported to the Ming both
the restoration of diplomatic and trade relations between Japan and Choson and that all negotia-
tions with Japan were conducted under Ming instructions. He also stated that the permission for
the reopening of trade in Pusan had been done before the conclusion of the Kiya Agreement in
Wanli 37 (1609). The Song and Yi mission appeared to dispel the suspicions of the Ming court.”

Thus, Choson continued to reject new requests from Tsushima, repeatedly stating to Japan
that the Ming authorities permitted opening the trade in Pusan when defending against the Ming’s
false accusations. For example, when the Tsushima monk Keitetsu Genso 5t#il 2% (1537-1611)
and the Tsushima domain’s retainer Yanagawa Kagenao M)l 518 (2~1613) were in Pusan to
negotiate the Kiya Agreement, Yanagawa asked the Choson to provide a way for Japan to pay
tribute to the Ming, but the official Yi Chiwan 257252 (1575-1617) refused their request. When
Yu Kan #lif# (1554-1621), the councilor of the Department of Rites, communicated with the
lord of Tsushima domain, Yu referred to the report of Zhejiang Military Commander Yang Zongye
and the dispatch of commander Huang Yingyang # 5 (16th—17th c.) to Choson, and stated
that “it was very fortunate to continue the Choson-Tsushima trade despite such a situation (JLF5

PHPRB T AR, %fﬁﬁtZ%’fﬁ)"% and then turned down the request for Japan to travel to and

37 Ming shengzong shilu, Wanli 33 (1605).12.14; Seonjo suchong sillok, Seonjo 39 (1606).4.1.

38 'The last verifiable report on the Japanese situation from Choson to Ming is dated Tian’'gi 1 (1621).2.30
(Imun diingnok, vol. 15).

39  Guwanghaegun ilgi (T acbacksan sago chungchobon), Gwanghaegun 5 (1613).5.8.

40 Letter dated Wanli 38 (1610).7.20, Zenrin tsiisho, vol. 4 (National Institute of Korean History, no. 4751,
ME782).
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pay tribute to Ming China through the Korean Peninsula.

The following year, in 1613, Tsushima Lord S6 Yoshitoshi again requested to travel to
Ming China via the Korean Peninsula, but Kim Chi 4# (1577-1625), the councilor of the
Department of Rites, rejected the request. In his reply Kim wrote:

The court considered that Tsushima implored with sincerity for the reopening of the Pusan
trade, and we appealed to and urged the heavenly court. Only through effort was the reopen-
ing of the Pusan trade finally permitted. The agreement and the number of vessels to be sent
to Tsushima were all reported to the heavenly court, and the regulations were set, and even
the slightest decision cannot be made without the approval of the Ming.

Bz EDRRBZOHER, HERRY, S80I, BEMERF, k28
W, WARZAML BHCRH, CEBBL MAVREZ R, ARBAEA P

In addition, in the tenth lunar month of the same year, in a letter to the lord of Tsushima, the

councilor of the department of rites, Kim Kae 4x[# (1582-1618), also wrote:

Choson has already reported to the Ming to permit the Pusan trade because Tsushima had
respectfully shown its sincerity and earnestly beseeched them. Why are you not satisfied and
always complain?
B LU B s sk, BEAE, BHcRW, aFpsEl, il BEES, 2T
AR S

Kim strictly refused Tsushima’s further demands, including entering the capital of Choson, travel-
ing to Ming via the Choson, the request to dispatch Choson missions to Japan, increasing the
number of ships from Tsushima to Choson, and the demand for a grant stamp (zosho X3 to
Tsushima.

In 1615, the Tsushima domain requested that the Choson send a mission to Japan for the
celebration of Tokugawa Kazuko’s ) I[#1-f- (1607-1678) bridal entry into the Japanese court. Yu
Kan explained again that Choson submitted a request to Ming China to restore the Choson-
Tsushima trade since Tsushima had shown its sincerity. Then Ming China granted permission and
ruled on all maritime agreements, so Choson could only respectfully comply with the Ming’s
inspection.

From then on, when Choson officials were negotiating with Tsushima, they continued to
emphasize that the reopening of trade in Pusan was under the permission of the Ming and turned

down requests from Tsushima.

41 Letter dated Wanli 42 (1614).4, ibid.
42 Letter dated Wanli 42 (1614).10, ibid.
43 A rosho was a bronze seal issued by the Choson government to travelers from Japan as proof of permission

for diplomatic relations to control Japanese correspondents. It was a private seal; the official seal was called
insho FIVEE.
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Conclusion

After the Imjin War, the Tsushima domain continued to negotiate with Choson to reestablish
Japan-Choson relations, using measures such as repatriating Choson captives and threatening
Choson with another invasion. The reopening of trade in Pusan in 1604 was the first result of
Tsushima’s efforts. Tsushima falsified its correspondence with Korea so that the shogunate would
not be exposed to these various maneuvers to restore Japan-Choson relations and even kept secret
from the shogunate that the permission to reopen trade in Pusan had been granted.

While Ming China expressed its position that it would not interfere in Choson’s negotiations
with Japan, it began to doubt Choson’s relations with Japan as the circumstances in East Asia
changed due to the Satsuma domain’s invasion of Ryukyu. Under these circumstances, Choson
skillfully took measures and temporarily succeeded in making a proactive decision in granting
permission to Tsushima for the reopening of trade in Pusan. Later, when the Choson’s diplomatic
relations with Japan were questioned by the Ming, they were forced to explain the situation of
Japan-Choson relations and succeeded in avoiding any problems. From these points of view, Ming
China did not particularly object to Choson’s policy-making when granting permission to reopen
trade in Pusan. Still, when the circumstances in East Asia shifted, the Ming grew suspicious over
Choson’s actions. This was not necessarily a complete non-interference, and the power to constrain
Choson’s negotiations with Japan was still in the hands of Ming China. While the “autonomy
rescript” indicated the Ming’s intention to ease its grip on Choson’s affairs with Japan, it was far
from a complete withdrawal of Ming influence in the sense of Choson-Japan diplomacy.

Therefore, the reopening of the Choson-Tsushima trade in the early seventeenth century in
Pusan resulted not only from Choson-Tsushima bilateral negotiations, but also involved a more
complicated multilateral relationship internal to Japan itself—the Tsushima domain and the

Tokugawa shogunate as two parties of interest in Japan, as well as the Choson and the Ming.
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