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Abstract

Between 1368 and 1841 — almost five centuries rethvere only two wars between China, Korea,
Vietnam, and Japan. These Sinicized states craftdade relations with each other, and most of the
violence and instability arose between these statdshe nomadic peoples to the north and west of
China and Korea. Building on the “new sovereigngSearch in international relations, | argue that
the status quo orientation of China and establidimehdaries created a loose hierarchy within
anarchy that had much to do with the period of pe&8uilt on a mix of legitimate authority and
material power, the China-derived internationaleorgrovided clear benefits to secondary states,
and also contained credible commitments by Chirtaaexploit secondary states that accepted its
authority. Korean, Vietnamese, and even Japané&es ebnsciously copied Chinese institutional
and discursive practices to craft stable relatiarith China, not to challenge it. International
systems based on legitimacy and hierarchy are najua to early modern East Asia, and
incorporating these insights into our theories mtelinational society has implications for the
contemporary world as well.



War and Peace in Early Modern East Asia:
Hierarchy and Legitimacy in International Systems

From 1368 to 1841 — from the founding of the Mingnasty to the arrival of Western
powers in Asia — there were only two wars betwe@&m& Korea, Vietnam, and Japan: China’s
invasion of Vietnam (1407-28), and Japan’s invasadnKorea (1592-98). These four major
territorial and centralized states developed stapémceful, and long-lasting relations with each
other. The more powerful these states became, tire stable were their relations. China was
clearly the dominant military, cultural, and econorpower in the system, and it had written the
international “rules of the game,” but its goalsl diot include expansion against its established
neighboring states. These smaller states emulatdde§: practices and to varying degrees
explicitly accepted Chinese centrality in the regiblow did these four states craft such stable and
peaceful relations for over five centuries?

Building on the “new sovereignty” research in im@iional relations, | argue that the status
guo orientation of China and established boundamieated a loose hierarchy within anarchy that
had much to do with the period of peace. Thaths, ¢ulmination of successful state-building
produced a remarkably enduring and stable peaceh @mistatus quo orientations and resolution of
border conflicts has led to peace in contemporamppge. Built on a mix of legitimate authority and
material power, the China-derived Confucian intéomal system provided a normative social
order, clear benefits to secondary states, andcalstained credible commitments by China not to
exploit secondary states that accepted its aughdritis order was explicitly and formally unequal,
but informally equal: secondary states were naivwadld to call themselves equal with China, yet
had substantial latitude in their actual behavi@ina stood at the top of the hierarchy, and there
was no intellectual challenge to the rules of theng until the 19 century and the arrival of the
Western powers. Korean, Viethamese, and even Jegaeltes consciously copied Chinese

institutional and discursive practices in part tafcstable relations with China, not to challeitge



This central claim does not imply, however, thatlence was rare in East Asia. There was
plenty of violence, but it tended to occur betwdgmna and the semi-nomadic peoples on its
northern and western borders, not between Chinatlemdther Sinicized statésn this way, |
extend lain Johnston’s (1995) pioneering work alibatsources of Chinese grand strategy, where
he identifies two deeply enduring Chinese worldwethat encompass central paradigmatic
assumptions about the nature of conflict, the itadiity of violence, and the enemy. Calling one
“Confucian,” and the other “parabellum,” he arguist China and nomads operated in a
parabellum strategic culture that, “[views] the tbesy of dealing with security threats is to
eliminate them through the use of foréeret important as Johnston’s work is, he does ddtess
a key issue: why those threats arose mainly frolora®n China’s northern and western frontiers,
instead of arising from powerful states to the east south such as Korea, Japan, and Vietnam.
These Sinic states, which shared China’s “Confticirlidviews, had far more stable and peaceful
relations with ChinaEarly modern East Asia — like #&entury Europe — operated in two very
different international societies based on two edéht sets of rules: one which included the
Sinicized states; and a different set of rules thgtlated relations with the “uncivilized” nomadic
world 2 This paper does not attempt an explanation fon€g-nomad conflict, but instead focuses
on explaining the lack of violence between the fBinic states’

This research is theoretically important for foaasons. First, the early modern East Asian
experience suggests that hegemony can be associtkdpeace across regions, and that
international stability may not be a function ordy the contemporary era, such as fRax

Britannica in the 19th century and tHeax Americandong peace after 1945After all, much of

! An extraordinary diversity of peoples, culturesd polities existed on the northern steppes, andxpositional ease |
refer to these in the text as “nomads,” althoughtémm is far from satisfactory.

2 Johnston 1995, x.

% Keene (2002) argues that nineteenth century Eun@seoperating in the context of two very differariernational
societies: There was one set of rules that apphi¢khde European states and there was a very ditfess of rules that
regulated Europe's relations with the outside “vlized” world.

* China-nomad relations have been the focus of ektemesearch, including Wright 2002; Perdue 200&ars 2001;
Crossley 1997, 2006; Barfield 1989; Jagchid and @811989; Khazanov 1984.

® Owen 1994, Waltz 1990, Singer and Wildavsky 1993.



world history has involved hegemons building hiehgrand establishing order, and studying these
relations in different historical contexts promisedruly universalize our theories and our evidenc
Second, legitimate authority was as important asmaterial power in the constitution and stability
of the system itself. Leadership and hegemony résarh a combination of inspiration, coercion,
and incentives, and all are important factors. dhif contemporary states also care about
legitimacy in addition to power, then merely delsitrg the world according to its power polarity is
unlikely to explain the cause of potential confliEbr example, while most scholarly discussion
about China’s rise has focused on whether the balahpower can remain stable, perhaps just as
important is whether China finds the current U.@nthated order to be legitimate, and whether
other major powers accept China’s place in thagidtd

Finally, international relations scholars have édygverlooked East Asia as they search for
theoretical ideas and evidence. For example, A&oadberg’s famous 1994 article compared
modern Asia to the past 500 years of European rgistoncluding that, “for better or for worse,
Europe’s past could be Asia’s futureYet we know little about East Asian history itselhis
paper attempts to de-universalize political analysiecause close examination reveals that the
European experience was neither first, nor wasiitarsal® As Susanne Rudolph has observed,
“there appeared to be one race, and the West hawigsthe tape at the finish line for others to
break.” Few scholars have taken East Asia on its own temdsnot as a reflection of Europe, and
few have crafted theories that can explain Easa Asiit actually wa¥.

It is difficult in one essay to comprehensivelyatdiss the Confucian world order and its
manifestation through the tribute system in foatet over five centuries. Instead, | will examine
four key features that highlight the nature of lystem and the way in which it mediated conflict

among the actors: a hierarchy within anarchy thasgibed certain subordinate state behavior and

® Goh 2007.

’ Friedberg 1993/1994, p. 7.

8 Kaufman et al., 2007; Osiander 2001.

° Rudolph 2007, 2; Buzan and Acharya 2007.
10 Exceptions are Johnston 1995; Hui 2004.



provided a purpose to the social order; benefitetmndary states that ensured their participation
the system; credible Chinese commitments not tdoéxpecondary states, and China’s goal for

legitimacy and recognition, not material gainsitsnposition at the top of the hierarchy.



I. Hierarchy and Legitimacy in International System

It is increasingly accepted that, “every internaéibsystem or society has a set of rules or
norms that define actors and appropriate behaviowhich Christopher Reus-Smit calls the
“elementary rules of practice that states formul@tesolve the coordination and collaboration
problems associated with coexistence under andréhywo increasingly studied aspects of
systems are hierarchy, and the incorporation afilegte authority as well as material power in the
constitution of international orders.

Recent research on the “new sovereignty” in intéonal relations has increasingly posited
the existence of hierarchies within an anarchierimtional systent Hierarchy is an external
restriction imposed on a state, what David Lakdscah “authority relationship — a form of
hierarchy within systemic anarch}*That is, one state cedes to another state the tglcontrol,
over an action. Hierarchy is not an absolute, batrange from minimal authority, such as a sphere
of influence, to complete hierarchy, such as a &rempire. Wendt and Friedheim note that,
“control can range from proscribing a particuladi@o while still permitting significant local
autonomy...which define behavioral expectationsefich party*® Although the extent of hierarchy
may vary by situation, scholars are increasingbepting the possibility that authority relationship
will exist within international orders.

A stable hierarchy requires three components: @alsocder that legitimizes the system,
benefits to secondary states that ensures theicipation, and a credible commitment on the part
of the dominant state not to exploit the secondstates if they accept the dominant state’s

authority’® That is, crafting a set of norms and rules that\dewed as legitimate by secondary

" Krasner 2001, 173.

12 Reus-Smit 1997, 557; Ruggie 1983.
13 Weber 2000; Paul 1999.

1% ake 2003, 311.

15 Wendt and Friedheim 1995, 697.

16 Lake 2006, 28.



states is an integral task for the dominant stBtpecially in systems in which one state has
preponderant material power, “the most durable rorslene in which there exists a meaningful
consensus on the right of the hegemonic stateaih ks well as the social purposes it projetts.”

Thus hierarchy is not merely based on the relatiwercive capabilities of states, but involve
legitimate authority, as well. As David Lake argugsire coercive commands — of the form ‘do

this, or die’ — are not authoritative. Authority lagons must contain some measure of
legitimacy...and an obligation, understood by hmatties, for B to comply with the wishes of A"

It follows that dominant states, like individualatiers, lead through a combination of
bullying, bribing, or inspiring® Even in hegemonic orders, lkenberry and Kupchate rbat
although material incentives are one way that hegesnassert control over other nations, “the
exercise of power — and hence the mechanism thregth compliance is achieved — involves the
projection by the hegemon of a set of norms and #mbrace by leaders in other natiofi.”
Although coercion can substitute for legitimacycertain instances and for a short while, they are
both intertwined, as well. Legitimacy is strongenem backed by coercive capacity, and coercion
seen as legitimate is also more effective. For g@amn the contemporary world there have been
concerns about a loss of U.S. legitimacy abroad, lam Hurd notes that, “there is a striking
consensus in IR theory that American power is eoddnwhen it is seen by other states as
legitimate. ™
The links between material power and legitimacy@maplex, and neither is likely to exist

in its pure form. While legitimacy is a form of pewitself, it derives from the values or norms that

a state projects, not necessarily merely from itdary might and economic wealth. As Lake notes,

" Mastanduno 2003, 145.

181 ake 2003, 304.

19 Samuels 2003; Lebow 2008; Wohlforth forthcoming.
2 |kenberry and Kupchan 1990, 283; Gilpin 1981.

# Hurd 2007, 194.



“despite their clear analytic differences, politieaithority and coercion are hard to distinguish in
practice...there is no ‘bright line’ separatingséwo analytic concepts, and | offer none héte.”

In addition to a social purpose, secondary staesdrbelievable assurances from the
dominant state that it will not abuse its positaord exploit smaller states. There has been ex&nsiv
research on the problem of crafting credible comraiits in international relations, but | focus here
on one key task — setting mutually recognized bstfeClear boundaries between states are a good
indicator of their status quo orientation towardteather. In this way, borders are “political diegd
[that are] the result of state building,” and theg a useful indicator of a state’s acceptancéef t
status qug? Yet borders are not mere functionally rationalistitutions designed to communicate
preferences — they also inherently assume theeexistof two parties that recognize each other’s
legitimate right to existence. Demarcation of armary is thus a costly signal that a state intends
stable relations with a neighbor, and Wendt anddfim note, “Recognizing the sovereignty of
subordinate states imposes certain restraints onindmt states® while Beth Simmons notes that,
“when they are mutually accepted, [borders] drafific reduce external challenges to a
government's legitimate authority...and clarify astebilize transnational actors’ property rights.”

Viewing international systems in this way providesnew lens on many ideas in the
international relations literature. For examplethbpower transition theory and research on status
quo or revisionist states see satisfaction withetkisting system as a key element of stabffitiain
Johnston and others have defined a status quoadab@e that accepts the “formal and informal
rules of the major institutions in the internatibsgstem,” and also accepts the distribution of

power in the systerff. Although much attention has been paid to whethstate is comfortable

22| ake 2007, 53. See also Hurd 1999.

% Fearon 1995.

% Baud and Van Schendel 1997, 214; Adelman and A899; Batten 2003.
% Wendt and Friedheim 1995, 704.

%6 Simmons 2005, 827. See also Fravel 2005.

27 Organski and Kugler 1980.

% Johnston 2003, p. 11.



with its relative power, just as important is ats® acceptance of the rules of the game and its
position within those rule§®

In sum, hierarchy involves some proscription on phaet of the subordinate state, and also
involves a set of legitimate norms, or rules of ¢fagne, provision of benefits to secondary states,

and a credible commitment from the dominant statdamexploit secondary states.

[I. Why Early Modern East Asia?

In a “brush-clearing” study such as this, intendednap the initial contours of a large,
relatively understudied region over many centuriess important to be self-conscious about the
scope and limits of inquiry. We should avoid makismgeeping claims that present either an
unbroken chronological continuity or an encompasgi@ographic component. When studying East
Asia, it is sometimes seductive to claim that b&brais immutable, permanent, and unchanging
from the ancient mists of time up to the preseat &t East Asia has changed as much as any
other part of the world: some traits have histdrizts, others do not, and all are constantly
evolving depending on circumstance, situation,itusbnal constraints, political and economic
exigencies, and a host of other factors. Therei%eternal China” existing unchanging outside of
time, space, and dimension, nor was there a omef& all model of diplomacy that has been
applied identically in every situation since tinmnnemorial. The Confucian order and the tribute
system evolved over centuries and were selectivedyg in different times and places by different
actors. Thus, it is critically important to avoitnglistic research by carefully deciding what is an
appropriate geographic and chronological era tdystand to be aware that an explanation for one

era is not meant to apply across all history ahtegions.

29 Legro 2007; Kugler 2006.



Chronologically, | focus on the Ming and Qing Cleredynasties up to the Opium wars
between the U.K. and China (1368-1841) — early modeast Asia —because it represents the
culmination of centuries of state building in EAsia, and the East Asian international system was
at its most complete and developed. This study male attempt to explain earlier historical
periods, such as thd'Zentury Tang dynasty, nor does it explain the land uneven evolution of
the East Asian international system. The tributtesy was never universally nor similarly applied,
and there were variations and exceptions throughmtiory, but its most complete manifestation
occurred during the time studied in this es¥ay.

Geographically, this essay focuses on the four mémicized states — China, Korea
Vietnam, and Japan. | do not explain China-nomé&dioas, nor other complex and vibrant regions,
such as Southeast Asia, which were influenced tiainas much as Chinese idéas.

Perhaps the greatest contrast to this early moglernvere the three centuries preceding it,
which witnessed the breakdown of central controlChina, the Mongol Yuan invasions, and
widespread instability throughout the regiirret at the same time, the Yuan set the stagenfor t
subsequent five centuries by reestablishing “cémé@, unified rule in China, laying the foundation
for the provinces of modern China...and restorirgingle tax and legal system on the countfy.”
Each era merits study in its own right, but it msportant to carefully explore one epoch before
beginning comparisons, and to avoid careless ceioria and dubious claims: what was true for
early modern East Asia may not have been true lamiin earlier.

China, Korea, Vietham, and Japan were centraligemitorial units with a bureaucratic
apparatus separate from society that conductedafamternational relations with each other, and
for whom international recognition as a legitimai@ion was an important component of their

existence (table 1). These Sinic states constittitednner core of the Chinese-dominated system

%0yun 1998.

3! Lieberman 2003; Abu-Lughod 1991.
32 Rossabi 1983.

¥ Crossley 2008, 7.



where Chinese cultural, economic, and politicaluefce was direct and pervasive, although they
retained their own unique indigenous cultures, &fl.\irhese states are recognizably the same
political units today, and more importantly, weeeagnizable to each other at the time. As Karen
Wigan notes:

Compared to most countries in the late twentietiturg...China, Korea, and Japan
are among the most venerable nations in the waltdpugh their boundaries have
shifted over time, and the style of their imaginimgs been continually debated, the
notion of nationhood has resonated long and deejlly the majority of each
country’s inhabitants...this sense of region isteuifferent from what might be
encountered elsewhere in Eurasia or Africa, wheational space is often
complicated...by cross-cutting affiliations fronc@onial or pre-colonial past.

Table 1. East Asian States and Their Dynastié¢&td39" Centuries

1300 | 1400 | 1500 1600 | 1700 | 1800
China 1368-1644: Ming 1644-1911: Qing
Japan 1333-1573: Ashikaga 1600-1868: Tokugawa

Korea 1392-1910: Cham

Vietham | 1225-1400: Tran| Le: 1428-1778 (Trinh and Nguyd&iguyen: 1792
factions: 1543-1778) 1883

These four states were centrally administered lngraic systems, with Korea and Vietnam
particularly emulating the Chinese mod&Although this is most clearly reflected in thebtrie
status of Korea and Vietnam, emulation was muchentborough than that. They developed
complex institutional structures and a civil seevigith “embryonic bureaucracies, based upon clear
rules, whose personnel were obtained independenthereditary social claims, through national
meritocratic civil service examinationd>Both Korea and Vietnam also borrowed Chinese ipalit
institutions such as the six ministries and statencil, and they both also experienced a “Neo-

Confucian revolution” in the 1% century, when scholars imposed their ideas abwoapep

3 Wigan 1999, 1187.
35 Woodside 2001.
3¢ Woodside 2006, 1; Lieberman 2003, 341; Karnow 1947.



government and society over the objections of tilgamy class. With the founding of the Korean
Chosin dynasty and the intensification of neo-Confucmmactices, “scholar-officials...became
directly involved in policymaking at all level§”These institutional forms were in existence many
centuries earlier and were inherited by the po$i9lgates for further development and application.
This form of government included a calendar, lagguand writing system, bureaucratic system,
and educational system, and was derived from tlieeSa experienc®.

Of the major states in early modern East Asia, ddyza the most complex relations with
China. Japan was clearly a state as early as"theetury, but the Chinese influence — although
constant and powerful — was mitigated and haddasspact in Japan than in Korea or Vietnam. A
scholarly consensus has developed over the pastywears that, “Premodern ‘Japan’ is not a
figment of the essentializing modern imaginatidnvas a real country with real boundaries, yet it
was never isolated from the world aroundt.Although central control broke down during the
warring states eraséngoku 1467-1568), “the idea of ‘Japan’ as a single ¢ouremained fairly
strong.”® Indeed, at no time did any of the potential rulatsempt to create a shogunate
independent of the emperor syst&nAs Mary Berry points out, “the heads of the shages
adhered to the principles of rule associated wWithiimperial state: that the emperor was head of a
united country ruled by law under a central adntiat®n.™? The only issue was who would be the
most powerful actor, not who would reign: one mighy that there was a Japanese state, but it was
a politically dysfunctional one.

Hideyoshi conducted a national land survey and emyginted a national system of taxation
in the late 16 century. The Tokugawa bakufu (1600-1868) contintied centralizing trend.

Although there remained important exceptions totredimed power, the bakufu had complete

3" Deuchler 1992, 292.

38 Woodside 1998.

39 Howell 2004/05, 760; Batten 2003; Hall 1966; Yanuaay 1990, 11.
“0Batten 2003, 42.

1 Steenstrup 1991, 239; Grossberg 1981, 2.

“2Berry 1982, 15.



authority in foreign affairs, military matters, dool of the currency and national highway system,
and over the religious life of Japaff Land registers, maps, and a national census were
implemented continuously from 1716 onward, and ittagrowth of state power was reflected in a
recentralization of authority**

In sum, this study focuses on an era when thegestates had successfully emerged in East
Asia. | make no attempt to explain the grand swefkhistory, nor to explain the variation that

occurred in the space between India and Russia.

[ll. Measuring East Asian Wars

Was East Asia really as peaceful as | claim? Sarhelars emphasize the violence in early
modern East Asia, claiming the Ming dynasty engagedver 300 wars during its existeriten
addition, a dominant strand of Korean identity gstssof a “master narrative” depicting the Korean
experience as “one of almost incessant foreignriions.®® However, a number such as “300
wars” requires more careful categorization. All i@mhéc systems are potentially violent, all states
use force when they deem it effective, and earlgeno East Asia was no exception.

Measurement of wars is no simple task. AlthoughGberelates of War project has defined
war as ‘sustained combabetween/among military contingents involving sabsial casualties
(with the criterion being a minimum of 1,000 batitkeaths),” such distinctions are almost
impossible to make in premodern tinfés\ot only were there rarely any counts of battlatts,
sharp distinctions between states and non-statesaist difficult, and many political units such as
Mongol tribes rarely had written documents, resgltin an over-reliance on Chinese sources

simply because they are available.

3 Toby 2001, 202.

*4 Batten 2003, 44.

> Zundorfer 2004.

“*® Duncan 2002, 432.

4" Sarkees, Wayman, and Singer 2003, 58; Gleditsah 2002.



Yet we must begin somewhere, and the most compseleerecord of Chinese use of force
is the Zhongguo lidai zhanzheng nianbig€hronology of Wars in China Through Successive
Dynasties.f? This chronology lists 336 external Chinese usefmfe between 1368 and 1841, or
more than one every two yedfsThe PLA counts incidents by year, and often wasteld over a
number of years. For example, the PLA lists Chirsalgport of Korea during the Japanese invasion
of 1592-98 as four separate incidents.

| examined all Chinese uses of force from the faougaf the Ming dynasty in 1368 to the
Opium wars between the U.K. and China in 1841, wthenchanging international system resulted
in the breakdown of the China-dominated East Agagter. After listing the year and a brief
description of the conflict, | then coded two basategories: which political units were involved,
and what type of conflict they fought. | coded four general types of political units:

1. Conflict with “nomads,” which included all the ptiis to the west and north of China,
including Tibetan polities as well as the rangeMaingol, Khitan, and other peoples on the
steppe

2. Wakaq or pirate raids

3. Conflict between the Sinic states of Japan, Koviéetham, and China

4. “Non-Chinese” conflicts or diplomatic initiativesych as Zheng He’s voyages.
| coded six general types of conflicts:

1. Border skirmishegthat resulted in fewer than 1,000 battle death&/@re not intended as
conquest)

2. Interstate WargChinese involvement in wars of conquest or majobilizations)

3. Pirate raids

4. Non-Chinese conflictthat did not involve Chinese dynasties, or Chirdépomacy

5. Internal conflict(farmer’s riots, rebellions, mutinous provincidficials, etc.)

6. Regime consolidatiowhere one dynasty was establishing control

Following the “Correlates of War” project, | codednflict as a “border skirmish” when

there were fewer than 1,000 battle deaths, or vihertonflict was a result of local conditions not

“8 PLA 2003. To supplement and extend the databased a number of other sources, chief
among these Kohn 1999.

9 The entire dataset in English, created from thbais translation of th&hongguo lidai zhanzheng nianbjadong
with a detailed discussion of different sourcesy @ measure wars in East Asia, and caveats alsing &@LA sources,
is available at the author’'s website (xxx...).



aimed at major territorial expansion. Sometimesdhta contained an actual casualty count, but
often there was none. In that case, a qualitatidgment was made based on the evidence at hand.
For example, instances of border skirmishes incltiee rescue of Chinese envoys to Burma
detained by a local chieftan on the border in 140&hinghai tribe’s theft of tribute intended for
China which resulted in a Chinese attack in 143Chmese attack on Tartars in 1546 that resulted
in 27 Tartar deaths; and a Tartar raid on Liaoyiangputhern Manchuria in 1563 that was repulsed
by the Chinese with a loss of 75 Tartar lives dreldapture of 50 horses.

Conflicts coded as interstate war include Chinaipp®rt of Korea during the Japanese
invasion of 1592 with 100,000 troops; and Chinatsitelimination of four Zunghar Mongol tribes
and establishment of formal institutional contrblllovalley in 1757. Pirate raids include a 1372
attack bywakothat resulted in the Chinese capture of 12 baads180 people; andw&akoraid in
1552 that looted several villages in Huangyan Cpwamd escaped before Chinese troops could
retaliate.

Following again the “Correlates of War” projectetldecision when to code conflict as
“imperialism” and hence interstate war, and whenailb conflict “regime consolidation” and hence
internal conflict also depends on a qualitativegjuént as to when consolidation of control occurs.
For this dataset, | have used the accepted datethdostart and end of dynasties: before the
accepted date for the founding of a dynasty, | dodanflict between the old and new dynasty as
interstate war. After the date of dynastic transitil have judged the new dynasty to have effective
control, and all remaining conflicts between thevnand old dynasties are coded as regime
consolidation. Clearly, a more fine-grained catezgdion is possible, and certainly further research
will add detail to many of the incidents only bheanalyzed in the dataset. But as a first cut with
which to begin analysis, the database reveals dauof interesting findings:

Overall, the most stark distinction is the relatalesence of conflict between the Sinicized

states, and the relative prevalence of conflictveenh China and nomads on its north and western



borders. Only 12 out of 336 conflicts of any tyBes{ percent) involved China, Korea, Vietham, or

Japan (Table 2). When counting wars and not in¢sléPhina and Japan fought one war during this

time, and Vietnam and China also fought only one¥a

Table 2. Chinese Opponents, 1368-1841

Ming Dynasty

Type Number Percent
Conflict with nomads 200 71.94
Wako pirate raids 60 21.94
Sinic conflicts* 11 3.96
Non-Chinese/diplomatic| 7 2.52
Total 278 100.00
Qing dynasty

Conflict with nomads 52 89.66
Wako pirate raids 0 0.00
Sinic conflicts 1 1.72
Non-Chinese/diplomatic| 5 8.62
Total 58 100.00
Total, 1368-1841

Conflict with nomads 252 75.00
Wako pirate raids 60 17.86
Sinic conflicts 12 3.57
Non-Chinese/diplomatic| 12 3.57
Total 336 100.00

*Sinicized states = Japan,

Korea, Vietnam, and &hin

(Source: author’s dataset, based mainly on autti@rslation of PLA 2003; and Kohn 1999;
Perdue 2005; and Park 2006).

In contrast, 252 conflicts of all types occurredween China and nomads (75 percent).

Finally, pirate raids (60 cases) were five timetikedy as was conflict between the Sinic states.

The most prevalent type of conflict was skirmislaésng states’ frontier borders between

states and non-state actors such as nomads (Tiablé©8er 66 percent of uses of force (225 cases)

were border skirmishes on China’s northern and evestrontiers. For example, Ming Emperor

** The only previous Japanese use of force on theénesm came nine centuries earlier, in 663 AD, wiiang and Silla
crushed Yamato Japan forces sent to support Paekche
L van de Ven 1996, 737; Waley-Cohen 1996; Shu 1995.



Wanli (1573-1620), who sent troops to aid Koreairsgjahe Japanese, engaged in \tanli san
dazheng(three great wars of the Wanli emperor). The other “wars” were the suppression of a
mutiny on the northern frontier and eradication avf aboriginal chieftan in the southwest —
incidents typical of border maintenance but notrapphing major interstate war, and hence
designated as “skirmishes.” There were also ocnakigkirmishes along China’s southern border
involving Burma, Shan tribes, or other peoples, dsiFrederick Mote notes, “the southern frontier
truly presented no threats to the security of M@tgna, but troublesome disputes among unruly

peoples along that boundary often led to request€fiinese intervention.>®

Table 3. Type of Conflict, 1368-1841

Ming dynasty

Type Number Percent
Border skirmishes 192 69.06
Interstate war 26 9.35
Pirate raids 60 21.58
Non-China or diplomacy 13

Internal conflicts 264

Regime transition 23

Total non-internal use aof

force: 278 100.00
Qing dynasty

Border skirmishes 33 56.90
Interstate war 25 43.10
Pirate raids 0 0.00
Non-Chinese or diplomacy| 10

Internal conflicts 120

Regime transition 57

Total non-internal use qf

force 58

Totals, 1368-1841

Border skirmishes 225 66.96
Interstate war 51 15.18
Pirate raids 60 17.86
Total 336 100.00

(Source: author’s dataset, based mainly on authmafsslation of PLA 2003; Kohn 1999; Perdue
2005; and Park 2006).

52 Mote 1999, 611.



15.18 percent of conflicts (51 cases) could be idensd major wars, or wars of conquest.
These wars generally did not involve the Sinicestaand most of the incidents come from Qing
China’s 7-decade expansion into the western Xigjiarea at the expense of a number of Mongol
tribes such as the ZungharsSimilar to both the American and Russian contiakeekpansions,
Perdue concludes that the “Qing project was toiehte the ambiguous frontier zone and replace it
with a clearly defined border.>* Some former Ming tributaries in Tibet, northwest&hina and
Central Asia were conquered and eventually reorgahas new provinces (for example, Qinghai
and Xinjiang)®® The Qing dynasty asserted control over Tibet en1fith and kept it to the end, and
territory under direct Chinese administration priorthe 17th century was perhaps about half of
what it claims now.

Thus, the comparative “peacefulness” of early modeast Asia was limited to relations
among the major states, and even a conservatiessamsnt of Chinese military history reveals that
the large majority of conflicts were in fact bordskirmishes, and not major interstate war. The
stability and relative peacefulness of Chinese, eldar Viethamese, and Japanese relations is

striking, and is the puzzle that motivates thigagsh.

IV. The Social Order of the Confucian Order

By the 14" century, the Sinicized states had evolved a setilef, norms, and institutions
with China clearly the hegemon, which resulted lear hierarchy and very long peace. The rules
of the game and the hierarchy were explicitly dsfinThe surrounding states benefited from the

system, and conflict tended to occur not to chesikg Chinese power but rather as order within

>3 For example, George Childs Kohn (1999, 565) fiodly eight Chinese wars over the time period instjoe,
including the Manchu invasions of China and Kored border wars with Burma.

** perdue 2005, 520.

°° Giersch 2006.



China itself was decayimj.China appeared to have no need to fight, andebensiary powers no
desire to fight. The simple explanation for whysteystem was stable is that China was a status quo
hegemon, and the other states in the region knsw@ina had written the rules of the game for
international relations and was the source of n@dmyestic political and social institutions in the
region.

This Confucian international order in East Asia @npassed a regionally shared set of
formal and informal norms and expectations thatlgdirelations and yielded substantial stability.
With the main institution of the “tribute systentlie Confucian order emphasized formal hierarchy
among nations while allowing considerable informatiality.>” As long as hierarchy was observed,
and China recognized as dominant, there was htled for interstate war. Sinic states, and even
many nomadic tribes, used some of its rules antitutisns when interacting with each other.
Status as much as power defined one’s place irhidgrarchy: China sat highest, and secondary
states were ranked by how culturally similar thegrevto China — not by their relative power. This

social order also contained restraint by China, lzkfits to the secondary states.

1. Hierarchy: limits on secondary states

A key element of hierarchy is the proscription eftain behaviors by subordinate states.
These limits on behavior can involve both coercém legitimacy. In early modern East Asia,
although states were largely free to do as thegsel@, there were some limits on their actions.
Perhaps most significant was the explicit recognitihat China was at the top of the hierarchy.
Other states were not allowed to call themselveslegf China, although this had little impact on

their daily functioning.

%% Even the nomads valued Chinese stability, and Béars (2001, 8) notes that, “Nomadic confederacgesmed
best served by the preservation of a stable Chireggme.” See also Perdue 2005, 521.
>’ Keyes 2002; Fiskesjo 1999.



This proscription was formalized in two key elenteat tributary diplomacy: recognition by
China, known as “investiture,” and the sending mbassy envoys to Beijing. Investiture involved
explicit acceptance of subordinate tributary statrsd was a diplomatic protocol by which the
Chinese emperor recognized the status of the kinghutary states as the legitimate ruler of those
states’® Envoys to China followed numerous rituals and usedChinese calendar, marking events
such as birthdays or other significant events. dtitere and envoys were also practical, however —
embassies were frequently a means for extensiwde tkzetween China and tributaries, and
investiture was important both for domestic legdoy in the tribute state, as well as confirmation
of their status with China.

This hierarchy was rank-ordered, based in part@m bulturally similar these states were
with China. Korea and Vietnam were no stronger thegpan, but they were viewed more highly by
virtue of their relations to China and their manerbugh adoption of Chinese ideas, Korea being
seen as a “model” tributary.Vietnam first entered into a tributary relationshiith China upon its
independence in the $0century, and from that time on, “Song [Chinesdbms unquestionably
placed the Vietnamese kingdom at the top of a rghieal system of relationships with leaders
along the southern frontief® Wills notes that “the [Vietnamese] Le kings seegular tribute
embassies, were meticulous in the use of sealseaminology, and prepared their own tribute
memorials and accompanying documents in quite céaple literary Chinese”

There are other examples of behavioral limits. @hghose the formal name of Vietnam —
not the Vietnamese themselves — because the dritanze was identical to the historical name of a
Chinese province, and thus, “Viet Nam...one oftiest passionately cherished national names of

our times...was invented within the red walls of #orbidden City of Beijing.®> Korean court

8 Y00 2004.

9yun 1999; Choi 1997, 2005.
% Anderson 2007, 8.

51 wills n.d.

52 wills, n.d.



dress was also identical with the court dress efNfing dynasty officials, with the exception that

the dress and emblems were two ranks lower (imitherank scheme) in Koré&a.

Yet beyond these measures, China exercised littleéty over other states: “When envoys
bowed before the Chinese emperor, they were ircteffieknowledging theultural superiority of
the Chinese emperor, not tpslitical authority over their state§* Relations with China did not
involve much loss of independence, as these stasslargely free to run their domestic affairs as
they saw fit, and could also conduct foreign polingependently from Chin&. Indeed, China
simply did not "dominate” Korea during at least tmdlennia before 1900 — Korea was de facto
independent, and its Sinicization was most pronednghen Korean Neo-Confucians quite self-
consciously imposed that as an ideology on Korpartadrom whatever the Chinese might have
wanted®®

These states also replicated these rank-ordengindwn relations with other political units.
Korea, for example, explicitly ranked its relatiomgh other countries: various Mongol tribes were
rank 4, the Ryukyus rank %.Swope notes that, “when addressing states sudRyakyu they
[Korea] considered to be inferior in status withihe Chinese tributary system, they
implied...paramountcy. Japan they regarded as aalenr as an inferior depending upon the

occasion.®®

2. The social order and benefits to the secondary states

Michael Mastanduno points out that, “hegemony ifikety to endure if it is primarily

coercive, predatory, or beneficial only to the doamt state. In other words, leaders need

% That is, the court dress of a Rank | (the highaisk) Chosn official was identical to that of a Rank |1l affal at the
Ming court.

%% Smits 1999, 36.

%5 Son 1994; Kang 1997, 6-9.

% Thanks to Bruce Cumings for this point.

7 Robinson 2000; Kang 1997, 50-51

% Swope 2002, 763.



followers.”™® Incorporation into the Chinese world left the setary states free to pursue domestic
affairs and diplomacy with each other as they siwahd also brought economic and security
benefits at a cost lower than engaging in armssraceattempting to develop a counterbalancing
alliance against China. There were both materidl rmormative aspects to this order, among them
trade, domestic legitimacy, and “civilization.”

China’s strength allowed it to provide benefitslégser states that agreed to play by the
system’s rules. Given China’s economic and techgiokd dominance, surrounding states were
generally eager to trade with ChiffaRegional trade expanded with Chinese strength, and
contracted when China was weak. For example, #fierQing court established full control of
Taiwan in 1683, it lifted restrictions on shippibg Japan, and trade expanded dramatically, and
Deng estimates forty ships a year traded betweervib countrie$! China provided benefits to
lesser states that agreed to play by the systart€s,rand indeed tributary trade was a net loss for
the Chinese government. Gregory Smits notes titina, in effect, purchased the participation of
surrounding states by offering them incentive€. Trade served as a double-edged instrument of
system consolidation, for it facilitated not onlyra intense state-to-state interactions but also th
development of domestic state institutions. Theupecthat emerges is one in which early modern
East Asia involved an elaborate trading system,egwmd by laws and protocols, with states

attempting to control, limit, and benefit from tead

For neighboring states, Chinese recognition wa® as important domestic and
international signal. During times of domestic wyewhen authority was unclear, Chinese
recognition as rightful ruler was a powerful legitzing tool.”* Indeed, when Vietnamese, Korean,

or occasionally Japanese ruling houses were irsitran, one aspect of consolidation of political

% Mastanduno 2003, 145.
" Hamashita 1997.

" Deng 1998; Ishii 1998.
2 Smits 1999, 36.

¥ Hamashita 1997.

" Kang 1997, 18.



control involved investiture from China. This extal recognition of the rightful ruler sent a clear
signal to other potential political opponents abwtib was likely to succeed; in practical terms, it
gave the invested ruler access to China and thefibethat derived from tributary status.

Yet acceptance of Chinese hegemony was not mersigumental, it also involved a social
purpose. China essentially defined what was “@aiiion” in East Asia, and unlike the nomads,
who traded and fought with China but resisted caltemulation, Korea, Vietham, and even Japan
borrowed heavily from Chinese culture as well asnfiits economic and political institutions. This
cultural relationship included language, writingtedature and art, and political and social
institutions, in addition to the accepted norms auds for international relations focused on here.
Indeed, the Chinese cultural and social milieu egpidao more than mere international status as
observed through the tribute system. Like the eaggabf contemporary “modernity” with
Westphalian “westernization,” Chinese ideas had easurable impact on subordinate states’
domestic, as well as international, behavior. Kard Vietnam altered their own domestic social
and political arrangements based on the Chineseimod

These states sought to emulate Chinese practigethdre is little evidence that the aim was
to build up capabilities in order to match and reinChinese power. On the contrary, emulation
actually had the opposite effect of ramifying their@se-dominated order. Status was defined as
civilization, which essentially meant Chinese idaad institutions. Being Sinicized meant being a
“civilized” state, with deep links to the highestnters of learning and domestic institutions that
reflected that learning. These were solutions & weorld problems, but critically they were also
Chinesesolutions.

In Korea, for example, the Mongol invasions of &' century,wako pirate incursions
along the coast, and a resurgent Ming China migkiefprompted a full militarization of the new
14" century Chosn dynasty. Yet the opposite occurred — the neo-@maf revolution saw

Confucian scholars become increasingly influerdiadl the military increasingly marginalized, as



the new dynasty sought to establish domestic aaddrinternational stability. The founders of the
new Chosn dynasty were not outsiders rebelling againstsaabdished order — in fact, they came
from the educated elite — and their dissatisfactias driven by a desire to intensify Neo-Confucian
practices, not overturn thefm“To the social architects of early Ckims the adoption of ancient
Chinese institutions was not an arbitrary measuregtore law and order, but the revitalizatiorm of
link with the past in which Korea itself had a pioent part.”®

Regarding Vietnam, Whitmore notes that, “while ¥ietnamese violently rejected Ming
political control, these literati equated Ming misdwith modernity.*” Although the 15 century
Ming occupation was relatively short, it had a itagt effect on Vietham, hastening the
centralization and organization of the state. Liatan notes that the “Chinese model probably
appealed to the literati and to their royal patrbasause it promised a variety of practical begefit
Chinese bureaucratic techniques offered to curbiomagism in an unfavorable geographic
environment, [and] to strengthen central contraraecal units...” The complexity of emulation
and difference is reflected in famous Vietnamedwnalist poems from the 1and 1%' centuries.
These poems celebrated victories over China evete iey were written in Chinese using a
Chinese literary style, and used China as a basisléfining what was Vietnafi. As Brantly
Womack observes, “The Chinese court innovated efided its institutions and ideology to face
the challenge of preserving central order for thmmon good...[Vietnamese rulers] faced the same

problem, and China provided an agenda of ‘bestioes:" 2°

Thus, it was a mix of legitimate acceptance anmbmat calculation that motivated Korea
and Vietnam to lend their submission to China. Thets and benefits of incorporation into the

Chinese world created powerful incentives for state maintain good relations with China.

S Duncan 1988/89.

"8 Deuchler 1992, 107.
""\Whitmore 1997, 675.

8 ieberman 1993, 513.

¥ Vuving 2001; Taylor 1999, 151.
8 \wWomack 2006, 132-3.



Furthermore, few states felt threatened by Chinaj they desired Chinese stability. They
understood China’s goals, and worked within an angting set of largely Chinese norms and
practices, not against them. The legitimacy of tider played an important role in stabilizing
relations between actors. The explicit acceptanteCloina as dominant and the source of
civilization, and the norms embodied in the varimsitutions, were not mere window-dressing —
they were central to the conception of these stataesrging identities as influential and legitimate

political entities.

3. Commitment not to exploit

A key aspect of legitimate hierarchy is a credibbenmitment on the part of the dominant
state not to exploit the subordinate states. Thafi@man order provided a range of flexible
institutional and discursive tools with which teoéve conflicts without recourse to war, and a good
indicator of the stability in the system is tha¢ thorders between Korea, Japan, Vietham, and China
were relatively fixed, and did not significantlyastge during the five centuries under review.

By the 1" century, Korea and China had established the Weaér as their border, and it
was affirmation of this border and Korean acceptaottributary status in the $4century that
precluded a war between the new Ming Chinese am$i@hKorean dynasties: Near the beginning
of the Ming dynasty in 1389, the Ming had sent apeglition against the Kodydynasty (918-
1392) to recover territory that it alleged had beanexed by the Mongols, whom the Ming had
already driven from China. Kosydecided to fight the Ming over the demarcatiomhef border, and
it was this campaign, and General Yan§gye'’s unwillingness to fight it (preferring negion),
that led to the fall of Koy and, three years later, the creation of a new s".iyna:hoén.81 Yi
immediately opened negotiations with China, andMireg did indeed settle for Chas’s tributary

status. Significantly, in exchange for enteringitribute status with China, ChosKorea retained

81 Kim 2006; Roh 1993; Lee 2004: Ha 1994.



all territory previously held by Koty and relations between China and Korea were @odestable
for 250 years, with the two sides exchanging nuneenvoys and regularly trading.

By the 1%" century, Korea’s long northern border — along hbthYalu and Tumen rivers —
was essentially secure and peaceful, and theseivers have formed the border between China
and Korea ever since. The Changbaishan/Paektusanveas negotiated in 1713In the late
1880s, the Chinese reopened the issue of the bdnddye course of these negotiations, the Koreans
presented documents and maps from the 1710-13iatgo$ with which to document their case.
Rather than risk losing, the Chinese abandoneddletiation and never returned to the table, and

the Korean status quo stood (Figuré?1).

Figure 1. Korea’s border with China, 900-1720.
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Gari Ledyard notes that:

While the Koreans had to play the hand they wegdt diney repeatedly prevailed in
diplomacy and argument... and convinced China toea¢tfrom an aggressive
position. In other words, the tributary system dmiovide for -effective
communication, and Chinese and Korean officialdoppke from a common

Confucian vocabulary. In that front, the relatiopskvas equal, if not at times
actually in Korea's favdt*

Systemic stability seems to have been good forpigical regimes in each of these
Sinicized East Asian countries which, in comparatperspective, were remarkably long-lived.
Tellingly, this was the case even more for the weakates. The East Asian experience may be the
pacific obverse of “imperial overstretch.” Ratham being foolish for relying on bandwagoning
and regional diplomatic order rather than conssatitstrengthening and displays of resolve and
commitment, in retrospect these states appear caiitey>> Pamela Crossley noted that, “this set of
institutional and discursive practices providedideanrange of tools with which to mediate conflict
in East Asia.®

Of course, there was variation: Korea and Vietnamewnost comfortable with the Chinese-
oriented system, while Japan has always been moodliated about its relationship with China —
genuine cultural admiration, and yet a sense oasm@nd even competition. Yet Japan and Korea
certainly never allied together to balance Chinegneif at the beginning of the Imjin Wars China
deeply suspected that very possibility. It tookethrmonths of intense Korean diplomacy to
convince Ming China that Korea was not connivinghwidapan against Chifialt is doubtful a
balancing strategy would ever have occurred tostinaller states, because each had their own
separate relationship (tributary or not) with Chiaad China was the only pole in the East Asian

state system. Chos Korea had been so peaceful for two centuriesahdhe eve of the Imjin War

8 | edyard 2006.

8 Thanks to Greg Noble for this point.

8 Crossley, personal communication, February 158200
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of 1592, it had less than one thousand soldiefissientire army® After the Imjin War stability
returned, and Eugene Park notes that, “the lates®bhstate maintained an army no bigger than
what was dictated by internal security,” estimatitie Korean military in the 1B century

comprised only 10,000 “battle-worthy mefi.”

4. Legitimacy

Although dominant or hegemonic states can oftetogxgecondary states, China appears to
have wanted was legitimacy and recognition fromosdary states, not necessarily material
benefits such as wealth or power. As noted aboadetdid not necessarily favor China, and indeed
was often a net loss. Militarily, China was contemtcoexist with the Sinic states as long as they
were not troublesome. Yet recognition of China amithant was important, and a challenge to
legitimate authority was a key factor in the caasd resolution of the one war between China and
Vietnam during this time.

As noted previously, Vietnam had been a tributaayesof China since the ¥@entury, and
Vietnam and China demarcated their border in 10#Bich has remained essentially unchanged to
the present day’”® The Vietnamese and Chinese had agreed that “tle® Qiguyen and Guihua
prefectures [were] two sides of a ‘fixed bordegiangjie) region between the two statéd.A 15"
century Viethamese map shows the “official [route] Viethamese embassies traveling to the
Chinese capital of Beijing. Going north from thepital, the map... moves past the walled city of
Lang-son to the great gate on the Chinese borddirig into Guanxi Province® When China and
Vietnam signed their modern treaty in 1999 theyadrupon essentially this same border.

China had not initially had designs on colonizingtdam, the preceding four centuries had

seen a stable relationship between the two, aneeohdhe first Ming emperor Hongwu (r. 1368-
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1398) explicitly listed Vietham (along with Koredapan, and 12 other states) in his guidelines for
future generations as “not to be invaded.” Howeaéthough China had invested the Tran dynasty
(1225-1400) as rulers of Vietham, that dynasty ksttrol in the 1390s. A member of the Tran
royal family appealed to China for help in overtinog the usurper, and China initially sent troops
and an envoy merely to restore a Tran as king.pHngy was ambushed and wiped out just over the
border, at Lang-son. To avenge this humiliatioe, @hinese sent a punitive force of 215,000 into
Vietnam in 1406. After an easy victory, the Chineseperor made a “disastrous decision” to
incorporate Vietnam into Chirfd. The occupation failed after two decades, and tnrmefor
independence, Vietnam immediately re-entered intabate relationship with China in 1428 and
even helped ferry Chinese troops back home.

This incident, and the centuries of stability bedaweChina and Vietnam that both preceded
and followed it, reflect the legitimacy of the syist more than the military balance between the two
states. Had China wanted to conquer Vietnam byplgitacked the power to do so, we should find
Chinese court debates in the following centuriesualvhether to invade Vietnam, and arguments
about the futility of so doing. Yet during both thkng and Qing dynasties, the sporadic discussion
in the Chinese court about Vietham concerned “n6rexents about an accepted political actor,
not whether China could conquer Vietham. FurtheendrViethnamese independence were only a
function of military power, we should also find fiamese forces fortifying their border in an
effort to deter China, and Chinese troops prepaaimd) planning for an attack on Vietnam, yet this
was also not the case in the subsequent centuries.

Just as significantly, Vietham immediately entebettk into a tributary relationship with
China, and continued to send envoys to China oegalar basis until the late #&entury. Had
Vietnam’s independence been purely based on nyilpaiver, there is no reason for Vietham to

have conducted such elaborate rituals, nor to @fgliacknowledge China as dominant, nor to

% Chan 1988, 230.



continue sending scholars to study in China. Empasssions were a vital part of the tributary
relationship, and the Le dynasty (1428-1778) iltjtiaent embassies every year, which eventually
settled into a pattern of one embassy every theaesy* As Victor Lieberman notes, “Convincing
China that Vietnam was ‘civilized,” and thereforat in need of Chinese occupation and instruction,
presented another practical benefit of self-Comfuiziation.®> Even when Vietnam was driven by
internal factionalism, both sides retained the rdymone, which had been invested by China.
Brantly Womack notes that, “...it should be empbedgithat if China were still an active threat, then
Vietnam’s political task would have been militarghesion, and its intellectual task would have

been one of differentiation from China [not emuda}i"*®

Although Vietnam fought numerous
wars with its Southeast Asian counterparts, Chirgr\am relations remained stable and peaceful
until the 20" century.

The important point is not that legitimacy-basedraichy is always peaceful, as that is
clearly not the case. Rather, conflict and useoofd is possible, and authority considerations as
much as power considerations may be the cause.Asistwas notable, however, in that the

hierarchy was explicit and unambiguous, and thigai¢ of the explanation for why the region was

relatively stable.
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V. Japan: Accepting the International Order

Japan was more ambivalent toward China than were&ar Vietnam. Japan sent envoys to
China from the 6-9 centuries, and early attempts to import Chineseaucratic approaches from
the 7" to 11" centuries failed in the smaller, more backwardiremment of Japar®’ Formal
tribute relations did not resume until 1404-18%3However, although Japan had the most
reservations about acknowledging China as the damhistate, Japan also unquestioningly accepted
the rules of the game. Japan’s goal was to repldea as the top of the hierarchy, not to re-write

the rules of the game.

Although Japanese had a visceral resistance tsuberdinating rituals required by the
formal tributary conditions that China laid dowhgtChinese example as a normative precedent
remained very important even for the Tokugawa (16868)% David Pollack writes that, “until
modern times the Chinese rarely troubled themsehberit Japan; the Japanese, however, were
preoccupied with China from the beginning of theicorded history...for the Japanese, what was
‘Japanese’ had always to be considered in relatiomhat was thought to be ‘Chinese®’®There
is really no difference in this respect betweeradiapn the one hand and Korea and Vietnam on the
other. Even for the last two, which had reguldsutary relations with China, China in general and
Chinese as individuals seldom thought of thesautafies as anything but validations of their own
self esteem. Yet Korea could not forget about China day! Japan was no different, except in the
dimension that its relationship was more culturad @conomic, much less political, and military
not at all, and the cultural relationship was withinese literature, not with China itself.

In over four centuries, Japan challenged their pliacthe Confucian order only once, in

1592. The Japanese invasion of Korea involved mdlfon men and over 700 ships, and “easily

% The 7" century ritsurg (code-based) state was explicitly modeled on thegTbureaucracy. Farris 1998, 319; Shively
1999.
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dwarfed those of their European contemporaries8liing men and material ten times the scale of
the Spanish Armada of 158%. After the Japanese initially routed sparse Korfesoes and drove
north past Pyongyang, China intervened and pushedJapanese all the way back down the
peninsula, and it soon became clear to both sidgslapan could not hope to conquer Korea, much
less Chind??

Why Hideyoshi decided to invade Korea remains wr¢lleut most evidence points to either
status, economic, or domestic political considereti Berry sees a desire for greater status: “He
[Hideyoshi] was clearly less interested in militatgminion abroad than in fame,” while Swope
notes that Hideyoshi demanded a dynastic marridtie ame of the Chinese emperor’'s daughters
along with the resumption of tribute tratfd.Deng sees a Japanese desire to reenter intoetribut
status with China, writing that, “Trade is also whobecause of the fighting over the ability by
tributary states to pay tribute. Hideyoshi inva#entea, a Ming vassal state, to force China to allow
Japan to resume a tributary relationship, and tenea that a refusal would lead to invasion of
China itself!** Hawley emphasizes continual war as a way for Hidhi to quell internal
dissension among his followel¥. Notably absent is a Japanese assessment of #ieeehilitary
capabilities of the two sides, and Berry conclutthed, “there is no evidence that he systematically
researched either the geographical problem orriblelgm of Chinese military organizatiof’®

The Chinese would never acknowledge equality, mitdnsider granting Japan investiture
at a status similar to certain Mongol leaders, baldw that of Korea and Vietnatfl’ Korea — and
China — sent minor officials to negotiate with treganese, because, “the Koreans valued highly the

tributary system and their place within the firabk of tributary states. As the Japanese held lower

191 Swope 2005, 13. The Spanish armada consisted @@@roops on 130 ships, and was defeated

by 20,000 English troops, as noted by Hawley 2@05See also Turnbull 2002; Lee 1999.
192 Hawley 2005, 409; Swope 2002.

193 Berry 1982, 216; see also Swope 2002.

194 Deng 1997, 254.

195 Hawley 2005, 22-24, 76.
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rank, the Koreans would have jeopardized theiusthd they sent royalty as envoy®Kenneth
Swope notes that, “Hideyoshi could have extraatedet concessions had he accommodated himself
to the established rules. Hideyoshi, however, adinig for recognition as the equal of the Ming,
was trying to alter an established system; the Mivege not willing, and could not yet be forced, to
agree to such change$® In 1598 Japan retreated from Korea without gajrinything.

Thus, Japan’s sole revisionist attempt was a disa$hereafter, although Japan remained
formally outside the tribute system, it did not li#rage the system. As Alex Roland notes, “The
Tokugawa shogunate turned inward and gave up warthe gun.*'° Swope writes, “because the
Tokugawa maintained order in Japan, piracy washeoproblem it had been in the past and the two
states co-existed in relative peace until thenateteenth century*!

For the next two centuries Japan avoided confrgn@hina. For example, due to Ming
loyalists, China felt compelled to conquer Taiwanlb83 and remove to Fujiian almost all of the
local Han inhabitants (of course, immigration qljclesumed, despite periodic repressitfi)jThe
Japanese Tokugawa regime was deeply involved imvarei— Ming resistance leader Zheng
Chenggong had been born in Japan of a Japanesermidpanese traders and pirates were active
in Taiwan; and Taiwanese trade with Japan in tHecEhtury comprised fifty ships a year. Zheng
made five separate requests for Japanese assidiatween 1648 and 1660, yet the Tokugawa
chose not to become involvéd’®

Another kingdom between China and Japan, the Ryjkyave tribute to both China and
Japan. The two most powerful East Asian states blaiimed suzerainty over the same Ryukyan
territory, but at least through the late 19th centhey never came to blows over it. Gregory Smits

notes that, “in 1655, the [Japanese leadershippdtly approved tribute relations between Ryukyu

198 s\ope 2002, 780.
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and Qing, again, in part to avoid giving Qing aegson for military action against Japat The
Japanese pressured the Ryukyu to actually incteaseate of tribute missions to China, hoping to
indirectly “increase its trade with China and thmreelieve ongoing financial woes™ So careful
were Japanese authorities to hide their involvemerthe Ryukyus that when Chinese envoys
visited the islands, Japanese officials hid in alswillage outside of the capitat®

Arrighi, Hui, Hung, and Selden note that, “the Ghirentered tributary-trade system can
often mediate inter-state relations and articulaggarchies with minimal recourse to war. Japan
and Vietnam, being peripheral members of this systeeemed more content to replicate this
hierarchical relationship within their own sub-gyss than vie directly against China in the larger
order.™” Thus, even though Japan only sporadically acceptbdtary status, the system as a
whole was stable because Japan accepted Chineseahatconomic, and cultural centrality in the
system, and also benefited from international traké the general stability it brought. Indeed, it
was only with the arrival of Western imperial posemd the implosion of the China-dominated

system in the late f9century that Japan challenged China’s positiofinaga

Implications for Further Research

All states use force if they deem it effective fmaling with threats, and East Asia was no
different from Europe in this regard. Yet statesymaéso care about legitimate authority, as well,
and both power and authority are key aspects efnational orders. The relative importance that
states place on power and legitimacy will dependtlmn nature of the particular international
system. It is reasonable to hypothesize that a@tesys incorporate hierarchic elements of power

and authority, and that the Confucian order wadlgamique.
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Indeed, the appropriate comparison to the EastnA€lanfucian order is probably not
Westphalian Europe, but the US-dominated westemnidphere during the Monroe doctrine. Like
China in East Asia, the U.S. quickly became theidant state in the Western hemisphere, and also
created a set of norms and institutions that gackifmow smaller states were to interact with the
U.S. After the U.S. settled its borders with Mexantd Canada, war between states in the Americas
became rare, although the U.S. has consistentrviemed throughout the hemisphere when
stability has been threatened, or when smalleestdid not recognize the United States’ status as
hegemon. Because there have been fewer major wath the Americas and East Asia, scholars
have naturally overlooked them when studying wat paace — but precisely because they offer
different structures and norms than the Europegerence, studying these and other international
systems is a promising avenue for further resedtdnope may actually be the anomaly, not the
norm, in international relations.

Focusing on legitimacy and hierarchy also promiges provide new insights on
contemporary issues, such as China’s emergendeiglobal system. Although China may have
been the source of the Confucian internationalrocdaturies ago, that order has been replaced by a
Westphalian one, and few scholars expect thecEhtury order to revive itself in the 2tentury.
Thus, as China develops, whether it finds the ctirreorms and rules of the U.S.-dominated
Westphalian order to be legitimate may be more mamd for stability than how the distribution of
capabilities evolves. Just as important as Chivaésvs will be other great powers’ views of
China’s role. If China can find a status that itlasthers accept, the future will more likely be
stable. If China eventually finds the current orttee illegitimate and its status is not fair, the
future will likely be more conflictual.

Finally, the research presented here also laysadbeoretical and substantive agenda for
studying status, hierarchy, and history within EAsta itself. Further research on the material,

institutional, and cultural aspects of this “longerace” promises to have implications for theories



of war, trade, stability, international systemsg amstitutions. Although one article cannot explore
in detail every aspect of variations within thétiie system, studying the manner in which status
and power coexisted, and the range of instituti@m discursive practices that existed in early
modern East Asia, promises to shed light on howitit®ns develop, and why some states
emerged so early and managed to survive for so. |[bhg tribute system was never a “pure”
institutional form, and there were numerous excgstiand deviations from it over the millenia in
East Asia. Further research on the normative, euanopolitical, and social aspects of the

Confucian order promises to be quite interesting.
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