








This argument is strengthened by examination of the consul’s role in mediating
disputes which often arose between concession areas of Western powers and Japanese
settlements. In 1913, Obata played a highly conciliatory role during and after riots on the
part of Japanese residents protesting the intrusion of the gendarmes of the neighboring
French concession into the Japanese concession. During this incident the Consul-General
was forced to call on his consular police and additional Japanese troops to prevent
Japanese citizens from attacking Frenchmen® Rampages such as this occurred again in
Tianjin and elsewhere. In Shanghai in 1936, Consul-General Ishii also mediated a conflict
which escalated into what he later termed a “mock Pacific war.”® In this case, Japanese
residents were angry at what they considered their unfair representation on the Shanghai
Mixed Council, the international body which governed the settlement. Japanese felt

they alone have saved the settlement from the results of a policy of compromise and
surrender under which foreign rights and safeguards would have been steadily whittled
away. It is thev who have prevented a weak surrender on the question of control of the
outside roads, onlv recently it is their opposition which has prevented the principle of the
settlement s administrative autonomy being breached by an agreement whereby Chinese
factory laws were to be applied to foreign establishments and Chinese factory mnspectors
were to be allowed to operate within the settlement boundaries.*

Against Ishii’s advice, the Japanese association attempted to gain another seat in the
international elections for the mixed council, only to find a decrease in their previous
number of representatives due to overall Western solidarity. Ishii, at the time also plagued
with other problems stemming from the militancy of his constituents, had little sympathy
for them ™

The tension between diplomatic representatives and resident communities in the
treaty ports, is of course not unique to the Japanese experience. Nathan Pelcovits’s
eloquent study, Old China Hands and the Foreign Office, although explicitly devoted to
London-China differences, still admirably illuminates the conservative, nationalistic, and
militant character of treaty port communities © On the day-to-day job in the treaty ports,

 Obata Yikichi. pp. 69-70: and Tenshin kyorvii mindan. pp. 235-38.
* Ishii. Gaikékan no issho. pp. 197-202

* Quoted in an article by “A Shanghai Resident” entitled “Shanghai’s Japanese Comumunity.”
Contemporary Japan V.3 (December 1936). pp. 449-57.

 Ishii Itard summed up this conflict in management of the Shanghai settlement in “Saikin no Nis-
Shi karkei ni tsuite™ £ T @ B 3 B R (2 D » T (On recent Sino-Japanese relations),
September 1936 speech. Nikon gaikd kyékai kben 16sha B 2 5132 1% & 7\ ¥ B B (Transcripts
of Lectures of the Japanese Diplomats Association) (unpublished series). Mark Peattie also
discusses the militantcy of the Shanghai community in particular, which he asserts resembled “the
resident population of French colons in Algiers in the Tate 1950s,” pp. 206-08.

87 Nathan A. Pelcovits. Old China Hands and the Foreign Office (New York: King's Crown
Press. 1948).




consuls very often handled conflicts arising with other most-favored-nation concession
communities that were often by-products of the residents’ nationalism vis-a-vis privilege in
China. They also acted to restrain tensions between Japanese residents and the host
Chinese population. In either case, the consul’s job more ofien than not seems to have put
him in the role of restraining his more aggressive constituents. It seems hardly surprising.
then, that the China service diplomats by and large developed this policy of restraint of
their micro-level administrative posts into their consistent advice that Japan use restraint at
the macro-level of nation-to-nation interaction as well.

The Consul and the Resident Koreans

To date, scholarship on Japan, China, and Korea has barely dealt with the massive
movement of Koreans out of their own peninsula with the advent of Japanese colonial
control. Probably more is known about Koreans who came to Japan, particularly as the
subject of Japanese Koreans today, an oppressed and deprived minority group in Japanese
society, is gradually receiving wider journalistic and academic attention® However, little
concrete work has been done on the approximately two million Koreans who came to
work in agriculture and industry in Manchuria and North China during the Korean colonial
period. It has been pointed out that: “by 1944 fully 11.6 percent of all Koreans were
residing outside Korea, a proportion unequalled by other Far Eastern populations and
rarely matched in other parts of the world ™

The story of these Koreans who came to China and Manchuria during the colonial
period is important for several reasons. First, they certainly induced important changes in
the local economy of Manchuria if not of all of North China. Second, today’s North
Korean leadership, but most particularly Kim Il-Song, had its beginnings and formative
experience in the guerrilla resistance active in the three provinces of Manchuria lying
contiguous to Korea proper (Jiandao, Tonghua, and Andong).™ Third, their presence was

% Some recent books include Hatada Takashi & [ . Chésen no kindai shi to Nihon BE 8 7 354X
g1 - H A (Japan and Modern Korean Histon) (Tokvo: Yamato shobd, 1987): Higuchi Yiichi A
I 1 — . Kyowakai: senjika Chésenjin t6sei soshiki no kenkvii W F1& @ BB T A A KK 4
#8 o> BF 3% (The Concordia Society : Studies of the Era of Control over Koreans during Wartime)
(Tokyvo: Mitsuwa insatsu, 1986). which deals only with domestic Japan: Ri Yuhan Z= ¥ 4 (Yi
Yu-hwan), Nikon no naka no sanjiidosen; mindan. choséren no rekishi 1o genjitsu B 2 7 ¥ )
=+ E# © R 8 O B & (Thirty Degrees in Japan: A History of the Korean League of
the Residents Association) (Tokvo: Y6vasha. 1980).

% Bruce Cumings. The Origins of the Korean War (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1981),
p. 54, quoting Glenn Trewartha and Wilbur Zelinksky, “Population Distribution and Change in
Korea, 1925-1949," The Geographical Review 45.]1 (January 1935).

™ ~There is no understanding of the Manchurian gestation of the subsequent North Korean
leadership™: Cumings, Origins, p. 38. See also Chong-sik Lee, Counterinsurgency in Manchuria:
The Japanese Experience. 19311940 (Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corporation, 1967), which gives
fascinating evidence mosth through translations of relevent Japanese army documents.
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yet another means and justification for the continuing expansion of “neo-colonial”
Japanese administrative apparatus in Manchuria and North China, in the form of
consulates to take care of these Japanese “citizens.” Thus, the Koreans, as Japanese
subjects, were just as much under the care of Japanese consuls as native-born Japanese.

Koreans in Manchuria far outnumbered Japanese residents, and indeed were
encouraged to move to Manchuria to substitute for the desired Japanese settlers who
never came in large numbers. By 1928 minimum estimates of the Korean population in
Manchuria put it at at least 400,000, but many ranged as high as a million.” In 1930,
when shokisei Oka Muneyoshi fr 5= B was assigned to work in a consular branch office
at Hailong (not far from Fengtian and not in the proximity of the border region), the town
nominally contained two Japanese shopkeepers, who were usually away at other homes in
Fengtian. The office’s real job, according to Oka, was the care of 16,000 Koreans who
lived in the district.”

Despite pressures from international legal bodies and recommendations from
liberal diplomats in the Bureau of Asiatic Affairs, in the prewar period, Koreans were
never permitted to give up their status as Japanese subjects.”” The presence of so many
Japanese residents in Manchuria offered too much opportunity to Japanese expansionists
seeking pretexts to expand Japanese administration, some of it formal colonial control by
extension of the authority of the Korean colonial government.

Hayashi Kyijiré, who was Fengtian Consul-General at the time of the Manchurian
Incident, stated in his memoirs of the time that “the opinion was that our economic
development in Manchuria was to proceed with Koreans as the basis.”™ Much of the
Chinese protest against Korean settlements centered on Korean (and therefore Japanese)
rights to lease territory in southern Manchuria, which had been a long-standing dispute
between the Chinese and Japanese governments since a post-1911 treaty had first outlined
such rights. Confusion reigned as to what was permissable and what was not, though in
principle the right to leases was recognized by the Chinese government.

Japanese jurisdiction in the border region became a very sore point between the
Chinese and Japanese governments as Japanese grip tightened over Korea during the first
decade of the twentieth century. Koreans comprised up to 70% of the area’s population,
and on that basis, a treaty was signed between the two governments in August 1909
recognizing Japan’s special role in the area and authorizing Japanese opening of consular
and consular branch offices.” Koreans were given the same status as Chinese subjects in

"' The topic received major attention from the Lytton Commission as part of the background of the
Manchurian Incident. Lytton Commission Report. “Supplementary Documents™ no. 6, 7, 9.

™ Oka, interview.

™ Problems of the Pacific 1929. pp. 194-196. Abe Moritard érgued in 1913 that allowing
Koreans to be naturalized as Chinese would end manv of the disputes between Japanese and
Chinese in Manchuria.

H Havashi, p. 82.

™ Text of both documents in Nihon gaiké nenpyé narabi ni. v. 1, pp. 318-20. 324-25.



the region, but legal cases were to be handled with joint Japanese and Chinese supervision.
Later, in the wake of widespread disturbances in 1919 and 1920 following a national
uprising in Korea, Japanese troops entered the area. After their withdrawal in 1922, in
addition to the consular and branch offices originally in position, thirteen new “police
stations” in new locations were left in place.™ The dense Japanese police presence in the
area remained a source of friction between China and Japan down to the Manchurian
Incident.

The Korean communities in Manchuria and North China were also organized
under the administration of Korean Associations (Chosenjin kai ¥8 £ A\ & ) ultimately
controlled by the Japanese consuls.” The consuls who watched over these communities
(and in the Jiandao region the consul was also a functionary of the Sotokufu in Korea)
were deeply involved in supervisory problems with regard to the Korean settlers, To
make matters worse, a significant number of the resident Koreans were also futei Senjin
or, in Chong-sik Lee’s translation of the phrase, “recalcitrant Koreans.” Korean activists,
for example, attacked the consular police dormitory at Hailong in 1932, seriously
wounding four men.”™ But in general consuls seem to have been plagued far more
seriously with problems relating to the agricultural settlement and economic activities of
the Koreans.

The Koreans in Manchuria were originally celebrated for bringing wet rice
cultivation into the Northeast. Through diligent work on low-lying, hitherto-unused, and
moist areas, they opened up new land. In 1923, 30% of their agriculture was wet-rice
farming. Their success, however, brought new problems which increased communal
tensions in the areas they settled. Chinese landlords began to take back lands developed
by Korean settlers, and increasingly irrigation waters became disputed between contiguous
Chinese and Korean settlements.”

The other cash crop Koreans cultivated in great quantity was the opium poppy.
An enormous amount of Korean opium cultivation, starting in 1917, centered in Jilin

7 Havashi, Manshii jihen. p. 85. “Police stations™ (keisatsukan hashuisujo % B8 &k H BT ) are
often called “police boxes™ in the English texts. but they had to be more elaborate than
contemporary Japanese domestic kdhan 3 F

" The best information on Korean communities is in Chdsen sétokufu naimukyoku shakaika Bf #%
MEIFNE R R comp.. Manshii ovobi Shiberia chihé ni okeru Chésenjin jijo i ¥8
Ky~ 7 ih 58 & A 0 & (The Conditions of Koreans in Manchurian and Siberian
Locales) (Seoul: Keijd insatsusho. 1923). For the text of the charters of these associations, see pp.
191-244

7 Oka. interview. A fascinating oral account of a Korean patriot's experience in Manchuria, both
as a down-and-out bum and as a resistance fighter, has been recorded by two Japanese scholars.
Omura Masuo F #1 2§ 3¢ and Nanri Tomoki B8 B #1 4 . eds.. Kim Hvon-p'vo € B8 #44, Aru ko-
Nichi undéka no kiseki: futei Senjin no shogen 2 A3 B IR DEFE : R E2EHEADHT
(The Miracle of an Anti-Japanese Activist: Testament of a Recalcitrant Korean) (Tokyo: Ryiikei
shosha. 1978).

™ Manshii oyobi Shiberia chihé ni okern Chdsenjin. pp. 122-140.



province in Manchuria. Koreans operated the illicit business of opium trafficking into both
China and Russia, causing a rise in living standards and the rise of many new secondary
businesses.*” The establishment of Koreans and other Japanese drifters in illicit business
marked the beginning of what would later become official traffic in the 1930s. With the
establishment of Manchukuo, opium traffic was legalized and put into colonial hands."
Many other commodities, in addition to drugs, were smuggled into China. In the mid-
1930s, there was also a great illicit business in smuggling silver out of China which
exacerbated the harmful effects for the Chinese economy of the US policy of increasing
the exchange rate of silver.® For Japanese consuls, then, the rising problems of communal
strife and increasing volume of contraband traffic in their jurisdictions stemmed in no small
part from the Korean presence. These problems were ticking time bombs which did go off
on the eve of the Manchurian Incident.

Horiuchi Tateki #F PJ =+ 5% , when Consul-General in Tianjin in 1936, attempted
to take action against the large numbers of “bad Koreans” (furyo Senjin A~ B £ A )7
He recognized that

among certain militarv circles, there were those who proclaimed openly that these “bad
Koreans™ had to be protected because thev were the forerunners of the expansion of
Japanese rights and privileges. considering them to be necessary by-products of
increasing Japanese expansion of power.*

But he nevertheless devised a scheme to relocate these Koreans on land to be reclaimed
for paddy rice farmung, their special talent (rokui 18 & ). In his scheme, 1000 households
would be resettled under Gaimushd guidance. Horiuchi remained in Tianjin long enough
to see one hundred such families relocated, but his successor in office had little interest in
continuing the project.

This example illustrates how far a consul might take his responsibilities in
managing a resident Korean community. Horiuchi, in this experiment, was fighting the
mainstream Japanese sentiment around him, as he would continue to do throughout the
1930s, whether assigned to a position in Tokyo or in China. Diplomats like Horiuchi and
Ishii became used to holding minority opinions about Japanese activities in China long
before violent Japanese expansion began.

“ Ibid. . pp. 163-172.

81 Sangvo gvoseiken FE 2 17 I . ed., Jigai hbken teppai no jisseki Y S BB O B &
(The Attainment of the Abrogation of Extraterritoriality) (Manchukuo, 1937), pp. 211-21.

52 Wang Xi. “A Test of the Open Door Policy: America’s Silver Policv and Its Effects on East
Asia. 1934-1937." in Akira Irive and Warren Cohen. eds., American. Chinese and Japanese
Perspectives on Wartime Asia. 1931-1939 (Wilmington, Delaware: Scholarly Resources, 1990),

especially pp. 36-39.
¥ Horiuchi, Chiigoku no arashi no naka de, pp. 105-08.

© Ibid.. p. 106.
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The most famous incident involving Koreans, and the only one to bring to light the
problem in accounts of the Manchurian Incident, was the Wanbaoshan Incident of 1931 %
Like the Nakamura Incident, the negotiations over this incident dragged on with no
resolution before the events of September 18th intervened. The cause lay in the classic
problems of Korean agriculture: disputes over the rights of Koreans to lease land and over
their rights to community water *

In Wanbaoshan, an area in the consular jurisdiction of Changchun, Chinese brokers
“leased” an area of several thousand hectares of low-lying ground from Chinese landlords
and, relying on illicit methods, next sublet it to over a hundred Koreans for development
of paddy rice fields. In the spring of 1931, the Koreans began the reclamation process by
building irrigation channels from the nearby river to the site. This work was nearly
completed, with cooperative county officials looking the other way about the regulations,
when three or four local landlords sent a protest petition to the provincial authorities.
Their actions were prompted by a breakdown in financial negotiations over kickbacks with
the Chinese brokers involved. Once set in motion, however, the local and provincial
authorities reversed their tacit recognition of the irrigation project and ordered the work
halted.

Despite provincial requests for halting the work, Changchun Consul Tashiro
responded by insisting that since the irrigation facilities were nearly completed, and the
reclamation of the land was of benefit to a wider population than just the Koreans, he
would oppose the Chinese position. The landlords next aroused the local Chinese
populace with their claims that the irrigation work would result in flooding of the river,
and tensions grew so great that Tashiro sent in several consular police in plain clothes.
Provincial authorities countered by sending over seventy policemen into the area, and the
two nations’ forces bristled at a stand-off while Korean work slowly progressed under
their vigilant eyes.

Negotiations to settle the incident next shifted from the level of Consul Tashiro
and local authorities to the provincial capital, where Consul-General Ishii Itard took over
Japanese representation. Tashiro had taken a hardline approach to the problem which Ishii
felt could not now be substantially altered, though he personally felt the Koreans had
violated Chinese water rights * Hayashi felt the negotiations dragged on because of Ishii’s
lack of enthusiasm for his new assignment.® Just as in the Nakamura Incident, the two
sides deadlocked over investigations which could not find a common point of view. In
early July, a violent communal conflict broke out between the local Chinese and Japanese,
although resulting in only lightly wounded victims. However, this incident immediately

" For example. Yoshihashi. Conspiracy at Mukden. pp. 143-44.

8 My version of the events is drawn from Seki Hiroharu, pp. 352-56; Havashi, pp. 97-107; Ishii
Itard, pp.160-61.

87 Ishii, p. 160. Tashiro would later aid the Guandong Army as it occupied Manchuria and his
name would be associated with reform diplomats in the 1930s.

% Havashi, p. 101.



fanned reprisals in Korea itself, where Koreans attacked resident Chinese in “Chinatowns”
and other areas in several cities, killing several hundred. The Wanbaoshan Incident thus
helped set the stage for popular domestic Korean support for the action of the Manchurian
Incident. In turn, anti-Japanese incidents also flared up in areas all around China in the
summer of 1931

Hayashi tried desperately, between a slowly responding Tokyo and obstinate
Chinese authorities, to resolve the incident diplomatically, but by August it was also too
late for any rice planting that year. Talks at all levels ended in failure, and the Guandong
Army reaped the benefits of aroused Japanese and Korean indignation, some of it aimed at
the Gaimushd, when it moved in September.

In China and Manchuria, the Japanese consul was the sole Japanese administrator
responsible for the welfare and behavior of the Korean communities. This proved to be an
impossible task, and most consuls could only close their eyes to the problems. A few
sought solutions, but the increasing Korean population also meant that Japan’s informal
empire was becoming more and more unmanageable as time went on.

Conclusions

This essay has presented a picture of the Japanese consul’s role in treaty port
imperialism in prewar China. Japan’s informal empire in China encompassed many
Japanese agencies and interest groups, but the legal arbiter or center of extraterritorial
privilege was the consul. Gaimusho diplomats posted to this job brought with them their
institutional pride and training which greatly aided them in coping with the many
irregularities of this office in China.

The Gaimushd, throughout prewar history, protested that consulates could not be
turned into colonial offices. In China, the distinction between the treaty port consulate
and an outright colonial administrative office might on some points be confusing, but
nonetheless Gaimusho consular officials steadfastly insisted on one, resisting the demands
and actions of a host of their own national agencies and interest groups to further
encroach on Chinese sovereignty. In reality, of course, the erosion of the consular
authority from these competing agencies over time greatly aided the move to formal
empire in the 1930s. Prior to the 1930s, however, this erosion--that is, increasing
Japanese encroachment on China’s sovereign rights--had greatly alarmed both Chinese
nationalists and the Western powers, who were seeking to end the system altogether, at
least partly due to the Japanese subversion of it. In a vicious spiral of cause and effect,
this threat to the status quo of treaty port imperialism hastened Japanese expansionists to
undertake the outright occupation of part of China in 1931
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