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This thesis is a study of the racial equality proposal at the Paris Peace Conference.
It explores Japanese motivations for submitting the proposal, and the responses of the
British and American governments which eventually defeated it. The thesis uses an
analytical framework based on five categories of possible explanations for the
proposal: immigration, universal principle, great power status, peace conference
politics and bargaining, and domestic politics. The thrust of the analysis contained
in the thesis is as follows. For Japan, the proposal meant three things: a means of
reaffirming its great power status by securing racial equality with the western great
powers in the League of Nations; a justification for Prime Minister Hara whose pro-
League position was maintained by a fragile domestic consensus against sceptics in
the government and the wider public; and a means of resolving Japanese immigration
problems in the United States and British Dominions. But for Japan the proposal was
not originally intended as a demand for universal racial equality. For Britain, the
proposal was unacceptable because it meant "free immigration” of non-white
immigrants into the Dominions. In particular, Australia adamantly opposed it also
because of its political significance for Australian public opinion. For the United
States, Wilson’s determination to create the League of Nations at almost any cost led
him to impose a unanimity ruling at the crucial vote on 11th April 1919. Other
explanations worked in the background. The proposal highlighted the importance of
the link between race and great power status for Japan, Japan’s insecurity concerning
the League of Nations and the West, and Japan’s different approach to international
relations. Moreover, the failure of the proposal revealed the limits of Wilsonian
idealism in that neither Britain nor the United States at that time seriously considered
the possibility of universal racial equality.
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INTRODUCTION

The principle of racial equality which was enshrined in the United Nations
Charter as one of the fundamental principles of postwar international order, emerged
for the first time in 1919 at the Paris Peace Conference. At the end of the First
World War, the leaders of the world gathered at Paris to determine the future
international order and to create the League of Nations, with the most notable new
principle being the Wilsonian principle of self-determination. However, the whole
peace process was complicated by the fact that underneath the surface of "new"
diplomacy, there lay the methods and interests of the old, exercised fully by the great
powers. It was in this international environment where contrary forces were at work
that the Japanese government proposed that a racial equality clause be inserted into
the covenant of the League of Nations. This event is significant on two counts.
First, it was an aberration in Japanese foreign policy to have insisted on the
acceptance of an international principle at a major international conference. Why did
the Japanese government deviate from its traditional foreign policy orientation, ruled
by pragmatic concerns? Second, the proposal was defeated by Britain and the United
States as a principle unsuitable to be part of the covenant. Why was the racial
equality principle not acceptable to the Anglo-Saxon powers in 1919? This study
seeks to explain these two fundamental questions by analysing the motivations of the
Japanese government and the responses of the British and American governments
respectively.

The racial equality proposal was negotiated in the League of Nations

Commission at the Paris Peace Conference from February to April 1919. It was
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rejected twice, once on 13th February 1919 as an amendment to the religious freedom
article, and for the second time on 11th April as an amendment to the preamble. The
British Empire delegation took a consistent stance against the proposal because of the
position taken by the British Dominions. The American delegation, in spite of
showing initial support, changed its position in mid-March to concur with the British.
The 11th April defeat was significant because President Wilson as chairman imposed
a unanimity ruling even though the majority of the commission was in favour of the
Japanese amendment. Then the Japanese still had the opportunity to present their
case for the final time at the plenary session on the 28th April. However, they
decided not to cause any controversy at this point and, instead, made a speech which
simply summarised their attempt.

In order to have a systematic approach to examining the three countries, an
overall analytical framework based on five categories of possible explanations will be
used. These explanations provide a satisfactory coverage of all the possible factors
which are necessary in analysing Japanese motivations and Anglo-American
responses. The five explanations can be broadly categorised as follows: immigration,
universal principle, great power status, peace conference politics and bargaining, and
domestic politics. It is necessary to specify what the terms of each of these
explanations are, and how they applied to each country. The analysis of all the
explanations will show that no single explanation, but rather a combination of
explanations is needed to understand the respective positions taken by Japan, Britain
and the United States on the racial equality proposal.

First, there is the immigration explanation which would argue that the

Japanese government had submitted the racial equality proposal to resolve the long
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standing anti-Japanese immigration problems in the United States and the British
Dominions. This was a pragmatic interpretation of the Japanese proposal which
underlined how preoccupied the great powers were at the time with practical problems
of immigration. In order to understand whether this had any part in explaining the
Japanese motivations, it is necessary to investigate the link between the racial equality
proposal and immigration in terms of how the proposal was formulated as a result of
the perceived correlation between the two issues. In analysing how the explanation
is applicable to the British position, it will be necessary first to understand why the
proposal was interpreted by the British government as implying immigration, then
why it was such an important issue for the British Dominions. Similarly, for the
American position, an analysis will be made of the anti-Japanese immigration history
in the United States, and how this affected the politics of immigration during the
racial equality negotiation at the peace conference.

Immigration is the dominant explanation given in the existing literature on the
racial equality proposal. Among Japanese scholars, the immigration factor is seen to
explain the political origins of the racial equality proposal. For instance, Ikei Masaru
argued that the proposal was intended to resolve the immigration problems.! Onuma
was also led to conclude that the political origins of the proposal must have derived

from the national interest in resolving anti-Japanese immigration problems.? It has

'Tkei Masaru, "Pari heiwa kaigi to jinshu sabetsu teppai mondai" [The Paris Peace
Conference and the Issue of Abolition of Racial Discrimination], Kokusai seiji Vol.23
(1962): 44-58.

’Onuma Yasuaki, "Haruka naru jinshu by6dd no risd" [The Distant Ideal of
Racial Equality], Yasuaki Onuma ed., Kokusaihd, kokusai rengd to nihon
[International Law, the United Nations and Japan], (Tokyo, 1987). This view is also
shared by Mamiya Kunio in his "Okuma Shigenobu to jinshu sabetsu teppai mondai"
[Okuma Shigenobu and the Issue of Abolition of Racial Discrimination], Waseda
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been argued that the importance of immigration lay in its symbolic value and that the
Japanese government wanted to resolve the immigration problems because that was
seen as part of the "diplomacy of saving face" (memmoku gaiké).® Fitzhardinge who
discussed the racial equality proposal from the perspective of Australian Premier Billy
Hughes, also discussed the proposal as an "immigration" proposal.* In spite of its
importance, however, this thesis will reveal that immigration was not the only
explanation of the proposal but one of many both in terms of understanding the
Japanese motivations, as well as the Anglo-American responses.

Second, there is the explanation which claims that the racial equality proposal
was a demand of a universal principle of racial equality. This would argue that it
was the intention of the Japanese government to use the peace conference as the
opportunity of instituting formally the idea of universal racial equality which had been
developing within Japanese foreign policy thinking. Accordingly, the proposal was
an expression made by the Japanese government of their belief in the universal
principle of racial equality of all peoples. In terms of analysing the Anglo-American
responses, it would similarly argue that Britain and the United States perceived the
Japanese proposal as demanding universal racial equality, and that the proposal was

based on idealistic and altruistic motives.

daigakushi Kiyo VoI.2ZZ (1989): 213-237.

’According to Asada Sadao in Nichibei kankei to imin mondai [Japanese-
American Relations and the Issue of Immigration], quoted from Nakanishi Hiroshi,
"Konoe Fumimaro 'Eibei hon’i no heiwashugi o haisu’ rombun no haikei" [Konoe
Fumimaro: The Background to the Essay on "Abolish the Anglo-American Based
Peace"], Hogaku ronsd Vol.132 (March 1993), p.239, footnote 39.

*L.F.Fitzhardinge, William Morris Hughes: A Political Biography, 2 vols,
(Sydney, 1964 and 1979).
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This explanation, which appears to be the most obvious, is widely quoted in
the literature especially amongst international relations writers. This is due to the fact
that universal principles are considered to be an essential element of the study of the
European expansion of international society.”> For instance, this is how the English
School interpreted the Japanese proposal:

Japan proposed that the clause in the League of Nations Covenant providing

for religious equality should be broadened to embrace racial equality. The

principle of the equality of all men might have been taken to mean all men,

yellow and even black, as well as white, but the consequences of such a

doctrine for the domestic policies of the powers--the treatment of the negroes

in the United States, the "White Australian policy"--militated against its

acceptance.®
Another scholar went even further on similar grounds to claim that it was a "human
rights" proposal.” Ikei argues that Japan, as one of five great powers, attempted to
represent the interests of the yellow race through the proposal.® What is attempted
in this study is to gain an insight into how Japan, Britain and the United States
approached the racial equality proposal as a demand of principle. The analysis of the
proposal will suggest that the racial equality proposal of 1919, in spite of these
assumptions and extrapolations, was not really about universal racial equality. In this
sense, it will concur with the view of Onuma that the racial equality proposal was not

about universal racial equality but an interesting case whereby Japan seemingly took

an important international initiative to change the existing international order without

‘Hedley Bull and Adam Watson ed., The Expansion of International Society,
(Oxford, 1984).

*Ibid., p.245.

"Paul Gordon Lauren, Power and Prejudice: The Politics and Diplomacy of Racial
Discrimination, (Boulder, 1988), p.84.

81kei, op. cit., p.57.



ever having the awareness or the intention of doing so.’

The third explanation claims that the racial equality proposal was motivated
by Japan’s insecurity as a non-white great power and its desire to "secure" its great
power status in the future international organisation. It introduces a new element into
the criteria for what constituted "great power" because what the Japanese attempted
to do was to claim great power equality on the basis of racial equality. This
explanation suggests that the basic criteria of great power status identified by the
English School of Martin Wight and Hedley Bull may have been too Eurocentric in
its assumptions.'® It will argue that Japan, coming from the non-western tradition,
had a different agenda in submitting the proposal deriving from a different perspective
on international relations. In seeking an explanation for the Anglo-American
responses, the thesis examines whether or not the British and American governments
respectively regarded the proposal as an attempt made by the Japanese to assert their
great power status at the peace conference.

In the existing literature, this explanation has been suggested by Russell Fifield
that the Japanese wanted to establish their position definitively as a great power and

1

hence the proposal was a sincere manifestation of this desire.'' Fifield argues that

Japan had wanted to establish its status by submitting a proposal such as universal

’Onuma, op. cit., p.477.

'“There are four criteria suggested by Hedley Bull and Martin Wight which are
military strength, having general interests, the recognition by others of having the
status of great power, and self-imposed role as managers of the international system
in conjunction with other great powers. Martin Wight, Power Politics, (Leicester,
1978), p.46, p.50; Hedley Bull, The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in
International Politics, (London, 1977), pp.201-202, p.207.

'R H.Fifield, Woodrow Wilson and the Far East: The Diplomacy of the
Shantung Question, (New York, 1952).
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racial equality which would be commensurate with its great power status. Onuma
examined Japan’s historical experience as a non-white great power, and while he
seems to imply that great power status was an important factor, he did not specifically
refer to it as a category.'? Overall, there has not been enough serious consideration
given to this explanation, possibly because this factor appeared more implicit than
explicit. This study will emphasise great power status as an important analytical
factor in explaining the Japanese motivations.

Fourthly, there is the peace conference politics and bargaining explanation
which claims that the proposal was used as part of the politics of bargaining to
achieve other ends at the peace conference. This is a realpolitik view of the proposal.
Applied to Japan, this would argue that the government had concocted the proposal
specifically in order to use it to obtain other concessions, namely the former German
territories of Shantung and the Pacific islands north of the equator. In applying this
to the Anglo-American responses, there are two levels of explanation. The first is
whether or not Britain and the United States suspected the Japanese government of
having deliberately constructed the proposal as a political ploy to obtain Shantung.
This argument, known as the "bargaining chip" theory, was one of the key
interpretations given to the proposal by the contemporaries in the American delegation
at Paris.'”> The second level of this explanation argues that the British and

Americans used their opposition to the proposal to obtain other ends at the peace

2Onuma, op. cit.

BSee for instance, Robert Lansing’s The Peace Negotiations: A Personal
Narrative, (London, 1921); also R.L.Buell, "The Development of the Anti-Japanese
Agitation in the United States II," Political Science Quarterly Vol.38 no.2 (March
1923): 57-81.
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conference. In particular, this introduces a completely new perspective on the
American position by suggesting that President Wilson used his opposition to the
proposal indirectly to attain his objective of establishing the League of Nations.

Fifthly, the domestic politics explanation would argue that it is necessary to
understand the proposal in relation to the domestic political constraints of the
respective countries. Since the category of domestic politics is too wide, we shall
focus on the aspect which had a direct relevance to the racial equality proposal. In
the case of Japan, the explanation would argue that the proposal was related to the
domestic politics surrounding the League of Nations, and more precisely, Prime
Minister Hara’s pro-League politics. In dealing with Japan, the explanation will be
sub-divided into two categories; one explaining League politics at the official
governmental level, and the other at the wider public level. In the case of Britain,
it will argue that the domestic or internal politics of British-Dominion relations had
a role in explaining the British position. Because immigration was perceived to be
an internal political issue of the Dominions, it has been considered best to amalgamate
the two explanations of immigration and domestic politics in analysing the British
position, instead of having them as two separate categories. As for the Americans,
the explanation will argue that domestic partisan politics as manifested in the anti-
League and anti-Wilson movement in the United States had a role in explaining the
American position.

Although the response of the Japanese public to the racial equality proposal
has been analysed in the Japanese works'*, the domestic political explanation,

especially in terms of the governmental response to the League of Nations, has been

“Onuma, op. cit.; Nakanishi, op. cit.; Mamiya, op. cit.
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largely overlooked. This study will argue that this domestic political factor was
important in understanding the Japanese government’s attitude to the League of
Nations and concomitantly the racial equality proposal which came as part and parcel
of its League policy. For the American response, it will suggest that, contrary to the
interpretation that President Wilson was affected by the domestic anti-Wilson lobby
which resulted in him changing his attitude towards the racial equality proposal,”
the domestic political factor was not as decisive as it seemed.

At this juncture, it may be necessary to explain why the decision was made
to leave out of the thesis a discussion of the responses of the other great powers
namely France and Italy and concentrate on Britain and the United States.
Admittedly, it would be an interesting contrast to include France and Italy because
of their support for the proposal. For instance, France declared in the 11th April
session that it was impossible not to accept the Japanese proposal because it was "an
indisputable principle of justice".'® The French were sympathetic to Japanese
proposal because they perceived it as a demand of universal principle, and saw
hypocrisy in the American determination to create the League of Nations based on
international justice whilst refusing racial equality on the grounds of anti-Japanese
immigration.!” The Italians, represented in the League of Nations Commission by

Prime Minister Vittorio Orlando, were similarly supportive of the racial equality

proposal mainly because its spirit was perceived as in "harmony" with the new

'50Onuma, op. cit., pp.450-451.

'625th July 1919, Annales de la Chambre des Députés: Débats Parlementaires:
11me Législature; D.H.Miller, The Drafting of the Covenant, Vol.2, (New York,
1928), p.390.

1729th August 1919, Annales, op. cit.
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organisation. '®

Although France and Italy supported the Japanese proposal at the
11th April ruling, they were "uncommitted" supporters as the British and Americans
were "committed" opponents. Therefore, the degree of their interest in the issue
throughout the negotiation was marginal, and this is reflected in the amount of
material available on the topic, both in terms of primary and secondary sources.
Moreover, the fact that Japan considered Britain and the United States to be the two
key western powers in this period, especially after the Bolshevik revolution of 1917,
implies that we could gain more insight by focusing on the Anglo-American
reSponses.

Hence, it was considered best to leave out the Italian and French response as
it would not have been possible to give them the same coverage and depth of analysis
as the Anglo-Saxon opponents. Needless to say, some materials on the French and
Italian perspectives have been incorporated whenever appropriate. Similarly, the
Chinese reactions to the proposal have also been incorporated whenever appropriate.

In terms of the layout, the thesis is informally divided into two parts. The
first part, comprising the first four chapters, explains the Japanese motivations on the
racial equality proposal. The second part explains the responses of Britain and the
United States respectively. The first part will attempt to reconstruct the Japanese case
by analysing the five categories of explanations through a chronological analysis of
the racial equality proposal. Chapter One provides a background to Japan as an
emerging non-white great power in the late nineteenth century up to the eve of the

Paris Peace Conference. The early period is covered thematically by delineating the

salient characteristics of Japanese foreign policy. This is followed by a more detailed

8Miller, op. cit., p.390.
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analysis of Japan’s involvement in the First World War. This chapter attempts to
draw attention to the unresolved state of Japan’s international position and the
accompanying insecurity which Japan felt vis-a-vis the western powers. Therefore,
it functions as the background to the explanation of Japan’s great power status. The
second chapter analyses the political origins of the proposal in the Hara government
in late 1918 by looking at the decision making structure in the government and how
the racial equality proposal became part of its peace policy. This chapter analyses,
in turn, the applicability of the explanations of great power status, domestic politics
and universal principle as motivating factors for the government. The result is that
the two explanations of great power status and Hara’s pro-League politics are
considered to have some ground whereas the universal principle explanation does not
seem relevant.

In Chapter Three, we examine the international negotiation of racial equality
at the Paris Peace Conference. A detailed chronological analysis of the negotiation
with the British Empire delegation and the United States will be given, which focuses
much on the interpretation of the proposal as pertaining to immigration. One of the
main results of the chapter is that the racial equality proposal was perceived to have
been about immigration precisely because of the bureaucratic interest of the Japanese
Foreign Ministry. This chapter will also illuminate the problems in Japanese
diplomacy over the racial equality negotiation such as the lack of a coherent strategy
on the part of Tokyo in pursuing the negotiation, as well as a discrepancy between
the positions taken by Tokyo and the plenipotentiaries in Paris. Moreover, it will
illustrate that the explanation that the government constructed the proposal as part of

politics of bargaining at the peace conference did not hold ground. Finally, in
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Chapter Four, an analysis of Japanese public opinion is made, the key actors being
the pressure groups, the broadsheets and intellectuals. This chapter will show that
the Hara government’s pro-League position ran against the prevailing view of the
wider public which remained more pan-Asian and sceptical of the League. In any
case, the point will be made that the intensity of public interest in Japan had made
public opinion a domestic factor, putting considerable pressure on the government to
succeed at the peace conference over the racial equality issue.

The second part of the thesis dealing with the Anglo-American responses will
proceed systematically by applying the framework of the five categories of
explanations. In Chapter Five, the British government’s response will be analysed
in terms of its understanding of the proposal as relating to Japan’s insecurity as great
power, as universal principle, and as peace conference politics and bargaining. It will
show that though the great power explanation had a minor role in understanding the
British position, the other two explanations did not play a role. In Chapter Six, the
combined immigration and domestic politics factor within the British Empire
delegation will be analysed in detail. First, it will be examined why the British
government, having interpreted the proposal as implying immigration, decided to
refer the proposal to the British Dominions. Then a detailed analysis will be made
of the reasons why the British Dominions, and especially Australia opposed the
proposal by looking at the history of anti-Japanese immigration policies in the
Dominions, as well as the Australian perception of Japan as a threat.

In Chapters Seven and Eight, the American position will be analysed. It will
become clear that there were two levels within the American position. One was the

position held by the American peace commissioners and the public; and the other was
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Wilson’s personal position. In Chapter Seven, an attempt will be made to analyse the
explanations of great power status, universal principle, domestic politics, and
immigration. We shall discover that apart from the universal principle factor, the
other three did have some role in explaining the American position. However, it will
become clear that they acted in the background because of the hierarchical structure
of decision making adopted by President Wilson which effectively marginalised every
other perspective but his own. In Chapter Eight, we shall look at the two aspects of
the explanation based on peace conference politics and bargaining. Firstly, the
"bargaining chip" theory expounded by some of the American peace commissioners
who took the view that the Japanese government had concocted the proposal as a
political instrument to gain Shantung. Then, we look at the most important
explanation which is that President Wilson used the proposal to appease the British
in order to attain his own primary objective, the establishment of the League of
Nations.

As an historical study, the thesis relies heavily on primary sources. Japanese
primary sources were extensively consulted both in the published and unpublished
forms at the Diplomatic Record Office in Tokyo, the National Diet Library, and at
the University of Tokyo. For the British primary sources, the Public Record Office
was consulted for official materials, and House of Lords Record Office, British
Library, Bodleian Library, University of Cambridge Library for private papers. For
American sources, the National Archives in Washington D.C. for official documents,
and the Library of Congress, Seeley G. Mudd Manuscript Library at Princeton
University, Manuscripts and Archives at Yale University, and Rare Book and

Manuscript Library at Columbia University were consulted for private papers. In
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addition, published primary sources in the form of memoirs and diaries were
extensively consulted as well as secondary source materials in both Japanese and
English languages. In accordance with normal Japanese practice, Japanese names
have been rendered with the family name preceding the given name; and wherever
possible, my own translation of titles of Japanese sources have been provided. Also,
some key Japanese words have been used in the text in order to give more accurate
nuances but in such cases, the English equivalents are provided in parenthesis.

The significance of the racial equality proposal lies in what it reveals both

about Japan and the nature of international society of 1919.



CHAPTER 1 JAPAN’S EMERGENCE AS A GREAT POWER

The purpose of this chapter is to "set the scene" for the rise of the racial
equality proposal in 1918 by illustrating the unresolved nature of Japan’s international
position and how this affected its confidence as a great power. We shall delineate the
relevant themes in Japan’s foreign relations in the preceding periods, first in the Meiji
period (1868-1912), followed by a more detailed political analysis of Japan’s
involvement in the First World War. It will become clear that as Japan gradually
consolidated its great power status in the Meiji period, its interests were
geographically confined to East Asia, as opposed to the western great powers whose
interests were truly global.! In order to understand how Japan’s foreign relations
were percetved domestically, it is necessary to look at the development of two main
perspectives--ajia shugi (pan-Asian) and datsu-A ron (escape Asia)--in foreign policy
debates which were used extensively to explain or justify Japan’s policy in East Asia.
We shall discover that Japan was historically sensitive about the racial aspect of its
international identity as seen in the prominence of jinshuron (racial discourse) in
foreign policy debates. The analysis of Japan’s policy in the First World War will
suggest that Japan was becoming increasingly isolated due to its expansionist policy
in China which antagonised both Britain and the United States. This chapter will
show that in spite of its overtly imperialist foreign policy, Japan often felt insecure

vis-a-vis the western powers about its position as a non-white great power.

'In today’s terms, what was then Japan’s position would be best described by the
term, "regional” great power. However, such a term did not exist at the time.

15
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PART I: THEMES IN JAPAN’S FOREIGN RELATIONS PRE-1914

As a background to understanding Japan’s involvement in the First World War
and the subsequent participation at the Paris Peace Conference in 1919, it is necessary
albeit very briefly to give some account of Japan’s foreign relations in the period
before 1914. This study seeks to do this by delineating the salient features of Japan’s
foreign relations in the Meiji period (1868-1912). Broadly speaking, three general
themes in Japanese foreign policy in this period will be discussed below: first, foreign
policy based on pragmatism; second, the intense preoccupation with East Asia but
particularly with the control over Korea which influenced Japan’s relations with China
and Russia; third, the extensive use of East-West debate, that is, ajia shugi (Asia-
orientated or pan-Asian) versus datsu-A ron (escape Asia) axis in foreign policy

debates to explain or to justify Japan’s policy in East Asia.

The Early Days of Japan’s Foreign Relations

Japan’s history of foreign relations in the modern period has been relatively
short. Japan experienced over two hundred years of self-imposed isolation (sakoku)
from 1636 to 1853 when Commodore Perry demanded the Tokugawa shogunate to
open up the country (kaikoku).> Subsequently, Japan signed a series of "unequal”
treaties with the United States in March 1854, Britain in August and Russia in
October of the same year, and France and the Netherlands in 1855.> One of the

major tasks of the Meiji government after 1868 was to revise these unequal treaties

“In this period, only the Dutch and the Chinese were allowed to trade with the
Japanese in Nagasaki, and the Koreans were allowed to send envoys to Japan.

*Tokyo daigaku kyOyo gakubu nihonshi kenkyushitsu ed., Nihonshi gaisetsu [An
Outline of Japanese History], (Tokyo, 1985), p.150, pp.185-186.
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in order to improve Japan’s position in relation to the western powers. Therefore,
Japanese foreign policy in the immediate post-Restoration era was driven by a
pragmatic objective of unequal treaties revision.* It is well known that the Iwakura
Mission’ had confirmed how backward Japan was in comparison to Europe and the
United States and concluded that the urgent national imperative should be to
modernise and westernise the country as fast as possible in order to catch-up with the
West. This led to the emergence of the Meiji slogans of "wealthy nation, strong
army" (fukoku kyohei), "civilisation and enlightenment" (bummei kaika), and
"encouraging industry" (shokusan kégyd), all of which were regarded as the central
tenets of Japan’s national independence.® Naturally, the crucial importance of state
building through modernisation to maintain and strengthen Japan’s national
independence was also applied to Japan’s foreign relations. This meant that Japan’s
general thrust in foreign policy in this period became the protection of Japan’s
national independence from other great powers. Pursuit of pragmatic concerns and
concrete goals came to characterise Japanese foreign policy which lacked an

ideological backbone.’

‘After several unsuccessful attempts at treaty revision from 1878 onwards, the
Japanese government finally managed to sign an Anglo-Japanese treaty for commerce
and navigation in 1894, and similar treaties were soon signed by the other powers.

>The Iwakura Mission (1871-1873) which toured twelve European countries and
the United States as a preparatory step to treaty revision, was headed by Iwakura
Tomomi, and included other notable Meiji leaders such as It6 Hirobumi.

For an excellent study of the role of ideology in Meiji Japan, consult Carol
Gluck, Japan’s Modern Myths: Ideology in the Late Meiji Period, (Princeton, 1985).

"Iriye calls this "mu-shisé no gaiké". Iriye Akira, Nihon no gaikd: Meiji ishin
kara gendai made [Japanese Foreign Policy: From the Meiji Restoration to the
Present], (Tokyo, 1966), p.27.
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What did Japan mean by protecting national independence? Until the Sino-
Japanese War of 1894-95, two external forces were perceived to have threatened
Japan’s existence in East Asia. One was China and the other was the West (ébei).
The threat from the western powers before 1894 was more symbolic than real, since
Japan was not under an immediate physical threat from these powers, as China had
been. However, it was inevitable that Japan should feel deeply threatened by the
destructive force of western imperialism in China, which offered a living example of
what could happen to itself, should it not succeed in convincing the western great
powers of its national independence. Whilst the symbolic threat of the West loomed
in the background, Japan was more immediately concerned with China. Japan’s
perception of China was influenced by two conflicting factors. On the one hand,
Japan was wary of China because of the myth that China was a "sleeping lion"; a
myth which survived until China’s defeat in the Sino-Japanese War.® The fact that
Japan continued to hold China in high regard, owing to the historical greatness of
Chinese civilisation, was an underlying factor in the generally cautious attitude shown
towards China. On the other hand, China had shown itself incapable of rapid
modernisation which cast a shadow over Japan’s assessment of China as an equal
partner in East Asia.

Having said that, why should Japan’s national independence have been
threatened by the Chinese and the West if they posed no imminent, direct threat?
This was due to the Japanese perception that the "independence" of Korea, meaning

that the control of Korea should not be in Chinese or Russian hands, was crucial to

'A.M.Pooley, The Secret Memoirs of Count Tadasu Hayashi, (London, 1915),
p.292.
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Japan’s national independence. It is true that if Korea were to fall into the hands of
a western great power, namely Russia, at the time the only western power interested
in occupying Korea, then the physical proximity of Russia to Japan would
unquestioningly pose a national security threat for Japan. In this sense, when the
Japanese referred to the "western" threat in this period, it was often a generic term
used to imply specifically a Russian threat to Korea.” However, Japan’s concern
over Korea’s independence was not altruistic either. Japan was intensely interested
in having control over Korea', and this conflicted with China’s suzerain control
over it. This was why there remained a high degree of tension in the Sino-Japanese
relationship until China indirectly recognised Japan’s special interest in Korea in the
Treaty of Shimonoseki in 1895. The future of Korea and the associated power
political relationship between China and Japan occupied the greater part of Japan’s
foreign policy debates in this period. In fact, the centrality of the Korean question
in the Meiji period is a testimony to the beginnings of expansionist thinking
(bochoshugi) in Japanese foreign policy. This, in turn, demonstrates how narrowly

based Japanese foreign policy interests were, even in East Asia.

The East-West Debate in Foreign Policy

°On the general level, the "western" threat implied the force of western
imperialism globally (eg. the British in Egypt, etc.,) which was a more "abstract"
threat as far as Japan was concerned.

"“Towards the end of the Tokugawa shogunate, there was a prominent group who
favoured an invasion of Korea (seikanron). This idea did not die with the end of Edo
period but was carried into the new era when it was debated with a renewed vigour.
The idea was quashed in 1873 by the Iwakura Mission which had just returned from
the West and over-ruled the setkanron group by insisting that domestic priorities of
modernisation and westernisation should come before invading Korea.
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As mentioned above, Japan lacked an ideological (shisdteki) framework of
foreign policy, which meant that the government’s policy was based on achieving
pragmatic, concrete objectives. In order to make some ideological sense out of
foreign policy, particularly as it related to Japan’s "unjustified" interest in Korea,
there developed a tendency domestically to justify or to explain such foreign policy
in terms of one of two competing perspectives on foreign policy, namely ajia shugi
(pan-Asian) and datsu-A ron (escape-Asia). Basically, ajia shugi saw Japan’s place
as being in Asia, and datsu-A ron saw it as being in the West. There were many
subtle variations of ajia shugi and datsu-A ron."

Commonly, agjia shugi and datsu-A ron were used to explain the changing
pattern of Japan’s foreign policy debates which evolved to adjust to the changing
political situation in East Asia. For instance, the development of the two perspectives
can be lineally explained as follows.'? In the early days of Meiji, nisshin teikeiron
(Sino-Japanese coalition) flourished. Japan sought to align with China because it was
perceived that their shared cultural background and a long bilateral historical

association made China the most natural "ally" of Japan, to protect jointly their

HFor instance, nisshin kyochdron (Sino-Japanese cooperation), nisshin doémeiron
(Sino-Japanese solidarity) nisshin teikeiron (Sino-Japanese coalition), ajia rentairon
(Asian solidarity), shinkoku kaizoron (reform China), shinkan kaizoron (reform China
and Korea), chosen kaizoron (reform Korea), ajia kaizéron (reform Asia) come under
the umbrella of ajia shugi; and tairiku shinshutsuron (continental expansion), dbei
kyochoron (cooperation with the West) come under datsu-A ron. It seems that the
difference between the number of ways in which ajia shugi can be expressed,
compared to datsu-A ron, is indicative of the importance of identification with Asia
in Japanese foreign policy debates in the Meiji period.

2’This is representative of Oka’s analysis. See Oka Yoshitake, "Kokuminteki
dokuritsu to kokka risei" [National Independence and Rationality of the State], Kindai
nihon shiséshi koza: Sekai no naka no nihon [Modern Japanese Thought: Japan in the
World], Vol.8, (Tokyo, 1961).
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national independence from the West. However, as China failed to modernise
rapidly, Japan began to lose confidence in the former as its equal partner. So, a shift
in attitude occurred, from one of mutual respect, to one more critical of China’s
incapacity to fight against western imperialism. Japan sought increasingly to
"reform" China, in order to help it become more modernised and westernised, like
Japan, because it was perceived by the Japanese to be the only conceivable way of
countering the western threat. This is known as shinkoku kaizéron (reform China)
or gjia kaizoron (reform Asia). Both nisshin teikeiron (Sino-Japanese coalition) and
shinkoku kaizoron (reform China) attempted to find a framework for cooperation with
China against the West albeit with different emphases. Nonetheless, shinkoku
kaizoron was abandoned eventually when it was perceived that Japan was being
disadvantaged by its association with "backward" countries like China and Korea
because the western great powers would likely confuse Japan with them. It became
imperative for Japan to escape from Asia (datsu-A ron) and join the West, because
it was already there in spirit, having modernised and westernised. The "escape-Asia"
perspective has been attributed especially to a preeminent Meiji thinker, Fukuzawa
Yukichi”?, who formalised the idea in his ground-breaking article, "Datsu-A ron"

published in 1885.'* This linear interpretation of the evolution of foreign policy

PFukuzawa Yukichi (1835-1901) was a preeminent thinker and educator of the
Meiji period. His visits to the United States in 1860 and Europe in 1866 led to the
publication of an enormously influential work, Seiy0 jijé [Conditions in the West] in
1868. He was an ardent advocate of modernisation and westernisation as preached
in his Bummeiron no gairyaku [An Outline of the Theory of Civilisation] in 1875 and
through a vast range of influential books, articles and pamphlets. He founded Keid
University and established Jiji shimp6 in 1882.

"“Fukuzawa Yukichi, Fukuzawa Yukichi zenshii [Complete Works of Fukuzawa
Yukichi], Vol.10, (Tokyo, 1959-1960), pp.221-224.
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debates points towards Japan’s inevitable "graduation" from an Asian to a western
nation.

However, it has been said that too much reliance on the gjia shugi versus
datsu-A ron axis as an explanation of Japanese foreign policy is problematic for a
number of reasons. According to Banno Junji, it is historically inaccurate to take
these two dominant perspectives of foreign policy at face value as "schools of
thought" because they were essentially "expressions" (hydgen) of the "understanding”
(ninshiki) of "reality" (genjitsu) held by those who were engaged in foreign policy
debates.'”> Therefore, ajia shugi and datsu-A ron were not necessarily concrete
reflections of the reality to which they were being referred. In analysing how some
of the prominent Meiji thinkers and politicians used these two "expressions”, Banno
concludes that they were used to explain the same policy or situation at different
times depending on the degree of perceived tension in the Sino-Japanese

relationship.'®

Fukuzawa Yukichi mentioned in the preceding paragraph provides
an interesting example. Banno states that although it is generally understood that
Fukuzawa used his famous "Datsu-A ron" (escape Asia) article in 1885 to promote
a new direction in Japan’s East Asia policy due to Japan’s disillusionment with the
weakness of China, in reality it was a well-camouflaged justification of why Japan

gave up temporarily its interest in Korea, having witnessed the impressive strength

of Chinese forces which successfully quashed the pro-Japanese uprising in Korea in

*See his introductory chapter especially pages 12-16 in Meiji: Shisé no jitsuzd
[Meiji: The Real Image of Thought], (Tokyo, 1977).

15 After Russia’s invasion into Manchuria in 1900, the source of tension in the
Sino-Japanese relationship expanded to include Manchuria which was now regarded
to be crucial to Japan’s national independence. Ibid., p.172.
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1884."7  This challenges the established understanding that datsu-A ron was
synonymous with tairiku shinshutsuron'® (continental expansion), at least as far as
Fukuzawa’s precise usage of the term was concerned. Banno argues that in this
particular instance, datsu-A ron actually indicated a heightened sense of apprehension
felt towards China and a corresponding decline in the desire to expand on the
continent. The most important message in Banno’s work is that ajia shugi and datsu-
A ron should not be treated as schools of thought or ideology because this would lead
to misunderstanding and misrepresenting history. Basically, these two "expressions”
catered to the need, felt by the Meiji leaders, to find justifications for Japan’s newly
found continental expansionist tendency, which the indigenous value system (nihonteki
kachikan) had failed to provide." Therefore, Fukuzawa and others sought to justify
it either as a reaction against western imperialism (ajia shugi) or as a positive

response to western imperialism (datsu-A ron) in East Asia.

From the Sino-Japanese War to Russo-Japanese War

The Sino-Japanese War of 1894-95 and the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-5

were a culmination of tension between Japan and the two traditional external forces,

"Fukuzawa was also disillusioned by the anti-Japanese riots in Korea in 1883.
These two events in 1882 and 1884 had convinced Fukuzawa of temporarily shelving
Japan’s interest in Korea. Ibid., p.53. Oka also mentions that China became Japan’s
hypothetical enemy after 1883. Oka, op. cit., p.24.

"®Generally, it is understood that datsu-A ron enabled Japan to act as a western
power and treat China and Korea from a position of strength. Before 1895, however,
it was mostly hypothetical as Japan had yet to prove that it was entitled to perceive
itself as a member of the West.

Banno, op. cit., pp.16-19.
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China and Russia.*® The years between 1895 and 1905 can be seen as Japan’s first
decade of western-style imperialism. This decade also witnessed increasing tension
between Japan and Russia, which now replaced China as the greatest threat to Japan’s
interest in Korea and, increasingly, Manchuria. Furthermore, there continued to be
those who favoured the gjia shugi type of policy towards China, in spite of the
resoluteness with which the government abided by the datsu-A path in foreign policy
by participating in the game of western imperialism.

The Sino-Japanese War had strengthened Japan’s position vis-a-vis China in
a number of ways but also exposed Japan’s isolated position as a great power. In
terms of Japan’s gains, China acknowledged the "independence" of Korea which
meant that Japan now had de facto informal control over Korea.®@ This was
obviously a great source of satisfaction for the Japanese whose expansionist desire for
Korea was finally realised, concurrently removing a long standing source of tension
in the Sino-Japanese relationship. The acquisition of Formosa was another factor
which strengthened Japan’s position relative to China. Japan was also promised the
Liaotung Peninsula, but this failed to materialise, due to the Triple Intervention of

Russia, Germany and France in the immediate aftermath of the war. The greatest

*There are numerous studies on these two wars. For the Sino-Japanese War of
1894-1895, consult, for example, Mutsu Munemitsu, Kenkenroku: A Diplomatic
Record of the Sino-Japanese War, 1894-1895, ed. by G.M.Berger, (Tokyo, 1982) and
Fujimura Michio, Nisshin sens6: Higashi ajia kindaishi no tenkanten [The Sino-
Japanese War: A Turning Point in the Modern History of East Asia], (Tokyo, 1973);
for the Russo-Japanese War of 1905, Shinobu Seizaburé ed., Nichiro sensdshi no
kenkyd [A Study of the Russo-Japanese War], (Tokyo, 1959) and I.H.Nish, The
Origins of the Russo-Japanese War, (London, 1985).

*!Japan gradually absorbed Korea after 1904 starting from signing a protocol in
February 1904, then three successive agreements in August 1904, November 1905,
and July 1907, culminating with annexation in August 1910.
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impact of the Triple Intervention on Japan was undoubtedly psychological. Japan was
publicly humiliated by being denied one of the fruits of victory in the face of a threat
made jointly by the three European powers. Japan learnt two painful lessons from
this experience. First, Japan needed to build up the military rapidly in order to
strengthen its standing among the western great powers.”” Second, Japan should

never again be isolated internationally from other great powers.>

According to the
then Foreign Minister Mutsu, Japan failed to obtain assistance from Britain and the
United States during the crisis because of its political isolation from the great powers
in East Asia.?* Henceforth, the government consciously tried to "cooperate with the
West" (6bei kyocho) and operate within the western great power framework, that is,
western imperialism, especially in the light of the fact that Japan had symbolically
turned its back on Asia by imposing an unequal treaty on China (and earlier on Korea
in 1876). This symbolic act against China was repeated when Japan played a major
part in quashing the Boxer Rebellion in 1900 as one of the western great powers. In
this sense, the Sino-Japanese War had symbolised Japan’s "escape” from Asia.

The years between the Sino-Japanese and Russo-Japanese Wars was a period
of consolidation of Japan’s status as an imperial power in East Asia. Japan was no
longer concerned about China, but Russia. In 1897, Russia occupied Dairen and Port
Arthur on the Liaotung Peninsula. This was followed by a Russian invasion into

Manchuria proper in the aftermath of the Boxer Rebellion. The Russian threat

became more imminent by these two successive manoeuvrings, leading to the rise of

22Mutsu, op. cit., p.250.
2Pooley, op. cit., p.81.

%Mutsu, op. cit., pp.212-213.
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the "advance north" debate (hokushinron) which demanded that both Korea and
Manchuria should come under Japanese control. The only way for Japan to counter
effectively the Russian threat was to form an alliance with another western power as
a counterbalance in East Asia. Hence, Britain became the object of Japan’s policy
of "cooperation with the West" (dbei kydcho) and the Anglo-Japanese Alliance® was
signed in 1902. The aim of the alliance was to maintain the status quo in the Far
East and to preserve the territorial integrity of China and Korea.”* There was
euphoria in Japan over the signing because it not only relieved the "inferiority
complex" which the Japanese had been harbouring since the Triple Intervention but
also enhanced Japan's international prestige.”” For Britain, it was a pragmatic
arrangement whereby "...the burden of Pax Britannica...could be shared with another

power. "%

Japan, feeling secure in the thought that the alliance would protect it
from international isolation, clashed with Russia in 1904-5.

Within Japan, there was a gradual shift in the thinking of those in the public

ZFor an authoritative study of the alliance, consult I.H.Nish, The Anglo-Japanese
Alliance: The Diplomacy of Two Island Empires 1894-1907, (London, 1966) and
Alliance in Decline: A Study in Anglo-Japanese Relations 1908-1923, (London,
1972).

26Tt "recognised the independence of China and Korea, and the special interests
therein of Great Britain and Japan respectively; and bound themselves to maintain
strict neutrality in the event of either of them being involved in war, and to come to
one another’s assistance in the event of either of them being confronted by the
opposition of more than one hostile Power," quoted from the Paris Peace Conference

Handbook on Japan prepared under the direction of the historical section of the
Foreign Office, March 1919, PRO FO 373/4/15, p 81.

?’Nish, Anglo-Japanese Alliance, p.372; Oka, op. cit., pp.37-38; Makino
Nobuaki, Kaikoroku [Reminiscences], Vol.1, (Tokyo, 1978), p.246.

28Nish, Anglo-Japanese Alliance, p.1. Britain’s perspective on the alliance will
be dealt with in greater detail in Chapter 5.
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(minkan) who continued to support the ajia shugi (pan-Asian) type of policy towards
China after 1895. It has been suggested that the rise of a more nationalistic ajia
shugi reflected public dissatisfaction with the government’s overly pragmatic approach

to foreign policy.*

The supporters of agjia shugi increasingly demanded a more
moralistic, sentimental basis for justifying the government’s imperial diplomacy,
which would have an appeal on grounds other than the pursuit of national interests.
There was a rise in the number of ultra-nationalist groups such as Genyo6sha (Dark
Ocean Association) and Kokurytkai (Armur River Association) which demanded that
Japan act as "leader of Asia" (T6a no meishu). Konoe Atsumaro®, one of the
influential figures in the pan-Asian movement who pushed for shinkoku kaizoron
(reform China) through his T6a dobunkai (East Asia Common Script Association),
advocated the "preservation of China" (shina hozen) from the western powers.
However, this slogan was a convenient cloak for hiding an increasingly more
imperialistic ambition of controlling Manchuria, especially after the Russians occupied
it in 1900.°' In 1898, Konoe called for solidarity of the same race (ddjinshu
démeiron) between the Japanese and Chinese to fight against the white race on the
grounds that East Asia would ultimately become a theatre for rivalry between the

2

white and yellow races.” These right-wing supporters of ajia shugi attempted to

XIriye, op. cit., p.28, pp.42-43.

*%Konoe Atsumaro (1863-1904) was a Meiji politician, an influential figure in the
early pan-Asian movement as head of Toéa dobunkai and Kokumin ddmeikai
(Association of National Solidarity) with Inukai Tsuyoshi and the ultra right-wing
activist, Toyama Mitsuru (leader of GenyOsha).

31Banno, op. cit., p.107, pp.116-117.

“bid., p.85.
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justify Japan’s continental expansion into Korea and Manchuria as its prerogative as
"leader of Asia". Clearly, this shift in pan-Asianism reflected the changing balance
of power in East Asia after 1895, as revealed by both Japan’s victory over China in

1895 and the increasing threat from Russia.

From the Russo-Japanese War to the First World War

The Russo-Japanese War was a watershed. The western powers could no
longer doubt that Japan was a significant imperialist player in East Asia. The
Japanese victory over Russia had a substantial impact in changing both Japan’s self-
perception and the western powers’ perception of Japan as an Asian great power.
This period was marked by two factors: first, Japan’s preoccupation with protecting
its spheres of interest from Russia and China; second, the increasing prominence of
Jinshuron (racial discourse) as a feature of Japan’s external identity, and its
relationship with the more chauvinistic gjia shugi (pan-Asian) perspective in foreign
policy debates.

The victory in the Russo-Japanese War had established Japan’s position as
great power in East Asia, according to the western definition of the term, by
demonstrating militarily its capacity to confront and defeat a traditional European
power, Russia.® Territorially, Japan gained the Liaotung Peninsula which was
denied to it by the Triple Intervention led by Russia in 1895. Thus, the war had
managed to secure for Japan its long held territorial ambitions of controlling Korea

and the southern part of Manchuria. However, due to its increasing prominence as

3Martin Wight, Power Politics, (Leicester, 1978), p.46; Hedley Bull, The
Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics, (London, 1977), p.201.
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an imperialist power in East Asia, Japan became increasingly conscious of its position
among the other great powers and began to feel diplomatically isolated.** What was
worrying was that this sense of insecurity was developing despite the fact that Japan
was fully following a datsu-A, é6bei kyéché (cooperation with the West) path in
foreign policy. There were a number of external reasons for Japan’s uneasiness about
its international position. First of all, Japan’s position in East Asia had become
generally more complicated due to the involvement of more powers in its security
arrangements. For instance, the defeat of Russia was only a temporary respite: there
was now pressure on Japan to protect the Liaotung Peninsula both from Russia and
China, especially as the Chinese began to insist on claiming back the territory.” In
order to safeguard its sphere of interest, the Japanese government negotiated the
Russo-Japanese and Franco-Japanese agreements in 1907. Secondly, the rising trend
of nationalism in China sowed the seeds of instability in the region. The 1911
revolution in China had two paradoxical implications for Japan.”® On the one hand,
the revolution indirectly posed a threat to Japan’s national independence by
destabilising its relationship with the Chinese government. On the other hand, the
fact that there was a political turmoil in China fuelled Japan’s expansionist desire for
further continental expansion. This is evidenced in the change in attitude of some
political and military leaders increasingly towards ajia shugi, an attitude which they

had historically manifested when it was perceived that Japan could "take advantage

3*This is what Iriye calls "shukanteki gaiko koritsukan" (the subjective feeling of
diplomatic isolation) in op. cit., pp.49-50.

3Banno, op. cit., p.124.

3%Oka, op. cit., p.47.
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of China" in the latter’s moments of weakness. For example, Yamagata Aritomo®’
who had shown a darsu-A inclination in his pronouncements after 1905 became
increasingly pan-Asian in his views after the 1911 revolution, coinciding with the
change 1n national outlook which increasingly demanded that Japan obtain
Manchuria.*®

Japan’s sense of international isolation was also affected by the anti-Japanese
movements particularly in the United States.* Historically, ever since Japanese
immigration to the British Dominions and the United States had begun, the problem
of how to deal with anti-Japanese immigration legislation and, more generally, anti-
Japanese sentiment, caused considerable consternation and aggravation for the
Japanese government. In particular, the 1913 Californian Alien Land Law was a
painful and humiliating experience for the Japanese government because it was
specifically targeted against Japanese immigrants. Ironically, it was the Japanese
victory in 1905 which jolted the Californians into actively launching an anti-Japanese
movement. The fundamental problem was the inability of the Japanese government
to convince the Americans that the Japanese were not an inferior race to the white
Americans. This failure was especially painful as the Japanese considered themselves

as a civilised nation belonging to the West. The anti-Japanese immigration problem

3Yamagata Aritomo (1838-1922) was an influential Choshi clan army general
and genré. He was prime minister twice in 1889 and 1898. His famous declaration
of December 1890 of Japan’s need not only to defend shukensen (national boundary)
but also riekisen (the area in between the enemy and national boundary) became the
mainstay of the early Japanese defence policy. Although keen to strengthen the
military, he was nevertheless aware of the importance of cooperating with the great
powers, especially Britain and the United States.

3¥Banno, op. cit., pp.126-127.

3This will be dealt with in more detail in Chapter 7.
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was symbolic of the fact that Japan’s status as great power could not eradicate the
Anglo-Saxon view of Japanese as undesirable immigrants.*® It pointed up the gap
between the way Japan saw itself and the way the West saw it. In any case, the
psychological impact of the national humiliation experienced at the hands of the
Americans, and in the British Dominions, was to have a lasting impact on Japanese
thinking. As we shall discover later, it became one explanatory factor for the

submission of the racial equality proposal in 1919.

The Rise of Jinshuron in Foreign Policy Debates

The rise of jinshuron (racial discourse) in mainstream Japanese foreign policy
debates is an important and highly relevant aspect of this period. As we shall
discover later, one of the fundamental reasons for the public uproar over the fate of
the racial equality proposal at the Paris Peace Conference was precisely because it hit
a raw nerve of a nation which was extraordinarily sensitive to issues related to race
or, more precisely, the Japanese race. In order to understand jinshuron, it is
necessary to distinguish between two types of arguments--jinshuron and bummeiron
(discourse on civilisation)--which are sometimes conflated.*!

It is commonly known that Japan’s sensitivity to race could be traced back to

the Sino-Japanese War when Kaiser Wilhelm II first coined the phrase, the "yellow

“Paul Birdsall, Versailles Twenty Years After, (Hamden, 1962), p.90.

“Mamiya Kunio, "Okuma Shigenobu to jinshu sabetsu teppai mondai” [Okuma
Shigenobu and the Issue of Abolition of Racial Discrimination], Waseda daigakushi
kiyd Vol.22 (1989). p.222.
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peril".* Evidently, the newly emergent imperial Japan was perceived to be a threat
to western imperialism because Japan was culturally and religiously incompatible with
the western great powers.” In this sense, the yellow peril concept was both racial
and cultural in connotation. For the Japanese, the concept had highlighted the
"foreign-ness" of Japan culturally, religiously, but most of all, racially, which left a
bitter after-taste by inflicting "permanent damage", according to one Japanese

diplomat, on the Japanese nation.*

Henceforth, kokaron (the yellow peril) as one
variant of jinshuron gained regular usage in foreign policy debates. Although there
had always been to some extent a racial element present in foreign policy debates,
Jinshuron became a high profile issue after 1895. It has been mentioned previously
that Konoe Atsumaro advocated "solidarity of the same race" (ddjinshu domeiron) in
1898 because of the prospect of racial rivalry between the white and yellow races.”
Such a view, expressed also by Yamagata in 1899, was clearly a reflection of how
menacing the white Russian threat had appeared to the Japanese in the light of the
Russian occupation of Dairen and Port Arthur.

Clearly, Japan became more aware of the racial aspect of its identity in the
Russo-Japanese War. There was an intense anxiety within Japan that its victory

would lead to a resurgence of the "yellow peril" feeling in the West. This led the

government to take the exceptional preemptive action of sending two special public

“Jean-Pierre Lehmann, The Image of Japan: From Feudal Isolation to World
Power, 1850-1905, (London, 1978), p.149.

“Irye, op. cit., pp.45-47.

“Ishii Kikujird, Gaikd zuis6 [Occasional Thoughts on Diplomacy], (Tokyo,
1967), p.186, p.188.

“Banno, op. cit., pp.85-86.



33

relations envoys to the United States and Europe respectively from February 1904 to
October 1905. Their objective was to disseminate Japan’s side of the story by
emphasising the self-defensive nature of the war, and denying the rise of the "yellow
peril" and any religious interpretation of the war as one of Christians versus
heathens.* In other words, its mission was to prevent the alienation of Japan as a
non-Christian nation from the white Christian West.*” It is highly likely that such
an intense concern over the "yellow peril" underpinned Japan’s deep sense of
insecurity that if the West turned against Japan, it would be left isolated from both
the West and East.*® Otherwise, in foreign policy debates, there was much concern
over the rising world trend towards racial confrontation. Takahashi Sakue, a well-
known international lawyer and member of the House of Peers, expressed such fears
and recommended that Japan should coalesce with the eastern race (ie. Chinese) in
order to face this threat.*” This was an alarmist response to the government’s pro-
western attitude. It spelled out the dangers of the government’s policy of joining the
West against Japan’s natural racial alliance with China, that it effectively went against
the growing world trend of confrontation between the western and the eastern races.
Solidarity with China was important because it was impossible for Japan to fight this
racial conflict alone. Not only kdkaron, but also other ideas such as jinshu senso

(racial war) and jinshu kyosé (racial rivalry), stayed henceforth in the public

*Matsumura Masayoshi, "Kokaron to nichiro sens6" [The "Yellow Peril" and the
Russo-Japanese War], Kokusai seiji Vol.71 (1982), p.40. See also Nish, Origins of
the Russo-Japanese War, pp.238-239.

“Matsumura, op. cit., p.44.
“0ka, op. cit., p.42.

“Ibid., pp.42-43.
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consciousness, and were used in mainstream public debates by the ultra-nationalistic
wing of pan-Asian thinkers and groups, and also by mainstream politicians. The
extent of public interest in jinshuron can be witnessed in a prominent pan-Asian
intellectual journal, Taiyd, which dedicated a special issue to "The clash of the yellow
and white peoples" in February 1908.

On the other hand, jinshuron is often confused with and conflated with
bummeiron (discourse on civilisation). Commonly, jinshuron is regarded as an gjia
shugi (pan-Asian) type of argument whereas bummeiron represents a datsu-A ron
(escape Asia) point of view. As we have seen, jinshuron emphasises the racial aspect
of Japanese identity in opposition to the "whiteness" of the West. Bummeiron argues
the distinctness of the Japanese race not on the basis of race but of civilisation and
culture. Sometimes, confusion arises because bummeiron supporters would use racial
issues to explain why Japanese civilisation was different from and superior to the rest
of Asia, and how it effectively belonged to the West. Okuma Shigenobu®
participated in the jinshuron debate by presenting a bummeiron argument in January
1904 when he spoke on the "yellow peril" at his alma mater, Waseda University.>!
His point was that the "yellow peril" was a result of "national" (minzokuteki)
misunderstandings, leading to increased tension based on jealousy and rivalry felt

towards Japan by the western states.®® Okuma published a short volume in 1919

%Okuma Shigenobu (1838-1922) was a Meiji and Taisho politician, who was
Foreign Minister in 1888 during which time he was involved in the revision of the
unequal treaties, and again in the Matsukata cabinet in 1896, and formed a coalition
government with Itagaki Taisuke in 1898. He was Chancellor of Waseda University
in 1907, returned to politics and formed the second Okuma cabinet in 1914.

S!Mamiya, op. cit., p.221.

2Ibid., footnote 24.
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where he argued that racial antagonism was really a conflict of civilisations, and that
Japan had shown through the years that it was a civilised nation (bummei kokka)
worthy of belonging to the ranks of the western civilised nations.> An interesting
example of the confusion over bummeiron can be seen in the response of the non-
western world to Japan’s 1905 victory. The war had important psychological
implications for nationalist movements in Asia because the Japanese victory was a
symbolic annihilation of the myth of the invincibility of white men.>* This was
ironic because whilst the colonised peoples saw the victory as an advancement of
eastern civilisation, the Japanese themselves tended to perceive their victory as a
proof of their achieving the "civilised" status of the West.”> Hence, for the Japanese
who supported the "datsu-A nyné" (escape Asia, enter Europe) view, the war was a
war of the two civilisations in which Japan had demonstrated its capacity to belong
to western civilisation, by becoming a civilised nation (bummei kokka).>®

In the light of the above, it is not difficult to understand how hurtful the anti-
Japanese immigration problems in the United States and the British Dominions were
to the pride of the Japanese nation. The Japanese were less annoyed about "the fact

of exclusion than about the symbol of discrimination, the label of an inferior

>0Okuma makes the case also that nations should be judged not in terms of
"standard of nation" (minzoku hyojun) but "standard of civilisation" (bummei hydjun)
because the latter is attainable by all nations regardless of race. Okuma Shigenobu,
Jinshu mondai [The Race Problem], (Tokyo, 1919), p.76, pp.88-90.

%Oka, op. cit., pp.45-46.

55S.R.Mehrotra, India and the Commonwealth 1885-1929, (London, 1965), p.33.

®Qka, op. cit., p.45.
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people."’ Makino Nobuaki® who was the chief Japanese negotiator on the racial
equality proposal in 1919 said of the 1913 Californian Alien Land Law that it was
particularly painful because it involved the physical characteristics of the Japanese
people.” Domestically, the 1913 Californian Alien Land Law produced some bitter
reactions as some public figures such as Nakano Seigd saw the whole problem as
originating from the feeling in the Anglo-Saxon territories that the Japanese were
being "cheeky" in achieving this "western" status despite having "yellow faces" and
belonging to an inferior race.®® In 1915, Foreign Minister Katdé made a bummeiron
(discourse on civilisation) argument in his speech on the 1913 immigration crisis:
What we regard very unpleasant about the Californian question...is the
discrimination made against our people in distinction from some other nations.
We would not mind disabilities if they were equally applicable to all nations.
We are not vain enough to consider ourselves at the very forefront of
enlightenment; we know that we still have much to learn from the West.
But...we thought ourselves ahead of any other Asiatic people and as good as
some of the European nations.®'
It can be seen from the above reactions that the Japanese tended to perceive a direct

correlation between race and great power status. This was why race as expressed

through the jinshuron debate was such an important aspect of their national identity

S"Birdsall, op. cit., p.90.

8Makino Nobuaki (1861-1954) from Satsuma clan was a diplomat and politician
with a strongly liberal inclination. He joined the Iwakura Mission and studied in the
United States, joined the Foreign Ministry in 1891, became Minister of Education
1906-1908, Privy Councillor 1908-1911, Foreign Minister 1913-1914, and became
acting chief plenipotentiary at the Paris Peace Conference. Later he became head of
Imperial Household Agency and then Lord Keeper of the Privy Seal.

Makino, op. cit., p.85.

%ONakano Seig6, "Nihon teikoku no shimei" [The Mission of the Japanese
Empire], Nihon oyobi nihonjin no.639 (20th September 1914), p.111.

®1Greene to Grey, 15th March 1915, PRO FO 371/2388, f 50192.
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and played a prominent part in foreign policy debates.

What can be said generally about Japanese foreign policy from the early Meiji
period to the outbreak of the First World War is that whilst the government was
pursuing faithfully a pragmatic foreign policy based on imperialist ambitions of
continental expansion, there was a reaction against the government’s strongly datsu-A
(escape Asia) bias in favour of a more gjia shugi (pan-Asian) orientated approach
which emphasised the importance of the traditional relationship with China. Hence,
whilst there was general agreement that Japan should expand by having control over
Korea and, after 1900, Manchuria, there was disagreement as to how this was to be
justified. This was reflected in the datsu-A ron versus ajia shugi debate. On the one
hand, Japan continued to be wary of China’s national power until 1895. However,
after 1895, the threat came from the West, or more specifically, from Russia.
Although Japan’s position in East Asia was gradually being established through the
Sino-Japanese and Russo-Japanese Wars, and the Anglo-Japanese Alliance, Japan
always remained wary of being politically isolated from the western powers. One of
the side effects of this innate fear of international isolation was the popularisation of
Jinshuron (racial discourse) in foreign policy debates. Jinshuron was a defensive
measure in which the Japanese attempted to find a niche based on racial affinity with
China, in a world which was perceived to be becoming increasingly racially
antagonistic towards Japan. In any case, such a feeling of isolation was aggravated

by Japan’s participation in the First World War, as we shall see below.

PART II: THE IMPACT OF THE FIRST WORLD WAR

Let us now turn to Japan’s foreign policy in the First World War in order to
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understand why the postwar Japanese government adopted an 6bei kyéché (pro-
western, internationalist) attitude to diplomacy at the Paris Peace Conference. Japan
pursued an aggressively expansionist policy during the war. The most contentious
aspects of Japan’s foreign policy can be found in its China policy which included the
Twenty-One Demands of 1915, and the Nishihara Loans (Nishihara shakkan) of 1916-
1918. Moreover, there were other bones of contention such as the American
opposition to Japan’s troop deployment in Siberia, and discontent felt by Britain and
the United States that Japan was benefiting more from the war than it contributed.
It will be shown below that Japan’s ambitious continental policy during the war had
the undesired effect of heightening its sense of international isolation by alienating
Britain and the United States. This, in turn, enlivened jinshuron (racial discourse)

in foreign policy debates.

Japan’s Objectives in the War

Japan participated in the First World War for imperialistic reasons. It was
generally perceived that the temporary power vacuum created in East Asia due to the
preoccupation of the other powers with the war in Europe, presented an excellent
opportunity for Japan to pursue unchecked its interests in China.®* Hitherto Japan
felt impeded from increasing its influence in China because of the presence of other
great powers. For Japan, its participation in the First World War was as "the grace

of Heaven"® because it allowed for an expansion of Japanese control in East Asia,

620ka, op. cit., pp.52-53.

6This was uttered by Yamagata Aritomo and the Okuma cabinet. Kobayashi
Tatsuo, "Rinji gaiké chosa iinkai no setchi” [Establishment of the Diplomatic
Advisory Council], Kokusai seiji Vol.28 (1964), p.55.
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stimulated the domestic economy, and bolstered national confidence.®

However, the Japanese participation was viewed with much suspicion by
Britain and the United States. Japan entered war in August 1914 on the basis of its
obligations under its alliance with Britain.® It was the way in which the Japanese
government had entered the war which first gave rise to British suspicion of Japan’s
intentions. The problem was that Japan delivered an ultimatum to Germany without
first consulting Britain even though it was done in response to Britain’s request for
Japanese protection of British vessels in the Pacific.®® Japan declared war on
Germany on 23rd August and sent troops to Shantung, capturing Tsingtao by
November, and followed this by the capture of the German colonies in the Pacific

north of the equator.®’

Although Japan was ostensibly entering the war on the basis
of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance, its real objective was to obtain the German territories

and rights in China and the Pacific in order to establish Japan’s preeminence in East

Asia.® This, in turn, was perceived to enhance Japan’s international position.

%Nakano Yasuo, Seijika: Nakano Seigd [The Politician: Nakano Seigd], Vol.2,
(Tokyo, 1971), p.244.

®For Prime Minister Okuma’s statement of war aims made on 17th August 1914,
consult Nish, Alliance in Decline, p.124.

%The British government sent a message to the Japanese government for the
assistance on 7th August 1914, and within thirty-six hours, the Okuma cabinet
decided to go to war in support of Britain. On 23rd August, Japan declared war on
Germany after the latter failed to respond to the ultimatum.

6"Technically, the Japanese capture of Shantung constituted a violation of Chinese
neutrality which the Chinese government could not defend due to lack of military
strength. Chinese Oral History Project, Wellington Koo Memoir, Part 2, Vol.2,
pp.76-80, Rare Book and Manuscript Library, Columbia University.

®8Takamura Naosuke, "Tenkanki to shiteno datichiji taisen to nippon" [The First
World War as a Turning Point and Japan], in K6za nihon rekishi [Japanese History]
Part 3 Vol.9, (Tokyo, 1985), p.10.
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However, the swiftness of the actions and the readiness of the Japanese government
to take advantage of the situation in East Asia made Britain suspicious of Japan.

As far as Japan was concerned, its interest in the war was geographically
confined to East Asia. This can be evidenced in the Okuma government’s perception
that the war would end quickly in Europe and that Japan, having achieved its
objective of defeating the Germans in East Asia and the Pacific, would have met its
obligations as an alliance partner of Britain. This attitude underlined the limited
scope of Japanese war aims and the limited Japanese understanding of the complex
situation in Europe.®” Moreover, it meant that Japanese military assistance did not
extend readily beyond East Asia and, when it did, it came on the basis of a quid pro
quo which the British resented.” Paradoxically, the Japanese felt that their
assistance was not being fully appreciated by the British.”! Thus, Anglo-Japanese
war time collaboration had an uneasy start, which made each country wary of the

other.

Japan’s China Policy

Clearly, Japan’s China policy became the most contentious issue in its
relations with Britain and the United States. As mentioned above, it was Japan’s urge

to expand in China that prompted its participation in the war. Having swiftly

®Gaimushd hyakunenshi hensan iinkai ed., Gaimush6 no hyakunen [One Hundred
Years of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs], Vol.1, (Tokyo, 1969), p.611.

"“Balfour complained that the Japanese assistance was not too great. Balfour to
Milner, 19th January 1918, MS Milner 46, .3, Bodleian Library, Milner Papers.
See also Captain E.H. Rymer, 8th February 1918, PRO FO 371/3233, f 46022;
Greene to Balfour, 7th January 1918, FO 371/3233, f 33087.

"11bid., Greene to Balfour, 23rd December 1918, FO 371/3816, f 20038.
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occupied Shantung and the Pacific islands in 1914, Japan sought to consolidate further
its preeminent position in China by controversial means, namely, the Twenty-One
Demands and the Nishihara Loans. However, both measures were unsuccessful
because they antagonised Britain and the United States, and fuelled the anti-Japanese
movement in China.

The notification of the Twenty-One Demands on 18th January 1915 was the
most controversial example of Japan’s imperialist ambitions in China.” It included
the notorious Group Five of Demands which was designed to bring China half way
under Japan’s control by stipulating the appointment of influential Japanese as
political, financial, and military advisers, etc., in the Chinese government. In fact,
the Demands were so overtly imperialistic that Yamagata did not agree to the final
form until after the controversial Group Five was deleted.” Interestingly, the
public, on the whole, was very supportive of the Demands. Even a liberal
intellectual, Yoshino Sakuzd, considered that "it was necessary for Japan’s survival”

because the "preservation of China" (shina hozen) was essential to Japan’s national

"The terms of the Twenty-One Demands which were divided into five groups
were as follows: 1) Chinese asked to assent to any future agreement on the disposal
of rights to former German Shantung, and also Japan having further commercial
rights; i1) demands extended the Manchuria leases to 99 years, and further rights in
Inner Mongolia and South Manchuria; iii) Chinese consent to monopoly rights for an
existing Japanese industrial complex in the Yangtze valley; iv) Chinese to promise not
to cede to any other power any harbour or bay or island along the coast of China; v)
to engage influential Japanese as political, financial and military advisers, etc.,
bringing China more than half-way under Japan’s direct political supervision. It was
the group (v) demand which caused international uproar and was subsequently
withdrawn upon intervention by Genrd Yamagata. See Richard Storry, Japan and the
Decline of the West in Asia 1894-1943, (New York, 1979), pp.108-109.

Tokutomi lichiro ed., Kdshaku Yamagata Aritomo den (Biography of Prince
Yamagata), Vol.3, (Tokyo, 1933), pp.932-933.




42

independence.” This reflected the prevailing view of supporting "constitutionalism
inside, imperialism outside" (uchini rikkenshugi, sotoni teikokushugi).”” Indeed,
only a very small minority strongly condemned the government’s manoeuvre as being
opportunistic.”®

Both the Americans and British responded very negatively to the Twenty-One
Demands. The Americans strongly condemned it because it was a blatant attempt by
the Japanese not only to control China but indirectly to quash Chinese nationalism.
Not only did it turn the tide of Chinese nationalism into an anti-Japanese movement
but the devastating long term foreign policy implication was that it made an "enemy"
out of the United States.”” Although the British had acted with more restraint than
the Americans, they had been snubbed by Foreign Minister Kat6 who failed to consult
them before the Demands were imposed.”® However, the Japanese insisted that they
had made the claims based on the conversation which took place between Katé who
was then the Japanese ambassador in London and Foreign Secretary Grey on 9th

August 1914 when Grey reportedly said that Britain would not object to Japan’s

"Qka, op. cit., p.57; Kizaka Jun’ichir6, "Taishoki minponshugisha no kokusai
ninshiki" [Liberal Democrats’ Understanding of the International in the Taisho
Period], Kokusai seiji Vol.51 (1974), p.63.

Qka, op. cit., p.57.

Ibid., pp.57-58; Ishibashi Tanzan, "Kakon o nokosu gaikd seisaku" [Our
Foreign Policy which Leaves the Root of Evil], 5th May 1915, in Matsuo Takayoshi
ed., Ishibashi Tanzan hyoéronsht [Collected Reviews of Ishibashi Tanzan], (Tokyo,
1986), p.56.

""Mitani Taichird, Nippon seitd seiji no keisei: Hara Kei no seiji shidd no tenkai
[The Formation of Party Politics in Japan: The Development of Hara Kei’s Political
Leadership], (Tokyo, 1980), p.236.

8peter Lowe, Great Britain and Japan 1911-15: A Study of British Far Eastern
Policy, (London. 1969), p.229, p.254.
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continued possession of the captured territories after the war in the event of it
declaring war on Germany.” The incident had the effect that Britain "lost
confidence in her ally, Japan, whose action was often compared with Germany’s
action in invading Belgium, and in Katd, who had hitherto been the personification
of Anglo-Japanese friendship."® The intensity of opposition from Britain and the
United States did concern many in the government, including Yamagata who
supported a Russo-Japanese agreement as an additional check against the United
States in China." Having recognised the mistake they made in the Twenty-One
Demands, the Japanese government had to rectify the immense damage the incident
had inflicted on Japan’s international reputation.

After the demise of the Okuma government over the Twenty-One Demands,

the new militarist government under General Terauchi®® was determined to change
g g

" According to the British, the record of the conversation did not exist. However,
there 1s a record of Grey’s conversation with the Japanese Counsellor in London on
9th May 1915 when Grey indicated that Britain would not object to the Japanese
demands on the former German settlements in China, should these concessions
become part of the negotiation between China and Japan. See Box 56, Davidson
Papers, Historical Collection 187, House of Lords Record Office.

®Nish, Alliance in Decline, p.155.

8'Whereas some in the Army General Staff such as Tanaka Giichi did not take the
Americans seriously and considered quashing Chinese opposition internally by using
revolutionaries to incite disturbance in China, and internationally by relying on the
strength of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance and Russo-Japanese Agreement. Banno Junji,
Kindai nippon no gaiké to_seiji [Foreign Policy and Politics in Modern Japan],
(Tokyo, 1985), pp.80-81, pp.83-84.

*Terauchi Masatake (1852-1919) was a general and politician. He was a protégé
of Yamagata Aritomo, and became Army Minister in 1902-1911. He was the first
Governor to Korea where he increased the power of kempei police, quashed all anti-
Japanese organs, and suppressed independence movements. In October 1916,
Terauchi was appointed prime minister but fell from power in August 1918 due to
rice riots.
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the tactics used in Japan’s China policy by increasing Japanese influence through
financial and economic means. Terauchi sought to do this by maintaining the Russo-
Japanese agreement, whilst at the same time cooperating with the Northern forces in
China to make economic advances to North Manchuria and Siberia.** The aim of
the new softer ajia shugi approach was to protect Japan’s interests by making China,
and specifically Yuen Shi-kai, more sympathetic to Japan.** The Nishihara Loans
(Nishihara shakkan) of 1916-1918 was representative of this approach because it
sought to increase Japan’s political and economic leverage in China by making eight
separate loans through a private individual named Nishihara Kamez0, totalling some
145 million yen, designed to lend money to China outside of the framework of the

international consortium.®

However, the scheme was considered to have failed by
the mid-1920s for two reasons. Domestically, it attracted much criticism for
entrusting such an important foreign economic policy to the hands of a private
individual without involving the Foreign Ministry.® Internationally, it caused
friction for violating the rules of the international consortium and gaining an upper

hand at the expense of the other members. Therefore, the Nishihara Loans only

helped to put another dent in Japan’s fragile international reputation, already severely

8Mitani, op. cit.. p.234.

$Banno, Kindai nippon no gaiké to seiji, p.79, pp.91-92.

At the time, there existed an international consortium composed of Britain,
France, Germany, the United States and Japan created in 1909 to prevent excessive
competition among foreign investors in China.

%Hirano Ken’ichir6, "Nishihara shakkan kara shinyonkoku shakkandan e" [From
Nishihara Loans to Four Power Consortium], in Hosoya Chihiro and Saitd6 Makoto
ed., Washinton taisei to nichibei kankeir [The Washington System and Japanese-
American Relations], (Tokyo, 1978), p.291.




45
damaged by the Twenty-One Demands.

The Problem of Siberian Troop Deployment

The sense of distrust felt by the United States towards Japan was most clearly
manifested in the Siberian troop deployment.’” In January 1918, the British
government on behalf of the Allied forces asked the Japanese government to send
troops to Vladivostok to protect armaments. However, President Wilson decided
against Japanese participation on 7th March 1918 on the basis that Japanese forces
might permanently occupy Siberia. Domestically, this had an effect of dividing the
Terauchi cabinet into two camps, a minority led by Foreign Minister Motono®,
Army Minister Tanaka and Privy Councillor Itd Miyoji* who supported the
intervention, and the majority who opposed it, including Genr6 Yamagata, Prime

Minister Terauchi, leader of the opposition Hara Kei”, and Ambassador Uchida in

8"The details on the issue of Siberian troop deployment have been extracted from
Gaimush6 no hyakunen, Vol.1, pp.675-685.

8Eventually, Motono resigned over the crisis and was replaced by Gotd Shimpei.

¥1td Miyoji (1857-1934) was a politician whose career spanned the Meiji, Taishd
and Showa periods. It6 was a protégé of Itd Hirobumi and was involved in the
drafting of the Meiji constitution. In December 1885, he became Private Secretary
to Itd Hirobumi in the It cabinet, Secretary of the Privy Council in 1889, member
of House of Peers in 1890, chairman of Tokyo nichi nichi shimbun in 1891-1904,
Agriculture Minister in the third Itd cabinet in 1898, and Privy Councillor in 1899.
He was partly instrumental in the fall of the Okuma cabinet and the rise of the
Terauchi cabinet, and was appointed as member of the Diplomatic Advisory Council.

“Hara Kei (1856-1921) was a Christian, journalist, diplomat and politician. He
pursued his journalistic career at Yabin hochi shimbun and Dait6 nippd from 1879
to 1882 until he entered Foreign Ministry. He became consul at Tientsin, then First
Secretary at Paris, before being appointed as Private Secretary at the Ministry of
Agriculture and Commerce in 1889-1892. As a protégé€ of Mutsu Munemitsu, Hara
went back to the Foreign Ministry when Mutsu became Foreign Minister in the
second It0 cabinet. Then Hara became editor of Osaka mainichi shimbun, and
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Russia. Hara in particular, backed by Makino Nobuaki was concerned about
maintaining good relations with the United States. Hara argued that since "the future
of Japan depends on the close relationship with the United States, the only reason
why there would be any problem between Japan and the United States would be
because of their suspicion of Japan’s aggressive ambitions."®! Apart from Motono
who was a keen supporter of the Tsarist regime, the military was clearly interested
in having a pretext for going into Siberia. To this end, it was secretly supporting the
anti-Bolshevik elements in Northern Manchuria, and laid the groundwork for Chinese
military involvement in Siberia through the signing of Sino-Japanese Joint Defence
Agreements in mid-May 1918.

The international tension was eased by the American decision in late June
1918 to consider a joint troop deployment with Japan as a response to the Allied
requests to aid the Czech forces against the Soviets. The Japanese troop deployment
began on 12th August 1918, followed by the Americans on the 19th, and a general
command office was established in Vladivostok under a Japanese official. As soon
as the deployment started, there was a debate in Japan whether to restrict the number
of troops around Vladivostok to 7000 as had been agreed, or to go for a "general
deployment" with the aim of establishing a pro-Japanese government near Lake Baikal
which would have extended the geographical area of deployment from East Siberia
(East of Baikal) to North Manchuria. Again, the government split, with the military

advocating for a general deployment, whilst Hara and Makino strongly criticised it.

subsequently joined Seiytkai in 1900. He served twice as Home Affairs Minister in
the Saionji cabinets 1905-1912, then for the third time in 1913 in the Yamamoto
cabinet. He became head of Seiylkai in 1914, and became prime minister in 1918.

91Gaimusho no hyakunen, Vol.1, pp.681-682.
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In the end, the government decided on a general deployment but with modifications
to accommodate the criticisms. Consequently, the Japanese deployed 73,000 troops
in the three provinces of Russia.” It may be said that the Siberian troop deployment
demonstrated the extent of American distrust of Japan, but also the emergence of
Hara who favoured a more 6bei kydchd (pro-western, internationalist) approach in
foreign policy.

Since Japan's China policy was responsible for alienating Britain and the
United States from Japan during the First World War, the question arises as to why
Japan pursued such an aggressive policy? Although it has already been mentioned
that Japan was beginning to feel isolated internationally after 1905, this was
fundamentally a subjective assessment made by Japan of its position in East Asia.*?
Japan felt that not only was its position in the region tightly checked by the other
powers, but that Japan was somehow unfairly treated by them as the anti-Japanese
immigration row had demonstrated. Since the First World War was perceived to be
a European war by the majority of Japanese, they seemed to have underestimated the
ability of the western powers to hold on to their interests and check Japanese
advances in China.”* Hence, the Japanese seemed to have taken for granted that
Britain and the United States would turn a blind eye to their expansionist policy in
China, especially as Japan was an ally of Britain, if it did not directly infringe on

those countries’ respective spheres of influence.  Consequently, the fear of

“When Lansing protested about the size of the forces in November 1918, Hara
immediately decreased the figure to 26,000 by mid December 1918.

“Iriye, op. cit., pp.49-50.

%Banno, Kindai nippon no gaiko to seiji, pp.91-92.
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international isolation became a concrete reality during the war as a result of Japan’s

war time conduct.

Jinshuron in the First World War

Finally, jinshuron (racial discourse) resurfaced as a prominent feature in
foreign policy debates during the war. In a sense, the rise and fall of jinshuron was
an interesting barometer of how secure or insecure the Japanese felt about their great
power status. There appeared to be a corresponding rise in the frequency of
Jinshuron type of argument in domestic debates when Japan felt insecure about its
relationships with the other great powers. Under such circumstances, jinshuron
would claim that Japan should prepare itself for a racial war (jinshu senso) between
the white and yellow races. Jinshuron offered an alternative at times when tension
ran high in Japan’s relations with the West, in that it assumed that China would
always gladly join forces with Japan against the West out of racial kinship. It was
necessary for Japan to rely on the most basic common denominator between it and
China in order to obtain China’s sympathy because Japan had, in reality, "betrayed"
China by behaving ruthlessly towards the latter as a western imperialist power.
Hence, the desire to foster jinshuron was partly a response to the fear that Japan was
falling into an abyss of international isolation by recklessly following an imperialist
policy (ie. datsu-A policy) in China, regardless of international implications of these
actions.”

Consider some of the examples of jinshuron propounded by some intellectuals

during the war. There were a few intellectuals who argued against a pan-Asian view

%Qka, op. cit., p.54.
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of jinshuron by emphasising that the so-called racial antagonism was essentially an
inter-group problem because all races originate from the same source.”® However,
the views of the majority were alarmist in nature. In 1914, a prominent newspaper,

Asahi shimbun, argued that the western powers were suspicious of Japan partly due

to their racial prejudice, since they tended to regard Japan as militarily strong but

racially inferior.”’

Therefore, Japan should help to "preserve China" in order to
confront jointly the western imperialists. In 1916, Tokutomi Sohd, a right-wing
intellectual, warned of the existence of a white clique (hakubatsu) and argued that
Japan had a mission to reestablish racial equilibrium by eliminating this white clique
from Asia, and realise an Asian Monroe Doctrine.”® In part, this was a pan-Asian
backlash against the preeminence of bummeiron which promoted unity of eastern and
western civilisations. It has been argued that Tokutomi’s hakubatsu was a result of
"double-victim mentality" (nijii no higaisha ishiki) founded on the strength of distrust
towards the West compounded by the feeling that the West was fundamentally
suspicious of Japan.” In 1918, another writer warned that Japan should prevent the
"terrifying prospect of a racial war" by assisting the less developed countries in the
East in order to achieve equality between the white and coloured races.'®

It was not only the intellectuals who engaged in the jinshuron debate but also

mainstream politicians like Yamagata Aritomo. Interestingly, Yamagata had been

“Inada Shunosuke, Jinshu mondai [The Race Problem], (Tokyo, 1915), pp.6-7.

*7Oka, op. cit., pp.54-55.
%Ibid., p.55.
®Iriye, op. cit.. pp.78-79.

W(Qka, op. cit., p.55.



50

previously critical of those pan-Asians who interpreted Japan’s victory over Russia
in 1905 as a victory of the yellow race against the white, arguing that the war had
only demonstrated that the yellow race could defeat the white race with western
technology. Evidently, this argument underlined his datsu-A ron (escape Asia)
perspective by including Japan as part of the West.'® However, he seemingly
reversed his position at the outbreak of the First World War by calling for a racial
alliance between Japan and China in order to prevent the white race from uniting
against the yellow race. It has been suggested that a detailed analysis of the
circumstances surrounding this statement show that Yamagata had another agenda in
enunciating a racial alliance with China, which was to persuade the Chinese to
become more pro-Japan in order to facilitate Japan’s China policy at the time.'%
Notwithstanding his hidden agenda, the fact that Yamagata felt inclined to express
such views demonstrate the complicated nature of the perception held by the Japanese
that the issue of race was intertwined with the political uncertainty surrounding
Japan’s position in China.

In the end, it can be said that jinshuron was a double-edged sword, as both an
attempt to justify Japan’s expansion into China and to rationalise Japan’s insecurity
vis-a-vis the western powers. Jinshuron highlighted Japan’s sense of racial alienation
from the West, by appealing to the ajia shugi (pan-Asian) instincts of finding a
rationale in Japan’s relationship with China. Ultimately, it seems that the important
role played by jinshuron in foreign policy debates was to underpin Japan’s sense of

insecurity as non-white great power.

' Banno, Meiji, pp.129-130.

12Banno, Kindai nippon no gaikd to_seiji, pp.80-81.
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Conclusions

The image of Japan we derive from this chapter is a paradoxical one. On the
one hand, there was the Japan which had steadily followed an imperialistic, datsu-A
(escape-Asia) foreign policy since the late Meiji period (1890-1912) by consolidating
its position on the Korean peninsula and in China. These political and military
successes on the continent had made Japan a great power. On the other hand, there
was the Japan which felt insecure about its great power status and isolated from the
western powers. The feeling of insecurity existed at two levels. At the political
level, Japan was feeling isolated from the western powers because of the competing
imperial interests in China. However, Japan also perceived itself, rightly or wrongly,
to be alienated from the West due to racial difference. This implied that for Japan,
the issues of race and great power status were interconnected. It, therefore, provides
the background to the explanation that the racial equality proposal was motivated in
part by Japan’s insecurity of its great power status. In the next chapter, we shall see
how Hara Kei who became premier in September 1918 faced the challenges of the
peace conference and how the racial equality proposal emerged as an attempt to face

this challenge both domestically and internationally.



CHAPTER 2 THE ORIGINS OF THE RACIAL EQUALITY PROPOSAL IN
1918

It has been argued in the previous chapter that by the end of the First World
War, Japan felt isolated internationally because of its wartime actions which increased
the suspicion with which it was viewed by Britain and the United States. We must
now proceed to explain the political origins of the racial equality proposal, which was
one aspect of the Hara government’s policy at the Paris Peace Conference. In this
chapter, we shall attempt to analyse the Japanese motivations for the racial equality
proposal in 1918, and how the proposal was inextricably linked to the government’s
policy towards the League of Nations. We shall also examine the meaning of the
proposal when it was first conceived and discussed within the government circles.
In the process, it will become increasingly clear that the Japanese government did not
originally intend their racial equality proposal to have universal implications--linked
with Japan’s insecurity concerning its great power status in the new organisation.
Moreover, a suggestion will be made that racial equality could have inadvertently
appeased the opponents of Prime Minister Hara’s determination to support the League
of Nations. However, let us first "set the scene" by understanding the foreign policy
making machinery in which the peace policy of the Hara government was conceived,
in an effort to understand how and why the racial equality demand was included as

one of Japan’s three peace terms to be negotiated at Paris.

The Foreign Policy Making Machinery

We first explain the foreign policy making machinery which existed in Japan
around the time of the Paris Peace Conference. There were three main bodies that
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influenced foreign policy: the Diplomatic Advisory Council (rinji gaikd chésa iinkai),
the Foreign Ministry, and the genré (Elder Statesmen). The prime minister exercised
a considerable control over foreign policy as we shall see in the case of Hara Kei.
The military exerted influence indirectly through the Diplomatic Advisory Council
and genré. The important point is that top level consultations occurred frequently
between the members of these bodies. During the Paris Peace Conference, the
normal procedure for foreign policy making would be as follows: the Foreign
Ministry would do the groundwork and submit a proposal to the Diplomatic Advisory
Council for discussion and approval. At the same time, some members of the
Diplomatic Advisory Council who had personal access to the genrd, Yamagata
Aritomo, would consult him and seek his informal approval on the issue. Once the
council had given its approval, the proposal would then be passed on to the cabinet
which normally approved the council’s decision as a matter of course. The purpose
of this complex system was to encourage political unity in foreign policy. However,
beneath the surface, there was much tension, especially between the Foreign Ministry
and the Diplomatic Advisory Council.

The Diplomatic Advisory Council was established in June 1917 and acted as
the highest foreign policy making organ, directly under the auspices of the Emperor,

until it was dismantled in September 1922.! It was created as a means of unifying

Tts members during the peace conference were Hara Kei (Prime Minister),
Uchida Yasuya (Minister of Foreign Affairs), Tanaka Giichi (Minister of Army),
Kat6é Tomosaburd (Minister of Navy), Makino Nobuaki (Privy Councillor), It6 Miyoji
(Privy Councillor), Hirata Tosuke (Privy Councillor), Inukai Tsuyoshi (leader of
Kokumintd), Terauchi Masatake (ex-Prime Minister), Gotd Shimpei (ex-Foreign
Minister), and Motoda Hajime (Privy Councillor).
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national opinion on foreign policy, and de-politicising foreign policy.> Due to its
somewhat ambiguous status, the council attracted much criticism from the time of its
inception.” Notwithstanding its problems, the council debated and made decisions
on all foreign policy issues during the Paris Peace Conference. When Hara ascended
to power in late September 1918, the council faced the challenging task of urgently
formulating a peace policy. However, Hara was criticised for not convening the first
meeting until mid November 1918, and thereafter the council met sixteen times before
the end of June 1919. It is highly significant that the council only met seven times
from January to June 1919 when the heads of governments and the foreign ministers
of the United States, Britain, France and Italy were negotiating daily their peace
terms at Paris.* This can only indicate how psychologically remote the peace
conference was for the Japanese government, and how preoccupied Hara was with
domestic politics. When the council was in session, Itd Miyoji often challenged the
Foreign Ministry’s dbei ky6ché (pro-western, internationalist) view. Hara’é role was
that of a moderator who coaxed the anti-Foreign Ministry faction to agree to a

consensus which was closer to his personal position.

’Kobayashi Tatsuo, "Rinji gaikd chosa iinkai no setchi" [Establishment of the
Diplomatic Advisory Council], Kokusai seiji Vol.28 (1964), p.67.

3Apparently, the newspapers such as Nichi nichi, Asahi and Hochi were all
dissatisfied with its creation. Greene to Balfour, 7th June 1917, PRO FO 371/2951,
f 144032; Gaimushd hyakunenshi hensan iinkai ed., Gaimush0 no hyakunen [One
Hundred Years of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs], Vol.1, p.663. For criticisms, see
Makino Nobuaki, Kaikoroku [Reminiscences], Vol.2, (Tokyo, 1978), pp.144-145;
Kobayashi Tatsuo ed., Suiusé nikki: Itdke monjo [Diary of Suiusd: Papers of the It6
Family], (Tokyo, 1966), p.9; Kojima Kazuo, Ichi roseijika no kais6 [Reminiscences
of One Old Politician], (Tokyo, 1951), pp.161-167; Kobayashi, "Rinji gaikd chosa
iinkai no setchi,” p.65.

*Gaimushd no hyakunen, Vol.1, p.658.
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The Foreign Ministry was first established in 1869 and became a full ministry
in 1885 under Foreign Minister Inoue Kaoru.® Diplomatic and consular
representations were established from 1871 and 1870 respectively.®  The
organisational structure of the ministry in the early Taish0 period was rudimentary,
consisting of the Minister’s Secretariat which embodied the offices of Foreign and
Vice Ministers, and Political and Commercial Divisions, each with two sub-divisions
of Asia and Outside Asia. The increased workload created as a result of the Paris
Peace Conference led to the creation of Treaty Division in August 1919, and this was
followed by structural expansion of the ministry between 1921-1923.7 The officials
tended to be composed of those very few élites in Japan at the time who had spent
some years studying abroad, and the recruitment base was narrow. From 1887
onwards, the majority came from the University of Tokyo.®

Within the Foreign Ministry, there were historically two factions. After the
fall of the Romanovs, the Anglo-American faction began to have an upper hand over
the Russian faction. This was also reflected by the appointment of Shidehara Kijurd
as Vice Foreign Minister who later became known for his own brand of diplomacy

(Shidehara gaiké) which was pro-western, internationalist, and based on economic

5]1.H.Nish, The Anglo-Japanese Alliance: The Diplomacy of Two Island Empires
1894-1907, (London, 1966), p.3.

Diplomatic representations were established in Paris and Washington in May
1871, London in September 1872, Berlin in January 1873, Vienna in April 1873,
Rome in February 1874, St.Petersburg in March 1874, and Peking in August 1874.
Consular representations established in 17 cities within a decade. Gaimushé no
hyakunen, Vol.1, p.97, p.107.

"Ibid., p.752.

8Ibid., pp.169-179, p.198.
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cooperation with the British and Americans. Generally, the ministry took a datsu-A
(escape Asia) view by seeking to protect Japan’s interests in China through
cooperation with the western great powers rather than confrontation.” With the
departure of Gotd Shimpei who belonged to the Russian faction, the appointment of
Uchida Yasuya'® as foreign minister ensured the ascendency of dbei kyéchd (pro-
western, internationalist) diplomacy. Interestingly, the appointment of Uchida was
seen as a disappointment by many. Although his credentials were impeccable, having
trained as diplomat and served as foreign minister in the second Saionji cabinet in
1911, he was generally considered to be unremarkable as best described by
Conyngham Greene, the British ambassador:

Viscount Uchida, though understood to have capacity, is hardly a man of

commanding personality. His appearance has given rise to his nickname of

’the rubber doll’ by which he is sometimes described in the press."!
However unkind the public’s perception of Uchida might be, the choice of Uchida

underlined Hara’s need to have a Seiytkai (the political party in power) sympathiser

heading the ministry in order to control foreign policy.” In any case, Hara’s rise

°Iriye Akira, Nihon no gaiko: Meiji ishin kara gendai made [Japanese Foreign
Policy: From the Meiji Restoration to the Present], (Tokyo, 1966), p.80.

'Uchida Yasuya (1865-1936) was a diplomat and politician. Having entered the
Foreign Ministry in 1887, he was posted to Washington, London, Peking, Vienna,
and St.Petersburg. He stayed on as foreign minister after Hara’s assassination in the
Takahashi Korekiyo and Katé Tomosaburé cabinets. In 1925 he was appointed Privy
Councillor, in 1931 Chairman of the Manchurian Railway where he assisted the
military in the Manchurian crisis, and became foreign minister for the third time in
the Saitd Makoto cabinet in 1932. In the early 1930s, he gained notoriety for his
"scorched-earth diplomacy" (shddo gaikd) in Manchuria.

NGreene to Balfour, 15th December 1916, PRO FO 371/2951, f 14332.

12{Jchida Yasuya denki hensan iinkai ed., Uchida Yasuya, (Tokyo, 1969), p.230.
He became increasingly pan-Asian in his thinking in his later years. See Ikei Masaru,
"Uchida Yasuya--shddo gaikd e no kiseki” [Uchida Yasuya--the Route to the
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to power indicated that the Foreign Ministry would regain its preeminence in foreign
policy making after being seriously neglected by the Terauchi government.

It must be emphasised at this point that there was much tension in the
relationship between the two important foreign policy making bodies, the Foreign
Ministry and the Diplomatic Advisory Council. The establishment of the Diplomatic
Advisory Council in 1917 as a superior body on foreign policy had effectively
reduced the Foreign Ministry into an administrative organ, implementing the decisions
made by the council. The Terauchi government especially tended to marginalise the
Foreign Ministry and its top officials were treated as mere junior officials. Although
the creation of Diplomatic Advisory Council was supposed to strengthen Japanese
foreign policy, the antagonistic relationship which it developed with the Foreign
Ministry meant that, in practice, it had the contrary effect."

Who were the genrd whose elusive influence was of the utmost importance in
the Meiji and Taisho politics? Genré had created themselves into an exclu’sive body
on the basis of their proximity to the Emperor and as guardians of Japanese
politics.'"* They were elder statesmen who "all received, on one or more occasions,
imperial commands that they should receive the honours due to elder statesmen”

called genkun and who have all served on the sangi, which was a body of

"Scorched-Earth" Diplomacy], Kokusai seiji Vol.56 no.2 (1976), p.19.

3Gaimushd no hyakunen, Vol.1, pp.665-666.

“Basically, there only existed nine genrd in the history of Japan who were
Kuroda Kiyotaka (1840-1900) from Satsuma clan, It6 Hirobumi (1841-1909) Choshi
clan, Yamagata Aritomo (Choshi clan), Matsukata Masayoshi (1835-1924) Satsuma
clan, Inoue Kaoru (1836-1915) Chdsha clan, Saigé Tsugumichi (1843-1902) Satsuma
clan, Oyama Iwao (1842-1916) Satsuma clan, Katsura Tard (1847-1913) Chdsha clan
and Saionji Kimmochi. Saionji was, of course, the chief plenipotentiary to the Paris
Peace Conference.
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predominantly Satsuma and Choshd councillors advising the Emperor.'® Their
extra-constitutional legitimacy derived from the fact that they were the leaders of the
Meiji Restoration and came from the two most powerful feudal clans, Satsuma and
Chosha.  Their major functions were as overseers of foreign policy'® and more
importantly, as "cabinet makers"."” After 1892, it was the genré who recommended
and effectively appointed the successive governments. Hence, they were very much
part of the Meiji legacy and played a central role in providing political sanctity and
legitimacy to the successive Meiji and Taisho governments until the constitutional
political system became firmly established. By their very nature, the existence of
genré went against the parliamentary party political system!® which explains the
gradual disappearance of the system by 1940 with the death of the last genré, Saionji
Kimmochi. At the time of the Paris Peace Conference, Yamagata Aritomo wielded
considerable power over Japanese politics. Yamagata effectively acted as a
spokesman for the military which in turn controlled much of Japan’s Chiﬁa policy.
This explains why Hara was extremely careful to cultivate Yamagata’s trust. It was
difficult to govern effectively without sufficient approval from this powerful genré.

Although the genré were technically excluded from foreign policy making with the

SLeslie Connors, The Emperor’s Adviser: Saionji Kimmochi and Pre-war
Japanese Politics, (London, 1987), p.44.

This was much curtailed by the Okuma cabinet when Foreign Minister Kat
Koémei had stopped the tradition of sending confidential diplomatic documents to the
genrd which greatly angered Yamagata.

'7Oka Yoshitake, Kindai nihon no seijika: Sono seikaku to unmei [Politicians in
Modern Japan: Their Personality and Fate], (Tokyo, 1960), p.221; Connors, op. cit.,
p.46.

8Ishibashi Tanzan, Ishibashi Tanzan zenshii [Collected Works of Ishibashi
Tanzan], Vol.3, (Tokyo, 1970), p.562.
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establishment of the Diplomatic Advisory Council, their influence continued to be
felt.

Lastly, the military had always been a factor in Japan’s foreign policy though
to a much lesser extent during Hara’s premiership. The root of military involvement
can be found in their basic belief that the control over Japan’s China policy was
paramount to Japan’s national survival; therefore, it was too important to be left
entirely in the hands of diplomats.' This meant that there was historically an
uneasy relationship between the Foreign Ministry and the military, as the latter
exerted influence on foreign policy through Yamagata.”® The conventional view that
the military was pan-Asian in outlook is considered to be over-simplistic, as it was
not until the 1920s that the military had clearly defied the West and adopted an
independent policy in China.! Therefore, the army leaders such as Tanaka

Giichi** and Ugaki Kazushige® were more in agreement with the ébei kyochdshugi

®Banno Junji, Kindai nippon no gaiké to seiji [Foreign Policy and Politics in
Modern Japan], (Tokyo, 1985), p.78; Ugaki Kazushige, Ugaki Kazushige nikki
[Diary of Ugaki Kazushige], Vol.1, (Tokyo, 1968), p.161.

29Shinobu Seizaburd, "Taishd gaikoshi no kihon mondai" [Fundamental Issues of
the Taishd Diplomatic History], Kokusai seiji Vol.6 (1958), p.2.

*Banno, op. cit., pp.79-80.

2?Tanaka Giichi (1864-1929) was a Choshd clan general and politician. He
worked in the General Staff, particularly on the strategy against Russia. His plan for
military expansion led to the fall of the second Saionji cabinet. He was again
appointed as Army Minister in 1923 in the second Yamamoto Gon’nohyode cabinet,
but later left the Army and became head of Seiytlkai in 1925, and formed his cabinet
in 1927 until his resignation in 1929.

»Ugaki Kazushige (1868-1956) studied in Germany in 1902-1904, then again after
the Russo-Japanese war. He occupied various important posts in the Army Ministry
until he became the Army Minister in 1924 in the Kiyoura cabinet, and remained in
the post for the next five years under the Katd6 Komei, first Wakazuki, and
Hamaguchi cabinets. He supported arms limitations.
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leaders in terms of their general foreign policy outlook,** and sought to expand in
China in collaboration with the West rather than against it. The army especially was
cautious not to make an enemy of the United States in China after experiencing the
strength of American opposition to the Twenty-One Demands.”® The Foreign
Ministry was able to take the lead over the military in foreign policy in the Hara
government precisely because Tanaka sought cooperation with Hara in order to
maintain long term political stability.?® That was why the military was generally
cooperative towards the Foreign Ministry at the Paris Peace Conference,”” making
an effort to coordinate the view on key issues such as the League of Nations.?®
Hence, Japan’s peace policy needs to be understood in the light of the
interplay of these institutions. It was up to Prime Minister Hara to get these

influential bodies to agree on his preferred dbei kyocho approach to peace policy.

Foreign Policy under the Hara Government

2*Banno, op. cit., pp.80-81.
>5Tbid., pp.99-100.

®Roger Dingman, "Nihon to Wirusonteki sekai chitsujo” [Japan and the
Wilsonian World Order], in Satd Seizaburd and Roger Dingman ed., Kindai nihon
no taigai taido [Modern Japan’s Attitude to the External World], (Tokyo, 1974),
p.108.

2'Takeshita to Navy Vice-Minister, 7th February 1919, telegram no.9, Bessatsu
Takeshita kaigun chiishdé hokokushii, (January 1919-), 2.3.1./17-1, Pari heiwa kaigi
[Paris Peace Conference], Diplomatic Record Office, Tokyo.

2%The military, on the whole, expressed no objection to Japan’s joining the League
though they did oppose some aspects of the covenant such as abolition of
conscription. General Tanaka to Nara, 7th March 1919, doc.34, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Nihon gaikdé monjo [Documents on Japanese Foreign Policy] Part 1 Vol.3
1919; Ugaki, op. cit., p.194.
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Hara Kei’s (leader of Seiyikai) rise to premiership in September 1918 marked
a departure from the past as the beginning of party politics (seité seiji) in Japan.?
As the first commoner to head the government, he was seen to symbolise the spirit
of Taishé demokurashi (Taishd democracy). In reality, his government®™® was not
necessarily progressive or democratic, but founded on a compromise between party
and clan politicians which underlined his realist approach to politics.?!
Domestically, he was a shrewd political operator who understood the importance of
moving with the times (jiseiron).

The most important characteristic of Hara’s foreign policy was his belief in
the need for Japan to cooperate with the West. The failure of war time diplomacy
of the Okuma and Terauchi governments as evidenced by their disastrous initiatives,
namely, the Twenty-One Demands, Nishihara Loans and Siberian troop deployment,

had convinced Hara of the necessity for Japan to move towards the West if it wanted

*There were three main political parties in Japan in this period--Seiyikai (headed
by Hara Kei), Kenseikai (Katd Kémei), and Kokumint6 (Inukai Tsuyoshi). Seiyilkai
had been out of power for the most of the war as the Okuma cabinet was of Ddshikai
which was a predecessor of Kenseikai, and the Terauchi cabinet was a militarist, non-
party government.

**The newly inaugurated Hara cabinet on the 29th September 1918 consisted of
the following: Hara Ket (Prime Minister and Minister of Judicial Affairs), Uchida
Yasuya (Minister of Foreign Affairs), Tokonami Takejir6 (Minister of Interior and
head of Railways), Takahashi Korekiyo (Minister of Finance), Tanaka Giichi
(Minister of Army), Katd Tomosaburd (Minister of Navy), Yamamoto Tatsuo
(Minister of Agriculture), Nakabashi Tokugoré (Minister of Education).

*'The Hara cabinet’s four major policies were to i) improve education,
particularly higher education; i1) improve transportation and communication; iii) attain
a satisfactory balance in national defence; iv) readjust price of goods. Ishibashi, op.
cit., p.562; Kojima, op. cit., pp.178-179; Makino, op. cit., p.16.

?Kikuchi Gor6 and Mizoguchi Hakuy6 ed., Hara Kei zenden [Biography of Hara
Kei], Vol.2, (Tokyo, 1922), pp.262-265.
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to avoid further international isolation.*® What Hara advocated was a foreign policy
based on liberal internationalism which recognised the limits of Japan pursuing an
independent policy. Hara’s foreign policy based on economic diplomacy became the
mainstay of Japanese foreign policy in the 1920s under the name of Shidehara diplomacy.*

What did his ébei kydché foreign policy entail in practice? First of all, Hara
recognised the increasing importance of the United States and the necessity of

improving Japan’s relations with the country.®

This was most clearly conveyed
during the Siberian troop deployment crisis in 1918 when he stated that "the future
of Japan depends on the close relationship with the United States."® It was crucial
for Japan to maintain friendly relations with the United States, both as a means to
further economic interests and to avoid military friction. Emphasis on economic
diplomacy was based on the belief that a peaceful expansion of trade and investment
was the best way of furthering the national interest.*” Secondly, as part of Japan’s

effort to foster great power cooperation, the Hara government took pains to reiterate

the fundamental importance of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance as a "cornerstone" of

3Hayashi Shigeru and Tsuji Kiyoaki ed., Nippon naikaku shiroku [The History
of the Cabinet in Japan], Vol.2, (Tokyo, 1981), p.305.

3*Uchiyama Masakuma, Gendai nippon gaikoron [Theories of Contemporary
Japanese Foreign Policy], (Tokyo, 1971), p.24.

3*Hara reportedly said, he "keenly desire[s] to see Japan and America brought
closer together and every shadow of misunderstanding removed." 21st October 1918,
The New York Times.

36Gaimushd no hyakunen, Vol.1, pp.681-682.

riye, op. cit., p.77; Hosoya Chihiro, "Makino Shinken to berusaiyu kaigi"
[Makino Shinken and the Versailles Conference], Chad kéron Vol.80 no.5 (1965),
p.369.




63

Japanese foreign policy.*®* The maintenance of the alliance was the easiest means
of avoiding international isolation for Japan.*® Thirdly, Hara recognised the need
to change Japan’s China policy if Japan wanted to cooperate with the western

0

powers.* This implied non-interference in Chinese politics, support of a unified

government in China, and participation in the Four Power Consortium.*' Lastly,
as a manifestation of his obei kyocho attitude, he was determined to support the
League of Nations at the Paris Peace Conference.* Both he and Makino Nobuaki
considered Japan’s support for the League as the most important gesture Japan could
make at Paris in terms of regaining Japan’s lost reputation amongst the Anglo-Saxon
powers. As we shall witness below, Hara fought hard to maintain this position in the
Diplomatic Advisory Council.

In practice, Hara did not always manage to succeed in implementing the above

agenda. His need to maintain domestic consensus meant that it was often necessary

3¥press conference given by Foreign Minister Uchida, 7th October 1918, Nihon
gaik6 monjo Vol.3 1918.

%Nish, op. cit., pp.280-290.
“Ibid., p.250; Hosoya, op. cit., p.368.

“Banno Junji, "Rikugun no oObeikan to chiigoku seisaku," [The Army’s
Perspective of the West and the China Policy], in Hosoya Chihiro and Saitd6 Makoto
ed., Washinton taisei to nichibei kankei [The Washington System and Japanese-
American Relations], (Tokyo, 1978), p.457; Hayashi and Tsuji, op. cit., p.306.

“2This was a consistent strand in Hara’s thoughts regarding Japan’s general policy
at the peace conference. Diary, 17th November, 2nd, 8th December 1918, 30th
March 1919, Hara Keitichird ed., Hara ket nikki [Diary of Hara Kei], Vol.8, (Tokyo,
1950). Also "Memorandum: Collection of press clippings from certain Japanese
papers to April 26, 1919, regarding Japan and the Peace Conference," SDR
894.9111/3, reel 563, National Archives Microfilm Publication (hereafter NAMP)
M&20.
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to make compromises.*® He had to manoeuvre carefully and skilfully among

contending domestic elements to ensure that his preferred policies were supported by

the government.

Preparations for the Paris Peace Conference

How well prepared was the Japanese government for the Paris Peace
Conference? Evidence shows that the war time governments had been negligent in
creating a realistic framework for the eventual peace, causing a great confusion when
the prospect of a peace conference became imminent in November 1918. In contrast
to the other great powers, all of whom had invested considerable time and effort into
preparations for peace, successive Japanese governments’ attitudes towards peace
were surprisingly complacent.* This stemmed from a limited view held by the war
governments of Japan’s role in the war and, subsequently, of the peace. Basically,
the Okuma and Terauchi governments tended to perceive the war as predominantly
a European war, in which Japan’s role was limited to confronting Germany in the
East. Therefore, it was generally assumed that Japan had accomplished its
fundamental objective for entering the war when it captured the German possessions
in the Far East and the Pacific in 1914. With such a limited objective in mind, the

Okuma government started its peace preparations in October 1914,* and established

#Seki Shizuo, Nippon gaiké no kijiku to tenkai [The Axis and Development in
Japanese Foreign Policy], (Tokyo, 1990), p.222.

“Unno Yoshird, Kokusai remmei to nihon [The League of Nations and Japan],
(Tokyo, 1972), p.7.

“This was very preliminary in nature as Foreign Minister Katd ordered the
assembly of information to prepare for peace. Unno Yoshir0d, "Pari kdwa kaigi to
gaimusho" [Paris Peace Conference and the Foreign Ministry], Rekishi kyoiku Vol.15
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the Japan-Germany Peace Preparatory Committee (Nichidoku kowa jumbi iinkai) in
September 1915 under the Foreign Ministry to deliberate on armistice and peace
terms.*® The committee’s agenda reflected the government’s preoccupation with the
desire to keep the East Asian settlement free of other great powers, in exchange for
Japan’s non-interference in the European settlement.”” The problem was that the
Japanese government continued to hold this view, which was based on assumptions
dating back to 1914, as late as November 1917 when the Foreign Ministry, after
having attended the Inter-Allied Conference in Paris, finally realised that the western
powers could not be kept out of the Far Eastern settlement. Since the government
was premising its peace plan exclusively on the practical terms of a settlement in East
Asia, it was thrown into confusion on discovering in late 1918 that the forthcoming
peace was to be based on the Wilsonian Fourteen Points of January 1918, which
included not only the important principle of self-determination but also a promise to
establish a new international order in the form of an association of nations.*®

In September 1918, the newly inaugurated Hara government was landed with

the thankless task of urgently formulating a set of comprehensive peace terms, almost

no.1 (1967), p.47.

“The committee was headed by the Vice Foreign Minister and included chiefs of
political and commercial divisions of the ministry as well as representatives from the
Navy and Army Ministries. It had the following special sub-committees: i) Shantung
Railway, ii) German South Pacific territories, iii) Shantung lease, peace drafting, 1v)
international law relating to the peace, v) control of industrial rights. Nagaoka
Harukazu, Nihon gaikd monjo: Nihon gaikd tsuikairoku 1900-1935 [Documents on
Japanese Foreign Policy: Diplomatic Memoirs of Nagaoka Harukazu], p.318,
Diplomatic Record Office, Tokyo.

4Unno, "Pari kOwa kaigi to gaimushd," p.47.

“Shidehara Kijar6 heiwa zaidan ed., Shidehara Kijird, (Tokyo, 1955), pp.135-
136; Minutes of Diplomatic Advisory Council, 13th November 1918, Suiusd nikKki.
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from scratch, since the preparatory work undertaken by the Foreign Ministry was
inadequate and obsolete.” The unpreparedness of the Hara government is evident
in Foreign Minister Uchida’s early attempt in October 1918 to enunciate the
government’s general foreign policy orientation. This ended up sounding strikingly
similar to that of the previous government, despite the fact that Hara’s dbei kycho
attitude differed from that of Terauchi.®® Amidst growing criticisms,”® Hara finally
implemented measures to deal with the peace conference in November 1918. Firstly,
he appointed two members of the Diplomatic Advisory Council, Makino Nobuaki and
Itd Miyoji, to draft a peace policy at short notice. Secondly, the Diplomatic Advisory
Council established the Second Peace Preparatory Committee on 13th November
1918, with the aim of providing foreign policy guidelines, based on the Fourteen
Points, to the Diplomatic Advisory Council and the peace delegation.”” There can
be no doubt that the government suffered a setback in having to formulate a new
peace strategy as late as November 1918, as a result of combination of the limited
perception of war aims by the successive war governments, and the lack of a well-
deliberated peace policy on the part of the new government under Hara.

The selection of the peace delegates also underlined how unprepared the

government was for an international conference of the magnitude and

“Diary of Itd, 23rd November 1918, Suiusd nikki.

%8th October 1918, Yomiuri shimbun; 8th October 1918, Tokyo nichi nichi
shimbun. Unfortunately, there is no record of Uchida’s thoughts on the Paris Peace
Conference. Ikei suggests that it was possibly because Uchida was too preoccupied
as foreign minister or the scope of the principal issues pertaining to the conference
were too large for him or his interest. Ikei, op. cit., p.7.

S'Diary of Itd, 26th October and 6th November 1918, Suius6 nikki.

52Unno, "Pari kowa kaigi to gaimusho," p.47.
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comprehensiveness which the western great powers were envisioning. Initially, the
Hara government was unaware of the scale of the peace conference, only intending
to send Ambassadors Matsui and Chinda (in Paris and London respectively). But
Chinda, after arriving in Paris, asked for more senior statesmen to be sent as
plenipotentiaries, indicating a preference for the prime minister and or the foreign
minister.>*> Neither Hara nor Uchida, who would have been the natural choice, felt
it politically expedient to leave the newly elected government.> Finally, Hara
succeeded in persuading Marquis Saionji Kimmochi to accept the position of chief
plenipotentiary. Saionji, though frail and weak with old age, was widely acceptable
domestically as an "uncontroversial figure of some standing" being a genrd, an
aristocrat, and a retired senior politician.®> The Japanese delegation®® consisted of
Saionji Kimmochi, Makino Nobuaki as acting chief until the arrival of the former,
Chinda Sutemi (ambassador in London), Matsui Keishir6 (ambassador in Paris), and
I[jdin Hikokichi (ambassador in Rome). The delegation was a collection of pro-
western internationalists who, though representative of the obei kyocho spirit of Hara

diplomacy, were not necessarily representative of the government or the country as

53Chinda to Uchida, 21st November 1918, doc.513, Nihon gaikd monjo Vol.3
1918.

*Diary, 22nd November 1918, Hara Kei nikki, Vol.8; Koizumi Sakutard, Saionji
Kimmochi jiden [Biography of Saionji Kimmochi}, (Tokyo, 1949), pp.168-169.

>Connors, op. cit., pp.60-61. According to Hara, Saionji finally acquiesced
informally around 26th November 1918 to go to Paris on the condition that Makino
would go as well. Saionji left for Paris on 11th January 1919 and arrived on 5th
March. See diary, 17th, 21st, 26th November 1918, Hara Kei nikki, Vol.8.

**The Japanese delegation consisted of sixty-four members. The Americans
thought that the selected plenipotentiaries were "moderately liberal” and sympathetic
to the present international system. Morris to Secretary of State, 29th November
1918, SDR 763.72119/2830, reel 388, NAMP M367.
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a whole. Saionji whose actual role at Paris was very limited, was "the Patrician
Liberal" who strongly believed that Japan could not survive in isolation from the
West.>” His views were strongly shared by Makino who effectively had to run the
delegation. Although the plenipotentiaries were possibly the most suitable people in
Japan, they simply did not carry the same weight internationally as politicians in
power. This undermined Japan’s bargaining position at Paris, especially when lined
up against the formidable Big Four: Wilson, Clemenceau, Lloyd George, and Orlando.*®

Japan’s participation at Paris was the first major challenge confronted by the
new government, and it attracted much criticism prior to and during the peace
conference. At first, the government was criticised for not having a well-prepared
peace policy which would justify Japan’s representation as one of five great powers
at Paris.”® Due to the delay in starting the domestic peace preparations, Hara was
accused of relying too heavily on his "wait and see" approach.” During the peace
conference, the majority of criticism centred on the fact that the government was
keeping the nation in the dark regarding the progress it was making at Paris. For
instance, both Hara and Uchida refused to divulge the details of any of the issues

discussed at the peace conference on the basis that any disclosure might jeopardize

S'Greene to Balfour, 23rd January 1919, PRO FO 608/211, f 475.

8 According to Makino’s report on the peace conference made to Hara on his
return from Paris. Diary, 13th September 1919, Hara Kei nikki, Vol.8. This was
possibly caused by the difference in political culture since in Japan it was considered
just as prestigious, if not more to send Saionji and Makino who had an impressive
record of experience in foreign affairs and domestic politics.

59Nakano Yasuo, Seijika: Nakano Seigd [The Politician: Nakano Seigd], Vol.2,
(Tokyo, 1971), p.262; "Gaiko butai tomen no sanhanagata" [The Three Principal
Actors on the Diplomatic Stage], Cha kéron no.364 (1st December 1918), p.57.

60"Gaik6 butai tdbmen no sanhanagata," p.57.
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the negotiations in Paris.®® The main opposition party, Kenseikai, made political
capital out of the inadequacies of Hara government, and its leader, Katdo Komei,

strongly criticised Hara’s peace diplomacy as lacking in dignity as a great power.®

Japan’s Peace Terms

What was the Hara government’s peace policy at the Paris Peace Conference?
It comprised three major principles: i) "conditions of peace in which Japan alone has
interest independently from the Allied and Associated Powers" which included the
transfer of rights pertaining to the former German colonies of Tsingtao and the
Pacific Islands north of the equator; ii) "conditions of peace in which Japan has no
direct interest" in which case Japan should be vigilant and try to contribute whenever
possible; iii) "conditions of peace in which Japan has common interest with the allied
and associated powers," for which the delegates are instructed to coordinate as much
as possible with other allied powers.®” These peace principles weré grouped
according to the degree of vested interest. In concrete terms, the first principle was
the most important as it referred to the acquisition of rights to Shantung and the
Pacific Islands north of the equator. The third principle, a reference to the Wilsonian

Fourteen Points, underlined the Hara government’s pro-western internationalist

%1See for instance, 24th January 1919, Teikoku gikai kizokuin giji sokkiroku
[Stenographic Record of the House of Peers], Vol.35 (41st Session), (Tokyo, 1981);
3rd February and 21st March 1919, Teikoku gikai shigiin giji sokkiroku
[Stenographic Record of the Imperial Diet], Vol.35 (41st Session), (Tokyo, 1981).

%2"Dai yonji-ikkai gikai hokokusho" [Report on the 41st Diet Session], Kensei
Vol.2 no.3 (1919), pp.5-6; "Katd sOsai no enzetsu" [Speech by Party Chairman
Katd], Kensei Vol.2 no.6 (1919), p.13.

Doc.538, Nihon gaikd monjo Vol.3 1918.
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attitude which recognised the necessity of Japan cooperating with the western great
powers in creating a new international order.

The third principle was elaborated in a supplementary document entitled, "the
Government’s view on President Wilson’s Fourteen Points" which contained Japan’s

policy towards the League of Nations as below:

(7)The League of Nations This is one of the most important questions. The
Japanese Government is in favour of the ultimate aim of the League: but, in
view of the racial prejudices which have not yet entirely been banished from
among the nations, there is a danger, depending upon the nature of the
measures taken to secure the objects of the League, that its establishment will
in practice produce results gravely detrimental to Japan.

Further, the question of the relations between the nations joining the
League and those not joining it, and their respective treatment, must of
necessity be one of the greatest difficulty.

It is accordingly thought desirable to aim at the postponement of any
discussion of concrete proposals for the League, and to confine the
proceedings to the settlement of a draft of the general desire, leaving the
working out in practice of the scheme as an outstanding problem for the
nations, to be considered until a future appropriate occasion when the draft of
a practicable scheme can be submitted to examination and debate.

Nevertheless, if a League of Nations is to be established, the Japanese
Government cannot remain isolated outside the League and should there
appear any tendency towards the establishment of a definite scheme, the
Delegates will so far as the circumstances allow make efforts to secure
suitable guarantees against the disadvantages to Japan which would arise as
aforesaid out of racial prejudice.®

The above passage reveals a highly ambivalent attitude of the government towards the
League of Nations. It shows how confused and uncertain the government felt about
the League, questioning the benefit of the new organisation to Japan. What is

intriguing is that this passage on the League with a vague reference to racial prejudice

®The original Japanese version can be found in doc.538, Nihon gaiké monjo
Vol.3 1918. This is an English translation of the original which was found in the
British Colonial Office files. It came with the following note: "These excerpts are
from a document which is believed to represent the intentions of the Japanese at the
Peace Conference". See Foreign Office to Colonial Office, 13th January 1919, PRO
CO 532/139, { 2719.
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became the basis for the racial equality proposal. Compare the crucial part from the
above passage (the first quotation below) to the racial equality proposal which was
eventually submitted to the League of Nations Commission at the peace conference
on 13th February 1919 (the second quotation below):
Nevertheless, if a League of Nations is to be established, the Japanese
Government cannot remain isolated outside the League and should there
appear any tendency towards the establishment of a definite scheme, the
Delegates will so far as the circumstances allow make efforts to secure

suitable guarantees against the disadvantages to Japan which would arise as
aforesaid out of racial prejudice.

The equality of nations being a basic principle of the League of Nations, the
High Contracting Parties agree to accord as soon as possible to all alien
nationals of states, members of the League, equal and just treatment in every

respect making no distinction, either in law or in fact, on account of their race
or nationality.

It is curious that the enormous leap made from the first quotation which was vague
and unspecific, to the second quotation which was concrete and specific, has never
been questioned before. In due course, we shall attempt to explain how the vague
clause ended up as a proposal with a strong connotation of immigration. However,
it must be stressed at this point that the origin of the racial equality proposal was
defensive in nature, as a vague response made by the government to the uncertainty
of Japan’s future in the new international organisation proposed in the Fourteen
Points. In this sense, it was very much a reflection of Japan’s uncertainty as a non-
white great power in the League of Nations and suggests strongly that one of the
motivations for the racial equality proposal was to make "secure" Japan’s great power
status.

For the public, the Hara government’s peace policy came to be known as
Shantung, the Pacific islands, and racial equality. Since the government only had a

few weeks to formulate the peace policy, it naturally did not have enough time to
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deliberate fully on some of the key issues, especially the League of Nations. This
caused much confusion during the peace conference. A gap in perception began to
develop between the decision makers in Tokyo and the plenipotentiaries in Paris, as
the case of the racial equality proposal will show. Makino Nobuaki and his entourage
finally departed Yokohama on 10th December 1918 for Paris, a broad outline of the

peace policy having been agreed in the Diplomatic Advisory Council only two days

before.®

Hara’s League Politics and its Sceptics

Before we examine in detail what the racial equality proposal in its embryonic
stage could have implied, it is important to understand why some in the government
were so ambivalent or, more precisely, sceptical of the League of Nations. Basically,
the government was divided over its policy on the League. On the one hand, Prime
Minister Hara with Makino supported the League because they recognised that
Japan’s support for the League, at least in principle, was a sine qua non of Japan’s
being part of the peace conference.®® Hence, it was an important signal of Japan’s
willingness to cooperate with the West in order to prevent further international
isolation of Japan. On the other hand, those who were sceptical of the League,
including Itd Miyoji of Diplomatic Advisory Council, were suspicious of the idea of

an international organisation, especially one led by the Anglo-Saxons. It is important

5Minutes of the Diplomatic Advisory Council, 8th December 1918, Suiusé nikki.
However, it was not until the 22nd December that the Diplomatic Council finalised
on the instructions to be sent to the plenipotentiaries. Ibid., 22nd December 1918;
Diary, 22nd December 1918, Hara Kei nikki, Vol.8.

6Makino, op. cit., pp.173-174; Hosoya, op. cit., p.365.



73

to emphasise that Hara’s pro-League position was not supported by everyone because
a surprising number of influential government officials, including some at the Foreign
Ministry, remained sceptical of the League. This scepticism was also reflected in the
public’s attitude towards the League as we shall see in Chapter Four. In the light of
the circumstances, the consensus which Hara obtained from the foreign policy making
machinery, especially the Diplomatic Advisory Council, to support his pro-League
policy, was superficial. This suggests that the "racial prejudice" clause which had
an important place in the government’s peace policy towards the League, could have
worked as a domestic justification to appease the sceptics.

However, let us first examine the three factors which underlined scepticism
of the League. Firstly, the fact that there was little general information available,
compounded by the lack of preparation by the Foreign Ministry on the League of
Nations, meant that the majority in the government were desperately ignorant about
the substantive aspects of the new organisation.”” The failure to grasp the shift in
Allied thinking on the basis for peace was a fundamental failure of Japanese
diplomacy and left Japan insensitive to the increasing importance given to the League

of Nations by the Allied powers.®® Although the Foreign Ministry had been aware

$"Hosoya, op. cit., pp.366-367.

68The British government had created the Phillimore Commission to study the idea
as early as December 1916. An interim report was produced in May 1918, and the
final version in July 1918. This was confidentially communicated to the United States
and the British Dominion governments. The French Premier Ribot set up a
committee under Léon Bourgeois in July 1917 to study the League which completed
the final report in June 1918 and sent it to the allies in July. However, the American
government preferred not to appoint commissions to pursue the idea and accordingly,
a draft made by Colonel House in the summer of 1918 was used as an initial basis
for the covenant. The Italians only considered a study committee as late as mid-
January 1919. Final Report by the Committee on the League of Nations, 3rd July
1918, "P" (War) Series, PRO CAB 29/1, pp 439-455; David Stevenson, French War




74

of the Anglo-American interest in the League of Nations from early 1918.% the only
information they had before mid-1918 was a report compiled by the Bryce
Commission and a short book by Marburg. This was later supplemented by a draft
covenant brought back from Paris by an official who attended the Supreme War
Council.” The inefficiency of the Second Peace Preparatory Committee, which was
established precisely to deal with such issues, was staggering, as it continued to
produce an outdated report entitled, "Issues relating to the League of Nations" in
April 1919,”! two months after the League of Nations Commission had completed
the preliminary draft covenant. Basically, the Foreign Ministry did not take the
League of Nations seriously until it was almost too late. It was not until mid October
1918 that Ambassador Chinda in London informed Foreign Minister Uchida that the
League of Nations might become an important issue at the peace conference and that

he would ask the British to pass on the relevant information to Japan.” It is also

AIms_against _Germany _1914-1919, (Oxford, 1982), p.78, p.109; Drummond to
Balfour, 15th November 1917, PRO CAB 24/32, G.T. 2667; D.H.Miller,
"Memorandum regarding the Covenant," My Diary: At the Conference of Paris,
Vol.1, (New York, 1924), pp.331-369; Orlando to Bonin Longare, 14th January
1919, doc.864, I Documenti Diplomatici Italiani, Vol.1, 6th Series, Italian Foreign
Ministry.

%Unno, Kokusai remmei to nihon, p.7.

Shidehara, op. cit., p.136.

"To show how outdated it was, it included the following documents: i) a
memorandum by the allied powers on the peace terms issued by Wilson in December
1916; ii) a comment by former Foreign Minister Motono; iii) a record of conversation
with Foreign Minister Uchida. See Gaimushé kOwa jumbi iinkai chdsho [Ministry
of Foreign Affairs Peace Preparatory Committee Reports], Vol.7, Ministry of Foreign
Affairs, Tokyo.

2Chinda to Uchida, 16th October 1918, doc.542 and 9th November 1918,
doc.545, Nihon gaiké monjo Vol.3 1918.
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noteworthy that even as late as 14th December 1918, Makino, on his voyage to Paris,
felt the need to emphasise the importance of the League as an issue at the peace
conference.” Clearly, the lack of information in Japan regarding the League
increased apprehension and anxiety towards the new organisation.

Secondly, there was the view generally expressed in the Foreign Ministry that
the League of Nations would most likely infringe Japanese sovereignty. Vice Foreign
Minister Shidehara’s view that the League of Nations would pose a serious problem
if 1t meant Japan’s losing control of its own destiny to an international body, was
representative of the ministry.” Even Makino, who became acting chief
plenipotentiary and the chief spokesman in favour of the League of Nations within the
Diplomatic Advisory Council, was personally apprehensive about the idea of

relinquishing state sovereignty to an international organisation.”

Moreover, he was
concerned that Japan’s independence would be restricted if it were to act always in
concert with other states, and to have to carry out obligations externally.”®
Obviously, this general apprehension reflected Japan’s confusion about the power the
League would have. For a nation which had historically been alien to any concept
of collectivism, either internationally or regionally, it was not an easy task to restrict
sovereignty voluntarily in favour of a collective body in which Anglo-American

domination appeared to be the only certainty.

Thirdly, it cannot be denied that the suspicion of the ultimate purpose of the

3Ibid., Makino to Uchida, 14th December 1918, doc.557.

74Unno, Kokusai remmei to nihon, p.8.

®Makino, op. cit., p.174.

Ibid., p.179.
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League was connected to the general suspicion in which the Anglo-Saxon powers
were held. The sudden prominence of the League of Nations on the peace agenda
of the Allied powers in 1918 was perceived as being indicative of the Anglo-Saxon
powers’ vested interest in furthering world dominance. In those who did not ascribe
to the obei kyoché view, suspicion of Britain and the United States ran deep. They
believed that Japan had been unfairly treated by these powers, as seen in the case of
the anti-Japanese immigration legislation and the "unfriendly” attitude shown towards
Japan during the First World War. This sort of conspiracy view was strongly argued
by Itd Miyoji in the Diplomatic Advisory Council who saw the League as simply
another form of political alliance for maintaining a status quo to the advantage of the
West.”” There was much doubt as to whether the League would be a truly fair
organisation, which benefited both the weak and the powerful.” It is interesting that
the government anticipated that Japan would be in an inferior position to the Anglo-
Saxon powers in the new organisation. There was also the view that the whole idea
of the League seemed too hypothetical and unrealistic to be workable, especially as
Wilson, who was its principal advocate, had not yet announced any concrete plan.”
Although these were valid criticisms, they did not emerge from a well-informed,
well-deliberated position. As a result, they revealed the Japanese government’s

intuitively suspicious attitude towards the United States and Britain.

"Minutes of Diplomatic Advisory Council, 19th November and 8th December
1918, Suiusé nikki.

8 Ambassador Morris to Secretary of State, 27th November 1918, n0.299, Papers
Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States 1919, Paris Peace Conference
Vol.1.

Minutes of Diplomatic Advisory Council, 2nd and 8th December 1918, Suiusd
nikki.
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In the light of the above, the consensus to support the League, which Hara had
extracted from the Diplomatic Advisory Council, was a fragile one. The question of
the League of Nations was first raised in a draft memorandum entitled, "Proposals
for comments on Wilson’s Fourteen Points"®* on 13th November 1918 by Foreign
Minister Uchida in the council. Under the relevant section on the League, the
government recommended taking appropriate measures concerning possible "racial
prejudice” in the new organisation. However, some members of the Diplomatic
Advisory Council were not convinced by Uchida’s document and continued to be
sceptical of the League, bringing the council to a standstill over this issue on 8th
December.®' Because of the urgency of the situation, Hara was forced to conclude
at the 8th December meeting that Japan’s participation as one of great powers
obligated it not only to support the League in order to avoid international suspicion
but also to agree to it in principle should it become a major issue at the
conference.® The final push given in the Diplomatic Advisory Council £o support
the League owed much to Makino’s determination. In the end, the council
compromised on the position that the government would support the League only if
absolutely necessary, in which case it would take measures to prevent "racial
prejudice” against the Japanese. Otherwise, the plenipotentiaries should try to
postpone the drafting or creation of the League until a later date. In practice, the

compromise decision was ruthlessly undermined especially by Itd6 Miyoji. He

%This document became the basis for the supplement on the Wilsonian Fourteen
Points attached to the three peace principles mentioned above. Ibid., 13th November
1918.

811pid., 2nd and 8th December 1918.

821bid., 8th December 1918.
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repeatedly accused Makino of not abiding by the government’s instructions, by giving
the false impression at Paris that the Japanese government was more supportive of the
League than it actually had agreed to be.® 1td’s attitude reflected a fundamental
uneasiness with Makino’s liberal internationalist approach. Nevertheless, Hara got
what he wanted, which was for Japan to support the establishment of the League at
the peace conference, as a means of paying lip service to international cooperation
with the great powers.

Having seen the degree of scepticism in the government towards the League,
it is not difficult to understand the need felt by Hara and his supporters to justify
domestically the decision to support it. It can be plausibly construed that the racial
equality demand, by imposing a condition on Japan’s acceptance of the League, had
the effect of appeasing the sceptics, both in the government and among the public,
who might otherwise have resented the idea of Japan’s succumbing unconditionally
to international (or more precisely Anglo-Saxon) pressure to join the Leaéue. The
racial equality proposal gave the appearance of government action in the face of the
international impetus to create the League of Nations. The proposal had a symbolic
role as Japan’s response or challenge to an Anglo-Saxon dominated League of
Nations.® In practical terms, racial equality could be seen as a condition that would

make Japan’s inevitable acquiescence to the League at least slightly more tolerable

8Ibid., 19th and 22nd February 1919; Gaimushd no hyakunen, Vol.1, p.710.

8Nakanishi says racial equality was Japan's response to “international
universalism" (sekaiteki fuhenshugi). Nakanishi Hiroshi, "Konoe Fumimaro ’Eibei
hon’i no heiwashugi o haisu’ rombun no haikei" [Konoe Fumimaro: The Background
to the Essay on "Abolish the Anglo-American Based Peace"], Hogaku ronsd Vol.132
(March 1993), p.240.
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to its opponents.* Therefore, it seems possible to suggest that the "racial prejudice”
clause could have helped to justify the pro-League policy of Hara in a government

which was not totally convinced of the League.

Racial Equality and Great Power Status

Let us look at other possible explanations for the government’s inclusion of
racial equality in Japan’s policy towards the League of Nations. On further probing,
two points become clear: first, the racial equality proposal was never intended to have
any universal implications; and second, it was designed to ensure racial equality of
Japanese nationals in the League of Nations. Whilst the first point effectively rules
out the explanation that the racial equality proposal was intended to promote a
universal principle, the second point tends to support the explanation that it was
intended to make Japan’s great power status in the League of Nations more secure.

It seems that the key to explaining the two claims made above can be found
in the particular clause below of the "the Government’s view on President Wilson’s
Fourteen Points":

The Japanese Government is in favour of the ultimate aim of the League: but,

in view of the racial prejudices which have not yet entirely been banished

from among the nations, there is a danger, depending upon the nature of the
measures taken to secure the objects of the League, that its establishment will
in practice produce results gravely detrimental to Japan.*

Quite clearly, the principal concern expressed above is that the creation of the League

might be "gravely detrimental to Japan" because of racial prejudice. It does not

81t must be mentioned that public opinion played an important part in pressuring
the government during the peace conference as we shall see in Chapters 3 and 4.

%6]talics are mine. Foreign Office to Colonial Office, 13th January 1919, PRO
CO 532/139, £ 2719. Confer footnote 64 for the explanation of this source.
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remotely hint that the Japanese government might be concerned with the League
having detrimental effects more widely due to racial prejudice. Moreover, the
passage which followed the text above is categorical in stating the government’s
intention:
Nevertheless, if a League of Nations is to be established...the Delegates will
so far as the circumstances allow make efforts to secure suitable guarantees
against the disadvantages to Japan which would arise as aforesaid out of racial
prejudice.®
There can be no doubt from the above statement that the government’s racial equality
demand, if it can be called as such, was a highly particularistic and nationalistic
expression of Japan’s desire to prevent itself as a state and its nationals from suffering
racial discrimination in the League of Nations. More specifically, the Japanese
government was apprehensive about being racially discriminated against by the Anglo-
Saxon powers in the new international organisation because of its unpleasant historical
experience, ranging from anti-Japanese immigration legislation to strong distrust of
Japan during the First World War. Hence, the "racial prejudice” clause had much
to do with Japan’s underlying sense of insecurity vis-a-vis Britain and the United
States. It was an attempt by the Japanese, intentionally or unintentionally, to link the
two separate issues of race and great power status in order to ensure the safety of
their future status in the international organisation. In other words, it was Japan’s
expression of uncertainty and insecurity concerning the future international order and
its position within it, in the light of its minority status as the only non-white great

power. The fact that it was so specifically geared towards securing Japan’s own

position indicates that the proposal could not have been intended to have the altruistic

¥Ibid.
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objective of seeking universal racial equality.

Moreover, the Japanese government’s sceptical attitude towards the
universality of racial equality as a realisable and realistic objective is another
indication that the proposal did not seek to demand a universal principle.®® The
government’s reluctance to be associated with the universal principle was revealed by

its uneasiness with being associated with political movements such as the Pan African

9

Congress.” Japan did not appreciate being perceived a champion of the coloured

race because such a perception would conflict with its desire to cooperate with the
West. For instance, Makino told a Liberian supporter of the racial equality proposal
to go and see Clemenceau directly about racial equality.® As the government was
not asking for universal racial equality, it saw no hypocrisy in its own position of
demanding this proposal on the one hand, whilst continuing to discriminate against
Koreans and Chinese on the other. The ironic twist came when the highly specific
proposal geared towards ensuring a fair treatment of Japanese people became
internationally known at the peace conference as a "racial equality” proposal.
Although the government was much alarmed by the universal interpretation attached
to their "nationalistic" proposal, it was impossible to disclaim it if Japan were ever

to have any credibility as a non-white great power. So Japan had to silently endure

8Minutes of Diplomatic Advisory Council, 19th November 1918, Suiusé nikki.

8The Pan African Congress with fifty-seven members from fifteen countries was
meeting in Paris to coincide with the peace conference on 19th to 21st February.
This congress included some influential members such as W.B.Dubois, a black
American activist, and Blaise Diagne, a Senegalese member of the Assemblée
Nationale in France.

*Ishii recounted a similar tale. Shimomura Hironori, Nippon gaikd hiroku
[Secret Record of Japanese Diplomacy], (Tokyo, 1934), p.145.
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being hailed in some quarters as "the leader of the coloured and oppressed peoples”.

It has been pointed out that when Japan submitted this "racial equality" clause,
it did not realise how challenging it was to the international order in the long run.”
Therefore, although the proposal is significant in retrospect, in understanding the
evolution of the racial equality principle as an important element of the international
order, it would be a misrepresentation to claim that the Japanese government
understood its universal implications when they put it forward. The fact was that the
Japanese not only lacked the awareness that they were initiating such an important
change in the existing international order which incorporated elements of injustice,
but also they were themselves guilty of a racially discriminatory attitude towards
Chinese and Koreans.*

It was then a great misconstruction on the part of those at the Paris Peace
Conference that the Japanese proposal came to be known as racial equality proposal
since its universalist label did not at all reflect its original intention. ‘The most
important point, which has been already been mentioned above, is that the original
demand formulated by the Japanese government referred specifically to Japanese
nationals. Therefore, whatever term it used to describe it must always be understood
within this context. The semantic origins of how the racial equality proposal came
to be known as such is interesting. The Japanese term used by the Foreign Ministry
was jinshu sabetsu teppai which literally means "abolition of racial discrimination”.

Most of the official and unofficial debates used this term rather than "racial equality”

9"0numa Yasuaki, "Haruka naru jinshu byodd no ris6" [The Distant Ideal of
Racial Equality], Yasuaki Onuma ed., Kokusaiho, kokusai rengd to nihon
[International Law, the United Nations and Japan], (Tokyo, 1987), pp.431-432.

2bid., p.477.
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(jinshu by6dod). Similarly, the Japanese emphasised "equal treatment"(byddo taigi)”
and "discriminatory treatment"(sabetsu taigit) which shifts the focus of the principle
substantively from the more open abstract notion of "equality". Hence, the Japanese

government at least made no attempt to name its particularistic brand of racial

equality in the universalist term.

Conclusions

The racial equality proposal was an important aspect of Japan’s peace policy
relating to the League of Nations. At this embryonic stage, the racial equality
demand remained vague, with no indication that it would materialise in the way it did
at Paris. It has been suggested that, there being a strong scepticism within the
Japanese government to the formation of the League of Nations, racial equality could
have acted as a domestic justification for Prime Minister Hara’s determination to
support the League. It had the effect of appeasing opponents who might otherwise
have perceived the government’s willing acceptance of the League as a sign of
succumbing to Anglo-Saxon pressure. Evidence also suggested that the proposal was
not originally intended to have any universal implications. Instead, it was related to
Japan’s insecurity about its great power status in the new international organisation.
We shall now turn to see how the "racial prejudice” clause was transformed into a

concrete proposal and negotiated at Paris.

%The Japanese sources do not necessarily make the categorical distinction
between treatment which is equal and treatment which is racially equal. It is often
inferred that "equal treatment" meant racially equal treatment to the Japanese people.



CHAPTER 3 NEGOTIATING RACIAL EQUALITY AT THE PEACE
CONFERENCE

Having examined the origins of the racial equality proposal as part of Japan’s
peace policy on the League of Nations, we now turn to the international negotiation
of the proposal at the Paris Peace Conference. This covers the period from late
January 1919 to late April when the Japanese government made two unsuccessful
attempts in the League of Nations Commission' to have a racial equality amendment
accepted as an insertion into the covenant of the League.? We shall explain how the
racial equality demand developed into a concrete proposal and how it was presented
and negotiated by the plenipotentiaries at Paris. In the process, the three categories
of explanations will be analysed: first, the proposal as an attempt to resolve the anti-
Japanese immigration problems in the Anglo-Saxon territories; second, as part of the
domestic politics factor, the continuing concern of the Hara government with the
impact of domestic opinion; and third, the inapplicability of the peace conference and
bargaining argument as one of Japanese motivations. As the primary aim of this

chapter is to understand the Japanese perspective on the racial equality negotiation,

'The League of Nations Commission was established by the Preliminary Peace
Conference at the plenary session of 25th January 1919 in order to study the
constitution of the League of Nations. It was originally composed of fifteen members
but was soon expanded to nineteen: two members from the United States (Wilson,
House), the British Empire (Cecil, Smuts), France (Bourgeois, Larnaude), Italy
(Orlando, Scialoja), and Japan (Makino, Chinda), and one member each from
Belgium, Brazil, China, Czechoslovakia, Greece, Poland, Portugal, Roumania and
Serbia. It had fifteen meetings in total from 3rd February to 11th April 1919,

’Broadly, the negotiation went through three phases: the first phase from late
January to 13th February when the first attempt to include racial equality as part of
Article 21 failed; the second phase from 14th February to 11th April when the
proposal was defeated for the second time; and the final phase from 12th April to
28th April when the Japanese made a final speech on the proposal.

84



85

what is presented below is constructed largely from the Japanese sources. Finer
points of the negotiation from the perspectives of the British Empire’ and American

delegations will be dealt with in the respective chapters below.

The Plenipotentiaries’ Interpretation of Racial Equality

First of all, how did the racial equality negotiation start at Paris? Its
beginnings can be traced back to an incident between the Japanese plenipotentiaries
and President Wilson on 22nd January 1919, which exposed how completely out of
touch the Japanese government had been about the whole question of the League of
Nations.* Wilson was taken aback that the Japanese gave only a measured support
for the League at the plenary session which suggests that they had not realised that
by accepting the Fourteen Points as the basis for armistice, they had in principle
agreed to the creation of the League of Nations. This implied that the general
position taken by the Diplomatic Advisory Council hitherto on this issue was obsolete
and irrelevant.” Quite unexpectedly, they had to focus right from the beginning on
the League of Nations, which meant activating the relevant clause in the peace policy

that "...should there appear any tendency towards the establishment of a definite

3The British Empire delegation consisted of Great Britain, Australia, Canada,
South Africa, New Zealand and India. The British Dominions had attained dual
representation firstly as members of the Empire delegation and secondly as lesser
pOWers.

*Matsui to Uchida, 23rd January 1919, doc.19, Nihon gaiké monjo [Documents
on Japanese Foreign Policy] Part 1 Vol.3 1919; Hankey’s Notes of Council of Ten,
22nd January 1919, Woodrow Wilson Papers, Vol.54, (Princeton, 1986).

5This prompted Makino to request Tokyo for more discretionary power in the
League of Nations negotiation which was duly granted. Diary, 3rd February 1919,
Hara Keiichird ed., Hara Kei nikki [Diary of Hara Kei], Vol.8, (Tokyo, 1950).
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scheme [the League], the Delegates will so far as the circumstances allow make
efforts to secure suitable guarantees against the disadvantages to Japan which would
arise as aforesaid out of racial prejudice.”

How was the above clause made into a racial equality proposal? It appears
that in the absence of detailed guidelines from Tokyo, the wording of the racial
equality proposal reflected the particular perspective of those who had an immediate
input in drafting it in Paris. The linkage between the racial equality proposal and
immigration was strongly perceived by the Foreign Ministry for historical reasons.
Why the ministry should espouse such a view is not too difficult to appreciate since
one of the long standing unresolved issues in Japanese diplomacy was the anti-
Japanese immigration legislation enacted in the United States and the British
Dominions.® Both Makino Nobuaki and Chinda Sutemi, who were the principal
negotiators of the racial equality proposal, had painful personal experiences of the
row over the Californian Alien Land Law in 1913, Makino as foreign minister and
Chinda as ambassador to Washington.” In retrospect, Makino must have had
immigration in mind at the 2nd December 1918 meeting of the Diplomatic Advisory
Council, when he voiced concern that the race problem should be raised at the peace
conference in order to force the Americans to reassess the problem of racial
discrimination.® The problem was that he only implicitly referred to immigration

through the use of the term "race problem" which, of course, was not necessarily the

®Makino Nobuaki, Kaikoroku [Reminiscences], Vol.2, (Tokyo, 1978), p.85.
Ibid.

8Minutes of Diplomatic Advisory Council, 2nd December 1918, Kobayashi Tatsuo
ed., SuiusO nikki: Itoke monjo [Diary of Suiusd: Papers of the Itd Family], (Tokyo,
1966).
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same thing. In any case, as the chief architect of the proposal at the peace
conference, his perspective on the issue had important effects. There is enough
evidence to suggest that, for Makino, the racial equality proposal as it was initially
drafted and negotiated, was to have the implicit objective of redressing the long
standing problem of anti-Japanese immigration policy in the United States.’
Makino’s perspective was widely supported in the Foreign Ministry. It seems
that the ministry was particularly sensitive about the anti-immigration legislation
because it concerned the national pride of Japan. Hence, its urge to resolve the
problem can be understood as the "diplomacy of saving face" (memmoku gaikd)."
Vice Minister Shidehara attested that the "race problem" was the root cause of anti-
Japanese problems in the United States and that the ministry had been trying to bring
about a satisfactory solution to the problem whenever opportunities arose.'' The
Japanese diplomatic machinery was constantly working to resolve this issue as
evidenced in Ambassador Ishii’s meeting in July 1918 with Colonel House who was
special advisor to President Wilson, to express Japan’s desire for equal treatment and

for calming the anti-Japanese sentiment in the West Coast. Ishii believed also that

°Yoshida Shigeru, Kaiko jinen [Ten Years of Reminiscences], Vol.4, (Tokyo,
1958), pp.97-98. Yoshida, who later became prime minister, was Makino’s son-in-
law and acted as his personal assistant at the peace conference.

10Asada Sadao, Nichibei kankei to imin mondai [Japanese-American Relations and
the Issue of Immigration], quoted from Nakanishi Hiroshi, "Konoe Fumimaro ’Eibei
hon’i no heiwashugi o haisu’ rombun no haikei" [Konoe Fumimaro: The Background
to the Essay on "Abolish the Anglo-American Based Peace"], Hogaku ronsd Vol.132
(March 1993), p.239, footnote 39.

"Tshii to Gotd, 16th July 1918, doc.58, 2.4.2.2, Kokusai remmei: Jinshu sabetsu
teppai [The League of Nations: Abolition of Racial Discrimination], Vol.1,
Diplomatic Record Office, Tokyo; Shidehara Kijird heiwa zaidan ed., Shidehara
Kijird, (Tokyo, 1955), p.142.
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discriminatory treatment in immigration was one source of international conflict, and
that the immigration problem was simply another form of racial problem.'
Consequently, the combined evidence from Shidehara, Ishii and Makino underlines
the Foreign Ministry’s deeply rooted perception of the anti-Japanese immigration
policies in the United States and the British Dominions as a major diplomatic problem
for Japan."> Both Makino and the Foreign Ministry were not driven by altruism to
fight for universal racial equality or universal abolition of racial discrimination.
Instead, they saw the government’s racial equality demand as an opportunity to
resolve, once and for all, the discriminatory treatment of Japanese immigrants in the

Anglo-Saxon countries.™

This is why the first two drafts of the proposal®® which
they showed to the Americans on 4th February suggests that immigration was the
main issue.

Having said that, it is important to emphasise that this perspective which
equated racial equality with immigration, was not the official line taken by the

government as a whole. For instance, there was never a discussion of the racial

equality proposal from the perspective of immigration in the Diplomatic Advisory

2Ishii Kikujird, Gaikd yoroku [Diplomatic Anecdotes], (Tokyo, 1930), p.515,
p.522.

The biographers of Uchida also state that racial equality surfaced as a means of
resolving the immigration problem which worsened after the Russo-Japanese War.
See Uchida Yasuya denki hensai iinkai ed., Uchida Yasuya, (Tokyo, 1969), p.237.

'4Yoshida, op. cit., p.98.

150ut of the two, the one which the Americans showed interest in was as follows:
"The equality of nations being a basic principle of the League of nations, the High
Contracting Parties agree that concerning the treatment of aliens in their territories,
they will accord them as far as it lies in their legitimate powers equal treatments and
rights in law and in fact without making distinction on account of race or nationality."
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Council. Because the council did not know that the League of Nations was going to
be such a central issue at the peace conference, the question of racial equality was not
discussed at all in late January to early February 1919. Nevertheless, the
immigration slant of the original draft by Makino and Chinda was highly significant
as it left an indelible mark in the perceptions of the British Dominions and the United
States that the Japanese proposal was really about immigration. Hence, the
explanation that the racial equality proposal was intended to resolve the anti-Japanese
immigration problems is valid as far as Makino and the Foreign Ministry were
concerned. However, it was not the only explanation of the proposal as we have
already mentioned two other categories of explanations--great power status and

domestic politics--in the previous chapter.

The First Attempt with the Racial Equality Proposal

In light of the above, it is understandable that Makino and Chinda should
regard the United States as the most likely opponent of the Japanese proposal because
of the unresolved problem of anti-Japanese immigration policy.!* Despite their
efforts to see the Americans, it was not till the first meeting of the League of Nations
Commission on 2nd February that they were able to brief Colonel House who was
President Wilson’s special advisor, about their "general position regarding the

abolition of racial discrimination"."” Encouraged by House’s sympathetic attitude,

'*Makino, op. cit., p.204.

'7Although the Japanese sources do not elaborate on this point, House’s record
shows that the Japanese had come to ask advice concerning the race question because
of public interest in Japan for the new international organisation to embrace some
broad principle of race equality. Charles Seymour ed., The Intimate Papers of
Colonel House, Vol.4, (London, 1928), pp.320-321.
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Makino and Chinda decided to show him two drafts of the proposal which they
intended to submit as an insertion into the covenant of the League. Having expressed
interest in one of the proposals, House undertook to confer with Wilson who
subsequently agreed to present the preferred proposal'® as his own amendment to the
religious freedom article (Article 21). In this early stage of the negotiation, Wilson
and House evidently perceived the Japanese proposal as a reasonable demand in line
with the spirit of the covenant and not as a potential threat, possibly because they did
not see it as having serious implications for immigration. Therefore, the first attempt
by the Japanese to sound out the Americans had produced an unexpectedly
encouraging response.

Likewise, the Japanese considered Britain as the other potential stumbling
block because of anti-Japanese immigration policies in the British Dominions,
particularly in Australia and Canada. However, it seems that the Japanese did not
first approach the British because they had expected Britain to support the proposal
on the strength of the Anglo-Japanese Alliance. Moreover, they thought it beneficial
to rely on the good offices of House who had offered to discuss the amendment

informally with the British." It is highly likely at this point that the Japanese were

8The text of the proposal read: "The equality of nations being a basic principle
of the League of nations, the High Contracting Parties agree that concerning the
treatment of aliens in their territories, they will accord them as soon and as far as
practicable equal treatments and rights in law and in fact without making distinction
on account of race or nationality." Interestingly, House claims that Makino and
Chinda did not want to submit the proposal as their own, whereas the Japanese
sources do not mention this and claim instead that Wilson had offered to propose the
amendment as his own. Ibid., p.321; Matsui to Uchida, 15th February 1919,
doc.363, Nihon gaik6 monjo Part 1 Vol.3 1919.

YMatsui to Uchida, 16th February 1919, doc.364, Nihon gaik0 monjo Part 1
Vol.3 1919.
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expecting little or no resistance from Britain, especially as the more onerous task of
persuading the Americans was achieved unexpectedly smoothly. What was more,
House’s initial broaching of the subject with the British seemed to confirm this view
that the British, too, might not have any difficulty with supporting the Japanese
proposal.

However, it soon became clear that the British were far more sensitive to the
opposition from the Dominions than had been previously assumed and had declared
their opposition to the Japanese amendment. So Makino and Chinda undertook to
negotiate directly with Foreign Secretary Arthur Balfour and Robert Cecil.?
Although personally sympathetic to Japan’s position, Cecil maintained that questions
such as religious freedom and racial equality, which were not directly related to the
League, should not be included in the covenant.” It is worth pointing out that
Cecil, at this early stage, indicated that such an important issue could not be decided
on a simple majority.?> Undoubtedly, he had to take into account the opposition of
the Australian premier, William Hughes,” who began the protracted battle against
the proposal which ended in his victory, as we shall see below. In any case, the

Japanese were taken aback by the British attitude which seemed to give primacy to

2Lord Robert Cecil was appointed as peace plenipotentiary to serve specifically
on the League of Nations Commission. He was one of the two British representatives
on the commission, the other being General Jan Smuts from South Africa.

2!Matsui to Uchida, 16th February 1919, doc.364, Nihon gaik6 monjo Part 1
Vol.3 1919.

2Ibid.

BWilliam Morris Hughes (1864-1952) was born in Wales, went to Australia in
1884, entered politics in 1894, became Minister of External Affairs in 1904, Prime
Minister 1915-1923, first as head of Labour ministry but later formed a national war
government in 1917.
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the Dominion interest although it meant them opposing their ally.**

In spite of the British opposition, Makino and Chinda continued to discuss
with House several drafts of the amendment until the 12th February.* Although
Wilson previously suggested that he would be interested in submitting the Japanese
amendment as one of his own, he was now too preoccupied with wanting to complete
a preliminary draft of the covenant before his departure to the United States on the
14th February. Therefore, the Japanese decided to present the proposal independently
to the League of Nations Commission on the 13th February as an amendment to
Article 21:

The equality of nations being a basic principle of the League of Nations, the

High Contracting Parties agree to accord as soon as possible to all alien

nationals of states, members of the League, equal and just treatment in every

respect making no distinction, either in law or in fact, on account of their race

or nationality.

As Wilson’s favoured article, the Japanese considered it unlikely to be defeated. The

2Kikuchi Takenori, Hakushaku Chinda Sutemi den [Biography of Viscount
Chinda Sutemi], (Tokyo, 1938), pp.207-208.

»These meetings were not recorded in the Japanese sources. On 5th February,
the Japanese submitted two amendments, one of which Wilson was willing to take on
with a minor adjustment which read, "The equality of nations being a basic principle
of the League of Nations, the High Contracting Powers agree that concerning the
treatment of aliens in their territories, they will accord them, as soon and as far as
practicable, equal treatment and rights, in law and in fact, without making any
distinction on account of their race or nationality." On the 6th, the Japanese returned
with the third amendment since the one which Wilson had agreed to on the 5th was
deemed legally meaningless by their legal advisers. House asked David Hunter
Miller to draft another on the 9th which was not shown to the Japanese. On the 10th,
the Japanese submitted the fourth proposal which House gave to Miller for
consideration but Miller was not forthcoming. Seymour, op. cit., pp.322-324; Binder
15, Series 11, Collection Group 466, The Papers of Edward Mandell House (hereafter
as House Papers), Manuscripts and Archives, Yale University; D.H.Miller, document
362 and 363, Vol.5, and diary, 11th February 1919, Vol.1, My Diary: At the
Conference of Paris, (New York, 1924).
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speech® that Makino made on the occasion was deliberately low-key, as his
principal concern was not to antagonise those commission members who were
sceptical of the Japanese proposal. Makino made remarks to soften the blow such as
"That race discrimination still exists, in law and in fact, is undeniable, and it is
enough here simply to state the fact of its existence," and "an immediate realization
of the ideal equality of treatment between peoples is not proposed” which played
down the practical implications of the proposal.

How was the amendment received by the other members of the commission?
On the whole, the combined article of religious freedom and racial equality was too
risky a formula for most members to support. The British Empire delegation under
Cecil claimed that the subject matter had been discussed thoroughly, leading to
serious problems for the British Dominions.”’” Despite the noble nature of the
proposal, he thought it advisable to postpone it to a later date. As for the Greeks,
"Mr Veniselos was of the opinion that questions of race and religion would certainly
be dealt with in the future by the League of Nations, but that it would be better for
the moment not to allude to them."*® Similarly, the French stated that since there
was a correlation between race and religious questions, it would be better if both were
eliminated.? Although the Chinese delegate, V.K.Wellington Koo, was "naturally

in full sympathy with the spirit of the proposed amendment", he expressed

2For an English text of the speech see Matsui to Uchida, 15th February 1919,
doc.363, Nihon gaiké monjo Part 1 Vol.3 1919.

2D .H.Miller, The Drafting of the Covenant, (New York, 1928), Vol.1, p.268.
BIbid., Vol.2, p.325.

Matsui to Uchida, 16th February 1919, doc.364, Nihon gaikdb monjo Part 1
Vol.3 1919.
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reservations pending instructions from his government.*® On the other hand,
Roumania, Brazil and Czechoslovakia supported the proposal. However, the majority
was in favour of Cecil’s proposal to eliminate Article 21 altogether. Although House
expressed reservations about deleting the religious article without obtaining
confirmation from Wilson, Wilson himself was not hesitant about eliminating it once
he realised the degree of opposition which the Japanese amendment had attracted.
Consequently, he presented a draft covenant without the religious freedom article at

the plenary session on the 14th February 1919. This signified the first defeat of the

racial equality proposal.

Analysis of the First Phase of the Negotiation

An analysis of the first phase of the negotiation leads us to three observations.
Firstly, there was the problem of the lack of a clearly defined notion within the
Japanese government as to what the racial equality proposal entailed. Because of the
great haste in which the Hara government had to formulate a comprehensive peace
policy, the original instruction on the racial equality demand was never fully
developed into a coherent strategy. This was simply a reflection of the greater
problem of the government’s unpreparedness generally on the question of the League
of Nations. Although it has been suggested that Makino and Chinda had an implicit
agenda of resolving the anti-Japanese immigration problem, Tokyo never officially
endorsed the idea, which implied that the proposal could only be negotiated implicitly
as an immigration proposal. The fundamental problem of lack of consensus within

the government, especially in the beginning, as to the precise meaning of the

3Miller, Drafting of the Covenant, Vol.2, p.325.




95

proposal, and the absence of strategy in attaining the objective at the conference,
made the Japanese negotiating position generally ineffective. In fact, Tokyo did not
have any further input into the racial equality proposal after 8th December 1918 until
19th February 1919 when the report that the amendment was defeated on 13th
February reached Tokyo.?! Significantly, there was no discussion in the Diplomatic
Advisory Council concerning the precise nature of the demand during the crucial
formative period of late January and early February 1919, which effectively meant
that the actual form and substance of the proposal was left entirely in the hands of
Makino and Chinda.

This leads to the second point that the lack of input from Tokyo in the
negotiations was due to the initial problem experienced by the government in
conducting diplomacy from a great distance. The government jealously guarded its
power and wanted the plenipotentiaries to refer back all decisions to Tokyo, leaving
little bargaining power at the front. However, the pace set at Paris was too fast for
Tokyo to respond effectively and efficiently. This was particularly true with the
League of Nations, leading to the widening of a gulf between Tokyo’s perception of
the League and the associated issue of racial equality, and that of the plenipotentiaries
based in Paris. This led Makino to make a request to the Diplomatic Advisory
Council on 3rd February 1919 for more discretionary power, arguing that the
credibility of the Japanese government on such urgent issues was being undermined
by its inconvenient, circuitous decision making process.’ This resulted in a role

reversal insofar as the question of the League was concerned as the plenipotentiaries

3Minutes of the Diplomatic Advisory Council, 19th February 1919, Suiusé nikki.

2Djary, 3rd February 1919, Hara Kei nikki, Vol.8.




96

were obliged to make decisions on many detailed issues in the League of Nations
Commission without first consulting Tokyo. Inevitably, some members of the
Diplomatic Advisory Council resented this discretionary power exercised by Makino
in Paris. It6 Miyoji especially was critical of Makino who was criticised for being
overzealous in supporting the League to the point of contradicting the government’s
peace policy, which adopted a more cautious attitude based on the domestic feeling
of uncertainty about the organisation.®® In fact, it developed into a row in the
councitl which necessitated Prime Minister Hara to defend Makino and take
responsibility for his choice as one of plenipotentiaries.*  Thus, whilst the
Diplomatic Advisory Council had no choice but to accept the decisions passed at
Paris, there was much resentment in the council for being "secondary" to the
plenipotentiaries. Makino was subjected to harsh criticism of the decisions he took
on the racial equality proposal despite the absence of better alternatives proposed by
the council. Although it has been suggested that the lack of input made by the
government in Tokyo was indicative of its indifference towards the proposal,” it
seems that it had more to do with inefficiency in conducting diplomacy from a
distance, as well as the general lack of preparedness on the issue of the League of
Nations.

Thirdly, it is important to mention the government’s preoccupation with public

3Minutes of the Diplomatic Advisory Council, 19th and 22nd February 1919,
Suiusd nikki.

Diary, 19th February 1919, Hara kei nikki, Vol.8.

30Onuma Yasuaki, "Haruka naru jinshu byodd no ris6" [The Distant Ideal of
Racial Equality], Yasuaki Onuma ed., Kokusaihd, kokusai rengd to nihon
[International Law, the United Nations and Japan], (Tokyo, 1987), pp.457-459.
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opinion in Japan. Although the impact of pressure groups such as the League to
Abolish Racial Discrimination (Jinshuteki sabetsu teppai kisei taikai) will be discussed
in the following chapter, their fervent interest in supporting the racial equality
demand placed a considerable pressure on the delegates in Paris. Most of all, the
delegates were concerned that the activities of these groups would jeopardize the

3 Makino and Chinda often referred to the need to

sensitive negotiation at Paris.
satisfy public opinion as the reason for persisting in the negotiations. This is
illustrated by the case below, when Chinda informed House of Japan’s decision to
submit the amendment on the 13th February:
Viscount Chinda called again to say he could get nothing definite from the
British and that he intended to present a resolution himself which would be
more drastic than the one the President agreed to accept. His idea is that
while it will not be adopted, it will be an explanation to his people in
Japan.”
As we shall see later, domestic justification in the form of placating public opinion

becomes increasingly significant in understanding why the Japanese persisted with the

racial equality negotiations.

The Second Phase of the Proposal

The second phase of the racial equality negotiation started because the
Japanese government refused to accept the defeat of the 13th February and it lasted
until the 11th April when the proposal faced the second defeat. As mentioned above,

the Diplomatic Advisory Council became aware of the defeat of the 13th February

36Nakano Seigd, Kowa kaigi o mokugeki shite [In Witnessing the Peace
Conference], (Tokyo, 1919), pp.123.

¥Seymour, op. cit., p.324.
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only on the 19th, but lost no time in instructing resubmission of the proposal.®* On
the 27th February, the Japanese government instructed the delegates as follows:

The question of abolition of racial discrimination belongs to one of the

important demands of the Imperial Government with regards to the League of

Nations. Although it has been defeated once at the peace conference, it

should not be abandoned because it would affect the future interests of the

Empire. Hence, we must give careful consideration on how to accomplish our

objective.’

On the 4th March, the government instructed the delegates to negotiate with Balfour
or with other suitable officials of the British delegation in order to stress the point that
Japan was not demanding to have immediate changes in practical problems related to
racial equality but to have it accepted as an important principle of the League of
Nations and world peace.® This was based on the realisation that the proposal was
rejected because the British government had decided to take into account the position
of the Dominions who opposed it on practical grounds.

Meanwhile, as soon as the preliminary draft covenant was adopted in the
League of Nations Commission, Wilson left for the United States on the 15th
February and did not return to Paris until the 13th March. Generally speaking,
Wilson’s trip had heightened anxiety in Japan about the mounting American

opposition domestically to the League of Nations, and in particular, the criticism

which the race proposal was attracting. In the light of Tokyo’s concern, Ambassador

3¥Minutes of Diplomatic Advisory Council, 19th February 1919, Suius6 nikki.

3" Jinshuteki sabetsu teppai ni kansuru mondai” [Issues Related to the Abolition
of Racial Discrimination], 2.4.2.2, Kokusai remmei: Jinshu sabetsu teppai [The
League of Nations: Abolition of Racial Discrimination], Vol.3, Diplomatic Record
Office, Tokyo.

40Jchida to Matsui, 4th March 1919, doc.371, Nihon gaik6 monjo Part 1 Vol.3
1919.
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Ishii delivered an urgent note to Wilson before the latter’s departure from the United
States on 4th March, expressing Japan’s willingness to compromise on the wording
of the proposal to suit all parties concerned.*’ In retrospect, it appears that
American domestic opposition to the racial equality proposal was fuelled by Ishii’s
speech at the Japan Society in New York on 14th March which, while conspicuously
dissociating immigration from racial equality, inadvertently had the opposite effect
of strengthening the perceived connection between the two issues.*” Moreover, there
was negative public reaction to the speech in Japan because it was perceived by some
that the racial equality proposal was intended to have practical effects, such as
immigration.®

Gradually, the Japanese realised that the United States could no longer support
their proposal in view of the increasingly hostile treatment which both Wilson and the
League of Nations were receiving in the United States. A sense of crisis built up in
the Diplomatic Advisory Council as Foreign Minister Uchida warned that any further

effort to push the racial equality proposal might have the adverse effect of

“Ipid., Uchida to Ishii, 3rd March 1919, doc.370.

“Ibid., Ishii to Uchida, 14th March 1919, doc.379; for the text of the speech see
ibid., Ishii to Uchida, 19th March 1919, doc.385; 16th March 1919, The New York
Times. Lord Reading in Washington supported the view that the speech had been
seized upon by those opposing the League, in Reading to Curzon, 15th March 1919,
PRO FO 608/241, f 4841. Interestingly, Ishii defends his position in his later
telegram to Uchida that there had not been a negative reaction to his speech apart
from a few senators. Ishii to Uchida, 24th March 1919, doc.391, Nihon gaikd monjo
Part 1 Vol.3 1919.

“6th April 1919, Tokyo nichi nichi shimbun; Niizuma K6do, "Beikoku no han
nihon fi" [An Anti-Japanese Wind in the United States], Nihon oyobi nihonjin no.756
(1st May 1919), pp.35-37; "Sabetsu teppai to kokumin no kakugo" [Abolition of
Discrimination and the Preparedness of the Nation], Nihon oyobi nihonjin no.754 (5th
April 1919), p.39.
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strengthening the Senate’s opposition to President Wilson.** This shows that the
Japanese government was aware that their proposal was being adopted by the anti-
League lobby in the United States as a weapon to discredit Wilson. House advised
Makino and Chinda on 18th March to relax their attitude towards the race

proposal.®

However, Makino and Chinda had reached a different conclusion by
then, namely, that if the draft covenant were to be amended, then Japan had no
choice but to submit another race proposal. In preparation, they requested further
instructions from Tokyo on 20th March on the procedure to be taken should their
proposal be rejected for the second time.*®

As Tokyo was anxious to reach a compromise with the British Empire
delegation, the second phase of the negotiations was characterised by an intensive
interaction between the two delegations. It was Tokyo’s policy to approach the
British Empire delegation centrally by negotiating directly with the British
government, which controlled the foreign policy of the Dominions.*”  This
underlined the difference in the perception of immigration as an issue: for the
Japanese it was an international issue, whereas for the British it was an internal issue.
Therefore, Tokyo found it difficult to grasp that the British, once having interpreted

the Japanese proposal as implying immigration, regarded it as a Dominion issue.

Being in Paris, Makino and Chinda recognised the necessity of dealing directly with

“Diary, 12th March 1919, Hara Kei nikki, Vol.8.

4SMatsui to Uchida, 20th March 1919, doc.387, Nihon gaikd monjo Part 1 Vol.3
1919.

“°Ibid.

“IIbid., Uchida to Matsui, 4th March 1919, doc.371.
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the Dominions, especially after seeing Cecil. In fact, Chinda saw little benefit in
negotiating with Balfour whose attitude seemed to have hardened against it.*
Nevertheless, Tokyo continued to disapprove of Makino and Chinda’s decision to
approach the Australians, by reinstating the instruction to negotiate directly with the
British government, and to ask for American assistance if necessary.* It seems that
Tokyo was indignant at having to negotiate directly with Australia which was only a
junior member of the British Empire delegation.>

As it became clear that the Australian Premier, William Hughes, was the most
persistent opponent of the Japanese proposal, Makino and Chinda saw him on 14th
March in order to emphasise the importance of having the principle of racial equality
accepted without any practical implications for immigration. The essence of Hughes’s
reply was that as the proposal touched upon a problem of immense practical
importance, he could not ignore Australian public opinion, which was against it."!
Makino and Chinda requested further meetings with Hughes who avoided seeing them

on the pretext of illness.” In the meantime, they met House on 21st March to

“®Ibid., Matsui to Uchida, 6th March 1919, doc.374.
“Ibid., Uchida to Matsui, 16th March 1919, doc.382.

In fact, Australia was generally regarded as a colony which should have been
"suppressed” and "tamed" by Britain. 20th April 1919, Tokyo nichi nichi shimbun.

S!Matsui to Uchida, 15th March 1919, doc.381, Nihon gaikd monjo Part 1 Vol.3
1919; L.T.Fitzhardinge, William Morris Hughes: A Political Biography, Vol.2,
(Sydney, 1979), p.403.

2Matsui to Uchida, 25th March 1919, doc.392, Nihon gaiké monjo Part 1 Vol.3
1919.
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discuss a newly amended proposal® to which the latter agreed, provided that the
word "equality" was deleted from the text, and that it would be amended so as to be
an insertion into the preamble of the covenant. Nonetheless, House reminded them
of the importance of eliminating the British opposition. Finally, Makino and Chinda
saw the Australian Attorney General on the 22nd March to present a new proposal
which read, "By the endorsement of principle of equality of all nationals of States
members of the League". This revised form was so remote from the amendment of
the 13th February that it was impossible to claim that the new proposal amounted to
Japan’s desire for free immigration. Nevertheless, for Hughes, it still conveyed the
same message. In desperation, Makino and Chinda met Cecil on the 23rd to seek
Britain’s approval only to be told that it was Australia’s problem and that Britain was
not in a position to give any definitive response.>* On 24th March, Cecil reiterated
to the Japanese that the only solution left to break the deadlock was to negotiate
directly with the Dominions to reach a compromise. The fact that Cecil went so far
as to suggest this made explicit the British government’s refusal to interfere with any
questions relating to immigration in the Dominions even at the risk of offending
Japan.

By now, the Dominion leaders realised that they held the key to Japan’s
controversial proposal and many efforts were expended to resolve the crisis in Paris.

The South African General, Jan Smuts and the Canadian Prime Minister, Sir Robert

*The proposal read: "Equality of nations being a basic principle of the League
of Nations, the High Contracting Powers agree to endorse principle of equality and
just treatment to be accorded to all alien nationals of states, members of the League."

5*Matsui to Uchida, 25th March 1919, doc.392, Nihon gaikd monjo Part 1 Vol.3
1919.
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Borden, played an important role towards the end of March in attempting to place
pressure on Hughes to concur with the majority Dominion view which was to accept
the amended proposal.”> To begin with, Borden arranged a meeting between the
Dominion premiers, Cecil, Makino and Chinda on the 25th March to see whether a
compromise could be reached. At the meeting, the Dominion premiers objected to
the word "equality" because it applied not only to Japanese but to Chinese and Indians
who were the main target of restrictive Dominion immigration policies. But the
Japanese refused to delete the word because it was so central to the proposal. To
break the deadlock, Borden suggested another wording of the proposal which read,
"By the endorsement of the principle of equality between nations and just treatment
of nationals".”® This formula was agreed by all except Hughes who, after defending
his position, stormed out of the room. In the end, Hughes’s defiant behaviour was
seen as a political statement made to his domestic audience in the run up to the
general elections in Australia.”’

The Japanese delegates tried to overcome this deadlock by appealing to Britain

again. They asked Smuts on the 26th March to talk to Lloyd George to bring his

>The proposal now read, "By the endorsement of principle of equality of all
nationals of States members of the League".

®According to Borden, two more proposals besides his and that of the Japanese
were considered at the meeting: one from Smuts, "By the recognition of the principle
of open equal and honourable relations between nations and just treatment of their
nations within the territories of other nations" and another from Cecil, "The members
of the League agree that they will grant equal treatment to all foreign residents being
nationals of other members of the League, within their territories.” Fitzhardinge, op.
cit., p.404.

STMatsui to Uchida, 30th March 1919, doc.396, Nihon gaikd monjo Part 1 Vol.3
1919; Maida Minoru, "Jinshu sabetsu teppai hiketsu ni tsuite" [On the Rejection of
Abolition of Racial Discrimination], Gaiko jihd Vol.29 no.10 (15th May 1919), p.11.
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influence to bear on Hughes.”® Because of Hughes’s position as a Dominion premier
coupled with his difficult personality, Smuts argued that this approach would be
counterproductive. Instead, he offered to try himself to moderate Australia’s
uncompromising position. Smuts’s effort at mediation did not yield much fruit except
that Hughes no longer pointed the finger at Japanese but Chinese immigration.>
Certainly, it did not stop Hughes from threatening to make an inflammatory speech
at the plenary session and to refrain from signing the covenant, should the Japanese
proposal be inserted into it. Inevitably, the opposition of Australia and New Zealand
which was increasingly affected by the former’s position, meant that the British
government had no choice but to oppose it as well. In exasperation, Smuts suggested
to the Japanese that the clause could still be utilized in the form of a convention
stipulating equality in trading practices, presently under investigation in the Economic
Commission. However, Makino replied that it was impossible to convince Japanese
public opinion that Hughes’s opposition alone could defeat the proposal which, the
public felt, was unconditionally "just". Unusually blunt for Makino, he went on to
state that he would not allow his nation’s belief in the principle of equality to be
treated as a "trifle".® By then, there was a feeling in the Japanese delegation that
no other alternative existed but to submit the proposal in the League of Nations

Commission and ignore Hughes’s threat in the plenary session. On 31st March,

8Matsui to Uchida, 30th March 1919, doc.396, Nihon gaikd monjo Part 1 Vol.3
1919.

>Ibid.

0Tpid., Matsui to Uchida, 2nd April 1919, doc.400.
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Smuts passed on the news to the Japanese that Hughes might agree to a formula®
in which immigration and naturalisation laws were mentioned as examples of
domestic affairs not to be interfered with by foreign governments. Interestingly, the
Japanese rejected it on the grounds that it was impossible to decide on such issues
which needed to be discussed eventually in the League, especially in the light of
Japan’s immigration problems with the United States.® Despite Tokyo’s decision
to push for the acceptance of the principle per se, Makino and Chinda were not
prepared to do this at the cost of resolving the immigration problem. Predictably, the
rejection heightened Australia’s conviction that the Japanese did have ulterior motives.

As the struggle with the Dominions continued, the American stance continued
to harden against the Japanese proposal. In his meetings with Makino and Chinda on
the 29th and 31st March, House disclosed that the United States would most likely
have to support the British position due to the strength of the anti-Japanese lobby in
the United States especially on the West Coast.®®> Hughes’s violent opposition
seemed to have had a negative impact on the American position by agitating
American public opinion.* In contrast to the British Empire delegation whose

Dominion members participated fully in the racial equality negotiation, the American

81 According to Borden, this was either the one proposed by Borden above or
another proposed by Smuts which was: "By the recognition of the principle of open
equal and honourable relations between nations and just treatment of their nationals
within the territories of other nations" in H.Borden ed., Robert Laird Borden: His
Memoirs, Vol.2, (London, 1938), pp.925-927.

62Matsui to Uchida, 2nd April 1919, doc.400, Nihon gaikdé monjo Part 1 Vol.3
1919.

%Ibid.

%Maida, op. cit., p.10.



106

negotiations were conducted almost single handedly by Colonel House. However,
Japan’s singular dependence on House eventually weakened its negotiating position
as his previously undisputed position as the eye and the ear of Wilson had diminished
considerably by late March due to a rift which developed between the two during
Wilson’s absence from Paris. Nor did Makino and Chinda attempt to approach
Wilson directly, possibly because the issue was not deemed to be important enough,
and the Japanese delegation did not have enough clout to negotiate directly with
Wilson.

As Makino and Chinda fought on the front line in Paris, Tokyo began to
despair over the seemingly endless obstacles which the proposal was facing in Paris.
On 30th March, Hara asked the Diplomatic Advisory Council to consider the possible
course of action in case of the rejection of the proposal.®® Personally, Hara believed
that "it was not a big enough problem to withdraw from the League of Nations".%
Although It6 and Inukai continued to argue about how "just" the proposal was, the
council unanimously concluded that the government should not in any event lose face

over this issue. Hence, new instructions outlining various options were sent to the

delegates on the same day.®” The first option was to declare the specified passage®

Minutes of Diplomatic Advisory Council, 30th March 1919, Suiusé nikki.

%Diary, 30th March 1919, Hara Kei nikki, Vol.8.

67Uchida to Matsui, 30th March 1919, doc.395, Nihon gaiké monjo Part 1 Vol.3
1919.

%81t read as follows: "In proceeding this day to the signature of the Covenant of
the League of Nations, the Japanese Plenipotentiaries declare their earnest expectation
that having particular regard to the basic principles of the League of Nations, each
of the States, Members of the League, will refrain from exercising discriminatory
treatment either at law or in fact in respect of nationals of any other State, which is
a member of the League, on grounds of race or nationality."
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as an appendix to the League covenant, while at the same time to issue a statement
declaring its acceptance as prendre acte of the conference. The second option was
simply to accept the above declaration as an appendix to the covenant without
obtaining a statement of full-fledged support from member states. The last option
was to register in writing the above declaration in the proceedings of the conference.
The plenipotentiaries were to defer signing the covenant if none of the above options
was possible. Back in Paris, the first two options were regarded as implausible as
they demanded an insertion of the passage in the covenant. However, Makino and
Chinda knew that they could avoid the ultimate embarrassment of deferring signature
because the final option would be done as a matter of conference protocol.®

In the early days of April, the Japanese tirelessly worked on Hughes. On 3rd
April, Makino and Chinda met Lloyd George who apparently promised "to do
something” about Hughes.”” Chinda followed it up with a letter to Lloyd George
asking him to exert his influence in order to postpone the last meeting of the League
of Nations Commission and to take up the proposal with Wilson.”! Makino and
Chinda continued to negotiate with Borden, Botha and Smuts, but Hughes remained

unmovable.” During the period, Makino was able to depend on his friendship with

Matsui to Uchida, 5th April 1919, doc.401, Nihon gaik6é monjo Part 1 Vol.3
1919.

Ibid., Matsui to Uchida, 13th April 1919, doc.405.
"Ibid., Chinda to Lloyd George, 7th April 1919, doc.402.

2Borden records meetings with Cecil and Makino on 7th April, with Botha in the
same evening; with Chinda and Makino on 9th April; and with Garran and Botha on
10th April. Borden, op. cit., pp.925-927.



108

Wickham Steed to prevent The Times from adopting an anti-Japanese tone.” But
the Australian threat of withdrawal from Paris remained firm and even Makino’s last
attempt to meet Hughes before the final meeting of the League of Nations
Commission on 11th April failed. Hughes’s determination was such that Botha
explained to Makino, "strictly between ourselves, I think he is mad!"” Having tried
in vain every available avenue to break the deadlock, there was no alternative left for
Makino and Chinda, who were under immense pressure from public opinion in Japan,

but to submit the proposal on the 11th April.

The Second Defeat

At the fifteenth and the final meeting of the League of Nations Commission,
Japan presented a racial equality amendment in the form of an insertion to the
preamble of the covenant which read:

...by the endorsement of the principle of equality of nations and just treatment
of their nationals....

In his speech, Makino emphasised the shift from demanding "equality of races" to
"equality of nations":

My amendment to the Preamble is simply to lay down a general principle as
regards the relationship at least between the nationalities forming the League,
just as it prescribes the rules of conduct to be observed between the
Governments of the State Members. It is not intended that the amendment
should encroach on the internal affairs of any nation. It simply sets forth an

3Matsui to Uchida, 13th April 1919, doc.405, Nihon gaikd monjo Part 1 Vol.3
1919. By the end of March 1919, The Times predicted that the Japanese amendment
in the revised form would likely be adopted. See 27th March 1919, The Times,
London.

7#Matsui to Uchida, 13th April 1919, doc.405, Nihon gaikd monjo Part 1 Vol.3
1919.
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aim in the future international intercourse.”
By all accounts, Japan’s case sounded reasonable and persuasive. Nevertheless, Cecil
had to reject the Japanese amendment on the following grounds:

The British Government realised the importance of the racial question, but its
solution could not be attempted by the Commission without encroaching upon
the sovereignty of States members of the League. One of two things must be
true: either the points which the Japanese Delegation proposed to add to the
Preamble were vague and ineffective, or else they were of practical
significance. In the latter case, they opened the door to serious controversy
and to interference in the domestic affairs of States members of the League.’

To this, Chinda retorted that the significance of the amendment lay not in the demand
of race equality but of equality of nations; and if the amendment were rejected,
Japanese public opinion would regard the League most unfavourably as it would be
an indication that the equality of members of the League was not recognized.”
Then Wilson as chairman opened the floor for discussion. Prime Minister
Vittorio Orlando of Italy spoke in favour of the racial equality proposal:
The equality of nations was a question which perhaps ought not to have been
raised; but once having been raised, there was no other solution except that
of adopting the amendment. Lord Robert Cecil had spoke of the practical
reasons why its application would be difficult. Such an argument would carry
weight if the Commission were considering the adoption of an Article in the
Covenant which put the members of the League under a definite obligation.
All that was now asked, however, was the insertion of a principle in the
Preamble. If this principle were rejected, it would give rise to feelings which
were hardly in harmony with the new organisation.”

Italy’s support of racial equality appears to have been based on Orlando’s position,

generally supported by public opinion, that Italy should support a proposal which was

5Ibid., Matsui to Uchida, 14th April 1919, doc.406.

Miller, Drafting of the Covenant, Vol.2, p.389.

bid., p.390.

®Ibid.
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in line with the sort of principles and ideals which the League was attempting to
enshrine.” The French representative in the commission, Léon Bourgeois, agreed
wholeheartedly with Orlando to support the proposal. The French acceptance was
based on two factors: first, "it was impossible to vote for the rejection of an
amendment which embodied an indisputable principle of justice"®; second, as part
of the preamble outlining broad basic principles, states were not obliged to strict
observance.” Even the Chinese who were confronting the Japanese over the
Shantung question expressed support as Wellington Koo stated,
...I'should be very glad indeed to see the principle itself given recognition in
the Covenant, and I hope that the Commission will not find serious difficulties
in the way of its acceptance.®
It seems that China’s position was complicated by two conflicting factors.®*> On the

one hand, China naturally wanted racial equality because they were being racially

discriminated against by foreigners including the Japanese. On the other hand, Koo

13th April 1919, Corriere della sera, Milan; Extract from Idea Nazionale of
28th April 1919, entitled "The League of Nations is a Fraud", Erskine to Curzon, 6th
May 1919, PRO FO 608/241, f 9694. In late April, when the Italians realised that
Wilson was being soft to the Japanese by giving them Shantung whilst refusing Fiume
to Italy, public opinion in Italy turned against Japan and claimed that the Japanese had
been devious in accomplishing their diplomatic triumph at the expense of Italy. See
3rd May 1919, Corriere della sera.

%M iller, Drafting of the Covenant, Vol.2, p.390.

81Matsui to Uchida, 13th April 1919, doc.406, Nihon gaikd monjo Part 1 Vol.3
1919.

82Miller, Drafting of the Covenant, Vol.2, p.391. The Japanese Foreign Ministry
telegraph simply stated that "also the Chinese delegates supported our proposal” in
Matsui to Uchida, 13th April 1919, doc.406, Nihon gaikd monjo Part 1 Vol.3 1919.

$This is an analysis based on Chinese position leading up to 11th April voting.
See, for instance, diary, 29th March 1919, Add.51131, f.64, The Cecil of Chelwood
Papers (hereafter Cecil Papers), British Library; Miller, Drafting of the Covenant,
Vol.1, p.336.
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did not want to antagonise the sensitivities of the British and Americans by appearing
to be too enthusiastic because he needed their support for China’s claim to
Shantung.*

The Greek Prime Minister, Veniselos, who had previously opposed the
religious freedom article in February now supported the amendment because the
nature of the issue had changed completely from the equality of races to that of
nations.®  Although the Japanese official sources did not give details of
Czechoslovakia’s support, Kramar stated that the amendment was in complete
accordance with the spirit of the preamble especially with the phrase "open, just and
honourable relations."®® Only the Poles spoke against it on the technical grounds
that it seemed impractical to incorporate a principle in the preamble which was not
elaborated as an article, though Dmowski personally was entirely sympathetic to the
Japanese proposal.®’

President Wilson’s speech is significant because this was the only occasion

during the peace conference when he expressed publicly his thoughts on the racial

% After the 11th April ruling and during the Shantung negotiation, the Chinese
position on the racial equality proposal becomes more complicated because, in spite
of Koo’s declared support for it, many in the Chinese delegation, especially
C.T.Wang, began to circulate the view that the Japanese had used it as a "bargaining
chip" to obtain favourable settlement on the Shantung issue. The division seems to
reflect the internal political division of the Chinese delegation into those from the
North (Koo) and those from the South (Wang). For the Sino-American "bargaining
chip" theory, see Chapter 8.

8Matsui to Uchida, 13th April 1919, doc.406, Nihon gaikd monjo Part 1 Vol.3
1919.

86Miller, Drafting of the Covenant, Vol.2, p.391.

8Matsui to Uchida, 13th April 1919, doc.406, Nihon gaikd monjo Part 1 Vol.3
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equality issue. Although he did not speak directly against the proposal, it was a
circuitous attempt to induce the Japanese as well as the rest of the commission to
shelf the issue for the time being in order not to provoke any controversy when the
League of Nations was just about to be created:
The trouble 1s not with our discussions here, but with the discussions which
would certainly be raised in the Plenary Council if the words suggested were
introduced into this Covenant. My own interest, let me say, is to quiet
discussion that raises national differences and racial prejudices. I would wish
them, particularly at this juncture in the history of the relations of nations with
one another, to be forced as much as possible into the background. ... It is
in my own mind for the purpose of quieting these prejudices, of letting them
play no part in the discussions connected with the establishment of this
League, that I am looking at this whole matter.®
He was anxious that this matter would not be raised at the plenary session on the 28th
April in order to prevent an open clash between the Japanese and Australians.
However, the Japanese were not willing to retreat, especially after hearing the more
than favourable general response to their proposal, and asked for a vote to be taken
in order to ascertain how the commission stood on the issue. Due to the absence of
Smuts and Hysman (Belgium), seventeen out of nineteen members of the commission
voted. Those who voted for the amendment were Japan(2), France(2), Italy(2),
Brazil(1), China(l), Greece(1), Serbia(l), and Czechoslovakia(l), totalling eleven.
No negative vote was taken which meant that votes of the British Empire delegation,
United States, Portugal, Poland, and Roumania were not registered. It must be

mentioned that the Japanese sources are not accurate on this point: they claim that

Portugal voted for and Brazil voted against it.*”

8Miller, Drafting of the Covenant, Vol.1, pp.462-463.

$Matsui to Uchida, 13th April 1919, doc.406, and Horiguchi (Brazil) to Uchida,
1st May 1919, doc.411, Nihon gaikd monjo Part 1 Vol.3 1919. This error nearly
caused a diplomatic incident between Brazil and Japan.
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At this juncture, Wilson as chairman imposed a unanimity ruling which meant
that the proposal was rejected in spite of the majority voting in its favour. This
decision was questioned by Makino and also by the French® since majority voting
was used to decide on the site of the League.”® Wilson’s justification was as
follows:

President Wilson admitted that a majority had so voted, but stated that

decisions of the Commission were not valid unless unanimous.... In the

present instance there was, certainly, a majority, but strong opposition had

manifested itself against the amendment and under these circumstances the

resolution could not be considered as adopted.”
By "strong opposition", it referred to the consistently declared position of the British
Empire delegation. Hence, the most interesting aspect of this unanimity rule is that
it allowed the United States to oppose the Japanese proposal without openly declaring
its position, by relying on the strength of the highly publicised opposition of British
Empire delegation. In the light of the situation, Makino left open the question of
whether or not to raise the issue again at the plenary session by stating that Japan
would attempt whenever possible to reiterate this "just" demand.

The Japanese delegates reported back to Tokyo that domestic opposition in the

British Empire and the United States had placed Wilson, House and especially Cecil

in the extremely difficult position of having to reject an obviously reasonable

%To the French, the American position seemed conspicuously contradictory for
supporting a league based on the so-called Wilsonian ideals, but turning a blind eye
to an obvious principle of universal importance. 14th April 1919, Le Matin, Paris;
also see 29th August 1919, Annales de la Chambre des Députés: Deébats
Parlementaires: 11me Législature.

SiMiller, Drafting of the Covenant, Vol.2, p.392.

"Ibid.
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proposal.”

As the telegram reporting the proceeding was not despatched from Paris
until the 13th April, Tokyo did not hear of the news until the 15th. Consequently,
the Diplomatic Advisory Council was finally informed of the unsuccessful result only
on 21st April. The council strongly criticised the way in which the racial equality
proposal was approached: firstly, for missing an earlier opportunity to raise the issue
when the draft covenant was first submitted to the conference; secondly, for ignoring
Japan’s ally, Britain, and going directly to the United States to open negotiation; and
thirdly, for substantially changing the substance of the proposal from equality of
treatment eventually to just treatment.” Essentially, the plenipotentiaries were
accused of deviating from the government’s instructions by presenting an
"incomplete" proposal which did not have any practical implications, thereby
effectively rendering the whole exercise meaningless.” The defeat of the racial
equality proposal hardened the government’s determination to "win" the Shantung

settlement, instructing the delegates to refuse signing the treaty should the demand on

Shantung not be accepted.

Analysis of the Second Attempt

The most important observation to be made about this period is that the
emphasis of the Japanese proposal had shifted from "equality of race" to "equality of

nations". The final amendment to the preamble--"by the endorsement of the principle

9SMatsui to Uchida, 13th April 1919, doc.406, Nihon gaikd monjo Part 1 Vol.3
1919.

%Minutes of Diplomatic Advisory Council, 21st April 1919, Suiusé nikki.

*Ibid.
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of equality of nations and just treatment of their nationals"--simply recognised the
equality of nations and nothing more. In terms of the treatment of its nationals, it
only referred to "just" treatment and did not at all touch on "equality" or "non-
discrimination”.”  This shift reveals two things about the Japanese negotiating
position. First of all, the ultimate success of the proposal became increasingly a
matter of "face" to Tokyo as the unsuccessful tale of Makino and Chinda’s
negotiation with the Dominions began to embarrass the government back home. The
shift in the meaning of the proposal occurred from "race" to more generally
"equality” because the Diplomatic Advisory Council had emphasised the utmost
importance of having the acceptance of the principle per se on 4th March.”
Therefore, the council’s criticism made of the negotiation on the 21st April*® could
not be justified in the light of both their previous instructions and their lack of
coherent strategy for the proposal. Secondly, the Japanese government showed itself
to be entirely preoccupied with the Anglo-Saxon opposition, neglecting all the others.
The fact that Makino and Chinda were swaying between the Americans and the
British (and the Dominions) for encouragement and approval of their draft proposals
implied that, for Japan, political acceptance of the proposal by the Anglo-Saxon
powers was more important than the actual substance of their proposal. This supports

the point made in the previous chapter that the proposal was intended to address

Japan’s insecurity vis-a-vis the Anglo-Saxon powers in the League of Nations.

%Qnuma, op. cit., pp.452-453.

97Uchida to Matsui, 4th March 1919, doc.371, Nihon gaik6 monjo Part 1 Vol.3
1919.

%Minutes of Diplomatic Advisory Council, 21st April 1919, Suiusd nikKki.
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Otherwise, Japan could have made use of an opportunity for free international
publicity by mobilising French and Italian support for the proposal, as well as that of
the non-western world, to champion its cause.

There is no doubt that Makino’s initial drafting of the proposal to reflect his
and the Foreign Ministry’s desire to resolve the anti-Japanese immigration problem,
had pushed precisely the wrong button as far as the United States and the British
Dominions were concerned. The initial stigma of immigration attached to the
proposal meant that Australia could not ultimately be convinced that it was really all

about "equality of nations" and nothing more.

The Final Opportunity

The final phase of the negotiations for racial equality covers the period from
the defeat of the proposal on the 11th April until the 28th April when Makino made
a final plea at the plenary conference. Tokyo did not send further instructions after
the debacle on the 11th April but Makino and Chinda continued with their effort to
bring the proposal to an "honourable" conclusion. British sources show that Smuts
continued to negotiate with the Japanese in an effort to alleviate the risk of a heated
confrontation which Wilson was so anxious to avoid, between Japan and Australia in
the plenary session.” House also recorded visits made by Makino and Chinda on
15th and 26th April although these meetings had not been reported back to Tokyo by

the Japanese.'® According to Smuts, the Japanese determination to persist with the

®Diary, 26th April 1919, Add.51131, .75, Cecil Papers.

10Djary, 15th and 26th April 1919, Binder 15, Series II, Collection Group 466,
House Papers.
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negotiations stemmed from domestic public pressure:

...the public opinion in Japan was such that the Japanese Representatives could

not leave the matter there, and they had proposed to move the amendment in

the Plenary Session. It had been pointed out to them, however, that the
amendment would be defeated there, and that such an open rebuff would have
unfortunate effects; and they had finally agreed to confine themselves simply
to a declaration r<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>