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V. The Urban Space of Kanō and the Free-Market Decrees

In this section I will reconstruct the space in and around Kanō market, a free market, and clarify the meaning 
and significance of the Kanō free-market decrees (Figure 1). This examination will focus on the period from about 
1550, before Oda Nobunaga’s takeover of Gifu, to about 1601, after the Battle of Sekigahara, and when early mod-
ern Kanō castle and castle town were built. The pre-17th century areas of Upper and Lower Kanō had been called, 
in the medieval period, Kanō-gō and, in the late medieval period, Kanō-mura, both terms that can be translated as 
village but usually indicated a broader geographical area than a single discrete settlement.

The area known as Kita Kanō (north Kanō), an alluvial plain in the northern part of the area, centered on Kanō-
gō, where temples and shrines were located, including Kogane Shrine, Taijōji Temple, and Zuiryōji Temple. During 
the Sengoku period, the True Pure Land sect of Buddhism assumed a central position of dominance in the com-
munity, with farmers organized in its temple, Jōsenbō. The Tanahashi family also wielded a degree of authority as a 
local overlord, separate from Jōsenbō. Although it is impossible to decipher clearly the differences between Jōsenbō 
and the Tanahashi family as local authorities, it was certainly not uncommon in the Sengoku period to have multiple 
overlords with overlapping spheres of influence.

The space in and directly around Jōsenbō was known as the temple precinct. It would have presumably includ-
ed various storehouses and monks’ quarters along with the houses of merchants, craftsmen, and farmers. Outside of 
Japan’s central capital area, however, it is difficult to imagine permanent shops in a temple precinct in the Sengoku 
period. In sources, the precinct was called Kita Kanō precinct or Kanō precinct. Considering that Jōsenbō was the 
only temple in Kanō (whether Kanō-gō or Kanō-mura), it was presumably usually called Kanō precinct.

Kanō market was separate from the temple precinct. Originally, Kanō market functioned as a commercial hub 
for all of the Kita Kanō area. But in the latter half of the 16th century, as Jōsenbō established its authority over the 
Kanō area (including either Kanō-gō or Kanō-mura), Kanō market too fell under its authority and, like Kanō pre-
cinct, took on the character of a temple market.

When Oda Nobunaga attacked Gifu in 1567, many farmers fled. As part of the process of recovery, Nobunaga 
guaranteed the peace of the area, quickly recognizing the prior authority of Jōsenbō and the Tanahashi clans there, 
and enlisting their aid in resettling the farmers who had fled (see documents 1 and 2). Furthermore, Jōsenbō worked 
to gain Nobunaga’s protection of the former Kanō market. In response, Nobunaga issued a decree for posting to 
Jōsenbō to encourage the rejuvenation of the market. This was document 3, a list for posting addressed to “free 
market,” and was likely posted outdoors by Jōsenbō.

It is unlikely that this decree was simply a confirmation of an existing free market, as Katsumata Shizuo con-
tends. As Kojima argues, free markets were newly established markets that emerged during the process of recon-
struction after a battle, at which time their basic character as free markets was established. Free markets were sanc-
tioned as such by a customary law as a temporary measure until the market could fully establish itself. In the case 
of Kanō market, when Jōsenbō requested a confirmation of its status, Nobunaga responded, addressing his decree to 
“free market” as a way of encouraging market revival.46

In the following year, 1568, Jōsenbō received a prohibition decree (document 3), this time addressed to “Kanō.” 
It is likely that Jōsenbō had requested a new decree, since it was unclear to which market document 3 had referred.

Later, in 1583 and 1584, Jōsenbō received two prohibition decrees, documents 7 and 8, respectively, addressed 
to “Kanō market” from the Ikeda warrior family who had taken over Gifu castle from the Oda. Jōsenbō must have 
received the new decrees upon presenting Nobunaga’s previous ones. However, it is assumed that instead of post-
ing the new decrees, Nobunaga’s original one (document 3) was left in place, assuming its effectiveness for clearly 
labeling the market a free market.

Kanō market focused on the free market label in an attempt to differentiate itself from other commercial cen-
ters in the area. That is to say, Kanō market would have been able to draw more people by displaying its unique, 

46. It is possible that, as the new ruler, Nobunaga sought to exceed the intentions of Jōsenbō by designating it as a free market and invite not 
only former marketplace residents, but also new people to become residents in order to promote the market’s prosperity. However, to properly 
understand this point, a thoroughgoing analysis of free-market decrees is necessary. I hope to explore this point in the future.
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sustained guild-free/free-market status. Gifu town and Kanō town referred to in document 6 were the only such 
commercial centers in the area.

Where then, was Kanō town located? It was probably located north of the medieval Kanō castle site; it would 
later become the central district of the early modern castle town of Kanō. As mentioned in some detail in the second 
section of this article, until the commencement of construction of early modern Kanō castle in 1601, there would 
have been continuous development of markets in the area stretching from the southern edge of Upper Kanō through 
Lower Kanō. Also indicating that this was the location of the town of Kanō is the received tradition that the promi-
nent residents of these communities cooperated in building early modern Kanō castle and castle town.47

From the fact that Kanō market was solely under Jōsenbō’s control of Kita Kanō we can infer that Kanō market 
became the early modern Misono market. But why did its name change from Kanō market in the 16th century to 
Misono market in the 17th  century? To avoid confusion with the burgeoning early modern castle town of Kanō, the 
name of Misono replaced that of Kanō for the market.48 

Through the above spatial reconstruction, we gain a consistent understanding of the relevant historical sources. 
In this light, it is not necessary to think, as Kojima Michihiro does, that in the early modern period market and vil-
lage documents were transferred into the Entokuji document collection—e.g., into the hands of the former Jōsenbō.

Conclusion

In this article I have attempted to recreate the spatial world of the free market by re-interpreting documents 
related to the Kanō market. While some areas remain rather speculative, as a re-creation overall it has a rather high 
degree of probability. With this in mind I will now consider Kojima Michihiro’s theory of the Sengoku castle town 
in reference to the relationship between the castle town of Inokuchi and the free market.

According to my analysis, Kanō market (not Misono market) was issued a decree by Nobunaga in 1567 in 
which it was addressed as a free market. It was located in the vicinity of early modern Misono-chō in Gifu, although 
it clearly existed separately from the castle town. Kanō market was the central market for the entire Kanō area, and 
in the Sengoku period was under Jōsenbō’s control. While the use of the term “free market” in the initial decree may 
have reflected Nobunaga’s overall policy, it is likely that this market itself remained as before under the control of 
Jōsenbō which even requested such decrees and posted them in the market.

Thus we can position the Kanō market on the periphery of Inokuchi, a space under the hierarchical control of 
the Saitō, and later to become Nobunaga’s Gifu castle town. It was not designated a free market to distinguish it from 
that area. Rather it had a tradition of being an independent market, and on that basis was designated a free market.

Kojima’s theory that markets in the vicinity of castle towns were free markets is based on his interpretation of 
specific historical sources—namely, and only, those of Ishidera in Ōmi province and Kanō in Mino. As previously 
mentioned I have critiqued Kojima’s interpretation of Ishidera sources in another article.49 If Kojima’s argument re-

47. Although this is solely based on the fact that document 6 was transmitted to the Tanahashi family, which had stronger authority over Upper 
Kanō according to early modern sources, considering how it has been suggested that, up until about the 1560s, the market of Hiroe (machi)/
Shin-machi was more developed than that of Kutsui (mura)/Mizuno (mura), it can be speculated that Kanō-chō was centered around Hiroe-
chō and Shinmachi on the northern banks of Hiroe River (in the area of Upper-Kanō).

48. It is potentially possible to compare Kanō-chō as it appears in document 6 with early modern Misono-chō and environs. Recent research 
has introduced examples of markets that were set up near intersections in towns where residences of lay people (literally, “householders,” 
as compared to monks/clergy who did not live in ordinary houses) lined the streets (see Fujiwara Yoshiaki, “Chūsei no ichiba” and Amino 
Yoshihiko, Ishii Susumu, Inagaki Yasuhiko, Nagahara Kenji, “Shōen no kōzō” Kōza Nihon shōen shisan Yoshikawa Kōbunkan, 2003). In 
such cases, since it is theoretically possible for the marketplace and the town to fall under the authority of different overlords, one cannot 
completely deny the possibility that Kanō market (under the control of Jōsenbō) and Kanō-chō (under the authority of the Tanahashi family) 
were located adjacent to early modern Misono-chō. However, it is my judgment that even if the feudal lords of the market and town differ in 
this way, it would be difficult to conceive of them each separately being issued their own free-market decrees.

49. The following is an abbreviated version of the main argument of the author’s “Reconsidering the Free-Market Decrees of Ishidera in Ōmi 
Province” (sited above as: Niki, “Ōmi-Ishidera rakuichiryō no saikentō”). Kojima interprets Ishidera Shin-ichi, which was established as 
a free market, to be a newly constructed “new town,” corresponding to the Higashi-Oiso settlement, which was distant from the Ishidera 
settlement. However, looking at other cases of this kind, since shin-ichi means “new market” (not “new town”), we can say that the settlement 
at Ishidera was in fact a newly established market, and not a peripheral market distant from the central castle town.
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garding Kanō is also untenable, then we must re-examine his theory that castle towns had a dual structure including 
free markets on the one hand and hierarchical dominance by the daimyo house on the other.

This article has also re-evaluated Katsumata Shizuo’s theory regarding Kanō, but a comprehensive resolution 
of the issues is not possible without carefully re-considering the basic interpretation of free markets by scholars like 
Katsumata and Amino Yoshihiko. In the future I hope to build on this topic by offering a re-thinking of the very 
nature of the free market itself.

Editor’s Note

This paper was translated by Dr. Suzanne Gay (Oberlin College, USA) under the supervision of Steven Evans 
(Editorial Board). For the convenience of English readers, the translated article was fully reviewed and necessary 
information about proper names, historical events, and Japanese titles was added.


